arXiv:2209.05996v3 [cs.CV] 8 Aug 2023

MZ2-3DLaneNet: Exploring Multi-Modal 3D Lane Detection
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Abstract

Estimating accurate lane lines in 3D space remains chal-
lenging due to their sparse and slim nature. Previous works
mainly focused on using images for 3D lane detection, lead-
ing to inherent projection error and loss of geometry infor-
mation. To address these issues, we explore the potential of
leveraging LiDAR for 3D lane detection, either as a stan-
dalone method or in combination with existing monocular
approaches. In this paper, we propose M?-3DLaneNet to in-
tegrate complementary information from multiple sensors.
Specifically, M?-3DLaneNet lifts 2D features into 3D space
by incorporating geometry information from LiDAR data
through depth completion. Subsequently, the lifted 2D fea-
tures are further enhanced with LiDAR features through
cross-modality BEV fusion. Extensive experiments on the
large-scale OpenLane dataset demonstrate the effectiveness
of M?-3DLaneNet, regardless of the range (75m or 100m).

1. Introduction

Accurate and robust lane detection is the foundation for
safety in autonomous driving. Over the past few years,
camera-based 2D lane detection has been extensively stud-
ied and achieved impressive results [8, 10, 11, 18, 19,24,

,38,48,49]. However, given 2D lane detection results,
accurately localizing lanes in 3D space requires complex
post-processing due to depth ambiguity. To circumvent
this problem, several 3D lane open datasets [7,9,47] have
been proposed, which have encouraged the development
of algorithms [3, 5,7, 9, 25, 47] for the detection of 3D
lanes. Most previous methods model the 3D lane detect-
ing in a vision-centric manner, which takes front-view cam-
era images as inputs and predicts 3D lanes in the bird’s
eye view (BEV) space. Due to the lack of depth infor-
mation, these approaches mainly utilize inverse perspec-
tive mapping (IPM) [5,7,9,25] to transform image features
from the front view to the BEV space, as shown in Fig-
ure | (a). However, IPM is based on the flat road assump-
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Figure 1. (a) Previous methods [3, 7] mainly utilize inverse per-
spective mapping (IPM) to transform front-view image features
to BEV features, through either ground truth or learned camera
poses. (b) Our proposed M?-3DLaneNet first lifts image fea-
tures to 3D space through depth completion of LiDAR to form
the pseudo point cloud, and then fuses multi-modality features in
the BEV for 3D lane detection.

tion, which does not hold for most real-world scenarios
(e.g., in the sloping terrain). To mitigate the distortion prob-
lem caused by the flat-road assumption, a recent work [3]
adopted a deformable attention mechanism [50] to optimize
the view transformation problem and achieve the state-of-
the-art results on 3D lane detection. Although images can
provide clues about the lanes with rich semantic context,
cameras are sensitive to illumination change. Therefore,
these vision-centric methods become unreliable under ex-
treme light conditions. Recently, LiDARs are becoming
increasingly popular in autonomous driving systems. The
accurate depth information provided by LiDARs, regard-
less of lighting variations, motivates us to explore whether
LiDAR data can facilitate modern 3D lane detection and
how much gain it can boost. Thanks to inherent rich 3D



geometric information, detecting flat ground from other ob-
jects (e.g., cars, pedestrians) could be much easier in point
clouds. This characteristic is preferable for lane detection,
as lanes are typically located on the ground. We also find
that lane lines have discriminative intensity compared to
road surfaces and other objects in most scenarios, as shown
in Figure 5. However, the sparsity and slender appearance
of lanes in point clouds result in lanes constituting only a
small fraction of the total points. Consequently, lane lines in
point clouds often get obscured by the surrounding ground
surfaces.

Motivated by the above observation, our objective is
to enhance 3D lane detection by synergistically leveraging
complementary information from images and LiDAR point
clouds. This paper begins with an exploration of LiDAR’s
capabilities in 3D lane detection. Subsequently, we intro-
duce M2-3DLaneNet, a multi-modal framework designed
to achieve precise 3D lane detection, surpassing the limi-
tations of prior single-modal approaches Figure 1 (b). M2-
3DLaneNet takes geometric-rich point clouds and texture-
rich images as inputs, processing them through two modal-
specific streams to predict 3D lanes via multi-scale cross-
modal feature fusion.

To obtain 3D lane prediction, we propose to conduct fea-
ture fusion in a unified BEV space. In the LiDAR stream,
we generate multi-scale features in BEV space using a 3D
pillar-based backbone [17]. For the camera stream, the in-
put image is initially encoded into multi-scale features and
subsequently enhanced using our line-restricted feature ag-
gregation. Afterward, the multi-scale image features are
projected into 3D space as pseudo points, aided by the
completed depth information obtained from LiDAR. These
lifted points are pillarized into the same BEV space as the
LiDAR stream. With multi-scale BEV features from both
modalities in hand, we perform a bottom-up fusion, transi-
tioning from large-scale maps to the smallest one, to gener-
ate the final 3D lane prediction. Experiments on OpenLane
dataset [3] show that our model surpasses all previous meth-
ods by a significant margin.

In summary, our main contributions are twofold:

* We explored the possibility of utilizing LiDARSs to de-
tect 3D lanes among modern vision-centric solutions by
conducting comprehensive experiments on Waymo [36]-
based 3D lane detection dataset, namely OpenLane. In
doing so, we provide insights into how LiDARs can fa-
cilitate 3D lane detection and why their utilization is ben-
eficial, investigating their geometric patterns and inten-
sity—a topic that remains underexplored in the current
literature.

+ We propose M2-3DLaneNet, a multi-modal framework
for accurate 3D lane detection, which serves as a strong
baseline for future research. This framework effectively

employs complementary features from camera images
and LiDAR point clouds to detect 3D lanes.

2. Related work
2.1. 2D Lane Detection

The goal of 2D lane detection is to detect the positions
of lanes in the 2D images. Among recent methods, there
are four mainstream strategies adopted to perform this task:
1) Anchor-based methods [20,33,42,49] leverage line-like
anchors to detect lanes out of the special nature of the slen-
der lane. [42] utilizes attention between anchors to aggre-
gate global information. Further, [33] uses row anchors
to represent lanes, by which lane detection is formulated
as a row selection problem. 2) Segmentation-based meth-
ods [11,24,30,45] aim to predict the lane mask through
pixel-wise classification task. 3) Parametric-based meth-
ods [0, 26, 39] are in a characteristic way to resolve the
traffic line detection, i.e., learn to predict parameters used
to fit the polynomial curves of lanes. [26, 39] model lane
shape with polynomial parameters, while [6] adopts Bézier
curve to capture holistic lane structure. 4) Key-point-based
methods [34,44] formulate lane detection problem from key
points perspective and finally get lanes through associating
points in the same lane. However, since lane annotations
are defined on 2D images, these methods lack the ability to
accurately localize lanes in 3D space.

2.2. 3D Lane Detection

3D lane detection aims at predicting lane lines in the
3D space. While most deep-learning-based 3D lane detec-
tion algorithms generate 3D predictions, they still rely on
monocular images due to the lack of public 3D datasets.
Among these methods, 3D-LaneNet [7] is the first to de-
tect 3D lanes using monocular front-view images. It utilizes
inverse perspective mapping (IPM) to transform the front-
view images into top-view, employing camera poses pre-
dicted by a learning branch to predict lanes on a 3D plane.
Gen-LaneNet [9] proposes a virtual top view as a surrogate
to address the misalignment between anchor representation
and internal features projected by IPM. CLGo [25] realizes
a two-stage framework with pose estimation and polyno-
mials estimation. These methods rely on IPM to project
image features to top-view features. Recent Persformer [3]
leverages the deformable attention mechanism to mitigate
the discrepancies introduced by IPM. However, IPM in-
troduces distortion in uphill or downhill scenarios, which
jeopardizes the ability of the model to perceive the scene
accurately and consistently. Alternatively, ONCE [47] di-
rectly generates 3D lanes without relying on IPM. Instead,
it detects 2D lanes on images and projects them into 3D
space with the help of depth estimation. Nevertheless, these
monocular approaches heavily depend on camera features,
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Figure 2. Overview of the proposed M?-3DLaneNet. It parallelly generates BEV features by taking an image and LiDAR point cloud
as inputs, where features from the former are gained by top-down BEV generation. Afterward, two BEV features are fused together with
bottom-up BEV fusion, where the fused BEV features are finally used to predict 3D lanes.

which suffer from depth ambiguity and sensitivity to light
conditions. Although some approaches attempt to detect
3D lanes using LiDAR data [14, 15,41]. They often rely
strongly on the hand-craft intensity threshold, making it
challenging to determine suitable values across different en-
vironments. Fortunately, [3] provides a large-scale 3D lane
detection dataset, OpenLane, which is the first public 3D
lane dataset containing both camera and LiDAR data with
pixel-to-point correspondences. This new dataset offers an
opportunity to develop multi-modal approaches that could
achieve better 3D lane detection.

2.3. Bird-Eye-View Perception

BEV-based representation draws a lot of attention among
3D perception tasks recently, owing to its strong capabil-
ity and compactness in representing not only multi-sensor
features but also unifying multiple tasks in a shared space.
LSS [31] proposed semantic segmentation on BEV for vari-
able cameras by lifting 2D images to frustums. This 2D-
to-3D lifting operation is accomplished with the aid of
estimated depth distribution for each pixel. In this way,
LSS generates a unified voxel representation from different
views. Inspired by LSS [31], several studies [13,22,23,27]
on 3D detection have explored the capabilities of BEV
representation to achieve improved performance. Among
them, BEVFusion [23] fuses multi-view image features
and LiDAR features into BEV space, explicitly predict-
ing the depth distributions of image feature pixels. Sim-

ilarly, another concurrent work, BEVFusion' [27] unifies
3D detection and segmentation in one framework. Different
from LSS, BEVFormer [22] projects BEV grids into images
and uses deformable attention to aggregate image features.
Then, they adopt a query-based paradigm in BEV space for
the final prediction.

In line with the spirit of 2D-to-3D projection, but differ-
ing in method, we lift multi-scale 2D features into LiDAR
space, considering that features from monocular images are
suboptimal for 3D perception. Besides, generating a large
point cloud using depth distribution is computationally ex-
pensive. Thus, we employ paired LiDAR data to generate
a depth map on the CPU using the image processing algo-
rithm proposed in [16].

2.4. Multi-Sensor Approaches

As cameras and LiDARs capture complementary infor-
mation, multi-sensor approaches are widely adopted in dif-
ferent fields. In 3D object detection, PointPainting [43]
provides point clouds with their corresponding 2D seman-
tics. Taking advantage of the attention mechanism, [2,4,21]
adaptively model the 2D-3D mapping through multi-modal
fusion. SFD [46] proposes an Rol fusion strategy to ag-
gregate multi-modal Rol features and designs color point
convolution to extract pseudo point cloud features. Regard-
ing 3D lane detection, there are few previous approaches re-
lated to multi-sensor approaches due to the lack of a dataset.

IThere are two concurrent BEVFusion works in the literature.



Early work [1] adopts multi-modal input on their private
dataset, but it relies on supervision from additional high-
definition maps. Furthermore, they did not explore geomet-
ric information in LiDAR point clouds and solely extract
features through 2D-CNNs using a three-channel image ob-
tained from raw LiDAR points.

3. Method

In this section, we present the architecture of M?2-
3DLaneNet, designed to effectively leverage multi-modal
features for accurate 3D lane detection. We begin by de-
scribing the overall structure of our M2-3DLaneNet Sec-
tion 3.1. Then, we explain the process of lifting 2D image
features into 3D space in Section 3.2. Following, we elab-
orate on the fusion of camera and LiDAR features into the
unified 3D space in Section 3.3. By aggregating the two-
modal information in a shared BEV space, we achieve a
comprehensive representation for the final prediction.

3.1. Two-Stream Architecture

As shown in Figure 2, our architecture comprises two
parallel streams to generate multi-scale features for each
modality.

Camera Stream. The camera stream processes RGB im-
ages and encodes them into multi-scale BEV feature maps
supported by our proposed depth-aware lifting. Follow-
ing [3], we adopt the first meta-stage of EfficientNet-
B7 [40] followed by eight convolution layers as our im-
age backbone, producing four different scales of features.
These multi-scale features are lifted into 3D space, leverag-
ing their corresponding real depth maps from LiDAR, and
finally encoded into BEV space.

LiDAR Stream. In the LiDAR stream, we encode LiDAR
point cloud using PointPillars [17]. This process involves
dividing the point cloud into different pillars and encoding
each pillar into a high-dimensional feature vector using a
mini-PointNet [32]. Subsequently, all pillars are mapped to
the 2D BEV grid based on their corresponding locations.
Then, we use CNNs to generate LIDAR BEV features in
four scales, similar to the camera stream.

3.2. Camera Stream: Front View to BEV

To obtain multi-scale BEV features from the input multi-
scale features of the image, we enhance the 2D feature maps
using our newly proposed Cross-Scale Line-restricted De-
formable Attention (CS-LDA) module, as depicted in Fig-
ure 3. CS-LDA is a modification of the deformable at-
tention [50] that restricts sampling locations along straight
lines, considering the long and slim nature of lane lines.
Additionally, it propagates high-level features to low-level
ones in a coarse-to-fine paradigm to predict sampling loca-
tions.
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Figure 3. Cross-Scale Line-restricted Deformable Attention
(CS-LDA). (a) The workflow of CS-LDA, in which the features
from two different scales are merged for predicting the current
sampling position, and a residual connection are added after atten-
tion enhancement. (b) The comparison of previous deformable at-
tention (DA) with our line-restricted deformable attention (LDA).
The main difference lies in that we restrict the sampling locations
with an explicit slope—intercept line form. Since this operation is
applied from the top to the bottom, the input of the first layer is
just itself.
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Figure 4. Depth-aware Lifting. To provide a clearer visualiza-
tion of the lifting process, we use the thick image to represent its
corresponding features. The lifting process involves the following
steps: 1) Completing the sparse depth map to obtain a dense depth
map. 2) Lifting multi-scale image features into 3D space based
on the dense depth map. 3) Conducting pillarization to obtain the
BEV features from the 3D space.

Our experiments reveal that the line restriction in CS-
LDA leads to a 0.2 improvement in the final F-Score with-
out significantly increasing complexity, as shown in Table 4.

After enhancing the front-view features, we transform
them into BEV space using the following steps: 1) Lift-
ing to 3D space and creating pseudo point clouds (see Sec-
tion 3.2.1). 2) Pillarizing the lifted pseudo point clouds
and generating BEV representations, similar to the process
used in the LiDAR stream. 3) Completing the BEV grid to
alleviate the effects of occlusion and limited field-of-view
(see Section 3.2.2).



3.2.1 Depth-aware Lifting

To lift the features to 3D space, we first need the corre-
sponding depth of each feature pixel. Given a LiDAR point
cloud P € RV >3, we first project it onto the image plane,
obtaining a sparse depth map D. This occurs because the
original LiDAR points only map to a small proportion of
pixels in the image. Then, we apply an efficient depth com-
pletion algorithm [16], specifically designed for completing
sparse LiDAR-based depth maps using image processing
techniques. This algorithm generates a dense depth map D.
With the dense depth map in hand, we can then transform
the features from the image plane into 3D space, as shown
in Figure 4.

In practice, given the input image with the size of
(H, W), we first generate image coordinates C according
to the dense depth map D:

C={(wvd|ue,W,ve L, H}, 1)
where d = f)w. Afterwards, we transform the image co-
ordinates C into the 3D space, utilizing the camera intrinsic
and extrinsic matrices K € R**% and T € R**%. Specif-
ically, given the i-th image coordinate C; = (u;,v;,d;),
its corresponding coordinate (z;, y;, 2;) in the world system
can be calculated as:

[, i, 20, 1] =T K [us X diyvi X diydiy 17, (2)

After the above transformation, we lift the multi-scale im-

age features into the 3D space. To unify the image features
into a common space, we perform pillarization [17] on the
above multi-scale features, obtaining multi-scale BEV fea-
tures, as shown in Figure 4.

3.2.2 Nearest BEV Completion.

Due to occlusion and limited field-of-view, the BEV maps
derived from the camera stream may contain noticeable
empty grids. To tackle this problem, we apply the Near-
est BEV Completion to fill the empty BEV areas. For each
BEV feature map, we first generate an occupancy map,
which records the occupancy status of the current lattice
cells. After that, for each empty lattice, we perform inter-
polation using its nearest neighbor. Meanwhile, we record
the offset and Euclidean distance to its nearest neighbor and
use them as additional features concatenated with the origi-
nal BEV features.

3.3. Multi-Scale Cross-Modal BEV Fusion

We employ a bottom-up fusion approach to integrate
the multi-modality features from the camera and LiDAR
streams, as demonstrated in Figure 2. For each scale, we
begin by concatenating the two feature maps obtained from
different modalities. Subsequently, we apply the channel-
wise attention [12] for single-scale fusion, enhancing the

combined feature representation. Afterward, we aggregate
multi-scale cross-modal features from bottom to up, culmi-
nating in a single fused BEV feature map. This integrated
feature map serves as the foundation for our final predic-
tions.

3.4. Prediction and Objective

We adopt an anchor-based approach, following [3], to
detect 3D lanes. Given an image and its ground-truth anno-
tations YY", the overall objective function between predic-
tion and ground truth is formulated as follows:

Lo =M L3a(Yhq, YI5) + XoLoa(Yhy, Y55 +

. 3)
)‘3£S€9(Yl/w Yg )7
where the 3D prediction Y7, contains three components: 1)
regression Y:{de” € RNancnorxNax2: 2 category, Yiis €
RNanchor X1 3) yisibility Yy2ie € RNanchorXNax1 N de-
notes the number of sampled points along the y-axis, which
is predefined and remains the same for each anchor. Y?
denotes the predicted offsets to predefined anchors, trained
by optimizing a Smooth-L1 loss. Y3 and Y3% denote
the category and visibility of anchors respectively. Notably,
in the OpenLane dataset, visibility for each point is used
solely to indicate the validity of the point on each lane, due
to its label generation processing, e.g., the lanes in the sky
are filtered. To enhance the capability of 2D features, we
adopt auxiliary losses of 2D lane detection, which consist
of similar components as the 3D lane detection, i.e., regres-
sion, category, and visibility. Moreover, a binary semantic
segmentation loss is employed on the fused BEV feature
supervised by the projection of 3D lane annotation.

4. Experiment

As OpenLane [3] is currently the only publicly available
dataset that includes LiDAR-camera inputs with their corre-
spondence, we conducted all experiments using this dataset.

4.1. Implementation Details

For 2D image feature extraction, we adopt the same
structure as Persformer [3], as illustrated in Section 3.1.
For point clouds, we follow PointPillar [17] to generate
BEV features for both LiDAR data and lifted image fea-
ture point clouds. All models are trained with batch size
16 and overall epochs 56. For a fair comparison, we resize
input images to the same resolution as previous methods,
i.e., 480 x 360, during both the training and testing phases.
The data augmentation includes only image random rota-
tion from —10° to 10°. Through all experiments, we use
the same hyperparameters and training protocols. Specif-
ically, we use AdamW [29] as the optimizer, the learning
rate is set to 2 x 10~* at the beginning of training, and we



Table 1. Comparison with other 3D lane detection methods on the OpenLane different scenarios with 1.5m and 0.5m Dist.(distance
threshold) under 100m and 75m range evaluation settings, Note that the maximum reach of the LiDAR system in Waymo [36] is 76.8
meters. L and C represent LiDAR and Camera respectively. M? C-Stream*: our model without the LiDAR-Stream. Depth maps in the
camera stream are acquired based on LiDAR data, making this model a C+L modality approach. Persformer + LiDAR': We equip
Persformer [3] with our LIDAR branch and multi-scale fusion module. Persformer™: Persformer [3] evaluated on the 75m range setting
using their provided checkpoint. The improvements are compared against the previous state-of-the-art Persformer [3] model.

Dist. | Range Methods Modality All ggw‘g; Curve ]{:;;;::; i Night | Intersection Mgrpghet&

3DLaneNet [7] C 44.1 40.8 46.5 475 41.5 32.1 41.7

GenLaneNet [9] C 323 254 33.5 28.1 18.7 21.4 31.0

g Persformer [3] C 50.5 42.4 55.6 48.6 46.6 40.0 50.7

2 M? C-Stream* C+L 50.9 50.4 60.0 49.0 50.3 43.5 48.2

— Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 53.0 45.5 58.8 53.8 49.0 52.6 40.9

E M?2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 55.5 534 60.7 56.2 51.6 43.8 51.4
- Improvement - 15.0 111.0 15.1 17.6 15.0 13.8 10.7
Persformer [3]* C 53.3 43.6 56.7 56.9 48.9 40.2 54.0

£ M2 C-Stream* C+L 59.2 52.3 63.8 60.2 57.8 47.9 56.9

0 Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 56.9 47.6 61.3 58.0 56.6 454 55.4
MZ2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 60.5 53.8 65.6 61.2 59.0 49.5 57.8

Improvement - 17.2 110.2 18.9 14.3 110.1 19.3 13.8

Persformer [3]* C 32.0 28.0 32.5 35.7 28.9 23.6 30.4

E Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 42.6 36.2 424 44.1 39.7 31.9 42.1

S M?2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 48.2 37.8 45.5 46.5 43.0 36.0 42.1
E Improvement - 116.2 19.8 | 113.0 110.8 1141 112.4 1.7
= Persformer [3]* C 353 29.6 35.1 40.2 32.4 26.3 334
= Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 45.1 37.5 44.3 49.3 453 35.2 42.8

2 M2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 53.8 46.7 554 54.1 53.4 42.6 50.9
Improvement - 8.5 | t17.1 | 120.3 113.9 121.0 116.3 T17.5

Table 2. Comprehensive comparison with other 3D lane methods on OpenLane in F-score and errors along both X and Z axes (meter).

Dist. | Range | Methods ‘ Modality | F-Score?t | X error near ‘ X error far| ‘ Z error near ‘ Z error far|

3DLaneNet [7] C 44.1 0.479 0.572 0.367 0.443

GenLaneNet [9] C 323 0.591 0.684 0411 0.521

= Persformer [3] C 50.5 0.485 0.553 0.364 0.431

g M? C-Stream* C+L 50.9 0.433 0.536 0.333 0.452

= Persformer + LiDART C+L 53.0 0.458 0.519 0.357 0.416

E MZ2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 55.5 0.431 0.487 0.327 0.401
- Improvement - 15.0 10.054 10.066 10.037 10.030
Persformer™ C 533 0.478 0.563 0.363 0.408

£ M2 C-Stream* C+L 59.2 0.402 0.420 0.313 0.335

0 Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 56.9 0.452 0.467 0.354 0.357
MZ2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 60.5 0.396 0.405 0.311 0.326

Improvement - 17.2 10.082 10.158 10.052 10.082

Persformer [3]" C 32.0 0.459 0.557 0.374 0.464

E Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 42.6 0.431 0.488 0.355 0.411

= M?2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 48.2 0.399 0.459 0.325 0.397
E Improvement - 116.2 10.060 10.098 10.049 10.067
= Persformer™ C 353 0.438 0.469 0.361 0.374
= Persformer + LiDAR' C+L 45.1 0.424 0.426 0.351 0.347

2 M?2-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 53.8 0.375 0.381 0.309 0.322
Improvement - 118.5 10.063 10.088 10.052 10.052

use a cosine annealing scheduler [28] with T},,, = 8 to
update the learning rate.



4.2. Datasets

OpenLane. Built on Waymo Open Dataset [37], OpenLane
contains 200K frames and 880K annotated lanes. Overall
1000 segments are split into train and val sets as the
original Waymo partition. Each segment of Waymo LiDAR
data [37] is sampled at 10Hz for 20s with 64-beam LiDARs.
Since OpenLane [3] annotates only the lanes in the front
view, we exclude points in the LIDAR data that fall outside
the field of the front view. Additionally, OpenLane provides
category information for each lane, e.g., white dash line,
and road curbside, resulting in a total of 14 categories.

4.3. Evaluation Metrics

Following the official metrics of OpenLane [3], the eval-
uation of 3D lane detection is formulated as a matching
problem between predictions and ground truth based on edit
distance. After matching, the corresponding metrics can
be calculated in terms of F-Score, category accuracy, and
X/Z error over the matched lanes. A correct prediction re-
quires the point-wise distances of 75% points between the
prediction and ground truth to be less than the maximum al-
lowed distance, 1.5m. The perception distance is set as [3m,
103m] for Y-axis, dubbed the 100m range setting here.

We first evaluate models using the official metrics, 1.5m
distance threshold, and 100m range setting. Further, to bet-
ter exploit the capability of point clouds for 3D lane de-
tection, we adopt 75m as the farthest perception distance,
which falls within the valid range of LiDAR data in Waymo,
dubbed 75m range setting (see Table 1 2). LiDAR-based
and multi-modal methods (see Table 3) are mainly investi-
gated under this setting. Moreover, we examined the per-
formance of models with a more restrictive point-wise dis-
tance threshold, i.e., reducing it from the original 1.5m to
0.5m (the lower part of Table 1 2). This is because we be-
lieve that a 1.5m bias would seriously hamper the safety of
real-world autonomous driving.

4.4. Main Results

We compare our approach with existing state-of-the-art
3D lane detection methods on OpenLane [3] dataset over
different metrics. Table | shows the F-Score comparison
over val set and six challenging scenarios. Table 2 illus-
trates more comprehensive evaluation result comparisons
on val set. Our proposed M2-3DLaneNet surpasses its
competitors by a significant margin when evaluated on a
variety of scenarios and metrics.

44.1 Comparison with monocular methods

100m Range Evaluation. As shown in Table 1, although
the point clouds are missing from 75m to 103m, our method
still surpasses the previous SOTA by a clear margin of

e
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Figure 5. Why LiDAR works? (a) shows the point cloud with
RGB retrieved from the image and (b) shows the point cloud with
intensity. (c) demonstrate the raw point cloud, in which we zoom
in on three specific areas marked with red, blue, and green boxes.
It can be found that the shape of the point cloud geometry alters at
spots where lane lines and road curbs are present.

5.0% in F-Score, 0.054m/0.066m in X near/far error and
0.037m/0.030m in Z near/far error. The significant im-
provements demonstrate the effectiveness of our method
in exploiting information from point clouds and integrating
with semantics from the image for accurate 3D lane detec-
tion.

75m Range Evaluation. As shown in Table 3, our Li-
DAR stream (LiDAR') outperforms the previous state-of-
the-art method Persformer [3] across all metrics on Open-
Lane. Equipping LiDAR' with our camera stream, M?-
3DLaneNet achieves higher performance than previous
SOTA across all metrics. Specifically, we observe a remark-
able 7.2% improvement in F-Score, as well as reductions
of 0.082m/0.0158m in X near/far error and reductions of
0.052m/0.082m in Z neat/far error.

More Restrict Distance Threshold. As discussed in Sec-
tion 4.3, we propose adopting a smaller distance thresh-
old that is more suitable for real-world autonomous driv-
ing scenarios. Therefore, we employ a more restrictive
threshold of 0.5m to evaluate the performance of different
models. As shown in Table 1 2, when using a more chal-
lenging threshold, the margins between our results and the
previous SOTA (Persformer [3]) become significantly larger
across different setups. Specifically, under 100m range
setting, our M2-3DLaneNet surpasses Persformer [3] by
16.2% in F-Score, even when we miss points beyond 75m.
Furthermore, with the valid LiDAR range (75m range set-
ting), our M2-3DLaneNet achieves even greater improve-
ments, showing an 18.5% increase in F-Score on the overall
val set and consistently outperforming the previous SOTA
method by remarkable margins in all six challenging scenar-



Figure 6. Visualization. We show the lane detection of M?-3DLaneNet in the 3D space and the corresponding image in various scenarios,
where the green lines represent ground truth and the other colors are determined by different categories. Notably, the yellow line denotes

the predicted road curbside, which is a class in the OpenLane dataset.

ios. These strong performance results further demonstrate
the strength and effectiveness of our design.

Effect of LiDAR. As evident from the results in Table 1,
our model achieves significant gains over six challenging
scenes. For instance, when using a 1.5m distance thresh-
old, M2-3DLaneNet shows improvements of 10.1% /10.2%
and 5.0% /11.0% in F-Score compared to the existing SOTA
under the 100m/75m setting for up&down and night scenar-
ios, respectively. This highlights the crucial importance of
LiDAR in 3D lane detection. In the up&down case, our
BEV representations exhibit a better capability in perceiv-
ing 3D lanes more accurately. Moreover, in the night case,
where previous methods struggle due to imaging limita-
tions, our multi-modal approach achieves remarkable per-
formance. This is attributed to the effectiveness of our
designed multi-modal framework, in which geometry-rich
LiDAR can compensate for the deficiencies in low-quality
visual information. Similarly, when adopting a 0.5m dis-
tance threshold, we observe substantial performance im-
provements by equipping Persformer [3] with our LiDAR
stream. This leads to an about 10-point increase in F-Score
for both the 75m and 100m range settings, as illustrated in
Table 2. These findings further reinforce the strength and
effectiveness of the LiDAR stream.

4.4.2 Comparison with multi-modal methods

In this section, we compare our method with other multi-
modal techniques to further demonstrate the effectiveness
of our proposed method. The comparison results are shown
in Table 3, where the metrics are calculated under the
75m range setting. On top of Table 3, we introduce two
baselines: LiDAR~ and LiDAR'. These baselines uti-
lize only the LiDAR branch from our M2-3DLaneNet. For

LiDAR'~, the inputs only contain only XYZ coordinates
of points. In contrast, LIDAR' additionally uses point in-
tensity and elongation. As shown in Table 3, LiDAR'~
does not exhibit an advantage over the pure image-based
method. On the other hand, LiDART shows a noticeable
improvement over Persformer [3], indicating that the in-
tensity is the main discriminative representation for lane
detection on LiDARs. To gain a better understanding of
how LiDAR contributes to 3D lane detection, we provide
an intuitive visualization in Figure 5. Except for the base-
lines, Table 3 also shows that equipping Persformer [3] with
our LiDAR branch can boost its performance from 53.3 to
56.9 in F-Score, demonstrating the effectiveness of our Li-
DAR stream.

Furthermore, based on PointPainting [43], we decorate
the LiDAR point clouds with image features and feed the
enhanced point clouds to our LiDAR branch for lane detec-
tion. Besides, Table 3 shows two variants of the PointPaint-
ing models (PointPainting RGB and PointPainting SEG).
The former directly decorates the point clouds with RGB
colors from images, while the latter uses the pixel labels
predicted by a pretrained 2D lane segmentation model [35].
The poor performance of the SEG version may be attributed
to inadequate segmentation results of the pretrained model.
This issue arises due to the domain gap between OpenLane
images and the training set of the segmentation models, as
well as the inherent difficulty of lane segmentation. Finally,
we compare our model with BEVFusion [23] and SFD [46],
both of which fuse the multi-modal features in a unified 3D
space. While we are the first to explore multi-modal ex-
clusively for 3D lane detection, these multi-modal methods
cannot be directly applied to this task. To overcome this,
we adapt these approaches to lane detection by replacing
their task-specific heads with ours. While BEVFusion [23]



Table 3. Comprehensive comparison with other single/multi-modality methods on OpenLane val set. The evaluation is conducted using
the original 1.5m threshold and valid range of LiDAR data, 75m. The errors on the X and Z axes are both measured in meters. Persformer™:
we evaluate Persformer based on their provided checkpoint. LIDAR'~: our LiDAR stream uses only XYZ coordinates of points as inputs.
LiDAR': our LiDAR stream additionally uses point intensity and elongation as inputs. 1 denotes that we reimplement the models into the
lane detection architecture based on their released codes.

Methods | Modality | F-Score? | X error near| | X error far| | Z error near| | Z error far
Persformer [3]* C 53.3 0.478 0.563 0.363 0.408
LiDART- L 49.5 0.490 0.459 0.360 0.357
LiDAR' L 53.8 0.462 0.435 0.332 0.343
Persformer [3] + LiDART C+L 56.9 0.453 0.467 0.354 0.357
PointPainting [43] RGB C+L 54.3 0.448 0.443 0.351 0.366
PointPainting [43] SEG C+L 51.5 0.376 0.392 0.303 0.330
BEVFusion [23] C+L 54.7 0.455 0.431 0.319 0.334
SFD [46]F C+L 52.5 0.452 0.441 0.331 0.347
M?Z-3DLaneNet (ours) C+L 60.5 0.396 0.405 0.311 0.326

and SFD [46] have shown promising results in 3D object 4.6. Model Complexity

detection, our investigations reveal that their performances
are inferior to our approach when directly applied to the
lane detection task. This disparity can be attributed to their
lack of consideration for the unique characteristics of lanes,
such as their slenderness and sparsity, which are crucial fac-
tors for achieving accurate lane detection. It is worth noting
that SFD did not surpass LiDART in terms of F-Score, po-
tentially indicating its sensitivity to the accuracy of depth
estimation.

Table 4. Ablation studies on designed modules. All the ablation
experiments are based on the multi-modal framework. CS-DA:
Cross-Scale Deformation Attention. CS-LDA: Cross-Scale Line-
restricted Deformable Attention module. NBC: the nearest BEV
completion.

We summarize the parameters of models and test the FPS
of them on one Nvidia Tesla V100-32G GPU, as shown
in Table 5. We notice that our model uses fewer param-
eters compared to Persformer [3], although we adopt two
different modalities as inputs. In other words, we adopt a
lightweight branch, about 7.5M parameters (the last line in
Table 5), to encode the 3D information. A stronger LiDAR
backbone may further boost the performance. Note that 2D
auxiliary heads are not included for both Persformer [3] and
our M2-3DLaneNet, as they are used to help the training.

Table 5. LiDAR Backbone': the adopted LiDAR backbone in
our M2-3DLaneNet model. For FPS, we run 1000 times forward
and take the average value.

Model # Param FPS
Persformer 37.32M | 14.19

MZ2-3DLaneNet | 29.71IM | 8.75
LiDAR Backbone' 7.46M | 47.34

CS-  Cs- X error Z error
pA Lpa NBC F-Score near | far near | far
59.1 0.412]0.420 | 0.321]0.337
v 60.2 (+1.1) | 0.401|0.403 | 0.312]0.325
v 60.3 (+1.2) | 0.403|0.409 | 0.315]0.332
v 60.1 (+1.0) | 0.402|0.413 | 0.319]0.331
v v 60.5 (+1.4) | 0.396|0.405 | 0.311]0.326
4.5. Design Analysis

To understand the effectiveness of our proposed mod-
ules, we conduct ablation studies on each component in M-
3DLaneNet, as summarized in Table 4. After independently
adopting the CS-LDA and NBC, the performance will be in-
creased by 1.1 and 1.2, respectively. By employing both
techniques simultaneously, M2-3DLaneNet achieves 60.5
(+1.4). Notably, the joint adoption of both CS-LDA and
NBC leads to a decrease in error and an increase in F-
Score, indicating that their combination improves detec-
tion results and enhances localization accuracy. Addition-
ally, we present the results of the original deform attention,
which causes a 0.2 drop in F-Score compared to CS-LDA.

5. Conclusions

In this work, we conduct comprehensive experiments to
explore the effect of LiDAR on 3D lane detection and we
present the M2-3DLaneNet. It is a novel multi-modal 3D
lane detection framework that utilizes both camera and Li-
DAR data simultaneously. By lifting 2D features through
the generated dense depth map and fusing features in BEV
space, MZ2-3DLaneNet effectively extracts useful features
from different modalities and integrates them for better 3D
lane detection. The architecture is validated on the Open-
Lane dataset and outperforms previous works.
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