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Abstract—We propose GOTLoc, a robust localization method
capable of operating even in outdoor environments where
GPS signals are unavailable. The method achieves this robust
localization by leveraging comparisons between scene graphs
generated from text descriptions and maps. Existing text-based
localization studies typically represent maps as point clouds and
identify the most similar scenes by comparing embeddings of
text and point cloud data. However, point cloud maps have
limited scalability as it is impractical to pre-generate maps for
all outdoor spaces. Furthermore, their large data size makes it
challenging to store and utilize them directly on actual robots. To
address these issues, GOTLoc leverages compact data structures,
such as scene graphs, to store spatial information, enabling
individual robots to carry and utilize large amounts of map
data. Additionally, by utilizing publicly available map data,
such as OpenStreetMap, which provides global information on
outdoor spaces, we eliminate the need for additional effort to
create custom map data. For performance evaluation, we utilized
the KITTI360Pose dataset in conjunction with corresponding
OpenStreetMap data to compare the proposed method with
existing approaches. Our results demonstrate that the proposed
method achieves accuracy comparable to algorithms relying on
point cloud maps. Moreover, in city-scale tests, GOTLoc required
significantly less storage compared to point cloud-based methods
and completed overall processing within a few seconds, validating
its applicability to real-world robotics. Our code is available at
https://github.com/donghwijung/GOTLoc.

I. INTRODUCTION

IN the current era of widespread adoption of autonomous
platforms, such as delivery robots [1] or autonomous

taxis [2], it is necessary to communicate the caller’s current
location to the robot to summon it. In outdoor environ-
ments, GPS is commonly used for determining locations.
However, adverse conditions such as weather [3], obstructing
structures [4], and intentional jamming [5] can make GPS
unreliable. Consequently, there has been a need for localization
algorithms that operate without GPS [6]. Humans typically
localize themselves by visually perceiving their surroundings
and estimating their location based on that information [7].
When this visual localization is insufficient, they rely on ex-
ternal devices, such as smartphones. Translating this scenario
into the delivery robot context, as illustrated in Fig. 1, a user
provides the environmental information to the robot, which
then determines the location using its stored map data. Among
the various ways information can be conveyed to robots, verbal
communication is one of the most natural approaches for
humans [8]. In this context, some researches have explored
text-based localization, where natural language is used to
communicate information to robots [9]–[13].

Studies such as [9]–[12] propose methods where a pre-
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segmented point cloud map is created beforehand. Both the
input text and the point cloud map are embedded using a
neural network trained via contrastive learning [14]. The local-
ization process involves finding the most similar text and map
embedding pair to identify the corresponding scene. While
these methods achieve high localization accuracy, they rely
on pre-segmented point cloud maps [15], which have several
limitations. The creation of such maps is time-consuming, and
their large data size makes it impractical for robots to store
map data for extensive areas. These limitations hinder the
application of such methods in real-world robotic systems.

To address these issues, Where am I? [13] leveraged scene
graphs [16] to model map data, effectively reducing storage
demands. The method was evaluated in indoor settings using
the 3DSSG dataset [17] and the ScanScribe dataset [18].
A transformer architecture was employed to compute joint
embeddings for text graphs and scene graphs, and their simi-
larities were analyzed to identify the most analogous graph
pair for localization. Representing map data through scene
graphs allowed for a more compact storage requirement in
their approach. However, the method was tested exclusively
in indoor environments and focused solely on settings with
pre-generated scene graphs, leaving outdoor environments
unaddressed. Outdoor environments present additional chal-
lenges due to the larger scope of scenes to be compared.
Calculating joint embeddings for all scene graphs, as in [13],
is computationally expensive, making real-world application
in robots infeasible. To overcome this computational burden,
we introduce a method that first extracts matching candidates
from the vectorDB [19] using text embeddings, followed by
computing joint embeddings with these candidates, thereby
reducing overall processing time.

To further increase the practical applicability of our method,
we utilize OpenStreetMap (OSM) [20] for outdoor map data.
OSM is an open dataset containing information on outdoor
spaces globally, making it versatile for use in various en-
vironments. Additionally, OSM’s categorization of data into
nodes, ways, and relations makes it well-suited for conversion
into scene graphs [21]. Unlike previous study [22], which
represent scene graphs as numerical spatial relationships based
on distances and angles, our approach integrates text-based
information to solve the text-based localization problem, esti-
mating positions based on text queries.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We propose GOTLoc, a method leveraging scene graphs
to reduce map data storage requirements and maintain
consistent algorithm speed even as the number of frames
increases, making it suitable for real-world applications.
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“The residential is on the south of the grass.

The grass is on the south of the path.

The path is on the south of the road.

The farmland is on the west of the road.”

“The building is on the west of the sidewalk.

The sidewalk is on the south of the recycle.

The recycle is on the west of the road.

The road is on the west of the garage.”

“The residential is on the south of the detached.

The road is on the west of the residential.

The tram is on the west of the road.

The parking_space is on the west of the tram.”
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Fig. 1. Concept of GOTLoc. The user describes the surrounding environment in text and provides it to the delivery robot. The robot interprets the text
description to determine the user’s location. In this process, both the text description and the OSM data are converted into scene graphs. The robot then
retrieves and identifies the most similar pair, estimating the current scene based on the highest similarity.

• The proposed GOTLoc utilizes OSM data to enable
localization in various outdoor environments without the
need for preprocessing steps such as map generation,
thereby enhancing its practicality.

• We validate the proposed approach in city-scale envi-
ronments, demonstrating high accuracy, real-time per-
formance, and minimal map data storage requirements,
confirming its applicability to real-world robotic systems.

II. RELATED WORKS

The characteristics of existing text-based localization studies
and GOTLoc are compared in Table I.
A. Point cloud map-based

Existing methods leveraging text for localization include
[9]–[12]. These studies employ the KITTI360Pose dataset
[9], and focus on localization by comparing the similarity
between point cloud maps and textual descriptions. Each
study differs slightly depending on the methodologies used
for comparing text and point cloud maps. First, [9] utilized
an bidirectional Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) [23], to
identify similar scenes. Building on this work, [10] introduced
the Relation Enhanced Transformer (RET) network, which
improved performance by employing self-attention and cross-
attention mechanisms to compare text and point cloud maps.
Subsequently, [11] leveraged the Cascaded Cross Attention
Transformer (CCAT) proposed in CASSPR [24], achieving
superior localization performance compared to the RET-
based approach [10]. Furthermore, Shang et al. [12] utilized
three Mamba-based structures—Point Clouds Mamba (PCM),
Text-Attention Mamba (TAM), and Cascaded Cross-Attention
Mamba (CCAM)—based on the Mamba architecture proposed
in [25], to perform text-based localization. Their approach
currently represents the state-of-the-art performance for text-
based localization using the KITTI360Pose dataset. However,
these methods rely on point cloud maps for localization, which
poses challenges such as storage requirements and scalability
to larger spaces, limiting their practical applicability in real-
world robotic systems.
B. Scene graph-based

In contrast, Where am I? [13] employed 3D scene
graphs [16], for the text-based localization method. The re-
search assessed the model’s performance using indoor scene
graph datasets, including 3DSSG [17] and ScanScribe [18]. In

TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH THE PREVIOUS TEXT-BASED LOCALIZATION WORKS.

Outdoor Lightweight map data w/o Prior map

[9]–[12] ✓

[13] ✓

GOTLoc (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓

addition, word2vec [26] was applied to process node and edge
labels, generating both text and scene graphs. These graphs
were then embedded using a graph transformer network with
message passing, as proposed by [27], and similarity scores
were calculated through a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) to
identify the most similar scenes. By representing scene data
as scene graphs, their method addresses the challenges of
existing text-based localization techniques [9]–[12], which rely
on large-scale point cloud map data. However, the scope of
Where am I? [13] is confined to indoor environments.

In this paper, we extend the scope of text-based localiza-
tion utilizing scene graph retrieval to outdoor environments,
enabling it to operate in more diverse settings. To achieve
this, we incorporate OSM, the graph Transformer network, and
scene graph embedding data to perform an initial extraction
of comparison candidates. As a result, the proposed method
features compact scene data storage, fast processing speed,
and high accuracy, establishing its significance as a real-time,
high-performance city-scale outdoor localization solution.

III. METHODS

The process of our proposed method is illustrated in Fig. 2.
This process takes text descriptions and OSM data as inputs
and returns the scene id with the highest degree of matching
as an output. The detailed steps are as follows:
A. Scene graph generation

First, the input data, consisting of text and OSM, is con-
verted into scene graphs. The scene graph generation process
is depicted in Fig. 3.

G = {N, E}, (1)
N = {n}, E = {e}, (2)

where G refers to a scene graph. n and e denote the nodes
and edges that constitute the scene graph G, respectively. At
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Fig. 2. Process of GOTLoc. The method consists of three sequential steps. 1) Scene graph generation, 2) Scene graph candidates extraction, 3) Scene graph
retrieval and scene selection. The input data are a query text description and OSM. The output is the matching scene id.

this point, the nodes and edges correspond to the labels and
relationships shown in Fig. 3. Furthermore, the center positions
of the nodes are used solely for the calculation of relationships
and do not directly define the nodes themselves. N and E
represent the sets of n and e, respectively.

For the text input, the source and target labels, along with
the spatial relation between these labels, are parsed and repre-
sented as nodes and edges in the graph, respectively. For the
OSM data, elements such as nodes, ways, and relations within
a predefined distance from a reference point are extracted.

Tl, Tr = ϕ(T ), (3)

GT = gT (Tl, Tr), (4)

where T represents the text description that depicts the scene.
ϕ is a function used to extract labels and spatial relations from
the text description. Tl and Tr represent the sets of extracted
labels and spatial relations, respectively. GT refers to the scene
graph generated from the text. Additionally, gT denotes the
function that generates GT using two textual components.

Positional relationships between nodes are calculated, and
if the distance between two nodes is below a predefined
threshold, an edge is created between them. The positional
differences between nodes in global coordinates are repre-
sented as vectors, and these vectors are used to determine
the relationship represented by the edges. This process ulti-
mately generates the OSM scene graph. Additionally, under
the assumption that the ego’s heading angle is known in
advance, we represent the edge relations of both the text and
the OSM scene graphs in the East-North-Up (ENU) coordinate
system using four directional components: North, South, East,
and West. This ensures that the edge relations of the scene
graphs generated from the two different data sources, text
and OSM, are expressed within the same coordinate system,
enabling direct graph-to-graph comparisons. The scene graph
generation process can be formally represented as follows:

∆p = pj − pi, (5)

rMi,j =


North, if ∥∆p∥x < ∥∆p∥y, (∆p)y > 0

South, else if ∥∆p∥x < ∥∆p∥y, (∆p)y < 0

East, else if ∥∆p∥x > ∥∆p∥y, (∆p)x > 0

West, else if ∥∆p∥x > ∥∆p∥y, (∆p)x < 0

, (6)

where p represents the position of an object in the global
coordinate system, and ∆p is the vector calculated as the
positional difference between two objects. This vector is used

to compute the spatial relation rMi,j as in Eq. (6). ∥·∥x,y denotes
the size of elements associated with x or y within the vector.

GM = gM (M), ∀M ∈ M, (7)

GM = {GM}, (8)

where M is the submap cropped from the OSM based on a
predefined distance. M represents the set of M , corresponding
to the entirety of the OSM. GM denotes to the scene graph
generated from the OSM. gM indicates the function that
generates GM using the map data. GM refers the set of GM ,
constituting the scene graph database for the entire OSM.
B. Similar scene graph candidates extraction

To efficiently compare similarities between scene graphs
stored in the database, converted from OSM into scene graphs,
we first extract a set of candidate graphs that are expected to
have high similarity. For this purpose, we utilize the graph
embedding module for text and OSM scene graphs introduced
in Sec. III-C. Using this module, we compute the embedding
data for OSM scene graphs and store them in a vectorDB.

ET = ε(GT ), (9)

EM
i = ε(GM

i ), ∀i ∈ I, (10)

where ε denotes a function that generates a graph embedding
from either a text graph or a scene graph as input. E refers to
the graph embedding produced by ε. I represents the set of
all scene ids stored in the database.

Then, we identify the embedding data most similar to the
query text scene graph’s embedding data. The similarity be-
tween embedding vectors is calculated using cosine similarity.

Si = σ(ET , EM
i ) =

ET · EM
i

∥ET ∥ · ∥EM
i ∥

, (11)

where σ refers to a function that calculates the similarity
between two scene graph embeddings. S corresponds to the
similarity value produced as a result of σ. ∥ · ∥ is the size of
the vector.

Subsequently, we extract the OSM scene ids with high
similarities.

In = arg top(Si, n), (12)

where arg top(·, ·) corresponds to the argtop-k function, which
extracts the indices of elements with the largest values. Among
the function’s arguments, the first represents the reference
value used for comparison in the argtop-k operation, while
the second specifies the number of indices to be extracted as a



OSM scene 

graph 𝐺𝑀

Relationships

𝑟𝑖,𝑗
𝑀

Edges

𝐸

Nodes

𝑁
Word2vec

Word2vec
GPS

(lat, lon)

OSM

(Tabular data)

Filtering

Rows

(Labels, Center 

positions)

Relationship 

matching

Filtered rows

Center positions, 𝑝

Labels

(a) OSM scene graph.

Text scene 

graph 𝐺𝑇

Relationships

𝑇𝑟
Word2vec

Word2vec

Text description

𝑇

Labels

𝑇𝑙

Parsing

𝜙

Edges

𝐸

Nodes

𝑁

(b) Text scene graph.

Fig. 3. Process of scene graph generation. (a) OSM scene graph generation. (b) Text scene graph generation.

result. Additionally, n denotes the number of graph candidates
to be extracted, which is applied as the second argument of the
argtop-k function, as shown in Eq. (12). Finally, In represents
the set of scene ids selected as the output of the argtop-k
function.

Using the scene ids with high similarities, the corresponding
candidate map scene graphs are extracted from the map scene
graphs stored in the vectorDB.

C = {GM
i } = ψ(GT ,GM ), ∀i ∈ In, (13)

where C is the set composed of map scene graphs GM
i

that exhibit high similarity with the text scene graph GT . ψ
represents the function used to extract C.
C. Scene graph retrieval and scene selection

As illustrated in Fig. 4, we employ a joint embedding frame-
work, leveraging a graph transformer network, to generate
embeddings for scene graphs, referring to [13]. Based on the
model, the similarity between these graph embeddings is cal-
culated, and the scene with the highest similarity is determined
as the one corresponding to the current query text description.
For the graph transformer network, we configure the network
in the form of a joint embedding model comprising these
graphGPS layers.

ĒT , ĒM
i = ε̄(GT , GM

i ), ∀GM
i ∈ C, (14)

S̄i = σ̄(ĒT , ĒM
i ), (15)

where ε̄ denotes the joint embedding model that transforms a
text graph and a scene graph. Ē represents the joint embedding
of the text graph and scene graph generated as the output of ε̄.
S̄ is the cosine similarity between two joint embedding data.
σ̄ indicates the function that calculates S̄.

Finally, the scene id is predicted by applying the argtop-
k operation to the cosine similarity scores. This process is
formalized as follows:

Ik = arg top(S̄i, k), Ik ⊂ In, (16)

where k represents the number of scene ids selected as the
result of the scene retrieval process and is applied as the second

argument of the argtop-k function, as shown in Eq. (16). Ik
denotes the set of predicted scene ids that serve as the output
of the scene retrieval process.

The constructed scene retrieval network is trained using
a loss function composed of two components. First, the
matching probability loss is computed based on the matching
probability predicted by an MLP for two scene graph em-
beddings. Second, the cosine similarity loss is defined as the
sum of the cosine similarity values directly calculated between
the two embedding vectors. The joint embedding network is
trained using this combined loss.

Lmat =MLP
(
ĒT ∥ĒM

i

)
, (17)

Lsim = S̄i, (18)
L = Lmat + Lsim, (19)

where MLP refers to the MLP component within the scene
graph retrieval network architecture. L denotes the loss func-
tion of the scene graph retrieval network. Lmat and Lsim

are the two components of L, representing the matching
probability loss and cosine similarity loss, respectively. ( · ∥ · )
indicates the concatenation of two vectors.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Baselines and metrics
In this paper, to evaluate the performance of the pro-

posed GOTLoc, we adopted existing text-based localization
methods, including Text2Pos [9], RET [10], Text2Loc [11],
MambaPlace [12], and Where am I? [13], as baselines.
Among these, Text2Pos, RET, Text2Loc, and MambaPlace
were validated using the KITTI360Pose dataset. For a com-
parative analysis with these baselines, as shown in Table II,
GOTLoc converted the segmented point cloud maps from
the KITTI360Pose dataset into scene graphs. Additionally,
the GPS coordinates corresponding to the poses in the
KITTI360Pose dataset were utilized to generate submaps from
OSM, which were then converted into scene graphs to serve
as map data. To evaluate the performance of the proposed
algorithm, we used Retrieval Recall as the evaluation metric.
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Fig. 4. Process of scene graph retrieval. Input of the process are query text scene graph and the extracted OSM scene graph candidates. And the output is
the selected top-k scene id. The joint embedding model consists of multiple GPS convolution layers with self and cross modules.

This metric calculates the proportion of true positive scenes
correctly matched among all tested text queries. Specifically, as
formalized in Eq. (16), the final predicted scene was selected
by identifying the top k candidates with the highest similarity
and determining whether the true positive scene was included
among these candidates. In this paper, k was set to three
different values—1, 3, and 5—by referencing prior text-based
localization studies [9]–[12]. The algorithm’s performance was
then evaluated based on these values of k. Moreover, to
validate performance through the ablation study and city-scale
case, we evaluated performance by comparing the number
of text-to-scene graph pairs processed per second, the time
required to retrieve the entire scene graph for a given query
scene graph, and the file size of the scene data as the evaluation
metrics.

B. Implementation
For the experiments conducted in our work, several Python

packages were utilized. Specifically, OSMnx [28] was em-
ployed for processing OSM data, while GeoPandas [29] was
used to convert GPS data into the UTM coordinate system.
Additionally, Shapely [30] was utilized to handle geometric
information from data loaded through OSMnx. Furthermore,
NetworkX [31] was adopted for the processing and visualiza-
tion of graph data. Furthermore, following prior studies [32],
[33], the Milvus [19] vector database was employed as the
vectorDB for storing the map scene graphs. The hardware
configuration for this paper consisted of an Intel Xeon Gold
6140 2.30 GHz CPU and a 12 GB NVIDIA TITAN Xp
GPU. The hardware specifications are comparable to those of
commercially available edge computing devices, suggesting
that the experimental results can be applied to real-world
robotic scenarios.

C. Research questions
The research questions we aim to address in this paper are

as follows:
Q1. Can localization performance remain comparable even

when the environment is represented with simplified data
structures such as scene graphs, instead of precise data like
point clouds? Q2. Does the scene graph generated from
OSM achieve comparable overall algorithm performance to

the scene graph generated from segmented point cloud maps?
Q3. Does the proposed transformer network-based approach
outperform the rule-based scene graph retrieval method, in
terms of performance or provide advantages in speed? Q4.
Compared to a brute-force retrieval method that evaluates all
scenes, how much does the pre-selection of similar scene
candidates improve speed, and does it maintain comparable
performance? Q5. When scene data is converted from point
clouds to scene graphs, how much storage efficiency is gained?
Is it feasible for application in real-world robots? Q6. When
applied to city-scale data, do accuracy, speed, and data storage
requirements produce results that are practical for real-world
robotic applications?

D. Evaluation

The data examples used in the experiments are illustrated
in Fig. 5. These examples include text descriptions and GPS
coordinates serving as input data for GOTLoc, the corre-
sponding OSM data retrieved based on these inputs, and the
resulting text and map scene graphs generated from this data.
To further enhance comprehension, street view images [34] of
the respective areas are also included. It should be noted that
the segmentations shown in Fig. 5(b) and 5(c) were utilized
solely for visualization purposes to facilitate understanding.
Through the use of these data, the experiments aim to address
the research questions outlined earlier in Sec. IV-C. The results
of these validations are as follows:

Q1. Scene graph-based accuracy: The performance of
methods leveraging scene graphs is shown in Table II. As de-
scribed in Sec. IV-A, localization performance was evaluated
by converting map data from the KITTI360Pose dataset into
scene graphs. In the KITTI360Pose dataset, the direction was
computed based on the relative positional differences between
the observer and the object. However, in this paper, we did not
include the observer as a node in the scene graph, rendering
the direction information between the observer and the object
unsuitable for use as edges in the scene graph. Therefore,
we calculated the direction by applying the positional data of
objects to Eq. (6) and utilized it as edges in the scene graph
for this experiment. The results indicate that the performance
shows minimal difference compared to using semantically



“The Ripley’s_Aquarium_of_Canada is on the north of the steps.

The Ripley’s_Aquarium_of_Canada is on the east of the bicycle_parking.

The bicycle_parking is on the north of the pedestrian_way.

The pedestrian_way is on the west of the steps.

The pedestrian_way is on the north of the sidewalk.”

(a) Text description. (b) Street view image with segmentation. (c) OSM with segmentation.
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(e) OSM scene graph.
Fig. 5. Examples of the experimental data are provided. The data were generated based on GPS coordinates 43.6420799, -79.3868602. The segmentations in
(b) and (c) were included solely for visualization purposes to aid understanding. Additionally, the gray area in (e) represents the overlapping region with (d).

segmented point cloud maps. This suggests that the scene
graph-based map data used in GOTLoc contains sufficient
information to be effectively utilized for localization.

Q2. OSM-based accuracy: The localization performance of
GOTLoc using scene graphs generated from OSM is presented
in Table II. The localization performance achieved using the
OSM scene graph is slightly lower or comparable to the perfor-
mance obtained when directly utilizing the point cloud map
or its transformation into a scene graph. This demonstrates
that it is unnecessary to rely on pre-generated, complex data
structures such as point clouds for map data. Instead, scene
graphs derived from widely available OSM data, accessible for
most outdoor environments globally, are sufficient to achieve
effective localization.

Q3. Network and rule-based: The comparison of differ-
ent scene graph retrieval methods and network architectures
is presented in Table II and Table III. For the rule-based
approach, Graph Edit Distance (GED) was utilized, which
is a widely used method for measuring graph similarity as
mathematically proven in [35] and detailed in [36]. The results
indicate that the rule-based approach using GED achieves the
highest accuracy on average. However, as shown in Table III,

when comparing the number of graph pairs processed per
second, the transformer network-based model executed on a
GPU, are approximately 13.84 times faster than the rule-based
approach executed on a CPU. Considering the need for real-
time operation, network-based methods are more practical.

Q4. Candidates extraction: As shown in the Table IV, we
conducted experiments to compare the algorithm’s processing
speed with and without the vectorDB-based scene graph
candidate extraction functionality used in GOTLoc. In this
experiment, we set n, representing the number of extracted
candidates, to 10 as described in Eq. (12). Since the presence
of candidate extraction had a negligible impact on overall
performance, a direct performance comparison was omitted.
The results revealed that the slope of the processing time
graph differed by approximately 71.94 times between cases
with and without candidate extraction. Specifically, when
candidate extraction was applied, the scene retrieval processing
speed remained nearly constant regardless of the number of
frames stored in the database. In contrast, without candidate
extraction, processing time increased sharply as the number of
frames grew. This difference in processing time became more
pronounced as the number of frames increased, indicating



TABLE II
COMPARISON BETWEEN OUR METHOD AND EXISTING TEXT-BASED LOCALIZATION METHODS.

Submap Retrieval Recall ↑
Validation Set Test Set

Map data Methods k = 1 k = 3 k = 5 k = 1 k = 3 k = 5

KITTI360Pose

Text2Pos [9] 0.14 0.28 0.37 0.12 0.25 0.33

RET [10] 0.18 0.34 0.44 - - -

Text2Loc [11] 0.31 0.54 0.64 0.28 0.49 0.58

MambaPlace [12] 0.35 0.61 0.72 0.31 0.53 0.62

GOTLoc (ours; rule-based) 0.39 0.68 0.80 0.24 0.52 0.66

GOTLoc (ours; Transformer) 0.36 0.58 0.67 0.30 0.49 0.57

OSM
GOTLoc (ours; rule-based) 0.24 0.48 0.57 0.29 0.50 0.58

GOTLoc (ours; Transformer) 0.23 0.43 0.53 0.22 0.39 0.48

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF PROCESSED PAIRS PER A SECOND.

# of processed pairs / s

GOTLoc (ours; rule-based) 11.05

GOTLoc (ours; network-based; CPU) 80.44

GOTLoc (ours; network-based; GPU) 152.96

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF PROCESSING TIME (s).

(C.E.:CANDIDATES EXTRACTION)

# of frames

447 1,616 3,409 5,225

w/o C.E. 1.06 3.34 6.67 10.71

w/ C.E. 0.03 0.07 0.13 0.17

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF MAP DATA SIZE (MB).

# of cells

110 220 330 447

Point Cloud 1,310.67 2,618.63 3,898.24 5,546.19

Scene graph 0.13 0.23 0.35 0.71

TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE ON CITY-SCALE DATA.

Accuracy Speed Size

(Top k = 1 / 3 / 5) (s/iter) (MB)

Karlsruhe 0.28 / 0.44 / 0.52 0.15 15.44

Sydney 0.23 / 0.38 / 0.49 0.13 34.31

Toronto 0.22 / 0.36 / 0.44 0.29 38.74

that for large-scale environments, such as city-scale scenarios
where the number of frames is significantly higher, it is
challenging to run the algorithm in real-time without candidate
extraction. On the other hand, when candidate extraction
was employed, the processing time remained almost constant,
demonstrating the feasibility of applying the algorithm to real-

world robotic systems.
Q5. Scene graph-based storage size: We also examined the

changes in storage requirements when using scene graphs for
map data, as presented in Table V. The size of the map data
was measured based on the 2013 05 28 drive 0003 sync
scene from the KITTI360 [15] and KITTI360Pose [9] datasets.
In this case, the point cloud maps and scene graphs were
constructed using static objects from the overall set of objects.
This choice is motivated by the problem we aim to address,
which is robust localization that operates independently of
time variations. For the 2013 05 28 drive 0003 sync scene,
according to the KITTI360Pose dataset, the map is divided
into 447 cells, each forming a square with a side length of
30 m. Summing the areas of these cells gives a total area of
approximately 0.40 km2. Comparing the storage requirements
of the map data by data type, the storage requirements for point
clouds and scene graphs are 5,546.19 MB and 0.71 MB,
respectively. This indicates that scene graphs require approx-
imately 7,846 times less storage space than point clouds. If
we assume the map area is expanded to encompass the entire
city of Karlsruhe, where the KITTI360 dataset was collected,
the point cloud map would require approximately 2.29 TB of
storage capacity for the entire 173.5 km2 area.

However, a storage requirement of more than 2 TB for map
data would be a burdensome condition for delivery robots or
general autonomous navigation robots equipped with standard
desktop-level or lower hardware specifications. In contrast,
when the map is represented using a scene graph, an approx-
imate calculation based on the proportional relationship with
the point cloud map’s size shows that the storage requirement
would be about 0.30 GB, which is less than 1 GB. This
demonstrates that, unlike point clouds, scene graph-based map
data can be effectively utilized on low-specification computers
commonly used in robots.

Q6. City-scale: Finally, assuming GOTLoc’s application
to real-world robots, we evaluated its accuracy, speed, and
storage requirements using city-scale map data. The results,
shown in Table VI, include tests in three regions: Karlsruhe,
Sydney, and Toronto. These regions exhibit a range of charac-
teristics, encompassing both larger and smaller cities, thereby
facilitating a thorough evaluation of the performance of the



proposed algorithm. The areas span 173.5, 12,145, and 630.2
km2, respectively, and were divided into 1,000, 486, and 479
cells, with each cell generating text and map scene graphs
for localization. The results show a high prediction accuracy
exceeding 0.44, with an average processing time of less
than 0.3 seconds, suitable for real-time robotic applications.
Additionally, the map data size remains under 40 MB, making
it feasible to store on small storage devices typically used in
robots.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed GOTLoc, a method that identifies
the current location by comparing the similarity between text
descriptions of a scene and scene graphs generated from
OSM data. GOTLoc reduces the storage burden compared to
traditional methods using point cloud maps by storing map
data as scene graphs. Additionally, it leverages a vectorDB
based on embedding vectors to identify matching candidates
from the entire OSM scene graph database and performs scene
retrieval within these candidates. This approach reduces local-
ization time, enhancing the potential for real-world robotic
applications. Lastly, the use of publicly available map data,
such as OSM, which includes global outdoor information,
provides advantages in terms of scalability and accessibility. In
the future, we plan to expand this research beyond localization,
aiming to use scene graphs for finding navigation goals from
the scene graph database based on text descriptions. We intend
to develop text-based navigation methods that enable robots to
perceive, localize, and navigate to destinations described by
text while driving.
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