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Abstract— The Perspective-n-Point (PnP) problem has been
widely studied in the literature and applied in various vision-
based pose estimation scenarios. However, existing methods ig-
nore the anisotropy uncertainty of observations, as demonstrated
in several real-world datasets in this paper. This oversight may
lead to suboptimal and inaccurate estimation, particularly in
the presence of noisy observations. To this end, we propose a
generalized maximum likelihood PnP solver, named GMLPnP,
that minimizes the determinant criterion by iterating the GLS
procedure to estimate the pose and uncertainty simultaneously.
Further, the proposed method is decoupled from the camera
model. Results of synthetic and real experiments show that our
method achieves better accuracy in common pose estimation
scenarios, GMLPnP improves rotation/translation accuracy by
4.7%/2.0% on TUM-RGBD and 18.6%/18.4% on KITTI-360
dataset compared to the best baseline. It is more accurate
under very noisy observations in a vision-based UAV localization
task, outperforming the best baseline by 34.4% in translation
estimation accuracy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Perspective-n-Point (PnP) is a classic robotics and computer
vision problem that aims to recover the 6-DoF pose given a set
of n 3D object points in the world frame and the corresponding
2D image projection points on a calibrated camera. It is critical
in various vision and robotics applications, e.g., vision-based
localization [1], [2], 3D reconstruction [3], etc.

In the literature, most PnP solvers ignore the anisotropy of
observation noise. In the context of vision-based pose esti-
mation with respect to sparse features, existing works assume
that the observation of object points and their projection on
the image is accurate or with an isotropic Gaussian noise, i.e.,
with the covariance formed σ2I [4], [5]. However, this may not
hold in real-world data, as the observation of object points is
derived from different sensors’ measurements and techniques,
along with the propagation of image point noise, resulting in
anisotropic uncertainty. In general cases, the distribution of
the noise may not be known in advance, thus how to estimate
the observation uncertainty is an essential issue. Furthermore,
there is a practical need for the generalization of PnP methods
to cope with omnidirectional camera models. Most existing
works build upon the perspective camera model (e.g., pinhole
camera) [6], [5], [7], while the omnidirectional camera (e.g.,
fisheye camera) is often used in vision-based localization.
Coupling the solver with the camera model restricts the
application of these methods.
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In this paper, we propose a generalized maximum likeli-
hood PnP (GMLPnP) solver that considers the anisotropy of
observation uncertainty. The term generalized comes from two
aspects: (1) generalized least squares and (2) generalization for
the camera model. The contributions of this paper are:

1) Show that many real-world data have the property of
anisotropic uncertainty.

2) Devise a novel PnP solver featuring:
• Its solution is statically optimal in the sense of

maximum likelihood.
• It simultaneously estimates the distribution parame-

ter of the observation uncertainty by iterated gener-
alized least squares (GLS) procedure.

• The estimation is consistent, i.e., convergent in
probability.

• The proposed PnP solver is decoupled from the
camera model.

3) The proposed method is evaluated by experiments in-
cluding synthetic and real-world data. An application in
UAV localization by vision is shown in section V-C,
which is the original motivation behind our work.

II. RELATED WORKS

In the past several decades, researchers have dedicated
themselves to finding the optimal and more efficient solution
for the PnP problem. Algorithms that depend on a fixed
number of points [8], [9] are practically sub-optimal since
they do not make full use of the information of all the
observed points, and their stability under noisy measurements
is limited. Among the non-iterative methods, the most well-
known efficient solution is the EPnP [6], which solves the least
squares formulation based on principal component analysis. In
DLS [10], a nonlinear object space error is minimized by the
least squares.

Iterative methods usually provide better precision while
yielding more computational cost. Classic Gauss-Newton re-
finement [11], or motion-only bundle adjustment (BA) in some
literature [12], minimizes the reprojection error defined in the
image plane and is often minimized on the manifold of SO(3)
or SE(3), forming an unconstrant non-linear optimization
problem [13]. REPPnP [14] includes algebraic outlier rejection
that removes sequentially eliminating outliers exceeding some
threshold. PPnP [15] formulates an anisotropic orthogonal Pro-
crustes problem. The error between the object and the recon-
structed image points is minimized in a block relaxation [16]
scheme. SQPnP [7] obtains the global minimum from the
regional minimum computed with a sequential quadratic pro-
gramming scheme starting from several initials. CPnP [4],
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analyzes and subtracts the asymptotic bias of a closed-form
least squares solution, resulting in a consistent estimate. A very
recent EPnP-based work ACEPnP [17] integrates geometry
constraints into control points formulation and reformulates
the LS to quadratic constraints quadratic programming. In
general, iteration methods yield better accuracy, but they
require a good initialization to avoid trapping in a local
minima. Hence, the combination of non-iterative initialization
and iterative refinement is commonly used by the methods
mentioned above.

Many solutions are only geometrically optimal since they
do not consider the uncertainties of the observations. Meth-
ods that involve observation uncertainty have been explored
by researchers recently and are most relevant to our work.
MLPnP [18] is a maximum likelihood solution to the PnP
problem incorporating image observation uncertainty, thus
statistically optimal. CEPPnP [19] formulates the PnP problem
as a maximum likelihood minimization approximated by an
unconstrained Sampson error function that penalizes the noisy
correspondences. EPnPU and DLSU [5] are uncertainty-aware
pose estimation methods based on EPnP and DLS, a modified
motion-only BA is introduced to take 3D and 2D uncertainties
into account. In the above methods that incorporate obser-
vation uncertainty, noise distribution is acquired by feature
detector, triangulation sequence of images or prior knowledge
of sensors. We argue that these prior may not be available in
real-world applications, but the uncertainty can be estimated
directly from the residuals of the error function.

In addition, formulation decoupled from the camera model
is essential in many modern applications incorporating various
camera models, e.g., the fisheye camera is widely used in
visual SLAM [1], [2]. UPnP [20] is a linear, non-iterative
unified method that is decoupled from the camera model and
extends the solution to the NPnP (Non-Perspective-n-Point)
problem. It solves the problem by a closed-form computation
of all stationary points of the sum of squared object space
errors. The DLS, MLPnP, and gOp [21] also include projection
rays and formulate errors in object space, which can be solved
by providing the unprojection function passing from pixels to
projection rays.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Given a set of observed object points pi ∈ R3, i = 1, · · · ,n
and their corresponding projection ui on image plane of an
unknown camera frame, PnP is aimed to recover the motion,
i.e., rotation R ∈ SO(3) and translation t ∈ R3. This paper
considers general cases when the number of points n is from
dozens to hundreds in common vision-based localization tasks.
Existing methods primarily aim to minimize the reprojection
error defined on the normalized image plane, known as the
gold standard [11]. This method is restricted to a perspective
camera, whereas we are seeking a formulation that is decou-
pled from the camera model.

Considering the formulation in object space, define mi ∈
R3 as the unit projection ray with ∥mi∥ = 1, and si as the
scale factor (depth) of the corresponding point. The geometry
relation is given by

pi = siRmi + t+ εεε i, i = 1, · · · ,n (1)

Fig. 1: We formulate the model in object space with projection
rays, which can cope with perspective and omnidirectional
camera models. The blue ellipse cloud visualizes the uncer-
tainty.

where εεε i is the disturbance term. The unit projection ray
mi = πππ−1(ui)/∥πππ−1(ui)∥ is obtained by the image point ui
and inverse projection function πππ−1 of the camera, e.g., for
pinhole camera mi = K−1ui/∥K−1ui∥ where K is the intrinsic
matrix. This is a similar formulation used in [18], [10], [22],
shown in Fig. 1.

For the noise εεε i, we have the following assumption:

Assumption 1. The observation is corrupted by zero mean
Gaussian noise εεε i ∼N (0,Σ), and all observation are i.i.d.
with covariance Σ positive-definite.

In the literature [4], [5], the covariance matrix is often
considered isotropic, i.e., Σ = σ2I, where I is the identity
matrix and σ is the standard deviation. We instead relax
this assumption and argue the covariance can be anisotropic
as in Assumption 1. The uncertainty of image points can
be propagated into the object space [13], [18], [5]. The
resulting random noise, represented by εεε i in (1), is modelled
by Assumption 1. It is reasonable to assume Σ to be positive-
definite because the covariance matrix is positive semidefinite
and when |Σ| = 0, the space spanned by observation noise
collapses into a plane or a line, which is unlikely to happen.

IV. METHOD

In this section, we first consider the maximum likelihood
estimation of the PnP problem in object space when the
parameter of noise distribution is known. Then, the method is
generalized to simultaneously estimate the pose and infer the
covariance of the noise distribution without prior knowledge,
named GMLPnP. Finally, we discuss the consistency and
convergence of the GMLPnP solver.

A. Maximum Likelihood Estimation with Uncertainty Prior

Given the model of (1) and Assumption 1, we relax the scale
constraint, treating each si as a free parameter as in [10]. When
the noise uncertainty Σ is known, we introduce maximum
likelihood estimation as

Proposition 1. The maximum likelihood estimation of trans-
formation R, t in object space is given by minimizing the error



function

E 2 =
1
2

n

∑
i=1
∥pi− (siRmi + t)∥2

Σ
(2)

where ∥·∥Σ is the Mahalanobis norm, and Σ is the covariance
matrix of the known noise distribution.

Proof. Denote observations Y = {p1, · · · ,pn}, parameters θθθ =
{R, t,s1, · · · ,sn}, and residual ei = pi− (siRmi + t), the joint
distribution of Y is

P(Y|θθθ ,Σ) =
n

∏
i=1

1√
(2π)3|Σ|

exp
(
−1

2
e⊤i Σ

−1ei

)
. (3)

With covariance Σ known, the log-likelihood is given by

L(θθθ) = log
n

∏
i=1

1√
(2π)3|Σ|

exp
(
−1

2
e⊤i Σ

−1ei

)
=−n

2
log

(
(2π)3|Σ|

)
+

n

∑
i=1
−1

2
e⊤i Σ

−1ei

∝

n

∑
i=1
−1

2
(pi− (siRmi + t))⊤Σ

−1 (pi− (siRmi + t))

=−1
2

n

∑
i=1
∥pi− (siRmi + t)∥2

Σ
.

(4)

Thus minimizing (2) is equivalent to maximizing the log
likelihood.

The parameters in (2) are naturally divided into two blocks,
namely the pose parameters R, t and the scale parameters
s1, · · · ,sn. We can optimize these two blocks by block re-
laxation [16], where each group of variables is alternatively
estimated while keeping others fixed. The rotation is often
minimized on the manifold of SO(3) [13], thus formulating an
unconstrained nonlinear optimization problem. The Jacobians
of E 2 with respective to R ∈ SO(3) and t ∈ R3 is given by

∂E 2

∂R
=

n

∑
i=1
⌊siRmi⌋×Σ

−1ei,
∂E 2

∂ t
=

n

∑
i=1
−Σ
−1ei (5)

where ⌊·⌋× is to take the skew-symmetric matrix of a vector.
For the optimization of scale, by setting the partial deriva-

tion of E 2 w.r.t. si to zero, we obtain

si =
(pi− t)⊤Σ−1Rmi

(Rmi)⊤Σ−1Rmi
. (6)

B. Generalized Maximum Likelihood Estimation

In more general cases, the uncertainty of the noise is
unknown. Hence we develop a PnP solver by generalized non-
linear least squares estimator, which simultaneously estimates
the pose and the covariance. We consider the case when there
is a rough initial hypothesis of rotation and translation. In this
section, we brought the idea introduced by [23], [24] to solve
the regression for multiresponse data under the assumptions
that the disturbance terms in different observations are uncor-
related, but the disturbance terms for different responses in
the same observation have a fixed unknown covariance. This
is called the iterated GLS procedure in [25].

Algorithm 1 Generalized Maximum Likelihood PnP estimator

Require:
Object points {pi ∈ R3}n

i=1
Projection ray {mi ∈ R3}n

i=1

Estimate an initial guess of R̂(0), t̂(0).
k← 1
repeat

Σ̂(k−1)← 1
n ∑

n
i=1 e(k−1)

i e(k−1)
i

⊤

for i← 1 to n do

ŝ(k−1)
i ← (pi− t̂(k−1))(Σ̂(k−1))−1R̂(k−1)mi

(R̂(k−1)mi)⊤(Σ̂(k−1))−1R̂(k−1)mi

end for
R̂(k), t̂(k)← argmin

R,t
∑

n
i=1

∥∥∥pi− (ŝ(k−1)
i Rmi + t)

∥∥∥2

Σ̂(k−1)

for i← 1 to n do
e(k−1)

i ← pi− (ŝ(k−1)
i R̂(k−1)mi + t̂(k−1))

end for
k← k+1

until |Σ̂(k)− Σ̂(k−1)|< Threshold
return R̂, t̂

Treating the covariance matrix as an unknown parameter,
the log-likelihood of (4) becomes

L(θθθ ,Σ) ∝
n
2

log |Σ−1|+
n

∑
i=1
−1

2
e⊤i Σ

−1ei

∝ log |Σ|+ 1
n

n

∑
i=1

e⊤i Σ
−1ei

(7)

The minimization of (7) can be finished in two steps as
described in [25]. We first fix θθθ and minimize (7) w.r.t. to
Σ by setting the derivative to zero, providing the conditional
estimation

Σ̂(θθθ) =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

eie⊤i . (8)

The resulting value of Σ̂ is then substituted back into (7), and
the resulting function of θθθ is minimized with respect to θθθ ,
which is identical to minimizing (2). This technique of first
eliminating Σ to obtain a function of θθθ is called concentrating
the likelihood [25]. We summarize the method in Algorithm
1. In practice, we found that two iterations are usually enough
for convergence (as shown in Fig. 6), and the convergence
threshold can be set as 1×10−5.

We introduce another interpretation of the minimization of
(7). When substitute (8) into (7) gives the conditional log-
likelihood

L(θθθ , Σ̂(θθθ)) ∝− log |V(θθθ)|, where V(θθθ) =
n

∑
i=1

eie⊤i (9)

which is equivalent to directly minimizing |V(θθθ)|. This is
called the determinant criterion in [26]. Geometrically, |V(θθθ)|
corresponds to the square of the volume of the parallelepiped
spanned by the residual vectors. Minimizing the determinant
corresponds to minimizing the volume enclosed by the residual
vectors.



C. Discussion on Consistency and Convergence

To discuss the asymptotic properties of the estimation of
GMLPnP, consider our nonlinear model f(m;θθθ) = sRm+ t.
Define set M as the unit sphere in R3, so that m ∈M . We
rewrite the rotation as Lie algebra R = log⌊φφφ⌋× where φφφ ∈
so(3). Then, the parameter θθθ = [φφφ⊤ t⊤]⊤ is in a subset of
R6 denoted as Θ, note here the scale factor si is omitted as it
depends on θθθ by (6). Denote the superscript (·)∗ as the true
value. The generalized least squares estimator, is the value
θ̂θθ n(Sn) of θθθ which minimizes

n

∑
i=1

(pi− f(mi;θθθ))⊤Sn (pi− f(mi;θθθ)) . (10)

where Sn is a positive definite matrix, called iterated GLS
procedure, where in our case it is the inverse of the covariance
matrix (8),

We further make the following assumptions:

Assumption 2. The function f(m;θθθ) is continuous on M ×Θ.

Assumption 3. M and Θ are closed, bounded (compact)
subset of R3 and R6 respectively.

Assumption 3 is not a serious restriction, as most parameters
are bounded by the physical constraints of the system being
modeled [25]. In our case, it is reasonable to bound |φφφ | ≤ π

which avoids ambiguities related to multiple angle representa-
tions of the same rotation. The translation t ∈ R3 is bounded
by the maximum measuring distance of the sensor (camera,
LiDAR, etc.).

Assumption 4. The observations m are such that Hn(m)→
H(m), where Hn(m) is the empirical distribution function and
H(m) is a distribution function.

Assumption 4 indicates that the sample points m1, · · · ,mn
is a random sample from some distribution with distribution
function H(m).

Assumption 5. If f(m;θθθ) = f(m;θθθ
∗), then θθθ = θθθ

∗.

Assumption 5 is satisfied under general conditions [25].
It has been given by Malinvaud et al. [24] that if Assump-

tions 1 to 5 hold, then the estimation θ̂θθ n(Sn) and

Σ̂n(Sn) =
n

∑
i=1

(
pi− f(mi; θ̂θθ n(Sn))

)(
pi− f(mi; θ̂θθ n(Sn))

)⊤
(11)

are consistent estimators of the true value θθθ
∗ and Σ∗ respec-

tively, i.e.,
plim
n→∞

θ̂θθ n = θθθ
∗, plim

n→∞

Σ̂ = Σ
∗. (12)

Furthermore, under these assumptions and certain condi-
tions, Phillips et al. [27] show that the iterated GLS procedure
converges for large enough n and the limit point is independent
of the starting value of Σ(0).

V. EXPERIMENTS

We conduct synthetic and real data experiments to evaluate
our method, GMLPnP, by comparing with iterative and non-
iterative PnP solvers listed in Table I. All experiments are

conducted via a desktop with Intel Core i7-9700F CPU. The
GMLPnP algorithm is implemented in a graph optimization
manner with g2o [28] library, and the initial guess is given by
MLPnP [18].

TABLE I: The PnP algorithms compared in experiments and
their property. (✓) depicts methods that are initialized with a
non-iterative method and followed by an iterative refinement.
BA refers to the motion-only bundle adjustment. Uncertainty
indicates if the method incorporates uncertainty. Impl. indi-
cates the language implemented in our experiment.

Method Iterative Uncertainty Camera Impl.

EPnP [6] Perspective C++
BA [11] ✓ Perspective C++

PPnP [15] ✓ Perspective C++
SQPnP [7] ✓ Perspective C++
CPnP [4] (✓) Perspective C++

UPnP [20] (✓) Decoupled C++
MLPnP [18] (✓) ✓ Decoupled C++
REPPnP [14] ✓ Perspective MATLAB

EPnPU [5] (✓) ✓ Perspective MATLAB
DLSU [5] (✓) ✓ Perspective MATLAB

GMLPnP(ours) ✓ ✓ Decoupled C++

A. Synthetic Experiments

1) Experiment setup: In the simulation, we assume a pin-
hole camera with a focal length of 800 pixels, resolution
640× 480 pixels, and principal point in the image center.
A point cloud is randomly generated in front of the camera
within the range of [−2,2]× [−2,2]× [4,8] in the camera
frame. The world frame’s origin is set at the center of the
point cloud under a random rotation to the camera frame.
The 3D-2D correspondences are obtained by projecting the
point cloud to the image plane. We disturb the observation of
each object point with i.i.d. zero-mean Gaussian noise with
anisotropic covariance Σ = Rodiag(σ2,σ2

1 ,σ
2
2 )R

⊤
o , which are

composed of randomly generated rotation Ro and randomly
drawn σ1,σ2 within the interval (0,σ). The 2D projection
noise is generated analogously and added to the image points.
We show a reference by bringing a method GMLPnP∗ that
minimizes (2) with the true covariance matrix known and
fixed. The methods that incorporate uncertainties, namely
the MLPnP, EPnPU and DLSU, are fed with ground truth
covariance. All the simulations are run 500 times, and the
results are taken as the mean value.

2) Metrics: Absolute rotation error and relative translation
error [19], [14], [20], [4] are used to evaluate estimation
accuracy. The absolute rotation error is defined as erot =
max3

k=1{arccos(r⊤k,gt · rk,est)× 180/π} in degrees, where rk,gt
and rk,est are the k-th column of the ground truth rotation
matrix Rgt and PnP estimation Rest. The relative translation
error is defined as etrans = ∥tgt− test∥/∥tgt∥, where tgt and test
are the ground truth and estimated translation vector.

3) Results: Fig. 2 shows the pose estimation error with
respect to the number of points. The σ is set to be 0.1
meters for object point noise and 1 pixel for the image point
noise. Our methods achieve the best accuracy. The estimation
accuracy with respect to noise level is shown in Fig. 3, the
number of points is set to be 50, and object point noise



Fig. 2: Estimation error vs num points, the number of points is
from 20 to 200, with object point noise 0.1 meters and image
point noise standard deviation 1 pixel.

Fig. 3: Estimation error vs noise standard deviation, the
number of points is set to be 50, and the object point noise
increases from 0.02 to 0.5 meters, the corresponding image
point noise varies from 0.2 pixels to 5 pixels accordingly.

σ varies from 0.02 to 0.5 meters, the corresponding image
point noise varies from 0.2 pixels to 5 pixels accordingly.
GMLPnP∗ reasonably achieves the highest precision with the
prior knowledge of uncertainty. GMLPnP does not lag behind
by too much due to the simultaneous estimation of pose and
uncertainty and is more accurate than all other methods in both
synthetic experiments above. As the noise level increases in
Fig. 3, the accuracy of our method can still remain relatively
high. We compare the computing time of the algorithms
implemented in C++, as the MATLAB code is much more
inefficient and not comparable, results are shown in Fig. 4.
The execution time of GMLPnP grows linearly and is fast
enough for real-time use.

4) Convergence and residual analysis: We conduct a con-
vergence and residual analysis experiment setup with 200
points and σ = 0.5 to analyse the uncertainty estimation ability
and convergence speed of GMLPnP. These simulations are
performed 500 trials, and mean values are reported. Fig. 6
shows the determinate of the estimated covariance, which is
minimized iteratively and matches (9). Fig. 7 shows the Frobe-
nius norm of the difference between the estimated covariance
and true covariance, i.e., ∥Σ̂− Σ∗∥F . These results indicate
that our algorithm typically converges in two iterations. Fig. 8
visualizes a specific case in the synthetic experiment. Fig. 8a
plots the true noise added on the object point observations
and the residuals when our algorithm converges, demonstrating

Fig. 4: Execution time comparison, methods implemented by
C++ are included.

Fig. 5: Initialize GMLPnP with ground truth + random offset
(rotation and translation are added simultaneously) under
different observation noise. The number of points is 200.

that the residuals e1, · · · ,en may contain important information
about the uncertainties that the previous works ignore. Fig. 8b
shows the true and estimated covariance, which indicates our
algorithm can recover the uncertainty well. As an iterative
method, we test its robustness to the initialization value in
Fig 5. Results indicate that our method converges consistently
under random initial offset and noisy observation.

B. Motion Estimation with Real Data

Two real-world datasets, TUM-RGBD [29] (with pinhole
camera) and KITTI-360 [30] (with fisheye camera), are used
to evaluate the performance of our proposed method. We report
the absolute rotation and translation error.

Fig. 6: The determinate
of estimated covariance is
minimized. Iteration 0 indi-
cates the initial value.

Fig. 7: The Frobenius norm
of the difference between
estimated and true covari-
ance.



(a) The residual points

(b) True and estimated covariance

Fig. 8: Visualization of uncertainty estimation.

TABLE II: Motion estimation errors of TUM-RGBD dataset
and KITTI-360 dataset with fisheye camera. Bold indicates
the best item, underline indicates the second best.

TUM-RGBD KITTI-360
R(◦) t(cm) R(◦) t(cm)

EPnP 1.532 1.872 - -
BA 0.915 1.728 - -

PPnP 1.060 2.334 - -
SQPnP 1.294 1.712 - -
UPnP 0.992 1.843 0.105 1.365
CPnP 0.974 1.849 - -

MLPnP 1.173 1.938 0.086 1.200
EPnPU 1.461 1.771 - -
DLSU 0.994 1.880 - -

REPPnP 1.885 2.357 - -
GMLPnP(ours) 0.872 1.677 0.070 0.979

1) TUM-RGBD dataset: In the TUM-RGBD dataset, the
images are recorded by a handheld or robot-mounted RGB-
D camera, the RGB camera is a pinhole camera. We sample
image pairs with a temporal interval of 0.1 seconds from the
freiburg1 sequences of the dataset. A total of 1662 pairs are
sampled. In each pair, the pixel correspondences are registered
by ORB descriptor and are brute-force matched with RANSAC
outlier rejection. We associate the temporal first image with its
corresponding depth map to get the object point observations.
Then relative motion between the two frames is estimated by
PnP solvers. Note that since we have little prior knowledge
about the observation uncertainty, we initiate it as isotropic,
i.e., the covariance I. The estimation errors are shown in
Table II. GMLPnP achieves the best precision, promoting the
best baseline by 4.7% in rotation (compared with BA) and
2.0% in translation (compared with SQPnP).

(a) TUM-RGBD residuals (b) TUM-RGBD covariance

(c) KITTI-360 residuals (d) KITTI-360 covariance

Fig. 9: Uncertainty visualization of TUM-RGBD and KITTI-
360 datasets show an obvious anisotropic property.

2) KITTI-360 dataset: In the KITTI-360 dataset, a ground
vehicle is mounted with omnidirectional fisheye cameras (cam-
era 3, calibrated with MEI model [31]) along with LiDAR.
Analogous to the TUM-RGBD setup, we sample image pairs
in a sequence captured by a monocular camera with a temporal
interval of 3 consecutive frames. The LiDAR points captured
along with the first frame are projected on the corresponding
frame and tracked on the second frame with Lucas-Kanade
Optical Flow. We sample from sequences 00 to 10, a total
of 2138 pairs are used to evaluate. Only methods decoupled
from camera model are evaluated. The results are shown in
Table II. GMLPnP generalizes well on the omnidirectional
camera, outperforming the best baseline MLPnP by 18.6%
and 18.4% in rotation and translation error respectively.

3) Anisotropic uncertainties of real-world data: We show
the anisotropic uncertainties of real-world data in Fig. 9 by
plotting the residuals and covariance matrix. The object points
observed in the first frame are transformed to the second
frame by ground truth relative motion to obtain the depth of
these points in the second frame. Then, the object points in
the second frame are reconstructed by the relative motion,
projection rays and the corresponding depths. We get the
object point residuals by the observation in the first frame
and reconstruction in the second frame. The resulting residuals
and covariance show an obvious anisotropic property in these
RGB-D and RGB-LiDAR data.

C. Application in Vision-based UAV localization

Vision-based localization with a monocular camera is
a promising navigation technique that is low-cost, low-
weight and low-power. It can be complementary when GNSS
fails [32], [33], [34], [35]. This section presents a vision-based



(a) UAV localization as a PnP problem. (b) Residual points (c) Covariance

Fig. 10: Introduced vision-based UAV localization is essentially a PnP problem by matching the 3D points in the satellite
images and 2D points in UAV recorded images. We only show a few point correspondences out of dozens for demonstration.
The satellite image on the left of (a) is provided by Bing Maps and is lifted by DEM to obtain the elevation. The right image
of (a) is shot using the UAV’s onboard camera. The uncertainty of the data is shown in (b) and (c).

localization method relying on geo-tagged satellite images and
a digital elevation model (DEM), as demonstrated in Fig. 10a.
We assume the reference satellite image is first retrieved by
geo-localization technique [33], [36]. By combining the geo-
tag of the satellite image and the DEM model, we observe each
pixel’s longitude, latitude and elevation, as shown on the left
in Fig. 10a. Then, cross-domain image registration is applied
between the satellite image and the onboard camera recorded
image (right in Fig. 10a) by utilizing the state-of-the-art
feature extractor SuperPoint [37] and matcher LightGlue [38].
Finally, this UAV visual localization problem is essentially
concluded as a PnP problem. Note that the precision of the
DEM (providing the elevation) and the satellite images’ geo-
tag (providing the geodetic position) are inconsistent since
they are measured by different techniques, resulting in the
uncertainty of the observation anisotropic.

1) Data Collection and Preparation: The data was
recorded by a fixed-wing UAV’s onboard sensors on a flight
in Fangshan, Beijing, on January 4th 2024, at 200 to 400
meters above the ground, covering a distance of 27.2 kilo-
meters. Images were collected by a downward-facing SLR
camera mounted strap-down on the belly of the aircraft. 196
images are recorded with resolution 8688× 5792 pixels and
down-sampled to 1500×1000 pixels. Ground truth poses are
obtained by a set of GNSS-INS navigation devices. Reference
satellite images are collected using the Bing Maps API, with
a ground resolution of around 0.4 meters per pixel. The
DEM data is from Copernicus DEM GLO-30 with a 30-
meter resolution (4 meters vertical accuracy) and interpolated
to align with the satellite image.

2) Results: The localization errors by different methods
are shown in Table III, among which GMLPnP achieves the
best results, especially for the estimation of the elevation. The
overall translation is more accurate than the best baseline PPnP
by 29.7%, particularly 34.4% in elevation. Some methods fail
to localize due to the noisy observation, while our method are
robust to provide more accurate results. The uncertainty of
the data is also shown in Fig. 10b and Fig. 10c with the same
setup in section V-B.3. This experiment presents a method

TABLE III: Vision-based UAV localization results, reported in
absolute errors.

rotation (degrees) translation (meters)
roll pitch yaw east north elevation

EPnP 13.6 17.8 20.3 8.6 9.5 28.0
BA 11.6 14.0 15.8 6.7 9.1 28.3

PPnP 11.6 14.0 15.7 6.6 9.1 27.9
SQPnP 12.0 16.0 17.5 7.8 8.5 27.4
UPnP 33.8 35.8 40.0 16.8 17.2 93.3
CPnP 48.1 56.4 94.6 13.7 12.9 761.5

MLPnP 95.4 94.1 29.3 11.1 13.1 120.2
EPnPU 38.3 40.4 20.1 8.9 10.0 135.5
DLSU 25.0 33.4 40.9 14.3 19.8 52.6

REPPnP 31.4 26.8 33.7 11.7 11.4 83.0
GMLPnP(ours) 11.0 12.9 14.6 7.2 7.8 18.3

for the localization of UAV which is promising to be the
complementary or replacement of onboard GNSS system in
the event of a noisy or unreliable GNSS signal.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose GMLPnP, a generalized maximum
likelihood PnP solver under the discovery of anisotropy uncer-
tainty in many real-world data. The proposed method incorpo-
rates the anisotropic uncertainty of feature points into the PnP
problem. Experimental results demonstrate increased accuracy
in both synthetic and real data. This work is motivated initially
by the vision-based localization of UAVs and is meant to
explore a more accurate estimation under circumstances where
the observations are very noisy. However, our work only
considers the case of one central camera and supposes an
initial guess is available for pose estimation. Methods for
multiple camera systems with both central and non-central
cameras are needed for further exploration.
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