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Abstract—Point cloud maps with accurate color are crucial
in robotics and mapping applications. Existing approaches for
producing RGB-colorized maps are primarily based on real-
time localization using filter-based estimation or sliding window
optimization, which may lack accuracy and global consistency.
In this work, we introduce a novel global LiDAR-Visual bundle
adjustment (BA) named LVBA to improve the quality of RGB
point cloud mapping beyond existing baselines. LVBA first
optimizes LiDAR poses via a global LiDAR BA, followed by
a photometric visual BA incorporating planar features from the
LiDAR point cloud for camera pose optimization. Additionally,
to address the challenge of map point occlusions in constructing
optimization problems, we implement a novel LiDAR-assisted
global visibility algorithm in LVBA. To evaluate the effectiveness
of LVBA, we conducted extensive experiments by comparing its
mapping quality against existing state-of-the-art baselines (i.e.,
R3LIVE and FAST-LIVO). Our results prove that LVBA can
proficiently reconstruct high-fidelity, accurate RGB point cloud
maps, outperforming its counterparts.

Index Terms—Mapping, Bundle Adjustment, Sensor Fusion

I. INTRODUCTION AND RELATED WORKS

H IGH-fidelity colorized 3D maps are vital in diverse fields
including robotics [1], environmental science [2], and

civil engineering [3]. They serve various purposes, which
can provide essential data for robot navigation, offer accurate
models for environmental monitoring, and form the basis of
digital twin simulations.

Based on the used sensors, existing colorized 3D map
reconstruction methods can be primarily categorized into three
classes: 1) Visual camera-based [4], [5]; 2) RGB-D sensor-
based [6], [7]; 3) LiDAR-camera fusion based [1], [8]. For
visual camera-based methods [4], [5], without direct depth
measurements, they triangulate the depth from multi-view
geometry. This process usually involves feature tracking algo-
rithms, which can introduce systematic errors and increase the
risk of incorrect 3D geometry estimation [9]. Methods using
RGB-D sensors can utilize direct dense depth measurements
through structure light. However, most of them are range-
limited due to the intensity constraints of the detection light.
In contrast, 3D points measured from LiDAR sensors are
accurate, offering a long detection range and errors within
centimeters. Hence, reconstructing colorized 3D maps from
LiDAR-camera fusion based methods are drawing increasing
attention in the literature. In this work, we aim to develop
a LiDAR-visual bundle adjustment method to improve the
mapping quality of LiDAR-camera fusion-based methods.
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Fig. 1. An RGB point cloud map optimized using our method. The depicted
data was captured at the Chong Yuet Ming Physics Building at The University
of Hong Kong. Our method effectively optimizes both LiDAR and camera
poses, achieving high levels of accuracy and consistency in the mapping
process.

Although significant progress has been made in many re-
cent approaches (e.g., [6], [10]–[12]), the fusion of LiDAR
and camera measurements, as well as the reconstruction of
the high-fidelity colorized map, remain challenging. Previous
works (e.g., [1], [8]) for the LiDAR-visual platform have
primarily focused on improving localization accuracy or en-
hancing the system robustness against sensor degeneration.
However, most of these works rely on filter or sliding window
methods, which cannot avoid accumulation errors and are
susceptible to inaccurate extrinsic parameters. These issues
directly affect the observation consistency of camera images,
resulting in blurred colorized point clouds.

In fact, these problems can be solved by employing a global
optimization method (i.e., bundle adjustment). By directly
optimizing the camera’s observation consistency using existing
geometry information from LiDAR point clouds, globally
consistent high-fidelity point clouds can be constructed even
without accurate extrinsic parameters.

To our knowledge, the only global optimization method
for LiDAR-visual sensor fusion is Colmap-PCD [13], which
is only a recent proposal. Based on the Colmap [14], [15]
framework, Colmap-PCD registers camera frames to a given
LiDAR point cloud using a geometric visual bundle adjustment
algorithm. Compared to Colmap-PCD, a key difference in our
method is the use of photometric visual bundle adjustment,
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which bypasses the need for feature extraction and matching
algorithms and shows better robustness under low-texture
environments. Moreover, by effectively utilizing LiDAR scan
information, we address the occlusion check without ray-
tracing and effectively build up the global constraint. This
approach enhances the optimization’s efficiency, as the ray-
tracing process is typically time-consuming. Another advan-
tage of photometric visual bundle adjustment is its ability
to estimate camera exposure parameters (e.g., exposure time,
gain, etc.) [16], which could directly affect the image bright-
ness and is always crucial. The existing works often directly
estimate a scale factor called ”exposure time” [16], [17]
without considering the noise model and covariance, which
can lead to brightness drift during global bundle adjustment. In
this paper, we derive a relative exposure time with covariance
consideration, allowing us to estimate exposure time globally.

In summary, we propose a LiDAR-visual bundle adjustment
(LVBA) to optimize camera and LiDAR poses. LVBA works in
two stages: first, it optimizes LiDAR poses through a LiDAR
BA [18]; then, it optimizes camera poses using a photometric
BA method, leveraging the geometric prior provided by the
LiDAR point cloud. Our main contributions are:

• We proposed a photometric bundle adjustment to estimate
camera states using the prior LiDAR point cloud map,
which improves the colorization quality of the point cloud
even without accurate time alignment or finely calibrated
extrinsic parameters.

• We proposed a LiDAR-assisted scene point generation
and visibility determination algorithm, which contains
global co-visibility of camera frames that facilitates us to
construct the global photometric visual bundle adjustment
problem.

• We implemented a toolchain to evaluate the accu-
racy and consistency of the colorized maps. Using
this toolchain, we conducted an extensive evaluation
of our proposed LVBA against state-of-the-art LiDAR-
Visual-Inertial mapping approaches. Our evaluation re-
sults demonstrate that LVBA outperforms other state-of-
the-art works in accurately and consistently reconstruct-
ing colorized point cloud maps (refer to Fig. 1).

II. METHODOLOGY

A. System Overview

The overview of our proposed LiDAR-visual bundle ad-
justment (LVBA) is shown in Fig. 2. LVBA takes LiDAR
scans, camera images, and their rough poses within the same
world reference frame as input, typically from a front-end
method such as [1], [8]. The system includes two components,
namely the LiDAR BA part and the visual BA part. Firstly,
the LiDAR states undergo optimization using a LiDAR BA
method [18], producing an optimal LiDAR pose estimation
and planar features. Subsequently, the camera poses are opti-
mized through an iterative coarse-to-fine photometric bundle
adjustment, which utilizes LiDAR scans and extracted planar
feature points as prior.
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Fig. 2. The overview of our system. Our system consists of a LiDAR BA
and a visual BA.

B. LiDAR Bundle Adjustment

In LVBA, we utilize a LiDAR BA method called BALM
[18], [19] (version 2) to optimize the LiDAR poses. This
method formulates the LiDAR BA problem by leveraging the
edge and plane features extracted from LiDAR point clouds.
The optimization process seeks to minimize the Euclidean
distance between each point in a scan and its neighboring
edge or plane. We use BALM to optimize the 6 DoF pose of
each LiDAR scan and to build a voxel map that contains plane
features extracted from the LiDAR points, which is then used
in our later process of visual BA. Denote T̂L the LiDAR pose
after BALM optimization.

To ensure alignment between the camera trajectory and
optimized LiDAR poses, we also need to update the camera
poses after BALM optimizes the LiDAR pose. To do so, for
each camera frame TC ∈ SE(3) before BALM optimization,
the closest LiDAR frame TL ∈ SE(3) before BALM opti-
mization is found. Note that TC and TL are respectively the
camera and LiDAR poses in the same world reference frame.
Then the camera pose TC should be updated as:

T̂C = T̂LT
−1
L TC (1)

C. Visual Bundle Adjustment with LiDAR Prior

The visual BA in LVBA first generates visual feature points
named “scene points” and then formulates the cost function
by projecting scene points onto different image frames and
minimizing the photometric discrepancy between them. Two
types of scene points are used, local scene points and global
scene points. Sec. II-C1 and II-C2 present local scene points
selection and visibility determination. Sec. II-C3 presents
global scene point selection and visibility determination. Fi-
nally, Sec. II-C4 and II-C5 describe the process of constructing
our photometric cost and its optimization.

1) Local Scene Point Generation: Our visual BA begins
by generating local scene points for each image frame. When
selecting local scene points, we prefer points surrounded by
complex textures as they provide richer photometric details
and effective constraints when projected onto an image frame.
Specifically, for each camera frame, its image is divided into
grid cells. The LiDAR planar feature points captured when
the position of LiDAR is close to this camera frame are then
projected onto these grid cells. To ensure the view quality
of the scene point, only those LiDAR feature points whose
surface normal is alongside the view direction from the camera



frame are taken into consideration. Specifically, the projected
LiDAR feature points should fulfill the following condition:

∣∣∣∣∣n
T
f

(pf − tC)

∥pf − tC∥2

∣∣∣∣∣ > α0 (2)

where pf and nf are the position and normal vector of
the LiDAR planner feature point, respectively. tC is the
position of the camera frame, and α0 is a threshold. After
each LiDAR feature point is projected, a score reflecting
the intensity gradients around the candidate scene point is
subsequently computed for every projected point by employing
the Difference of Gaussian (DoG) method [20]. Within each
grid cell, the point with the highest score is then selected as a
local scene point. These selected local scene points are denoted
as π = (p,n) ∈ R3 × S2, where p represents the position of
the point and n represents the normal vector estimated by our
LiDAR BA. For each selected local scene point, we denote the
corresponding camera frame as the “reference frame” of this
local scene point. In scenarios where a grid cell only contains
points with low scores (indicating a lack of useful photometric
information, such as in a textureless surface), no points are
selected from that grid cell.

2) Local Visibility Determination: After generating local
scene points for each frame, our next step is to identify the
other frames that can observe these points. These identified
frames are then denoted as the “target frame” of each scene
point and will be then used to construct the corresponding cost
item in (8). To facilitate this, a local visibility determination
process is implemented. In the process, only frames within
a sliding window relative to the reference frame of a local
scene point are considered. Since these frames are close
to the position of the reference frame, hence the parallax
is insignificant and a local scene point is usually directly
visible by these frames without further occlusion check. As
a consequence, we only have to examine if the view direction
between the local scene point π = (p,n) and the candidate
target frame at Tt = (Rt, tt) is within the frame’s FoV.
The FoV check is much more efficient than the occlusion
check based on ray-casting but may give false visibility results
for scene points on the edge of foreground and background
objects. To fix this issue, we project, using the initial sensor
pose, the local scene point onto the reference frame, and the
candidate target frame to evaluate the photometric discrepancy
between them. If a scene point is truly visible in the target
frame, the initial photometric discrepancies are often small.
Finally, to ensure the view quality of the scene point, we
choose target frames that are viewing the scene point along a
direction close to the point surface normal. Consequently, the
local visibility determination checks are:

|dT zC | > α1, |dTn| > α2, NCC(Ir, It) > α3 (3)

where d = p−tt
∥p−tt∥2

denotes the view direction from the
candidate target frame to the local scene point, zC express
the z-axis of the camera frame (vertical to the camera image
plane), Ir and It are the RGB values of patches generated
on the reference frame and the candidate target frame, re-
spectively, and NCC(·, ·) is the Normalized Cross-Correlation
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Fig. 3. LiDAR-assisted Global Visibility Map. A voxel map that stores the
viability information of each voxel is constructed with LiDAR scans (II-C3a).
After that, a global scene point is selected from all scene points in each voxel
(Sec. II-C3b). The visibility voxel map, together with the selected global scene
point is then used in the global visibility determination process (Sec. II-C3c)

(NCC) [21] between the two patches. The details for patch
generation are illustrated in Sec. II-C4. α1, α2, and α3 are
three thresholds. If a local scene point is deemed visible by
this frame (i.e., satisfying (3)), it will be selected as a target
frame and contribute to the final optimization cost in (8).

3) Global Scene Point Selection and Visibility Generation:
Local scene points provide effective local constraints for
camera pose optimization. However, they fail to provide more
global constraints for camera poses far apart observing the
same area. Therefore, we introduce global scene points and
global visibility that provide more comprehensive, global
constraints. When generating global scene points and deter-
mining global visibility, the distance between the reference and
target frames increases, making the occlusion check necessary.
Typically, a ray-casting algorithm (e.g., in [22]) is employed
to address the occlusion check, but this approach not only
increases the computation costs but also risks inaccuracies in
sparser point cloud scenarios. To overcome these challenges,
we implement a LiDAR-assisted method based on a global
visibility voxel map, addressing the occlusion check with more
reliable results and reduced computational load, as illustrated
in Fig. 3.

a) Global Visibility Voxel Map: Our method for global
scene point selection and visibility determination relies on a
global visibility voxel map created using LiDAR scan data.
This map records the visibility information for each voxel and
is constructed after the optimization of LiDAR poses using
BALM. During construction, for each point in a LiDAR scan,
the voxel it belongs to is appended with the pose of the LiDAR
scan, indicating that the voxel is visible from the position of
this LiDAR scan. Subsequently, camera frames proximate to
these visible positions are identified and stored. Consequently,
each voxel in the map retains a set of indices of camera frames
from which it is visible.

b) Global Scene Point Selection: To limit the compu-
tation cost, only a subset of all local scene points, namely
global scene points, is used to construct global constraints.
To select these global scene points, we distribute all local
scene points into the visibility voxel map. For each voxel,
the local scene point that exhibits the best observation quality
from their respective reference frames is selected. To model
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Fig. 4. Photometric Error Formulation: A scene point π = (p,n) is first
projected to the reference image frame at Tr , and a reference patch {u(i)

r } is
generated. Then, the reference patch is projected and wrapped onto the target
image frame at Tt by a homography transformation H to generate a target
patch {u(i)

t }. Finally, a photometric error is constructed with the L2-norm
of the radiance error between two patches.

the observation quality, we define a score s, which describes
the projection area on the reference image of a small surface
element at the scene point. A larger projection area indicates
better observation quality. More specifically, for each candi-
date scene point π = (p,n) the score s is calculated by:

s =
nT (p− tr)

∥p− tr∥22
(4)

where tr is the position of the corresponding reference frame.
The local scene point within each voxel that achieves the
highest score is then selected as a global scene point.

c) Global Visibility Determination: Once the global
scene points have been selected, the next step is ascertaining
their visibility across all camera frames. This process com-
prises two main steps: First, we identify, utilizing the global
visibility map, the camera frames stored in the voxel where
the global scene point belongs as the candidate target frames.
This is because these camera frames are most likely to observe
this voxel, and hence the global scene point in it. Second, we
identify those candidate target frames satisfying (3) as the true
target frames, following the same reason as in local visibility
determination.

4) Photometric Error Formulation: The visual BA in
LVBA optimizes the photometric discrepancy of a scene point
π = (p,n) ∈ R3 × S2 (either local or global scene points)
between the reference frame and target frame, whose poses
are denoted as Tr = (Rr, tr) ∈ SE(3) and Tt = (Rt, tt) ∈
SE(3), respectively. As shown in Fig. 4, a cost item is
constructed below:

Firstly, the scene point π is projected to the reference image
plane via the pin-hole camera projection model:

ûr = KRT
r (p− tr) (5)

where K is the camera intrinsic matrix, ûr ∈ R3 is the
homogeneous format of ur ∈ R2 in the reference image plane
coordinate (without further notice, we use (̂·) to denote the
homogeneous format of a vector). Then, a reference patch
{u(i)

r } is generated around the projected point. Utilizing the
plane normal of the scene point and the camera projection
model, the reference patch can be projected to the target frame
via a homography transformation [23]:

û
(i)
t = H(Tr,Tt,π)û

(i)
r (6)

where the homography matrix H can be expressed as

H = KR−1
t

[
nT (p− tr)E+ (tr − tt)n

T
]
RrK

−1 (7)

and E is 3 × 3 identity matrix. Finally, the photometric cost
is constructed as:

Lphoto(T r,T t;π) =

N2∑

i=0

∥ϵ−1
t It(u

(i)
t )− ϵ−1

r Ir(u
(i)
r )∥2Σ

Σ =

(
1

ϵ2r + ϵ2t

)
E (8)

where Ir(·) and It(·) calculate RGB color vector by bi-
linear interpolation on the reference image and target image,
respectively, T r = (Tr, ϵr) and T t = (Tt, ϵt) represent
the camera states of reference and target frames, ϵr and ϵt
represent the relative exposure time of them and Σ is the
covariance matrix of the cost function. The relative exposure
time ϵ and covariance matrix Σ are defined using a simplified
camera measurement model. Further details can be referred to
the APPENDIX A1.

5) Levenberg-Marquardt Optimization: With our con-
structed photometric cost item, the optimal estimation of
camera states T ∗ is given by:

T ∗ = argmin
T

Ms∑

i=1

∑

j∈Vi

Lphoto(T r(i),T j ;πi) (9)

where T = {T 1,T 2, · · · ,T Mp
} is the camera state set,

Π = {π1,π2, · · · ,πMs} is the scene point set (both local
and global), Mp and Ms represents the total number of
camera poses and scene points, respectively, r(i) represents
the reference frame index of the i-th scene point, Vi is
the target frame set (both local and global), and Lphoto is
the photometric cost item, as defined in (8). In LVBA, we
employed a Levenberg-Marquardt optimizer to minimize the
cost function in (9).

To enhance the robustness of the cost function against
initial estimation, our visual BA employs an iterative coarse-
to-fine strategy. This strategy involves the process of down-
sampling the image and sequentially optimizing the camera
states from the top layer of the pyramid to the original
resolution. Within each iteration, we utilize the optimized
states obtained from the previous higher layer to generate
scene points and determine visibility.

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experiment Setup

During the experiment, we compared our LVBA with other
state-of-the-art LiDAR-visual(-inertial) sensor fusion methods,
including R3LIVE [1], FAST-LIVO [8], and Colmap-PCD
[13]. We perform evaluations on three datasets, the R3LIVE
dataset [1], the FAST-LIVO dataset [8], and MaRS-LVIG
[24]. We conducted mapping accuracy evaluation on all three
datasets, and the trajectory accuracy evaluation on MARS-
LVIG, which provided ground truth trajectory.

1https://github.com/hku-mars/mapping eval

https://github.com/hku-mars/mapping_eval


(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 5. A sample output from our mapping evaluation algorithm. (a) displays
the original image captured by the camera. (b) shows the image as rendered
by our algorithm, and (c) presents the depth map, derived from the point
cloud, which was used in the rendering of image (b). The rendered image
(b) is then compared to the original (a) for evaluation using metrics such as
Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Similarity Index Measure
(SSIM).

For both the Colmap-PCD and LVBA, we utilize R3LIVE to
provide the initial estimation when evaluating on the R3LIVE
dataset and MaRS-LVIG dataset, while employing FAST-
LIVO to provide the initial estimation when evaluating on
the FAST-LIVO dataset. Since these data are collected at a
high rate, typically, 10 Hz, optimizing all frame poses on
the raw data is computationally demanding for LVBA and
Colmap-PCD, which are two global optimization approaches.
To constrain the computation load, we extracted keyframes
for camera frames. Furthermore, since some of the sequences
are extensively long for Colmap-PCD and LVBA, leading to
excessive time and memory costs, we separated them into sub-
sequences, and the average value of the evaluation result for
each sequence is then taken as the final result.

B. Mapping Evaluation

1) Evaluation Method: To evaluate the mapping accuracy
and consistency with our optimization results, we use a
colorizing-and-rendering algorithm. Initially, an RGB-radiance
point cloud is created using LiDAR scans and camera images.
For each LiDAR point pL in the LiDAR frame TL =
(RL, tL), the nearest camera frame at TC = (RC , tC) is
identified. The radiance value of this point is calculated as:

r = ϵ−1I
(
Π
(
RT

C(RLp
L + tL − tC

))
(10)

where ϵ is the estimated relative exposure time of the camera
frame, for benchmark methods that didn’t estimate the relative
exposure time, ϵ is set to 1, Π(·) denotes the projection
process to the camera’s image plane, and I(·) yields the RGB
value. After constructing the radiance map, we render raw
images from the radiance map. For each image with optimized
camera frame pose and relative exposure time ϵ, we project
the colorized radiance map onto its image plane to create a
rendered image, the RGB color of the image is determined
by I = ϵr. An example of our rendering result is shown in
Fig. 5. Finally, the discrepancy between these rendered images
and the original raw images is evaluated using Peak Signal-to-
Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Similarity Index Measure
(SSIM) metrics. The source code of our evaluation toolchain
is available on GitHub2.

2) Evaluation Setup: In this section, we performed a map-
ping accuracy evaluation among all three datasets. Due to the
strict time synchronization requirement of FAST-LIVO, which
is not satisfied in the R3LIVE dataset, we didn’t evaluate

2https://github.com/hku-mars/mapping eval
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Fig. 6. The result of our benchmark experiment. Displayed from left to right:
(a) depicts the original image captured by the camera. (b) shows the image
generated using our proposed method. (c) shows the image generated using
Colmap-PCD [13]. (d) and (e) illustrate the rendered result utilizing state
estimations from FAST-LIVO [8] and R3LIVE [1], respectively.

FAST-LIVO with the R3LIVE dataset. Further, as LVBA and
Colmap-PCD only estimate the poses of the keyframes, we
assessed R3LIVE and FAST-LIVO only at those keyframes,
although their results are obtained by running on all frames at
10Hz.

To assess the effectiveness of our proposed global scene
point selection and their visibility determination, we ran our
algorithm without utilizing any global scene point constraints
(termed “w/o GSP”). Furthermore, to evaluate the effective-
ness of our proposed relative exposure time estimation, we
ran the algorithm by assuming all relative exposure time to be
one (termed “w/o RET”). Both experiments were conducted
under the same settings of our full method as illustrated above.

3) Comparison Results: The evaluation results are com-
puted and reported in TABLE I. Compared with two LiDAR-
visual-inertial odometry (i.e. R3LIVE and FAST-LIVO), our
LVBA (Full) demonstrates significant improvements in map-
ping accuracy across all tested sequences. Both R3LIVE and
FAST-LIVO are based on the ESIKF framework and lack the
ability to effectively correct historical errors. When colorizing
the point cloud with all images, those image frames with
substantial state errors are revealed by the color blur of point
clouds, especially when the sequences get longer. In contrast,
our proposed global LiDAR-visual BA could optimize the state
estimation of all image frames, leading to a global consistency
and low color blur, as illustrated in Fig. 6. Compared with
Colmap-PCD, our LVBA (Full) achieved better performance
on most of the sequences, except the SSIM on hku2 in the
FAST-LIVO dataset. Since the sequence hku2 is captured in
a night scenario, the image is taken with a high camera
gain, resulting in increased measurement noise. This noise
can potentially impact our optimization process. In all the
rest sequences, Colmap-PCD is affected by varying degrees of
errors introduced by feature extraction, matching, and point-
to-plane association, resulting in lower performance. Addi-
tionally, for those sequences with significant exposure time
variance, Colmap-PCD may yield inferior results compared to

https://github.com/hku-mars/mapping_eval


TABLE I
RESULT OF MAPPING EVALUATION

Datasets Sequences R3LIVE [1] FAST-LIVO [8] Colmap-PCD [13] Ours (w/o GSP1) Ours (w/o RET2) Ours (Full)
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑

R3LIVE
[1]

hku campus seq 00 18.13 0.1741 – – 21.36 0.3629 20.56 0.3328 21.06 0.3177 21.64 0.3852
hku campus seq 01 17.82 0.1995 – – – – 19.72 0.3478 19.21 0.2905 20.14 0.3750
hku campus seq 02 16.97 0.1520 – – – – 18.91 0.2965 18.31 0.2042 19.34 0.3193
hku campus seq 03 17.55 0.1827 – – 17.45 0.2267 19.16 0.3262 18.59 0.2326 19.56 0.3544

hkust campus 00 18.03 0.1559 – – – – 20.14 0.2791 19.71 0.2361 20.52 0.2934
hkust campus 01 17.91 0.1783 – – – – 20.13 0.3006 19.64 0.2675 20.38 0.3159
hkust campus 02 16.47 0.1628 – – – – 18.23 0.2631 18.29 0.2520 18.90 0.3263
hkust campus 03 17.54 0.1849 – – – – 19.44 0.3014 19.27 0.2548 19.79 0.3285

FAST-
LIVO
[8]

hku1 19.02 0.1278 21.32 0.2052 22.45 0.3047 21.89 0.2773 22.23 0.2810 22.46 0.3364
hku2 23.69 0.2813 25.85 0.3639 26.71 0.4377 25.54 0.3483 26.84 0.4212 26.86 0.4223

visual challenge 19.71 0.1027 21.84 0.1378 22.83 0.1976 21.23 0.1483 22.53 0.1786 24.11 0.3377

MaRS-
LVIG
[24]

HKisland 01 15.07 0.1061 14.50 0.0855 15.68 0.1656 17.95 0.3466 19.34 0.4872 19.71 0.5204
AMvalley 01 22.69 0.1716 21.16 0.1198 22.23 0.2171 26.08 0.4386 26.44 0.4852 27.21 0.5190
AMtown 01 19.90 0.1237 19.42 0.0854 19.17 0.1654 21.94 0.2274 22.40 0.2631 22.54 0.2679

HKairport GNSS 01 16.77 0.0832 16.30 0.0708 18.89 0.1799 18.10 0.1564 19.24 0.2228 19.54 0.2652
1GSP: Global scene point. 2 RET: Relative exposure time. 3 – : System failed.

(a)

(a2)

(a3) (a4)

(b)

(b2)

(b3) (b4)

(a1)

(b1)

Fig. 7. A visualization of our ablation study. (a) and (b) show the original
image captured by the camera. (a1) and (b1) show the details of the original
image. (a2) and (b2) display the result produced by our full algorithm. (a3)
and (b3) depict the outcome when global scene points are removed. (a4)
and (b4) represent the result of our method when the estimation of relative
exposure times is removed. This sequence effectively demonstrates the impact
and contribution of each component in our method to the overall result.

our method due to the lack of exposure time estimation (e.g.
sequence visual challenge), or even complete failure due to
the difficulty in identifying the proper feature matching (e.g.
sequence hku campus seq 01). Furthermore, when evaluat-
ing on the R3LIVE dataset, we observed that Colmap-PCD
encountered challenges with system initialization, leading to
system failures or inaccurate pose estimations. Some qualita-
tive mapping results are illustrated in Fig. 6, demonstrating the
better resolution and consistency of our method in constructing
high-fidelity colorized 3D maps. More visualization results can
be found in our video at https://youtu.be/jtIUBI0U76c.

Compared with the LVBA without global scene point
constraints (“w/o GSP”) or relative exposure time estima-
tion (“w/o RET”), our full algorithm, incorporating global
constraints, significantly improves mapping quality. Fig. 7
illustrates that a lack of global constraints provided by our
global scene points results in color blurring and separation

Fig. 8. The comparison between our estimated relative exposure time and
the ground truth.

in the colorized point cloud map, and failing to estimate
relative exposure times leads to noticeable brightness and color
discrepancies between the original image and our rendered
result. The sequences hku campus seq 02/03, which provide
the ground truth for camera exposure time, were used to
compare our estimated relative exposure times against the
actual values. As depicted in Fig. 8, while our estimates do
not provide the absolute values due to the simplified model,
they still successfully capture the general trend of the ground
truth exposure times.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a LiDAR-Visual bundle adjust-
ment framework, aimed at enhancing pose estimation accuracy
and ensuring global RGB mapping consistency for LiDAR-
camera platforms. By integrating photometric BA for the
camera with geometric priors, we achieved high-precision
alignment of camera poses with the LiDAR point cloud. Our
LiDAR-assisted visibility determination algorithm allowed for
the effective global application of this BA method. Through
rigorous evaluations, we have demonstrated that our approach
surpasses other state-of-the-art methods in both pose esti-
mation accuracy and mapping consistency across multiple
datasets. Looking ahead, we aim to incorporate IMU pre-
integration and more advanced optimization techniques to
further elevate the performance of our system.

https://youtu.be/jtIUBI0U76c
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LVBA: LiDAR-Visual Bundle Adjustment for RGB
Point Cloud Mapping (Supplementary)

Please note that equation numbers and section numbers from
the main manuscript are labeled in this letter in red.

APPENDIX A
COVARIANCE OF SIMPLIFIED PHOTOMETRIC CAMERA

MODEL

Our method follows [1] and makes some simplification with
it. When a ray is projected to a pixel on the camera, the
photometric camera model can be represented as

I(ρ) = f(τV (ρ)γ) (1)

where ρ is the pixel position, γ is the radiance of the ray,
τ is the camera exposure time, f(·) is the camera response
function (CRF), and V (·) is the vignetting factor accounting
for the lens vignetting effect. Since the CRF and vignetting
factor of the camera are small but hard to obtain after the
sequence is collected, we simply ignore them by setting them
to one, leading to a camera photometric model as below

I = f(τV (ρ)γ)
V (·)=1≈ f(τγ)

f(x)=x
= τγ (2)

Further, we model all sources of measurement noise (e.g. noise
from AD transition on camera CMOS) as a Gaussian random
noise δc ∼ N (0,Σc), which will lead to our simplified
measurement model:

I = γτ + δc; δc ∼ N (0,Σc);Σc =



σ2
c 0 0
0 σ2

c 0
0 0 σ2

c


 (3)

where I is the pixel color we actually measured. σc is the
covariance of measurement noise for each channel.

In LVBA, we assume that all scene points lie on Lambertian
surfaces, hence their radiance γ is the same in all directions.
For two camera frames (i.e. the reference frame and target
frames), when their poses are the ground truth and observing
the same scene point, the observation radiance should be the
same, which indicates:

0 = γr − γt = τ−1
r Ir − τ−1

t It + (τ−1
t δct − τ−1

r δcr) (4)

where γr and γt are the rays projected to the reference and
target frames, respectively. τr and τt are the exposure times of
the reference and target frames. Ir and It are the corresponding
pixel colors when the rays are captured by the camera. δcr and
δct are the respective measurement noise. Thus we define the
error function e as:

e := τ−1
r Ir − τ−1

t It ∼ N
(
0,
( 1

τ2t
+

1

τ2r

)
Σc

)
(5)

The cost item L can be expressed as:

L = ∥e∥2
(τ−2

t +τ−2
r )Σc

(6)

The cost function will be the summation of all generated cost
items. It should be noted that if we use (6) to construct the
cost function and optimize it, the degrees of freedom for
the exposure time is not sufficiently constrained. Within a
sequence, there is always a general solution: when all exposure
time approaches infinity, all the cost items L will tend to zero.
To address this problem, we define a “Relative Exposure Time
(RET)” and optimize it instead of the exposure time. For the i-
th camera frame with the exposure time τi, its relative exposure
time is defined as:

ϵi =
τi
τ1

(
i = r, t

)
(7)

where τ1 is the exposure time of the first camera frame, and
there is always ϵ1 = 1. Then, the error e could be written as

e = τ−1
r Ir − τ−1

t It = τ−1
1

(
ϵ−1
r Ir − ϵ−1

t It

)
(8)

Since the constant scale factor τ−1
1 only scaled the whole cost

function and does not affect the optimal camera state during
optimization. We simply ignore it, leading to the error eϵ:

eϵ := τ1e = ϵ−1
r Ir − ϵ−1

t It

∼ N
(
0, τ21

( 1

ϵ2t
+

1

ϵ2r

)
Σc

)
(9)

Also, since the value of τ1 and σc in our covariance only scaled
the whole cost function, which does not affect the optimal
camera states during optimization, we simply set σcτ1 = 1.
And the final covariance matrix Σ will be

Σ =
( 1

ϵ2t
+

1

ϵ2r

)
E (10)

where E is the 3×3 identity matrix. Combining (9) and (10),
the final cost item is ∥eϵ∥2Σ as illustrated in (8).

It is worthy mention that implementing the covariance (9) in
the cost function ∥ϵ−1

t It−ϵ−1
r Ir∥2 is necessary. Otherwise, an

apparently wrong optimal solution to the cost function would
exist, which is ϵi = ∞,∀i. Incorporating the covariance in the
cost function would rectify this issue by excluding the wrong
optimum.
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