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Abstract—This paper addresses the challenge of probabilis-
tic parameter estimation given measurement uncertainty in
real-time. We provide a general formulation and apply this
to pose estimation for an autonomous visual landing system.
We present three probabilistic parameter estimators: a least-
squares sampling approach, a linear approximation method,
and a probabilistic programming estimator. To evaluate these
estimators, we introduce novel closed-form expressions for mea-
suring calibration and sharpness specifically for multivariate
normal distributions. Our experimental study compares the three
estimators under various noise conditions. We demonstrate that
the linear approximation estimator can produce sharp and well-
calibrated pose predictions significantly faster than the other
methods but may yield overconfident predictions in certain
scenarios. Additionally, we demonstrate that these estimators can
be integrated with a Kalman filter for continuous pose estimation
during a runway approach where we observe a 50% improvement
in sharpness while maintaining marginal calibration. This work
contributes to the integration of data-driven computer vision
models into complex safety-critical aircraft systems and provides

a foundation for developing rigorous certification guidelines for
such systems.

Index Terms—Parameter Estimation, Uncertainty Quantifica-
tion, Calibration, Pose Estimation, Computer Vision, Probabilis-
tic Programming

I. INTRODUCTION

Automation in aviation has recently gained technological

advancements based on data-driven models applied to vision,

decision-making, planning, and human interaction. A direct

“proof of correctness” or “learning assurance” for such models

currently seems far away, making practitioners and regulators

resort to other approaches [1]–[5]. These approaches may

include test set validation [6], out-of-distribution detection [7],

causal models [8]–[10], mechanistic interpretability [11]–[13],

adversarial robustness [14], uncertainty estimation [15]–[17],

and calibration [18]–[20].

In this work, we focus on the principled processing and vali-

dation of model output uncertainty. First, we consider a general

setting for probabilistic parameter estimation from uncertain

measurements. Then, we consider the pose estimation problem

arising as part of an autonomous visual landing system. We

assume that the system relies on a data-driven computer vision

algorithm that finds the exact projection location of runway

corners in the image, and has known reference coordinates.

Further, we assume the model dynamically produces a quan-

tification of uncertainty in its predictions.

This paper makes the following contributions:

I. Three formulations for general uncertainty-aware param-

eter estimation, and their specific formulation for the pose

estimation problem;

II. A novel closed-form expression for measuring calibration

and sharpness for multivariate normal distributions; and

III. An experimental study comparing the three estimators for

pose estimation using calibration and sharpness metrics.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II provides some

necessary background and notation. Section III first proposes

three estimators for probabilistic parameter estimation based

on (i) repeated noise sampling and least-squares minimization,

(ii) a linear approximation, and (iii) a Bayesian approach

solved using Markov Chain Monte Carlo, and then discusses

integrating the proposed estimators into a Kalman filter.

Section IV introduces techniques to evaluate the quality

of multivariate probabilistic predictions through (i) calibra-

tion and (ii) sharpness. In particular, we propose closed-

form expressions for efficiently computing calibration and

sharpness for multivariate normal distributions given ground

truth observations, which allow us to compare the efficacy of

the proposed estimators.

Section V presents experimental results for all three estima-

tors applied to an aircraft pose estimation problem during a

runway approach under different noise conditions. We find that

the linear approximation estimator typically constructs sharp

and calibrated predictions two orders of magnitude faster than

the other estimators. However, we also find that it produces

overconfident predictions in particular scenarios. We further

demonstrate integration of the estimators with a Kalman filter

for a single approach, which leads to a 2× improvement in

sharpness, while maintaining marginal calibration.

Overall, this work aims to improve understanding of how to

best integrate data-driven computer vision models into com-

plex safety-critical aircraft, and further provide a foundation

upon which rigorous certification guidelines for such systems

can be built. Code supporting this work is available online.1

1See https://github.com/sisl/RunwayPNPSolve.jl ,
https://github.com/RomeoV/ProbabilisticParameterEstimators.jl , and
https://github.com/RomeoV/MvNormalCalibration.jl .

http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.16223v1
https://github.com/sisl/RunwayPNPSolve.jl
https://github.com/RomeoV/ProbabilisticParameterEstimators.jl
https://github.com/RomeoV/MvNormalCalibration.jl


Fig. 1. Known world points xi are projected onto a camera at β, where they
are measured as yi under the influence of noise. We wish to determine β or
a distribution over β.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We briefly introduce necessary notation and phrase pose

estimation as a general parameter estimation problem. This

section reviews least squares estimation given measurement

uncertainty. We then discuss how to represent measurement

and pose uncertainty, and how to evaluate whether a series

of predictions is (i) probabilistically “correct” (calibrated) and

(ii) precise (sharp).

A. Camera Model for Point Projections

Consider the pose estimation problem for an aircraft ap-

proaching a runway approach using image features with known

corresponding world points. We assume a (pinhole) camera

located on the aircraft, positioned such that the entire runway

is in view of the camera lens. Figure 1 presents an overview.

Let the camera projection function y = f(x,β) map

a world point x = [x[alongtrack], x[crosstrack], x[altitude]] to an

image projection y = [y[right], y[up]] given a camera position

β = [β[alongtrack], β[crosstrack], β[altitude]]

Consider now a focal-point-centric coordinate system ro-

tated such that the x-axis goes from the focal point through

the center of the camera projection plane towards the world

points, and the y- and z-axes are parallel to the projection

plane’s edges. If we write the location of the world points

in this coordinate system as [x′, y′, z′], we can compute the

camera projection coordinate simply as

y = λfocal length ·
1

x′

[
y′

z′

]
. (1)

We will use the notation

yi =

[
(yi)[1]
(yi)[2]

]
, i ∈ I (2)

to denote the first and second components of the i-th obser-

vation yi, with I = {1, 2, 3, 4} for the four runway corners.

We denote random variables with a hat and write

ξ̄(k) ∼ pξ̄, (3)

to denote the k-th sample of the random variable ξ̄ that follows

the distribution pξ̄. Upright bold variables such as y denote

vectors, and matrices are uppercase such as Σ.

B. Pose-from-N-Points (PNP)

To solve the PNP problem in its basic form, it is now

sufficient to solve the nonlinear least-squares problem

β = argmin
β

∑

i

d (yi, f (xi,β))
2

(4)

where d(·, ·) is the Euclidean distance. For other problem

settings, d and f can take a variety of forms. For example,

if f computes sidelines angles other geometric features, such

as sideline angles, an appropriate distance functions may be

chosen. We also point out that for point projections, due to

the nonlinearity of the projection function f(·, ·), this problem

is numerically challenging to solve. In particular, for low

altitudes, the inverse problem becomes very sensitive to small

changes in the projection. Nonetheless, for approach angles

of at least 1◦ above ground, the PNP problem can typi-

cally be solved using, e.g., the Newton-Raphson, Levenberg-

Marquardt, or trust region algorithms.

C. Least-squares Under Measurement Noise

If weights wi for each observation are available, we may

rewrite Eq. (4) as

β = argmin
β

∑

i

wi · d (yi, f (xi,β))
2

(5)

where weights are typically chosen as the inverse variance

of each observation, i.e., wi = 1/σ2
yi

[21]. For noise that is

correlated across observations, we can instead concatenate all

components into a single vector

r(β) =



d (y1, f (x1,β))
d (y2, f (x2,β))

...


 (6)

where each component d(·, ·) may be further expanded if it

has multiple components (such as component-wise distances).

Then we can rewrite Eq. (5) as

β = argmin
β

r(β)
⊤
Wr(β) (7)

where W denotes the weight matrix which can be chosen

as the inverse variance-covariance matrix of the observation

noise, e.g. Σ−1
y for the case of Gaussian noise [21].

Notice that we can also rewrite Eq. (7) as

β = argmin
β

r̃(β)⊤r̃(β)

= argmin
β

∑

i

r̃2i (β)
(8)

by LU-factorizing W = LU and setting r̃ = Ur in the general

case, or Σ = LU and r̃ = L−⊤r in the Gaussian noise case.

This representation is sometimes preferable for mathematical

convenience and solver interfaces.



D. Representing Measurement and Pose Uncertainty

If our world points {xi}i∈I and measurements {yi}i∈I
are known, we can solve the pose estimation problem as a

nonlinear least squares optimization as shown above. However,

our measurements yi and world points xi can be noisy or un-

certain, and may therefore be provided through a probabilistic

description, e.g., a Gaussian or other distribution, or samples

drawn from a distribution.

In this scenario, our pose estimate will be a random variable

β̄, or more precisely, β̄ | {(x̄i, ȳi)}i∈I . We therefore need

to represent the pose either (i) through samples (to which a

distribution may be fitted) or (ii) directly as a (multivariate)

distribution. In these cases, we write
(
β̄
(1)

, β̄
(2)

, . . .
)

i.i.d.∼ pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
(9)

with realizations
(
β
(1),β(2), . . .

)
, or

pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
≈ N(µ,Σ), (10)

respectively. Notice that due to the non-linearity in the projec-

tion in Eq. (1), the distribution pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
will not in gen-

eral be Gaussian, even for Gaussian noise in the measurements.

However, we will see that approximating pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
as a

Gaussian N(µ,Σ) does yield good results for our problem.

E. Calibration and Sharpness

Calibration gives us a way to quantify whether the uncer-

tainty in a series of predictions is faithful to the distribution

of prediction errors. Given a set of predicted probability

distributions pξ̄i and corresponding measurements ξi, we call

the predictions (marginally) calibrated if

Pr
(
ξ̄i ≤ q(pξ̄i , ρ)

)
≈ ρ ∀ρ ∈ (0, 1), (11)

where q(pξ̄i , ρ) denotes the quantile function for the random

variable ξ̄i evaluated at ρ. Notably, however, the quantile

function is not defined for multivariate distributions such as

pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
in Eq. (9) and Eq. (10). We must therefore

generalize Eq. (11) to remove the dependence on the quantile

function and instead rely on the more general notion of

prediction sets. We present such a solution in Section IV.

Further, we note that a series of predictions may be perfectly

calibrated yet still be “bad” in the sense that each prediction

has large uncertainty. Therefore, we must also measure sharp-

ness, a measure of the “conciseness” of the predictions. We

propose a measure of sharpness for multivariate normal dis-

tributions in Section IV-D and refer to Gneiting and Katzfuss

[22] for an overview of the trade off between calibration and

sharpness.

III. THREE PROBABILISTIC ESTIMATORS

Given an observation function f(·, ·) and measurement

tuples {(xi,yi)}i∈I , we have seen how to estimate the pa-

rameter β, incorporating measurement uncertainties through a

weighting scheme given in Section II-C. However, this process

will only give us the maximum likelihood estimator for β, i.e.

β = argmax
β

pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
(β). (12)

Instead, we are now interested in constructing a probabilistic

description of the parameter β as a distribution or a set of

samples. We propose three estimators for this task: (i) the least-

squares sampling estimator, (ii) the linear approximation esti-

mator, and (iii) the MCMC estimator. We show that although

the three methods differ in mathematical rigor and runtime

cost, their performance often matches closely.

A. The LSQ Estimator via Noise Sampling

The simplest approach to constructing a sampled repre-

sentation of pβ̄ is to repeatedly sample simulated noise and

solve the least-squares formulation for each noise sample. To

construct the kth pose estimate β
(k)

, we draw a noise sample

ε
(k)
i for each corner projection yi and solve the least squares

formulations from Eq. (8) where we substitute

yi ← yi − ε
(k)
i (13)

for each i. Repeating this a number of times will result in a

set of estimates

{β(k)}k∈K = {β(1),β(2), . . . ,β(|K|)} (14)

which we may optionally approximate as a distribution

pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
by fitting a multivariate normal distribution to

the samples. For the pose estimation application we find that

a number of samples |K| between 100 and 500 is typically

sufficient.

Notably, the LSQ Estimator does not require us to make

any assumptions about the prior distribution pβ̄ or the shape

of the posterior pβ̄|{(x̄i,ȳi)}i∈I
(which is in general not a

perfect Gaussian), nor does it require strong assumptions

about the function f(·, ·). Indeed, even multimodal posterior

distributions can be approximated with this method.

The downside of this method is that the computational cost

is rather high, as the full least-squares problem has to be solved

for every sample of β
(k)

. However, starting from the second

sample, setting the initial guess for β
(k)

to the solution of

β
(k−1) can significantly reduce the runtime cost.

B. Linear Approximation Estimator

The LSQ Estimator suffers from high computational cost,

since it has to solve the least squares problem many times.

However, if we approximate the projection function f (x,β)
as a linear function around some sample β

(1)
, and assume the

noise to be Gaussian, we can construct pβ̄ in a single step by

directly propagating the uncertainty in the observations y. We

call this estimator the Linear Approximation Estimator.

Let Jij = ∂fi(x,β)
∂βj

be the Jacobian of our projection

function. We can relate changes in β and r or r̃ as

J∆β = −∆r̃,

⇒
(
J⊤WJ

)
∆β = −J⊤W∆r.

(15)

With ri = yi−f (x,β) and yi = f (xi,β)+εi we can model

∆r = −ε and therefore treat ∆β as a random variable ∆β

with distribution

p∆β
=

(
J⊤WJ

)−1
J⊤Wpε̄i. (16)



Using this insight, we can now construct our parameter esti-

mate pβ̄ as follows. We first estimate µβ by solving Eq. (8)

once, without any noise perturbation. Then, we compute

pβ̄ = µβ + p∆β

= µβ +
(
J⊤WJ

)−1
J⊤Wpε̄

(17)

which yields the desired result. For example, if pε̄ = N(0,Σε)

and W = Σ−1
ε then

pβ̄ = N(µβ,Σβ) (18)

with

µβ = argmin
β

r(β)⊤r(β) (19)

Σβ =
(
J⊤Σ−1

ε J
)−1

J⊤Σ−1
ε J

(
J⊤Σ−1

ε J
)−1

. (20)

Further, if J is square and invertible then Σβ reduces to

Σβ = J−1Σε

(
J⊤)−1

. (21)

Finally, we may replace pε̄ in Eq. (17) with (pȳ − f (x, θest))
to slightly relax the assumption that yi = f (xi,β)+εi, which

can yield more robust results.

The Linear Approximation Estimator is highly efficient,

only requiring to solve the least squares problem once and

compute the Jacobian of f one additional time. This property

makes it more suitable for real-time systems such as a visual

positioning system. However, in cases where the assumption

of Gaussian noise does not hold (see e.g. Section V-C), or if

the function is highly nonlinear, the estimator may produce

poor results.

C. MCMC Estimator

The previous two approaches have relied on a least-squares

formulation of the problem, carefully constructing a weighting

scheme to incorporate uncertainties correctly. Now, we present

an approach based on a Bayesian formulation that can create

samples β
(k)

directly using probabilistic programming.

Our formulation is as follows. We choose a weakly infor-

mative prior pβ̄ as a diagonal multivariate normal distribution

such that our entire operational domain is contained within

one standard deviation of the prior. Of course, if a better prior

is available it may be chosen instead. We further recall that we

assume we have a model of the observation noise pεi (which

is now not constrained to any particular family of distribution),

provided by our sensor for every sample. Then our Bayesian

formulation is simply

β̄ ∼ pβ̄

ȳi ∼ f (xi,β) + pε̄i

(22)

which can be directly solved using Markov Chain Monte Carlo

[23], [24], yielding samples
(
β
(1),β(2), . . .

)
.

This formulation is remarkably simple, necessitating no

further thoughts about how to integrate the knowledge of

uncertainties into any kind of weighting scheme, how to

set up the least squares problem, or assumptions about the

distributions of inputs or outputs. Further, this formulation

can indeed be more computationally efficient than the noise

sampling approach from Section III-A (see e.g. Table I) and

can represent arbitrary distribution shapes just like the LSQ

Estimator.

D. Integrating Probabilistic Estimators Into a Kalman Filter

Framework

Finally, we demonstrate how we can integrate the proposed

probabilistic parameter estimators into a Kalman filter frame-

work. Recall the Kalman filter equations (without inputs) given

by

x[t+1] = Ax[t] +w[t]

y[t+1] = Cx[t+1] + v[t+1]
(23)

with process noise E
[
w[t′]w[t]⊤

]
= δt′tQ

[t] and measurement

noise E

[
v[t′]v[t]⊤

]
= δt′tR

[t], i.e., Gaussian noise uncorre-

lated in time with covariances Q[t] and R[t] [25].

Often it is difficult to choose R[t] dynamically for each

time step, and instead a single fixed R is chosen for all time

steps. Using one of the proposed estimators, however, we can

dynamically compute y[t] and R[t] for each time step. Consider

the probabilistic parameter β̄
[t]

to represent our measurements

y[t] at time step t, with

p
β̄

[t]|{(x̄[t]
i

,ȳ
[t]
i

)}
i∈I

≈ N(µ[t],Σ[t]). (24)

Then, for each time step, we can set

y[t] ← µ[t]

R[t] ← Σ[t].
(25)

Notice how this formulation differs from typical nonlinear

Kalman filter formulations such as the Extended Kalman filter

[25], [26]. Our measurement uncertainty is not restricted to

relations y = h(x) + w for some known h(x), but instead

may arise without modeling h(x), such as measured image

features with predictive uncertainty perceived from state x.

One important additional consideration is that the Kalman

filter assumes noise uncorrelated between time steps, which

is typically not the case for high-frequency sensors, such as a

computer vision model. We consider two possible solutions:

(i) Use only measurements far enough apart in time that their

error correlation can be assumed to be low; or (ii) use a

Kalman filter formulation that is able to deal with “colored”

noise. We refer to Wang, Li, and Rizos [27] for an overview

of the latter.

IV. MEASURING CALIBRATION AND SHARPNESS FOR

MULTIVARIATE NORMAL DISTRIBUTIONS

Evaluating the quality of a probabilistic estimator is not

trivial. For example, consider predictions somewhat close to

the truth but overly confident and predictions further from the

truth but with appropriately high uncertainty. The latter is often

preferable due to it not misleading us with high confidence.

Conversely, predictions that are “probabilistically correct” but

include an overly large number of possibilities can be equally

problematic.



Algorithm 1 point_in_pset(. . . )

Inputs: Distribution N(µ,Σ),

Sample ξ,

Target coverage rate ρ;

Output: Is ξ in Pρ(N(µ,Σ))?
1: Function POINT_IN_PSET(N(µ,Σ),ξ, ρ)

2: Q← eigvecs(Σ)
3: ξ̃← QT (ξ− µ)

4: Σ̃ = diag
(
[σ̃2

[1], ..., σ̃
2
[d]]

)
← QTΣQ

5: d← dimension(ξ)
6: return all(

7: POINT_IN_PSET_1D(N(0,σ̃2
[l]
), ξ̃[l], ρ)

8: for l ∈ {1, ..., d})
9:

10: Function POINT_IN_PSET_1D(N(µ,σ2), ξ, ρ)

11: return | ξ−µ
σ | < quantile

(
N(0,1),

ρ
2 + 1

2

)

These two properties have been formalized as “calibration”

and “sharpness” and are crucial for assessing and comparing

the reliability of estimators. In Section V we will see that, de-

pending on the problem setup, some of the proposed estimators

can be sharp but not calibrated, or calibrated but not sharp, or

even marginally calibrated in each component but not jointly

calibrated. However, as introduced in Section II-E, computing

calibration is typically restricted to univariate distributions due

to its reliance on the quantile or cumulative density function,

and therefore not applicable to our predictions pβ̄.

To remedy this, in this section we introduce efficient

methods for measuring calibration and sharpness specifically

tailored for multivariate normal distributions through the use

of “centered prediction sets” in a diagonalizing basis.

A. Centered Prediction Sets

In this section, we construct a scheme to efficiently compute

calibration for multivariate normal distributions using centered

prediction sets Pρ. Consider for now the univariate probability

distribution pξ̄ of a random variable ξ̄ and a sample ξ̄i drawn

from pξ̄ . Then we define a prediction set Pρ(pξ̄) at coverage

level ρ such that the probability of ξ̄i being contained in

Pρ(pξ̄) is approximately equal to ρ, i.e.

Pr
(
ξ̄i ∈ Pρ(pξ̄)

)
≈ ρ. (26)

We can see we recover Eq. (11) exactly by setting

Pρ(pξ̄) =
(
−∞, q(pξ̄, ρ)

]
. (27)

However, we can also choose different constructions. For

example, we can also choose the centered construction

Pρ =
[
q(pξ̄, 1/2− ρ/2), q(pξ̄, 1/2 + ρ/2)

]
(28)

or even the disjoint (and centered) construction

Pρ(pξ̄) =
(
−∞, q(pξ̄, ρ/2)

]
(29)

∪
[
q(pξ̄, 1− ρ/2),∞

)
. (30)

Algorithm 2 compute_calibration(. . . )

Inputs: Set of predictions {Ni}i∈I ,

Set of observations {ξi}i∈I ,

Target coverage rate ρ;

Output: Empirical coverage rate.

1: Function COMPUTE_CALIB({Ni}i∈I , {ξi}i∈I , ρ)

2: mean(

3: POINT_IN_PSET(N ,ξ, ρ)

4: for (N ,ξ) ∈ zip({Ni}i∈I , {ξi}i∈I)
5: )

Notice that each construction satisfies Eq. (26) but typically

differs significantly in size. Specifically, if pξ̄ is Gaussian then

Eq. (28) constructs the smallest set to satisfy Eq. (26) for

any ρ because it accumulates always those points with highest

probability density. We will call this construction centered and

cumulative, as opposed to off-centered such as Eq. (27) or

disjoint such as Eq. (29).

In this work we will proceed by considering only the

centered and cumulative construction from Eq. (28). Although

the other constructions would also suffice for our upcoming

multivariate construction, we find that the central and cumu-

lative construction more accurately reflects a small calibration

error given a small mean prediction error and is further

symmetric about the direction of the error.

B. Constructing Cumulative Centered Prediction Sets for Mul-

tivariate Normal Distributions

The construction of central and cumulative prediction sets

introduced above is still not applicable for multivariate dis-

tributions. However, by making two key observations about

multivariate normal distributions we will be able to efficiently

construct prediction sets P(N(µ,Σ)) that satisfy Eq. (26) just

as above.

First, any multivariate normal distribution N(µ,Σ) with d di-

mensions can be “diagonalized” without fundamentally chang-

ing the probability density by considering a new distribution

N(µ̃,Σ̃) in a rotated basis such that the covariance matrix

Σ̃ = QΣQ⊤ (31)

= diag
([

σ̃2
[1], . . . , σ̃

2
[d]

])
(32)

is diagonalized with a rotation matrix Q and appropriately

transformed samples ξ̃ = Q⊤ (ξ− µ) (and thus µ̃ =
Q⊤ (µ− µ) = 0).

Second, the prediction set Pp(N(µ̃,Σ̃)) for diagonalized

normal distributions can simply be constructed by considering

each dimension individually as a univariate case, with

Pρ

(
N(µ̃,Σ̃)

)
=

{
ξ̃ | ξ̃[i] ∈ P d

√
ρ(N(0,σ̃2

[i]
))

∀ {i ∈ 1, . . . , d}
}
.

(33)

Notice that we have replaced the probability ρ of each set

with d
√
ρ because the probability of d conditions each with

probability d
√
ρ to hold simultaneously is exactly ρ.



For the univariate case we now recall the construction

from Eq. (28) and further exploit the symmetric structure of

Gaussians to rewrite Eq. (28) as

Pρ

(
N(µ,σ2)

)
=

[
q(N(µ,σ2), 1/2− ρ/2), q(N(µ,σ2), 1/2 + ρ/2)

]

=

{
ξ
∣∣∣
ξ − µ

σ
< q

(
N(0,12),

1

2
+

ρ

2

)}
.

(34)

Notably, when considering samples normalized by the predic-

tion’s mean and standard deviation, we find that the prediction

set can be written only as a function of ρ, which makes

this construction very efficient. To give an example of the

construction, consider pξ̄ = N(µ,Σ) = N(µ̃,Σ̃) with µ = [ 13 .
1
4 ]

and Σ = diag([1.22, 1.52]), and pick ρ = 0.682 ≈ 0.46. Then

we can construct

P0.46(pξ̄) =

{
ξ
∣∣∣

(
ξ[1] − 1

3

)

1.2
≤ 1.0 ∧ ξ[2] − 1

4

1.5
≤ 1.0

}
.

(35)

Algorithm 1 provides an implementation of this construction.

C. Evaluating Calibration

Given the above constructions of prediction sets for mul-

tivariate normal distributions, it is now straightforward to

compute the calibration, or coverage rate, for any ρ, which

we will be able to plot as a calibration curve. This calibration

curve will essentially tell us how much Eq. (26) is violated

given predictions and actual observations.

Given a sequence of Gaussian predictions {pξ̄i
}i∈I and

observations {ξi}i∈I with pξ̄i
= N(µi,Σi) we can compute the

ratio of observations contained in the prediction set Pρ(pξ̄),
i.e.,

coverage :=
1

|I|
∑

i∈I

[
ξ̄i ∈ Pρ(pξ̄i

)
]
, (36)

where [ · ] denotes the Iverson bracket. Algorithm 2 imple-

ments this evaluation scheme. Plots of this coverage rate are

shown in Section V.

D. Defining and Computing Sharpness

Finally, we discuss how to efficiently compute sharpness

for multivariate normal distributions. Unfortunately, sharpness

does not have a single definition comparable to Eq. (26) for

calibration. However, it is still useful for comparing predic-

tions.

We define sharpness of a single prediction as the hyper-

volume of the set of points within one standard deviation of

the mean prediction. Specifically, if we consider again the

diagonalized covariance matrix Σ̃ = diag([σ̃2
[1], . . . , σ̃

2
[d]]) we

can compute sharpness as

sharpness := Vd =
πd/2

Γ(d/2 + 1)

∏

i

σ̃i (37)

where Γ(·) is the Gamma function. Notice that, for example,

with d = 1 Eq. (37) reduces to 2σ̃, and with d = 2 and

Σ = diag([σ̃2
1 , σ̃

2
2 ]) reduces to πσ̃1σ̃2.
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Fig. 2. Uncorrelated normal noise: Calibration and sharpness results.

V. EXPERIMENTS

Finally, we present experimental results computing calibra-

tion and sharpness for camera pose estimates obtained using

the three proposed estimators under different noise conditions.

To this end, we consider randomly sampled aircraft poses

several kilometers away from a typically sized commercial

runway and observe corner projections under noise. These

measurements yi and measurement noise estimates Σyi
are

assumed to be outputs of a sensor, typically a neural network

with uncertainty outputs, see e.g. Lakshminarayanan, Pritzel,

and Blundell [28]. We also present an integration study

considering a single continuous approach. We demonstrate

how we can filter our pose estimates using a Kalman filter

formulation with the measurement noise in each step given by

our estimators. Details on the experimental setup and estimator

parameters are provided in Appendices A to C.

A. Multivariate Uncorrelated Normal Noise

As our first experiment, we consider multivariate uncorre-

lated normal noise for each observation with

εi ∼ N(0,Σε),

E
[
εiε

⊤
j

]
= 02×2 ∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , 4} (38)

This model allows for correlation between the “up” and

“right” components of a single corner’s projection, but does

not correlations between the projections of different corners.

Fig. 2 shows the calibration curve and sharpness distribution

for 300 experiment instantiations, i.e. 300 true poses sampled

according to Eq. (41) and their corresponding pose estimates.

All three estimators produce well-calibrated results and have

a very similar sharpness distribution, which may indicate that

all three estimators produce the “optimal” solution given the

data. We also notice that there are some significant sharpness

outliers. In context, we hypothesize that this means that

for some noise samples there is no pose that explains the

observations well, and any model must make a prediction

with high uncertainty. For a runtime system, we therefore may

choose to employ filtering techniques over time, an example

of which we show in Section V-E.
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B. Multivariate Correlated Normal Noise

Next, we verify that the three different weighting strategies

for incorporating correlated noise all produce correct results.

For this, we consider multivariate correlated normal noise

εi ∼ N(0,Σε),

E
[
εiε

⊤
j

]
=

[
0.7 0
0 0.7

]
∀i 6= j,

(39)

i.e., the error of the “right” components of projections are

correlated across corners, and the same for the “up” compo-

nents. This reflects observations we have found in real sensor

measurements, where sometimes errors in components are

correlated across observations yi.

We find that the results closely resemble the results from the

previous section, although with increased sharpness outliers.

We conclude that all three estimators incorporate the correla-

tion terms correctly into their respective weighting schemes,

even though the details of the algorithms differs between

estimators.

We also contrast these results with another experiment

where we sample noise according to Eq. (39) but do not

model the correlation terms between observations, i.e., we

model the problem according to Eq. (38). We find that for all

estimators the results (misleadingly) improve sharpness but

produce overconfident results, which manifest as calibration

curves with a “U” shape (we will see a similar result in the next

experiment). These results show the importance of correctly

estimating and modeling the noise including the covariate

terms.

C. Long Tail Noise

Finally, we examine a case where the three estimators

differ. We consider univariate “long tail” noise, modeled as

a superposition of a low- and a high-variance Gaussian, with

(εi)[l] ∼
[
3

4
N(0,12) +

1

4
N(0,32)

]
∀i, l, (40)

i.e. there are no correlations between measurements or com-

ponents, but each component’s noise is either sampled from a

“concise” or “long tail” distribution. Notice that this noise vio-

lates the assumptions of the Linear Approximation Estimator,

which assumes Gaussian noise.

TABLE I
RUNTIME CHARACTERISTICS OF EACH ESTIMATOR.

100 300 500 ±σ

LSQ Est. 54 ms 188 ms 311 ms 7%
Lin. Approx Est. 0.4 ms 0.4 ms 0.4 ms 11%
MCMC Est. 53 ms 105 ms 183 ms 6%

Fig. 3 shows the results for this noise model. Notably,

the linear models fails here, producing either overconfident

predictions or mispredicting the mean (we cannot tell from

the calibration plot alone). This indicated that although the

linear model can be a good choice for certain applications

due to its computational speed, it must be used with care with

respect to its assumptions.

We further observe that the MCMC and LSQ Estimators are

both well-calibrated, but the prior significantly outperforms the

latter in terms of sharpness. This showcases that an estimator

can produce calibrated and sharp results but may still not be

“ideal” because another estimator may produce sharper results.

D. Runtime Characteristics

One important difference between the estimators is their

runtime characteristics. We recall that the MCMC and LSQ

Estimators produce samples β
(k)

of pβ̄, and we must fit

a multivariate normal distribution to produce pβ̄, which we

find requires between 100 and 500 samples of β̄ to achieve

calibrated and sharp results. This is in contrast to the Linear

Approximation Estimator, which directly constructs pβ̄ in a

single step.

|K| =

In Table I, we present timing results and standard measure-

ment error σ given the uncorrelated noise model from Eq. (38).

Timings were collected using an 11th Gen Intel Core i7-

11800H @ 2.30GHz with 32GB RAM, Julia version 1.10.4,

and LLVM version 15.0.7. For any k, the LSQ Estimator

takes about k times as long as the Linear Approximation

Estimator, as can be expected.

We also notice that for |K| = 300 and 500, the MCMC

Estimator manages to perform almost twice as fast as the

LSQ Estimator, despite generating an additional 250 warmup

samples (see Appendix C for details on the warmup). This

can be explained by the different nature of MCMC and LSQ

algorithms, with the MCMC algorithms not having to solve a

full minimization problem and instead directly sampling from

the posterior.

We conclude that, if the required assumptions hold, the

Linear Approximation Estimator outperforms the other two

proposed estimators in runtime performance while achieving

similar results. We also suggest that due to its computational

speed, the Linear Approximation Estimator in particular may

be suitable for integration into a real-time safety-critical

system. When the assumptions of the Linear Approximation

Estimator do not hold, we suggest that even the more com-

putationally demanding MCMC Estimator may be considered

for such applications.
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E. Filtering Predictions Along an Approach

Finally, we consider a case study of integrating probabilistic

pose estimates into a Kalman filter framework. We consider

real sensor data from a single, randomly chosen runway

approach to compute probabilistic estimates of our pose at

each time step. We then process the time series with a Kalman

filter, using the parameter uncertainty for the Kalman filter’s

measurement model as introduced in Section III-D.

For this experiment, we consider a simple uncorrelated

Gaussian noise model similar to Section V-A and therefore

choose the Linear Approximation Estimator. To assure that

the measurement errors are not highly correlated in time, we

choose a minimum time step of ∆t = 1 s, for which we find

that the measurement error autocorrelation falls below 1/3 of

its maximum. We choose the state x to consist of position

and linear velocities. The observations y are then chosen to

be only the position, which is estimated by β.

Fig. 4 presents the results of this experiment. We can

see that filtering brings a 2× improvement in sharpness in

all three components (alongtrack, crosstrack, and altitude)

while maintaining marginal calibration for each component

individually. However, interestingly we lose joint calibration,

i.e., calibration of the full pose estimate pβ̄, despite the

unfiltered estimates being well-calibrated (not shown here).

We conclude that although the marginal terms are computed

correctly, the filtering introduces errors in the covariate terms

between the components.Nonetheless, we conclude that the

proposed probabilistic pose estimators can be used with great

efficacy for a typical pose estimation problem.

VI. CONCLUSION

We presented how to incorporate knowledge of measure-

ment uncertainties into a parameter estimation pipeline to yield

a distribution instead of a point estimate, and applied this to

aircraft pose estimation using image features corresponding to

known runway features, although other geometric properties

such as sideline angles can be incorporated just the same. To

this end, we have presented three estimators with trade-offs in

computational speed, mathematical assumptions, and ease of

implementation.

We have also highlighted that evaluating and comparing

probabilistic estimators is no simple task and requires analyz-

ing calibration and sharpness properties, which are not obvious

for multivariate predictions. To this end, we have put forth

a new definition of calibration and sharpness specifically for

multivariate normal distributions.

We have used this new definition to compare the three

estimators given different noise models and have found that

the Linear Approximation Estimator performs on par with the

other two estimators when the noise is Gaussian with known

covariance. However, for non-Gaussian noise, the Linear Ap-

proximation Estimator performs poorly and is outperformed in

particular by the MCMC-based approach, which still manages

to produce well-calibrated and sharp results. The MCMC-

based approach is faster than the LSQ-based approach while

also being easy to implement.

Finally, we have shown that the estimator outputs can be

used as inputs to a Kalman filter using a case study with

real measurements, improving sharpness by about 2× while

maintaining approximate marginal calibration for all three

position variables. Somewhat surprisingly, filtering seems to

introduce errors in the covariate terms of the predictions,

which leads to poor calibration of the joint distributions.

This work aims to aid adoption of machine learning-based

sensors into safety-critical applications by enabling rigorous

integration and careful evaluation of uncertainty estimates

coming from the sensor. Further, we hope to give guid-

ance to practitioners trying to choose a suitable estimator

for probabilistic parameter estimation and provide reference

implementations in the Julia language.
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APPENDIX

A. Experimental Setup: Runway and Aircraft

We consider a runway with 3500m length and 60m width.

For each prediction, we sample a random camera position from

a cone approaching the runway, with

βalongtrack ∼ U [−6000m,−4000m]

βcrosstrack ∼ U [− tan(20◦), tan(20◦)] ·
∣∣βalongtrack

∣∣
βaltitude ∼ U [tan(1◦), tan(2◦)] ·

∣∣βalongtrack
∣∣

βroll, βpitch, βyaw ∼ U [−10◦, 10◦]
(41)

where U [a, b] denotes a uniform distribution over the interval

[a, b]. After sampling a true pose β
∗, we construct a prior

distribution

pβ̄ = N(β∗,Σβ) (42)

Σβ = diag
(
(1000m)2, (200m)2, (200m)2

)
(43)

which is used as the prior for the MCMC Estimator and from

which the initial guesses are sampled for the LSQ and Linear

Approximation Estimators.

B. Solver Details: LSQ Estimator and Linear Approximation

Estimator

We solve the nonlinear least squares problem Eq. (8)

using the trust region implementation provided by

NonlinearSolve.jl framework [29] with default

parameters. The derivatives, both for the solver and for

computing the Jacobian in Eq. (17), are computed using the

ForwardDiff.jl framework [30]. For the each experiment

for the LSQ Estimator, we compute 400 samples of β̄ before

fitting the normal distribution. For both estimators, we sample

an initial guess for β
(k=1) from the prior distribution pβ̄

given in Eq. (43). For the LSQ Estimator, starting from

k = 2, we use the solution of the previous sample as the

initial guess.

C. Solver Details: MCMC Estimator

We implement the probabilistic program given in Eq. (22)

using the Turing.jl framework [31]. We use the No-

U-Turn-Sampler algorithm [32] with acceptance rate 0.65
but have also found good results with other Hamiltonian

Monte Carlo algorithms, but not with simpler algorithms like

Metropolis-Hastings. We use forward-mode automatic differ-

entiation through the ForwardDiff.jl framework [30] to

compute the required gradients.

For the prior pβ̄, we use Eq. (43). We find that for

poor priors (too narrow or at a bad location) the sharpness

deteriorates, although the predictions stay well calibrated.

When sampling, we find that we need at least 250 steps of

“burn in” samples which are discarded. Similar to the LSQ

Estimator, we generate 400 samples to fit the multivariate

normal distribution, thereby generating 650 samples in total.
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