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Abstract— Localization within a known environment is a
crucial capability for mobile robots. Simultaneous Localization
and Mapping (SLAM) is a prominent solution to this problem.
SLAM is a framework that consists of a diverse set of compu-
tational tasks ranging from real-time tracking to computation-
intensive map optimization. This combination can present a
challenge for resource-limited mobile robots. Previously, edge-
assisted SLAM methods have demonstrated promising real-time
execution capabilities by offloading heavy computations while
performing real-time tracking onboard. However, the common
approach of utilizing a client-server architecture for offloading
is sensitive to server and network failures. In this article, we
propose a novel edge-assisted SLAM framework capable of self-
organizing fully distributed SLAM execution across a network
of devices or functioning on a single device without connectivity.
The architecture consists of three layers and is designed to
be device-agnostic, resilient to network failures, and minimally
invasive to the core SLAM system. We have implemented and
demonstrated the framework for monocular ORB SLAM3 and
evaluated it in both fully distributed and standalone SLAM
configurations against the ORB SLAM3. The experiment results
demonstrate that the proposed design matches the accuracy and
resource utilization of the monolithic approach while enabling
collaborative execution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous mobile robots are increasingly being de-
ployed in applications like manufacturing, search-and-rescue,
and logistics, but face challenges with limited resources
for complex tasks requiring advanced computation and sen-
sory input. The race to address increasingly complex tasks
has accelerated the demand for improved computational
capabilities; however, increasing computational resources is
not always feasible due to associated increases in energy
consumption which limit operational time. As a result,
computational offloading to cloud or edge environments has
garnered interest in utilizing resource-rich environments to
meet computational requirements.

A critical function for mobile robots is the ability to map
and localize within their environment using onboard sensors,
known as Simultaneous Localization and Mapping (SLAM).
Although SLAM methods have evolved, including extensions
to multi-robot systems [1], [2], [3], they continue to demand
significant computational resources to achieve high accuracy
in real-time. Efforts to mitigate these demands include im-
provements in areas such as algorithmic development [4], [5],
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Fig. 1: High-level illustration of the proposed distribution
framework for VSLAM. The system in multi-node (bottom)
and single-node configuration (top).

[6], [7], and computational offloading to edge or cloud [8],
[9], [10]. This article focuses on the development of edge-
assisted SLAM methods and proposes a novel framework
for distributed Visual SLAM capable of self-organizing fully
distributed SLAM execution over the network of devices.

Several frameworks have been proposed to offload com-
putationally intensive map optimization to an edge server
while executing time-sensitive tracking onboard [11], [8],
[9], [10]. These approaches have demonstrated impressive
results in areas such as reduced CPU usage [12], [13],
[8] and improved energy efficiency [14]. However, previous
methods typically rely on client-server architectures that are
designed to offload only specific tasks(s) to the server [8],
[11], [2], [13], [10]. While promising, we have identified
some limitations: 1) Systems are designed to offload only
specific module(s), making adjustments labor-intensive; 2)
They are vulnerable to server or communication failures,
relying solely on one server.

To address these limitations, we introduce a novel self-
organizing distribution framework for Visual SLAM (VS-
LAM), which can fully distribute all SLAM modules across
nodes in a network. Self-organizing distributed SLAM exe-
cution is orchestrated by a heuristic-based distribution policy
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which enables single-node or multi-node SLAM execution.
In a multi-node configuration, nodes self-organize distributed
SLAM execution, and in a single-node setup, the system
reverts to standalone SLAM. Redundancy introduced by a
shared two-tier system state enhances resiliency to network
and node failures since other nodes can fulfill lost resources.

We demonstrate the proposed framework by implement-
ing it as a minimally invasive wrapper around monocular
ORB SLAM3. The architecture comprises three layers: core,
distribution, and communication. The core layer incorpo-
rates monocular ORB SLAM3 with minimal adjustments.
The distribution layer intermediates between the core and
communication layers, using a distribution policy to orches-
trate distributed SLAM execution. Additionally, this layer
manages the system state to ensure eventual consistency
across nodes. The communication layer leverages ROS2
and FastDDS middleware to facilitate interaction with other
network nodes. The system is designed to be device-agnostic,
the architecture supports self-connection and synchronization
across multiple devices.

We evaluated the framework using benchmark datasets
from handheld sensors and robot platforms alongside real-
world experiments. The system’s accuracy and resource
utilization were validated against ORB SLAM3. Results
demonstrate that SLAM modules can be successfully dis-
tributed across heterogeneous devices over a network,
achieving comparable Average Trajectory Error (ATE) and
CPU utilization in most of the experiments. The system
shows marginally lower CPU usage, although at the expense
of network usage. Additionally, experiments show that the
system can revert to standalone SLAM in the case of single-
device configuration. The added complexity of the distributed
system introduces certain limitations; in some experiments,
minor state management failures were observed, leading to
a reduction in accuracy.

We summarize our contributions as follows:
1) We propose a reconceptualized edge-assisted dis-

tributed SLAM framework enabling full distribution,
device-agnosticity, and resilience to network failures.

2) A novel distribution layer with a heuristic-based dis-
tribution policy enables self-organizing collaborative
SLAM execution across heterogeneous networked de-
vices.

3) Finally, we have implemented and demonstrated the
distribution framework for monocular ORB SLAM3.
The distributed system achieves comparable ATE and
resource utilization to the original system in single and
multi-node configurations.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Visual SLAM

SLAM methods have been studied since the 1980s [15],
[16] and have evolved to support various sensors [5], and
extended to multi-robot teams [2], [17]. In this article, we
focus specifically on monocular VSLAM. MonoSLAM was
one of the first proposed solutions for monocular VSLAM,

using an Extended Kalman Filter (EKF) and Shi-Tomasi
points as tracked features [18], [19], [20]. Over the years,
several feature extraction methods have been developed for
feature tracking, spanning from traditional computer vision
techniques [21], [22], [5], [23], [6] to modern deep learn-
ing approaches [7]. To ensure consistency of matched fea-
tures, various data association methods have been introduced
[4], [24], including more recent mid-term data association
methods based on deep learning [25]. Recently, keyframe-
based approaches have become popular due to the reduced
computational requirements with Bundle Adjustment (BA)
optimization [5]. These approaches use a sparse set of
keyframes for the map estimation instead of all frames
captured by the sensor. Long-term data association enables
relocalization, loop closing, merging disconnected maps, and
global map optimization in SLAM systems [5]. The bag-
of-words library DBoW2 is a common solution for long-
term associations [26], which is used in VINSMono [6] and
ORB SLAM3 [5]. Many SLAM approaches have adopted
parallel execution by separating functionality into two or
more threads [27], [5], [22], [6], [25]. One approach is to
separate short-term (tracking), mid-term (Local BA), and
long-term (loop closing) data associations into their own
threads [5].

B. Collaborative SLAM

Collaborative SLAM (CSLAM) methods can be cate-
gorized into centralized or distributed architectures. CCM-
SLAM [2] utilizes centralized architecture, where a central
server manages maps for a team of robots, for visual-inertial
CSLAM. COVINS [1], [17] builds on CCM-SLAM [2]
and is capable of scaling up to 12 robots. In distributed
architectures, the centralized server is removed, and robots
collaborate through local connections. One of the first dis-
tributed monocular CSLAM methods was proposed where
robots performed global map merging onboard [3]. Later
work has focused on distributed Pose Graph Optimization
(PGO), proposing methods such as Distributed Gauss-Seidel
(DGS) [28].

This brief overview of CSLAM methods establishes a
distinction between our work and previous CSLAM research.
Our focus is on software framework for distributed VSLAM,
while CSLAM primarily emphasizes algorithmic develop-
ment such as distributed PGO for multi-robot systems.
Therefore, our work aligns more closely with Edge-assisted
SLAM, which is covered next.

C. Edge-assisted SLAM

In edge-assisted SLAM research, the goal is to enable
real-time execution on platforms with limited resources by
offloading computations from mobile robots to edge servers.
A common approach is to offload computationally inten-
sive tasks, such as map optimization while executing time-
sensitive tracking on the mobile device [11], [8], [9], [10].
An alternative solution, AdaptSLAM, was proposed to run
tightly coupled Tracking (TR) and Local Mapping (LM) on
a mobile device while offloading Loop Closing (LC) and



Global Bundle Adjustment (GBA) to an edge server [29].
A standard approach is to use a client-server architecture
for offloading tasks from the mobile device to an edge
server [8], [10], [11], [2], [10], [29]. Additionally, proposed
solutions often involve extensive modifications to existing
SLAM methods [13], [9], [10], which makes it difficult
to abstract the design choices and implement offloading
schemes to other systems. Resource utilization and opti-
mization have also been core topics in edge-assisted SLAM
research. Network bandwidth is a widely recognized metric
for evaluating performance [8], [13], [9], [2], along with
energy consumption [14], [10], CPU usage [8], and memory
usage [9], [8]. A recent study proposed EdgeSlam2 which
integrates TR and LM on mobile devices using a System-on-
Chip (SoC) and implementing a lightweight Loop Closure on
the mobile device [10].

III. DISTRIBUTED VSLAM FRAMEWORK

This section outlines the framework for distributed VS-
LAM, focusing on key concepts including initialization, con-
nectivity, state management, distribution policy, and require-
ments. We assume that the core SLAM system is divided into
three parallel threads, each dedicated to executing short-term,
mid-term, and long-term data associations, respectively.

A. Initialization

A uniform system is implemented across all compute
nodes, denoted as N tr for Tracking (TR), N lm for Local
Mapping (LM), and N lc for Loop Closing (LC). A set
of compute nodes is denoted as C = {N tr, N lm, N lc}.
During initialization, each node is assigned a unique task
ID, which defines its corresponding task. In the discovery
phase, connectivity is established by broadcasting the task
ID to other nodes in the network. Additionally, other nodes
adjust their distribution policy based on the discovery phase.
In parallel, the SLAM system is initialized.

A common approach in VSLAM systems for map initial-
ization involves creating an initial map M1 = {K1, P 1}
from two consecutive frames, denoted as keyframes K1 =
{K1,K2}, and the initial set of 3D map points P 1 is
computed. In the distributed system, these are transmitted
to N lm, where poses are optimized. However, during the
optimization, N tr still uses the unoptimized KFs for tracking
which is prone to failure. Therefore, the distributed SLAM
system needs to wait that initial KFs are optimized before
determining that tracking is lost.

B. Connectivity

Figure 2 illustrates the proposed connectivity scheme,
showing the direction and topic of the data flow. As shown,
N lm functions as a gateway between N lc and N tr, as pub-
lishing data to multiple destinations from N tr can introduce
additional latency.

In general, distributing computations over the network in-
troduces data transmission and processing latencies. Specif-
ically, the total latency from N i to N j is expressed by
L(i, j) = Tp(i, j)+Tproc(i, j)+Tproc(j, i)+Tp(j, i), where

Fig. 2: Connectivity scheme. Arrows indicate the direction
of the data flow and its corresponding ROS2 topic.

Tp() is the transmission latency and Tproc() processing
latency. In practice, both processing and transmission latency
may vary depending on the direction of the data flow.

C. State management model

Given that nodes in the network do not share the same
physical memory, the system’s successful execution requires
each node to maintain a copy of the system state. Ideally, all
nodes would maintain an identical state at all times, enabling
the system to operate as the core SLAM system. However, in
practice, the state across nodes may vary or be incomplete
because of the additional latency. Thus, state management
becomes a critical component of the framework.

State refers to a set of disconnected maps S =
{M1,M2, . . . ,Mn}. We propose to handle distributed state
management by introducing two distinct types of state: the
overall state Sfull and the SLAM state Sslam. At a node
N i, the overall state Si

full is a superset of Si
slam, implying

that Si
full includes Si

slam components, such as keyframes
Ki

slam and Map Points P i
slam, as well as components from

other nodes in a set C. State of N j is expressed as follows
Sj
full = {{Kj

1 , P
j
1 }, {K

j
2 , P

j
2 }, . . . , {Kj

n, P
j
n}}. Thus, the

overall state of N i is defined as a merged state derived from
the states of all other nodes: Si

full =
{⋃n

k=j K
k,
⋃n

k=j P
k
}

,
where i ∈ [j, n].

In practice, Si
full contains only a partial S

jp
full ⊂ Sj

full

state from other nodes at the time t due to latency and com-
munication between nodes. This introduces inconsistency
across nodes, which is the reason for two distinct states; the
responsibility of Sfull is to guarantee that updates to Sslam

are complete. Incomplete updates can produce an incorrect
Sslam, which would propagate errors in future optimiza-
tion and estimation steps, resulting in poor performance.
Additionally, since Sfull cannot guarantee complete state
representation from all nodes in the network at every timestep
t, an eventual consistency model [30] from distributed sys-
tems is adopted. Nodes are effectively available and in soft-
state, until the system has functioned long enough to achieve
consistency [30]. To maximize consistency across nodes,
we propose a simple distribution policy to orchestrate the
distribution system.

D. Distribution Policy

The system distributes computations and data using a sim-
ple heuristic-based distribution policy based on discovered
devices in the network. The nodes are discovered in the



network during the initialization phase. The discovered nodes
are expressed as a set G. The distribution policy can be
expressed as follows: If N lm ∈ G, then N tr → N lm (offload
to N lm), otherwise, perform LM at N tr. Similarly, if N lc ∈
G, then N tr → N lc (offload to N lc), otherwise, perform LC
at N tr. Thus, the final distribution policy function D(N,G)
at N tr can be summarized as:

D(N,G) =


N lm ∈ G and N lc ∈ G → offload LM to N lm and LC to N lc,

N lm ∈ G and N lc /∈ G → offload LM and LC to N lm,

N lm /∈ G and N lc ∈ G → perform LM locally, offload LC to N lc,

N lm /∈ G and N lc /∈ G → perform all tasks locally.

The same distribution policy applies to other nodes,
following the connectivity scheme illustrated in Figure 2.
We have defined two computational offloading tasks and
three data distribution tasks. The computational tasks are the
SLAM modules. The data distribution tasks include publish-
ing new KeyFrame(s), Local Map(s), and Global Map(s).
The data distribution message carries the computational
offloading signal. Hence, there is no delay or orchestration
between data distribution (state update) and computation
offloading (collaborative SLAM execution).

E. Requirements for SLAM distribution

The distribution system must ensure both real-time pro-
cessing and eventual consistency across nodes. Real-time
processing is crucial since VSLAM is particularly sensitive
to delays. Eventual consistency is equally important to ensure
the reliability of data across all nodes. Specifically, the
state Sfull at all nodes must remain consistent within a
time interval tk, which can be expressed as: Si

full(t) =
Sj

full(t) ∀ i, j ∈ C, t ∈ tk. Furthermore, failure to meet
even a single requirement may compromise the system
and yield suboptimal results. Consequently, we deem the
requirements fulfilled, and distribution successful, if the
system demonstrates comparable accuracy, maintains real-
time processing, and achieves eventual consistency across
nodes.

IV. DISTRIBUTED MONOCULAR ORB SLAM3

We have implemented and demonstrated the framework for
monocular ORB SLAM3. The implementation is designed as
a three-layer architecture: the first layer contains the SLAM
system (core), the second layer handles data distribution and
state management (distribution layer), and the third layer
interacts with the communication middleware (communica-
tion layer).

A. Core: ORB SLAM3

Monocular ORB SLAM3 [5] was selected as the core
SLAM system because it is decomposed into separate threads
by the authors and the monocular system has a high real-time
processing requirement. Additionally, ORB SLAM methods
have been well-established in edge-assisted SLAM research
[8], [9], [29], [10] serving as core systems. The distribution
system surrounding the core is designed to be minimally
invasive, allowing the design choices to be adapted to other
SLAM systems.

Fig. 3: Distribution system architecture.

The tracking module was modified to reduce the rate of
keyframe construction. Keyframes are now created only if at
least two frames have elapsed since the last keyframe, and the
reference map point ratio was adjusted from 90% to 80%,
requiring a higher number of tracked points for keyframe
generation. Additionally, initialization process was adjusted
to wait until the initial keyframes are optimized before
establishing a new map in the event of tracking loss. Without
this adjustment, the system would often start a new map
immediately. Finally, Map Point identifiers were changed
from integers to hashed strings to facilitate simultaneous
generation across multiple nodes. Other modifications were
related to memory management, class constructions, and
class parameters.

B. Distribution layer

The distribution layer functions as an intermediary be-
tween the core and communication layers, with the re-
sponsibility of managing the overall state and updating the
SLAM state accordingly. The overall state is stored in the
observer module, which is managed by three state managers:
KeyFrame publisher, Subscriber, and Map Handler. The
system architecture and its internal modules can be seen in
Figure 3, and all the state management pipelines can be seen
in Figure 4.

The Observer module is primarily responsible for storing
the overall state and facilitating communication between sub-
modules within the distribution layer and the SLAM system.
It captures changes in the SLAM state when data propagates
to the state managers, which, in turn, access the overall state
in the observer when necessary. Additionally, it can route
KFs back to the SLAM system if no devices are discovered
in the network.

Keyframe Publisher and Subscriber operate on separate
threads to ensure real-time performance, as updating the
nodes (and receiving updates) in the network with the latest
data is critical. Two types of keyframe interfaces are defined:
new keyframes and keyframe updates. New keyframes pro-
vide the complete object definition, while keyframe updates
include only the updated parts, such as pose, connections,



Fig. 4: State managers for Keyframes and Maps. A dashed outline indicates that data is transmitted to another module/layer.

and IDs of visible map points. Therefore, new keyframe
messages are larger in size. Both types follow the same pro-
cessing pipeline, from message receipt to integration into the
SLAM system. New keyframes are published independently
via their own topic for quick updates, whereas keyframe
updates are bundled with map messages to avoid network
congestion due to frequent updates. Finally, keyframes can
be assigned to three targets: no target (only inserted to the
current map or update an existing keyframe), LM, or LC.

Incoming keyframes are received by the communication
layer and placed into a stack managed by the KeyFrame
Subscriber, which processes them in a First-in-First-Out
(FIFO) order. Keyframes are converted to ORB SLAM3
interface, including the associated map points. If a keyframe
exists in the state, then it is updated with new parameters.
Otherwise, the keyframe is added to the map. Finally, the
keyframe is forwarded to its target module following the
distribution policy.

Outgoing keyframes follow a similar pipeline. They are
placed into a stack and processed in a FIFO order. Keyframes
are converted to ROS2 and distributed according to the
distribution policy via the communication layer.

Map Handler operates on a single thread, handling
incoming and outgoing maps. Two types of maps are de-
fined: Local and global maps. Both map types have similar
publish/subscribe pipelines, with slightly different parameter
selections. The local map focuses on local bundle adjust-
ments, while the global map encompasses broader updates,
such as Map Merge (MM), LC, and GBA. When a global
map update (GBA/LC/MM) is initiated, the other nodes are
notified to halt the construction of new keyframes (TR) and
the processing of the latest unoptimized keyframes (LM),
following a strategy similar to that employed in ORB-
SLAM3. Execution is stopped to prevent data in two different
coordinate frames since a global map update often tends to
transform the complete trajectory. Execution remains stopped
until the full global map is received on each node.

Outgoing maps are formed by keeping track of locally
updated keyframes and map points via the Observer module.
The most recent keyframe is retrieved from the stack with
n covisible keyframes which are included in the outgoing
map. Maps are published in small batches to avoid network
congestion and large message sizes. The number of KFs
increases in consecutive batches if no new map updates are
performed in between. Local map updates occur either after
LBA or a set time interval tlmfreq if unpublished updates

exist. Global map updates occur after GBA/LC/MM has
finished. Each batch is converted to ROS2 and distributed
via the communication layer.

Incoming maps follow a similar pipeline as incoming
keyframes. Keyframes in the map are propagated to the
KeyFrame subscriber, the map message is converted to ORB
SLAM3, and an existing map is updated.

C. Communication Layer

The communication layer functions as a gateway between
the distribution layer and the communication middleware. It
propagates data from the network to the inner layers and vice
versa. Minimal processing is performed in the communica-
tion layer to prevent congestion in the subscription threads.
ROS2 was selected due to its popularity within the robotics
research community.

V. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

A. Experiment setup

The proposed framework is implemented in C++ with
ROS2 Humble as the communication middleware, utilizing
eProsima’s Fast DDS. Monocular ORB SLAM3 [5] serves
as the core SLAM system. The system is containerized
using Docker, built for ARM64 and x86. ROS2 employs
reliable QoS for all topics. Input images are read from rosbag
and delivered via ROS2, except in real-life experiments
where images are published from the camera via ROS2. The
distribution layer is configured to send keyframe updates in
batches; local maps start with three keyframes and increase
to fifteen, with delays of 50 ms between updates. Global map
batches consist of ten keyframes, sent every 100 ms. SLAM
initialization follows the original ORB SLAM3 configuration
[5].

The hardware setup is as follows: TR runs on NVIDIA
Xavier (6-core ARM 64-bit CPU with 8 GB LPDDR4
memory), LM on Intel NUC 13 (Intel i5-13600K 14-core
CPU and 64 GB DDR5 memory), and LC on NVIDIA Orin
(8-core ARM 64-bit CPU and 16 GB LPDDR5 memory).
NVIDIA Xavier and Orin are wirelessly connected to a
router, whereas Intel NUC is using a wired connection. All
computations are executed on the CPU, as ORB SLAM3
does not internally utilize the GPU.

Two types of experiments were conducted using bench-
mark datasets. In the first set of experiments, the proposed
system is executed in one node configuration, reverting to
standalone ORB SLAM3. The second set of experiments



TABLE I: Results of 1-node (1), and 3-node (3) configurations. All metrics are measured at TR node. Total bandwidth (BW)
in Mbps and message frequencies (KF, Map) reported from network (NW) measurements.

(a) EuRoC datasets

EuRoC
MH 01 MH 02 MH 03 MH 04g MH 05g V1 01g V1 02g V1 03g V2 01g V2 02g

A
T

E

ORB SLAM3 0.042 0.034 0.038 0.080 0.053 0.056 0.064 0.168 0.060 0.084
DSLAM (1) (ours) 0.051 0.040 0.040 0.533 0.060 0.186 0.068 0.207 0.065 0.191
DSLAM (3) (ours) 0.042 0.036 0.176 0.067 0.073 0.053 0.084 0.208 0.061 0.153

Fa
ils

ORB SLAM3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 2.3 0.0 0.3
DSLAM (1) (ours) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.67 1.0 0.67
DSLAM (3) (ours) 0.0 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.67 0.0 0.33 0.67 1.0 1.0

C
PU

ORB SLAM3 50.06 50.59 50.07 50.62 50.30 51.32 51.87 51.59 52.39 51.59
DSLAM (1) (ours) 47.90 48.27 48.65 50.29 50.49 50.00 50.08 51.00 48.36 49.87
DSLAM (3) (ours) 46.23 47.64 47.14 47.85 49.10 48.17 49.79 48.63 48.86 50.36

N
W BW (TR/LM/LC) 18/35/17 21/39/19 17/34/16 17/32/15 18/34/17 21/39/19 20/38/19 16/29/14 20/38/20 23/43/22

Frequency (KF/Map) 3.0/6.2 3.2/6.5 3.4/6.3 4.7/7.2 4.7/7.9 3.1/6.6 5.0/7.8 6.0/8.0 4.0/7.6 5.1/8.2
(b) TUM datasets and real-life experiments.

TUM Office
room1 room2 room3g room4g room5 room6 01g 02g 03g 04g 05g 06g 07g

A
T

E

ORB SLAM3 0.090 0.048 0.059 0.079 0.106 0.075 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DSLAM (1) 0.239 0.046 0.083 0.081 0.211 0.075 0.038 0.099 0.199* 0.105 0.061* 0.102 0.282*
DSLAM (3) 0.079 0.053 0.073 0.073 0.083 0.075 0.073 0.124 0.147* 0.260 0.138 0.134 0.048

Fa
ils

ORB SLAM3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 0.0
DSLAM (1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.0* 0.0 3.0* 1.0 1.0*
DSLAM (3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0* 0.0 1.0 2.0 0.0

C
PU

ORB SLAM3 56.69 55.75 57.60 57.14 56.95 53.67 57.32 56.61 57.92 59.82 53.37 58.24 61.71
DSLAM (1) 54.55 50.32 53.91 54.85 54.04 52.63 53.59 51.98 52.46* 55.50 48.94* 51.21 54.56
DSLAM (3) 51.84 49.68 52.26 52.83 52.07 48.28 46.24 45.75 45.10* 45.72 45.92 44.90 44.91

N
W Bandwidth 31/60/29 20/40/19 18/35/17 23/47/23 34/65/31 21/40/20 13/19/10 11/21/9 10/21/11 11/21/12 13/26/11 15/28/15 17/34/17

Frequency 3.2/6.7 2.0/4.6 3.1/6.8 3.5/6.6 3.6/7.2 2.1/4.9 3.7/7.2 3.0/5.6 3.6/6.7 3.3/6.7 3.2/6.1 3.1/6.3 3.7/7.1
1 Experiments where Global map update (GBA/LC/MM) was performed at least once are denoted by g .
2 Experiments with one or more sequences having high ATE due to incorrect state management (max ATE ≥ 1.0m) are not marked in bold.
3 Experiments which did not complete whole sequence (≤ 90% succesful tracking) are denoted by *.

involved distributing all SLAM modules to three computing
nodes. Finally, real-world experiments were carried out using
the latter setup, where an OAK-D Lite USB camera was
used. A detailed description of the real-world experiments
can be found in Section V-C.

B. Benchmark datasets: EuRoC and TUM

The experiments were conducted using the EuRoC [31]
and TUM [32], [33] datasets. The EuRoC Machine Hall
(MH) dataset simulates aerial robotics scenarios with a UAV
operating in an industrial environment, while the Vicon
Room 1 and 2 datasets represent augmented reality (AR)
scenarios with more crowded spaces and rapid movements.
All EuRoC datasets provide millimeter-accurate ground truth
from a laser tracking system [31]. V2 03 was excluded,
as monocular ORB SLAM3 did not successfully complete
all sequences, as reported in the original work [5]. Rooms
1–6 from the TUM dataset [32], [33], featuring full motion
capture trajectories as ground truth, were used. All bench-
mark datasets were recorded in environments where direct
communication with a router could be feasible.

C. Real-life Experiments: Office

Real-life experiments were conducted in an office environ-
ment to verify the correct distributed execution of SLAM.
Experiments of varying difficulty were performed with vary-
ing camera movement speeds. Challenging sequences aimed

to induce TR failures and test the correct operation of MM.
The confined space also facilitated multiple LCs and GBAs.

Rosbags were recorded from all experiments to evaluate
performance under a single-node setup and the original ORB-
SLAM3, which are unaffected by network conditions. During
live experiments, distributed ORB-SLAM3 was executed
with three nodes. Seven experiments were conducted using
the OAK-D Lite USB camera setup. The camera published
RGB frames to a ROS2 topic at 20 fps with manual focus,
exposure, and white balance settings. Frames were down-
scaled to 640× 320, and 1000 ORB features were extracted
from each frame.

D. Evaluation metrics

We evaluated the system using the following metrics: CPU
Utilization in percent; RMS ATE in meters for accuracy;
Failure rate, times TR loses track; Network bandwidth in
Mbps; and Frequency of published KF and map messages.
The standard accuracy metric, RMS ATE [34], is calculated
using the evo Python package [35] from the ground truth
trajectory with scaling and alignment. CPU utilization of
the process is measured by reading the pseudo-filesystem
/proc and through kernel calls. Network measurements are
captured using tcpdump and analyzed with Wireshark, with
network bandwidth representing the average bandwidth over
the entire duration. We performed three experiments on each
benchmark dataset and computed the average results. The



same metrics were used for both real-life and benchmark
experiments. However, in real-life experiments, the estimated
trajectory from the original ORB-SLAM3 was utilized to
assess the relative accuracy of the distributed system.

VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Benchmark datasets: EuRoC and TUM

1) 3-node setup: The fully distributed ORB SLAM3
achieves comparable performance to the original system
across most of the experimented datasets, with an accuracy
within ±0.00 − 0.02m when all sequences were executed
without state management issues. The results are marked
in bold in Tables Ia and Ib. Some experiments captured
inconsistencies between nodes that introduced ”artifacts” into
the final trajectory estimation, as illustrated in Figure 5. We
could not identify a definitive reason for these artifacts, as
we were unable to reproduce the issues in a deterministic
manner, even on the same dataset. For instance, the RMSE
ATE of all MH 03 experiments were (0.040, 0.818, 0.037),
where the second experiment was the only one with poor
accuracy. Similar issues were found in the EuRoC datasets
MH 03, V1 03, and V2 02 (not bold in Table Ia), where one
or two sequences exhibited higher ATE.

Other metrics, such as the number of failures, also aligned
with the original system, with minor increases in datasets
such as EuRoC MH 05 and V1 02. However, multiple maps
were merged together, yielding high accuracy in the resulting
trajectory. The distribution of SLAM modules slightly de-
creases CPU utilization by 1.2−6.1%, even with unoptimized
processing and communication. We believe resource usage
could be improved by optimizing the system, e.g. minimiz-
ing interface definitions, intelligent distribution policy, and
optimizing interface conversions.

Even in cases of failed state management, we consider
that the distribution system can execute SLAM in a fully dis-
tributed setting with comparable performance to the original
system since the failure cases are highly irregular. Possible
reasons for the issues are discussed in Section VI-C.

2) Network analysis: Bandwidth and message frequency
measurements can be seen in the Tables Ia and Ib. 2.1− 6.0
KF and 4.6 − 8.2 map messages are published per second,
depending on the dataset. Total network usage is within
9 − 31Mbps on TR and LC nodes, and 19 − 60Mbps
on LM node. LM has higher network usage because it
updates local maps to both TR and LC nodes. It can be
seen that smaller environments (Room 1-6) require higher
bandwidth than larger environments (MH 01-05) due to high
covisibility between keyframes, which increases the number
of keyframes that LM optimizes in LBA. Network usage at
LC varies depending on global map updates; however, they
are still predominantly influenced by incoming transmissions
from LM, similar to TR. The study is performed in a
controlled local area network, not including variance of, e.g.,
the internet.

3) 1-node setup: Results from the system reverting to the
standalone ORB SLAM3 show similar outcomes. The RMSE
ATE is within ±0.002 − 0.107m compared to the ORB

Fig. 5: Artifacts can be seen between timesteps 200-220.
KeyFrames and full trajectory plotted against ground truth.
EuRoC, MH 03 dataset.

SLAM3, without the state management issues. Temporary
failures in state management can be observed in datasets
V1 01, V1 03, Room1, and 5. E.g, ATEs for V1 01 are
(0.452, 0.054, 0.053). Other metrics, i.e., number of failures
and CPU usage, exhibit similar performance to the original
system and the 3-node configuration.

B. Real-life experiments: Office

In real-life experiments, the 3-node distribution achieved
ATE within 0.048− 0.260m when scaled and aligned to the
trajectory estimated by the ORB SLAM3. The experiments
were designed to include multiple LC/MM/GBAs, which is
reflected in the increased number of failures compared to the
benchmark datasets, as shown in Table Ib. In most cases,
the system successfully merged multiple maps (office02,
06); however, in office03, the system was able to merge
only 2 out of 3 maps. Additionally, multiple LC/GBAs
were performed successfully in office03 and office04. Similar
results can be observed in the 1-node setup (office03, 05),
where multiple map merges were completed successfully.
Furthermore, similar to the 3-node setup, the 1-node setup
achieved a comparable ATE of (0.038− 0.282m). CPU and
network metrics show similar performance to the benchmark
datasets.

C. Discussion: Issues with state management

We identified two common themes surrounding the issues
related to state management: map initialization and global
map updates. Modifications to the initialization (Section IV-
A) can sometimes allow tracking to continue, even in cases of
poor initial KF pose estimation (by TR or LM). Initialization
was more likely the cause of the issues with datasets Room1
and Room5 in 1-node configuration. On the other hand,
artifacts were sometimes present when a global map update
was performed. Identifying a definitive cause is complicated
since the issues are not present in the majority of the
experiments where a global map update was performed.



Our theory is that signal to pause other nodes when the
global map update has started is delayed or lost, which can
produce unaligned KFs compared to the optimized global
map. Investigation of the internal (map initialization and
GBA) and external conditions (network conditions) to the
state management is left as future work.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this article, we have proposed a novel self-organizing
distribution framework for VSLAM that can allocate SLAM
modules across a network of devices. We have implemented
and demonstrated the distribution framework for monocular
ORB SLAM3 and empirically evaluated its performance
against the original system using benchmark datasets and
real-life experiments. The results demonstrate that the novel
distribution framework is capable of fully distributing all
SLAM modules across a network of heterogeneous devices
and self-orchestrating collaborative execution with compara-
ble accuracy and resource utilization to the original system.
Additionally, we have shown that the system can degrade
into standalone ORB SLAM3 in single-node configuration,
e.g., when connectivity to other nodes is lost. Finally, we
have identified several current limitations and proposed new
future research directions.
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