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A Sensor-Aware Phenomenological Framework for Lidar Degradation

Simulation and SLAM Robustness Evaluation

Doumegna Mawuto Koudjo Felix

Abstract—Lidar-based SLAM systems are highly sensitive to
adverse conditions such as occlusion, noise, and field-of-view
(FoV) degradation, yet existing robustness evaluation methods
either lack physical grounding or do not capture sensor-specific
behavior. This paper presents a sensor-aware, phenomenological
framework for simulating interpretable lidar degradations di-
rectly on real point clouds, enabling controlled and reproducible
SLAM stress testing. Unlike image-derived corruption bench-
marks (e.g., SemanticKITTI-C) or simulation-only approaches
(e.g., lidarsim), the proposed system preserves per-point geome-
try, intensity, and temporal structure while applying structured
dropout, FoV reduction, Gaussian noise, occlusion masking,
sparsification, and motion distortion. The framework features
autonomous topic and sensor detection, modular configuration
with four severity tiers (light—extreme), and real-time perfor-
mance (< 20ms per frame) compatible with ROS workflows.
Experimental validation across three lidar architectures and
five state-of-the-art SLAM systems reveals distinct robustness
patterns shaped by sensor design and environmental context. The
open-source implementation provides a practical foundation for
benchmarking lidar-based SLAM under physically meaningful
degradation scenarios.

Index Terms—Lidar; SLAM Benchmarking; Adverse environ-
mental simulation; Sensor degradation;

I. INTRODUCTION

Lidar sensors play a vital role in robotic perception tasks,
yet their performance degrades under adverse conditions such
as fog, dust, occlusion, and dynamic motion, leading to and
reduced SLAM reliability [1]. Prior studies have characterized
these effects. Bijelic et al. [2] analyzed fog-induced attenu-
ation, Carballo et al. [3] reviewed degradation taxonomies,
and Wu et al. [4] introduced an uncertainty-aware Lidar—IMU
fusion approach that models measurement noise to improve
odometry robustness, highlighting the importance of under-
standing lidar degradation. Recent surveys [S]] further empha-
size the need for physically interpretable models grounded in
real sensor behavior. However, these works do not provide
modular, sensor-specific simulation frameworks tailored for
robustness evaluation in SLAM.

Robustness benchmarks such as SemanticKITTI-C,
nuScenes-C, KITTI-C, and TIERS Dataset [6], [7], [8], [9]
evaluate perception under unified 3D corruptions. While
valuable for downstream tasks, these benchmarks apply
generic perturbations that lack fine-grained modeling of
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different lidar hardware types. Augmentation methods such
as PolarMix [10], Real3D-Aug [11]], and RealAug [12] target
neural network training and often rely on artificial or learned
perturbations that do not reflect physical sensor behavior.
As a result, they provide limited insights into SLAM or
lidar-inertial odometry (LIO) performance under realistic
lidar degradations.

To address this gap, we propose a sensor-aware, phe-
nomenological framework that applies physically interpretable
degradations directly to raw lidar measurements, enabling
controlled, reproducible evaluation of SLAM robustness. Our
design builds on findings in [3]], [4], [2], [S], emphasizing
interpretable modeling of noise, occlusion, FoV reduction, mo-
tion distortion, and other environment-induced artifacts. Un-
like augmentation pipelines designed for data-driven training,
our objective is to simulate realistic perturbations rather than
improve model generalization, enabling structured benchmark-
ing under adverse conditions. This work extends our previous
dataset [13]], which characterized Livox Avia, Livox Mid-360,
and Ouster lidars under nominal conditions, by introducing
controlled degradation mechanisms applicable across diverse
sensor architectures.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

« Sensor-aware degradation modeling: capturing scanning-
pattern differences across solid-state (Livox Avia, Mid-360)
and spinning (Ouster) lidars.

e« Modular and reproducible configuration: parame-
terized degradation scenarios with four severity tiers
(light—extreme), including dropout, FoV reduction, noise,
occlusion, sparsification, and motion distortion.

o Real-time ROS implementation: hybrid C++/Python
framework with autonomous topic and sensor detection,
integrated visualization, and < 20 ms processing latency.

« Systematic SLAM robustness evaluation: enabling phys-
ically grounded comparison across heterogeneous sensors
and state-of-the-art SLAM under adverse conditions.

Terminology note: Throughout this paper, “augmentation”
refers to phenomenological modeling of lidar degradations
with physically interpretable parameters, distinct from aug-
mentation techniques used for neural network training.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Framework Overview

Fig. [T] shows the architecture of the proposed sensor-aware
phenomenological degradation framework. The system pro-
cesses multi-sensor lidar streams, operating on both recorded
ROS bags and real-time inputs. Incoming point clouds are
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Fig. 1: Architecture of the proposed adverse environment simulation
framework for robustness evaluation of SLAM algorithms.

parsed, timestamp-aligned, and converted into a unified repre-
sentation before passing through the degradation pipeline.

Physically interpretable augmentation modules, including
point dropout, occlusion, noise injection, motion distortion,
and FoV reduction, are applied according to severity levels de-
fined in configuration files. Multiple degradation types can be
chained or randomized to emulate realistic adverse conditions
while preserving temporal consistency using IMU timestamps
when available.

The augmented point clouds are republished on dedicated
ROS topics, enabling seamless integration with a wide range
of LIO and SLAM systems. The framework adopts a mod-
ular architecture with real-time C++ processing and optional
Python utilities for visualization and monitoring. Detailed im-
plementation notes, including node structure and configuration
examples, are provided in the open-source repository.

B. Autonomous Sensor Configuration

The framework includes an autonomous configuration mecha-
nism that removes the need for manual setup across different
lidar platforms. Sensor characteristics are inferred directly
from incoming point cloud fields, allowing automatic iden-
tification of each lidar stream. Active topics are discovered at
runtime, and corresponding augmented outputs are published
using consistent naming conventions. Coordinate frame iden-
tifiers are preserved throughout the pipeline, ensuring com-
patibility with existing TF structures and downstream SLAM
modules. This zero-configuration design simplifies deployment
and prevents misconfiguration when processing heterogeneous
or multi-sensor datasets.

C. Scenario Design and Parameterization

Degradation scenarios are defined through configuration files
that specify physically interpretable parameters for five pertur-
bation types: dropout, field-of-view (FoV) reduction, additive
noise, occlusion masking, and motion distortion. Parameters
are grouped into four severity tiers (light—extreme), providing a
reproducible and progressive stress-testing protocol for SLAM
evaluation across diverse lidar architectures. Complete config-
uration templates and detailed parameter values are provided
in the open-source repository.

Design Philosophy: The framework follows two prin-
ciples: (i) physical relevance, using parameters that reflect
measurable sensor or environmental effects; and (ii) com-
parability, applying identical severity tiers across sensors
and experiments. This structured severity design aligns with
recent corruption benchmarks such as SemanticKITTI-C and
nuScenes-C [6], [[7], [8], which use discrete intensity levels to
analyze algorithmic failure modes.

Modeling Approach: We adopt a phenomenological mod-
eling strategy derived from observable lidar behavior rather
than full radiometric or atmospheric simulation. The degrada-
tion modules preserve geometric consistency, temporal order-
ing, and each sensor’s characteristic scanning pattern while
enabling real-time computation suitable for both bag replay
and live operation.

Parameter Justification: Severity levels span realistic
ranges informed by empirical observation and sensor-physics
analysis. Dropout levels vary from mild to severe sparsifi-
cation (approximately 15-40%), consistent with signal-loss
mechanisms such as beam divergence and atmospheric atten-
uation [[14]. Gaussian noise levels (on the order of 1-5cm)
reflect the typical range-measurement uncertainty observed in
both solid-state and mechanical lidars under nominal and ad-
verse conditions [2]]. FoV reductions (roughly 10-40°) emulate
partial angular occlusions caused by sensor housing or nearby
structures, while occlusion patches remove contiguous local
clusters representative of pedestrians, vegetation, or vehicle
edges. Motion distortion is applied using realistic linear and
angular velocities with per-point temporal offsets, providing
physically meaningful perturbations that significantly affect
geometric alignment without compromising reproducibility.

Scope and Impact: The framework focuses on dominant
degradation mechanisms that influence SLAM drift and regis-
tration stability, prioritizing generality and interpretability over
exhaustive environmental simulation. This design supports
standardized robustness evaluation, cross-sensor comparison,
and controlled ablation studies, providing a consistent foun-
dation for benchmarking lidar-based SLAM systems under
adverse conditions.

D. Augmentation (Simulation) Modules

The degradation modules implement the phenomenological
parameters defined in the scenario configuration. Let a raw
scan be P = {(p;,a;,t;)} Y, where p; € R? is a 3D point, a;
its attributes, and ¢; its timestamp. The motion model follows
the continuous-time formulation widely used in lidar odometry
systems such as LOAM [135]], and all transformations preserve
the spatial structure and temporal ordering of each scan.

(1) Point Dropout. Sparsification is applied through a

Bernoulli mask:

m; ~ Bernoulli(1 — r), p; = {gi: ZZ z (1):
where r is the dropout ratio. Structured variants remove
contiguous angular or spatial regions to emulate realistic
occluders.

(2) Occlusion and FoV Reduction. FoV cropping constrains
points to angular limits in azimuth 6; and elevation ¢;,



computed as

¢i = asin(z;/||pill),

with cropping applied through bounds |0;| < Oy,ax and
|¢i] < Pmax. Random occlusion removes K spherical
patches of radius s, retaining points satisfying

oi = atan2(yi7 :Ci)v

lp: —ckll > s Vk,
where occlusion centers ¢ are uniformly sampled within
a bounded range.

(3) Noise Injection. Gaussian and outlier noise perturb each

point:

P; = Pi + € + oy,
where €; ~ N(0,0%I), 0; ~ Bernoulli(g), and n; ~
N(0,021).

(4) Motion Distortion. Assuming constant linear velocity v
and angular velocity w over a scan:
The rotation is computed using the SE(3) exponential map,
with a first-order approximation
applied for small angles ||wA¢;|| < 0.1 [16].

(5) Scan Sparsification. Systematic subsampling retains ev-
ery s-th point:

P ={(piai,ti) [ i=0

At; = t; — tp.

(mod s)}.

E. Integration and Reproducibility

All modules are parameterized through configuration files with
severity tiers (light—extreme), with optional runtime overrides
via ROS parameters. Sensor-specific message conversions en-
sure compatibility with downstream SLAM systems, and IMU
measurements are interpolated to estimate velocities used in
motion distortion. Deterministic module chaining, fixed ran-
dom seeds, and diagnostic logging provide full reproducibility
across experiments.

FE. Implementation and Experimental Setup

The framework is implemented as a hybrid C++/Python ROS
package, with time-critical augmentation and I/O handled in
C++ for real-time performance, and Python utilities support-
ing visualization and interactive parameter tuning. Although
validated primarily on recorded rosbag data, the ROS-native
design supports direct integration with live lidar streams.

Experiments were conducted using the multi-sensor sequences
from our publicly available dataset GitHub repository| [13],
which provides synchronized Livox Avia, Livox Mid-360,
and Ouster OS0-128 point clouds across indoor and outdoor
environments. The system was tested on a workstation running
Ubuntu 20.04 with an AMD Ryzen 9 7945HX CPU and 32 GB
RAM. Degradation settings were specified in YAML configu-
ration files that define four severity tiers (light—extreme), which
are automatically applied at runtime by the autonomous sensor
configuration module (Section [[I-B).To assess robustness un-
der controlled degradations, five representative lidar odometry
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Fig. 2: Distribution of Absolute Pose Error (APE) across degradation
severities (light—extreme) for three lidar sensors (Avia, Mid360,
Ouster) in both indoor and outdoor settings. Each box aggregates
APE values across multiple SLAM back-ends, revealing cross-sensor
robustness trends and sensitivity to degradation strength.

and SLAM systems, FAST-LIO2 [17], FASTER-LIO [18],
S-FAST-LIO [19], FAST-LIO-SAM [20], and GLIM [21]],
were evaluated. These algorithms cover direct, iterative, and
mapping-based approaches, enabling a broad assessment of
robustness across SLAM paradigms.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

The implementation of the augmentation framework delivers
not only the augmentation methodologies themselves but also
a real-time visualization dashboard, as described in detail in
Section The average processing time for augmentation
operations is typically well below 20 ms with the computer
device mentioned in the above sections.

A. Quantitative SLAM Evaluation

Quantitative robustness analysis was performed using the
evo_ape tooﬂ to compute Absolute Pose Error (APE) across
all severity tiers. Fig. 2] summarizes APE distributions for three
lidar types in both indoor and outdoor environments. Perfor-
mance remains stable under light and moderate degradations,
while errors and variance increase progressively toward the
extreme setting. Livox Mid-360 exhibits the lowest sensitivity
to degradation, consistent across all SLAM back-ends. Overall,
the results demonstrate that the proposed phenomenological
degradations induce controlled, interpretable stress conditions
that allow systematic benchmarking of lidar-based SLAM
algorithms.

Uhttps://github.com/MichaelGrupp/evo
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TABLE I: APE (mean =+ std, meters) across
grouped by sensor (Avia, Mid360, Ouster).

severity levels (L=Light, M=Moderate, H=Heavy, X=Extreme). Columns are

IndoorOfficel
SLAM Avia_10Hz Mid360_10Hz Ouster_10Hz
: L M H X L X L M H X
FAST-LIO2 0.161+0.075 0.263+0.152  0.445+0.310  0.407+0.285 | 0.0468+0.0180  0.0453+0.0214  0.0499£0.0234  0.0534+0.0259 | 0.0643£0.0442  0.073940.0495  0.0816+0.0558  0.152+0.072
FASTER-LIO 0.191+0.076 0.22740.106  0.300+0.210  4.059£1.070 = 0.0918+0.0435  0.0988+0.0476  0.105£0.0480  0.0897+0.0345 = 0.0809+0.0410  0.095340.0456  0.126+0.0536 0.180+0.069
S-FAST-LIO 0.44140.081 0.67940.313 0.5854+0.419  6.249+1.666 = 0.0412+0.0198  0.0415+0.0205  0.0465+0.0248  0.0448+0.0265 = 0.0760+0.0532  0.0759+0.0521  0.0810-£0.0547 0.1604-0.085
GLIM 0.30140.148 0.25840.186 1.0164+0.276  3.432+3.158 | 0.04274+0.0280  0.0428-+0.0282  0.0454+0.0321  0.05224+0.0405 = 0.094740.0534  0.0953+0.0551  0.099240.0595 0.17040.092
FAST-LIO-SAM | 0.176£0.0917  0.167+0.0836  0.38640.389  1.479£0.524 | 0.046040.0172  0.0476+0.0209  0.0503£0.0248  0.051840.0261 | 0.0650£0.0436  0.073240.0485  0.08214+0.0524  0.16310.0757
IndoorOffice2
FAST-LIO2 0.104740.0842 0.64840.428 1.600£0.457  4.245+1.340 | 0.0422+0.0302  0.0458+£0.0280  0.0493+0.0267  0.059640.0350 | 0.0602+0.0592  0.0692+0.0638  0.0724::0.0589 0.1714:0.080
FASTER-LIO 0.0885-0.0645  0.128+0.0701  1.14440.312  3.631£1.262 = 0.03580.0275  0.03761:0.0301  0.0388+0.0264  0.0423:£0.0233 | 0.0724+0.0570  0.0829:£0.0613  0.0915+0.0563  0.17740.076
S-FAST-LIO 0.110£0.0543 0.905+£0.419  1.515+0.791  7.011£1.921 = 0.04144+0.0273  0.0394+0.0272  0.0432+0.0289  0.056340.0330 = 0.0697+0.0671  0.0678+0.0609  0.0765+0.0638  0.143+0.078
GLIM 0.218+0.149 0.653+£0.498  1.123+0.499  4.169£2.393 = 0.0786+0.0908  0.0862+0.1224  0.0764£0.0464  0.0790+0.0891 | 0.0879+0.0722  0.089740.0772  0.0874+0.0749  0.163+0.086
FAST-LIO-SAM | 0.0950+0.0667  0.363+£0.237  1.659+0.395  1.144+0.828 | 0.0405+0.0295  0.0397+0.0298  0.0490+0.0314  0.0570+0.0314 | 0.063840.0630  0.0730+0.0624  0.0745+0.0657  0.171£0.076
OutdoorRoad
FAST-LIO2 0.302£0.147 0.420+£0.189  0.623+0.280  0.54440.276 0.385+0.181 0.445+0.197 0.516+0.223 0.454£0.248 0.603+0.310 0.6224+0.320 0.615+0.291 0.423+0.190
FASTER-LIO 0.338+0.122 0.513+£0.292  0.469+0.212  0.481+0.233 0.312+0.152 0.400£0.173 0.511£0.195 0.496£0.227 0.449+0.228 0.434::0.224 0.367+0.207 0.690+0.335
S-FAST-LIO 0.346+0.137 0.492+0.236  0.468+0.237  0.690+0.521 0.320+0.156 0.457+0.192 0.728+0.325 0.425:+0.260 0.644+0.345 0.537+0.277 0.374+0.168 0.980+0.350
GLIM 0.80240.372 1.701£0.519 5.171+1.096  4.178+1.200 0.59140.451 0.9054-0.842 0.9361-0.824 1.840+1.454 0.83640.435 0.8604-0.529 1.30540.821 1.381£0.663
FAST-LIO-SAM 0.338+0.149 0.427£0.240  0.4744+0.231  0.82240.469 0.369+0.170 0.499-:£0.205 0.594+0.237 0.546:£0.273 0.611+0.327 0.632+0.328 0.405+0.190 0.624:+0.281

B. Discussion

Framework Positioning and Design Trade-offs: Com-
pared with existing corruption benchmarks (SemanticKITTI-
C, nuScenes-C [[7]], [6]) that project 2D perturbations into point
clouds, or simulation engines such as CARLA [22] and lidar-
sim [23]] requiring full scene geometry, our phenomenological
approach operates directly on real lidar scans. This preserves
authentic noise characteristics, temporal patterns, and sensor-
specific artifacts while enabling real-time processing (less
than 20ms per frame). Although atmospheric phenomena
(fog density, rain attenuation) are not explicitly modeled, this
design choice ensures cross-sensor generality and practical in-
field robustness evaluation.

Sensor-Specific Robustness Patterns: Table [ and Fig.
reveal distinct resilience profiles across lidar architectures.
Livox Mid-360 exhibits the strongest robustness, maintaining
sub-decimeter APE across all severities in indoor conditions;
its non-repetitive scanning pattern and uniform spatial cov-
erage preserve feature distributions under dropout and oc-
clusion. Livox Avia shows a threshold-driven failure mode:
performance remains stable under light/moderate degradation
but deteriorates sharply at extreme levels (e.g., 0.16 m — 4—
7m), indicating sensitivity to density collapse. Ouster OSO-
128 presents intermediate behavior with higher variance in
extreme indoor settings, suggesting that structured scanning
patterns are more vulnerable to systematic occlusion.
Algorithm-Sensor Interaction Effects: FAST-LIO2 and S-
FAST-LIO maintain strong median accuracy but occasionally
produce large-error outliers (4—-7m) when dropout exceeds
~35%, indicating re-initialization failures rather than gradual
drift. GLIM yields higher baseline error but lower variance,
implying that its global scan-to-map consistency is more toler-
ant to sparsity. FASTER-LIO demonstrates the most uniform
behavior across sensors.

Environmental Context Dependency: Indoor and outdoor
conditions exhibit fundamentally different degradation re-
sponses. Indoor environments produce higher failure rates at
extreme severity (Avia: 8x; Mid-360: 1.2x), reflecting the
reduced feature redundancy in confined spaces. Outdoor se-
quences degrade more gradually (Mid-360: ~ 1.5x increase)
due to richer geometric structure but exhibit higher absolute
APE because of reduced density at long range. These results

emphasize that robustness is not scale-invariant; algorithms
tuned for outdoor navigation may fail abruptly in degraded
indoor environments.

Practical Implications: The findings provide actionable guid-
ance for system design. (i) Mid-360 is well-suited for safety-
critical indoor autonomy requiring high degradation resilience,
whereas Avia offers cost efficiency in controlled outdoor
domains. (ii) The presence of catastrophic outliers motivates
degradation-aware monitoring (point count, FoV coverage,
feature density) to trigger fallback modes before divergence.
(iii) Complementary failure modes suggest heterogeneous sen-
sor fusion strategies, where Mid-360 handles degraded condi-
tions and Avia provides efficient nominal coverage. (iv) For
worst-case robustness, GLIM’s predictable error profile may
be advantageous, while FASTER-LIO’s consistency suits real-
time embedded platforms.

IV. CONCLUSION

We presented a sensor-aware phenomenological framework
for lidar degradation, enabling systematic and reproducible
robustness evaluation of SLAM algorithms under adverse
conditions. Unlike generic corruption benchmarks or simula-
tion engines requiring detailed scene geometry, our approach
operates directly on raw lidar measurements with real-time
performance (< 20 ms per frame), while preserving hardware-
specific scan patterns and temporal consistency. The frame-
work integrates autonomous topic and sensor detection with
modular degradation models, dropout, FoV reduction, noise,
occlusion, and motion distortion, organized into four severity
tiers (light—extreme) to provide physically interpretable, cross-
sensor stress testing.

Experimental validation across three lidar architectures
and five SLAM systems revealed distinct robustness behav-
iors shaped by both sensor design and environmental con-
text. Mid-360 consistently exhibited strong resilience, Avia
showed threshold-driven failures under extreme degradation,
and Ouster displayed intermediate sensitivity shaped by its
structured scanning pattern. These results demonstrate that the
proposed framework provides a practical and generalizable
tool for evaluating lidar-based SLAM performance, enabling
the community to analyze robustness trends, identify failure
modes, and design degradation-aware perception systems for
real-world deployment.
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Fig. 3: Real-time augmentation dashboard for the OutdoorRoad dataset under the heavy scenario, illustrating per-sensor point counts, reduction
ratios, and processing-time comparisons. Each lidar (Ouster, Livox Avia, Livox Mid-360) is automatically detected and processed concurrently

through the autonomous configuration module.

V. TECHNICAL IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

The implementation of the proposed framework is publicly
availableﬂ and follows a hybrid C++/Python design. Time-
critical augmentation, sensor parsing, and ROS I/O are im-
plemented in C++ for real-time performance, while Python
utilities support BEV visualization, online statistics, and diag-
nostic logging. The system operates on both rosbag files and
live lidar streams without modification.

A. Configuration and Severity Tiers

All degradation parameters are defined in the reposi-
tory under config/rosbag_test_config.yaml. Four
severity tiers, light, moderate, heavy, and extreme, map to
the phenomenological models in Section [[I-D] via struc-
tured namespaces (e.g., augmentations.dropout. *,
augmentations.noise.*, augmentations.fov. ).
These settings control dropout ratios, FoV limits, noise levels,
occlusion masks, motion distortion velocities, and sparsifica-
tion, and can be overridden at runtime using ROS parameters.

B. Integration and Reproducibility

The augmentation node automatically discovers available
lidar and IMU topics and applies sensor-specific parsing rules:
Ouster fields (x,vy,z, intensity, reflectivity,
line) are processed natively, while Livox data are
converted between PointCloud2 and livox_ros_-—
driver/CustomMsg when required by downstream SLAM
systems. IMU buffers are synchronized using trapezoidal inte-
gration to estimate per-point velocities for motion distortion.

Deterministic module ordering, fixed random seeds, and
logged configuration states ensure complete reproducibility.
A minimal reproduction pipeline, which launches the aug-
mentation node with a selected scenario and replays rosbag
files, is documented in the repository, along with utilities for
visualization and APE evaluation.

C. Real-Time Visualization and Performance

Fig. 3] shows the real-time monitoring dashboard under the
heavy scenario. The framework processes multiple sensors
concurrently with augmentation times below 20 ms per frame
(Ouster: 19.8 ms; Avia: 5.4 ms; Mid-360: 4.1 ms), ensuring
compatibility with 10Hz operation. The autonomous config-
uration module eliminates manual setup, enabling scalable

Zhttps://github.com/mawuto/lidar_augmentation_cpp_ws

multi-sensor deployments in both offline and real-time set-
tings.

D. Example Original and Augmented Point Cloud

Original Point Clouds
100

livox_mid360 (19,968)
livox_avia (24,000)
ouster (131,072)

Augmented Point Clouds

livox_mid360 (1,114)

ouster (10,870)

—100
—100 -75 —50 —25 o 25 50 75 101

Fig. 4: Bird’s-eye-view (BEV) visualization of multi-lidar frames
from the OutdoorRoad dataset under the heavy degradation scenario.
The framework preserves cross-sensor alignment and structural ge-
ometry while introducing realistic dropout and occlusion consistent
with outdoor environments.

Fig. @] compares original and augmented BEV representa-
tions under the heavy scenario. The augmented frames exhibit
realistic sparsification, partial occlusion, and sectoral loss
while retaining global geometry and cross-sensor alignment.
These effects emulate real outdoor conditions, including veg-
etation, shadowed regions, and reflective surfaces. The results
confirm that the proposed framework produces physically
grounded degradations without disrupting spatial calibration
or temporal consistency required by SLAM pipelines.
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