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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a novel approach for recovering
focal lengths from three-view homographies. By examining
the consistency of normal vectors between two homogra-
phies, we derive new explicit constraints between the focal
lengths and homographies using an elimination technique.
We demonstrate that three-view homographies provide two
additional constraints, enabling the recovery of one or two
focal lengths. We discuss four possible cases, including
three cameras having an unknown equal focal length, three
cameras having two different unknown focal lengths, three
cameras where one focal length is known, and the other two
cameras have equal or different unknown focal lengths. All
the problems can be converted into solving polynomials in
one or two unknowns, which can be efficiently solved using
Sturm sequence or hidden variable technique. Evaluation
using both synthetic and real data shows that the proposed
solvers are both faster and more accurate than methods re-
lying on existing two-view solvers. The code and data are
available on https://github.com/kocurvik/hf.

1. Introduction

Estimating relative camera motion from multiple views us-
ing point correspondences is a classical problem in com-
puter vision. Efficient solutions for various camera con-
figurations have been well-studied in the literature [4, 18–
21, 27, 33, 37, 38, 43]. For example, with two fully cali-
brated cameras, the relative camera pose can be efficiently
determined using 5-point algorithms [19, 27, 37]. In con-
trast to the two view case, the calibrated three-view rela-
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Figure 1. Three cameras view the same plane, defining two homo-
graphies H2, H3. The two homographies have the same reference
image, which should correspond to the same normal vector n.

tive pose problem is much more challenging. This prob-
lem can be solved using four triplets of point correspon-
dences [38, 39],1 however it results in a very complex
system of polynomial equations. Thus, the existing solu-
tions [24, 38] to this problem are only approximate and can
often fail, i.e., the returned solution can be arbitrarily far
from the geometrically correct solution.

An important scenario arises when the focal length is the
only unknown in the camera intrinsic parameters, referred
to as the partially calibrated case. This setup is practical
since most modern cameras have zero skew and a centered
principal point. When two cameras share an equal yet un-
known focal length, their relative motion and the common
focal length can be estimated using six point correspon-
dences [19, 27, 29, 43]. Similarly, if one camera is fully
calibrated and the other has an unknown focal length, six

1Note, that configuration of four points in three views generates an
over-constrained problem. In this case, we have 12 constraint for 11 de-
grees of freedom (DOF). A minimal solution would need to drop one con-
straint, e.g., by considering only a line passing through one of the points in
the third view [24] or by considering a “half” point correspondence.
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point correspondences are also required [5, 27, 29]. For
two cameras with different, unknown focal lengths, at least
seven point correspondences are necessary to recover both
the relative motion and the focal lengths [3, 18].

Three-view focal length problems are significantly more
complex, often involving polynomial systems with hun-
dreds of solutions. For example, when the three cameras
share the same focal length, there can be up to 668 pos-
sible solutions [7, 10, 13]. Such systems can be solved
using homotopy continuation methods [22, 41]. The run-
ning times of the CPU variants of the solvers for four points
in three cameras with unknown shared focal length range
from 250ms to 1456ms. Efficient GPU implementations
are much faster; however, with runtimes 16.7ms to 154ms
they are still too slow for practical applications.

Scenes with planar surfaces, such as floors, walls,
doors, facades, and other common structures, are preva-
lent in man-made environments. When points are copla-
nar, homography-based algorithms require four point corre-
spondences [20] to estimate the relative pose of two cam-
eras. Unfortunately, any attempt to recover intrinsic pa-
rameters from two views of a planar surface (using only
point correspondences without additional priors) is futile,
as stated in the following theorem [36, 37]: ”For any choice
of intrinsic parameters, any homography can be realized
between two views by positioning the views and a plane
in a particular way.” However, it has been shown that fo-
cal lengths can be recovered from three-view homogra-
phies [23, 35], i.e. three cameras observing a planar surface
(see illustration in Figure 1).

In this paper, we propose novel solutions to the problem
of estimating the focal lengths from three-view homogra-
phies. We consider four possible cases: (i) three cameras
having an unknown equal focal length, (ii) three cameras
having two different unknown focal lengths, (iii) three cam-
eras with one known focal length and two unknown equal
focal lengths, and (iv) three cameras with one known fo-
cal length and two unknown different focal lengths (see Ta-
ble 1). We propose novel formulations to these problems
and discuss the number of possible solutions for each case.
The main contributions of the paper include:
• We solve the three-view focal length problems using four

coplanar points. We use the property that four coplanar
points in three views define two independent homogra-
phies, which should share the same plane normal vector.

• Based on the normal vector consistence, we derive new
explicit constraints on the focal lengths and the homo-
graphies. We provide a detailed problem formulation for
the above-mentioned cases, which are then converted into
solving polynomial systems in only one or two unknowns.

• This allows us to develop solvers using efficient Sturm
sequences or hidden variable technique. The proposed
solvers are significantly more efficient than the existing

solvers to this problem [23]. Moreover, in extensive syn-
thetic and real experiments, we show an improvement in
accuracy over the state-of-the-art two-view solvers.

• We propose a new dataset consisting of 6 scenes (four
indoor and 2 outdoor) containing 1870 images captured
with 14 different cameras. Ground truth focal lengths are
estimated using the standard calibration method [46]. We
will make both the dataset and the code publicly available.

• To our knowledge, we are the first to extensively evaluate
focal length self-calibration from three views of planar
scenes on large amounts of synthetic and real scenes, and
compare the solutions with different two-view and three-
view baselines for cameras observing general scenes.

2. Related Work
Homography estimation is a well-studied problem in the
literature and can be solved using the 4-point algorithm,
which involves solving a system of eight homogeneous lin-
ear equations [20]. However, with only point correspon-
dences, two-view homography does not provide additional
constraints on the focal length, making the two-view ho-
mography not suitable for self-calibration. To recover the
intrinsic parameters from the two-view homography, we
need additional priors. In [4], under pure rotation assump-
tion, the authors propose two minimal solutions for the two-
view homography-based focal length estimation with one or
two focal length parameters. In [15], the authors use sensor-
fusion, i.e., combining camera with gravity from IMU (In-
ertial measurement unit), to reduce the DOF of the motion
parameters. In general, the gravity prior can provide up to
two constraints on the focal length.

Focal length recovery from homographies in more views
was first discussed in [35]. Malis et al. compute homogra-
phies among multiple views, iteratively testing various focal
lengths to find the one that minimizes a cost function. How-
ever, this method is time-consuming and sensitive to noise.

The work most closely related to ours is by
Heikkilä [23], where the constraints on the focal length and
the normal vector are derived, and non-iterative solutions
to the problem of recovering focal lengths from three-view
homographies is proposed. For three cameras with the
same unknown focal length, [23] solves three polynomials
in three unknowns. However, these polynomials have very
high degrees, making them challenging to solve efficiently.
Heikkilä first applies SVD to a 82 × 82 matrix, followed
by Gaussian-Jordan elimination of a 82 × 164 matrix.
Finally, the solver finds the solutions by computing the
eigenvalues of a 82 × 82 matrix. For three cameras with
two different focal lengths, Heikkilä’s method needs to
solve four polynomials in four unknowns by performing
Gaussian-Jordan elimination of a 176 × 352 matrix and
computing the eigenvalues of a 176× 176 matrix.

In contrast to complex solutions presented in [23], we
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propose very efficient solutions to the problem of recover-
ing focal lengths from three-view homographies. For cam-
eras with the same focal length, our novel solver only re-
quires computing the roots of a univariate polynomial of
degree 9, which can be efficiently solved using Sturm se-
quences. For cameras with two different focal lengths, we
compute solutions from the eigenvalues of a 18×18 matrix.

For general scenes, focal lenghts can be recovered to-
gether with the epipolar geometry. For two cameras
with equal unknown focal lengths, the minimal 6-point
solvers [5, 19, 27, 29, 43] use rank-2 and trace constraints
on the essential matrix. The 5-point solver [44] solves the
plane+parallax scenario for cameras with unknown focal
length using four coplanar points and one off-plane point.
This solver can be used within the DEGENSAC frame-
work [9] to complement the six point solvers in order to
improve performance for scenes that are not completely pla-
nar, but contain a dominant plane. For the single unknown
focal length problem, the two-view geometry can be solved
using the single-side 6-point solver [5, 29]. For the relative
pose problem with different and unknown focal lengths, the
solution computes the fundamental matrix using the 7-point
solver [20], followed by the extraction of the focal lengths
from this matrix [3, 25].

As discussed above, three-view focal length problems
for general scenes are significantly more complex and their
homotopy continuation solutions [7, 10, 13] are impractical.

3. Problem Statement
In this section we introduce the three-view focal length
problem using coplanar points along with the used notation.
We consider a set of 3D points {Xi} which lie on a plane
defined by

n⊤Xi = d, (1)

where n = [nx, ny, nz] is the unit normal of the plane and
d is the distance of the plane to origin.

The points are observed by three cameras such that
Xi is projected to a 2D point mi,j by the j-th camera
Kj [Rj | tj ]. In many practical scenarios, it is often reason-
able to assume that the cameras have square-shaped pix-
els, and the principal point coincides with the image cen-
ter [19]. This leaves only the focal point unknown and thus
Kj = diag(fj , fj , 1).

Without loss of generality, we set the coordinate system
such that R1 = I and t1 = 0. We use Xi,j to denote the
points {Xi} expressed in the coordinate system of the j-th
camera giving us

Xi,j = RjXi + tj , j = 2, 3. (2)

We can express the 3D point Xi,j using the 2D projections
mi,j as

Xi,j = λi,jK
−1
j mi,j , (3)

where λi,j is the depth of the point. Substituting (1) into (2)
we obtain

Xi,j = RjXi +
tj
d
n⊤Xi = HjXi, (4)

where Hj = Rj +
tj
d n

⊤ is the Euclidean homography
matrix. Further substituting (3) into (4) and expressing Xi

in (4) in the coordinate system of the first camera, we obtain

λi,jK
−1
j mi,j = λi,1HjK

−1
1 mi,1, (5)

which can be reformulated as

[mi,j ]×Gjmi,1 = 0,

with Gj ∼ KjHjK
−1
1 ,

(6)

where ∼ indicates equality up to a scale factor and Gj rep-
resents homography between the first and the jth camera.

By using point correspondences between two images we
can use equations (6) to obtain 2D homographies Gj . Our
aim is to estimate the unknown focal lengths fj from G2

and G3. There are several possible configurations of three
cameras based on combinations of known and unknown
equal or different focal lengths. In Section 5 we derive
solvers for four such camera configurations denoted as Case
I-IV, which we list in Table 1.

We derive the new solvers by utilizing a key observation
that both H2 and H3 are related to the normal vector n. In
the next section, we use this to show that G2 and G3 can
provide two constraints on the intrinsic parameters, which
can be used to recover the focal lengths.

4. Our Approach
Given two 2D homographies Gj , we have

Hj ∼ K−1
j GjK1. (7)

Thus for known Gj , Hj are polynomial matrices in the fo-
cal length parameters. To solve for the focal lengths, we
need to find the constraints on Hj . Based on the formula-
tion of the Euclidean homography (4), we know that [20]

Ej = [tj ]×Hj = [tj ]×(Rj +
tj
d
n⊤) = [tj ]×Rj , (8)

where Ej is the essential matrix corresponding to Hj . Let’s
consider H⊤

j , where

H⊤
j = R⊤

j +
n

d
t⊤j . (9)

It can be easily shown that the essential matrix Ẽj corre-
sponding to H⊤

j is given by

Ẽj = [n]×H
⊤
j = [n]×(R

⊤
j +

n

d
t⊤j ) = [n]×R

⊤
j . (10)
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Focal length No. of Solutions Eigenvalue Time (µs)

Problems Proposed Solvers View 1 View 2 View 3 Ours Heikkilä [23] Ours Heikkilä [23] Ours Heikkilä [23]

Case I Hfff f f f 9 70 Sturm 82× 82 17.3 1404
Case II Hff Known f f 6 - Sturm - 19.4 -

Case III Hfρρ f ρ ρ 17 152 18× 18 176× 176 200 5486
Case IV Hfρ Known f ρ 9 - 12× 12 - 106 -

Table 1. Four possible cases for three views. i) Equal and unknown focal length for three cameras; ii) Known focal length of reference
camera, equal and unknown focal length for target cameras; iii) Focal lengths of reference camera and two target cameras are different; iv)
Known focal length of reference camera, different and unknown focal lengths for target cameras.

Thus the essential matrices derived from different H⊤
j are

related by the same normal vector n in the reference camera
coordinate. As shown in [37, 42], a valid essential matrix
should satisfy the singular and trace constraints

det(Ẽj) = 0,

ẼjẼ
⊤
j Ẽj−

1

2
trace(ẼjẼ

⊤
j )Ẽj = 0.

(11)

In our case, we omit the zero determinant constraint since
Ẽj is already singular by construction (10).

Substituting (7) into the trace constraints (11) gives us
nine equations per homography, i.e., 18 equations for two
homography matrices H2 and H3. Only two from the nine
equations are algebraically independent, i.e., one homog-
raphy matrix provides two constraints on the focal lengths
and the normal vector parameters. For the case of equal un-
known focal length, we have only 3 unknowns (f, nx, ny)
(since (11) is homogenous in n, we can let nz = 1) and thus
an over-constrained problem. The problem can be solved
using only one of the nine trace constraint equations for
Ẽ2. These equations can be solved using the Gröbner ba-
sis method [30, 32] The final solver performs Gauss-Jordan
elimination of a 118 × 141 matrix and extracts solutions
from the eigenvectors of a 23 × 23 matrix. However, this
solver is not efficient enough for real-time applications.

To derive more efficient solutions, we use additional con-
straints. It can be seen that

[n]×H
⊤
j Hj [n]

⊤
× = [n]×R

⊤
j Rj [n]

⊤
×,

= [n]×[n]
⊤
×.

(12)

Substituting (7) into (12) gives

[n]×Qj [n]
⊤
× ∼ [n]×[n]

⊤
×, (13)

with

Qj = (K−1
j GjK1)

⊤(K−1
j GjK1). (14)

Note that, we use ∼ instead of equality in (13) since Hj

from (7) is up to a scale factor. Since Qj are symmetric

matrices, we can write them as

Qj =

qj1 qj2 qj3
qj2 qj4 qj5
qj3 qj5 qj6

 . (15)

Then (13) can be rewritten as

[n]×Qj [n]
⊤
× = sj [n]×[n]

⊤
×, j = 2, 3 (16)

where we add scale factors to ensure the equality. Note that
both the left and right of (16) are symmetric matrices, hence
we can get 6 equations for each j.

To simplify our 12 equations, we can eliminate some
unknowns from these equations using the elimination ideal
technique [11]. This technique was recently used to solve
several minimal camera geometry problems [29].

In our case, we first create an ideal J generated by 12
polynomials (16). Then, the unknown elements of the nor-
mal {nx, ny} and the scale factor s2, s3 are eliminated from
the generators of J by computing the generators of the elim-
ination ideal J1 = J ∩ C[q21, . . . , q36]. Here, qj. are the
entries of Q2,Q3. These generators can be computed us-
ing computer algebra software Macaulay2 [17] (for more
details and the input Macaulay2 code see the SM).
In this case, the elimination ideal J is generated by seven
polynomials gi of degree 6 in the elements of Qj , j = 2, 3.
The final constraints are only related to the 12 elements of
the symmetric matrices Qi (6 from Q2 and 6 from Q3). To
the best of our knowledge, these constraints are first shown
in this paper and have not been used in the computer vision
literature before. Alternatively, we can eliminate nx, ny

from the 18 equations of the trace constraints (11), how-
ever, this will result in more complicated equations since
the constraints will be related to the 18 elements of Hi.

5. New Solvers
In this section, we propose solvers for the four different
cases outlined in Tab. 1 using the constraints derived in the
previous section. We also propose a method based on LO-
RANSAC [8] that utilizes the new solvers for robust esti-
mation of focal lengths from three views of planar scenes.
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5.1. One Unknown Focal Length Parameter

Case I. We first consider the case where the three cameras
have equal and unknown focal length, i.e., f1 = f2 = f3 =
f , and K1,2,3 = diag(f, f, 1). By substituting Kj into the
generators gi, i = 1, . . . , 7 of the elimination ideal J , we
obtain 7 univariate polynomials in f , which are of degree 9
in α = f2. They form an over-constrained system. We only
need one of them to find the solutions to f . To find the roots
of the degree 9 univariate polynomial we use the Sturm se-
quence method [16]. We denote this solver as Hfff .
Case II. In the second case, we assume that f1 is known,
and f2 = f3 = f are unknown. This case occurs when
a calibrated camera is used to capture the reference image,
and the second uncalibrated camera captures two target im-
ages. Similar to Case I, we only need to find the roots of a
univariate polynomial in f , in this case of degree 6, using
Sturm sequences [16]. We denote this solver as Hff .

5.2. Two Unknown Focal Length Parameters

In the second group of solvers, we consider self-calibration
problems with two different unknown focal lengths. There
are two practical cases:
Case III. In this case, we assume two unknown focal
lengths f1 = f , and f2 = f3 = ρ, i.e., K1 = diag(f, f, 1)
and K2,3 = diag(ρ, ρ, 1). This corresponds to a situation
where the first uncalibrated camera is used to capture the
reference image and the second uncalibrated camera cap-
tures two target images. By substituting Kj into the con-
straints gi from the elimination ideal, we obtain 7 polyno-
mials in two unknowns α, β, (α = f2, β = ρ2), which can
be written as

Mv = 0, (17)

where M is a 7× 28 coefficient matrix and

v = [1, β, ..., β6, α, αβ, ..., αβ6, ..., α3, ..., α3β6]⊤, (18)

is a vector consisting of the 28 monomials. The system
of polynomial equations in (17) can be solved using dif-
ferent algebraic methods [11]. There are also different
state-of-the-art approaches for generating efficient algebraic
solvers [2, 19, 26, 27, 32]. In this paper, we use the hidden
variable technique to derive polynomial eigenvalue solution
based on [27].
Polynomial Eigenvalue Solution. The polynomial system
in (17) contains four polynomials in two unknowns (α, β),
and the highest degree of the unknown α is 3. In this case,
α can be chosen as the hidden variable, i.e. we can con-
sider it as a parameter. Then the system of polynomial equa-
tions (17) can be rewritten as

C(α)ṽ = 0, (19)

where C(α) is a 7× 7 polynomial matrix parameterized by
α, and ṽ = [1, β, ..., β6]⊤ is a vector of monomials in β

without α. C(α) can be rewritten as

C(α) = α3C3 + α2C2 + αC1 +C0, (20)

where C3,C2,C1,C0 are 7 × 7 coefficient matrices con-
taining only numbers. For this problem, the matrix C3 is
only rank 4, resulting in four zero eigenvalues. To speed up
the solver, we remove these zero eigenvalues from the com-
putations. To do this, we first need to transform the matrices
Ci by considering linear combinations of their rows, such
that there are three zero rows in the transformed matrix C3.
To remove the zero rows in the transformed C3, we use the
technique from [15] and consider the transpose of (19)

ṽ⊤C⊤(α) = 0. (21)

In this case, we have

C⊤(α) = α3C⊤
3 + α2C⊤

2 + αC⊤
1 +C⊤

0 . (22)

The zero rows in C3 are now zero columns in C⊤
3 . Since

C0 is full rank, we let γ = 1
α and rewrite (22) as

C⊤(γ) = γ3C⊤
0 + γ2C⊤

1 + γC⊤
2 +C⊤

3 . (23)

If we consider (23) as a polynomial eigenvalue problem [1],
the solutions to γ are the eigenvalues of 21× 21 matrix

D =

 0 I 0
0 0 I

−C−⊤
0 C⊤

3 −C−⊤
0 C⊤

2 −C−⊤
0 C⊤

1

 . (24)

The three zero columns in C⊤
3 can now be removed together

with their corresponding rows to eliminate the zero eigen-
values [27]. In this way, we obtain 18 possible solutions.
Once we have solutions to α, the remaining unknown β can
be extracted from the null vector of C(α) based on (19).
We denote this solver as Hfρρ.

Note that in the proposed polynomial eigenvalue for-
mulation, we solve a relaxed version of the original prob-
lem (11). The original system (11) has 17 solutions, as
it can be shown, e.g., using the computer algebra system
Macaulay2 [17]. In the polynomial eigenvalue formulation,
we have one spurious solution that does not ensure that the
elements of ṽ satisfy ṽ = [1, β, · · · , β6]⊤.
Case IV. Finally, we consider a case where f1 is known
and f2 = f , f3 = ρ are unknown. The solver for this case,
we denote it as Hfρ, performs steps similar to the solver
Hfρρ for Case III. In this case, the Hfρ solver computes the
eigenvalues of a 12 × 12 matrix. Due to space limitations,
we describe the Hfρ solver for Case IV in the SM.

5.3. Robust Estimation of Focal Lengths

To estimate focal lengths from three images of planar scenes
we utilize the LO-RANSAC framework [8] using a strategy
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inspired by [37]. We first extract triplet point correspon-
dences from images (e.g. using [12, 34]). In each RANSAC
iteration we sample 4 triplets from which we estimate G2

and G3 using DLT [20]. These matrices are used as inputs
to solvers proposed in Section 5.1 and 5.2.

For each resulting real positive solution we use (7) to
obtain H2, which is then decomposed into two possible
poses (R2, t2). We then use these poses and focal lengths
to triangulate three of the sampled points in the first two
views thus obtaining points Xi1. We use the correspond-
ing points in the third view to obtain R3 and t3 using the
P3P solver [14]. Note that it is possible to obtain R3

and t3 by decomposing H3 and using a single correspon-
dence to obtain the scale of t3, but in practical experiments
we found the approach using P3P faster and more accu-
rate. We score the generated models using pairwise Samp-
son error for each of the three image pairs. Whenever a
new so-far-best model is found we perform local optimiza-
tion using the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm minimizing
the pairwise Sampson error across the three pairs of views.
In addition to the estimated focal lengths this strategy also
produces the relative poses of all three cameras. We de-
note the proposed robust estimators as Hfff + P3P for
Case I, Hff +P3P for Case II, Hfρρ +P3P for Case III
and Hfρ + P3P for Case IV to distinguish them from the
solvers. Our implementation is based on PoseLib [31].

For Case I and II this approach is able to find the single
unknown focal length even when the scene is fully planar.
For Case III and IV we may obtain multiple solutions from
which the correct focal lengths can not be distinguished us-
ing only planar points thus requiring some off-plane points
during scoring and local optimization.

6. Experiments
We perform extensive experiments on synthetic and real
data to evaluate the performance of the proposed solvers and
the robust focal length estimation strategy described in Sec-
tion 5.3. We compare our solvers with several baselines us-
ing either pairwise or triplet correspondences. For pairwise
correspondences, we consider the 6 point solver for relative
pose with one unknown shared focal length [27] denoted
as fEfand its combination with the 4 + 1 point plane and
parallax solver [44] using the DEGENSAC framework [9],
which we denote as fEf + PP. We also evaluate the
solver for one unknown focal length [5] denoted as Ef .
When considering triplets, we use a strategy [37] of using
a pairwise solver followed by triangulation of points and
registration of the third camera using the P3P solver [14].
(see Section 5.3 for more details). We denote the meth-
ods that work with triplet correspondences as fEf +P3P,
fEf +PP+P3P, Ef +P3P respectively.

Note that we do not compare with the solvers proposed
in [23]. As visible from Table 1 these solvers are signifi-
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Figure 2. Numerical stability of the proposed solvers.

cantly slower than our solvers 2 and they return significantly
more solutions that need to be tested inside RANSAC.
As such they are not practical for real-world applications.
Moreover, the solver for Case IV proposed in [23] returns
solutions only to one of the two unknown focal lengths.

Except for the numerical stability experiment, due to
space constraints, in the main paper we present only results
for Case I and Case II. Experiments for Case III and IV for
synthetic and real data are in the SM.

6.1. Synthetic experiments

Numerical Stability. In the first experiment, we study the
numerical stability of the solvers proposed in Sections 5.1
and 5.2. The synthetic data is generated in the following
setup. We sample 200 3D points distributed on a plane with
a random orientation. The focal lengths of the cameras are
generated from a uniform distribution fg ∈ [300, 3000] px
with a field of view of 90 degrees. The baseline between
consecutive cameras is set to be 10 percent of the average
scene distance. We generated 10,000 random scenes with
3D points on different planes and different transformations
between consecutive views. The focal length error ξf is
defined as:

ξf =
|fe − fg|

fg
, (25)

where fg, fe represent the ground-truth focal length and the
estimated focal length, respectively. For the solvers with
different focal lengths, we use the geometric mean of the
two focal length errors ξf =

√
ξf1ξf2 .

Fig. 2 shows the results of the log10 relative focal length
error for the proposed methods by considering the solution
closest to the ground truth. As can be seen, all of our solvers
are numerically stable without large errors.

Accuracy of the Estimated Focal Lengths. Next, we eval-
uate the performance of the robust estimators proposed in
Section 5.3 on synthetic data. We show how varying noise
levels and the proportion of points that lie on a plane affect
their accuracy compared to baselines.

The synthetic data is generated with n = 200 3D points
visible by the three 1920px × 1080px cameras with focal

2The reported runtimes are runtimes of the original Matlab implemen-
tations of [23] and the Matlab + mex implementations of our solvers on
I7-11700K CPU.
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Figure 3. Focal length errors for the evaluated methods in synthetic experiments. Case I: (a) We vary the proportion of points which
lie on the dominant plane with fixed noise σ = 1. (b, c) We vary noise σ with (b) np/n = 1.0 (i.e. all points lie on a plane) and (c)
np/n = 0.5. Case II: (d) We vary the proportion of points which lie on the dominant plane with fixed noise σ = 1. (e) We vary noise σ
with np/n = 1.0. (f) We perturb the known focal length ρ so that its error is ξρ with fixed noise σ = 1 and np/n = 1.0.

Method Sample Median ξf Mean ξf mAAf (0.1) mAAf (0.2) Runtime (ms)

C
as

e
I

Hfff +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.0439 0.1491 51.49 65.58 49.31
fEf +P3P [45] 6 triplets 0.0503 0.2215 47.83 61.45 37.44

fEf +PP+P3P 6 triplets 0.0518 0.2240 47.11 60.65 41.18
fEf [27] 6 pairs 0.4793 0.7143 10.49 17.07 24.54

fEf +PP [44] 6 pairs 0.5166 0.7935 10.31 16.51 31.95

C
as

e
II

Hff +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.0611 0.2244 43.11 55.54 35.97
fEf +P3P [45] 6 triplets 0.0692 0.2438 40.42 52.35 31.81

fEf +PP+P3P 6 triplets 0.0714 0.2529 39.86 51.58 34.35
Ef +P3P 6 triplets 0.0691 0.2655 40.60 52.13 36.82

fEf [27] 6 pairs 0.4623 0.7085 12.01 19.12 28.59
fEf +PP [44] 6 pairs 0.4968 0.7875 12.11 18.98 37.60

Ef [5] 6 pairs 0.6827 0.6843 8.87 13.01 22.59

Table 2. Comparison of the focal length estimation accuracy of the evaluated methods on our dataset of planar scenes.

lengths sampled unfiormly fg ∈ [300, 3000]. The cameras
are positioned randomly such that their views overlap. np

of the total n points lie on a plane with random orientation.
From the 3D points we create triplets with 75% inlier ratio
by randomly shuffling 25% of the points. We add Gaussian
noise with standard deviation of σ to the pixel coordinates
of points. We run all of the tested methods in PoseLib [31]
for a fixed number of 100 iterations with the Sampson error
threshold of 3 px. For methods that use only pairwise corre-
spondences we consider only the first two views. For each
configuration we generate 100 random scenes.

Fig. 3 shows the results of the synthetic experiments in
which we vary both σ and np. For Case II we also show
how the error in the known focal length ρ affects the accu-
racy of the methods (Fig. 3 (f)). When considering Case I,

Hfff + P3P shows significantly better accuracy than the
remaining methods when a large portion of points lie on a
single dominant plane (Fig. 3 (a)) even under high levels
of noise (Fig. 3 (b)). This indicates a clear superiority of
Hfff + P3P when dealing with images of planar scenes.
Similarly, for Case II, Hff + P3P also shows improved
focal length estimation accuracy when considering planar
scenes, although the improvement over competing methods
is not as significant. For fully planar scenes, as expected, the
two-view solvers fEf , fEf +PP and Ef fail to generate
correct solutions (Fig. 3 (b),(e),(f)). For scenes with few
of the plane points, e.g., scenes with np/n ∈ [0.95, 0.9],
the fEf + PP solver, i.e., the solver where the 4 + 1
plane+parallax solver is utilized within DEGENSAC with
fEf [44], outperforms the fEf solver (Fig. 3 (a)). This
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Figure 4. Median ξf and mAAf (0.1) plotted for different number of RANSAC iterations (10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000, 5000,
10000). All methods are evaluated in combination with P3P [14] and non-linear optimization within PoseLib [31]. We do not include
methods relying solely on pairwise correspondences since they all result in very low accuracy (median ξf > 0.4,mAAf (0.1) < 0.2).

is not surprising since the fEf + PP solver [44] was de-
veloped to handle scenes with dominant planes and some
off-the plane points. The solvers that work with triplet
correspondences, i.e. fEf + P3P, fEf + PP + P3P,
Ef +P3P, outperform the two-view solvers.

6.2. Real-World Experiments

Asphalt Boats Book

Facade Floor Papers

Figure 5. The six planar scenes captured in our evaluation dataset.

Dataset
Since there are no suitable datasets for evaluating fo-

cal length recovery on planar scenes, we have collected a
new dataset for evaluation which we will make publicly
available. We have collected the dataset using 14 different
cameras. For each camera we obtained ground truth focal
lengths using the standard calibration method [46] with a
checkerboard pattern. Using these cameras we have cap-
tured four indoor and two outdoor planar scenes from vari-
ous positions resulting 1870 images in total. Sample images
of the scenes are shown in Fig. 5. To obtain triplet corre-
spondences we used SuperPoint features [12] with Light-
Glue matches [34]. More details are available in SM.

For Case I we have randomly sampled 500 image triplets
per camera per scene. For Case II/III we sampled 50 triplets
par camera pair and for Case IV 10 triplets per camera
triplet. We only kept image triplets which had at least 10

triplet matches. For some scenes and cameras it was impos-
sible to obtain 500, 50 or 10 triplets respectively resulting
in 35 472 image triplets for Case I, 18 219 triplets for Case
II/III and 12 876 for Case IV. Details on the cameras, num-
bers of images and triplets are provided in SM.

Evaluation. We evaluate the methods using ξf (25) and
the mean average accuracy derived from ξf [25], which we
denote as mAAf (t) representing the normalized area under
the curve of the cumulative distribution function of ξf on
interval [0, t].

Table 2 shows the results for our Hfff + P3P and
Hff + P3P solvers and the baselines for RANSAC with
a fixed maximum number of 1000 iterations, with early ter-
mination at 0.9999 success probability (allowed after the
first 100 iterations), and epipolar threshold of 3px. The re-
sults show significantly better accuracy of Hfff+P3P and
Hff +P3P compared to the baseline methods.

To further demonstrate the efficacy of our method we
also performed speed-vs-accuracy tradeoff evaluation by
running each method for a different number of fixed
RANSAC iterations. We measured runtime for all methods
on one core of Intel Icelake 6338 2GHz processor. The re-
sults for our methods and the baselines are shown in Fig. 4.
Since our methods use the same non-linear optimization
strategy as the baselines which utilize triplets, given enough
iterations the different methods eventually converge to simi-
lar focal lengths resulting in similar accuracy. However, the
results show that our solvers lead to very accurate results in
fewer iterations compared to the baselines showcasing their
practical viability for focal length estimation.

Limitations. Our solvers have several limitations. First,
the pure translation is a degenerate case for the Hfff and
Hfρρ solvers. However, if the focal length of the reference
camera is known, we can still recover the focal lengths of
the target cameras under pure translation.

Using the proposed solvers we may obtain multiple so-
lutions. Therefore these solvers need to be used within a
robust estimation framework such as RANSAC. Other sim-
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pler strategies such as voting [6] may fail due to the fact that
more than one solution may be geometrically feasible.

Moreover, as mentioned above for Case III and IV focal
lengths can not be distinguished using only planar points
thus requiring some off-plane points during scoring. Note
that this is a property of the problem and not the solvers.
Problem with recovering one focal length for Case III was
mentioned also in [23].

7. Conclusion

We address the problem of estimating the focal lengths of
three cameras observing a planar scene. We derive novel
constrains for this problem and use them to propose four
new efficient solvers for different possible camera config-
urations. We extensively evaluate the proposed solvers on
both real and synthetic data showing their superiority over
baseline approaches. To the best of our knowledge, we are
the first to perform such extensive evaluation for these prob-
lems. For this purpose, we introduce a new public dataset
of planar scenes captured by multiple calibrated cameras.
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Three-view Focal Length Recovery From Homographies

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we provide additional in-
formation promised in the main paper. More detailed infor-
mation on the constraints introduced in Sec. 4 of the main
paper is provided in Sec. 8. In Sec. 9 we provide the de-
tails of the proposed Hρf solver for Case IV. This solver
was briefly introduced in Sec. 5.2 of the main paper. In
Sec. 10 we provide an evaluation of the proposed methods
Hρρf +P4Pf and Hρf +P4Pf for Case III and IV using
both synthetic and real data. Sec. 11 contains information
on the dataset that we have collected and used for evaluation
in Sec. 6.2 of the main paper.

8. New Constraints
Here we provide details on the constraints introduced in
Sec. 4 of the main paper. We show the steps for their deriva-
tion including Macaulay2 [17] code.

To derive the constraints relating the focal lengths and
the elements of the matrix Qi, we first create an ideal I [11]
generated by the 12 polynomials extracted form the matrix
equation Eq (16) in the main paper, i.e. the equation

[n]×Qj [n]
⊤
× = sj [n]×[n]

⊤
×, j = 2, 3 (26)

Note that both the left and right of (26) are symmetric ma-
trices, hence we can get 6 equations for each j.

In the next step, the unknown elements of the normal
vector n, i.e., nx, ny, nz , and the scale factors s2, s3 are
eliminated from the generators of I by computing the gen-
erators of the elimination ideal J = I ∩ C[q21, . . . , q36].
Here, qj. are the entries of Q2,Q3. These generators can be
computed, for example, in the computer algebra software
Macaulay2 [17] using the following code:

KK = ZZ / 30097;
R = KK[q21,q22,q23,q24,q25,q26,
q31,q32,q33,q34,q35,q36,nx,ny,nz,s2,s3]
Q2 = matrix({{q21,q22,q23},{q22,q24,q25},{q23,q25,q26}});
Q3 = matrix({{q31,q32,q33},{q32,q34,q35},{q33,q35,q36}});
Nx = matrix {{0,-nz,ny},{nz,0,-nx},{-ny,nx,0}};
eqs = flatten(Nx*Q2*transpose(Nx)-s2*Nx*transpose(Nx)

| Nx*Q3*transpose(Nx)-s3*Nx*transpose(Nx) | nz-1) ;
I = ideal eqs;
J = eliminate(I,{nx,ny,nz,s2,s3});

In this case, the elimination ideal J is generated by seven
polynomials gi of degree 6 in the elements of Qj , j = 2, 3.
The final constraints are only related to the 12 elements of
the symmetric matrices Qi (6 from Q2 and 6 from Q3).

9. Solver for Case IV
In this section, we present details on the Hρf solver for
Case IV, which was introduced in Sec. 5.2 of the main pa-
per.

Similar to Case III, the system of polynomials gi, i =
1, . . . , 7 can be written as Mu = 0, where M is a 7 × 16
coefficient matrix and

u = [1, β, ..., β3, α, αβ, ..., α3, ..., α3β3]⊤, (27)

is a vector consisting of the 16 monomials. We can choose
α as the hidden variable, resulting in

A(α)ũ = 0, (28)

where A(α) is a 7× 4 polynomial matrix parameterized by
α, and ũ = [1, β, ..., β3]⊤ is a vector of 4 monomials in
β without α. To solve the problem (28) as a polynomial
eigenvalue problem, it is sufficient to choose four out of the
seven rows in (28) to get a square matrix Ã(α). In this case,
we have

Ã(α) = α3A3 + α2A2 + αA1 +A0, (29)

where A3,A2,A1,A0 are 4 × 4 matrices. The solutions
to α are given by the eigenvalues of the following 12 × 12
matrix  0 I 0

0 0 I
−A−1

3 A0 −A−1
3 A1 −A−1

3 A2


In this way, we obtain 12 possible solutions. The remain-

ing steps are similar to Case III. We denote this solver as
Hfρ. Note that in this case, the original seven polynomial
equations have only nine solutions. By selecting a subset
of four polynomials, we introduced three more solutions.
Still, the resulting solver is more efficient than the solver
to the original seven equations, due to Gauss-Jordan elim-
ination and computations of complex coefficients that are
performed in a solver with 9 solutions.

10. Evaluation for Case III and Case IV
In this section we evaluate the robust estimators Hρff +
P3P for Case III and Hfρ +P3P for Case IV which were
presented in Sec.5.3 of the main paper. As baselines for
comparison we use the combination of the fEfsolver [27]
or its DEGANSAC [9] variant with the plane and parallax
solver [44] together with the P4Pf solver [28] for Case III
and the Ef solver in combination with P4Pf solver [28]
for Case IV.

We use the same evaluation metrics as in the main pa-
per. Since two focal lengths are estimated jointly we use
the geometric mean of their error ξf =

√
ξf1ξf2 .
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Figure 6. Focal length errors for the evaluated methods in synthetic experiments with local optimization disabled. Case III: (a) We vary
the proportion of points which lie on the dominant plane with fixed noise σ = 1. (b, c) We vary noise σ with (b) np/n = 1.0 and (c)
np/n = 0.95. Case IV: (d,e,c) Same setup as for Case III. The synthetic setup is described in Sec. 6.1 if the main paper.

Method FOV Filtering Sample Median ξf Mean ξf mAAf (0.1) mAAf (0.2) Runtime (ms)

C
as

e
II

I

Hfρρ +P3P ours
-

4 triplets 0.2463 0.7266 19.34 29.68 121.62
fEf +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2890 0.5889 16.33 25.84 34.09

fEf +PP+P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2950 0.6253 16.04 25.46 35.66
Hfρρ +P3P ours

35.5◦ - 61.5◦
4 triplets 0.1478 0.5895 24.07 37.40 142.64

fEf +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2136 0.4914 18.34 29.84 40.57
fEf +PP+P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2199 0.5127 17.89 29.23 42.67

Hfρρ +P3P ours
50◦ - 70◦

4 triplets 0.1171 0.4628 27.22 42.32 136.19
fEf +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.1582 0.3744 22.31 35.61 37.33

fEf +PP+P4Pf 6 triplets 0.1629 0.3781 21.95 35.09 39.37

C
as

e
IV

Hfρ +P3P ours - 4 triplets 0.3286 0.5647 14.83 24.01 60.11
Ef +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.3871 0.4881 11.99 19.61 32.50
Hfρ +P3P ours 35.5◦ - 61.5◦ 4 triplets 0.1559 0.2770 20.85 35.06 98.21
Ef +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.1982 0.3092 16.90 29.63 56.74
Hfρ +P3P ours 50◦ - 70◦ 4 triplets 0.1101 0.2258 26.52 43.30 89.18
Ef +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.1198 0.2342 24.84 41.36 50.77

Table 3. Results on the real-world dataset of planar scenes for Case III and IV. FOV filtering denotes the range of FOV values that is used
to reject models within RANSAC.

10.1. Multiple Geometrically Valid Solutions

We observe that for both Case III and Case IV a single pla-
nar scene may result in multiple geometrically valid solu-
tions. This makes it difficult to select a single correct solu-
tion for a given set of point correspondences. This leads to
generally worse performance of the proposed solvers than
for Case I and Case II. Note, that this is a feature of the
problems and not the solvers. Problem with recovering one

focal length for Case III was mentioned also in [23].

In Case III and Case IV, in contrast to baselines that use
two-view fEfand Efsolvers and that completely fail for
purely planar scenes, our solvers among the returned solu-
tions contain the geometrically correct solution (see Figure
2 in the main paper). The proposed solvers just cannot dis-
tinguish between the returned solutions without additional
information. In Sec 10.3 we show how some simple strate-
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Scene Method Sample Median ξf Mean ξf mAAf (0.1) mAAf (0.2) Runtime (ms)

C
as

e
II

I Original
Hfρρ +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.3076 1.1358 15.48 24.34 133.43
fEf +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2494 0.5515 16.36 26.59 37.40

fEf +PP+P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2620 0.5622 15.36 24.98 39.44

Off-plane
Hfρρ +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.1540 0.6324 29.39 39.64 142.92
fEf +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2035 0.4716 25.08 34.84 38.36

fEf +PP+P4Pf 6 triplets 0.2115 0.5959 24.60 34.30 40.53

C
as

e
IV Original Hfρ +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.3843 0.5970 11.92 19.90 69.22

Ef +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.4011 0.4896 11.00 18.98 32.95

Off-plane Hfρ +P3P ours 4 triplets 0.2381 0.5239 21.81 31.71 69.97
Ef +P4Pf 6 triplets 0.3150 0.4300 17.30 25.64 35.54

Table 4. Evaluation results on the original Book scene from the planar scenes dataset and its modified version with objects added in order
to introduce off-plane scenes (see Fig. 7). The modified version of the scene was captured by eight cameras. Therefore, for evaluation of
the original scene we only consider triplets of images taken by the same eight cameras.

gies using prior knowledge about the focal lengths can sig-
nificantly improve performance on real-world data even for
these challenging problems.

We note that this problem can also be overcome when-
ever the scene contains a sufficient number of off-plane
points. In such cases, there is one dominant plane with
some off-plane objects visible in the three views. The off-
plane points can then lead to higher scores for the correct
solutions and are therefore selected during RANSAC. We
demonstrate this both in synthetic experiments presented
in the next section and with real-world experiments using
which are presented in Sec. 10.3.

10.2. Synthetic Experiments

We perform synthetic experiments with a setup similar to
the one presented in Sec. 6.1 of the main paper. To better
compare the performance of solvers under multiple possi-
ble valid solutions, we perform the experiment using vanilla
RANSAC (without local optimization). The results of the
synthetic experiments presented in Fig. 6 show that the es-
timators Hρff + P3P for Case III and Hfρ + P3P for
Case IV perform better than the baselines when considering
a planar scene as well as scenes with a dominant plane. We
also note that for all solvers the accuracy of the estimated
focal lengths improves as more off-plane points are added
to the planar scene.

10.3. Real-World Experiments

We also perform experiments on the real-world dataset in-
troduced in this paper. To overcome issues with multiple
geometrically feasible solutions, we propose a simple strat-
egy of acceptable field-of-view (FOV) ranges for the focal
lengths. During RANSAC we simply discard all solutions
with focal lengths outside of the predetermined range.

In Tab. 3 we show the results comparing our method
and the baseline approaches in three different variants. As
the first variant we do not discard any solutions. For

Original Added off-plane objects

Figure 7. We added two objects to a scene from the planar dataset
and recaptured it with 8 cameras that were also used to capture the
original scene for comparison.

the second variant, we set range of acceptable FOVs by
considering the prior for focal lengths used by the pop-
ular SfM software COLMAP [40] which is set as fp =
1.2max(width, height), which corresponds to a field of
view of ∼ 45◦. To obtain a range we consider 30% increase
or decrease in focal length, resulting in the acceptable field
of view range from 35.5◦ to 61.5◦. As the last variant we
use a range of 50◦ to 70◦. We chose this range since most
commercially available phone cameras fall within it.

All variants were implemented in PoseLib [31]. We set
the maximum epipolar threshold to 3 px. We used early
termination with 0.9999 confidence and a minimum of 100
iterations and a maximum of 1000.

For all of the proposed variants and both cases our meth-
ods Hρff + P3P and Hρf + P3P show superior per-
formance in terms of the accuracy of the estimated focal
lengths compared to the baselines. We also note that the per-
formance of all evaluated methods significantly improves
when filtering solutions based on the predetermined field of
view ranges. Showcasing how a simple strategy can signif-
icantly improve the accuracy of all evaluated methods.

Evaluation using a scene with off-plane points
We also perform additional evaluation with one scene

which is similar to the Book scene from our planar dataset,
but we include additional objects (see Fig. 7) to introduce
some off-plane points. This sequence was captured by 8
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Images Triplets
ID Description FOV Width Height Asphalt Boats Book Facade Floor Papers Calib Case I Case II/III Case IV

IPhoneOldBack Apple IPhone SE (2nd generation) back camera 62.8◦ 4032 3024 20 19 22 20 20 20 14 3000 2806 2822
IPhoneOldFront Apple IPhone SE (2nd generation) front camera 56.5◦ 3088 2320 20 18 18 23 17 21 18 2755 2984 3089
IPhoneZBHBack Apple IPhone SE (3rd generation) back camera 63.3◦ 4032 3024 19 19 21 20 20 20 20 3000 2761 2781
IPhoneZBHfront Apple IPhone SE (3rd generation) front camera 56.2◦ 3088 2320 20 20 22 19 21 20 20 2389 2900 3065

LenovoTabletBack Tablet Lenovo TB-X505F back camera 59.7◦ 2592 1944 20 20 21 18 20 17 13 3000 2968 3079
LenovoTabletFront Tablet Lenovo TB-X505F front camera 62.3◦ 1600 1200 ✗ 21 21 ✗ 16 ✗ 20 1500 1803 2189

MotoBack Motorola Moto E4 Plus back camera 64.7◦ 4160 3120 20 23 22 21 22 20 37 2013 2529 2903
MotoFront Motorola Moto E4 Plus front camera 71.0◦ 2592 1952 ✗ 18 19 ✗ ✗ ✗ 19 1000 1400 1732
Olympus Olympus uD600,S600 compact digital camera 49.1◦ 2816 2112 19 23 24 17 21 21 23 3000 3145 3171

SamsungBack Samsung Galaxy S5 Mini back camera 56.1◦ 3264 1836 ✗ 20 28 ✗ 20 20 18 2000 2356 2594
SamsungFront Samsung Galaxy S5 Mini front camera 69.4◦ 1920 1080 19 24 19 23 19 20 20 2798 3023 3120

SamsungGlossyBack Samsung Galaxy S III Mini back camera 53.8◦ 2560 1920 20 21 19 20 19 20 21 3000 3073 3180
SamsungGlossyFront Samsung Galaxy S III Mini front camera 55.6◦ 640 480 21 20 26 20 20 21 20 3000 1790 1726

DellWide Dell Precision 7650 notebook camera 80.0◦ 1280 720 ✗ 21 22 ✗ 22 ✗ 20 1500 1254 1446
SonyTelescopic Sony α5000 digital camera with 55-210mm Lens 23.5◦ 5456 3064 20 20 20 22 18 ✗ 20 1517 1664 1815

Total 218 307 324 223 275 220 303 35472 18219 12876
Triplets Case I 3574 7500 7500 5500 5898 5500 ✗
Triplets Case II 649 5100 4856 2538 2555 2521 ✗
Triplets Case IV 252 4256 3871 1472 1618 1407 ✗

Table 5. Summary of our evaluation dataset. The table shows the number of included images per scene per camera and the number of
extracted triplets. The last three columns indicate how many triplets for a given case contain an image from a given camera (e.g. for Case
IV we use 1815 triplets for which at least one of the images was taken using Dell Precision 7650 notebook camera). The fourth row from
bottom denotes the total number of images per scene in the dataset and and in the last three columns the total number of triplets per case.
The last three rows show how many triplets are included for each scene.

of the cameras used to capture the planar dataset. It con-
tains 87 images in total and we used them to generate 5066
triplets for Case III and 1473 triplets for Case IV.3 We per-
form a comparison between the results obtained on this
scene with off-plane objects and results obtained on the
original planar scene. For the original planar scene we only
consider triplets using the same cameras as in the scene
with off-plane objects. Tab. 4 shows a comparison of the
results for all evaluated methods. The results show a sig-
nificant improvement of all methods when off-plane objects
are introduced in the scene. This shows that the problem be-
comes easier when the scene is not fully planar, but retains
a significant dominant plane with some off-plane points. In
this scenario, our methods show significantly better perfor-
mance over the baselines.

11. Real World Dataset

This section provides the detailed information about the
dataset used for real-world evaluation presented in Sec. 6.2
of the main paper. The descriptions of the cameras and
dataset statistics regarding the total number of images and
extracted triplets are provided in Tab. 5. The dataset con-
tains 1870 images of 4 indoor and 2 outdoor planar scenes
captured with 14 calibrated cameras. We purposefully se-
lect some scenes to be more challenging (e.g. repeating pat-
terns in Floor, few significant landmarks in Asphalt). In
total we use provide 66 567 image triplets for evaluation of
the different cases.

3Note that this scene is not included in the dataset presented in Sec. 11
due to its different nature, i.e. containing additional non-planar objects.

11.1. Calibration

To calibrate the cameras, we used a standard checkerboard
pattern printed on hard plastic. We manually removed
blurry or otherwise unsuitable calibration images from the
dataset. We calibrated the cameras using [46]. During
calibration, we used the assumption of square pixels (i.e.
fx = fy). We also modeled tangential and radial distor-
tion to obtain more accurate focal lengths. All used cam-
eras exhibited low distortion so we use the original dis-
torted images for evaluation to better reflect accuracy in
real scenarios where cameras are expected to have low and
unknown distortion. The images used for calibration, as
well as the calibration code and estimated intrinsics, will be
made available with the dataset.

11.2. Triplet Point Correspondence Extraction

To obtain triplet correspondences we used SuperPoint [12]
with inference in the original image resolution keeping at
most 2048 best keypoints. We matched the keypoints us-
ing LightGlue [34] to first perform pairwise matches. Since
SuperPoint was trained to only be rotationally invariant up
to 45◦ rotations we have extracted pairwise matches by ro-
tating one of the images four times with a step of 90◦ and
selecting the orientation which produced the largest num-
ber of matches. Afterwards, we kept only those correspon-
dences which were matched across all three pairs thus pro-
ducing triplets. We will provide the extracted correspon-
dences as part of the dataset upon release.
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