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Fig. 1. Overview of the cross-view localization pipeline. A query ground view image and an aerial view dataset are inputs to the system. A cross-view
matching network, CVM-Net-I [1], is used to generate viewpoint invariant descriptors. This information is fed to a particle filter which samples locations
at every timestep to give position estimates. The ground truth (green) and estimated trajectory by the particle filter (red) is highlighted on the right.

Abstract— Cross-view matching refers to the problem of
finding the closest match of a given query ground view image
to one from a database of aerial images. If the aerial images
are geotagged, then the closest matching aerial image can be
used to localize the query ground view image. Due to the recent
success of deep learning methods, several cross-view matching
techniques have been proposed. These approaches perform well
for the matching of isolated query images. However, their
evaluation over a trajectory is limited. In this paper, we evaluate
cross-view matching for the task of localizing a ground vehicle
over a longer trajectory. We treat these cross-view matches
as sensor measurements that are fused using a particle filter.
We evaluate the performance of this method using a city-
wide dataset collected in a photorealistic simulation by varying
four parameters: height of aerial images, the pitch of the
aerial camera mount, FOV of the ground camera, and the
methodology of fusing cross-view measurements in the particle
filter. We also report the results obtained using our pipeline
on a real-world dataset collected using Google Street View and
satellite view APIs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider a ground vehicle that is navigating in an en-
vironment. Localizing this vehicle in a global frame of
reference (geolocalization) is critical for efficient planning.
Geolocalization can be achieved by using a GPS onboard
the vehicle. However, GPS can be noisy and unavailable at
times, especially when operating in urban environments with
tall buildings or canopies [2]. In such cases, the localization
can be improved by using onboard vehicle perception (e.g.,
stereo, inertial sensors, and LIDAR). In this paper, we study a
technique to complement onboard perception with cross-view
matching for localization in a global frame over a trajectory.
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Cross-view matching is the problem of finding an aerial
image in a database of aerial images that is the closest match
to a given ground view query image [3] [4]. In order to match
images taken from vastly different viewpoints, learning is
required. This problem has applications in situations such as
identifying the location where a photo was captured [5]
and guiding ground based navigation. Specifically, cross-
view matching can be used for cross-view localization if the
aerial images are georeferenced. The aerial images can be
satellite images or can be images that were collected by an
aerial vehicle from a lower altitude. Every aerial image has
latitude and longitude information of where the image was
taken from. By matching a ground view to an aerial database
we can predict the location of the query ground image.

Prior work has shown the potential for cross-view match-
ing in order to localize ground vehicles using satellite im-
agery [6]–[8]. More recently, deep learning has achieved
great success in cross-view image retrieval. Several of these
works [1], [9], [10] use a modified two-branch Siamese
neural network [11] that is trained on a database of paired
aerial and ground images to generate image descriptors
which are robust to large viewpoint changes. These networks
learn to predict embeddings which are closer in feature
space for a true aerial-ground image pair and far off for a
non-matching pair. Consequently, the distance between these
image descriptors or embeddings can be used as a similarity
measure between an aerial and a ground image. This metric
can be used during test time to compute the similarity of a
ground view query image with each image in the database
of aerial images. The image with the highest similarity score
or the set of k images with the top k highest scores, are
considered as the closest matching aerial images.

The output of such networks can be thought of as a noisy
position observation of the ground vehicle. Over time, these
noisy position observations can be fused using an estimator
such as a particle filter [12]. In this paper, we perform a
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thorough evaluation of such a pipeline (Figure 1) which deals
with drastically different aerial and ground viewpoints.

We use a recently proposed architecture for cross-view
matching, called CVM-Net [1], to generate descriptors for
aerial and ground images. Project Autovision [13] and ex-
tended work on CVM-Net [14] showed one way of in-
tegrating the output from CVM-Net in a particle filter to
localize a ground vehicle. While these results are promising,
their evaluation was restricted to one specific dataset, and
one specific method of integrating cross-view matching and
particle filtering. In general, there are several design choices
one has to make that may affect the localization accuracy.

Our goal in this paper is to, therefore, conduct an exhaus-
tive empirical analysis of the following four design choices:

1) The method with which the output of the Cross-view
matching network can be integrated as an observation
in the particle filter. There exists a choice of using only
the top k matches [15], or all the similarity scores [13]
between the query ground image and all the aerial
images in the database. We conclude that using all the
similarity scores works better.

2) The height at which the aerial images are obtained.
Prior evaluation was limited to images taken from one
altitude. We find that the retrieval accuracy is better
for aerial images taken from a lower altitude but the
localization performance remains unaffected.

3) The field of view (FOV) of the ground view image. Prior
evaluation only used a panoramic ground view image
(which can see more local information). Our study in-
dicates that both, retrieval and localization performance,
is consistent across FOVs.

4) The camera pitch of the aerial images. Prior work only
used top-down images. Our results show that images
taken with a pitch of -50◦ (look-ahead) give a significant
boost in both the retrieval and localization performance
over top-down images.

We evaluate cross-view matching in the context of these
design choices. We collect a large dataset of ground and
geotagged aerial images in AirSim [16], a photo-realistic
simulator. Using this dataset, we conduct several numerical
experiments to study the performance of cross-view matching
and localization. Our results can be helpful for a practitioner
who is interested in using cross-view matching for supporting
onboard localization and eliminating the guesswork that is
typically involved when making such design choices.

In addition to our experimental results, the dataset we
have created in AirSim1 is another contribution of this paper.
Existing datasets such as CVUSA [17], CVACT [10] and the
recently introduced University1652 [18] are standard cross-
view matching datasets. While they are useful for evaluating
cross-view matching, they do not contain a continuous tra-
jectory of ground-view images that one would need in the
work we present. Furthermore, these datasets do not include
all scenarios that can affect the performance of a cross-view

1https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/
1ztD8iAa3_PGpFv_up8FizlqkqdfUngmT?usp=sharing

localization pipeline. To remedy this, we collected our own
dataset on AirSim to model a variety of cross-view data
collection settings. We extended a part of this evaluation on
real-world data by using a dataset from Google Street View
and 45◦ imagery from Google Maps API.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We start with
the related work in Section II. Then, we describe the overall
architecture of the system that integrates cross-view matching
and particle filtering, in Section III. The experimental setup
and results are discussed in Section IV. Finally, we conclude
with a discussion of the future work in Section V.

II. RELATED WORK

Research on identifying the location of an image has been
studied mostly as an image retrieval problem [19]. Here,
one image from a database must be retrieved which closely
matches the query image. Hays et al. [20] proposed a tech-
nique, termed IM2GPS, which uses geotagged photos from
Flickr and then models the query image as a probabilistic
distribution over the entire world. In [21]–[23] the authors
developed a 3D model for localization. In these approaches,
the query and database images to be searched have been
collected from similar views.

The problem of visual place recognition and localization
has been extensively studied for typical scenarios where
viewpoints of reference and query images are similar, such
as views obtained by the front and rear facing cameras on
the same vehicle. These are not as extreme as ground and
aerial views. Sarlin et al. [24] solve the 6 DoF localization
by proposing HFNet that uses a monololithic CNN which
predicts local features and global descriptors in a hierarchical
approach. Cipolla et al. [25] use transfer learning to use a
CNN, trained on ImageNet [26], as a pose regressor in a
global frame. The authors in [27] propose an extension of
this work, where, additional relative pose along with Visual
Odometry and GPS data is used for better pose convergence.

There have also been attempts to use scene semantic
information to learn descriptors that are robust to viewpoint
and appearance changes [28]. Gawel et al. [29] perform
global localization of a robot over a longer trajectory by
transforming a semantically segmented image into query
graphs. Evaluations are performed using a synthetic dataset
collected from SYNTHIA [30] as well as from Google street
dataset with front-facing and rear-facing ground view images.
They report a localization accuracy of 30m on a dataset
collected in AirSim. However, perfect semantic segmentation
might not always be available in real-world scenarios.

Combining image retrieval with particle filter has been
explored in the literature before. Wolf et al. [31] and
Menegatti et al. [32] use a combination of image retrieval and
sample-based Monte Carlo localization technique to localize
a robot in an indoor environment. More recently, Xu et
al. [33] proposed a more robust indoor localization pipeline
using CNN-based image retrieval from the same viewpoint.
Doan et al. [15] address the problem of 6 DoF localization
under appearance changes in an outdoor environment. Project
Autovision [13] and Hu et al. [14] use CVM-Net to generate

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1ztD8iAa3_PGpFv_up8FizlqkqdfUngmT?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1ztD8iAa3_PGpFv_up8FizlqkqdfUngmT?usp=sharing


the image embedding. The resulting pipeline in [13] yields
a localization error of 9.92m in an urban environment and
9.29m in a rural environment over a route of 5km. Fur-
thermore, [14] achieves an error of 16.39m in urban and
20.33m in a rural environment on a trajectory of 5km and
3km, respectively in Singapore.

The second approach to geolocalization is the cross-view
approach which is the focus of our work here. Cross-view,
as defined earlier, involves taking images from different
viewpoints to solve the problem of geolocalization. Zhang
et al. [34] used SIFT-based image matching and use the
average of the top three images to obtain the geotags for the
query image. In [19], the authors used Faster R-CNN [35]
to identify buildings in the query image and the testing set.

Hu et al. use a novel technique of using a generalized
VLAD [36] layer called NetVLAD [37] on top of CNN to
extract view-point invariant image descriptors. The resulting
system yields 37% accuracy using top 1 and 91.4% accuracy
using the top 80 image retrievals from the aerial dataset. Liu
et al. [10] further improve localization performance by using
additional orientation information. Regmi et al. [38] use
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) through a joint-
feature-fusion network, to get a more robust representation.
Shi et al. [39] use polar transformation on the aerial
image and spatial-attention mechanism to get further boost
in the retrieval performance. We chose CVM-Net to gen-
erate embedding for our localization pipeline. However, all
the aforementioned pipelines generate the image descriptors
similar to CVM-Net for retrieval. We hypothesize that the
results from this paper should be valid even for all these
recent cross-view matching networks.

Our focus in this paper is not on designing a new cross-
view matching algorithm but instead on rigorously evaluating
how cross-view matching performs when it comes to localiz-
ing a ground vehicle. Prior work only evaluate for a specific
design choice and in very limited settings. We thoroughly
evaluate the space of design choices to find the effect of
cross-view matching on estimating a trajectory of the vehicle.

III. CROSS-VIEW MATCHING BASED LOCALIZATION
FRAMEWORK

In the context of this paper, geolocation refers to the 2D
position Xt = (x, y) of an agent with respect to some global
frame of reference. Our framework for tracking a ground
vehicle using cross-view matching and particle filter is shown
in Figure 1. We assume that the ground vehicle has an initial
estimate of its position in the global frame, and is equipped
with an Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU) and a forward-
facing RGB camera. We also assume that there is an aerial
view dataset collected by a drone (or some low altitude
aircraft) with a downward-facing camera. Each image in the
aerial view dataset is a top-down view of the environment
with associated geolocation information.

As shown in Figure 1, a ground view query image from
the forward-facing camera is given as an input to the system
along with the geotagged aerial view dataset. The output
produced by the localization system is the estimated position

Fig. 2. Illustration of image retrieval. For the ground view query image
shown on the left top 3 retrievals from the aerial database are visualized on
the right. The top 1 retrieval in this case is also the ground truth.

of the ground vehicle. Our proposed localization approach
is a two-step procedure. First, we convert the ground view
query image and the aerial view image into view-point
invariant image descriptors for assessing the similarity be-
tween them. This is achieved using a Siamese based neural-
network CVM-Net-I. Secondly, we use a particle filter to
fuse observations over a trajectory.

Particle filters consist of three primary steps: sampling,
prediction, and update. First, M particles are sampled from
the prior distribution. In the prediction step, the IMU in-
formation from the ground robot is used to propagate the
particles at each time step. Our system uses the similarity
information from the first step to update the weights of the
particles in accordance with their posterior likelihood. Then,
the weights of these particles are normalized such that the
sum of all particle weights adds up to 1. Finally, a new
set of particles is sampled from this weighted distribution
of particles using stochastic universal sampling [40]. The
estimated ground robot position is a weighted mean of the
resampled particles at each time step.

We propose two strategies for updating the weights of the
particles. We call these techniques Prediction-based Particle
Filtering (PPF) and Compare-All Particle Filtering (CAPF).

Prediction-based Particle Filtering (PPF): Cross-view
matching networks solve a retrieval problem. The primary
aim of retrieval is to find the k-nearest-neighbors for a
ground view query image in an aerial view dataset. In PPF,
the posterior distribution is updated using the top k-nearest-
neighbors from the aerial view dataset, for a given query
image. The value of k is predetermined (We evaluate the
effect of choosing k). Figure 2 indicates the top 3 retrievals
for the ground view query image shown on the left.

Our PPF pipeline is based on the one given in [15].
Primarily, we adopt the preprocessing step of mean shift
clustering used in this work. First, we pass the query image
and all the aerial view images through the CVM-Net to
convert them to image descriptors. Each descriptor has an
individual dimension of 1 × 4096. Then at every time step,
we retrieve the top k-nearest-neighbours for the ground view
for that time step using the L2 distance between the query
image descriptor and all the aerial view descriptors. Next, we
apply mean shift clustering algorithm [41] on the poses of
all the retrieved aerial images. The mean of poses of all the
images in the largest cluster is used as the noisy measurement
zt for that time step. Finally the weight of each particle is

updated using: w
[i]
t ∝ e

− 1
2

(
zt−p

[i]
t

)T
Σ−1

o

(
zt−p

[i]
t

)
. Here,



Fig. 3. Plot of the trajectories traversed by the aerial and ground robot.
The trajectories used for training and testing are marked with red and blue
colour.

w
[i]
t is the weight assigned to particle i at time t, pt = (x, y)

is the position at time t, and Σ−1
o is the noise covariance

matrix which models the noise in the measurements.
Compare-All Particle Filtering (CAPF): The CAPF

methodology is adapted from project Autovision [13]. After
getting the image descriptors through CVM-Net, at each time
step t, we first find an aerial image which has the position
(x, y) closest to each particle i and we assign the image
descriptor of this image to the particle and call it I [i]

t . The
weight assigned to each particle is inversely proportional to
the L2 norm between the image descriptors of the ground
view query image Iqt at time t and the image descriptor
assigned to the particle I

[i]
t as shown in equation and the

aerial view image descriptor with a geotag closest to the
particle position: w[i]

t ∝ ‖Iqt − I
[i]
t ‖−1

2 .
The only difference in these two methodologies is how the

image descriptors from the cross-view matching network are
used to update the weights. The resampling strategy and how
the final position is estimated is the same in both pipelines.

In the next section, we empirically compare these two
methods as well as the study of several other design issues.

IV. EMPIRICAL EVALUATION AND RESULTS

A. Dataset

For training and evaluation, we generated our dataset
using the photorealistic simulation API in AirSim which is a
simulator for drones and cars built on the Unreal Engine. It
provides the functionality of spawning multiple agents in the
environment and provides full control over their movements.
It also makes it possible to model different weather and
temporal conditions. Our current setup makes use of the
pre-compiled binaries from the City Environment in AirSim
which is a large environment with moving vehicles and
pedestrians. Figure 3 shows a plot of all the training and
test data collection trajectories within the city.

Our dataset consists of images collected from 5 different
altitudes and 3 different FOVs for a single scene. In total, the
dataset consists of 5 × 3 × 2546 pairs of aerial and ground
view images spanning an area of approximately 1544.75m
diagonally over the trajectories shown in Figure 3. We also

collected the same number of images for two different pitch
values for the downward-facing camera on the UAV flying
at an altitude of 50m as shown in Figure 10.

For any one trial, we use 1679 images for training and
867 images for testing. The dataset was collected by flying
drones with a downward-facing camera2 at two different
altitudes on the same trajectory and then fetching the images
from these vehicles along with the positional information.
One of the drones was flown at a lower altitude of 1m to
simulate the movement of a ground vehicle. Nonetheless,
the ground, and aerial images are not perfectly synced; the
paired positions have an inherent noise of 4.58± 2.44m due
to AirSim limitations. Therefore, even in the case of 100%
accurate retrieval, there will be a localization error of this
amount which is expected in practice.

The sample images from the AirSim dataset are shown
in Figure 4. When evaluating geolocalization, we use the
complete dataset (which includes training and test images
since it represents a Complete trajectory through the city)
and one that includes only the test dataset (Figure 3).

B. Experiments

In this section, we present the experiments conducted to
evaluate the performance of the particle filter localization
across system-level design choices and various data collec-
tion settings. The system-level parameters include altitude
of aerial images, FOV of ground images, and pitch of the
aerial view camera. For the evaluation of design choices,
we compare the PPF and CAPF methodology mentioned in
Section III.

1) PPF vs. CAPF: We initialize the particle filter by
sampling 200 particles around the initial location (known
to the robot) from a Gaussian distribution with a standard
deviation of 4m. The ground truth velocity obtained from the
IMU data is artificially corrupted by a diagonal covariance
matrix of standard deviation 1m to simulate real-world noise.
We use this velocity to estimate the dead reckoning trajectory.
This is used for propagating the particles in the update step.
As described in Section III, PPF and CAPF methodologies
primarily differ in the weighting scheme for the particles.
The covariance matrix used to model the noise in the
measurements is Σo = diag([3, 3]T ). Figure 5 shows the
performance of CAPF over the AirSim dataset while Figure 6
shows the performance of PPF with top 20 predictions. It can
be observed from Figures 5a, 5b, 6a and 6b that PPF was
very close to CAPF in terms of localization error as shown
in Table I but in CAPF the error was more consistent with
the ±3 standard deviation bound.

Initial Estimate: We also experimented with relaxing
the assumption that the initial location of the ground robot
is known for the CAPF strategy. We start by predicting
the first location using the same methodology used in PPF.
We retrieve the top 20 neighbors from the aerial dataset

2All the altitudes mentioned in the paper are reported with respect to a
base height of 10m at which we flew the drone. To get the absolute value of
the altitude in AirSim an offset of +10m should be added to all the altitude
values reported.



Fig. 4. A subset of images from the AirSim dataset. Images in the same row come from the same scene. Images on the left are the aerial views captured
from the altitude indicated. Images on the right are ground view for the same scene captured using different FOV.
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(a) Plot of ground truth, dead reckoning and particle filter trajectories
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Fig. 5. Localization performance for CAPF pipeline. Error in coordinate
estimation at every time step is also shown.

for the first query ground view image. Then, we find the
mean of the particles in the largest cluster after mean shift
clustering and use it to initialize the particles. We increased
the variance with which the particles are sampled to 9m
considering the noise in the initial estimate. We observed
that the localization performance over the complete dataset
largely remained unchanged giving a localization error of
6.8±4.3 when dead reckoning error was 37.6±17.5. On the
test dataset, the localization error increased to 19.5±17.12m
with a dead reckoning error of 70.3±9.3m.

2) Altitude: We performed five experiments to analyze the
effect of the altitude of aerial image collection on localization
accuracy. For each altitude, we trained a separate network
for cross-view matching and then used the aerial and ground
view image descriptors generated by this network to do the
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(a) Plot of ground truth, dead reckoning and particle filter trajectories

(b) Error in X coordinate. (c) Error in Y coordinate.

Fig. 6. Localization performance for PPF pipeline. Error in coordinate
estimation at every time step is also shown.

TABLE I
EVALUATION OF THE PPF V/S CAPF METHODOLOGY

PF Localization Error ± Standard deviation (m)
Complete Dataset Test Dataset

PPF 8.24±5.90 10.70±8.86
CAPF 6.89±4.33 9.70±5.54

particle filter localization. It is important to assess the trade-
off between altitude and cross-view localization performance
as it might not always be possible to fly the aerial robot
at a given altitude. Localization error reported throughout
this section refers to the L2 norm between the predicted and
ground truth position.

It can be seen from Figure 7a that the top 1% recall accu-
racy was highest for an altitude of 30m. This is the accuracy
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Fig. 7. Comparison of recall accuracy for test data across different altitudes
and FOVs. The FOV of 150◦ and -90◦ pitch is kept consistent across all
test settings for evaluation across altitudes. The altitude of 50m and -50◦
pitch is consistent across all the test settings for FOV evaluation.
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(b) Test dataset.

Fig. 8. Plot for localization error (L2 norm) and dead reckoning for
comparison of particle filter performance across different altitudes. All the
values are averaged over 5 runs of particle filter.

of individual measurements. However, the localization error
is approximately the same for both complete and test datasets
as shown in Figure 8a and Figure 8b, respectively. The results
presented are averages over five runs of the particle filter.

3) Field of View: FOV of the ground vehicle also plays an
important role in cross-view scene understanding. Thus, we
analyzed the performance of our localization pipeline across
three different FOVs and assessed the trade-off between
them in terms of recall accuracy and localization error. The
performance of all of these FOVs is analyzed for an altitude
of 50m. For 1% recall accuracy, the 120◦ FOV performed the
best as shown in Figure 7b. Regardless, when it came to the
localization errors, all three FOV performed approximately
the same, as seen in Figure 9a and Figure 9b.

4) Pitch: Changing the pitch of the camera mount is a
small adjustment that can change the amount of information
contained in an image (as shown in Figure 10) and thus
the performance of both retrieval and localization. This
hypothesis was justified by our experiments conducted for
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(a) Complete dataset.
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(b) Test dataset.

Fig. 9. Plot for localization error (L2 norm) and dead reckoning for
comparison of particle filter performance across different FOV. Values
shown are averaged over 5 runs of particle filter.

Fig. 10. Images collected with pitch of -50 (left image) and pitch of -90
(right image) at an altitude of 50 meter.

TABLE II
EVALUATION OF PITCH FOR THE AERIAL CAMERA

Pitch Test Accuracy Localization Error ± Standard Deviation(m)
Top 1%
Recall

Top 10%
Recall

Complete
Dataset

Test
Dataset

-50 0.3229 0.9208 6.89±4.33 9.70±5.54
-90 0.1775 0.7499 8.42±5.55 17.22±10.44

two different pitch values for an altitude of 50m. Changing
the pitch from -90◦ (top-down) to -50◦ (look-ahead) has
a significant impact in the retrieval performance as seen
from the Table II. This also resulted in better localization
performance.

5) Evaluation on Real-World Data: We also generated
a real-world dataset to evaluate the performance of our
framework. Specifically, we collected aerial and Street View
image pairs from Sydney, Australia, by charting a specific
trajectory in Google My Maps [42]. The KML (Keyhole
Markup Language) file generated as a result, contains ordered
list of GPS coordinates which was then used to query aerial
images with a pitch of 45o [43], as well as corresponding
Street View images. We concatenated 4 Street View images
with different orientations together to get the query ground
view panorama.

We conduct two experiments with this dataset. In the first
case, out of the 1569 image pairs that we collect along a
trajectory of length 45.54km, 1099 of them are randomly
sampled to form the training dataset while the remaining 470
pairs are used as the test dataset (Figure 11a). The entire
trajectory encompasses not only feature rich samples from
narrow and congested lanes but also from sparse regions with
less number of features.

We used CVM-Net, trained on CVUSA dataset [17], and
fine-tuned this network by training only the final NetVLAD
layer with the Google dataset as input. We train the model
for 120 epochs with a batch size of 12 image pairs and a
learning rate of 10−4. The test accuracy we obtain at the
end of 120 epochs is 92.8% for top 10% recall accuracy
and 54.8% for top 1% recall accuracy.

We use CAPF to evaluate the localization performance on
this dataset. The velocity measurements are simulated on the
trajectory by using the GPS coordinates (from the geotagged
images) after which the GPS data is corrupted with diagonal
noise with standard deviation of 3m. We increased the
number of particles in the particle filter to 1000, since the
number of images collected are sparse with respect to the
length of the trajectory. We observed a localization error of
46.5±34.3m with a dead reckoning error of 155.8±74.8m



(a) Interleaved samples. (b) Separate samples.

Fig. 11. Training (blue) and Testing (red) samples. On the left, samples
are randomly chosen from the entire trajectory while on the right, train and
test samples are separated into two different trajectories.

Fig. 12. Final trajectory estimated using CAPF approach on google dataset
collected in the city of Sydney, Australia. Estimated trajectory is shown in
green while the ground truth is marked in red.

averaged over 8 runs of the particle filter. A sample result
is shown in Figure 12. We also experimented with simu-
lating even noisier velocity measurements by increasing the
standard deviation of noise to 5m. This increased the dead
reckoning error to 442.0±193.5m but the localization error
was only increased to 72.8±45.9m.

We also test how the CAPF methodology generalizes to
unseen areas. We completely separated the trajectories used
for training and testing, but they are still from the same area
(Figure. 11b). The entire trajectory is 12.7km long and the
test trajectory is 4.14km long. Using the same parameters
mentioned above and a noise with standard deviation of 3m
in the simulated velocity measurements, we observed an error
of 153.8±104.3m on complete trajectory (test+train) with
dead reckoning error 130.2±78.6. We observed an error of
117.7±81.7m on just the test trajectory with dead reckoning
error 172.3±136.9. This suggests potential future work that
generalizes better to unseen environments.

V. DISCUSSION

We investigate the performance of cross-view matching
for localization of a moving vehicle using an aerial image
database. Prior work had shown that cross-view matching
techniques, such as CVM-Net, can successfully retrieve

aerial images that are closest to a given query ground view
image. We show how this can be used, along with a particle
filter, to improve the localization of a ground vehicle. In our
experiments, cross-view matching was the only perception
module used. Nonetheless, in practice, one would combine
cross-view matching along with onboard perception.

We evaluated CVM-Net through four design choices. We
have the following conclusions: (1) We find that instead of
choosing the top k nearest neighbors (PPF), using all the
images in the aerial database to weigh the particles (CAPF)
performs better. The localization error is similar but the
consistency of the latter is better. We conjecture that this
is due to the susceptibility of the top k retrievals to outliers.
(2) We find that although the retrieval accuracy improves
as the altitude of aerial images decreases, the localization
performance over a trajectory is unaffected. We believe this
is because the retrieval accuracy only depends on the top
k neighbors, whereas the localization accuracy depends on
how close the global descriptors are. Along a trajectory,
we expect similar aerial views that, in turn, have similar
global descriptors. Therefore, in the CAPF approach, they
will give similar weights to nearby particles. On the other
hand, unless you select the exact image from the top, the
retrieval accuracy will be hampered. We believe this is why
although the retrieval accuracy decreases with increasing
altitude, the localization performance is largely unaffected.
(3) Similar conclusions can be reached for FOV. Higher
FOV leads to better retrieval (only marginally) but similar
localization performance. (4) On the other hand, the pitch of
the aerial images has a significant impact. Top-down aerial
images perform poorly as compared to front-facing ones.

We note that for establishing the ground truth for the
retrieval performance we also need to consider the overlap
between images. Currently, the ground truth definition for
our recall accuracy plots 7 comes by pairing ground/aerial
images during the data collection process itself. However,
a single ground view image can correspond to multiple
aerial views as the height increases. Further work is required
to evaluate this scenario. Nevertheless, we conjecture that
overlapping aerial views will not affect the performance of
the localization pipeline since in CAPF the performance does
not rely on a single ground truth aerial view image. Even
with overlapping views, the descriptors learned by CVM-
Net for those views will be similar. Consequently, the CAPF
method will assign similar weights to those descriptors.
Also, in PPF the preprocessing step of mean shift clustering
will cluster the overlapping views together with the ground
truth due to their similarity keeping the noisy measurements
approximately the same. Thus, retrieval performance might
vary depending on the definition of ground due to overlap
we expect the localization performance to stay the same.

We expect that the observations from this paper can
eliminate some of the guesswork in deploying cross-view
matching for localization. An immediate avenue for future
work is to evaluate this through field experiments. Since
cross-view matching has been extensively evaluated with
real-world data, we expect the results to be similar.
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