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Precise GPS-Denied UAV Self-Positioning via
Context-Enhanced Cross-View Geo-Localization
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Abstract—Image retrieval has been employed as a robust
complementary technique to address the challenge of Unmanned
Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) self-positioning. However, most existing
methods primarily focus on localizing objects captured by UAVs
through complex part-based representations, often overlooking
the unique challenges associated with UAV self-positioning, such
as fine-grained spatial discrimination requirements and dynamic
scene variations. To address the above issues, we propose
the Context-Enhanced method for precise UAV Self-Positioning
(CEUSP), specifically designed for UAV self-positioning tasks.
CEUSP integrates a Dynamic Sampling Strategy (DSS) to
efficiently select optimal negative samples, while the Rubik’s
Cube Attention (RCA) module, combined with the Context-
Aware Channel Integration (CACI) module, enhances feature
representation and discrimination by exploiting interdimensional
interactions, inspired by the rotational mechanics of a Ru-
bik’s Cube. Extensive experimental validate the effectiveness
of the proposed method, demonstrating notable improvements
in feature representation and UAV self-positioning accuracy
within complex urban environments. Our approach achieves
state-of-the-art performance on the DenseUAV dataset, which is
specifically designed for dense urban contexts, and also delivers
competitive results on the widely recognized University-1652
benchmark.

Index Terms—UAV self-positioning, image retrieval, represen-
tation learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

UNMANNED Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) have received con-
siderable attention in recent years owing to their su-

perior data acquisition capabilities. As advanced visual plat-
forms [1]–[3], UAVs are capable of capturing extensive im-
agery from diverse angles while effectively mitigating the
impact of occlusions. This ability has led to widespread ap-
plications, including object detection [4]–[7], precise delivery
systems [8]–[10], and autonomous driving technologies [11]–
[13]. However, effective self-positioning is essential for UAVs
to operate successfully across these domains. Currently, most
UAVs rely on the Global Positioning System (GPS) technol-
ogy for navigation, which requires a stable communication
environment. Disruptions or obstructions to GPS signals can
significantly degrade positioning accuracy, limiting operational
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Fig. 1. The Dynamic Sampling Strategy. Purple samples are selected from
images exhibiting geographic proximity, while blue samples are derived from
feature similarities identified between drone and satellite imagery. Within each
sampling batch, the ratio of these two sample types is adjusted progressively
as the training process advances.

effectiveness in certain contexts. In response to these chal-
lenges, image-based cross-view geo-location techniques serve
as viable alternatives [14], enhancing the reliability of UAV
self-positioning in GPS-denied environments.

The cross-view geographic localization technology achieves
precise positioning by correlating images obtained from di-
verse perspectives. However, the significant visual discrep-
ancies between these viewpoints pose substantial challenges
for cross-view image matching, creating a notable domain
gap between ground and satellite imagery. Drone-captured
images emphasize intricate ground-level details, such as build-
ing facades, pedestrians, and vehicles, while satellite im-
agery focuses on large-scale geospatial features like rooftops,
tree canopies, and road networks. Despite these consider-
able appearance disparities, both types of imagery possess
the potential to convey rich semantic information. Previous
research has primarily concentrated on matching from ground-
to-aerial [15]–[17] and drone-to-satellite [18]–[20] perspec-
tives, primarily addressing the localization of objects captured
by drones. However, challenges associated with UAV self-
positioning, such as low-altitude dense sampling and variations
in urban surface appearance [21], remain underexplored. Meth-
ods employing part-based representation learning [18], [22]
show promise on sparse datasets like University-1652 [23],
but struggle in densely sampled urban contexts, where they
disrupt image structure and incur semantic information loss.
While Shen et al. [24] enhance feature discrimination with
a multi-classifier structure, they face limitations in densely
sampled scenes due to limited cross-dimensional interactions.
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Traditional transformer- and part-based models [18], [25]
often enhance representation by segmenting the feature map,
focusing on local regions without capturing multi-dimensional
feature interactions, leading to suboptimal performance in
UAV self-positioning tasks. Our method, Context-Enhanced
method for precise UAV Self-Positioning (CEUSP), transcends
this limitation by rethinking feature extraction through the
lens of "multi-dimensional interaction," moving beyond con-
ventional "feature cutting" approaches. The Rubik’s Cube
Attention (RCA) module achieves this by rotating the feature
map to integrate information from multiple directions, thereby
enhancing feature extraction at higher levels of abstraction.
Additionally, CEUSP incorporates a Dynamic Sampling Strat-
egy, as shown in Fig. 1, which prioritizes challenging negative
samples and balances geographic relevance and feature diver-
sity within each training batch. This adaptive strategy ensures
more efficient learning as training progresses, improving the
model’s performance on dense datasets. By combining these
advancements, CEUSP demonstrates broad applicability, ex-
tending its utility to other cross-view geo-localization tasks
beyond UAV self-positioning.

In summary, the primary contributions of this paper are as
follows:

• Augmented by the Rubik’s Cube Attention module, our
ConvNeXt-T-based framework enhances feature represen-
tation by enabling efficient interactions across spatial and
channel dimensions for UAV self-positioning and cross-
view geo-localization tasks.

• To significantly enhance model robustness and improve
feature matching accuracy, we propose a dynamic sam-
pling strategy that adaptively refines sample selection
by balancing the geographic relevance of samples with
feature diversity within each training batch throughout
the training process.

• Our proposed model achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance in UAV self-positioning tasks on the DenseUAV
dataset and demonstrates competitive results on the
University-1652 dataset, thereby highlighting its robust-
ness across various cross-view geo-localization chal-
lenges.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we provide a review of the relevant literature.
Section III presents a detailed description of the proposed
framework. Subsequently, Section IV discusses the experimen-
tal findings and offers a comprehensive analysis based on the
DenseUAV and University-1652 datasets. Finally, Section V
concludes with a summary of our methods.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we review the most relevant research in two
key areas: traditional cross-view geo-localization and drone-
to-satellite matching in dense environments.

A. Traditional Cross-View Geo-Localization

Cross-view geo-localization has gained significant attention
due to its wide range of applications [26]–[29]. Research
has predominantly focused on matching ground-level and

satellite images, as well as drone-to-satellite perspectives, with
particular emphasis on accurately localizing objects within the
drone’s field of view.

Early cross-view geo-localization methods relied on hand-
crafted features, treating the task as a retrieval problem by
comparing aerial and ground images using metrics like Eu-
clidean distance or cosine similarity. The advent of convolu-
tional neural networks (CNNs) [30], [31] brought significant
progress, especially through Siamese networks [32], [33],
enabling joint processing of aerial and ground images. How-
ever, challenges due to visual domain discrepancies between
ground-level and aerial imagery persisted, leading to degraded
performance [34]. Vision Transformer (ViT) [35] have shown
significant promise, as demonstrated by Dai et al. [36], who
achieved notable improvements over CNN-based methods.
Building on this, Zhu et al. [37] proposed TransGeo, incorpo-
rating Transformer encoders for both street-level and bird’s-
eye view (BEV) images with a two-stage training strategy.
Zhang et al. [38] further enhanced feature granularity with
GeoDTR, employing geometric layout extractors to capture
spatial configurations. Other works, such as Deuser et al. [39]
and Shi et al. [40], explored hard negative sampling strategies
and domain adaptation via transfer matrices to bridge the
visual domain gap between BEV and ground images. Ye et
al. [41] and Shen et al. [24] introduced collaborative networks
and multi-classifier structures, respectively, to enhance cross-
view matching accuracy. In parallel, part-based learning has
gained traction. Wang et al. [18] developed the local pat-
tern network to maintain contextual integrity while extracting
global features, while Dai et al. [36] and Liu et al. [42]
introduced segmentation and adaptive semantic aggregation
techniques to enhance robustness and feature retention. Chen
et al. [22] proposed the SDPL framework, which partitions
features into diverse shapes to capture fine-grained details.

Rather than relying on part-based learning methods, our
model integrates the Rubik’s Cube Attention (RCA) module
with the Context-Aware Channel Integration (CACI) module to
achieve comprehensive global semantic extraction. This dual-
attention mechanism enhances the model’s ability to interpret
complex semantic structures, leading to improved drone self-
positioning and overall cross-view matching performance.

B. Drone-to-Satellite Matching in Dense Environments

The rapid development of drone technology has spurred sig-
nificant research into drone-based cross-view geo-localization.
A key contribution was made by Zheng et al. [23], who
introduced the University-1652 dataset, formalizing cross-
view geo-localization for drone applications. Building on this,
Zhuang et al. [43] proposed a multiscale block attention mech-
anism, addressing challenges like scale variations and target
misalignment. Similarly, Zhu et al. [44] introduced the SUES-
200 dataset to enhance model robustness in handling altitude
variations in dynamic environments. Focusing on dense urban
scenarios, Dai et al. [21] developed the DenseUAV dataset,
tailored to low-altitude, GPS-denied environments, and fur-
ther proposed a drone referring localization method [45] to
improve spatial feature interaction between UAV and satellite
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Fig. 2. Overview of our CEUSP framework. The framework integrates a Dynamic Sampling Strategy (DSS) to prioritize difficult negative samples during
training. The Rubik’s Cube Attention (RCA) module, combined with the Context-Aware Channel Integration (CACI) module, captures spatial-channel
interactions, with weight sharing applied selectively to enhance performance. During testing, features extracted before the classification layer are matched
using cosine similarity.

imagery. Wang et al. [46] addressed feature misalignment
with a weight-adaptive multi-feature fusion network, while
Chen et al. [47] introduced a coarse-to-fine one-stream feature
interaction network, reducing computational overhead while
enhancing performance through early-stage feature interaction.

DenseUAV poses unique challenges due to dense sam-
pling and significant spatial overlap between adjacent frames,
demanding sophisticated feature extraction techniques. Tra-
ditional methods often struggle with UAV self-positioning
in such dense environments. Our approach further incorpo-
rates dynamic sampling strategies, which balance the dataset
and substantially enhance performance in both UAV self-
positioning and traditional cross-view geo-localization tasks,
particularly in complex and dynamic environments.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

This section firstly provides a detailed overview of the pro-
posed CEUSP framework in Section III-A, which comprising
three key components. The Rubik’s Cube Attention (RCA)
module (Section III-B) enhances feature interaction and fusion,
while the Context-Aware Channel Integration (CACI) mod-
ule (Section III-C) aggregates contextual information across
channels, optimizing performance in complex cross-view geo-
localization tasks. The Dynamic Sampling Strategy (DSS) (see
Section III-D) adjusts sample selection during training to focus
on challenging cases, improving the model’s robustness.

A. Overview

Cross-view geo-localization aims to map images from dif-
ferent platforms at the same location into similar feature spaces

while maintaining distinct representations for images from
different locations. Fig. 2 illustrates the CEUSP framework,
which integrates a dynamic sampling strategy to prioritize
challenging negative samples during training, enhancing model
robustness. ConvNeXt [48] serves as the primary feature ex-
tractor, employing weight-sharing across network branches to
leverage geometric and textural similarities between UAV and
satellite images. Following feature extraction, the RCA mod-
ule, in combination with the CACI module, enables intricate
spatial-channel interaction modeling. Selective weight sharing
within certain CACI layers further improves accuracy. The
framework combines representation, metric, and mutual learn-
ing to optimize feature representations at category, feature, and
distribution levels. Category-level losses Lrpt are optimized
using cross-entropy, while feature-level losses Lmtc employ
a Hard-Mining Triplet Loss, calculated after applying global
average pooling to the RCA module’s output. For distribution-
level learning, we minimize the KL divergence Lkl between
the predicted distributions of the UAV and satellite branches.
During testing, feature representations prior to the classifi-
cation layer are used for multi-view comparisons, achieving
efficient retrieval. Detailed descriptions of each module follow
in subsequent sections.

B. Rubik’s Cube Attention

Inspired by the rotational mechanics of a Rubik’s Cube,
we introduce the Rubik’s Cube Attention (RCA) module to
enhance cross-dimensional information extraction from input
features, as shown in Fig. III-A. Analogous to a Rubik’s
Cube’s mechanics, where multiple faces undergo manipulation
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along various axes, generating dynamic positional shifts and
interconnections, the RCA module achieves rich and discrim-
inative feature representations by replicating these operations
in feature space.

Given an input feature map f ∈ RC×H×W , where
C, H , and W denote the channel, height, and width di-
mensions, the RCA module partitions f into four distinct
branches, each undergoing unique operations to improve cross-
dimensional interactions. Let Pσ denote the permutation op-
eration on the dimensions of f according to a specified
order ϕ, C represent a CACI operation, and ϕ the permu-
tation specified for each branch. For branch k, where k ∈
{CHW, HWC, WCH, CWH}, the operations are defined as:

f ′
k = Ck(Pϕk

(f)), (1)

where Ck denotes the CACI applied after permutation ϕk,
rearranging the dimensions in each branch. To apply attention
scaling, a sigmoid activation produces a scaling tensor Sk:

Sk = σ(Ck(Pϕk
(x))). (2)

The scaled output for each branch k is then calculated by
element-wise multiplication with the permuted tensor, fol-
lowed by reverse permutation P−1

ϕk
to restore the original

dimension order:

f ′′
k = P−1

ϕk
(Sk ⊙ Pϕk

(f)). (3)

Finally, the outputs from all branches are aggregated to yield
the final output f ′ =

∑
k f

′′
k .

The rotations in the RCA module promotes both intra-
and inter-channel feature propagation, effectively overcoming
the spatial constraints of conventional convolution operations.
By leveraging complementary information from spatial and
channel dimensions, RCA generates a richer, more compre-
hensive feature representation, enhancing the model’s feature
representation capacity.

C. Context-Aware Channel Integration
UAV self-positioning in dense environments, such as in

the DenseUAV dataset, requires robust feature extraction to
mitigate the effects of environmental variability, including
shadows, weather changes, and inconsistent landmarks. To
address these challenges, we introduce the Context-Aware
Channel Integration (CACI) module within the RCA frame-
work, designed to enhance discriminative feature extraction
across spatial and channel dimensions. Acting as an attention
mechanism, CACI selectively amplifies essential feature chan-
nels by generating channel-wise attention weights applied to
the rotated feature map, as shown in Figure III-A.

The CACI module combines channel and spatial attention
mechanisms, utilizing 1 × 1 convolutions to enable cross-
channel interactions. However, with the feature map rotations
introduced by the RCA module, these interactions extend
beyond conventional directions, allowing CACI to integrate
information more effectively across various spatial and channel
dimensions. This multi-directional integration enhances fea-
ture extraction at larger scales. The channel attention map is
computed as:

Mc(X) = σ(MLP(AvgPool(X))), (4)

where σ denotes the sigmoid activation function. The spatial
attention mechanism follows the structure of the Convolutional
Block Attention Module (CBAM) [49], combining average and
max-pooling operations to generate the spatial attention map.

Working in tandem with RCA, CACI emphasizes the in-
teraction across spatial dimensions (W,H) and channel di-
mension (C). To capture complex relationships across these
dimensions efficiently, a weight-sharing strategy is applied
for spatial-axis operations and interactions with the input
tensor, ensuring consistent processing across all dimensions
and enhancing both cohesion and generalization compared to
non-weight-sharing methods.

D. Dynamic Sampling Strategy

In cross-view geo-localization tasks, including UAV self-
positioning, sample selection critically influences model per-
formance. Building upon dynamic similarity sampling method-
ologies [39], we propose an advanced dataset-based Dynamic
Sampling Strategy (DSS). As illustrated in Figure III-A, the
strategy incorporates Geographical Distance Sampling (GDS),
Feature Similarities Sampling (FSS), and Random Sampling
(RS). DSS adaptively refines sample selection by balancing
geographic relevance and feature diversity within each train-
ing batch, thereby enhancing feature matching accuracy and
improving model robustness.

Initially, models struggle to differentiate challenging sam-
ples due to limited feature understanding. To address this,
we implement a hybrid sampling approach that allocates
each batch into three categories: (1) 50% of samples are
selected based on geographic proximity, directing the model’s
attention to spatial information by including negative samples
with similar GPS coordinates; (2) 25% are chosen by cosine
similarity to emphasize feature diversity; and (3) 25% are
randomly sampled to maintain variety and avoid overfitting.
This initial distribution ensures that the model is exposed to
a broad spectrum of image perspectives, gradually learning a
diverse range of features.

As training progresses, sampling ratios dynamically adjust
to reflect the model’s evolving feature understanding. In the
later stages, 50% of samples are selected based on cosine
similarity to focus on challenging features, 25% by geographic
proximity to maintain spatial relevance, and 25% remain ran-
domly sampled for diversity. This adaptive strategy improves
the model’s ability to balance geographic context and feature
diversity, enhancing robustness and performance in UAV self-
positioning tasks.

E. Classifier Head

In cross-view geo-localization tasks, substantial distribu-
tional discrepancies between image features from different
data acquisition platforms pose significant challenges. To
address these challenges, we employ a set of N classifiers
that maps heterogeneous features into a shared feature space,
facilitating more reliable comparison and classification. Each
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feature vector, after passing through on of these classifiers,
is transformed into a class vector, which is used to compute
cross-entropy loss during training. As illustrated in Fig. 2,
during the testing phase, the model’s feature extraction module
produces five sets of feature representations with a dimension-
ality of N × nb, where nb denotes the bottleneck length. N
and nb are set to 5 and 512 in this paper.

F. Loss Function

Our model employs three supervised learning methodolo-
gies: representation learning, metric learning, and mutual
learning, each calculating losses at the class, feature, and
distribution levels.

Representation Learning. Representation learning opti-
mizes feature extraction for cross-view tasks. We use cross-
entropy loss to train the model to distinguish between classes
in feature space, driving the model to learn discriminative rep-
resentations essential for accurate cross-view image matching.

Metric Learning. To address distributional discrepancies
between features from different platforms in cross-view geo-
graphic localization, we use Hard-Mining Triplet Loss. This
function maps features to a shared space and minimizes the
distance between features with the same geographic label
while maximizing the distance between features with different
labels. The Hard-Mining Triplet Loss is defined as:

HMTri(a, p, n) = max
(a,p,n)

[Tri(a, p, n)] (5)

where

Tri(a, p, n) = max(0, D(a, p)−D(a, n) +m) (6)

Here, a, p, and n represent anchor, positive, and negative
sample features respectively, and m is the margin. D(a, b)
denotes the cosine similarity between a and b. In this study,
we set m = 0.3.

Mutual Learning. For UAV self-positioning, consistency
in class vector distributions across views is critical. Mutual
learning, via bidirectional knowledge distillation, minimizes
the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between class vector
outputs of different views, ensuring similar distributions for
same-class images in the shared feature space. The mutual
learning loss is:

KLLoss = KLDiv(Od∥Os) + KLDiv(Os∥Od) (7)

where KLDiv(Op∥Oq) =
∑N

i=1 Op(i) × log
(

Op(i)
Oq(i)

)
calcu-

lates the KL divergence between class vectors Op and Oq .
Od and Os are the class vector distributions from drone and
satellite images, respectively.

To jointly optimize feature discriminability, cross-view
alignment, and class distribution consistency, we combine
our losses additively. The total loss is a simple sum of the
representation learning, metric learning, and mutual learning
losses Lrpt,Lmtc,Lkl, enabling simultaneous optimization of
these complementary objectives for enhanced cross-view geo-
localization performance.

TABLE I
THE DATA COMPOSITION OF DENSEUAV AND UNIVERSITY-1652

Subset
#Images

#Classes #UniversitiesUAV Street Satellite

DenseUAV

Training 6768 - 13536 2256 10
Query 2331 - 4662 777 4

Gallery 9099 - 18198 3033 14

University-1652

Training 37854 11640 701 701 33
Query 37854 2579 701 701

39Gallery 51335 2921 951 951

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Datasets
DenseUAV. The DenseUAV dataset consists of densely

sampled drone and satellite imagery, emphasizing significant
spatial overlap between adjacent frames. The drone imagery
is captured from three distinct altitudes while consistently
maintaining identical geographic coordinates under varying
temporal and weather conditions. In addition, the dataset
includes 20 levels of satellite images sourced from Google
Maps, recorded at different times to facilitate the model’s
learning of spatial and temporal variations across multiple
scales. This dense sampling introduces challenges for mod-
els, particularly in capturing fine-grained details and spatial
relationships, enhancing the dataset’s relevance for real-world
geolocation tasks. Detailed information about this dataset is
provided in Table I.

University-1652. University-1652 is an extensive, cross-
view, multi-source dataset designed to address the complexi-
ties of cross-platform image matching and geolocation tasks
involving UAVs, satellites, and ground cameras. The dataset’s
complexity arises from the fact that a single satellite image
may correspond to multiple UAV perspectives, presenting a
significant challenge for cross-view matching models. For
further details, refer to Table I.

B. Evaluation Protocols
We assess the performance of our model using two es-

tablished metrics in cross-view geo-localization: Recall@K
(R@K) and Average Precision (AP). In addition to these
standard metrics, we introduce a novel evaluation criterion
tailored for UAV self-positioning tasks: the Spatial Distance
Metric (SDM@K) [21]. Unlike R@K, which emphasizes exact
matches, SDM@K accounts for the spatial continuity inherent
in satellite imagery, capturing small positional deviations that
frequently occur in UAV operations. These deviations, often
due to the dense sampling of satellite data, are inadequately
reflected by traditional metrics like R@1, which only assess
exact matches. SDM@K mitigates this limitation by incorpo-
rating a recall-based measure that considers spatial proximity,
allowing minor positional errors to be less severely penalized.
SDM@K is defined as:

SDM@K =

K∑
i=1

K − i+ 1

es×di
/

K∑
i=1

(K − i+ 1) (8)
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Fig. 3. Comparison of R@1 and SDM@K metrics. SDM@K, normalized
between 0 and 1, evaluates the spatial Euclidean distance between query
and gallery images, assigning higher weights to closer matches. This metric
balances retrieval accuracy with spatial precision, tolerating minor deviations
while penalizing larger errors, making it particularly suitable for UAV self-
positioning tasks.

where di =
√
(xq − xi)2 + (yq − yi)2 represents the spatial

Euclidean distance between the query and gallery images, and
(K − i + 1) denotes the weight assigned to the i-th ranked
sample. As shown in Fig. 3, weights are determined by feature
distance, with geographically closer gallery images receiving
higher weights. xq, yq and xi, yi denote the longitude and
latitude of the query and gallery images, respectively, while s
is a scaling factor set to 5× 103.

C. Implementation Details

We use ConvNeXt-T, pre-trained on ImageNet, as the back-
bone. During training, input images are resized to 256× 256
with augmentations, including random padding, cropping, and
flipping. Stochastic gradient descent with a momentum of 0.9
and a weight decay of 0.0005 is applied for optimization.
The batch size is set to 32. The learning rate is initialized
at 0.003 for backbone parameters and 0.01 for other trainable
parameters. It is reduced by a factor of 0.1 at the 70th and
110th epochs, with training running for 120 epochs in total.
During testing, similarity between query and gallery images is
measured using Euclidean distance. The model is implemented
in PyTorch and all experiments are performed on an Nvidia
RTX 3090 GPU.

D. Comparison with the State-of-the-art Methods

Results on DenseUAV. The proposed CEUSP framework
shows significant improvements in UAV self-positioning, as
detailed in Table II. CEUSP achieves a R@1 of 89.45% and
an AP of 79.62%, outperforming state-of-the-art methods in
complex scenarios. Compared to MCCG, CEUSP improves
R@1 by 6.31% and AP by 7.02%. Furthermore, CEUSP
surpasses the DenseUAV baseline by 6.44% in R@1 and
7.52% in AP, demonstrating superior feature extraction and
representation capabilities.

Results on University-1652. Although primarily designed
for UAV self-positioning, CEUSP also performs competitively
in traditional cross-view geo-localization tasks. As shown in
Table III, in the drone-view target localization task (Drone

Fig. 4. Heatmaps generated by MCCG and CEUSP. CEUSP shows a greater
focus on significant landmarks, while MCCG emphasizes central features.
CEUSP effectively highlights critical elements, such as the pavilion and
central intersection, demonstrating enhanced scene comprehension.

→ Satellite) on the University-1652 dataset, CEUSP achieves
a R@1 of 90.14% and an AP of 91.54%. In the drone
navigation task (Satellite → Drone), it attains a R@1 of
93.30% and an AP of 89.35%. Compared to MCCG, CEUSP
shows incremental gains of 0.86% in R@1 and 0.53% in AP
for the UAV-to-Satellite task. Even against the recent SDPL
approach [22], CEUSP remains highly competitive, trailing
by only 0.02% in R@1 and 0.10% in AP. These results
demonstrate that while CEUSP is optimized for UAV self-
positioning task, it performs on par with the latest state-of-the-
art methods in traditional cross-view geo-localization tasks.

E. Ablation Studies

The primary experiments are conducted on the DenseUAV
dataset.

Impact of Backbone Network Architecture. We evaluate
the performance of various backbone networks, including
ViT-S, ResNet-50, ConvNeXt-T, and ConvNeXt-S, on UAV
self-positioning tasks (Table IV). ConvNeXt-T shows bet-
ter performance, achieving a R@1 of 89.45% and an AP
of 79.62%, and demonstrates stronger feature extraction in
SDM@1 and SDM@5. Although ViT-S performs reasonably
well, it falls short compared to the ConvNeXt variants despite
its global attention mechanism. Experiment shows ConvNeXt-
S, with its deeper architecture, underperforms slightly relative
to ConvNeXt-T, possibly due to redundant feature extraction.

Influence of Dynamic Sampling Strategy. We conduct
a series of experiments to assess the effectiveness of the
DSS (Table V). Random sampling (RS) achieves a R@1 of
85.84%, while geographical distance sampling (GDS) shows
a lower performance at 52.72%. In contrast, feature similarity
sampling (FSS) showed stronger performance. The integration
of GDS and FSS in mixed sampling yields R@1 values
between 88.72% and 89.45%, indicating that the performance
improvements result from combining strategies rather than
specific sampling ratios. The relative insensitivity of perfor-
mance to these ratios demonstrates the robustness of the
proposed method.

Further experiments explore the impact of starting mixed
sampling at different epochs (Table VI) and the frequency
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TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH THE STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON DENSEUAV [21] DATASET. TOP AND SECOND-BEST PERFORMANCES ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN

BOLD AND UNDERLINED. INPUT IMAGE SIZE IS 256× 256.

Methods Venue Backbone R@1 R@5 R@top1 AP SDM@1 SDM@3 SDM@5

Triplet Loss [50] CVPR’15 ResNet-50 11.88 32.22 - - 21.91 - -
Instance Loss [23] ACMMM’20 ResNet-50 13.00 35.78 - - 23.61 - -

LCM [51] Remote Sens’20 ResNet-50 25.37 50.92 - - 35.52 - -
MSBA [43] Remote Sens’21 ResNet-50 46.13 64.22 - - 52.64 - -
LPN [18] TCSVT’21 ResNet-50 32.43 56.80 - - 40.26 - -
LPN [18] TCSVT’21 ViT-S 71.77 90.13 - - 77.95 - -

FSRA [36] TCSVT’21 ViT-S 81.21 94.55 99.89 71.93 85.11 83.54 79.74
RK-Net [25] TIP’22 ResNet-50 38.74 62.85 - - 45.78 - -

Sample4Geo [39] ICCV’23 ConvNeXt-B 49.38 78.29 99.40 35.93 61.72 - -
DenseUAV baseline [21] TIP’23 ViT-S 83.01 95.58 99.91 72.10 86.50 84.50 80.44

MCCG [24] TCSVT’24 ConvNeXt-T 83.14 93.39 99.74 72.60 85.94 84.32 80.14
Yang [52] RA-L’25 DINOv2-B 86.27 96.83 - - 88.87 - -

CEUSP (Ours) – ConvNeXt-T 89.45 96.05 100.00 79.62 91.01 89.42 85.34

TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH THE STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON UNIVERSITY-1652 [23] DATASET. TOP AND SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN
BOLD AND UNDERLINED. ALTHOUGH THE DATASET LACKS EXPLICIT GEOGRAPHICAL DISTANCE INFORMATION, THE PROPOSED MODEL ACHIEVES

COMPETITIVE PERFORMANCE.

University-1652
Drone-Satellite Satellite-DroneMethods Venue Backbone Image size

Recall@1 AP Recall@1 AP
Instance Loss [23] ACMMM’20 ResNet-50 512×512 59.69 64.80 73.18 59.40

LCM [51] Remote Sens’20 ResNet-50 512×512 66.65 70.82 79.89 65.38
LPN [18] TCSVT’21 ResNet-50 512×512 77.71 80.80 90.30 78.78

RK-Net [25] TIP’22 ResNet-50 512×512 68.10 71.53 80.96 69.35
Sample4Geo [39] ICCV’23 ResNet-50 512×512 78.62 82.11 87.45 76.32

AEN(w. LPN) [53] SPL’24 ResNet-50 256×256 77.40 80.27 90.30 76.01
ViT [35] ICLR’20 ViT-S 512×512 74.09 77.82 83.31 72.27

FSRA [36] TCSVT’21 ViT-S 512×512 85.50 87.53 89.73 84.94
DenseUAV baseline [21] TIP’23 ViT-S 224×224 82.22 84.78 87.59 81.49

TransFG [19] TGRS’24 ViT-S 512×512 87.92 89.99 93.37 87.94
Swin-B [54] CVPR’21 Swin-B 256×256 84.15 86.62 90.30 83.55

SwinV2-B [55] CVPR’22 SwinV2-B 256×256 86.99 89.02 91.16 85.77
F3-Net [56] TGRS’23 – 384×384 78.64 81.60 – –
Song [57] GRSL’23 OSNet 512×512 83.26 85.84 90.30 82.71

Sample4Geo [39] ICCV’23 ConvNeXt-B 512×512 92.65 93.81 95.14 91.39
MFJRLN(Lcro) [58] TGRS’24 Swin-B 224×224 87.61 89.57 91.07 86.72

GeoFormer [59] J-STARS’24 E-Swin-B 224×224 88.16 90.03 91.87 87.92
MCCG [24] TCSVT’24 ConvNeXt-T 256×256 89.28 91.01 94.29 89.29
SDPL [22] TCSVT’24 SwinV2-B 256×256 90.16 91.64 93.58 89.45

CEUSP (Ours) – ConvNeXt-T 256×256 90.14 91.54 93.30 89.35

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF RESTNET, VIT AND CONVNEXT NETWORKS FOR UAV

SELF-POSITIONING TASKS ON DENSEUAV

Backbone R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

ResNet-50 38.78 63.15 26.49 47.59 40.43
ViT-S 84.94 96.31 76.31 87.50 83.07

ConvNeXt-T 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34
ConvNeXt-S 87.17 95.07 78.19 89.14 84.10

of feature similarity calculations (Table VII). Delaying mixed
sampling until epoch 20 achieves the highest R@1, though
the variations across epochs are minimal. Similarly, adjusting
the frequency of similarity calculations causes only minor
performance fluctuations, with overly frequent calculations
disrupting learning dynamics. These results suggest that de-
laying the initiation of mixed sampling may offer benefits by
allowing the model to first stabilize its understanding of the
data. However, the minimal performance differences across

TABLE V
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SAMPLING STRATEGIES AND MIXED

SAMPLING RATIOS IN UAV SELF-POSITIONING TASKS. RS DENOTES
RANDOM SAMPLING, GDS REPRESENTS GEOGRAPHICAL DISTANCE
SAMPLING, AND FSS INDICATES FEATURE SIMILARITIES SAMPLING

Sampling Strategy R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

RS Only 85.84 96.10 77.00 88.24 83.82
GDS Only 52.72 73.14 40.93 56.05 49.89
FSS Only 88.37 95.97 80.16 90.10 85.59

GDS:FSS = 1:2 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34
GDS:FSS = 2:1 88.72 95.37 80.12 90.56 85.84
GDS:FSS = 1:1 89.15 96.78 80.41 91.09 86.37

starting epochs indicate that the timing of mixed sampling
has limited influence on overall effectiveness. This reinforces
the conclusion that the robustness of mixed sampling arises
from its adaptability rather than the precision of its parameter
implementation.

Effectiveness of RCA and CACI Modules. Table VIII
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TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE METRICS FOR VARYING INITIATION EPOCHS OF MIXED

SAMPLING STRATEGY

Sampling Strategy R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

0 88.46 95.69 79.94 90.22 86.01
5 88.37 96.61 80.03 90.54 86.14

10 88.85 95.74 79.32 90.76 86.17
20 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34

TABLE VII
PERFORMANCE METRICS FOR DIFFERENT INTERVALS OF FEATURE

SIMILARITY CALCULATION IN MIXED SAMPLING STRATEGY

Sampling Strategy R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

2 88.37 97.08 79.51 90.42 85.77
4 88.85 96.74 80.32 90.77 86.15
6 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34
8 87.22 95.11 78.19 89.39 84.40

TABLE VIII
IMPACT OF RCA AND CACI MODULES ON MODEL PERFORMANCE

METRICS IN UAV SELF-POSITIONING TASKS

Method R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

w/o CACI 88.42 95.92 78.59 90.37 86.00
w/o RCA 87.50 95.10 78.13 89.32 84.53

w/o RCA and CACI 74.77 89.45 62.41 77.21 70.62
CEUSP (Ours) 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34

TABLE IX
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF CEUSP WITH DIFFERENT INPUT SIZES

ON DENSEUAV.

Image Size R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

224× 224 88.07 95.71 78.86 89.87 84.77
256× 256 88.72 95.84 79.97 90.46 85.47
320× 320 88.25 96.65 79.81 90.10 85.59
384× 384 84.13 95.15 76.65 86.84 83.11
512× 512 86.27 95.45 76.52 88.42 83.25

shows the contributions of the RCA and CACI modules
to overall model performance. Removing the RCA module
causes a noticeable reduction in R@1 and AP, while omitting
the CACI module results in a similar performance drop.
Excluding both modules leads to a substantial decline, with
R@1 and AP falling to 74.77% and 62.41%, respectively.
These findings highlight the crucial role of RCA and CACI
in feature extraction and representation. In contrast, the full
CEUSP model achieves better performance, demonstrating the
synergistic effect of these modules.

Sensitivity to Input Image Size. Table IX summarizes the
effect of varying input image sizes on model performance.
Increasing the input size from 224 to 256 pixels yields rela-
tively better results, with R@1 and AP scores highest at 256.
Although larger image sizes theoretically offer more spatial
information, the model’s capacity to effectively leverage this
additional data appears constrained, possibly due to overfitting
or the complexity of processing higher-resolution inputs. Thus,
256 pixels proves to be an effective input resolution across all
key evaluation metrics.

TABLE X
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF WEIGHT SHARING AND NON-SHARING

CONFIGURATIONS IN THE CACI MODULE

Method R@1 R@5 AP SDM@1 SDM@5

Not Sharing 86.66 95.20 77.36 88.92 83.63
Sharing 89.45 96.05 79.62 91.01 85.34

Fig. 5. Illustration of Black Pad and Flip Pad methods. (a) Original drone
image. (b) Image with a black padding block on the left and a corresponding
strip removed from the right. (c) Image created by mirroring a strip on the
left and cropping a strip from the right. (d) Original satellite image.

Weight Sharing in the CACI Module. An experiment was
conducted to assess the impact of weight sharing within the
CACI module. Results in Table X indicate that the weight-
sharing configuration performs better than the non-sharing
approach across metrics. Specifically, R@1, R@5, and AP
values improved significantly, suggesting enhanced feature
representation and retrieval accuracy.

Evaluation on Position Shifting. We evaluate the robust-
ness of CEUSP against position shifting using two padding
strategies: Black Pad and Flip Pad. As shown in Table XI,
CEUSP attains higher AP and SDM@1 scores than FSRA
and MCCG when Padding Pixel values are minimal (0 to
20). However, a notable decline in CEUSP’s performance
is observed as padding exceeds 40 pixels. This suggests
that CEUSP effectively captures dense features when spatial
integrity is preserved, leveraging fine-grained details essential
for accurate feature localization. As padding size increases,
spatial relationships among features become more distorted,
resulting in reduced feature coherence. Thus, while CEUSP
performs well under minimal perturbation, larger deviations
may limit its ability to align and extract meaningful features
accurately, affecting its overall effectiveness.

Additionally, for a thorough comparison, we evaluate the
University-1652 dataset within the cross-view geo-localization
task. As shown in Table XII, the results align closely with
those on DenseUAV, further validating the properties and
effectiveness of the proposed CEUSP method.

F. Qualiative Results

To evaluate the proposed method qualitatively, we visualize
retrieval results from our approach alongside those from
the state-of-the-art method, as shown in Fig.6. For simpler
query scenes, both methods retrieve accurate and relevant
images (the first set in Fig. 6). However, as scene complexity
increases–with densely clustered buildings or less prominent
target objects–our RCA module extracts more distinctive fea-
ture representations, yielding relatively better retrieval accu-
racy (the second and third sets in Fig. 6).
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TABLE XI
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF FSRA, MCCG AND CEUSP UNDER POSITION SHIFTING ON THE DENSEUAV DATASET USING BLACK PAD AND FLIP

PAD. TOP AND SECOND-BEST PERFORMANCES ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND BLUE.

Padding Pixel

Black Pad Flip Pad

FSRA MCCG CEUSP (Ours) FSRA MCCG CEUSP (Ours)

AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1

0 71.93−0 85.11−0 72.60−0 85.94−0 79.62−0 91.01−0 71.93−0 85.11−0 72.60−0 85.94−0 79.62−0 91.01−0

10 70.17−1.76 83.71−1.40 71.05−1.55 85.06−0.88 78.66−0.96 90.41−0.60 69.61−2.32 83.25−1.86 70.63−1.97 84.64−1.30 77.54−2.08 89.52−1.49

20 59.08−12.85 75.17−9.94 58.22−14.38 74.33−11.61 67.49−12.13 82.14−8.87 58.00−13.93 74.53−10.58 57.05−15.55 72.96−12.98 62.69−16.93 78.26−12.75

30 40.31−31.62 58.68−26.43 37.81−34.79 57.57−28.37 45.43−34.19 63.37−27.64 38.39−33.54 57.40−27.71 36.04−36.56 55.74−30.20 37.65−41.97 56.60−34.41

40 22.50−49.43 44.01−41.10 19.64−52.96 42.83−43.11 20.19−59.43 42.01−49.00 21.24−50.69 43.45−41.66 18.63−53.97 41.61−44.33 18.01−61.61 40.58−50.43
50 12.12−59.81 35.78−49.33 9.43−63.71 34.87−51.07 9.13−70.49 35.01−56.00 11.53−60.10 36.12−48.99 8.93−63.67 34.20−51.74 9.02−70.60 35.31−55.70

60 6.69−65.24 31.71−53.40 5.39−67.21 31.07−54.87 5.45−74.17 32.46−58.55 6.85−65.08 31.89−53.22 5.24−67.36 30.84−55.10 5.46−74.16 32.21−58.80

TABLE XII
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF FSRA, MCCG AND CEUSP UNDER POSITION SHIFTING ON THE UNIVERSITY-1652 DATASET USING BLACK PAD AND

FLIP PAD. TOP AND SECOND-BEST PERFORMANCES ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND BLUE.

Padding Pixel

Black Pad Flip Pad

FSRA MCCG CEUSP (Ours) FSRA MCCG CEUSP (Ours)

AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1 AP SDM@1

0 84.77−0 - 91.01−0 - 91.54−0 - 84.77−0 - 91.01−0 - 91.54−0 -
10 84.13−0.64 - 90.95−0.06 - 91.01−0.53 - 84.19−0.58 - 90.14−0.87 - 90.77−0.77 -
20 82.70−2.07 - 90.51−0.50 - 89.66−1.88 - 82.26−2.51 - 88.42−2.59 - 88.65−2.89 -
30 80.03−4.74 - 89.61−1.40 - 86.70−4.84 - 78.46−6.31 - 85.52−5.49 - 84.05−7.49 -
40 76.41−8.36 - 87.70−3.31 - 81.00−10.54 - 73.13−11.64 - 81.18−9.83 - 75.95−15.59 -
50 71.60−13.17 - 84.69−6.32 - 71.20−20.34 - 66.07−18.70 - 75.03−15.98 - 63.91−27.63 -
60 65.76−19.01 - 80.70−10.31 - 59.97−31.57 - 57.96−26.81 - 67.50−23.51 - 51.11−40.43 -

Fig. 6. Image retrieval comparison for UAV self-positioning tasks using the MCCG and CEUSP frameworks. Incorrectly matched images are marked with
red bounding boxes. Note that dense sampling across varying altitudes in the DenseUAV dataset may result in small deviations that yield incorrect matches
despite visual similarity.

The DenseUAV dataset’s dense sampling adds challenges,
even for straightforward scenes, where subtle differences in
image features can cause retrieval deviations, a difficulty that
compounds with increased scene complexity. Comparatively,
our proposed method still maintains robust R@1 accuracy even
in complex scenarios (the fourth and fifth sets of Fig. 6).
Failure cases appear in the sixth set of Fig. 6, where both
our method and others struggle to localize UAVs accurately
in scenes with major landscape changes cause by time.

Additionally, heatmap visualizations generated by MCCG
and our CEUSP model provide further insight into feature
focus from both UAV and satellite perspectives, as shown in
Fig. 4. The CEUSP model, using fine-grained features from
the RCA module, demonstrates a stronger ability to emphasize
multiple relevant buildings and spatial features within scenes.
In contrast, MCCG tends to focus centrally, while CEUSP
highlights significant information, such as the pavilion and
central intersection, indicating a more comprehensive under-
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standing of the scene.

G. Limitations

Ablation studies indicate that increasing model depth does
not consistently yield better performance, as ConvNeXt-T
performs better than deeper architectures. This may result
from CEUSP’s limited capacity for diverse feature capture,
with deeper models potentially introducing redundant in-
formation that weakens global representations. Additionally,
CEUSP is sensitive to spatial distortions; larger positional
shifts disrupt spatial coherence, affecting feature alignment
and performance. Although CEUSP remains robust under
minor perturbations, its effectiveness declines with significant
displacements.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present CEUSP, a novel method tailored
for UAV self-positioning tasks. Built on a ConvNeXt-based
architecture, CEUSP integrates a Dynamic Sampling Strategy
(DSS) with the Rubik’s Cube Attention (RCA) module to
autonomously capture and reconfigure significant information,
enhancing localization accuracy, especially in dense urban
settings. Experimental evaluations show that CEUSP achieves
competitive results on both the DenseUAV dataset for UAV
self-positioning and the University-1652 dataset for traditional
cross-view geo-localization tasks, highlighting its adaptabil-
ity for broader geographic localization applications. Ablation
studies confirm that CEUSP effectively mitigates positional
biases and scale variations, promoting robustness in complex
environments. Future work will focus on architectural refine-
ments to extend CEUSP’s high performance to more chal-
lenging, dynamic scene cross-view matching tasks, thereby
advancing UAV self-positioning accuracy across diverse, real-
world scenarios.
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