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Abstract
When using LiDAR semantic segmentation models for safety-critical applications such as autonomous driv-
ing, it is essential to understand and improve their robustness with respect to a large range of LiDAR
corruptions. In this paper, we aim to comprehensively analyze the robustness of LiDAR semantic seg-
mentation models under various corruptions. To rigorously evaluate the robustness and generalizability of
current approaches, we propose a new benchmark called SemanticKITTI-C, which features 16 out-of-domain
LiDAR corruptions in three groups, namely adverse weather, measurement noise and cross-device discrep-
ancy. Then, we systematically investigate 11 LiDAR semantic segmentation models, especially spanning
different input representations (e.g., point clouds, voxels, projected images, and etc.), network architectures
and training schemes. Through this study, we obtain two insights: 1) We find out that the input represen-
tation plays a crucial role in robustness. Specifically, under specific corruptions, different representations
perform variously. 2) Although state-of-the-art methods on LiDAR semantic segmentation achieve promis-
ing results on clean data, they are less robust when dealing with noisy data. Finally, based on the above
observations, we design a robust LiDAR segmentation model (RLSeg) which greatly boosts the robustness
with simple but effective modifications. It is promising that our benchmark, comprehensive analysis, and
observations can boost future research in robust LiDAR semantic segmentation for safety-critical applications.

Keywords: Robustness, LiDAR Corruption, Out-of-distribution, Point Clouds, Semantic Segmentation.

1 Introduction
Autonomous driving, one of the most promising appli-
cations for computer vision, has achieved impressive
progress in recent studies, where LiDAR semantic
segmentation plays a crucial role Hu et al. (2022);
Unal, Dai, and Van Gool (2022); Yan et al. (2022).
Current semantic segmentation models are generally
evaluated on clean validation sets, which share the

same data distribution with the corresponding train-
ing sets, e.g., collected with the same sensor, at a
similar time and weather condition, and at the same
place Behley et al. (2019). However, due to the inac-
curate data acquisition Ren, Pan, and Liu (2022); Yan,
Zheng, Li, Wang, and Cui (2020) and complex sce-
narios caused by diverse weather conditions Hahner,
Dai, Sakaridis, Zaech, and Van Gool (2019); Hahner
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Fig. 1 Examples of our proposed SemanticKITTI-C. We corrupt the clean validation set of SemanticKITTI using six types of corruptions
with 16 levels of intensity to build upon a comprehensive robustness benchmark for LiDAR semantic segmentation. Listed examples are point
clouds on 16-beam LiDAR sensors, with global and local distortion, in snowfall and fog simulations.

et al. (2022a), LiDAR point clouds inevitably suf-
fer from severe corruptions in real-world deployment.
Since autonomous driving is a safety-critical appli-
cation, robustness against out-of-distribution (OOD)
LiDAR data becomes an important part of the model.

Understanding and analyzing the robustness of
models for image corruption is a well-studied topic,
in which several benchmarks are proposed for dif-
ferent tasks, e.g., classification Hendrycks and Diet-
terich (2019); Hendrycks, Zhao, Basart, Steinhardt,
and Song (2021), semantic segmentation Kamann and
Rother (2020), instance segmentation Altindis, Dalva,
and Dundar (2021) and etc. Generally, these stud-
ies simulate corruption through changing RGB values
on the original image, resulting in different kinds
of perturbations. Moreover, since images are repre-
sented as dense pixel arrays, previous works focus
on investigating different architectures without mod-
ifying the representation of the input. In contrast,
analyzing robustness against LiDAR corruption is a
more complicated problem: 1) LiDAR point clouds
are usually textureless and irregular, and they describe
the 3D shapes only through scattered points. Also,
point clouds collected by different type of LiDARs
may have different ranges and resolutions. There-
fore, the corruption on point clouds not only needs
to consider the deformation, disturbance and occlu-
sion in the 3D space, but also the domain discrepancy

caused by different devices during the data acquisi-
tion. 2) Semantic segmentation models in LiDAR sce-
narios usually adopt diverse representations to meet
different requirements. For instance, projection-based
methods Milioto, Vizzo, Behley, and Stachniss (2019);
Y. Zhang et al. (2020) project LiDAR point clouds
onto 2D pixels, and thus enable the application of
normal 2D-CNNs. Voxel-based approaches conduct
voxelization and transform the LiDAR point clouds
into 3D voxel grids Graham and van der Maaten
(2017); Zhou et al. (2020), exploiting 3D-CNN to cap-
ture the fine-grained 3D information. There are also
point-based methods Hu et al. (2020); Thomas et al.
(2019) that learn the geometric details directly on raw
point clouds. Recent studies even combine different
representations to boost the performance Tang et al.
(2020); Xu et al. (2021), which makes it more difficult
to analyze robustness purely from the architectures.

In this paper, we try to break through the barrier
of robust LiDAR semantic segmentation and extend
the exploration of model robustness against 3D vision.
We find out that the study of corruption robustness
on 3D point cloud is still in its infancy. Specifically,
most studies Ren et al. (2022); Yan et al. (2020) for
robustness on 3D point clouds tend to test their mod-
els on synthesis datasets, e.g., ModelNet40. The point
clouds on these datasets are sampled from CAD mod-
els of stand-alone objects. Therefore, the findings in
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these studies cannot be directly applied to real-world
applications, where raw point clouds are collected in
large and complex environments. Though a few prior
works are related to the model robustness on real-
world data (e.g., Lai et al. (2022)), they only conduct a
coarse comparison at the level of full models, without
analysis on the inner structures and the input rep-
resentations. As a result, there is no benchmark for
robustness in the real-world point clouds, especially
for the safety-crucial LiDAR semantic segmentation.

For the first time, based on the most pop-
ular LiDAR semantic segmentation dataset, i.e.,
SemanticKITTI Behley et al. (2019), we build
a systematically-designed robust benchmark with
several real-world and out-of-domain corruptions,
namely SemanticKITTI-C in Fig. 1. Following pre-
vious studies, the term robustness refers to training
a model on clean data and validating it on corrupted
data, and thus we introduce diverse corruptions on
4071 LiDAR scans in the validation set. Specifi-
cally, SemanticKITTI-C covers 16 kinds of corrup-
tions in total, which can be categorized into three
classes, namely adverse weather, measurement noise,
and cross-device discrepancy. To make the benchmark
more rigorous, we set several subclass corruptions in
each class. For instance, the adverse weather class
contains LiDAR scans in snowfall and fog simula-
tions, and there are three independent levels in each
corruption, indicating different snowy or foggy inten-
sities. Built upon this benchmark, we further evaluate
the robustness of current LiDAR semantic segmenta-
tion methods, including analysis of different represen-
tations, architectures, and training schemes.

Consequently, we obtain 12 observations in
total from various aspects: Representation: We find
out that projection-based methods are vulnerable to
adverse weathers, especially fog simulation, but they
are more robust to local distortion. We also observe
that exploiting larger image size in range projection
improves the robustness of projection-based meth-
ods. Inversely, point-based approaches are vulnera-
ble to local distortion but more robust in different
weather conditions. Compared with the above two
mainstreams, the voxel representation enjoys impres-
sive robustness in most corruptions. And using cylin-
der voxel partition Zhou et al. (2020) is much more
robust than using the traditional grids Graham and
van der Maaten (2017). Architecture: 1) For point-
based approaches, pseudo kernel local aggregation
(e.g., KPConv Thomas et al. (2019)) is the most robust
when compared with adaptive-weight Hu et al. (2020)

and MLPs Qi, Yi, Su, and Guibas (2017). Moreover,
transformer architectures Zhao, Jiang, Jia, Torr, and
Koltun (2021) greatly hamper the robustness of point-
based methods. 2) Although hybrid-representation
architecture improves the performance on clean data,
it makes models more vulnerable to noise, espe-
cially for those using MLPs to aggregate point-wised
features in each voxel Yan et al. (2022); Zhou et
al. (2020). Training strategy: Empirically, applying
data augmentation such as Mix3D Nekrasov, Schult,
Litany, Leibe, and Engelmann (2021) improves the
robustness. Finally, by identifying the best combi-
nation from existing components in terms of input
representations, model architectures and data augmen-
tation strategies, we design a robust LiDAR segmenta-
tion model (RLSeg) in a simple but effective manner,
achieving superior robustness. Our contributions are
concluded as follows:

- We present the first large-scale robustness bench-
mark for LiDAR point cloud semantic segmentation
under various corruptions, namely SemanticKITTI-
C. The dataset contains 16 corruptions, spanning
scenarios in adverse weather conditions, sensor
measurement bias and diverse device collections.

- We comprehensively study existing methods on our
proposed benchmark and analyze the robustness of
diverse architectures and representations.

- We summarize several effective observations to
boost the robustness of LiDAR semantic segmen-
tation. It is identified that architecture and input
representation should be carefully considered in
future research and real-world deployment.

2 Related Work

2.1 LiDAR Semantic Segmentation
Since the data collected by LiDAR is represented as
point clouds, there are several mainstreams to process
input point clouds with different representations. More
details will be illustrated in Sec. 4.
1) Point-based methods. These approaches directly
learn the geometric details on raw point clouds. Gen-
erally, they follow the hierarchical architecture as 2D
vision, and first conduct sampling strategy in each
layer. After that, they search neighboring points from
each sampled point, and apply feature aggregation
in each local group. The local aggregation function
is essential for the point-based methods, and thus
many studies design different operators to capture the
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local geometrics. For instance, point-wise MLP Qi
et al. (2017), adaptive weight Y. Liu, Fan, Xiang,
and Pan (2019); Wang et al. (2019); W. Wu, Qi, and
Fuxin (2019) and pseudo grid Hua, Tran, and Yeung
(2018); Thomas et al. (2019) are utilized to extract
local features of point clouds, and they also exploit
nonlocal operators Yan et al. (2020) or attention mech-
anism Engel, Belagiannis, and Dietmayer (2021)
to learn permutation-invariant dependency. However,
point-based methods are not efficient in the LiDAR
scenario since their sampling and grouping algorithms
are generally time-consuming.
2) Projection-based methods. These methods are
very efficient on LiDAR processing since they project
the raw point cloud onto a 2D image plane. Pre-
vious works project points through plane projec-
tion Tatarchenko, Park, Koltun, and Zhou (2018),
spherical projection B. Wu, Wan, Yue, and Keutzer
(2018); B. Wu, Zhou, Zhao, Yue, and Keutzer (2019)
or both Liong, Nguyen, Widjaja, Sharma, and Chong
(2020). Since the projection process inevitably causes
the loss of information, the recent studies adopt point-
based branches to obtain fine-grained features Alonso,
Riazuelo, Montesano, and Murillo (2020) or refine the
segmentation results Qiu, Yu, and Tao (2022).
3) Voxel-based methods. These approaches are most
widely adopted, since they can achieve impressive per-
formance while keep efficient. Generally, they first
conduct voxelization, and divide the raw points into
different voxel grids. After that, they conduct 3D
convolution in the input volumetric. The sparse con-
volution (SparseConv) Graham, Engelcke, and van der
Maaten (2018) is the core technique in voxel-based
methods. Since there are a large proportion of vox-
els are empty during the voxelization, which introduce
huge computational burden. The core of SparseConv
is only conduct operation in non-empty grids, which
will be saved in sparse Hash codes. Recent studies
adopt SparseConv to design diverse architectures. For
instance, Zhou et al. (2020) design the original grid
voxels to cylindrical ones and propose an asymmet-
rical network to learn anisotropy features. Recently,
R. Cheng, Razani, Taghavi, Li, and Liu (2021) design
a multi-branch component with several kernel sizes,
capturing features with different receptive field and
fusing them through an attention mechanism.
4) Hybrid-representation methods. Though voxel-
based methods achieve superior performance, there
is still missing geometric during the voxelization

process. Hence, there is a trend of exploiting multi-
representation fusion. These methods combine mul-
tiple representation inputs (i.e., points, projection
images, and voxels) and apply feature fusion among
different representations. Specifically, Tang et al.
(2020) designs point-voxel CNN operator, which com-
bines point-wise MLPs in each sparse convolution
block, and adopts neural architecture search (NAS) to
search a more powerful architecture. Xu et al. (2021)
utilizes the above three representations and proposes
a range-point-voxel fusion network. Recently, Yan
et al. (2022) applies cross-modal knowledge distilla-
tion, introducing prior information from texture and
color images during the training phrase. Nevertheless,
the hybrid-representation architecture makes them less
robust in out-of-domain corruptions

2.2 Robustness Benchmarks for Images
There are comprehensive robustness benchmarks
for 2D image processing, spanning different tasks
such as classification, semantic segmentation and
instance segmentation. For robust image classifica-
tion, ImageNet-C Hendrycks and Dietterich (2019)
is the pioneer for these field, which corrupts the
ImageNet Deng et al. (2009)’s test set with sim-
ulated corruptions such as motion blur, adverse
weather and noises. After that, ObjectNet Barbu et
al. (2019) build a benchmark with diverse corrup-
tions in rotation, background and viewpoint, and
ImageNetV2 Recht, Roelofs, Schmidt, and Shankar
(2019) follow ImageNet and re-collects a test set to
benchmark the robustness against natural distribu-
tion shift. Recently, ImageNet-A and ImageNet-R are
proposed by Hendrycks et al. (2021), which bench-
marks classifier’s robustness against natural adver-
sarial examples. Since ImageNet is initially pro-
posed for diverse tasks, there also exists preliminary
attempts to benchmark the robustness of model trained
on ImageNet to other downstream tasks, such as
semantic segmentation Kamann and Rother (2020),
instance segmentation Altindis et al. (2021) and object
detection Yamada and Otani (2022). In the field of
autonomous driving, there are also existing works
producing corruptions on Cityscapes Cordts et al.
(2016), e.g., investigating models’ robustness against
adverse weathers Porav, Musat, Bruls, and New-
man (2020); Sakaridis, Dai, and Van Gool (2018) or
other corruptions Michaelis et al. (2019). Recently,
ACDC Sakaridis, Dai, and Van Gool (2021) dataset
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Table 1 Categories and descriptions of corruptions in SemanticKITTI-C. We categorize common LiDAR corruptions into three domains: (1)
adverse weather conditions, (2) measurement noise and (3) cross-device discrepancy.

Corruption (C) Intensity (I) Description

(1) Fog Simulation
Light Fog simulation with β = 0.005

Moderate Fog simulation with beta β = 0.06
Heavy Fog simulation with beta β = 0.2

(1) Snowfall Simulation
Light Snowfall simulation with snowfall rate of 0.5mm/h

Moderate Snowfall simulation with snowfall rate of 1.5mm/h
Heavy Snowfall simulation with snowfall rate of 2.5mm/h

(2) Global Outliers
Light 0.1% extra noisy points uniformly in the 3D space

Moderate 5% extra noisy points uniformly in the 3D space
Heavy 50% extra noisy points uniformly in the 3D space

(2) Local Distortion
Light 20% points with randomly jitter distortion σ = 0.05

Moderate 20% points with randomly jitter distortion σ = 0.1
Heavy 20% points with randomly jitter distortion σ = 0.2

(3) Cross 32-beam Device Dense Reduce LiDAR beams to 32
Sparse Reduce LiDAR beams to 32, sample 1/2 points in each beam

(3) Cross 16-beam Device Dense Reduce LiDAR beams to 16
Sparse Reduce LiDAR beams to 16, sample 1/2 points in each beam

collects four common adverse conditions in self-
driving, i.e., fog, nighttime, rain, and snow, evaluating
the models’ robustness against these real-world cor-
ruptions. However, since the difference between 2D-
3D data and model architecture, there is still huge
demands of a comprehensive 3D robustness bench-
mark for semantic segmentation.

2.3 3D Robustness Benchmarks
In the field of autonomous driving, there lacks a
robustness benchmark for LiDAR semantic segmen-
tation to the best of our knowledge. Existing surveys
mostly focus on the point cloud classification task.
For instance, Xiao and Wachs (2021) and Z. Zhang,
Hua, and Yeung (2022) propose disturbance and
rotation invariant feature extraction, however, they
cannot achieve state-of-the-art performance on the
clean dataset. Other works boost models’ robust-
ness against adversarial corruptions by denoising and
upsampling Zhou et al. (2019), voting on subsampled
point clouds H. Liu, Jia, and Gong (2021), and apply-
ing local relative position Dong et al. (2020). There
are robustness benchmarks for point cloud classifi-
cation. Specifically, RobustPointSet Taghanaki et al.
(2020) and PointCloud-C Ren et al. (2022) evaluate
the robustness of point cloud classifiers under different
corruptions. However, these approaches test robust-
ness against corruptions purely on synthesis dataset,
i.e., ModelNet40, and thus the obtained experience

and conclusions are often unreliable in real-world
self-driving applications.

There are also investigations to improve the
robustness on LiDAR scenarios. PointASNL Yan et
al. (2020) proposes adaptive sampling, which adap-
tive shifts the outlier points onto objects’ surfaces, and
thus boosts the robustness against noisy point clouds.
In recent year, there are studies investigating perfor-
mance of object detector in different adverse weathers,
where they aim at mitigating the rarity of adverse
weather effects. Specifically, Hahner, Sakaridis, Dai,
and Van Gool (2021) and Hahner et al. (2022b)
independently propose fog and snowfall simulation,
greatly boosting the robustness of object detection
models on real-world adverse weathers. However,
there is no real-world or simulated adverse weather
data set for LiDAR semantic segmentation at present.
Moreover, there exists preliminary attempts to investi-
gate the robustness issue of the fusion methods for 3D
object detection Bai et al. (2022); Y. Li et al. (2022);
Yu et al. (2022). Concretely, TransFusion Bai et al.
(2022) evaluates the robustness of different fusion
strategies under several scenarios, e.g., daytime and
nighttime, DeepFusion Y. Li et al. (2022) test the
model robustness by adding noise to LiDAR reflec-
tions and camera pixels and Yu et al. (2022) proposes
a robust benchmark for LiDAR-camera fusion, which
analyzes seven cases of robustness scenarios.
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Fig. 2 Corruption of fog simulation. We demonstrate the raw
LiDAR point cloud in the first row. The foggy point clouds with
β = 0.06 and β = 0.2 are shown in the last two rows. The point
cloud is color coded by the height (z value). The best viewed on a
screen and zoomed in.

By contrast, we rigorously investigate the LiDAR
system and identify three categories, in a total of 16
LiDAR corruptions for semantic segmentation, and
develop a toolkit that transforms the existing dataset
into a robustness benchmark. We hope our study can
boost future research to benchmark the robustness,
and give researchers more insights about designing a
robust semantic segmentation model.

3 Corruptions Taxonomy
Real-world LiDAR scans can suffer from a wide
range of corruptions, based on which we provide
a taxonomy of the corruptions. In this paper, we
categorize common LiDAR corruptions into three
domains, i.e., adverse weather conditions, measure-
ment noise and cross-device discrepancy, in which
we produce total six corruptions with 16 severity lev-
els. By applying these six types of corruptions to
SemanticKITTI Behley et al. (2019), we generate a
corrupted dataset, i.e., SemanticKITTI-C, which is
summarized in Tab. 1. In the remaining sections, we
will introduce each corruption.

A point cloud P is a set of points {pj}Nj=1, where
N is the number of points and pj ∈ R3 includes
the XYZ coordinates of the point j. A corruption
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Fig. 3 Corruption of snowfall simulation. We demonstrate the
raw LiDAR point cloud in the first row. The snowfall point clouds
with snowfall rates 1mm/h and 2.5mm/h are illustrated in the last
two rows. The point cloud is color coded by the height (z value).
The best viewed on a screen and zoomed in.

operation is defined as a set-to-set function:

F : RN×(3+D) 7→ RN ′×(3+D), (1)

which maps the clean point cloud P = {pj}Nj=1 and
its D-dimensional features (if exist) to corrupted ones
(e.g., P ′ = {pj}N

′

j=1). For LiDAR point cloud, each pj
is associated with an intensity value ij ∈ R, indicating
the return strength of a laser beam. In this paper, the
intensity is utilized to generate corrupted data, but we
do not purely investigate the corruption of intensity.

3.1 Adverse Weather
In this section, we analyze two common weather con-
ditions, namely fog and snowfall. For fog simulation,
we follow Hahner et al. (2021) to add fog to clean-
weather point clouds by disturbing points’ positions
and intensities according to physically valid rules.
Specifically, for a point p ∈ R3 captured in the clean
weather, we first calculate its attenuated response ihard
in fog:

ihard = i× exp (−2α× ‖(x, y, z)‖) , (2)

where (x, y, z) is p’s coordinate in the ego frame
and i is its measured intensity, α is the attenuation
coefficient in foggy weather, ‖(x, y, z)‖ denotes the
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distance between the point p and the origin. Following
Hahner et al. (2021), we uniformly sample α from [0,
0.005, 0.01, 0.02, 0.03, 0.06] when applying fog simu-
lation to each sample. After that, we use the simulation
terms in Hahner et al. (2021) to compute the max-
imum fog response isoft and its location (xs, ys, zs),
which lies in the line connecting the sensor and p. Note
that the magnitude of isoft is controlled by a backscat-
tering coefficient β, which is manually set during the
simulation. As shown in Tab. 1, we choose β from
[0.005, 0.06, 0.2] to conduct fog simulation with dif-
ferent levels. Finally, the updated point position and
its intensity are given by:

i =

{
isoft if isoft > ihard,

ihard otherwise.
(3)

(x, y, z) =

{
(xs, ys, zs) if isoft > ihard,

(x, y, z) otherwise.
(4)

In other words, if the fog is thick enough to over-
shadow the solid object point p (isoft > ihard), we use
the fog response (the intensity and position) to replace
the original one. Otherwise, we keep the position of
the original response with an attenuated intensity.

The overall idea of this snowfall simulation is sim-
ilar to that of the fog simulation. But unlike fog that
homogeneously spreads in the 3D space, snowflakes
are treated as opaque particles and are discretely dis-
tributed in space without intersecting with each other.
For snowfall simulation, we follow Hahner et al.
(2022b) to sample snow particles for each LiDAR line
and use them to modify the return for each LiDAR
beam accordingly. The sampling function samples
snow particles according to a given snowfall rate
(mm/h), which controls the number of particles in a
certain range. As shown in Tab. 1, we separately set
the snowfall rate to 0.5/1.5/2.5 to simulate light/mod-
erate/heavy snowfall.

The above two weathers have different characteris-
tics. For instance, there are large areas of noisy points
distributed around the sensor in foggy weather, and
makes objects sparser due to the occlusion, especially
for the remote objects. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the
number of these noisy points grows as the intensity of
fog increases. Moreover, the noise introduced by fog is
not uniformly distributed around the sensor. The pres-
ence of noise depends on whether there is any object
in the line of sight below a certain range from the
sensor. Generally, there will be few spurious returns
from the respective pulses if a solid object exists at

a moderate range. Inversely, if there is no object in a
certain range, there are a lot of spurious returns that
are caused by fog. As for the snowfall, there are two
explicit characteristics. On the one hand, the snow par-
ticles are explicitly modeled as opaque spheres, whose
sizes are controlled by the snowfall rate. As shown
in Fig. 3, compared with foggy LiDAR where the
noisy points are almost around the sensor, the noisy
points in snowfall conditions are distributed more uni-
formly. Also, the snowfall rate does not greatly affect
the number of noisy points but the size of snowy par-
ticles. On the other hand, wetness on the ground will
exist in snowfall, where the emerging thin water layer
increases the specular component of reflection by the
ground surface. To sum up, these two corruptions
impact the models through global noisy points, mak-
ing remote points sparser. Nevertheless, they generally
have different patterns.

3.2 Measurement Noise
Besides adverse weather, noises may also appear when
corruption occurs during the data transmission or the
sensors fail to capture information properly (e.g., over-
heated). We model such data disturbance using two
types of random noises, as shown in Fig. 4. Note
that we only consider point coordinates during such
corrupting operations.
Global outliers. We randomly sample noises in a unit
sphere and then merge them into a clean point cloud
with proper rescaling. Such noises span the whole
scene globally and are not conditional on the geome-
try of the clean point cloud. Formally, given the clean
point cloud P ∈ RN×3, the corrupted point cloud
P ′ ∈ RN ′×3 is obtained by:

P ′ = P ∪ Pnoise, (5)

where Pnoise ∈ RNg×3 denotes sampled noises and
N ′ = Ng + N . We control the noise intensity by
selecting the proportion of noises Ng

N from [0.1%, 5%,
50%] as shown in Tab. 1.
Local distortion. We randomly select some points
within a scene and add Gaussian noises to their coor-
dinates. Unlike global noises, which add additional
points to a scene, local noises do not change the
number of points. Compared to global noises, local
noises jitter around a local neighborhood of the orig-
inal points, mimicking the noisy disturbance during
the data collection. Formally, the local distortion point
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Fig. 4 Noisy LiDAR point clouds. We demonstrate the raw
LiDAR point cloud in the first row. The noisy point clouds with
global outliers and local distortion are shown in the last two rows.
The point cloud is color coded by the height (z value). The best
viewed on a screen and zoomed in.

cloud P ′ ∈ RN×3 is given by:

Psub = RandomSample(P, N l),

P ′ = (Psub +O) ∪ (P \ Psub),
(6)

where RandomSample(·) randomly sample N l points
from the clean point cloud P .O ∈ RN l×3 denotes the
random offsets sampled from a Gaussian distribution
N (0, σ2). + and \ are element-wise addition and set
exclusion, respectively. As shown in Tab. 1, we choose
σ from [0.05, 0.1, 0.2] to control the jittering range in
three different levels. The proportion of noises is 20%
in SemanticKITTI-C.

3.3 Cross-Device Discrepancy
An ideal segmentation algorithm is supposed to be
robust across different devices with various specifica-
tions. While multiple factors (e.g., beam number and
scanning speed of the LiDAR sensors) cause cross-
device domain shifts, we focus on the beam number
in this paper. To ensure high-quality data annotation,
most large-scale datasets Geiger, Lenz, and Urtasun
(2012); Sun et al. (2020) are collected using high-
resolution LiDARs. However, due to prohibitive costs,
most practical vehicles are only shipped with low-
beam sensors. For instance, KITTI Geiger et al. (2012)
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m

Fig. 5 Cross-device LiDAR point clouds. We demonstrate the 64-
beam LiDAR point cloud in the first row. The second and third rows
illustrate the 32-beam and 16-beam LiDAR data. The point cloud is
color coded by the height (z value). The best viewed on a screen and
zoomed in.

collects data through 64-beam LiDAR and each beam
contains 1863 points in average, while those param-
eters in NuScenes Caesar et al. (2020) are 32-beam
and 1084 points. This suggests that an ideal seg-
mentation model should be able to robust to differ-
ent data distributions generated by different sensors.
Unlike other factors introduced in previous subsec-
tions, the beam-induced domain gap is directly caused
by the cross-device discrepancy instead of the collect-
ing environment, making it also very important in our
robustness analysis.

To include the beam-based cross-device discrep-
ancy in our benchmark dataset, we downsample the
high-beam data (i.e., 64-beam) to low-beam data
(e.g.., 16-, 32-beam) using beam-level downsam-
pling as shown in Fig. 5. One necessary information
needed for beam-level downsampling is the beam
label for each point, which is usually unknown for
most datasets. To this end, we first assign a beam
label to each point according to its zenith value in the
spherical coordinate, which can be obtained via the
following conversion:

θ = arctan
z√

x2 + y2
, φ = arcsin

y√
x2 + y2

,

(7)
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Table 2 LiDAR semantic segmentation approaches on our benchmark.

Mainstream Method Main representation Extra representation Reference

Projection-based

SalsaNext Cortinhal, Tzelepis, and Aksoy (2020) Range image - ArXiv 2020
PolarNet Y. Zhang et al. (2020) BEV image - CVPR 2020
CENet H.-X. Cheng, Han, and Xiao (2022) Range image - ICME 2022
GFNet Qiu et al. (2022) Range and BEV images Point cloud TMLR 2022

Point-based
KPConv Thomas et al. (2019) Point cloud - ICCV 2019
RandLANet Hu et al. (2020) Point cloud - CVPR 2021
Point Transformer Zhao et al. (2021) Point cloud - ICCV 2021

Voxel-based

MinkowskiNet Choy, Gwak, and Savarese (2019) Grid voxel - CVPR 2019
SPVCNN Tang et al. (2020) Grid voxel Point cloud ECCV 2020
Cylinder3D Zhou et al. (2020) Cylinder voxel Point cloud CVPR 2021
2DPASS Yan et al. (2022) Grid voxel Point cloud ECCV 2022

where (x, y, z) is the Cartesian coordinate of the point
and the θ and φ are zenith and azimuth angles. Fol-
lowing Wei et al. (2022), we obtain beam labels by
applying K-Means clustering on the zenith angles,
where the number of clusters is set as the actual beam
number of the high-beam point cloud. Compared to
assigning beam labels by putting zenith angles into
evenly distributed bins, the clustering-based technique
does not require a pre-define zenith range and thus
is more robust across different datasets. For a high-
beam point cloud with the beam labels, we can easily
downsample it into data with any lower beam num-
ber. In practice, we downsample point clouds with the
beam numbers of 32 and 16. To simulate the diverse
spinning speeds of the LiDAR devices, we evenly
downsample points in each beam according to their
azimuth angles. By combining the above simulation,
we have four corrupted data generated in Tab. 1.

4 Candidate Methods
We benchmark 11 existing methods for LiDAR
semantic segmentation, as shown in Tab. 2. Though
we treat hybrid-representation methods as an indepen-
dent mainstream in Sec. 2.1, current voxel-based and
projection-based methods widely incorporate addi-
tional representations for auxiliary learning. There-
fore, we categorize them only according to their main
input representation, and the extra-representation will
be illustrated if existed.

4.1 Projection-based Methods
In this paper, we choose SalsaNext Cortinhal et al.
(2020), PolarNet Y. Zhang et al. (2020), CENet H.-
X. Cheng et al. (2022) and GFNet Qiu et al. (2022) as
the typical approaches of the projection-base method.
These models project a LiDAR point cloud into 2D
images and apply a 2D convolutional neural network

for semantic segmentation. Among the above meth-
ods, SalsaNext Cortinhal et al. (2020) and CENet H.-
X. Cheng et al. (2022) conduct sphere projection
to gain range views (RV), PolarNet Y. Zhang et al.
(2020) adopts polar projection to obtain bird’s-eye-
view (BEV) under a polar coordinate system, and
GFNet Qiu et al. (2022) uses the both.
Sphere projection for range-view. We denote N
the number of points in the LiDAR point cloud and
(H,W ) are the height and width of the projected
image. As shown in Fig. 6, the spherical projection
maps each point to an image coordinate via(

ur
vr

)
=

( 1
2 [1− arctan(y, x)π−1]W

[1− arsin(zr−1 + fovup)fov−1]H

)
,

(8)
where pi = (x, y, z) and (ur, vr) are the i-th point
and its coordinates on the range image plane. r is
the range of each point

√
x2 + y2 + z2 and fov =

fovup + fovdown is the vertical field-of-view of the
sensor. Finally, the LiDAR point cloud is converted to
a range image with the shape of (H ×W × C). The
channel C is generally 5, including x, y, z, intensity
and range of the point.
Polar projection for bird’s-eye-view. Existing meth-
ods also project the LiDAR point cloud to the bird’s-
eye-view (BEV) through a top-down orthogonal pro-
jection. Considering the imbalanced spatial distribu-
tion in LiDAR data, polar projection first transforms
the BEV from the Cartesian system into a polar coor-
dinate system through(

up
vp

)
=

(√
x2 + y2 + z2cos(arctan(y, x))√
x2 + y2 + z2sin(arctan(y, x))

)
, (9)

where (up, vp) is the coordinate transformation from
the Cartesian system to the polar system. After that,



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

10 Robust LiDAR segmentation

projected
raw point cloud

raw point cloud semantic segmentation

projected
semantic segmentation

spherical projection re-projection

U-Net architecture

(x,y,z)

(ur,vr)

skip connection

Fig. 6 Projection-based methods through spherical projection.
This kind of methods first conduct spherical projection maps each
point to an image coordinate, and then adopt 2D convolution to
construct a U-Net-like architecture. Finally, they re-project the
prediction on the image plane onto the raw point cloud.

they discretize (up, vp) to [0, H − 1] and [0,W − 1]
and obtain a BEV image.
Architectures. Since the LiDAR point cloud is
already mapped onto an image plane, typical 2D
semantic segmentation networks can be directly
adopted. Specifically, U-Nets Ronneberger, Fischer,
and Brox (2015) with specific modifications are
applied in previous methods. 1) Approaches with
range images do not conduct pooling in height dimen-
sion due to the large width-height ratio of the input,
as shown in Fig. 6. 2) SalsaNext utilizes an additional
pixel-shuffle layer in the last encoder, and CENet con-
ducts multiscale supervision in encoder and decoder
layers. 3) PolarNet applies a hybrid-representation
manner, i.e., designing a PointHead (will be described
in Sec. 5.4) in the initial stage, which aggregates the
features of original points into each BEV pixel, and
finally conducts semantic segmentation through the
2D U-Net. 4) GFNet Qiu et al. (2022) has a two-
branch architecture, where two U-Nets independently
encode the features of range-view (RV) and bird’s-
eye-view (BEV). There are several Geometric Flow
(GF) modules between their decoder layers with dif-
ferent scales, which update each other’s features by
fusing the features of both branches. Finally, it utilizes
a hybrid-representation manner, aggregating the fea-
tures of two branches in their last layers and feeding
the fused feature into KPConv Thomas et al. (2019) to
gain point-wise predictions.
Configurations. In our experiments, we adopt the
official architectures of projection-based methods
(i.e., SalsaNext1, CENet2, PolarNet3 and GFNet4),
where we directly use their pre-trained checkpoint
except for CENet. Note that CENet is trained with a

1https://github.com/TiagoCortinhal/SalsaNext
2https://github.com/huixiancheng/CENet
3https://github.com/edwardzhou130/PolarSeg
4https://github.com/haibo-qiu/GFNet

points in (x,y) local points fused feature

Local
Aggregation

1st scale 2nd scale 3rd scale

...

(a)

(b)

Fig. 7 Point-based methods. (a) Point-based approaches sample
the target points (in red color) in the original point cloud, and
aggregate local features through local aggregation. (b) Through hier-
archical architecture, the receptive field of the point-based method
increase aggressively.

multi-stage strategy, which trains with 64× 512 range
image for the initial stage, and fine-tunes the pre-
trained model aggressively on 64×1024 and 64×2048
ones. Since the official codes only provide the check-
point on 64 × 512 range images, we fine-tune the
checkpoint on larger ones through provided configura-
tions. In contrast, SalsaNext directly trains their model
on 64 × 2048 range images. As for the PolarNet, it
first crops points of the polar coordinate system in the
range from [3, −π, -3] to [50, π, 1.5], and then dis-
cretize points into a [480,360] BEV partition. GFNet
combines RV and BEV representation, utilizing both
64× 2048 range images and 480× 360 BEV plane.

4.2 Point-based Methods
Point-based approaches aim at extracting features on
raw point clouds directly, as shown in Fig. 7. In this
paper, KPConv Thomas et al. (2019), RandLA-Net Hu
et al. (2020) and Point Transformer Zhao et al. (2021)
are selected as our candidate methods. Specifically,
these methods first apply sampling approaches to
select target points from the original point clouds, and
then conduct local aggregation on each target point
and mine local geometrics, as Fig. 7(a) shows. After
constructing a hierarchical architecture in Fig. 7(b),
point-based methods gain the global semantic infor-
mation of the input point cloud.
General formulation of local aggregation. Let pi
and fi denote the coordinate and feature of the i-th
point. In general, for each pi, a local aggregation func-
tion first transforms its neighbor pj with feature fj into
a new feature by a transformation function T (...), and
then aggregates all transformed neighborhood features
to generate an updated feature of p̂i via an aggregation

https://github.com/TiagoCortinhal/SalsaNext
https://github.com/huixiancheng/CENet
https://github.com/edwardzhou130/PolarSeg
https://github.com/haibo-qiu/GFNet
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function A(·):

p̂i = A({T (pi, fi, pj , fj)} ∀j ∈ N (pi)). (10)

In practice, N (pi) represents the neighborhood index
of point pi. According to the category to which
the transformation function T (...) belongs, previous
local aggregation approaches can be roughly cate-
gorized into four classes: 1) Point-wise MLP based,
2) Adaptive weight based, 3) Pseudo grid based and
4) Transformer based approaches. The typical one of
the first class is PointNet++ Qi et al. (2017), where
T and A are MLP((pj − pi) ⊕ fj) and max pooling
respectively, in which ⊕ is concatenation operation.
However, directly learn the 3D shapes through sim-
ple point-wise MLP and pooling cannot work well
in the LiDAR scenario, i.e., it only achieves 20%
mIoU on SemanticKITTI in previous studies Behley
et al. (2019). Therefore, we did not adopt this kind of
methods in our paper.
Adaptive weight based methods. The adaptive
weight based methods design diverse convolution fil-
ters over arbitrary relative positions, and hence com-
putes weights on all neighbor points. RandLA-Net Hu
et al. (2020) is a typical one in adaptive weight based
methods. Concretely, its transformation function T
can be represented as

MLP(pi ⊕ pj ⊕ (pi − pj)⊕ E(pi, pj)))⊕ fj , (11)

where E(·) calculates the Euclidean distance between
the neighboring and center points. After that, it aggre-
gates the neighboring features through attention mech-
anism Vaswani et al. (2017), which first calculates
an attention weigh according to the feature, and then
conducts weighted average.
Pseudo grid based methods. KPConv Thomas et al.
(2019) is a representative pseudo grid based method,
which generates pseudo features on several sampled
regular grid points, and thus regular convolution meth-
ods can play a normal role. Specifically, it samples
equally distributed spherical grid points in the 3D
space, in which the pseudo features fpk on the k-th grid
point can be calculated as

fpk =
∑

j∈N (pi)

max(0, 1− E(pi, pk)
σ

)fj , (12)

where each grid point pk have strict mapping with the
relative position to center point. σ is a hyperparame-
ter. After that, the transformation function T in pseudo

grid based methods can be formulated as

T (pi, fj) = wk � fpk , (13)

where wk ∈ Rd×1 is a parametrized weight in convo-
lution operator and defined on each grid point. Finally,
after applying max pooling as aggregation function
A, it updates the feature of each target point through
aggregating features in local neighbors.
Transformer based methods. Besides analyzing tra-
ditional local aggregation based approaches, we also
adopt recent transformer based method (i.e., Point
Transformer Zhao et al. (2021)) in this paper. The
point transformer layer is based on vector self-
attention, which uses the subtraction relation and there
is a position encoding δ in both the attention vec-
tor γ and the transformed features α. Specifically, in
each local group (i.e., ∀j ∈ N (pi)), the transforma-
tion function T (pi, pj , fi, fj) in a transformer based
method can be formulated as

ρ(γ(ϕ(fi)− ψ(fj) + δ))� (α(fj) + δ), (14)

where ϕ, ψ, γ, α are independent MLPs. δ =
MLP(pi−pj) is a positional encoding in self-attention,
allowing the operator to adapt to local structure. After
updating the neighboring features, Point Transformer
utilizes a summation function as aggregation function
A to fuse features.
Architectures. All above three methods follow the
widely-used UNet-like encoder-decoder architecture
with skip connections. The LiDAR point cloud is first
fed to a shared MLP layer to extract per-point fea-
tures. Encoder and decoder layers are then used to
learn features for each point. Finally, fully-connected
layers are used to predict the semantic label of
each point. KPConv and RandLA-Net utilize stacked
two corresponding local aggregation in each encoder
layer, while Point Transformer using the combina-
tion of point-wise MLP with point transformer layer.
In decoder layers, all method interpolate the sampled
points and update features through point-wise MLPs.
Moreover, RandLA-Net uses random sampling in each
local aggregation, while other two utilizing uniformly
sample points. For KPConv and RandLA-Net, we
adopt their official architectures on SemanticKITTI
dataset (four encoders and decoders). As for the Point
Transformer, since it is only designed for indoor
semantic segmentation, we adopt original architecture
with five encoders and decoders.



Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template

12 Robust LiDAR segmentation

Configurations. During the training, both KPConv5

and RandLA-Net6 follow their official configurations.
To accelerate the training phrase, they first conduct
grid sampling with grid size 0.06m to gain a small
sub-cloud. Moreover, they respectively crop patches
with a 4m radius and 50,000 points in each training
iteration. During the inference, they inference through
small patches util each of the points have been inferred
three times. Since there are not published codes on
SemanticKITTI for Point Transformer7, we utilize the
same configurations as Tang et al. (2020) during the
training and inference.

4.3 Voxel-based Methods
Since voxel-based methods are the most popular
mainstream for LiDAR semantic segmentation now,
we select four methods (i.e., MinkowskiNet Choy
et al. (2019), SPVCNN Tang et al. (2020), Cylin-
der3D Zhou et al. (2020) and 2DPASS Yan et al.
(2022)) in this paper.
Grid partition. Voxel-based methods exploit vox-
elization and transform the LiDAR point cloud into 3D
voxels, such that the 3D convolutions can be applied.
Specifically, they shift all the points to the local coor-
dinate system with the geometric center as the origin.
Then, all the points are normalized into a unit sphere
and scaled to the range of [0, 1], where the normal-
ized coordinates are denoted as P̂ = {(x̂i, ŷi, ẑi)}Ni .
After that, they transform the normalized point cloud
to a voxel representation with voxel size vs (f∗m is
voxelized feature representation):

p∗i = (x∗i , y
∗
i , z
∗
i ) = (bx̂i/vsc, bŷi/vsc, bẑi/vsc),

f∗m =
1

Nm

N∑
i=1

I[x∗i = x̂m, y
∗
i = ŷm, z

∗
i = ẑm] · pi,

(15)
where b·c is the floor function, and I(·) is a binary indi-
cator of whether p∗i belongs to the m-th voxel grid or
not.Nm is the number of points in them-th voxel, and
the original point coordinates are averaged as the fea-
tures of each voxel. After the operations in Eqn. (15),
only the non-empty voxels are preserved (Nm > 0) in
a hash table. The, the convolution operation only con-
ducts on the non-empty voxels, thus maintaining the
computational efficiency.

5https://github.com/HuguesTHOMAS/KPConv-PyTorch
6https://github.com/QingyongHu/RandLA-Net
7https://github.com/POSTECH-CVLab/point-transformer

Cylindrical partition. Recent study Zhou et al.
(2020) proposes cylinder partition for voxelization,
which makes a higher non-empty proportion and more
balanced point distribution compared with grid parti-
tion, especially for farther-away regions. In practice,
it first transforms the Cartesian system into a polar
coordinate system through Eqn. (9), and then conducts
voxelization as Eqn. (15).
Architectures. Both MinkowskiNet and SPVCNN8

utilize the same U-Net architecture, where the dif-
ference is that there is a parallel point-wise MLP
branch in the latter. Cylinder3D9 proposes asymmet-
rical 3D convolution networks, in which it constructs
several asymmetrical blocks (e.g., exploiting 3×3×1,
3 × 1 × 3 and 1 × 3 × 3 kernels in parallel) as unit
components. 2DPASS10 uses a similar encoder archi-
tecture as SPVCNN, but it discards the decoder part
and predicts the results through multiscale concate-
nation. Moreover, Cylinder3D and 2DPASS exploit
additional a PointHead (will be introduced in Sec. 5.4)
to aggregate point-wise features into each voxel.
Configurations. Both Cylinder3D and 2DPASS are
tested with their released checkpoints. As for the
MinkowskiNet and SPVCNN, we re-trained their offi-
cial architectures with batch size 8 for epoch 64, and
gain higher results. All approaches are tested with test-
time augmentation (TTA), i.e., rotating the point cloud
with 12 views and averaging the predictions.

5 Benchmarking and Analysis
In this section, we benchmark the aforementioned 11
approaches with our diverse set of LiDAR corruptions.
We first introduce the experiment setting and eval-
uation metrics of our benchmark in Sec. 5.1. After
that, the benchmark results are shown in Sec. 5.2 to
5.5 with comprehensive analysis. We demonstrate our
benchmark results spanning different representation,
architecture, corruption intensity and data augmenta-
tion. As results, we summarize 12 observations in
total. Finally, in Sec. 5.6, we introduce RLSeg, a
robust architecture based on the above observations,
which effectively boosts the robustness of LiDAR
semantic segmentation.

8https://github.com/mit-han-lab/spvnas
9https://github.com/xinge008/Cylinder3D
10https://github.com/yanx27/2DPASS

https://github.com/HuguesTHOMAS/KPConv-PyTorch
https://github.com/QingyongHu/RandLA-Net
https://github.com/POSTECH-CVLab/point-transformer
https://github.com/mit-han-lab/spvnas
https://github.com/xinge008/Cylinder3D
https://github.com/yanx27/2DPASS
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5.1 Experiment Setting
Dataset. SemanticKITTI is currently the most widely
used LiDAR semantic segmentation dataset, which
consists of 43,552 densely annotated LiDAR scans
belonging to 21 sequences. These scans are annotated
with a total of 19 valid classes, and each scan spans
up to 160 × 160 × 20 meters with more than ∼ 105

points. Initially, the sequence 00 to 07, 09 to 10 are the
training set, 11 to 21 are the test set, and 08 is the val-
idation set. Since the annotations of 11 to 21 are not
available offline, we train all approaches on training
set and evaluate them on sequence 08.
Annotation modification. Since the corrupted point
clouds will be sparser or there are new noisy points
existed, we slightly modify the original annotations.
Specifically, for the corruption data in fog and snow-
fall simulations, we utilize the noisy data to query
the nearest neighbor of the clean data within 0.02m
to annotate labels, labeling points as ‘ignore’ if there
is no neighbor existed. In the noisy corruption (i.e.,
local and global), we directly annotate noisy points
as ‘ignore’. In the cross-device scenario, since all the
points are sampled from the original LiDAR, there is
no demand for modification. Note that the ‘ignore’
class is not considered in the evaluation.
Evaluation metric. To intuitively demonstrate the
robustness of candidate methods, we use the perfor-
mance on each corruption and the relative perfor-
mance degradation compared to the clean data on our
benchmark datasets as our evaluation metrics. Specif-
ically, we adopt mIoU(%) (i.e., averaged Intersection
over Union on each class) as our metric and the score
on the clean dataset is denoted as S. As demonstrated
in Tab. 1, we benchmark existing methods with six
categories of corruptions (C), spanning 16 different
intensities (I). The performance toward certain corrup-
tion c ∈ C can be calculated by averaging results on
each intensity:

Sc =
∑

i∈I(c)

Sc
i /N(c), (16)

where I(c) andN(c) are total intensities and the num-
ber of intensity in the corruption c. Sc

i denotes the
mIoU under corruption c and intensity i and Sc are
the averaged mIoU of all intensities under the corrup-
tion c. The relative mean robustness performance of
the model is defined as Rc = Sc/S. The higher R
means the model is more robust to inferior LiDAR
conditions. Moreover, we define a robustness mIoU
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Fig. 8 Illustration of observation-1. We show visualization results
to better explain why the projection-based methods are vulnerable
to fog simulation but robust to local deviation.

(RmIoU) and averaged relative performance (mR)
through averaging the results on different corruption:

RmIoU =
∑
c∈C

Sc/6, mR = RmIoU/S. (17)

5.2 Main Results
Benchmark results are reported in Tab. 3, in which
projection-based, point-based and voxel-based meth-
ods are demonstrated in upper, median and lower
parts, respectively. Our proposed solution will be
introduced in Sec. 5.6. According to the table, we have
the following discovery:
Observation-1: Projection-based methods are most
vulnerable to common corruptions, especially to foggy
simulation. However, they are greatly robust to local
distortion corruption.

As shown in the table, existing projection-based
methods achieve around 75% metric of mR on
SemanticKITTI-C, which is much lower than those of
point-based and voxel-based methods. Furthermore,
they only achieve around 50% original performance
in the corruption of fog simulation. In contrast, these
methods are extremely robust to local noise, especially
for the pure range image based method (i.e., 96.1%
and 94.0% R for SalsaNext Cortinhal et al. (2020)
and CENet H.-X. Cheng et al. (2022), respectively).
The reason of the above observation is that the local
corruption only slightly affects the range image and
the foggy one make range images messy, as shown in
Fig. 8. PolarNet Y. Zhang et al. (2020) and GFNet Qiu
et al. (2022) are not much robust to local corrup-
tion, since there are BEV projections in their models.
Nevertheless, they still respectively keep 83.7% and
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Fig. 9 Detailed results in fog simulation. Performance of three
typical approaches in different fog simulation intensities, where the
x-axis denotes different β values.

88.9% performance, which is much higher than those
of point and voxel based methods.
Observation-2: Traditional point-based methods
(RandLA-Net and KPConv) are more robust to com-
mon corruptions, compared with projection-based
methods. Specifically, they are much robust to adverse
weathers, but less robust to local distortion.

The table illustrates RandLA-Net Hu et al. (2020)
and KPConv Thomas et al. (2019) respectively
achieve 81.3% and 80.4% in the metric of mR. Espe-
cially, they gain highest 93.9% and 95.4% R in fog
simulation, where the best projection and voxel based
methods only achieve 54.5% and 79.7%, respectively.
Inversely, they only gain 50.1% and 44.7% perfor-
mance in local noise, which is lower than common
performance of other two mainstreams. The reason is
that the local distortion protects the local geometric
and thus makes the local aggregation failed.
Observation-3: Transformer-based local aggregation
greatly hampers the robustness, especially for global
outliers.

Though transformer-based architecture improve
the performance on the clean data, it greatly affects
the robustness against diverse corruptions. Concretely,
Point Transformer Zhao et al. (2021) gains the low-
est result in almost every corruption scenarios. For
instance, in the global outliers, most of the approaches
can keep above 90% performance, but it only achieves
61.5% in the metric of R.
Observation-4: Pure voxel-based method shows most
superior robustness cross all corruptions, especially
for cross-devices scenario. Recent state-of-the-art
voxel-based methods loss their robustness against cor-
ruption due to their hybrid-representation architec-
tures.

The results illustrate that MinkowskiNet Choy et
al. (2019) enjoy most superior robustness with pure

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

SalsaNext KPConv MinkowskiNet

mIoU

Fig. 10 Detailed results in snow simulation. Performance of three
typical approaches in different snow simulation intensities, where
the x-axis denotes different snowfall rates (mm/h).

voxel architecture. Specifically, it achieves 76.0% per-
formance preserve in 16-beam cross-device scenario,
surpassing those of projection and point based meth-
ods over 20% and 10%, respectively. SPVCNN Tang
et al. (2020) introduces point-wise MLP in par-
allel with voxel architecture, nevertheless, it loses
the robustness especially in fog simulation and 16-
beam cross-device corruptions. Recent state-of-the-art
Cylinder3D Zhu et al. (2021) and 2DPASS Yan et al.
(2022) have poor generalization ability since they use
extra representation. More analysis for this design will
be illustrated in Sec. 5.4.

5.3 Robustness in Specific Corruption
In this section, we demonstrate and analyze the result
of each specific corruption. To facilitate the experi-
ment, we only select the most typical method in each
mainstream, i.e., SalsaNext, KPConv and Minkowsk-
iNet.
Fog simulation. Fig. 9 illustrates the comprehensive
results of robustness in fog simulation. Apart from the
three intensities related in Tab. 1, i.e., 0.005, 0.06 and
0.2, we also provide other 6 intensities, including 0.01,
0.02, 0.03, 0.1, 0.12, 0.15. We find out that SalsaNext
is greatly affected by denser fog, especially when
β is larger than 0.06. Inversely, KPConv shows its
superior robustness crossing different fog intensities.
Therefore, we have the following summary:
Observation-5: All types of methods will have perfor-
mance decay as the fog becomes heavier, among which
the projection-based method decreases fastest, and the
point-based method decreases slowest.
Snow simulation. Fig. 10 illustrates the detailed
results of snow simulation. The conclusion is:
Observation-6: Though snow simulation hampers all
types of methods, the performances of point-based
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Table 4 Comprehensive results on diverse noisy corruptions.

Noise types Ratio (%) SalsaNext KPConv MinkowskiNet
mIoU R mIoU R mIoU R

No corruption 0 55.8 100.0 63.5 100.0 66.3 100.0

Global outliers

0.1 55.8 100.0 62.6 98.6 66.5 100.0
5 53.8 96.4 62.8 98.9 65.9 99.4
10 51.6 92.5 62.4 98.3 64.5 97.3
20 47.4 84.9 61.8 97.3 63.9 96.4
50 38.9 69.7 60.2 94.8 63.5 95.8

Local distortion (σ2 = 0.05)
10 55.7 99.8 59.8 94.2 62.1 93.6
20 55.2 98.9 35.5 55.9 55.5 83.7
50 50.7 90.9 17.1 26.9 36.9 55.7

Local distortion (σ2 = 0.1)
10 55.4 99.3 41.6 65.5 52.3 78.9
20 53.7 96.2 25.6 40.3 32.3 48.7
50 42.7 76.5 11.1 17.5 17.5 26.4

Local distortion (σ2 = 0.2)
10 54.8 98.2 34.1 53.7 42.5 64.1
20 51.9 93.0 21.2 33.4 23.8 35.9
50 35.4 63.4 14.1 22.2 11.2 16.9

Table 5 Comprehensive results on different LiDAR types. In ‘sparseness’, we see the original LiDAR point as ‘dense’ one, and randomly
sample 1/2 points in each beam to generate a ‘sparse’ one.

SalsaNext KPConv MinkowskiNet
LiDAR types Sparseness mIoU R mIoU R mIoU R

64-beam Dense 55.8 100.0 63.0 100.0 66.3 100.0
Sparse 52.1 93.4 63.4 99.8 63.5 95.8

32-beam Dense 52.4 93.9 59.0 92.9 62.5 94.3
Sparse 49.8 89.2 57.5 90.6 59.5 89.7

16-beam Dense 32.3 57.8 43.8 69.0 50.2 75.7
Sparse 29.7 53.2 43.0 67.7 46.4 70.0

and voxel-based methods are slightly decreased as
the snow becomes heavier, while the projection-based
methods illustrate an inverse tendency, i.e., there are
slight performance boosts in heavier snowfall.

The reason may be that the large snowfall makes
the scattered noise in the 3D space cover a larger area,
thus affecting the point-based and voxel-base meth-
ods. However, when the 3D scene is mapped to a range
image, these scattered points with larger coverage will
become sparse in each pixel.
Noisy corruptions. Results in different noisy corrup-
tions are illustrated in Tab. 4. On one hand, Minkowsk-
iNet is the most robust method against global out-
liers. It even keeps 95.8% performance in the sce-
nario with additional 50% global noisy points. On
the opposite, SalsaNext has poor generalization abil-
ity for global noise, especially with a larger proportion

of noisy points. On the other hand, the projection-
based method (i.e., SalsaNext) shows great robustness
in local distortion noises, spanning different jittering
ranges, as summarized in observation-1. In contrast,
KPConv and MinkowskiNet cannot work normally in
large-range jittering distortion.
Cross-device discrepancy. We demonstrate concrete
results on different LiDAR types in Tab. 5, where
MinkowskiNet achieves the best results in all cross-
device scenarios. In contrast, SalsaNext has poor
robustness, especially in 16-beam devices with only
around 50% original performance. Furthermore, there
is an interesting discovery:
Observation-7: Point-based methods (i.e., KPConv)
are greatly robust against the scenario of downsam-
pling points in each LiDAR beam.

As illustrated in the table, removing 1/2 points
in each beam nearly does not affect the performance
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of KPConv. Specifically, in both 16 and 32-beam
devices, the performance in sparse cases is greatly
similar to the dense ones. This achievement may
come from the sampling process in point-based meth-
ods. Compared with projection-based and voxel-based
methods that down-scale feature maps through pool-
ing or convolution operations, point-based methods
reduce the point numbers through sampling strategies,
as depicted in Sec. 4.2. Therefore, the local aggre-
gations in point-based methods are more robust to
downsampling operation.

5.4 Model Design v.s. Robustness
In this section, we comprehensively analyze the rela-
tionships between different model designs and robust-
ness. The results are illustrated in Tab. 6.
Size of range image (projection-based). As shown in
Analysis A of the table, we train CENet H.-X. Cheng
et al. (2022) with different sizes of range image, (i.e.,
512 × 64, 1024 × 64 and 2048 × 64), and gain the
following conclusion:
Observation-8: Exploiting smaller image size in
range projection will make the model more vulnerable
to noise, except for cross-device scenarios.

When adopting 512 × 64 range image as input,
the performance of CENet decreases from 76.6% R
to 70.4% R, especially in snowfall simulation with
14% robustness drop. Moreover, its mIoU dramati-
cally decays from 60.4% to 50.5% in LiDAR date
with local noises. On the opposite, adopting smaller
range images improves the robustness when deploy-
ing the model in devices with smaller beam numbers.
We believe that the reason for the above phenomenon
is that small images will make more points gather in
the same pixel. Thus, noise points can easily enlarge
the proportion of contaminated pixels. However, in
the LIDAR point cloud with a smaller beam number,
a smaller image size makes the density of the valid
pixels still quite high.
Local aggregation (point-based). For the point-
based approach, we select RandLA-Net as a typical
one and conduct an ablation study, as shown in Anal-
ysis B of Tab. 6. Specifically, we first replace the
attentive pooling with max pooling in the second line,
and replace the transformation function T (Eqn. (11))
to naive point-wise MLPs in the third line. The results
show that both two components greatly improve the
performance and the generalization ability. After dis-
carding the two components, the ablated model can

only achieve 50.3 mIoU on clean data and keep 66.7%
performance in the common corruptions.
Voxel partition (voxel-based). To further study the
effectiveness of different voxel partitions, we conduct
experiments and illustrate the results in Analysis C
of Tab. 6. During the experiments, we change the
voxel partition of MinkowskiNet to the cylinder one
and keep the network architecture the same. Con-
cretely, we first transform the LiDAR point cloud from
the Cartesian system into a polar coordinate system
through Eqn. (9). After that, we discretize the trans-
formed LiDAR data with voxel size [0.05, 0.001π,
0.05] in corresponding axes. Finally, the following
summary can be obtained.
Observation-9: Cylindrical partition in voxelization
greatly improves the robustness in most of the corrup-
tion, except in cross-device LiDAR data.

Specifically, after exploiting cylindrical voxeliza-
tion, the models’ robustness in fog, snow and local
corruptions are increased by around 10%, 17% and
16%, respectively. However, such improvement is
only for out-of-distribution data. The performance
of the model for clean data is dropped to 60.5
mIoU (a drop of about 6%). Similarly, its perfor-
mance in the cross-device deployment scenario is also
affected, especially the robustness on 16-beam LiDAR
is reduced by 26%. Nevertheless, robustness in dif-
ferent voxelization is still an important discovery in
this paper, and it also lays a foundation to propose our
newly configured method RLSeg in Sec. 5.6.
Voxel size (voxel-based). There are also experiments
to study the robustness through different voxel sizes.
The results are shown in Analysis D of Tab. 6.
Observation-10: Larger voxel partition makes voxel-
based approaches more vulnerable to global-level
corruptions, such as adverse weathers and global out-
liers. However, the robustness against local distortion
and cross-devices point clouds is improved.

In the experiment, we apply a larger voxel parti-
tion (i.e., 0.1m and 0.2m), compared with 0.05 as the
origin. The results show that this setting greatly affects
the robustness against global-level corruption, espe-
cially for the global noise. More importantly, utilizing
a small voxel size makes the model cannot achieve sat-
isfactory performance on clean data. The reason is that
a large grid makes the model merge noisy and origi-
nal points into the same grids, and loses fine-grained
information.
Hybrid-representation architecture (voxel-based).
In Analysis E of Tab. 6, we investigate the relation-
ship between robustness and hybrid-representation
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Fig. 11 Illustration of hybrid-representation architecture. The
architecture of PointHead and PointBranch are shown in (a) and (b).

architectures. As mentioned in Sec. 4.3, current state-
of-the-arts adopt hybrid-representation architecture to
boost the in-domain performance. Concretely, there
are two components that merging point-wise repre-
sentation into the voxel one, as shown in Fig. 11.
(a) PointHead: exploiting a PointNet architecture to
aggregate point-wise features into individual voxel
grids. (b) PointBranch: extracting point-wise features
in parallel, and merging the features from voxel archi-
tecture. Similar components can be found in other
previous works (e.g., Cylinder3D and SPVCNN), but
here we only conduct ablation on the state-of-the-art.
Observation-11: Although hybrid-representation
architectures improve the performance for the in-
domain LiDAR segmentation with clean data, they
are detrimental to model robustness, especially when
using the PointHead component.

As shown in Tab. 6, both PointHead and Point-
Branch boost the performance of 2DPASS on the
clean LiDAR data. However, when the PointHead is
exploited, there is a dramatic decrease in the robust-
ness, especially in fog simulation and 16-beam device
with 10% and 5% robustness drops. Similarly, Point-
Branch also hampers the robustness, but the influence
is much slight. Directly conducting point-wise MLPs
on LiDAR points is easier affected by diverse corrup-
tions, since it cannot capture local geometric.

5.5 Data Augmentation v.s. Robustness
In this section, we investigate the robustness of the
model with different data augmentation.
General augmentation strategies. Previous studies
adopt diverse data augmentation during the training.
Generally, rotation and scaling are the most widely
used. In this paper, we conduct rotation, scaling, and

Fig. 12 Examples of LiDAR point cloud after applying Mix3D.

flipping when re-training the point-based and voxel-
based models, and follow the same image-based aug-
mentation in projection-based models. Note that jitter
augmentation is not used in our experiment, as it
will generate in-domain training data for our local
distortion corruption.
MixUp on LiDAR point cloud. MixUp H. Zhang,
Cisse, Dauphin, and Lopez-Paz (2017) is initially
proposed in image classification for a more robust
representation and extends to 3D computer vision in
recent years. Existing MixUp approaches in LiDAR
semantic segmentation task include Mix3D Nekrasov
et al. (2021), Instance CutMix Xu et al. (2021) and
LaserMix Kong, Ren, Pan, and Liu (2022), where
only Mix3D is open-sourced now. Therefore, we train
MinkowskiNet with the official Mix3D, as well as
the re-produced Instance CutMix. The illustration of
Mix3D is in Fig. 12, in which Mix3D randomly
merges two LiDAR scans (including labels) into a
common coordinate. We re-produce Instance CutMix
by only merging instance-level objects from other
LiDAR scans. The experimental results are demon-
strated in Analysis F of Tab. 6.
Observation-12: Existing MixUp data augmentation
for LiDAR semantic segmentation makes the model
more robust against most of the corruption, except for
cross-device scenarios.

As illustrated in the table, after exploiting two
MixUp augmentation, there are significant boosts in
several corruptions, e.g., over 10% and 30% improve-
ments on snowfall and local distortion corruptions
with Mix3D augmentation. However, the robustness
of the model decreases in cross-device LiDAR data,
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Table 7 Ablation study for RLSeg. KD and PL denote knowledge distillation and pseudo label fine-tuning, respectively.

Model Mix3D KD PL mIoU RmIoU mR Fog Snowfall Global Local 32-beam 16-beam

MinkowskiNet
66.3 53.6 80.9 56.3 50.4 65.3 37.0 62.2 50.4

X 71.7 59.5 83.0 57.4 63.4 71.7 62.6 63.6 38.5

RLSeg (ours)

63.3 51.5 81.3 59.5 58.9 62.7 45.3 50.8 31.9
X 67.0 56.7 84.7 60.4 63.5 66.3 53.2 58.2 38.7
X X 70.9 60.3 85.0 55.9 64.0 70.8 69.6 60.0 41.5
X X X 73.5 62.5 85.0 57.6 66.2 73.4 71.9 62.3 43.6
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Fig. 13 Visualization. We demonstrate the visualization results of the most robust existing method (MinkowskiNet) and our RLSeg on four
cases, including clean data and three LiDAR corruptions. The noisy points are labeled as ‘ignore’ (black color) and not considered in the
evaluation. The left two columns are colorized by error maps, and the last one is colorized by ground truth.

especially in 16-beam data with larger domain dis-
crepancies. The reason is that MixUp augmentation
utilizes denser mixed point clouds as input, and thus
makes the model vulnerable to the sparse point clouds.

5.6 Boosting Corruption Robustness
Summarize the observations. In Sec. 5.2-5.5, we
obtain 12 observations in total. In order to design a

more robust model, we summarize the most useful
information from these observations:
1) Voxel-based architecture: After summarizing
observations 1-6, we prefer to use the voxel-based
method as our backbone. The reason is that the
methods of projection-based and point-based do not
perform well on clean data, and both of them are
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Fig. 14 Illustration of training process of RLSeg.

vulnerable to certain corruption. In contrast, the voxel-
based method performs well in most cases, and the
results on clean data are also satisfactory.
2) Cylindrical partition with appropriate voxel
size: As shown in observation-9 and 10, exploit-
ing cylindrical partition and appropriate voxel size
increase the robustness of the model.
3) Single-representation: Observation-11 illus-
trates that though hybrid-representation architecture
improves the performance on clean data, it hampers
the robustness against common corruptions.
4) Mix3D augmentation: This can be gained by
observation-12.
Based on the above four conclusions, we design
the robust LiDAR segmentation (RLSeg) model in
this paper. Specifically, we use MinkowskiNet as our
backbone due to its single-representation nature. Fur-
thermore, we transform the LiDAR point cloud from
the Cartesian system into a polar coordinate system
through Eqn. (9) and apply a cylindrical partition with
voxel size [0.05, 0.001π, 0.05]. However, the result
in Tab. 6 shows that cylindrical partition hampers the
performance on the clean data.
Training with knowledge distillation. To tackle this
problem, we adopt the knowledge distillation Hinton,
Vinyals, and Dean (2014) and self-training techniques
to enhance the model. Specifically, we first train a
teacher MinkowskiNet model with grid voxel parti-
tion, voxel size 0.05 and Mix3D augmentation, obtain-
ing the model with 71.7% mIoU on clean data, as
shown in the last row of Tab. 6. After that, we train
the above RLSeg with a teacher-student framework,
applying KL divergence to the output logits of RLS
and the teacher MinkowskiNet, as shown in Fig. 14.
During the training, the Mix3D is only conducted on
the student model, and the KL divergence constrains
the original data. We train RLSeg with 64 epochs with
a weight of 0.05 for KL divergence. Finally, motivated
by the improvement achieved by pseudo label J. Li,

Dai, and Ding (2022) in semi-supervised learning, we
further fine-tune the student network 48 epochs on
clean validation data with pseudo labels generated by
the teacher MinkowskiNet.
Concrete results. Through such a simple but effec-
tive manner, we significantly improve the performance
on clean data, while keeping the robustness against
diverse corruptions. The results are demonstrated in
Tab. 3, where RLSeg significantly outperforms exist-
ing methods. We analyze different designs through
an ablation study in Tab. 7. As shown in the table,
exploiting our architecture improves the robustness,
but causes a performance drop to 63.3 mIoU. After
using knowledge distillation (KD) and Mix3D, there
is a huge performance boost from 63.3 to 70.9, while
increasing the robustness from 81.3 to 85.0. Finally,
utilizing pseudo label fine-tuning can further improve
the performance while keeping the robustness, which
shows a promising improvement by leveraging the
potential of semi-supervised learning, giving a per-
formance boost to about 73.5%. This also gives hints
for future work that improve the robust but poor
performance network to better performance.

We provide visualization results of our RLSeg
and MinkowskiNet in Fig. 13, in which our proposed
model performs better. Specifically, MinkowskiNet
cannot work normally in fog simulation and local
distortion, and there are large areas of errors in the
LiDAR scenes. In contrast, our RLSeg provides robust
prediction even for the small objects (as shown in
red circles). These show the robustness of our model
as well as the promising future for robust LIDAR
semantic segmentation.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a new benchmark called
SemanticKITTI-C, with respect to real-world and
out-of-domain LiDAR corruptions. We systematically
investigate a wide range of LiDAR semantic segmen-
tation models, spanning different input representations
and network architectures. After analyzing the results
of previous approaches, we summarized 12 obser-
vations for the future research. Finally, we propose
RLSeg based on the above observations, which effec-
tively boosts the robustness of LiDAR semantic seg-
mentation. We hope our benchmark, comprehensive
analysis and observations could boost future research
for robust LiDAR semantic segmentation in safety-
critical applications.
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