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Abstract

We revisit the problem of assigning a score (a quality of fit) to candidate geomet-
ric models — one of the key components of RANSAC for robust geometric fitting.
In a non-robust setting, the “gold standard” scoring function, known as the geo-
metric error, follows from a probabilistic model with Gaussian noises. We extend
it to spherical noises. In a robust setting, we consider a mixture with uniformly
distributed outliers and show that a threshold-based parameterization leads to
a unified view of likelihood-based and robust M-estimators and associated local
optimization schemes.

Next we analyze MAGSAC++ which stands out for two reasons. First, it achieves
the best results according to existing benchmarks. Second, it makes quite differ-
ent modeling assumptions and derivation steps. We discovered, however that the
derivation does not correspond to sound principles and the resulting score func-
tion is in fact numerically equivalent to a simple Gaussian-uniform likelihood, a
basic model within the proposed framework.

Finally, we propose an experimental methodology for evaluating scoring func-
tions: assuming either a large validation set, or a small random validation set in
expectation. We find that all scoring functions, including using a learned inlier
distribution, perform identically. In particular, MAGSAC++ score is found to be
neither better performing than simple contenders nor less sensitive to the choice
of the threshold hyperparameter.

Our theoretical and experimental analysis thus comprehensively revisit the state-
of-the-art, which is critical for any future research seeking to improve the methods
or apply them to other robust fitting problems.

Keywords: RANSAC, Robust Estimation, MAGSAC++, epipolar geometry,
homography, relative pose estimation


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.19850v1

1 Introduction

RANdom SAmple Consensus (RANSAC) [1] is a well-known method for robust
estimation of geometric models. Example applications include finding geometric prim-
itives (lines, circles, planes, etc.), relative pose estimation from correspondences in
two or more views, camera localization from 3D-to-2D correspondences, panoramic
stitching, rigid motion, and other. If a minimal number of noise-free correspondences
were known, the model could be found by solving respective polynomial equations.
Bhayani et al. [2] give an overview of such minimal solvers. When the correspon-
dences have noisy coordinates but there are sufficiently many of them one can refine
the model by continuous optimization [3]. When the correspondences are both noisy
and contaminated by false matches, RANSAC and robust optimization are applied.
RANSAC randomly generates subsets of correspondences and applies minimal solvers.
The problem is thus reduced to selecting the best model from a finite set of gener-
ated candidates and refining the best model found. For both the best model selection
within RANSAC and model refinement via continuous robust optimization, a quality
criterion is necessary, which we will call a score. A robust score, which accounts for
unknown outliers and utilizes the inliers statistically optimally, is a key component of
robust and accurate estimation.

The score considered in the basic version of RANSAC is the number of “inliers”
— correspondences with a geometric error within a specified tolerance threshold. It is
clearly not suitable for continuous refinement, because it discards fine-grained infor-
mation. During a long history of RANSAC, many improved scores have been proposed,
inspired by robust estimators (MSAC [4]), probabilistic models (MLSAC [5]), or a
combination of both (MAGSAC[6], MAGSAC++[7]). The focus of this work is to the-
oretically understand and compare engineered score functions, as well as to verify the
prior experimental evidence regarding their performance and to study the limitations.

First, we revisit a commonly used probabilistic model for non-robust and robust
estimation, explicitly discussing the assumptions and showing how they lead to a sim-
plified 1D mixture model of residuals measured with Sampson error. We then establish
a correspondence between the maximum likelihood (ML) and several robust estima-
tors. Toward this end, we show that the simple mixture model with uniform outlier
residuals gives rise to robust scoring functions through profile or marginal likelihood
formulations. Parameterizing the model by the decision threshold parameter allows
us to simplify scoring functions as well as associated fitting algorithms and compare
them directly. In particular, we show how Expectation Maximization (EM), popu-
lar in machine learning, corresponds to Iterative Reweighted Least Squares (IRLS),
popular in robust statistics. This is presented in Sections 3 and 4.

Second, we analyze MAGSAC/MAGSAC++, which is widely accepted as a state-
of-the-art (SOTA) method for relative pose and homography estimation problems: it
is included as part of OpenCV library, according to Ivashechkin et al. [8] it is the
most accurate RANSAC variant, it is believed to be more robust and less sensitive to
the choice of the threshold thanks to marginalization over scales [7]. Its main inno-
vation is a robust M-estimator and the associated score, based on modeling inlier
residuals with chi-distribution, scale-marginalization and ITRLS refinement. If there



are serious issues with the correctness and validity of the results (and there are), it
is of utmost importance to analyze them — to identify their causes and understand
consequences. This is crucial for researchers to advance the methods and for practi-
tioners to make informed decisions about extending the methods to other domains.
This detailed analysis, based on the background developed in Sections 3 and 4, is the
subject of Section 5.

Finally, in the experimental evaluation in Section 7 we compare different scor-
ing functions head-to-head, i.e. within exactly the same basic pipeline. To achieve
an objective comparison with respect to the choice of hyperparameters, we propose
two approaches: either using a sufficiently large validation set so that hyperparame-
ters can be determined reliably or considering the results in expectation over a small
random validation set. The verification, conducted for homographies, essential and
fundamental matrices, disproves many previously assumed indirect experimental evi-
dence. First, there is no significant improvement of any scoring method tested over
the classical MSAC scoring, neither for minimal model selection nor for local opti-
mization. In particular, the improvements in [7, 9] must be due to factors other than
the scoring function. Second, the sensitivities of all the methods to the choice of the
threshold hyperparameter are far more similar than previously measured. Addition-
ally, we disprove the experimental evidence [9] that more accurate models may have,
on average, fewer inliers than the less accurate ones, which was the main motivation
for using a general neural network for model scoring [9].

We conclude with a discussion of the limitations of residual-based scoring and
possible ways of overcoming them.

2 Related Work

2.1 Prior Theoretical Analysis

While probabilistic models have been considered for RANSAC for a long time
(e.g. [10]), the underlying assumptions and the steps necessary to reduce the like-
lihood to a function of residuals are often only briefly discussed. Similarly, while
robust estimators are motivated by a particular distribution of inliers, e.g. Gaussian
for MSAC [10] or chi for MAGSAC++, these motivations are not formalized, which
leads, as we will show, to critical conceptual errors.

2.2 Prior Evaluation

Many works have evaluated different RANSAC variants [7, 8, 11, 12]. However, they
evaluate complete pipelines. The experiments suggest that some scoring functions,
in particular MAGSAC+H+, being the core of the MAGSAC++ pipeline, perform
substantially better than others. However, the pipelines differ in more aspects than
just the score, therefore no clear conclusions regarding scoring functions can be drawn.
We build an independent testing framework targeting specifically evaluating scoring
functions and show, using a refined evaluation methodology, that there is no objective
improvement.



Barroso-Laguna et al. [13, Fig.2] conducted experimental analysis of the reasons
for RANSAC failure. They highlight that suboptimal candidate model selection due
to scoring is responsible for a significant percentage of failure cases, especially for more
complex datasets. They address this problem with an image-based score, while we
stick with the geometry-based score. For the future work it is promissing to combine
both.

2.3 Alternative Scoring Methods

This study is limited to the most widely used scoring functions based on residu-
als. However, there are many alternative approaches. Instead of threshold selection,
RANSAAC [14] takes a weighted average of the estimated models, each represented as
a set of points. MINPRAN [15] assumes uniform noise and adaptively sets the thresh-
old, minimizing the randomness of the points that fall close to the model. A contrario
RANSAC [16] minimizes the expected number of false alarm points, i.e., the number
of inconsistent points within a specific threshold. Torr and Zisserman [10], Heinrich
[17] and more recently Edstedt [18] estimate the inlier scale per image pair from the
data, with the latter methods shown to be bennefficial in practice.

Brachmann et al. [19], Barath et al. [9] and Barroso-Laguna et al. [13] have con-
sidered learned quality functions using deep neural networks, claiming substantial
improvements in SOTA and attracting attention to this aspect of RANSAC. How-
ever, neural network solutions require substantially more computations, which limits
their applicability for minimal model scoring, and even more so for robust refitting
through continuous optimization. The quality function of Barroso-Laguna et al. [13]
works on the image level. It is more robust but also more expensive to compute and
less precise. The improvements demonstrated by Barath et al. [9] are not necessarily
due to the score, as they combine the learned score with the inlier count and add
a heavy post-processing. Furthermore, the results are not reproducible (neither code
nor the network is public). The merit of learning-based scores has not in our opinion
been clearly demonstrated.

2.4 Other Robust Fitting Problems

While we focus on homography / relative pose estimation, the proposed theoretical
framework and experimental methodology are in principle applicable to other robust
fitting problems, such as absolute pose estimation [20, 21], point cloud registration [22]
and 3D geometric model fitting. In particular, in cases where classical RANSAC or
MAGSAC+H+ has been previously applied (e.g. plane and cylinder fitting to 3D point
clouds [23, 24], PnP [25], etc.) our analysis and methods would be applicable directly.
Other domains might present additional challenges, such as different sensors (LiDAR)
and noise characteristics.

3 Scoring by Probabilistic Modeling

We start by discussing a probabilistic model combining inliers and outliers. The prob-
abilistic model has a non-trivial interaction with the geometry, which we will explore
in detail.



3.1 Geometry

Consider the problem of robust estimation of a geometric model from observations
(detections or tentative correspondences) {z; € R4} ;. Let us give several common
examples.

Relative Pose The geometric model is the essential matrix E € R3*3 describing
the relative pose of two cameras, an observation x; = (u;,v;) € R* is a pair of
corresponding detections u,v € R? in the two views. The true correspondence z =
(4, v) € R* must be a projection of a 3D point and therefore must satisfy the scalar
equation (v,1)T E(u,1) = 0, [26].

Homography The geometric model is a homography matrix H € R3*3 and the
correspondences are as above. True correspondences must satisfy v; = A\; Hu,; for some
free \; > 0, totaling 2 constraints per correspondence.

Absolute Pose The geometric model is the pose of the camera in the world coor-
dinates represented by rotation R and translation ¢t. Let X; be a known 3D point, z;
a detection of this point in the camera and Z; € R? the true projection of X; to the
camera. The true projection z must satisfy 2 equations, i.e. it is uniquely defined by
X; and the camera pose.

In all of the above examples, the true correspondence (or projection) z € R? must
satisfy algebraic constraints g(z, ) = 0, where 6 denotes the model hypothesis and ¢
is vector-valued in general. Let My = {z € R?| g(x,6) = 0} be the manifold of points
that satisfy the constraint. Figure 1 (b) illustrates it for homography. If the function
g is d, dimensional, the manifold dimension is dypy = d — dgy (dgy is co-dimension
of M). In a non-robust setting, a common approach is to score 6 by the geometric
error 3, 26, 27):

E(0) = min (z— )% (1)

which follows from the maximum likelihood for a statistical model with Gaussian
noise, treating r as nuisance parameters estimated together with 6. The best model
0, found by minimizing £, can therefore be referred to as the gold standard maximum
likelihood estimate [26, 27]. A nonspherical Gaussian noise model is considered by [3].

3.2 The Basic Probabilistic Model

In a robust setting as well, an established statistical approach is to introduce a prob-
abilistic model and choose 6 that maximizes the likelihood of observations in this
model. Many works quickly jump over to considering a 1D model of residuals, typi-
cally taken to be the Sampson errors. We believe it is important to understand which
underlying assumptions allow for this transition and which 1D distribution occurs.
Detailing the complete model will also help us understand its limitations (i.e. to see
which assumptions are not realistic) and explain the issues with MAGSACH++.

The probabilistic model we consider is based on the following synthetic generative
process. Given 6, each correspondence is generated independently. We first make a
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Fig. 1: (a) Correspondences under homography in a plane. (b) Manifold My is a
hyperbola. (¢) Knowing the observed correspondence x and marginalizing over true
unknown correspondence on the manifold z, the resulting probability p(x;#) is a
function of only the distance from z to the manifold My.

random draw to determine whether each correspondence is an ¢nlier or outlier. Let
k € {0,1} be the respective Bernoulli variable with p(k=1) = ~. If £ = 1, a true
correspondence ¥ € My is generated from a uniform or slowly varying distribution
on Myg. Then, x € R? is generated as a noisy observation of .

3.2.1 Inliers

Commonly, the inlier density pi, (2| Z), or the observation noise, is considered to be
Gaussian N (Z,021) and the true unknown Z is considered a nuisance variable to be
maximized over jointly with € [3]. We will consider a somewhat more general case when
the observation noise is spherical: pi(z|Z) = Zh(||x — Z||), where h(p) is the radial
profile function and Z is the normalization constant. We assume that on the scale of
the observation noise the manifold is approximately linear and the distribution of z is
approximately uniform. Furthermore, instead of maximizing, we marginalize out the
unknown Z. The noise density pi,(x | Z) gets sum-projected over dpq dimensions and
the resulting density pi, (z;6) becomes a function only of the distance r(z,0) from x
to My, as illustrated in Figure 1(c) for homography. Because pi,(x|Z) is spherical
about z, the marginal distribution pi,(x; ) is “cylindrical” about the manifold My:
it is spherical over d, dimensions orthogonal to the manifold and constant along d
dimensions spanning the manifold. Therefore we can write the proportionality

Pin(230) o pin(r=r(z;0)), (2)

where pi, (r) is the profile function of the marginal density orthogonally to the mani-
fold. It can be interpreted as a density along any ray orthogonal to the manifold, so
we refer to it as the ray density.

Relative Pose Assume the observation noise distribution is 4D spherical with a
radial profile h(p). The manifold My has dimension dys = 3 and co-dimension d, = 1.
In this case the ray density pi,(r) coincides with the marginal distribution of residuals
p(r). It is illustrated in Figure 2 for different profiles h(p) and it is seen that because of
marginalization over daq dimensions, it tends to normality regardless of h(p). We also
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Fig. 2: Examples of different profile functions for a spherical density in 4D: Gaus-
sian, Laplacian and uniform. Their corresponding 1D marginal distribution (blue),
integrating 3 dimensions out of 4 is close to Gaussian in all cases. The distribution of

distances p = ||z — Z||, considered in MAGSAC++ is cordinally different.
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Fig. 3: Statistics of Sampson errors of inliers in real data: left: essential/fundamental
matrix on PhotoTourism (d, = 1, x1 distributed according to the model); right:
homography on HPatches (d, = 2, x2 distributed according to the model). Data his-
tograms are showin in gray and a fitted mixture of chi distributions with different
scales is shown in red, dashed lines show mixture components.

contrast the ray density pi, () with the density of the distances p = ||z — || (Figure 2,
black), considered in MAGSAC+++. If the observation noise is Gaussian, then p is chi-
distributed with 4 degrees of freedom, x4, while pi,(r) is exactly 1D Gaussian'. We
will see that MAGSAC-++ mistakenly confuses these two very different distributions.

Homography Assume for simplicity that the observation noise is Gaussian. The
marginal distribution p;,(z;6) for Homography is spherical in 2 dimensions because
dg = 2. Its ray density piy(r;6) is still a 1D Gaussian while the marginal density of
residuals r is xo.

In Figure 3 we show inlier distributions of Sampson errors for epipolar geometry
and homography on real data. The inliers are estimated using GT models from Pho-
toTourism [11] and HPatches [28] datasets (see Section B.6 for more details). Since
SIFT keypoints are used for matching, the inlier noise is expected to be close to
Gaussian [29], albeit possibly at different scales (according to image resolution and
scale-space processing). This agrees with the fitted mixture distributions. Edstedt

1Here and in similar context, Gaussian is meant to be restricted to the support [0, oo] and renormalized,
which can be seen the same as x; distribution.



[18] proposes more experimental evidence of Gaussian-like residual distributions for
relative pose in real data with different matchers.

The distance r(x;0) from = to My can be computed in practice by the Sampson
error. It is the length of one Newton step for solving the non-linear equation g(z,6) = 0
starting from x,2. It is easy to compute and was experimentally verified to be rather
accurate, in particular for homography [30] and relative pose [31].

3.2.2 Outliers and The Model Summary

It remains to discuss the model for outliers (k = 0). In this case we assume that
the correspondence x € R? is a random mismatch so that its components are com-
pletely unrelated. Hence it is suitable to model poyt () as uniform over the observation
domain. Up to the domain constraints, the uniform density pout(z) is also spherical
with a constant ray density pout(r).

We can now summarize the basic probabilistic model as follows. Let x = (z;),
be the vector of correspondences, k = (k;)_; the vector of inlier states, and r;(0) =
r(z;,0) > 0 the residual of the correspondence x; with respect to the model §. Under
the above assumptions, the likelihood of observations simplifies as:

p(x,k; 0) o HZ (’Ypin(Ti)[[ki = 1] + (1 = ¥)pout (r:) [ki = Oﬂ)7 (3)

where pi, (1) is the 1D ray density of inlier residuals and pout () is the 1D ray density
of outlier residuals. In this simplified model, we may assume that p;,(r) has most of
its mass in some range [0,T] for a large enough T and that poys(r) is constant, i.e.
equals some a < % for r € [0,7T]. Thus we see that the likelihood can indeed be
reduced to product of 1D densities. It is important not to confuse the 1D ray density
pin(r) with the distribution of residuals to GT positions p = ||z — Z||, or with the
marginal distribution of distances r between x and the manifold, which may take
different shapes, as illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. We have seen that the ray density
pin(r) is 1D Gaussian when the observation noise is Gaussian, for any d,, and tends
to Gaussian even if the observation noise is not Gaussian. The marginal density of
residuals 7, which tends to xq, may be used for a valid test of inlier vs outlier (as e.g.
n [26]), but it is not suitable for defining the likelihood and scoring the candidate
models, as will be discussed in Section 5.1.

4 From Likelihood to M-estimators

4.1 Marginal and Profile Likelihoods

For estimating 6 in the basic probabilistic model, we can consider the marginal
likelihood maximization, maxg y , p(x,k;6), where the inlier state variables k are
marginalized out, or the profile likelihood maximization, maxy maxy p(x, k;6), where
we are profiling over k (finding the most likely model 8 and the inlier states k jointly).
If we are primarily interested in estimating # and not k, the marginal likelihood is
more sound, but the profile likelihood is also applicable and may be simpler.

2In 2 or higher dimensions, a Gauss-Newton step for minimizing llg(z, 0)”2.



The logarithms of the marginal and profile likelihoods in the basic model define
two possible model quality functions (scores):

QM(9) =log 3. p(x, k; 0) = 3, log (me(m) + (1= fy)pout(m)), (4a)

Q""" (0) = maxy log p(x,k; 0) = . log max (ypin(ri)7 (1 = ¥)Pout (ri)). (4b)

Both expressions take the form ), p(r;) with a corresponding residual scoring function
p(r).

4.2 Likelihood-based M-estimators

Our next step is to parameterize both types of scoring functions in terms of a decision
threshold 7. For profile likelihood, this threshold corresponds to the decision about
inliers made in the inner maximization problem. For marginal likelihood, no hard
decision will be made; however, adopting the same parameter 7 will allow for a uniform
treatment and transparent comparison.

The mazimum a posteriori decision strategy is to classify a point with residual r
as an inlier if ypiy (1) > (1 — ¥)pout (7). Using the uniformity assumption of outliers in
[0,T], we can define the set of inliers using a threshold rule on the inlier density:

T ={i|pm(ri) >pand r; <T}, (5)

where 1 = 1_7704. We can now rewrite the quality functions using only p;, and p.
Proposition 1. For r € [0,T], the residual scoring functions in the profile and
marginal case can be expressed, up to a constant, as

pPROF (1) = max (log pin(r) — log 1, 0), (6a)
PMARE (1) = smax(log pin (1) — log 1, 0), (6b)

where smax s the smooth mazimum: smax(z,y) = log(e® + eY).

The proofs can be found in Section A. Note that we did not specify the likelihood
for r > T. As we cannot adequately model the inlier-outlier likelihood ratio for this
range, it is safer just to extend the expressions (6) to an indefinite range [0, o).
Estimating § by maximizing Q(6) with these extended function becomes M-estimation
(maximum-likelihood type). This resolves the gap between the true likelihood and M-
estimators: the extended functions are, by design, the likelihoods in the relevant range
[0,T].

One immediate consequence is that the profile quality function can be given in the
form of deciding inliers and scoring only them:

QPROF(Q) = Ziez(logpin(ri) - 10g M)? (7)

which is a more explicit form and provides an insight that a decision about inlier is
made internally early on.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of profile score (equal to MSAC in this case) and marginal score
with different scale for the Gaussian-Uniform mixture model. Both scores are shown
for the decision threshold 7 = 1.

Our next step is to go from the threshold p on the density to the threshold 7 on

the residual value, which is possible when p;, is monotone.
Lemma 1. If pi,(r) is monotone non-increasing and pin(0) > a and pi(T) < «
holds, there exists T such that the set of inliers can be written as T = {i|r; < T}.
If pin(r) 4s also continuous, then T is the unique root of pin(T) = 177704 and hence
log p1 = log pin(7).

Instead of solving equation pi, (1) = 1_77@ for 7 when given « and v, we can
consider 7 as the primary independent parameter of the model and v and « as coupled,
depending on 7 and p;,. This view allows transparent comparisons of ML and M-type
estimators and their related local optimization algorithms as it is fully sufficient for
computing the scores as well as computing posterior probabilities of inliers.

Inlier Probabilities The posterior probability of inliers in the basic model
expresses as:

p(k=1lr) = el = J2ei = sl = siem (k)g %r%) (8)
where sigm is the logistic sigmoid function.

Furthermore, when comparing which geometric model 6 is better, the score func-
tion may be defined up to a positive scale and bias. We will therefore consider
normalized versions that satisfy p(oo) = 0 and p(0) = 1. The first connection we
establish between robust and probabilistic methods is the following.

Proposition 2. For a uniform py, = B with any f > « both the normalized pro-

file likelihood quality function and the normalized marginal likelihood quality function
match the RANSAC quality function Q**N5¢ = |T].

4.2.1 Gaussian-Uniform (GaU) Mixture Model

Particularly simple expressions and neat algorithms are obtained for the basic model
with the Gaussian inlier ray density, A'(0,0%), which we expect to be of high relevance
in practice due to normality tendency of all errors.

Proposition 3. Under Gaussian inlier ray density and assuming conditions of
Lemma 1 to hold we have the following:
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e For any scale o (subject to the above conditions), the normalized profile scoring
function matches MSAC: pMSAC (1) = max(1 — r2/72,0).
e The normalized marginal scoring function GaU 1is:

peAY(r) = %smax (%, 0), where 3 = smax(7%/202,0). 9)

202

The Gaussian-Uniform mixture model is well known, however this presentation is
novel in several aspects. MSAC was originally proposed as a robust M-estimator for
Gaussian inliers, simply speaking, by truncating the Gaussian likelihood function [4].
we have now identified it with the profile likelihood of the mixture model. Second we
derived a simple "smoothed” version of the MSAC function which has not been used
directly in RANSAC before. Thanks to parameterization with the decision threshold
7, we can easily compare them for the same threshold as illustrated in Figure 4. The
ratio Z controlls the smoothing effect of smax.

Torr and Zisserman [10] aslo marginalize the mixture model in k, but apply it in a
different context. They consider the outlier density o and the inlier variance o2 to be
fixed and estimate the inlier ratio y per image pair with EM for the purpose of scoring
minimal samples. We propose the simplified expression p©*U with fixed parameters
7,0 for both: scoring minimal samples and local optimization in 6 considered next.

e The posterior inlier probability is p(k=1|r) = sigm (ﬂ)

4.3 Local Optimization

Once we found a good model € by scoring minimal modles in RANSAC, it can be
locally optimized to fit all the observations. A common practice is to decide the set of
inliers and use non-robust estimation methods to fit to them or to optimize a robust
criterion such as MSAC [5] on all points. These approaches require setting the respec-
tive thresholds. However, once a quality function Q(6) = >, p(z;,6) is defined for
minimal samples, it is natural to continue to optimize the very same quality function.
This becomes obscure in practice because probabilistic modeling and robust statistics
employ different parameterizations and seemingly different optimization strategies.
Expectation maximization (EM) is a natural choice for estimating the parameters of
a mixture model. IRLS is a widely used algorithm in robust regression and is appli-
cable to a broad class of score functions [32]. The IRLS iteration for maximizing
Q(0) =, p(r;) is solving the problem

0!t = argming Y, wir;(0)?, (10)
’ t
where w! = 7% are the weights using the model in the preceding iteration r! =

ri(0Y), [32]. We discuss how this is derived in the proof of Proposition 4 in Section A.

When optimizing the marginal likelihood in 6 in the basic model, both EM and
IRLS can be applied. We observe that they can be written in terms of py, and 7 only,
exposing their similarities the most for a transparent comparison.

11



Proposition 4. An Iteration of EM (resp. IRLS) algorithm for optimizing marginal
likelthood of the basic model in 6 can be written as

qf =sigm(log pin (r3(0")) — log pin(7)); (Inlier probs)
91! =arg max > at log pin(r(0))) (EM)
t+1 _ : ot dlogpan(\/ﬁ)’ (0)2
resp. 0 argamln Do ( i R:ri(ef)2>r2(9) . (IRLS)

Both EM and IRLS are incomplete algorithms in that they do not specify what to do if
the maximization in # cannot be solved in closed form. EM formulation has a weighted
sum of log pin(r;) in the objective, while IRLS further linearizes log pi, as a function
of r? in the current parameters and thus obtains a weighted sum of r? in its objective.
However, the latter still results in a non-linear least squares minimization in 6 in
general®. This particular approximation is reasonable when log pi, (r) is approximately
quadratic around r = 0, which connects to (locally) Gaussian errors.

IRLS-LMA The advantage of IRLS formulation is that it casts the problem of
finding §**! as a weighted non-linear least squares, allowing the application of Gauss-
Newton / Levenberg-Marquardt Algorithm (LMA). In order to make IRLS (10) a
complete algorithm, the vector of residuals r(6) is linearized as r;(6) ~ ! + J;(6 — 6%),
where J; = drili(eot). In this context, # is assumed to be an unconstrained parame-
ter in R™. To represent e.g., an essential matrix, it is necessary to parametrize it
appropriately. Then the iteration must solve

9! = arg mein Zwi(’rf + Ji(6 - 6"))?, (12)

i=1
which is a weighted least squares problem with a closed form solution
0=0"—G I diag(w)r'. (13)

where J is n x m matrix with rows J; and G = JT diag(w)J. The inverse of G can be
regularized in LMA as (G+\; diag(G)+A2I) ™1, where A1, A2 > 0 are step-regularizing
parameters, which are necessary when G is not full rank (i.e., when a non-minimal
parametrization 6 is used) and can also be dynamically adjusted to ensure monotonic
decrease of the objective in each iteration.

In the context of our basic mixture model, so-adopted LMA can be seen to use
three approximations: lower-bounding the likelihood of the mixture model as in EM,
approximating log pi, (r) by r? and linearizing r in 6. If the inlier distribution pi,(r)
is Gaussian, the middle approximation is exact and the method simplifies.

3Because the residuals may depend on the model € non-linearly.
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Proposition 5. For the GaU marginal likelihood, EM and IRLS schemes coincide,
the update step of 0 is given by

g = p(ki=1]r(z;,0"), (14a)
gt+l — arg min, ZZL:I qf?“(l‘i, 0)2 (14b)

Thus, if we use GaU marginal likelihood for scoring minimal hypothesis, it is
straightforward to use it as well for local optimization in 6 for refining the hypothesis
inside the RANSAC loop or for the final result. For the purpose of understanding
the IRLS scheme of MAGSACH+, note that the weights (14a) here are the posteriori
probabilities of points being inliers for the current model.

5 Analysis of MAGSAC/MAGSAC+H+

In the core of MAGSAC(++) methods [6, 7, 33] are non-conventional robust
scores/estimators for geometric fitting problems, which stand out from the above prob-
abilistic framework. Their remarkable benchmark performance [8] motivates studying
their design principles. The analysis below explains why these design principles are
not sound and can give the same result as the GaU model at best, when the derivation
errors mutually cancel, and would lead to poor estimators otherwise.

5.1 The Likelihoods

The starting point in [7] is observing that, typically, the residuals of the inliers are
calculated as the Euclidean distance from model 6 in some v-dimensional space (e.g.,
the re-projection error). The errors along all axis of the space are assumed to be
independent, normally distributed, implying (attention, ERROR follows!) that the
residuals are x, distributed. This informal reasoning misses the difference between
the point-to-point distance and point-to-model distance. The distance to a manifold
defined by d, equations is x4, -distributed instead of full x,, becasue the true corre-
spondance satisfying the model g(z;6) = 0 is unknown and has to be maximized or
marginalized out. See Example 1 in Section A.1 for the maximization approach in the
elementary 2D line fitting problem of [7]. This leads [7] to considering x4 distributed
inlier residuals for both the relative pose problem (Essential / Fundamental matrix)
and Homography, because in both cases observations are pairs of points in two views
and thus v = 4. The correct distributions are x; and x2, resp. (see Figure 3).
Suppose nevertheless, that inlier residuals are indeed x, distributed. This is the
case for the absolute pose problem, where the true projection £ € R? is known
exactly, observations # € R?, so v = 2, and assuming = ~ N (Z,02I), it follows that
|l — Z||/o ~ x2. Another example is that of registering two point clouds in v = 3
dimensions. Since the distribution of residuals is from a known family, Barath et al.
[6, 7] propose (attention, ERROR follows!) to consider the likelihood of inlier resid-
uals according to this distribution as the basis for their robust scoring. The issue is
that the likelihood of residuals according to the distribution of residuals does not lead
to a consistent estimator. This is because residuals depend on the model parame-
ters to be estimated. An immediate consequience is that the likelihood of the ground
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truth model with zero residuals would be zero (becasue the density of x, = 0 for
v > 2). A detailed mathematical explanation why this happens is given in Example 2
of Section A.1.

MAGSAC [6] defines the likelihood of chi-distributed residuals. Unlike observations
x, which remain fixed, the residuals change together with 8. They use it in the mixture
model with uniform outliers [6, Eq. 4] and integrate the resulting score over unknown
o. The above concerns apply directly in this case, including the pathology that the
likelihood of the ground truth model to have zero residuals is zero. The estimation
results would be yet different if we consider, for instance, the likelihood according to
the distribution of squared residuals.

MAGSACH+ uses the problematic likelihood of residuals in an indirect way. As we
will show below, by stacking more unsound steps, it obtains an estimator practically
unrelated to the initially assumed model of inlier residuals and is thus unaffected by
the pitfall. However, the lesson that we should take away is that it is a bad idea to
consider the likelihood of model-dependent residuals as a starting point in either case.

5.2 MAGSAC++ Estimator

In the reminder of the section we give a concise exposition of MAGSAC++ derivation,
highlight the errors and analyze their net effect.

5.2.1 Derivation Step 1: Marginalization

Let p, be the density of chi distribution with v degrees of freedom and let pg(z) be
the truncated chi density with support [0, x]. The inlier density is introduced as a
scaled truncated chi density: g(r | o) = Ipg(Z). The noise scale o is considered to be
unknown and uniformly distributed in [0, 5], where & is the maximum value (denoted
Omax in [7]). Integrating over o leads to the scale-marginalized inlier density

Pin(r;0) = 1/00 g(r | o)do. (15)

g

We note that ¢ is effectively the scale parameter of this new distribution because there
holds scale identity pin(r;5) = Lpiy(r;1) (Section A.1:P1). The marginalization idea
thus reduces to using pi,(r;0) with scale ¢ instead of g(r | o) with scale o. Unlike
the chi density, this scale-marginalized p;, is monotone decreasing. It is visualized
in Figure 5 (left) for different values of v. The marginalization step effectively masks
the issue with the chi likelihood being zero at 0, except for the case v = 1, where
Pin(7;0) is unbounded at zero.

5.2.2 Derivation Step 2: Probability of Inliers and IRLS Weights

In the next step Barath et al. [7] define the “likelihood of a point x; being an
inlier” (attention, ERROR follows!) equal to g(r(z;;6) | o) (this is seen by comparing
P(p|0,,0) with g(r|o) in [7]). It is unclear whether the interpretation “likelihood of a
point x; being an inlier” or the equation itself is incorrect, but combined together this
leads to absurd conclusions. The boolean expression "point x; is an inlier” is denoted
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here as k; = 1 and its likelihood (or probability) given the value of the residual is
p(k;=1]r;;0). The statement implies p(k;=1|7;;0) = pin(r4;0), equating probability
of an event with a density over a continuous domain. A density is not limited to be
less than 1 and is even unbounded for y; when marginalized over o.

Next, IRLS weights are designed. IRLS is an optimization scheme like Gauss-
Newton. Normally, it is applied to a given quality function such as the likelihood or
a robust p function [32] and the weights are derived from that function as we did
in Propositions 4 and 5. Barath et al. [7] use it the other way around: they propose the
weights directly, effectively setting them equal to the (scale-marginalized, truncated)
density: w! = pin(r(z;,0');5). While the posterior probabilities of inliers commonly
occur as weights in EM and IRLS (see Propositions 4 and 5), using the density as
weights is completely arbitrary. It is not more justified than using e.g. a squared
density. And the same weights cannot be both the density and the posterior inlier
probability! Assuming merely a proportionality between the two (which would be
enough, since the scale of weights in IRLS does not matter) has strong implications.
It can be shown (Section A.1:P2) that in this case the outlier density must necessarily
be of the form pous(r) = a — bpin(r) for some a,b > 0, i.e. conveniently proportional
but opposite in sign to the inlier density and in high contrast to the claim that
MAGSACH+ is free from assumptions about the outlier distribution [7].

5.2.3 Derivation Step 3: Score from IRLS

The weight and the scoring functions in IRLS are related by the differential equation
%(T) = w(r). Integrating it results in the MAGSAC++ score

p(r;o) = — /OT TPin (x; 0)dx. (16)

See Section A.1:P3 for a closed-form expression through Gamma functions. Because
this score is derived from the x, likelihood distribution it is implied that (attention,
ERROR follows!) it is a robust estimator suitable for v-dimensional geometric prob-
lems. This is not true: because y, distribution was plugged into IRLS scheme in an
arbitrary way, the connection between the resulting score and the initial problem and
its dimensionality v is arbitrary. The question is: to which likelihood does this score
truly correspond? We answer it next.

5.2.4 Alignment with GaU Model

It turns out that the ad hoc weights @(r) = pin(r; &) can be rather accurately approx-
imated by the posterior inlier probabilities of the GaU model as shown in Figure 5 for
several common values of v. In particular, we make the following formal statement.

Proposition 6. For v = 4, the family of MAGSAC scores p(r;T) parameterized by
T with ¢ = 7/k where K is the 99’th quantile x,, is numerically equivalent to the
family of GaU normalized marginals scores pS2Y (r; 7, ) (9) parameterized by T with

=096~ T.
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Fig. 5: Left: Normalized weight of MAGSAC++ (blue) for v = 4,6,8 and ¢ = 1
and the fitted inlier posterior probability function of Gaussian-Uniform mixture
model (dashed red). We fit both 7 and ¢ of GaU model. Right: Corresponding
normalized score functions. The respective 99’th quantile k = 3.64,4.1,4.45 and
7 = ok = k for MAGSAC++. The fitted parameters (7,0) of GaU are, respectively,
(1,0.96),(2,1),(2.51,1.06). Fitted threshold parameters 7 of GaU model are visual-
ized by the black dots in this normalized plot.

Proof. Thanks to the scale identities we have proven (Section A.1:P3), it is sufficient
to demonstrate the approximation for a single scale ¢ = 1. For this scale we fit the
weight function of MAGSAC+H+ with the inlier posterior of GaU model by optimizing
over 7 and o. The fit is very accurate for v = 4, as shown in Figure 5 (left). With
this approximation, the heuristic IRLS scheme becomes the IRLS scheme of the GaU
model and the resulting scoring function p almost perfectly aligns with the marginal
score of the GaU model Figure 5 (right). We thus see a numerical equivalence, implying
that the two methods must be indistinguishable in practice. O

5.2.5 MAGSAC+H+ Explanation and Conclusions

We have identified a number of errors in the derivation of MAGSAC++ and have
arrived at the following explanation of how these errors lead to reasonable results:

1. It starts with the assumption of y,-distributed inliers, which miscounts degrees
of freedom and does not lead to a sound likelihood.

2. Luckily, when the above density of inliers is marginalized over the uniformly dis-
tributed noise scale o, it becomes rather similar to the sigmoid-shaped posterior
of a GaU model (Figure 5, left).

3. Once scale-marginalized density of inliers is similar to the inlier posterior of a
GaU model, when plugged into the IRLS scheme as weights, it recovers the correct
IRLS scheme of the GaU model (14), and hence the score recovers the marginal
scoring function of the GaU model (Figure 5, right).

In the cases when MAGSAC++ was reported to perform well (relative pose
and homography estimation), the degrees of freedom v are set to 4 and the GaU
approximation above holds accurately, implying that it is numerically equivalent to

16



the likelihood of a well-known GaU model, to which we gave a simple threshold-
parameterized expression. It is worth emphasising that it is a lucky coincidence. There
is no sound design principle behind MAGSAC++ that can be applied to other prob-
lems or even to the same problems with different assumptions of the scale distribution.
If any of the ingredients are changed, nothing good may be expected. For example:

* Start from a Gaussian distribution of residuals (as appropriate for the 2D line
model or epipolar geometry, i.e. fixing the first error). We will get an infinite
weight at 0.

 Start from a yx, distribution but assume that the scale is known (or concentrated
around a known value). We will get a zero weight at 0. IRLS scheme with non-
monotone weights @ = g(r|o) would likely behave poorly and correspond to a
nonsense score function.

* Do not truncate the distribution, 7.e. set the truncation quantile x to a very large
value, and 7 = ok for an outlier-free scenario. The estimator stays “robust”,
incorrectly suppressing a part of the inliers.

Contrary to its name, MAGSAC is not scale-marginalizing (at least, not in any rel-
evant sense), because in the end it is numerically equivalent to GaU model, which
has Gaussian inlier residuals (and not scale-marginalized Gaussian). It has a depen-
dence on the degrees of freedom v and the maximum noise scale &, but without a
useful meaning. Barath et al. [7] set the scale ¢ as ¢ = 7/x adopting 7 as the primary
parameter. This threshold has the interpretation of a fixed quantile of the inlier dis-
tribution. In the normalized scale plot in Figure 5 this is the point at 2/ = 1, where
the weight and score functions vanish. It does not have an interpretation of a decision
threshold for determining inliers and is not suitable as such.

6 Evaluation Methodology

Conventionally, RANSAC is executed sequentially, drawing a minimal sample, solv-
ing for the model hypothesis, and keeping track of so-far-the-best model according to
the score. It can stop before the iteration limit if a confidence criterion is satisfied.
RANSAC is further enhanced with local optimization (locally improving each candi-
date hypothesis by various techniques, e.g., [34, 35]) and by the final optimization of
the result. The stopping criterion, local and final optimization techniques need to rely
on some notion of inlier-outlier threshold for using non-robust fitting or on a scor-
ing function. However, often a different scoring function is used for refining from the
one used in the selection loop. For example, MAGSAC++ employs MSAC score for
refining, which, among other things, requires a different threshold parameter.

When the complete pipelines are compared [7, 9, 11], the advantage of
MAGSACH+ or, say, the MQNet [9] pipeline, might be due to other factors than the
score functions they propose. We created a basic plain pipeline in PyTorch [36] which
targets comparison of scoring functions and takes advantage of parallelism and con-
venience of Python. Instead of a termination criterion, we generate a pool of minimal
geometric models. We evaluate all scoring functions on all geometric models. This
allows for a direct comparison of scoring functions and speeds up computations since
the residuals need to be computed only once for each candidate model.
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Cross-Validation The scoring functions we consider have one free threshold hyper-
parameter. It turns out that choosing this threshold is a cornerstone of an accurate
comparison. Historically, there were no large validation sets available and the com-
mon colloquial view was that RANSAC should work for the user “without a validation
set” assuming that good threshold values for a method are known. Similarly, it was
expected to work reliably after choosing the threshold using a small validation set. It
is a common practice to check only few thresholds and compare the methods using
only a single validation-test split. Unfortunately, such a comparison may indicate that
one method is better than another depending on which particular validation set was
used and which thresholds were tried. The later is also important, considering that
different methods interpreter the "threshold” parameter differently.

There are two ways to make the evaluation more objective: either consider a large
enough validation set, drawn from the same distribution as the test set, or consider
multiple random validation sets and compare the performance of methods in expec-
tation. We will conduct experiments in both settings while also densely sampling
threshold values.

6.1 Large Validation Set

In this setup we assume that a large validation set is available, obtained in the sim-
ilar setup as the test set (i.e., same kind of features, filtering of correspondences,
etc.). In such a case, for each method we can pick the validation-optimal threshold
hyperparameter with a high precision. This setup may not be feasible in the end-user
applications, but it allows us to objectively compare methods from the perspective
of their performance with an “optimally tuned” threshold. It is also relevant in the
context of comparison with deep learning methods such as MQNet [9], which use a
very large training set. Because the scale of threshold is method-dependent, it is not
sufficient to check a limited grid of thresholds such as 12 selected values in the range
[0,20] in [11]. Towards this end we use a grid of 200 threshold values. This might
be computationally infeasible for existing pipelines, but we take advantage of paral-
lelism and histogram representation of additive scoring, allowing us to evaluate all
thresholds while computing residuals only once.

For scoring methods like MSAC and GAU, the scoring function p has a simple
analytic expression. However, once the parameters are chosen, the complete function
p can be also precomputed as a look-up table. We can discretize residuals in the range
[0, Timax) for a suitable larger 7nax (e.g. 10 px). Let the interval [0, Tinax] be partitioned
into K uniform bins by, with centers uy. Let wy = p(ug) be discretized representation
of p. We can then express additive quality function of residuals using the histogram
of residuals

Q) =32, p(ri) = 32 X wilri € bul = X we 3osllrs € o] =w™h,  (17)

where h is the count of residuals in each bin: hy = >, [r; € bi].

If the function p is simple to compute, the histogram representation does not lead
to a speed-up of evaluating a single quality function as it still needs to process all
correspondences. It pays off however when evaluating multiple scoring functions and
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especially for multiple thresholds. For T' = 200 thresholds and K = 500 bins, for each
method we form a matrix W of size T' x K and compute the scoring results for all
thresholds as the product Wh. Computing residuals, histogramming and scoring for
a pool of minimal models can be done in parallel on GPU.

6.2 Small Random Validation Set

Let us assume that a potential user of RANSAC has only a few validation samples
available to adjust the thresholds. In this scenario method A may appear better than
method B in tests only by chance, due to a particular choice of the validation set. To
recommend method A over method B to users in general, we need to look at the test
performance in the expectation over randomly drawn validation set.

It is possible to compute such expected test performance in an efficient manner as
follows. For each image pair we can precompute the pose error of every method for
every possible threshold value (e.g., 200 thresholds). The pre-computing procedure
draws 1K minimal models per image pair, scores all of them using all thresholds,
selects the best-scoring model for each threshold and evaluates the model-GT error
(pose error) of that best model.

Using these precomputed errors, we proceed as follows. We draw a subset V' of
image pairs from two random scenes for validation and consider all other scenes for
test. On the validation set we compute median pose error using the precomputed
error values for all thresholds, and select the best threshold 7(V'). Then we compute
median pose error on the test set, e(7(V)), for the selected threshold, again using
precomputed values. This can be repeated 1000 times to estimate the expected test
error E[e(7(V))] in under a minute.

6.3 Threshold Sensitivity

Even when the test performance is the same, a method that is less sensitive to the
choice of the threshold may be preferred in practice. An important question is how to
quantify this sensitivity.

Prior work [7] assessed the sensitivity to the threshold based on the plots analogous
to the validation error versus threshold as in Figure 8. Namely, they compare the
area under the graph of mean average accuracy (mAA) versus threshold. However,
the sharpness of this graph and the respective area may differ depending on how
the hyperparameter is actually used to compute the score — which linear or non-
linear transformation it undergoes. As a trivial example, we may redefine MSAC
as max(0,1 — r2/(7%/3)) and it will be much more insensitive to the choice of the
threshold according to Barath et al. [7].

We propose the following methodology, which is more directly interpretable and is
invariant to any monotone remapping of the hyperparameter. We propose to measure
sensitivity by the variance of the test performance, Vie(7(V))], which can be estimated
alongside E[e(7(V))] discussed above. We propose that this variance captures the right
notion of sensitivity: how much the test error depends on the sub-optimal choice of
hyperparameter due to the limited validation data. This is exactly the sensitivity a
user with a small validation set would care about.
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Fig. 6: Validation on the homography estimation benchmark (HEB). Left: validation
plot. Dotted horizontal lines show score-based oracles: selecting the best threshold per
image pair. Shaded areas show 95% confidence intervals with respect to the validation
set (here and below by BCA bootstrap). Right: selected scoring functions.
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Fig. 7: Expected test rotation error (left) and its std (right) for homography estima-
tion on HEB. Confidence intervals are w.r.t. cross-validation trials.

7 Experiments

We have conducted multiple evaluations on homography and relative pose estima-
tion problems. Our implementation is available at https://github.com/shekhovt/
RANSAC-Scoring. Secondary details of the experiments can be found in Section B.

7.1 Homography Estimation

First, we present the evaluation on the large-scale Homography Estimation Bench-
mark (HEB) [12]. There are total of 10 scenes with precomputed correspondences
and ground-truth relative poses. For tractability, we have randomly sampled 2k image
pairs from each scene and generated 1k valid minimal models per pair. For each image
pair, scoring method and a 200 thresholds in [0.1, 30], we have precomputed the rota-
tion error of the best homography. Details of the model sampling and metrics are
provided in Sections B.1 and B.3. MAGSAC++ is evaluated using v = 4, as in the
authors implementation, and GaU model uses o = 7 motivated by Proposition 6.
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Large Validation Set For the large validation set experiment, we have used 5 ran-
domly selected scenes resulting in 10k image pairs. Figure 6 shows the median rotation
error (in degrees) versus thresholds for different scoring functions and the optimal
scoring functions p(r) corresponding to the chosen thresholds. It is seen that while the
optimal thresholds differ per methods, the best achievable performances are similar,
with only RANSAC being inferior. The optimal scoring functions of MAGSAC++ and
GaU coincide, as expected from the analysis in Section 5.2.5. The plot also includes
the Oracle method, which uses the true pose error as the scoring function, and score-
based oracles, which select the best threshold per image pair. They allow to judge the
quality of minimal models in the pool and give lower bounds on the achievable perfor-
mance. The test performance will be evaluated in the small validation set experiment
below and also, in more detail, for the relative pose problem in Section 7.2.

Small Validation Set In this setting we perform the following cross-validation
protocol. We draw 2 scenes as validation at random, sample n image pairs from them
to estimate the optimal threshold for each method, and evaluate the test error on
the remaining 8 scenes. This is repeated for 1000 trials and for different sizes of the
validation set n. Figure 7 shows the expected (on average over trials) test rotation
error and its standard deviation versus n.

With a few validation pairs (the plot starts with 2), the estimation procedure is
sensitive to the range in which the threshold is searched. As we know from the analysis,
MAGSACH+, by design, uses a factor of 3.6 greater threshold than GaU. The lower
limit of 0.1 contributes more prior information to GaU and the upper limit of 30
contributes more prior information to MAGSAC++. For a more fair comparison, we
adjusted the set of candidate thresholds: for MAGSAC++ the search range is reduced
to [0.3,30] and for all other methods the search range is reduced to [0.1,10]. This
compensates for differences in scaling. The results for the adjusted range are shown
in dotted lines in Figure 7. The results of all methods improve, as expected, because
tightening the search interval makes the threshold more reasonable for validation cases
where the best threshold is found on the boundary of the search interval. It is seen
that the choice of the interval has a significant impact on the performance for small n.

On the basis of the above experiment, we can draw the following conclusions.
Vanilla RANSAC performs substantially worse than other scores. The performance
of other methods, after the search range adjustment, is similar, with MAGSAC++
and GaU being equivalent, as expected. MSAC is slightly worse for small n but the
difference vanishes quickly with more validation pairs. Sensitivity analysis in Figure 7
(right) shows that none of the methods is more sensitive than the other.

7.2 Relative Pose Estimation

This section presents experiments for the relative pose (essential matrix) estimation,
extending the homogaphy study in several ways: we will study test set performance
in dependnece of the number of samples and will include local optimization methods.
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Dataset The experiments are conducted on the PhotoTourism dataset? created by
COLMAP, a globally optimized structure-from-motion 3D reconstruction from inter-
net images [38]. It contains large outdoor sights observed by multiple user cameras. We
use the ground-truth poses provided by Jin et al. [11]. We consider correspondences
with RootSIFT features matched with mutual nearest neighbors® and deep learning
correspondences obtained with SuperPoint (SP) [40] and SuperGlue (SG) [41].

Scoring Functions In addition to vanilla RANSAC, MSAC, MAGSAC++ and
GaU score functions, we evaluate also a learned score function. The learning is per-
formed by maximizing the likelihood (ML) of correspondences under the inlier-outlier
mixture for the true geometric model €, detailed in Section B.5. As before, we also
include the Oracle method that uses the GT pose error e as the criterion.

Further details of the experimental setup and performance metrics are given
in Section B.4.

7.2.1 Validation and Threshold Sensitivity

We first perform dense threshold validation using 11000 validation pairs of Pho-
toTourism (1000 per scene). Figure 8 shows the validation plots obtained. They
confirm the same findings as for homography estimation in Figure 6: methods except
RANSAC, including the maximum-likelihood estimated scoring function, achieve the
same performance and find very similar scoring functions p(r). RANSAC is again sub-
stantially worse. Similar plots are observed for SPSG features in Figure C.1, additional
experiments using ETH3D and LAMAR datasets (Section C.3) and for fundamental
matrix estimation on KITTI (Figure C.5).

We also performed small random validation set experiments similar to Figure 7
for homography estimation. The results for PhotoTourism RootSIFT are shown in
Figure 9 and for SPSG in Figure C.2. They confirm the same conclusions as for
homography estimation: RANSAC is substantially worse in expectation, while other
methods perform similarly after adjusting the search interval. Sensitivity analysis
in Figure 9 (right) also shows quite similar results. RANSAC with an unadjusted
search range has a significantly higher sensitivity, but all other methods have similar
sensitivity, especially after adjustment. The ML method is an exception: it has used
the training scene of PhotoTourism to fit the shape of the scoring function, therefore
comparing to it in Figure 9 is not objective. Nevertheless, it is satisfactory that ML
learning achieves the same quality as the discriminative selection and is robust to the
choice of its threshold hyperparameter, which we think is due to a heavier tail learned
distribution Figure B.1.

7.2.2 Test Set Evaluation

We will now evaluate the scoring functions shown in Figure 8 with the validated
thresholds on the test set of PhotoTourism. We will address the following questions:
1) how do the methods compare in selecting the best model from minimal samples on

4CVPR IMW 2020 PhotoTourism challenge [37].
5Provided by RANSAC in 2020 Tutorial [39].
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Fig. 8: Validation of the threshold hyperparameter. Left: median error versus thresh-
old. Right: Scoring functions corresponding to selected thresholds.
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Fig. 9: Expected test pose error (left) and its std (right) for PhotoTourism RootSIFT.

the test set, 2) how the performance depends on the number of samples drawn, and
3) how do local optimization methods using different scoring functions compare.

Local Optimization Methods We implemented IRLS with the Levenberg-
Marquard Algorithm (TIRLS-LMA, Section 4.3) for GaU score using a parameterization
of the essential matrix with (R, t), where the rotation is parameterized with quater-
nion. We use automatic differentiation in PyTorch to compute the necessary Jacobians.
We compare our implementation to SOTA implementation of local optimization from
PoseLib [42]: “Truncated”, which is an TRLS scheme for MSAC score and “Lee-Zach”
which is a recent SOTA scheme [43] for the same MSAC score®. We used these meth-
ods with our validated threshold 7 for MSAC. All methods run for a maximum of 25

iterations”.

Test Protocol At the test time for each image pair, we draw up to 4K minimal (5-
point) samples and consider all valid solutions from the solver. Each scoring function
with the validated threshold is tasked with selecting the best model incrementally

SOther loss functions implemented in PoseLib: Huber and Cauchy performed substantially worse when
used with the same scale.
A larger number of iterations does not noticeably improve results.
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Fig. 10: Pose error of the so-far-the best model selected using different scoring func-
tions while drawing up to 4K minimal samples and scoring all valid solutions. The
notation “X 4+ LMA(Y)” indicates local optimization using Y, starting from the best
minimal solution found so far by X.

over batches of 100 minimal samples. After each 500 samples, we also evaluated the
performance of the locally optimized best minimal solution at that point.

Results Figure 10 shows the average performance over all test scenes as a func-
tion of the number of samples drawn. It is seen that all scoring methods perform
nearly the same, with only RANSAC being marginally worse. Note that this is despite
some variation in the shape of the scoring functions in Figure 8 (right). This conclu-
sion is confirmed by the detailed metrics in Tables C.1 and C.2. Running plots for
representative test scenes of varying complexity can be found in Figure C.3.

It is clear from Figure 10 that it is the number of considered models (and their
quality) that plays a crucial role in the final performance rather than the scoring
function used. However, the evaluation with Oracle shows that good models, with
relatively low pose error, are actually already available early on, just the scoring
functions are not able to select them. We will see how this is explained by geometry in
Section 7.2.3. Local optimization schemes also perform almost the same. They easily
improve results of any valid minimal model when the inlier ratio is high, as seen
for the SPSG features easy case in Figure C.3. However, they cannot substantially
improve the poor initial guesses in difficult cases. At the same time, when applied to
good initial guesses provided by Oracle, or even the GT model, instead of maintaining
the performance, they degrade it. In this case the performance is limited by the
information contained in the noisy inlier correspondences. While we are not competing
for the best performance in pose recovery in this paper, we note that the results
in Tables C.1 and C.2 with the final local optimization included are on par with SOTA
as discussed in more detail in Section C.2.

Figure 11 shows the error distribution using different scoring functions, comple-
menting the study in Figure 10 for the median. We see that this distribution is
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Fig. 11: Distribution of errors for PhotoTourismSPSG, all test scenes. Left: Distribu-
tion of errors of the best found solution with 4K minimal samples using methods in
Figure 10. Right: distribution of errors using different local optimization techniques
when starting from the GT solution.

unimodal and rather heavy-tailed, indicating that there is a high number of difficult
cases. Figure 11 (right) evaluates local optimization schemes starting from GT and
shows a slightly higher accuracy for the GaU score, which is statistically significant
but might be dataset-dependent.

7.2.3 Score Consistency and Selectivity

In this section, we investigate whether the score (number of inliers or GaU) is or is
not indicative of the pose error on average, in order to verify the prior evidence by
Barath et al. [9]. Specifically, they have observed that almost perfect models have, on
average, fewer inliers than the ones that are reasonably accurate but not perfect (]9,
Fig. 2]), hinting at a major limitation of the additive scoring and motivating non-linear
processing of histograms with MQNet. If that observation were true, it would mean
that the score is inconsistent, i.e. better models have systematically lower scores than
some worse models, making it impossible to select the best model based on the score.

Inliers vs Pose Error In Figure 12 we present a peer verification of the discussed
observation. We show average distributions of inliers over all images, where in each
image the GT model is randomly rotated (the axis of rotation for R and t is random
while the amount of rotation for both is fixed to yield the desired pose error, see
Section B.6). Contrary to [9] we see that the average number of inliers is higher for
more accurate models, for any threshold value. We conclude that the score is consistent
in the sense that the more of correct correspondences are detected (though noisy),
the more accurate model we can estimate. We also directly verified that if we add the
GT model to a pool of 1K minimal models drawn at random by RANSAC, all scoring
methods can quite reliably find it (achieve zero mean median pose error).
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Fig. 12: Residuals distribution in PhotoTourism RootSIFT with respect to random
models at a certain distance from GT measured by pose error. Left: average count
of inliers in each bin (average over all test images). Right: number of inliers versus
threshold (cumulative sum of bin counts in the left).

The discrepancy to the experiment of Barath et al. [9] is likely to be caused by
inspecting different statistics. We assume they draw a random image pair® and a
random minimal model and put it into a bin according to its pose error. This is
repeated until each of the pose bins has 10000 models. In this process, the distribution
over image pairs (IPs) may not be the same for all bins: e.g. we are likely to get in
bin “< 0.1” more models from easier scenes and in bin “> 150” more models from
harder scenes. As a result, we would be comparing statistics in each bin (distributions
of residuals) which are not comparable because they are computed for different IP
distributions. Though such a comparison can produce results similar to [9, Fig. 2], as
we have also verified, it has no relevance for RANSAC. RANSAC always compares
models for the same IP, and if we want to look at some average statistics, they must
be computed over the same distribution of IP.

Score Selectivity We have verified that the score is consistent. Yet, the Oracle
performs significantly better than scoring in Figure 10. This appears contradictory;
however, it can be easily explained. We note that the score has different sensitivities
to different degrees of freedom of the relative pose and, as a result, selects models
with a small translation or roll error but possibly with a large pitch error.
Generating random models deviating from GT by a rotation in specific directions
(detailed in Section B.6), we obtain Figure 13, which shows the mean relative score
versus the rotation angle 6. It is the highest at § = 0 (GT model) and monotonically
decreases with all three kinds of rotation: "Pitch”, "Yaw”, "Roll”, albeit at different
rates. Apparently, Pitch error leads to a larger change in the residuals per pose degree
than the other two. We also show in the same plot rotation of R around a random
direction (Random Rot) and a rotation of ¢ around a random direction orthogonal to
t. Rotation by 6 in all these cases yields pose error of §. The score is more sensitive
to R than t, as expected. From this figure, we can see that the Oracle could choose

80ne issue could be that that the scenes are considered sequentially, according to communication with
authors.
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Fig. 13: Selectivity of the score for deviations of the model from GT along different
axis of rotation. The plot is obtained with validated GaU score. Less noisy correspon-
dences in SPSG and tighter threshold lead to a somewhat sharper but qualitatively
similar decline.

say a model with 2° of Pitch error, but the score would give a preference to a model
that may have 10° of Roll error or 20° of translation error.

To summarize, we found that the score is on average well-behaved: better models
have more inliers and for the same axis of rotation, the score is higher for models
closer to the GT. The scatter is still huge and hence we observe significant error levels
in practice, but we do not observe any systematic pathologies.

8 Conclusions

Theoretical Analysis This work clarifies and systematizes existing designs of prob-
abilistic and robust scoring functions as well as assumptions underlying these methods.
Parametrizing marginal likelihood methods with the threshold enables treating them
similarly to profile likelihood and robust methods and allows to see a clear connection
between EM and ILRS schemes for local optimizaiton. Using these analysis tools, we
have rigorously studied MAGSAC++, arriving at two main conclusions: 1) the deriva-
tion is erroneous and these errors / pitfalls, must not be followed by future work, 2)
For the relevant degrees of freedom used in practice (MAGSAC++ implementation
uses ¥ = 4 throughout for relative pose, homography and 2D line fitting), it is numer-
ically identical to GaU parametric model and cannot theoretically perform better.
More detailed conclusions about MAGSAC++ have been discussed in Section 5.2.5.

Evaluation Methodology We have proposed an improved experimental method-
ology for comparing scoring functions in RANSAC. First, it gives more objective ways
of comparing methods. Second, it is efficient for analyzing multiple thresholds simul-
taneously while computing the inlier likelihood only once. In case when the likelihood
is a function of residuals only, a histogram of residuals enables efficient score compu-
tation for any set of hyperparameters (not necessarily thresholds) via matrix-matrix
product, which is very efficient on GPUs. The fact that the total error metric is
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aggregated over per-instance errors enables efficient multiple-fold cross-validation. The
methodology is nevertheless limited to evaluating scoring functions and it might be not
feasible to adapt in cases such as sequential RANSAC with inner local optimization
or multi-model fitting.

Experimental Comparison of Scores Our experiments, spanning several estima-
tion problems (H,E,F), datasets and features, and use of the score in minimal model
selection and local optimization, confirm not only that MAGSAC++ and GaU are
identical in practice, but also that MSAC and the learned scoring function perform
similarly in both settings: with a large validation set or with a small validation set
in expectation. Only the RANSAC inlier counting is indeed found to be worse. Fur-
thermore, the small validation set experiment reveals that all methods are similarly
sensitive to the threshold choice. These observations are in contrast to prior reports in
the literature [7, 8, 12] which we attribute to insufficient methodology for evaluation
(evaluating whole pipelines, dependence on time budget, dependence on a particular
small validation set, dependece on the range and the set of hyperparameters to be
validated, unsound definition of sensitivity).

Score Consistency Our experiments have shown that the scoring functions exhibit
consistent behavior: better models (in terms of pose error) are assigned better scores.
Thus, there is no discrepancy between the basic probabilistic model and practice. The
prior counter-intuitive observation of better models systematically having fewer inliers,
motivating using deep model in [9], is explained by wrong (not relevant) statistics.
With the correct experimental methodology, this effect is not observed.

Conclusions for Community We thus may conclude that this work clears the
ground for future research, both theoretically and experimentally. The lesson for the
research community about MAGSAC++ and MQNet could be as follows. A reliable
experimental comparison of methods (i.e. not just of final results on some dataset)
could be rather tricky. Authors and reviewers should put more attention to check-
ing that the methods make sense and to the analysis rather than relying on the
experimental outcomes as a decisive factor for publication. When presenting several
improvements to a pipeline, it is necessary to conduct experiments quantifying the
main claimed contribution in isolation from other presented improvements as opposed
to demonstrating the performance of the complete pipeline. Perhaps the end user
cares about the performance of the pipeline, but researchers in the field need to
know the merit of the proposed method and which components are important for the
performance.

On the practical side, MAGSAC++ has been demystified. We do not claim that
the whole MAGSAC++ pipeline is not better than other methods, but the scoring
function is not the reason for this. It can be cleaned up and replaced by the simpler
GaU scoring function (which may matter for local optimization), with more inter-
pretable parameters. For changing the setup and or applying to other domains, it
could be recommended to adapt GaU score directly.

Limitations and Room for Improvement The gap between scoring results and
the best model according to Oracle is substantial, but can be to a large extent due to
the difference in the metrics: the residuals depend monotonously on the pose error but
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with different sensitivity to different axes of rotation. This problem can be mitigated
by drawing more accurate models, e.g. by guided sampling. Nevertheless, the scoring
itself has a room for improvement. Possible ways of improvement are naturally related
to the assumptions of the basic probabilistic model, which we detailed: spherical inlier
noise model same for all correspondences, uniform outliers, etc. Paradoxically, since
we have shown that MAGSAC++ is NOT marginalizing over scales, a promising
direction would be to revisit this idea and to perform a proper marginalization over
scales or estimate these scales from the underlying image. The question is which of
these limitations is the most significant, so that refining it would result in a sizable
improvement of performance. Another rather promising direction would be to include
dissimilarity of visual descriptors into the model, as compared to relying on pre-
filtered featureless correspondences based on SNN ratio. For handling harder scenes
with multiple local minima due to symmetries and repetitions, extending the model
to multiple competing hypotheses could be beneficial.

Improved probabilistic models would have a number of advantages to neural net-
work solutions: they can be lightweight, amenable to LMA optimization for better
precision and more adaptive through semi-supervised estimation. NNs require vast
supervised training data, which can be collected only over known reconstructions and
may not generalize well to new scenes. Evaluating NN score is substantially more
computationally expensive, differentiating NN is costly, and methods such as LMA
cannot be applied as they are designed for additive scoring functions.
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Data availability

The PhotoTourism dataset is available from https://www.cs.ubc.ca/research/
image-matching-challenge,/2020/data/.

RootSIFT correspondences data (with mutual nearest neighbor check) for Photo-
Tourism as well as the code to compute them are available from https://github.com/
ducha-aiki/ransac-tutorial-2020-data, titled "Data for epipolar geometry training and
validation”.
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SPSG correspondences are computed by us using the public implementations of
SuperPoint (SP) [40] and SuperGlue (SG) [41] as described in the paper.

HEB dataset, including the correspondences, is available from https://github.com/
danini/homography-benchmark.

The code for data processing and reproducing all experiments in the paper will be
made publicly available on GitHub. The exact data that our processing has generated
can be made available upon a reasonable request.
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A Proofs

Proposition 1. For r € [0,T], the residual scoring functions in the profile and
marginal case can be expressed, up to a constant, as

P RO (1) = max(log pin (1) — log p, 0), (6a)
PMARE () = smax (log pin (1) — log 1, 0), (6Db)

where smax is the smooth mazimum: smax(z,y) = log(e® + e¥).

Proof. The residual scoring function p of profile likelihood (4b) expresses as

P % (r) = log max (’ypin(r), (1-— W)pout(r)) (18a)
= log max (Ypin(r), (1 — 7)) (18b)
1_
= log max (pin (1), 7oz) + log vy (18¢)
= max(log pin (), log n) + log~y (18d)
= max(log pin (1) — log 11, 0) + log p1y. (18e)

The normalized form, satisfying p™*°"(T") = 0 and p™°"(0) =1 is

J- log pin(r) — log
PROF (1) — 0). 19
P (r) = max (1ogpin(0) —logp’ ) (192)

Next we show the expression for the marginal likelihood. The residual scoring
function p for marginal-likelihood (4a) takes the form

PR (1) = log (»ypin(r) +(1- v)pout(r)) (20a)
= log (ypin(r) + (1= 7)a) (20b)
= log (pm (r) + I_Tva) +logy (20c)
— smax ( log pin(r), log u) +logy (20d)
— smax ( log pin () — log 1, o) + log . (20¢)

The normalized form is:

. log pin (1) — log 1,0
p\l\'lAR,(y(,’,,) — smax ( ng (T) Og//[/ ) . (21)
smax (logpin(O) — log u, O)
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Proposition 2. For a uniform p;, = B with any f > « both the normalized pro-
file likelihood quality function and the normalized marginal likelihood quality function
match the RANSAC quality function Q*N*¢ = |Z|.

Proof. For uniform density of inliers p;,(r) = S0 < r < %ﬂ When § > «, Lemma 1
holds with 7 = % The score (6a) expands as

p " (r) = [r < 7] (log B — log ). (22)

The normalized score is therefore p*™F(r) = [r < 7] and Q""" = |Z| with Z defined
as inLemma 1.
The marginal residual scoring function for uniform inliers takes the form

P (r) = smax(log pin(r) — 1, 0) (23)
= smax (log([[r < T]]%) - u,o) (24)
_)smax(—log7T —p,0) r <,

B {smax(—oo,O) > T (25)

After dividing by smax(—log 7T — 1, 0) > 0, we obtain the same result p"*"(r) = [r <
7] O

Proposition 3. Under Gaussian inlier ray density and assuming conditions of
Lemma 1 to hold we have the following:
e For any scale o (subject to the above conditions), the normalized profile scoring
function matches MSAC: pMSAC (1) = max(1 — r2/72,0).
e The normalized marginal scoring function GaU 1is:

P (r) = %smax (%, 0), where 3 = smax(7?/202,0). (9)

202

e The posterior inlier probability is p(k=1|r) = sigm (72_’"2 )

7,2
Proof. For Gaussian density of inliers pi, (r) = \/2170 e~ 2027 we obtain

P (r) = max(log pin (r) — log pin(7),0) (26a)
2 72 2
—IH&X(*@‘F@,O)O(maX<*§+1,0>. (26b)

The marginal residual scoring function takes the form

pMARG (T) —_ SmaX(logpin(T) — logpin (7'), O) (27)
2 2

= smax (%, 0). (28)
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The normalized for pMARC(r) = pM*RE(r) /pMARS(0) follows.
The posterior probability of inliers expresses from (8) as

2

Din(T) e 207 . T2 — 12

p(k=1r) = = . = sigm (7) 29)
)= o) o) o 207 (

O

Proposition 4. An Iteration of EM (resp. IRLS) algorithm for optimizing marginal
likelthood of the basic model in 6 can be written as

g} =sigm(log pin (r5(6")) — log pin(7)); (Inlier probs)
6" = argmax 3, g} log pin(ri(9))) (EM)
1 _ 5t dlogpin (VR) ’ ()2
resp. 0 arggmln >odt ( Th R:ri(etﬂ)n(e) . (IRLS)

Proof. EM Given the current model 6%, The E-step of EM, estimates posterior prob-
abilities of points being inliers p(k;=1|r!). The outliers probabilities are, respectively,
1 — p(k;=1|r!). The M-step maximizes the lower bound on the marginal likelihood

> p(ki=1r}) log(vpin(r:)) + p(ki=0]r}) log((1 — 7)Pout (1)) (30)

If we assume that v and poyt(r;) = « are fixed and take into account that the weights
are fixed by the parameters of the previous iteration, the M step simplifies. After this
simplification EM for 6 can be written as:

ri = (e, 0°); (31a)
¢t = p(k;=1|r}) = sigm(log pin (r}) — log pin(7)); (31b)
6!t = argmaxy Y, ¢f log pin (743 6)). (31c)

IRLS In order to apply IRLS to the maximization of Q(#) = ", p(r;) we first define
f(R) = p(v/R) so that p(r;) = f(r?). We then linearise f as f(R) ~ f(R")+f'(R)(R—
R!). Under this approximation p(r;) = f(r2) ~ p(rl) + %(rf — (r})?) and IRLS

iteration becomes

0! = arg mgin Z wir?, (32)

’ t
—% are the weights. Note that contrary to what the

where r; = r(z;,0) and w! =
name suggests, this iteration is generally a non-linear weighted least squares problem
in 6. For the basic model we can further express the weights as

w(r) = — = —% smax (log pin (1) — log pin(7),0)’ (33)
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= sigm(1og i (1) ~ 108 (7)) 70 (~ 0B (1) (31)

= p(k=1]r) (—log pin(VR)) (35)

d
d(R) R=r2’
which exposes the posterior probability factor p(k=1|r) and the factor coming from
approximating log piy. [

Proposition 5. For the GaU marginal likelihood, EM and IRLS schemes coincide,
the update step of 0 is given by

¢t = p(k;=1|r(z;,60")), (14a)
0!t = argming > ., gir(z;,0)% (14b)

Proof. We verify that IRLS weights match the posterior inlier probabilities, up to
common scale:

1 dp&rY (r) 1 72— p2\ =2r 72— 2
GaAU _ _ : s _ _
W) = =L = st (5 ) 5 ocsiem (g5 ) = plki=11n)
(36)

Note that the derivation holds under the assumption of constant -y, . It is still pos-
sible to re-fit o in the M step using the same expression, then 7 becomes a dependent
quantity and needs to be updated as

T =olog (\/ﬂa—y)ala) (37)

If the optimization in a or 7 is desirable as in MLSAC, full marginal likelihood
expression should be used”. O

A.1 MAGSACH+

Example 1 (2D Line). In the 2D line fitting example of Barath et al. [7, Sec. 7.4], a
true point is sampled on the line uniformly and corrupted by Gaussian noise to pro-
duce the observed point with coordinates (x,y), i.e. fully consistent with our synthetic
model in Section 3. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the line coincides
with the z-axis. Then the distance from (z,y) to the line is given by |y|. The distri-
bution of |y| is Gaussian (on the positive range, same as the chi distribution with 1
degree of freedom, x1). Barath et al. [7] assume it is x2, a qualitatively different dis-
tribution with mode at |y| = o, where o is the noise scale, and with zero density at
0.

Example 2 (ML under a parameter-dependent transform). Let X ~ px(z;0*) be
observations, where #* is the true parameter value. In a common setting, we speak of

9In MLSAC the inliers threshold 7 (T in [10]) is set proportional to o, i.e. it is a fixed quantile of inlier
density and « is considered given by the search window size.

37



ML estimate of 6 based on the likelihood px(x;8). Let Y = f(X;6) be a parameter-
dependent transform of observations (cf. residuals). The density of Y can be found
to be (according to the schematic identity py (y)dy = px (z)dzx):

py (y;0%,0) = px (z;07)| f'(z;0)| ', (38)

where z = f~!(y;0) and f’ denotes the derivative of f in z. Suppose we write the
likelihood of Y as Ly (0) = log py (Y; 6, 0), i.e. the probability to observe Y obtained
when using 6 for both: the parameters of the density px and of the transform f, and
consider the estimate maximizing this likelihood:

Oy = argmaxg [, py (vi;6,0), (39)
where r; = f(z;,0) and x; are i.i.d. from px (z;0*). Estimate Oy is not a mazimum

likelthood estimator. We can see this by inspecting the expected log-likelihood, i.e.,
the criterion in the limit of an infinite number of i.i.d. observations. It expresses as:

Eflog py (y;0,0)] = /py(y;9*,9) log py (y; 0, 0)dy (40)
= [ (a0 log P do = Blog px a:6)] - Ellog f'(5:6).

If log f/(x;0) is not a constant function of 6, this can easily lead to inconsis-
tency. For example, if we sophisticatedly chose f such that f'(x;60) = px(z;0) then
Ellog py (y;0;0)] = 0 and fy may be completely arbitrary.

A sound estimation principle in the case of a parameter-dependent transform would
be to start from the KL divergence between (a parameter-dependent) observed distri-
bution py (y; 6*,6) and the model distribution py (y; 6, 6). It is easy to verify that this
KL divergence (as well as its Monte Carlo estimate from a finite sample) is invariant
of any transform, and minimizing it is equivalent to maximizing the likelihood of X.

P1: Scale identity for pi,(r;o)
Indeed, by making change of variables ¢/ = o/5 we verify

1 1 r .

.= ! 1 1
pin(r70') = = . ﬁpg(j)da o= g

1
1 r r
—_— [ — d /: —Pin 7;1 . 41
- /Oa,px(a,aj o' = Spu(Ei1). (A1)

The base density pin(z; 1) expresses as
2

pin(231) o Gz, K, v) = (F(VT_l %) . r(”; L %2))[@ <k. (42

P2
The density pi, is incorrectly interpreted as the probability of a point being an inlier
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by defining!®
P(k=1|r,0) =g(r|o). (43)

This is incorrect because, for example, pi, (r;) might be greater than 1 as a density. To
define the probability of a point being inlier, an outlier model and the prior probability
of inliers are necessary, about which the paper makes no assumptions.

Assume a slightly less restrictive assumption than (43), namely the proportionality:

P(k=1|r,0) =cg(r|o) (44)

for some constant c. However, the posterior probability of a point being an inlier and
the inlier density are not independent objects. Stating this proportionality requires the
existence of some joint distribution of inliers and outliers for which this proportionality
can hold. It is straightforward to infer from it that the density of outliers must take
the form

1
poue(r10) = T2 (2 — g(r10)) (45)
for some v € (0,1). This contradicts the claim of making no assumptions about
outliers. Moreover, such outlier density is extremely unreasonable. It is clear that the
step (43), being an error in the first place, cannot be reinterpreted as some kind of a
reasonable assumption either.

Marginalizing the above defined P(k=1|r,0) over o, [7] obtain !

P=11r) = 2 [ (] 0) = ). (16)

P3
From the derivation of IRLS (32), the weight and scoring functions are related by

the differential equation # = w(r). Solving it for p results in the MAGSAC++
score:!?

p(r;o) = — /OT pin(x; 0)dx + c. (47)

Using the scale identity for p;, and making a substitution x = z’G we obtain the scale
identity for p:

L z
p(r;o) = —/ xjpin(g; 1)dx = —6/ 2 pin(2';1)da’ = 5p(§; 1). (48)
0 g g 0 g

19The next equation after (3) in [7].
HEquation (5) in [7].
20ur definition of p differs in sign from [7].
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The base score function p(z; 1) can be expressed through incomplete Gamma functions
as well:

p(x;1) o 2G(z, k, v + 2) — r2G(x, k, v). (49)
B Details of Experiments

B.1 Error Metrics

Pose Error We follow standard performance metrics. The rotation and translation
errors from (R, %) to (R,t) are computed as

A

er(R,R) = cos Y ((tr(RRT) —1)/2), es(E,t) = cos™( Hff\ilttl\ ), (50)

where (R, #) is a decomposition of the found essential / homography matrix, and (R, t)
is the true pose. A decomposition of F/H may have up to 4 solutions. We assume the
correct decomposition can be identified.

The pose error is defined as e = max(e;, egr), measured in degrees. To summarize
results over multiple image pairs within a scene we compute median pose error and
Average Accuracy at 10 degrees (AA@10°, detailed below) statistics. As summary
statistics over multiple scenes we use the total median for validation and the mean
median/AA over scenes for testing, as commonly reported elsewhere.

Average Accuracy Mean Average Accuracy (mAA) [41] measures the Area Under
the Curve (AUC) of the errors. We compute mAA on relative pose errors thresh-
olded at 10° in this paper to evaluate the selected models by the scoring functions of
RANSAC. For one single threshold, we plot the recall/ratio of the count of the rel-
ative pose errors below the threshold, to the total number of estimations. Then the
area is computed as mAA. We use the implementation of [9], without binning.

B.2 Estimation of Inlier Residual Distributions

To estimate the inlier residual distributions shown in Figure 3, we used the following
procedures. To determine the inliers in PhotoTourism dataset we used the recon-
structed 3D points and camera poses and the associations between the reconstructed
points and the keypoints in the images provided by [11]. A keypoint is considered an
inlier if the reprojection error of the corresponding 3D point is below 4 pixels. We
then computed Sampson error with respect to GT fundamental matrix in pixel coor-
dinates (Sampson error of essential matrix mapped by camera intrinsics). We used all
image pairs in the PhotoTourism test set for estimating the inlier distributions.

For homography inliers plot in Figure 3, we used the HPatches dataset [28], which
provides image pairs with known homographies. We detected SIFT keypoints in both
images and matched them using nearest neighbor matching under the GT homogra-
phy. More specifically, a correspondence is selected as inlier if the distance between
the keypoint in the second image and the projection of the keypoint from the first
image using the GT homography is below 5 pixels. We then computed Sampson error
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with respect to GT homography. Hpatches dataset contains illumination and view-
point change sequences. We used only the viewpoint change sequences for estimating
the inlier distributions. We used all pairs of images in all viewpoint sequence.

B.3 Homography Estimation Experiment

We have used the Homography Estimation Benchmark (HEB) [12] for homography
estimation experiments.

Preprocessing First, we filter out the correspondences with SNN ratio above 0.7.
They are not used in sampling or score computation.

Sampler We used the following reasonable sampler to obtain good quality candidate
models. To draw minimal samples we used the 4-point solver implemented in PoseLib.
Prior to the solver, we select only 4-touples of correspondences that preserve the
orientation of the points in both images, and are not on the same line and no two
points are at the same location. The points are drawn at random without replacement
with probabilities proportional to exp(—SNN?/(2sigma?)), where SNN is the second
nearest neighbor ratio provided by the dataset and o = 1/8. The minimal models are
immediately rejected if they do not satisfy the chirality constraint for the minimal
sample itself.

Metrics The dataset contains the GT relative pose but not the GT homography.
We decompose the found homography into rotation and translation using OpenCV
decomposeHomographyMat function and compute rotation to the GT. The translation
error is not evaluated in this experiment. In a separate experiment, we have tried to
reconstruct the homography from the set of GT inliers available in the dataset and
discovered that it has large translation errors (20 degrees), while the rotations were
accurate.

Splitting The original split into validation and testing contains only 2 validation
scenes. In our experiments we have used all 10 scenes and performed cross-validation
by selecting 2 random scenes as validation and 8 remaining ones as test and averaging
the performance.

B.4 Relative Pose Experiments

In all experiments for relative pose estimation, we have used the second nearest ratio
filter with threshold 0.9 as e.g. in [9)].

Large Validation Set Experiments The details of this experiment are as follows.
The validation set of PhotoTourism contains 10 scenes (buckingham_palace, bran-
denburg_gate, colosseum_exterior, grand_place_brussels, notre_.dame_front_facade,
palace_of_westminster, pantheon_exterior, prague_old_town_square, sacre_coeur,
taj-mahal, trevi_fountain, westminster_abbey). The test set contains 11 scenes
(florence_cathedral_side, british-museum, lincoln_memorial statue, london_bridge,
milan_cathedral, mount_rushmore, piazza_san_marco, reichstag, sagrada_familia,
st_pauls_cathedral, united_states_capitol).
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Fig. B.1: Inlier density with the monotonicity constraint learned when fixing -,
PhotoTourism RootSIFT.

The training of ML model was conducted on the training scene (st_peters_square).
For the validation of threshold hyperparameters in the large validation set set-
ting Section 7.2.1 we used all validation scenes and 1000 random image pairs per
scene. The test in Section 7.2.2 was performed on all image pairs of all test scenes.

Small Random Validation Sets The details of this experiment are as follows.
From 12 PhotoTourism validation scenes, we created a stratified pool of 10,000 image
pairs; and similarly for the test scenes. For each image pair, the pose error was pre-
computed for 200 thresholds in [0.1, 10]. Expected error and variance were estimated
as proposed in Section 6.2 using 1,000 randomly sampled validation sets of size n
(taken from validation scenes) and the test used the 10k pairs of the test scenes. This
was repeated for different sizes n = 2,4,...1024.

B.5 Learned Additive Scoring Function (ML)

We can learn the components of the basic probabilistic model from the data and use
either marginal or profile log-likelihood as the quality function.

Let the training data consists of B image pairs with tentative correspondences x%
and ground true models 6°, for b= 1... B. Let 7* = r(z?, %) be residuals to the GT
models. Whether the correspondences are inliers or outliers is not known. We consider
the basic probabilistic mixture model:

p(r) - 7pin(T) + (1 - 7)pout(r)a (51)

where the inliers density will be learned and the outliers density is assumed to be
uniform: pout(r) = rmlax. The inliers density piy(r) and the proportion of inliers ~
can be learned by maximum likelihood. However, from the experimental evidence and
the understanding of the outliers’ nature, we know that the uniform outlier model
holds rather poorly. If pi,(r) is chosen flexible, the mixture model tends to explain
almost all of the data as inliers. To remedy this, we fix the proportion of inliers v to

a deliberately lower value.
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We learn directly the discretized representation of pi,(r), i.e., assume it to have
the form

Pin(r) = softmax% exp(w}&r)), (52)
where wil are free weights, k(r) is the bin of residual r and Z is the partition function
ensuring the proper normalization of this piece-wise constant density. When using fine
discretization and limited training data the estimate may become noisy. We address
this by restricting pi, () to be monotone. This corresponds to the a priori assumption
that the density of residuals is higher for smaller residual values. It holds for the
considered engineered noise models and corresponds to the common phenomenon that
large errors, as a result of a combination of random factors, are rare. We refer to this

as monotonic constraint. The monotonicity constraint on pi,(r) can be achieved by
representing w'™ as a cumulative sum of non-negative numbers:

w =3, log(1+e™). (53)

Here, log(1 + €M) is non-negative and the reverse cumulative sum over ensures that
weights wi® are monotone decreasing for any choice of n € RX. We will learn
parameters 7.

The learning only needs residuals to the ground true models 7 as the training data.
Furthermore, since our likelihood probabilistic model is discretized, to evaluate the
loss (log-likelihood of r?) during the learning it is sufficient to know only the histogram
H of all GT residuals of the whole training set. Once this statistics is computed, the
learning is very fast. In fact, one correspondences are known, the estimation of H for
5k image pairs and learning takes just a few seconds. The examples of learned inlier
densities are shown in Figure B.1.

It remains to discuss how the final score weights w are computed once we learned
inliers distribution representation w'™. We use the marginal likelihood quality model
and define

wy = log(yge + (1 7)), (54)
which are then normalized to have minimum 0 and maximum 1. The inlier prior 7,
considered here a hyperparameter, can be represented by the equivalent threshold
parameter 7 and tuned similarly to other methods.

In the experiments in the main paper, we used ry,x = 100 and the same range of
the effective threshold hyperparameter 7 as for engineered methods.

B.6 Score Consistency and Selectivity

Sampling of Random Rotations In Section 7.2.3 we sample rotations around
a random axis. The axis direction is sampled by drawing d € R?® with independent
standard normal components and normalizing, d/||d||. This ensures a uniform distri-
bution on the sphere. The amount of rotation in our tests is always prescribed. Let
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the corresponding rotation matrix be denoted Q. Given a GT model (R,t), apply-
ing Q to rotation means forming (QR,t), to translation (R, Qt), and then composing
the corresponding essential matrix. Pitch rotation corresponds to a rotation matrix
Q rotating by € around X axis, Yaw around Y and Roll around Z.

Score Selectivity The experiment in Figure 13 is conducted as follows. First we
filter out image pairs with a score of the GT model less than 5 (the score is normalized
and can be informally interpreted as a soft inlier count). These constitute 3.1% in
RootSIFT and 2.6% in SPSG and correspond to image pairs where we have not enough
inlier correspondences for any reasonable estimation. Starting from a GT model (R, t)
we create a deviated model (R',t') where R’ differs from R in rotation along a single
axis by an angle 0. The pose error of (R',t') is thus . We then compute the score of
this model relative to the score of the GT model.

C Additional Experimental Results

C.1 Additional Plots for PhotoTourism Validation and Testing

Figures C.1 and C.2 shows validation plots, expected test error and threshold sensi-
tivity for PhotoTourism SPSG features, complementing Figures 8 and 9 for RootSIFT
features in the main paper. Similar trends are observed: GaU and MAGSAC++
scoring functions are very similar, and all methods exhibit similar sensitivity to the
threshold choice, with ML excepted because it has used an extra training scene prior
to validation.

C.2 Quantitative Comparison to SOTA

Table C.1 and Table C.2 report detailed quantitative results on PhotoTourism Root-
SIFT and SPSG features, complementing the running plots in Figure C.3 and
Figure 10. We can compare these results and our findings to SOTA results obtained
with the same correspondences.

We have not observed a substantial improvement of MAGSAC++ over MSAC.
This is consistent with [9, Fig.4] where MSAC and MAGSAC+H+ are compared under
equal post-processing. For PhotoTourism RootSIFT, our mAA using 4K samples with
LMA for R and t of (0.755, 0.625) in Table C.1 are better than (0.71, 0.47) reported
for MAGSAC++ in [9, Tab. 2] and not worse than (0.76, 0.61) for comparable to
MQNet(E) [9, Tab. 2]3.

MQNet [9] learns a non-linear function of the histogram (hence a non-additive
function of residuals), which can potentially break the limitations of additive scor-
ing. But it also includes a complex post-processing (polishing) of the best minimal
model, sweeping 10 inlier thresholds, and calling OpenCV findEssentialMat on
each candidate inlier set, which performs a RANSAC search with an upper bound
of 10K iterations. The so-found complex hypotheses are then re-scored by MQNet,
followed by LMA. Their mean median errors w/o polishing [9, Tab. 6] of eg = 2.22

13Table 2 seems to select the best result from the ablation in [9, Tab. 3], which suggests that the ablation
(selecting amongst different networks for different bin sizes) is performed on the test set. Thus, the best
result from the networks that are differently trained is selected based on the test set.
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Fig. C.1: Validation of the threshold hyperparameter on PhotoTourism SPSG. Left:
median error versus threshold. Right: Scoring functions corresponding to selected
thresholds.
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Fig. C.2: Small random validation set experiment. Expected test pose error (left) and
its std (right) in dependence on the validation set size n for PhotoTourism SPSG.

and e; = 4.47 are substantially worse than ours even without LMA (1.52, 3.18). Yet
median results with polishing ez = 0.91 and e; = 2.34 are substantially better. Since
the selection is always done with MQNet, this suggests that the MQNet score is bet-
ter than MSAC/MAGSAC++ while the inferior 'w/o’ result was possibly due to an
insufficient number of samples. Unfortunately, there is no direct evidence in [9] com-
paring MQNet and MSAC/MAGSACH++ scoring for the same post-processing!*. To
be fair, it should be also noted that if the MQNet scoring is better, then the final
LMA, based on MSAC scoring, might actually be degrading the results.

141n particular, in [9, Fig.4] MSAC and MAGSAC++ use LO post-processing while MQNet uses the
proposed complex polishing post-processing.
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Table C.1: Evaluation on PhotoTourism RootSIFT, 4K minimal samples. The “Median”
metric reports mean median of rotation (eg), translation (e;) or combined e =
max(eg, e;), where the mean is over 11 test scenes. The mAA metric reports mean Aver-
age Accuracy@10°. The confidence intervals on the metrics are w.r.t. the test set and
are computed with bootstrap 'BCa’ with 95% confidence.

Minimal Samples Scoring

mAA Median
Scoring: e eRr et e eRr et
RANSAC 0.581+0.01 0.7394+0.01  0.599+0.01 | 3.76+0.25 1.54+0.12 3.29+0.14
MSAC 0.591+0.01 0.7444+0.01 0.610+0.01 | 3.61+0.24 1.51+0.11 3.18+0.21
MAGSAC++ 0.592+0.01 0.7444+0.01 0.610+0.01 | 3.64+0.23 1.53+0.11  3.19+0.21
GaU 0.592+0.01 0.7444+0.01 0.611+0.01 | 3.62+0.23 1.52+0.11  3.18+0.21
Learned 0.591+0.01 0.74440.01 0.610+0.01 | 3.66+0.23 1.53+0.11  3.22+0.21
Oracle 0.827+£0.01 0.8604+0.01  0.849+0.01 | 0.76+£0.05 0.52+0.03  0.64+£0.15
Local Optimization of the Best GaU Minimal Model
LO: e eRr et e €R et
IRLS-LMA GaU 0.609+0.01 0.7554+0.01 0.625+0.01 | 3.37+£0.23 1.38+0.12  2.98+0.22
PoseLib (Truncated)  0.609+0.01  0.755+0.01  0.626+0.01 | 3.36+0.22  1.394+0.11  2.96+0.21
PoseLib (Le-Zach) 0.608+0.01 0.7554+0.01 0.625+0.01 | 3.37+£0.23  1.39+0.12  2.98+0.21

Table C.2: Evaluation on PhotoTourism SPSG, 4K minimal samples.

Minimal Samples Scoring

mAA Median
Scoring: e eRr [ e eRr et
RANSAC 0.633+0.01  0.7974+0.01  0.650+0.01 | 2.92+0.17 1.12+0.06 2.67£0.16
MSAC 0.651£0.01 0.807+0.01 0.667+0.01 | 2.67£0.15 1.044+0.06 2.43+0.14
MAGSAC++ 0.653+0.01  0.808+0.01  0.669+0.01 | 2.6640.15 1.04+£0.06  2.42+0.15
GaU 0.653+0.01 0.808+0.01 0.669+0.01 | 2.66+£0.14 1.04+0.06 2.4340.14
Learned 0.653+0.01  0.8084+0.01 0.669+0.01 | 2.66+£0.15 1.03£0.06 2.4240.14
Oracle 0.9194+0.00 0.9324+0.00 0.931+£0.00 | 0.37£0.01 0.27£0.01  0.31£0.01
Local Optimization of the Best GaU Minimal Model
LO: e eRr et e €R et
IRLS-LMA GaU 0.678+£0.01  0.820+0.01  0.693+0.01 | 2.30+£0.15 0.904+0.05 2.08+tnan

PoseLib (Truncated) 0.67740.01  0.819+0.01 0.6924+0.01 | 2.33+£0.14  0.92+£0.06 2.124+0.14
PoseLib (Le-Zach) 0.677£0.01  0.819+0.01 0.692+0.01 | 2.33£0.14 0.91£0.05 2.12+0.14

C.3 Other Datasets, E estimation

ETH3D, LAMAR ETH3D appears easy: local optimization quickly snaps the
results to the best achievable with any number of minimal samples. The Oracle mod-
els are degraded to almost the same level, which indicates we are close to the global
optimum of the score function. A further improvement of accuracy is possible only

by improving the scoring function and not e.g. sampling strategy. Figure C.4 shows
running plots for LAMAR and ETH3D datasets.

KITTI F estimation We repeated the evaluation for fundamental matrix estima-
tion on KITTTI dataset. Fundamental matrix estimation is very similar to the essential
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Easier Scene: St’Pauls Cathedral
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Difficult Scene: London Bridge (two symmetrc towers)
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More Difficult Scene: United States Capitol (Repeated Elements + Symmetries)
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Fig. C.3: Pose error of the so-far-the best model selected using different scoring
functions while drawing up to 4K minimal samples and scoring all valid solutions.
The best model found by GaU is also optimized with local optimization schemes. The

average over all test scenes is given in Figure 10.
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Fig. C.4: ETH3D and LAMAR datasets. Pose error of the so-far-the best model
selected using different scoring functions while drawing up to 4K minimal samples
and scoring all valid solutions.

matrix estimation. Essentially, only the minimal solver differs. We used 7-point solver,
which estimates fundamental matrix F. Knowing the camera intrinsics K;, Ko, we
convert it to a pseudo-essential matrix F = KJ EK,, where “pseudo” reflects the fact
that E does not have to obey the constraints of the essential matrix. For comput-
ing the error to the ground truth we project E onto the essential matrix manifold by
forcing the spectrum to be (1,1,0) and then decompose the resulting E into (R,t)
using standard methods'® and compute the pose error. Figure C.5 shows the valida-
tion results, Figure C.6 shows test running plots for rotation and translation errors.
One can observe a super-oracle performance in rotation error in Figure C.6. There is
no contradiction in this result: the oracle selects models that are more accurate in the
total pose error e but the rotation error might be higher than for the models selected
using scoring methods. The breakdown of numerical results is given in Table C.3.

We have not implemented specialized reparameterization / local optimizers for F.
Therefore, when applying LMA optimization in this experiment, we cheat: we use
the knowledge of camera intrinsics (which should not be available if we consider F
estimation) to convert F' to F and then optimize F using its parametrization. All
LMA plots in Figure C.6 (resp. local optimization results in Table C.3) are obtained
using this method.

The experiment reconfirms that there is no difference amongst scoring methods
also for 7-point minimal models for F' estimation. In the case of KITII dataset,
even RANSAC performs equally well. The LMA-optimized solutions, including Ora-
cle+LMA, are close to the Oracle solutions. This dataset has dominant forward
motion, meaning small relative rotation. It also has substantially higher number of cor-
respondences and higher inlier ratio. Minimizing the score therefore can find models
closer to GT, in agreement with the score consistency in Section 7.2.3.

15Both kornia.geometry.decompose essential matrix and cv2.recoverPose give the same result regardless
whether E or E is given.
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Validation
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Fig. C.5: KITTI F: Validation of the threshold hyperparameter using 7-point F-
solver (up to 3 solutions), 4K samples, 5K image pairs. Left: median error e (solid) and
median rotation error er (dashed) versus threshold. The optimal threshold is chosen
based on e. Clearly e; dominates the choice but luckily eg is also close to optimum for
the selected thresholds. Right: Scoring functions corresponding to selected thresholds.
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Fig. C.6: KITTTI F: Test performance versus number of samples. Left: rotation error
er. Right: translation error e;.

Table C.3: KITTI F: Test performance statistics at 4K minimal samples.

Minimal Samples Scoring

mAA Median
Scoring: e eR N e eRr et
RANSAC 0.784+0.005 0.980£0.001 0.78440.005 | 1.31£0.03  0.1040.002 1.31+£0.03
MSAC 0.788+0.005 0.981£0.001 0.78940.005 | 1.30£0.03  0.1040.003 1.30+0.03
MAGSAC++ 0.790£0.005 0.981£0.001 0.790+0.005 | 1.30£0.03  0.10£0.003 1.30+0.03
GalU 0.7904£0.005 0.981£0.001 0.79040.005 | 1.31£0.033 0.14+0.003  1.31+£0.03
Learned 0.790£0.005 0.981£0.001 0.790+0.005 | 1.31£0.032 0.1£0.003  1.31+£0.03
Oracle 0.924+0.002  0.965+0.001 0.92940.002 | 0.54+0.009 0.240.006  0.51+£0.01
Local Optimization of the Best GaU Minimal Model (Using Camera Intrinsics)
LO: e eRr et e er et
IRLS-LMA GaU 0.839+0.005 0.991£0.001 0.83940.005 | 0.76+£0.02  0.034+0.001 0.76+0.02
PoseLib (Truncated) 0.834+0.005 0.9914+0.001 0.83440.005 | 0.80+0.02  0.0440.001 0.8040.02
PoseLib (Le-Zach) 0.83540.005 0.99120.0014%.83520.005 | 0.80£0.02  0.04£0.001 0.800.02




	Introduction
	Related Work
	Prior Theoretical Analysis
	Prior Evaluation
	Alternative Scoring Methods
	Other Robust Fitting Problems

	Scoring by Probabilistic Modeling
	Geometry
	Relative Pose
	Homography
	Absolute Pose

	The Basic Probabilistic Model
	Inliers
	Relative Pose
	Homography

	Outliers and The Model Summary


	From Likelihood to M-estimators
	Marginal and Profile Likelihoods
	Likelihood-based M-estimators
	Inlier Probabilities
	Gaussian-Uniform (GaU) Mixture Model

	Local Optimization
	IRLS-LMA


	Analysis of MAGSAC/MAGSAC++
	The Likelihoods
	MAGSAC++ Estimator
	Derivation Step 1: Marginalization
	Derivation Step 2: Probability of Inliers and IRLS Weights
	Derivation Step 3: Score from IRLS
	Alignment with GaU Model
	MAGSAC++ Explanation and Conclusions


	Evaluation Methodology
	Cross-Validation
	Large Validation Set
	Small Random Validation Set
	Threshold Sensitivity

	Experiments
	Homography Estimation
	Large Validation Set
	Small Validation Set

	Relative Pose Estimation
	Dataset
	Scoring Functions
	
	Validation and Threshold Sensitivity
	Test Set Evaluation
	Local Optimization Methods
	Test Protocol
	Results

	Score Consistency and Selectivity
	Inliers vs Pose Error
	Score Selectivity



	Conclusions
	Theoretical Analysis
	Evaluation Methodology
	Experimental Comparison of Scores
	Score Consistency
	Conclusions for Community
	Limitations and Room for Improvement

	Proofs
	MAGSAC++
	P1: Scale identity for pin(r; )
	P2
	P3



	Details of Experiments
	Error Metrics
	Pose Error
	Average Accuracy

	Estimation of Inlier Residual Distributions
	Homography Estimation Experiment
	Preprocessing
	Sampler
	Metrics
	Splitting

	Relative Pose Experiments
	Large Validation Set Experiments
	Small Random Validation Sets

	Learned Additive Scoring Function (ML)
	Score Consistency and Selectivity
	Sampling of Random Rotations
	Score Selectivity


	Additional Experimental Results
	Additional Plots for PhotoTourism Validation and Testing
	Quantitative Comparison to SOTA
	Other Datasets, E estimation
	ETH3D, LAMAR
	KITTI F estimation





