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Abstract

Multi-View Photometric Stereo (MVPS) is a popular method for fine-detailed 3D
acquisition of an object from images. Despite its outstanding results on diverse
material objects, a typical MVPS experimental setup requires a well-calibrated
light source and a monocular camera installed on an immovable base. This re-
stricts the use of MVPS on a movable platform, limiting us from taking MVPS
benefits in 3D acquisition for mobile robotics applications. To this end, we intro-
duce a new mobile robotic system for MVPS. While the proposed system brings
advantages, it introduces additional algorithmic challenges. Addressing them, in
this paper, we further propose an incremental approach for mobile robotic MVPS.
Our approach leverages a supervised learning setup to predict per-view surface
normal, object depth, and per-pixel uncertainty in model-predicted results. A
refined depth map per view is obtained by solving an MVPS-driven optimiza-
tion problem proposed in this paper. Later, we fuse the refined depth map while
tracking the camera pose w.r.t the reference frame to recover globally consistent
object 3D geometry. Experimental results show the advantages of our robotic
system and algorithm, featuring the local high-frequency surface detail recovery
with globally consistent object shape. Our work is beyond any MVPS system
yet presented, providing encouraging results on objects with unknown reflectance
properties using fewer frames without a tiring calibration and installation process,
enabling computationally efficient robotic automation approach to photogramme-
try. The proposed approach is nearly 100 times computationally faster than the
state-of-the-art MVPS methods such as [1, 2] while maintaining the similar re-
sults when tested on subjects taken from the benchmark DiLiGenT MV dataset
[3]. Furthermore, our system and accompanying algorithm is data-efficient, i.e., it
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uses significantly fewer frames at test time to perform 3D acquisition1.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, 3D data acquisition of objects from images has become in-
creasingly popular due to its high demand from industries involved in spatial com-
puting. These industries require high-quality 3D data to train large deep-learning
models to accomplish their computing goals. Although methods and apparatus
exist to solve the task, they proved to be costly—both manually and economi-
cally. Hence, one key goal yet to be achieved is a fully automated mobile robotic
system that can provide high-quality 3D data of objects from images. To this end,
we propose the first portable “Mobile Robotic Multi-view Photometric Stereo”
system and supporting algorithm to perform 3D acquisition.

Over the years, methods such as structure from motion (SfM) [4], multi-
view stereo (MVS) [5], photometric stereo (PS) [6], multiview photometric stereo
(MVPS) [7], and more recently, neural radiance fields (NeRF) [8], 3D Gaussian
Splatting [9] and their variations [10, 11] have emerged as some of the popu-
lar practical approaches in 3D data acquisition from images. Yet, MVPS stands
out when it comes to the precision, details, and accuracy. One primary reason
is that PS images in MVPS setup help recover an object’s high-frequency local
details, while MVS images help preserve the object’s global structural content.
Nehab et al. [12] is one the early approaches to practically demonstrate this idea
of exploiting complementary nature of PS and MVS, which is recently exploited
using deep-learning approaches by Kaya et al. [2, 1]. This powerful idea makes
MVPS as a default method of choice in forensics [13], metrology [12], archaeol-
ogy [14, 2] and other scientific as well as engineering disciplines [15].

Despite the apparent advantage of MVPS over other popular approaches, its
usage is limited to a controlled lab setup or a industrial machine vision setup. This
is mainly due to the MVPS experimental design choice, where an object is placed
at the center of a rotating table, while the camera and LEDs are placed at a fixed
distance from the table center—refer Fig. 1(a). There are many real-world cases

1The subjects used to train, test, and compare the results can be downloaded from here.
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Figure 1: (a) Popular multiview photometric stereo setup as shown in [16], where the hardware
is installed on an immovable base with a subject placed on a turn table. (b) Our mobile robotic
MVPS setup, where the robot is allowed to move for object’s 3D acquisition. (c) 3D acquisition
results using images of tooth model acquired using our system.

where it is difficult to use a classical MVPS setup for 3D acquisition. For exam-
ple, in fine-grained object geometry, its texture, and material acquisition, where
details are visible at varying distance from the object. This is widely witnessed
in stones recovered in a planetary exploration or in studying biological organs,
etc. Thus, we need a mobile robotic MVPS system for all such cases, where the
MVPS acquisition setup is allowed to move closer or father from the object freely,
depending on the object’s size and application requirements. To our knowledge,
this is one of the early attempts in this direction for automating MVPS system.

Our mobile robotic system comprises 8 LED light sources and a monocu-
lar camera installed on a mobile robotic arm. The robot arm’s end-effector is
equipped with LEDs circularly arranged centered around the camera—refer Fig.
1(b)2. While assembling or simulating our hardware design is relatively easy,
executing MVPS working principle on a mobile platform brings additional al-
gorithmic challenges. Unlike classical MVPS, where all MVS and PS images are
used to recover camera poses, estimate LEDs light directions, and perform 3D
data acquisition, i.e., an offline global approach, here, we have access to only 8
PS images in a given time from one viewpoint during inference. And since we
aim for a mobile robotic platform, it makes more sense to have an an online incre-
mental approach, which brings additional challenges in light calibration, camera
pose estimation, and noisy or partial shape registration, thereby introducing extra
difficulty in detailed 3D data acquisition. This brings us to propose an incremental

2kindly refer to the appendix for precise hardware details.
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uncalibrated approach to MVPS. Accordingly, we introduce suitable deep neural
networks to infer light calibration parameters, surface normal, uncertainty in sur-
face normal prediction, and depth prior per view at test time. These predicted data
help our system refine depth map per view via an uncertainty-based optimization
while additionally help in computing robust camera pose parameters of live frame
w.r.t the reference frame. Later, refined depth map per view is fused using an on-
line fusion approach for detailed object’s 3D recovery (see Fig. 1(c)). In summary,
this paper makes the following contributions.

• Automating MVPS-Based Photogrammetry: This work introduce a novel
mobile robotic MVPS system, supported by a custom algorithm, aimed at
achieving dense, detailed 3D data acquisition of an object. This represents
an initial step toward automating MVPS based photogrammetry system.

• Incremental Online MVPS Approach: Unlike traditional MVPS tech-
niques, we propose an incremental, online methodology that aligns with our
mobile robotic hardware. This approach enhances efficiency and adaptabil-
ity in 3D data acquisition processes depending on object’s surface details.

• Uncertainty-Driven Optimization: We present an uncertainty-driven opti-
mization tailored for an incremental fusion pipeline, significantly improving
the quality of depth maps. Our robotic system yields high-qualtity results
with fewer images compared to the state-of-the-art MVPS methods.

• Adaptability to Object Detail: The mobile nature of the system allows for
flexible positioning of the MVPS setup, enabling capture of object data at
different distance from the object to capture surface details, which is not
feasible with traditional static setups.

The proposed method contribution brings the following advantage compared
to the existing MVPS system(s):

• Data efficiency: Our method uses only 36 views × 8 images per view =
288 images compared to other methods which uses 1920 images in total to
provide results with a similar accuracy.

• Computational efficiency: Our method is more than 100x computationally
faster than the state-of-the-art MVPS method(s) while achieving similar 3D
reconstruction accuracy results.

• Cost efficiency: Commercially available MVPS systems for high-quality
3D data acquisition are costly. For instance, Arago MVPS photogrammetry
RIG system typically ranges between $10,000 and $20,000 USD; again, this
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is a static MVPS setup. On the contrary, our mobile MVPS system can be
built for less than $2,500 USD due to simple and portable design.

2. Related Works

Hernández et al. [7] introduced the classical MVPS setup. Yet, Nehab et
al. [12] pioneered the integration of PS images with active range scanning tech-
niques, highlighting the complementary nature of shape from shading and active
range modalities in 3D data acquisition. However, the widely used MVPS setup
involves a turntable experimental setup, where PS images of the subject positioned
on the turntable are captured from a staged viewpoint. It is essential to highlight
that within this setup, both the camera and the lighting sources maintain a station-
ary position, with only the turntable undergoing rotation. This rotation facilitates
the acquisition of the subject’s viewpoints from different angles with each turn.
Specifically, each turntable rotation facilitates capturing and storing MVS and PS
images for each lighting source (see Fig.1(a)).

2.1. Traditional MVPS Methods
Earlier MVPS approaches often relied on a specific Bidirectional Reflectance

Distribution Function (BRDF) model, leading to unreliable outcomes for real-
world objects whose reflectance properties deviate from the presupposed BRDF
model. To this end, [17] introduced a method based on piece-wise planar mesh pa-
rameterization, designed to enhance the object’s fine surface details reconstruction
through displacement texture maps. Yet, their work overlooked surface reflectance
modeling. Contrarily, other methodologies, such as [18, 19], do engage in BRDF
modeling. Still, their usage is limited to nearly flat surfaces and presupposes a
prior knowledge of the surface normals.

2.2. Deep Learning based MVPS Methods
In recent years, deep learning methodologies have been suggested as better

alternatives to traditional MVPS techniques, albeit employing classical MVPS
hardware setups. To this end, [20] proposed a neural inverse rendering approach
to reconstruct objects’ shape and material attributes. However, this method is
predicated on the assumption of a co-located camera and lighting source, hence in-
compatible with standard MVPS setups. On the contrary, [16] proposed a method
based on neural radiance fields. This approach endeavors to estimate the object’s
surface normal and integrates them within a volume rendering formula to enhance
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Figure 2: Our mobile robotic test time setup. (a) Our mobile robot moves around the object
at test time, performing 3D data acquisition. (b) The robot’s ground truth and recovered camera
pose trajectory are shown in red and green, respectively. (c) side view of the recovered 3D data
compared to ground truth shown in millimeters (mm) along chosen geodesic (shown with a red
line on BUDDHA image).

object representation learning. Despite its conceptual benefit, this technique strug-
gles to accurately capture objects’ high-quality geometric details. Conversely, an
uncertainty-based MVPS methodology has been introduced [2], demonstrating
superior performance in 3D object reconstruction. Recently, [1] extended [2] to
make deep MVPS work for diverse material types. Whereas, [21] worked on
speeding up the deep-MVSP model inference time while maintaining the 3D ac-
quisition accuracy. Not long ago, [22] proposed estimating the geometry and
reflectance of objects using a camera, flashlight, and a tripod setup. Whereas
[23] uses a smartphone’s built-in flashlight and combines darkroom photometric
methods with neural light fields [24] to recover an object’s 3D geometry.

Alternatively, to all the approaches to MVPS mentioned above, this paper intro-
duces a novel mobile robotic hardware setup and supporting algorithm based on
the MVPS principle for performing an object’s 3D acquisition in an incremen-
tal setting. Our approach helps recover fine, detailed 3D object geometry under
limited lighting conditions. It further provides flexibility in the movement of the
MVPS system via a controlled robotic setup for far or near capture, depending
on the object size and its surface details, which is not practically possible with
previous MVPS experimental setup.
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3. Our Mobile Robotic MVPS

3.1. Robotic Acquisition Setup
As shown in Fig. 1(b), our robotic arm’s end-effector is equipped with an array

of 8 LED light sources, arranged in a circular configuration around a monocular
camera, ensuring equidistant positioning from the camera’s center. This setup
is designed to provide consistent illumination. The camera is fitted with a lens
with a focal length of 50mm, which is helpful in high-quality image capture. To
facilitate mobility and versatility in data acquisition, the baseplate of the robotic
arm is mounted on a robust wheelbase.

Our mobile robotic system presents a distinct contrast to the static setup intro-
duced in the DiLiGenT-MV dataset’s acquisition [25], which utilizes a stationary
MVPS setup with subjects positioned on an turntable. In our robotic MVPS set-
ting, PS imagery is captured from a moving camera with the subjects remaining
stationary throughout. At the test time, the robot maneuvers along the given tra-
jectories, attaining a total of 36 distinct poses with an angular separation of 10
degrees between each pose. For each pose, 8 PS images are captured, correspond-
ing to the illumination from each LED, resulting in a processing of 36×8 = 288
images per object.

Fig. 2(a) shows the robotic MVPS acquisition setup from three distinct views,
whereas Fig. 2(b), Fig. 2(c) shows the robot’s camera pose trajectory used at test
time depicting 36 camera poses and the 3D reconstruction error profile along the
chosen geodesic, respectively. To ensure thorough testing of our approach, de-
tailed logs of camera data—encompassing both positions and orientations—as
well as the LEDs light direction and intensity are stored. For experimentation and
result comparisons with MVPS methods, we used the 3D objects from DiLiGenT-
MV dataset [3], which is often characterized by their varied BRDFs and complex
surface textures.

3.2. Proposed Methodology
Key Notations and MVPS Setup. We denote L as the total number of lights
and T as the total number of viewpoints for which the robot stops to capture the
images. We define I t

ps = {It
1, I

t
2, ....., I

t
L} as the set of photometric stereo images

captured from a viewpoint at time t ∈ [1,T ]. Let’s assume Rt ∈ SO(3),λ t̂t ∈R3×1

as the robot camera pose, and lt
k ∈ R3×1, et

k ∈ R+ as the kth light source direction
and corresponding intensity at time t. Since, we have L number of images at every
instance the robot stops and capture the images, we compute It

si = median(I t
ps)
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as a single image representative of overall radiosity at time t, following [3] as-
sumption. Such a robotic experimental setup is designed to imitate the MVPS
working principle [12, 7], i.e., estimate surface normal using light-varying PS
images, which is excellent at recovering high-frequency surface details. While,
It
si help recover object’s global surface profile via single image depth prediction

model, thereby helping us overcome the low-frequency bias due to PS in surface
reconstruction. In our experiments, we assume intrinsic camera calibration matrix
K ∈ R3×3 is known.
(i) Uncalibrated Photometric Stereo. For our mobile robotic MVPS system,
we aim to infer all the LED’s light source direction and intensity followed by
the object’s surface normal estimation on the fly. And therefore, an uncalibrated
approach to PS seems like a reasonable choice [26, 27]. Accordingly, we train
the light estimation network in a supervised setting to infer reliable light source
direction and intensity at test time. For surface normal prediction, we train the
convolutional neural network-based PS network [28], again in a supervised set-
ting. As is known, perfect prediction of surface normal is challenging; therefore,
we leverage the Bayesian uncertainty modeling in our normal estimation network
by incorporating drop-out approximation [29]. The uncertainty modeling in nor-
mal estimation network greatly helps us in depth map refinement for effective
fusion of reliable 3D data over frames.

We symbolize Xps ∈Rh×w×3n as all n PS images at train time with (lk,ek) ∀ k∈
[1,n] as the light source direction and corresponding intensity pair. Here, h×w
denotes image height and width, respectively. For light source data prediction,
we train the deep neural network design proposed in [26], and for surface normal
prediction, we train the deep PS model proposed in [28] with uncertainty model-
ing based on [2]. At test time, we infer light direction lt

k, its intensity et
k, surface

normal map Nt
ps ∈ Rh×w and per pixel confidence Λt

ps ∈ Rh×w in surface normal
prediction from a given view point at time t. Note that we assume the object’s
2D image mask is known from each view point, and as a result, we discard pixels
outside the object’s mask in our experiment and assign 0 confidence value to those
pixels with 03×1 as its surface normal value.
(ii) Single Image Depth Prediction. To replicate the operational principles of
MVPS in our mobile robotic MVPS system, it becomes imperative to incorporate
some form of range data at test time. This necessity arises primarily due to the
inherent susceptibility of photometric stereo (PS) techniques to low-frequency bi-
ases in 3D reconstruction. The objective is to mitigate such a limitation with PS
through the utilization of range data. However, the task of obtaining depth from
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single image presents significant geometric challenges. Recent advancements in
the domain of supervised deep learning, particularly through the application of
vision transformer based deep learning models, have shown outstanding results
in depth prediction [30, 31, 32, 33, 34]. At present, it is feasible to infer reliable
scene depth up to scale using merely a single image input. These breakthroughs in
single image depth prediction made our mobile robotic MVPS working possible.

Among all the tested single image depth prediction (SIDP) models, MiDaS
v3.1 [32] suitably fits our requirements. The models in MiDaS v3.1 provides high-
quality depth prediction result at low compute requirement for real-time applica-
tions, thereby providing us with the flexibility in performance optimization based
on hardware capabilities. By effectively capturing global image context, MiDaS
v3.1 streamlined the depth estimation process and reduced computational over-
head. This improved runtime efficiency is crucial for our mobile robotic MVPS
system, enabling faster and more responsive depth predictions per view.

Our MVPS system at test time predict depth Dt
pd ∈ Rh×w by providing It

si to
MiDaS v3.1 pre-trained model.
(iii) Depth Map Refinement. The depth maps generated per view using Mi-
DaS v3.1 demonstrate commendable accuracy in global depth estimation yet ex-
hibit limitations in capturing the finer local surface details, such as scratches and
indentations. These limitations present significant challenges to achieving our
objective of reconstructing intricate surface details. Adopting PS techniques for
measuring object normal fields offers a pathway to reconstructing surfaces with
great precision in capturing local details. Yet, surface normal recovered via PS are
susceptible to introducing low-frequency biases in 3D reconstructions, which can
compromise the integrity of overall depth measurements.

To address the above mentioned limitation, our approach integrates depth map
with surface normal information, leveraging the complementary strengths of PS
and SIDP for enhanced 3D acquisition of objects. This integration is achieved by
solving an optimization function explicitly designed for this purpose. The opti-
mization function proposed herein utilizes the predicted surface normal alongside
their associated uncertainties, combining them with SIDP-derived per-view depth
data to facilitate the recovery of a high-quality depth map. The devised solution
imposes penalties on deviations from the surface normal ascertained through PS,
particularly in instances of high-confidence predictions, and applies correspond-
ing adjustments in the inverse scenario. This methodology underscores a strategic
effort to balance the influences of both PS and SIDP, thereby improving the resul-
tant 3D acquisition.
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The goal is to refine the depth map based on the surface normal prior and depth
prior known to us at time t. Utilizing the relation between discrete depth map and
surface normal via standard finite differences, i.e., the gradient of depth map must
be equivalent to surface normal. Denoting Dt as the depth map at time t, we write
∇Dt ≡ Nt

ps, with ∇ as the first order gradient operator. Putting this approximation
as an optimization cost function, we obtain

minimize
Dt

1
2
∥(∇Dt −Nt

ps)∥2. (1)

Next, we aim to use the depth prior from the SIDP model, i.e., the refined depth
map must conform to SIDP predicted depth in the low-frequency domain, i.e.,
Dt ≡ Dt

pd, resulting in the following cost function for optimization.

minimize
Dt

1
2
∥(∇Dt −Nt

ps)∥2 +
1
2
∥(Dt −Dt

pd)∥2. (2)

We can obtain a refined depth map by solving the Eq.(2). Yet, Eq.(2) miss to ac-
count for the model prediction uncertainty. Assume Λt

ps Rh×w as the uncertainty
matrix containing per pixel surface normal prediction confidence value. Using
Λt

ps, we can improve our optimization formulation to cope up with possible er-
ror due to model prediction error. Combining Eq.(1) and Eq.(2) with the model
uncertainty in a mindful way, we arrive at our overall depth map refinement opti-
mization, i.e.,

min.
Dt

c

1
2
∥Λ

t
ps ⊙ (∇Dt

c −Nt
ps)∥2 +

1
2
∥(1−Λ

t
ps)⊙ (Dt

c −Dt
pd)∥2, (3)

where, Dt
c denotes the corrected or refined depth map obtained after optimization.

⊙ in Eq.(3) denotes the point-wise product popularly known as Hadamard prod-
uct. Eq.(3) optimization is easy to understand, i.e., a modality confidence-based
weighted optimization favoring the suitable modality priors during optimization.
More regularization constraints such as Laplacian smoothness [35], total varia-
tional constraint [36], etc. can be added, however, it is observed to make Eq.(3)
computationally expensive to optimize, hence we avoided them for our robotic
setup. As we will see later, Eq.(3) does a good job in detailed recovery of the ob-
ject geometry at the same time it can be optimized efficiently using fast gradient
based methods [37, 38, 39].
(iv) Depth Map Fusion over Frames. The successive refined depth frame ob-
tained after solving Eq.(3) is fused in an incremental manner, where the local
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Figure 3: System Overview. Our robotic MVPS setup captures I t
ps and infers all the light source

direction ({lt
k}8

k=1) and intensity ({et
k}8

k=1) followed by It
si computation for that view-point. The

recovered light source parameters are then used to predict surface normal map Nt
ps and associ-

ated uncertainty Λt
ps with the predicted values. In parallel, the depth map corresponding to It

si is
predicted using the pre-trained SIDP model. Later, a refined depth map is computed by solving
Eq.(3), which is fused to the global TSDF volume representation over frames for object 3D acqui-
sition.

live camera pose and Dt
c is registered to the reference frame before fusing into a

global 3D volumetric representation. This is often termed as Truncated Signed
Distance Function (TSDF) fusion in computer graphics literature [40]. The core
idea is to represent the object’s 3D using a voxel grid, where each voxel stores a
signed distance value indicating the voxel’s distance to the nearest surface bound-
ary. Positive values represent distances outside the surface, negative values repre-
sent distances inside the surface, and a value of zero indicates the surface itself.
The “truncated” aspect means that only distances within a certain range around
the surface are stored, simplifying the calculations and storage needs.

Our refined depth data fusion involves few steps, including the transforma-
tion of local refined depth map into the reference coordinate frame of the TSDF
volume Vt , the computation of the TSDF value for each voxel based on the new
refined depth data, and the update of the voxel values in the volume. Given Dt

c we
extract a local camera-aligned voxel grid from previous time frame with TSDF
data Vt−1

local and weight Wt−1
local from the global voxel grid data with TSDF value

Vt−1 and weight Wt−1. Our fusion pipeline takes Dt
c along with Vt−1

local , and Wt−1
local

to compute the local TSDF update vt
local as well as estimate the camera pose pa-

rameters via registration of depth data w.r.t. reference frame [41]. The estimated
TSDF update is transferred back into the reference frame to obtain vt which is then
integrated into the global TSDF volumes via well-known TSDF update equation,
i.e.,

Vt(p) =
Wt−1(p) ·Vt−1(p)+wt(p) ·vt(p)

Wt−1(p)+wt(p)
, (4)
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Algorithm 1: L1 Mobile Robotic MVPS
Set {l0

k}
8
k=1,{e0

k}
8
k=1 := predictLight(I 0

ps);
Set N0

ps,Λ
0
ps := predictNormal(I 0

ps,{l0
k}

8
k=1,{e0

k}
8
k=1);

Set D0
pd := predictDepth(I0

si);
Set D0

c := refineDepth(D0
pd,N

0
ps,Λ

0
ps); /* Eq.(3) solution */

Set P0
ref := [R0|λ t̂0];

Set [V0,W0] := initialize(D0
c ,K,P0

ref);
for t = 1 : T do

{lt
k}

8
k=1,{et

k}
8
k=1 := predictLight(I t

ps);
Nt

ps,Λ
t
ps := predictNormal(I t

ps,{lt
k}

8
k=1,{et

k}
8
k=1);

Dt
pd := predictDepth(It

si);
Dt

c := refineDepth(Dt
pd,N

t
ps,Λ

t
ps);

Vt−1
local := localTSDFExtraction(Vt−1,Wt−1,Dt

c,K);
vt

local := localTSDFUpdate(Vt−1
local,W

t−1
local,D

t
c,K);

[Pt
ref,N

t
ref,v

t ,wt ] := poseEst globalAlign(vt
local,V

t−1,Wt−1,Nt
c,P

t−1
ref );

/* Nt
c is the normal map corresponding to Dt

c */
/* [41] fast implementation is used for registration*/
[Vt ,Wt ] := updateReconstruction(vt ,wt);

end

Wt(p) = Wt−1(p)+wt(p), (5)

where, p is a 3D point corresponding to the object. Here we slightly abused
our notation by appending brackets and point variable. The signed distance up-
date vt(p) and its corresponding weight wt(p) integrate Dt

c into the TSDF vol-
ume. These update functions are truncated before and after the surface to ensure
efficient runtime and robust reconstruction of fine-surface details. Further, we
mapped surface normal vectors Nt

ref via relative rotation w.r.t the reference frame.
Fig. 3 provides overall system pipeline.

4. Experiments, Results and Limitations

Algorithm Tab. 1 provides pseudo code of our test time setup. The train and
test script is coded on pytorch 2.1.2. with few dependencies uses C/C++. The
proposed method is implemented on a computing machine featuring an Apple M4
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chip with a 10-core CPU, 10-core GPU, and a 16-core Neural Engine, all running
on macOS.
Train Time Setup. We used the light calibration network architecture proposed
in [26]. We trained this network on Blobby and Sculpture datasets [42] with Adam
optimizer [43] at an initial learning rate of 5×10−4. The model is trained for 20
epochs with a batch size of 32. The learning rate was divided by two after every
5 epochs. For modeling uncertainty in surface normal prediction model, we use
the popular drop-out approach to CNN-PS network [2]. The uncertainty-based
normal estimation network is trained using CyclesPS dataset [28], which contains
15 shapes rendered with diffuse, specular, and metallic BRDFs using 1300 light
sources. We use 90% of the CyclesPS dataset for training and 10% for validation.
The observation map of dimension 32× 32 is generated using CyclesPS images
to train the normal estimation network. For each observation map, 50 to 1300
light sources are picked randomly. This network is trained for 10 epochs using
Adam optimizer [43] with a learning rate of 10−1. For each pixel, the mean and
variance of the outputs are computed to model the surface normal prediction and
its uncertainty. For depth prediction, we used the pre-trained MiDaS v3.1 model,
which is trained on 12 datasets from MiDaS original setup with a few additional
training data as detailed in [32].
Test Time Setup. We used the proposed mobile robotic MVPS hardware setup in
an incremental setting at test time. For consistency with the recent state-of-the-art
in MVPS [3, 2, 1], we took 5-objects from the DiLiGenT-MV dataset [3], namely
BEAR, BUDDHA, COW, READING, and POT2, to evaluate our performance.
We additionally incorporated a simple SPHERE object to conduct ablations. Our
test time MVPS hardware comprises of a camera with a 50 mm lens and 8 LEDs
that capture images with 250× 250 resolution. The robot moves to 36 distinct
poses, capturing 8 images per view in an incremental setting. A fixed rotation of
10◦ is given for every change in the robot pose. The robot navigation path and
motion model to perform the 3D acquisition at test time is fixed and is shown in
Fig. 2(b). The robot is constrained to move not more than 12 cm from the ob-
ject. For experiments, we used the object 2D segmented image mask per view.
At test time, the light source information, i.e., {lt

k}
8
k=1,{et

k}
8
k=1 is predicted us-

ing the trained light calibration network while surface normal Nt
ps and associated

uncertainty Λt
ps in surface normal prediction is obtained using trained uncertainty

based CNN-PS network [28]. Depth map per view at test time is predicted using
[32] pre-trained network while refined depth map is obtained by optimizing the
Eq.(3). To fuse the refined depth map per view in an incremental setting, we use a
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Deep Multi-View Stereo (MVS) Deep Multiview Photometric Stereo (MVPS) Mobile Robotic MVPS
Dataset↓ MVSNet [45] PM-Net [46] R-MVPS [17] B-MVPS [3] NR-MVPS [16] UA-MVPS [2] MVPS-Rev [1] Ours Ours + IBA [47]

BEAR 0.135 0.672 0.504 0.986 0.856 0.895 0.965 0.882 0.896
BUDDHA 0.147 0.799 0.935 0.934 0.690 0.922 0.993 0.911 0.942

COW 0.095 0.734 0.915 0.989 0.844 0.979 0.987 0.914 0.939
READING 0.115 0.834 0.869 0.975 0.720 0.970 0.975 0.897 0.907

POT2 0.126 0.666 0.458 0.984 0.858 0.907 0.991 0.909 0.914

Table 1: 3D acquisition result comparison with classical MVS and recent state-of-the-art deep
learning-based MVPS approaches on DiLiGenT-MV benchmark dataset [3]. Despite being an
incremental mobile robotic setup, our approach can provide favorable results with just using 8
light varying images per view. In total our approach uses 36 views × 8 images per view = 288
images compared to other methods that use all 20 views × 96 images per view = 1920 images in
total to recover 3D shape. We used the F-score metric for the statistical comparison to keep the
evaluation metric consistent with the previous methods.

volumetric grid of size 5123 for volumetric fusion. At the end, the marching cubes
algorithm [44] is used to extract the object’s 3D mesh for performance evaluation.

4.1. Statistical Evaluation

Evaluation Metric. We used the popular F-score metric defined in [48] to eval-
uate the object’s 3D reconstruction accuracy. We used the L2 difference between
the ground-truth pose and the estimated pose for camera pose error evaluation af-
ter registering the recovered pose to absolute real-world metric values. Note that
for consistency with well-known previous approaches, few ablations in this work
use average relative depth (ARD) error [49, 50] and Chamfer L1 [2] to report the
results on the benchmark dataset.
(i) Comparison with state-of-the-art MVS and MVPS methods. We compared
our approach results with recent deep learning-based multiview stereo (MVS) and
multiview photometric stereo (MVPS) approaches. We used the DiLiGenT-MV
[3] dataset for performance comparison. We adopted the F-score metric to quan-
tify our method’s performance, facilitating a direct comparison with the state-
of-the-art methodologies. The results in Table 1 show our approach’s suitability
over deep MVS and MVPS techniques, highlighting the effectiveness in more
challenging experimental settings, i.e., mobile robotic setups. Fig. 4 shows qual-
itative 3D reconstruction result comparison with state-of-the-art approaches. We
can observe that despite mobile setup and using only eight light-varying PS im-
ages at a time, we can achieve accuracy that favorably compares to classical
MVPS setup-based approaches. Hence, our work provides a constructive fu-
ture direction for automating the photogrammetry. Moreover, our approach uses
36 views × 8 images per view = 288 images only compared to other methods,
which uses 1920 images in total.
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Figure 4: Comparison with the state of the art MVPS methods. We compared our methods to
R-MVPS [17], NR-MVPS [16], B-MVPS [3], UA-MVPS [2], and MVPS-Rev [1]. Despite our
setting being different from the existing MVPS, we recover the object’s 3D geometry comparable
to these methods, showing its suitability for the next step in MVPS, i.e., mobile robotic automation
in photogrammetry for fine-detailed 3D acquisition of objects.

(ii) Camera pose error over frames at test time. We compute the camera pose
per frame, where each new camera pose is computed by registering the shape to
the last frame shape—the previously computed pose is already consistent with the
reference, i.e., the first frame. We used [41] to perform the registration due to
its impressive computation time and robustness to outliers. Once all 36 camera
poses are recovered, we register them to the ground-truth pose trajectory for error
computation. Fig. 5a and Fig. 5b show the rotation and translation error observed
on the test data, respectively. It can be observed that the computed poses are rea-
sonably good, yet the error accumulates over frames. To reduce the camera pose
accumulation error over frames, we integrated IBA [47] to the proposed pipeline.
This helps in improving the object’s 3D reconstruction accuracy (refer Table 1),
increasing the overall computational time nonetheless (refer Table 2). Despite our
paper’s main focus is to develop an incremental approach, we analyzed a global
method, i.e., MVR [51] to reduce the overall camera pose error for improved 3D
reconstruction accuracy. Detailed results and analysis related to use of both IBA
[47] and MVR [51] method on DiLiGenT-MV dataset [3] is provided in (ii) of
Appendix C.
(iii) Computational time. We noted the overall computational time to study the
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(a) Rotation Error (b) Translation Error

Figure 5: (a)-(b) Camera rotation and translation error over frames for each object category after
registration, respectively.

suitability of our approach for mobile robotic applications. Fig. 6a shows per-
frame processing time consumed by each independent component proposed in the
paper on respective object categories. We also computed the possible variations in
computational time by running the same experiments 300 times and documenting
the standard deviation (refer Fig. 6a). Quantitatively, we can fuse our refined depth
per frame to the global volume in approximately—0.3 seconds (s), thus making
it suitable for robotics applications. Meanwhile, we compared our method’s pro-
cessing time with recent state-of-the-art MVPS methods, demonstrating its effi-
ciency. For this experimental comparison, we provide same number of images as
input to all the methods. Table 2 provides the statistical timing comparison re-
sults (in seconds), clearly showing the applicability of our approach for robotics
application. Note, however, that we added IBA [47] to our pipeline to reduce the
accumulation of error over frames, which leads to an increase in the overall com-
putational time, improving the overall 3D reconstruction accuracy nonetheless—
cf. Table 1. Our efficiency in computational time stems from processing fewer
frames, use of single image depth priors, and introduction of faster optimization
approach for a mindful fusion.

4.2. Ablation Study

(i) Usefulness of Uncertainty Modeling. [12] is a well-known work that used
depth prior to improve surface normal and surface normal prior to improve over-
all depth. Yet, it uses pre-defined convolutional filters to refine the depth solu-
tion via surface normal prior. On the contrary, we use a data-driven approach to
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(a) Runtime (b) Λt
ps for Depth Refinement

Figure 6: (a) Processing time for one frame at test time. We ran the experiment 300 times to come
up with mean and standard deviation in runtime—the standard deviation is shown with a line
within the error bar graph. For clarity, we further show the time consumed by each component of
our approach with different colors. (b) Effect of data-driven uncertainty modeling in our gradient-
based depth map refinement. The average relative depth (ARD) error [49] obtained on different
dataset shows our approach effectiveness.

Dataset ↓ NR-MVPS [16] UA-MVPS [2] MVPS-Rev [1] Ours Ours + IBA [47]
BEAR 18001.23 305.25 365.62 0.2862 141.62

BUDDHA 19440.56 302.19 359.51 0.2851 140.21
COW 21348.40 316.73 384.27 0.2887 142.63

READING 22032.97 328.28 402.28 0.2889 142.77
POT2 19908.33 309.43 373.42 0.2962 142.94

Table 2: Processing time comparison with recent state-of-the-art MVPS methods on DiLiGenT
dataset in our experimental setting. Note that we provided same number of images to all the
methods for the experimental comparison. All the timings listed above are in seconds(s).

learn the uncertainty in surface normal prediction at test time and refine the over-
all depth—refer to Eq.(3). We verify the effectiveness of our depth refinement
optimization by comparing our depth refinement result with experimental results
obtained under the following two settings: (I) Refine depth using Eq.(3) without
the predicted uncertainty variable, i.e., Λt

ps. (II) Use Nehab et al. [12] approach to
refine overall depth per view. Fig. 6b shows the quantitative result comparison on
different datasets, showing our approach’s effectiveness. The result clearly shows
that the design choice used in [12], i.e., the use of surface normal smoothing and
handcrafted convolutional kernel to refine depth, may not generalize well across
different experimental settings.

Moreover, we conducted an experiment where we fused the MiDaS v3.1 depth
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(a) Refined Depth Fusion (b) Robot Trajectory Type

Figure 7: (a) Benefit of correcting the low-frequency and high-frequency bias due to the PS surface
normal and global depth map, respectively. Overall, the F-score clearly shows the benefit in overall
performance. (b) Result using different robot camera pose trajectory. Here, we show a couple of
trajectory examples and their respective results.

at test time per frame to recover the object’s 3D geometry. We compared the re-
covered object geometry to the one we obtained using our approach. Fig. 7a show
the F-score of the recovered objects, thereby further demonstrating the usefulness
of uncertainty modeling in Eq.(3) optimization for mindful depth fusion.
(ii) Effect of robot’s pose trajectory at test time. In addition to our default nav-
igation path (see Fig. 2(b)), we conducted a couple of more experiments, where
the robot is allowed to move in varied camera trajectory path such as a line and in
a zigzag path, yet the camera is configured to face the object for capturing the ob-
ject’s multiple viewpoints (refer supp. for camera path details). Note that the robot
uses a pre-defined motion model. We computed the F-score of the recovered 3D
geometry and compared it to our results obtained using the default robot trajectory
path. Fig. 7b shows the results obtained under different camera pose trajectory.
Our observation from this experiment is that although our default setting gives the
best result, the difference in results are not great, demonstrating our approach’s
robustness. We observed that the 3D reconstruction error increases mainly due to
the camera pose estimation error accumulation over frames for different kinds of
robot movement. Note that there could be many robot cameras pose trajectories
for which we may get better results. Yet, to come up with the best possible camera
trajectory is beyond paper’s main focus.
(iii) Effect of Light Calibration Parameters. We performed this experiment to
validate the reliability of the neural network light calibration model. Note, how-
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Setup↓ | Dataset → BEAR BUDDHA COW READING POT2
Predicted Light 0.418 0.542 0.427 0.419 0.612

Ground-truth light 0.394 0.562 0.433 0.428 0.597

Table 3: Inferred light at test time performs equally well, and the difference in results is not
significant. The above statistics show Chamfer L1 distance metric (Lower is better)

ever, that previous approaches used one viewpoint and allowed table-top setup to
rotate the object. Hence, light calibration used to be highly reliable in those MVPS
settings. In our setup, the acquisition setup is moving; therefore, this experiment
is crucial from a practical standpoint. Table 3 provides the object’s 3D acquisition
Chamfer L1 distance result comparison when the predicted light and ground-truth
light data are used, respectively. Remarkably, the light direction and intensity pre-
dicted by the deep-network provides results that are robust to camera movement,
demonstrating its suitability to online MVPS approach for robotic automation.
(iv) Robustness to uncontrolled illumination. We studied the robustness of our
system performance w.r.t change in the number of external light in the scene.
Table 4 provide F-score results showing the performance change with increased
external light sources, simulating a good case for uncontrolled illumination. It
is quite clear from the 3D reconstruction results that increase in the number of
external light source greatly affects the overall reconstruction results.

Data↓ | No. of Ext. light source → 0-Ext 1-Ext 2-Ext 3-Ext
BEAR 0.882 0.784 0.522 0.441

BUDDHA 0.911 0.882 0.721 0.539

Table 4: Performance (F-score) with increase in number of external (Ext) light source, simulating
uncontrolled illumination.

(v) Performance variation w.r.t number of LED light source used per view.
Theoretically, 3 light source should be sufficient (I = NT L, R. J. Woodham 1980
[6]) for our setup. Yet, we used more lights in our robotic sets as 6-8 lights give
much better results in practice. Adding more light can be beneficial but the hard-
ware spacing is insufficient to accommodate more than 8 lights in our current
robotic setup. Table 5 provides F-score variation w.r.t the number of LEDs fired
mindfully, i.e, avoid firing the neighboring LEDs for #LEDs = 3 and 4.
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No. of LEDs → 3 4 5 6 7 8
BEAR 0.491 0.506 0.767 0.803 0.868 0.882

BUDDHA 0.485 0.667 0.806 0.890 0.902 0.911

Table 5: Performance (F-score) with number of LEDs fired.

4.3. Limitations and Future Direction
Our approach assumes that the object is placed in a room with a limited light-

ing condition. In general, with indoor room lighting conditions and multiple light
sources, the proposed system may provide inferior 3D acquisition results. More-
over, for this work, we assume the robot’s pre-defined motion model and naviga-
tion path, and thus, a further interesting direction is to solve the current problem
in a fully autonomous setting. Meanwhile, our work is designed to handle sin-
gle small and mid-range object size, where, pose-driven object’s 2D image mask
is given and, so, benefiting from recent deep learning models such as [52] and
extending our work for multiple as well as large size objects in a mobile robotic
MVPS setup will surely be helpful for fully autonomous MVPS based photogram-
metry system.

5. Conclusion

With the recent development in reliable uncalibrated deep-learning approaches
to surface normal prediction and single image depth prediction, an effort to au-
tomate MVPS for 3D acquisition looks like a natural next constructive step in
photogrammetry. To this end, we proposed a reliable mobile robotic system for
high-quality 3D acquisition of an object based on the MVPS working principle.
This further allowed us to endeavor an incremental approach, a marked departure
from the conventional global methodologies previously dominant in the field. The
promising results of the proposed approach signify a useful progression in photo-
metric methods for 3D data acquisition, particularly with the goal of automation,
where the acquisition setup can have unconstrained movement to perform 3D re-
covery. The blueprint presented in this work will open numerous avenues for
further research in 3D acquisition automation.
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Appendix A. Abstract

Following our main draft, in the appendix we provide explicit details of our mo-
bile robotic MVPS hardware here. Next, additional experimental results and ab-
lations on the DiLiGenT benchmark dataset [3] using our setup are provided,
demonstrating the suitability of our mobile robotic MVPS system. Lastly, a brief
discussion on the choice of fusion techniques used in the paper and additional
benefits of our proposed system is provided for completion, as well as possible
future direction for extension.

Appendix B. MVPS Hardware Details

Within the hardware details disclosure limit, we provide a few design details
in Fig. B.8 that we used for the 3D data acquisition at test time, demonstrating our
design’s suitability and portability in automating the MVPS principles in detailed
3D acquisition.

Front view Side view

Figure B.8: Front and side view of our mobile robotic MVPS setup. Explicit dimension of our
design parts shown via CAD model.

The data acquisition setup employed at the test time is shown—utilizing a
mobile robotic arm, in Fig. B.8. Continuing from the main paper, we restate that
the terminal part of this robotic arm is equipped with a circular arrangement of
8 LED lights equidistantly positioned around a monocular camera, whereby each
light maintains an identical distance from the camera’s center. This camera is dis-
tinguished by a lens possessing a 50mm focal length. Furthermore, the robotic
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(a) Smooth and Square Trajectory (b) Zigzag and Square Trajectory

Figure B.9: Top view: Mobile robotic MVPS trajectory at test time. The small circle shows the
position where the robot stops and capture the 8 PS images. In addition to the default trajectory
denoted as smooth, we additionally test our approach on other robot pose trajectory, namely square
and zigzag. We noted that the accuracy of the acquired 3D geometry between distinct trajectory
types can be different, yet the difference were not significant as shown in the main paper.

arm’s base is mounted on wheels, facilitating the autonomous movement of the
robotic assembly. Our approach contrasts with all the previous MVPS benchmark
that uses a classical MVPS setup, i.e., a stationary camera with LEDs setup and
objects positioned on an automated turntable, for example DiLiGenT-MV [3]. Our
approach captures images at test time from varying camera viewpoints, at a differ-
ent distance from the object and orientations, while the subject within the scene
remains immobile. During the test phase, the mobile robot navigates around the
object, adopting diverse camera pose trajectories and stops at 36 distinct poses—
refer Fig. B.9a for a couple of example camera trajectories. A 10◦ separation
demarcates the intervals of change in camera pose between these stop points. 8
PS images are captured at each stop point3, resulting in a total of 288 images per
object (36 poses × 8 images per pose).

Fig. B.8 further shows the front and side view of the hardware design part,
concretely outlining the dimension of the mobile robot used for experimentation.

3stop points are shown with unfilled circle in Fig. B.9
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(a) Rotation Error after introducing IBA [47]
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(b) Rotation Error after introducing MVR [51]

Figure C.10: Effect of using incremental lightweight bundle adjustment (IBA) [47] and Multi-
view Registration (MVR) [51] method in reducing the overall camera rotation error. Here, IBA
focuses on an incremental approach whereas MVR takes a global approach to reduce the overall
camera rotation error.

Appendix C. More Experimental Analysis

(i) More on the effects of robot pose trajectory. If we move the robot in a perfect
circle and post-process all the images rather than incrementally reconstructing the
object, our mobile robotic setup can be considered equivalent to a classic MVPS
setup [7]. To put it upfront, our prime goal is to overcome such restrictions with
MVPS setup and still be able to avail the benefits of MVPS in 3D data acquisition
from images using a robotic setup. Furthermore, we want our approach to work
for other types of robot trajectories. And therefore, in addition to the default cam-
era pose trajectory shown in the main paper for test time performance evaluation,
we further tested our approach on a few other camera pose trajectories. Fig. B.9b
shows a couple of camera pose trajectories named ‘square’ and ‘zigzag.’ As the
name ‘square’ suggests, the robot maneuvers a square trajectory at test time in
this setting. In comparison, the zigzag trajectory setting allows the robot to move
back and forth towards and away from the object. This makes ‘zigzag’ maneuvers
particularly challenging, where the successive image could encounter a signifi-
cant object scale change between two stop points while capturing PS images (see
Fig. C.14 as well as supplementary video visual results on scale changes). Note
that the accuracy in 3D data acquisition does change with the different trajectory
types, yet the difference is not very significant—refer Fig. 6b in the main paper—
showing our approach’s applicability.
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0 10 20 30
Robot Acquisition Time

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

C
am

er
a 

Tr
an

sl
at

io
n 

Er
ro

r (
in

 m
m

)

Per Frame Camera Translation Error After MVR.

BEAR
BUDDHA
COW
READING
POT2

(b) Translation Error after introducing MVR [51]

Figure C.11: Effect of using incremental lightweight bundle adjustment (IBA) [47] and Multi-
view Registration (MVR) [51] method in reducing the overall camera translation error. Here, IBA
focuses on an incremental approach whereas MVR takes a global approach to reduce the overall
camera translation error.

(ii) Handling Camera Pose Accumulation Error over Frames. Despite global
methods to improve the camera pose error leading to an offline approach (post-
processing backend module), we investigated both incremental as well as global
methods for this task. For the incremental method, we explored IBA [47], whereas
for the global method, we implemented MVR [51]. MVR leverages pairwise
alignments between overlapping views as constraints in the multiview registra-
tion process. These constraints effectively distribute registration errors across
all views, improving overall alignment accuracy without requiring all data to
be loaded simultaneously. For the results presented in Figure C.10b and Fig-
ure C.11b, it is clear that MVA significantly improves the overall performance
accuracy. Yet, it leads to an offline approach nonetheless. Consequently, we inte-
grated IBA [47] to our pipeline to reduce the pose accumulation error over frames
for our online approach. IBA is particularly well-suited for our scenarios with
sequential image capture or incremental data availability, as it reduces latency de-
mands without sacrificing much to camera pose accuracy compared to MVA (refer
Figure C.10a and Figure C.11a).
(iii) Additional results. Fig. C.12 show qualitative surface normal result in com-
parison to the ground-truth surface normal on DiLiGenT-MV dataset object ob-
tained using our setup. The result shows a single view point surface normal results
on all the object categories at test time.

Fig. C.13 and Fig. C.14 show test time per view results. Fig. C.13 (Right) show
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Figure C.12: All DiLiGenT benchmark objects [3] that were tested using our robotic setup. Top
to Bottom: one image per object captured for each object category followed by ground-truth 2D
image segmentation mask, ground-truth surface normal, and surface normal recovered at test time,
respectively.

the per-view depth map inferred at test time, followed by Fig. C.14 that shows the
per-view object surface normal and refined depth map obtained after solving the
introduced uncertainty-guided/driven per-view depth optimization. We observed
a convincing improvement in the reconstruction accuracy using Eq.(3) (refer main
paper) optimization that combine surface normal and depth map (Fig. C.14 Right).

Appendix D. Discussion

(i) Additional benefits of the proposed mobile robotic MVPS. In addition to
the benefits mentioned in the paper, robotic MVPS brings the advantage of ap-
plying the MVPS idea to online, incremental, and active 3D acquisition settings
that can also help us avoid occlusion by moving the robot to an apt location for
acquisition. Moreover, robotic MVPS allows precise control over an object’s im-
age acquisition and modalities. Our approach allows for more surface geometry
capture if required, capturing fine details, which may not be possible with a static
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(a) 36 images captured by mobile robot (b) Depth Prediction Per View

Figure C.13: Our mobile robot captures images at a varying distance from the object. Left: show-
ing one of the PS images per view captured at the test time for the BEAR object using our robotic
setup. Right: Inferred depth map of the object for the respective views shown on the left [32].

(a) Surface Normal Per View (b) Refined Depth Per View

Figure C.14: Left: The object’s surface normal predicted for the all the image taken from 36 dif-
ferent view-points. Right: respective pose depth map per view recovered after Eq.(3) optimization
introduced in the main paper.
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setup; hence, it is a scalable and reusable MVPS solution.
(ii) Key fusion idea is more of a classical one than a neural network model.
In this work, our focus is to propose a “portable mobile robot vision-based au-
tomation system for MVPS and make it work on a limited hardware budget via an
online incremental strategy”. So, we were bound not to get too sophisticated with
modeling & formulating our fusion idea. Approaches such as [53, 54] can be used
for a sophisticated fusion pipeline. Yet, [53, 54] has a high memory requirement,
hence not apt for our MVPS system.
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