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Abstract—UWB has recently gained new attention as an
auxiliary sensor in the field of robot localization due to its
compactness and ease of distance measurement. Consequently,
various UWB-related localization and dataset research have
increased. Despite this broad interest, there is a lack of UWB
datasets that thoroughly analyze the performance of UWB
ranging measurement. To address this issue, our paper introduces
a UWB dataset that examines UWB relative pose factors affecting
ranging measurement. To the best of our knowledge, our dataset
is the first to analyze these factors while rigorously providing
precise ground-truth UWB poses. The dataset is accessible at
https://github.com/cjhhalla/RCV_uwb_dataset.

Index Terms—Ultra wideband technology, Localization, Sensor
bias, Robot sensing systems, UAV, Robotics

I. INTRODUCTION

Localization is a fundamental module for various ap-
plications, such as robotics and autonomous driving.
With centimeter-level accuracy and affordable cost, Ultra-
Wideband (UWB) has gained significant interest for localiza-
tion application [1]. Moreover, UWB provides robust measure-
ments in adverse weather conditions such as rain, snow, and
fog compared to vision and LiDAR [2]. Due to its robustness
to environmental conditions, UWB is emerging as a new
sensor for localization in robotics systems. The UWB system
achieves localization by attaching tags to mobile robots, which
communicate with pre-installed anchors in the environment.

To promote research on UWB-based localization, various
datasets have been released recently [3]–[6]. These datasets
have enabled numerous studies [7]–[9] addressing key fac-
tors affecting UWB localization performance, such as Non-
Line-of-Sight (NLOS) and multi-path interference. However,
despite these advancements, there is still a lack of publicly
available datasets suitable for evaluating the impact of relative
pose between tags and anchors, which is one of the major
factors contributing to performance degradation.

In this paper, to tackle the UWB relative pose issue, we in-
troduce a UWB localization dataset with ground-truth relative
poses and provide analysis results on pose-dependent errors
and biases according to the changing relative pose between
tags and anchors. To achieve this, we design new rigid body
frames for the drone and UWB tags and anchors. Using the
motion capture system, conducting experiments across various
scenarios.

Fig. 1. Two synchronized monocular global shutter cameras, along with an
IMU and a DW1000-based UWB tag extended on a rod, are mounted on
the drone. The UWB is equipped with a rigid body frame, which determines
the UWB’s coordinate system. In the coordinate system, the UWB’s origin
is the center of the UWB device chip. Additionally, the coordinate axes are
constructed following the right-hand rule. We adopt a single tag to avoid
obstructing the signal path between the ranging measurement pairs. The upper
right figure shows our experimental environment.

II. RELATED WORK

Several notable public localization datasets, including UWB
data, address diverse scenarios incorporating ground-truth
robot pose information. The UTIL [3] focuses on both Non-
Line-of-Sight (NLOS) and Line-of-Sight (LOS) conditions
with dynamic obstacles in cluttered environments, but it over-
looks the UWB relative pose issue. The NTU VIRAL [4]
captures UWB ranging measurements in outdoor environments
using other vision sensors. Although they provide valuable
data, this dataset lacks information on the orientation of the
anchors. The MURP [6] is the most similar to our work, as
it also focuses on the relative pose between UWB tags and
anchors. However, Their experiments involve placing too many
UWB devices in a limited area, inevitably leading to multi-
path interference among the UWB devices [8]. These make it
difficult to analyze the UWB relative pose issue independently.

To the best of our knowledge, no dataset rigorously ad-
dresses ranging measurement issues based on UWB’s relative
pose. Therefore, our dataset will be crucial role in addressing
the challenges associated with UWB relative pose issue.
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Fig. 2. Each trajectory sequence is recorded from the drone’s takeoff to its landing with different anchor placements. Darker and brighter colors indicate
takeoff and landing, respectively. The static anchors have their respective heading directions and are at the same height in Sequences 1 and 2, whereas in the
other sequences, the anchor heights vary. The red arrows in the trajectory demonstrate the drone’s heading direction.

Fig. 3. Notation of the relative pose between tag T and anchor A: ranging
measurement d̃, azimuth angle αA and αB , elevation angle βA and βB , and
the difference angle γ, which represents the difference in heading angles.

III. DATASET CHARACTERISTICS

A. System setup

An overview of our system setup is illustrated in Fig. 1.
The tag and anchor frames are custom-designed, with markers
attached to accurately capture the 6-DOF pose using the
motion capture system. Note that only a single tag is uti-
lized to collect data in the dataset to avoid interference in
ranging measurements between tags. Antenna delay calibration
between UWB tag and anchors is performed using the method
described in [10]. Our dataset also includes stereo vision and
inertial sensor data for future research. The stereo and inertial
sensors are mounted on the bottom plate of the drone, facing
forward. Each camera is time-synchronized using an external
trigger. Stereo camera intrinsics and camera-IMU extrinsic
parameters are obtained using Kalibr [11].

B. Dataset sequence

Our dataset is collected at the motion capture room (see
Fig. 1), which gives precise 6-D pose information. Each
sequence, illustrated in Fig. 2, is designed to examine the
impact of ranging measurement according to the relative pose
of UWBs, including azimuth angle (αA, αT ), elevation angle
(βA, βT ), difference angle (γ), and UWB ranging measure-
ment (d̃) as shown in Fig. 3.

• Sequence 1 primarily addresses αA and αT . The trajec-
tory around the four anchors is designed to cover the
full range of angles for αA and αT . Additionally, to
effectively decouple the impact of ranging measurement
caused by the difference angle γ, we maintain a consistent
heading direction for the drone. The trajectory includes
two distinct altitudes while minimizing changes in the
values of βA and βT .

• Sequence 2 aims to analyze the impact of a narrow range
of αA, αT , and d̃. To achieve this, the four anchors are
arranged in a line with the same heights. The drone’s
trajectory is set to move parallel to this anchor line to
capture variations in αA, αB . In the latter part of the
sequence, the drone moves closer to the anchor line
compared to the earlier part to examine the impact of
a wider range in α and distance.

• Sequence 3 involves the circular trajectory while continu-
ously changing the drone’s heading to address the impact
of γ. Specifically, the drone’s heading direction changes
according to the tangent direction of the circular path. To
reduce the impact of other factors except for d̃, we place
the four anchors far from the trajectory, which reduced
the range of αA, αB , βA, βB .



(a) (b)
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(e) (f)

Fig. 4. UWB ranging bias patterns affected by bias factors (d̃ ,α, β, γ) across different sequences. Each sequence focuses on one bias factor for analysis.

• Sequence 4 focuses on βA and βT by varying only the
drone’s altitude from the origin to completely decouple
the impacts of other factors (αA, αB , γ). The four anchors
are placed at different heights, expanding the elevation
angle range β.

• Sequence 5 is designed to address impact of d̃ while
isolating other impact γ. We position the four anchors in
a line, similar to Sequence 2, and place them very close to
each other at different heights. The trajectory is designed
to repeatedly vary the distance between the tag and the
four anchors, making the distance alternately decrease
and increase. Consequently, α and β exhibit variations
within a small range.

• Sequence 6 is designed with a complex trajectory to
capture the impact of all factors except γ, including
αA, αA, βA and βB . The drone moves in a complex
manner within the internal area formed by the four
anchors.

IV. DATA ANALYSIS

We analyze the error and bias pattern of UWB range
measurements according to the provided dataset sequences,
focusing on decoupled impact factor αA, αT , βA, βT , γ and
d̃. We define a bias model function b(d̃,α,β,γ) in terms of
UWB ranging measurement d̃, azimuth angle α = [αA, αT ]

T ,
elevation angle β = [βA, βT ]

T and difference angle γ similar
to what is mentioned in [7], [12]. In the analysis, the UWB
ranging measurement model can be described as follows:

d̃ = d+ b(d̃,α,β,γ) + n, (1)

b(d̃,α,β,γ) = d̃− d. (2)

where d̃ is the measured distance by the UWB sensor, d is
the true distance between the tag and the anchor, b(d,α,β,γ)
represents the bias pattern model and n denotes the zero-mean
Gaussian measurement noise. Bias is derived from Eq. (2).

The bias patterns resulting from the UWB relative pose
are shown in Fig. 4 We analyze the bias patterns related to
αA in Fig. 4 (a). Due to the characteristics of the trajectory
in Sequence 1, there are points where the tag’s position



closely aligns with the heading direction of the anchor. At
this moment, αA becomes close to −180◦ or 180◦, resulting
in a noticeable increase in the measurement bias.

In contrast, Fig. 4 (b) analyzes the bias factor αT . When
the anchor is in the heading direction from the tag, when γ is
−180◦ or 180◦, the bias is derived linearly. However, as αT

increases, a specific bias pattern becomes evident.
In Fig. 4 (c), the effect of the difference angle γ on the bias

pattern is observed. Regardless of the heading direction of the
anchors, the circular trajectory allows for the measurement of
γ across the full range. A fairly consistent bias pattern can be
identified by analyzing γ for each anchor and tag.

By fixing other bias factors (α, γ) and varying βA within
the range of [−40◦, 40◦], we analyze the bias pattern in
Fig. 4 (d). As βA approaches −40◦, the tag is positioned
above the anchor. Conversely, as βA approaches −40◦, the
tag is positioned below the anchor. With an increase in βA,
the bias trend can be observed to increase linearly.

In Fig. 4 (e), we analyze how changes in range affect
the bias, finding that the range factor does not impact the
bias. However, due to the characteristics of the angles, as the
distance between the anchor and the tag increases, α and β
inevitably converge. Thus, as the d̃ increases, the impact of α
and β diminishes, leading the bias to converge.

Fig. 4 (f) shows how the factor βT affects bias patterns. It
is difficult to identify some apparent patterns in this figure.
This is because the sequence is not designed to independently
isolate the bias factors in the trajectory.

As a result of our analysis, we identify that the dominant
bias factors are α, β, and γ. These dominant bias factors
contribute to errors in UWB ranging measurements, and if not
properly addressed, these errors can degrade the performance
of UWB-based localization systems. Therefore, our dataset
will be crucial for addressing the challenges associated with
the relative pose of UWB.

V. CONCLUSION

Our dataset is designed for more precise UWB-based lo-
calization and provides an analysis of ranging measurements
according to the relative pose of UWBs. To achieve this,
it is captured using a qualified motion caption system, and
unique experiments are conducted to minimize the interference
between the elements constituting the relative poses, as well
as complex element experiments. Based on these features, we
expect this dataset to be a significant resource in the field of
UWB-based localization estimation. Future work will involve
creating an outdoor dataset that includes adverse weather
conditions to contribute further to localization advancements
in robotics applications.
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