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Abstract—A common approach to localize a mobile robot is by
measuring distances to points of known positions, called anchors.
Locating a device from distance measurements is typically posed
as a non-convex optimization problem, stemming from the
nonlinearity of the measurement model. Non-convex optimization
problems may yield suboptimal solutions when local iterative
solvers such as Gauss-Newton are employed. In this paper, we
design an optimality certificate for continuous-time range-only
localization. Our formulation allows for the integration of a
motion prior, which ensures smoothness of the solution and is
crucial for localizing from only a few distance measurements.
The proposed certificate comes at little additional cost since it
has the same complexity as the sparse local solver itself: linear
in the number of positions. We show, both in simulation and
on real-world datasets, that the efficient local solver often finds
the globally optimal solution (confirmed by our certificate), but
it may converge to local solutions with high errors, which our
certificate correctly detects.

Index Terms—Optimization and optimal control, localization,
certifiable algorithms, global optimality, Lagrangian duality

I. INTRODUCTION

Localizing a moving robot is an essential component of
many real-world applications. One common approach to lo-
calization, in particular when global positioning system (GPS)
or cameras are unavailable, is to measure the distances to a
certain number of fixed points, called anchors or beacons.
In mobile indoor localization, for instance, a phone can be
localized by inferring distances to WiFi access points from the
time of flight or received signal strength of emitted pulses [1].
As another example, designated anchors equipped with the
ultra-wideband (UWB) technology may be used, for instance,
for autonomous lawnmowers operating in environments where
feature-based computer vision methods are compromised [2],
or for drones flying in GPS-denied areas [3]. Finally, in marine
robotics, a common localization strategy for autonomous sub-
marines is to emit sonar pulses and measure the time of flight
to stationary beacons [4]. In all these examples, the locations
of the anchors are known a priori, or can be estimated in a
separate procedure [5]. The remaining task is to determine a
moving device’s trajectory based on distance measurements,
which is also known as multilateration.

Although multilateration has been studied for a long time,
many important open questions persist. For instance, when
approached from a robotics point of view, multilateration is
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Fig. 1: A flying drone measures distances to fixed anchor points in an
arena. The two solutions are obtained by running a continuous-time
range-only localization scheme from two different initializations. We
propose an efficient optimality certificate based on Lagrangian dual-
ity that correctly identifies the left solution as the global minimum.

called range-only localization and typically involves solving
a nonlinear least-squares optimization problem with, at best,
local convergence guarantees [6]. A more optimal approach to
multilateration is to exploit principles from distance geome-
try [7]. However, optimality and recovery guarantees obtained
this way usually assume no noise [8], or that each position can
be uniquely localized [9], [10]. Figure 1 displays the limitation
of these existing methods. In the shown example, a drone
is localized based on distance measurements to fixed UWB
anchors. The distance measurements are noisy and sparse (we
only measure one distance at a time), which rules out optimal
solvers from distance geometry [9], [10]. Instead, we can
employ a continuous-time range-only localization framework
with a local solver [11]. However, as the example shows, such
a method may yield a suboptimal solution far from the global
optimum, if poorly initialized.

The method presented in this paper allows us to efficiently
identify optimal solutions. We first derive a certificate for
discrete-time range-only localization without between-point
dependencies, which can be used when we measure enough
distances at each time. By incorporating smoothness priors, we
extend the operating conditions of both solver and certificate
to cases where only a few distance measurements are available
at each time. This is allowed by posing the problem as
continuous-time range-only localization, for which no optimal
solvers are known to this date. In the continuous-time frame-
work, smoothness priors are enforced by regularization terms
that stem from Gaussian process (GP) regression and allow
us to incorporate physical assumptions about the trajectory.
As a welcome side effect, the continuous model can be
used to interpolate the trajectory, or to obtain closed-form
estimates of quantities of interest such as the instantaneous
velocity [12]. The proposed certificates show that local solvers
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yield the optimal solution in the vast majority of cases. More
specifically, the contributions of this paper are:
• certificates for multilateration and range-only continuous-

time localization,
• a detailed treatment of how to exploit sparsity to compute

the certificates in linear complexity, and
• validation of the proposed certificates, including evalua-

tion on real-world datasets.
This paper is organized as follows. After reviewing re-

lated work in Section II, we introduce the certificate for
multilateration and continuous-time range-only localization in
Sections III-B and III-C, respectively. We include a discus-
sion of our local solver in Section III-D and the certificate
computation in Section III-E. We evaluate the certificates in
simulation and on a UWB-based drone localization dataset in
Section IV, and conclude in Section V.

II. RELATED WORK

Range-only localization The underdetermined nature of
distance measurements makes range-only localization a chal-
lenging subclass of state estimation problems. When the
anchors are unknown and to be estimated along with the
moving device, we refer to this as range-only simultaneous
localization and mapping (SLAM). To account for the multi-
modal distribution stemming from underdetermined measure-
ments, prior work has focused on using Gaussian mixture
models [13], [14] or sample-based models [15], [16] to
approximate the position distribution in a filtering-inspired
framework. More accurate than filters are batch solutions,
which typically provide the maximum a posteriori (MAP)
estimate of the trajectory given all measurements within a
given time window [11]. In general, batch solutions are more
expensive than filtering, but the sparsity of the underlying mea-
surement graph typically allows for efficient and incremental
sparse solvers [17], [18]. In both batch and filter approaches,
continuous-time rather than discrete-time trajectory models
have been explored [11], through which smoothness can be
incorporated, thereby helping with underdetermined measure-
ments. To make the continuous-time estimation tractable, some
prior work uses parametric representations with carefully cho-
sen temporal basis functions [19], [20]. A popular alternative
is non-parametric GP regression, which is easier to tune and
has an elegant connection with physically plausible motion
priors [12].

Whatever representation is used, at the core of batch
MAP estimation is the solution of a non-convex minimization
problem [11]. The latter is most commonly solved with an
iterative minimizer, which usually converges to a stationary
point, but not necessarily to the global minimum [6]. Differ-
ent approaches originated in the sensor network localization
literature and study semi-definite relaxations and optimality
guarantees [21], [22]. However, optimality guarantees only
exist for the noiseless case [8], and this approach scales poorly
with batch size. Similarly, works inspired by distance geome-
try (see [7], [23] for overviews of the topic) can be exploited
but, again, efficient algorithms with recovery guarantees do not
allow for noisy [8] or under-determined problems [9], [10].

With the proposed solution, we can be both efficient and
optimal: we use a continuous-time batch approach, but exploit
sparsity to keep the cost low enough for online inference, both
in solving and certifying the solution. We place no assumptions
on noise or uniqueness of the solution – as long as the
certificate holds, the solution is optimal.

Optimality certificates In the last 10 years, significant
progress was made in certifying solutions of common opti-
mization problems in robotics and related fields. Certificates
typically originate from Lagrangian duality principles [24],
and were primarily introduced to robotics and computer vision
for the problems of pose-graph optimization [25], [26] and
rotation averaging [27], respectively. The main difficulty of
these problems stems from the non-convex constraints that
emerge when estimating rotations. Existing provably optimal
solvers require the solution of a semidefinite program (SDP),
which extends poorly to large batch sizes. Instead, follow-up
works have investigated careful reformulation [28], Rieman-
nian optimization [29], block coordinate descent [30], and
an adaptation of, for instance, Gauss-Newton (GN) [31], to
speed up the certified solvers. In parallel strands of research,
significant progress has been made on using outlier-robust cost
functions for optimal line fitting [32] and optimal point-cloud
alignment [33], [34], respectively. Very recently, the above
ideas have been applied to the joint localization of static points
from their inter-point distances [35], [36]. Instead, we consider
the widespread anchor-based localization. Furthermore, our
method allows for the use of motion priors, crucial for lo-
calization in real-world settings where distance measurements
may be sparse and corrupted by high noise.

III. METHOD

A. Preliminaries

Our goal is to solve for an unknown state vector over time,
which we denote by θ(t) ∈ RK at time t. The state typically
contains the robots’ position x(t) ∈ RD, with D equal to 2 or
3. As we see later, extending the state to include, for instance,
the velocity, gives us more flexibility for imposing motion
priors. At given times tn, n = 1, . . . , N , we obtain distance
measurements dmn from the position xn := x(tn) to known
anchors ym ∈ RD,m = 1, . . . ,M . The number of observed
anchors from position n is denoted by Mn, with E =

∑
nMn

the total number of measurements. The measurement model
is thus

hn(θn) =

 ‖y1 − xn‖
2

...
‖yMn

− xn‖2

 =

 d21n
...

d2Mnn

 , (1)

with θn := θ(tn) and dmn the distance from anchor m to
position n. We denote the noisy measurements by d̃n :=
hn (θn) + nn, with nn measurement noise with covariance
Σn. We introduce the matrix of known anchor coordinates
Yn =

[
y1 · · ·yMn

]
∈ RD×Mn and the vector of its squared

norms γ>n =
[
‖y1‖2 · · · ‖yMn‖

2
]
∈ RMn . Id and 1d are

the d-dimensional identity matrix and the vector of all ones,
respectively, and idn is the length-d selection vector with a one
at index n. Finally, we write all time-concatenated vectors as



x> =
[
x>1 · · ·x>N

]
, and the block-diagonal matrix composed

of elements An as Diag(An)Nn=1. The Kronecker product is
written as ⊗, and A � 0 signifies A is a positive-semidefinite
(PSD) matrix.

B. Certified Multilateration

We first derive a certificate for range-only localization
without imposing any smoothness on the trajectory. Therefore,
we assume that our state is discrete and consists only of the
position: θn = xn ∈ RD. The problem could be separated
into N smaller problems, each of which has an optimal
solution [9], [10], but treating it jointly serves as a convenient
starting point for the continuous-time certificates.

a) Problem Statement: The MAP estimate can be ob-
tained by solving

θ̂ = min
θ
f(θ) = min

θ

1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en, (2)

with en = d̃n−hn(θn).1 Expanding row m of the error vector
en yields

emn = d̃2mn − ‖ym − xn‖
2

= d̃2mn − ‖ym‖
2

+ 2y>mxn − ‖xn‖
2
,

(3)

which shows that (2) is a quartic function in the unknown
vectors xn. To turn it into a quadratic function, we introduce
the substitution zn = ‖xn‖2. Then, using f>n :=

[
x>n zn

]
and bn := d̃n − γn we can rewrite the error vector as en =
Qnfn + bn, and the substitution as f>n Āfn = 0, with

Ā :=

[
Id − 1

2
− 1

2 0

]
, Qn :=

[
2Y >n −1

]
. (4)

Using the above, we obtain the following quadratically con-
strained quadratic program (QCQP), equivalent to (2):

min
fn,n=1,...,N

1

E

∑
n

(Q>n fn + bn)>Σ−1n (Q>n fn + bn) (5)

s.t. f>n Āfn = 0 n = 1, . . . , N.

Introducing f ∈ RF , the vector of stacked variables of size
F = N(D + 1) + 1,

f> =
[
x>1 z1 · · · x>N zN `

]
, (6)

with ` a homogenization variable, we can convert (5) into the
standard, homogeneous QCQP:

(Q) q∗ = min
f

1

E
f>Qf

s.t. f>Anf = 0 n = 1, . . . , N

f>A0f = 1,

(7)

with the matrices An, A0, and Q ∈ RF×F given by

An = SnĀS
>
n , Sn =

[
iNn ⊗ Id+1

0>

]
, A0 = iFF i

F
F

>
, (8)

1We use θ instead of x, although the state only contains the position, to
make the extension to the next Section more apparent.

Q =


Q11 · · · 0 q1

...
. . .

...
...

0 · · · QNN qN
q>1 · · · q>N q0

 , q0 =
∑
n

b>nΣ−1n bn,

Qnn =

[
4YnΣ−1n Y

>
n −2YnΣ−1n 1

−21>Σ−1n Y
>
n 1>Σ−1n 1

]
, qn =

[
2YnΣ−1n bn
−1>Σ−1n bn

]
.

QCQP problems are non-convex and may be hard to solve
optimally [24]. However, it is well known that we can ex-
ploit semidefinite relaxations, followed by Lagrangian duality
theory, to analyze (or potentially compute globally optimal)
solutions (see, e.g., [30], [29], [37]). Using this paradigm,
we turn problem (Q) into a SDP by introducing F = ff>

(which is equivalent to F � 0, rankF = 1) and relaxing the
rank constraint. This gives the standard SDP relaxation of (Q),
which we denote as the primal problem (P) [24]:

(P) p∗ = min
F

1

E
tr
(
Q>F

)
s.t. tr (AnF ) = 0 n = 1, . . . , N

tr (A0F ) = 1

F � 0.

(9)

The (Lagrangian) dual problem [24] is given by

(D) d∗ = max
ρ,λ

(−ρ)

s.t. H(ρ,λ) :=
1

E
Q+

∑
n

λnAn + ρA0 � 0,
(10)

where ρ and λ> =
[
λ1 · · ·λN

]
∈ RN are called the Lagrange

multipliers or dual variables.
At this point, it is useful to take a step back and consider

what we have achieved so far. We have relaxed our original
nonlinear state estimation into a standard SDP. Now, we could
take at least two different approaches to solving the original
problem:
• Solve the relaxed problem (P), and investigate the solu-

tion, denoted by F ∗. If the obtained solution has rank 1,
then we can decompose it into F ∗ = f∗f∗>, where f∗

is exactly the globally optimal solution to (Q).
• Solve the primal problem (Q) locally using an iterative

nonlinear solver. This will return a solution that is ensured
to be locally optimal; we call this estimate f̂ . Then,
we can use optimality conditions from duality theory
to derive a certificate for this solution: if the certificate
holds, the solution is in fact optimal and we have f̂ = f∗.

In this paper, we take the second approach. This choice is
motivated by two observations. First, in standard localization
problems, we aim to solve for a large number of points simul-
taneously, yielding a large SDP for (P). The typical complexity
of available solvers is cubic in the number of points [6],
making them too slow for real-time robotics applications.
Second, we found that even a basic iterative solver often
converges to the optimal solution, in particular for the noise
levels that are adequate for localization problems. As we will
show, such solvers can exploit the sparsity of the problem in a
principled manner, which makes them significantly faster than



SDP solvers. A similar approach was used in recent works to
certify the solutions of other common problems in robotics
such as pose-graph optimization [29] and landmark-based
SLAM [29], [38]. These problems assume linear measurement
models, while we treat non-linear distance measurements.

b) Certificate: Our aim is to determine whether a locally
optimal solution f̂ to (Q) is also the global optimum. We
obtain a local solution x̂ to (2) from a standard iterative GN
solver, as outlined in III-D, and augment it to f̂ as in (6). We
know from duality theory (see e.g., [37]) that if we can find
dual variables ρ̂, λ̂ such that:

f̂>A0f̂ = 1, (∀n) f̂>Anf̂ = 0 (primal feasibility), (11)

H(ρ̂, λ̂) � 0 (dual feasibility), and (12)

H(ρ̂, λ̂)f̂ = 0 (stationarity condition), (13)

then f̂ (and thus x̂) is in fact the optimal solution to (Q).
Because H(ρ̂, λ̂) plays such a crucial role, we will refer
to it as the ‘certificate matrix’. Note that the conditions are
sufficient, but not necessary – if a solution does not satisfy all
conditions it may still be an optimal solution. However, related
works have shown that for sufficiently low noise levels, strong
duality holds, and the certificate becomes both sufficient and
necessary [37]. This is confirmed and further discussed in the
simulated experiments in Section IV-A.

The primal feasibility is trivial by construction, so we only
need to verify the last two conditions. We can rewrite the
stationarity condition as[

A1f̂ · · · AN f̂ A0f̂
]
ŷ = − 1

E
Qf̂ , (14)

with ŷ :=
[
λ̂1 · · · λ̂N ρ̂

]>
, which is a linear system

with F equations and N + 1 unknowns, and a priori, may
not have a solution. However, we show in the supplementary
material [39] that the system admits the unique solution:

(∀n) λ̂n = −2
1

E
1>Σ−1n en, (15)

ρ̂ = − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en. (16)

Note that the analytical solution of ρ̂ shows that strong duality
holds between (Q) and (D) provided (12) is true, as we have
d∗ = −ρ̂ = q∗.

In summary, given a locally optimal solution f̂ , we can
use (15) and (16) to solve for the optimal dual variables. If they
are such that the certificate matrix is PSD, all conditions (11)
to (13) are satisfied and we conclude that f̂ is in fact the
optimal solution to (P).

C. Certified Continuous-Time Range-Only Localization

The previous example has taught us how to certify the
optimality of a candidate solution to the range-only local-
ization problem. However, we reiterate that efficient optimal
solvers for problem (2) exist, therefore locally solving and
then certifying the solution is not necessary in general.

However, we can use what we have learned to extend the
method to incorporate motion priors, a case for which no
efficient, provably optimal solvers are known. Instead of an

optimal solver, the certificates developed hereafter allow us
to use a local solver, followed by a certificate check, both of
which can be implemented efficiently by exploiting sparsity.
As we will see in Section IV, the fast local solver finds the
global optimum most of the time, and suboptimal solutions
can be avoided through simple reinitialization; our certificate
can tell us when this is necessary.

a) Motion Prior: Since robots move according to phys-
ical laws, the resulting trajectories typically exhibit a certain
degree of smoothness. A principled way to formalize this
fact is by expressing the trajectory as a GP, with a one-to-
one correspondence between both the covariance and mean
functions and the motion prior. Following the method outlined
in [12], we show in this Section that we can incorporate a
motion prior in our MAP estimation by solving:

θ̂ = min
θ
f(θ) + r(θ), (17)

where f(θ) is defined in (2), and r(θ) is a regularization term
enforcing the prior. In the following sections, we will show
that we can use a similar methodology as in multilateration to
certify solutions to problem (17).

In contrast with Section III-B, the state vector θ(t) ∈ RK
may now consist of more states than just the position; for
instance, we may add velocity and even acceleration. We
assume that θ(t) is a GP:

θ(t) ∼ GP (µ(t),K(t, t′)) , t0 < t, t′ (18)

where µ(t) is the mean function, K(t, t′) is the covariance
function between two times, and t0 is the starting time. We
set the prior mean function to zero, as is commonly done in
practice. One particular class of covariance functions comes
from assuming a linear, time-varying (LTV) system:

θ̇(t) = A(t)θ(t) +B(t)u(t) + F (t)w(t), (19)

with A(t), B(t) and F (t) known system matrices, u(t) a
known input and w(t) ∼ GP (0,QCδ(t− t′)), a stationary
zero-mean GP with power spectral density matrix QC . The
general solution to this model is

θ(t) = Φ(t, t0)θ(t0)+∫ t

t0

Φ(t, s) (B(s)u(s) + F (s)w(s)) ds,
(20)

where Φ(t, t′) is the transition function. To make the model
more tangible, we introduce two example motion priors.

Example 1: zero-velocity prior By setting the state to
the position only (θ(t) = x(t)), and the system matrices
to A(t) = F (t) = I , and B(t) = 0, we obtain the ‘zero-
velocity’ prior, meaning we assume that there is no motion
between two consecutive points. In this case, the transition
matrix is simply Φ(t, t′) = I , and we obtain a regularization
term equivalent to Tikhonov regularization [40].

Example 2: constant-velocity prior The constant-velocity
assumption is imposed by setting:

θ(t) =

[
x(t)
v(t)

]
,A(t) =

[
0 I
0 0

]
,B(t) = 0,F (t) =

[
0
I

]
,



Fig. 2: Factor graph representation of the GP inference problem.
Black factors represent the motion prior, blue are the range-only
measurement factors.

where v(t) denotes the velocity at time t. In this case, the
transition matrix is

Φ(t, t′) =

[
I (t− t′)I
0 I

]
. (21)

Any higher-order priors from the LTV family, such as white-
noise-on-jerk (constant-acceleration) priors, can be derived
analogously [12]. For all of these priors, the regularization
term takes the form

r(θ) :=
1

N

N∑
n=2

en,n−1Q
−1
n en,n−1, (22)

where we have introduced

en,n−1 := Φn,n−1θn−1 − θn +Bnun (23)

un : =

∫ tn

tn−1

Φ(tn, s)B(s)u(s)ds (24)

Qn : =

∫ tn

tn−1

Φ(tn, s)F (s)QcF (s)
>

Φ(tn, s)
>
ds, (25)

and θn := θ(tn), Bn := B(tn), and Φij := Φ(ti, tj). The
important point to note is that each regularization term in (17)
depends only on two adjacent states, owing to the Markov
property. The inference problem is thus still sparse, which we
will exploit later to develop efficient solvers. To visualize this
point, we show in Figure 2 the factor-graph representation of
the inference problem. The GP prior results in state-to-state
factors, taking a similar role as odometry measurements would
in classical SLAM problems.

b) Problem Statement: We have now derived all ingre-
dients to bring the estimation problem with motion prior into
a standard QCQP. First, we note that r(θ) can be written as

r(θ) =
1

N
θ>Rθ, (26)

where R is the block-tridiagonal matrix with off-diagonal
elements Rn,n+1 = −Φ>n+1,nQ

−1
n+1 for 1 ≤ n ≤ N -1 and

diagonal elements

Rnn =


Q−1n + Φ>n+1,nQ

−1
n+1Φn+1,n for 2 ≤ n ≤ N -1

Φ>n+1,nQ
−1
n+1Φn+1,n for n = 1

Q−1n for n = N

.

(27)
We also introduce the new vector g> =[
θ>1 z1 · · · θ>N zN 1

]
where we do not add any

substitution variables for the components of θn other than
xn because the added regularization is already quadratic
in θn. We then augment R with zero rows and columns

Fig. 3: Sparsity patterns of the cost matrices obtained using zero-
velocity or constant-velocity priors, for N = 3 and D = 3.

where the regularization is zero (i.e., for the substitution
variables), yielding R(g). Similarly, we create Q(g) and A(g)

i ,
i = 0, . . . , N by padding with zeros for the variables in θn
other than the position. Finally, we can write (17) in the
standard form

(Q-GP) q∗GP = min
g

1

E
g>Q(g)g +

1

N
g>R(g)g

s.t. g>A(g)
n g = 0 n = 1, . . . , N

g>A(g)
0 g = 1.

(28)

We show examples of the zero-padded cost matrices, using the
two example motion priors, in Figure 3.

c) Certificate: Comparing (Q-GP) with (Q) it is clear that
a new certificate can be derived by checking conditions (11)
to (13), but with the new system matrices. In particular, we
define the new certificate matrix

HGP (ρ̂, λ̂) =
1

E
Q(g)+

1

N
R(g)+ ρ̂A

(g)
0 +

∑
n

λ̂nA
(g)
n . (29)

We note again that primal feasibility (11) is given by construc-
tion. The stationarity condition (13) now reads[
A

(g)
1 ĝ · · · A

(g)
N ĝ A

(g)
0 ĝ

]
ŷ = − 1

E
Q(g)ĝ − 1

N
R(g)ĝ.

(30)
As in Section III-B, we show in the supplementary mate-
rial [39] that this system of equations has a unique solution,
given by (15) for λ̂ and

ρ̂ = − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en −
1

N
θ̂>Rθ̂. (31)

Again, if the dual variables are feasible, then (31) implies
strong duality.

D. Iterative Solver

The proposed certificate is applicable to any solution can-
didate satisfying first-order stationarity. A number of non-
linear least-squares solvers could be used to obtain such a
candidate [6]. We give a brief outline of our implemented
sparse GN solver, which we choose because of its wide usage
and efficiency. Linearizing the least-squares residuals around
a current estimate θk, the optimal update δθ is the solution of(
R+

N

E
J>Σ−1J

)
δθ = −Rθk +

N

E
J>Σ−1

(
d− h(θk)

)
.

(32)
Here, J := Diag (∇xn

hn)
N
n=1 is the measurement Jacobian,

and Σ−1 := Diag
(
Σ−1n

)N
n=1

. The vector d contains all



stacked distance measurements d> = [d>1 · · ·d>N ]. We refer
the reader to [11, 4.4.3] for a detailed treatment of GN for
continuous-time estimation. We stop the algorithm when the
root-mean-squared step size is less than 10−10. Equation (32)
is a sparse linear system of equations due to the form of
the left-hand-side matrices, and can be solved efficiently via,
for instance, sparse Cholesky factorization. The complexity of
each iteration is thus O(N) and we found that in practice,
convergence usually takes less than 10 iterations.

E. Efficient Certificate Computation

For a practical solution, we require not only an efficient
iterative solver, but also an efficient certificate. Since we can
solve analytically for the optimal dual variables in O(N) time,
the bottleneck of the computation lies in certifying PSD-ness
of the certificate matrix, which is of size N(K + 1) + 1. The
most intuitive approach of computing the eigenvalues of this
matrix is prohibitively expensive, with complexity of up to
O(N3) [41]. Thankfully, we can exploit the particular sparsity
pattern of the matrix to bring the cost of the certificate down
to O(N), as we will outline next.

The certificate matrix is a block-tridiagonal arrowhead ma-
trix and belongs to the class of chordally sparse matrices,
which exhibit numerous interesting properties (see [42] for
an overview). The chordal property we exploit here is that the
sparsity pattern is ‘preserved’ in the L matrix of the LDL>

decomposition. For our sparsity pattern, the certificate matrix
is PSD, if and only if it can be decomposed as H = LDL>,
with D = Diag([(Dn)Nn=1, δ]), and

L =


J1 0 · · · · · · 0
L1

. . . . . .
......

. . . . . . . . .
...

0 · · · LN-1 JN 0
l>1 · · · l>N-1 l>N 1

 , (33)

where Jn are lower-diagonal matrices and Dn are diago-
nal matrices with non-negative elements. Ln and ln are a
priori dense matrices and vectors, respectively. Equating the
non-zero elements in (33) with the corresponding blocks of
H(ρ̂, λ̂), we obtain the following equalities:

Hnn =

{
JnDnJ

>
n for n = 1

Ln-1Dn-1L>n-1 + JnDnJ
>
n for 2 ≤ n ≤ N

,

hn =

{
JnDnln for n = 1

Ln-1Dn-1ln-1 + JnDnln for 2 ≤ n ≤ N
,

Hn,n+1 = JnDnL
>
n for 1 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,

h =

N∑
n=1

l>nDnln + δ. (34)

These equations define a recursive scheme for computing
the decomposition; the unknown factors can be computed
in the order D1,J1,L1, . . . ,DN ,JN ,LN , l1, . . . , lN , δ. The
factors Dn and Jn are computed through individual LDL>

decompositions, but the involved matrices are only of size
K + 1. We can stop computing the decomposition early if we
find a negative diagonal value, as the certificate has failed. The

10−2 100 102 104

distance noise

10−3

10−1

101

R
M

S
E

no prior

10−2 100 102 104

distance noise

zero-velocity prior

10−2 100 102 104

distance noise

constant-velocity prior

t.p.: 18541

t.n.: 650

f.n.: 132

f.p.: 0

Fig. 4: Certificate value vs. root-mean-squared error (RMSE), using
different motion priors, in simulations with N = 100, M = 6 and
D = 2. The group of solutions corresponding to the smallest cost out
of 10 initializations are labelled optimal. Disregarding the highest
noise levels, all optimal solutions are successfully identified (true
positives, t.p.) and the certificate fails for suboptimal solutions (true
negatives, t.n.). At the highest noise levels, a small proportion of
optimal solutions are not certified (false negatives, f.n.), which is in
line with the sufficiency of the certificate.

algorithm runs in O(N) and as we show in simulation, has a
similar absolute runtime as the GN solver2.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we show the effectiveness of the proposed
method in simulation and on a real-world dataset. We first
study the certificate in simulation, showing that our local
solver finds the optimal solution in the majority of cases
for random setups, and when it fails to do so, the certificate
does not hold for all but the highest considered noise levels.
Incorrect local solutions are typically only found for few
random initializations, suggesting that in practice, randomly
reinitializing until the certificate holds is a viable strategy.
Next, we use the certificate to evaluate the localization per-
formance in a real-world scenario with distance measurements
from UWB anchors measured on a drone and show that we
can successfully differentiate local and global solutions3.

A. Simulation Results

a) Setup: We create 2D simulated experiments by gen-
erating trajectories according to the constant-velocity model,
where for each random instance we draw an initial velocity and
position vector uniformly and coordinate-wise from [−1, 1].
Note that we consider all dimensions normalized thus unit-
less. The noise on the acceleration is assumed independent
with σa = 0.2, so that QC = σaI . The anchor coordinates are
also drawn uniformly at random from [0, 1] and their bounding
box is scaled to the size of the trajectory. We set N = 100 and
M = 6. We measure distances from all anchors at each time,
and we generate measurements by adding Gaussian noise to

2In practice, the decomposition may suffer from numerical instability [41,
Section 4.2], meaning that when the smallest eigenvalue of H is slightly
negative, the diagonal elements of D may become strongly negative, wrongly
indicating a failed certificate. To mitigate this fact, we add a small reg-
ularization H ← H + βI before computing the decomposition. We set
the value to β = 1e−3 throughout the real-world experiments. However,
preliminary experiments suggest that different anchor configurations may
require a different threshold. Automatic tuning of β or a more numerically
stable certification method are subjects of current investigation.

3The Python code to reproduce all results is available at https://github.com/
utiasASRL/safe and smooth.

https://github.com/utiasASRL/safe_and_smooth
https://github.com/utiasASRL/safe_and_smooth


Fig. 5: Left: Computation time of our GN solver, evaluating the dual
variables, and computing the certificate, respectively, with increasing
number of positions N . Right: certificate evaluation on real data,
comparing the final cost and RMSE of solutions. Three solutions
for three chosen datasets are highlighted in colors. For all datasets,
the cost difference between certified solutions (cross) and uncertified
solutions (circle) is small, but the resulting RMSE difference is
significant. Thanks to the proposed method, such suboptimal solutions
can be avoided.

the true distances before squaring them. We assume i.i.d. zero-
mean noise with variance σd. For each random experimental
setup, we solve using the GN algorithm, using 10 different
random initializations, and using no motion prior, a zero-
velocity motion prior and a constant-velocity motion prior,
respectively. We set Σn and QC to the true values.

b) Results: First, we study the effect of noise in a
quantitative analysis in Figure 4. We vary the measurement
noise σd and report the RMSE between the estimated and
ground-truth trajectory as a function of the effective distance
noise. Since we lack an optimal solver, we label solutions as
globally optimal when they correspond to the smallest cost (up
to numerical tolerance) for a given setup, and locally optimal
otherwise. This method is reliable for small noise levels, as
a big gap exists between the cost of the local and global
solutions, but less so for higher noise. Using this method,
we can identify that the majority of solutions (96%) are true
positives — global solutions where the certificate holds. Even
more importantly, we observe that there are no false positives
— the certificate never holds for a suboptimal solution. Out of
the uncertified solutions, 20% are false negatives, meaning the
certificate misses an optimal solution. However, this happens
only at the highest noise levels considered, suggesting the
existence of a high noise threshold up to which strong duality
holds. For lower noise levels, we conclude that although the
certificate is only a sufficient condition in theory, it is effec-
tively a necessary condition in practice: when the certificate
does not hold, the solution is usually suboptimal. We also note
that the method and certificate are robust to model mismatch:
although the real trajectory is of the constant-velocity type,
all motion priors yield satisfactory results. A study of the
setups leading to local optima, given in the supplementary
material [39], reveals that local minima are usually the result
of poor (i.e., almost co-linear) anchor placement.

We also study the computation time with increasing number
of positions N . The left plot of Figure 5 shows that both
the computation times of the solver and certificate increase
linearly with N . While the certificate takes slightly longer
than GN on average, this difference may be reduced by a
more efficient implementation. We run our method on up to a
million states (using the highest-dimensional constant-velocity
prior), underlining the scalability of the approach.
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Fig. 6: Planar projections of certified solutions for the first flying
drone dataset, using the zero-velocity prior (blue) and the constant-
velocity prior (orange), with varying parameter σa. The ground truth
is shown in black, and the RMSE and mean absolute error (MAE)
are shown below each plot. The motion prior has to strike a balance
between over-smoothing and over-fitting to noisy measurements. We
find that the constant-velocity prior with σa = 1e−3 m/s2 yields
consistent results for all datasets.

B. Experimental UWB Drone Dataset

Finally, we test the certificate on a dataset collected by
a drone in a flying arena. We use M = 4 UWB anchors,
placed in the 4 top corners of an arena, which is about
7 by 7 meters wide and 3 meters high. Measurements are
obtained asynchronously, resulting in exactly one distance
measurement at a time. Ground truth position is obtained
with a Vicon motion capture setup. The setup is described
in more detail in [43]. In total, 16 different flights (trials),
are performed, with different trajectory characteristics and
varying velocities, using a constant-acceleration policy. The
average measurement frequency per anchor is 5 Hz, and each
trial being a bit more than one minute long, we obtain about
N = 1600 measurement times for each trial. The average
runtime of our estimation algorithm including certificate is
5 s, of which 3.5 s are spent on certification. The bias in the
distance measurements, typical for UWB measurements, is
removed in a prior calibration phase.

Since the motion model is unknown a priori, we perform
calibration on the first dataset to identify suitable values for
σa (we fix σd to 5 cm according to the expected accuracy
of the UWB anchors). Figure 6 shows the estimates obtained
using different combinations of σa and motion priors; We use
the constant-velocity prior and σa = 1e−3 m/s2, for a good
balance between smoothing and overfitting to noise, which is
reflected in a low RMSE and MAE, respectively.

Figure 1 shows two example estimates for the first dataset,
both of which correspond to stationary points of the problem,
with one corresponding to the global minimum and one to
a local minimum with high RMSE. The certificate success-
fully identifies the global minimum, and it does not hold
for the local minimum. The same behavior is observed on
all datasets, which are summarized in Figure 5. Note that
all certified solutions, marked with crosses, correspond to a
significantly lower RMSE than the local solutions, for which
the certificate does not hold. The cost, on the other hand, is
quite similar between global and local minima (three examples
are highlighted in Figure 5), which suggests that it cannot
be used for automatically evaluating optimality. Like in the
simulated measurements, we observe that the local solution
seems to be the result of poor anchor placement: the anchors
are almost co-planar. Indeed, when using measurements from
two additional ground-based anchors, it was found that the
local solution always converges to the global optimum.



V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have provided optimality certificates for range-only
continuous-time localization. We have derived a closed-form
solution for the optimal Lagrange multipliers that depends only
on the residuals of the problem, and provided an efficient
method for checking if the certificate matrix is PSD. We
have successfully certified the solutions found by a sparsity-
exploiting GN solver both in simulation and real experiments,
and observed that the global optimum is found in most cases,
in particular when the anchors are placed in non-degenerate
configurations. We hope that the proposed certificate is a first
step to extend existing provably optimal solvers to distance
and other nonlinear measurements. A promising line of future
work is the extension of the results to the full SLAM setup,
where the anchor positions are unknown a priori. In a second
step, the sparsity of the problem suggests that incorporating
certificates into incremental solvers such as [18] could de-
crease the computational cost of the proposed method even
further. Finally, the least-squares formulation used herein is
sensitive to outliers, and could be replaced with a more robust
cost function [34], [32].
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APPENDIX

This appendix is published along with the arXiv verison of
this paper and provides additional mathematical details and
results.

A. Derivation of Dual Variables

We provide the detailed derivations for the computation of
the optimal dual variables ρ̂ and λ̂, given a candidate solution
f̂ . First, plugging in the expressions for Q, Ai (i = 0 . . . N ),
R and f̂ in (14), we obtain

λ̂1x̂1

− λ̂1

2

λ̂2x̂2

− λ̂2

2
...

ρ̂−
∑
n
λ̂n

2 ‖x̂n‖
2


=

1

E



−2Y1Σ
−1
1 e1

1>Σ−11 e1+
−2Y2Σ

−1
2 e2

1>Σ−12 e2
...

−
∑
n b
>
nΣ−1n en


. (35)

The N equations corresponding to the substitution variables
take the form

(∀n) − 1

2
λ̂n =

1

E
1>Σ−1n en, (36)

which can be solved for λ̂n. Plugging the solution into the
other ND rows involving λ̂n, we need to show that

(∀n) x̂nλ̂n = −2
1

E
x̂n1>Σ−1n en

?
= −2

1

E
YnΣ−1n en,

(37)
or in other words, we need these equations to be redundant.
Because x̂n are stationary points of (2), we have

(∀n) ∇xnf = 4(Yn − x̂n1>)Σ−1n en = 0, (38)

from which (37) follows trivially. Finally, we can use the last
row of the linear system in (14) to solve for ρ̂, which gives

ρ̂ =
∑
n

(
λ̂n
2
‖x̂n‖2 −

1

E
b>nΣ−1n en

)
= − 1

E

∑
n

(
‖x̂n‖21> + b>n

)
Σ−1n en

= − 1

E

∑
n

(
e>n − 2x̂>nYn + 2‖x̂n‖21>

)
Σ−1n en

= − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en − 2x̂>n
(
Yn − x̂n1>

)
Σ−1n en

= − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en.

(39)

where we have substituted in λ̂n in the first step, the definition
of bn in the second step, and the stationarity condition (38)
to yield the final expression.

1) GP solution: Building on the result from the previous
section, we can derive the form of the optimal dual variables
when we add a regularization term to the cost function.
Starting from (30), we arrive at almost the same system of
equations as before, but with additional rows for the new

dimensions in θ, and additional terms for the motion prior,
added on the right-hand side:

λ̂1x̂1

0

− λ̂1

2

λ̂2x̂2

0

− λ̂2

2
...

ρ̂−
∑
n
λ̂n

2 ‖x̂n‖
2


=

1

E



−2Y1Σ
−1
1 e1

0
1>Σ−11 e1
−2Y2Σ

−1
2 e2

0
1>Σ−12 e2

...
−
∑
n b
>
nΣ−1n en


+

1

N



R1,xf̂

R1,vf̂
0

R2,xf̂

R2,vf̂
0
...
0


.

Rn,x and Rn,v are the first D rows, and remaining rows,
respectively, of R as defined in (27).

Note that both the left-hand and right-hand sides do not
change for the rows corresponding to the substitutions. There-
fore, we can still use (36) to solve for λ̂. The last step is to
show that the remaining rows are redundant, which we show
for the two example motion priors separately.

Example 1: For the zero-velocity prior, we have θ̂ = x̂
and the rows with Rn,v in (A1) vanish. Then, we only need
to show that

(∀n) θ̂nλ̂n = x̂nλ̂n
?
= 2YnΣ−1n en +

1

N
Rn,xx̂. (40)

Equations (40) hold because θ̂n are stationary points of the
cost function f(θ) + r(θ) defined in (17), which means that

0 = ∇xnf(θ̂) + ∇xnr(θ̂) (41)

= 4
1

E
(Yn − x̂n1>)Σ−1n en + 2

1

N
Rn,xx̂, (42)

and (40) follows.
Example 2: For the constant-velocity motion prior, we need

to show that

(∀n) θ̂nλ̂n =

[
x̂n
v̂n

]
λ̂n

?
=

[
2YnΣ−1n en

0

]
+

[
Rn,x

Rn,v

]
θ̂. (43)

As for the first example, the first D rows of system (43) hold
because θ̂n are stationary points with respect to xn, so (42)
must hold. For the last D rows, we have

0 = ∇vnr(θ̂) =
1

N
Rn,vθ̂, (44)

which confirms that the additional equations are satisfied.
Finally, we start with the same expression for ρ̂ as in the
second-last row of (39), but this time, using (44), we obtain

ρ̂ = − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en − 2x̂>n
(
Yn − x̂n1>

)
Σ−1n en

= − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en −
1

N

∑
n

x̂>nRn,xθ̂

= − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en −
1

N

∑
n

x̂>nRn,xθ̂ − v̂>nRn,vθ̂

= − 1

E

∑
n

e>nΣ−1n en −
1

N
θ̂>Rθ̂,

(45)
where we have used (42) for the second line. From there, we
add

∑
n v̂
>
nRn,vθ̂, which is zero because of (44), to make the

relationship with the quadratic cost function more evident.
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Fig. 7: Visualization of optimal (top) and suboptimal (bottom) solu-
tions found by a local GN solver in range-only continuous-time local-
ization, in simulation. Each column corresponds to a different random
setup. Solid black lines correspond to ground truth trajectories and
the dashed coloured lines correspond to estimates from various
random initializations. Out of 100 random setups, the 6 shown setups
yield, for a high proportion of random initializations (see labels below
each plot), suboptimal solutions. The proposed method allows to
identify such suboptimal solutions with little additional computational
cost.

B. Simulation results

In Figure 7, we study the simulated setups prone to yield
local optima. We fix the noise level to σd = 10−3 and show the
results for the constant-velocity prior. A qualitative analysis
suggests that, whenever the anchors are sufficiently spread,
meaning they are not almost co-linear (or almost co-planar in
the three-dimensional case), the local solver converges to the
global minimum. Indeed, for the shown 6 out of 100 random
setups, which are the only ones consistently leading to local
minima, the anchors are close to co-linear. The local optima,
shown in the second row of Figure 7, are partially mirrored
versions of the optimal solution, around the line defined by
the anchors. For each setup, we show three local solutions in
dashed lines of different colors. The proportion of local and
global solutions, respectively, is shown below each plot. At this
noise level, the certificate correctly labels all optimal solutions,
and fails for all local solutions. As noted in Section IV-A, this
suggests that strong duality holds and that the certificate is
sufficient and necessary, for this noise level.


	I Introduction
	II Related Work
	III Method
	III-A Preliminaries
	III-B Certified Multilateration
	III-C Certified Continuous-Time Range-Only Localization
	III-D Iterative Solver
	III-E Efficient Certificate Computation

	IV Experimental Results
	IV-A Simulation Results
	IV-B Experimental UWB Drone Dataset

	V Conclusion and Future Work
	References
	Appendix
	A Derivation of Dual Variables
	A1 GP solution

	B Simulation results


