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Yinchuan Wang1, Bin Ren1, Xiang Zhang1, Pengyu Wang2, Chaoqun Wang1, Rui Song1, Yibin Li1, Max Q.-H.
Meng2

Abstract—LiDAR-based SLAM is recognized as one effective
method to offer localization guidance in rough environments.
However, off-the-shelf LiDAR-based SLAM methods suffer from
significant pose estimation drifts, particularly components rele-
vant to the vertical direction, when passing to uneven terrains.
This deficiency typically leads to a conspicuously distorted global
map. In this article, a LiDAR-based SLAM method is presented
to improve the accuracy of pose estimations for ground vehicles in
rough terrains, which is termed Rotation-Optimized LiDAR-Only
(ROLO) SLAM. The method exploits a forward location predic-
tion to coarsely eliminate the location difference of consecutive
scans, thereby enabling separate and accurate determination of
the location and orientation at the front-end. Furthermore, we
adopt a parallel-capable spatial voxelization for correspondence-
matching. We develop a spherical alignment-guided rotation
registration within each voxel to estimate the rotation of vehicle.
By incorporating geometric alignment, we introduce the motion
constraint into the optimization formulation to enhance the rapid
and effective estimation of LiDAR’s translation. Subsequently,
we extract several keyframes to construct the submap and
exploit an alignment from the current scan to the submap for
precise pose estimation. Meanwhile, a global-scale factor graph is
established to aid in the reduction of cumulative errors. In various
scenes, diverse experiments have been conducted to evaluate our
method. The results demonstrate that ROLO-SLAM excels in
pose estimation of ground vehicles and outperforms existing state-
of-the-art LiDAR SLAM frameworks.

Index Terms—LiDAR odometry, scan matching, simultaneous
localization and mapping (SLAM), uneven terrain, ground vehi-
cle

I. INTRODUCTION

LOCALIZATION is of utmost significance in the context
of autonomous driving. It serves as the fundamental

building block for safe and efficient navigation, enabling
vehicles to precisely determine their position within their
environment. For uneven terrain navigation, the movement of
the vehicle is inevitably subject to fluctuations as it negotiates
uneven terrain. The sensors rigidly mounted on the ground ve-
hicle are particularly vulnerable to these movements, rendering
off-terrain localization a particularly challenging endeavor.

Simultaneous localization and mapping (SLAM) technique
allows one to localize ego-pose of sensors and meantime offers
an environmental map. This approach provides an effective
solution for localization in uneven and unknown environments.
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Fig. 1. Top figures show a real vehicle moving in an off-road scenario.
The bottom figure shows the point cloud map and the trajectory
output by ROLO-SLAM.

This study focuses on employing the LiDAR-based SLAM
method for uneven terrain navigation. The LiDAR-based meth-
ods typically utilize consecutive LiDAR scans for point cloud
registration on the local and global scale, allowing for the
estimation of precise sensor ego-motion. These methods enjoy
the benefits of insensitivity to environmental conditions, long
sensing range and low measurement noise, particularly in
outdoor uneven scenes.

Off-the-shelf LiDAR-based SLAM incorporates typically
two modules: the front-end LiDAR odometry and back-
end mapping optimization [1]. The front-end provides initial
pose estimation through frame-to-frame registration, while the
back-end employs alignment and optimization methods on a
global scale to refine the pose estimation and reconstruct the
surroundings. This approach enables the framework to achieve
coarse-to-fine localization. It is universal to adapt to normal
scenes, such as urban flat roads. However, in uneven cases, the
LiDAR-based SLAM method deployed on the ground vehicles
suffers from non-negligible drifts of localization, leading to a
distorted or oblique map. The substantial reason is that the
pose components in the vertical direction undergo significant
changes due to the vehicle’s body shaking in response to the
terrain surface. These changes directly lead to a reduction in
the consensus set during frame-to-frame matching, resulting
in incorrect initial pose estimation by the front-end. Although
much efforts [2–4] have been made and achieved notable im-
provements, this topic remains challenging and needs further
enhanced solutions.
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In response to this problem, we propose ROLO-SLAM: A
Rotation-Optimized LiDAR-Only SLAM framework aiming
to reduce the pose drift in the vertical direction and estimate
the ground vehicle’s pose more precisely in uneven terrains.
We divide the front-end into three separate modules, which is
based on the observation of the vertical drift of pose estimation
in rough terrain cases. In the front-end, the developed forward
location prediction is used for coarse translation estimation
to decouple the rotation and translation. Subsequently, the
voxelization matching and rotation registration are utilized to
independently estimate the precise rotation between two con-
secutive scans. A continuous-time-based translation estimation
is leveraged to obtain more precise translation of scans. We
then integrate our method into an efficient SLAM framework
with the scan-to-submap alignment and global factor graph as
back-end. Overall, our main contributions lie in the following
aspects:
• We leverage a forward location prediction to achieve a

soft decouple between rotation estimation and translation
estimation, which allows us to estimate the rotation and
translation independently.

• In the front-end, we present a dual-phase paradigm for
rotation and translation estimation using spherical align-
ment and continuous-time optimization. It aims to offer
a precise initial pose for back-end optimization.

• A compact LiDAR SLAM framework is established by
integrating scan-to-submap alignment and global factor
graph optimization, which facilitates the localization of
ground vehicles within uneven terrains.

Extensive experiments are conducted to validate the efficacy
of the proposed method and the results showcase that our
method has the best unified performance compared with the
state-of-the-art SLAM framework. Fig. 1 shows an example
result and real-world snapshots in an off-road scene. In addi-
tion, the source code and video demonstration of our method
are available1.

This article is organized as follows. Sec. II discusses the
related research. Sec. III addresses problem formulation and
potential causes, followed by the SLAM system pipeline and
detailed mechanism in Sec. IV. Subsequently, the conducted
experimental evaluation is presented in Sec. V and the corre-
sponding results analysis is illustrated in Sec. VI. Finally, Sec.
VII summarizes our conclusions and discusses future research
directions.

II. RELATED WORK

Although LiDAR-based SLAM with ground vehicles has
spawned numerous practical applications, such as search and
rescue, autonomous driving and subterranean exploration [5–
7], concerns persist regarding the vehicle’s SLAM or localiza-
tion in harsh environments. For the pioneering LiDAR-based
method [8], it becomes apparent that significant vertical drifts
occur when the vehicle traverses uneven terrain, resulting in
distorted and overlapping point cloud maps. To date, numerous
studies have been conducted [9–11] towards enhancing both

1Code: https://github.com/sdwyc/ROLO
Video: https://youtu.be/SeNuQmBAWFU

accuracy and real-time capabilities of LiDAR-based SLAM.
However, the reduction of vertical errors remains limited
when these methods are implemented in those challenging
environments.

One potential strategy to alleviate the aforementioned prob-
lem lies in promoting the accuracy of point registration. The
Iterative closest point (ICP) algorithm [12] and its variant are
generally used for achieving the alignment tasks in the LiDAR-
based SLAM. For example, [13] propose a refined LiDAR
SLAM framework using generalized ICP (GICP) algorithm,
which exploits the spatial voxelization to enhance the point-
matching process. To improve the robustness towards LiDAR
point cloud, [14] leverages the normal distribution matching to
replace the point-to-point matching by pursuing the maximum
of joint probability. Recently, [15] present a CT-ICP method by
adding a continuous time constraint to the optimization func-
tion to pursue smoother pose transformation. This approach
demonstrates remarkable efficiency in dealing with variant
terrain, making it a possible candidate for reducing vertical
errors in harsh environments.

Furthermore, feature-based methods [16–18] enhance the ef-
ficiency and efficacy of registration compared with the original
ones by aligning representative features, such as edge features
and planar features in the environments. [19] develop FEVO-
LOAM framework towards solving vertical drift problem,
which enhances the feature extraction to capture the valid line,
planar and ground feature points. Moreover, [20] formulate a
slope feature extraction method and incorporate it into a factor
graph to achieve optimized pose estimation in uneven ter-
rain. Nevertheless, these methods all simultaneously estimate
translation and rotation, leading to a vast solution space for
optimization problems and hindering rapid convergence. [2]
propose a LeGO-LOAM method towards accurately estimating
the pose in variant terrain. This method divides the estimation
of the pose into several steps and optimizes the results using
different features, which enables to shrinking of the solution
space to guarantee the convergence quality of the solution. [21]
use the translation-invariant principle to achieve the rotation
and translation registration independently. This method has
been verified to decrease the optimization solution space and
achieve improved results through numerous experiments.

Another approach to address the vertical drift problem is
multi-sensor information fusion. This method typically lever-
ages multi-scale features of environments to compensate for
the absence of vertical observation using multiple sensors
such as LiDARs, cameras, and IMUs [22, 23]. [24] propose a
tightly-coupled LiDAR-inertial SLAM method, which uses the
IMU and LiDAR to tightly track the pose transformation and
adopts a factor graph to fuse these observations. SDV-LOAM
[25] leverages the abundant camera observation to achieve a
semi-direct odometry in the front-end while the LiDAR sensor
is used for executing sweep-to-map optimization in the back-
end. However, of note is that in multi-sensor fusion, the inte-
gration of data from diverse sensors can introduce additional
errors if precise calibration is not achieved. Therefore, careful
calibration and synchronization of sensors are crucial to ensure
accurate and reliable registration results.

With the soaring in popularity of deep learning (DL)

https://github.com/sdwyc/ROLO
https://youtu.be/SeNuQmBAWFU


3

LiDAR Rigid Link Scan Beam

Incorrect
Correspondence

Correct
CorrespondenceGround Terrain

Vehicle

LiDAR Rigid Link

Scan Beam Ground Terrain

Vehicle

Correct
Correspondence

Incorrect
Correspondence

Point Cloud

Fig. 2. A simple case of suffering correspondence problems on
uneven terrain.

techniques, researchers are increasingly acknowledging the
potential of DL methods to tackle challenges in environ-
mental sensing and data association. The general methods
[26–28] leverage the deep neural network to accomplish
complex matching and recognition tasks, which are under
sparse sensor observation. For example, [29] present SuMa++
to achieve high-quality mapping and odometry measurement
tasks. SuMa++ extracts the semantic information by network
and combines it with the surfel feature to construct a contin-
uous semantic map. Similarly, [30] and [31] exploit neural
networks to render point clouds into the mesh map using
state-of-the-art 3D reconstruction techniques. While DL-based
approaches offer promising solutions for complex registration
problems, balancing accuracy, efficiency, and robustness is
essential for the widespread adoption of these techniques in
real-world environmental sensing applications.

III. PROBLEM DEFINITION

In the world frame W ∈ R3, we denote B and L as the
vehicle and LiDAR frame respectively. The pose is represented
by a transformation matrix T ∈ SE(3), abbreviated as [R | t].
Where R ∈ SO(3) represents the rotation matrix, t ∈ R3 is
translation vector. Concerning a vehicle-LiDAR rigid connec-
tion system, the vehicle’s world pose B

WT can be derived from
LiDAR’s world pose L

WT, which is computed by:

B
WT = [l2l1T . . . ln

ln−1T]LWT, (1)

where li, i∈ {1,2, . . . ,n} represent the links connecting vehicle
and LiDAR. In addition, each scan P from LiDAR is com-
posed of point set {pi ∈ P}. M represents the point cloud
map.

We assume that the rigid connection is always maintained
between the vehicle and LiDAR. Our objective is to determine
LiDAR’s pose L

Wx and then derive the vehicle’s pose B
Wx using

Eq. 1.
Most LiDAR SLAM methods produce visible pose drifts

in the vertical direction when deployed on the ground vehicle
moving on uneven terrains. The main reasons for its inception
lie in two aspects. In one respect, the presence of non-leveled

terrain surface necessitates changes in the vehicle pose, espe-
cially in the roll and pitch direction. In such scenarios, LiDAR
sensors exhibit large angular displacements in the vertical
direction as the vehicle navigates uneven terrain. However,
the vertical resolution of the LiDAR is limited, leading to the
gradual accumulation of pose errors.

In another respect, most point cloud registration methods
used in LiDAR SLAM exploit iterative optimization to approx-
imate a solution. Fig. 2 shows a case of autonomous driving on
uneven terrain. The light orange vehicle occupies the position
at the last moment, while the dark orange one represents the
current moment, denoted as Bt−1 and Bt , respectively. The
point cloud produced by LiDAR Lt−1 and Lt are Pt−1 and
Pt , respectively. In such case, the pose transformation Tt

t−1
from the last moment to the current can be calculated by

Tt
t−1 = argmin

T
∑pi

t −Tp j
t−1, pi

t ∈ Pt ,p j
t−1 ∈ Pt−1, (2)

where
〈

pi
t ,p

j
t−1

〉
is called a correspondence, whose correct-

ness has direct influence with the solution quality of Eq. 2. The
correct correspondence indicates that the point transformation
T is consistent with pose transformation Tt

t−1 while the
incorrect correspondence indicates that they are inconsistent.
However, with the intense shaking from the vehicle in uneven
terrain cases, the points from two scans are prone to produce
incorrect correspondence. As shown in Fig. 2, the blue point
B is from Pt−1 while the green G and red R ones are from Pt .
Concerning the conventional closest match rule, the blue point
is matched with the red point to generate a correspondence.
The green point is farther from the blue point, hence they are
not matched. But the correspondence ⟨B,R⟩ is incorrect since
it is unable to reflect the pitch angle change between Bt−1
and Bt . ⟨B,G⟩ is the correct correspondence that effectively
reflects the change. Furthermore, the optimization variable T
needs to account for changes in 6D pose instead of the way
only considering 3D poses in flat scenes. These factors lead to
a reduction in the size of the maximum consensus set, thereby
resulting in inferior solutions.

In this study, in the case of vehicle localization in uneven
terrain, our target problem focuses on how to improve vehicle
localization accuracy by using a single LiDAR sensor. To this
end, we reconstruct the entire front-end and divide it into
several modules to refine the pose estimation. Subsequently,
we introduce scan-to-submap alignment and factor graph to
optimize the vehicle’s pose within the map.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. System Pipeline of ROLO-SLAM
The architecture of ROLO-SLAM is illustrated in Fig. 3.

The developed framework is composed of two components:
the front-end LiDAR odometry module and the back-end
mapping module. Initially, the LiDAR scan data is rectified
to correct motion distortion utilizing odometry data sourced
from the back-end. In the front-end, geometric features are
extracted based on their edge and planar characteristics that are
identified through the metric of smoothness [8]. Subsequently,
the forward location prediction is developed for rapid prelim-
inary estimation of the LiDAR translation, which facilitates
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Fig. 3. A system pipeline of our ROLO-SLAM, incorporating front-end LiDAR odometry module and the back-end mapping module.
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Fig. 4. Snapshots of vehicle driving in uneven terrain. Here, the poses
of any two vehicles are recorded at the same time intervals.

the loose decoupling of rotation and translation. This process
is elaborated in Sec. IV-B. Correspondences are determined
using the developed voxelization approach. The rotation and
translation are independently determined, where the rotation is
registered by spherical alignment model while the translation
is obtained based on continuous time optimization, detailed in
Sec. IV-C and Sec. IV-D. Furthermore, the back-end initiates
by aggregating keyframes to construct submaps. These are
leveraged to a scan-to-submap alignment, and further optimize
the LiDAR’s global pose and point cloud map using a factor
graph, as detailed in Sec. IV-E.

B. Forward Location Prediction

In the front-end, we decouple the estimation of the rota-
tion and translation from consecutive scans. It is achieved
by eliminating the translation differences through a forward
location prediction. Fig. 4 displays snapshots of the vehicle
during the same scan interval on the xoz plane. Given the k-
th LiDAR scan and the corresponding robot velocity at that
scan vk, the robot velocity corresponding to the previous scan
is denoted as vk−1. As the time interval is sufficiently small,
it can be expected a consistent linear velocity between two
successive scans with off-the-shelf velocity control technology,
i.e., vk ∼ vk−1. The translation distance between two scans can
be deemed the same, i.e., δdk−1 ∼ δdk. Denote the vehicle’s
k-th location as the tk after undergoing k LiDAR scan P0:k.

Upon receiving Pk+1, we can estimate the vehicle location
tk+1 by

tk+1 = tk +
τk+1− τk

τk− τk−1
(tk− tk−1), (3)

where the τi represents the timestamp of i-th scan. When the
scan Pk+1 arrives, the vehicle’s position at time τk+1 is pre-
estimated using Eq. 3 to form a coarse constraint to bound
the translation differences between the scans Pk and Pk+1.
This procedure paves the way for independent subsequent
estimations of rotation and translation for Pk and Pk+1.

For the rotation of the vehicle, the pitch angle of the vehicle
θi is constrained by the ground surface, which is more prone
to be influenced by the undulation of the ground surface
compared with the translation. In real-world applications, the
undulation of ground is typically unknown and nonlinear;
therefore, the pitch angle change δθ is hard to hold the same
value facing uneven terrains during vehicle moving. The same
thing is also applied in the analysis of the roll angle. We
hereby do not estimate the rotation as the way in translation
estimation.

Traditional registration methods often intertwine rotation
and translation estimations, thereby obscuring the distinct
challenges associated with each, leading to potential inaccura-
cies in vehicle attitude and position. By introducing forward
location prediction, we establish a coarse estimation of the
translation between consecutive LiDAR scans. This decouples
the translation and rotation estimation in the front-end, which
builds a consistent baseline of scan locations and is expected
to improve the fidelity of vehicle rotation estimation.

C. Voxelization Matching and Rotation Registration

It is challenging to accurately identify the point-to-point
correspondences between scans. To cope with this problem,
we first propose to use Gaussian voxel map. With a little
abuse of notation, we represent the two adjacent scans Pi−1
and Pi by the source point cloud Ps and the target point
cloud Pt , respectively. The Gaussian voxel map is constructed
as described in Alg. 1 in the coordinate system of Pt . We
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Algorithm 1: Voxelization

1 Function Voxelization(Pt):
2 V ← /0 ;
3 for pi ∈ Pt do
4 voxel index← CalculateIndex(pi,V);
5 if voxel index /∈ I(V) then
6 I(V)←I(V)∪ voxel index;

7 V[voxel index].N←V[voxel index].N +1;
8 V[voxel index].p̄←V[voxel index].p̄+pi;
9 V[voxel index].Ω̄ΩΩ←V[voxel index].ΩΩΩ+ΩΩΩi;

10 [V.p̄,V.ΩΩΩ]/= V.N;
11 return V

establish an empty voxel map V and a voxel index set I(V)
to store the index value of voxel mk ∈ V . Each point pt ∈ Pt
is assigned a specific voxel, whose index is calculated by

p+ =
pt −pmin

Res
, (4)

voxel index = [1,WV ,WV ·HV ]
⊤ · round(p+), (5)

where pmin is a reference point whose coordinate values in
different directions [xmin,ymin,zmin] are separately designated
as the lowest coordinate values of the points in Pt . WV , HV
and Res respectively represent the voxel map length, height,
and resolution. round(·) represents the rounding operation. We
represent any spatial point pi ∈ R3 suffered a white Gaussian
noises as

pi ∼N (p̂i,ΩΩΩi), (6)

where p̂i is location of the point. ΩΩΩi is the covariance matrix of
the Gaussian white noise. For the target points, each voxel not
only encapsulates a cluster of spatial points but also embodies
these points through a Gaussian distribution. For each voxel
mk, a Gaussian distribution is leveraged to approximate the
spatial feature of points in there. This Gaussian distribution
can be described as

mk ∼N (p̄k,Ω̂ΩΩk), (7)

p̄k =
∑
i
pi

Nk
, Ω̄ΩΩk =

∑
i
ΩΩΩi

Nk
, (8)

where p̄k and Ω̄ΩΩk represent the mean location of the points in
mk and covariance matrix, respectively. Nk is the number of
points in mk. This process is elaborated in Lines 8-12, Alg. 1.

Based on the voxelization, we hereby avoid directly consid-
ering the point-to-point correspondence. Instead, we seek for
the pairs

〈
pi

s,mk
〉

consisting of a source point pi
s ∈ Ps and a

target voxel mk ∈ V within this study. Based on the forward
location prediction, we get the translation information. Then,
we align the sensor centers of two consecutive scans at the
same origin and start the matching, which is delineated in Alg.
2. We first establish the voxel map V following Alg. 1 for Pt .
Then, the index of each source point pi

s ∈ Ps corresponding
to V is calculated by Eq. 5, as indicated in Line 4, Alg. 2.
As illustrated in Alg. 2 Lines 5-7, the matching rule is that
a correspondence pair

〈
pi

s,V[voxel index]
〉

is formed when

Algorithm 2: Matching
Input: Source point cloud: Ps, Target points cloud: Pt ,

Point corresponding C
1 C ← /0 ;
2 V ← Voxelization(Pt) ;
3 for pi

s ∈ Ps do
4 voxel index← CalculateIndex(pi

s,V);
5 if voxel index ∈ I(V) and V.N ≥ N+ then
6 C ← C ∪make pair(pi

s,V[voxel index]);

7 return C

Fig. 5. Rotation alignment model. The green points are source points
in Ps while the blue ellipse spheres are the Gaussian distribution in
mk. The purple arrows represent the possible rotated direction.

voxel index of pi
s exists in I(V) of V . Note that the voxel in V

containing insufficient points is not eligible for matching with
any source points. N+ is a pre-setting threshold of the least
point number. This ensures that only voxels that adequately
represent the local geometry are considered for establishing
correspondences.

Now we obtained the correspondence C between the source
points and the target voxels. Then, the rotation between Ps and
Pt is obtained by attempting to align the points of Ps with the
mean location p̄k of the associated Gaussian distribution stored
in a voxel. The rotation alignment model is demonstrated by
Fig. 5. Through forward location prediction, the sensor centers
of two consecutive scans are positioned at the same origin O.
Rotating a point cloud can be conceptualized as each point
sliding along a spherical surface, with the LiDAR at the center
and the distance to the point as the radius. Various source
points pi

s ∈ Ps slide along the sphere’s surface to align with
the mean location p̄k of the Gaussian distribution, which is
stored in the voxel mk. This alignment process estimates the
sensor rotation between Ps and Pt . To this end, the whole
rotation alignment is expressed by

R = argmin
R

∑∢(p̄k,Rpi
s), (9)
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Fig. 6. A demonstrated example for rotation alignment. The blue
plane represents the projection of the Gaussian distribution with mean
location p̄k.

where ∢(·) represents the spherical angle between the asso-
ciated point pi

s and the mean p̄k of corresponding Gaussian
distribution, with respect to the origin O. ∢(·) represents an
angular metric, whereas the coordinates of spatial points are
represented by distance metrics in this study. Subsequently,
we propose a transformation that expresses ∢(·) in terms of
a distance metric and derives the optimal rotation estimation
via an optimization objective function formulated using the
Mahalanobis distance.

To conceptually illustrate the transformation, Fig. 6 illus-
trates an example of aligning the source point pi

s with the
mean p̄k of the associated Gaussian distribution. Here, Rpi

s
represents the rotated source point by R, and p̄′k represents a
projection of p̄k onto the spherical tangent plane that intersects
Rpi

s. We have

∢(p̄k,Rpi
s) = arcsin

∥di∥∥∥p̄′k
∥∥ , (10)

∢(p̄k,Rpi
s) ∝ ∥di∥ ,s.t.,∢(p̄′k,Rpi

s)≤
π

2
, (11)

where di = p̄′k−Rpi
s. Eq. 11 reveals the transformation from

angle metric to distance metric. p′k can be calculated by

p̄′k = (∥p̄k∥−
(p̄k−Rpi

s) · p̄k

∥p̄k∥
)nk, (12)

where nk represents the unit vector of p̄k. Of note is that di is
essentially influenced by a Gaussian white noise. We construct
the covariance of this Gaussian noise as

ΩΩΩ
′
R = ΩΩΩk +R⊤ΩΩΩ

i
sR, (13)

where ΩΩΩk and ΩΩΩ
i
s are noise covariance matrix of p̄k and pi

s,
respectively. We then perform singular value decomposition
(SVD) on ΩΩΩ

′
R and the covariance ΩΩΩR is reconstructed as

ΩΩΩR = U

λmax
λmax

϶

V. (14)

λmax is the maximum of eigen values while U and V are
obtained by SVD operation. Given that ∥di∥ quantifies the
radial distance between Rpi

s and p̄′k on the spherical plane,
our primary focus is on the discrepancies in radial distances.
Conversely, the axial distance between p̄′k and p̄k is less
relevant to rotational registration. Therefore, SVD is employed

𝑂𝑂

𝑋𝑋 𝑌𝑌

𝑍𝑍

SVD
𝐩𝐩𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑖

�𝐩𝐩𝑘𝑘

𝐩𝐩𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑖
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𝐝𝐝𝑖𝑖

Fig. 7. Transformation of the spatial manifold representing the 3D
Gaussian distribution by employing an SVD regularization.

to regularize the covariance, eliminating the influence of
axial distances. This regularization can be interpreted as a
dimensionality reduction of the Gaussian process, whereby
the data is mapped from a 3D ellipsoidal manifold to a 2D
elliptical manifold as shown in Fig. 7.

Thus, the rotation R can be calculated by

R = argmin
R

∑∥di∥ΩΩΩ
−1
R
, (15)

where ∥·∥
ΩΩΩ
−1
R

represents the Mahalanobis distance while ΩΩΩR
is the covariance matrix. Eq. 15 can be solved iteratively
using optimization algorithms, including Gaussian-Newton
(GN) and Levenberg–Marquardt (LM).

D. Continuous-Time-Based Translation Optimization

Up to this point, we have obtained the rotation matrix R
and a coarse translation estimation t. To further optimize the
translation, we design an objective function that incorporates
a continuous-time-based translation constraint. This constraint
is derived from the continuous uniform motion model of
the vehicle between two successive LiDAR scans. To make
the presentation more concise, we introduce two symbols:
T̆ and T̄, denoting the simple transformation matrixes that
singly consider rotations and translations, i.e., T̆ = [I | t]
and T̄ = [R | 0]. Then, the translation optimization equation
containing the objective function is expressed as follows:

T̄opt = argmin
¬T

∑
i
(FICP[T̄]+λFCT [T̄]), (16)

where the objective function comprises two components:
FICP[·], which addresses geometric alignment based on the
distance from points to a distribution. FCT [·] represents
the continuous-time-based translation constraint. λ serves as
an adjustable weight for FCT [·]. Given a correspondence
⟨ps,mk⟩ ∈ C, the FICP[·] is expressed by:

FICP[T̄] =
∥∥N j · (p̄k− T̄ps)

∥∥
ΩΩΩ
−1
ICP

, (17)

ΩΩΩICP = Ω̄ΩΩk + T̄⊤ΩΩΩsT̄, (18)

where N j denotes the number of points contained in the voxel
mk. ΩΩΩ represents the covariance matrix. Given the uniform
motion model, the translation between two scans holds a linear
relationship with time. To meet this assumption, the function
FCT [·], as it applies to each point pi ∈ Pt , is expressed as
follows:

FCT [T̄] =
∥∥tn− tn−1∥∥

ΩΩΩ
−1
CT

, (19)

tn = (T̄pi− T̆[T̄ f l p]
−1pi), (20)

ΩΩΩCT = tn⊗ tn. (21)
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Here the translation element in T̄ f l p and rotation element in T̆
are the results estimated from the forward location prediction
and rotation registration, respectively. The covariance matrix
ΩΩΩCT , represented as the tensor product of tn itself, where
the larger element in tn means the corresponding dimension
suffers greater penalty in the optimization. FICP(·) is utilized
to achieve the geometric alignment of sensor data, whereas
FCT (·) ensures that the vehicle maintains as continuous and
uniform a motion as possible. The final translation transforma-
tion T̄ is a combination of T̄ f l p and T̄opt , which is calculated
by

T̄ = T̄opt · T̄ f l p. (22)

It is important to note that solving the problem in Eq. 16
does not involve the matching process described in Sec. IV-C;
instead, we directly inherit C from the rotation registration.
This approach is developed to accelerate the processing speed
of the front-end.

E. Back-End Mapping and Loop Closure

The back-end refines the transformation output from the
front-end, facilitating the generation of high-quality global
poses and environmental map. The back-end comprises two
primary modules: local scan-to-submap alignment and global
pose optimization. At the local level, the scan-to-submap
alignment employs a precise registration method to align the
latest scans with the accumulated local submaps, thereby
achieving more accurate LiDAR odometry. At the global level,
a factor graph is incrementally constructed from the accumu-
lated keyframes, which adjusts the poses of each historical
keyframe to minimize overall historical errors.

1) Scan-to-Submap Optimization: Firstly, the scan-to-
submap alignment is utilized to further optimize the pose
estimation of ground vehicles. The global point cloud map
is constructed by historical keyframes and each keyframe F
consisting of edge feature Fe and plane feature Fp, formulated
as F = Fe,Fp}. To reduce memory overhead, keyframes are
periodically selected at a predefined time interval. A prede-
fined number of keyframes within a sliding time window are
selected to construct the submap M, which is expressed by

M= {Me,Mp}, (23)

Me = {Fi
e,Fi−1

e ,Fi−2
e , . . . ,Fi−k+1

e }, (24)

Mp = {Fi
p,Fi−1

p ,Fi−2
p , . . . ,Fi−k+1

p }, (25)

where Me is the edge submap which is a set containing all
the edge features in the keyframes.Mp is the planar submap.
The scan-to-submap alignment is cast into an optimization
problem, which can be written as

Tb = argmin
Tb

∑
j
(Fe[Tbpe]+Fp[Tbpp]). (26)

The variable to be optimized is the transformation matrix Tb
between the scan and the submap. pe and pp are points in
Fe and Fp. Here Fe[·] and Fp[·] are the cost function of edge
features and planar features, respectively. In our method, Fe[·]
measures the distance between the current edge feature points
{pe ∈ P} and the corresponding points in the submap {p′e ∈

𝐱𝐱0 𝐱𝐱1 𝐱𝐱2 𝐱𝐱𝑖𝑖 𝐱𝐱𝑖𝑖+1 𝐱𝐱𝑖𝑖+2

State KeyframeNode LiDAR frame Landmark Submap

Scan-to-submap Scan registration Odometry factor Loop-closure 
factor 

Fig. 8. Factor graph structure of ROLO-SLAM. Two types of factor,
incorporating the odometry factor and the loop-closure factor, are
established as the vehicle moves.

Me}. Fp[·] determines the distance between the current planar
feature points {pp ∈ P} and the corresponding points in the
submap {p′p ∈Mp}. These distances are calculated as follows:

Fe[Tbpe] = βe
∥(p′e−Tbpe)× (p′e−Tbpe−ne)∥

∥ne∥
, (27)

Fp[Tbpp] = βp
(Tbpp−p′p) ·np

np
, (28)

βe = ∑
∥ne∥

∥(p′e− p̄′e)×ne∥
, (29)

βp =
1∣∣∑n⊤p p′p +1

∣∣ , (30)

where ne is the unit vector of the edge feature while np is
the normal vector of the planar feature. In addition, βe and βp
serve as weight parameters for separate residuals, prioritizing
features that exhibit smaller distances to their corresponding
edges or planes.

2) Global Optimization and Loop Closure: Pose optimiza-
tion on the global scale is typically modeled as a Maximum
A Posterior (MAP) Problem. ROLO-SLAM leverages the
factor graph (FG) model to solve the MAP. The whole FG
is composed of nodes and edges with different factors. Each
node stores a state at that moment and we define the state as
the vehicle pose in the world frame, i.e., Xi = [Ri | ti]. Each Xi
is associated with a keyframe Fi. Furthermore, we define two
factors: odometry factor and loop-closure factor. The overall
factor graph structure is shown in Fig. 8. The odometry
factor constrains the transformation between adjacent states,
analogous to a Markov chain. The transformation of adjacent
nodes is given by the scan-to-submap alignment. This factor
rejects outliers of state estimated by the scan-to-submap align-
ment and smooths the locomotion trajectory. The loop-closure
factor is used to address accumulated errors in long-term
and large-scale scenarios. To build this factor, we establish
a stable search window B, centered on the current state Xc.
There are states and keyframes in the window B, denoted
as B = {F0,F1, . . . Fi, . . .}. During the vehicle moving, a
checking thread is consistently executed to assess the similarity
between each Fi ∈ B and the current keyframe Fc. Upon
identifying significant similarity between Fi and Fc, a feature
registration is employed to determine the transformation

⌢
TFc,Fi
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TABLE I: Dataset parameter setting

Dataset KITTI raw
seq. 00

KITTI raw
seq. 05

KITTI raw
seq. 08

SDU Campus
Qianfo

SDU Campus
Xinglong Offroad1 Offroad2 Offroad3

Have Loop ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Data Frames 4541 2761 4071 5370 5201 1882 2339 4336

Max Ground Height (m) 3.225 6.573 5.051 33.389 34.285 0.797 0.050 23.705
Min Ground Height (m) -22.295 -12.092 -40.681 -0.105 -0.301 -29.308 -31.958 -2.986
Trajectory Length (m) 3387.473 1997.451 2879.163 2578.197 3580.265 927.516 1402.278 1140.229

Time Duration (s) 470 287 422 541 521 188 234 434

VLP 32C Puck

Xsense Mti-300
ZED2i Camera

GW-GNS100

Sensing platform

VLP 32C Puck

Xsense Mti-300

ZED2i Camera

GW-GNS100

Sensing platform

1

2

3

4

0.41m

0.4m

Fig. 9. Ground vehicles with sensing platform in off-road and campus
datasets

of Fi and Fc. Then, the loop-closure tuple Lc,i is established,
denoted as:

Lc,i =
〈

Xc,Xi,
⌢
TFc,Fi

〉
. (31)

These loop-closure tuples are transformed into loop-closure
factors in the FG, establishing constraints between nodes
introduced at different time instances. By employing the FG
for global pose optimization, the vehicle’s pose is refined,
enabling adaptive adjustments of all nodes to minimize global
discrepancies to effectively eliminate accumulated errors.

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

A. Platform and Experiments Setting

To evaluate the performance of the ROLO-SLAM, com-
prehensive experiments focusing on pose estimation accu-
racy, robustness, computational efficiency and mapping results
are performed using both public datasets and our elaborate
datasets. The following illustrates the details of these datasets.
• KITTI-odometry (sequence 00, 05 and 08) [32], is a

benchmark dataset for odometry and perception tasks,
which is captured in urban, rural, and highway scenarios.
The odometry benchmark offers multi-model data includ-
ing LiDAR point clouds and camera images in grayscale
and color. In addition, KITTI maintains the calibration pa-
rameters and benchmark results. We use KITTI-odometry

dataset to evaluate the localization accuracy in the horizon
direction.

• Real Off-Road scene (Offroad1, Offroad2, Offroad3).
These datasets are collected in off-road environments on
a mountain around our campus. They include various
scenarios, like steep slopes, muddy roads, grasslands,
and hard-surfaced roads. Furthermore, the dataset offers
multiple sensor data and ground truth generated by the
multi-sensor-based SLAM method. These datasets are
suitable for evaluating 6D pose estimation.

• SDU Campus Scene (Qianfo campus and Xinglong cam-
pus). We elaborate the SDU datasets in Qianfo campus
and Xinglong campus of our university, which both
incorporate variant terrains, like slopes and uneven floors.
The ground truth of localization is offered by the fusion of
LiDARs, IMU, and GPS sensors. This dataset is leveraged
to evaluate the overall performance of the developed
method.

Our established datasets are recorded by two ground vehi-
cles as shown in Fig. 9. To collect information in outdoor
environments, these vehicles are equipped with the same
sensing platform. The sensing platform has multiple sensors
including a VLP-32C Puck 3D LiDAR, a ZED2i stereo
camera, a GW-GNS100 GNSS system, and a Mti-300 9-axis
IMU. The ground truth of Off-road and SDU Campus datasets
are generated by the multi-sensor-based SLAM method [33].
To calibrate heterogeneous sensors, we utilize offline cali-
bration methods to obtain intrinsic and extrinsic parameters.
Specifically, we first use the Kalibr toolbox [34] to calibrate
the intrinsic parameters and relative transformation between
IMU and stereo camera. Subsequently, we performed the
LiDAR camera calibration using the Autoware toolkit [35] to
obtain the relative transformation. For more details, Tab. I lists
parameters of all these datasets used in the evaluation. For the
sake of brevity, in the experimental demonstration, we denote
ROLO as ROLO-SLAM. To highlight the performance of the
our method, we conduct abundant comparison experiments
with the following state-of-the-art methods:

• LOAM [8], firstly leverages the simple but efficient
registration to achieve precise LiDAR odometry tasks
and indicates high performance in durational localization
accuracy.

• LeGO-LOAM [2], towards vertical accumulated drift
problem, segments the ground observation and divides
the 6-DOF pose estimation into two separate steps. It
exhibits excellent accuracy in uneven terrains with ground
vehicles.

• CT-ICP [15] presents a continuous time ICP method
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(a) KITTI 00

(b) KITTI 00

(c) KITTI 05

(d) KITTI 05

(e) KITTI 08

(f) KITTI 08

Fig. 10. The trajectory estimation of ROLO and other odometry frameworks for KITTI-odometry dataset sequence 00, 05 and 08.

(a) Offroad1 (c) Offroad3(b) Offroad2
Fig. 11. The trajectory estimation of our method and alternative methods for the off-road datasets (Offroad1, Offroad2, Offroad3).

to achieve smoother motion trajectories by incorporating
time and velocity constraints. This approach demonstrates
enhanced performance, particularly in the context of
continuous motion scenarios.

• HDL-SLAM [36] integrates a variety of cutting-edge
registration and loop-closure techniques to achieve lo-
calization. Furthermore, it incorporates people behavior
prediction and ground perception capabilities, thereby
showcasing superior performance in long-term localiza-
tion tasks.

The implementation for ROLO-SLAM system is on Robot

Operation System (ROS) Noetic, Ubuntu 20.04. All evaluated
algorithms are executed on a Lenovo Y9000P Laptop with an
Intel Core i7th CPU, an Nvidia RTX2070 GPU and 32 GB
RAM.

B. Localization Accuracy Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate the localization accuracy of our
method via comparing with different approaches. In KITTI-
odometry datasets (seq. 00, 05 and 08), the trajectory re-
sults are shown in Fig. 10. The trajectory of ROLO aligns
closely with the ground truth (GT) in these three datasets.
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(a) Qianfo (b) Xinglong

Fig. 12. The trajectory estimation of our method and alternative methods for the SDU campus datasets (Qianfo, Xinglong).

TABLE II: RMSE (translation (m)/rotation (deg)) of methods with ground truth

KITTI seq.00 KITTI seq.05 KITTI seq.08
SDU camp

(Qianfo)
SDU camp
(Xinglong)

Offroad1 Offroad2 Offroad3

ROLO (ours) 0.200/2.369 0.085/2.729 0.291/3.045 0.446/0.149 0.348/0.046 0.524/0.552 0.056/0.035 0.269/0.21
LOAM 0.189/2.327 0.100/2.94 0.294/3.115 1.269/0.342 6.991/0.853 7.399/6.202 1.953/1.044 2.747/1.016
LeGO-LOAM 0.665/2.239 0.320/2.865 0.977/3.008 0.591/0.304 0.571/0.045 1.354/5.43 1.074/0.397 0.284/0.217
CT-ICP 0.245/2.245 0.092/2.841 0.306/3.023 0.538/0.18 0.590/0.052 0.765/5.462 0.149/0.137 0.539/0.297
HDL-SLAM 0.228/2.245 0.132/2.844 0.449/3.028 1.087/0.573 1.774/0.315 1.967/5.591 0.691/0.465 0.982/0.473

Specifically, ROLO almostly overlaps with GT, especially in
Fig. 10(c). LOAM and CT-ICP also have high trajectory
similarity with GT. LOAM has the convincing performance
as highlighted in Fig. 10(b). This is caused by rich features
in urban scenes, which offer a registration basis for these two
methods. Instead, other methods showcase different biases of
varying magnitudes. LeGO-LOAM and HDL-SLAM exhibit
obvious trajectory errors in Fig. 10(f), though approximately
trace correct trajectories in the KITTI seq. 00 and 05. Com-
pared with alternative approaches, ROLO exhibits the greatest
degree of alignment with the GT. These results highlight the
exceptional localization performance of our method in the
horizon direction.

To evaluate the efficacy of localization in the vertical
direction, we compare our method with others using Offroad1,
Offroad2 and Offroad3 datasets. Note that these datasets are
characterized by numerous steep slopes and uneven road

surfaces. Therefore, these environmental features lead to in-
tensive changes in the position and attitude of the vehicle.
The trajectory results and corresponding elevation curves are
depicted in Fig. 11(a)-(c).

In comparison to other approaches, the 3D trajectory of our
method exhibits the highest similarity with the GT trajectory,
particularly in Fig. 11(b). In addition, the elevation curve of
our method closely fits with the GT as shown in Fig. 11(a)-(b).
Notably, the elevation curve and trajectory of LeGO-LOAM
showcase a promising performance in Fig.11(c). This implies
that ground surface segmentation offers positive guidance in
the estimation of roll and pitch angle. In contrast, other
methods utilize conventional point-to-plane and point-to-line
registration techniques, which prove to be less effective in
scenarios with sparse features and drastic changes in surface
geometry.

The performance of pose estimation with these approaches
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(a) KITTI00 (g) KITTI00

(b) KITTI05 (h) KITTI05

Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

(c) KITTI08 (i) KITTI08
Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

(d) Offroad1 (j) Offroad1
Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

Data Frame Sequence Data Frame Sequence

(e) Offroad2 (k) Offroad2

(f) Offroad3
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(l) Offroad3

Fig. 13. ER and Et curves of ROLO in KITTI and Off-road datasets. The each dimension of ER and Et is separately depicted in subfigures.

is further validated using SDU campus datasets. The results
are shown in Fig. 12(a)-(b).

The trajectory of our method maintains close with GT
in Fig. 12(a). In Fig. 12(b), the trajectory and elevation
curve of our method are basically overlapped with GT, which
emphasizes the high performance of ROLO in localization
accuracy. CT-ICP and LeGO-LOAM yield impressive results
only in Fig. 12(b). However, other methods exhibit significant
pose drift, especially in terms of elevation positioning. The
elevation curve of LOAM shows an opposite trend to that

of GT in Fig. 12(b). These outcomes demonstrate substantial
advantage of our method in 6-DOF pose estimation.

Furthermore, Tab. II lists the root mean square error
(RMSE) of translation and rotation for all methods. Results
show that our method has the lowest RMSE in the SDU and
Off-road datasets. In the KITTI dataset, LOAM and LeGO-
LOAM also have low RMSE of localization, which showcases
excellent performance in localization accuracy, benefiting from
rich environmental features and ground segmentation. How-
ever, other approaches exhibit varying errors across different
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TABLE III: RMSE (translation (m)/rotation (deg)) frame-to-frame registration of ours and traditional registration methods

KITTI seq.00 KITTI seq.05 KITTI seq.08
SDU camp

(Qianfo)
SDU camp
(Xinglong)

Offroad1 Offroad2 Offroad3

Ours 1.603/2.246 0.458/2.844 0.876/2.586 0.664/0.223 1.547/0.321 1.513/0.334 1.864/0.364 0.993/0.397
ICP 4.321/2.728 3.866/3.164 4.790/2.71 2.159/1.017 7.116/0.831 1.080/0.326 2.539/0.655 5.144/1.52
NDT 4.488/3.075 3.930/3.937 4.869/3.453 2.610/1.053 6.157/1.42 6.946/1.054 6.977/1.735 2.699/1.726
PTP ICP 0.61/2.245 0.415/2.837 1.156/2.99 1.395/0.426 3.845/1.279 1.962/1.87 4.503/0.946 1.167/0.814

TABLE IV: Absolute error for inter-frame (mean/std.) towards SDU
Campus datasets

Datasets Methods Et (m) ER (deg)

Qianfo

ROLO 0.057/0.042 0.134/0.219
LOAM 0.108/0.099 0.286/0.26

LeGO-LOAM 0.107/0.096 0.249/0.333
CT-ICP 0.084/0.048 0.18/0.124

HDL-SLAM 0.112/0.152 0.266/0.603

Xinglong

ROLO 0.013/0.072 0.073/0.211
LOAM 0.304/0.222 0.245/0.505

LeGO-LOAM 0.074/0.103 0.152/0.217
CT-ICP 0.043/0.061 0.08/0.142

HDL-SLAM 0.106/0.107 0.184/0.241

scenarios. LOAM and HDL-SLAM methods suffer from
higher RMSE in SDU campus and Off-road datasets, which
reflects significant drifts on uneven roads.

In order to indicate the benefit of the proposed registration
method in front-end, we compare our registration method
with the conventional point cloud registration methods in the
evaluated datasets. These conventional registration methods
comprise ICP, NDT and point-to-plane ICP (PTP ICP) reg-
istration methods. We utilize the RMSE of frame-to-frame
registration to assess the registration accuracy. The quantitive
results are shown in Tab. III. Our method has ever minimal
RMSE in SDU and Off-road datasets, though it cannot have
the best performance in KITTI and Offroad1 datasets. The
results indicate that PTP ICP has more advantages to achieve
registration relying on rich environmental features in urban
scenes. Our front-end registration method can offer relatively
accurate pose estimation to the back-end in uneven scenes.

C. Robustness Evaluation

Localization robustness reflects the capacity to sustain self-
location stability in complex scenarios. To evaluate the robust-
ness of localization, we utilize two absolute errors for inter-
frame transformation to measure the localization robustness,
here these two absolute errors are calculated as:

ER
i =

∣∣euler(Ri)− euler(Rgt
i )

∣∣ , (32)

Et
i =

∣∣ti− tgt
i

∣∣ , (33)

where for consecutive LiDAR scans Pi and Pi+1, Ri and ti are
the rotation and translation between these two scans. Rgt

i and
tgt
i are the rotation and translation of GT. In addition, euler(·)

calculates the Euler angles. ER
i and Et

i are both 3D vectors.
They reflect the instantaneous accuracy of each frame-to-frame
transformation.

In these experiments, all results of ER and Et are obtained
by executing different methods for 5 times in the evaluated
datasets. Fig. 13(a)-(l) shows the ER and Et curves of ROLO
in KITTI and Off-road datasets. From a macroscopic perspec-
tive, our method has small amplitude and mean on datasets,
which is particularly intuitive in Fig. 13(j)-(l). It is worth
noting that the vertical errors using our method always retain
a value close to zero as shown in Fig. 13(a)-(f). Moreover,
In such off-road scenes, ROLO has smaller amplitudes than
the urban cases as shown in Fig. 13(d)-(f) and Fig. 13(j)-(l).
These results indicate that our method maintains the stability
of localization along with high instantaneous accuracy in off-
road cases. This benefits from the fact that ROLO achieves
precise pose estimation by independently estimating rotation
and translation at the front-end. Moreover, the pose estimation
is further refined by the back-end.

To compare the localization robustness with other methods,
we collect the values of ER and Et in SDU campus datasets.
Tab. IV shows the mean and standard covariance (std.) of ER

and Et. Compared with other methods, ROLO has smaller std.
value, which guarantees the estimation stability of consecutive
scans. Of note is that ROLO has the smallest mean values.
It demonstrates the estimation of our method is significantly
precise during execution. Comparatively, LOAM and HDL-
SLAM have higher mean values and std. values, thereby it is
performed inadequately in localization robustness.

D. Computation Efficiency Evaluation

To demonstrate that ROLO not only has excellent local-
ization accuracy but also has high computation efficiency, we
compare the computational time among these methods. We
record the time for processing two scan frames with all these
methods. We run every method for 3 times on each dataset.

Fig. 14 showcase box plots of processing time per scan,
whose data is from the total processing time including the
front-end and the back-end. To ultimately avoid the influence
of the processing time from the increasing global map size,
we divide the dataset into several bins and evaluate the
performance of different methods in each unit. Note that CT-
ICP is recorded by the whole processing times since it lacks
back-end module. The height of boxes in Fig. 14 represents
the variation range of the processing time. One can see that
ROLO and LeGO-LOAM have stable variation range and
means values over multiple bins as the accumulation of data
frames, as shown in Fig. 14(a)-(h). It means that ROLO
and LeGO-LOAM have stable processing capacity, whose
processing time is at around 100 ms. However, the time boxes
of CT-ICP are located at the high position in Fig. 14(f), 14(h),
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(a) KITTI 00

(h) Xinglongshan(g) Qianfoshan

(f) Offroad3(e) Offroad2

(d) Offroad1(c) KITTI 08

(b) KITTI 05

Fig. 14. Box plots of processing time per scan for all methods. Each dataset is divided into several pieces with respect to the data frames.
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Fig. 15. The overall processing time per scan for methods. Note that
CT-ICP only has the processing time of front-end.

and have many outliers in Fig. 14(a)-(c), 14(f)-(h). It indicates
that the additional continuous-time constraints without initial
value may bring processing delay and uncertainty though the
localization accuracy obtains improvement. HDL-SLAM has
the largest variation range in Fig. 14(a)-(g), which reflects
unstable processing capacity of HDL-SLAM. In summary,
ROLO has higher performance in terms of processing robust-
ness and efficiency.

Fig. 15 shows the average processing times per scan in
all datasets, and each column is stacked with processing
times of the front-end and back-end, respectively. The error
bar represents the variation range of total processing time.
The results show that the front-end of ROLO maintains fast
processing speed, although it is divided into three successive
modules. The total processing time is around 100 ms per scan,
which satisfies the real-time requirement for robot applica-
tions. LeGO-LOAM has the shortest processing time of the
front-end but the performance is unsatisfactory in aspect of
localization accuracy. Moreover, CT-ICP and HDL-SLAM
have longer error bars, which means their processing efficiency
is unreliable. ROLO is faster than CT-ICP and HDL-SLAM
by at least 10%, which demonstrates the efficiency of the
developed method.

E. Mapping Results

In this section, we focus on the mapping quality of different
methods, which qualitatively reflects the localization accuracy
on the global scale. Fig. 16(a)-(b) shows the satellite map and
mapping result on Xinglong dataset. Fig. 16(c) is a snapshot of
a curved road with slopes. The green line shows the navigation
trajectory. The point cloud map depict the outline of the real
environment, which showcases the high localization accuracy
and mapping quality using our method.

To demonstrate the performance of mapping in the uneven
terrain scenes, we compare the mapping performance of HDL-
SLAM, LeGO-LOAM, and ROLO using the Qianfo dataset.
The results are shown in Fig. 17(b)-(d). At a global scale,
the point cloud map generated by our method exhibits high
consistency with the scene contours in the satellite map.

785m

430m

End
Start

(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 16. Mapping result for Xinglong dataset. (a) shows the Google
map, which indicates the trajectory and distance metrics. (b) displays
overall point cloud map and (c) is captured at a specific scenario.

In contrast, in the top figures of Fig. 17(b)-(c), the results
from HDL-SLAM and LeGO-LOAM suffer from noticeable
shape distortion, especially in the contours of buildings. In
the side views of Fig. 17(d), ROLO demonstrates a relatively
flat mapping plane, given the level ground of our campus.
However, the side views of other methods display significant
oblique, and HDL-LOAM even show an overlap in Fig.
17(b). These phenomena reflect the significant vertical drifts
in SLAM tasks. In contrast, ROLO has better performance in
alleviating the vertical drift problem. Fig. 18(a)-(d) show two
slope scenes in Qianfo datasets. Our method can exhibit the
correct and smooth trajectory and reconstruct original scenes
with slopes, as shown in Fig. 18(c)-(d).

Regarding the off-road cases, our method retains promising
performance in mapping quality. Fig. 19(a) shows a satellite
map in Offroad2, which exhibits a rugged downhill. The
navigation trajectory and mapping results using ROLO are
shown in Fig. 19(b). The gradient color of the trajectory
indicates the elevation change, which matches the changes in
the real world. It can be observed that the surrounding scenes
are reconstructed accurately, such as forests and buildings. To
be more specific, Fig. 20 displays the point cloud map aligned
with a satellite map and six specific snapshots of scenes and
point cloud maps. We can observe that the point cloud map
coincides with the terrain contours in the satellite map. The
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(a) Google Map (b) HDL-LOAM (c) LeGO-LOAM (d) ROLO

Fig. 17. Mapping results of HDL-LOAM, LeGO-LOAM and ROLO in Qianfo dataset. In (b)-(d), the top figures show the overall maps
while the bottom figures are captured at the side views.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 18. Mapping results in real slope cases of Qianfo dataset.
(a)-(b) show the real scenes with ground vehicles. (c)-(d) are the
corresponding point cloud maps and the navigation trajectories of
ROLO.

right three snapshots show the real-world navigation scenes.
The trajectories and mapping results are located on the left,
which both exhibit high mapping quality as well as localization
accuracy. Overall, ROLO has high efficiency and efficacy in
robust and real-time localization and mapping, particularly
in reducing vertical drift. These advantages enable ROLO
applicable in challenging environments, such as autonomous
off-road terrain navigation.

F. Comparison with IMU-fused Method

To further evaluate the localization performance of the
proposed method, we compare it with FAST-LIO2 in this
section. Here, FAST-LIO2 [37] is a state-of-the-art LiDAR-
inertial SLAM solution, which applies tightly coupled iterated
Kalman filter and an ikd-tree data structure to accomplish
fast and efficient SLAM process. It is worth noting that
FAST-LIO2 compensates vehicle rotation through the highly
frequent orientation observation from IMU, thus it has more
excellent localization performance than other single LiDAR
methods.

We compare the localization accuracy, robustness and map-
ping results in the KITTI datasets and the collected datasets
under real off-road scene and SDU campus scene, respectively.

(a)

(b)

End
Start

Fig. 19. Mapping results in Offroad2 dataset. (a) is the satellite map
from Google Earth. (b) shows the point cloud and trajectory.

In KITTI datasets, we compare our method and FAST-
LIO2 in KITTI seq. 05, 08, 09, where FAST-LIO2 works
properly. The estimated trajectories and GT are depicted in
Fig. 21. ROLO exhibits closer distance than FAST-LIO2
from GT in Fig. 21(a)-(b), and ROLO particularly exhibits
smaller cumulative error in Fig. 21(c). In the Off-road and
SDU datasets, the trajectory estimation results are shown as
Fig. 22 and Fig. 23. Intuitively, Fig. 22(b) and Fig. 23(a)-(b)
showcase that comparing with FAST-LIO2, ROLO trajectory
has less gap with GT. This phenomenon is pronounced in the
vertical direction. ROLO is almost overlapped with GT. In
Fig. 22(a) and Fig. 22(c), the trajectories of the two methods
have high coincidence. Overall, the trajectory results indicate
these methods have similar localization performance in uneven
scenes, while ROLO has the better effect in KITTI seq. 05,
08, 09.
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Fig. 20. Point cloud map aligned with satellite map of Offroad3 dataset. Three snapshots are captured in different driving scenes, which are
sequenced by the top number.

TABLE V: RMSE (translation (m)/rotation (deg)) of ROLO and FAST-LIO2 in evaluated datasets

KITTI seq.00 KITTI seq.05 KITTI seq.08 KITTI seq.09
SDU camp

(Qianfo)
SDU camp
(Xinglong)

Offroad1 Offroad2 Offroad3

ROLO 0.2/2.369 0.085/2.729 0.291/3.045 0.852/3.705 0.446/0.149 0.348/0.046 0.524/0.552 0.056/0.043 0.269/0.21
FAST-LIO2 fail/fail 0.134/2.863 0.374/2.418 1.099/3.351 0.544/0.158 0.525/0.076 0.988/0.179 0.115/0.025 0.309/0.194

TABLE VI: Mean value of absolute error for inter-frame towards evaluated datasets (data format: Et/ER, unit: m/deg)

KITTI seq.00 KITTI seq.05 KITTI seq.08 KITTI seq.09
SDU camp

(Qianfo)
SDU camp
(Xinglong)

Offroad1 Offroad2 Offroad3

ROLO 0.029/1.183 0.022/0.202 0.037/0.482 0.087/0.529 0.057/0.135 0.130/0.073 0.042/0.09 0.031/0.114 0.086/0.419
FAST-LIO2 fail/fail 0.028/0.217 0.039/1.04 0.080/0.290 0.049/0.069 0.133/0.053 0.035/0.064 0.014/0.06 0.025/0.345

Tab. V records the RMSE of ROLO and FAST-LIO2 for
translation and rotation in datasets. ROLO has less trans-
lation RMSE, while FAST-LIO2 has less rotation RMSE
in both KITTI and Off-road datasets. Specifically, ROLO
exhibits minimal errors than FAST-LIO2 in SDU datasets. It
indicates that ROLO has higher accuracy than FAST-LIO2
in position estimation. FAST-LIO2 with the aid of direct
attitude measurement of IMU obtains better attitude estimation
performance. To showcase the localization robustness of two
methods, we calculate the absolute error magnitudes, denoted
as

∥∥Et
∥∥ and

∥∥ER
∥∥, in accordance with Eq. 32 and Eq. 33.

The results are shown in Tab. VI. ROLO has smaller mean
values of

∥∥Et
∥∥ and

∥∥ER
∥∥ than FAST-LIO2 in KITTI datasets.

In uneven terrains, FAST-LIO2 shows better performance of
localization robustness in the rotation domain. These results in-
dicate that our method exhibits similar localization robustness
to FAST-LIO2 on the whole, even though the two methods
demonstrate their strength in different scenarios. Fig. 24 shows
the mapping results of two methods in Xinglong dataset. It

demonstrates that the point cloud of ROLO exhibits greater
overlap than FAST-LIO2. In Fig. 24(c), the ground plane of
our method is closer to GT, and its slope is able to reflect the
variation of altitude referred to the landmarks of Fig. 24(a).
The results show that ROLO is able to achieve a similar and
even better localization performance than FAST-LIO2 without
the assistance of IMU, particularly in alleviating vertical drift.

In addition, the comparison results of computation effi-
ciency between LiDAR-only methods and FAST-LIO2 are
shown in Fig. 14. The results intuitively exhibit that time
boxes of FAST-LIO2 are located at the lowest location in
datasets, which indicates the high performance of computation
efficiency. It mainly benefits from fast data integration and
high-frequency IMU measurement. Although FAST-LIO2 has
excellent computation efficiency, it cannot work properly in
the absence of IMU, such as scenarios in KITTI seq. 00. Yet,
ROLO executes tasks only relies on the single LiDAR and
has similar localization performance with FAST-LIO2.
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(a) KITTI 05 (b) KITTI 08 (c) KITTI 09

Fig. 21. Trajectory results of our method and FAST-LIO2 for the KITTI sequence 05, 08, 09.

(a) Offroad1 (c) Offroad3(b) Offroad2
Fig. 22. The trajectory estimation of our method and FAST-LIO2 for the datasets under real off-road scenes (Offroad1, Offroad2, Offroad3).

(a) Qianfo (b) Xinglong
Fig. 23. The trajectory estimation of our method and FAST-LIO2 for the SDU campus datasets (Qianfo, Xinglong).
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Side View

End
Start

(a)

(b)

(c)

175m
182m

199m

183m

Fig. 24. Mapping results on Xinglong dataset. (a) shows the satellite map from Google Earth, where light blue landmarks show absolute
altitudes measured by a handheld altimeter. (b) shows the point cloud map, where the white, red and blue point clouds are generated by GT,
ROLO and FAST-LIO2, respectively. (c) shows a side view of point cloud maps.

VI. DISCUSSIONS

The experimental results demonstrate that our method has
convincing performance in attitude estimation and vertical
drift mitigation. ROLO-SLAM leverages independent rotation
and translation estimation at the front-end, where the rotation
estimation applies the spherical alignment to achieve precise
attitude alignment while the translation estimation considers
the geometric and continuous-time constraints. The front-
end offers reasonable pose guesses for the back-end pose
optimization. The final translation and rotation errors are less
than 0.6 meters and 0.6 degrees in uneven terrain, respectively.
In addition, our method still maintains real-time performance
though the front-end function is divided and rearranged. CT-
ICP holds similar performance with ROLO-SLAM in accuracy
and robustness. However, its processing time for each scan
is over 150 ms, while ROLO-SLAM is less than 120 ms.
The reason is that, without incorporating global optimization,
CT-ICP solely relies on scan-to-map residuals to constrain
the transformation for geometric alignment. This process in-
volves frequent point cloud trimming operations and matching,
which significantly prolongs the processing time. From the
above experiments, it can be concluded that our method has
promising performance in off-road outdoor environments. Our
method demonstrates a significant enhancement in localization
accuracy, achieving an improvement of 45.8% over LeGO-
LOAM. Our method, without IMU assistance, achieves a sim-
ilar localization performance by comparing with FAST-LIO2,
while FAST-LIO2 has better real-time processing performance.
Moreover, the rough terrains are reconstructed more accurately
with our method relying on precise localization.

We conduct numerous experiments to evaluate the localiza-
tion and mapping performance of ROLO-SLAM. Most results
prove that our method has better performance in alleviating
vertical drift compared with the state of the arts. However,
we notice that the vertical drift is still unavoidable in some
scenarios, such as vehicles driving on congested roads or com-
peting in off-road rally environments. The reason is that the
vehicle might have unpredictable motion behaviors or suffer
emergency braking in these scenes, which leads to a worse
solution in the forward location prediction. The accuracy of
ROLO-SLAM is now reliant on forward location prediction.
To break this constraint, we will reduce the dependence
on forward location prediction and study the constraint-free
decoupling between rotation and translation in future work.
Extracting prior environmental information, like slope and
time-sequenced information, is expected to be integrated into
the future framework.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this article, we propose the ROLO-SLAM to obtain
precise pose estimation and environmental map in uneven
terrain. To alleviate the vertical drift during ground vehicle
driving, we independently estimate rotation and translation
based on the coarse translation from the forward location
prediction. In the back-end, we leverage the scan-to-submap
and factor graph to promote the accuracy of the final pose
estimation. The experimental results demonstrate that our
method performs much better in the comparison with the state-
of-the-art methods. Furthermore, the mapping evaluation in
various scenes is conducted to validate the mapping quality of
ROLO-SLAM. The mapping results show that our method is
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able to produce highly accurate point cloud maps in both urban
and off-road scenes. Comparing the state-of-the-art methods,
point cloud maps output by our method have the highest
similarity with the real scenes. This also reflects that our
method can output precise pose estimation.

In future work, we will study decoupling between the
rotation and translation without the center-aligned condition,
which reduces the dependence on the forward location predic-
tion. Furthermore, we will focus on attitude mutation aroused
by the dynamic and momentary ground fluctuations. Prior
information like future pose prediction extracted from limited
observation might be fused into the framework for improving
the accuracy of attitude estimation.
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