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FocalPose++: Focal Length and Object Pose
Estimation via Render and Compare

Martin Cı́fka∗, Georgy Ponimatkin∗, Yann Labbé, Bryan Russell, Mathieu Aubry, Vladimir Petrik and Josef Sivic

Abstract—We introduce FocalPose++, a neural render-and-compare method for jointly estimating the camera-object 6D pose and camera
focal length given a single RGB input image depicting a known object. The contributions of this work are threefold. First, we derive a focal
length update rule that extends an existing state-of-the-art render-and-compare 6D pose estimator to address the joint estimation task.
Second, we investigate several different loss functions for jointly estimating the object pose and focal length. We find that a combination of
direct focal length regression with a reprojection loss disentangling the contribution of translation, rotation, and focal length leads to improved
results. Third, we explore the effect of different synthetic training data on the performance of our method. Specifically, we investigate different
distributions used for sampling object’s 6D pose and camera’s focal length when rendering the synthetic images, and show that parametric
distribution fitted on real training data works the best. We show results on three challenging benchmark datasets that depict known 3D
models in uncontrolled settings. We demonstrate that our focal length and 6D pose estimates have lower error than the existing
state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—6D pose estimation, focal length estimation, render and compare, single RGB image, uncalibrated camera.
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1 INTRODUCTION

T HE projection of a 3D object into an image depends not only
on the object’s relative pose to the camera but also on the

camera’s intrinsic parameters. While it is possible to capture objects
in a controlled environment where the camera’s intrinsic parameters
are known (e.g., a calibrated camera on a robot), for many “in-
the-wild” images we do not have control over the capture process
and these parameters are unknown, e.g., Internet pictures or archival
photographs.

Given an input image, we seek to retrieve a 3D model of a
depicted object from a database and estimate the relative camera-
object 6D pose jointly with the camera’s focal length (depicted in
Fig. 1). This problem has its origins in the early days of computer
vision [1], [2], [3] and has important modern-day applications in
augmented reality and computer graphics, such as applying in situ
object overlays [4] or editing the position of an object via 3D
compositing in uncontrolled consumer-captured images.

The problem of 6D object pose estimation in an uncalibrated
setting is, by its nature, challenging. First, it is difficult to distinguish
subtle changes in the camera’s focal length from changes in an ob-
ject’s depth. Second, including the camera’s focal length increases the
number of parameters that must be estimated and hence increases the
optimization complexity. Finally, “in-the-wild” consumer-captured
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• M. Aubry is with LIGM, École des Ponts, UGE, CNRS, 77455 Marne-la-
Vallée, France. E-mail: mathieu.aubry@imagine.enpc.fr.

∗Equal contribution

Fig. 1. Given a single input photograph (left) and a known 3D model, our
approach accurately estimates the 6D camera-object pose together with
the focal length of the camera (right), here shown by overlaying the aligned
3D model over the input image. Our approach handles a large range of
focal lengths and the resulting perspective effects.

images may depict large appearance variation for a particular object
instance in the model database. Variation may be due to differences
in illumination and the depicted object having slightly different, non-
identical shapes or surface appearance in different real-world instance
captures. For example, consider different instances of the same car
model that have a similar overall shape but may have different color,
wear and tear, or customizable features.

Previous approaches for this task mainly rely on establishing local
2D-3D correspondences between an image and a 3D model using
either hand-crafted [1], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9] or CNN features [10],
[11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], followed
by robust camera pose estimation using PnP [22]. These approaches
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often fail in scenes with large texture-less areas where local cor-
respondences cannot be reliably established. In contrast, the recent
best-performing 6D object pose estimation methods are based on the
render-and-compare strategy [21], [23], [24], [25], [26], which per-
forms a dense alignment over all pixels of rendered views of the 3D
model to its depiction in the input image. However, all prior render-
and-compare methods fall short of handling the desired uncontrolled,
uncalibrated setting, as they assume a controlled environment where
the camera intrinsic parameters are fixed and known a priori. In
addition, these previous methods typically operate on only a handful
of known objects.

To address these challenges, we build on the strengths of render
and compare and extend it to handle our desired uncontrolled,
uncalibrated setting. We introduce FocalPose++, a novel render-and-
compare approach for jointly estimating an object’s 6D pose and
camera focal length from a monocular image. Our contributions are
threefold. First, we extend one of the state-of-the-art [27] methods
for 6D pose estimation (CosyPose [23]) by deriving and integrating
focal length update rules in a differentiable manner, which allows
our method to overcome the added complexity of including focal
length. Second, we investigate several different loss functions for
jointly estimating object pose and camera focal length. We find that
a combination of direct focal length regression with a reprojection
loss disentangling the contribution of translation, rotation, and focal
length leads to the best performance and allows our method to distin-
guish subtle differences due to the focal length and the object’s depth.
Third, we explore the effect of different synthetic training data on
the performance of our method. Specifically, we investigate different
distributions used for sampling of object’s 6D pose and camera’s
focal length when rendering the synthetic training images, and show
that our parametric distribution fitted on real training data works the
best. We apply our method to three real-world consumer-captured
image datasets with varying camera focal lengths and show that our
focal length and 6D pose estimates have lower error compared to the
state-of-the-art. As an added benefit, our work is the first render-and-
compare method applied to a large collection of 3D meshes (20-200
meshes for Pix3D [28], ∼ 150 for the car datasets [29]).

This paper is an extended version of FocalPose [30]. We extend
our previous work by investigating different parametric and non-
parametric distributions for the synthetic training data and incorporat-
ing a new, more accurate, 3D model retrieval method. In addition, we
derive and experimentally validate a new update rule for the trans-
lation component of the 6D pose update, which takes into account
the focal length change between iterations. The full derivation of
the update is provided in the supplementary material. Overall, these
contributions result in improvements of the measured metrics on all
three datasets by almost 10% on average compared to the original
FocalPose [30], and outperforming other state-of-the-art methods
with relative error reduction ranging from 10% to 50% on all three
used datasets. Furthermore, we evaluate our method on the YCB-
Video [20] dataset from the BOP challenge [31] and experimentally
show the effect of focal length on the 6D pose estimation. Finally,
we show two new applications of our method: 3D-aware image
augmentation in computer graphics and imitation of manipulation
skills in robotics. The code is publicly available through the project
page at https://cifkam.github.io/focalpose.

2 RELATED WORK

6D pose estimation of rigid objects from RGB images. This task
is one of the oldest problems in computer vision [1], [2], [3] and has

been successfully approached by estimating the pose from 2D-3D
correspondences obtained via local invariant features [1], [6], [7], [8],
or by template-matching [9]. Both of these strategies rely on shallow
hand-designed image features and have been revisited with learnable
deep convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [11], [12], [13], [14],
[15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21]. Recently, 3D-aware pose
refiners [32], [33], [34] have also been successfully used to refine
the coarse 6D pose estimates. These methods backproject extracted
2D features either into a 3D volume or a collection of 3D points, and
compare the extracted 2D features from the input image with features
extracted from reference images while using the 3D information. For
example, [32] predicts a relative pose between the object depicted in a
query image and the object in a (single) reference image using a 3D-
aware hypothesis-and-verification mechanism. Gen6D [33] requires a
set of reference images with known object poses, refining the pose of
the object in the query image using features of the most similar ref-
erence images backprojected into 3D volumes. And SparsePose [34]
is inspired by 3D object reconstruction and predicts relative camera
poses from a sparse set of input images depicting the same object.
In contrast, we focus on a single-image input without having access
to any reference image, but rely on the availability of the object 3D
model. One of the best-performing methods for 6D pose estimation
from RGB images are based on variants of the deep render-and-
compare strategy [21], [23], [24], [25], [26]. However, these methods
assume that the full perspective camera model is known so that the
object can be rendered and compared with the input image. We
build on the state-of-the-art render-and-compare approach of Labbé
et al. [23] and extend it to the “in-the-wild” uncontrolled set-up where
the focal length of the camera is not known and has to be estimated
together with the object’s 6D pose directly from the input image.

Camera calibration. Camera calibration techniques [35], [36], [37],
[38], [39], [40], [41], [42] recover the camera model (intrinsic param-
eters) and its pose (extrinsic parameters) jointly. A limitation is that
they require estimating 2D-3D correspondences in multiple images
using structured object patterns [40], [42], [43], [44], identifying
specific image elements such as lines or vanishing points [41], [42],
[45] or structured features (e.g., human face landmarks [46]). These
requirements limit their applicability to unconstrained images where
these structures are not present. Other works [47] have considered
in-the-wild images, but only focus on recovering the focal length of
the camera. In contrast, our approach recovers both components of
the camera calibration (focal length and 6D camera pose) given a
single image of a known object.

Joint 6D pose and focal length estimation from a single in-the-
wild image. The prior work closest to our approach establishes
point correspondences, followed by robust fitting of the camera
model [10], [29], [48]. Wang et al. [29] uses Faster R-CNN with
a scalar regression head and L1 loss to estimate the focal length,
and the 6D pose is estimated by predicting 2D-3D correspondences
followed by PnP.

GP2C [10] extends this approach via a two-step procedure that
predicts initial 2D-3D correspondences and focal length with a
similar direct regression, followed by applying a PnPf solver to
jointly refine the 6D pose and the focal length. The model cannot
be trained end-to-end, as it relies on a separate non-differentiable
optimizer. GCVNet [48] uses an approximation of the PnPf solver
for differentiability, but its results are limited by this approximation.
In contrast, our work builds on the success of recent render-and-
compare methods [23], [24] for 6D rigid pose estimation. Our 6D
pose and focal length updates are learned end-to-end using our novel

https://cifkam.github.io/focalpose
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2. FocalPose overview. (a) Given a single in-the-wild RGB input image I of a known object 3D model M, parameters θk composed of focal length
fk and the object 6D pose (3D translation tk and 3D rotation Rk) are iteratively updated using our render-and-compare approach. The rendering R,
together with the input image I, is given to a deep neural network F that predicts the update ∆θk, which is then converted into the parameter update
θk+1 using a non-linear update rule U . (b) Illustration of the camera-object setup with parameters θ composed of 3D translation t, 3D rotation R and focal
length f . The alignment network is trained using a novel pose and focal length loss that disentangles the focal length and pose updates. The two main
contributions of this work are highlighted by red boxes in the figure.

focal length update parameterization coupled with a disentangled
training loss. Our approach produces lower-error focal length and
pose estimates compared to the two-step approach of GP2C [10] and
the prior one-shot end-to-end approaches [29], [48].

3 APPROACH

Our goal is to estimate the 6D pose of objects in a photograph taken
with unknown focal length. To achieve this goal, we use a render-
and-compare strategy, where we estimate jointly the camera focal
length with the 6D pose. We assume knowledge of a database of 3D
models that may appear in the image, but our results show that the
approach is effective even if the 3D models are only approximate.

3.1 Approach Overview
The first step of our approach identifies the object location in the
input image and retrieves a 3D model from the database that matches
the depicted object instance. We use an object detector [49] trained
on real and synthetic images of these known objects. At test time, we
run this detector on the test image to obtain a 2D bounding box of
the object and its corresponding 3D model M.

This bounding box and 3D model are used in a render and
compare approach, illustrated in Fig. 2, which iteratively estimates
the focal length and 6D pose of the identified object. We denote the
current estimate of focal length and 6D pose in iteration k jointly as
θk. The object model is first rendered using the current estimates
θk into an image R(M, θk) using a renderer R. The rendering
R(M, θk) and cropped input image I are given to a deep neural
network F which predicts the pose and focal length update ∆θk:

∆θk = F (I,R(M, θk)). (1)

The intuition is that the neural network compares the cropped input
image I with the rendering R(M, θk) and based on their (potentially
subtle) differences predicts the update in the rendering parameters
∆θk. The pose and focal length updates ∆θk are designed to be, as
much as possible, free of nonlinearities and thus easy to predict by
the neural network F . The pose and focal length at the next iteration
k + 1 is then computed by a non-linear update rule U :

θk+1 = U(θk,∆θk), (2)

where θk is the current estimate of the pose and focal length, ∆θk
is the prediction by the network F given by eq. (1), and θk+1 are
the updated pose and focal length. Note that U is not learned but
derived from the 3D to 2D projection model and takes into account
the non-linearities of the imaging process. The neural network F
is trained in such a way that the updated pose and focal length
θk+1 are progressively closer to their ground truth. Our approach
is summarized in Fig. 2

Discussion. Existing render-and-compare estimators [23], [24] re-
quire knowledge of the camera intrinsic parameters. In our scenario,
the problem is more challenging because the rendering also depends
on the unknown focal length. We address this challenge by proposing
an update rule for the focal length as well as a modification of
the update rules for the 6D pose parameters that account for the
unknown focal length (Sec 3.2). We then introduce a novel loss
function adapted for joint focal length and 6D pose estimation, which
disentangles the effects of pose and focal length updates for better
end-to-end training of the network (Sec. 3.3). Please, see Sec. 4.1 for
details of our implementation, θ0 parameter initialization, and our
training data.

3.2 Update rules with focal length estimation

The standard render-and-compare approach to 6D pose estima-
tion [23], [24] considers only translation tk and rotation Rk as
parameters θk. We additionally estimate the focal length fk as
unknown and thus need to build an appropriate rule U (as defined
in eq. (2)) for updating jointly all parameters. In detail, we assume a
pinhole camera model with focal length fk

x = fk
y = fk in which the

optical center is set at the center of the image. We define the 6D pose
of the object with respect to the camera by a 3D rotation Rk and a
3D translation tk = [xk, yk, zk]. Next, we describe our updates for
focal length and 6D pose.

Focal length update. To build an appropriate focal length update
rule, we take into account the fact that it should remain strictly
positive throughout the update iterations. We consider update rules
that are multiplicative, i.e., they scale an initial guess f0 by a
sequence of multiplications. Let fk be the current estimate of the
focal length at iteration k and vkf be the focal length update predicted
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by the network F (see eq. (1)). We define the updated focal length
fk+1 as the multiplication,

fk+1 = ev
k
f fk. (3)

The sequence of multiplicative updates can be written as fk+1 =

e
∑k

i=1 vi
f f0, where f0 is the initial focal length and vif , i ∈

{1, . . . , k} are the individual updates. An alternative to the above
strategy would be to enforce the positivity of the focal length update
via a sigmoid function instead of an exponential function. We found
the exponential and sigmoid functions to behave similarly, but the
sigmoid update requires setting an additional scale parameter. Hence,
we opt for the simpler exponential updates as described in eq. (3).

6D pose update. For the update of the 6D pose, we build on
the update rule introduced in DeepIM [24] that disentangles 3D
rotation and 3D translation updates. In more detail, the network
F is trained to predict a translation of the projected object center
into the image [vkx, v

k
y ] (measured in pixels), and a ratio vkz of

the camera-to-object depth between the observed and the rendered
image. The 3D translation of the object is then updated from the
quantities [vkx, v

k
y , v

k
z ] predicted by the network F , taking into

account the nonlinear projection equations derived from the camera
model. In [24] the focal length is known and fixed. In our scenario,
the focal length is not fixed and we use both the previous focal length
estimate fk and the new predicted focal length fk+1. In detail, the
updated 3D translation [xk+1, yk+1, zk+1] of the object with respect
to the camera is obtained as:

xk+1 =

(
vkx +

fkxk

zk

)
zk+1

fk+1
(4)

yk+1 =

(
vky +

fkyk

zk

)
zk+1

fk+1
(5)

zk+1 = vkz z
k, (6)

where [vkx, v
k
y , v

k
z ] are the object translation updates predicted by net-

work F as part of ∆θ (eq. 1), [xk, yk, zk] is the 3D translation vector
of the relative camera-object pose at iteration k, [xk+1, yk+1, zk+1]
is the new updated 3D translation vector, fk is the focal length from
the previous iteration, and fk+1 is the updated focal length of the
camera given by eq. (3). For detailed derivation of this update rule,
please refer to the supplementary material.

To obtain the update of the rotation component of the object
pose we use directly the prediction of the alignment network F in a
multiplicative update, which does not depend on the focal length. In
particular, we parameterize the rotation update using two 3-vectors
vkR,1, vkR,2 that define the rotation matrix R(vkR,1, v

k
R,2) by Gram-

Schmidt orthogonalization as described in [50]. This parameteri-
zation was found to work well for different prediction tasks [50]
including 6D object pose estimation [23]. The resulting update rule
is then written as

Rk+1 = R(vkR,1, v
k
R,2)R

k, (7)

where Rk+1 is the new updated object rotation, Rk is the current
object rotation, and R(vkR,1, v

k
R,2) is the rotation matrix obtained by

Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization from the two 3-vectors vkR,1, vkR,2

predicted by the alignment network F as part of ∆θk. Note that this
rotation update is similar to that used in DeepIM [24].

3.3 Pose and focal length training loss

We now present our network training loss, where we assume that the
training data consist of image and aligned model pairs. Note that a
training pair may be a real image with a manually aligned model or
a rendered image of a model under a specified 6D pose and focal
length. Given input parameters θk, the output parameters θk+1 are
fully defined by the network outputs ∆θ given by eq. (1) and the
differentiable update rules described by eqs. (3)-(7) in the previous
section. In the following, we consider a single network iteration
and denote θ = {R, t, f} as the estimated parameters. For jointly
learning to estimate the 6D pose and the focal length, we use the
following loss that penalizes errors in the output 6D pose predictions
(R, t) and the estimated focal length f :

L(θ, θ̂) = Lpose((R, t), (R̂, t̂))

+ αLfocal((R, t, f), (R̂, t̂, f̂)),
(8)

where θ = {R, t, f} are the estimated pose and focal length
parameters, θ̂ = {R̂, t̂, f̂} are the ground truth pose and focal
length parameters, Lpose is a loss that penalizes errors in the 6D
pose estimate, Lfocal is our novel loss function that jointly takes
into account the errors in the focal length and the 6D predicted pose,
and α is a scalar hyper-parameter. This loss is written for a single
instance, but our model is trained to minimize the average loss over
all training images. We now describe the individual losses Lfocal and
Lpose.

Focal length loss. We use the following focal length loss:

Lfocal = βLH(f, f̂) + LDR((R, t, f), (R̂, t̂, f̂)), (9)

where LH is Huber regression loss, LDR is disentangled reprojection
loss and β is a scalar hyper-parameter. The individual terms are
explained next. The Huber regression loss LH measures the errors
between the estimated and the ground truth focal length using a
logarithmic parametrization of the focal length following the rec-
ommendations from Grabner et al. [10] for better training:

LH(f, f̂) = || log(f)− log(f̂)||H , (10)

where again f̂ is the ground truth focal length and f is the focal
length estimated by our model.

Although using only the loss LH is possible to train our model,
we found that better results are obtained by also considering the
2D errors of the projected 3D model in the image using the current
estimates of the focal length and the object 6D pose. We first define
the reprojection error:

Lproj((R, t, f), (R̂, t̂, f̂)) =∑
p∈M

||π(K(f), R, t, p)− π
(
K(f̂), R̂, t̂, p

)
||1, (11)

where K(f) is the intrinsic camera matrix of our camera model with
focal length f , p ∈ M are 3D points sampled on the object model,
π(K(f), R, t, p) is the projection of a 3D point p using the current
estimates of all the parameters, and π(K(f̂), R̂, t̂, p) is the projection
of the same 3D point p using ground truth parameters. This loss can
be seen as the counterpart of the pose loss Lpose (defined below):
instead of penalizing errors in 3D space, it penalizes reprojection
errors in the image while also taking into account the estimated focal
length f . However, this loss does not disentangle the effects of the
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pose and focal length predictions. We thus introduce our disentangled
reprojection loss:

LDR =
1

2
Lproj((R, t, f̂), (R̂, t̂, f̂)) (12)

+
1

2
Lproj((R̂, t̂, f), (R̂, t̂, f̂)), (13)

where each term separately measures the 2D reprojection errors
resulting from errors in the 6D pose (the first term) and in the
focal length (the second term). This disentanglement leads to faster
convergence and better model accuracy, as we show in our ablation
results.

6D pose loss. For Lpose (in eq. (8)), we build on the loss used in
CosyPose [23]. This loss is based on the point-matching loss [20],
[24] that measures the error between the alignment of the points on
the 3D model M transformed with the predicted pose (R, t) and
the ground truth pose (R̂, t̂). CosyPose [23] extends this loss to take
into account object symmetries and uses the disentanglement ideas
of [51] to separate the influence of translation errors along the camera
axis, image plane, and rotations. In our approach, we do not consider
object symmetries as they are nontrivial to obtain for 3D models
in the wild considered in this work. In detail, for the pose loss we
utilize the following distance metric between two poses specified by
{R1, t1} and {R2, t2}:

D({R1, t1}, {R2, t2}) =
1

|M|
∑
p∈M

||(R1p+ t1)− (R2p+ t2)||1,

(14)
where || · ||1 denotes L1 norm, Ri is a rotation matrix, ti is a
translation vector and p ∈ M is a point sampled from the mesh
M. Following [23], we disentangle the pose loss as

Lpose = D(U(θk, {vkx, vky , v̂kz , R̂k, v̂kf}), R̂, t̂)

+D(U(θk, {v̂kx, v̂ky , vkz , R̂k, v̂kf}), R̂, t̂)

+D(U(θk, {v̂kx, v̂ky , v̂kz , Rk, v̂kf}), R̂, t̂),

(15)

where θk are the pose and focal length parameters at iteration k,
R̂ is a ground truth rotation, t̂ is a ground truth translation, D is
a distance defined by eq. (14) and U is an update function defined
by (2). The main idea of this loss is to separate the influence of
translation errors in the x−y plane, depth alignment errors along the
z axis, and rotation errors. In eq. (15) the terms {vkx, vky , v̂kz , R̂k, vkf},
{v̂kx, v̂ky , vkz , R̂k, v̂kf} and {v̂kx, v̂ky , v̂kz , Rk, v̂kf} represent the neces-
sary updates that lead to such loss disentanglement. Here [vkx, v

k
y , v

k
z ]

are translation updates at iteration k as predicted by the network F ,
Rk is a rotation update at iteration k predicted by the network F
and vkf is a focal length update at iteration k. The terms v̂ki and R̂k

then represent the updates needed to transform the current parameters
into the ground truth values, which leads to the disentanglement
along each of the dimensions. The first term in eq. (15) leads to
the disentanglement along the x − y axis, since this term provides
the gradients resulting from the x−y alignment errors. Analogously,
the second and third terms provide gradients that arise from depth
and rotation alignment errors.

3.4 Training data
The available datasets of images with objects annotated with 6D
poses and focal lengths are quite small. This is especially true for the
Pix3D dataset, which is split into individual object classes. Hence,
training on such data is challenging. To address this issue, we train

our neural network F using the combination of real-world training
data and synthetically generated data. Synthetic data are generated
by randomly sampling the object model, the 6D pose, and the focal
length that are used to render the synthetic image with a random
texture on the object. Usually, the common distribution of viewpoints
is not uniform, e.g. we usually do not see beds or cars upside
down. To respect this natural bias also in the synthetic dataset, the
object pose and camera focal length are sampled from a parametric
distribution fitted to the real training data. This is in contrast to [30]
which used a uniform distribution.

In detail, to model the distribution of 3D object rotations we
use Bingham distribution [52], an antipodally symmetric probability
distribution on a surface of unit hyper-sphere. A 3D rotation can
be represented as a unit quaternion, i.e. a point on unit 4D hyper-
sphere. However, for an arbitrary unit quaternion q, the quaternions
q and −q represent the same rotation. The Bingham distribution,
being antipodally symmetric, reflects this and can therefore be used
to describe the rotation distribution on the SO(3) group. Before
rendering, we fit the distribution parameters to the real training
dataset, i.e. orthogonal matrix M ∈ R4×4 and diagonal matrix
Z = diag(z1, z2, z3, 0) ∈ R4×4. During the rendering, we sample
from the distribution to acquire the unit quaternion representing the
object rotation. We directly use the implementation from [53] for
both fitting and sampling.

For the translations and focal lengths, we use two 2D normal
distributions. We observe that the focal length f and the z-component
of translation are highly dependent as they both affect the object scale
after projection. Also, we observe that after taking logarithm of both
components, they follow the 2D normal distribution. We therefore fit
one 2D normal distribution to focal lengths and z-translations after
application of the logarithm function and separately fit one 2D normal
distribution to xy-translations. During synthetic data generation, we
sample from the fitted distributions and use the exponential function
to get the correct values of z and f .

Fig. 3 visualizes samples from our parametric distribution to-
gether with 6D poses and focal lengths from the real Pix3D-sofa
dataset. We describe the details of the parametric distributions and
compare them with two other distributions (nonparametric and uni-
form) in Sec. 4.2 and show that introducing a bias towards the real
dataset increases the performance of our method.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate our method for focal length and 6D pose estimation
on three challenging benchmarks: the Pix3D [28], CompCars [29]
and StanfordCars [29] datasets. In this section, we introduce the
benchmark datasets and give details of the full pose estimation
pipeline. Then, in Sec. 4.1 we provide the implementation details
of our approach. Sec. 4.2 presents the ablation of different synthetic
data distributions. In Sec. 4.3 we provide an ablation of the ratio
between real data and synthetic imagery. Sec. 4.4 ablates the 3D
model retrieval method and Sec. 4.5 ablates the 6D pose update rule.
In Sec. 4.6 we present the ablation of the main components of the
proposed loss function. In Sec. 4.7 we compare our method with
the state of the art [10], [48], [54] addressing the same task, and in
Sec. 4.8 we show a comparison on the YCB-Video [20] dataset using
the metrics from the BOP Challenge [31], i.e. a benchmark for 6D
pose estimation with a calibrated camera. Sec. 4.9 reports the training
stability between different runs, including rendering of new synthetic
data. In Sec. 4.11 we discuss the main limitations of our approach.
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Fig. 3. Parametric distribution of object poses and focal lengths in the training data. We plot the poses and focal lengths of the real training dataset
of Pix3D-sofa class (blue) together with poses and focal lengths sampled from the parametric distribution fitted to the data (orange). The number of
samples from our distribution is the same as the number of data points in the real training dataset. We plot the rotations, xy-translations, and z-translations
with focal lengths separately. To visualize the rotations, we plot the unit x-vector multiplied by the sampled rotations.

Finally, in Sec. 4.10 we show applications of our method in computer
graphics and robotics.

Datasets and evaluation criteria. We consider three real-world in-
the-wild datasets depicting objects with known 3D models annotated
with ground-truth focal length and 6D pose of the object. Following
Grabner et al. [10], we consider the bed, chair, sofa, and table classes
in the Pix3D dataset [28]. The images for each object class are
considered as separate datasets. The Stanford cars and CompCars
datasets [29] contain images of different car instances. Note that for
the Pix3D chair images and both cars datasets, there are hundreds
of different object instances in the dataset, which makes the task of
recognizing the object instance challenging. We use the standard set
of evaluation criteria used by prior work [10], [48], [54] that include
detection accuracy and several 6D pose metrics. The results are
reported as median errors (smaller is better) between the prediction
and ground truth (e.g., the MedErrR is the median rotation error)
and accuracies (higher is better), which report the percentage of
images with an error smaller than a certain threshold (e.g., AccRπ

6

reports the percentage of test images with a rotation error smaller
than π

6 ). See the supplementary material for a detailed description of
all evaluation criteria.

The complete pose estimation pipeline. The first step of our pipeline
returns bounding box coordinates for depicted model instances in the
input image via a Mask R-CNN detector. One detector is trained
for each object class. For each detected instance, we crop the input
image given the bounding box and apply an instance classifier to
obtain which 3D model instance to align. In our case we use the ML-
Decoder [49], an attention-based classification head with TResNet-
L [55] backbone, as the instance classifier. We align the 3D model
instance corresponding to the top classifier score. Next, we estimate
the coarse 6D pose and focal length using the full image, bounding
box, and retrieved 3D model instance. Finally, the refiner FocalPose
model iteratively refines the estimates for N iterations given the
coarse estimates. Note, that we follow CosyPose [23] and use two
separate networks for coarse initialization and iterative refinement.
Both networks follow the approach presented in Fig. 2.

4.1 Implementation details

We base our implementation on the render-and-compare approach of
CosyPose [23] for 6D object pose estimation. We recall the main
implementation details and explain the differences with [23].

Network architecture. The architecture of the network F (eq. 1)
relies on a ResNet-50 [56] backbone, followed by average pooling
and a linear layer for predicting the update ∆θ. The first input block
in the backbone is inflated from 3 to 6 channels, to allow for the input
of the merged RGB input image and the RGB rendered view.

Data augmentations. The (cropped) input image and rendering are
resized to the input resolution: 640 × 640 for Pix3D dataset and
300×200 for StanfordCars and CompCars datasets. During training,
one of the real data examples is sampled with probability 0.5%
while a synthetic data example is sampled with probability 99.5%.
Following [23], we also use data augmentation to increase the vari-
ability of training images. Data augmentation includes adding blur,
contrast, brightness, color, and sharpness image filters to the image,
and replacing the background with an image from the Pascal VOC
dataset [57]. We replace the background each time we encounter a
synthetic image, while randomly replacing the background of real
images with probability 10%. This is done by replacing pixels at
positions where the object mask, provided with the training data, is
equal to zero.

Initialization. In all experiments, we set the initial focal length f0 =
600 pixels, which we found experimentally to be a good initial value
for all datasets. This focal length could also be initialized using an
EXIF file, or using a coarse estimate directly predicted by a different
method. The initialization of the 6D object pose T 0 follows [23]
but relies on the initial focal length f0 instead of using the ground
truth focal length for computing an approximation of the object 3D
translation. The initial depth of the object is set to z = 1 m, and
the x − y components of the 3D translation are analytically derived
by computing the 3D position of the object center that reprojects
to the center of the 2D detection, assuming the camera projection
model defined by f0. The initial object rotation is set to the identity:
R0 = I3.

Coarse estimate and refinement. We follow CosyPose [23] and
use two separate networks for coarse initialization and iterative
refinement. The coarse network corrects the largest errors (between
the observed state and the fixed initialization θ0) during the first
iteration k = 1. A separate refinement network iteratively refines the
estimates by correcting smaller errors. The refinement network runs
for multiple iterations, we run K iterations of the refinement network
at test time in our experiments, with K = 15 on Pix3D and K = 55
on the Stanford cars/CompCars datasets in our experiments.
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Training input error distribution. We use the same network
architecture defined above for the coarse and refinement networks,
but both are trained with different error distributions to simulate what
each network will see at test time. During training, the initialization
of the coarse network is the same as the one used at test time and
described in the previous paragraph. Simulating the error distribution
of the refinement network is more complicated as its input is not
fixed and depends on the coarse estimate. To simulate the errors in
focal length that the refinement network will see, we sample the focal
length fk from a Gaussian distribution centered on the ground truth
f gt, with variance 0.15f gt. The error of the input pose given to the
refiner is sampled from a Gaussian with standard deviation of 1 cm
around the x− y components of translation, 5 cm for the depth, and
noise is added to the ground truth rotation matrix using three Euler
angles sampled from Gaussian distributions with variance of 15◦.
Training procedure. The coarse and refinement networks are initial-
ized using a classification network pretrained on ImageNet, and are
trained using the same procedure as in [23]. Training is performed
on 40 NVIDIA A100 GPUs using a global batch size of 1280.
The average training time for one coarse/refiner model is around
5 hours. Each network is trained for 10M iterations using the Adam
optimizer [58] with a learning rate of 3×10−4. We use a linear warm-
up of the learning rate during the first 700K iterations and decrease
it to 3 × 10−5 after 7M iterations. During inference, the network
can process 32 640 × 640 pixel resolution images in approximately
10 seconds. This time includes coarse estimation and 15 refiner
iterations.
2D detection and instance-recognition. We use Mask R-CNN [59]
to predict a 2D bounding box of the object of interest, and ML-
Decoder [49] as object instance classifier. The Mask R-CNN is based
on a ResNet-50 [56] feature pyramid (FPN) backbone [60]. The
network is initialized from a network trained on MS COCO, and
the first ten convolutional layers remain fixed during training. This
detector is trained using only the data provided by the Pix3D and
Stanford/Comp cars datasets. The ML-Decoder [49] is an attention-
based classification head, we use the network version with TResNet-
L [55] as a backbone. We initialize it from a network pretrained on
MS COCO and fine-tune it using the real datasets with 1000 added
synthetic images to increase the classifier performance.
Cropping strategy. The images from the datasets are center cropped
to 640 × 640px for Pix3D and 300 × 200px for Stanford cars
and CompCars. The input image is padded to preserve the input
aspect ratio. The second cropping happens before the input to the
network itself. Let us call (xc, yc) the 2D coordinates resulting
from the projection of the 3D object center by the camera with the
intrinsic parameter matrix K and [x1, y1, x2, y2] the coordinates of
the bounding box provided by external means (for example, the Mask
R-CNN detector), where [x1, y1] are the upper-left corner coordinates
and [x2, y2] are the lower-right corner coordinates of the provided
bounding box. Then we define

xdist = max(|x1 − xc|, |x2 − xc|), (16)

ydist = max(|y1 − yc|, |y2 − yc|). (17)

Then, the cropped image width and height are given by

w = max(xdist, ydist/r) · 2λ, (18)

h = max(xdist/r, ydist) · 2λ, (19)

where r is the aspect ratio of the input image and λ = 1.4 is a
parameter controlling the enlargement of the input image to capture

the whole object. This value was chosen following [24]. To ensure
the same perspective effects as in the original input image, we adjust
the intrinsic parameter matrix K when resizing and cropping the
image. In particular, we change the principal point [cx, cy] to keep
it in the same image position when resizing, cropping, and padding
the image. Note that image cropping and padding does not affect
the focal length. We change the focal length only when resizing the
image. In particular, we change the focal length proportionally to the
ratio of the sizes between the new and the old images.

Loss weights. We utilize α = 10−2 and β = 1 as weights for the
losses given by eq. 8 and eq. 9.

4.2 Ablation of different synthetic data distributions
When rendering synthetic data for training, we need to sample
object’s 6D pose and camera’s focal length. We investigate the effect
of distribution choice on overall pipeline performance. The intuition
is that introduction of bias towards the distribution of the real training
data can increase the performance, as long as the test data samples
are from the same distribution. We compare here the parametric
distribution used in our approach, and described in detail in Sec.3.4,
with two other distributions, uniform and nonparametric, described
next. We show that the parametric distribution works the best, as
reported in Table 1.

Uniform Distribution. The simplest way to sample the training data
is using a uniform distribution. In that case, we sample the rotation of
the object uniformly in the SO(3) space and sample its 3D position
within a box of size of 15 cm. The camera-to-object distance is
sampled within the interval (0.8, 3.0) meters for the StanfordCars
and CompCars datasets and (0.8, 2.4) meters for Pix3D. The focal
length is sampled within (200, 1000) pixels, which covers the range
of focal lengths from all datasets.

Nonparametric Distribution. When using the nonparametric dis-
tribution, we select the hyperparameters δR, δx, δy , δz and δf as
explained in the following paragraph. When sampling, we randomly
select a data point from the corresponding real training dataset and
perturb the rotation, translation, and focal length. We adjust the
rotation by a random angle α ∈ [0, δR] around a random unit
vector. For translation and focal length, we use additive perturbations.
However, we entangle the z-axis of translation together with focal
length, and the x-axis together with the y-axis, since the focal
length and distance from camera are highly dependent. In detail,
for each of the pairs, we sample a random vector within an ellipse
with axes lengths {δz, δf} and {δx, δy} respectively, and use the
components of the sampled vectors as an additive perturbation. The
hyperparameters δx, δy , δz and δf are selected using the real dataset
by finding the nearest neighbor of each data point, computing the
Euclidean distance, and then taking the 95 percentile from all the
distances (also computed separately for the z-axis with focal length
and the x-axis with y-axis). The δR is computed in a similar way,
except that we measure the angle between two rotations instead of
using the Euclidean distance.

4.3 Ablation of real vs. synthetic training data
Manually annotating real in-the-wild images [29], [54] with the focal
length and 6D pose is difficult because it requires significant effort
and the ambiguities can be hard to resolve. This setting results in
relatively few training images available. Moreover, the annotations
are often of poor quality (see Sec. 4.7 and in Fig. 9). Using synthetic
data allows one to generate many images with accurate annotations.



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON PATTERN ANALYSIS AND MACHINE INTELLIGENCE, 2024 8

TABLE 1
Ablation of different synthetic training data distributions on Pix3D

sofa. When rendering synthetic images for training, we sample the
object’s 6D pose and camera’s focal length randomly. We find that

sampling from distribution that is close to the training data distribution (b.
and c.) improves the performance compared to sampling from uniform

distribution (a.). The parametric distribution performs the best.

Distribution MedErrR MedErrt · 10 MedErrf · 10
a. Uniform 2.95 1.27 1.34
b. Nonparametric 2.82 1.14 1.24
c. Parametric 2.77 1.14 1.18

TABLE 2
Ablation for combining real and synthetic training data on Pix3D sofa
dataset. Mix of mostly synthetic data with a small number of real images

in each mini-batch performs best.

Dataset MedErrR MedErrt · 10 MedErrf · 10
Synth only 5.44 2.18 2.04
Synth + Real 0.5% 2.98 1.29 1.36
Synth + Real 5% 3.08 1.33 1.40
Real only 4.13 1.92 1.91

In Table 2, we report the results of our coarse model trained with
only real data, only synthetic data, or a mix of synthetic and real
data in each mini-batch (the fraction of real data in the mixed-data
mini-batch is indicated in the table row). Using (exact) synthetic data
in addition to a small number of (human-labeled) real images in
each mini-batch yields the lowest median error. Please note that this
ablation was performed using the original FocalPose version of the
model as presented in [30].

4.4 Ablation of different model retrieval methods
Even though our approach is effective even with only an approximate
3D model, the selection of the correct 3D model affects the whole
pipeline. In this section, we evaluate two different methods for
retrieving the 3D model. In the previous version of this work [30] we
fine-tuned the DINO architecture [61] on real images as the instance
classifier. We compare this approach with another method: the ML-
Decoder [49], an attention-based classification head with TResNet-
L [49] backbone, which offers a reasonable speed-accuracy trade-off.
We report the classifier accuracy on all 3 datasets in Table 3. Further-
more, we render additional 1000 synthetic images and add them to
the training set to increase classifier performance (denoted as “ML-
Decoder+1k” in Table 3). Although the ML-Decoder significantly
increases retrieval accuracy, the performance of the entire 6D pose
estimation pipeline improves mainly in rotation error and does not
change for other metrics, as reported in Table 4.

4.5 Ablation of the update rule
Building on the previous version of this work (FocalPose [30]), we
further refined the x and y components of the 6D pose update rule.
We evaluate the new update rule here. As shown in Table 5, the new
update rule achieves slightly better results. For detailed derivation of
the update rule and discussion of the difference compared to [30],
please refer to the supplementary material.

4.6 Loss ablation study
In this section, we ablate the different components of our proposed
loss function. We train the coarse and refinement networks with the

TABLE 3
Model retrieval accuracy. The use of ML-Decoder instead of DINO model

as an instance classifier significantly improves the model retrieval
accuracy. For Pix3D dataset, where number of real training images is very

low, the classification accuracy can be further increased by adding
synthetic images to the training data (“ML-Decoder+1k”).

Dataset Pix3D Acc CompCars Acc Stanford Acc

[61] DINO 62.1% 79.0% 71.2%
[49] ML-Decoder 72.8% 93.3% 95.1%
[49] ML-Decoder+1k 77.6% 93.5% 94.7%

TABLE 4
6D pose estimation with improved model retrieval on Pix3D sofa.

Although the ML-Decoder has significantly higher model retrieval accuracy
compared to the DINO model (see Table 3), it has only moderate effects

when incorporated in the whole 6D pose estimation pipeline where it
reduces mainly the rotation error. Other metrics do not change much.

Retrieval Method MedErrR MedErrt · 10 MedErrf · 10
[61] DINO 3.00 1.13 1.20
[49] ML-Decoder+1k 2.77 1.14 1.18

three different losses introduced in Sec. 3.3. We report the results
in Table 6. First, our solution (c.) combining the Huber regression
loss with the 2D reprojection error taking into account the object
3D model and its 6D pose results in significantly lower errors than
simply using the regression loss (a.) used in Grabner et al. [10].
Second, our new loss (c.), which disentangles the effects of focal
length and pose, results in lower median errors compared to the
standard reprojection loss that does not disentangle pose and focal
length (b.). Please note that this ablation was performed using the
original FocalPose as presented in [30].

4.7 Comparison to the state-of-the-art

Below we report the results of our approach (FocalPose++) on the
three different datasets and compare with other methods for 6D object
pose and focal length estimation [10], [48], [54]. We also compare
our method (FocalPose++) to its previous version (FocalPose) as
presented in [30]. In particular, in [30], the synthetic training dataset
was sampled using the uniform distribution, the DINO [61] model
was used as an instance classifier instead of the ML-Decoder [49],
and only an approximate version of the 6D pose update rule was
applied during pose estimation. The differences between the two
update rules are described in detail in the supplementary material.

Pix3D dataset. We report the average for the four classes (bed, chair,
sofa, table) in Table 7 (top). On average, our method (FocalPose++)
significantly outperforms the other methods [10], [48], [54] in 5 out
of the 8 metrics. In particular, we see a clear improvement in the
projection error (36% relative error reduction), translation error (30%
reduction), focal length and pose errors (22% reduction) and rotation
error (14% reduction). We also note clear improvements over the
original FocalPose [30]. Please note that the 3D translation is related
to the focal length because of the focal length/depth ambiguity. These
improvements are significant and validate the contribution of our
method.

CompCars and Stanford cars. A similar pattern of results is shown
in Table 7 (middle, bottom) also for the CompCars and Stanford cars
datasets that contain hundreds of different car models. Our approach
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TABLE 5
Update rule ablation on Pix3D sofa. Compared to the original update
rule used in FocalPose [30], our new update rule improves the 6D pose

estimation performance.

Update Rule MedErrR MedErrt · 10 MedErrf · 10
[30] FocalPose 2.81 1.16 1.19

FocalPose++ (ours) 2.77 1.14 1.18

TABLE 6
Training loss ablation on Pix3D sofa. The median alignment errors for
refinement models trained using different loss functions. Our proposed

combination of Huber regression loss with a disentangled reprojection loss
(c.) performs best.

Loss MedErrR MedErrt · 10 MedErrf · 10
a. LH 6.61 1.51 4.17
b. LH + Lproj 3.28 1.42 1.45
c. LH + LDR 2.98 1.29 1.36

obtains again the best results in 5 of the 8 reported metrics. In
particular, for StanfordCars our method significantly improves the
translation, pose and focal length errors (almost 50% relative error
reduction), but also the projection error (36% reduction) and the
rotation error (21% reduction). For CompCars our method signifi-
cantly improves the projection error (30% relative error reduction),
translation, pose and focal length errors (about 20% reduction), and
the rotation error (10% reduction). Again, these improvements are
significant and validate the contribution of our method.

Per class results on the Pix3D dataset In Table 8 we show
the performance of our FocalPose++ approach on individual Pix3D
classes. For bed, sofa and table our algorithm clearly outperforms
the prior methods in 5 out of 8 reported metrics, with relative error
reduction ranging from 12% to 56%, which validates the contribution
of our work. For chair our approach clearly outperforms other
methods in the projection median error with almost 50% relative
error reduction. In rotation, translation, pose, and focal length errors,
our new approach is slightly worse than the original FocalPose [30],
but it still outperforms the other methods by 3%-10%. All tested
methods, including ours, perform significantly worse on the table
class in the rotation and projection metrics. We believe that this could
be attributed to the fact that tables are often symmetric, which makes
the 6D object pose estimation hard and often ambiguous. Object
symmetries are one of the main failure models of our approach (see
Sec. 4.11).

4.8 Evaluation on 6D pose estimation benchmarks
In this section we compare our approach on a standard benchmark
dataset for 6D pose estimation. The standard 6D pose estimation
benchmarks [20], [31], [62], [63], [64] focus on the scenario with a
known focal length. To compare with methods for 6D pose estimation
with a calibrated camera, we need to modify not only the training
of our approach but also the evaluation. Next, we focus on the
BOP Challenge [31] benchmark, describe our training and evaluation
setup, and compare to the CosyPose [23] approach.

Training data. To train our model, we cannot use the official BOP
Challenge real and synthetic training datasets as the model would
overfit to the ground-truth focal length, which is constant for all
training and testing images. For simplicity, we focus only on objects
from the YCB-Video [20] dataset with a ground-truth focal length

Input
image

a b c

Ground
truth

FocalPose
[30]

Our
prediction

Fig. 4. Main failure modes are: (a) symmetric objects, (b) local minima,
and (c) incorrect 3D models identified by the object detector.

of 1067 px. Instead of using the official training data, we generate a
new synthetic training dataset with a varying focal length randomly
selected between 400 and 1600 pixels for each image. Similarly to
the official synthetic BOP datasets, we use BlenderProc [65] to render
photorealistic images of scenes with objects dropped on a plane using
a physics simulator.

Evaluation. To directly compare with CosyPose, we use the same
object detections provided by PoseCNN [20]. We report pose metrics
from the BOP Challenge, i.e. ARVSD (Visible Surface Discrep-
ancy), ARMSSD (Maximum Symmetry-Aware Surface Distance) and
ARMSPD (Maximum Symmetry-Aware Projection Distance). Their
average is reported as a final AR score (see [31] for the definition
of individual metrics). These metrics can also be used to evaluate the
6D pose without camera calibration, although ARMSPD and ARVSD

need to be adapted to report correct scores by taking into account
also the predicted focal length, as they rely on camera projection.
Please note that our method, which jointly estimates the 6D pose
and the camera focal length, solves a task that is by its nature more
difficult, as small focal length and z-translation errors can be hard to
distinguish.

Results. In Table 9 we report the BOP metrics for our method
using 55 refiner iterations with predicted focal length (FocalPose++
Pred) and also with focal length fixed to the ground-truth value
(FocalPose++ GT). The latter is obtained using a modification of
our method, where we multiply the focal length and the z-translation
by a corrective factor obtained as the ratio between the ground truth
and the predicted focal length after each iteration. We compare our
method with CosyPose [23], specifically with the model ECCV20-
PBR-1VIEW trained only on synthetic data. Our results with ground-
truth focal length show an AR score similar to that of CosyPose,
although the individual metrics differ. We hypothesize that this is
mainly due to the difference in the training data and because our
model was not trained with a fixed focal length. With the prediction
of focal length, our model increases ARMSPD, i.e. we fit the model
better from the perceptual point of view, as we have one more
degree of freedom, but the other two metrics are lower compared
to CosyPose GT that uses the ground truth focal length. Please note
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TABLE 7
Comparison with the state of the art for 6D pose and focal length prediction on the Pix3D, CompCars and Stanford cars datasets. Bold denotes
the best result among directly comparable methods. Our approach clearly outperforms other competing methods in 5 out the 8 reported metrics on all

three datasets (with a relative reduction in the median error ranging from 10% to 50%), validating our approach and demonstrating that our method deals
well with the focal length/depth ambiguity.

Detection Rotation Translation Pose Focal Projection

Method Dataset AccD0.5

MedErrR AccRπ
6

MedErrt MedErrR,t MedErrf MedErrP AccP0.1·1 ·101 ·101 ·101 ·102

[29]

Pix3D

96.0% 7.25 87.8% 2.52 1.76 2.41 6.33 71.5%
[10]-LF 96.2% 6.92 88.4% 1.85 1.30 1.72 3.85 85.5%
[10]-BB 97.7% 6.89 90.8% 1.94 1.30 1.75 3.66 88.0%
[30] FocalPose 95.5% 4.92 84.1% 1.49 1.09 1.53 2.97 79.2%

FocalPose++ (ours) 95.5% 4.19 85.1% 1.31 0.99 1.34 2.34 81.5%

[29]

CompCars

98.9% 5.24 97.6% 3.30 2.35 3.23 7.85 73.7%
[10]-LF 98.8% 5.23 97.9% 2.61 1.86 2.97 4.21 95.1%
[10]-BB 98.9% 4.87 98.1% 2.55 1.84 2.95 3.87 95.7%
[48]-TwoStep - 4.37 98.1% 3.22 1.90 3.79 4.54 90.2%
[48]-GCVNet - 3.99 98.4% 3.18 1.89 3.76 4.31 90.5%
[30] FocalPose 98.2% 3.99 98.4% 2.35 1.67 2.65 2.95 93.0%

FocalPose++ (ours) 98.2% 3.61 98.5% 1.96 1.44 2.37 2.70 94.2%

[29]

Stanford

99.6% 5.43 98.0% 2.33 1.80 2.34 7.46 76.4%
[10]-LF 99.6% 5.38 98.3% 1.93 1.51 2.01 3.72 96.2%
[10]-BB 99.6% 5.24 98.3% 1.92 1.47 2.07 3.25 96.5%
[48]-TwoStep - 5.09 97.5% 2.29 1.52 2.52 3.78 93.6%
[48]-GCVNet - 4.92 97.5% 2.20 1.46 2.43 3.65 94.6%
[30] FocalPose 99.5% 4.44 95.1% 1.00 0.84 1.09 2.55 93.8%

FocalPose++ (ours) 99.5% 3.87 96.2% 0.94 0.76 1.04 2.07 95.1%

that this decrease (caused by errors in the predicted z-translation
and the predicted focal length) is expected, since the task we are
solving is significantly more difficult as small focal length errors
can be compensated by adjusting the z-translation without almost
any reduction in ARMSPD. In detail, our method (FocalPose++ Pred)
achieves a median focal length error MedErrf of 0.116 (or 11.6%),
which can be hardly noticeable from the camera’s point of view. To
illustrate the effect of different focal lengths, we evaluate CosyPose
with focal length multiplied by 0.95, 0.90, 0.85 and 0.80, which
corresponds to 5%, 10%, 15% 20% focal length error, respectively,
and report the result also in Table 9 (lines denoted as GT · 0.95,
GT · 0.90, etc.). We observe that with 10% focal length error, the
results of CosyPose drop to performance similar to our FocalPose
approach, which uses focal length prediction. Additionally, we report
CosyPose results with the focal length set to the commonly used prior
equal to the size of the image diagonal (

√
w2 + h2). The results show

that ARMSPD still maintains reasonable performance, but the ARVSD

and ARMSSD metrics drop to zero. This is because this focal length
prior corresponds to approximately 25% relative focal length error
on the YCB-video dataset, which causes errors in the estimated z-
translation. These errors are above the thresholds used in the latter
metrics for a pose to be considered correct. In Fig. 5, we show the
qualitative result of our method with the predicted focal length. The
results show that even with some focal length errors, our method
produces results that are often perceptually indistinguishable from the
ground-truth annotations from the camera’s point of view; however,
the z-translation might be incorrect due to the incorrect focal length
estimate.

Please note that the state-of-the-art single-view RGB-only meth-
ods for 6D pose estimation with a calibrated camera report even
higher AR scores in the BOP Challenge [31]; however, these results
are not directly comparable to ours as those methods use both real

and synthetic training data, whereas our method uses only synthetic
images. Also, we do not aim to directly compete with those methods,
as we solve a task that is more difficult, and we aim at different use
cases, as discussed in Section 4.10.

4.9 Training stability

We evaluate the stability of the training between different runs,
including the rendering of a new synthetic training dataset. For the
Pix3D sofa category, we render 3 synthetic datasets and train 3
coarse and refiner models on the real training dataset with one of
the synthetic datasets added every time. Then, we run the evaluation
of the models. We observe that the values of the reported metrics
differ (relative to the mean of the 3 runs) at most by ±3.9% for
the rotation error, ±2.2% for the translation and focal length errors,
±1.2% for the pose error, ±1.1% for the projection error, ±0.5%
for the projection accuracy, and finally by ±0.4% for the rotation
accuracy. These estimated errors are much lower than the relative
reduction in median errors by our method compared to other state-
of-the-art methods.

4.10 Applications

In this section, we show two examples of applications of our method.
First, we show an application in computer graphics where our
method can be used for image editing/augmentation. Second, we
show how our method can be used in robotics for imitation of object
manipulation skills from Internet videos. Both applications target in-
the-wild Internet data, where focal length is often unknown. In both
applications, we assume that (at least approximate) 3D model of the
depicted object is available, which could be reasonable for many
common man-made objects such as vehicles, furniture, or kitchen
utensils that are common in large-scale repositories of 3D data [66],
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TABLE 8
Comparison with the state of the art for 6D pose and focal length prediction on the Pix3D dataset split by class. Bold denotes the best result

among directly comparable methods. See Sec. 4.7 for a more detailed analysis of the results.

Detection Rotation Translation Pose Focal Projection

Method Dataset Class AccD0.5

MedErrR AccRπ
6

MedErrt MedErrR,t MedErrf MedErrP AccP0.1·1 ·101 ·101 ·101 ·102

[29]

Pix3D bed

98.4% 5.82 95.3% 1.95 1.56 2.22 6.05 74.9%
[10] LF 99.0% 5.13 96.3% 1.41 1.04 1.43 3.52 90.6%
[10] BB 99.5% 5.40 97.9% 1.66 1.17 1.59 3.55 93.2%
[30] FocalPose 98.4% 3.16 91.6% 1.28 0.93 1.28 1.91 88.9%

FocalPose++ (ours) 98.4% 2.74 93.2% 1.15 0.78 1.21 1.53 90.0%

[29]

Pix3D chair

94.9% 7.52 88.0% 2.69 1.58 1.98 6.04 75.3%
[10]-LF 95.2% 7.52 88.8% 1.92 1.21 1.62 3.41 88.2%
[10]-BB 97.3% 6.95 91.0% 1.68 1.08 1.58 3.24 90.9%
[30] FocalPose 91.8% 3.56 85.4% 1.49 0.94 1.36 1.73 79.3%

FocalPose++ (ours) 91.8% 3.49 87.5% 1.63 1.02 1.51 1.69 82.5%

[29]

Pix3D sofa

96.5% 4.73 94.8% 2.28 1.62 2.42 4.33 82.2%
[10] LF 96.5% 4.49 95.0% 1.92 1.33 1.79 2.56 93.7%
[10] BB 98.3% 4.40 97.0% 1.63 1.16 1.73 2.13 95.6%
[30] FocalPose 96.9% 2.98 97.6% 1.29 0.83 1.36 1.52 93.9%

FocalPose++ (ours) 96.9% 2.77 95.6% 1.14 0.75 1.18 1.19 95.4%

[29]

Pix3D table

94.0% 10.94 72.9% 3.16 2.28 3.03 8.90 53.6%
[10] LF 94.0% 10.53 73.5% 2.16 1.62 2.05 5.92 69.5%
[10] BB 95.7% 10.80 77.2% 2.81 1.78 2.10 5.74 72.4%
[30] FocalPose 94.9% 9.98 61.8% 1.90 1.68 2.13 6.72 54.7%

FocalPose++ (ours) 94.9% 7.75 64.1% 1.33 1.42 1.45 4.95 58.1%

TABLE 9
Comparison of our method with CosyPose [23] on the YCB-Video [20]

dataset. We report BOP Challenge [31] 6D pose estimation metrics for
our method trained on synthetic data with randomized focal length,

showing results with focal length prediction (FocalPose++ Pred) and with
the focal length fixed to its ground-truth value (FocalPose++ GT). We

compare our method to CosyPose GT) trained on synthetic data with a
fixed ground truth focal length (CosyPose GT) and show how its

performance changes when the focal length is set to an incorrect value
(CosyPose GT · 0.95, etc.). Additionally, we report CosyPose results with
the focal length set to the commonly used prior equal to the size of the

image diagonal, i.e.
√
w2 + h2), which corresponds to about 25% relative

focal length error for the YCB-Video dataset. The methods are ranked by
the AR metric (top is the best). The top two methods separated by the

dashed line use the correct ground truth focal length.

Method Focal len. AR ARVSD ARMSSD ARMSPD

FocalPose++ (Ours) GT 57.9 43.3 63.7 66.5
CosyPose GT 57.4 51.6 55.4 65.3

CosyPose GT · 0.95 54.0 46.3 50.6 65.0
FocalPose++ (Ours) Pred 36.7 17.4 20.3 72.4
CosyPose GT · 0.90 32.9 16.0 18.0 64.7
CosyPose GT · 0.85 23.3 2.7 2.6 64.6
CosyPose GT · 0.80 21.4 0.2 0.1 64.0
CosyPose

√
w2 + h2 21.2 0.0 0.0 63.5

[67] or can even be generated given the input image or video [68],
[69], [70].

Application I: Image augmentation for in-the-wild images. Image
editing is an important area of computer graphics that can take many
forms. We focus on a specific type of image editing, where the
objective is to augment the image by adding new objects to the scene;
i.e. we need to place the objects into the image in a way that is aware
of the scene geometry [4]. We show such image augmentation on
the Pix3D-table dataset: First, we estimate the 6D pose of the table

and the camera focal length for several images from the dataset.
Second, we take three objects and place them randomly on top of the
table, using its estimated coordinate frame to properly align the newly
inserted object with the perspective of the scene. Finally, we render
the objects using the estimated focal length and camera pose and
compose the rendered object with the original image. Fig. 6 shows
examples of such image augmentation, depicting the original image,
the estimated pose of the table, and two different outputs of our
approach for each image. Note that a precise focal length estimation
results in better pose estimation of the table; however, estimating the
focal length is also required to match the perspective effects in the
input image.
Application II: Robotic imitation of object manipulation skills
from Internet videos. 6D pose estimation has important application
in robotics for object manipulation. In an uncalibrated setup, it can be
used to imitate object manipulation skills from Internet videos where
the camera intrinsic parameters are unknown. We use our approach
to extract the pose of the Campbell’s soup can from YouTube video
and reproduce the trajectory of the object with the Franka Emika
Panda robot. In detail, we first detect the object in the first frame
of the video and run both the coarse and the refiner models to
estimate the initial object 6D pose and camera focal length. The rest
of the frames are treated differently: Since the object pose changes
only slightly between the frames, we use the parameters from the
previous video frame as initialization and run only the refiner model,
resulting in a more stable trajectory. Our method thus predicts a new
focal length for every frame, possibly introducing some noise in the
pose estimation. However, this approach allows for more flexibility
in object tracking and yields more focal length information. After
processing all video frames, we post-process the outputs. First, we
unify the focal length by recomputing the outputs to the median
focal length from all frames. Second, we smooth the object trajectory
by fitting a spline curve with smoothness constraint to the object
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Input image Ground truth Our prediction

2

3

4

Fig. 5. Qualitative results for YCB-Video [20] dataset. Our method (right) produces precise alignments that are often hard to distinguish from the ground-
truth annotations (middle) when looking from the camera’s point of view. We visualize the ground-truth annotations and our predictions by overlaying the
input image with the objects rendered using the corresponding camera focal length and object 6D poses. We show contours of each object with green
color when rendered in the ground-truth pose, and with red color when rendered in the estimated poses.

translations, and by applying moving average to the rotations. We
then use the estimated object 6D poses to compute the inverse
kinematics, and imitate the object manipulation on the Panda robot.
Note that although we manually align the robot’s environment with
the observed real-world scene, this can be done fully automatically
as in [71]. In Fig. 7 we show several frames of the input video,
visualization of the estimated 6D poses, and the robot that moves the
object along the estimated trajectory. Please note that estimating the
focal length is important in this task. In Fig. 8 we show two object
trajectories, one with the estimated focal length (left) and one with
an (incorrect) focal length of 4000px (right), viewing from the side
(i.e. the camera is looking from left to right). Note how the larger
focal length results in a larger movement in the z-direction. This can
result in an object trajectory that is hard or impossible for the robot
to follow.

4.11 Limitations
There are three main failure modes of our approach, illustrated in
Fig. 4. First, we observe high rotation errors for symmetric objects
such as tables or stools, where the correct orientation is ambiguous.

Please note that none of the evaluation criteria used takes into account
the symmetries of objects. Second, our iterative alignment procedure
can get stuck in a local minima where the predicted object model in
the predicted configuration is reasonably aligned but the errors are
still high, e.g., because the object is flipped upside down. This failure
mode is hard to completely eliminate; however, we succeeded in
reducing the number of cases by using only synthetic training images
with common viewpoints, i.e. introducing our parametric synthetic
data distribution (Sec. 3.4). Also, this could be mitigated by running
our approach from multiple initializations or running our refinement
network on better coarse estimates. Finally, we observe that, in some
situations, the 3D model retrieved by our pipeline is incorrect. These
failure modes lead to large errors, which explains the lower accura-
cies measured by the AccRπ

6
and AccP0.1 metrics. Nevertheless, our

approach achieves significantly lower median errors (5 out of the 8
reported metrics) compared to the current state-of-the-art methods,
demonstrating the high precision of our approach outside of these
failure modes.
Broader impact. Our work has the potential to positively impact
practical applications in augmented reality and robotics, among them
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Input image Estimated pose Augmented images

Fig. 6. Application I: 3D-aware image augmentation. Given an input image (first column), we estimate the camera focal length and 6D pose of the
table using our FocalPose++ approach (second column). The estimated geometry of the table allows us to randomly place three new 3D objects on the
table and render them in the original image (third and fourth column). Note how the new objects are inserted into the scene respecting its geometry and
perspective effects.

overlaying artistic effects on viewed objects or for a robotic assistant
that can manipulate real-world objects. However, our work could also
potentially be used as a component for 3D-assisted manipulation of
an image or video via object compositing to create misinformation.

Qualitative results. We report examples of qualitative results for our
method on the four classes of the Pix3D dataset in Fig. 9 and on
Stanford cars and CompCars datasets in Fig. 10. Please note that the
renderings of the predictions (taking into account focal length and
object 6D pose) show precise alignment with the observed image for
in-the-wild photographs. Notably, these qualitative results demon-
strate the robustness of our approach to large object truncation and
strong perspective effects. Please see the supplementary material
for additional qualitative results.

5 CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated successful joint estimation of camera-object
6D pose and camera focal length given a single still image. Key
to our success was our extension of render and compare that incor-
porated the estimated focal length in the iterative update rules and
a disentangled loss for training. We have shown that our approach

produces lower-error focal length and pose estimates compared to
prior art. Our approach can be extended to other camera intrinsic
parameters besides focal length, including different forms of camera
distortions, provided that they can be reliably rendered. This work
opens up the possibility of downstream applications in augmented re-
ality/computer graphics and reasoning over “in-the-wild” articulated
and interacted objects in video.
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Fig. 7. Application II: object manipulation from Internet video. Given an input video (first row) with a known object, we estimate its 6D pose in each
video frame. In the first frame, we estimate object’s 6D pose and camera focal length using our method (coarse and refiner model). In the following frames,
we reuse the 6D pose and focal length from the previous frame as initialization and apply only the refiner to track the object. To obtain the final trajectory,
we use the estimated median focal length, recompute z-translation accordingly, and apply trajectory smoothing (second row). Finally, we compute inverse
kinematics and imitate the object manipulation with a Franka Emika Panda in simulation (third row) and on the real robot (fourth row). Please see the
supplementary video.

Fig. 8. Visualization of two object trajectories computed using different focal lengths. We show a trajectory obtained using the estimated focal
length (left) and a trajectory computed using an (incorrect) focal length of 4000 px (right), with the camera looking from left towards right. A larger focal
length results in larger movement in the z-direction, which may be hard or impossible for the robot to follow in extreme cases, showing the importance of
focal length estimation.
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Fig. 9. Pix3D qualitative results. For each example (each row), we show
the input image (left), ground truth focal length and pose annotation (center)
and our prediction (right). We overlay a rendering of the detected 3D
model with the jointly estimated 6D pose and focal length. Notice how our
method produces precise alignments for truncated objects (rows 1, 8, 9)
and handles large perspective effects (rows 3, 5, 6). Notice also that in row
8 our prediction is better than the manually annotated ground truth.
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Fig. 10. Example qualitative results on the CompCars (rows 1-6) and
Stanford cars (rows 7-12) datasets.
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A SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material is organized as follows. Sec. A.1 shows
the full derivation of the 6D pose update rule. In Sec. A.2 we give
the details of the evaluation metrics. In Sec. A.3 we show detailed
results on the benefits of multiple refiner iterations. Sec. A.4 provides
additional quantitative evaluation of the performance of our model.
Finally, in Sec. A.5 we provide more qualitative results on Pix3D,
Stanford Cars, and CompCars datasets.

A.1 Derivation of the 6D pose update rule

In this section, we show the full derivation of the 6D pose update
rule used for coarse and refiner networks, as presented in the main
paper, and discuss the difference compared to the update rule used in
FocalPose [30]. Let [x, y, z] be the 3D coordinates of the center of
the object and [a, b] its image coordinates after projection. We use a
simplified pinhole camera model where the camera principal point is
at the origin of the image coordinate system (cx = cy = 0) and the
world coordinate system is placed at the object center (see Fig. 2 (b)
in the main paper). We get the following camera projection equation
in homogeneous coordinates:

λ

a
b
1

 =

fx 0 cx
0 fy cy
0 0 1

x
y
z

 =

f 0 0
0 f 0
0 0 1

x
y
z

 , (20)

which can be written as separate equations for x, y and z:

λa = fx ,

λb = fy ,

λ = z ,

(21)

and further simplified as:

a =
fx

z
,

b =
fy

z
.

(22)

Let [vkx, v
k
y , v

z
y ] be the object translation update predicted by the

neural network F . We want vkz to represent the ratio of camera-
to-object depth between the object observed in the real image and the
rendered image, thus we define the update rule for zk+1 as:

zk+1 = vkz z
k , (23)

where zk and zk+1 are the old and new estimations of the z-
translation respectively, and vkz is the corresponding network output
for the z-translation at iteration k. We want [vkx , vky ] to represent the
translation of the projected object center measured in pixels, i.e:

ak+1 = ak + vkx ,

bk+1 = bk + vky .
(24)

Next, in eq. (24) we substitute the image space coordinates a and b
by the expressions from eq. (22) obtaining:

fk+1xk+1

zk+1
=

fkxk

zk
+ vkx ,

fk+1yk+1

zk+1
=

fkyk

zk
+ vky .

(25)

By rearranging the above equations, we derive the final update rule
for xk+1 and yk+1 as:

xk+1 =

(
vkx +

fkxk

zk

)
zk+1

fk+1
,

yk+1 =

(
vky +

fkyk

zk

)
zk+1

fk+1
.

(26)

Discussion. To analyze the difference between (26) and the update
rule used in FocalPose [30], we first recall the translation part of the
FocalPose [30] update rule:

xk+1 =

(
vkx

fk+1
+

xk

zk

)
zk+1 ,

yk+1 =

(
vky

fk+1
+

yk

zk

)
zk+1 .

(27)

Comparing the new update rule (26) to the original FocalPose [30]
update rule (27), it can be seen that eq. (27) can be considered as
an approximation of eq. (26) – the right-hand sides of the equations
are equivalent up to the multiplicative factor fk/fk+1 for the terms
xk/zk and yk/zk in parentheses. If the focal length does not change
much between the update iterations, this factor will be close to 1
and could be ignored. In other words, the original FocalPose [30]
update rule assumes the focal length to be constant when updating
the translation components x and y of the 6D pose in each iteration
and applies only the new focal length estimate fk+1. As shown in
the ablations in the main paper, the new update rule derived in this
work given by (26) achieves slightly better results.

A.2 Evaluation criteria
We now recall the metrics presented in [29], commonly [10], [29],
[48] used on these datasets and also used in this work.

Detection metric. We report the detection accuracy AccD0.5
which

corresponds to the percentage of images for which the intersection
over union between the ground truth and predicted 2D bounding box
is larger than 0.5.

Note that an incorrect object prediction is not penalized by this
metric as our method can predict the focal length and object 6D pose
even if the model is only approximate as long as it belongs to the
correct category for which the 3D models are approximately aligned,
similar to [10], [29], [48].

6D pose metrics. We report the point matching error eR,t that
measures the error between the 3D points of the object model
transformed with the ground truth and with the estimated 6D pose
with respect to the camera:

eR,t =
dbbox

dimg
avg

p∈M⋆

||(Rp+ t)− (R̂p+ t̂)||2
||t̂||2

, (28)

where dbbox is the diagonal of the ground truth 2D bounding box,
dimg is the diagonal of the image, M⋆ is the 3D model of the ground
truth object instance, (R, t) is the predicted 6D pose and (R̂, t̂) is the
ground truth 6D pose. Note that the point error in 3D (the numerator
of (28)) is normalized by the ground truth object-to-camera distance
||t̂||2 and multiplied by the relative size of the object in the image
dbbox
dimg

[10].
Following [10], we also use metrics that evaluate separately

the quality of the estimated 3D translation and rotation. We use
the rotation error computed using the geometric distance between
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Input image Ground truth Our prediction

Fig. 11. Inaccuracies in ground truth annotations in the Pix3D dataset.
Example of an alignment with an incorrect 3D model predicted by our
approach (right) that results in a lower 3D translation and focal length errors
compared to the aligned ground truth 3D model (middle). This is caused by
a mismatch between the bed depicted in the input image (with no mattress)
and the ground truth 3D model.

the predicted rotation R and the ground truth rotation R̂ eR =
||log(R̂TR)||F√

2
, and the normalized translation error et = ||t−t̂||2

||t̂||2
,

where t is the predicted translation and t̂ is the ground truth
translation. For all the errors, we report the median value (denoted as
MedErrRt, MedErrR, MedErrt, respectively). Following [10],
for the rotation error we also report the percentage of images with
eR ≤ π

6 denoted as AccRπ
6

.

Focal length and reprojection metrics. Following [10], we report
the relative focal length error ef = |f̂−f |

f̂
between the estimated

focal length f and the ground truth focal length f̂ . We also report
the reprojection error eP which is similar to the error of 6D pose
(eq. (28) but reprojects the 3D points into the image, also taking into
account the estimated focal length f :

eP = avg
p∈M⋆

||π(R, t, f, p)− π(R̂, t̂, f̂ , p)||2
dbbox

, (29)

where p are the 3D points of the object model M⋆ of the ground
truth object instance, π(K(f), R, t, p) is the reprojection of a 3D
point p using the estimated parameters, and π(K(f̂), R̂, t̂, p) is the
reprojection of the same 3D point p using ground truth parameters,
and dbbox is the diagonal of the ground truth 2D bounding box. We
report the median value of the reprojection error MedErrP and the
percentage of images where the reprojection error is below 0.1 of the
image, AccP0.1

A.3 Multiple refiner iterations
Finally, in Figure 12, we show how the model performance evolves
with an increasing number of refiner iterations at inference time. Two
effects can be observed. First, the translation and focal length errors
tend to go down with the number of iterations and they empirically
reach a fixed error value. On the other hand, we observe that the
rotation errors can increase with the number of iterations, which can
be seen for the Pix3D table class.

We believe this finding could be attributed to the fact that our
refiner model is trained only for one iteration. These results can be
potentially improved by increasing the number of refiner iterations
during training at the cost of additional compute.

A.4 Detailed results
To show fine-grained information about the errors of our model, we
provide a set of histograms and plots that are complementary to the
results tables in the main paper.

In Figure 13 we show the distributions of rotation and reprojec-
tion errors for the Pix3D dataset and in Figure 14 for the CompCars
and Stanford Cars datasets. For the Pix3D chair and table classes we
observe peaks at ∼90◦ intervals, which suggests that many errors in

those classes come from symmetrical objects that cause problems for
our approach. For the car datasets we observe a large peak at ∼180◦,
which also shows that some of the car models are fitted to incorrect
orientations due to (almost) symmetrical models.

Figure 15 shows rotation and projection accuracies at different
projection and rotation error thresholds. The standard thresholds used
in previous work are quite loose and correspond to the right-most
endpoints of the reported graphs, i.e., reprojection error of 0.1 (10%
of the object bounding box size) and rotation error of 30 degrees. We
observe that the accuracy of our approach drops only slightly over a
range of tighter thresholds, up to 0.05 relative reprojection error and
up to about 15◦ rotation error. For stricter thresholds (below around
0.05 and 15◦), the accuracy of our model starts dropping significantly,
which shows that there is still space for improvement in future work.

A.5 Additional qualitative results
In this section, we provide more qualitative results of our approach.
Figures 16–19 show additional results for the chair, bed, sofa, and
table classes in the Pix3D dataset. Figures 20 and 21 show additional
results for the Stanford cars and CompCars datasets, respectively. The
qualitative results demonstrate the high accuracy of the alignments
obtained by our approach despite variation in focal length, variability
of the 3D models that have often very little texture, occlusions, and
cluttered backgrounds. Finally, Figure 22 shows additional examples
of failure modes on the Pix3D dataset.

For Pix3D, we provide good results for the chair class in Fig. 16,
for the bed class in Fig. 17, for the sofa class in Fig. 18 and for the
table class in Fig. 19. We also provide qualitative results for Stanford
cars in Fig. 20 and for CompCars in Fig. 21. Please notice the quality
of alignment that our approach can achieve. We provide the failure
cases for the Pix3D dataset in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 13. Projection error histograms (left) and rotation error histograms (right) for the Pix3D object classes. Please note the logarithmic scale of
the y-axis.
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Fig. 14. Projection error histograms (left) and rotation error histograms (right) for the CompCars (first row) and Stanford Cars (second row)
datasets. Please note the logarithmic scale of the y-axis.
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Fig. 15. Projection and rotation accuracies at different error thresholds.
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Fig. 16. Qualitative results for Pix3D chairs.
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Fig. 17. Qualitative results for Pix3D beds.
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Fig. 18. Qualitative results for Pix3D sofas.
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Fig. 19. Qualitative results for Pix3D tables.
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Fig. 20. Qualitative results for CompCars.
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Fig. 21. Qualitative results for StanfordCars.
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Fig. 22. Examples of failures in the Pix3D dataset. Typical failures include symmetric objects (rows 1-2), local minima (rows 3-4) and misalignment due
to the incorrect model (row 5-7). For more details please see the section about limitations in the main paper.
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