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Abstract
We present novel, convex relaxations for rotation and pose estimation problems that can a posteriori guarantee global
optimality for practical measurement noise levels. Some such relaxations exist in the literature for specific problem
setups that assume the matrix von Mises-Fisher distribution (a.k.a., matrix Langevin distribution or chordal distance)
for isotropic rotational uncertainty. However, another common way to represent uncertainty for rotations and poses is
to define anisotropic noise in the associated Lie algebra. Starting from a noise model based on the Cayley map, we
define our estimation problems, convert them to Quadratically Constrained Quadratic Programs (QCQPs), then relax
them to Semidefinite Programs (SDPs), which can be solved using standard interior-point optimization methods;
global optimality follows from Lagrangian strong duality. We first show how to carry out basic rotation and pose
averaging. We then turn to the more complex problem of trajectory estimation, which involves many pose variables
with both individual and inter-pose measurements (or motion priors). Our contribution is to formulate SDP relaxations
for all these problems based on the Cayley map (including the identification of redundant constraints) and to show
them working in practical settings. We hope our results can add to the catalogue of useful estimation problems whose
solutions can be a posteriori guaranteed to be globally optimal.
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Rotation Estimation; Pose Estimation; Quadratically Constrained Quadratic Program; Semi-Definite Program;
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1 Introduction

State estimation is concerned with fusing several noisy
measurements (and possibly a prior model) into a less noisy
estimate of the state (e.g., position, velocity, orientation) of
a vehicle, robot, or other object of interest. Real-world state
estimation problems often involve measurement functions
and motion models that are nonlinear with respect to the
state. Alternatively, the state itself may not be an element
of a vector space, such as the rotation of a rigid body.
These challenging aspects typically mean that when we
set up our estimator as an optimization, it is a nonconvex
problem; the cost function, the feasible set, or both are not
convex. Nonconvex optimization problems are in general
much harder to solve than convex ones because they can
have local minima and common gradient-based optimizers
can easily become trapped therein.

For example, we might have a generic nonlinear least-
squares problem such as

min
x

M∑
m=1

(ym − g(x))
T
(ym − g(x)) , (1)

where x is the unknown state, ym are noisy measurements,
and g(·) is a measurement function. If g(x) is linear in
x, then this problem is convex, but otherwise it often is
not. Using gradient descent or Gauss-Newton to solve this
problem means we usually require a good initial guess for
x to arrive at the global minimum. What if such an initial
guess is not available? Could we solve a problem such as
this one globally without such a guess? It turns out the
answer may be yes, depending on the specific problem to
be solved.

There has been quite a bit of work in robotics
and computer vision aimed at the idea of solving
estimation problems globally. Most of these works employ
sophisticated tools from the optimization literature to
achieve this. In particular, Lagrangian duality is used to
derive convex relaxations, which can be solved globally.
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2 Certifiably Optimal Rotation and Pose Estimation Based on the Cayley Map

Boyd and Vandenberghe (2004, §5) provide the necessary
background on duality theory. We will be following a
common pathway where we first convert our nonconvex
optimization problem into another nonconvex form called
a Quadratically Constrained Quadratic Program (QCQP);
from here we relax this to a (convex) Semidefinite
Program (SDP), amenable to off-the-shelf solvers (e.g.,
the interior-point-based SDP solver in mosek (ApS
2019)). This last step is known as Shor’s relaxation
(Shor 1987). Theoretically, SDPs admit polynomial-time
solutions because they are convex; in practice, modern SDP
problems with a few thousand variables can be solved in
reasonable time but struggle to scale up beyond this. Our
contribution in this paper is to show that we can solve a
set of estimation problems involving rotations and poses
globally, using these convex relaxation tools; the novelty
lies in the fact that our particular problems (formulated
using the Cayley map) have not been examined in this
globally optimal framework before.

As mentioned, the convex relaxation procedure we
employ has been well known in the optimization
community for some time. In particular, it has been
used for polynomial optimization (Parrilo 2003) and in
various combinatorial optimization problems, such as
quadratic assignment (Nesterov et al. 2000) and max-cut
graph partitioning (Anjos and Wolkowicz 2002). To the
authors’ knowledge, the first use of SDP relaxations in the
robotics community was by Liu et al. (2012) for planar
Simultaneous Localization and Mapping (SLAM), though
their application in computer vision (Kahl and Henrion
2005) and signal processing (Luo et al. 2010; Krislock
and Wolkowicz 2010) occurred earlier. More generally,
Cifuentes et al. (2022) provides a nice overview of some
common problems in computer vision and robotics where
these tools have been applied before, as well as providing
a rationale for why they are so effective. One of the
most commonly investigated relaxations in the robotics and
vision communities is rotation synchronization* (Bandeira
et al. 2017; Eriksson et al. 2018, 2019; Dellaert et al.
2020); here several rotations are linked through noisy
relative rotation measurements. Rotation synchronization
turns out to be the nucleus of several of the other problems
under study including pose-graph optimization (Briales
and Gonzalez-Jimenez 2017a; Carlone and Calafiore 2018;
Rosen et al. 2019; Tian et al. 2021; Carlone et al. 2016),
point-set registration (Chaudhury et al. 2015; Iglesias et al.
2020; Yang et al. 2020), calibration (Giamou et al. 2019;
Wise et al. 2020), mutual localization (Wang et al. 2022b),
and landmark-based SLAM (Holmes and Barfoot 2023).
Rotation synchronization and its cousins have been shown
to admit fast solutions through low-rank factorizations
(Rosen et al. 2019). More recently, other measurement
models such as range sensing have also been incorporated

into globally certifiable problems (Papalia et al. 2022;
Dümbgen et al. 2022).

It is worth also mentioning the works of (Horowitz
et al. 2014; Forbes and de Ruiter 2015) on globally
optimal pointcloud alignment, which also employ convex
relaxation, but the route to the SDP is not Shor’s relaxation;
instead, Lie group optimization variables are relaxed to
live in a convex set. On the surface, this approach is not
applicable to the problems considered herein; for example,
our cost functions are not always initially convex.

A common thread that ties most of the existing literature
together is that the chordal distance is used to construct the
terms of the cost function that involve rotation variables.
Viewed through a probabilistic lens, the chordal distance is
related to the matrix Langevin or matrix von Mises-Fisher
distribution, whose density can be written in the form

p(C) ∝ exp

(
−1

2
σ−1 tr

(
(C− C̄)(C− C̄)T

))
, (2)

where C is a rotation matrix, C̄ is the mode, and σ > 0 is a
scalar concentration parameter; this distribution is isotropic,
which is one limitation we aim to overcome in this work.
This is not the only way to represent rotational uncertainty.
Another common way is to use exponential coordinates
(e.g., (Long et al. 2013; Barfoot and Furgale 2014)), where
a rotational distribution can have a density of the form

p(C) ∝ exp

(
−1

2
ln(CC̄T )∨

T

Σ−1 ln(CC̄T )∨
)
, (3)

where C is a member of the matrix Lie group SO(3), C̄
is also a member of SO(3) and represents the mean, and
Σ is an anisotropic matrix covariance. We also have exp(·)
as the matrix exponential, ln(·) the matrix logarithm, and
∨ a Lie algebra operator detailed a bit later in the paper.
Here we are essentially defining a Gaussian distribution
in the vector space of the Lie algebra associated with
SO(3) and then mapping the uncertainty to the Lie group
through the matrix exponential. This allows for anisotropic
distributions and the same approach can be easily extended
to any matrix Lie group, such as the special Euclidean group
SE(3) that represents poses (see, for example, (Long et al.
2013; Barfoot and Furgale 2014)). Our aim in this paper is
to present some novel convex relaxations where rotational
uncertainty is defined closer to this exponential coordinate
model; to achieve this, we use the Cayley map, which is
very close to the exponential map for small-to-moderate
rotational uncertainty. Our Cayley distributions will have

∗Some authors instead use the term ‘rotation averaging’, whereas we
use rotation averaging to mean the process of fusing several noisy
measurements of a single rotation into an estimate.
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Barfoot et al. 3

the form

p(C) ∝ cay
(
−1

2
cay−1(CC̄T )∨

T

Σ−1cay−1(CC̄T )∨
)
,

(4)
where cay(·) is the Cayley map. This also allows us to
define our optimization problems directly on SE(3) rather
than SO(3)× R3 when poses are involved.

To our knowledge, the examination of global optimality
for state estimation problems where rotational (and pose)
uncertainty is defined in this way has not be explored
previously in the literature. Our novel contribution is
therefore a family of specific convex relaxations of rotation
and pose estimation problems formulated using the Cayley
map (including redundant constraints needed to make them
work in practice); this is important as it opens the door to
providing certification for a broad class of state estimation
problems used in practice.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we
review the relevant mathematical background including
Lie groups, the Cayley map, and the convex relaxation
procedure that we will employ. Section 3 presents the basic
problems of averaging a number of noisy rotation or pose
measurements. In Section 4, we expand the method to
include discrete-time trajectory estimation of several poses
based on individual and inter-pose measurements. Section 5
expands this to include so-called continuous-time trajectory
estimation where we have a smoothing assumption on the
trajectory and estimate both pose and twist at each state. In
each of Sections 3 to 5, we provide experimental results that
demonstrate the viability of our convex relaxations to find
globally optimal solutions. Section 6 concludes the paper.
Appendix A discusses the similarity between distributions
defined using the exponential and Cayley maps while
Appendix B presents the baseline local solvers to which we
compare our new global estimates.

2 Mathematical Background
We begin by reviewing the relevant background concepts
for the paper including Lie groups, the Cayley map, and
convex relaxations of nonconvex optimization problems via
Lagrangian duality.

2.1 Lie Groups for Rotations and Poses
The special orthogonal group, representing rotations, is the
set of valid rotation matrices:

SO(3) =
{
C ∈ R3×3 | CCT = I, det(C) = 1

}
, (5)

where I is the identity matrix. It is common to map a
vector, ϕ ∈ R3, to a rotation matrix, C, through the matrix
exponential,

C(ϕ) = exp
(
ϕ∧) , (6)

where (·)∧ is the skew-symmetric operator,

ϕ∧ =

ϕ1

ϕ2

ϕ3

∧

=

 0 −ϕ3 ϕ2

ϕ3 0 −ϕ1

−ϕ2 ϕ1 0

 , (7)

and ϕ = φa ∈ R3, the product of the angle and unit axis of
rotation. The mapping is surjective-only, meaning every C
can be produced by many different values for ϕ.

The special Euclidean group, representing poses (i.e.,
translation and rotation), is the set of valid transformation
matrices:

SE(3) =

{
T =

[
C r
0T 1

]
∈ R4×4

∣∣∣∣∣ C ∈ SO(3), r ∈ R3

}
.

(8)
It is again common to map a vector, ξ ∈ R6, to a
transformation matrix, T ∈ SE(3), through the matrix
exponential,

T(ξ) = exp
(
ξ∧
)
, (9)

where we have overloaded the ∧ operator as

ξ∧ =

[
ρ
ϕ

]∧
=

[
ϕ∧ ρ
0T 0

]
. (10)

Notationally, we will use ∨ to mean the inverse operation of
∧. As is common practice (Barfoot 2024), we have broken
the pose vector, ξ, into a translational component, ρ, and
a rotational component, ϕ. The mapping is also surjective-
only, meaning every T can be produced by many different
values for ξ.

Finally, the adjoint of a pose is given by

T (ξ) = Ad (T) =

[
C r∧C
0 C

]
, (11)

which is now 6× 6. We will refer to the set of adjoints as
Ad(SE(3)). We can map a vector, ξ ∈ R6, to an adjoint
transformation matrix again through the matrix exponential
map:

T (ξ) = exp
(
ξ⋏
)
, (12)

where

ξ⋏ =

[
ρ
ϕ

]⋏
=

[
ϕ∧ ρ∧

0 ϕ∧

]
. (13)

Notationally, we will use ⋎ to mean the inverse operation
of ⋏. The mapping is again surjective-only, meaning every
T can be produced by many different values for ξ.

2.2 Cayley Map
While the exponential map is the canonical way to map
from a Lie algebra (vector space) to a Lie group, it is
not the only possibility. There are in fact infinitely many
such vectorial mappings for SO(3) (Bauchau and Trainelli
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Figure 1. Comparison of uncertainty on rotation angle, φ, for the exponential and Cayley maps, where the variances have been
approximately matched (see Appendix A for further discussion of how this was done). (left) Standard deviation of rotational
uncertainty is σ = 0.2 [rad]. (right) σ = 0.5 [rad]. The match is good in both cases with more divergence as rotational uncertainty
increases.

2003), SE(3) (Barfoot et al. 2022), and Ad(SE(3))
(Bauchau and Choi 2003; Bauchau 2011).

In particular, it is well known that for the Cayley-Gibbs-
Rodrigues parameterization of rotation we can write the
rotation matrix in terms of the Cayley map, cay(A) =(
I− 1

2A
)−1 (

I+ 1
2A
)
, according to (Borri et al. 2000;

Bauchau and Trainelli 2003):

C(ϕ) = cay(ϕ∧) =

(
I− 1

2
ϕ∧
)−1(

I+
1

2
ϕ∧
)
,

(14a)
ϕ = cay−1(C)∨ =

(
2(C− I)(C+ I)−1

)∨
,(14b)

for some ϕ = 2 tan φ
2 a ∈ R3 with φ the rotation angle and

a the unit axis. Borri et al. (2000) and later Selig (2007)
demonstrated that the Cayley map can also be used to map
pose vectors to SE(3) according to

T(ξ) = cay(ξ∧) =
(
I− 1

2
ξ∧
)−1(

I+
1

2
ξ∧
)
,

(15a)
ξ = cay−1(T)∨ =

(
2(T− I)(T+ I)−1

)∨
, (15b)

for some ξ ∈ R6. Although we will not need it, the Cayley
map can be used to map pose vectors to Ad(SE(3))
according to

T (ξ) = cay(ξ⋏) =
(
I− 1

2
ξ⋏
)−1(

I+
1

2
ξ⋏
)
,

(16a)
ξ = cay−1(T )⋎ =

(
2(T − I)(T + I)−1

)⋎
. (16b)

However, Selig (2007) demonstrates that starting from
the same ξ and applying (15) and (16) does not result
in an equivalent transformation, i.e., T (ξ) ̸= Ad(T(ξ));
the commutative property for adjoints does not hold.
Nevertheless, we shall not require this property here.

Figure 1 provides examples comparing two rotational
distributions derived from the exponential and Cayley maps

that have approximately the same variance; we can see
that even with quite large rotational uncertainty they match
quite closely. Appendix A provides some further discussion
on how closely these distributions can be made to match.
The key idea of the paper will be to replace instances
of the exponential map with the Cayley map, which
we will see is more amenable to producing polynomial
optimization problems, a key prerequisite to our route to
global optimality.

The Cayley map has been used in the past for rotation,
pose, and trajectory estimation (Mortari et al. 2007; Majji
et al. 2011; Junkins et al. 2011; Alismail et al. 2014;
Wong and Majji 2016; Wong et al. 2018; Qian et al.
2020; Barfoot et al. 2022), typically to parameterize
rotations or poses thereby creating a simpler unconstrained
quadratic optimization problem. The drawback of these
approaches is that they are still subject to singularities
and local minima. The Cayley map has also been used
to achieve global optimality in the perspective-n-point
(PnP) problem (Nakano 2015; Wang et al. 2022a); we take
a quite different approach, however, through the use of
convex relaxations. Additionally, the Cayley map has found
application in parametrizing lines in structure from motion,
as an unconstrained alternative to parametrizations such as
Plücker coordinates (Zhang and Koch 2014).

The Cayley map has also been employed in areas of
robotics other than estimation. In (Kobilarov and Marsden
2011; Kobilarov 2014), for example, the authors suggest
using the Cayley map for rotation parametrization in
the context of optimal control of mechanical systems on
Lie groups. The authors observe that, compared with the
exponential map, the Cayley map is computationally more
efficient because of its simpler structure, in particular as it
circumvents trigonometric functions. It is also noted that
the Cayley map has no singularities in its gradients, which
is of advantage for the numerical stability of commonly
used solvers (Kobilarov and Marsden 2011). In (Solo and
Wang 2019), the Cayley map is employed for simulating
stochastic differential equations that evolve on Stiefel
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Barfoot et al. 5

manifolds, which is subsequently used in (Wang and Solo
2020) for a novel particle filter variant. It is possible that
our global optimality approach to using the Cayley map
could be employed within some of these applications, but
we leave this investigation for future work.

2.3 Convex Relaxations
We next summarize the key optimization tools that we
will use. Boyd and Vandenberghe (2004) provide the
appropriate background. Suppose that we have a nonconvex
optimization problem of the form

min f(z)
w.r.t. z

s.t. gi(z) = 0 (∀i)
. (17)

We attempt to introduce appropriate nonlinear substitution
variables, x, to replace z so that both the objective and
the constraints can be written in a standard, homogeneous,
quadratic form:

min xTQx
w.r.t. x

s.t. xTA0x = 1
xTAix = 0 (∀i ̸= 0)

. (18)

This problem is a Quadratically Constrained Quadratic
Program (QCQP), which is still nonconvex and typically of
higher dimension than the original problem, but possesses
more exploitable structure. Next, by defining X = xxT , we
rewrite this problem exactly as

min tr (QX)
w.r.t. X

s.t. X ⪰ 0
rank(X) = 1
tr (A0X) = 1
tr (AiX) = 0 (∀i ̸= 0)

. (19)

Finally, if we drop the rank(X) = 1 constraint, we have
a convex relaxation of the problem in the form of a
Semidefinite Program (SDP):

min tr (QX)
w.r.t. X

s.t. X ⪰ 0
tr (A0X) = 1
tr (AiX) = 0 (∀i ̸= 0)

. (20)

This is known as Shor’s relaxation (Shor 1987). If the
solution to this problem happens to result in rank(X) = 1,
then we have an a posteriori† guarantee that we also have a
global solution to the original problem, x. Since SDPs are
convex problems, we can attempt to use standard solvers,
such as interior-point methods, to solve them numerically.

While there are tractability issues to be addressed to scale
up to very large problem instances, we will see that for the
problems in this paper, this approach is viable for nontrivial
problem sizes.

Unfortunately, for most problems in this paper, Shor’s
relaxation is not tight out of the box. In this paper, tightness
means rank(X) = 1 (and therefore that the optimal cost
matches that of the original problem). However, there is still
a way forward. We can attempt to introduce additional so-
called redundant constraints to tighten up the relaxation.
These constraints do not affect the feasible set of the
original optimization problem, but they do reduce the
feasible set of the SDP in order to tighten it.

The technique of adding redundant constraints to
improve the tightness of a given SDP relaxation has
been known for some time in the optimization literature
(Anstreicher and Wolkowicz 2000; Nesterov et al. 2000).
More recently, there have been several cases in which
redundant constraints have been used in the robotics (Yang
et al. 2020; Yang and Carlone 2022; Giamou et al.
2019; Wang et al. 2022b) and machine vision (Briales
and Gonzalez-Jimenez 2017b; Briales et al. 2018; Garcia-
Salguero et al. 2022; Kezurer et al. 2015) literature. With
redundant constraints, our problem becomes

min tr (QX)
w.r.t. X

s.t. X ⪰ 0
tr (A0X) = 1
tr (AiX) = 0 (∀i ̸= 0)

(redundant) tr (BjX) = 0 (∀j ̸= 0)

, (21)

where the Bj encapsulate these additional redundant
constraints. In theory, Lasserre (2001) tells us how to
tighten our SDP, if possible, by adding a progression of
variables and constraints, but adding too many constraints
can be computationally expensive and in practice not
necessary for tightness.§ On the other hand, devising a
sufficient set of constraints can be challenging by trial and
error. In our concurrent work, we have been developing
a tool to automatically find such constraints (Duembgen
et al. 2023), which we used to help identify some of
the constraints reported in this paper. In all of the pose
estimation problems to follow, we do require redundant
constraints and we will be explicit in enumerating ones that

†While rank(X) = 1 provides an a posteriori guarantee that our solution
is globally optimal, we cannot a priori guarantee that we will get a rank-one
solution for a given set of measurements. Measurement noise, for example,
can have a big impact on tightness and so we will later use empirical
studies to a priori gauge how likely we are to find rank-one solutions at
different measurement noise levels.
§The interested reader is directed to (Henrion et al. 2020) and (Lasserre
2010) for a more in depth treatment on the moment/sum-of-squares
hierarchy.
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Figure 2. Rotation Averaging: A quantitative evaluation of the tightness of the rotation averaging problem with increasing
measurement noise level, σ. At each noise level, we conducted 1000 trials of averaging 10 noisy rotations. (left) We see that the
local solver (randomly initialized) finds the global minimum with decreasing frequency (green) as the measurement noise is
increased, while the SDP solver (blue) successfully produces rank-1 solutions (we consider log Singular Value Ratio (SVR) of at
least 5 to be rank 1) to much higher noise levels. For completeness, we also show how frequently the local solver converges to
any minimum (red). (right) Boxplots‡of the log SVR of the SDP solution show that the global solution remains highly rank 1 over a
wide range of measurement noise values.

in practice result in tight SDP relaxations of our problems.
This could be viewed as the core contribution of the paper.

3 Averaging

We will build up our optimization problems gradually
starting with simply ‘averaging’ several noisy estimates of
rotation or pose.

Figure 3. Rotation Averaging: An example of noisy rotation
averaging where the randomly initialized local solver (dotted)
becomes trapped in a poor local minimum while the global
solver (dashed) finds the correct global solution, which is
closer to the groundtruth rotation (solid).

3.1 Rotation Averaging
In order to average M rotations, we could set up an
optimization problem as

min
∑M

m=1 ln
(
CC̃T

m

)∨T

Wm ln
(
CC̃T

m

)∨
w.r.t. C

s.t. C ∈ SO(3)

, (22)

where C̃m ∈ SO(3) are the noisy rotations to be averaged
and Wm is a matrix weight. This type of cost function is
used frequently in rotational estimation problems (Barfoot
2024) and can represent a maximum-likelihood problem
when the generative model for the noisy measurements is
of the form

C̃m = exp
(
ϕ∧

m

)
C, ϕm ∼ N (0,W−1

m ). (23)

Alternatively, we can view our cost as the negative log-
likelihood of the joint distribution of the measurements if
each obeys (3). The trouble is that the matrix exponential
and logarithm are difficult expressions to manipulate into
the QCQP form we seek.

This is where the main insight of the paper comes in.
We can substitute the Cayley map for the exponential

§On each box, the central mark is the median, the edges of the box are
the 25th and 75th percentiles, the whiskers extend to the most extreme
datapoints the algorithm considers to be not outliers, and the outliers are
plotted individually (as red + symbols).
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Barfoot et al. 7

Figure 4. Pose Averaging: Four examples of noisy pose averaging where the randomly initialized local solver (dotted) becomes
trapped in a poor local minimum while the global solver (dashed) finds the correct solution, which is closer to the groundtruth
pose (solid). The noisy pose measurements being averaged are shown in grey.

map without too much effect on the stated problem (see
Figure 1). With this substitution, our generative model for
noisy rotations becomes

C̃m = cay
(
ϕ∧

m

)
C, ϕm ∼ N (0,W−1

m ), (24)

and so our optimization problem can be restated as

min
∑M

m=1 cay−1
(
CC̃T

m

)∨T

Wm cay−1
(
CC̃T

m

)∨
w.r.t. C

s.t. C ∈ SO(3)

.

(25)
Now our cost represents the negative log-likelihood of
the joint distribution of the measurements, assuming each
obeys (4). Turning this into a QCQP is then fairly easy:

min
∑M

m=1 ϕ
T
mWmϕm

w.r.t. c1, c2, c3,ϕm (∀m)
s.t. cTi cj = δij (∀i, j)(

I− 1
2ϕ

∧
m

)
ci =

(
I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
m

)
c̃m,i (∀i,m)

,

(26)
where δij is the Kronecker delta and

C =
[
c1 c2 c3

]
, C̃m =

[
c̃m,1 c̃m,2 c̃m,3

]
.

(27)
We have essentially introduced variables, ϕm, for the
residual errors of each term in the cost and used these
to connect C to each C̃m through the Cayley map; by
bringing the inverse factor of the Cayley map to the other
side, this becomes a quadratic constraint. Thus we have
both a quadratic cost and quadratic constraints and hence
a QCQP. The dimension of the problem is now higher
since we must now optimize over C and all the ϕm;
however, we can follow the approach of Section 2.3 to
produce a SDP relaxation of the problem. Note, we have
quietly dropped the det(C) = 1 constraint on the rotation
and will simply check it at the end¶; our optimization
then only guarantees C ∈ O(3) not SO(3). We leave the
details of manipulating (26) into the standard form of (20)

to the reader. We did not find any redundant constraints
were necessary to tighten this relaxation; the SDP solution
produced remains rank 1 in practice for reasonably high
amounts of noise.

The details of a baseline local solver can be found in
the appendix. For the global (SDP) solver we used cvx
in Matlab with mosek (ApS 2019). The solution costs of
the global and local solvers agree to high precision|| if a
good initial guess is given to the local solver. Figure 3
provides an example where the local solver converges from
a poor initial guess to a local minimum, while the global
solver finds the optimal solution near the groundtruth.
Figure 2 provides a quantitative study of the tightness
of the SDP solution with increasing measurement noise;
we selected the measurement covariance as W−1

m = σ2I,
with σ increasing. To gauge numerically whether the SDP
solution, X, is rank 1, we define the logarithmic Singular
Value Ratio (SVR) as the base-10 logarithm of the ratio
of the largest to second-largest singular values of X; we
consider a log SVR of at least 5 to represent rank 1. We
see there is a large range for the noise over which the local
solver can become trapped in a local minimum while the
global solver remains rank 1. With M = 10 rotations to be
averaged, the local solver took on average 0.0012s while
the SDP solver took on average 0.3486s.

3.2 Pose Averaging
Pose averaging follows a very similar approach to the
previous section. An optimization problem based on the

¶This is also a relaxation of the problem, but one that has been shown to
often be tight in practice (Rosen et al. 2019).
∥For this and all subsequent experiments, the local solver was verified
to be converged in each case to a step size change of less than 10−6

while the global solver reported its own solution quality and used the
cvx precision high setting (see the cvx documentation).
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Figure 5. Pose Averaging: A quantitative evaluation of the tightness of the pose averaging problem with increasing measurement
noise level, σ. At each noise, we conducted 1000 trials of averaging 10 noisy poses. (left) We see that the local solver (randomly
initialized) finds the global minimum with decreasing frequency (green) as the measurement noise is increased, while the SDP
solver (blue) successfully produces rank-1 solutions (we consider log SVR of at least 5 to be rank 1) to much higher noise levels.
For completeness, we also show how frequently the local solver converges to any minimum (red). (right) Boxplots of the log SVR
of the SDP solution show that the global solution remains highly rank 1 over a wide range of measurement noise values.

Cayley map can be stated as

min
∑M

m=1 cay−1
(
TT̃−1

m

)∨T

Wm cay−1
(
TT̃−1

m

)∨
w.r.t. T

s.t. T ∈ SE(3)

,

(28)
where T̃m are noisy pose measurements with matrix
weights, Wm.

We convert the residual pose errors, ξm =

cay−1
(
TT̃−1

m

)∨
, to variables and now our optimization

can be stated as

min
∑M

m=1 ξ
T
mWmξm

w.r.t. T, ξm (∀m)
s.t. CTC = I(

I− 1
2ξ

∧
m

)
T =

(
I+ 1

2ξ
∧
m

)
T̃m (∀m)

, (29)

where we have again dropped the det(C) = 1 constraint.
Since the bottom row of a transformation matrix is constant,
we can parameterize it in the following way

T =

[
C r
0T 1

]
=

[
c1 c2 c3 r
0 0 0 1

]
, (30a)

T̃m =

[
C̃m rm
0T 1

]
=

[
c̃m,1 c̃m,2 c̃m,2 r̃m
0 0 0 1

]
,

(30b)

ξm =

[
ρm
ϕm

]
, (30c)

and then rewrite the optimization problem using the
reduced set of variables as

min
∑M

m=1 ξ
T
mWmξm

w.r.t. ci, r,ρm,ϕm (∀i,m)
s.t. cTi cj = δij (∀i, j)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
m)ci = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
m)c̃m,i (∀i,m)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
m)r = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
m)r̃m + ρm (∀m)

.

(31)
This is now a QCQP, but unfortunately when we relax to
a SDP, it is not always tight even for low noise levels.
We found that introducing specific redundant constraints
for each m tightens the problem nicely for practical
noise levels. One such useful constraint can be found by
premultiplying the last constraint in (31) by rT whereupon

rT r− 1

2
rTϕ∧

mr︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

= rT r̃m − 1

2
rT r̃∧mϕm + rTρm. (32)

The key is that the second cubic term vanishes, leaving a
new quadratic constraint that it is not simply a trivial linear
combination of the existing constraints (Yang and Carlone
2022). However, this constraint is redundant because it does
not restrict the original feasible set at all. In the lifted SDP
space it serves to restrict the feasible set and ultimately
tighten the relaxation. Another useful redundant constraint
can be formed by combining the last two of (31); the second
last can be written as

1

2
(ci + c̃m,i)

Tϕ∧
m = − (ci − c̃m,i)

T
, (33)
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Figure 6. Pose Averaging Ablation Study: Here we show the effect on SDP tightness of varying the number of redundant
constraints in the pose averaging problem. The rightmost column shows our full set of recommended redundant constraints with
the light-grey box indicating the region of measurement noise for which our problem can be deemed tight. The same grey box is
shown in the other columns for reference, indicating that including fewer redundant constraints results in a lower level of noise for
which we can keep the solution tight.

while the last can be premultiplied by (ci + c̃m,i)
T and

written as

(ci + c̃m,i)
T (r− r̃m) =

1

2
(ci + c̃m,i)

Tϕ∧
m︸ ︷︷ ︸

−(ci−c̃m,i)T

(r+ r̃m)

+ (ci + c̃m,i)
Tρm. (34)

After performing the indicated substitution, this becomes

1

2
(ci + c̃m,i)

Tρm = cTi r− c̃Tm,ir̃m, (35)

which is once again a quadratic constraint.
Summarizing, the following QCQP offers a reasonably

tight SDP relaxation in practice:

min
∑M

m=1 ξ
T
mWmξm

w.r.t. ci, r,ρm,ϕm (∀i,m)
s.t. cTi cj = δij (∀i, j)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
m)ci = (I− 1

2ϕ
∧
m)c̃m,i (∀i,m)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
m)r = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
m)r̃m + ρm (∀m)

(red.) 1
2 (ci + c̃m,i)

Tρm = cTi r− c̃Tm,ir̃m (∀i,m)
rT r = rT r̃m − 1

2r
T r̃∧mϕm + rTρm (∀m)

.

(36)
We leave it to the reader to manipulate this into the standard
form of (21).

The appendix again provides a baseline local solver for
this problem. For the global (SDP) solver we used cvx
in Matlab with mosek (ApS 2019). The solution costs
of the global and local solvers agree to high precision
if a good initial guess is given to the local solver.

Figure 4 provides examples of the local solver becoming
trapped in poor local minima while the global solver
converges to the correct minima near the groundtruth.
Figure 5 provides a quantitative study of the tightness of
the SDP solution with increasing measurement noise; we
selected the measurement covariance as W−1

m = σ2I, with
σ increasing. We again see there is a large range for the
noise over which the local solver can become trapped in
a local minimum while the global solver remains tight.
With M = 10 poses to be averaged, the local solver took
on average 0.0064s while the SDP solver took on average
0.5944s.

To justify the need for the redundant constraints, we
conducted an ablation study (see Figure 6) wherein we
varied the number of redundant constraints. The study
shows that with more redundant constraints, we can tolerate
a higher level of measurement noise while keeping the
SDP tight. We always included the last redundant constraint
in (36) as this enforces that the search space for the SDP
remains compact** and it is therefore well posed. In the
interest of space, we forgo similar ablation studies for
the subsequent problems (discrete-time and continuous-
time trajectory estimation), which reuse the pose averaging
redundant constraints and then build on top of them. The
studies are similar in that the more redundant constraints

∗∗Compactness in this context is related to the Archimedean property of
the feasible set, which is a required condition when tightening a relaxation
using Lasserre’s hierarchy (Lasserre 2010).
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T̃1

Figure 7. Discrete-time Trajectory Estimation: Factor graph representation of the discrete-time estimation problem. Each black
dot represents one of the error terms in the cost function of (37).

we add, the larger the noise region for which we can a priori
predict that we will achieve rank-1 SDP solutions.

4 Discrete-Time Trajectory Estimation

Our next problem is to consider estimation of a trajectory of
K poses, Tk, where we have noisy measurements of each
pose, T̃k, as well as noisy relative measurements, T̃k+1,k,
from one pose to the next. The optimization problem that
we want to solve is

min
∑K

k=1 cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨T

Wk cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨
+
∑K−1

k=1 cay−1
(
Tk+1T

−1
k T̃−1

k+1,k

)∨T

× Wk+1,k cay−1
(
Tk+1T

−1
k T̃−1

k+1,k

)∨
w.r.t. Tk (∀k)

s.t. Tk ∈ SE(3) (∀k)

,

(37)
for some weight matrices, Wk and Wk+1,k. Figure 7
depicts the estimation problem as a factor graph. Similarly
to the pose averaging problem, we introduce new
optimization variables for the residual errors:

ξk = cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨
, (38a)

ξk+1,k = cay−1
(
Tk+1T

−1
k T̃−1

k+1,k

)∨
, (38b)

so that the optimization problem can be stated as a QCQP:

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk +

∑K−1
k=1 ξ

T
k+1,kWk+1,kξk+1,k

w.r.t. Tk, ξk, ξk+1,k (∀k)
s.t. CT

kCk = I (∀k)(
I− 1

2ξ
∧
k

)
Tk =

(
I+ 1

2ξ
∧
k

)
T̃k (∀k)(

I− 1
2ξ

∧
k+1,k

)
Tk+1

=
(
I+ 1

2ξ
∧
k+1,k

)
T̃k+1,kTk (∀k)

,

(39)

where the det(Ck) = 1 constraints have been dropped.
Decomposing the matrices according to

Tk =

[
Ck rk
0T 1

]
=

[
ck,1 ck,2 ck,3 rk
0 0 0 1

]
, (40a)

T̃k =

[
C̃k r̃k
0T 1

]
=

[
c̃k,1 c̃k,2 c̃k,2 r̃k
0 0 0 1

]
, (40b)

T̃k+1,k =

[
C̃k+1,k r̃k+1,k

0T 1

]
(40c)

=

[
c̃k+1,k,1 c̃k+1,k,2 c̃k+1,k,2 r̃k+1,k

0 0 0 1

]
, (40d)

ξk =

[
ρk
ϕk

]
, ξk+1,k =

[
ρk+1,k

ϕk+1,k

]
, (40e)

the QCQP optimization problem can be rewritten com-
pactly as

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk +

∑K−1
k=1 ξ

T
k+1,kWk+1,kξk+1,k

w.r.t. ck,i, rk,ρk,ϕk,ρk+1,k,ϕk+1,k (∀i, k)
s.t. cTk,ick,j = δij (∀i, j, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )ck,i = (I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )c̃k,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )rk = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
k )r̃k + ρk (∀k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck+1,i

= (I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)C̃k+1,kck,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk+1

= (I+ 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)

(
C̃k+1,krk + r̃k+1,k

)
+ ρk+1,k (∀k)

.

(41)
Similarly to the pose averaging problem, if we convert this
QCQP to a SDP, it is not always tight even for low noise
levels. We need to include some redundant constraints to
improve tightness. For each of the ξk variables, we can
create copies of the redundant constraints required in the
pose averaging problem. However, this is still not enough;
we require some additional constraints involving the ξk+1,k

variables.
Such additional redundant constraints can be formed by

combining the last two of (41); the second last can be
written as

1

2
(ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)

Tϕ∧
k+1,k

= −
(
ck+1,i − C̃k+1,kck,i

)T
, (42)
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Figure 8. Discrete-time Trajectory Estimation: Two examples of discrete-time trajectory estimation where the randomly initialized
local solver (red) becomes trapped in a poor local minimum while the global solver (green) finds the correct solution, which is
closer to the groundtruth (blue). The noisy pose measurements are also shown (grey). It is interesting to note that the poor local
solver solutions are twisted around the groundtruth.

while the last can be premultiplied by (ck+1,i +

C̃k+1,kck,i)
T and written as

(ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)
T (rk+1 − C̃k+1,krk − r̃k+1,k)

=
1

2
(ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)

Tϕ∧
k+1,k︸ ︷︷ ︸

−(ck+1,i−C̃k+1,kck,i)T

× (rk+1 + C̃k+1,krk + r̃k+1,k)

+ (ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)
Tρk+1,k. (43)

After performing the indicated substitution, this becomes

1

2
(ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)

Tρk+1,k

= cTk+1,irk+1 − cTk,i(rk + C̃T
k+1,kr̃k+1,k), (44)

which is once again a quadratic constraint.
Summarizing, the following QCQP offers a reasonably

tight SDP relaxation in practice:

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk +

∑K−1
k=1 ξ

T
k+1,kWk+1,kξk+1,k

w.r.t. ck,i, rk,ρk,ϕk,ρk+1,k,ϕk+1,k (∀i, k)
s.t. cTk,ick,j = δij (∀i, j, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )ck,i = (I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )c̃k,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )rk = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
k )r̃k + ρk (∀k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck+1,i

= (I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)C̃k+1,kck,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk+1

= (I+ 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)

(
C̃k+1,krk + r̃k+1,k

)
+ ρk+1,k (∀k)

(red.) 1
2 (ck,i + c̃k,i)

Tρk = cTk,irk − c̃Tk,ir̃k (∀i, k)
rTk rk = rTk r̃k − 1

2r
T
k r̃

∧
kϕk + rTk ρk (∀k)

1
2 (ck+1,i + C̃k+1,kck,i)

Tρk+1,k

= cTk+1,irk+1

− cTk,i(rk + C̃T
k+1,kr̃k+1,k) (∀i, k)

.

(45)

We again leave it to the reader to manipulate this into the
standard form of (21).

The appendix provides a baseline local solver for this
problem. For the global (SDP) solver we used cvx in
Matlab with mosek (ApS 2019). The solution costs of
the global and local solvers agree to high precision if a
good initial guess is given to the local solver. Figure 8
provides examples of the local solver becoming trapped
in poor local minima while the global solver converges
to the correct minima near the groundtruth. Figure 9
provides a quantitative study of the tightness of the SDP
solution with increasing measurement noise; we selected
the measurement covariances as W−1

k = W−1
k+1,k = σ2I,

with σ increasing. We again see there is a large range for
the noise over which the local solver can become trapped
in a local minimum while the global solver remains tight;
in fact, even at very low noise levels it is quite easy to have
the local solver become trapped. With K = 20 poses in the
trajectory, the local solver took on average 0.1574s while
the SDP solver took on average 14.32s.

5 Continuous-Time Trajectory Estimation

Finally, we consider so-called continuous-time trajectory
estimation. Continuous-time methods come in parametric
(Furgale et al. 2012) and nonparametric (Barfoot et al.
2014; Anderson and Barfoot 2015) varieties; here we will
discuss the latter. We consider a continuous-time Gaussian
Process (GP) prior over the trajectory known as White
Noise on Acceleration (WNOA); this serves to smooth the
trajectory and is fused with pose measurements provided at
discrete times. We will still ultimately have to discretize the
trajectory for the purpose of estimation and so will have
K states comprising both pose and generalized velocity
(a.k.a., twist), {Tk,ϖk}. Figure 10 depicts the situation as
a factor graph. In practice, we may not actually have pose
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Figure 9. Discrete-time Trajectory Estimation: A quantitative evaluation of the tightness of the discrete-time trajectory estimation
problem with increasing measurement noise, σ. At each noise level, we conducted 100 trials with the geometry of the trajectory
as in the left example of Figure 8. (left) We see that the local solver (randomly initialized) finds the global minimum with
decreasing frequency (green) as the measurement noise is increased, while the SDP solver (blue) successfully produces rank-1
solutions (we consider log SVR of at least 5 to be rank 1) to much higher noise levels. For completeness, we also show how
frequently the local solver converges to any minimum (red). (right) Boxplots of the log SVR of the SDP solution show that the
global solution remains highly rank 1 over a wide range of measurement noise values.

<latexit sha1_base64="v+sEEbeLdbGEmfE8sIO7tL/3Nc0=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFL3xWeOr6tJNsAiuSlJ87gpuXFboS9pSJpObdujMJMxMhBL6A27d6j+4E7f+hb/gV5imRdR6YOBwzj3cO8ePOdPGdT+speWV1bX1woa9ubW9s1vc22/qKFEUGzTikWr7RCNnEhuGGY7tWCERPseWP7qe+q17VJpFsm7GMfYEGUgWMkpMJt11hR+m9Unf6xdLbtnN4SwSb05K1QLkqPWLn90goolAaSgnWnc8Nza9lCjDKMeJ3U00xoSOyAA7GZVEoO6l+cET5zhTAieMVPakcXL1ZyIlQuux8LNJQcxQ//Wm4n9eJzHhZS9lMk4MSjpbFCbcMZEz/b0TMIXU8HFGCFUsu9WhQ6IINVlHdjcPpjIyeTv9IZIA1cTOy7ma4uy7ikXSrJS987J3e1qqVmYtQQEO4QhOwIMLqMIN1KABFAQ8whM8Ww/Wi/Vqvc1Gl6x55gB+wXr/Anl3mwI=</latexit>

T1

<latexit sha1_base64="MKseKlO1ot7tBQ2VZr8Yt1I/JBg=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFL3xWeOr6tJNsAiuSlJ87gpuXFboS9pSJpObdujMJMxMhBL6A27d6j+4E7f+hb/gV5imRdR6YOBwzj3cO8ePOdPGdT+speWV1bX1woa9ubW9s1vc22/qKFEUGzTikWr7RCNnEhuGGY7tWCERPseWP7qe+q17VJpFsm7GMfYEGUgWMkpMJt11hR+m9Um/0i+W3LKbw1kk3pyUqgXIUesXP7tBRBOB0lBOtO54bmx6KVGGUY4Tu5tojAkdkQF2MiqJQN1L84MnznGmBE4YqexJ4+Tqz0RKhNZj4WeTgpih/utNxf+8TmLCy17KZJwYlHS2KEy4YyJn+nsnYAqp4eOMEKpYdqtDh0QRarKO7G4eTGVk8nb6QyQBqomdl3M1xdl3FYukWSl752Xv9rRUrcxaggIcwhGcgAcXUIUbqEEDKAh4hCd4th6sF+vVepuNLlnzzAH8gvX+BXsTmwM=</latexit>

T2

<latexit sha1_base64="g31yAW+NrpE+IAAnp2uRC+5uaLc=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfVZdugkVwVZL63hXcuKzQl7SlTKY37dCZSZiZCCXkB9y61X9wJ279C3/BrzBNi6j1wMDhnHu4d44XcqaN43xYuaXlldW1/HphY3Nre6e4u9fUQaQoNmjAA9X2iEbOJDYMMxzboUIiPI4tb3w99Vv3qDQLZN1MQuwJMpTMZ5SYVLrrCs+P60n/pF8sOWUng71I3DkpVfOQodYvfnYHAY0ESkM50brjOqHpxUQZRjkmhW6kMSR0TIbYSakkAnUvzg5O7KNUGdh+oNInjZ2pPxMxEVpPhJdOCmJG+q83Ff/zOpHxL3sxk2FkUNLZIj/itgns6e/tAVNIDZ+khFDF0lttOiKKUJN2VOhmwVgGJmunP0IyQJUUsnKupjj7rmKRNCtl97zs3p6WqpVZS5CHAziEY3DhAqpwAzVoAAUBj/AEz9aD9WK9Wm+z0Zw1z+zDL1jvX3yvmwQ=</latexit>

T3

<latexit sha1_base64="VBGlkg0RzxYUx/FSfk1WHhw3NNw=">AAACDHicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6q7p0EyyCG0tSvO4KbgQ3FXqDNpTJ9KQdOpnEmYlQQl7BrVt9B3fi1nfwFXwKk7SIWn8Y+Pn/c5jD54acKW1ZH8bC4tLyymphrbi+sbm1XdrZbakgkhSbNOCB7LhEIWcCm5ppjp1QIvFdjm13fJX17XuUigWioSchOj4ZCuYxSnQaOT3f9eJG0o9vju2kXypbFSuXOW/smSnXCpCr3i999gYBjXwUmnKiVNe2Qu3ERGpGOSbFXqQwJHRMhthNrSA+KifOj07MwzQZmF4g0ye0mac/N2LiKzXx3XTSJ3qk/nZZ+F/XjbR34cRMhJFGQacfeRE3dWBmBMwBk0g1n6SGUMnSW006IpJQnXIq9vLFWAQ6J9QfIRmgTIo5nMtMp98o5k2rWrHPKvbtSblWnVKCAuzDARyBDedQg2uoQxMo3MEjPMGz8WC8GK/G23R0wZjt7MEvGe9fbmicmg==</latexit>

TK�1

<latexit sha1_base64="jsbB6VoaNYOEmtWiMkEBfKh84jQ=">AAACCnicbVDLSsNAFL3xWeur6tJNsAiuSlJ87gpuBDcV+oK2lMn0ph06mQkzE6GE/IFbt/oP7sStP+Ev+BUmaRG1Hhg4nHMP987xQs60cZwPa2l5ZXVtvbBR3Nza3tkt7e23tIwUxSaVXKqORzRyJrBpmOHYCRWSwOPY9ibXmd++R6WZFA0zDbEfkJFgPqPEpFK3F3h+3EgG8W0yKJWdipPDXiTunJRrBchRH5Q+e0NJowCFoZxo3XWd0PRjogyjHJNiL9IYEjohI+ymVJAAdT/OT07s41QZ2r5U6RPGztWfiZgEWk8DL50MiBnrv14m/ud1I+Nf9mMmwsigoLNFfsRtI+3s//aQKaSGT1NCqGLprTYdE0WoSVsq9vJgLKTJ+xmMkQxRJcW8nKsMZ99VLJJWteKeV9y703KtOmsJCnAIR3ACLlxADW6gDk2gIOERnuDZerBerFfrbTa6ZM0zB/AL1vsXhGCcKA==</latexit>

TK

<latexit sha1_base64="rbIB2drpLwVB2dojHE+8M+Q9iCs="></latexit>

T̃K�1

<latexit sha1_base64="r+xGyfDPqG+n7107D4xqx/KTW4Q=">AAACFHicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6q7p0EyyCq5KI113BjeBGoVWhKWUyOWmHTiZh5kQoIa/h1q2+gztx695X8ClM0yLefhj4+f9zmMPnJ1IYcpx3a2Z2bn5hsbJUXV5ZXVuvbWxemzjVHNs8lrG+9ZlBKRS2SZDE20Qji3yJN/7wbNzf3KE2IlYtGiXYjVhfiVBwRkXUq215JGSAmRf5YdbK8152kfdqdafhlLL/Gndq6s0KlLrs1T68IOZphIq4ZMZ0XCehbsY0CS4xr3qpwYTxIetjp7CKRWi6WXl8bu8WSWCHsS6eIrtMv29kLDJmFPnFZMRoYH534/C/rpNSeNLNhEpSQsUnH4WptCm2xyTsQGjkJEeFYVyL4labD5hmnApeVa9czFRME1IDZAHqvFrCOR3r8AvFX3O933CPGu7VQb25P6EEFdiGHdgDF46hCedwCW3gMIIHeIQn6956tl6s18nojDXd2YIfst4+AdEAoA8=</latexit>

T̃K

<latexit sha1_base64="KQastokqQjfiPd9oTgBmyDmKlBg=">AAACFHicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6q7p0EyyCq5J4d1dw41KhVaEpZTI5aYdOJmHmRCghr+HWrb6DO3Hr3lfwKUzTIt5+GPj5/3OYw+cnUhhynHdrZnZufmGxslRdXlldW69tbF6bONUc2zyWsb71mUEpFLZJkMTbRCOLfIk3/vB83N/coTYiVi0aJdiNWF+JUHBGRdSrbXkkZICZF/lh1srzXnaQ92p1p+GUsv8ad2rqzQqUuuzVPrwg5mmEirhkxnRcJ6FuxjQJLjGveqnBhPEh62OnsIpFaLpZeXxu7xZJYIexLp4iu0y/b2QsMmYU+cVkxGhgfnfj8L+uk1J42s2ESlJCxScfham0KbbHJOxAaOQkR4VhXIviVpsPmGacCl5Vr1zMVEwTUgNkAeq8WsI5G+voC8Vfc73fcI8b7tVhvbk/oQQV2IYd2AMXTqAJF3AJbeAwggd4hCfr3nq2XqzXyeiMNd3Zgh+y3j4Bqkif9w==</latexit>

T̃3

<latexit sha1_base64="c4fxJ3ZjrYXdh7LAYPfNy1b15qg=">AAACFHicbZDNSsNAFIVv/K31r+rSTbAIrkpS/N0V3LhUaLXQlDKZ3NjBySTM3Agl5DXcutV3cCdu3fsKPoVpWkStBwYO59zLXD4/kcKQ43xYc/MLi0vLlZXq6tr6xmZta/vaxKnm2OGxjHXXZwalUNghQRK7iUYW+RJv/LvzcX9zj9qIWLVplGA/YrdKhIIzKqJBbccjIQPMvMgPs3aeD7JmPqjVnYZTyp417tTUWxUodTmofXpBzNMIFXHJjOm5TkL9jGkSXGJe9VKDCeN37BZ7hVUsQtPPyuNze79IAjuMdfEU2WX6cyNjkTGjyC8mI0ZD87cbh/91vZTC034mVJISKj75KEylTbE9JmEHQiMnOSoM41oUt9p8yDTjVPCqeuVipmKakBoiC1Dn1RLO2VhH3yhmzXWz4R433KvDeqs5oQQV2IU9OAAXTqAFF3AJHeAwgkd4gmfrwXqxXq23yeicNd3ZgV+y3r8AqKuf9g==</latexit>

T̃2

<latexit sha1_base64="ktwnY8xD9u1zbB6UT9Pir94VQt0=">AAACFHicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6i7p0EyyCq5IUr7uCG5cVrApNKZPJiR06mYSZE6GEvIZbt/oO7sSte1/BpzBNRbz9MPDz/+cwhy9IpTDkum/WzOzc/MJibam+vLK6tm5vbF6aJNMcuzyRib4OmEEpFHZJkMTrVCOLA4lXweh00l/dojYiURc0TrEfsxslIsEZldHA3vJJyBBzPw6i/KIoBrlXDOyG23QrOX+N92ka7RpU6gzsdz9MeBajIi6ZMT3PTamfM02CSyzqfmYwZXzEbrBXWsViNP28Or5wdsskdKJEl0+RU6XfN3IWGzOOg3IyZjQ0v7tJ+F/Xyyg67udCpRmh4tOPokw6lDgTEk4oNHKS49IwrkV5q8OHTDNOJa+6Xy3mKqEpqSGyEHVRr+CcTHTwheKvuWw1vcOmd77faLemlKAG27ADe+DBEbThDDrQBQ5juIcHeLTurCfr2XqZjs5Ynztb8EPW6wenDp/1</latexit>

T̃1

<latexit sha1_base64="vAmSSuxFQ7RkcE1eJIrYKO0YnWg=">AAACDXicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6q7p0EyyCq5IUr7uCG5cV7AWaWCaTk3boZBJmJoUS+gxu3eo7uBO3PoOv4FOYpEXU+sPAz/+fwxw+L+ZMacv6MJaWV1bX1ksb5c2t7Z3dyt5+W0WJpNiiEY9k1yMKORPY0kxz7MYSSehx7Hij67zvjFEqFok7PYnRDclAsIBRorPo3gk9lTpjImM27dv9StWqWYXMRWPPTbVRgkLNfuXT8SOahCg05USpnm3F2k2J1IxynJadRGFM6IgMsJdZQUJUblpcPTWPs8Q3g0hmT2izSH9upCRUahJ62WRI9FD97fLwv66X6ODSTZmIE42Czj4KEm7qyMwRmD6TSDWfZIZQybJbTTokklCdgSo7xWIqIl0g6g+R+Cin5QLOVa6zbxSLpl2v2ec1+/a02qjPKEEJDuEITsCGC2jADTShBRQkPMITPBsPxovxarzNRpeM+c4B/JLx/gXa3p1r</latexit>

$1
<latexit sha1_base64="qar5RBXvgHsT3rdBptoSo6hA43c=">AAACDXicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6q7p0EyyCq5IUr7uCG5cV7AWaWCaTk3boZBJmJoUS+gxu3eo7uBO3PoOv4FOYpEXU+sPAz/+fwxw+L+ZMacv6MJaWV1bX1ksb5c2t7Z3dyt5+W0WJpNiiEY9k1yMKORPY0kxz7MYSSehx7Hij67zvjFEqFok7PYnRDclAsIBRorPo3gk9lTpjImM27df7lapVswqZi8aem2qjBIWa/cqn40c0CVFoyolSPduKtZsSqRnlOC07icKY0BEZYC+zgoSo3LS4emoeZ4lvBpHMntBmkf7cSEmo1CT0ssmQ6KH62+Xhf10v0cGlmzIRJxoFnX0UJNzUkZkjMH0mkWo+yQyhkmW3mnRIJKE6A1V2isVURLpA1B8i8VFOywWcq1xn3ygWTbtes89r9u1ptVGfUYISHMIRnIANF9CAG2hCCyhIeIQneDYejBfj1XibjS4Z850D+CXj/Qvcep1s</latexit>

$2
<latexit sha1_base64="0PXLq9waEFXtb88/VTtHlqa/5qI=">AAACDXicbZDLSsNAFIZP6q3WW9Wlm2ARXJWk3ncFNy4r2As0tUwmJ+3QySTMTAol9BncutV3cCdufQZfwacwSYuo9YeBn/8/hzl8bsSZ0pb1YRSWlldW14rrpY3Nre2d8u5eS4WxpNikIQ9lxyUKORPY1Exz7EQSSeBybLuj66xvj1EqFoo7PYmwF5CBYD6jRKfRvRO4KnHGREZs2j/plytW1cplLhp7bir1IuRq9MufjhfSOEChKSdKdW0r0r2ESM0ox2nJiRVGhI7IALupFSRA1Uvyq6fmUZp4ph/K9Alt5unPjYQESk0CN50MiB6qv10W/td1Y+1f9hImolijoLOP/JibOjQzBKbHJFLNJ6khVLL0VpMOiSRUp6BKTr6YiFDniPpDJB7KaSmHc5Xp7BvFomnVqvZ51b49rdRrM0pQhAM4hGOw4QLqcAMNaAIFCY/wBM/Gg/FivBpvs9GCMd/Zh18y3r8A3hadbQ==</latexit>

$3
<latexit sha1_base64="0gGL5rCgG2n/02uSAdjT47G569I=">AAACE3icbZDLSsNAFIZP6q3WW6xLN8EiuLEkxeuu4EZwU8FeoCllMj1th04mYWZSLCGP4datvoM7cesD+Ao+hWlaRK0/DPz8/znM4fNCzpS27Q8jt7S8srqWXy9sbG5t75i7xYYKIkmxTgMeyJZHFHImsK6Z5tgKJRLf49j0RlfTvjlGqVgg7vQkxI5PBoL1GSU6jbpm0fU9FbtjIkOWdOObYyfpmiW7bGeyFo0zN6VqHjLVuuan2wto5KPQlBOl2o4d6k5MpGaUY1JwI4UhoSMywHZqBfFRdeLs9sQ6TJOe1Q9k+oS2svTnRkx8pSa+l076RA/V324a/te1I92/6MRMhJFGQWcf9SNu6cCagrB6TCLVfJIaQiVLb7XokEhCdYqr4GaLsQj0DNQQSQ9lUsjgXE51+o1i0TQqZees7NyelKqVGSXIwz4cwBE4cA5VuIYa1IHCPTzCEzwbD8aL8Wq8zUZzxnxnD37JeP8CU9yfNA==</latexit>

$K�1
<latexit sha1_base64="jowkTkElMgM2wn7ucTuXnb72BCs=">AAACEXicbZDLSsNAFIZPvNZ6i7p0EyyCq5IUr7uCG8FNBXuBJoTJ9LQdOpmEmUmhhDyFW7f6Du7ErU/gK/gUpmkRtf4w8PP/5zCHL4g5U9q2P4yl5ZXVtfXSRnlza3tn19zbb6kokRSbNOKR7AREIWcCm5ppjp1YIgkDju1gdD3t22OUikXiXk9i9EIyEKzPKNF55JumGwYqdcdExizz09vMNyt21S5kLRpnbir1EhRq+Oan24toEqLQlBOluo4day8lUjPKMSu7icKY0BEZYDe3goSovLS4PLOO86Rn9SOZP6GtIv25kZJQqUkY5JMh0UP1t5uG/3XdRPcvvZSJONEo6OyjfsItHVlTDFaPSaSaT3JDqGT5rRYdEkmozmGV3WIxFZGeYRoi6aHMygWcq6nOvlEsmlat6pxXnbvTSr02owQlOIQjOAEHLqAON9CAJlAYwyM8wbPxYLwYr8bbbHTJmO8cwC8Z719lFJ7C</latexit>

$K

<latexit sha1_base64="PCrDBmexL8RHTLwKPP8jckFeNxg=">AAACCnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfVZdugkXoqiTic1dx40or2AckpUymt+3QyUyYmYgl9A/cutV/cCdu/Ql/wa8wTYv4OjBwOOce7p0TRJxp4zjvVm5ufmFxKb9cWFldW98obm41tIwVxTqVXKpWQDRyJrBumOHYihSSMODYDIbnE795i0ozKW7MKMJ2SPqC9RglJpU8PwzkXdK8vDobd4olp+JksP8Sd0ZK1TxkqHWKH35X0jhEYSgnWnuuE5l2QpRhlOO44McaI0KHpI9eSgUJUbeT7OSxvZcqXbsnVfqEsTP1eyIhodajMEgnQ2IG+rc3Ef/zvNj0TtoJE1FsUNDpol7MbSPtyf/tLlNIDR+lhFDF0lttOiCKUJO2VPCzYCKkyfrpDJB0UY0LWTmnExx+VfGXNPYr7lHFvT4oVcvTliAPO7ALZXDhGKpwATWoAwUJD/AIT9a99Wy9WK/T0Zw1y2zDD1hvnxohm94=</latexit>

WNOA
<latexit sha1_base64="PCrDBmexL8RHTLwKPP8jckFeNxg=">AAACCnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfVZdugkXoqiTic1dx40or2AckpUymt+3QyUyYmYgl9A/cutV/cCdu/Ql/wa8wTYv4OjBwOOce7p0TRJxp4zjvVm5ufmFxKb9cWFldW98obm41tIwVxTqVXKpWQDRyJrBumOHYihSSMODYDIbnE795i0ozKW7MKMJ2SPqC9RglJpU8PwzkXdK8vDobd4olp+JksP8Sd0ZK1TxkqHWKH35X0jhEYSgnWnuuE5l2QpRhlOO44McaI0KHpI9eSgUJUbeT7OSxvZcqXbsnVfqEsTP1eyIhodajMEgnQ2IG+rc3Ef/zvNj0TtoJE1FsUNDpol7MbSPtyf/tLlNIDR+lhFDF0lttOiCKUJO2VPCzYCKkyfrpDJB0UY0LWTmnExx+VfGXNPYr7lHFvT4oVcvTliAPO7ALZXDhGKpwATWoAwUJD/AIT9a99Wy9WK/T0Zw1y2zDD1hvnxohm94=</latexit>

WNOA
<latexit sha1_base64="PCrDBmexL8RHTLwKPP8jckFeNxg=">AAACCnicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pfVZdugkXoqiTic1dx40or2AckpUymt+3QyUyYmYgl9A/cutV/cCdu/Ql/wa8wTYv4OjBwOOce7p0TRJxp4zjvVm5ufmFxKb9cWFldW98obm41tIwVxTqVXKpWQDRyJrBumOHYihSSMODYDIbnE795i0ozKW7MKMJ2SPqC9RglJpU8PwzkXdK8vDobd4olp+JksP8Sd0ZK1TxkqHWKH35X0jhEYSgnWnuuE5l2QpRhlOO44McaI0KHpI9eSgUJUbeT7OSxvZcqXbsnVfqEsTP1eyIhodajMEgnQ2IG+rc3Ef/zvNj0TtoJE1FsUNDpol7MbSPtyf/tLlNIDR+lhFDF0lttOiCKUJO2VPCzYCKkyfrpDJB0UY0LWTmnExx+VfGXNPYr7lHFvT4oVcvTliAPO7ALZXDhGKpwATWoAwUJD/AIT9a99Wy9WK/T0Zw1y2zDD1hvnxohm94=</latexit>

WNOA
<latexit sha1_base64="OfShEYBBbE/O/GyxW4bAZ/+9XDU=">AAACFXicbZDLSsNAFIZP6q3GW73s3ASL4Kokxeuu4MZlBXuBJpTJ9LQdOpmEmUmhhjyHW7f6Du7ErWtfwacwTYuo9YeBn/8/hzl8fsSZ0rb9YRSWlldW14rr5sbm1vZOaXevqcJYUmzQkIey7ROFnAlsaKY5tiOJJPA5tvzR9bRvjVEqFoo7PYnQC8hAsD6jRGdRt3TgRpIlbuCrxB0TGbE07TrdUtmu2LmsRePMTblWhFz1bunT7YU0DlBoyolSHceOtJcQqRnlmJpurDAidEQG2MmsIAEqL8mvT63jLOlZ/VBmT2grT39uJCRQahL42WRA9FD97abhf10n1v1LL2EiijUKOvuoH3NLh9YUhdVjEqnmk8wQKll2q0WHRBKqM2Cmmy8mItQzVEMkPZSpmcO5mursG8WiaVYrznnFuT0t16ozSlCEQziCE3DgAmpwA3VoAIV7eIQneDYejBfj1XibjRaM+c4+/JLx/gWXD6B3</latexit>

$̌1

Figure 10. Factor graph representation of the continuous-time estimation problem. Each block dot represents one of the error
terms in the cost function of (46).

measurements at every time at which we introduce a state
variable.

The optimization problem that we want to solve in this
case is

min
∑K

k=1 cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨T

Wk cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨
+ (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

TQ−1
1 (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

+
∑K−1

k=1 eTk+1,kQ
−1
k+1,k ek+1,k

w.r.t. Tk,ϖk (∀k)
s.t. Tk ∈ SE(3) (∀k)

,

(46)
for some weight matrices, Wk, and

ek+1,k =

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − cay−1

(
Tk+1T

−1
k

)∨
ϖk −ϖk+1

]
,

(47a)

Qk+1,k =

[
1
3 (tk+1 − tk)

3Qc
1
2 (tk+1 − tk)

2Qc
1
2 (tk+1 − tk)

2Qc (tk+1 − tk)Qc

]
.

(47b)

The tk are known timestamps of the states , Qc is a
power-spectral density matrix affecting smoothness of the
GP prior, and ϖ̌1 together with Q1 represent a Gaussian
prior on the initial generalized velocity. The GP prior
defined by (47a) is similar in spirit to the one first defined
by Anderson and Barfoot (2015), only now adapted to
work with the Cayley map. Looking at ek+1,k, the first
row encourages the change in pose from one time to the
next to be similar to the generalized velocity multiplied
by the change in time; the second row encourages the
generalized velocity to remain constant over time (i.e.,
no acceleration). The process noise covariance, Qk+1,k,
comes from integrating the WNOA prior over the same time
interval (Barfoot et al. 2014; Barfoot 2024).
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Figure 11. Continuous-time Trajectory Estimation: Four examples of continuous-time trajectory estimation where the randomly
initialized local solver (red) becomes trapped in a poor local minimum while the global solver (green) finds the correct solution,
which is closer to the groundtruth (blue). The noisy pose measurements (occurring only at the start, middle, and end of each
trajectory) are also shown (grey). The local minimum in the leftmost example is very similar to one reported by Lilge et al. (2022).

Similarly to the discrete-time trajectory estimation case,
we introduce the following substitution variables††:

ξk = cay−1
(
TkT̃

−1
k

)∨
, (48a)

ξk+1,k = cay−1
(
Tk+1T

−1
k

)∨
, (48b)

so that the optimization problem can be stated as a QCQP:

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk + (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

TQ−1
1 (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

+
∑K−1

k=1

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]T
× Q−1

k+1,k

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]
w.r.t. Tk,ϖk, ξk, ξk+1,k (∀k)

s.t. CT
kCk = I (∀k)(
I− 1

2ξ
∧
k

)
Tk =

(
I+ 1

2ξ
∧
k

)
T̃k (∀k)(

I− 1
2ξ

∧
k+1,k

)
Tk+1 =

(
I+ 1

2ξ
∧
k+1,k

)
Tk (∀k)

,

(49)
where the det(Ck) = 1 constraints have been dropped.
Decomposing the matrices according to

Tk =

[
Ck rk
0T 1

]
=

[
ck,1 ck,2 ck,3 rk
0 0 0 1

]
, (50a)

T̃k =

[
C̃k r̃k
0T 1

]
=

[
c̃k,1 c̃k,2 c̃k,2 r̃k
0 0 0 1

]
, (50b)

ξk =

[
ρk
ϕk

]
, ξk+1,k =

[
ρk+1,k

ϕk+1,k

]
, (50c)

the QCQP optimization problem can be rewritten com-
pactly as

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk + (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

TQ−1
1 (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

+
∑K−1

k=1

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]T
× Q−1

k+1,k

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]
w.r.t. ck,i, rk,ρk,ϕk,ρk+1,k,ϕk+1,k,ϖk (∀i, k)

s.t. cTk,ick,j = δij (∀i, j, k)
(I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )ck,i = (I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )c̃k,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )rk = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
k )r̃k + ρk (∀k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck+1,i

= (I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk+1

= (I+ 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk + ρk+1,k (∀k)

.

(51)
Similarly to the problems above, if we convert this QCQP
to a SDP, it is not tight even for low noise levels. We need
to include some redundant constraints to improve tightness.
For each of the ξk and ξk+1,k variables, we can create
copies of the redundant constraints required in the discrete-
time trajectory estimation problem. However, this is still not
always enough to tighten the problem, particularly when we

††Importantly, we were forced to deviate from our program of substitution
variables being the residual errors of the cost function in our choice of
ξk+1,k; this could be problematic for very-high-velocity trajectories as
ξk+1,k could become large and approach the singularity of the Cayley
map. We justify our choice as providing the necessary pathway to a QCQP,
but this could be revisited in future work.
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do not have a pose measurement at every state time (see
below comment regarding sparser measurement graphs).

We can generate some additional redundant constraints
fairly easily. First, we can premultiply the second constraint
of (51) by ϕT

k so that

ϕT
k (I−

1

2
ϕ∧

k )ck,i = ϕ
T
k (I−

1

2
ϕ∧

k )c̃k,i

⇒ ϕT
k ck,i = ϕ

T
k c̃k,i, (52)

where we have used that ϕT
kϕ

∧
k = 0T . Similarly, premulti-

plying the third constraint in (51) by ϕT
k results in

ϕT
k rk = ϕT

k r̃k + ϕT
k ρk. (53)

Premultiplying the fourth and fifth constraints in (51) by
ϕT

k+1,k results in

ϕT
k+1,kck+1,i = ϕ

T
k+1,kck,i, (54a)

ϕT
k+1,krk+1 = ϕT

k+1,krk + ϕT
k+1,kρk+1,k. (54b)

Next, we can exploit the fact that columns of a rotation
matrix satisfy c∧ℓ cm = cn where ℓmn ∈ {123, 231, 312}.
If we premultiply the second constraint of (51) by cTk,m we
have

cTk,m(I− 1

2
ϕ∧

k )ck,ℓ = cTk,m(I− 1

2
ϕ∧

k )c̃k,ℓ

⇒ cTk,mck,ℓ −
1

2
ϕT

k ck,n = cTk,mc̃k,ℓ −
1

2
cTk,mc̃∧k,ℓϕk,

(55)

which is still a quadratic constraint. Finally, if we
premultiply the last constraint of (51) by (rk+1 + rk)

T , this
results in

rTk+1rk+1 = rTk+1ρk+1,k + rTk ρk+1,k + rTk rk, (56)

which is once again a quadratic constraint.

Summarizing, the following QCQP offers a reasonably
tight SDP relaxation in practice:

min
∑K

k=1 ξ
T
kWkξk + (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

TQ−1
1 (ϖ̌1 −ϖ1)

+
∑K−1

k=1

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]T
× Q−1

k+1,k

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖk − ξk+1,k

ϖk −ϖk+1

]
w.r.t. ck,i, rk,ρk,ϕk,ρk+1,k,ϕk+1,k,ϖk (∀i, k)

s.t. cTk,ick,j = δij (∀i, j, k)
(I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )ck,i = (I− 1

2ϕ
∧
k )c̃k,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k )rk = (I+ 1

2ϕ
∧
k )r̃k + ρk (∀k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck+1,i

= (I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)ck,i (∀i, k)

(I− 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk+1

= (I+ 1
2ϕ

∧
k+1,k)rk + ρk+1,k (∀k)

(red.) 1
2 (ck,i + c̃k,i)

Tρk = cTk,irk − c̃Tk,ir̃k (∀i, k)
rTk rk = rTk r̃k − 1

2r
T
k r̃

∧
kϕk + rTk ρk (∀k)

ϕT
k ck,i = ϕ

T
k c̃k,i (∀i, k)

ϕT
k rk = ϕT

k r̃k + ϕT
k ρk (∀k)

cTk,mck,ℓ − 1
2ϕ

T
k ck,n

= cTk,mc̃k,ℓ − 1
2c

T
k,mc̃∧k,ℓϕk

(∀ℓmn ∈ {123, 231, 312} , k)
1
2 (ck+1,i + ck,i)

Tρk+1,k

= cTk+1,irk+1 − cTk,irk (∀i, k)
rTk+1rk+1

= rTk+1ρk+1,k + rTk ρk+1,k + rTk rk (∀k)
ϕT

k+1,kck+1,i = ϕ
T
k+1,kck,i (∀i, k)

ϕT
k+1,krk+1 = ϕT

k+1,krk + ϕT
k+1,kρk+1,k (∀k)

.

(57)
We again leave it to the reader to manipulate this into the
standard form of (21). We can also notice that the ϖk

variables are not involved in any of the constraints and
thus remain unconstrained variables. Similar to Rosen et al.
(2019); Holmes and Barfoot (2023), at implementation we
use the Schur complement to marginalize these variables
out of the problem, thereby keeping the size of the SDP
as small as possible; we can easily compute them after the
main solve.

The appendix provides a baseline local solver for this
problem. For the global (SDP) solver we used cvx in
Matlab with mosek (ApS 2019). The solution costs of
the global and local solvers agree to high precision if a
good initial guess is given to the local solver. Figure 11
provides examples of the local solver becoming trapped
in poor local minima while the global solver converges
to the correct minimum near the groundtruth. Figure 12
provides a quantitative study of the tightness of the SDP
solution with increasing measurement noise; we selected
the measurement covariances as W−1

k = σ2I, with σ
increasing. We again see there is a large range for the noise
over which the local solver can become trapped in a local
minimum while the global solver remains tight; in fact,
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Figure 12. Continuous-time Trajectory Estimation: A quantitative evaluation of the tightness of the continuous-time trajectory
estimation problem with increasing measurement noise, σ. At each noise level, we conducted 100 trials with the geometry of the
trajectory as in the left example of Figure 11. (left) We see that the local solver (randomly initialized) finds the global minimum
with decreasing frequency (green) as the measurement noise is increased, while the SDP solver (blue) successfully produces
rank-1 solutions (we consider log SVR of at least 5 to be rank 1) to much higher noise levels. For completeness, we also show
how frequently the local solver converges to any minimum (red). (right) Boxplots of the log SVR of the SDP solution show that
the global solution remains reasonably rank 1 over a wide range of measurement noise values.

even at very low noise levels it is quite easy to have the
local solver become trapped. With K = 21 poses in the
trajectory, the local solver took on average 0.1928s while
the SDP solver took on average 13.42s.

There are also a few noteworthy differences in the
continuous-time experiment as compared to the discrete-
time case. First, the log SVR values are quite a bit lower
in Figure 12 as compared to Figure 9. This seems to be
mainly due to the fact that we are now using a sparser set of
measurements. Our continuous-time experiments had pose
measurements only at the start, middle, and end, whereas
the discrete-time case had pose measurements at every
timestep. It is known that a sparser measurement graph can
impact SDP tightness (Holmes and Barfoot 2023). Second,
the low-noise test cases experienced some numerical issues
with getting the SDP solver to reliably converge. It seems
this is related to matrix conditioning resulting from the
fact that we are marginalizing out the ϖk variables before
solving the SDP. We found it was necessary to adjust the
scaling of the Q matrix in (21) to get reliable solutions.
Despite our best efforts, we see that there was one out of
100 test cases at the σ = 0.01 noise level where the SDP
failed to solve. On the log SVR plot this shows as a red plus
sign at 0 and results in the success rate of the SDP solver
being 0.99 instead of 1. Still, we know that the solver failed
and therefore not to trust the answer. Overall, we still have
log SVR values almost always above 5 up to about σ = 1,
which makes the solution practical; it is easy for the local
solver to become stuck in local minima in this noise range.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

We have presented several new convex relaxations for
pose and rotation estimation problems based on the Cayley
map. Our results indicate that for small problem sizes, we
can successfully achieve global optimality with realistic
amounts of noise and even with measurement sparsity in
the case of continuous-time trajectory estimation. In each
of the experiments, we indicated that covariance of the
error associated with each pose measurement cost term is
σ2I. In other words, σ is the standard deviation of the
measurement noise. In the case of rotational degrees of
freedom, σ = 0.5 is already shown in Figure 1 to represent
quite a lot of rotational uncertainty, indeed more than
typically occurs in practice. Since the standard deviation
is in radians, this implies that uncertainty spreads out over
a large part of a full circle with σ = 0.5. The fact that
our convex relaxations empirically remain tight (ensuring
global optimality) beyond the σ = 0.5 level (often beyond
σ = 1) means our technique works over most practical
situations. For translational degrees of freedom, σ will have
units of distance. The trajectories in the examples have
poses that are spaced one distance unit apart so when the
noise on the measurement of one of these poses is σ =
0.5 distance units, that is again quite a lot of noise in
comparison to the spacing of the poses. The implication
is again that our convex relaxations remain tight (ensuring
global optimality) for most practical situations.

While our results are promising, we are still relying on
off-the-shelf solvers once our problem has been converted
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to an SDP, which means that we will not be able to scale
up to extremely large state sizes. To scale up, there are a
few possibilities that we could explore. First, perhaps we
might be satisfied with merely certifying our local solver
solutions. Other works have focussed on this. The challenge
is that in most of the problems of this paper, we require
redundant constraints to tighten our SDPs. This means
that we do not meet the technical condition of Linearly
Independent Constraint Qualification (LICQ) (Boyd and
Vandenberghe 2004). It turns out that this makes it more
challenging to calculate an optimality certificate. Yang
et al. (2020) is a practical example where a certificate
has been constructed for this type of situation, but there
are still scaling issues. Another possibility is to solve
our problems globally using the approach of Burer and
Monteiro (2005) (studied more recently by Boumal et al.
(2016)). This was exploited with very impressive results by
Rosen et al. (2019); Dellaert et al. (2020); however, these
problems enjoyed LICQ. To our knowledge, this approach
has not been applied to problems in robotics with redundant
constraints. Or, perhaps generic SDP solvers can be made
to better exploit problem-specific structure (e.g., chordal
sparsity). We plan to explore these and other ways of scaling
global optimality for a larger range of state estimation
problems.
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A Comparing Exponential and Cayley
Distributions

We use this section to analyze how similar our proposed
Gaussian-like distribution via the Cayley map is to one via
the exponential map.

Consider two distributions for rotations, C1 and C2,
defined according to

C1 = exp
(
ϕ∧

1

)
C̄, ϕ1 ∼ N (0,Σ1) , (58a)

C2 = cay
(
ϕ∧

2

)
C̄, ϕ2 ∼ N (0,Σ2) . (58b)

To ensure that C1 = C2 (in every instance), Bauchau and
Trainelli (2003) show that we require

ϕ1 = ϕ1 a = φa, (59a)

ϕ2 = ϕ2 a = 2 tan
(φ
2

)
a, (59b)

in terms of a common axis of rotation, a, and angle
of rotation, φ. Notationally, we define ϕ1 = ||ϕ1|| = φ
and ϕ2 = ||ϕ2|| = 2 tan

(
φ
2

)
. Rearranging, we therefore

require

ϕ2 =
tan

(
ϕ1

2

)
ϕ1

2

ϕ1 (60)

to relate ϕ1 and ϕ2 directly.
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We can use (60) to relate the distribution for ϕ2 to
that of ϕ1, which will in turn make the distribution for
C2 approximately match that of C1. Specifically, we will
try to match the moments of the left and right sides
of (60). Moment matching is known to minimize a version
of Kullback-Liebler divergence between two distributions
(Bishop 2006).

Expanding the tan function in (60) using a Taylor series
we can write

ϕ2 =

(
1 +

1

12
ϕT

1 ϕ1 +
1

120
(ϕT

1 ϕ1)
2 + · · ·

)
ϕ1. (61)

We have only odd powers of ϕ1 appearing on the right side
of this expression so we immediately see that we want

E[ϕ2] = 0. (62)

This does not involve any approximation. We only need to
use that ϕ1 follows a Gaussian distribution, which has all
its odd moments zero.

For the covariance matrix, Σ2 = E
[
ϕ2ϕ

T
2

]
, we can

insert (61) and truncate after a number of terms to match the
required covariance approximately. For example, keeping
terms out to quartic in ϕ1 we have

Σ2 ≈ E
[
ϕ1ϕ

T
1

]
+

1

6
E
[
ϕ1ϕ

T
1 ϕ1ϕ

T
1

]
= Σ1 +

1

6
(tr(Σ1)I+ 2Σ1)Σ1, (63)

where we have employed Isserlis’ theorem (Barfoot 2024,
§2.2.17) to compute the expectation on the right. Thus
defining

ϕ2 ∼ N
(
0,Σ1 +

1

6
(tr(Σ1)I+ 2Σ1)Σ1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Σ2

)
(64)

will result in C1 and C2 approximately having the same
distribution. We will refer to the approximation Σ2 ≈ Σ1

as ‘first order’ (in Σ1) and the better version in (64) as
‘second order’ (in Σ1). More terms in the approximation
could be computed depending on the desired level of
accuracy.

To visualize our approach, we can provide a one-
dimensional example. Consider Σ1 = diag(σ2

1 , 0, 0), so the
axis of rotation, a =

[
1 0 0

]T
, is held fixed. Then the

distributions for ϕ1 and ϕ2 will be

p1(ϕ1) = N (0, σ2
1), p2(ϕ2) = N (0, σ2

2), (65)

where either σ2
2 = σ2

1 (first order) or σ2
2 = σ2

1 +
1
2σ

4
1

(second order using (64)). If we map ϕ1 and ϕ2 through
exp and cay, respectively, we can produce densities on the

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

Figure 13. Comparison of the resulting standard deviation of
rotational uncertainty between the exp map (horizontal axis)
and cay map (vertical) axis. Red (first order) shows the naive
approach of letting Σ2 = Σ1 and green (second order) shows
the improvement offered by (64).

actual rotational angle, φ:

exp : p1(φ) =
1√
2πσ2

1

exp
(
− 1

2
φ2

σ2
1

)
, (66a)

cay : p2(φ) =
1√
2πσ2

2

exp
(
− 1

2

(2 tan(φ
2 ))2

σ2
2

)
sec2

(
φ
2

)
.(66b)

We arrive at these by inserting the substitutions from (59)
into the distributions in (65). The exp distribution is
straightforward since ϕ1 = φ, which results in a Gaussian.
The cay distribution is slightly less obvious so we show the
steps. We first note that

ϕ2 = 2 tan
(φ
2

)
⇒ dϕ2 = sec2

(φ
2

)
dφ. (67)

Then, to continue to satisfy the axiom of total probability
we require

1 =

∫
1√
2πσ2

2

exp

(
−1

2

ϕ2
2

σ2
2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p2(ϕ2)

dϕ2

=

∫
1√
2πσ2

2

exp

(
−1

2

(2 tan(φ2 ))
2

σ2
2

)
sec2

(φ
2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p2(φ)

dφ.

(68)

We see that p2(φ) is no longer Gaussian in this case.
However, the idea is that the variances of p1(φ) and p2(φ)
should be close when we compute σ2 using (64). Figure 1
provides examples when σ1 = 0.2 [rad] and σ1 = 0.5 [rad];
despite the latter being a fairly large rotational uncertainty,
we see the distributions match quite well; their variances
are almost identical.

Figure 13 shows the standard deviation, σ̃, of φ using
the Cayley map distribution (numerically computed from
p2(φ)) as σ = σ1 is increased. We see the standard
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deviations, σ and σ̃, match quite well up to a large
amount of rotational uncertainty. These results suggest
that replacing instances of the exponential map with the
Cayley map may have little effect; depending on the amount
of rotational uncertainty, we may choose to ‘correct’ the
covariance using (64) or we could even include more terms
to improve the approximation.

B Local Solvers
As the local solvers are not the main subject of the paper, we
use this appendix to explain how these were implemented
for each of the estimation problems. We begin by outlining
the required Lie-group Jacobians.

B.1 Jacobians for Rotations and Poses
In order to devise local optimization algorithms that
work with Lie groups, we require the (inverse) Jacobians
for SO(3) and SE(3). For example, for rotations
parameterized through the exponential map, C(ϕ) =
exp(ϕ∧), the inverse left Jacobian expression is well known
to be (Barfoot 2024)

Je(ϕ)
−1 =

ϕ

2
cot

ϕ

2
I− ϕ

2
a∧ +

(
1− ϕ

2
cot

ϕ

2

)
aaT .

(69)
The rotational kinematics can thus be written in one of two
ways:

Ċ(ϕ) = ω∧C(ϕ) ⇔ ϕ̇ = Je(ϕ)
−1ω, (70)

where ω is the angular velocity. Naturally, the expression
on the right is subject to singularities. Considering
an infinitesimal increment of time, the same Jacobian
thus allows us to approximate the compounding of two
exponentiated vectors ϕ1,ϕ2 ∈ R3 as

exp(ϕ∧
1 ) exp(ϕ

∧
2 ) ≈ exp

((
Je(ϕ2)

−1ϕ1 + ϕ2

)∧)
,

(71)
where ϕ1 is assumed to be ‘small’. A similar situation
exists for SE(3) poses parametrized by the exponential
map, T(ξ) = exp(ξ∧). The kinematics can be written in
one of two ways:

Ṫ(ξ) =ϖ∧T(ξ) ⇔ ξ̇ = J e(ξ)
−1ϖ, (72)

whereϖ is the generalized velocity or ‘twist’ and J e(ξ)
−1

is the Jacobian (expression can be found in Barfoot (2024)).
Again, this allows us to approximate the compounding of
two exponentiated vectors ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R6 as

exp(ξ∧1 ) exp(ξ
∧
2 ) ≈ exp

((
J e(ξ2)

−1ξ1 + ξ2
)∧)

, (73)

where ξ1 is assumed to be ‘small’.

To work with the Cayley map (instead of the exponential
map), we will require similar Jacobian expressions, which
are summarized neatly by Müller (2021). In our notation,
for rotations parameterized by the Cayley map, C(ϕ) =
cay(ϕ∧), the inverse left Jacobian expression is

Jc(ϕ)
−1 = I− 1

2
ϕ∧ +

1

4
ϕϕT , (74)

which is appealing in that it does not involve any
trigonometric functions compared to (69). In passing, the
left Jacobian itself is the tidy expression,

Jc(ϕ) =
1

1 + 1
4ϕ

Tϕ

(
I+

1

2
ϕ∧
)
. (75)

The rotational kinematics can be written as

Ċ(ϕ) = ω∧C(ϕ) ⇔ ϕ̇ = Jc(ϕ)
−1ω, (76)

and the compounding approximation for vectors ϕ1,ϕ2 ∈
R3 is

cay(ϕ∧
1 ) cay(ϕ∧

2 ) ≈ cay
((

Jc(ϕ2)
−1ϕ1 + ϕ2

)∧)
, (77)

where ϕ1 is assumed to be ‘small’. Finally, for poses
parameterized by the Cayley map, T(ξ) = cay(ξ∧), the
kinematics are

Ṫ(ξ) =ϖ∧T(ξ) ⇔ ξ̇ = J c(ξ)
−1ϖ, (78)

whereϖ is the generalized velocity or ‘twist’ and J c(ξ)
−1

is the inverse Jacobian:

J c(ξ)
−1 = I− 1

2
ξ⋏ +

1

4
Λ(ξξT ), (79a)

Λ(ξξT ) =

[
0 ϕ∧ρ∧

0 ϕϕT

]
. (79b)

Again, we have a nice expression devoid of any
trigonometric functions. The compounding approximation
for two vectors ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R6 is then

cay(ξ∧1 ) cay(ξ∧2 ) ≈ cay
((

J c(ξ2)
−1ξ1 + ξ2

)∧)
, (80)

where ξ1 is assumed to be ‘small’.

B.2 Rotation Averaging
To devise a local solver for (22), we begin with an initial
guess, Cop, and perturb it according to

C = cay(ψ∧)Cop, (81)

where ψ ∈ R3 is a small unknown perturbation. This
ensures that C ∈ SO(3) during the optimization process.
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The error in the cost function is then

ϕm = cay−1
(
CC̃T

m

)∨
= cay−1

(
cay(ψ∧)CopC̃

T
m

)∨
≈ Jc(ϕop,m)−1ψ + ϕop,m, (82)

where we have used (77) to arrive at the approximation

and defined ϕop,m = cay−1
(
CopC̃

T
m

)∨
. A quadratic

approximation to the cost function in (22) (in terms of the
perturbation) is thus

M∑
m=1

(
Jc(ϕop,m)−1ψ + ϕop,m

)T
× Wm

(
Jc(ϕop,m)−1ψ + ϕop,m

)
. (83)

To minimize this with respect to ψ, we take the derivative
and set to zero for an optimum, resulting in the linear
system of equations

(
M∑

m=1

Jc(ϕop,m)−TWmJc(ϕop,m)−1

)
ψ⋆

=

M∑
m=1

Jc(ϕop,m)−TWmϕop,m, (84)

which we solve for the optimal perturbation, ψ⋆. We then
apply this optimal perturbation to the initial guess according
to (81), and iterate the process to convergence. This is
effectively Gauss-Newton adapted to work for SO(3) and
will converge locally in practice.

B.3 Pose Averaging
A very similar local solver can be devised for (28). We
begin with an initial guess, Top, and perturb it according
to

T = cay(ϵ∧)Top, (85)

where ϵ ∈ R6 is a small unknown perturbation. This
ensures that T ∈ SE(3) during the optimization process.
A quadratic approximation to the cost function in (28) (in
terms of the perturbation) is thus

M∑
m=1

(
J c(ξop,m)−1ϵ+ ξop,m

)T
× Wm

(
J c(ξop,m)−1ϵ+ ξop,m

)
, (86)

where ξop,m = cay−1
(
TopT̃

−1
m

)∨
. To minimize this with

respect to ϵ, we take the derivative and set to zero for an

optimum, resulting in the linear system of equations(
M∑

m=1

J c(ξop,m)−TWmJ c(ξop,m)−1

)
ϵ⋆

=

M∑
m=1

J c(ξop,m)−TWmξop,m, (87)

which we solve for the optimal perturbation, ϵ⋆. We then
apply this optimal perturbation to the initial guess according
to (85), and iterate the process to convergence. This is
effectively Gauss-Newton adapted to work for SE(3) and
will converge locally in practice.

B.4 Discrete-Time Trajectory Estimation
To devise a local solver for (37), we begin with initial
guesses, Top,k, and perturb them according to

Tk = cay(ϵ∧k )Top,k, (88)

where ϵk ∈ R6 are small unknown perturbations. This
ensures that Tk ∈ SE(3) during the optimization process.
A quadratic approximation to the cost function in (37) (in
terms of the perturbations) is thus

∑K
k=1

(
J c(ξop,k)

−1ϵk + ξop,k
)T

Wk

(
J c(ξop,k)

−1ϵk + ξop,k
)

+
∑K−1

k=1

(
J c(ξop,k+1,k)

−1 (ϵk+1 − T op,k+1,kϵk) + ξop,k+1,k

)T
× Wk+1,k

(
J c(ξop,k+1,k)

−1 (ϵk+1 − T op,k+1,kϵk) + ξop,k+1,k

)
,

(89)

where ξop,k = cay−1
(
Top,kT̃

−1
k

)∨
, ξop,k+1,k =

cay−1
(
Top,k+1T

−1
op,kT̃

−1
k+1,k

)∨
, and T op,k+1,k =

Ad
(
Top,k+1T

−1
op,k

)
. We can tidy this up by defining

H =



−J c(ξop,1)
−1 0 · · · 0

J c(ξop,2,1)
−1T op,2,1 −J c(ξop,2,1)

−1 · · · 0
0 −J c(ξop,2)

−1 · · · 0
0 J c(ξop,3,2)

−1T op,3,2 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · −J c(ξop,K)−1


,

(90a)

ξop =



ξop,1
ξop,2,1
ξop,2
ξop,3,2

...
ξop,K


, ϵ =


ϵ1
ϵ2
...
ϵK

 , (90b)

W = diag (W1,W2,1,W2, . . . ,WK,K−1,WK) ,
(90c)
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whereupon the quadratic approximation to the cost function
can be written as(

ξop −Hϵ
)T

W
(
ξop −Hϵ

)
. (91)

Minimizing this with respect to ϵ results in a linear system
of equations:

HTWH ϵ⋆ = HTWξop. (92)

We solve for the optimal perturbations, ϵ⋆, apply them to
the initial guess according to (88), and iterate the process to
convergence. This is again Gauss-Newton adapted to work
for SE(3) and will converge locally in practice. We found
a line search was needed for this problem to ensure smooth
convergence (Nocedal and Wright 1999).

B.5 Continuous-Time Trajectory Estimation
To devise a local solver for (46), we begin with initial
guesses, {Top,k,ϖop,k}, and perturb them according to

Tk = cay(ϵ∧k )Top,k, ϖ =ϖop,k + ηk, (93)

where ϵk,ηk ∈ R6 are small unknown perturbations. This
ensures that Tk ∈ SE(3) during the optimization process.
A quadratic approximation to the cost function in (46) (in
terms of the perturbations) is thus

K∑
k=1

(
ξop,k −Gkxk

)T
Wk

(
ξop,k −Gkxk

)
+ (ϖ̌1 −ϖop,1 −E1x1)

TQ−1
1 (ϖ̌1 −ϖop,1 −E1x1)

+

K−1∑
k=1

(eop,k+1,k + Fkxk −Ek+1xk+1)
T

× Q−1
k+1,k (eop,k+1,k + Fkxk −Ek+1xk+1) , (94)

where

xk =

[
ϵk
ηk

]
, (95a)

eop,k+1,k =

[
(tk+1 − tk)ϖop,k − ξop,k+1,k

ϖop,k −ϖop,k+1

]
, (95b)

G =
[
−J c(ξop,k)

−1 0
]
, E1 =

[
0 I

]
, (95c)

Fk =

[
J c(ξop,k+1,k)

−1T op,k+1,k (tk+1 − tk)I
0 I

]
,

(95d)

Ek+1 =

[
J c(ξop,k+1,k)

−1 0
0 I

]
(95e)

with ξop,k = cay−1
(
Top,kT̃

−1
k

)∨
, ξop,k+1,k =

cay−1
(
Top,k+1T

−1
op,k

)∨
, and T op,k+1,k =

Ad
(
Top,k+1T

−1
op,k

)
. We can tidy this up by defining

the following‡‡

F−1 =


E1 0 0 · · · 0 0
−F1 E2 0 · · · 0 0
0 −F2 E3 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · −FK−1 EK

 ,

(96a)

Q = diag (Q1,Q2,1, . . . ,QK,K−1) , (96b)
G = diag (G1,G2, . . . ,GK) , (96c)

R = diag
(
W−1

1 ,W−1
2 , . . . ,W−1

K

)
, (96d)

eop,v =


ϖ̌1 −ϖop,1

eop,2,1
...

eop,K,K−1

 , eop,y =


ξop,1
ξop,2

...
ξop,K

 , (96e)

x =


x1

x2

...
xK

 , (96f)

whereupon the cost function in (46) can be written as

(eop,y −Gx)
T
R−1 (eop,y −Gx)

+
(
eop,v − F−1x

)T
Q−1

(
eop,v − F−1x

)
. (97)

Minimizing this with respect to x results in a linear system
of equations:(

GTR−1G+ F−TQ−1F−1
)
x⋆

= GTR−1eop,y + F−TQ−1eop,v. (98)

We solve for the optimal perturbations, x⋆, unstack into
ϵ⋆k and η⋆

k, then apply them to the initial guess according
to (93), and iterate the process to convergence. This is
again Gauss-Newton adapted to work for SE(3) and will
converge locally in practice. We found a line search was
needed for this problem to ensure smooth convergence
(Nocedal and Wright 1999). Note, if we do not have pose
measurements at some of the estimation times, we can
simply delete the appropriate rows/columns of G, R, and
eop,y.

‡‡The notation was chosen to match the continuous-time estimation
chapter of Barfoot (2024).
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