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RAVES-Calib: Robust, Accurate and Versatile Extrinsic Self
Calibration Using Optimal Geometric Features
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Abstract—In this paper, we present a user-friendly LiDAR-
camera calibration toolkit that is compatible with various
LiDAR and camera sensors and requires only a single pair of
laser points and a camera image in targetless environments.
QOur approach eliminates the need for an initial transform
and remains robust even with large positional and rotational
LiDAR-camera extrinsic parameters. We employ the Gluestick
pipeline to establish 2D-3D point and line feature correspon-
dences for a robust and automatic initial guess. To enhance
accuracy, we quantitatively analyze the impact of feature
distribution on calibration results and adaptively weight the
cost of each feature based on these metrics. As a result, extrinsic
parameters are optimized by filtering out the adverse effects of
inferior features. We validated our method through extensive
experiments across various LiDAR-camera sensors in both
indoor and outdoor settings. The results demonstrate that our
method provides superior robustness and accuracy compared
to SOTA techniques. Our code is open-sourced on GitHulﬂ to
benefit the community.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the advancement of autonomous systems, intelligent
agents increasingly require detailed environmental informa-
tion. LiDAR and cameras are two essential sensors that
provide complementary data, and they are widely employed
in various autonomous system applications, e.g., mobile
mapping [1], localization [2], obstacle detection [3] and
environmental perception [4]. While cameras capture high-
resolution images rich in color and texture details, they are
highly sensitive to lighting conditions [5]. In contrast, LIDAR
measurements remain unaffected by lighting variations and
provide accurate distance information. However, LiDAR suf-
fers from a narrower field of view (FoV) and lower resolution
compared to cameras [6]. To fully exploit the strengths of
both sensors, robust, accurate, and convenient calibration
of their extrinsic parameters is critical for effective sensor
fusion, which can unlock their combined potential.

Existing high-precision LiDAR-camera calibration meth-
ods primarily rely on external targets, such as checkerboards
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Fig. 1.

Colorized LiDAR points by camera RGB image with calibrated
extrinsic parameters using the proposed method. The second row is the
overall color point cloud, and the first row is the enlarged picture of the
local details in the color point cloud.

or specific patterns, and involve laborious manual processes
[7]1-[10]. These cooperative targets, with well-defined pat-
terns, shapes, and dimensions, facilitate the extraction of
precise mutual features from the one-shot of LiDAR point
cloud and camera image. These features are then used to
estimate the extrinsic parameters by minimizing the repro-
jection error. Conversely, targetless calibration methods rely
on naturally occurring features, making their performance
highly dependent on the quality of the feature extraction and
matching.

We argue that a user-friendly calibration toolkit must prior-
itize two key aspects: convenience and accuracy. For conve-
nience, the calibration algorithm should function across var-
ious environments without requiring specific targets, should
be highly automated, and should support different sensor
types. In terms of accuracy, the results must match or
exceed the precision achieved by target-based methods while
maintaining the benefits of automation and flexibility.

Despite advancements, significant challenges remain. In
LiDAR-camera calibration, accurate heterogeneous data as-
sociation is fundamental for solving extrinsic parameters,
and its quality directly affects the calibration results. How-
ever, the complexity of natural environments, sensor data
heterogeneity, and parallax effects limit the accuracy of
feature extraction and matching. Additionally, the location
of features in natural settings is random, which can lead to
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inferior distribution of extracted features adversely affecting
the accuracy and stability of extrinsic parameter estimation.

To address the aforementioned challenges, we pro-
pose RAVES-Calib, a robust, accurate and versatile self-
calibration toolkit for fully automatic LiDAR-camera ex-
trinsic parameter calibration in both indoor and outdoor
environments, without the need for artificial targets. The
toolkit is developed based on the outstanding work in [11]
and enhanced by leveraging the state-of-the-art (SOTA)
deep learning model, Gluestick, to extract and match stable
geometric features providing a rough initial estimate and
eliminating dependence on initial values. Furthermore, we
analyze the impact of feature distribution on calibration
accuracy and use this information to guide optimal feature
selection. Both point and line features are incorporated to
compensate for regions with insufficient features, ensuring
reliable calibration across diverse conditions. Our main con-
tributions are as follows:

o A novel heuristic-free optimal features selection algo-
rithm is developed to reliably screen and select a subset
of geometric features with even distribution among all
matching 2D-3D correspondences.

o A systematic targetless LiDAR-camera extrinsic calibra-
tion pipeline is designed on the basis of the filtering of
the optimal group of point and line features for a single
pair of point cloud and image.

e An open-sourced LiDAR-camera calibration toolkit is
developed which does not require an initial transform
and is compatible with various sensor types. Extensive
experiments conducted in both indoor and outdoor
environments demonstrate that the proposed toolkit is
highly consistent across different calibration scenarios,
achieving accuracy on par with, or better than, target-
based methods in natural environments.

II. RELATED WORK

LIDAR-camera extrinsic calibration has been extensively
studied in the field of autonomous systems and can be simply
categorized into two categories: target-based and targetless.

A. Target-based Method

Target-based methods represent the classic solution to
solving the LiDAR-camera extrinsic calibration problem,
particularly due to the challenge to associating features from
heterogeneous data. These methods leverage well-defined
patterns and shapes, which allow for the precise estab-
lishment of geometric constraints, such as plane normals
and chessboard edges. The main task of these methods
is the high-precision feature extraction and matching of
features. For instance, in [10], [12], [13], polygons are used
as calibration targets. Both the camera and LiDAR extract
corner points or edges from these targets and then perform
2D-3D data association to estimate extrinsic parameters by
minimizing reprojection error. In [14], a cardboard with
an ArUco marker is used, enabling both the camera and
LiDAR to directly extract the 3D positions of the target’s
corner points for 3D-3D data association. In [15] and [16],

checkerboards serve as calibration targets. [15] estimates
extrinsic parameters by aligning normal vectors of the target
between LiDAR and camera data, while leverages the Li-
DAR intensity image to establish 2D-2D data associations,
followed by back-projecting the checkerboard corner points
from the intensity map into the point cloud for final data
association. [7] uses a painted acrylic checkerboard target,
allowing laser beams to pass through the “white” grid areas
and direct matching detected grids in image and point cloud.

While target-based methods can achieve high precision
through evenly distributed and accurately matched features,
they heavily depend on calibration targets, which are often
cumbersome to manufacture and transport. Furthermore,
these methods do not satisfy the requirements for automated
calibration processes.

B. Targetless method

Targetless method directly extracts stable features from
the environment, such as lines, planes and semantic objects.
For example, in [11], [17], [18], [19], edge features from
LiDAR point clouds are projected onto the corresponding
edge features in camera RGB images, and the feature
distance or point-to-line distance is minimized to estimate
extrinsic parameters. [20] utilizes a deep learning method to
extract matching feature points between the LiDAR intensity
image and the camera’s RGB image, uses reprojection and
RANSAC for initial value estimation, and further refines
the results using the minimum posterior mutual information
distance [21]. In [22], researchers utilize the robustness of
semantic segmentation to extract features from both the
LiDAR intensity and the camera RGB images, selecting
corner points of each semantic region as calibration features.

However, acquiring high-precision, accurately matched,
and evenly distributed features from the environment remains
a significant challenge due to environmental variability. As
a result, targetless methods often struggle to match the
accuracy achieved by target-based methods [23]. [11] uses
the method of traversal within a certain range to determine
the initial estimate extrinsic parameter, which is not only
time-consuming, but also cannot obtain the usable result
when the extrinsic parameter is outside the traversal range.
[20] obtains a robust initial estimate by using deep learning
features, the accuracy of the refining results using normalized
information distance needs to be improved. We improved
the initial estimation performance under the framework of
[20], refined with multiple types of features, and analyzed the
sources of calibration errors. Specifically, the distribution of
feature points plays a critical role in calibration stability and
accuracy [24], [25], yet this aspect remains underexplored in
existing calibration research.

II1. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

Fig[J] illustrates the pipeline of the proposed RAVES-
Calib toolkit. Let L and C denote the frames of the LiDAR
and camera, respectively. The extrinsic calibration prob-
lem is formulated as estimating the transformation TL =
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Fig. 2.

Solid-state LIDAR

Fig. 3. Gluestick can find the correspondence between point and line
features in LiDAR intensity image and camera images.

(RE,ct),REL € SO(3),0t € R? from C to L given a pair
of laser points P and a camera image Z sampled simultane-
ously. The proposed calibration toolkit comprises four main
modules: rough initial estimate, data pre-processing, feature
extraction and matching, and extrinsic parameters refinement.
In the initial phase, data are denoised and rectified before
being passed into the Gluestick algorithm [26] to establish
2D-3D feature correspondences and estimate an initial trans-
formation Té. The distribution of matched correspondences
is quantitatively analyzed, enabling adaptive adjustment of
each correspondence’s influence on the optimization process.
Finally, the accurate extrinsic parameters are refined through
iterative optimization until convergence.

B. Rough Initial Estimate

For non-repetitive LiDARSs, the point cloud P is accumu-
lated statically, whereas for spinning LiDAREs, it is necessary
to move LiDARSs in a small area and then the point cloud
P is constructed using laser odometry (we use continuous-
time ICP) to build a local map. The intensity image Zp is
generated by projecting the points ;P € R? in P onto the
pixel coordinates of Z, where the pixel intensity corresponds
to the point’s intensity value. A mapping relationship ¥ =
p: € Z — P, € P,k = |p;| between points P in P and
pixel p in Zp is created. This means that for a given pixel p;,
a corresponding set of points Pk, k € |p;| can be indexed.

Gluestick can extract and match point and line features
in two images, as shown in Fig[3] We use Gluestick to
establish feature correspondences between Z and P. Initially,

The pipeline of LiDAR-camera calibration process.

only point features are utilized to estimate the rotational
component R% of TE using random Random Sample Con-
sensus (RANSAC) and Perspective-n-Point (PnP) algorithms
to manage outlier correspondences. Then line features are
incorporated to formulate a nonlinear optimization problem,
which is solved by minimizing the point-to-line distance.
Specifically, let ;P; € R? denote a 3D line feature point
in P, obtained according to Y(-). Meanwhile, n; € R?
and q; € R? denote the 2D normal and a point on the
corresponding line feature in Z. Ideally, the projection of P,
onto the image plane using the estimated rotation Ré should
align with the edge feature (n;,q;) in Z. The equation is
formulated as follows:

point-to-line distance

0=n/ - (f(ﬂ‘(Té - Pi)) —qy)
———

(D

J
cP;
N———
pPi=[u;,v;] T
where f(-) denotes the camera distortion model, 7w (-) denotes
the camera projection model.

C. Feature Distribution Analysis

1) Calibration Optimization Establishment: To compen-
sate for regions with insufficient features density, we use
point and line features concurrently. For point features, the
cost is represented by the standard reprojection error e”. For
line features, the point-to-line distance described in e.q.(T))
is used as the cost term e'. Note that, the midpoint of the
edge feature segment is chosen as the point q; lying on the
line feature in Z. The least squares problem for calibration
can thus be formulated as follows:

2

min le?l + ']

2) Feature distribution analyze: As mentioned in [25], the
Hessian matrix can reflect the contribution of features to the
ICP algorithm for positioning. Similarly, the Hessian matrix
can also reflect the contribution of the relative positioning
between the radar and the camera. To explore the impact of



feature distribution on calibration, we analyze the Hessian
matrix H = J'J of the cost function, where J = [J?, J/]T
is a (2N + M) x 6 Jacobian matrix. Here, N and M
represent the number of point and line features, respectively.
For a specific point feature ¢ and line feature j, the Jacobian
matrices are defined as:

3= ®(P), Jj=nf BLP) )

J J

where ®(1,P) is the standard reprojection Jacobian evaluated
at )P =[X,Y,Z]":
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The Jacobian is composed of rotational and positional parts:

J =37 371, J =13, ]! (5)
2x6 [zxr3 2><t3] Ix [1 X3 1><t3]

The corresponding 6 x 6 Hessians are denoted as H? and Hé
The complete Hessian can be represented as block matrices:

H = |:Hrr Hrt:| (6)

H: Huy
Here, H,, € R3®*3 contains information related to the
rotational component, while H;, € R3%3 relates to the
translational component. The coupling between the rotation
R +— r € 50(3) and translation t € R is nontrivial since
differences in scale and type [25]. Thus, only H,.,. and Hy,
are subjected to SVD decomposition for eigen-analysis:

H, =V,%,V/, H,=V,%V] (7)

where V; and V.. are the eigenvector matrices, and 3; and
3., are diagonal matrices with the corresponding eigenvalues
as the diagonal entries. As discussed in [27], while the
eigenvalues in 3, and 3; provide a direct measure of
the information along each eigenvector, these eigenvalues
may not behave consistently across different environments
and sensors, and thus cannot be directly indicate feature
distribution. A formal relationship between features and
optimization cost is necessary to evaluate their contribution.
In degraded scene localization, the elements of the Jacobian
matrix are used as a measure of the contribution to the
cost [25], [28], [29], given the established co-relationship
between the Jacobian matrix and eigenvalues. This approach
simplifies the analysis while maintaining relevance to the
optimization Jacobian across varying environments.
Inspired by this concept, we propose a new feature dis-
tribution index to quantify each feature’s contribution to
the LiDAR-camera calibration result. The Jacobian matrix
is normalized separately for the translation and rotation
components. The L2 norm is utilized for the vector J!. and
matrix J2, as this approach is more robust against scale
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Fig. 4. Feature contribution heatmap. The horizontal and vertical axes
represent the x and y axes of the image, respectively, in pixels. Green
represents high contribution, yellow represents low contribution.

Fig. 5. Multi-type feature projection image. A, Depth-continuous edge
features. B, Intensity image point features. C, Intensity image line feature.

differences in normalization [28]. The normalization process

is defined as follows:

T
Jjg—,l . J?Q—,n (8)
198102 198, 2

To evaluate feature contribution along each direction in
the six degrees of freedom (6DOF) space, the contributions
defined in e.q.(8) are projected onto the directions of the
eigenvectors as follows:

pf = (FL -vD)" ©)

In e.q.-, let 7 € I,p, and S € r,t. Here, Dfn, Dé,
Df,Df are calibration contributions for all features, projected
by the eigenvectors in V., V. The | - | operator indicates the
elementwise absolute value of the vector. Concurrently, the
scalar values in D% and D!, as well as L1 norms of DP
and DY, are direct indicators of calibration contribution of a
certain direction. Feature contributions are visualized with a
heat map, as shown in Fig[]

Fi=

D. Optimal Feature Group-based Refinement

1) Multi-type Feature Extraction: Using a single type of
feature is often insufficient for diverse calibration scenarios.



As demonstrated in [11], relying on a single feature type
can lead to uneven feature distribution and a single edge
feature orientation, complicating the calibration process. To
address this issue, our approach, illustrated in FigE], lever-
ages multiple types of features: point features, line features
corresponding to intensity images, and Depth-continuous
edge features. This combination increases the robustness
and adaptability of the calibration system across different
environments. The correspondence between feature points
is obtained through Gluestick, the corresponding Depth-
continuous edge features and line features are obtained by
KD-tree.

o Depth-continuous edge feature: Depth-continuous
edges extract 3D structures directly from the point
cloud, minimizing the impact of parallax and empha-
sizing the structured edges of objects in the envi-
ronment. Although curved features can be obtained
with appropriate voxel size selection, it is difficult to
accurately capture a circular object because it cannot
fit two intersecting planes, and in scenes dominated by
unidirectional features, it may fail to provide sufficient
constraints to determine the extrinsic parameters reli-
ably.

o Line features from Intensity images: Intensity images
of laser points offer texture information similar to that
of RGB images. By applying Gluestick network, we
extract line features that correspond to both intensity
and RGB images. These line features capture variations
in the material properties of objects in the scene. As a
result, they complement Depth-continuous edge features
by accurately capturing edges of circular objects and
providing more detailed feature information.

« Intensity image point features: In environments where
only edge features in a single direction are available,
each line feature provides constraints on only four
degrees of freedom, limiting the calibration accuracy.
To address this limitation, we introduce point features,
which increase the number of constraints, particularly
in situations where feature directions are uniform. This
enhancement improves the robustness and reliability of
the calibration process.

2) Adaptive Weighting Scheme: As previously discussed,
we evaluate the contribution of each feature to the 6DOF
in the calibration system. The total contribution of a feature
is determined by summing its contributions across all direc-
tions. This total contribution is then incorporated as a weight
into the cost function, reflecting the importance of each
feature in the calibration process. Specifically, if the scalar
value of a feature’s contribution approaches 0, it indicates
that the matching pair provides little to no useful information
for calibration. In such cases, the feature is down-weighted
by assigning a near-zero value, effectively excluding it from
the optimization process.
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Fig. 6. Our sensor suite, consisting of two cameras (SHARE and Hikvision)
and two LiDARs (Livox and Velodyne), powered by Jetson Xavier NX. Note
that the resolution of the SHARE full-frame camera is 6144 x 4168.

TABLE 1
DETAILED PARAMETERS OF OUR DATA COLLECTION PLATFORM.

Sensor Model Sensor Type FoV(°)
H |4
Solid-state LiDAR Livox AVIA 704 | 77.2

Spinning LiDAR
Full Frame Camera
Pinhole Cameras

Velodyne VLP16 | 360 30
SHARE S2600 73 52
Hikvision CS016 | 41.7 | 28.6

where £ is the Lie algebra se(3) of the transformation TE.
The element of W is the metric introduced in e.q.(I0).

IV. EXPERIMENT

To validate RAVES-Calib, we conducted extensive ex-
periments using real-world data collected from both indoor
and outdoor scenarios. Our data collection platform (see
Fig[6) includes a Livox Avia solid-state LiDAR, a Velodyne
VLP-16 mechanical spinning LiDAR, a SHARE full-frame
camera, and a Hikvision industrial pinhole camera. Full-
frame cameras have a larger sensor size and have higher
resolution and image size. Tabll] provides detailed sensor
parameters, including models and fields of view (FoV).
we recorded 8 pairs of LiDAR points and camera images
in various environments, and ran the proposed calibration
toolkit to evaluate results. Note that the Gluestick model used
for feature extraction in the system is pre-trained.

TABLE I
DETAILED PARAMETERS OF OUR DATA COLLECTION PLATFORM.

sensor Method | 01 | 02 | 03 | 04 | 05 | 06
Solid-state RAVES NV v NV NV v v
Full Frame Ref [20] v v v v v v

Ref [11] X X v v X X

Solid-state RAVES v v v v v v
Pinhole Camera Ref [20] v v v N N X
Ref [11] X X v v X X

Spinnin RAVES v v v v v X

Full Frame Ref [20] v v v v v X
Ref [11] X X v v X X

Spinnine RAVES v v v v X X
Pinhole Camera Ref [20] v v < v’ x x
Ref [11] X X v v X X




Fig. 7.

Comparison of initial value estimation results.

A. Validation of the Initial Estimation Module

1) Robustness Verification: We evaluated the robustness
of the initial estimation method using six challenging data
pairs collected in parking lots and offices. These challenges
include: a large and completely unknown rotation angle
between sensors exists, significant differences in FOV of
LiDAR and camera, and semi-structured scenes. The first
line of Fig[] shows the experimental data. We used the
methods in [11], [20], and RAVES-Calib to perform initial
estimation experiments on 6 sets of data containing four
sensors, respectively. If the results of the initial estimate are
sufficient to meet the needs of the refining part, we consider
the initial estimate to be successful. As shown in Tab[ll}
similar to [20], RAVES-Calib can complete initialization in
most cases. However, the effect on the spinning LiDAR
is slightly worse, because the overlap FOV between the
sensors is small, and the reconstruction error of the spinning
LiDAR is large. The initial value estimation method from
[11] determines the initial value by searching for the pose
with the most matching edge features within a limited pose
range. However, this method is not well-suited for scenarios
involving large rotation changes. So it could only complete
the estimation for scenes (4), (5), and was unable to handle
the other four. We used our initial estimation result to project
the LiDAR point cloud onto the camera image as shown
in Fig[7] qualitatively demonstrating the accuracy of the
initial value. RAVES-Calib is not only able to adapt to large
rotational variations but also improves its accuracy further
due to the addition of line features.

2) Consistent Verification: The initial value should not
only adapt to the specific scenario but should maintain
consistency across different scenes. To verify consistency,
we gather the statistics of initial estimation results of the
SHARE camera and Livox AVIA conducted on 10 sets
of data, 4 from the outdoors and the other 3 from the
indoors. We tested each dataset 10 times. The statistical
results are shown in Fig@ It can be seen that, across all
scenarios, the estimated initial extrinsic parameters remain
nearly consistent, reflecting the robustness and reliability of
the initial value estimation process.

B. Validation of the Optimization Module

1) Assessment Method: We further evaluated the accu-
racy of RAVES-Calib by comparing it to the benchmark
method from [11] and [20], SOTA targetless method known
for achieving accuracy comparable to target-based meth-
ods. In practical deployment scenarios, the acquisition of
groundtruth for extrinsic parameters between LiDAR and
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Fig. 8. Distribution of converged extrinsic values across all 10 scenarios.
The horizontal axes depict the three coordinate directions (X, Y, Z), while
the vertical axes indicate the error (rotation error for the left plot, translation
error for the right plot).

camera systems presents inherent challenges. The RAVES-
Calib was evaluated through the evaluation method in [16],
quantitative analysis of projection errors of checkerboard
corner points between LiDAR intensity image and camera
image. Checkerboard corner points in the image are used
as pseudo groundtruth. The LiDAR point cloud containing
the checkerboard is projected onto the image according to
the estimated extrinsic parameters £ and camera intrinsic
parameters K, and then the projection error is calculated.
Due to the perspective projection of the camera, the distance
between the checkerboard and the sensor will affect the scale
of the projection point, therefore, we scale the reprojection
by distance normalization to reduce this bias. The normalized
reprojection errors (NRE) as described in Eq.(TT):

d
vrE= Y MW ) ay
p€EC] 5,c24€C2p maw
Csp = ;EK CED (12)
3D

Where Cs3p and Cyp is the 3D and 2D corners of
checkerboard. cyq is the closest image pixel to the reprojected
point p, and d (p) is the distance of p from LiDAR center.
Take the average of all corner point errors as the final error.
Fig[§] shows the checkerboard corner point detection results
for point clouds and images, as well as the projection results.

2) Accuracy Assessment: We evaluated the accuracy of
the RAVES-Calib using seven sets of data containing four
sensors. The data scenarios include indoor, outdoor, struc-
tured, semi-structured, and unstructured scenarios. For data
that resulted in a failed initial guess, we provide an initial
estimate of the results from other data for evaluation of the
fine registration algorithm. The seventh set of data is in an
unstructured environment, and none of the three methods
can complete the calibration. RAVES-Calib, [11] and [20]
worked well for the initial six datasets. The initial six sets
of data scenarios and the details of calibration results by
using three methods are shown in Fig[9] It shows that in most
scenarios, three methods achieve high-accuracy calibration,
particularly in environments with distinct structural fea-
tures and uniformly distributed features. However, thanks to
the optimal feature distribution-based optimization, RAVES-
Calib outperformed the benchmark in handling local details.
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Fig. 9. Comparison of experimental results in various scenarios. The first rows show the Calibration scene. (1)-(3) are indoor scenes, (4)-(6) are outdoor
scenes. (1)-(2) have a large rotation between the camera and the LiDAR. (6) is semi-structured scenes.

The NER quantitative evaluation was used to further
validate the optimization module, and the result as shown in
Tab[IIll and Tab[[VlI RAVES-Calib achieved the ideal calibra-
tion error on average for different sensor combinations: solid-
state LiDAR and full frame camera 4.325 Pixel, solid-state
LiDAR and pinhole camera 5.347 Pixel, spinning LiDAR and
full frame Camera 5.984 Pixel, spinning LiDAR and pinhole
camera 6.205 Pixel. The calibration results of each sensor are
superior to those of the other methods. As can be seen in
Tab[TV] [11] and [20] results of the third set of data fluctuate
greatly, but the RAVES-Calib results are stable because it
can use multiple types of features (chessboard corners as
point features). Since RAVES-Calib and [11] are sensitive
to edge features of the environment, there are fluctuations
in the semi-structured environment(FigEl(6)). However, our
method combined with point features still maintains a high

accuracy.
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Fig. 10. Visualization of the estimated corners from the checkerboard.

C. Ablation Experiment

To assess the effectiveness of the proposed feature
distribution-based optimization scheme, we conducted an
ablation study. Using the same dataset, we performed two
tests: one without the feature distribution analysis module,
utilizing all features uniformly, and another incorporating
the adaptive weighting scheme to suppress the influence of
inferior features on the calibration optimization. The results

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION OF THE CALIBRATION
METHODS WITH SOLID-STATE LIDAR AND CAMERA. USE
THE AVERAGE NORMALIZED REPROJECTION
ERROR(PIXELS) AS THE RESULT.

Data Solid-state LIDAR Solid-state LIDAR
Full Frame Camera Pinhole Camera
RAVES | Ref [11] | Ref [20] | RAVES | Ref [11] | Ref [20]
01 322 9.93 8.26 4.46 11.64 9.25
02 342 12.52 5.52 3.64 14.25 4.83
03 2.24 2293 20.82 342 24.22 24.33
04 5.53 15.96 9.09 7.31 18.36 12.35
05 4.22 8.13 10.06 5.84 9.28 9.35
06 7.32 13.54 17.83 7.41 15.26 22.09
07 X X X X X X
Avg. 4.325 13.835 11.93 5.347 15.501 13.7
TABLE IV

QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION OF THE CALIBRATION
METHODS WITH SPINNING LIDAR AND CAMERA.

Data Spinning LiDAR Spinning LiDAR
Full Frame Camera Pinhole Camera
RAVES | Ref [20] | Ref [11] | RAVES | Ref [20] | Ref [11]
01 5.29 10.93 8.03 4.45 5.98 472
02 5.23 12.45 9.23 4.98 7.23 5.29
03 3.56 22.59 18.25 4.23 23.98 21.43
04 4.36 11.21 8.98 713 12.42 8.79
05 7.34 9.29 11.84 5.05 14.28 9.12
06 10.12 12.22 15.21 11.39 12.12 12.23
07 X X X X X X
Avg. 5.984 13.115 11.923 6.205 12.668 10.264

of this comparison are shown in Figl[TT] Using NER for
quantitative analysis, the results are shown in Tab[V]

In both cases, satisfactory calibration results were
achieved. However, closer examination reveals that the
method incorporating feature distribution analysis provides
better alignment of local object edges and improves the
overall calibration accuracy by about one pixel.



Fig. 11.
camera image based on the final extrinsic parameters obtained through
calibration. The left image shows results without the feature distribution
analysis, while the right shows results with it. The lower images highlight
detailed comparisons.

Fused image generated by projecting LiDAR points onto the

TABLE V
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION OF ABLATION EXPERIMENT.

Contribute Solid-state Solid-state Spinning Spinning
Full Frame | Pinhole Camera | Full Frame | Pinhole Camera
X 435 5.74 5.38 6.69
v 3.24 4.34 5.23 5.98

V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents a targetless extrinsic calibration
toolkit, RAVES-Calib, that integrates stable point and line
features extracted and matched by Gluestick. To enhance the
stability and accuracy of the calibration, the effect of features
distribution on calibration estimation is comprehensively an-
alyzed, guiding the optimization convergence. The proposed
toolkit is validated in both indoor and outdoor environments,
achieving accuracy comparable to target-based methods.
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