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Abstract—Many modern wireless devices with accurate po-
sitioning needs also have access to vision sensors, such as a
camera, radar, and Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR). In
scenarios where wireless-based positioning is either inaccurate
or unavailable, using information from vision sensors becomes
highly desirable for determining the precise location of the
wireless device. Specifically, vision data can be used to estimate
distances between the target (where the sensors are mounted)
and nearby landmarks. However, a significant challenge in
positioning using these measurements is the inability to uniquely
identify which specific landmark is visible in the data. For
instance, when the target is located close to a lamppost, it
becomes challenging to precisely identify the specific lamppost
(among several in the region) that is near the target. This work
proposes a new framework for target localization using range
measurements to multiple proximate landmarks. The geometric
constraints introduced by these measurements are utilized to
narrow down candidate landmark combinations corresponding to
the range measurements and, consequently, the target’s location
on a map. By modeling landmarks as a marked Poisson point
process (PPP), we show that three noise-free range measurements
are sufficient to uniquely determine the correct combination of
landmarks in a two-dimensional plane. For noisy measurements,
we provide a mathematical characterization of the probability
of correctly identifying the observed landmark combination
based on a novel joint distribution of key random variables.
Our results demonstrate that the landmark combination can
be identified using ranges, even when individual landmarks are
visually indistinguishable.

Index Terms—Vision-based localization, stochastic geometry,
Poisson point process, localizability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Positioning is fundamental to various location-aware ap-
plications, including robotics, vehicle navigation, and asset
tracking. Range-based positioning is a widely used approach
in which the target estimates its location by taking distance
measurements from reference points with known locations.
For example, in wireless-based positioning, the distances from
the target to wireless nodes (known as anchors) are estimated
through wireless transmissions, such as time-of-flight or signal
strength measurements. In contrast, in vision-based position-
ing, the target’s location relative to reference points (known as
landmarks) is estimated using visual information captured by
cameras or other imaging sensors. The landmarks are detected
in the visual data, and their known locations are used to
calculate the target’s position through geometric relationships.

Preliminary results from this work were presented at WiOpt Workshops
2023 [1]. The authors are with Wireless@VT, Bradley Department of Electri-
cal and Computer Engineering, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA, 24061, USA.
Email: {haozhouhu, hdhillon, rbuehrer}@vt.edu. The support of the US NSF
(Grants CNS-2107276 and CNS-2225511) is gratefully acknowledged.

The target’s global location is usually estimated in two steps:
(1) determining the relative locations to reference points and
(2) mapping the relative locations to the global location.
While the foundations of the first step are well-understood in
both wireless-based and vision-based positioning methods, the
second step in vision-based positioning presents unique chal-
lenges. The mathematical foundation for this mapping remains
largely unexplored because of a key challenge: landmarks
in vision-based systems can appear visually similar, making
it difficult to distinguish between them. This similarity can
lead to ambiguities when localizing the target, as different
locations may produce similar measurements. Thus, further
mathematical investigation is required to address these ambi-
guities in vision-based positioning systems rigorously, which
is the focus of this paper. In particular, we model landmarks
as marked points on a map, where points with the same mark
are visually indistinguishable. Then using tools from stochastic
geometry, we develop a statistical approach that allows us to
rigorously characterize the probability of correctly identifying
the observed landmark combination based on just the noisy
range measurements from the vision data.

A. Related Work

Although classical algorithms for wireless-based positioning
are not directly applied in our work, they provide valuable in-
sights due to the methodological similarities between wireless-
based positioning and vision-based positioning. The usual
approach in wireless-based positioning typically involves an
estimation-theoretic formulation, which often depends on sev-
eral characteristics of the wireless links between the target and
the anchors, including received signal strength, time of arrival,
time difference of arrival, and direction of arrival [2]. This
research area is grounded in solid mathematical principles and
has been explored from various perspectives, including funda-
mental positioning bounds [3]–[5], positioning algorithms, and
their performance in different propagation environments [6].
For a comprehensive and accessible overview of this topic,
readers can refer to [7].

Compared to wireless-based positioning, vision-based posi-
tioning relies on vision sensors to localize the target without
requiring infrastructure such as base stations, access points,
or satellites. There are two main streams in this research
area: (i) Image localization, which focuses on tagging pho-
tos with geographical information, including the locations
where they were taken, and (ii) Simultaneous Localization
and Mapping (SLAM), which tracks the target’s movement
while simultaneously constructing or updating the map of the
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environment. Image localization is based on the idea that the
image captures the surroundings of the target location. By
analyzing the image’s content, the location information can
be inferred. For example, we can infer the location where a
photo was taken by identifying recognizable landmarks in the
image and mapping them to their known positions, such as
associating the Eiffel Tower with its geographical coordinates.
In [8]–[10], the street view and user-shared photos from
social networks are used to create a database for localization.
These images contain rich annotations, metadata, and location
information. To determine the unknown location where the
image was obtained, they extract features and compare them
with images in the database. The similarities between the
query image and reference images in the database are then
calculated, and the location of the query image is estimated
based on the locations of the most similar reference im-
ages. Some work [11], [12] incorporates semantic information
from images, such as texts, architectural style, and urban
structures. These features are extracted and utilized within
the bag of words model [13]. The localization accuracy is
further improved with the use of more detailed maps [14],
[15], including topography labels and 3-dimensional models.
In [16], the landmarks are modeled as various types of nodes,
and the geometric placements of these landmarks are used to
localize the target. The graph of landmarks, which represents
their adjacency relationships, is utilized to identify potential
locations for the target on the map. Work done recently on
image localization use deep learning. A variety of deep neural
networks have been proposed for localization, to name a few:
PoseNet [17], MapNet [18], CamNet [19] and LTSMs [20].
They use public image datasets, such as 7-Scenes [21] and the
Oxford Robotcar Dataset, which consist of images captured
within a finite region, to train neural networks and evaluate
localization accuracy. The neural networks are trained to map
images to their corresponding locations within the dataset
and use this mapping to estimate the locations of previously
unseen images. Notably, a landmark in the image may appear
similar to multiple landmarks present on the map. Thus, it
is challenging to determine the exact landmark appearing on
the image. This fundamental limitation restricts localization
accuracy and usability compared to wireless-based positioning
methods. Moreover, the effectiveness and ability of vision-
based approaches to generalize to larger and more complex
environments remain key areas of ongoing research.

Another line of work in vision-based positioning is SLAM,
focusing on locating and tracking robots with a map. Robots
are equipped with various vision sensors, such as cameras,
radar, and Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR), to gather
visual information about their surroundings. Typically, the
robot begins from a known initial position and continuously
tracks its path while simultaneously building or updating a
map of its surroundings. This line of work has been extensively
studied and has several well-regarded frameworks, such as
ORB-SLAM [22], LSD-SLAM [23], and DTAM [24]. Gen-
erally, a SLAM framework includes Visual Odometry (VO),
back-end optimization, loop closure, and mapping [25]. VO
extracts motion-invariant features from consecutive images
using techniques such as feature matching [26], feature track-

ing [27], and optical flow [28]. These features are often hand-
crafted based on object-level contents [29], [30], geometric
shapes [31], [32], or visual vocabulary [33]. The back-end
optimization process refines the discrete-time measurements
obtained from VO and generates a globally consistent trajec-
tory on the map. This process typically improves accuracy with
extended Kalman filters [34] or particle filters [35]. However,
the drift in location estimation is unavoidable and accumulates
over time due to reliance on previous position estimations.
Loop closure is a technique used to detect and correct this
accumulated drift. It identifies when the robot revisits the same
location by comparing images for similarity using geometric
checks [36] or bag-of-words approaches [37].

While vision-based localization has achieved significant
advances from the algorithmic perspective, its mathematical
foundations have not been explored as thoroughly as those
for wireless-based positioning. In [38], Fisher information and
Cramer-Rao lower bounds for pose estimation are derived
to address the challenges posed by the infinite-dimensional
and unknown nature of the map within the context of rela-
tive sensor readings. In contrast, [39] considers a stochastic
environment where the landmark locations form a Poisson
point process (PPP). They assume that at least three landmarks
are visible and use Kalman filtering to estimate the target’s
location and orientation. From this stochastic framework, an
upper bound on the uncertainty in localization are derived. In
previous works, landmarks are uniquely identifiable, allowing
for straightforward estimation of the target’s location relative
to them. However, our setting poses a different challenge: the
landmarks in our work are indistinguishable and appear in
multiple locations. The mathematical analysis of this setting
has not received much attention, other than the conference
version of this work [1], as well as a related work [40], which
studied a specific localizability problem for a setup with single
type of landmarks without considering any specific algorithms.
The current paper provides the most comprehensive analyti-
cal treatment of this problem considering multiple types of
landmarks as well as an actual algorithm that is based on
geometric constraints obtained from the range measurements.
More details on our technical contributions are provided in the
following section.

B. Contributions

We propose a general framework for vision-based posi-
tioning that handles landmarks with similar appearances. The
landmarks are represented by their locations and types, with
those sharing similar appearances categorized under the same
type. This representation of landmarks makes it easier to store
and process data for large maps. Instead of considering each
placement of landmarks on the map as a separate scenario,
we treat them as instances of an underlying spatial stochastic
process, as has been done with remarkable success in many
other areas of research, such as wireless cellular networks [41],
[42]. We use tools from stochastic geometry and model the
locations and types of landmarks as a marked PPP. To make
the model more realistic, we incorporate the visibility model,
where landmarks are considered visible to the target if they are
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within a certain distance. Instead of identifying these land-
marks individually, we propose an algorithm for identifying
the landmark combination observed at the target. We prove
that with three noise-free range measurements, the observed
landmark combination can be almost surely identified. Further,
we develop an algorithm based on geometric constraints
to identify the observed landmark combination using noisy
range measurements. Unlike existing data-driven approaches,
our method does not require a training process. Instead, it
relies on the geometric patterns formed by the landmarks
compared to patterns formed by landmarks in an existing
database. We define the target as localizable if the observed
landmark combination is correctly identified. To evaluate the
localization performance, we propose the localizability prob-
ability to quantify the likelihood of correctly identifying the
observed landmark combination. We analytically derive the
expression for the localizability probability as an expectation
over the joint distribution of measurements on the stochastic
map. This joint distribution of measurements depends on the
spatial model of landmark locations. These results provide
benchmarks for localization in vision-based positioning. In
addition to localization, several results developed in this paper
are broadly applicable and could be applied to point processes.
Overall, our work provides a comprehensive mathematical
framework and analytical results for vision-based positioning,
offering insights into identifying landmarks in scenarios where
the landmarks are not uniquely identifiable.

II. MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section presents the system model based on stochastic
geometry, defines the concepts, and formulates the localizabil-
ity problem.

A. Map of Landmarks

Imagine an outdoor environment with various landmarks
scattered throughout, such as trees, poles, and lampposts. In
the real world, these landmarks are typically marked on a
map and can be captured using a vision sensor, such as a
camera or LiDAR. Each landmark observed in the visual
data corresponds to a specific location on the map. However,
some landmarks, such as identical trees or lamppost, may
appear visually similar and cannot be uniquely identified based
solely on their appearance in the visual data. To account
for this ambiguity, we treat these visually indistinguishable
landmarks as having the same mark. Mathematically, we
model landmarks as marked points {xi,mi}, where xi ∈ R2

is the landmark location and mi is its mark in the mark
space M = {1, . . . ,M}. The random spatial patterns of
these marked points are characterized by the random set
Φ = {(xi,mi), i ∈ N} on the product space R2 × M. In
vision-based positioning, the distribution of landmarks in some
scenarios follows a PPP, as shown in [39]. Therefore, it is
reasonable to model the landmarks as a marked PPP, denoted
by Φ. Since two points are almost surely not located at the
same position in a PPP, we represent the identity of each
landmark by its location.

B. Visibility Regions

Landmarks have different sizes and shapes, and their visi-
bility distances are also different. We assume that landmarks
with the same mark are similar in size and shape. Thus, the
maximum visibility distance of landmarks with the same mark
m can be represented as dm. We define the landmark as being
visible to the target if the distance between them is less than
the maximum visibility distance. The set of all the visible
landmarks to the target located at x0 is

Φv(x0) = ∪M
m=1

[
Φ[m] ∩ b(x0, dm)

]
, (1)

where Φ[m] = {xi : (xi,m)} is an unmarked point pro-
cess that includes the locations of landmarks with mark m,
b(x0, dm) is a ball with radius dm centered at x0. The
number of visible landmarks at location x0 is denoted as
N = #{Φv(x0)}, which is the size of the random set Φv(x0).

C. Range Measurements

We assume that the ranges from the target to the visible
landmarks can be obtained from the vision data. The specific
procedure to obtain these range measurements is not critical
to our model. For example, one can use stereo or depth
cameras or even monocular vision [43] to obtain the range
measurements. The range measurements are denoted as a
vector r = [r1, . . . , rN ], where ri = di + ni is the range
measurement to the i-th landmark, ni is the measurement error,
di = |xi − x0| is the noise-free distance, xi ∈ Φv(x0) is
the location of the i-th landmark. The measurement error ni

is modeled as Gaussian additive noise with zero mean and
variance σ2

i . The noise variance is assumed to be independent
of noise-free distance di and is determined by the size and
shape of the landmark. Thus, the variance depends on the mark
of landmarks, denoted as σ2

i = σ2
mi

. Since landmarks with
the same mark are visually indistinguishable, we do not know
the exact landmark with which the range measurement ri is
associated. This measurement could potentially be obtained
from any visible landmark with the mark mi. In this case,
(ri,xi) remains unknown, and the range measurements are
associated with the marks, represented as a set of tuples

I = {(ri,mi) : ri = |xi − x0|+ ni,xi ∈ Φv(x0)} , (2)

where mi is the mark that the range measurement ri is
associated with.

While the model above might seem counter-intuitive to
those unfamiliar with stochastic geometry literature, the ap-
proach of treating a deterministic set of points as a realization
of an appropriately chosen point process has been successfully
applied across various disciplines. The most relevant to this
discussion is the study of wireless cellular networks in which
one of the popular approaches is to treat the locations of
wireless base stations as a realization of a Poisson point
process (even though, in reality, they are an outcome of a
highly complex optimization problem) [42]. The advantage of
endowing distributions on deterministic point patterns is that it
allows us to use tools from probability, specifically stochastic
geometry in our case, to rigorously analyze the network-wide
performance statistically.
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Fig. 1. The illustration of the map shows five types of landmarks: lampposts,
bus stops, parking lots, gas stations, and ATMs. Three landmarks are visible
at Loc 1, but their unique locations remain uncertain because the same
combination of landmarks is also visible from a different location, such as Loc
2. Although the landmarks appear identical, differences in distances, angles,
or a combination of both can distinguish them.

D. Problem Formulation

To understand the technical challenges and the fundamental
differences between vision-based positioning and wireless-
based positioning, we illustrate an example in Fig. 1. The
target is placed at the first location (Loc 1) with three visible
landmarks. Since landmarks of the same type can also be
observed from another location (Loc 2), it is challenging to de-
termine the target’s exact position. This work aims to identify
the observed landmark combination and estimate the target’s
location using measurements I. We define a circular Area of
Interest (AOI) A = b(0, da) with radius da, centered at the
origin. The AOI provides prior knowledge about the target’s
location, serving as a geographical boundary for localization.
The size of the AOI can vary significantly, ranging from tens
of meters to several kilometers. Such prior information can be
derived from services provided by base stations, Low Earth
Orbit (LEO) satellites, and the Global Positioning System
(GPS) infrastructure, as discussed in previous works [44], [45].
Given the map of landmarks within AOI, denoted as Φ ∩ A,
and the obtained measurements I = {(ri,mi)}, our objective
is to identify the landmark combination c∗ = [x∗

1, . . . ,x
∗
N ]

from which the range measurements r = [r1, . . . , rN ] were
obtained. Once the landmark combination is correctly iden-
tified, the target’s location can be estimated using the range
measurements to these landmarks. We represent all possible
matching between range measurements and landmarks as the
combination set, defined as

C = {[x1, . . . ,xN ] : x1 ∈ Bm1 , . . . ,xN ∈ BmN
} , (3)

where [x1, . . . ,xN ] is a landmark combination, xi is the
landmark corresponding to the range measurement ri, Bmi

=
Φ[mi] ∩ A denotes all the landmarks with mark mi in AOI.
We derive the geometric constraints between visible landmarks
utilizing the measurements I. The landmark combination
satisfying the proposed geometric constraints is collected in
the solution set S ⊆ C. The solution set S may contain more
than one element since the measurements are noisy, and the
information provided by measurements I may be insufficient

Fig. 2. The illustration of possible locations for the second landmark. The
first landmark is fixed at the origin, represented as a blue point, and the second
landmark is depicted as a green point. The target’s location, marked as red
points, is at a distance of d1 from the first landmark and d2 from the second
landmark. If a target location satisfying these distance constraints exists, the
possible locations of the second landmark are restricted to the orange annulus.

to find the correct landmark combination c∗. In such cases,
we uniformly at random select the estimation ĉ from S.
The localization performance is evaluated by the localizability
probability, defined as the probability of correctly identifying
the landmark combination utilizing N measurements

P[ĉ = c∗ | N ] = EΦ{P[ĉ = c∗ | N,Φ ∩A]} , (4)

which is evaluated over Φ. We take advantage of this stochastic
setting to evaluate localization performance across all possible
geometric arrangements of landmarks.

III. THE GEOMETRIC CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we first consider the geometric constraints
based on noise-free measurements. Then, we will extend our
approach to noisy measurements.

Definition 1 (Minkowski Sum). The Minkowski sum of two
compact sets A,B ∈ R2 is formed by

A⊕ B =
{
x+ y ∈ R2 | x ∈ A,y ∈ B

}
. (5)

A. One Measurement

We start with the simplest scenario involving a single
measurement I = {(m1, d1)}. This measurement indicates
that the target is located at a distance of d1 from a landmark
with mark m1 within AOI. The potential locations of the target
are the union of circular regions with radius r1, centered at
the locations of all landmarks with mark m1. Mathematically,
this can be represented as:

Bm1
⊕ ∂b(0, d1), (6)

where Bm1
is the set of the landmarks in AOI with mark m1,

∂b(0, d1) = {x | |x| = d1} is the circumference with radius
r1 centered at the origin. Without additional information, it
is impossible to uniquely identify the correct landmark using
only a single measurement. This is because the observed
landmark cannot be differentiated from other landmarks with
the same mark m1.
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B. Two Measurements

Next, we consider the scenario where the target obtains two
measurements I = {(m1, d1), (m2, d2)} from two landmarks
with marks m1 and m2. The geometric relationship between
the target and the landmarks is illustrated in Fig. 2. Without
loss of generality, we place the landmark with mark m1 at the
origin. The potential target locations lie on the circumference
of the circle centered at the origin, represented as ∂b(0, d1).
Since the distance from the target to the second landmark is
d2, the landmark with mark m2 must be located on

∂b(0, d1)⊕ ∂b(0, d2) = a(0, |d1 − d2|, d1 + d2), (7)

where a(0, |d1 − d2|, d1 + d2) represents the annulus with
radii |d1 − d2| and d1 + d2. This result shows that the
distance between two observed landmarks is constrained by
|d1 − d2| and d1 + d2. This constraint is consistent with the
geometric principles outlined in the triangle inequality. If we
consider the target and the two landmarks as the vertices of a
triangle, applying the triangle inequality to the triangle’s edges
establishes the following constraints

|d1 − d2| ≤ d12 ≤ d1 + d2, (8)

where d12 = |x1−x2| is the distance between two landmarks,
d1 and d2 are distances from the target to two landmarks. The
potential locations for the second landmark are illustrated as
the orange annulus in Fig. 2. Since this annulus region has
a nonzero Lebesgue measure, when the landmark locations
follow a PPP, the probability of finding a landmark with
mark m2 within the annulus is nonzero. This suggests that
the second landmark likely exists within the defined annular
region, allowing the exact range measurements d1 and d2
to be obtained. Thus, other landmark combinations within
the AOI may also result in the same measurement I. It is
not guaranteed to uniquely pinpoint the observed landmark
combination based solely on the measurement I.

C. Three Measurements

We then extend the scenario to include more measure-
ments, considering the case where the target obtains range
measurements from three landmarks. In this setup, we aim
to demonstrate that it is feasible to determine the observed
landmark combination and estimate the target location using
three error-free measurements. To support this claim, we
present the following lemma, which establishes that the range
measurements d1, d2, and d3 will almost surely not correspond
to any other landmark combinations.

Lemma 1. Suppose d1, d2, and d3 are noise-free range
measurements to landmarks with marks m1, m2, and m3,
respectively. If the landmarks form a marked PPP on R2, then
it is almost surely that the range vector d = [d1, d2, d3] can
only be obtained from the observed landmark combination c∗.

Proof: The geometric arrangement of the three landmarks
and the target is illustrated in Fig. 3. Without loss of generality,
we place the first landmark at the origin. The second landmark
is located at a distance d from the first landmark, where the
range d satisfies the constraint |d1−d2| ≤ d ≤ d1+d2, by the

Fig. 3. The illustration of possible locations for the third landmark. The blue
point represents the first landmark, and the green point represents the second
landmark. The red points indicate the locations of the target. The orange
annulus shows the possible locations of the third landmark.

triangle inequality. The target obtains the range measurements
d1 and d2 to the first and second landmarks, respectively.
Given these measurements, the target’s location is constrained
to lie at either of the two intersection points xp and xq formed
by the circles centered at the two landmarks with radii d1 and
d2, respectively. Since the target’s location is at a distance d3
from the third landmark, the potential locations for the third
landmark are represented by the two orange circumstances
in Fig. 3, mathematically expressed as

X3 = {xp,xq} ⊕ b(0, d3). (9)

Since the Lebesgue measure of X3 is λ(X3) = |X3| = 0,
when the landmark locations form a PPP, the probability that
the third landmark will lie exactly on X3 is almost surely
zero. Consequently, in this scenario, the probability that any
other combination of three landmarks, excluding the observed
combination, can obtain the same measurements d1, d2, and
d3 is almost surely zero. This concludes the proof.

Lemma 1 demonstrates that the three error-free measure-
ments obtained from the correct landmark combination are
unique. The target can be localized by finding the correct
combination with unique measurements on the map. This
result is under two assumptions: (1) the measurements are
noise-free, and (2) the landmark locations form a PPP in
continuous space. In the rest of this section, we will discuss
noisy measurements and investigate their pairwise geometric
constraints.

D. The Triangle Inequality with Noise Measurements

Now, we consider the scenario that range measurement ri
is affected by the Gaussian additive noise, represented as ri =
di + ni, where di is the true distance and ni is the noise. We
substitute the true distances di = ri − ni into (8) and obtain
the following inequalities{

r1 + r2 − d12 ≥ w

r1 − r2 + d12 ≥ v ≥ r1 − r2 − d12
, (10)

where w = n1 + n2 and v = n1 − n2 are the linear combina-
tions of noise, d12 is the distance between two landmarks. The
value of w and v is unknown, but we do know the statistical
properties of the random variables W = N1 + N2 and V =
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N1 − N2, which are linear combinations of two independent
Gaussian random variables. When the range measurements
are noisy, we evaluate whether the inequalities in (10) are
satisfied by a landmark pair cij = [xi,xj ] using the following
probability, given as

Aij =
{
1(r1 + r2 − dij ≥ W ) ·
1(r1 − r2 + dij ≥ V ≥ r1 − r2 − dij) = 1

}
,

(11)

where 1(·) is the indicator function, which takes the value 1 if
the statement inside is true and 0 otherwise. The probability
of event Aij is the expectation of the product of indicator
functions over W and V , written as

P[Aij ] = EW,V

{
1(r1 + r2 − dij ≥ W ) ·
1(r1 − r2 + dij ≥ V ≥ r1 − r2 − dij)

}
=

∫ r1+r2−dij

−∞

∫ r1−r2+dij

r1−r2−dij

fW,V (w, v) dwdv (12)

= FW,V (r1 + r2 − dij , r1 + r2 + dij)−
FW,V (r1 + r2 − dij , r1 − r2 − dij) ,

(13)

where fW,V is the joint probability density function (PDF) of
W and V and FW,V is the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) of W and V . The probability of event Aij represents
the likelihood that the triangle inequality, using measurements
r1 and r2, holds for the landmarks located at xi and xj , with
the true distance between them being dij . This probability
determines whether range measurements can be obtained from
a landmark combination cij = [xi,xj ]. We formally define
that the landmark pair cij satisfies the triangle inequality in
the following definition.

Definition 2. If the triangle inequalities in (10) are satis-
fied by a landmark pair cij with high probability, denoted
as P[Aij ] ≥ T , the landmark combination cij satisfy the
geometric constraint using noisy range measurements r1 and
r2.

IV. THE LOCALIZABILITY PROBABILITY WITH TWO
MEASUREMENTS

This section uses the proposed geometric constraints to es-
timate the observed landmark combination. First, we examine
the landmark combinations in C and add those that satisfy
the proposed geometric constraints to the solution set. The
solution set S is represented as

S = {cij | cij ∈ C, P [Aij ] > T} , (14)

where the landmark combination cij contains two landmarks
located at xi and xi, the event Aij represents the that the trian-
gle inequalities are satisfied by cij . To evaluate the landmark
combinations added to the solution set, we are interested in
the following two probabilities:

A. True Positive Rate (TPR)

The true positive rate pt represents the probability that the
correct combination c∗ is included in the solution set, defined
as

pt = P[ID∗ = 1 | r,m] = ED∗|r,m {1(P[A∗] ≥ T )} , (15)

where the random variable D∗ represents the distance between
landmarks in c∗, the binary variable ID∗ = 1(P[A∗] ≥ T ) = 1
indicates whether the correct combination c∗ satisfies the
triangle inequalities, r = [r1, r2] are the range measurements,
m = [r1, r2] are the marks corresponding to the range
measurements. We use the stochastic setting to evaluate the
true positive rate over all possible landmark placements. Thus,
the true positive rate is an expectation over the random variable
D∗. This result can be interpreted as the average rate at which
the correct combination c∗ satisfies the triangle inequality
based on range measurements r1 and r2.

B. False Positive Rate (FPR)

Another important probability is the false positive rate,
which represents the likelihood that any landmark combination
c ∈ C is incorrectly included in the solution set. It is defined
as

pf = P[ID = 1 | r,m] = ED|r,m {1(P[A] ≥ T )} , (16)

where the D represents the distance between the landmarks
in the combination, ID = 1(P[A] ≥ T ) = 1 represents the
landmark combination satisfies the triangle inequalities. We in-
terpret pf as the average rate at which landmark combinations
within AOI satisfy the proposed triangle inequality based on
range measurements r1 and r2. We aim to minimize the false
positive rate pf to ensure that incorrect landmark combinations
are excluded from the solution set S as much as possible.

Both TPR and FPR are the expectations over the distances
between landmarks, which depend on the placement of the
landmarks. Higher measurement noise decreases pt, thereby
decreasing accuracy, and increases pf , making it more likely
for incorrect landmark combinations to be included. These
metrics are critical for deriving the localizability probability,
which quantifies the likelihood of successfully determining the
target’s location.

Under the assumption that the landmarks form a homoge-
neous marked PPP, we further derive the analytic expression
for pt and pf . Before that, we first give the distribution of the
distance in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Given the number of landmarks within AOI, the
distribution of the distance between two arbitrary landmarks
cij = {xi,xj} is

fD(s) =

 2d2
as(π−s sin−1( s

2da
))−s2

√
4d2

a−s2

πd4
a

0 ≤ s ≤ 2da,

0 others.

Proof: For a PPP, when conditioned on the number of
points in a bounded region, these points are independently and
uniformly distributed [41]. As a result, calculating the distance
distribution between two points reduces to determining the
distribution of the distances between two arbitrary points
within the AOI. This is a well-established result in stochastic
geometry and is thoroughly discussed in [46].

Next, we derive the distance distribution between the correct
landmark combinations. Since the number of visible landmarks
may not always be two, this distribution depends on the
specific method used to select the subset of visible landmarks
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from which the measurements are obtained. The methods for
selecting this subset are called the observation policy. In this
work, we consider two observation policies: the random policy
and the nearest policy. However, our analytical approach is not
restricted to these two policies. Various observation policies
could be employed, and the corresponding distributions can
be derived accordingly. The random policy refers to obtaining
measurements from arbitrary landmarks within the visibility
distance. In this setting, the PDF of D∗ is identical to that of
D since the probability of selecting any pair of the observed
landmarks is the same. In contrast, the nearest policy selects
the landmarks closest to the target, resulting in smaller range
measurements. Since smaller range measurements lead to a
tighter triangle inequality, the nearest policy outperforms the
random policy regarding localizability probability. Next, we
will derive the localizability probability based on the TPR and
the FPR. We will compare the above two observation policies
under the same parameter setting by evaluating the TPR pt,
the FPR pf , and the localizability probability in the numerical
result section.

C. The Localizability Probability

To localize the target, we identify the landmark combination
from which the measurements are obtained. The target is
considered localizable if the correct landmark combination is
successfully identified. The observed landmark combination
is estimated using the geometric constraints proposed in Sec-
tion III. To evaluate the localization performance analytically,
we derive the probability of correctly estimating the landmark
combination based on the geometric constraints. This prob-
ability is referred to as the localizability probability. Since
the measurements are noisy, the number of solutions in S
might not necessarily be one. Thus, we select the combination
estimation using the following approach:

Since the measurements are noisy, the number of solutions
in S might not be exactly one. Therefore, we select the
combination estimate using the following approach: When the
solution set size |S| is 1, the estimated landmark combination
is the only one in the set. If there is more than one solution in
the solution set, we uniformly at random select one solution
from S. With this approach, the size of the solution set
S affects the localization performance. Thus, to derive the
localizability probability, we first construct the distribution of
the number of elements in S, as presented in the following
lemma:

Lemma 3. Given the measurements I = {r,m}, the num-
ber of potential landmark combinations |C| and whether the
correct combination is in S, the conditional probability mass
function (PMF) of |S| is

P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗]

=

{(
m−1
k

)
pkf (1− pf )

m−k−1, I∗ = 0,(
m−1
k−1

)
pk−1
f (1− pf )

m−k, I∗ = 1,
(17)

where r = [r1, r2] are the range measurements, m = [m1,m2]
are the corresponding marks of the range measurements, pf is
the FPR defined in (16), and I∗ is the indicator representing

whether the correct landmark combination is included in the
solution set.

Proof: The size of the solution set S is the number
of landmark combinations in C that satisfy the proposed
geometric constraints.

We use a binary indicator Iij to represent whether the
landmark combination cij = {xi,xj} satisfies the geometric
constraints, defined as:

Iij = 1{P [Aij ] ≥ T}. (18)

Assuming the distances between landmarks in the combi-
nations are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.),
their corresponding indicators Iij are i.i.d. Bernoulli random
variables. The number of elements in S is the sum

|S| =
∑
cij∈C

Iij , (19)

which is a binomial random variable. The conditional proba-
bility of |S| is

P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗]

= P

 ∑
cij∈C

Iij = k

∣∣∣∣∣ r,m, |C| = m, I∗

 , (20)

where I∗ indicates whether the correct combination c∗ satisfies
the geometric constraints and is contained in the solution set.
When I∗ = 0, meaning c∗ is not included in the solution set,
the above equation simplifies to

P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗ = 0]

= P

 ∑
cij∈C\{c∗}

Iij = k | r,m, |C| = m

 (21)

(a)
=

(
m− 1

k

){
P[Iij = 1 | r,m]

}k

·
{
P[Iij = 0 | r,m]

}m−k−1
(22)

(b)
=

(
m− 1

k

)
pkf (1− pf )

m−k−1
, (23)

where (a) follows from the fact that Iij is i.i.d., (b) follows
from the definition of the FPR in (16).

When I∗ = 1, meaning that S contains the correct com-
bination c∗. Equation (20) can be expressed in an alternative
form as follows:

P [|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗ = 1]

(a)
= P

 ∑
cij∈C\{c∗}

Iij = k − 1 | r,m, |C| = m

 (24)

=

(
m− 1

k − 1

)
pk−1
f (1− pf )

m−k, (25)

where (a) follows from the fact that k − 1 landmark combi-
nations exist in C\c∗ satisfying the geometric constraints if
c∗ ∈ S. This completes the proof
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Lemma 3 provides the conditional PMF of the number of
elements in the solution set.

With this result, we can derive the probability of correctly
estimating the observed landmark combination. This probabil-
ity, referred to as the localizability probability, is defined as
the expectation over the measurements I = {R,M} and the
size of combination set |C|, given as

P[ĉ = c∗ | N = 2] = ER,M,|C|{P[ĉ = c∗|r,m, |C|]} . (26)

The localizability probability quantifies the average likelihood
of correctly estimating the observed landmark combination
across different realizations of the placements of landmarks.

Building upon the previous lemmas, we present this paper’s
main result in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. When utilizing the geometric constraints estab-
lished by two measurements, the localizability probability is

P[ĉ = c∗|N = 2] = ER,M,|C|

{
pt ·

1− (1− pf )
|C|

|C| · pf

}
. (27)

Proof: Using the law of total probability, Equation (27)
can be written as

P[ĉ = c∗ | r,m, |C| = m]

(a)
=

1∑
I=0

m∑
k=0

{
P[ĉ=c∗ | r,m, |C|=m, |S|=k, I∗]

· P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗]

· P[I∗ | r,m, |C| = m]

} (28)

(b)
=

m∑
k=0

{
P[ĉ=c∗ | r,m, |C|=m, |S|=k, I∗=1]

· P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗ = 1]

· P[I∗ = 1 | r,m, |C| = m]

} (29)

(c)
=

m∑
k=1

pt
k

· P[|S| = k | r,m, |C| = m, I∗ = 1] , (30)

where (a) follows from the law of total probability, (b) follows
from the fact that when the correct combination is not in S,
it is impossible to correctly estimate the observed landmark
combination, (c) follows from the condition that when c∗ ∈ S,
both |C| and |S| are at least 1.

The first component in (29) is determined by the estimation
process, in which we uniformly at random select the estimation
ĉ from S. Thus, the probability of selecting the correct
combination is given by

P[ĉ = c∗ | r,m, |C| = m, |S| = k, I∗ = 1]

=

{
1
k , m ≥ k ≥ 1

0, others
, (31)

where I∗ = 1 indicates that the correct solution is in S.
The second component in (29) has been derived in

Lemma 3, while the third component is provided in (15) as

the TPR pt. Now, we can combine these results to obtain the
final expression for the localizability probability

P[ĉ = c∗ | r,m, |C| = m] = pt ·
1− (1− pf )

m

mpf
. (32)

With the definition in (26), the localizability probability can
be written in the form of Equation (27). This completes the
proof.

Theorem 1 presents the analytical expression for the local-
izability probability when utilizing the geometric constraints
derived from two measurements. This result, in the context
of a stochastic setting, quantifies the probability of correctly
estimating the observed landmark combination across all
possible landmark placements. Using the stationarity of the
homogeneous PPP, this probability also corresponds to the
proportion of spatial locations where a landmark can be
successfully localized. As a result, it serves as a fundamental
benchmark for evaluating localization performance. The result
in Theorem 1 is expressed in an expectation form and relies on
the joint distribution of R, M, and |C|. To proceed further, we
need to make assumptions about the observation policy, which
will primarily impact the joint distribution of the three random
variables. While we can conceptually proceed for a variety of
observation policies, we illustrate the whole process for the
the random policy for which it is possible to derive explicit
expression for the joint distribution. Analysis will proceed in
the similar manner for other policies, but with varying levels of
tractability. Using the derived joint distribution, we specialize
the general result of Theorem 1 to the selected policy in
Theorem 2.

D. The Joint Distribution of R,M, |C|

To obtain the close form of the analytical result presented in
Theorem 1, we derive the joint distribution of measurements
R,M and the number of elements in the combination set |C|.
Before that, we specify how the two landmarks of interest
were chosen from among the visible landmarks. Consider
M types of landmarks with visible distances d1, d2, . . . , dM ,
respectively. The locations of the m-th type of landmark form
a PPP Φm with density as λm, where m ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M}.
We assume that the two landmarks, and consequently the two
measurements, are independently and uniformly at random
selected from the set of visible landmarks. Under this setup,
the joint distribution is expressed as

fR,M,|C|(r,m, n)

= P[M = m] · fR|M [r | m] · P[|C| = n | m],
(33)

which follows from the fact that the two landmarks from
which the measurements are obtained are selected uniformly
at random. Thus, when conditioned on the landmark types,
the joint distribution of range measurements is independent
of the size of C. In the rest of this section, we will derive
expressions for the three terms in (33). The PMF of the mark
of the landmark is given in the following lemma.
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Lemma 4. The marginal distribution of landmark types that
correspond to range measurements is

P[M = [p, q]] =
Λp · Λq(∑M
m=1 Λm

)2 , (34)

where M = [M1,M2], M1 and M2 are random variables
representing the mark of the landmarks that measurements
obtained from, p and q are two indices of the landmark types,
and Λp = λpπd

2
p.

Proof: Because the landmarks are selected uniformly
at random from the visibility region, the two measurements
(and hence their corresponding marks) are independently and
identically distributed, given as

P[M = [p, q]] = P[M1 = p] · P[M2 = q] . (35)

Now, it is sufficient to characterize the marginal distribution
of one of the landmark types, for example, P[M1 = p]. Since
landmarks of different types have different visible distances,
we scale the PPP Φ[1], . . . ,Φ[M ], such that visible landmarks
of different types are mapped onto a unit circle centered at
the target location x0, denoted as b(x0, 1). The scaled (or
transformed) PPP is denoted as Φ̃ =

⋃M
m=1 Φ̃[m], where

Φ̃[m] is the scaled PPP of the m-th type of landmarks with
density λ′

m = λmd2m. Instead of choosing visible landmarks
with different visible distances, we equivalently uniformly at
random select marked points from Φ̃ ∩ b(x0, 1). Thus, the
mark of the selected points is independent of their locations,
given by

P[M1 = p] =
Λp∑M

m=1 Λm

, (36)

where Λp = λpπd
2
p. The distribution of mark M2 is identical.

This completes the proof.
Next, we give the conditional PDF of the range measure-

ments in the following lemma.

Lemma 5. The conditional joint distribution of distance
measurements is

fR|M(r | m) =
2r11r1((0, dp])

d2p
· 2r21r2((0, dq])

d2q
. (37)

Proof: Since the two landmarks are selected uniformly
at random, the resulting two measurements are independent.
Again, considering the range measurement’s marginal distri-
bution is sufficient. When conditioned on the landmark type,
its corresponding visibility distance is known. The location of
the selected landmark is uniformly distributed within the circle
with radius dp, which gives

fR1|M1
(r1 | p) = 2r11r1((0, dp])

d2p
, (38)

which is a straightforward consequence of the PPP assumption
of the landmark locations. This completes the proof.

Then, we provide the expression for the last term in (33).

Lemma 6. The conditional PMF of the size of the combination
set C is

P[|C| = n | M = [p, q]]

=
∑

n1n2=n

{ n1∑
v=1

cn1−v
p bvp(bp − a)−v

(n1 − v)!

· Γ(v)− Γ(v, bp − a)

Γ(v)
exp(−a− cp)

}
·
{ n2∑

u=1

cn2−u
q bup(bq − a)−u

(n2 − u)!

· Γ(u)− Γ(u, bp − a)

Γ(u)
exp(−a− cq)

}
,

(39)

where p and q are different landmark marks, a =
∑M

m=1 bm,
bp = λpπd

2
p and cp = λpπ(d

2
a − d2p).

Proof: When two distance measurements are obtained
from two landmarks of different types, the size of the combi-
nation set is

|C| = Np ·Nq, (40)

where Np = #{Bp} are the number of landmarks of type p
within the AOI, Bp = Φ[p] ∩ Ax represents the landmarks of
type p within AOI and Ax represents the AOI. The correspond-
ing measurements are independent since the landmarks are
selected uniformly at random. The numbers of the landmarks
of type p and q within AOI are independent, given as

P[Np = np, Nq = nq | M1 = p,M2 = q] =

P[Np = np | M1 = p]P[Nq = nq | M2 = q] .
(41)

Then, we use the total probability law and write the conditional
PMF of Np as

P[Np = np | M1 = p]

=

np∑
v=1

{
P[Np = np | M1 = p, Vp = v]

· P[Vp = v | M1 = p]

}
,

(42)

where Vp = #
{
Φ[p] ∩ b(x0, dp)

}
is the number of visible

landmarks of type p, b(x0, dp) is the visibility region corre-
sponding to type p landmarks. The first term in (42) denotes
that the conditional PMF of the number of landmarks within
mark p in the AOI, given that there are already Vp = v
landmarks with mark p in the visibility region. The second
term represents the PMF of the number of visible landmarks
with the mark p. Now, we further write the first term in (42)
as

P[Np = np | M1 = p, Vp = v]

= P[Hp = n1 − v | M1 = p] (43)

=
cn1−v
p

(n1 − v)!
exp(−cp) , (44)

where Hp = Np − Vp is a random variable representing
the number of hidden landmarks with mark p, which are
within AOI but outside of the visibility region, and cp =
λpπ

(
d2a − d2p

)
. This result is a direct consequence of the PPP

assumption [41].
Now, we left the second term in (42). This term represents

the conditional PMF of the number of landmarks with the
mark p in the visibility region. To derive this probability, we
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first derive their joint probability. We use W to represent the
total number of visible landmarks, defined as

W = #{Φv(x0)} (45)

= #
{
∪M
m=1

[
Φ[m] ∩ b(x0, dm)

]}
(46)

=

M∑
m=1

#
{
Φ[m] ∩ b(x0, dm)

}
(47)

=

M∑
i=1

#
{
Φ̃[m] ∩ b(x0, 1)

}
(48)

= #
{
∪M
m=1

[
Φ̃[m] ∩ b(x0, 1)

]}
(49)

= #
{
Φ̃ ∩ b(x0, 1)

}
, (50)

where Φ̃ = ∪M
m=1Φ̃[m] is the scaled unmarked PPP defined

in the proof of Lemma 4, Φ̃[m] is the PPP of landmarks with
mark m. Now, the joint PMF of random variables M1, Vp and
V can be written as

P[M1 = p, Vp = v,W = w]

= P[M1 = p | Vp = v,W = w]P[Vp = v,W = w] , (51)

where the first component P[M1 = p | Vp = v,W = w] repre-
sents the probability that the selected landmark has the mark p,
given that the landmark is uniformly at random chosen from
W visible landmarks, and there are Vp with mark p. This
probability is straightforward, given as

P[M1 = p | Vp = v,W = w] =
v

w
, 0 ≤ v ≤ w. (52)

The second component in (51) is the joint PMF of V and W ,
written as

P[Vp = v,W = w]

(a)
= P[W − V = w − v | Vp = v]P [Vp = v]

=
(a− bp)

w−v

(w − v)!
exp(−a+ bp) ·

bvp
v!

exp(−bp) , (53)

where (a) followed from the independence of the marks of
different landmarks, a =

∑M
m=1 bm and bp = λpπd

2
p.

Now, with the derived joint distribution of M1, Vp and
W , We take the summation and write the second component
in (42)

P[Vp = v | M1 = p]

=

∞∑
w=v+1

P[M1 = p, Vp = v,W = w]

P [M1 = p]
(54)

=
abvp [Γ(v)− Γ(v, bp − a)]

bp(bp − a)vΓ(v)
exp(−a) . (55)

With the expressions for two components, equation (42) is
summarized as

P[Np = n1 | M1 = p]

=

n1∑
v=1

{
cn1−v
p bvp

(bp − a)
v
(n1 − v)!

· Γ(v)− Γ(v, bp − a)

Γ(v)
exp(−a− cp)

}
.

(56)

Since two landmarks are selected uniformly at random, the
probability P[Vq = n2 | M2 = q) can be derived with the same
method. Because of the independence of Vp and V q, we can
easily take the summation and construct the conditional PMF
of |C|. This completes the proof.

Using the result from Lemmas 4, 5, 6, we obtain the joint
distribution of the measurements R, their corresponding types
M and the size of combination set |C|, given next.

Theorem 2. The joint distribution of R, M, |C| is given as

fR,M,|C|(r,m, n) =
4r1r2λpλq1r1((0, dp])1r2((0, dp])

a2

·
∑

n1n2=n

{{ n1∑
v=1

cn1−v
p bvp

(bp − a)
v
(n1 − v)!

· Γ(v)− Γ(v, bp − a)

Γ(v)
exp(−a− cp)

} (57)

·
{ n2∑

u=1

cn2−u
q buq

(bq − a)
u
(n2 − u)!

· Γ(u)− Γ(u, bq − a)

Γ(u)
exp(−a− cq)

}}
.

This theorem, combined with the result in Theorem 1, fully
characterizes the localizability probability, marking one of the
key technical contributions of this paper.

V. LOCALIZABILITY WITH MORE THAN TWO
MEASUREMENTS

In the previous section, we derived the localizability proba-
bility when two range measurements are available. Addition-
ally, we proved in Lemma 1 that there is almost surely no
other combination of three landmarks (excluding the correct
one) that can produce the same measurements d = [d1, d2, d3],
meaning that the correct landmark combination can almost
surely be identified if the measurements are noise-free. To
identify the correct landmark combination when more than
two landmarks are involved, we utilize the pairwise geometric
constraints between two landmarks, as described previously.
If all pairs of landmarks in a given combination satisfy their
corresponding pairwise geometric constraints, we consider
this combination as a potential solution and include it in
the solution set. Next, we illustrate the pairwise geometric
constraints when three range measurements are available.

A. The Pairwise Geometric Constraints

In Fig. 4, we illustrate the geometric constraints involving
three landmarks. When two landmarks are selected out of the
three, three distinct triangles are formed, each involving the
target and two landmarks. Each triangle has its corresponding
geometric constraints given in Equation (10). Thus, we have
six inequalities for three triangles. These geometric constraints
can be interpreted as follows: if we select two arbitrary
landmarks and associate them with measurements r1 and r2,
the possible locations for the target are the two intersection
points of the circles with r1 and r2, centered at the respective
landmarks. The six inequalities ensure that all three circles
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Fig. 4. An illustration of the geometric constraints among the target and three
landmarks. ri represents the range measurement of the distance between the
target and the i-th landmark located at xi = (xi, yi). Blue dashed circles
with radii ri represent the potential locations of the target.

intersect at a single point, representing the potential location of
the target. Using this method, we next derive the localizability
probability based on these pairwise geometric constraints.

B. The Localizability Probability

Suppose the target obtains N range measurements I =
{(ri,mi) , i = 1, . . . , N} from the correct landmark combi-
nation c∗ = [x1,x2, · · · ,xN ], where xj is the location of
i-th landmark in the combination. We use pairwise geometric
constraints based on these N measurements to determine the
observed landmark combination. We check the landmark com-
binations in C and add those satisfied the pairwise geometric
constraints in the solution set S. The same estimation process
in Section IV-C is used to obtain the estimated landmark com-
bination. In this case, we derive the localizability probability
in the following theorem.

Theorem 3. When having N measurements and employing
pairwise geometric constraints, the upper bound of the local-
izability probability is

P[ĉ = c∗ | N ] ≤ ER,M,|Cn|

{
1− (1− pf )

|Cn|

|Cn|pf

}
, (58)

where R and M are random vectors representing the range
measurements and their corresponding marks, |Cn| is the
number of elements in the combination set that contains the
correct n-th landmark located at xn.

Proof: By definition, the localizability probability is the
probability of correctly estimating the landmark combination,
which requires accurately identifying all landmarks in the
combination. This can be represented as:

P[ĉ = c∗ | N ] =P[x̂1 = x1, · · · , x̂N = xN | N ] (59)
(a)
= P

[
x̂n = xn | N, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]
· P

[
ĉ−n = c∗−n | N

]
(60)

(b)

≤ P
[
x̂n = xn | N, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]
, (61)

where ĉ−n = [x̂1, . . . , x̂n−1, x̂n+1, . . . , x̂N ] is the es-
timated landmark combination excluding the n-th entry,
c∗−n = [x1, . . . ,xn−1,xn+1, . . . ,xN ] is the correct land-
mark combination exclude the n-th entry, (a) follows from

the joint probability formula for dependent events, (b)
follows from P

[
ĉ−n = c∗−n | N

]
≤ 1. The probability

P
[
x̂n = xn | N, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]
represents that, given all other

landmarks are correctly estimated, the n-th landmark is also
correctly estimated.

The n-th landmark is estimated by checking the pair-
wise geometric constraints that involve the n-th measurement
(rn,mn). We write the conditional probability of correctly
identifying the n-th landmark as follows:

P
[
x̂n = xn | N, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]
=ER,M,|Cn|

{
P
[
x̂n = xn | r,m, |Cn|, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]}
(62)

≤ER,M,|Cn|
{
P
[
ĉi,n = ci,n | r,m, |Cn|, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]}
, (63)

where ci,n = [x̂i, x̂n] is the landmark pair including the i-
th and n-th entries of the landmark combination, ĉi,n is the
estimation of ci,n. We can see that (63) is similar to the
expression in (26), except that (63) is conditioned on the
assumption that the landmarks ĉ−n have already been correctly
identified. In this case, if one of the observed landmark xi

is known, the number of potential landmark pairs ci,n is
equivalent to the number of landmarks with mark mn in the
AOI, represented by |Cn|. Thus, using the result in Theorem 1,
the probability of correctly identifying ci,n can be written as

ER,M,|Cn|
{
P
[
ĉi,n = ci,n | r,m, |Cn|, ĉ−n = c∗−n

]}
= ER,M,|Cn|

{
pt ·

1− (1− pf )
|Cn|

|Cn| · pf

}
. (64)

This completes the proof of Theorem 3.
Theorem 3 provides an analytical upper bound for the

localizability probability when utilizing the pairwise geometric
constraints. Specifically, the localizability is upper-bounded by
the probability of correctly estimating one of the landmarks in
the combination, given that all other landmarks have already
been correctly identified. Increasing the number of measure-
ments improves localizability but does not fully resolve the
challenge of uniquely identifying individual landmarks within
a combination under the given geometric constraints. In the
next section, we will verify these analytical results and offer
additional insights for system design.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We apply the proposed geometric constraints to identify the
observed landmark combination and evaluate the localization
performance by comparing the results with the analytically
derived expression of the localizability probability. We con-
sider the AOI to have the size of a city center with a radius
da = 500m. Within this AOI, M = 16 types of landmarks
are placed with a uniform intensity λ. The chosen landmark
densities are inspired by real-world examples: (i) New York
City with over 16000 bus stops across an area of 778 km2,
and (ii) Central Park containing 1863 lampposts within an
area of 863 acres. Based on these, the landmark density λ
in our model varies from 100

π·5002 to 600
π·5002 . These landmarks

belong to different types with varying visibility distances. We
consider three visibility profiles for each type of landmark:
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 5. The performance comparison between two observation policies in terms of (a) the sizes of the solution set S, (b) the percentage of landmark
combinations removed by the proposed geometric constraints, and (c) the true positive rate and false positive rate evaluated in the stochastic setting.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 6. The localizability probability (a) with two range measurements under the random policy, with T = 0.2 and σ = 0.3, (b) with two range measurements
under the nearest policy, with T = 0.2 and σ = 0.3 (c) with N range measurements under the nearest policy, with T = 0.2 and σ = 0.3.

• Low visibility: dm = 9 + mm, resulting in visibility
distances ranging from 10m to 25m,

• Medium visibility: dm = 19+mm, resulting in visibility
distances ranging from 20m to 35m,

• High visibility: dm = 29 + mm, resulting in visibility
distances ranging from 30m to 45m,

where m ∈ 1, 2, . . . ,M is the index representing the landmark
type. The target is placed randomly within the AOI, and
landmarks within the specified visibility distances are con-
sidered observable. The landmark combination is considered
to satisfy the geometric constraints if the resulting triangle
inequality holds within a threshold tolerance of T = 0.2. The
average size of the combination set C, and the solution set S
under both the random policy and nearest policy are plotted
in Fig. 5(a). We observe that the sizes of combinations sets
|S| are significantly reduced compared to |C|, demonstrating
that the geometric constraints efficiently remove landmark
combinations. The percentages of landmark combinations re-
moved by the proposed geometric constraint are presented
in Fig. 5(b). When comparing the result differences in the
two observation policies, the nearest policy removed more
landmark combinations than the random policy, which means
the nearest policy is more efficient in identifying the correct
landmark combinations. This suggests that selecting landmarks
closer to the target tightens the geometric constraints and
improves its localizability. Next, we plot the corresponding

TPR pt and FPR pf in Fig. 5(c). These results are derived in
Section III, representing the likelihood of retaining the correct
landmark combination and other landmark combinations in the
solution set. We observe that as landmark intensity increases,
the false positive rate of the nearest policy decreases while the
false positive rate of the random policy remains constant. This
is a direct result of selecting landmarks closer to the target,
which tightens the geometric constraints and thus removes
more landmark combinations.

We then simulate the localizability probability for both
observation policies when having two measurements. We
compare the simulation result with the analytical expressions
given in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. For the random policy,
the closed-form expression for the localizability probability is
derived in Theorem 2. The localizability probabilities are illus-
trated in Fig. 6(a) and Fig. 6(b) for both observation policies.
We observe that the probability of correctly identifying the
landmark combinations aligns closely with the theoretical pre-
dictions. This validation verifies the accuracy of the analytical
expressions for the localizability probability derived for both
observation policies. Furthermore, we observe that an increase
in landmark density results in a decrease in localizability
probability. The larger number of landmarks leads to more
potential combinations, making accurate estimation of the
observed landmark combination more difficult. Additionally,
the nearest policy has higher localization probabilities than
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the random policy, since the selected landmarks offer tighter
geometric constraints.

We also simulate the probability of correctly identifying the
landmark combination using more than two range measure-
ments. The simulation result is compared against the theoreti-
cal upper bound derived in Theorem 3. As shown in Fig. 6(c),
the localizability probability increases with the number of
range measurements N , indicating a greater chance of cor-
rectly identifying the landmark combination with additional
measurements. However, this improvement is constrained by
the upper bound established in Theorem 3. Even with ad-
ditional measurements, identifying an individual landmark
within the landmark combination remains challenging with the
proposed geometric constraints. This finding emphasizes that
although increasing the number of measurements enhances
localizability, the improvement is inherently limited. These
results provide valuable metrics for evaluating the feasibility
of landmark-based localization in various environments.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper introduces a novel stochastic geometry-based
framework for vision-based localization. Since landmarks de-
tected in vision data may not always be uniquely identifiable,
we model them as a marked PPP. We assume that landmarks
are visible when they fall within a defined visibility range. Vi-
sion sensors measure the distances to these landmarks, and we
use these measurements to establish geometric constraints that
help identify the correct combination of landmarks associated
with the measurements. We derive the probability of correctly
identifying the landmark combination to evaluate the localiza-
tion accuracy. This work is the first to tackle the challenge of
landmark non-uniqueness in vision-based localization and to
analyze their properties within this framework.

Given the novel framework presented in this paper, there
are several potential directions for future research. Two spe-
cific extensions include (i) exploring additional geometric
constraints in the analysis, (ii) developing more observation
policies for selecting a subset of landmarks from a larger
set of visible landmarks, and (iii) deriving the analytical
localizability probability when more than two measurements
are available. Overall, this paper bridges the fields of stochastic
geometry, localization, and computer vision, potentially open-
ing up new avenues for research in these areas.
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