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Fig. 1: We propose a localization GT estimator for high-precision benchmarking of XR-oriented SLAM. The left panel shows the sensor
setup, and the right presents estimated trajectories on self-collected and public datasets. It greatly mitigates jitter in the raw MoCap
data (amplified for visualization) and achieves precise spatiotemporal calibration across multiple sensors and the DUT. The resulting
trajectories are smoothly refined and well-aligned, serving as a reliable benchmark for evaluating the SLAM performance of the DUT.

Abstract— Simultaneous localization and mapping (SLAM) plays a fundamental role in extended reality (XR) applications. As the
standards for immersion in XR continue to increase, the demands for SLAM benchmarking have become more stringent. Trajectory
accuracy is the key metric, and marker-based optical motion capture (MoCap) systems are widely used to generate ground truth
(GT) because of their drift-free and relatively accurate measurements. However, the precision of MoCap-based GT is limited by
two factors: the spatiotemporal calibration with the device under test (DUT) and the inherent jitter in the MoCap measurements.
These limitations hinder accurate SLAM benchmarking, particularly for key metrics like rotation error and inter-frame jitter, which are
critical for immersive XR experiences. This paper presents a novel continuous-time maximum likelihood estimator to address these
challenges. The proposed method integrates auxiliary inertial measurement unit (IMU) data to compensate for MoCap jitter. Additionally,
a variable time synchronization method and a pose residual based on screw congruence constraints are proposed, enabling precise
spatiotemporal calibration across multiple sensors and the DUT. Experimental results demonstrate that our approach outperforms
existing methods, achieving the precision necessary for comprehensive benchmarking of state-of-the-art SLAM algorithms in XR
applications. Furthermore, we thoroughly validate the practicality of our method by benchmarking several leading XR devices and
open-source SLAM algorithms. The code is publicly available at https://github.com/ylab-xrpg/xr-hpgt.

Index Terms—SLAM Benchmarking, Spatiotemporal Calibration, High-Precision Localization GT, Multi-Sensor Fusion

1 INTRODUCTION

Extended reality (XR), an umbrella term for virtual reality (VR), aug-
mented reality (AR) and mixed reality (MR), has emerged as a promis-
ing next-generation computing platform. A key feature of XR is display-
ing virtual content that remains stationary relative to the physical world
as users move, known as world-locked (WL) rendering [25]. This capa-
bility facilitates the extension of physical reality, ensuring consistent
virtual-real alignment for immersive experiences. Accurate six-degree-
of-freedom (6-DoF) head pose estimation is crucial for WL rendering
and is typically achieved through visual-inertial simultaneous local-
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ization and mapping (VI-SLAM) in modern XR devices [40, 44, 60].
However, inherent limitations in sensor precision and algorithmic per-
formance inevitably introduce pose errors, which primarily manifest as
trajectory drift and jitter. These errors lead to imperfect WL rendering
that causes perceptual artifacts and degrades the user experience. Thus,
systematically benchmarking SLAM trajectories is essential for the
development and optimization of XR systems. [52].

SLAM benchmarking typically involves comparing the trajectory es-
timated by the onboard SLAM algorithm of the device under test (DUT)
with high-precision ground truth (GT), followed by the computation of
error metrics. Among these, commonly used metrics include absolute
rotation/translation error (ARE/ATE) to quantify trajectory drift and
relative rotation/translation error (RRE/RTE) to measure localization
jitter [35, 58]. In near-eye XR devices, such as head-mounted displays
(HMDs) and glasses-style devices, even small motion errors can signif-
icantly impact the user experience [6, 39, 62]. State-of-the-art (SOTA)
XR SLAM algorithms can achieve ARE/ATE below 1°/10 mm and
RRE/RTE below 0.1°/1 mm in typical indoor scenarios [8, 23, 46, 49],
enabling high-immersion WL rendering. As SLAM accuracy improves,
obtaining GT of greater precision becomes increasingly challenging.
To ensure accurate quantification, the GT error should be smaller than
that of SLAM by at least half an order of magnitude. In existing works,
marker-based optical motion capture (MoCap) systems, such as Vicon
or OptiTrack, have commonly been used to provide indoor localization

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

07
22

1v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 8

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://orcid.org/0009-0000-4785-6234
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0601-5414
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-0818-6929
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5596-5008
https://github.com/ylab-xrpg/xr-hpgt
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.07221v1


GT [4, 12, 15, 59]. These systems track infrared reflective markers
attached to the DUT, providing drift-free 6-DoF pose estimates through
outside-in localization [38, 41].

However, MoCap accuracy is limited by two main factors. First,
the MoCap system and the DUT operate with independent clocks and
reference frames, requiring spatiotemporal calibration. In practice, the
lack of communication between the two systems often causes clock
scale drift, which can exceed 2 ms per minute for consumer-grade
devices [42]. Additionally, commercial DUTs typically do not provide
access to raw sensor data, which necessitates performing calibration
based on output trajectories that inherently contain cumulative errors.
These issues can result in an ARE above 0.3° and an ATE greater than 2
mm [21,54,68]. Second, although MoCap systems generally offer high
absolute accuracy, their vision-based marker tracking is susceptible to
unstable imaging and segmentation. This introduces high-frequency
jitter at the system output rate, resulting in inter-frame RRE and RTE
typically exceeding 0.15° and 0.5 mm, respectively [7, 51]. Visual-
ization results can be seen on the right side of Fig. 1. These errors,
combined with calibration inaccuracies, further reduce GT precision.
While some studies attempt to suppress jitter by fusing MoCap data
with DUT IMU measurements [7, 24], the low accuracy and instabil-
ity of consumer-grade IMUs limit their effectiveness. In summary,
although current MoCap-based GT estimation methods provide satis-
factory absolute translation accuracy, they are insufficient for evaluating
rotation error and inter-frame jitter in SOTA SLAM algorithms. These
metrics are often overlooked in other SLAM domains but are crucial
for user experience in XR applications [3, 39, 62].

This work aims to develop a MoCap-based localization GT estima-
tion method. To ensure broad applicability and enable benchmarking
of commercial devices, the method operates directly on DUT output
poses without requiring raw sensor data. It is designed to meet the
aforementioned accuracy requirements for SLAM benchmarking, tar-
geting ARE/ATE < 0.2°/2 mm and RRE/RTE < 0.02°/0.2 mm. To
this end, we propose a novel method that introduces an auxiliary IMU
and integrates MoCap, IMU, and DUT data in a maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) framework, enabling efficient sensor calibration and
MoCap jitter compensation. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first method to meet all the above targets (see Tab. 5 later for details).
The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

• We propose a continuous-time state estimator that performs joint
spatiotemporal calibration across all involved sensors. By exploit-
ing the complementary strengths of different inputs in both the
spatial and derivative domains, the method effectively balances
errors and produces high-precision localization GT for SLAM
benchmarking.

• To correct time drift between independent clocks and reduce
cumulative errors in DUT data, we propose a novel variable time
offset model and a DUT pose factor based on screw congruence
constraints to enhance our estimator.

• Extensive experiments on both simulated and real-world datasets
demonstrate that our approach outperforms SOTA MoCap-based
GT estimation methods. The code is open-sourced to benefit the
community.

• Based on our estimator, we benchmark multiple leading XR de-
vices and SLAM algorithms. Unlike previous evaluations limited
by GT inaccuracies, our approach is the first to enable compre-
hensive and precise error quantification, particularly for rotational
drift and inter-frame jitter, providing a reliable reference for the
advancement of SLAM in the XR field.

2 RELATED WORKS

To achieve high-precision GT trajectory estimation, we focus on two
key challenges: spatiotemporal calibration and MoCap jitter mitiga-
tion. Furthermore, continuous-time batch estimation can potentially
address both. We analyze each aspect and discuss limitations in existing
methods.

2.1 Spatiotemporal Calibration

For most studies on MoCap-based localization GT estimation, the focus
has generally been limited to spatiotemporal calibration between the
MoCap system and the DUT [22, 31, 69]. This is typically modeled as
a hand-eye calibration problem, where the MoCap system is treated as
the ‘hand’ and the DUT as the ‘eye’. The process involves time syn-
chronization followed by estimating the homogeneous transformation
between their body frames [63].

For time synchronization, the problem can be formulated as a motion
registration task, which can be solved using iterative closest point algo-
rithms [29]. Alternatively, a more common approach is based on cross-
correlation theory [1, 33, 43], where the time offset is determined by
maximizing the cross-correlation between discrete motion signals from
the collected data. For spatial calibration, the methodology depends
on the type of data provided by the DUT. When the raw sensor data is
accessible, precise calibration can be achieved by integrating MoCap
measurements with the calibration pattern information captured by the
DUT’s camera. This allows for independent estimation of the camera
poses, which can then be solved by formulating it as the AX =XB
problem [50, 64, 68]. Alternatively, tightly coupled optimization can be
applied, where reprojection constraints of the calibration pattern corners
are used to determine the results [30, 35, 45, 67]. In more general cases,
such as commercial XR devices, raw sensor data is often unavailable.
As a result, calibration must directly rely on the trajectories provided
by the DUT. Since these measurements inherently contain cumulative
errors, some studies propose constructing constraints using relative
poses derived from trajectory segments [21, 54]. A limitation of these
methods is their assumption of equal weights for all residuals. A more
robust approach involves estimating the variance for each measurement
to guide the solution.

2.2 Jitter Mitigation

MoCap jitter mitigation has received limited attention. In conventional
SLAM applications or handheld XR devices like smartphones, jitter has
minimal impact on performance, so benchmarking typically focuses on
absolute errors such as ATE [32, 34, 65]. However, in highly immersive
near-eye XR devices, jitter tolerance is much lower [39, 62]. Excessive
jitter not only degrades user experience but also contributes to action
difficulties [26] and simulator sickness [56]. Thus, mitigating MoCap
jitter becomes essential to enable accurate quantification of inter-frame
RRE and RTE.

Some studies have addressed this problem by tightly coupling Mo-
Cap and IMU data within the MLE framework, reducing jitter while
enabling the simultaneous spatiotemporal calibration. For instance,
the EuRoC MAV dataset utilized a batch estimator to fuse MoCap
and IMU measurements, obtaining the GT trajectory [7]. The Vi-
con2GT toolbox, which integrates IMU preintegration and MoCap
pose constraints into a joint optimization problem to refine the GT tra-
jectory [24], and it has been adopted for benchmarking several SLAM
algorithms [9, 28, 66]. As a further improvement, MoCap2GT models
MoCap measurements as interpolations on the SE (3) manifold, and
incorporates degradation detection to improve trajectory estimation
accuracy [53]. These methods pioneered the fusion of MoCap and IMU
data but did not explicitly explain the underlying mechanisms for jitter
mitigation, which we will discuss in Sec. 4.4. Additionally, they rely on
the built-in IMU of the DUT, which lacks flexibility and may introduce
uncontrollable errors. A more ideal solution would involve using an ad-
ditional high-precision IMU. However, this also necessitates additional
spatiotemporal calibration, and the methods mentioned above do not
support such multi-sensor configurations, highlighting the need for a
more general framework. Moreover, when estimating high-frequency
GT trajectories, preintegration-based approaches are prone to degen-
eracy [16, 17], which further restricts their effectiveness. On the other
hand, some alternative approaches focus on directly smoothing the
poses output by MoCap systems. For example, the TUM-VI dataset
applies median filtering to reduce jitter [51]. Although this method
mitigates jitter to some extent, it compromises the precision of MoCap
trajectories.



Table 1: Comparison of MoCap-based localization GT estimation meth-
ods among representative related works. Unlike previous methods, our
approach fuses high-frequency data within a continuous-time MLE frame-
work, and handles variable time offsets and trajectory drift. Here, HEC
denotes hand-eye calibration.
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EuRoC [7] Batch Estimation ✗ ✗ ✗

TUM-VI [51] HEC Median Filter ✗ ✗ ✗

Li et al. [35] HEC ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Vicon2GT [24] Batch Estimation ✗ ✗ ✗

Kalibr-MoCap [47] Batch Estimation ✓ ✗ ✗

Shu et al. [54] HEC ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

Ours Batch Estimation ✓ ✓ ✓

2.3 Continuous-Time MLE

A continuous-time MLE framework provides an efficient solution for
fusing data from MoCap, auxiliary IMU, and DUT, enabling concurrent
sensor calibration and GT trajectory estimation. In this context, the rigid
body motion is parameterized as a continuous-time function [19, 48],
such as B-splines on manifolds [55], which makes it particularly well-
suited to this application. This approach offers two key advantages.
First, it enables flexible and consistent temporal sampling, allowing
the general fusion of high-frequency data without degradation [10].
Second, its inherent time differentiability facilitates the temporal cal-
ibration of different sensors without extra modeling [13], reducing
potential sources of error. Continuous-time optimization has already
been successfully applied to multi-sensor calibration tasks involving
cameras, IMUs, and LiDARs [11,36,37]. Because of its strong general-
izability, it is also compatible with MoCap and DUT data. For example,
the well-known Kalibr [47] calibration framework has been extended
in its MoCap branch to achieve this objective.

However, existing methods face several critical challenges. First,
traditional calibration approaches often assume a fixed time offset
between sensors, relying on inter-sensor communication or shared
triggering mechanisms [18, 27, 61]. In XR benchmarking scenarios,
commercial devices typically operate on independent clocks, leading to
unavoidable clock drift and time-varying offsets. For consumer-grade
devices, this drift can exceed 2 ms per minute [42], which becomes non-
negligible for high-precision GT estimation, requiring explicit modeling
and estimation of the variable time offset. Second, since calibration is
based on the DUT trajectory, which inherently contains accumulated
errors [54], it is crucial to design a measurement factor that mitigates
this issue. As a summary, Tab. 1 compares representative MoCap-based
localization GT estimators, and our method is specifically designed to
address the aforementioned challenges.

3 NOTATION AND OVERVIEW

In this section, we define the notation employed throughout the paper
and give an overview of the problems we seek to address. The conven-
tions for the coordinate frames are illustrated in the system setup on the
left side of Fig. 1.

3.1 Notation

• F−→P,F−→M: World and body coordinate frames of the MoCap sys-
tem, where F−→M also defines the clock of the MoCap.

• F−→G,F−→I: World and body frames of the auxiliary IMU, where F−→I

also defines the clock of the IMU.
• F−→H,F−→D: World and body frames of the DUT, where F−→D also

defines the clock of the DUT.

Table 2: Estimated states and their definitions in the proposed method.

Time-Varying

RW
B (t) Rotation of the global rigid-body

pW
B (t) Translation of the global rigid-body

∆tB
M (t) Time offset from the MoCap clock to the global clock

∆tB
I (t) Time offset from the IMU clock to the global clock

∆tB
D (t) Time offset from the DUT clock to the global clock

bω (t) Gyroscope bias
ba (t) Accelerometer bias

Time-Invariant

T B
M Body frame transformation from MoCap to global

T B
I Body frame transformation from IMU to global

T B
D Body frame transformation from DUT to global

T W
P World frame transformation from MoCap to global

Rω
a Misalignment between accelerometer and gyroscope

Mω Gyroscope scale and non-orthogonality
Ma Accelerometer scale and non-orthogonality

• F−→W,F−→B: Global world and body frames in our estimator, where
F−→W is gravity-aligned and F−→B also defines the global clock.

• T B
A ∈ SE (3): The homogeneous transformation from frame F−→A

to frame F−→B, which is composed of a rotation matrix RB
A ∈ SO(3)

and a translation vector pB
A ∈ R3.

• ωB
A,a

B
A ∈ R3: The angular velocity and acceleration of frame F−→A

with respect to and parameterized in frame F−→B.

3.2 Problem Statement

The proposed estimator aims to tightly couple the pose measurements
T̃ P

M from the MoCap system, the inertial data (i.e., angular velocity
ω̃ and acceleration ã) from the auxiliary IMU, and the poses T̃ H

D pro-
vided by the DUT. It performs spatiotemporal calibration of each sensor
relative to the global coordinate frames F−→W and F−→B, and simultane-
ously estimates the optimal trajectory T W

B (t). In this paper, the global
coordinate frame is treated as an independent reference frame. This
design ensures compatibility with scenarios where the DUT provides
IMU data, enabling multi-IMU fusion. In practice, the global frame
can be configured to coincide with the frame of any input sensor. Af-
ter optimization, the estimated trajectory is transformed to the DUT’s
reference frame and clock using spatiotemporal extrinsic parameters,
allowing it to serve as GT for SLAM benchmarking.

The state variables estimated by our method are summarized in
Tab. 2, with categorization into time-varying and time-invariant states.
The time-varying states are represented using continuous-time func-
tions, which will be discussed in detail later. The time offset is used to
transform the timestamp τA from the clock F−→A to the global clock F−→B,
which is expressed as: tA = ∆tB

A (t)+τA. To fully leverage the IMU data,
we also estimate its intrinsic parameters. Specifically, the IMU bias is
modeled as a random walk [20]. The rotational misalignment between
the accelerometer and gyroscope is accounted for using the matrix Rω

a ,
assuming that the IMU body frame F−→I aligns with the accelerometer
frame F−→a. Additionally, Mω and Ma are upper triangular matrices,
whose diagonal elements represent scale factors, and the off-diagonal
elements account for non-orthogonality effects [10].

4 METHODOLOGY

The framework of the proposed system is illustrated in Fig. 2. It
starts with initializing spatiotemporal calibration parameters as initial
guesses for nonlinear optimization. Then, B-spline functions param-
eterize time-varying states, including kinematics and variable time
offsets. Measurement factors are then formulated by integrating sensor
measurements with their corresponding models. The complementary
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Fig. 2: Overview of the proposed estimator, which adopts a coarse-
to-fine strategy and uses continuous-time batch estimation to perform
spatiotemporal calibration and achieve localization trajectory estimation.

strengths of MoCap and IMU are leveraged to reduce errors, and the
screw constraint is employed to mitigate the impact of the accumulated
errors from DUT measurements. Finally, continuous-time batch esti-
mation refines calibration and outputs a high-precision DUT-centric
trajectory result.

4.1 Initialization
To ensure global convergence of the nonlinear optimization, a linear
initialization of calibration parameters is required. The first critical step
is temporal alignment, where we initially assume a constant time offset
and employ a method based on cross-correlation [43] for estimation.
Specifically, rigidly connected body frames share the same rotational
motion, which means they exhibit identical angular velocities. This
enables time synchronization through cross-correlation analysis, where
a higher cross-correlation value indicates a stronger similarity between
the signals. The IMU directly provides angular velocity measurements,
whereas for pose measurements, angular velocity can be obtained by
computing the first-order derivative of the rotation. Therefore, synchro-
nization across all sensors is uniformly formulated as:

tshift = argmax
index

(Corr(ω̃1,ω̃2)) , (1)

where Corr(·) denotes the cross-correlation function, and ω̃1 and ω̃2

denote the angular velocity signals of any two sensors involved in the
process. The time offset ∆t1

2 can be derived by converting the maximum
cross-correlation index tshift along with the velocity sampling interval.

Subsequently, the initial spatial calibration of all input sensors is
performed. Depending on the sensor data type, spatial calibration can
be categorized into pose-to-pose and pose-to-IMU calibration. For
the former, the problem can be formulated as the classic AX =XB
hand-eye calibration, and solved using a linear least-squares approach
as described in [21]. For the latter, inspired by the hand-eye calibra-
tion, a two-step solution can be achieved based on the preintegration
information [46] from the IMU.

Taking the MoCap and IMU calibration as an example, the rotation
RM

I between the body frames satisfies:((
R̃P

Mi

)−1
R̃P

M j

)
RM

I =RM
I R̃

Ii
I j
, (2)

where R̃P
Mi

and R̃P
M j

are MoCap measurements at two time instants δ t

apart, and R̃
Ii
I j

denotes the corresponding rotational preintegration over
δ t. Converting the rotation into quaternion form and applying the left
and right multiplication operators [·]L and [·]R yields a simple linear
expression: [[

q̃
Mi
M j

]
L
−
[
q̃

Ii
I j

]
R

]
qM

I = 0. (3)

Furthermore, the translational extrinsic parameters pM
I between the

body frames need to be obtained, along with gravity alignment vector
gP for the world frame. Under rigid body motion constraints, the
following equation holds:

R̃P
Ii
= R̃P

Mi
RM

I , p̃P
Ii
= R̃P

Mi
pM

I + p̃P
Mi
. (4)

Integrating these constraints with translational and velocity preintegra-
tion terms α̃Ii

I j
and β̃

Ii
I j

yields the following linear equation:

Ai
j


pM

I

gP

vP
Ii

vP
I j

=

[
R̃P

Mi
RM

I α̃
Ii
I j
+ p̃P

Mi
− p̃P

M j

R̃P
Mi
RM

I β̃
Ii
I j

]
, (5)

where vP
I denotes the additional intermediate velocity terms, and the

coefficient matrix is given by

Ai
j =

[
−R̃P

Mi
+ R̃P

M j
1
2 δ t2 −Iδ t 0

0 δ t −I I

]
. (6)

For a given motion sequence, the constraints in Eq. (3) and Eq. (5)
can be stacked to obtain linear least-squares solutions, enabling the
initialization of the pose-to-IMU spatial extrinsic parameters. Addition-
ally, since the intrinsic parameters of the IMU have small magnitudes in
our study, they can be directly initialized as identity matrices or zeros.
At this stage, the initialization of the time offset and all time-invariant
states summarized in Tab. 2 has been completed.

4.2 Continuous-Time Representation
In this work, a continuous-time parameterization is employed for
time-varying state variables. This representation enables closed-form
sampling at arbitrary timestamps, ensuring temporal differentiability,
making it an ideal choice for the efficient fusion of high-frequency,
asynchronous multi-sensor measurements. Among various continuous-
time implementations, we follow the B-spline formulation in [55]
and separately construct (i) B-splines in Euclidean space to encode
n-dimensional vectors, including translational kinematics, IMU biases,
and temporal offsets, and (ii) B-splines on the SO(3) manifold to
encode rotational kinematics.

Specifically, given n-dimensional Euclidean space control points p
uniformly distributed in the time domain along with their corresponding
timestamps τ:

P = {pi,τi|pi ∈ Rn,τi ∈ R, i ∈ N} s.t. τi+1 − τi ≡ ∆τp, (7)

a k-order B-spline in Rn at time t ∈ [τi,τi+1) will involve k control points
and be expressed in cumulative form as

p(t) = pi +
k−1

∑
j=1

B j (u)(pi+ j −pi+ j−1) , (8)

where u = (t − τi)/∆τp, and B j (u) denotes the j-th element of the
vector B (u), which is computed as the matrix product of the order-
dependent cumulative matrix M(k×k) and the normalized time vector
U as

B (u) =M(k×k)U , where U =
[
u0 u1 . . . uk−1

]⊤
. (9)

The control points of a rotational B-spline are distributed on the
SO(3) manifold, following a form similar to Eq. (7). Due to the
non-closedness of scalar multiplication on the SO(3) manifold, accu-
mulating control points requires forward and inverse mapping of the
tangent space. A k-order rotational B-spline is given by:

R(t) =Ri

k−1

∏
j=1

Exp
(
B j (u)Log

(
R⊤

i+ j−1Ri+ j

))
, (10)
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Fig. 3: Illustration of B-splines in R3 and on the SO(3) manifold. Black
circles denote control points, and the blue curve represents the cubic
B-spline. The linear B-spline is shown as a green dashed line, appearing
as a straight line in R3 and a geodesic on SO(3).

where Exp(·) denotes the exponential map from the Lie algebra to the
Lie group, Log(·) represents its inverse process.

In this work, to achieve C2-continuous motion modeling, cubic B-
splines (k = 4) are used to encode the kinematic state, as shown in Fig. 3.
This approach ensures smooth transitions in translation, velocity, and
acceleration. The time offset ∆t is also treated as a time-varying state
variable in our work to account for the time drift between independent
clocks. We propose the use of B-splines for unified modeling. To avoid
unnecessary continuity constraints from higher-order B-splines, we
choose a linear approach (k = 2). This representation is similar to the
green dashed line on the left side of Fig. 3, where the control points
lie in R space and the spline curve hits them directly. Subsequently,
we can hierarchically implement the function for temporal calibration.
As an example, for a MoCap measurement with timestamp τMi , the fol-
lowing formulation samples the global rigid-body motion to construct
residuals:

RW
Bi
=RW

B

(
tMi

)
, pW

Bi
= pW

B

(
tMi

)
, where tMi = ∆tB

M

(
τMi

)
+ τMi . (11)

This method will be used in all subsequent derivations, enabling gradi-
ent computation for the control points distributed in the time domain to
estimate variable time offsets. Notably, the interval of the time offset
control points needs to be carefully considered in practice, primarily
depending on clock accuracy and the adequacy of motion excitation. In
our implementation, we adopted a 20-second interval, which ensures
optimization convergence and precise estimation of clock drift.

For the rigid-body motion B-spline functions RW
B (t) and pW

B (t), con-
trol points can be directly initialized using MoCap measurements, and
then transformed according to the initialized spatiotemporal extrinsic
parameters. For other B-spline functions, we initialize them to constant
values based on the results in Sec. 4.1. Subsequently, these continuous-
time representations serve as the basis for formulating measurement
factors and performing batch estimation.

4.3 Pose Factors
This section first derives the pose factors for the MoCap system and
the DUT. The MoCap system provides pose measurements R̃P

M and
p̃P

M, and the predicted values, referenced to the MoCap frame, can be
derived from the system states at the given timestamp tMi :
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The corresponding MoCap residual is given by:
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where X uniformly represents all involved system state variables. The
rotation error is mapped to the tangent space to quantify the error. De-
spite the presence of some jitter, the MoCap system provides absolute
pose constraints without cumulative errors, which forms one of the
key foundations for enabling the estimator to achieve high-precision
trajectory estimation.

Unlike MoCap systems, the measurements from the DUT exhibit
unpredictable drift. To mitigate the impact of accumulated errors, an

optimal strategy is to represent the DUT poses over a time interval
in a relative form. Specifically, for measurements at timestamps tD ∈
[tDi , tD j ], the predicted value can be expressed as[

R
Di
D j
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For conciseness, the homogeneous transformation representation is
used, where the rotation and translation components can be extracted
from the corresponding submatrices. The corresponding relative pose
residual for the DUT is formulated as follows:
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This residual term is designed to have zero gradient with respect to
T W

B (t), ensuring it is used solely for spatiotemporal calibration without
affecting the global motion trajectory. Moreover, the use of relative
poses eliminates the need to estimate the transformation T W

H of the
world frame.

Notably, to ensure calibration accuracy, the selection of the interval
for relative pose measurements and the weighting of residual terms
are critical considerations. Based on screw theory, when expressing
the same rigid-body motion in different coordinate frames, the follow-
ing constraint is satisfied: the rotation angle θ and the translation d
along the screw axis remain equal, known as the screw congruence
theorem [43]. Since the global motion trajectory T W

B is constrained
by MoCap with high accuracy, we use it as a reference to design the
weighting function w for the DUT residuals. Specifically, the rotational
component wR is given by

wR

(
θ

Di
D j
,θ

Bi
B j

)
= exp

(
−

θ
Di
D j
−θ

Bi
B j

θ
Bi
B j

)2

. (17)

A Gaussian-inspired weighting function attenuates residuals deviating
from the screw constraint. Similarly, for the translational component
wp, d is used as a reference, using the same formulation. The values of
θ and d can be derived based on the inverse Rodrigues formula [14]:

θ = arccos
(

tr(R)−1
2

)
, d =

(R−R⊤)∨ ·p
2sinθ

, (18)

where tr(·) denotes the trace of a matrix, and (·)∨ represents the vee
map. In terms of relative pose intervals, it is essential to ensure suf-
ficient motion excitation while preventing accumulated errors caused
by long durations. Rotational excitation θ , translational excitation d,
and the time interval δ tD are simultaneously considered. In this work,
we set the thresholds for these indicators as 5°, 0.1 m, and 0.5 s based
on experimental considerations. A relative pose residual is constructed
whenever any of these indicators exceeds its corresponding threshold.

4.4 IMU Factors
The IMU factor can be decomposed into two components: the gyro-
scope and the accelerometer. For the gyroscope factor, the ideal angular
velocity measurement at time tIi is obtained by transforming the first
derivative of the global rotation B-spline into the frame F−→I:

ωIi =
(
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B

(
tIi

)
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I

)−1 (
ṘW

B

(
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))∨
, (19)

Incorporating the gyroscope intrinsics from Tab. 2, the residual is
formulated as

rI, ω

(
ω̃Ii ,X
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=MωR

ω
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)
− ω̃Ii . (20)

The acceleration of the body frame F−→I in the world frame F−→W is
transformed to obtain the ideal accelerometer measurement at time tIi :

aIi =
(
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B

(
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)
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)−1 (
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(
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)
−gW

)
, (21)



Fig. 4: Illustration of the complementary characteristics of MoCap and
IMU data. The MoCap (blue) provides globally consistent measurements
but introduces high-frequency noise, leading to significant errors in the
derivative domain. Meanwhile, the IMU (green) offers robust derivative
measurements but suffers from drift due to temporal integration.
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Fig. 5: Factor graph representation of the batch estimation problem,
illustrating the connectivity between state variables and measurement
factors from multiple sensors.

where gW is the gravity vector, defined in the gravity-aligned global
frame F−→W, having only a z-component. The acceleration aW

I

(
tIi

)
can

be obtained from the second derivative of the global motion B-spline:
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Accounting for the accelerometer intrinsic parameters, the residual is
further formulated as

rI, a

(
ãIi ,X

)
=MaaIi +ba (t)− ãIi . (23)

The differentiability of B-splines facilitates the construction of resid-
uals in the derivative domain directly from IMU data. Crucially, in-
corporating additional IMU constraints is essential for our estimator
because it enables the system to leverage the complementary strengths
of inertial and MoCap data for error compensation. This mechanism is
illustrated in Fig. 4 through simulation. Although MoCap provides glob-
ally consistent measurements with minimal errors, its high-frequency
jitter is significantly amplified in the derivative domain. For example, a
deviation of 0.1° in a single 100 Hz MoCap measurement corresponds
to an angular velocity of 10°/s. In contrast, the IMU provides robust
derivative measurements that inherently suppress high-frequency errors
but experience cumulative spatial drift due to temporal integration. By
combining the advantages of both modalities, the MLE approach can
be employed to derive a high-precision motion trajectory.

4.5 Batch Estimation

The batch estimation objective is defined by integrating all the measure-
ment factors. As illustrated in Fig. 5, the corresponding factor graph
visually demonstrates how each residual is constructed from the state

variables listed in Tab. 2. Specifically, the problem is formulated as the
minimization of the following negative log-likelihood function:
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where M, D, and I represent the measurements from the MoCap
system, DUT, and auxiliary IMU, respectively. An additional residual
term is introduced for the IMU bias, which follows a Wiener process
driven by zero-mean white Gaussian noise. The covariance matrices
ΣI,ω and ΣI,a for IMU readings, along with the random walk noise
parameters ΣI,bω

and ΣI,ba
, are determined through prior static cali-

bration [47]. The noise in MoCap data is assumed to be white Gaussian
noise, with ΣM estimated using a similar calibration procedure. The
covariance ΣD associated with DUT measurements is derived from
Sec. 4.3. Based on the initial guesses from Sec. 4.1, this nonlinear
least-squares problem is solved using the Ceres solver [2], ensuring
optimal estimation by balancing errors across multiple data sources.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct a series of experiments to validate the
proposed estimator, including: (i) Simulation tests, which assess the
accuracy of the estimated trajectory under controlled conditions. (ii)
Real-world experiments on both the self-collected dataset and the TUM-
VI dataset, evaluating calibration precision and trajectory estimation
accuracy. (iii) Application to the practical SLAM benchmark tasks in
XR, and discussion on the impact of GT accuracy on error metrics.

For comparison, we introduce four representative MoCap-based GT
trajectory estimation methods: (i) Raw-HEC [35], a two-stage hand-
eye calibration method that uses raw camera and IMU data from the
DUT, calibrated against MoCap poses. (ii) P2P-HEC [21, 54], a pose-
to-pose hand-eye calibration method that directly aligns the output
poses of the DUT with the MoCap measurements. (iii) Vicon2GT
[24], which adopts a discrete-time state representation and performs
batch estimation by combining IMU integration and absolute pose
constraints. This approach is conceptually similar to the GT generation
procedure used in the EuRoC dataset [7]. (iv) Kalibr-M [47], the
MoCap extension of Kalibr, which performs continuous-time MLE
based on IMU data and absolute pose measurements. To assess the
effect of modeling time offset as a time-varying state, we evaluate
two variants of our proposed high-precision GT estimator (HPGT):
a version with a fixed time offset (HPGT-Fix) and the full method
incorporating variable time offset (HPGT-Var). Since Raw-HEC and
P2P-HEC only perform spatiotemporal calibration, we apply a median
filter as done in the TUM-VI dataset [51] to mitigate jitter caused by
the MoCap system. Vicon2GT, Kalibr-M, and our method compensate
for jitter using the auxiliary IMU in our setup, which consequently
requires additional spatiotemporal calibration.

In the following comparative experiments, the self-collected dataset
was acquired using the Vicon Vero 2.2 MoCap system and the auxiliary
IMU HiPNUC-14R5. The sensor calibration parameters are listed in
Tab. 3, where the noise levels of the auxiliary IMU are more than
half an order of magnitude lower than those of consumer-grade IMUs
commonly used in XR applications.

5.1 Simulation Study
The estimator is initially validated through simulation experiments
where the GT trajectory is directly available, enabling precise error
analysis with minimal uncertainty. The simulator is implemented based
on Blender [5], employing a virtual indoor scene from the Replica
dataset [57], with necessary environmental settings. A predefined
trajectory is used to generate MoCap and IMU data, with random spa-
tiotemporal extrinsic parameters applied. Following standard practice,



Table 3: Discrete-time noise parameters of the 300 Hz MoCap system
and 500 Hz auxiliary IMU, used in both our experimental setup and
simulator

Noise Type Value

MoCap translational noise density (m) 4.2×10−4

MoCap rotational noise density (°) 1.0×10−1

Accelerometer noise density (m/s2) 1.1×10−2

Accelerometer random walk (m/s2) 2.1×10−6

Gyroscope noise density (°/s) 4.8×10−2

Gyroscope random walk (°/s) 1.4×10−5

Time offset drift (ms/min) 1.0

Fig. 6: Accuracy comparison of different methods on the simulation
dataset, reporting absolute error (ARE/ATE) and inter-frame relative error
(RRE/RTE) of the estimated trajectories.

IMU readings are corrupted by white noise and random walk bias,
while MoCap measurements are subject to additive white noise. Taking
the IMU clock as the reference, the time offsets of other sensors are
modeled as time-varying variables scaled by a fixed factor. The noise
standard deviations (STDs) are set to match those of the devices used
in our real-world experiments, as listed in Tab. 3. Additionally, stereo
images are rendered based on the motion trajectory in Blender, which
are input to ORB-SLAM3 [8] to obtain the trajectory, serving as the
DUT data.

Different methods were used to estimate trajectories expressed in
the DUT frame, unified to 90 Hz. The accuracy of each algorithm was
evaluated by comparing the estimated trajectories with the GT from the
simulator. Root mean square error (RMSE) was computed to quantify
trajectory errors, as shown in Fig. 6. One of the main sources of abso-
lute error is the extrinsic calibration. Since Vicon2GT and Kalibr-M
struggle with accumulated errors in DUT trajectories, they exhibit sig-
nificant inaccuracies. In contrast, our method effectively mitigates this
issue, achieving a precise extrinsic calibration. Introducing a variable
time offset improves the calibration accuracy, but the improvement is
limited. MoCap jitter also contributes to absolute errors. Simple median
filtering offers only limited compensation, leading to increased errors
in Raw-HEC and P2P-HEC. On the other hand, inter-frame relative
errors are primarily caused by MoCap jitter. As a result, Raw-HEC and
P2P-HEC exhibit significantly higher relative errors. In contrast, the
other methods incorporate auxiliary IMU measurements and are more
effective in handling this high-frequency error. Overall, among the
compared methods, HPGT-Var achieves the best performance, yielding
the lowest absolute and relative errors.

5.2 Real-World Experiment
5.2.1 Extrinsic Calibration
In addition to simulation tests, real-world experiments were conducted
on both self-collected and public datasets. First, extrinsic calibration
performance was evaluated, as it greatly affects trajectory accuracy
and enables direct comparison. Specifically, multiple calibrations were
performed using the same set of devices, where higher consistency in
the calibration results indicates better accuracy. As shown on the left
side of Fig. 1, a SLAM benchmarking system was constructed, incor-
porating a MoCap system, an auxiliary IMU, and our XR prototype

Fig. 7: Visualization of calibration repeatability. A 10 mm radius sphere
centered at the mean position of the calibration results is plotted as a
reference. A higher concentration near the center of the sphere indicates
greater accuracy.

(DUT). Ten data sequences were collected to compare different algo-
rithms. Furthermore, validation was conducted on four IMU calibration
sequences from the TUM-VI dataset, which contains MoCap, IMU,
and camera data. ORB-SLAM3 [8] was employed to estimate the DUT
trajectory using IMU and camera measurements.

Different methods were used to estimate the extrinsic parameters
between MoCap and both the IMU and DUT. To facilitate comparison,
the extrinsics are represented with 2-DoF: the rotation angle θ and
the translation magnitude p, with the mean and STD reported. The
comparison analysis is presented in Tab. 4. Calibration results show
some discrepancies among different algorithms, with mean differences
reaching 0.18°/2.03 mm on the self-collected dataset and 0.11°/2.26
mm on the TUM-VI dataset. Regarding STD, HPGT-Var achieves the
best performance, particularly for MoCap-DUT calibration, where it
remains below 0.07° and 0.94 mm. This advantage is attributed to our
dedicated DUT residual modeling and variable time offset estimation.
Notably, although Raw-HEC leverages DUT raw images and additional
calibration board information to avoid accumulated trajectory errors,
our method still achieves competitive calibration accuracy. Moreover,
since our approach does not rely on raw sensor data, it offers greater
generality and can be applied to commercial devices that only provide
pose outputs. To visually illustrate the calibration consistency across
6-DoF, we show the spatial distribution of the results for Vicon2GT
and HPGT-Var on the self-collected dataset in Fig. 7. Using the MoCap
body frame as the reference, we plot the frames of the DUT and IMU
after each process, with HPGT-Var demonstrating higher repeatability.

5.2.2 Jitter Mitigation

In most SLAM research, inter-frame jitter in raw MoCap data is largely
overlooked. It is thus important to demonstrate its presence and empha-
size its impact on SLAM benchmarking for XR applications. Quantita-
tive analysis of jitter on real-world datasets is challenging due to the
absence of GT, particularly in public datasets. Therefore, we begin with
a qualitative analysis and concurrently demonstrate the effectiveness of
our method in mitigating jitter. As shown on the right side of Fig. 1, we
compare the raw MoCap data with the results estimated by HPGT-Var,
and plot the DUT trajectory as an additional reference. To enhance
clarity, the jitter in the raw MoCap data is amplified threefold relative
to the estimated trajectory. High-frequency jitter is observed in both
our self-collected and TUM-VI datasets. After applying our estimator,
the trajectory becomes smooth, stable and correctly aligned with the
DUT frame.

Based on our XR prototype, we developed an AR application to
further demonstrate the effect of jitter elimination. After calibration,
virtual content can be rendered on the DUT’s video see-through camera
using trajectories estimated by different methods to reflect their accu-
racy. We first placed a reference marker in the real world and aligned
a virtual cube with them from a specific camera pose. The DUT was
then moved and held steady at a different viewpoint. At this point,
virtual objects were rendered using trajectories estimated by P2P-HEC
and HPGT-Var, and their results over three consecutive frames were
overlaid. In the absence of noise, the virtual object should remain
static and aligned with the real scene. However, due to the inability of



Table 4: Comparison of calibration results among different methods on the self-collected and TUM-VI datasets. Mean and STD over multiple
calibration trials are reported, with the best results highlighted in bold.

Method

Self-Collected Dataset TUM-VI Dataset

MoCap-IMU MoCap-DUT MoCap-IMU MoCap-DUT

θ (°) p (cm) θ (°) p (cm) θ (°) p (cm) θ (°) p (cm)

Raw-HEC / / 114.042±0.078 2.467±0.102 / / 1.284±0.072 7.223±0.081
P2P-HEC / / 113.891±0.095 2.493±0.129 / / 1.328±0.077 7.377±0.112
Vicon2GT 27.093±0.082 6.912±0.103 114.067±0.116 2.407±0.176 1.324±0.089 7.225±0.122 1.301±0.086 7.151±0.131
Kalibr-M 27.089±0.051 6.764±0.083 114.031±0.108 2.307±0.194 1.218±0.061 7.321±0.097 1.292±0.079 7.324±0.107

HPGT-Fix (ours) 27.132±0.044 6.833±0.066 113.936±0.068 2.510±0.110 1.269±0.066 7.288±0.081 1.266±0.070 7.249±0.083
HPGT-Var (ours) 27.121±0.041 6.842±0.067 113.921±0.062 2.481±0.094 1.274±0.063 7.271±0.078 1.271±0.068 7.264±0.085
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Fig. 8: AR rendering using trajectories estimated by P2P-HEC and our
HPGT-Var. The results are rendered from a fixed viewpoint, with virtual
objects overlaid across three consecutive frames. The zoomed-in view
highlights the effects of trajectory errors.
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Fig. 9: Experimental setup for quantitative evaluation of trajectory ac-
curacy (left) and an illustration of trajectory reconstruction using the BA
algorithm (right).

P2P-HEC to handle inter-frame errors, noticeable artifacts appear in the
overlaid rendering, as shown in Fig. 8. This indicates that the trajectory
estimated by P2P-HEC fails to achieve the required accuracy for bench-
marking SLAM jitter in the XR field, which may lead to inaccurate
metrics. In contrast, HPGT-Var effectively mitigates this problem by
compensating for IMU errors, resulting in stable and accurate rendering.
Additionally, the result obtained using P2P-HEC showed a misalign-
ment between the virtual object and reference markers, which may be
due to calibration errors.

5.2.3 Comprehensive Evaluation

Ultimately, we aim to quantitatively evaluate the accuracy of the tra-
jectory estimated by our method, which serves as a comprehensive
indicator of the performance of both calibration and jitter mitigation.
This evaluation is essential to verify whether our method meets SLAM
benchmark requirements in XR applications. To this end, a higher-

Table 5: Comparison of trajectory estimation accuracy of different meth-
ods on self-collected datasets. Absolute errors (ARE/ATE) and inter-
frame relative errors (RRE/RTE) are reported. Results meeting the target
metrics∗ are highlighted in green , with the best results shown in bold.

Scenario Algorithm
ARE
(°)

ATE
(mm)

RRE
(°)

RTE
(mm)

Sufficient
Motion

Raw-HEC 0.269 1.831 0.145 0.520
P2P-HEC 0.294 2.332 0.149 0.521

Vicon2GT 0.273 3.188 0.017 0.172
Kalibr-M 0.184 2.041 0.014 0.156

HPGT-Fix (ours) 0.164 1.365 0.014 0.142
HPGT-Var (ours) 0.151 1.341 0.012 0.133

Motion
Degradation

Raw-HEC 0.276 2.105 0.141 0.526
P2P-HEC 0.315 2.768 0.142 0.528

Vicon2GT 0.326 3.971 0.018 0.175
Kalibr-M 0.202 2.817 0.014 0.163

HPGT-Fix (ours) 0.169 1.792 0.013 0.152
HPGT-Var (ours) 0.162 1.811 0.013 0.143

∗Target outlined in Sec. 1: ARE/ATE < 0.2°/2 mm, RRE/RTE < 0.02°/0.2 mm.

precision localization system is required to provide 6-DoF reference
trajectories. We employ a high-speed camera with a resolution of 2K
at 1000 Hz and a field of view (FOV) of 56° × 32°, and set up the
experiment system as shown on the left side of Fig. 9. The camera
captures a calibration board at close range, and the trajectory is recon-
structed via bundle adjustment (BA), as illustrated on the right side of
Fig. 9. Due to the short imaging distance and minimal motion blur, the
BA algorithm achieves an average reprojection error below 0.1 pixel.
Under the system configuration, this corresponds to a pose accuracy
of approximately 0.05 mm in translation and 0.003° in rotation, which
ensures sufficient precision for generating reference trajectories. It
should be noted that this setup has a limitation: the motion range is
restricted because the calibration board must remain within the FOV of
the high-speed camera. As a result, this approach can only be used to
verify the accuracy of our estimator within a confined space.

During the camera motion, data is simultaneously collected from
the rigidly connected MoCap system, auxiliary IMU, and the DUT. We
collected five sequences in each of the two scenarios for the comparative
experiments. The first scenario involves sufficient motion excitation,
while the second features motion degradation, which is primarily used
to evaluate the robustness of the algorithm. Each sequence has a
duration of approximately 1 minute. The output trajectory frequencies
of the comparative algorithms are uniformly set to 90 Hz. In addition,
the reference trajectory reconstructed by the high-speed camera is
transformed into the DUT frame to facilitate evaluation. The trajectory
accuracy quantification results of different methods are presented in
Tab. 5. Real-world experiments yield conclusions similar to those
from simulation tests. As Raw-HEC and P2P-HEC do not effectively
mitigate the jitter present in the raw MoCap data, they produce large
absolute and relative errors, with P2P-HEC showing the highest overall



Table 6: SLAM benchmark results of leading XR devices and open-source algorithms. Results using our HPGT-Var as GT are shown in bold, and
those from the P2P-HEC are provided in parentheses for comparison.

DUT
Standard Scenario Challenging Scenarios

ARE (°) ATE (mm) RRE (°) RTE (mm) ARE (°) ATE (mm) RRE (°) RTE (mm)

AVP 0.739 (0.921) 10.117 (11.032) 0.032 (0.153) 0.397 (0.844) 0.821 (1.045) 12.381 (13.243) 0.038 (0.161) 0.408 (0.871)
Quest 3 0.696 (0.897) 12.310 (13.193) 0.049 (0.164) 0.431 (0.912) 0.794 (1.028) 16.534 (17.432) 0.059 (0.173) 0.501 (0.932)
PICO 4 0.714 (0.949) 13.415 (14.417) 0.045 (0.167) 0.435 (0.927) 1.082 (1.397) 15.965 (17.221) 0.061 (0.185) 0.486 (0.937)

ORB-SLAM3 0.821 (1.013) 23.657 (24.714) 0.059 (0.175) 0.684 (1.105) 1.211 (1.468) 42.541 (44.317) 0.070 (0.193) 0.797 (1.213)

Our XR Prototype 

AVP

PICO 4

Quest 3

Fig. 10: DUTs for SLAM benchmarking (left) and the test environment
(right). The DUTs include AVP, Quest 3, and PICO 4. Additionally, our
XR prototype is used for collecting the SLAM sensor data as the inputs
to open-source SLAM algorithms.

error among all evaluated methods. Both Vicon2GT and Kalibr-M
achieve small relative errors but suffer from inaccurate calibration with
the DUT, leading to large absolute errors. In contrast, our method
achieves high-precision localization trajectory estimation and is also
robust in motion-degraded scenarios. Notably, only our algorithm
meets all the accuracy requirements outlined in Sec. 1.

5.3 Application to SLAM Benchmarking

To demonstrate the practical value of our method and emphasize the
importance of high-precision GT trajectories for SLAM benchmarking
in XR, we apply it to real-world use cases. Specifically, we benchmark
three commercial XR devices with SLAM capabilities, including Apple
Vision Pro (AVP)1, Meta Quest 32, and PICO 43. The trajectories from
these commercial devices are obtained via manufacturer-provided soft-
ware development kits (SDKs) that interface with their onboard SLAM
algorithms within a Unity-based environment. We also benchmark
the SOTA open-source SLAM algorithm ORB-SLAM3 [8], with input
data collected using our XR prototype. Experiments are conducted in
our MoCap laboratory, where the environment is designed to mimic
a typical indoor home setting, simulating real-world XR usage. The
DUTs and the test environment are shown in Fig. 10. In addition to the
standard setting, we introduce a challenging scenario with low lighting
and rapid motion. Each DUT performs five one-minute sequences per
scenario, and the average error metrics are reported. In addition to
the commonly used metric ATE, we also include ARE and inter-frame
relative errors, which are critical for XR applications. For comparison,
we compute error metrics with reference to the trajectories estimated
by both the P2P-HEC and HPGT-Var. This highlights the limitations
of conventional MoCap-based trajectory estimation methods in XR
SLAM benchmarking.

The benchmarking results are shown in Tab. 6. Commercial SLAM
systems performed well with comparable error magnitudes, while open-
source algorithms showed larger errors, especially in translation. In the
challenging scenario, all systems exhibited increased errors, particularly
the PICO 4, whose absolute error was large enough to cause noticeable
virtual object drift. Comparisons with the metrics derived from P2P-
HEC (shown in parentheses) indicate that the accuracy of the GT
trajectories has a substantial impact on benchmarking results. The
effect is especially evident in the relative error metrics, where the

1https://developer.apple.com/visionos; Apple visionOS V2.3.1
2https://developers.meta.com/horizon/develop; Meta Horizon

OS V74.1020
3https://developer.picoxr.com/resources; PICO OS V5.12.0.S

Fig. 11: Comparison of the ARE over time for the AVP, obtained using
different trajectory estimation methods. A 20-second segment was se-
lected for analysis.

results from P2P-HEC were largely dominated by noise. Regarding
ARE, the results are also limited in precision due to the influence of
calibration errors and jitter. To illustrate this, Fig. 11 shows a segment
of ARE over time for AVP in scenario V1. While the overall trends
from P2P-HEC and HPGT-Var are generally consistent, the metric
from P2P-HEC shows systematic bias due to calibration errors and
exhibit pronounced jitter. Crucially, since many SLAM benchmarking
methods rely on trajectory estimation methods similar to the P2P-HEC,
which only performs calibration with limited accuracy, they struggle to
provide precise SLAM error metrics for XR devices.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a novel localization trajectory estimator to provide
GT for SLAM benchmarking in XR applications. Within a continuous-
time MLE framework, the data from the MoCap, auxiliary IMU, and
DUT are jointly integrated and optimized. The method effectively han-
dles cumulative errors in DUT trajectories and variable time offsets be-
tween sensors, enabling precise spatiotemporal calibration. Moreover,
by leveraging the complementary mechanism of MoCap and IMU mea-
surements, it achieves accurate trajectory estimation by balancing their
error characteristics. Extensive experiments on both simulation and
real-world datasets demonstrate that our approach outperforms existing
methods. It achieves trajectory errors of ARE/ATE < 0.162°/1.811 mm
and RRE/RTE < 0.013°/0.143 mm, meeting the accuracy requirements
outlined in Sec. 1. The proposed method overcomes the limitations
of conventional approaches and enables comprehensive and precise
quantification of SLAM errors such as rotational drift and inter-frame
jitter, paving the way for high-precision benchmarking and ongoing
development of XR SLAM systems.

Nonetheless, our method has certain limitations. For instance, cali-
bration accuracy may degrade under insufficient motion excitation. It
can be mitigated by identifying such segments and down-weighting
them during optimization. Moreover, to improve computational effi-
ciency in long-duration trajectory estimation, non-uniform B-splines
can be used to adaptively adjust control point density, representing a
promising direction for future research.
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