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Abstract— Today’s autonomous vehicles rely on a multitude
of sensors to perceive their environment. To improve the
perception or create redundancy, the sensor’s alignment relative
to each other must be known. With Multi-LiCa, we present a
novel approach for the alignment, e.g. calibration. We present
an automatic motion- and targetless approach for the extrinsic
multi LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration without the need for ad-
ditional sensor modalities or an initial transformation input.
We propose a two-step process with feature-based matching
for the coarse alignment and a GICP-based fine registration in
combination with a cost-based matching strategy. Our approach
can be applied to any number of sensors and positions if there is
a partial overlap between the field of view of single sensors. We
show that our pipeline is better generalized to different sensor
setups and scenarios and is on par or better in calibration
accuracy than existing approaches. The presented framework
is integrated in ROS 2 but can also be used as a standalone
application. To build upon our work, our source code is
available at https://github.com/TUMFTM/Multi_LiCa.

I. INTRODUCTION

As autonomous vehicles progress, the necessity for highly
accurate and reliable perception systems becomes critical
to ensuring safety and guaranteeing high performance in
all scenarios of the design domain [1]. LiDAR sensors
are integral to environmental perception, particularly for
object detection or localization in Global Navigation Satellite
System (GNSS)-denied environments. An analysis of au-
tonomous shuttles by Hafemann et al. [2] shows a significant
variation in the number and positioning of these sensors. In
addition to the placement, there are also differences due to
the different sensor technologies. So-called rotating LiDARs
can cover a large field of view (FOV) of up to 360◦. In
contrast, solid-state LiDARs operate in a limited FOV but
generally provide a higher point density at further distances.
This diversity in sensor arrangements is not just evident
in autonomous shuttle services but can also be exemplified
through datasets on autonomous driving. Liu et al. [3]
provide a comprehensive survey on 265 autonomous driving
datasets. However, the five most impactful LiDAR perception
datasets, with the exception of [4], show a clear trend toward
horizontal positioning of at least one LiDAR with 360◦ FOV
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Fig. 1: EDGAR LiDAR setup from the front (top image) and
back (bottom image) with a) mid-range Ouster OS-1 and b)
long-range Seyond Falcon.

Fig. 2: FOV of EDGAR LiDAR sensors.

on the vehicle’s roof [5]–[8]. In contrast to the trend, the
Technical University of Munich (TUM) research vehicle for
autonomous driving, EDGAR (Excellent Driving Garching),
is equipped with an angled multi-LiDAR setup distributed
around the roof frame [9].

The distinctive LiDAR setup includes two rotating mid-
range Ouster OS-1 and two solid-state long-range Seyond
(former Innovusion) Falcon LiDARs (Fig. 1). Unlike the
above introduced autonomous driving datasets [5]–[8], all
four LiDARs on EDGAR are slightly angled to the ground
plane. The LiDARs are strategically positioned to enable a
360◦ FOV and a minimized blind spot around the vehicle.
The arrangement requires a calibration method that makes
it possible to calibrate all LiDARs with each other, even if
they do not have a common FOV (Fig. 2).

This work focuses on LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration meth-
ods without the need for other sensor modalities like cam-
eras or IMUs, which can introduce additional complexities
and potential inaccuracies. Existing multi-LiDAR-to-LiDAR
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methods often assume a shared FOV overlap with one main,
e.g. rooftop, LiDAR for the feature matching [10], posing
challenges for EDGAR’s setup due to the lack of overlap
between all LiDARs. Motivated by the lack of open-source
contributions, we propose a calibration framework that can
handle atypical setups like EDGARs without requiring FOV
overlap between all LiDARs or reliance on other external
sensors.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We propose an automated, motion- and targetless multi-

LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration framework (Multi-LiCa)
that is robust against different LiDAR alignments, sen-
sor types, and calibration scenarios without any restric-
tions on the relative pose of the sensors other than an
overlapping area between single LiDAR FOVs.

• We propose a two-step algorithm with a feature-based
coarse alignment and a Generalized Iterative Closest
Point (GICP)-based fine registration that eliminates the
need for initial guesses of the sensor poses and simul-
taneously enables high calibration accuracy.

• We introduce a matching strategy based on point corre-
spondences to determine the overlap of point clouds and
formulate a matching and merging strategy to maximize
the likelihood of convergence.

• We additionally introduce a LiDAR-to-Ground calibra-
tion method that can compute roll, pitch, and z trans-
formation components between a LiDAR and a sys-
tem’s base frame following ISO 8855, which partially
automates and simplifies the overall to-Base calibration
process.

II. RELATED WORK

LiDAR extrinsic calibration is a well-researched topic with
a wide range of methods available. One way to distinguish
between the methods is to classify them into target-based
and targetless.

The main principle of target-based calibration is that
it uses prior knowledge about so-called targets. This
information makes it more accurate than targetless
methods [11], [12]. However, this method requires
calibration targets such as checkerboards that sensors can
easily detect, therefore, introducing additional manual effort
and reducing the method’s usability, especially for setups
with a multitude of sensors.

Gao and Spletzer [13] showed an automatic calibration
approach for multiple LiDARs using retro-reflective
targets. Beltran et al. [14] introduced a novel calibration
target and method for the alignment of different sensor
modalities, i.e., cameras, LiDARs, and sensor types such
as low and high-resolution LiDARs. Tahiraj et al. [15]
proposed a probabilistic method based on a Gaussian
Mixture Model (GMM) for shape fitting to overcome the
limitations of point-based matching. A collection of different
approaches was introduced with the open-source framework
OpenCalib [16]. Sensor calibration is not just an active field
in research but also in the industry, with commercial tools
such as [17].

Targetless methods aim to solve the practicality issue
of the target-based method by trying to find features in
the environment and to match them [16]. The methods
can be split into two further categories: motion-based and
motionless.

Motion-based methods can rely on external sensors, such
as GNSS and/or Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU) [18], or
solely on LiDAR measurements [19], [20].

AutoCore [21] proposed LL-Calib, a ROS 2 calibration
toolkit integrated into Autoware. One of the relevant
methods is LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration, which builds a
local map of one stepwise moved LiDAR to which other
LiDARs can be matched. It uses an optimized version of
generalized-ICP [22] called fast-GICP [23] for the scan
registration. Miguel et al. [24] introduced an approach for
pairwise LiDAR calibration without any manual initial guess
through map-based matching technique. Das et al. [25]
proposed a strategy of matching absolute GNSS data with
estimated LiDAR poses with a novel observability criteria
to subsample the poses to be matched for online calibration.
Liu et al. [26] presented mlcc, an approach targeted for
small FOV LiDARs. They used an adaptive voxelization
technique for the feature point matching and minimize the
pose estimation in a LiDAR bundle adjustment problem.
Jiao et al. [27] published a hybrid framework that combines
motionless with motion-based methods for calibrating a
combination of horizontally positioned LiDARs.

In contrast, motionless methods do not require the system
to move to perform a calibration, and movement is often
not even desired. In addition, the static observation method
eliminates the need for time synchronization between
sensors, undistortion of the point clouds, and removal of
dynamic objects to name a few.

Jiao et al. [28] demonstrated a method for calibrating
a horizontally mounted dual-LiDAR system that relies
on a RANSAC-based model for extracting three linearly
independent surfaces. Lee et al. [29] introduced the idea
of matching planar objects from the different FOVs
and could generate more accurate calibrations compared
to conventional point cloud registration on their tests.
Ridecell [30] developed Multi LiDAR Calibrator, a ROS 1
calibration pipeline that relies on the Normal Distribution
Transform (NDT) [31] algorithm. It performs the calibration
by matching the relative pose between correspondences in
LiDAR scans. He et al. [32] proposed a framework for
the calibration of multiple 2D LiDARs with a multi-type
geometric feature matching strategy. Kim and Kim [33]
developed an approach with plane feature matching of
structured environments using RANSAC and a nonlinear
optimization formulation. Yan et al. [16] introduced
OpenCalib, a toolbox of different calibration methods,
including LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration developed by Wei
et al. [10] named CROON. The approach consists of two
stages: A rough calibration using the ground plane feature
and an Iterative Closest Point (ICP) with octree optimization
refinement. The method was used to calibrate a system of



Fig. 3: EDGAR front (blue), left (green), and right (orange)
LiDAR calibration result with OpenCalibs CROON.

one main LiDAR placed on the top of the tested vehicle
and four LiDARs positioned at each side.

A. Evaluation of Existing Methods

We assessed numerous open-source extrinsic LiDAR-to-
LiDAR calibration methods, including Multi LiDAR Cali-
brator [30], LL-Calib [21], TFAC [34], CROON [10] and
mlcc [26].

Unfortunately, many repositories are missing any docu-
mentation on how to install or use their framework. Others,
like TFAC, have documentation, but we were not able to
compile the code with its requirements. CROON showed
the most promising suit on features with a multi LiDAR-to-
LiDAR calibration algorithm and promising results on their
published point clouds. Despite the first impression, we were
not able to calibrate EDGARs LiDARs, as demonstrated in
Fig. 3, where the ground was clearly not matched accordingly
between the single point clouds.

III. METHODOLOGY

Our proposed framework can be split into two stages.
First the coarse alignment of the point clouds is calculated
with a feature-based matching algorithm. The calculated
transformation matrices are then used in the second stage,
the fine registration, as initial guesses.

A. Coarse Alignment

To eliminate the need for manually defined initial guesses,
we calculate feature vectors of the individual point clouds
using Fast Point Feature Histograms (FPFH) [35]. To speed
up the process and generate a more even distributed point
cloud, we voxelize each cloud for coarse alignment. We use
a voxel size of 0.35 m. For each voxel, the containing points
are represented by the centroid of the voxel. Then, we define
a radius around each point and compute the FPFH feature
vector with the nearest neighbors within the defined radius
of five times the voxel size. An iterative process was used
to optimize both the voxel size and the radius size.
We then compute the transformations between the individ-
ual source and defined target cloud with TEASER++ [36].
We found that matching within FPFH and RANSAC-based
matching is less robust and, therefore, produces more false
alignments for varying scenarios and sensor configurations.
All calculated transformations are then stored as initial
guesses for the following fine registration.

Fig. 4: Schematic representation of LiDAR sensors FOV and
their overlap.

B. Fine Registration

The main algorithm behind the fine registration is the
Generalized Iterative Closest Point (GICP) [22]. The basic
idea of the multi LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration is to apply
the single LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration to every LiDAR
that has to be calibrated. Overlap between sensor data is
crucial for the GICP to be able to perform calibration as
it tries to match common features that can only be located
inside the overlap. However, when trying to calibrate
multiple LiDARs to a target LiDAR that does not have a
360◦ FOV, it is possible that some LiDARs do not have
enough or any FOV overlap with the target but may have
overlap with other LiDARs. Not enough overlap between
two point clouds can be detected by looking at the resulting
fitness score computed by Open3Ds [37] GICP. The fitness
score measures the overlapping area as the number of inlier
correspondences divided by the total points in the target
cloud.
For this project, a critical assumption is that each LiDAR
has either a directly overlapping FOV with the target LiDAR
FOV or has overlap with other LiDAR(s) with overlap to
the target. This can be cascading dependency to the target,
e.g., for LiDARs T (target), and A, B, C with overlaps in
(A, B), (B, C), (C, T). A has overlap with T by having
overlap with B that has overlap to C that has overlap with
T (A → B → C → T ), as can be seen in Fig. 4. If the
assumption does not hold, at least one LiDAR will not be
calibrated to the target LiDAR. We perform GICP on every
source-target LiDAR pair. For every successful calibration,
a source point cloud is transformed into the target point
cloud and merged, building a larger cloud. The success of
an alignment is measured by the fitness score. We found
a score of greater 0.2 sufficient. The merge of clouds
potentially creates overlapping regions for the remaining
LiDARs that initially did not directly overlap with the
target LiDAR. The remaining LiDARs are then calibrated
to the merged point cloud instead of the initial target cloud
(see Algorithm 1). This iterative approach enables a higher
likelihood for matching environment features and enables
in the first place a calibration of sensor setups, where there
is no direct FOV overlap between the desired source and
target LiDAR.



Algorithm 1: Fine Registration Method
Result: Dictionary of calibration names and

corresponding calibrations of LiDAR pairs
Initialize calibrations as an empty dict;
Initialize calibrations tmp as an empty list;
Initialize not calibrated as a set of all LiDARs;
for each pair of different LiDARs do

Compute GICP transformation and store the
calibration in calibrations tmp;

end
while not calibrated ̸= {target} do

Find the calibration with the highest fitness score;
if highest fitness score is below the threshold then

Terminate. The calibration is not possible
within the given parameters;

else
if source LiDAR is the target LiDAR then

Swap source and target LiDARs;
Invert the transformations;

end
Apply the transformation to the source point

cloud;
Merge the transformed source point cloud

with the target point cloud;
if source transformed to the target then

Remove source LiDAR from
not calibrated;

Store calibration name, calibration pair to
the calibrations;

end
Remove all calibrations involving the source

LiDAR;
for each calibration in calibrations tmp

involving the last calibrated source do
Recompute the GICP transformations;

end
end

end
return calibrations;

C. LiDAR-to-Ground Calibration

Additionally to the LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration, we pro-
pose a simple approach to transform the calculated poses
relative to the ground or the base, if certain assumptions are
met. Assuming a stationary and flat ground, a transformation
between a flat point cloud approximating the ground and a
LiDAR point cloud can be computed via GICP. As there are
no distinct features in the generated plane, no x, y and yaw
calibration can be computed. Nevertheless, the z distance, as
well as roll and pitch angle can be determined.
The pitch and roll angle of the LiDAR scan can be also
computed by RANSAC plane segmentation. Testing showed
that the RANSAC approach is more accurate than GICP.
Given a plane model: ax+ by + cz + d = 0 determined by

RANSAC, the pitch angle can be computed as

β = atan2(a,
√
b2 + c2). (1)

Roll can be calculated similarly. This concept was inspired
by the research conducted by Wei et al. [10].

D. Parameter Optimization

For the used methods, e.g., RANSAC, FPFH, TEASER++,
and GICP, parameters were examined to determine ap-
proximately the optimal values for the calibration process.
The priority was on a robust calibration with the best
possible accuracy, giving the runtime a lower priority. We
computed the variance and the mean average error (MAE)
of translational and rotational components and determined
the single parameter set used for all calibrations across all
configurations and datasets used in this work. These can be
taken from our GitHub repository due to their number.

E. Dataset Preparation

For the evaluation of the proposed method, we choose
ten samples of EDGAR data (Fig. 6) and ten samples of
the HeLiPR [38] sample dataset (Fig. 5). HeLiPR provides
data of an Ouster OS2-128, Velodyne VLP-16, Livox Avia,
and Aeva Aeries II. This poses an interesting challenge for
multi-LiDAR calibration, as the dataset is comprised of two
rotating and two solid-state LiDARs. Besides, the type, the
scan pattern, and resolution vary widely. HeLiPR provides
ground truth data in the form of absolute poses for each
LiDAR. The raw dataset clouds are distorted, therefore, we
used the provided toolbox1 to correct the point clouds. For
the EDGAR data, we sampled ten scenes from recorded
test drives. To eliminate the need for time synchronization
and the already above mentioned further disadvantages of
motion-based data, we only recorded static data. The ground
truth for EDGAR was calculated with a manual calibration
process. We placed a multitude of cubes with a side length of
0.5 m around the vehicle, focusing on the overlapping zones
of the individual LiDAR scans. Then, we manually aligned
the visual edges using the ROS 2 tool RVIZ2.

F. Evaluation Metrics

We calculated the poses and the deviations from the
ground truth for both datasets individually for each LiDAR
and scene. We display the translational error as the Root
Mean Square Error (RMSE) for each individual axis. These
values represent a combination of all scenes and LiDARs.
For the rotational error, we also compute the RMSE based
on the individual axis. The individual rotation error between
two orientations is represented by the angle of the relative
rotation needed to align one orientation with the other.

IV. RESULTS

To evaluate our approach, we computed the calibra-
tions for the above-introduced data for our approach and
CROON [10], as it is the closest comparison regarding the
functionality of multi LiDAR-to-LiDAR calibration.

1https://github.com/minwoo0611/HeLiPR-Pointcloud-Toolbox



Fig. 5: Samples of the HeLiPR dataset with LiDAR point clouds of Ouster (blue), Velodyne (black), Livox (orange) and
Aeva (green).

Fig. 6: Samples of the EDGAR dataset with front (blue), rear (orange), left (green) and right (black) LiDAR point clouds.

A. HeLiPR Dataset

Fig. 7 shows the calibration results for our approach and
CROON on the sampled HeLiPR dataset. Focusing on the
translational error, both methods are comparable in accuracy
for the individual axis with the exception that CROON posts
more outliers. CROON was for two samples not able to
converge the Velodyne LiDAR close to the ground truth. As
these values derive much from the rest, they are not visible
in the plot.
The rotational error again shows a similar trend for both
methods. It is apparent that both methods show a large
absolute error for roll and pitch but a similar one. For
both methods, this deviation from the ground truth is not
apparent when visualizing the calibrated clouds. It could hint
at an error in the HeLiPR ground truth data. We transformed
the first of our sampled data with the ground truth pose
and found a substantial deviation in translation and rotation
for the Aeva data (Fig. 8). Therefore, these values have to
be looked at in relative terms for the comparison of both
algorithms. The average computation time on a single core
of an x86 CPU with 3 GHz was 9 seconds for CROON and

3 seconds for Multi-LiCa.

B. EDGAR Dataset

For the EDGAR dataset, a completely different trend
is visible. While our approach posts translational positions
close to the ground truth, CROON fails in many cases to do
so. Apparent from the standard deviation and the outliers,
CROON struggles to compute a meaningful calibration re-
sult.
The observed trend is even more pronounced in the rota-
tional error. Analyzing the individual LiDAR calibrations.
CROON especially fails to align the rear LiDAR. In the
HeLiPR data the difference between the initial alignment
and the ground truth is small compared to the EDGAR
data. Due to the orientation of EDGAR’s LiDARs, a robust
initial coarse estimate is particularly important. CROON
performs significantly worse here than Multi-LiCa, resulting
in high deviations and misalignments. CROON bases the first
alignment on the RANSAC algorithm, which we found can
lead to non-robust alignments between the clouds for the
EDGAR dataset. Reasons could be the small overlapping
FOV, the missing of one main LiDAR overlapping with all



Fig. 7: Translational and rotational error of Multi-LiCa and CROON on the HeLiPR and EDGAR dataset.

Fig. 8: Misalignment of HeLiPR Aeva (green) and Ouster
(blue) LiDAR data.

source point clouds, and the orientation differences between
the point clouds. Croon also showed very high calculation
times. The pose estimation of the first sample took over 1300
seconds, while Multi-LiCa also took an average of 3 seconds.
A calibrated alignment of EDGAR’s LiDAR sensors with our
approach can be seen in Fig. 9.

V. DISCUSSION

With Multi-LiCa, we showed a robust and accurate point
cloud calibration approach that does not need calibration tar-
gets or specific environment features for the data matching.

Fig. 9: Fused LiDAR point clouds of the front (blue), left
(green), right (orange), and rear (black) LiDARs after the
sensor calibration of EDGAR with Multi-LiCa.

Multi-LiCa benefits from a robust initial guess computation
for the fine registration, posing state-of-the-art calibration
results across the tested scenes.
We showed that our method is sufficiently stable to han-
dle different sensor configurations, types, and scan patterns
without the need for a manually defined initial guess for the
pose alignment. Tests on data from HeLiPR and EDGAR
showed visually and quantitative accurate results compared
to existing calibration tools.



VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

Multi-LiCa presents a novel multi LiDAR-to-LiDAR cal-
ibration framework that handles data from different LiDAR
setups with non-direct sensor FOV overlap and minimizes
user input while maintaining generalizability. It was tested
on a total of twenty different scenes of two different sensor
setups, yielding satisfactory results and showing potential for
broader application. However, additional testing is needed for
conclusive proof of generalizability.

Future work should encompass improving the accuracy
further through the use of optimization techniques, such as
pose graph optimization. Evaluation on a broader set of
LiDAR data should be carried out to further evaluate the
generalizibility of the method.
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