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Table 5. Rank-1 recognition rates (%) at 15° pitch angle. Table 6. Rank-1 recognition rates (%) at 30°
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a) The diagram of camera positions.
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Figure 1. An example of the yaw and pltch varlatlons In our MZFPA database

b) OverV|eW of the acqwsmon system

Figure 2. Data acquisition.

c) The diagram of illumination positions.
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Table 4. Rank-1 recognition rates (%) under Setting?2.
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Figure 5. Comparisons with different methods.
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Table 7. Rank-1 recognition rates (%) on M2FPA.

Figure 8. Model comparisons on M2FPA.




