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LiteVLoc: Map-Lite Visual Localization for Image Goal Navigation
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Abstract— This paper presents LiteVLoc, a hierarchical vi-
sual localization framework that uses a lightweight topo-metric
map to represent the environment. The method consists of three
sequential modules that estimate camera poses in a coarse-
to-fine manner. Unlike mainstream approaches relying on
detailed 3D representations, LiteVLoc reduces storage overhead
by leveraging learning-based feature matching and geometric
solvers for metric pose estimation. A novel dataset for the map-
free relocalization task is also introduced. Extensive experi-
ments including localization and navigation in both simulated
and real-world scenarios have validate the system’s perfor-
mance and demonstrated its precision and efficiency for large-
scale deployment. Code and data will be made publicly available
at https://rpl-cs—-ucl.github.io/LiteVLoc.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Motivation

Imagine that you start the daily route to campus from the
nearest subway station. Before setting out, it is essential
to determine your relative position and orientation to the
destination. As you commence, by iteratively repeating this
process, you should refine and update your location as well
as adjust the planned route. This strategy will ensure the
efficient and reliable navigation to the destination.

The above process of determining the position and orien-
tation of a body relative to a reference frame using images
is known as visual localization (VLoc). Most of VLoc
methods [1]-[5] follow a standard procedure that initially
constructs a metric map of the environment and then predict
the camera’s poses within this map. To create a metrically
precise map, VLoc methods typically employ off-the-shelf
Structure-from-Motion (SfM) software [6], which ensures
accurate mapping. Alternatively, less refined maps can be
constructed in real time using SLAM, though this approach
often comes at the cost of reduced accuracy. In either case,
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the resulting maps consume vast amounts of storage [7] (e.g.,
2GB for an indoor scene of hLoc [5]), and present challenges
for maintenance, particularly in the context of long-term
navigation. As Heraclitus famously stated, ‘You cannot step
into the same river twice’; the concept is further underscored
in a recent survey [8], highlighting that environments are
subject to continual change in reality. This introduces a
paradox: the more detailed and precise the description of
an environment, the less adaptable it becomes when the
environment inevitably shifts.

The aim of this paper is to develop a VLoc method that
delivers camera poses at a metric level using a lightweight
and sparse map. Previous research has demonstrated that
the topo-metric map is a favorable representation due to
its simplicity, flexibility, and scalability [9]-[14]. This map
formulates the environment as a graph with nodes that
contain images or visual features and spatial coordinates,
and edges that represent node relationships. Despite these
benefits, the adoption of topo-metric maps in real-world
robotic systems remains limited, likely due to their sparse
nature, which poses challenges for VLoc.

B. Contributions

In this paper, we propose LiteVLoc, a hierarchical and
map-lite VLoc method for robot navigation by exploiting
the topo-metric map. LiteVLoc, which is inspired from the
hierarchical framework of VLoc [5], estimates the camera’s
poses in a coarse-to-fine manner with three successive mod-
ules: (/) the Global Localization (GL) module initializes
the camera’s poses at a topological level, (2) the Local
Localization (LL) module refines the camera’s pose at a
metric level, and (3) the Pose SLAM (PS) module integrates
the low-rate VLoc’s results with high-rate sensor-specific
odometry to deliver real-time poses in the global coordinate
for subsequent navigation tasks.

The LL module attempts to solve the challenge of map-
free relocalization [15], which involves estimating a query
pose from a single reference image. This task becomes par-
ticularly difficult when significant differences in appearance,
viewpoint, or relative distance occur between the query and
the reference images. We introduce a new dataset specifically
for this task, along with a detailed evaluation of state-of-
the-art (SoTA) feature matching models. Our findings reveal
that the highest-scoring method can establish reliable cor-
respondences between images across diverse environments
on a zero-shot basis, significantly enhancing our method’s
generalization capabilities.


https://rpl-cs-ucl.github.io/LiteVLoc

In addition to evaluating LiteVLoc on VLoc tasks, we have
deployed it on a real-world legged robot to perform image-
goal visual navigation (VNav) tasks. This integration enables
better human-robot interaction by providing a more intuitive
navigation goal to the robot, unlike the traditional method
of specifying goals with coordinates. In general, this paper
presents the following contributions:

1) We propose a general, scalable, and hierarchical VLoc
framework utilizing a topo-metric map for robot nav-
igation. This framework’s generalization facilitates
adaptation to various robots with specific vision-based
approaches, while its scalability reduces reliance on
specialized mapping devices, highlighting its potential
for large-scale deployment.

2) Within this framework, we present a specific VLoc on
a real-world robot. The map can be constructed from
various geo-tagged image sources, including robot-
mounted cameras and mobile devices like AR glasses
[16], despite existing domain gaps. The map size can
be reduced to 17MB covering a 200m route, with an
average translation error less than 0.25m.

3) We introduce a new map-free relocalization dataset,
collected by mobile robots in environments ranging
from simulated offices to real-world campuses. As a
supplement to the existing dataset [15], ours offers
greater diversity in viewpoints and relative distances.
This resource is vital for evaluating map-free relocal-
izers for mobile robot applications.

4) We further implement and verify the image-goal VNav
system in both simulated and real-world environments
based on the map and VLoc method.

II. RELATED WORK

Environmental representations for VLoc can be broadly
classified into categories based on whether the approaches
employ a pre-built 3D metric map (i.e., with or without 3D
representation) to estimate the camera’s poses.

A. VLoc without 3D Representation

The simplest form of a map consists of a database of
visual features or mapping images and their corresponding
poses. When the image nodes are connected, this map can
be structured as a topological or topo-metric map. Given
a query image, the most similar images from the map are
retrieved [17]-[21], and the query pose is estimated based
on the poses of the top retrieved images [22]-[24]. These
methods, commonly referred to as image retrieval or visual
place recognition (VPR), discretize the environment into
distinct places but cannot provide fine-grained estimates of
the 6-DOF pose, often resulting in large error margins (e.g.,
5m and 90° as reported in [18]). An alternative approach,
pose regression [22], [25]-[30], trains scene-specific neural
networks to predict the absolute or relative pose directly from
a query image using the database. While pose regression
is computationally efficient and fast, it generally lacks the
accuracy and generalization ability of structure-based meth-
ods [22], [31].
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Fig. 1. Pipeline of LiteVLoc. The mapping phase builds a topo-metric
map from a set of images with poses (Section @) Selected cameras
are marked in red; otherwise, they are marked in blue. The map includes
two levels, with edges marked in black: level-1 for planning and level-2
for VLoc. The localization phase estimates camera’s poses in a coarse-to-
fine manner (Section [[TI-C). The map and real-time localization results can
be applied to various applications such as image goal navigation (Section

[T-D). The image to illustrate PnP is derived from [45].

B. VLoc with 3D Representation

Structure-based approaches traditionally rely on sparse
3D models that are generated from SfM to establish 2D-
3D correspondences [5], [32]-[35]. After obtaining 2D-3D
correspondences, the camera pose can be estimated via
Perspective-n-Point (PnP) [36]. Alternatives to SfM models
include meshes [37], Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [38]—
[40], and 3D Gaussian Splatting [41]. However, generating
high-quality 3D representation in complex environments is
often difficult and time-consuming [7]. Scene coordinate
regression (SCR) methods directly predict 3D coordinates
for given 2D pixel positions in the query image [7], [42]-
[44], which can alleviate this issue. Despite this, SCR
requires training a scene-specific model and are typically
insufficiently robust or accurate for large-scale scenes [7].

LiteVLoc falls within the VLoc without 3D representa-
tion category, utilizing a topo-metric map to represent the
environment. This eliminates the need to construct a 3D
metrically-precise map for localization and streamlines the
mapping process for large-scale navigation tasks. Different
from VPR, LiteVLoc employs robust feature matching to
establish correspondences between the query image and the
top-retrieved image. By using depth information from stereo
cameras, our approach can achieve localization results with
accuracy comparable to that of using dense 3D represen-
tations.s In contrast to pose regression and SCR methods,
LiteVLoc is scene-agnostic and can be applied to unseen
environments without requiring network fine-tuning.

III. METHODOLOGY

This section presents the detailed methodology of the
LiteVLoc framework and the VNav system derived from it.



A. Preliminary

1) Problem Definition: Let x = [t,q] represent the
camera’s pose, where t = [z,%,2]" is the position, and
q = [qw, qx, qy, qz] " is the quaternion representing rotation.
Without loss of generality, we consider that the robot frame
coincides with the camera frame, using “camera pose” to
refer to the “robot pose.” The camera’s pose in the world
frame at time step k£ is denoted as xj. Given the pre-built and
unchanged map M, visual observations Zj, interoceptive
sensor measurements Uy, (e.g., IMU data), and the prior pose
Xy—1 from the last time step, we formulate the localization
as an optimization problem [46]

argmin [ fy (Xp, U, Xp—1) + fo(xp, M, Z)]. (D

Xk

f(xn, M, 2k Uk Xi—1)

where f(-) is decomposed into two objectives: f,(-), which
measures the deviation between the propagated pose and the
variable, and f,(-), which quantifies the deviation between
the predicted measurements and practical observations. But
solving problem (I) is challenging due to its non-linear
and non-convex nature. To make it tractable, this paper
approximates the solution by first addressing a vision-based
localization and then tackling a pose SLAM problem.

2) LiteVLoc Framework: Figure [I]illustrates the pipeline
of the LiteVLoc’s framework. The process begins with the
GL module, which initializes the camera’s coarse position
in the global coordinate system defined by the map. It is
triggered when the mission starts or the robot loses its
position (e.g., sufficient feature correspondences cannot be
established over an extended period). Once initialized, the
LL module refines the camera’s pose at a metric level.
It consist of three steps: searching for the most similar
reference node, establishing correspondences between the
reference image and the observation, and estimating the
camera’s pose. Finally, the PS module fuses low-rate VLoc’s
results with local odometry (e.g., proprioceptive odometry),
which provides high-rate and accurate pose estimates.

B. Map Construction

1) Map Representation: We design a two-level topo-
metric map to support VLoc and VNav. Each level is
represented as an undirected graph G = {N, £}, where N
is the set of nodes and & is the set of edges depicting nodes’
relationships. The first level, the connectivity graph (CnG),
is used for motion planning. Nodes are connected if they are
navigable from each other, and each node stores the pose.
The second level, the covisibility graph (CvG), is used for
VLoc. Nodes are connected if they visual overlaps with each
other, and in addition to the pose, each node stores visual
VPR features and raw images captured in this place.

2) Keyframe Selection: For simplicity, we assume the
CnG is equal to the CvG. We use the CvG as an example
to explain how the map is constructed. We assume that a
set of visual observations and their associated poses which
are denoted by C = {(Z;,x;)} are available. C can be
obtained from various sources, such as single-/multi-agent

SLAM or SFM algorithms [47], [48], cameras mounted on
robots with odometry (e.g., wheel encoders, GPS) [49], or
internet databases (e.g., Google Street View) [50]. Covisibil-
ity between frames is determined by checking for sufficient
feature correspondences. To reduce the storage requirement,
we select a subset of keyframes C#, while maximumly
preserving the environmental information. These keyframes
with edges construct the CvG. We formulate the keyframe
selection as an optimization problem:

arg max h(C?),
c#

subject to |C*| < M, C* CC, (2)

where h(-) quantifies the information and M is a hyper-
parameter. We apply the greedy-based method [51] to ap-
proximate C* within a reasonable computation time. If
visual observations include depth images, we represent the
environment using a 2D occupancy map constructed from
selected keyframes, with h(-) defined as the number of
occupied grid cells. If depth images are not available, we
use a simple approach by treating frames as point clouds and
downsampling them at a fixed resolution to select keyframes.

C. Coarse-to-Fine Visual Localization

LiteVLoc is algorithm-agnostic, meaning that it can be
applied to virtually any VPR and feature matching model.
In this section, we present a specific solution.

1) Global Localization: A key assumption in VPR is that
geographically close places share similar layouts, which can
be partially observed by cameras [8]. This similarity can
be reflected in the visual resemblance between two images
and can be quantified by the relative distance between their
global descriptors (describing overall features of an image).
Following this assumption, we can initialize the camera’s
pose using that of the top-1 retrieved image if the current
observation is similar to it. We use the pre-trained CosPlace
[19] model for VPR due to its high performance and simple
architecture. CosPlace consists of a convolutional encoder
and a generalized mean pooling (GeM) layer to compute the
global descriptor. We use CosPlace with this configuration in
experiments: ResNet-18 [52] as the backbone; the dimension
of the descriptor is 256.

2) Local Localization: Using the pose from the previous
time step as a prior, we can retrieve nearby candidate nodes
by first finding the closest map node. Then, using covisibility
cues from the CvG, we gather the map and its neighbors to
form a set of candidates. The most similar node from the set
is selected as the reference node.

The following steps is to first establish local feature corre-
spondences between the reference image (denoted by I,..y)
and the current observation, and then estimate the camera’s
pose. The observation, denoted by Z;, = {I;, Dy}, offers a
color and depth image. Dense 2D-2D pixel correspondences
between I,..; and I}, are obtained using the MASt3R model
[53]. MASt3R, which was trained on extensive data, directly
predicts 3D geometry from image pairs and has demonstrated
strong robustness in our tests. We then obtain 2D-3D corre-
spondences by lifting 2D pixels to 3D points using the depth



image Dy and the camera intrinsics. Finally, the camera’s
pose is estimated by feeding these correspondences into a
PnP solver [36] with a RANSAC loop [54]. The number of
inliers can be used to check whether the LL is successful.

3) Pose SLAM: VLoc’s performance may be affected by
several factors such as (/) large domain gaps and viewpoint
differences between the map and observations, (2) textureless
or repetitive scenes, (3) noise in depth data, and (4) time
delays in visual processing. While using inlier counts to filter
out unreliable results can mitigate these issues, it reduces
the update rate. To address this, we designed a PS module
that integrates outputs from VLoc and local odometry, which
enhances the system’s overall reliability and performance.

Local odometry can come from possible sources that
provide cumulative motion estimates, such as wheel encoders
or visual odometry. In simulations, we implement an ICP
algorithm for depth point cloud [55], while in real-world
environments, we use proprioceptive odometry [56] that
mixes IMU, encoder and robot contact data. We model the
PS problem as a factor graph (Fig. [I) and solve it using
the GTSAM library [57] from the optimization perspective.
With camera’s poses as variables, the cost function includes
error terms from both prior and odometry constraints. The
prior constraints, provided by VLoc, offer initial estimates
of camera’s poses relative to the map, while the odometry
constraints, derived from local odometry, provide estimates
of pose changes at each time step. Optimization is triggered
with new VLoc results; otherwise, the pose is directly
propagated by the local odometry.

D. Closed-Loop Visual Navigation

We integrate LiteVLoc with motion planning to achieve
the closed-loop image goal VNav (see Fig.[I). Unlike point-
goal navigation, where the target is specified by coordinates,
image-goal navigation directs the robot to a target image
[49], enhancing better human-robot interaction. Although
this paper shows the image-goal visual navigation, the pro-
posed approach can be extended to tasks such as object-goal
or instruction-based navigation. By leveraging the map and
VLoc method, we can localize the goal using VPR.

Planning is hierarchical, with global planning using Di-
jkstra algorithm to find the shortest path from the start to
the goal node on the CnG. Traversed nodes are stored as
subgoals. By projecting the nearest subgoal’s coordinates
onto the robot frame, local motion planning generates a
collision-free path to this goal using single-frame depth
measurements and the robot’s kinematics, In simulations, we
use iPlanner [58]. To avoid fine-tuning in real-world tests,
we modify the SoTA nonlearning motion primitives planner
(Falco) [59], which requires only a single-frame depth point
cloud as input and eliminates the need to build a local map.

IV. EXPERIMENT

A. Overview

1) Settings: We conduct experiments from three perspec-
tives, with increasing task complexity. All experiments are
evaluated using both simulated and real-world data.

Reference Image Query Images
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Fig. 2. Sample images and the distribution of camera poses in the proposed
dataset for evaluating map-free relocalization methods.

« Map-free Relocalization (Section [V-B): We bench-
mark 13 SoTA feature matchers coupled with a PnP +
RANSAC solver using a new dataset to evaluate pose
estimation accuracy against severe viewpoint changes,
following the setting in [15].

« Visual Localization (Section [V-C): We evaluate the
complete LiteVLoc system with sequences captured
from both simulated and real-world environments.

« Image Goal Navigation (Section [V-D): We test the
VNav system on both simulated and real-world robots,
providing both quantitative and qualitative results.

2) Implementation Details: LiteVLoc is implemented in
Python. All algorithms, except for real-world VNav ex-
periments, are run on an i9 desktop PC with an Nvidia
GeForce RTX 4090 GPU. Real-world VNav experiments are
conducted on ANYmal-D [69] quadruped robots, equipped
with a front-view ZED?2 stereo camera (540 x 960 resolution,
generating reliable depth up to 15m), an Intel NUC com-
puter (for planning), and a NVIDIA Jetson Orin (for visual
processing). Ground-truth (GT) poses are generated using a
Livox Mid360 LiDAR with the Fast-LIO2 algorithm [70].
All learning-based models were used without fine-tuning.

B. Map-free Relocalization

1) Dataset: Related datasets, such as the map-free relo-
calization benchmark [15] and several SfM datasets, have
limitations compared to ideal robot datasets. They typically
focus on a specific object in circular motion, whereas robots
often navigate in straight paths and operate in unstruc-
tured environments. To address this, we propose a new
dataset for this task, including both simulated and real-world
data: (1) Simulated Matterport3D [71]: An indoor dataset
featuring similar scenes and occluded viewpoint, with 27



TABLE I

PERFORMANCE OF RELATIVE POSE ESTIMATION WITH DIFFERENT FEATURE MATCHERS. [Xcm, YO} INDICATES THE PRECISION OF POSE ERROR

WITHIN THIS RANGE. THE FIRST AND SECOND BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND BLUE.
Simulated Matterport3D + UCL Campus Dataset

Types | Methods |Max E.[m]/E,[deg] ||Avg. Median E.[m]/E,[deg] ||[5cm,5°] 1|[25cm, 5°] 1|[1m, 10°] 1|% Estimated 1|Time[ms] |
RoMa [60] 6.52/169.75 0.26/0.73 62.44 75.58 86.85 100 321
Dense DUSt3R [61] 6.55/43.85 0.16/1.25 40.84 77.46 94.83 99.53 669
MASt3R [53] 5.78/14.85 0.06/0.64 66.19 80.75 94.83 97.18 101
LoFTR [35] 4.65/179.31 0.42/4.38 53.05 69.95 81.22 100 20
Semi- Efficient-LoFTR [62] 7.01/178.94 0.45/8.56 56.80 69.01 80.75 100 16
Dense MatchFormer [63] 4.73/178.70 0.48/7.04 46.00 67.60 77.93 100 36
XFeat* [64] 8.31/178.71 0.57/10.10 28.16 63.38 76.52 100 12
SuperPoint-LightGlue [32], [33] 8.61/178.93 0.44/5.95 49.29 69.01 80.75 98.59 21
GIM-LightGlue [33], [65] 9.17/177.81 0.29/1.41 36.15 63.38 78.40 92.95 28
Sparse GIM-DKM [65], [66] 7.94/175.43 0.20/0.69 65.72 79.81 90.61 100 760
P XFeat [64] 5.66/176.88 0.57/11.58 32.39 60.09 73.23 100 16
(Non-Learning) SIFT-NN [67] 427.31/171.37 2.93/6.49 42.25 63.38 75.11 90.14 24
(Non-Learning) ORB-NN [68] 207.71/179.52 0.49/8.11 30.04 55.86 70.89 90.14 11

HKUSTGZ Campus Dataset

Types | Methods |[Max E;[m]/E,[deg] ||Avg. Median E;[m]/E,[deg] ||[5cm,5°] 1|[25¢m, 5°] 1|[1m,10°] 1|% Estimated 1|Time[ms] |
RoMa [60] 114.49/179.90 2.69/8.80 5.13 46.15 70.00 100 312
Dense DUSt3R [61] 58.38/175.23 1.27/1.44 3.85 37.95 67.44 98.72 361
MASt3R [53] 52.65/174.91 0.39/1.05 5.39 47.44 74.36 96.92 99
LoFTR [35] 178.50/180 3.20/10.86 5.13 38.97 64.87 100 22
Semi- Efficient-LoFTR [62] 86.32/179.58 2.96/11.08 4.36 41.28 65.13 99.49 18
Dense MatchFormer [63] 189.29/179.84 3.03/8.65 3.33 37.95 65.13 98.97 37
XFeat* [64] 262.07/179.90 3.17/10.35 1.80 22.56 55.90 94.62 14
SuperPoint-LightGlue [32], [33] 204.06/179.94 1.82/7.28 3.59 39.49 63.33 91.54 23
GIM-LightGlue [33], [65] 148.17/179.64 2.24/7.04 2.56 35.64 62.05 89.49 33
Sparse GIM-DKM [65], [66] 63.23/179.63 2.36/6.40 5.64 47.18 70.00 100 800
P XFeat [64] 84.16/179.84 4.36/17.30 3.08 27.69 56.41 100 19
(Non-Learning) SIFT-NN [67] 594.87/178.03 2.96/6.12 2.05 22.05 45.39 64.62 23
(Non-Learning) ORB-NN [68] 607.47/179.84 1.55/1.84 1.54 16.15 42.56 69.49 13

TABLE II TABLE III

ABSOLUTE TRAJECTORY ERROR ON THE SIMULATED SEQUENCES.

ABSOLUTE TRAJECTORY ERROR ON THE REAL-WORLD SEQUENCES.

Env.| Map Size” | Seq. (Length) |ICP (15) VLoc (1) PS (15) PS-Opt (1)

IN| =20 [Seq0 (34.70m)| 1.400 0.013 0.045  0.036

Em0| |E] =71 |[Seql (27.10m)| 0.836 0.016 0.049  0.090
21KB+1.4MB |Seq2 (24.40m)| 0.747 0.010 0.080  0.051

IN| =26 |[Seq3 (51.10m)| 2.031 0.029 0.065  0.057

Emvl| || =104 |[Seq4 (38.70m)| 0.173 0.042 0.043  0.039
27KB+2.3MB|Seq5 (58.30m)| 4.589 0.025 0.104  0.075

IN| =63 |Seq6 (206.5m)| 22.921 0.042 0.143  0.134

Em2| |E| =242 |[Seq7 (124.9m)| 5.716 0.055 0.757  0.295
65KB+4.5MB|Seq8 (182.7m)| 6.953 0.073 2.480  0.926

* Number of nodes, edges, and storage of VPR descriptors and images.

reference images and 703 query images. (2) UCL Campus:
Captured by the ANYmal-D quadruped robot between two
campus buildings. The environment is crowded and struc-
tureless, with 9 reference images and 290 query images. (3)
HKUSTGZ Campus: Generaetd from sequences presented
in [72], with depth provided by LiDAR map processing.
This dataset features significant appearance, viewpoint, and
position changes, with 30 reference images and 1897 query
images. Several examples are shown in Fig. 2]

2) Performance: We report the results of relative pose
estimation in Table |l These metrics reflect different aspects
of a method’s performance: maximum error and success rate
indicate reliability, median error reflects accuracy, precision
of pose error within [Xem,Y*°] shows the error bound
and robustness, and time cost reflects efficiency. MASt3R
[53] outperforms other matchers across all datasets while
maintaining competitive computation time compared to its

Map Size | |N| =81, |€| = 383, Storage: 83KB+17MB

Methods \ Seq0 (198m) Seql (172m) Seq2 (129m)
RobotOdom (20) 1.193 1.129 0.536
RobotOdom-VLoc (0.5) 0.238 0.217 0.191
RobotOdom-PS (20) 0.548 0.557 0.300
RobotOdom-PS-Opt (0.5) 0.238 0.242 0.170
AirSLAM (10) 43.483 20.881 17.704
AirSLAM-VLoc (0.5) 0.233 0.226 0.152
AirSLAM-PS (10) 8.791 5.231 1.040
AirSLAM-PS-Opt (0.5) 2.913 1.101 0.386

closest competitors, DUSt3R [53] and GIM-DKM [65], [66].
Therefore, we select MASt3R as the matcher for VLoc.

C. Visual Localization

1) Dataset: We generate 3 simulated sequences for each
of 3 Matterport3D environments using the autonomous nav-
igation stack [73] (given a set of waypoints): 17DRP5sb8fy,
EDJbREhghzL, and B6ByNegPMK (denoted as Simu-Seq0-
8 for Env0-2), with increasing environment size. Some se-
quences include motion into regions not covered by the map
can be used to show the feasibility of our method in unseen
areas. We also manually control the robot to collect 3 real-
world outdoor sequences, where some regions are crowded
with people and others on a bridge are structureless. Simu-
Seq0, Simu-Seq3, Simu-Seq6, and Real-Seq0, containing geo-
tagged images, are used to build the topo-metric map.

2) Performance: We report the absolute trajectory error
(ATE) of modules in LiteVLoc in Tables [[I] and along
with a description of the map. The number following each



Fig. 3.

Real-world experiment with a legged robot, with the red curve showning the robot’s trajectory estimated by our VLoc method. The nodes

(visualized as axes: red-X, green-Y, and blue-Z) and connected edges indicate the topo-metric map’s structure. The robot is guided by a sequence of goal
images that were captured by the AR glasses (right). It starts inside a room, navigates outside, follows a circular route, and returns. It totally traverses
94.5m in 314s with an average speed of 0.3m/s. Green boxes A-E highlight key planning events along the route: (A) a narrow pathway, (B) descending
slope, (C and D) outdoor pathways, and (E) the lab region. Refer to the video for a full demonstration of the navigation process.
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Fig. 4. Estimated trajectories on a real-world sequence traversing a bridge.
VLoc’s trajectory closely aligns with the ground truth, demonstrating high
accuracy. The sudden changes in both RobotOdom and RobotOdom-PS are
due to corrections from VLoc’s results.

method indicates the frequency of its output. In Table [ITI]
RobotOdom refers to the proprioceptive odometry provided
by the robot, and X-PS-Opt denotes the batch optimization
results, where historical poses are optimized using additional
measurements. We also replace RobotOdom with AirSLAM
stereo camera odometry [74] for similar experiments. In
Fig. @] we visualize the trajectories of our method on Real-
Seq0. These results confirm our hypothesis: (/) low-rate
VLoc can effectively correct the accumulative drift from
local odometry, (2) the localization accuracy is sufficient for
navigation, and (3) batch optimization results provide good
initial guess for accurate mapping missions.

D. Image Goal Visual Navigation

We evaluate the VNav system using three simulated tests
and one real-world test. In each experiment, the robot is se-
quentially given five goal images and tasked with completing
the navigation process. Table [[V] presents the results of the
simulated experiments, comparing the VNav system to the
SoTA LiDAR-based navigation system [73] (GT localization

TABLE IV
NAVIGATION PERFORMANCE IN SIMULATED ENVIRONMENTS.

| Navigation Time [s] and Path Length [m]

Methods | Enmv0 Envl Env2

GTLoc + Falco [59]
LiteVLoc + iPlanner [58]

40.3s/25.5m 42.75/28.3m 266.95/220.7m
50.0s/28.6m 52.9s5/29.1m 280.3s/223.7m

+ Falco) as a baseline. Due to the limited field of view
of the camera, VNav sometimes encounters local minima,
requiring the robot to rotate more frequently. This increases
the time taken to reach the goal. However, the length of the
navigation path does not increase significantly, indicating that
VLoc consistently tracks the robot’s position accurately.

Fig. [ shows the results of the VNav system in real-world
environments. We use the AR glasses [16] that provide geo-
tagged images for the map construction. The real-world test
further demonstrates the flexibility of our method, even in the
presence of domain gaps and viewpoint differences between
the reference images and the robot’s observations (see Fig.
and [3). The robot successfully navigates from an lab to an
outdoor pathway, guided by a sequence of goal images. It
is also capable of autonomously navigating through narrow
doorways and avoiding obstacles. The 94.5m-route was
completed in 314s, with an average speed of 0.3m/s. The
indoor and outdoor environments present different lighting
conditions, resulting in varying noise levels in the RGB and
depth measurements. A video of the experiment provides a
clearer visualization of this process.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a simple yet effective VLoc method
using topo-metric maps for robot navigation. The map-lite
feature of ours is different from mainstream methods that
using detailed 3D maps to represent environments. Exper-
iments demonstrate that while the proposed LiteVLoc has



much room for improvement, it can be used for many non-
safety-critical applications. In addition, LiteVLoc reduces
the strict mapping requirements for navigation. As spatially
aware mobile devices become more prevalent, the gap be-
tween scalable navigation and real-world deployment will
be narrowed. Future work will focus on optimizing real-time
performance and further integrating with downstream naviga-
tion to handle more complex tasks in dynamic environments
for efficient path planning [75]-[78], using advanced SLAM
methods [79]-[81].
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