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Abstract— Accurate maps are a prerequisite for virtually all
autonomous vehicle tasks. Most state-of-the-art maps assume
a static world, and therefore dynamic objects are filtered out
of the measurements. However, this division ignores movable
but non-moving, i.e., semi-static, objects, which are usually
recorded in the map and treated as static objects, violating
the static world assumption, causing error in the localization.
In this paper, we present a method for modeling moving and
movable objects for matching the map and the measurements
consistently. This reduces the error resulting from inconsistent
categorization and treatment of non-static measurements. A
semantic segmentation network is used to categorize the mea-
surements into static and semi-static classes, and a background
subtraction-based filtering method is used to remove dynamic
measurements. Experimental comparison against a state-of-
the-art baseline solution using real-world data from Oxford
Radar RobotCar data set shows that consistent assumptions
over dynamics increase localization accuracy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mapping is a central functionality of mobile robot systems,
since an accurate representation of the environment, i.e., a
map, is a prerequisite for many crucial functionalities, such
as localization and path planning.

The majority of existing mapping methods assume that the
mapped environment does not change until the map is used
for localization. This is usually referred to as the static world
assumption. The assumption is made for simplicity even if it
does not fully hold. Violations of the assumption, however,
may result in errors in the localization.

For example, the map might contain parked cars which
would be considered equally reliable landmarks compared to
non-movable, i.e., static, objects such as buildings. If during
localization another car was observed in a different pose than
the car in the map that has since left, the potential incorrect
match may cause localization error. This phenomenon is
illustrated in Figure 1.

To address this problem, many methods for removing
moving, i.e., dynamic, objects from the measurements have
been proposed [1]–[6], and it continues to be the most
common approach in the state-of-the-art localization and
mapping methods. This dichotomy between moving and non-
moving objects ignores objects that are movable, while not
currently moving. In this work we call such objects semi-
static objects, and assume that the environment consists of
objects from these three dynamic classes: static, semi-static
and dynamic.

This work was supported by Business Finland, decision 9249/31/2021.
We gratefully acknowledge the support of NVIDIA Corporation with the
donation of the Titan Xp GPU used for this research.

M. Pekkanen, F. Verdoja and V. Kyrki are with School
of Electrical Engineering, Aalto University, Espoo, Finland.
{firstname.lastname}@aalto.fi

Fig. 1: Semi-static objects treated as static violate the static
world assumption and cause mismatches between the map
and the measurements. In this example, the map contains
a parked car (left rectangle) which has since moved away.
When the autonomous vehicle comes back, an observed
parked car (right rectangle) is offset from the one on the
map. This offset causes matching errors especially when the
difference in poses is small, or other features in the direction
of the error are lacking or sparse.

With the increased performance of semantic segmentation
networks, it is possible to detect semi-static objects directly
from laser measurements. However, proper representation of
the dynamic classes in maps is still rare, and semi-static
objects are usually treated as static, violating the static world
assumption.

In this work we show a better way: by distinguishing
between the properties of movability and motion, we can
properly model the dynamic, semi-static, and static parts
of the environment. With the consistent application of this
distinction, we are in compliance with not only the static
world assumption, but consistent in all our assumptions over
dynamics. By using real-world data from real traffic scenar-
ios gathered over nine days, we show that localization under
consistent assumptions over dynamics increases localization
accuracy.

Using semantic segmentation of laser point clouds and
background subtraction and clustering-based dynamic object
filtering, we can partition the measurements into dynamic
classes. To be consistent in the assumptions over dynamics,
using these filters we create an Normal Distributions Occu-
pancy Map (NDT-OM) [5] containing only static measure-
ments. For comparison, we use the state-of-the-art baseline
NDT-OM which does not discriminate between semi-static
and static measurements and therefore violates the static
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world assumption.
Similarly we use the aforementioned filters to demonstrate

four localization methods based on Normal Distributions
Transform Monte-Carlo Localization (NDT-MCL) [7], each
using measurements of different dynamic classes in the
localization. Subsequently, we show the localization accuracy
is best when we match the measurements with the maps
under consistent assumptions over dynamics.

The main contributions of this paper are:
i) We propose a localization method using semantic seg-

mentation and dynamic filtering to remove non-static
measurements from the input measurements of the lo-
calization.

ii) We propose a mapping method using semantic segmen-
tation to remove non-static measurements to produce a
map compliant with the static world assumption.

iii) We show with an empirical study consisting of 112
localization experiments that the localization accuracy
of the baseline NDT-MCL can be improved using the
proposed mapping method to create a map consisting
of only static measurements as well as the proposed
localization method.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Filtering dynamic objects

The most commonly used type of map in mobile robotics
is the occupancy map [8]. Occupancy maps incorporate the
static world assumption, as they do not model the dynamic
properties of the contents of the cells.

While dynamic objects appear on the maps, they are
removed after the occupied space has been observed empty
by the virtue of the free space modeling by the inverse sensor
model. While this approach is widely used, it has several
problems. For the dynamic objects to be removed, the space
must be perceived empty, so at the end of the mapping
sequence, or at the point of transition to a different area,
there is a high probability that dynamic objects will remain
in the map. Additionally, the map does not represent the
dynamic properties of the measurements in the map, so the
sensor model cannot be adjusted to update the probabilities
depending on the dynamic properties of the measurement
and the affected grid cells.

To alleviate these problems, methods to filter dynamic
objects from the measurements directly have been proposed
[1]–[4].

Even if dynamic objects are filtered from the measure-
ments, unlike this work, none of these approaches distinguish
between static and semi-static objects, and subsequently
leave the semi-static objects in the map.

B. Representation of semi-static objects

To address the issue of semi-static objects being treated
as static, several methods have been proposed. Semi-static
objects have been represented as separate temporary maps
[9] with a given static map. The dynamics are not modeled
explicitly, rather the proposed method stores multiple maps
from different times as static snapshots of the different states

of the environment, and selects the map which explains the
current measurement the best. While this is not done to create
a consistent representation of the environment, but rather
to facilitate localization, this idea extends similar methods
that jointly localize the robot and estimate the state of the
environment, demonstrated multiple times with a door [10],
[11].

A step forward in representing the dynamic nature of the
environment is to model it as an Hidden Markov Model
(HMM) [12], [13]. While an HMM models explicitly the
belief of occupancy and the transition probabilities of the
environment, which can be used to improve the localization
accuracy, but unlike this work, there is no distinction between
dynamic or static cells.

Furthermore, the static world assumption is ingrained
into the Markov assumptions of independence of odometry
and observations. These assumptions have been relaxed by
partitioning the localization experiment into episodes that are
internally Markovian, but as a whole are not [14]. In this
work, we aim instead to maintain a consistent environment
representation.

While static objects are considered not to be movable,
semi-static objects are likely to move during the lifetime of
a map. Therefore the probability of any object to remain
stationary reduces over time. This degree of staticness can be
modeled explicitly as decaying probability of the persistence
of a feature [15]. Features are more naturally linked to object
instances that can be ascribed with a notion of staticness,
whereas we model the dynamic properties of the entire
spatial environment directly.

Moreover, the dominant testing environment in modeling
semi-static objects so far has been the parking lot, while we
study the effect of semi-static objects in more complex real
world urban scenarios.

C. Using semantic segmentation

While dynamic objects can be detected directly from
the differences between subsequent measurements, semi-
static objects can not. This problem can be solved by using
semantic segmentation to label objects with a semantic class.
Using prior human experience, certain set of labels can be
categorized as movable, while the complement of the set is
the unmovable objects. A very common type of movable
semi-static object is a parked car.

A method for augmenting an NDT map with semantic
information is proposed in [16], where a separate NDT-
OM is created for each semantic label. In registration, the
measurements are partitioned according to the labels, and
the measurements are registered against the map with the
same labels as the measurements. That method, unlike this
work, trusts each semantic class equally, without addressing
whether the object is static, semi-static, or dynamic.

Semantic segmentation has been leveraged to filter dy-
namic objects from the map [6]. In that work, all points
belonging to movable classes were removed, whether they
were moving or not. In this work instead, we explicitly



distinguish semi-static and dynamic objects, and model their
dynamics accordingly.

To separate static and semi-static objects, an alternative to
directly labeling the laser point cloud is to use a combination
of laser and camera [17]. Images contain richer amount
semantic information which simplifies the segmentation task.
Using a image segmentation network to segment the camera
image, the labels can be projected onto the laser point cloud.
However, direct point-wise semantic labels for the laser used
in this work are the more desirable alternative. In combined
laser and camera systems, the labels are constrained by
the resolution and the field of view of the camera system,
which can differ significantly from those of the laser system.
Additionally, a laser usually functions in dark and in adverse
weather conditions, where a camera would not.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The generic localization problem is defined as finding the
posterior distribution of p(xt|z0:t, u0:t,mt), where xt is the
state i.e., the estimated pose at time t, z0:t the sequence
of sets of measurements z0:t = {z0, ..., zt}, where the set
of measurements zt = {z0t , ...znt } consists of individual
measurements, u0:t is the set of control signals u0:t =
{u0, ..., ut}, and mt is the current state of the environment.

Commonly in localization, we use a previously created
map mtm ≈ mt, tm ≪ t0. However, this approximation
holds only for the static parts of the environment. To solve
the posterior through Bayes’ theorem, the problem is finding
a model of the measurement likelihood p(zt|xt,mtm), which
would take into account that semi-static and dynamic parts
of the environment might have moved.

IV. METHODS

A. Definitions

To model the dynamics of objects, two properties of dy-
namics need to be considered: movability (whether an object
can move) and motion (whether it is currently moving). The
categorization to unmovable and movable objects depends
on the context, e.g., buildings can get demolished. However,
we define unmovable objects as ones very unlikely to move
during the lifetime of the map. We assume that the movability
depends on the semantic label of the object.

We consider that objects can be separated into three
dynamic classes: static S, semi-static E , and dynamic D,
defining the classes in terms of movability and motion as

• Static objects: objects that are unmovable.
• Semi-static objects: objects that are movable, but not in

motion.
• Dynamic objects: objects that are in motion.

Other similar definitions also exist such as [9], [17], [18].
We assume that movability is stationary over time, that is

objects that are unmovable cannot become movable and vice
versa. On the hand, semi-static objects may start moving and
become dynamic. So the dynamic class can change, but the
property of movability does not. Additionally, we assume
that the dynamic properties are distinct and require to be

estimated independently. Therefore, if an object is not in
motion, its movability cannot be inferred from that fact alone.
These assumptions are consistent with the real properties of
objects, therefore we call these consistent assumptions over
dynamics.

B. Semantic segmentation

To estimate the dynamic class dz of an object, learning its
semantic class is necessary. Let L be the set of all semantic
labels. Let LD, LE and LS be the sets of all dynamic, semi-
static and static labels, respectively, such that the sets form
a partition of L.

Let zt be the set of all laser measurements from time
t with associated semantic labels. Let zdt be the set of all
measurements with label lz ∈ LD, zet with label lz ∈ LE and
zse with label lz ∈ LS , such that these sets form a partition
of zt according to the dynamic class.

C. Localization under consistent assumptions over dynamics

We propose a two-step algorithm to enable likelihood
estimation with consistent assumptions over dynamics with
any measurement model.

First, at time t, given the set of measurements zt, a
dynamic class diz is estimated for each measurement zit ∈ zt
using a function d(zit). Using the acquired dynamic classes,
a subset of measurements z̃t ⊆ zt is selected such that it
consists of only the measurements belonging to a set of
selected dynamic classes δz .

z̃t = {zit ∈ zt : d(z
i
t) ∈ δz}

δz ⊆ {S, E ,D},

When this same pre-processing step is performed during
map creation, it yields a map m̃ that consists of only
measurements of the selected dynamic classes δm.

Second, using the acquired subset of measurements z̃, the
original measurement model,

p(z̃t|xt, m̃),

comprises of the given set of assumptions over dynamics,
defined by δz and δm.

This formulation has the benefit of leaving the definitions
of the function d(z), the map m and the model p(zt|xt,m)
open for various implementations, while enabling the en-
forcement of constraints over dynamics. To be consistent
over assumptions over dynamics, the selection must be δz =
δm = {S}.

V. EXPERIMENTS

The two main questions we want to answer with the
experiments are:

1) Does the localization accuracy increase when the dy-
namic properties of the environment are better repre-
sented in the content of the map or the measurements?

2) Does the localization accuracy decrease over time from
map creation? Does this depend on the dynamic prop-
erties of the content of the map or the measurements?



TABLE I: Used sequences from Oxford Radar RobotCar data
set

Name Date Time
sequence 1 1/10/2019 11:46:21
sequence 2 1/10/2019 12:32:52
sequence 3 1/11/2019 12:26:55
sequence 4 1/14/2019 12:05:52
sequence 5 1/15/2019 13:06:37
sequence 6 1/16/2019 13:09:37
sequence 7 1/17/2019 11:46:31
sequence 8 1/18/2019 12:42:34
sequence 9 1/18/2019 14:14:42

To answer these questions we performed a series of exper-
iments. We tested the proposed mapping method against the
baseline NDT-OM. We used two sequences from the data set
to create two map each with each method, for a total of four
maps. Four localization methods were assessed using seven
different sequences for each map, totaling 112 localization
experiments.

A. Data set

In the experiments the Oxford Radar RobotCar data set
[?], [19] was used. This data set was selected as it consists
of multiple traversals along the same route, permitting the
study of the effects of semi-static objects to the localization
accuracy, as the semi-static objects have had the possibility
to move between the mapping and localization time. For this
reason the KITTI data set [20] could not be used, as each of
the paths are traversed in full only once. Otherwise KITTI
data set would have been preferable due to its ubiquitousness
and the availability of ground truth semantic labels.

The Oxford Radar RobotCar data set consists of 32
sequences where approximately the same route is traversed.
The data set consists of data from seven different days
over the span of nine days. Nine sequences were selected
from the data set, two sequences for mapping and seven
for localization, one from each day of the data set. The
first sequence of the day was chosen, unless the recording
contained measurement failures. Since the sequence used for
mapping is not used for localization, two sequences were
selected from the days from which the maps where created.
The list of used sequences is presented in Table I. Maps were
created from sequences 1 and 8, and sequences 2-6 and 9
were used for localization.

B. Sensor setup

The Oxford Radar RobotCar has two Velodyne 32E lasers,
of which the measurements from the left laser were used,
The odometry was produced by NovAtel Inertial Navigation
System (INS) system which consists of absolute position
estimate in Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordi-
nates, as well as linear velocity estimates and roll, pitch and
yaw angles (φ, θ, ψ) in North-East-Down (NED) frame of
reference.

Let W
OT0 be the transform from the odometry frame O

to the world frame W at time t = 0 of the sequence

1. For practical purposes the odometry measurements were
transformed such that each odometry measurement Ti was
transformed

W

OT̃i =
O
WT0 · WOTi,

such that
W

OT̃0 = I .
The data set contains the optimized SE(2) solution for

the NavTech CTS350-X radar which was used as the ground
truth. The ground truth solutions are relative to the starting
pose, i.e., xt=0 = (0, 0, 0), so to enable comparison with the
localization pose estimates, the ground truth was transformed
to the world reference frame by minimizing the Root Mean
Squared Error (RMSE) between the 2D translations of the
transformed odometry and the ground truth.

C. Semantic segmentation

The semantic segmentation was obtained using RandLA-
net [21], with a pre-trained model provided by the authors.
The model was trained using Semantic KITTI data set [22]
and therefore uses the labels from that set. The seman-
tic classes contain separate labels for corresponding semi-
static and dynamic objects, such as a car and a moving
car, but the network could not reliably detect dynamic
objects. The semantic segmentation results were noisy, but
sufficient to enable the experiments. One of the assumed
main contributors to label noise is the domain transfer from
one laser sensor to another, as Semantic KITTI data set is
recorded from a 64-channel laser while the laser used in the
Oxford Radar RobotCar data set has 32 channels. However,
retraining the network with semi-synthetic measurements
transformed using a domain transfer method [23] did not
improve the segmentation accuracy.

D. Filtering

To implement the function d(z) for partitioning the mea-
surements into the dynamic classes, we use two filters.

First, a dynamic filter removes measurements originating
from dynamic objects. The filter removes the ground plane
and clusters the remaining points. The cluster centroids
are stored and associated with the cluster centroids of the
subsequent measurement. The estimated movement of the
cluster centroids combined with the semantic labels were
used to determine whether the cluster represents a dynamic
object or a non-dynamic object.

Second, a semantic filter removes all measurements with
non-static semantic labels. We consider labels 40–99 from
Semantic KITTI as static.

E. Map creation

Two maps were created from each of the sequences 1 and
8, yielding total of 4 maps.

The first map is the state-of-the-art baseline NDT-OM,
created using all of the measurements. The map contains
only static and semi-static objects, as NDT-OM removes the
dynamic objects. This method is referred to as the baseline
mapping method.



TABLE II: The used localization methods

Name dynamic filter semantic filter δz
baseline - - {S, E,D}
filtered ✓ - {S, E}
static - ✓ {S}

combined ✓ ✓ {S}

TABLE III: The used motion model of NDT-MCL

Parameter Variance (t) Variance (ψ)
x 0.1 0.05
y 0.05 0.05
z 0.05 0.01
φ 0.01 0.01
θ 0.01 0.01
ψ 0.001 0.05

The second map uses only static measurements i.e., δm =
{S}. This map is created using the semantic label filter
(Section V-D) to only retain measurements resulting from
static objects, and is referred to as the static mapping method.

Both maps were created using NDT-OM fusion method
[24] using ground truth poses, voxel size of 0.6 m and
submaps with the dimensions (x, y, z) of (200, 200, 20)m.
All of the experiments were run at 0.2× real time. The
parameters were chosen using practical experience with the
method.

F. Localization

To study the effect of the selection of δz presented in
Section IV-C, we pre-process the measurements using the
filters presented in Section V-D and localize using NDT-
MCL [7], creating four localization methods: one with each
filter, one without any filtering, and one with both filters. The
methods, the dynamic content of the measurements, and the
applied filtering methods are presented in Table II.

The baseline method uses all of the measurements, while
the filtered method uses the semi-static and static measure-
ments. The static and the combined methods use only the
static measurements.

The parametrization of NDT-MCL is the same in all of the
methods and experiments. We use the same motion model
as in [7], with variances presented in Table III. As the robot
moves on planar environment in the experiments, the state
is constrained to xt = [x, y, ψ], where ψ is the yaw angle.
Localization was initialized around the known initial pose
x0 with uniform distribution with dimensions [−20, 20]m in
x, y axes, [0, 2π]rad in ψ, and ∅ in axes z, φ, θ. All of the
experiments were run at 0.4× real time. The parameters were
chosen using practical experience with the method.

G. Software

All of the software was run on Ubuntu 18.04 with Robot
Operating System (ROS) Melodic used as middleware. The
implementations of NDT-OM fusion and the NDT-MCL
were based on [25]–[28].

Fig. 2: The experiment results. In the figure the sample
median is presented with a red line, and the blue box
represents the range between 25th and 75th percentile, i.e.,
the interquantile range. The black dashed line presents the
interval between the minimum and the maximum samples.
Values over 1.5 times the interquantile range are marked as
outliers, and displayed with a red plus symbol.

H. Metrics

The estimated pose was stored at each time step, as well
as the ground truth. Two metrics were calculated: RMSE
of Absolute Trajectory Error (ATE) and Relative Pose Error
(RPE) [29]. In this work only ∆k = 1 was evaluated for
RPE.

I. Results

Several conclusions can be drawn from the results in terms
of ATE, which are presented in Figure 2 and in Tables IV
and V.

First, using the static map improves localization accuracy,
which can be seen from Figure 2 by comparing the perfor-
mance of each localization method over the two different
types of map. With all method except the static localization,
using the static map would be preferable as it reduces
variance or improves the mean, or both. With the static
localization, the difference between the maps is negligible.
This is likely due to the nature of NDT registration, where
only matches between measurements and the map contribute
to the cost. As there are no cost for unmatched cells, it
matters less if the measurements are removed from the
measurements or from the map, as the reduction in error
is similar.

These results indicate that in three out of the four cases
the static map increases the performance, and in one case the



TABLE IV: Mean ATEs

localization type baseline map static map
baseline 3.0642 m 2.5973 m
filtered 2.3292 m 2.4248 m
static 2.4066 m 2.5681 m

combined 2.4689 m 2.2646 m

TABLE V: Variance of ATEs

localization type baseline map static map
baseline 2.5211 m 1.4081 m
filtered 0.7467 m 0.5134 m
static 0.2873 m 0.5647 m

combined 1.1958 m 0.5858 m

TABLE VI: Mean RPEs

localization type baseline map static map
baseline 0.6166 m 0.6118 m
filtered 0.6661 m 0.6651 m
static 0.6256 m 0.6239 m

combined 0.6633 m 0.6630 m

TABLE VII: Variance of RPEs

localization type baseline map static map
baseline 0.0013 m 0.0012 m
filtered 0.0014 m 0.0014 m
static 0.0011 m 0.0013 m

combined 0.0014 m 0.0012 m

performance stays the same. As the static map consists of
only static measurements, this result is in concord with the
hypothesis that having consistent assumptions over dynamics
increases the localization accuracy.

Second, the filtering of the measurements during local-
ization also improves localization accuracy. The results in
Figure 2 suggest that dynamic objects may cause large
magnitude errors when incorrectly matched with the map.
Our experiments showed that filtering dynamic and semi-
static objects both decreased the maximum of the errors and
removed the large outliers. Compared against the baseline
localization, the filtering methods have reduced mean or
variance, or both, making them more desirable choices.

Third, in terms of variance, the static localization has
the best performance. Whereas the filtered localization can
achieve very low errors, the variance is higher than with the
static localization. While using more measurements is gen-
erally beneficial for the localization accuracy, the incorrect
matching of semi-static object may cause errors. This makes
the the use of only static objects desirable, as they are the
most reliable landmarks.

Given the two main hypotheses: (i) using only static
measurements in the map and (ii) the filtering the localization
input are both beneficial for the localization accuracy, it
should follow that the baseline localization with the baseline
map should be the worst performing combination, which
can be clearly seen from the results. As the baseline map
holds semi-static measurements and the localization uses
dynamic measurements, these can be incorrectly matched,
reducing performance. Therefore by violating the consistent
assumptions over dynamics, the localization accuracy is
decreased. Conversely, when the static map and the combined
method are used together, the minimum ATE over all of the
combinations is achieved.

The means and variances in terms of RPE are presented in
Tables VI and VII, respectively. The differences between the
different mapping and localization methods are negligible.

The effect of increased temporal distance between the
map creation and localization time was studied, but the
experiments were inconclusive. This is likely due to the
fact that the data set was gathered on very similar time of
day with respect to the traffic conditions, namely ranging
from 11:46 to 15:20 during weekdays. It is likely that the

environment is more similar at the same time of day across
different days than between different times of the day on the
same day. Therefore a more heterogeneous data set should
be acquired to better study the temporal effects.

In conclusion, the results indicate that when both semantic
information as well as dynamic information are taken into
account, the localization accuracy is increased.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we argue that more realistic assumptions
over dynamics are necessary. We showed that violating the
static world assumption increases the localization error due
to the mismatch between the map and semi-static or dynamic
measurements treated as static. We additionally proposed a
method to partition measurements according to their dynamic
properties through a combination of dynamic object filtering
and semantic segmentation. Finally, we used the proposed
method to build a mapping-localization framework that is
consistent with assumptions over dynamics.

The proposed methods were tested with 112 localization
experiments with real-world data gathered over seven dif-
ferent days spanning nine days in a city traffic scenario.
The results show that by either using a map only consisting
of static measurements or using only static measurements
for the localization, or both, the localization error lowered
in terms of ATE. More importantly, the variance of the
error decreased significantly. While the data set used in
this work was gathered in a relatively static urban setting,
the proposed methods would likely be even more useful in
environments containing more semi-static objects. However,
in environments where there are only very few or no static
objects, the proposed method must be extended to leverage
the measurements from other dynamic classes, without re-
laxing the consistent assumptions over dynamics.

In conclusion, we showed that localization under consis-
tent assumptions over dynamics increases the localization
accuracy in terms of ATE. The results pave a way for new
interesting research topics. The use of more realistic models
of dynamics could enable localization in more challenging
environments, where current methods fail. Whereas in this
work we studied only the localization accuracy, the proposed
methods could improve performance in other important ap-
plication areas of mobile robotics, such as mapping and path
planning.
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