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Abstract

This prospective study proposes CoMatch, a novel semi-
dense image matcher with dynamic covisibility awareness
and bilateral subpixel accuracy. Firstly, observing that
modeling context interaction over the entire coarse feature
map elicits highly redundant computation due to the neigh-
boring representation similarity of tokens, a covisibility-
guided token condenser is introduced to adaptively aggre-
gate tokens in light of their covisibility scores that are dy-
namically estimated, thereby ensuring computational ef-
ficiency while improving the representational capacity of
aggregated tokens simultaneously. Secondly, considering
that feature interaction with massive non-covisible areas is
distracting, which may degrade feature distinctiveness, a
covisibility-assisted attention mechanism is deployed to se-
lectively suppress irrelevant message broadcast from non-
covisible reduced tokens, resulting in robust and compact
attention to relevant rather than all ones. Thirdly, we find
that at the fine-level stage, current methods adjust only the
target view’s keypoints to subpixel level, while those in the
source view remain restricted at the coarse level and thus
not informative enough, detrimental to keypoint location-
sensitive usages. A simple yet potent fine correlation mod-
ule is developed to refine the matching candidates in both
source and target views to subpixel level, attaining attrac-
tive performance improvement. Thorough experimentation
across an array of public benchmarks affirms CoMatch’s
promising accuracy, efficiency, and generalizability.

1. Introduction

Image matching aims to establish reliable correspondences
between a pair of images depicting the same visual content,
holding a fundamentally special place for numerous 3D vi-
sual tasks, such as Simultaneous Localization and Mapping
(SLAM) [37, 38], Structure-from-Motion (SfM) [23, 48],
and novel view synthesis [28, 36]. Conventionally, the
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Figure 1. Image matching accuracy and efficiency on
MegaDepth. CoMatch achieves remarkably better accuracy than
both sparse (V/) and semi-dense (€)) matchers with a commend-
able speed. Compared with dense matcher RoMa (£\), our method
is ~ 6x faster with comparable performance.

pipeline starts with detecting keypoints [43] and construct-
ing their associated visual descriptors [13], so that point-to-
point matches can be generated by heuristic tricks [34] or
learning-based matchers [33, 46]. Albeit efficient, detector-
based methods still struggle to robustly detect repeatable
keypoints and effectively eliminate the visual ambiguity of
descriptors across sophisticated scenarios, like poor tex-
tures, repetitive patterns, and large displacements.

To cope with this limitation, a line of research [17, 18,
25,52, 54, 60, 61] resorts to Transformer backbone [15, 58]
to explore the feasibility of directly matching local features
on dense grids rather than sparse locations (i.e., a detector-
free matching paradigm), so that more plentiful context
can be leveraged while the keypoint detection stage can be
eschewed spontaneously. Pioneeringly, LoFTR [52] ini-
tially aggregates global intra- and inter-image context at
the coarse level using self- and cross-attention, and then
crops fixed-size feature patches based on coarse matches
for fine-level refinement, achieving encouraging perfor-



mance. Built on the success of such coarse-to-fine matching
paradigm, numerous LoFTR’s follow-ups [8, 19, 60] have
emerged and made notable contributions to further improve
the matching accuracy. However, they struggle with lim-
ited efficiency due to the intensive computation at the coarse
level. Most recently, ELoFTR [61] develops an aggregated
attention mechanism by conducting message passing across
reduced tokens, thus introducing considerable efficiency
gain. Yet, it delivers comparable matching accuracy, pri-
marily due to 1) the compromised representational capacity
of reduced tokens and 2) context aggregation without con-
sidering the differences in reliability among reduced tokens,
involving an extensive range of non-covisible regions that
are not conducive to learning discriminative features. Fur-
thermore, such detector-free methods suffer from a preva-
lent shortcoming: at the fine-level phase, only keypoints in
the target view are refined to subpixel level while those in
the source view are spatially restricted to pixel-level accu-
racy, severely hindering the matching performance and par-
ticularly unfriendly to keypoint location-sensitive usages.
Overall, long lines of previous research are either insuffi-
ciently accurate or unacceptably efficient.

To remedy the above issues, this paper proposes Co-
Match, a detector-free matcher that achieves the best of
both worlds in accuracy and efficiency, as shown in Fig. 1.
Our key innovations lie in designing a dynamic covisibility-
aware Transformer for efficient and robust coarse-level fea-
ture transformation and a bilateral subpixel regression mod-
ule for fine-level correspondence location refinement. More
concretely, based on the pivotal observations that 1) inten-
sively conducting message passing across the entire coarse
feature map is unnecessary as neighboring tokens share
similar representations and 2) tokens in covisible areas em-
brace fruitful geometric and visual cues, a covisibility-
guided token condenser is presented, which dynamically
predicts the covisibility of each token (as visualized in
Fig. 2) and then guides adaptive token selection accord-
ingly. This technique not only optimizes computational effi-
ciency but also empowers aggregated tokens with powerful
representational capability. On top of that, we find that ac-
cepting context from non-covisible regions is meaningless
and distracting, which poses a substantial barrier to distinc-
tive feature learning. In this regard, an ideal attention mech-
anism should adaptively suppress noisy message interaction
with non-covisible aggregated tokens. Following this train
of thought, we devise a covisibility-assited attention mech-
anism, which helps our network to sharply focus on cov-
isible regions while discarding irrelevant ones, allowing for
robust and compact covisibility-dependent context aggrega-
tion. Together, these above two components constitute our
dynamic covisibility-aware Transformer. Besides, we no-
tice that at the matching refinement stage, existing methods
only achieve unilateral subpixel accuracy, adverse to key-
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Figure 2. Visualization of covisibility prediction. We first bilin-
early up-sample the covisibility score map to match the original
image resolution, and then multiply it with the input image.

point location-sensitive usages. To handle this downside,

we directly optimize a task-oriented epipolar loss to simul-

taneously refine both views’ keypoints to subpixel level in a

symmetric manner. This simplistic design yields geometri-

cally consistent matches, attaining surprising performance.
In summary, this paper has the following contributions:

* We propose a dynamic covisibility-aware Transformer for
coarse-level feature transformation. Thanks to elaborate
token condensing and attention modules, it performs con-
text interaction efficiently, robustly, and compactly.

* We propose a novel correlation module for fine-level
match refinement. With epipolar geometry as supervi-
sion, it achieves bilateral subpixel accuracy for two cam-
era views, benefiting keypoint location-sensitive usages.

» Extensive experiments showcase that our method not only
reaches state-of-the-art scores on multiple visual tasks,
beating long lines of prior work, but also maintains ex-
ceptional efficiency, conducive to real-world applications.

2. Related Work
2.1. Detector-Based Image Matching

Detector-based image matching has been studied since the
early years and showcases unbroken popularity. Traditional
methods leverage hand-engineered detector-descriptors [3,
34, 44] to produce 2D keypoints associated with visual de-
scriptions per image and then matching them for correspon-
dence generation with nearest neighbor search (NN) and
its variants, e.g., mutual nearest neighbor check (MNN)
and Lowe’s ratio test (RT) [34]. Recently, integrating deep
learning techniques into individual stages of such a pipeline
has received inspiring success. Particularly, one thread of
studies [13, 16, 35, 40, 59, 64, 66] focuses on improv-
ing the robustness of local features under illumination vari-
ation and viewpoint change. Contemporarily, the other
thread [12, 26, 46, 50, 63, 65] specializes in learning to
match local features, mitigating the limitation of vanilla
NN matches. Groundbreakingly, SuperGlue [46] takes two
groups of keypoints and their corresponding local descrip-
tors as input and outputs learned correspondences using
an attentional graph neural network [62] with densely con-



nected intra- and inter-image graphs. However, its impres-
sive performance comes with high computational complex-
ity of O(N?), where N is the keypoint number, profoundly
restricting its applicability to latency-sensitive tasks. Nu-
merours innovations, like SGMNet [7] and LightGlue [33],
have endeavored to remedy this issue by leveraging a set
of reliable matches as message bottleneck and adjusting the
network’s depth and width based on the image pair’s dif-
ficulty, respectively, thus achieving higher efficiency and
comparable accuracy. Notably, the upper bound on the
performance of these learnable matchers is limited by the
quality of detected keypoints. But unfortunately, robust de-
tection of repeatable keypoints still encounters formidable
challenges, especially in the case of poor textures.

2.2. Detector-Free Image Matching

Detector-free image matching [5, 10, 24, 52] enjoys an end-
to-end pipeline that directly searches matches from the raw
image pair without an explicit keypoint detection phase,
broadly categorized into semi-dense and dense matching.

Earlier semi-dense matching methods are represented by
NCNet [41] that represents all underlying matches as a 4D
cost volume, where 4D convolutions are used for regulariza-
tion and imposing neighborhood consensus on all matches.
Encouraged by NCNet, follow-ups innovate on 4D cost
volume construction and calculation [29, 42]. Recently,
LoFTR [52] harnesses Transformer [58] to model long-
range dependencies, where linear self- and cross-attention
blocks [27] are used to update cross-view features with
manageable computational burden. Built on the success
of LoFTR, a large bunch of variants have emerged and
shown greater matching accuracy or efficiency. For in-
stance, QuadTree [54] constructs token pyramids and per-
forms context interaction in a coarse-to-fine manner. As-
panFormer [8] develops a global-and-local attention strat-
egy to conduct multi-scale message passing and integrates
flow estimation to guide local attention spanning. Affine-
Former [9] improves upon AspanFormer by regularizing
the regressed intermediate flows with affine transformation.
TopicFM [19] presents the perspective of latent topic mod-
eling, where semantically similar features are assigned to
the identical topic and then messages are passed within each
topic. Despite the performance improvement concerning
accuracy or efficiency offered by these semi-dense match-
ing methods, it remains an open question of how to strike a
satisfying balance between these two key elements.

Dense matching methods [17, 18, 25, 39, 55-57] regress
a dense flow field relating two-view images, coupled with
a pixel-wise confidence map indicating the reliability and
accuracy of the estimation, bridging the task of local fea-
ture matching and optical flow. However, they are generally
much slower than sparse and semi-dense methods, and it
is currently infeasible to extend them into high-resolution

cases due to their computationally intensive nature.

3. Methodology

3.1. Overview

Suppose we are given a pair of images A and B depict-
ing the same 3D structure, our primary objective is to es-
tablish a set of superior-quality correspondences between
them. For this purpose, we resort to a coarse-to-fine semi-
dense matching pipeline, which initially identifies coarse-
level correspondences on down-sampled feature maps and
then refines them to subpixel positions for high matching
accuracy. The overview of CoMatch is presented in Fig. 3.

3.2. Local Feature Extraction

Instead of adopting a computationally intensive ResNet-
FPN [32] commonly used in detector-free matchers, we
discarding its up-sampling components, retaining only its
down-sampling ones to extract intermediate down-sampled
coarse features (OFA, (OFB 4t 1/8 image resolution, along
with fine features at 1/4 and 1/2 image resolutions for later
coarse-to-fine matching, as shown in Fig. 3 (1). This way
accelerates the inference process while maintaining model
performance utmostly (cf. Sec. 4.5.1).

3.3. Dynamic Covisibility-Aware Transformer

After feature extraction, we apply the dynamic covisibility-
aware Transformer (DCAT) L times for local feature trans-
formation. This process enhances the feature distinctive-
ness, facilitating easier matching. We denote the trans-
formed coarse-level features as (L)FA, (L)FB,
Preliminaries. Prior to delving into DCAT, we first present
a succinct overview of the commonly utilized vanilla at-
tention [58]. Concretely, vanilla attention takes a set of
query (Q), key (K), and value (V) vectors as input and
outputs a weighted sum of V, according to the weight-
ing matrix derived from the similarity matrix between Q
and K. Note that Q is linear projection of Img2Seq(F?),
and K, V are linear projections of Img2Seq(F7), where
Img2Seq(+) flattens a feature map into a feature sequence
and I, J € {A, B}. Mathematically, vanilla attention is de-
fined as: VAtt(Q, K, V) = Softmax(QK ")V. However,
directly applying vanilla attention to dense local features
is impractical, due to the quadratic increase in the size of
the weighting matrix Softmax(QK ) w.rt. the image size,
causing an excessive computational burden. To resolve this
issue, prior research adopts linear attention [27] for message
passing, significantly lowering the computational complex-
ity from quadratic to linear. Unfortunately, its manageable
computational overhead comes at the cost of compromising
the representational ability [4] and matching accuracy [54].
Thus, we introduce DCAT, taking advantage of each token’s
covisibility for efficient and robust message passing.
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Figure 3. Pipeline overview. (1) Given a pair of images, a CNN network extracts coarse features OFA and OFB, alongside fine ones. (2)
Dynamic covisibility-aware Transformer is stacked L times to conduct efficient, robust, and compact context interaction for coarse feature
transformation. (3) Transformed coarse features are correlated, followed by a dual-softmax (DS) operation to yield the assignment matrix
S, where mutual nearest neighbor (MNN) matching is used to establish coarse matches M. (4) Fine distinctive features FB and F® at the
original resolution are derived by progressively fusing DFA and WFB with backbone features at 1/4 and 1/2 resolutions. Later, feature
patches centered on M. are cropped, followed by a two-stage refinement to produce fine matches M ; with bilateral subpixel accuracy.

Covisibility-Guided Token Condenser. Previous meth-
ods typically perform context interaction across the entire
coarse feature map, which brings in heavily redundant com-
putation. This is because 1) neighboring query tokens hold
similar attention information and 2) each query token cen-
tralizes the bulk of attention weights on a small number of
key tokens. That is to say, we can aggregate neighboring to-
kens to avert redundant attention computation. A simplistic
manner to achieve this is to leverage a depth-wise convolu-
tion network for F! and a max pooling layer for FY [61]:

F! = Conv2D(FY), F? = MaxPool(F?), (1)

where Conv2D is a strided depth-wise convolution with a
kernel size of s X s, congruent with that of the max pooling
layer, and I, J € {A,B}. By doing so, the number of to-
kens in F! and F¥ is reduced by s2, remarkably promoting
the attention efficiency. However, as mentioned in Sec. 1,
the representational capacity of reduced tokens is sacrificed
substantially, causing only comparable matching accuracy.

To eradicate this defect, considering that tokens within
covisible regions inherently contain richer geometric and
visual cues than those in non-covisible regions, we propose
a covisibility-guided token condenser (CGTC) that adap-
tively condenses tokens on the basis of their covisibility
scores dynamically yielded by a lightweight classifier, i.e., a
multi-layer perceptron (MLP). At the start of the ¢-th DCAT

block, we compute, for each token, a covisibility score as':

O ¢, = Sigmoid(MLP(“"VF;)) € [0,1]. ()

This score encodes the likelihood of token 7 to be in cov-
isible regions, as illustrated in Fig. 2. A token that is not
observed in the other image, e.g., when occluded, is non-
covisible and thus has C; — 0.

After that, for “~DFT, we propose to recalibrate spatial-
wise responses using the predicted covisibility scores, fol-
lowed by a depth-wise convolution for token condensing,
thus emphasizing informative covisible tokens while sup-
pressing less useful non-covisible ones:

=DF! = Conv2D(“VF 0@ CY), T € {A,B}, 3)

where ® denotes element-wise multiplication.

For (“DFJ, simply utilizing max pooling for token con-
densing inevitably entails the loss of considerable valuable
local information. To obviate this, one may consider av-
erage pooling as an alternative. However, such a prac-
tice treats each token in a neighborhood equally, which
is problematic, as it overlooks the adverse impact of non-
covisible tokens, rendering the representational capacity of
condensed tokens not powerful. Ideally, the contextual in-
formation embedded in these condensed tokens should ex-
clusively originate from covisible ones. To approach this
target, we propose to weigh the importance of each token

Notably, for the first DCAT block, predicting the covisibility score for
each token based on coarse-level features (O FA and (O FB js infeasi-
ble, as they only encode intra-image geometric and visual cues without
perceiving inter-image ones. Therefore, we assume Wea W) B =1.



in a local region according to their covisibility scores, en-
suring purer covisible context embedding. For this purpose,
we generalize average pooling over a specific s x s local
region V; to a weighted formulation as follows:

_ 4
G(-IEI O I N, = Zjem Softmax(\)C?);, @)

where G(-,-,-) denotes the weighted average pooling,
WC? = {OC]}en., and J € {A,B}.

"In this way, we can achieve the best of both worlds in
the computational efficiency of subsequent attention and the
representational capacity of condensed tokens.
Covisibility-Assisted Attention. Thanks to the signifi-
cantly reduced token size achieved by the CGTC module,
we can alternate to vanilla attention that offers greater repre-
sentational power than linear attention, for inter- and intra-
image context interaction. However, as analyzed in Sec. 1,
in the context of local feature matching, numerous tokens
are located in non-covisible regions, due to factors like
occlusion and viewpoint changes, and thus irrelevant for
message passing. Retrieving information from them is un-
necessary and distracting, ultimately impairing the feature
discriminability. In this regard, we present a covisibility-
assisted attention (CAA) module, as shown in Fig. 3 (2).
Concretely, at layer ¢, we first align the size of covisibility
scores with reduced tokens before using them to assist at-
tention. Crucially, if any token in a local region is covisible,
the corresponding aggregated token should be considered
covisible. Thus, max-pooling is adopted to achieve this:

(O CT = MaxPool(WC?), J € {A,B}. (5)

Then, a weighted version of vanilla attention is introduced
as follows, for covisibility-dependent context interaction:

WAtt(Q, K, V,(VC?) = Softmax(QK )WV,

~ (6)
W = Diag(Img2Seq()C?)).

Ultimately, the transformed feature map is up-sampled and
fused with “~DF! to yield the final feature map.

Importantly, with the help of predicted covisibility
scores, the proposed CAA module is capable of adaptively
suppressing noisy information flow from non-covisible con-
densed tokens and sharply concentrating on covisible ones,
facilitating robust and compact message passing.
Positional Encoding. We adopt RoPE [51] for positional
encoding, which allows for retrieving point j located at a
learned relative position from i. Notably, we just apply
ROoPE to self-attention, since incorporating any relative po-
sitional information across images is meaningless.

3.4. Coarse-Level Match Determination

After being updated by L DCAT blocks, we can obtain the
transformed coarse-level feature maps L)FA and (LFB,

which are used to construct the correlation matrix C by
C(i,j) = T((WFA (B FP), where 7 is a learnable coef-
ficient and (-, -) denotes inner product, followed by a dual-
softmax operation to generate the assignment matrix S [52].
Lastly, we derive the coarse-level matches M, as follows:
M. ={(4,5) | V(i,j) € MNN(S),S(i, j) > 60.)}, where
0. is used to prune unreliable coarse-level matches.

3.5. Bilateral Subpixel-Level Refinement

Following the coarse-level matching candidates M., we
additionally deploy a bilateral subpixel-level refinement
(BSR) module to further refine more detailed matching re-
sults, i.e., subpixel accuracy, for both source and target im-
ages. Itis fleshed out by a progressive feature fusion module
and a two-stage feature correlation layer for the final fine-
level matches M ¢, as overviewed in Fig. 3 (4).
Progressive Feature Fusion. This module aims to provide
cross-view perceived fine features for upcoming refinement.
It progressively fuses ()FA and (“)FB with previously ex-
tracted backbone feature maps at /4 and 1/2 image resolu-
tions through convolution and up-sampling, yielding fine-
level FA and FB at the full resolution. Later, two sets of
fine-level feature patches centered on coarse-level matches
M are cropped from FA and FB, followed by a vanilla
cross attention to further consolidate their discriminability.
Two-Stage Correlation. We adopt a two-stage correla-
tion paradigm for match refinement. At the first stage, fol-
lowing [61], for every coarse-level match in M., we first
densely correlate its corresponding two fine-level feature
patches to derive a local patch correlation matrix C;, on
which we then utilize an MNN strategy to yield intermedi-
ate pixel-level fine matches and retain only the one with the
highest correlation score to restrict the total match number.
The second-stage refinement phase adopts a correlation-
then-expectation manner for further refinement. Unlike
LoFTR [52] and many other detector-free matchers [8, 10,
60] that only reach unilateral subpixel accuracy by fixing
the keypoints in the source image to pixel level and solely
refining keypoints in the target image to subpixel level, we
aim to refine these pixel-level matching candidates in both
source and target views to subpixel accuracy in a symmet-
ric way. Specifically, as the matching accuracy has been
substantially enhanced, enabling the utilization of a tiny lo-
cal window for correlation and expectation with a maxi-
mum suppression, hence for each pixel-level match (z j)
we first crop 3 x 3 local feature patches PA and PA cen-

tered on ¢ and ] from FA and FB, , respectively. Then we
couple its corresponding features FA and FB to generate

as f(z,j) = (FA4FD)/o,

Finally, we concurrently correlate f(;% with f’? and f’?,

a match representation vector f G7)

followed by a soft-argmax operation to regress the residual
matching flows for both views, which adjust (, 7) to (i’, '),



respectively. By doing so, the final fine-level matches
My = {(¢,7)} are endowed with bilateral subpixel ac-
curacy, friendly to keypoint location-sensitive usages.

3.6. Supervision

To supervise CoMatch, we adopt a joint loss £, consisting
of 1) coarse-level matching loss L., 2) fine-level refinement
loss L, and 3) covisibility estimation loss Lcov;.
Coarse-Level Matching Supervision. In line with [8, 52],
we establish ground-truth coarse matches MJ! by warping
grid-level points from A to B using camera poses and depth
maps, and supervise the assignment matrix S by minimiz-
ing the negative log-likelihood loss over locations in MYt:

1 .

Lo =~ gy OBEGD)- @)
Fine-Level Refinement Supervision. We supervise two
phases of the fine-level refinement module separately. Fol-
lowing [61], the first-stage loss £ 1 minimizes the negative
log-likelihood loss over each local patch correlation matrix
C; grounded on pixel-level ground-truth matches, analogous
to the coarse-level loss. To ensure final bilateral subpixel-
level matches My with geometric consistency, we super-
vise the second stage with an epipolar geometry loss £ f:

_ S . O
Lrr =" ey, €0 T B) - IG/E@. T, B)) <))

o~

+ (af ’ ]1( 5(i’73’,E)) 2 ef))’ (3

where E represents the ground-truth essential matrix, 1(-)
: _ 1.5 I
is the Iverson bracket, 05 = AT LTET7E) where f; and

fyI denote the focal lengths of image I corresponding to the

 and y axes, respectively. Additionally, £(i’, ', E) is the
Sampson distagceA [21] which measures the geometric error
of the match (¢/, ") w.rt. E, and its detailed definition is
given in the Supplementary Material (S.M.). The fine-
level refinement loss is balanced as L5 = aL 1 + BLo.
Covisibility Estimation Supervision. To train the MLP
of Eq. (2), we first generate ground truth labels in light of
two-view transformations. Specifically, a grid-level point in
one image is covisible if, after warping with camera poses
and depth maps, it falls within the other image and satisfies
a depth consistency. We then minimize the binary cross-
entropy of classifiers of layers £ € {2,..., L}, i.e., Leopi-

Ultimately, we formulate the total loss as the weighted
sum of all supervisions: £ = L. + L¢ + vLcovi-

4. Experiments with CoMatch

4.1. Implementation Details

We train CoMatch from scratch on a large-scale outdoor
dataset MegaDepth [31]. Training details are provided in

the S.M.. All images are resized to ensure their longer edge
is 832 pixels. We leverage L = 4 DCAT blocks to trans-
form coarse-level features. For each CGTC module, we
condense tokens with a kernel size of 4 x 4. 7 is initialized
to 10, while §. = 0.1. The loss function’s weights are set to
a = 1.0, 8 = 0.25, and v = 0.25. To showcase CoMatch’s
generalizability, we use the model trained on MegaDepth to
evaluate all datasets and tasks in our experiments.

4.2. Relative Pose Estimation

Datasets. We leverage MegaDepth [31] and ScanNet [11]
to demonstrate the effectiveness of CoMatch on camera
pose estimation in outdoor and indoor scenes. Concretely,
MegaDepth [31] comprises sparse 3D reconstructions of
196 popular landmarks, derived by COLMAP+MVS [48,
49]. The severe challenges of MegaDepth can be character-
ized by extreme viewpoint changes and repetitive patterns.
Following [8, 52], we use the MegaDepth-1500 test set for
evaluation. For semi-dense methods, we provide resized
images with their longest dimension equal to 1152 pixels
while for sparse ones, we resize images so that their longest
dimension equals 1600 pixels. For dense matchers DKM
and RoMa, we follow their evaluation setups and resize the
input images to 880x 660 and 672 x 672, respectively. Scan-
Net consists of 1613 monocular sequences with ground-
truth camera poses and depth maps. It remains incredibly
challenging due to wide baselines and texture scarcity. We
evaluate our method on 1500 test pairs selected by [46],
where images are resized to 640 x 480 for all methods.
Baselines. For a well-rounded comparison, the baselines
cover three categories: 1) sparse keypoint detection-
description-matching methods, including SuperPoint
(SP) [13] coupled with the nearest neighbor (NN),
IMP [63], SuperGlue (SG) [46], LightGlue (LG) [33],
and DiffGlue [65], 2) semi-dense matchers, including
LoFTR [52], Quadtree [54], MatchFormer [60], Top-
icFM [19], ASpanFormer [8], and EfficientLoFTR [61], and
3) dense matchers, including DKM [17] and RoMa [18].
Evaluation Protocols. In accordance with [8, 52], we cal-
culate the area under the cumulative error curve (AUC) of
the pose error (i.e., the maximum angular error in rotation
and translation) at multiple thresholds (5°, 10°, and 20°) to
reflect the matching accuracy. Note that we retrieve rela-
tive camera motions by estimating an essential matrix via
RANSAC and decomposing it into rotation and translation
accordingly. Additionally, the processing time for matching
each image pair in MegaDepth on a single NVIDIA RTX
4090 GPU is concluded to minutely understand the trade-
off between matching accuracy and efficiency.

Results. The quantitative results are concluded in Tab. 7,
where CoMatch consistently outperforms existing sparse
and semi-dense baselines on both datasets. Particularly, it
largely excels the strong prior model ASpanFormer by 3.7%



Table 1. Evaluation on MegaDepth and ScanNet for relative
pose estimation. AUC of the pose error at different thresholds,
along with the average runtime required to match a pair of im-
ages on MegaDepth, is reported. The superscript * denotes our

re-implemented version. ( : optimal, : suboptimal)
Category Method MegaDepth ScanNet Time (ms) |
AUC@5° /10° /20° 1
SP + NN(cvprw 18) 31.7/46.8/60.1 7.5/18.6/32.1 285
SP + IMPcvpr 23 44.9/62.5/76.4 15.2/31.8/48.4 102.5
Sparse SP+SGevery 497/ 67.1 /1 80.6 162 / 328 /497 147.6
SP + LGcev 23 49.9 /67.0/ 80.1 14.8/30.8/47.5 BIES
SP+DGcmmnzy 502 / 673 / 801 154 /319 / 488 60.7
T LoFTRcverziy  528/69.2/812  169/336/50.6 1873
QuadTreeqcrr 22 54.6/70.5/82.2 19.0/37.3/53.5 286.7
MatchFormeraccy 22) 53.3/69.7/81.8 15.8/32.0/48.0 374.0
Semi-Dense TopicFMaaar 23) 54.1/70.1/81.6 17.3/35.5/50.9 180.9
ASpanFormereccv 22) 55.3/71.5/83.1 19.6 / 37.7 1 54.4 211.8
ELoFTR cvpr 24y 564 /722 / 835 19.2/37.0/53.6 99.1
ELoFTR* 54717197825 182/35.7/52.6 -
CoMatch (ours) 58.0 / 732 / 842 21.7 7 40.2 / 56.7 123.8
o ’D’e;s; ””” DKMcvrray  60.4/749/851  266/47.1/642 5889
RoMacvpr 24) 62.6/76.7/86.3 28.9/50.4/68.3 760.9
LoFTR ELoFTR CoMatch

MegaDepth

Figure 4. Visualization of matching results on MegaDepth and
ScanNet. A match is “—" if its epipolar error is below 1 x 10™%
for MegaDepth and 5 x 10~ for ScanNet, and “—" otherwise.

in terms of AUC@5° while reducing the inference time by
41.5% on MegaDepth. Despite being trained exclusively
on outdoor scenes, our model shows promising accuracy on
ScanNet, underscoring its excellent cross-dataset general-
izability. Further looking at the visualization results illus-
trated in Fig. 4, CoMatch yields better correspondences and
more accurate relative poses. Note that by drawing broad
knowledge from the pre-trained vision foundation model
DINOvV2, RoMa is the most accurate among all evaluated
methods but is slow for practical applications. In contrast,
CoMatch is over 6x faster with comparable performance,
showcasing the best trade-off between accuracy and speed.

4.3. Homography Estimation

Dataset. We adopt HPatches [2] to verify the efficacy
of CoMatch on homography estimation, whcih comprises
52 sequences changing significantly in viewpoint and 56
sequences varying dramatically in illumination. Each se-
quence consists of 1 reference image and 5 query ones,
along with ground-truth homographies. All images are re-

Table 2. Evaluation on HPatches for homography estimation.
AUC of the corner error at different thresholds is reported.

Category Method HPathces
AUC@3px1T AUC@5pxT AUC@10px 7T
SP+IMP 56.1 68.2 80.9
SP+SG 56.2 68.5 81.1
Sparse
SP+LG 56.4 68.5 81.0
SP+DG 57.6 69.7 81.4
" Sparse-NCNet 489 542 T 671
DRC-Net 50.6 56.2 68.3
LoFTR 65.9 75.6 84.6
Semi-Dense Quadtree 66.3 76.2 84.9
ASpanFormer 67.4 76.9 85.6
ELoFTR 66.5 76.4 855
CoMatch (ours) 68.4 78.2 86.8

sized to ensure their shortest edge length of 480 pixels.
Baselines. We compare CoMatch comprehensively with
two categories of methods: 1) detector-based sparse match-
ers, including IMP [63], SG [46], LG [33], and DG [65],
and 2) detector-free semi-dense matchers, including Sparse-
NCNet [42], DRC-Net [29], Quadtree [54], LoFTR [52],
ASpanFormer [8], and EfficientLoFTR [61]. Note that all
sparse matchers are paired with SP [13] local features.
Evaluation Protocols. Following [13], we measure the
mean reprojection error of 4 corner points between the im-
ages warped with the estimated homography H and ground-
truth homography ‘H as a correctness identifier, and report
AUC of the corner error up to thresholds of 3, 5, and 10 pix-
els to reflect the estimation accuracy. To ensure fairness, we
extract up to 1024 local features for sparse matchers while
merely retaining the top 1K predicted matches for semi-
dense ones. Homographies are estimated via RANSAC.
Results. Tab. 2 presents the all-sided quantitative evalu-
ation on HPatches. Surprisingly, even though the match
number is bound to 1K, CoMatch substantially advances
sparse baselines across all error thresholds and sets state-of-
the-art scores. This encouraging performance is attributed
to the robust, compact, and efficient covisibility-dependent
context aggregation enabled by the CGTC and CAA mod-
ules, alongside bilateral subpixel accuracy for both source
and target views provided by the BSR module.

4.4. Visual Localization

Datasets. We adopt Aachen Day-Night v1.1 [47] and
InLoc [53] datasets to evaluate the performance of Co-
Match on visual localization. Specifically speaking, Aachen
Day-Night v1.1 is a large-scale outdoor dataset featuring
day-and-night illumination variations and large viewpoint
changes. It includes 6697 reference images and 1015 (824
daytime, 191 nighttime) query images. We leverage its full
localization track for benchmarking. InLoc is a highly chal-
lenging indoor dataset characterized by repetitive patterns
and poor textures, containing 9972 geometrically registered
RGBD indoor images and 329 RGB query images anno-



Table 3. Evaluation on Aachen Day-Night v1.1 and InLoc for
visual localization. The percentage of correctly localized queries
at different thresholds is reported.

Day Night DUCL DUC2
(0.25m,2°)/ (0.5m, 5°) / (5.0m, 10°)

Method

SP+SG 89.8/ 96.1 / 99.4 77.0/90.6/ 100.0 47.0/69.2/79.8 53.4/77.1/80.9
SP+LG 90.2 /96.0/ 99.4  77.0/91.1/ 100.0 49.0/68.2/79.3 55.0/74.8/79.4
LoFTR 88.7/95.6/99.0 78.5 /190.6/99.0 47.5/72.2184.8 54.2/74.8/85.5

TopicFM 90.2 /95.9/98.9 77.5/91.1799.5 520 /747 /1 874 53.4/74.8/832
ASpanFormer 89.4/95.6/99.0 7151 91.6 /199.5 51.5/73.7/86.4 55.0/74.0/81.7
ELoFTR 89.6/.96.2 /99.0 77.0/91.1/99.5 520 /747 /869 580 / 80.9 / 89.3

CoMatch (ours)  89.4/95.8/99.0 785 /916 /995 545/ 753 /869 595/ 847 / 87.8

tated with manually verified camera poses. We select DUC1
and DUC?2 for evaluation, as in [8, 52].

Baselines. We compare CoMatch with detector-based ap-
proaches, including SP [13]+SG [46] and SP+LG [33],
as well as detector-free ones, such as LoFTR [52], Top-
icFM [19], ASpanFormer [8], and EfficientLoFTR [61].
Evaluation Protocols. We adopt an open-source hierarchi-
cal localization framework Hloc [45], following [33, 52].
We report the percentage of correctly localized queries at
different distance and orientation thresholds, i.e., (0.25m,
2°), (0.5m, 5°), and (5.0m, 10°), to indicate the accuracy.
Results. For the sake of fairness, we meticulously comply
with the pipeline and evaluation settings of the online visual
localization benchmark”. Comprehensive quantitative eval-
uations on Aachen Day-Night v1.1 and InLoc are reported
in Tab. 3. Clearly, CoMatch exhibits the overall best re-
sults, highlighting the strong generalizability of our method
on real-world challenging visual localization scenarios.

4.5. Understanding CoMatch
4.5.1. Ablation Studies

In this part, we conduct holistic ablation studies to assess
the validity of each design decision introduced in CoMatch.
Results are summarized in Tab. 4.

CGTC (row (a)). Replacing the CGTC module with a
depth-wise convolution network and a max pooling layer
for token condensing sparks a remarkable drop in AUC,
suggesting that covisibility scores derived by Eq. (2) can
provide explicit cues to guide token condensing, for gener-
ating ones with powerful representational capability.

CAA (rows (b)-(d)). Compared to vanilla / flash / linear
attention, our CAA module effectively suppresses the in-
terference of non-covisible regions, empowering CoMatch
to achieve sharper and cleaner context interaction. In low-
resolution scenes (ScanNet), the CAA module runs faster
than linear attention.

BSR (rows (e)-(g)). To verify the positive effect of the
second-stage refinement in our BSR module, we replace it
with LoFTR’s way or detaching it from CoMatch. Results
reveal that the second stage contributes notably to the final

zht tps://www.visuallocalization.net/benchmark

Table 4. Ablation studies. For a comprehensive understand-
ing of CoMatch, each component is ablated on ScanNet, where
AUC@5°/10°/20° as well as the average runtime required to
match an image pair at a resolution of 640 x 480 are reported.

Pose estimation AUC

Architecture Time(ms) |
@5°1 @10°7T @20°1

(a) Without CGTC 20.0 37.7 54.6 334

" (b) Replace our CAA with vanilla attention 207 389 558 342
(c) Replace our CAA with flash attention 20.5 38.8 559 327
(d) Replace our CAA with linear attention 18.1 34.8 51.0 353

" (¢) Replace 2nd-stage refine. with LoFTR’s refine. 204 387 552 333
(f) Without 2nd-stage refine. 20.2 379 549 319
(g) Without the BSR module 113 24.1 374 25.8

" (h) Replace our backbone with RepVGG 202 389 555 340
(i) Replace our backbone with ResNet-FPN 21.5 40.1 56.6 36.2
CoMatch (full) 21.8 40.2 56.7 345

Table 5. Impact of test image resolution. AUC of the pose error
at multiple thresholds, along with the average runtime required to
match an image pair at a specific resolution, is reported.

ASpanFormer ELoFTR CoMatch
Resolution
AUC@5°/10°/20°4 Time(ms)}  AUC@S®/10°/20°1 Time(ms)|  AUC@S5°/10°/20°1 Time(ms)}
640x640 512 / 68.0 / 80.4 703 50.4/67.1/79.6 314 52.8 1 68.9 / 81.0 24
800800 532/69.7/81.8 1146 53.6 /702 / 82.1 447 55.5 1713 / 829 59.7
960%960 54.6/70.8/82.5 1431 549 /712 1 828 65.0 56.3 1722 1 83.6 83.1
1152x1152  553/715/83.1 2118 564 /722 1835 99.1 580 /732 / 842 1238

performance, attributed to matches with bilateral subpixel
accuracy favoring keypoint location-sensitive usages. We
also completely remove the BSR module from CoMatch to
highlight the necessity of match refinement.

Backbone (rows (h) and (i)). Replacing our backbone with
RepVGG [14] / ResNet-FPN [32] just shows similar accu-
racy and efficiency, indicating that our design choice for lo-
cal feature extraction is sound.

4.5.2. Impact of Test Image Resolution

In practice, the test image resolution is a critical factor
that affects the accuracy and efficiency of image match-
ing. Consequently, we investigate the performance of our
method at different image resolutions on MegaDepth, com-
paring with ASpanFormer [8] and ELoFTR [61]. Quanti-
tative results are concluded in Tab. 5. Notably, as image
resolution increases, the accuracy of all methods improves,
but at the cost of reduced efficiency. Evidently, CoMatch
consistently achieves the best accuracy of pose estimation
across all resolutions while maintaining the second-best
efficiency. Surprisingly, CoMatch achieves superior per-
formance at 800x800 / 960x960 resolution, outperform-
ing advanced competitors operating at higher resolutions
(960x960 / 1152x1152) with the faster speed. In a nut-
shell, CoMatch showcases commendable robustness to im-
age resolution choices, making it well-suited for compli-
cated and changeable real-life scenarios.


https://www.visuallocalization.net/benchmark

5. Conclusion

This paper presents CoMatch, a novel semi-dense matcher
with superior accuracy, acceptable efficiency, and strong
generalizability. Equipped with the CGTC and CAA mod-
ules, CoMatch enables message passing through a compact,
robust, and efficient attention pattern. Also, the BSR mod-
ule further endows CoMatch with the ability to produce ge-
ometrically consistent matches with bilateral subpixel ac-
curacy. Extensive evaluations conducted across a variety of
practical scenarios showcase CoMatch’s superiority.
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CoMatch: Dynamic Covisibility-Aware Transformer for Bilateral Subpixel-Level
Semi-Dense Image Matching

Supplementary Material

A. Implementation Details

A.1. Training Details

We follow the same training-test split as LoOFTR [52]. The
network is trained for 30 epochs using the AdamW opti-
mizer with an initial learning rate of 1 x 10~ and a batch
size of 8. Training is conducted on 4 NVIDIA RTX 4090
GPUs and completes in approximately 22 hours.

A.2. Architecture

A.2.1. Local Feature Extraction

The local feature extraction is fleshed out by a modified
ResNet-18 [22] without the bottom-up part. Specifically,
we use a width of 64 and a stride of 1 for the stem and
widths of [64, 128, 256] and strides of 2 for the subse-
quent three stages. The output of the last stage at 1/8 image
resolution is processed by our dynamic covisibility-aware
Transformer (DCAT) to derive discriminative coarse-level
features. The second and third stages’ feature maps are at
1/2 and 1/4 image resolutions, respectively, which are pro-
gressively fused with transformed coarse-level features to
produce cross-view perceived fine-level ones for subsequent
match refinement.

A.2.2. Position Encoding

The spatial location context is essential for matching, typ-
ically modeled by absolute positional encoding (PE) [6].
However, in projective camera geometry, the position of
visual observations showcases equivariance concerning the
camera’s translation motion within the image plane [33].
This reveals that an encoding should exclusively consider
the relative but not the absolute position of keypoints. To
this end, we adopt Rotary position encoding (RoPE) [51] to
encode the spatial positional context between coarse-level
features. More concretely, for each coarse feature ¢, we first
decompose it into query and key vectors q; and k; via dif-
ferent linear transformations, then the attention score be-
tween two coarse features ¢ and j is defined as follows:

ai; = a4 R(x; —x:)k;, ©)
where x; and x; are the 2D image coordinates of q; and k;,
respectively, and R(-) € R%*? is a block diagonal matrix
encoding the relative position between coarse features. We
partition the space into d/2 2D subspaces and rotate each of
them with an angle corresponding to the projection onto a
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Table 6. Image matching challenge. mAA @10° of the pose error
is reported. The superscript * denotes our re-implemented version.

Method mAA@10° 1
LoFTR 78.3
MatchFormer 78.3
QuadTree 81.2
ASpanFormer 82.2
ELoFTR 81.3
CoMatch (ours) 82.3
DKM ¢ 82.6%/83.1

RoMa 85.5* / 88.0

learnable basis b, € R2, following Fourier Features [30]:

R(b] x) 0 e 0
0 R(bJx) - 0
R(x) = . : : (10)
0 0 R(bj ;%)
- cosf —sinf
where R(0) = (sin9 cosf )

By doing so, the model can retrieve coarse feature j lo-
cated at a learned relative position from %, concentrating
more on interaction between features instead of their spe-
cific locations. Note that the encoding remains identical
across all self-attention layers, allowing it to be computed
once and then cached for reuse.

A.3. Supervision

Fine-Level Refinement Supervision. We supervise the
second stage with an epipolar geometry loss Lo, as de-
fined in Eq. (8) of the main paper, where £(i’, j', E) is the
Sampson distance [21] that measures the geometric error of

~,

the match (i, ") w.rz. E and is defined as:
@i,y B)
(p;,Ep;)?

= Ep; I+ B 2 + B p; 2, + 1B [
(1T)

Importantly, p;, and p; are homogeneous coordinates of

two keypoints 7 and 3’ which form a final fine-level corre-
spondence, and VK] denotes the k-th element of vector v.



Table 7. Comparison with TopicFM+ and PATS. The runtime to match an image pair on MegaDepth is reported.

MegaDepth ScanNet

DUC1 DUC2

Method Time (ms) |
AUC@5°/10°/20° 1 (0.25m, 2°) / (0.5m, 5°) / (5.0m, 10°)
TopicFM+ 54.2/70.5/82.5 20.4/38.3/54.6 52.0/74.7/ 87.4 53.4/74.8/83.2 135.6
PATS 61.0 / 74.2 /83.0 20.9/40.1/ 57.2 55.6 /71.2/81.0 58.8/80.9/85.5 773.4
CoMatch 58.0/73.2/ 84.2 21.7 / 40.2 /56.7 545/ 753 /869 59.5 / 84.7 / 87.8 123.8

Table 8. Quantitative evaluation of covisibility scores.

Metric  Source View Target View
Precision 88.7 88.3
Recall 83.8 84.3

B. Experiments

B.1. Image Matching Challenge

To further substantiate CoMatch’s performance on relative
pose estimation, we evaluate it on Kaggle competition Im-
age Matching Challenge (IMC) 2022 benchmark [1], where
the we estimate a fundamental matrix via RANSAC and de-
composing it into rotation and translation accordingly.
Dataset. IMC 2022 offers a test set comprising roughly
10,000 Google Street View images that exhibit significant
visual diversity. These images are captured from a wide
range of viewpoints, featuring varied aspect ratios, lighting
and weather conditions, and occlusions from both pedestri-
ans and vehicles. Notably, the evaluation dataset remains
undisclosed to participants, being securely hosted on Kag-
gle’s competition platform to ensure fair benchmarking.
Baselines. We compare CoMatch with LoFTR [52],
MatchFormer [60], QuadTree [54], ASpanFormer [8],
ELoFTR [61], DKM [17], and RoMa [18].

Evaluation Protocol. We calculate the mean average ac-
curacy (mAA) between the estimated fundamental matrix
and the hidden ground-truth counterpart. This assessment
considers pose errors through two criteria: rotation devi-
ation in degrees and translation discrepancy in meters. A
pose is classified as accurate if it meets both thresholds. In
IMC 2022, ten pairs of thresholds are considered: the rota-
tion threshold ranges from 1° to 10° while the translation
threshold spans 0.2 m to 5 m, with both thresholds follow-
ing uniform distributions across their respective ranges. Af-
ter that, the percentage of image pairs that meet every pair
of thresholds can be determined, and the average of results
over all threshold pairs is mAA.

Results. Quantitative results on IMC 2022 are reported in
Tab. 6, where CoMatch outperforms all semi-dense match-
ers. Compared to DKM and RoMa, CoMatch is much
faster (see Tab. 1 of the main paper) with comparable per-
formance, showing a better trade-off between accuracy and
efficiency.
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Table 9. The average runtime per process required when
matching an image pair on MegaDepth at a resolution of
1152x1152.

Process Time (ms) |
(a) Local Feature Extraction 9.7

(b) Dynamic CovisibilityAware Transformer 194

(c) Coarse-Level Match Determination 62.0

(d) Bilateral Subpixel-Level Refinement 32.7 (12.6/20.1)
Total 123.8

B.2. Comparison with More Recent Baselines

To further highlight the superiority of our CoMatch,
we compare it with TopicFM+ [20] and PATS [39] on
MegaDepth [31], ScanNet [11], and Inloc [53]. Results
are presented in Tab. 7, where TopicFM+’s results on
MegaDepth differs from the original since we adjust its 0.2
RANSAC threshold to standard 0.5 for fair comparison. Re-
sults show CoMa’s strong generalizability on ScanNet and
Inloc. On MegaDepth, CoMatch outperforms PATS by be-
ing over 6x faster with comparable accuracy.

B.3. Covisibility Quantitative Evaluation

We predict soft covisibility scores per token via Eq. (2)
instead of using hard masks to guide feature matching. To
quantitatively evaluate the classifier, we adopt a threshold of
0.5 to classify tokens as covisible or non-covisible and com-
pute its precision and recall on MegaDepth at 832832 res-
olution. As reported in Tab. 8, the classifier achieves (88.7,
83.8) and (88.3, 84.3) for two views, respectively, showing
its reliability in guiding our CGTC and CAA modules to-
ward robust and compact context interaction.

B.4. Timing

In the main paper, we average the runtime across all image
pairs in the test dataset, i.e., MegaDepth [31], for efficiency
evaluation, with a warm-up of 50 pairs to ensure accurate
measurement. All comparative methods are implemented
on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 with 32 cores of
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8336C CPU.

In this supplementary material, we further present the
average runtime per procedure of CoMatch in Tab. 9 for a
more detailed efficiency analysis. We notice that a large
fraction of time is spent on the coarse-level match deter-



Table 10. Impact of condensing range on MegaDepth. AUC
of the pose error at multiple thresholds, together with the aver-
age runtime required to match an image pair at a resolution of
11521152, is reported. The best results are in bold.

Condensing Range Pose Estimation AUC Time (ms) .
AUC@5°/10°/20° 71
=2 57.37/73.0/84.2 207.6
=4 58.0/73.2/84.2 123.8

mination, where a dual-softmax operation is used to gen-
erate the assignment matrix but may substantially increase
the latency during the inference phase, particularly for high-
resolution cases (i.e., the large number of tokens). As the
bilateral subpixel-level refinement module comprises a pro-
gressive feature fusion layer and a two-stage correlation
layer, we also report their average runtime in row (d) of
Tab. 9.

B.5. Impact of Condensing Range

Adaptively condensing tokens in light of their covisibility
scores that are dynamically estimated within the network
lays the foundation for the subsequent covisibility-assisted
attention module. Thereby, we investigate the impact of dif-
ferent condensing ranges on the matching performance of
CoMatch, with results presented in Tab. 10, where s = 4
serves as the default setting. Notably, employing a smaller
condensing range, i.e., 2x2, increases the number of re-
duced tokens, resulting in a slight drop in accuracy but sig-
nificantly slower speed. This also underscores the rational-
ity of our chosen condensing range parameter.

B.6. More Qualitative Results

Fig. 5 illustrates the covisibility prediction of CoMatch
on four representative examples. Evidently, our approach
demonstrates the capability to precisely predict the covisi-
ble regions between image pairs, benefiting our covisibility-
guided token condensing and covisibility-assisted attention.
Fig. 6 presents the matching results on ScanNet [11]. Com-
pared to LoFTR [52] and ELoFTR [61], our CoMatch es-
tablishes more reliable correspondences and recovers more
accurate relative camera poses.
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Figure 5. Visualization of covisibility prediction. We first bilinearly up-sample the covisibility score map to match the original image
resolution, and then multiply it with the input image.
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LoFTR ELOFTR ——
Matches: 261 : Matches: 497
recision(5.00€-04) (9.96%): 26/261
- 40.932

CoMatch _
4 #Matches: 454
(5.00e-04) (3.40%): 5/14
0°

Precision(5-00€-04).
AR: 11.79°
At: 41.13°

Figure 6. Visualization of matching results on ScanNet. A match is “~—" if its epipolar error is below 5 x 10™*, and “~—" otherwise.
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