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Abstract: Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) presented a novel way to represent
scenes, allowing for high-quality 3D reconstruction from 2D images. Following
its remarkable achievements, global localization within NeRF maps is an essential
task for enabling a wide range of applications. Recently, Loc-NeRF demonstrated
a localization approach that combines traditional Monte Carlo Localization with
NeRF, showing promising results for using NeRF as an environment map. How-
ever, despite its advancements, Loc-NeRF encounters the challenge of a time-
intensive ray rendering process, which can be a significant limitation in practical
applications. To address this issue, we introduce Fast Loc-NeRF, which leverages
a coarse-to-fine approach to enable more efficient and accurate NeRF map-based
global localization. Specifically, Fast Loc-NeRF matches rendered pixels and ob-
served images on a multi-resolution from low to high resolution. As a result, it
speeds up the costly particle update process while maintaining precise localization
results. Additionally, to reject the abnormal particles, we propose particle rejec-
tion weighting, which estimates the uncertainty of particles by exploiting NeRF’s
characteristics and considers them in the particle weighting process. Our Fast Loc-
NeRF sets new state-of-the-art localization performances on several benchmarks,
convincing its accuracy and efficiency. The code is available at this url
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1 Introduction

Global localization is one of the most important challenges in the field of mobile robotics. The
detailed algorithm used for global localization is inherently tied to the type of map employed. Dif-
ferent mapping techniques require tailored localization algorithms to determine a robot’s position
effectively without knowledge about the initial pose. In the early days of mobile robotics, some
relatively simple yet efficient maps were commonly used, for example, feature-based maps such
as ORB maps [1, 2] or 2D occupancy grid maps [3], but there is a rapid shift towards utilizing a
photo-realistic volumetric 3D environment map. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [4] is certainly the
most typical example of a realistic volumetric 3D map. The reason for this is that this type of 3D
realistic volumetric map can be utilized not only in mobile robotics but also in immersive technolo-
gies such as AR/VR/MR. Therefore, global localization under the NeRF map emerges as one of the
most urgent topics that should be considered in mobile robotics. Regarding the topic, several works
have been reported. Gradient-based pose estimation methods, including iNeRF [5] and PI-NeRF [6],
optimize the camera pose by inverting the NeRF. APR-based approaches [7, 8, 9] utilize NeRF to
train absolute pose regression networks to predict the pose directly. Among them, recently Loc-
NeRF [10] was developed as a groundbreaking approach by integrating NeRF with Monte Carlo
Localization (MCL), a probabilistic method traditionally used in mobile robotics for estimating the
pose of a robot.

The key idea of Loc-NeRF is to employ NeRF as a map model in the update step of the filter and
robot dynamics for motion prediction. This integration allows for global localization and accurate
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tracking on NeRF, capitalizing on the high-quality environmental cues captured by NeRF. How-
ever, while Loc-NeRF demonstrated impressive localization capabilities, it also revealed a critical
bottleneck: the computational intensity of rendering a vast number of rays across numerous parti-
cles within the MCL framework. This challenge becomes particularly critical in scenarios requiring
real-time localization or operating under computational constraints.

To address this problem, we introduce a new global localization method named Fast Loc-NeRF. The
key idea of Fast Loc-NeRF is to divide the iterations of MCL into three distinct phases: the coarse
phase, the intermediate phase, and the fine phase. As we progress through each phase, the matching
between the rendered image and the observed image is performed at progressively higher resolu-
tions: low resolution in the coarse step, medium resolution in the medium step, and high resolution
in the fine step, shifting focus from exploration to exploitation. In response to progressively increas-
ing the resolution, we progressively decrease the number of particles in MCL when we move from
the coarse phase to the fine phase, keeping the amount of computation almost constant in all three
distinct phases. The coarse phase aims to explore as many candidates as possible while spending a
reasonable amount of computation, whereas the fine phase aims to exploit the most likely candidates
as intensively as possible to achieve the best estimate. The key idea is summarized in Fig 1. More-
over, we propose an innovative particle rejection weighting scheme within Fast Loc-NeRF. This
scheme estimates the uncertainty of each particle by exploiting the unique characteristics of NeRF’s
rendering process, integrating this uncertainty into the particle weighting mechanism. It is actually
the incorporation of rejection sampling into the importance sampling in MCL. Such an approach not
only improves the robustness of the localization but also accelerates our method, contributing to the
overall performance gains of our method.

Through extensive evaluations, we demonstrate that Fast Loc-NeRF sets new benchmarks in local-
ization performance, offering both efficiency and precision across various standard datasets. Our
contributions are aimed at advancing the application of NeRF in visual localization, providing a
robust and efficient framework that paves the way for future research and practical implementations.
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Figure 1: Overview of our proposed Fast Loc-NeRF. Our Fast Loc-NeRF introduces a coarse-to-fine
multiscale matching framework to enhance the efficiency and accuracy of NeRF-based localization.

2 Related Works

Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) [4] has emerged as a novel ap-
proach demonstrating that a neural network can be used to synthesize novel views of complex
scenes. In detail, NeRF models the volumetric scene as a continuous function, using a deep net-
work to map 5D coordinates (spatial location and viewing direction) to color and density. The suc-
cess of NeRF has driven research aimed at more accurately representing environments, including
addressing aliasing issues at various scales [11, 12, 13], achieving faster training and rendering



times [14, 15, 16, 17], and enabling the capability to learn larger scenes [18, 19, 20], as well as
other improvements [21, 22, 23]. Additionally, it has extended into various applications such as
SLAM [24, 25, 26], editing [27, 28, 29], dynamic scene reconstruction [30, 31, 32] and semantic
understanding [33, 34].

Visual Localization in NeRF Visual localization, a crucial component in robotics and augmented
reality, has been extensively studied, with methods ranging from particle-based approaches to op-
timization methods. The integration of NeRF into localization tasks represents a relatively new but
rapidly growing area of research. The dense and continuous representation provided by NeRF offers
a rich source of environmental cues that can be leveraged for more precise localization. Initial ef-
forts in this space have focused on understanding how NeRF’s environmental representations can be
utilized to improve the accuracy of pose estimation. Several methods have emerged in this field, in-
cluding gradient-based approaches [5, 6], APR-based methods [7, 8, 9], and Loc-NeRF [10], which
utilizes Monte Carlo Localization. Gradient-based methods invert [5, 6] NeRF to estimate pose by
rendering images from NeRF and comparing them to actual images at the pixel level. They refine
the camera’s pose using gradients derived from this comparison. APR-based approaches [7, 8, 9]
train absolute pose regression networks, such as PoseNet [35], to directly predict the pose, leverag-
ing the renderable properties of NeRF. However, this method requires extensive training time and
resources to train the APR network. Loc-NeRF [10] is a notable example of combining NeRF with
Monte Carlo Localization to achieve enhanced localization performance without any training pro-
cess. However, the computational demands of this integration, particularly in the context of render-
ing multiple rays for numerous particles, present significant challenges. In this work, we proposed
a novel approach named Fast-NeRF, which builds upon these foundations, addressing the compu-
tational challenges and enhancing the efficiency and accuracy of NeRF-based localization through
coarse-to-fine localization framework and particle rejection weighting strategies.

3 Method

Our proposed method, Fast Loc-NeRF, is designed to address the computational challenges of
NeRF-based localization, particularly focusing on the inefficiencies associated with the traditional
Monte Carlo Localization approach when integrated with NeRF. Fast Loc-NeRF introduces a coarse-
to-fine localization framework coupled with a novel particle rejection weighting mechanism, aimed
at enhancing both the efficiency and accuracy of the localization process. The overall illustration of
our methods is shown in Fig 1.

3.1 Monte Carlo Localization on NeRF

Neural Radiance Fields Neural radiance fields(NeRF) learn the visual and geometry of the envi-
ronment and represent a three-dimensional environment that enables novel view synthesis. Given a
set of n images Z = {I;}!" ,, and their corresponding camera poses and intrinsic parameters, NeRF
encodes a function Fy.gr : (z,d) — (¢, o) from 3D coordinate z = («,y, z) and viewing direction
d = (0, ¢) to RGB color ¢ and density . The color and the densities of sampled points along the
ray are predicted and integrated to render a novel view.

&(r) = / T T (2)elz)dt, (1)

where T'(z) = exp(— fo s)ds) is the transmittance checking occlusion by integrating along the
ray r(z) = o + zd between () to z. Since the density and radiance values are derived from the 5D
coordinate of points on rays, NeRF techniques employ a sampling-based Riemann summation to
approximate the integral. NeRF optimizes by the reconstruction error between the rendered colors
and the corresponding ground-truth colors.

color Z ||C H2 (2)

recR
where R is the set of rays r with the known camera poses.



Monte Carlo Localization leveraging NeRF as a map With a well-trained Neural Radiance Field
(NeRF) map denoted as M, RGB images I; representing observations at time ¢, and motions O; at
time ¢, a particle filter utilizing Monte Carlo localization is employed to determine the 6 Degrees of
Freedom (DoF) camera pose X for the corresponding time ¢. This process uses the particle filter to
calculate the posterior probability P(X;|M, I1.¢, O1.;), incorporating all images I;.; and motions
O1.; recorded from the initial moment up to time ¢. Based on the derived posterior probability
P(X¢|M, I .+,01.4), the particle filter then samples a weighted set of n particles to represent the
distribution of possible camera poses as follows:

S ={@ wy|i=1,...,N}, 3)
where x,[f] is the 6DoF pose of the ith particle and wf] is the associated weight of xy[f] normalized
from O to 1. The particle filter updates the group of particles every time new images and measure-
ments are observed. During the prediction step, the set of particles S; at time ¢ is estimated from the
set of particles S;_; with the motion of the camera O, between time ¢ and time ¢ — 1 as the motion

model P(X;|X;_1,0;). The pose xgi] of each particle is sampled through Gaussian noise as follows

xl[,/z] = x,[il ors mg], where z. € SE(3) is the prediction noise modeled as an exponential map
Exp(d). Then, the importance weights of particles are updated based on the measurement likelihood
P(I:| X, M), which indicates the probability of the pose x,[f] given the observed image I; at time ¢.
Loc-NeRF [10] employed a heuristic function to estimate the measurement likelihood as follows:
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where B denotes the number of pixels rendered per particle. C (7 (p;, at,[f]), K) is the rendered color

on the pixel p; with the pose x,[:’] and shared intrinsic camera parameter K. After importance weight-

ing, N particles are resampled with normalized weights wy].

3.2 Fast Loc-NeRF

Framewoyk of Fast Loc-NeRF Our Fast Loc- Algorithm 1: Fast Loc-NeRF
NeREF consists of three phases: coarse, medium, Tnput: Ir,u,
and fine phases, shifting focus from exploration Initialize Xo; Initialize Xo;
to exploitation. The key idea of Fast Loc-NeRF £ = { Rcoarse,; Rmedium, Riine }// Rendering scale
is to maintain the amount of computation repre- B = {Beourse; Bmedium; Biine }// # of queries
. N = {Ncoarse, Nmedium, Nﬁne}// # of particles
sented by the product of the number of particles ,; coarse Phase
N and the number of probings B (renderings for ¢ = 1 10 Ttoarse do
or queries) almost constant in all three phases, Xl\t/l gLJ\I RE(X._ - R B N
achieving both efficiency and precision. Specif- eRF( X113 Reourse; Beouse, Neouse)
ically, as the filtering steps progress from coarse // Medium Phase
’ . ige . for ¢t = Tcoarxe +1to Tmedium do
to fine, the focus shifts from utilizing a large X, =
number of particles N to increasing the num- MCL NeRF(X—1; Rmedium, Bmedium, Nmedium )
ber of query pixels B for precise localization. // Fine Phase
This adjustment narrows down the search space  for ¢ = Tnediun +- 1 10 Tne do
- : | X: = MCL NeRF(X;—1; Réne, Bane, Nine)
and focuses on the most promising solutions.
During the coarse phase, fewer renderings chal- return X,
lenge the capture of the image’s overall shape,
so we adjust the rendering resolution R in each phase to maintain the matching region’s proportion
over the image. Let us consider Algorithm 1. In the algorithm, R, B, and N denote the rendering
scale, the number of queries, and the number of particles, respectively. As we move from the coarse
phase, we increase the rendering scale R (for example, Reoarse; Rmediums Rfine = 1/4,1/2,1), and in-
crease the number of queries B, (Bcoarse; Bmedium; Bfine = 1/4,1/2,1), but decrease the number of
particles IV, (Neoarses Nmedium, NVfine = 1, 1/27 1/4)-




Detailed Structure Fast Loc-NeRF divides
three phases according to the initial distribution
of particles and their convergence over time.
The algorithm begins with the coarse phase,
corresponding to the update at ¢ = O from the
initial particle distribution. After the initial ex-
ploration in the coarse phase, the algorithm pro-
ceeds to the medium phase, where the process
is repeated until the particles converge. When
the distribution of the 3D positions of the par-

Algorithm 2: MCL-NeRF

Input: X1, u, Iy, Ry, By, Ny
Xi=X:; =0
fori =1t0 Ny,—1 do

sample 2" ~ p(z; | e, 2 )

I « downscale(I;, Ry)
for j = 1to B: do

L render C(r(p;, 2\, Ry)
wi) = p(I" | 2!, M)
calculate w!” through Eq (6)

ticles, {xy]}, falls within a certain threshold,
Orefine, AS Var({xy]}) < Orefines the algorithm
enters to the fine phase. In this phase, a small
number of particles is used to focus on precise
localization by performing detailed rendering
in high resolution, ensuring that the final esti-
mated pose is as accurate as possible.

MCL-NeRF In each phase, we run MCL-NeRF given in Algorithm 2 to update the particles. MCL-
NeRF consists of sampling, importance weighting, and resampling, similarly performed as shown
in Algorithm 2. To achieve importance weighting at the corresponding resolution R, the observed
image I, is resized to Ith. The key difference between the vanilla MCL and MCL-NeRF is that
we have to downsize the observed image to I, th using the rendering scale R; and render the image

L X=X+ {(afl w”)}
fori =1t0o N; do

draw i with probability oc w!”
| add z/! 1o X,
return X,

C (r(py, :L’Li] ), R: - K) of query points {p; }f:tlto compute the importance weight w!?.
3.3 Particle Rejection Weighting

(b) Density a(z) (c) Weight h(z)
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Figure 2: Particle Rejection Weighting We plot the particle rejection weighting process. (a) Ren-
dered image from the red and blue particle each, which is located inside and outside room (b) Density
distribution o (z) over ray 7(z) = o + zd (c) Ray weight distribution h(z) = T'(z)o(z) and red re-
gion indicate the range between Zyans and Zopaque

When we apply a vanilla MCL to a NeRF map, we often encounter situations where early-stage
particles are randomly or uniformly distributed throughout the environment, and some of them fall
into regions where the NeRF is not trained at all. This occurs because we have no information
about the structure of the environment. An example of this situation is shown in the leftmost figure
in Fig 2. In the figure, the red particle (in the first row) falls into the “valid” region where the
NeRF map is trained and successfully renders the corresponding image from the NeRF map. In
contrast, the blue particle (in the second row) happens to fall outside the environment (“invalid



region”) where the NeRF map is not trained at all. As a result, the blue particle renders a strange
image, and such abnormal particles should be removed from subsequent processing. In this paper, we
remove such abnormal particles by incorporating rejection sampling into the importance sampling
framework. While importance sampling and rejection sampling are distinct techniques, they are
related in that both methods use the ratio of the target distribution to the proposal distribution to draw
samples. Specifically, we assign very low importance weights to particles that should be removed
from further consideration, effectively rejecting them and focusing on more promising particles
within the importance sampling context.

The remaining problem is how to compute the importance weight so that the abnormal particles are
removed in the context of importance sampling. When a normal particle located in the valid region
renders an image by querying a NeRF with rays (for example, a yellow circle in Fig 2), the density
o(z) is quite low for empty spaces but abruptly increases for objects such as walls, as shown in the
first row of Fig 2 (b). In this case, if we define 2yans and Zopaque as the points on the ray until the ray
remains transparent and the point from which the ray becomes opaque, respectively, and compute
them by:

Zirans = INiN {Z | /Z T(s)o(s)ds > oz} ,

°. (5)

Zopaque = IMAX {z | / T(s)o(s)ds <1— a} .
0

We can see that the difference between the two points zopague and Zyans 18 Telatively small, as shown
in the first row of Fig 2 (c), where « is a predefined threshold close to zero. On the contrary, when
the abnormal particle located on the invalid region renders an image by querying a NeRF with rays,
the density o(z) tends to have meaningless values, lacking a clear distinction between the empty
space and the object, as shown in the second row of Fig 2 (b). Consequently, the corresponding ray
weight distribution h(z) = T'(z)o(z) does not have a clear distinction between the transparent point
Zyans and the opaque point zgpaque, as shown in the second row of Fig 2 (c). In this case, the difference
between the two points zopague and Zyans is relatively large. To remove such abnormal particles in the
context of importance sampling, we weight each particle by:

i B
wl! = : 7 (6)

3 (Ith (p)) = Cr(pj,2i"), Ry -K))2 F(r(pj, i)

where the additional term F'(r(p;)) = max(Zzepaque — Zurans, 7) penalizes the abnormal particles using
the gap between the transparent point zyans and the opaque point zopaque. 7 is @ minimum bound of
F(r(pj)), and it simply ensures the algorithm stability.

4 Experiments

Section 4.1 focuses on benchmarking Fast Loc-NeRF against Loc-NeRF [10], iNeRF [5], and PI-
NeRF (Parallel Inversion of NeRF) [6] in global localization settings to demonstrate its superior
accuracy and speed. Section 4.2 explores the benefits of incorporating multi-scale representation,
utilizing Zip-NeRF [13] as a map. In addition to comparisons on the real-world forward-facing
dataset [36], as done in previous works, this section also showcases the localization performance in
a larger real-world indoor dataset [37]. Analysis of module ablation and initial particle number are
included in the supplementary materials.

4.1 Global Localization

Experiment Setting: For our evaluation, we conducted global localization experiments across all 8
forward-facing scenes of the LLFF dataset [36]. We generated maps using a basic NeRF model [4]



with NeRF-pytorch [38] same as comparisons, and trained for 20k iterations to represent each scene
accurately. To ensure a fair comparison with Loc-NeRF under identical conditions, we randomly
selected 5 test images from each scene and performed 5 localization trials per image. This resulted
in a total of 25 experiments per scene, aiming to minimize randomness by increasing the number
of trials and averaging the results. For our method’s setting, observed images were downscaled to
R = {1/4,1/2,1}, the number of particles is N = {9600, 600, 100} and the number of rendered rays
are B = {8,16, 32} at each phase.

Method \ Fern Flower Leaves Horns Fortress Room Orchids Trex ‘ Time
iNeRF [5] 0.75/167 0.92/75.0 1.07/145 1.12/138 1.26/136 1.47/111 1.22/152 1.06/132 0.208

PI-NeRF [6] 1.02/103 0.98/96.8 0.97/101 1.07/93.7 1.03/92.4 1.05/96.9 1.00/98.6 1.08/70.0 -
Loc-NeRF [10] 0.03/0.64  0.56/18.1 0.89/4.58  0.39/3.84  0.03/0.96  0.06/0.94 1.43/35.0  0.64/5.68 | 0.724
Ours 0.02/0.59  0.01/0.19  0.21/0.72  0.02/0.23  0.03/1.01 0.05/0.94  0.38/3.47  0.14/1.81 0.327

Table 1: Comparison of Fast Loc-NeRF and other state-of-the-art methods on the LLFF dataset, with
position error (cm), rotation error (deg), and the time for each update step (sec).
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Figure 3: Quantitative Comparison with Loc-NeRF and iNeRF. The first column presents the com-
parison result of position accuracy and error. The second column presents the comparison result of
rotation accuracy and error.

Results on LLFF dataset In this section, we demonstrate the outcomes of Fast Loc-NeRF, Loc-
NeRF [10], and gradient-based methods [5, 6], showcasing the comparison of position accuracy and
error, alongside rotation error and accuracy over time, as depicted in Fig 3. In NeRF Localization,
pose accuracy is defined as having a position error within 5 cm and a rotation error under 5 de-
grees. From the results illustrated in Fig 3, iNeRF [5] and PI-NeRF [6] struggle to meet the target
pose from initial poses, failing to demonstrate convergence. Unlike gradient-based methods [5, 6],
Loc-NeRF [10], utilizing Monte Carlo Localization (MCL), estimates the true position and rotation
in many cases despite challenging starting points, ultimately achieving a localization accuracy of
53%. However, achieving this level of position accuracy with Loc-NeRF takes 74 seconds. Our ap-
proach significantly reduces this time, reaching similar accuracy in just 24 seconds. Moreover, when
compared at equivalent update iterations, Fast Loc-NeRF exhibits a 55% improvement in average
time per update step and a 19% higher performance in final accuracy, highlighting the efficiency and
effectiveness of our proposed method in NeRF-based global localization tasks.

4.2 Localization on Multi-Scale Representation

In this section, we integrate Zip-NeRF [13] as a NeRF map within our Fast Loc-NeRF framework,
employing multi-scale representation which allows for accurate rendering at various resolutions
without aliasing. We expect the synergy between multi-scale matching and multi-scale representa-
tion to enable more accurate particle weighting.

Experiment Setup: We utilized multi-scale representation via Zip-NeRF [13] to conduct compar-
ative analyses between Loc-NeRF and Fast Loc-NeRF. The experimental dataset consists of all 8



\ Fern Leaves Flower Horns Fortress Room Orchids Trex \Time per update
Loc-NeRF‘ 1.54/57.00 0.63/14.5 0.37/33.00 0.64/12.00 0.28/1.59 0.34/5.60 1.10/133.00 0.54/4.45‘ 0.205

Ours 0.67/16.40  0.32/4.30  0.10/21.00  0.02/0.22  0.02/0.49 0.02/0.38 1.80/84.00  0.06/0.73 0.118
(a) Position (cm) /Rotation (deg) Error
| Fern Leaves Flower Horns Fortress Room Orchids Trex | Time per update
Loc-NeRF | 0.00/0.00 0.10/0.70 0.55/0.65 0.50/0.75 0.55/0.95 0.35/0.60 0.00/0.00 0.70/0.75 0.205
Ours 0.68/0.68 0.28/0.80 0.88/0.88 1.00/1.00 1.00/1.00 0.96/1.00 0.20/0.20 0.80/0.96 0.118

(b) Position/Rotation Accuracy
Table 2: Comparison on LLFF dataset [36] using Zip-NeRF [13] as a map.

scenes from the LLFF dataset [36], consistent with Section 4.1, and is extended to include two addi-
tional scenes from the Deep Blending dataset [37]: playroom and Drjohnson. The Deep Blending
dataset [37], unlike the LLFF dataset [36] which comprises primarily forward-facing scenes, show-
cases entire rooms, making it particularly suitable for demonstrating global localization for the large
real world.

Evaluation on LLFF dataset We present the results of employing Zip-NeRF [13] as a map on
our method and Loc-NeRF in Table 2. Our approach, Fast Loc-NeRF demonstrated superior per-
formance against baseline across most of the forward-facing scenes. While Loc-NeRF [10] had
difficulty reaching a 0.8 accuracy threshold in any scene, our Fast Loc-NeRF method consistently
attained this benchmark across all scenes except for fern and orchids scenes, still demonstrating
the highest performance.

Evaluation on Deep Blending dataset [37] In the evaluation conducted on the Deep Blending
dataset, we observed that each scene, representing a single room, presents a more challenging en-
vironment for global localization compared to the forward-facing scenes in the LLFF dataset. Our
method significantly outperforms Loc-NeRF shown on Table 3. This enhancement suggests that our
method efficiently understands and explores extensive spatial environments, such as larger rooms,
indicating its adaptability and efficiency in addressing more complex localization challenges.

| Drjohnson  Playroom Average | Drjohnson  Playroom  Average

Loc-NeRF 0.83/54.40 0.97/35.65 0.90/45.03 Loc-NeRF 0.10/0.10 0.10/0.15 0.10/0.13

Ours 0.42/34.04  0.37/33.40  0.40/33.72 Ours 0.35/0.25 0.25/0.40 0.30/0.33
(a) Position (cm)/Rotation (deg) Error (b) Position/Rotation Accuracy

Table 3: Comparison on Deep Blending Dataset [37] using Zip-NeRF [13] as a map.

5 Conclusion

In summary, we introduce Fast Loc-NeRF, which exploits particle filtering in a coarse-to-fine man-
ner to enable more efficient and accurate localization on a NeRF map. Leveraging coarse-to-fine
matching, Fast Loc-NeRF speeds up the expansive particle weight update process, while progres-
sively matching particle states and measurements from low to high resolution. Furthermore, to deal
with particles distributed in irrelevant locations, we propose particle rejection weighting, which es-
timates ray uncertainty by analyzing the distribution over each ray without any additional training
step. By not simply using the RGB values obtained from rendering to weight the particles required
for the update step, but also applying the uncertainty of each ray, we reduced the exploration of
inappropriate space, enabling faster localization. As a result, our method speeds up the localization
process by 55% and improves localization accuracy by 19% with the evaluation of various NeRF
datasets and multi-scale NeRF models.

Limitation and Future Work Our Fast Loc-NeRF improves both the performance and efficiency
of global localization on NeRF maps. However, it still faces limitations due to the inherent inference
speed constraints of the NeRF model itself even utilizing a fast inference model like Zip-NeRF [13].
In future work, we plan to integrate and evaluate the concept of Fast Loc-NeRF with 3D renderable
maps that offer faster rendering speeds, such as 3D Gaussian splitting [39].
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Appendix
A Detailed Experiment Setting

For the global localization experiments in Section 4.1, we followed the initial distribution settings
of Loc-NeRF [10], generating offset pose from the ground truth pose within a range of [-1m, 1m]
for each axis. Particles were then uniformly sampled within a 2m x 2m x 2m cube centered on
these offset poses. Additionally, we sample yaw angles from a uniform distribution within the range
of [-180 °, 180°] and rotate the sampled particle. In comparison to our method, Loc-NeRF was
configured with a batch size (ray per particle) of 32 and utilized 600 particles. We also applied
particle annealing, reducing the number of particles to 100. In the case of iNeRF [5] and PI-
NeRF [6], the experimental setting follows the original methodology of each paper. The offset pose
is used as the initial pose for the experiments on gradient-based optimization comparisons. For
iNeRF [5], we use batch_size = 2024 per each gradient step, and interest region sampling as a
point sampling method. Adam optimizer with an exponentially decaying learning rate (5, = 0.9 and
B2 = 0.999) is used to optimize the camera pose. For PI-NeRF [6], which utilized instant-NGP [14]
as a map, we trained 8 scenes of LLFF dataset [36] on instant-NGP to evaluate the global localization
performance. In the optimization process, 64 camera samples were utilized as parameters, and the
L2 loss function was applied as the loss function. Since the update time varies depending on the
rendering speed of the map, the time per update step for PI-NeRF [6] was not included in Table 1,
as instant-NGP was used as the map instead of the basic NeRF [4].

B Ablation Studies

In this section, we perform a module ablation on Fast Loc-NeRF, analyzing the impact of each con-
tribution on global localization on NeRF: coarse-to-fine framework and particle rejection weighting.
Additionally, we present analyses of particle rejection weighting and the effect of the initial number
of particles.

B.1 Module Ablation

Fast Loc-NeRF proposes two methods: a coarse-to-fine localization framework utilizing MCL,
which focuses on exploration to exploitation performing at progressively higher resolution, and
a particle rejection weighting method that assigns low weights to abnormal particles outside the
searching area. Table B.1 shows the results of applying each method separately. By applying a
coarse-to-fine localization framework, the overall time per update step is halved while maintaining
localization accuracy as shown in Table B.1. Additionally, the implementation of particle rejection
weighting not only improves position accuracy by 13% but also accelerates convergence by assign-
ing lower weights to abnormal particles, leading to a reduction in overall computation time.

. L Position Rotation .
Coarse-to-Fine  Rejection Accuracy(%)  Error(cm) | Accuracy(%)  Error(o) Time per step (sec)
52.5 0.50 65.0 5.84 0.7450
v 55.0 0.45 75.0 3.18 0.3836
v 65.0 0.33 85.0 8.12 0.5056
v v 75.0 0.11 97.5 1.09 0.3267

Table B.1: Results of the module ablation on Fast Loc-NeRF. The table presents the position error
(cm) and accuracy (%), rotation error (deg) and accuracy (%), and time per update step (sec) for dif-
ferent combinations of coarse-to-fine multi-scale matching and particle rejection weighting methods
in LLFF dataset [36].
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(a) From Normal Particles

Figure B.1: Uncertainty Visualization Rendered image and visualization of the uncertainty
(Zopaque — Zurans) Of each pixel from normal particles and abnormal particles on Drjohnson scene of
Deep Blending dataset [37]. The first row shows the properly rendered image from normal particles
located on a valid region and the corresponding uncertainty for each pixel. The second row shows
the strange rendered image from abnormal particles located on an invalid region and the correspond-
ing uncertainty for each pixel, showing high values overall.

B.2 Analysis on Particle Rejection Weighting

Ray Uncertainty Visualization The particle rejection weighting method is designed to filter out
abnormal particles by incorporating particle rejection sampling into importance sampling. As we
described in Equation 5, Zians and zgpaque Tepresent the distances along a ray at which the ray remains
transparent and at which it becomes opaque, respectively. By utilizing the distance between Zzins
and Zopaque, We estimate the uncertainty of each ray. Fig B.1 visualizes the rendered images and
the uncertainty of each pixel from particles. The first row shows a rendered image from normal
particles on a valid region and visualizes the corresponding uncertainty for each pixel. The second
row displays a rendered image and the associated uncertainty from abnormal particles on an invalid
region. With normal particles, proper images well-representing scenes are rendered, while abnormal
particles produce strange images. Also, the uncertainty values (zopaque — Zirans) from these abnormal
particles are generally high, compared to those from normal particles. This indicates that, through
particle rejection weighting, abnormal particles receive lower weights, increasing the likelihood of
their rejection during the resampling process. Furthermore, we show the uncertainty visualization
on Fig C.1 across various scenes in the LLFF dataset [36].

Ablation Studies on Threshold of Particle Rejection Weighting

Our particle rejection weighting
method stabilizes by setting a min-

imum bound 7 on the gap between 10
the last transparent point Zyans
and the opaque point Zzopaque as 08

F(T(pj)) = max(zopaque - Ztran57T)
on Equation 6. If the gap between
Ztrans ANd Zopague 18 very small, such as

0.6

Position Error

0.01, it results in assigning too high 04
weights to particles with rays having
a small gap between these two points, 02
rather than serving the purpose of
. B . X ) 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
rejecting particles on the invalid Time (s)

region. To prevent overweighting and
ensure stability, a minimum bound
7 is imposed. Fig B.2 presents the
results for various minimum bounds

Figure B.2: Ablation results on minimum bound 7. The
graph shows position errors (cm) over time (sec) for differ-
ent 7 values evaluated on LLFF dataset [36].
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7. As observed from Fig B.2, smaller values of 7 make the particle rejection weighing more
effective in reducing position errors. Additionally, when 7 exceeds 0.4, the results become similar
to those obtained without particle rejection weighting. The reason is that when the minimum value
becomes large, the uncertainty no longer significantly influences the importance weighting process.
Fig B.2 shows that our proposed particle rejection weighting effectively eliminates abnormal
particles, resulting in improved global localization performance and enhanced convergence to the
valid region.

B.3 Analysis on # of initial particle

In this section, we address the num-
ber of particles used during the
coarse phase of the Fast Loc-NeRF 10
framework. Since no prior informa-

tion is provided on the NeRF map 08
M, we initially sample the parti-
cles randomly or uniformly across
the searching region. The randomly

600
1200
2400
4800
9600
19200
39400

0.6

Position Error

sampled particles in the initial dis- 04

tribution play a crucial role in the

exploration process. Table B.2 illus- 02

trates the results of the global local-

. . . . . 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
ization for varying numbers of ini- Time (s)

tial particles, from 600 to 38400. In-
creasing the number of initial parti-
cles enhances exploration, leading to
reduced position error and accuracy.
However, beyond a certain number of particles, the localization inference time during the coarse
phase increases exponentially. Therefore, in the coarse phase, the number of particles was set to
9600, considering the tradeoff between inference time and performance. This parameter can be ad-
justed based on the size of the searching space.

Figure B.3: Ablation results on # of initial particles. The
graph shows position errors (cm) over time (sec) for differ-
ent # of initial particles evaluated on LLFF dataset [36].

Position Rotation

# of Initial Particle Accuracy(%)  Error(cm) | Accuracy(%) Error(o) Time per step (sec)
600 425 0.51 67.5 9.30 0.3818
1200 45.0 0.51 72.5 104 0.3645
2400 60.0 0.30 80.0 3.56 0.2996
4800 62.5 0.20 90.0 10.9 0.3329
9600 75.0 0.11 97.5 1.09 0.3237
19200 71.5 0.16 92.5 8.12 0.4371
38400 71.5 0.08 95.0 1.11 0.6020

Table B.2: Ablation study on the effect of the initial number of particles in Fast Loc-NeRF. The table
presents the position error (cm) and rotation error (deg) for different initial particle counts.

C Implementation Detail on Zip-NeRF

Fast loc-NeRF progressively increases the resolution of rendered rays in a coarse-to-fine strategy.
Our weighting method matches rendered images with observed images across various resolutions.
Therefore, a 3D model that can accurately represent and render without aliasing issues at different
resolutions is suitable for our proposed coarse-to-fine multiscale matching. Among various multi-
scale representations [11, 12, 13, 40], we utilized Zip-NeRF [13], a grid-based approach with fast
rendering speed, to serve as a map for global localization, as evaluated in Section 4.2.

14



To train the multi-scale representation using Zip-NeRF [13] as a map, we converted each training
image into a set of four bicubically down-sampled images. By utilizing 4 sets of bicubically down-
sampled images as training data, we generated a generalized model capable of effectively handling
various scales. We trained the Zip-NeRF model on 8 scenes from the LLFF dataset [36] and 2 scenes
from the Deep Blending dataset [37], each for 25k iterations. Zip-NeRF was implemented with two
proposal MLPs and 1 final NeRF MLP. We use 64 samples for two rounds of proposal sampling
each and 32 samples for the final NeRF sampling.

From Normal Particles

(a) Rendered image and uncertainty visualization from Horns and Orchichs scenes of LLFF dataset.

From Normal Particles

(b) Rendered image and uncertainty visualization from T'rex and Room scenes of LLFF dataset

Figure C.1: Uncertainty Visualization Rendered image and visualization of the uncertainty
(,zopaque — Zuwans) Of each pixel through heat map from normal particles and abnormal particles on
LLFF dataset [36].
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