
Efficient LiDAR Bundle Adjustment for Multi-Scan Alignment
Utilizing Continuous-Time Trajectories

Louis Wiesmann Elias Marks Saurabh Gupta Tiziano Guadagnino Jens Behley Cyrill Stachniss

Abstract— Constructing precise global maps is a key task in
robotics and is required for localization, surveying, monitoring,
or constructing digital twins. To build accurate maps, data from
mobile 3D LiDAR sensors is often used. Mapping requires
correctly aligning the individual point clouds to each other
to obtain a globally consistent map. In this paper, we inves-
tigate the problem of multi-scan alignment to obtain globally
consistent point cloud maps. We propose a 3D LiDAR bundle
adjustment approach to solve the global alignment problem
and jointly optimize the available data. Utilizing a continuous-
time trajectory allows us to consider the ego-motion of the
LiDAR scanner while recording a single scan directly in the
least squares adjustment. Furthermore, pruning the search
space of correspondences and utilizing out-of-core circular
buffer enables our approach to align thousands of point clouds
efficiently. We successfully align point clouds recorded with a
handheld LiDAR, as well as ones mounted on a vehicle, and
are able to perform multi-session alignment.

I. INTRODUCTION

Precise and consistent maps are crucial for localization,
surveying, monitoring, or to generate digital twins. 3D Li-
DAR sensors allow for obtaining point clouds of the sensor’s
surroundings with millions of points per second. Moving the
sensor through the scene allows for capturing large areas in
relatively short time. To obtain a globally consistent point
cloud map from these measurements, one needs to register
and align all scans and transform each point into a unified
map coordinate frame.

In this paper, we investigate the problem of registering
large sets of point clouds consistently, namely tackling
LiDAR bundle adjustment. Matching two point clouds with
each other is a well-studied problem in literature, where the
most prominent method is the iterative closest point (ICP)
algorithm [4] and its variants [32]. Applying ICP to succes-
sive scans, often done in an online fashion, is called LiDAR
odometry [37, 44, 45]. This usually provides relatively well-
aligned point clouds for short to medium-sized sequences.
However, odometry systems suffer from drift, often leading
to bad globally aligned maps. To overcome the problem,
one can incorporate loop closures, which leads to an online
SLAM system, or exploit global positioning information,
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Fig. 1: We propose a LiDAR bundle adjustment approach for
aligning multiple point clouds. As shown here, our approach is
able to generate a globally and locally aligned point cloud map.
The color of the full point cloud is based on the latitude, while the
points of the close-ups are colorized based on normals.

e.g., GNSS data, in a pose-graph. The optimization skews the
whole trajectory to reduce the overall alignment error. This
usually leads to well-aligned maps, but may lack local con-
sistency, as the pose graph redistributes the errors along the
whole map proportional to the uncertainty of the poses. One
can try to increase the uncertainty for the erroneous poses,
but this requires knowledge about which pose or through
which observations the error was introduced, however this
information is usually not available.

LiDAR bundle adjustment and offline SLAM estimate the
trajectory jointly with the map, and often uses the aforemen-
tioned systems to obtain an initial guess. The big advantage
over online SLAM and odometry systems is that LiDAR
bundle adjustment does not have to work incrementally, but
can utilize all the available information at once. LiDAR
bundle adjustment does not operate in real-time due to
the large compute needed to find data associations and for
optimizing the map and poses globally. However, for several
applications, the quality of the resulting map is key and more
important than the runtime.

The main contribution of this paper is a LiDAR bundle
adjustment approach to globally align a large set of point
clouds. Starting from a set of scans and an initial pose
estimate, our approach tries to align all the point clouds
with each other. We jointly optimize thousands of point
clouds, resulting in a single big least squares adjustment at
the end. One exemplary result is shown in Fig. 1, where the
point cloud map after our alignment is depicted. Utilizing
a continuous-time trajectory allows us to model the motion
distortion of the scans internally without the need for odom-
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etry or IMU. Thus, each individual beam in a scan will be
treated according to its measurement time. The usage of an
out-of-core circular buffer and pruning the search space of
correspondences allows us to run our approach on thousands
of point clouds. Our approach is able to perform single-
session as well as multi-session alignment.

In sum, we make three key claims: Our approach is
able to (i) estimate a continuous-time trajectory of a 3D
LiDAR scanner using LiDAR bundle adjustment, (ii) which
allows for the efficient construction of high-quality large-
scale maps, and (iii) is able to handle multi-session alignment
to obtain a unified global map. These claims are backed up
by the paper and our experimental evaluation.

II. RELATED WORK

Point cloud alignment is a well-studied problem in litera-
ture. Most approaches that tackle the problem are based to
some extent on the iterative closest point (ICP) algorithm [4].
ICP estimates the transformation between two point clouds
iteratively by a set of point correspondences, where in each
iteration the correspondences are updated by searching for
each point for the closest point in the other point cloud.
The classical point-to-point ICP [4] requires sometimes
many iterations to converge, which is why different error
metrics, starting from point-to-plane [6] up to entity-to-
entity [35] relations, have been proposed to speed up the
optimization. The closest point assumption relies on a good
initial pose estimate to find reliable correspondences, which
are necessary to converge to the correct solution. Feature-
based correspondence search [15, 17, 20, 31] can provide
reliable data associations and can make them more robust
against the quality of the initial guess. However, the problem
with feature-based matching is finding a suitable feature
extractor that works reliably in different environments and
under different conditions. Therefore, our approach uses the
more classical closest point assumption for all 3D points to
be more independent of the sensor data.

Searching for correspondences is often the most time-
consuming part. Acceleration structures, like hash maps [27,
28, 44], voxel grids [47], octrees [39], or KDTrees [51], as
well as projective correspondence search [1, 19, 25, 48] are
commonly used to speed up the search time.

Aligning sequential LiDAR data from classical multi-
beam LiDAR is tackled by LiDAR odometry and graph-
based simultaneous localization and mapping (SLAM). The
procedures usually utilize ICP to match successive scans.
Many different types of representations have been investi-
gated: point-clouds [44, 51], voxels [25], normal distance
transforms [5, 8, 13, 33, 40], surfels [1, 12, 29, 41, 46], and
implicit representations [10, 28]. While LiDAR odometry
tries to solve the local alignment of successive scans, SLAM
also tries to obtain globally consistent maps by incorporating
loop closures [18]. Since the LiDAR measures while in
motion, the scans are often distorted, especially when moving
at higher speeds. To deskew the scans, one can use a motion
model [44, 51], measure the sensor’s motion using IMUs [36,
50], or estimate a continuous-time trajectory [9, 12, 29, 30].

Classical photogrammetric bundle adjustment [34, 43]
utilizes images to jointly estimate poses as well as the 3D
points. Similarly, LiDAR bundle adjustment [2, 3, 23], and
offline SLAM [7, 42] aim at globally aligning a set of
point clouds into a consistent map. Our approach belongs
to this class of methods and tries to optimize the whole
trajectory and the map together. Due to the availability and
often necessity of processing a large number of point clouds,
approaches often try to reduce the complexity of the problem
in a divide-and-conquer fashion. Some approaches utilize
feature-based point-line/plane ICP [23] while others try to
optimize directly to obtain a smooth and thin surface [21, 38].
Di Giammarino et al. [11] aim to minimize a photometric
error by utilizing the intensity channel of the LiDAR. Projec-
tive data association techniques find correspondences, while
they use image pyramids to make the approach more robust
against the initial alignment error. Liu et al. [22] tackle the
problem in a divide-and-conquer manner and hierarchically
optimizes the trajectory. The main problem with hierarchical
splitting is to tune the trade-off between local consistency
and global consistency accordingly.

Our method does not make any assumptions about the scan
pattern of the laser, nor relies on feature-based matching.
We utilize a continuous-time trajectory to have a pose for
every beam recorded. To make our approach computationally
feasible, we instead sample corresponding scans, utilize
out-of-core processing, as well as the parallel processing
capabilities of modern GPUs.

III. LIDAR BUNDLE ADJUSTMENT

A. Problem Definition

Modern 3D LiDAR sensors, e.g., rotating multi-beam
LiDAR, provide point clouds of the sensor’s surrounding.
Assuming a dataset D = {Pi} of Nscans point clouds, where
each point cloud Pi = {(pj , tj)} consists of N points
pj ∈ R3 and their corresponding timestamps tj ∈ R at
which the point is measured. Each point pj is located in
the local coordinate frame of the LiDAR at timestamp tj .
To globally align the point clouds Pi, we need to find
the transformations T = {(Rtj , ttj ) | ∀j} given by the
rotations Rtj ∈ SO(3) and translations ttj ∈ R3 for each
beam that transforms the point pj from the local coordinate
frame at timestamp tj into a global coordinate frame:

p̂j = Rtjpj + ttj , (1)

where p̂j denotes a point in the global coordinate frame.
Point clouds from common LiDAR sensors, e.g., Velodyne
HDL-64E, Ouster1-128 or similar, contain points measured
at different points in time due to their measuring process.
This requires either deskewing the scans (e.g., using a
constant velocity model [44], or an estimate of the sensor’s
motion provided by an IMU [49]) or to estimate a continuous
trajectory [9, 12] over time to actually model the continuous
motion of the sensor in space. We utilize a continuous-time
trajectory inspired by Dellenbach et al. [9] and interpolate
the poses between the beginning and end of each scan using
spherical linear interpolation (slerp) for the rotation and



linear interpolation for the translation. Applying the formulas
for the continuous-time trajectory results the transformations

Rti = slerp(Rtb(j) ,Rte(j) , αi), (2)

tti = (1− α)ttb(j) + αtte(j) , (3)

where αj is the fraction of time between the start tb(j) and
end te(j) of the corresponding scan for a given point pj :

αj =
tj − tb(j)

te(j) − tb(j)
. (4)

We assume the end pose of one scan to be the start pose
of the successive scan. Our objective function that we try to
minimize is the squared distance of all corresponding points
between each scan D

E =
∑
j

∑
c∈C(pj)

d(p̂j , p̂c)
2, (5)

where d(·) is a distance function (like point-to-point or
point-to-plane), and C(pj) = {pc | p̂c ≡ p̂j} is the set of
points that correspond to the same location as the point pj .
For the point-to-plane distance function, we yield an error
function ej for an arbitrary point pj as

ej = n̂⊤
c (p̂j − p̂c), (6)

where n̂c = Rtcnc is the normal of the point pc computed
based on the local neighborhood within its scan. The deriva-
tives [9] for the transformation of point p̂j are given by

JRtb(j)

= −(1− αj)n̂
⊤
c Rtb(j) [pj ]× (7)

JRte(j)

= −αjn̂
⊤
c Rte(j) [pj ]× (8)

Jttb(j)
= (1− αj)n̂

⊤
c (9)

Jtte(j)
= αjn̂

⊤
c . (10)

The expression [·]× is the skew symmetric matrix of a
vector. The derivatives of the error by the transformation
parameters of the corresponding point Ttc = {Rtc , ttc} can
be derived analogously

JRtb(c)

= (1− αc)n̂
⊤
c Rtb(c) [pc]× (11)

JRte(c)

= αcn̂
⊤
c Rte(c) [pc]× (12)

Jttb(c)
= −(1− αc)n̂

⊤
c (13)

Jtte(c)
= −αcn̂

⊤
c . (14)

Each error equation given by Eq. (6) contributes to the
poses from two scans in the optimization. In the autonomous
driving domain, vehicles often operate on large routes where
relatively few scans overlap substantially. This means that the
normal equation system is generally sparse. This allows us to
utilize sparse matrices and operations to solve the otherwise
enormous equation system.

In reality, we do not know which points correspond to each
other, nor can we even ensure that a corresponding point
was measured. Therefore, we use the common assumption

as in ICP and search for the closest point in a certain
neighborhood N(pj). We do not only have two point clouds,
thus we have to search for correspondences in multiple, and
in the worst case, in all the point clouds. To reduce the
compute requirements, we sample a set of scans in which
we look for correspondences, as will be further explained
in Sec. III-B. Furthermore, we need a sufficiently accurate
initial guess required for solving the non-linear least squares
problem. In our experiments, having a LiDAR odometry
system combined with loop closures or with a low-cost GPS
for global alignment obtained a sufficient initial guess. To
deal with outliers, e.g., caused by misalignment or dynamic
objects, we can use a Geman McClure-Kernel to reduce their
impact in the optimization.

B. Acceleration Strategies

Aligning all point clouds can be very time-consuming.
To tackle the problem, we utilize three strategies. First,
instead of matching each point cloud Pi to all other point
clouds, we randomly sample for each point cloud Pi, k =
1, . . . , Nmatches different point clouds Ck within a radius τ

Ck = {Pk ∈ D \ Pi | ∥ti − tk∥≤ τ}, (15)

and only search for point associations in this subset of
point clouds. This allows us to reduce the complexity of
the correspondence search from O(N2

Scans) to O(NScans).
Second, we utilize a voxel hash map similar to Nießner et

al. [27] with bucket size 1. We store in each voxel the index
of the point closest to the voxel center. Saving the index al-
lows us to also access the point attributes without occupying
additional memory. The voxel hash map construction time is
O(N), and performing a radius neighborhood search can be
done in O(1). Note that we have to construct the acceleration
structure at each iteration of the optimization, since the local
point distribution changes due to the deskewing through
the continuous-time trajectory. Therefore, having an efficient
acceleration structure like the voxel hash map is crucial.
Additionally, the hash map can be implemented efficiently
on the GPU to facilitate modern hardware accelerators.

Third, we subsample the point clouds. We utilize a grid-
based subsampling, where we can utilize the aforementioned
voxel hash map. Subsampling is a simple but efficient way to
save on redundant points that do not add a lot of additional
information [44, 51].

C. Memory Management

Storing all point clouds in memory is infeasible due to
the sheer amount of data when considering realistic setups.
Loading each point cloud on demand from disk is memory-
efficient but slow, since reading from RAM is usually way
faster than from disk. We compromise by using a circular
buffer, only keeping the last Nbuffer used point clouds in
RAM. Whenever a point cloud is required that is not in the
buffer, we delete the scan from the buffer (but still keep it
on disk) that was used last and replace it with the new scan.
Utilizing such out-of-core processing allows for processing
large amounts of data efficiently, without relying on large



(a) TLS scan

(b) LiDAR Scans aligned to TLS scan

Fig. 2: (a) The ground truth for our dataset was generated using
high-precision, globally referenced TLS scans. (b) Close-by LiDAR
scans (gray) are aligned to the TLS scans to obtain reference
poses. Note that we removed moving objects (cars, pedestrians)
and movable objects (parked cars, foliage) manually from the TLS
to allow precise scan alignment.

RAM resources. Due to sampling the point clouds based on
the distance τ , it is quite likely to sample point clouds that are
also close in time. Therefore, we iterate sequentially through
the point clouds to reuse, as much as possible, the point
clouds in the buffer before loading new ones in. Additionally,
we reverse after each optimization step the iteration order of
the point clouds, such that the end of the last iteration is now
the beginning of the new one for additional speed-up.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

The main focus of this work is LiDAR bundle adjustment,
where we want to optimize from a set of scans and initial
poses the continuous-time trajectory that globally aligns the
point clouds with respect to each other. We present our
experiments to show the capabilities of our method. The
results of our experiments also support our key claims, which
are: (i) Our approach is able to efficiently estimate a precise
continuous-time trajectory, (ii) provides accurate, globally
aligned point cloud maps, and (iii) can perform single- and
multi-session alignment.

In the following experiments, we precompute the normals
of the point clouds using its 30 nearest neighbors in the scan.
For each point cloud, we search in Nmatches = 10 other clouds
within τ = 30m radius for matches. We downsample the
scans to a resolution of 15 cm while we use for the voxel
hash-map a grid size of 30 cm for finding the correspon-
dences. We only look for the correspondences in the adjacent
voxels, resulting in 33 = 27 candidates. Furthermore, we use
a buffer size Nbuffer = 1000 point clouds, which practically

TABLE I: Quantiative results on our recorded IPB-Car Dataset

Approach ATE [m]
(trans)

ATE [◦]
(rot)

RPE [m]
(trans)

RPE [◦]
(rot)

KISS-ICP 2.28 1.21 0.023 0.121
KISS-ICP + GPS 1.34 2.79 0.025 0.131

PIN SLAM 1.76 1.43 0.020 0.122
PBA 0.99 3.53 N/A N/A
HBA 1.29 2.55 0.026 0.133

Our approach 0.90 0.63 0.014 0.055

200m

Fig. 3: The estimated trajectory of our approach on the self-recorded
IPB-Car dataset. The trajectory contains multiple loop closures,
where some sections are mapped multiple times. Making a global
alignment necessary to obtain a consistent trajectory.

results in the same runtime as loading all point clouds in
memory. For the non-linear least squares adjustment, we
stop at the latest after Niter = 100 iterations. Usually, after
around 10-30 iterations (depending on the quality of the
initial alignment), the adjustment converges. All experiments
were conducted with an NVIDIA RTX-A5000.

A. Results on City-scale Data

The first experiment evaluates the performance of our
approach on our own collected dataset, which we will refer
from here on as the IPB-Car dataset. Our setup consists
of a car mount equipped with multiple sensors. We use
a horizontally mounted Ouster1-128 that provides us with
point clouds recorded with 128 laser beams at 10 Hz, and
a low-cost GPS receiver to provide global reference. The
dataset contains 11702 scans with each N = 128 · 2048
points. The initial guess for our approach is obtained by
fusing the poses from KISS-ICP [44] as odometry and GPS
as unity factors in a pose graph.

For evaluation, a ground truth for more accurate reference
data is needed. For that, we selected key locations in the map,
which we measured with a terrestrial laser scanner (TLS).
The TLS scans are globally referenced using precise static
dual frequency GPS with long static recording per reference
scan and using correction data from SAPOS to mitigate
atmospheric errors, resulting in centimeter-accurate global
reference poses with millimeter accurate local accuracy. We
align the recorded LiDAR scans to the TLS ground truth
scans similar to Nguyen et al. [26] for precise reference
poses. In this dataset, the vehicle passed 8 times through
reference locations. All vehicle LiDAR scans that are aligned
to a TLS scan will be used for quantitative evaluation.
As metrics, we will use the common absolute trajectory



KISS ICP + GPS

HBA

HBA

Ours

Ours

KISS ICP + GPS

Fig. 4: Shown are two close-up parts of the IPB-car dataset to allow qualitative evaluation. The initial guess for the methods was obtained
using KISS-ICP fused with GPS data (left). Due to bad GPS conditions, the map is misaligned after closing longer loops, resulting in an
inconsistent map. HBA can only slightly improve the local map quality, while our approach is able to obtain a crisp point cloud map.

error (ATE) to obtain a measure for the global positioning
accuracy, as well as the relative position error (RPE) as a
measure for local accuracy.

We also compare our approach against state-of-the-art
baselines, here specifically against PIN-SLAM [28] an online
SLAM approach, as well as the LiDAR bundle adjustment
methods HBA [22] and PBA [11]. For completeness, we
provide the results of KISS-ICP [44] solely as odometry
system and in a second variant fused with GPS measurements
as initial guess. The results of our collected dataset are shown
in Tab. I. Our approach is able to consistently outperform
all baselines regarding ATE, as well as RPE. Our approach
takes on average 45 min per iteration for the 11702 scans,
resulting in around two days of overall optimization time.
Note that PBA [11] only estimates the poses for keyframes,
which does not allow us to compute the RPE, since the
metric is computed between consecutive poses. HBA [22]
requires around 160 GB of CPU memory, while PBA [11]
requires 43 GB GPU memory even though downsampling the
poses. With our out-of-core ring buffer containing the last
1000 scans, we only require 8 GB of GPU memory. Note
that one can further reduce the memory consumption by
reducing the buffer size, but trading off slower processing
time. Just storing naively the full normal equation system
without exploiting the sparsity would alone require 40 GB
memory, while solving would take over 150 days.

B. Qualitative Results

To convey the quality of the estimated trajectory, we will
show the resulting aggregated maps. In Fig. 3 we show
our estimated trajectory (blue), as well as a red and green
rectangle, indicating the scenes shown in Fig. 4. We visualize

TABLE II: Quantiative results on the MCD [26] dataset

Approach ATE
(trans)

ATE
(rot)

RPE
(trans)

RPE
(rot)

N
T

U
-d

ay
-1 KISS-ICP 7.21 3.54 0.133 1.056

KISS-ICP + Loop 2.08 3.66 0.129 1.059
PIN SLAM 1.34 2.20 0.086 1.069

HBA 1.79 2.81 0.129 1.060
Our approach 1.03 1.75 0.129 0.599

N
T

U
-d

ay
-2 KISS-ICP 0.27 0.86 0.094 0.663
KISS-ICP + Loop 0.35 1.64 0.092 0.665

PIN SLAM 0.28 1.29 0.063 0.636
HBA 0.19 0.87 0.092 0.665

Our approach 0.20 0.99 0.083 0.397

the aggregated point cloud map using the estimated poses
of the approaches, where the color is coded based on the
normals. The green area is driving through a parkway with
a lot of trees, resulting in bad GPS conditions. This leads
to a translation error in the initial guess (KISS-ICP + GPS),
as can be seen by the walls not being aligned. Starting from
this, HBA is not able to resolve the local inconsistencies,
while our approach successfully aligns the point clouds.

The area denoted by the red frame is in an urban envi-
ronment with high, terraced houses, making it susceptible
to GPS multipathing. Additionally, misalignment in a sharp
turn caused blurry maps. HBA can only reduce the blurring
slightly, while our approach is able to correct the pose errors
and provide sharp walls.

C. Results on Campus-scale Data

To validate our performance in a different environment
under different conditions, we evaluate on the Multi-Campus
Dataset (MCD) [26] dataset. We choose this dataset due to



TABLE III: Multi-Session Alignment MCD-NTU day 1 & 2

Approach Inter RPE [m] (trans) Inter RPE [◦] (rot)

KISS-ICP + Loop 0.567 3.20
Our 0.085 0.08

(a) Initial guess

(b) Estimated alignment

Fig. 5: For the multi-session alignment, we jointly optimize the
scans from two sessions (Session 1: Blue, Session 2: red). (a)
Depicts the initial guess, where one can see that the sessions are
roughly aligned, but overall the map is quite noisy. In (b), we show
the aggregated map after our alignment. Seeing that both the red
and blue point clouds are well aligned; leading to crisp structures.

the high-quality ground truth that they also created using
precise TLS reference maps. Since our approach refines
poses from, e.g., SLAM/odometry + GPS, comparing against
ground truth generated with similar methods [14, 24] would
not be significant. In contrast to our dataset, where the sensor
is mounted on a car and the environment is in an urban
environment, MCD [26] uses a handheld device in a campus
environment. The ntu-day1 sequence has 6010 scans, while
ntu-day2 is with 2274 scans substantially smaller. Due to a
lack of GPS reception, we use KISS-ICP [44] optimized with
loop closures [16] using pose graph optimization as an initial
guess. The results are depicted in Tab. II. On the longer day1
sequence, our approach is able to estimate the most accurate
trajectory in terms of ATE (translation and rotation), and
RPE (rotation), as well as the second best regarding RPE
(translation). On the shorter sequence, the quality of the
estimated trajectories is more similar. Our approach provides
throughout competitive results.

D. Mutli-Session Alignment

The MCD [26] dataset provides different runs in the
same location on different days, enabling us to perform and
test multi-session alignment. In this task, we want to align

multiple scans from multiple sessions together, such that they
form a consistent map. This task is important when building
maps of areas, that cannot be recorded in one session, or for
comparing/ combining data recorded at different points in
time. For the initial guess, we take the previously separately
estimated KISS-ICP [44] poses and fuse it with loop closures
w.r.t the first sequence. In other words, combining LiDAR
odometry, plus inter-loop closure within the first sequence
and intra-loop closure from the second sequence to the first
sequence in a pose graph. To run multi-session alignment
with our method, we can simply optimize both trajectories
jointly. The only thing one needs to deal with is the time
discontinuity between the sessions, i.e., for the continuous-
time trajectory, the end pose of the first session is not the
start pose of the second session.

For quantitative evaluation, we search for each pose of
the second session the closest pose of the first session.
For each of those corresponding pairs, we compute the
relative transformation. We do this once for the ground truth
poses and also for the estimated ones (using for both the
same pose correspondences). Between both sets of relative
transformations, we compute the root mean squared error.
This is similar to the RPE but between two different sessions,
therefore we will denote it as inter-RPE. The results for the
initial guess and for our approach are provided in Tab. III. We
see that our approach is able to reduce the initial alignment
error substantially. For qualitative comparison, we refer to
Fig. 5. Although the trajectories of the initial guess are
globally well aligned, the resulting aggregated map is noisy,
especially due to errors in rotation. Our approach however is
able to align the sessions, resulting in a joint, globally and
locally aligned map.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented a novel approach for LiDAR
bundle adjustment. Our approach takes a large set of scans
and estimates a refined continuous-time trajectory, resulting
in a globally aligned point cloud map. We jointly align the
set of overlapping scans by using a robust least squares for-
mulation. Reducing the search for potential correspondences
between the scans, as well as utilizing hash maps, allows
for globally aligning thousands of scans in a reasonable
time. The usage of a circular buffers allows for scaling up
the sequence length without running into memory problems.
We implemented and evaluated our approach on different
datasets with TLS-based, accurate ground truth information.
This allows us to successfully estimate the trajectory of
the 3D LiDAR sensor and provide well-aligned point cloud
maps. Our approach is able to provide competitive results on
different datasets. We show that our approach can provide
accurate trajectories, tested on sequences with up to 11700
scans. Additionally, we show that our approach can be used
to jointly align multiple sessions.
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