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Abstract— Recent advances in 4D radar highlight its potential
for robust environment perception under adverse conditions, yet
progress in radar semantic segmentation remains constrained
by the scarcity of open source datasets and labels. The RaDelft
data set [1], although seminal, provides only LiDAR annotations
and no public code to generate radar labels, limiting repro-
ducibility and downstream research. In this work, we reproduce
the numerical results of the RaDelft group [2] and demonstrate
that a camera-guided radar labeling pipeline can generate
accurate labels for radar point clouds without relying on human
annotations. By projecting radar point clouds into camera-
based semantic segmentation and applying spatial clustering,
we create labels that significantly enhance the accuracy of radar
labels. These results establish a reproducible framework that
allows the research community to train and evaluate the labeled
4D radar data. In addition, we study and quantify how different
fog levels affect the radar labeling performance.

Index Terms— Semantic Scene Understanding, Sensor Fu-
sion, Deep Learning for Visual Perception, Computer Vision
for Transportation, Data Sets for Robotic Vision

I. INTRODUCTION

4D radar is increasingly used for autonomous perception
due to its long-range sensing and robustness to adverse
weather conditions. RaDelft data [2] report excellent quanti-
tative results, but do not release code or radar labels, making
it difficult to validate methods, compare architectures fairly,
or extend pipelines to new environments and settings. This
reproducibility gap creates barriers for researchers who want
to use the RaDelft dataset.

This paper addresses reproducibility and accessibility to
labels. First, we reproduce the RaDelft radar semantic
segmentation baseline without using the authors’ code or
proprietary labels, relying solely on publicly available radar
tensors and calibration metadata. We implement a training
and evaluation pipeline and release the complete package:
code and trained checkpoints. Second, we propose a camera-
guided radar labeling pipeline that transfers semantic priors
from camera segmentation to radar, followed by class-aware
clustering to refine the transferred labels. This cross-modal
supervision significantly improves the detection probability
compared to a radar-only setup. Third, we study adversarial
weather robustness by simulating fog at varying intensities
in the image domain and measuring how fog degrades image
semantic segmentation and final radar labeling performance.
This analysis clarifies how camera-based labeling benefits
radar under degraded visual conditions.

Our main contributions are: (1) An open and reproducible
baseline on RabDelft. The complete training and inference
code, trained weights, and evaluation scripts will be released
upon acceptance. (2) A practical pipeline that uses cam-
eras to guide radar labeling. This produces labeled radar
point clouds and achieves better detection probability and
improved chamfer distance than the original RaDelft results
[2]. (3) We vary the intensity of the fog in the camera domain
to measure its impact on camera-guided labeling, offering
insights into cross-modal supervision under adverse weather.

II. RELATED WORK

Deep learning has significantly advanced 3D semantic
segmentation by enabling networks to learn spatial and
contextual information from multi-modal data [3], [4], [5].
The recent survey by Betsas ef al. provides a comprehensive
overview of deep learning methods for 3D semantic seg-
mentation [6]. For example, Schumann et al. use a variant
of PointNet++ to perform semantic segmentation in radar
point clouds [7]. However, 3D semantic segmentation suffers
from the limitation of each sensor’s capability. This motivates
the use of camera segmentation as a supervision method for
generating labeled point clouds. Yan et al. introduced a 2D
priors-assisted semantic segmentation approach that transfers
rich semantic cues from camera image to LiDAR point
clouds, which effectively improved 3D scene understanding
[8]. Sun et al. used a similar method to label LiDAR
point clouds in the RaDelft data set [2]. This paradigm
demonstrates the benefit of leveraging 2D priors to enhance
3D perception, which aligns with our goal of fusing camera
semantics to help radar-based scene understanding. However,
these works do not investigate how degraded environments,
such as fog or low visibility, affect the accuracy of camera-
based supervision. This gap motivates our study, which
analyzes the robustness of camera-assisted labeling under
different fog intensities and explores the complementary role
of radar in adverse weather.

III. METHODOLOGY

This section outlines the main components and method-
ology for reproducing the RaDelft baseline, camera radar
fusion, and camera-assisted labeling.

A. Reproducing the RaDelft Baseline

We follow the RaDelft convention and reproduce the
results.
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1) RAED — RAE encoding: Each radar frame is first
represented as a Range-Azimuth-Elevation-Doppler (RAED)
tensor of size 2 x 128 x 240 x 500 (channels x Doppler
x azimuth X range). The two channels store (i) power
measured at a specific Doppler, azimuth, and range bin, and
(ii) a single elevation index € {1,...,34} per RAD voxel
corresponding to the strongest return along the elevation
dimension for that voxel. For supervision and inference, we
convert the RAED tensor to a Range—Azimuth—Elevation
(RAE) volume of size 500 x 240 x 34 using the provided
elevation index and average-pool power aggregation within
bins, consistent with the baseline formulation. Then, we
apply log(1 + p) and per-frame standardization over (R, A)
to stabilize the dynamic range:

D — RA

b= ORA T €

p =log(1+p),
where p is the raw power at each voxel, ur4 and o4 denote
the mean and standard deviation of p computed across the
range—azimuth plane (R, A) for each frame, ensuring that
the normalized features are zero-centered and scale-invariant
with each radar frame. The small constant € is added to
avoid numerical instability during division. This yields the
RAE tensor for the 2D backbone.

2) Backbone (two 2D FPN branches + 3D U-Net re-
finement): Following the RaDelft architecture design, we
create two ResNet-18 FPN [9] branches operating on
(Ng, Ngr, N4) slices: an occupancy branch producing O €
RBXNeXNrXNa (patch, elevation, range, azimuth) and a
class branch producing C' € REXKXNexNa (batch, classes,
range, azimuth), K =5 in this work, i.e, 5 classes of interest.
Broadcasting these into a 3D semantic seed,

Sinit = 0(0) ® softmax(C) € RB*XEKEXNrxNa ><NE’

where ¢ represents the sigmoid function, © denotes element-
wise multiplication between two tensors of the same shape,
and the softmax function converts a vector of class logits
into a normalized probability distribution whose entries sum
to 1. We followed with a lightweight 3D U-Net [10] which
has two encoder levels, bottleneck, and symmetric decoder.
The network outputs logits Z € REXKXNrXNaxNeg,

3) Loss and class imbalance: We used a weighted cross-
entropy (WCE) [11] plus soft dice (sDice) loss [12]:

L =CEu(Z,Y)+ AsDice(Z,Y), A=25,

where Y € {0,..., K — 1}B*XNexNaxNe are voxel labels.
The class weights w are calculated from the statistics of the
data set and fixed during training (the released code includes
exact values).

4) Training protocol: Scenes 1, 3, 4, 5, 7 from the RaDelft
dataset [1] are used for training, and Scene 2 is used for
testing.

B. Semantic Fusion under Degraded Visual Conditions

Adverse weather, such as fog, reduces the effectiveness
of vision-based segmentation. However, radar is inherently
robust to fog, making it a complementary sensing modality.

To exploit this advantage, we fuse semantic information from
camera and radar to get more reliable semantic priors for
radar labeling under degraded visual conditions.

1) Foggy image generation: We generate fog images
using fog simulation techniques for clear weather images
in the RaDelft dataset [1]. We adapt the pipeline used in
[13] where [ is the attenuation coefficient of light. The
larger the value of (3, the denser the generated fog. In our
experiment, we generate four different levels of fog, with the
corresponding 3 = 0.02,0.04,0.08,0.15.

2) Radar depth-based segmentation: We first employ the
4D radar point clouds from the RaDelft dataset and con-
vert them into dense radar depth maps using the spectrum
learning framework described in [14]. This method learns
to reconstruct the depth per pixel from the radar spectrum,
yielding a radar depth map aligned with the camera view. We
then train a DeepLabV3+ model [15] in radar depth maps
to obtain radar-based semantic segmentation results, which
serve as a complement to the camera segmentation results.

3) Camera-radar semantic fusion: Given the semantic
segmentation maps from the camera (S¢,y,) and radar depth
maps (Spq), we merge them into a unified semantic prior
Stse for labeling. Specifically, we treat the camera seg-
mentation as the primary semantic source and use radar
segmentation to complement missing targets when visual
degradation causes the camera model to fail. The fusion logic
is summarized as:

Srad(p),  if Scam(p) = background and
Sfuse(p) = Srad(p) 7& background,
Seam(p), otherwise.

Fig. 1 shows examples of a camera segmentation result, radar
segmentation result, and fused segmentation result.

C. Camera-Assisted Labeling

To have a better annotation for radar point clouds, we use
a cross-modal geometric projection framework that transfers
semantic information from camera images to radar point
clouds. The complete pipeline is summarized below.

1) Coordinate Alignment and Calibration: Each radar
frame is synchronized with the corresponding camera image
through the dataset timestamps. The intrinsic and extrinsic
parameters are provided from the dataset. Given the roll-
pitch-yaw angles (r, p,y) and translation vector t, a homo-
geneous transformation matrix is constructed to map radar-
frame coordinates into the camera coordinate system:

Tcamerad = Rz (y) Rg_(rp) Rx (T) ; (1)

where Ry (r), Ry(p), and R.(y) denote the basic rotation
matrices around the z, y, and z axes. The radar point cloud
P = [z, y, z,1]T is transformed into the camera coordinate
frame as

Pcam — dcam¢—rad P (2)
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Fig. 1: Example of semantic segmentation results. The first
row shows the foggy image at fog intensity of 8 = 0.15
and its semantic segmentation. The second row shows the
corresponding radar depth map and its segmentation result.
The third row shows the clear image and the fused radar-
camera segmentation. In semantic segmentation, dark grey
represents scenario objects, pink represents pedestrians, blue
represents vehicles and red represents bicycles. Plot (b)
missed the vehicles due to the fog, but correctly identifies
the person (bounded in green box highlighted in the figure).
Plot (d) detected vehicles but misclassified the person as a
cyclist. Plot (f) combines the vehicle detections from (d) with
the correct person classification obtained in (b), showing a
superior performance to camera-only (b) and radar-only (d).

2) 3-D — 2-D Projection: After transforming the radar
point cloud into the camera coordinate frame, each point
Peam = [Xu, Ye, Z¢, 1]7 is projected onto the camera image
plane using the camera projection matrix K. The pixel
coordinates (u,v) are obtained by the perspective projection
and homogeneous normalization:

u=K

T

cam 3)

; d=Z, “4)

SRS

where d represents the depth of the radar return along the
camera range axis. Only points that fall within the valid
image region and have positive depth are retained. Let the

image resolution be (H, W); then the visibility mask is
defined as

M:{i|0<ui<W,O<vi<H,di>0} (®)]

In practice, we also reject distant points whose range exceeds
a predefined threshold (d; < 50 m in our implementation) to
avoid extremely sparse radar reflections.

3) Semantic Transfer: For each valid projected point
(u,v), the semantic class label is sampled from the corre-
sponding pixel of the camera semantic segmentation map
produced by a pre-trained DeepLabV3 + model [15]. Each
valid radar point (x;,y;, 2;) is associated with its projected
pixel location (u;,v;), allowing pixel-level semantic sam-
pling from the camera segmentation map.

ieM, (6)

Ci = Simg(uiv vi),

where Sine denotes the semantic segmentation function of
the camera that returns a class index for pixel (u,v). This
establishes a one-to-one correspondence between visible
radar returns and image pixels, which forms the basis for
cross-modal semantic label transfer.

4) Post-Processing and Refinement: Although projected
camera labels provide dense supervision, misalignments and
noise remain due to occlusion and calibration errors. To
improve radar labeling, we refined the labeled radar points
using a cluster-based filtering scheme. First, we group radar
points with density-based spatial clustering of applications
with noise (DBSCAN) in 3-D space to form spatial
clusters. Within each cluster, the proportion of object labels
(pedestrian, vehicle, bicycle) is compared with class-specific
thresholds. If only one class exceeds its threshold, the entire
cluster is reassigned to that class; otherwise it reverts to
the background. Finally, to prevent isolated false positives,
we validate the clusters by nearest-neighbor distance. Only
points within a class-dependent radius are retained. This
refinement step gives labels to points that are occluded by
foreground points and ensures local spatial coherence.

Fig. 2 illustrates the camera-radar fusion labeling pipeline.
Camera image and radar depth maps are segmented
separately, and fused into a joint semantic map as described
in Sec III-B.3. This map is used to assign per-point labels
after projecting the radar point cloud into the camera frame,
as described in Sec III-C.3. The resulting labeled radar
points are further spatially refined using the method stated
in Sec III-C 4.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Reproducing the RaDelft Baseline

We re-implemented the radar semantic segmentation
pipeline described in the RaDelft work. We train for up to
60 epochs on scenes {1, 3, 4, 5, 7}, with an 80/20 train/val
split. Scene 2 is held out for testing. The loss function is a
weighted combination of standard cross-entropy and multi-
class soft Dice loss. The cross-entropy term uses per-class
weights to counter the extreme class imbalance between
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Fig. 2: Radar—camera fusion and radar point cloud labeling pipeline.

classes (over 99% of the voxels are empty, and among those
voxels that are not empty, 92% belong to scenario objects).
We observed that these class weights are critical to the final
performance: small changes in the weights can significantly
shift the trade-off between high P, (detection rate) and low
Py, (false alarm rate). In practice, we swept multiple weight
configurations for the five classes and selected a setting that
is closest to the original paper. The per-class weights we
used is

w = [1.27 x 107%, 2.26 x 1072, 5.99, 3.93 x 10!, 2.50],

where the weights correspond respectively to the classes
empty, scenario objects, pedestrians, vehicles, and bicycles.
This tuning is necessary because the radar voxel distribution
is highly skewed: most voxels are empty, while pedestrians
and cyclists occupy only a tiny fraction of the volume.
Without reweighting, the model collapses toward predicting
mostly empty and achieves artificially low Py, but very
poor object P;. With stronger weights on minority classes,
the network becomes more willing to detect small targets,
which increases P; for vehicles and VRUs (‘pedestrians’
and ‘bicycles’ are combined in the same class to consider
vulnerable road users) but can also raise Py, if the weights
are too aggressive.

B. Radar Depth Map Semantic Segmentation

To obtain radar-based semantic information, we trained
a DeepLabV3+ network with a ResNet-101 backbone on
the radar depth maps derived from the RaDelft dataset.
The ground-truth labels for training the radar depth map
segmentation network were obtained from the semantic seg-
mentation results of the corresponding camera images. A

DeepLabV3+ model pretrained on the Cityscapes dataset was
used to generate pixel-level semantic maps for each image.
The resulting segmentation masks were then converted into
five unified categories (background, scenario objects, pedes-
trians, vehicles, and bicycles). Each radar frame was con-
verted into a pseudo-image representation [14] and labeled
according to the same five semantic classes. We generate
1500 frames of radar depth map: the first 150 frames are left
for testing, the rest are used for training.

V. EVALUATION AND RESULTS
A. Reproduce Performance

To evaluate the reproducibility performance, we compare
our reported results with the original RaDelft baseline re-
ported by Sun [2]. All experiments are conducted on the
same dataset configuration and use identical radar cube
dimensions and evaluation metrics. Table I presents the
detection probability (Py), false alarm probability (F%,), and
chamfer distance (CD) for different object categories. As
shown in Table I, our reproduced results closely match the
quantitative performance reported in the original RaDelft
thesis [2] in all metrics. Fig. 3 shows an example of the
generated radar point cloud (PC) with class information, the
corresponding LiDAR PCs ground truth, and the reference
camera image.

B. Camera-Assisted Labeling Performance

To assess the effectiveness of camera-based and camera-
radar-fused labeling under varying visual degradation, we
evaluated the detection probability (FPy), false alarm prob-
ability (Py,) and chamfer distance (CD) in increasing fog
intensities. Table II summarizes the performance for the



TABLE I: Quantitative comparison between the RaDelft baseline and our reproduced model.

Method Pd,All PfaAll Pd,Scenario Pfa,Scenario Pd,Vehicles Pfa,Vehicles Pd,VRU Pfa,VRU C'l)All CVDScenario CDTarget
Delft 63.1% 3.55% 60.7% — 34.8% — 23.1% — 2.15m 245m 6.73m
Ours 65.1% 2.23% 63.2% 2.09% 42.3% 0.11% 28.9% 0.04% 1.72m 1.96 m 6.53m

Note: — indicates a value not reported by the original author.
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Fig. 3: Visualization of generated radar PCs and the corre-
sponding image and LiDAR ground truth, different colors
represents different classes. The color bar distinguishes the
4 classes. Overall, the generated radar PCs correctly identify
the vehicles, as in green box, and bicycles, as in orange box.

camera-only, camera + radar and radar-only configurations,
compared to the baseline RaDelft method. All methods are
evaluated in Scene?2 of the RaDelft dataset using the first 150
frames, where radar predictions are projected into the camera
frame and cropped in a depth range of 50m as in Equation
5. The "RaDelft baseline” refers to our reproduced version
of the original RaDelft model [2], evaluated under the same
spatial and temporal conditions to ensure a fair comparison
with other methods. The camera-only method uses semantic
segmentation from the camera images alone to assign labels
to radar points. The camera + radar method uses the fused
camera and radar segmentation output to assign labels to
radar points. The ’radar only’ method relies solely on radar
semantic segmentation results for labeling.

In clear weather, the reproduced RaDelft baseline achieves
a moderate detection rate (Pgvehicles = 0.33) with very
low false alarms, but it tends to miss many small objects.
By contrast, the camera-only method significantly improves
the detection of vehicles and VRUs while maintaining a
comparable false alarm rate and achieving a lower Chamfer
Distance, indicating a more accurate labeling of radar point
clouds. As the fog intensity increases, the performance of
the camera-only labeling gradually degrades, particularly

for vulnerable road users (VRUs). The fused camera+radar
method consistently improves the geometric accuracy (lower
CDrarger) and partially improves the object detection rates
compared to the camera-only baseline, especially at heavy
fog levels (e.g., fog intensity 0.15). This demonstrates
that radar contributes complementary information that re-
mains robust under adverse visual conditions. The radar-
only model, trained purely on radar depth maps, shows
stable but limited performance. Overall, the results show that
camera-assisted labeling provides better performance than
the original RaDelft baseline methods.

Fig. 4 provides a qualitative comparison between the re-
produced RaDelft baseline labeling and our camera-assisted
labeling approach (camera-only variant). The top row shows
the RGB camera image and the corresponding LiDAR point
cloud used as a geometric reference. The bottom row shows
the radar point cloud colored by semantic labels produced
by the reproduced RaDelft model in (c); and our camera-
derived model in (d). Our method produces denser and more
consistent labels on vehicles compared to the reproduced
RaDelft output.
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Fig. 4: Qualitative comparison of radar point cloud labeling.
Our method, in figure (d), correctly classified the cars (points
within the green box). Whereas the original RaDelft method
failed to classify the vehicles.

VI. DISCUSSION

Although the fusion of radar and camera segmentation
generally improves the performance in extreme adverse con-
ditions (e.g., fog intensity S = 0.15), our results indicate
that under light fog (e.g., fog intensity 8 = 0.02 and 8 =



TABLE II: Camera-assisted labeling performance under different fog intensities.

FOg Intens“y Method Pd,Scenario Pfa,Scenario Pd,Vehicles Pfa,\/ehicles Pd,VRU Pfa,VRU CDScenario CDTarget

0.00 RaDelft baseline 0.556 0.0155 0.331 0.00073 0.325 0.00025 1.87 6.30
Camera only 0.541 0.0145 0.567 0.00179 0.426 0.00012 1.79 4.66

0.02 Camera only 0.540 0.0145 0.566 0.00177 0.433 0.00012 1.79 4.79
Camera+radar 0.535 0.0145 0.555 0.00176 0.426 0.00021 1.81 4.77

0.04 Camera only 0.541 0.0145 0.564 0.00177 0.419 0.00012 1.79 4.93
Camera+radar 0.535 0.0145 0.558 0.00178 0.418 0.00021 1.80 4.74

0.08 Camera only 0.544 0.0147 0.544 0.00166 0.365 0.00010 1.79 5.69
Camera+radar 0.537 0.0145 0.554 0.00173 0.377 0.00019 1.80 491

0.15 Camera only 0.548 0.0151 0.463 0.00136 0.059 0.00002 1.81 6.94
Camera-+radar 0.540 0.0147 0.523 0.00157 0.329 0.00017 1.79 5.23

- Radar only 0.544 0.0153 0.357 0.00095 0.330 0.00023 1.87 5.54

0.04), the “camera + radar” approach does not outperform
the “camera only” labeling. In these conditions, the camera
segmentation still provides high-confidence semantic results,
and the added radar information has limited complementary
value. Moreover, the radar depth maps have lower spatial
resolution. When fused, these coarse radar predictions can
introduce additional false positives in regions where the
camera segmentation is already accurate, slightly degrad-
ing Pyq. This suggests that multi-modal fusion should be
adaptively weighted based on environmental visibility, where
camera-dominant labeling suffices in light fog, while radar
contributions become more important only as visual quality
deteriorates.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we reproduced the RaDelft 4D radar seman-
tic segmentation baseline, providing an open, reproducible
framework including the full training pipeline, pretrained
weights, and labeled radar data. We further introduced a
camera-assisted labeling approach that leverages camera
semantic segmentation to generate accurate radar labels
through geometric projection and spatial clustering. Our
experiments demonstrate that this approach significantly im-
proves labeling accuracy compared to the original RaDelft
baseline and provides a useful benchmark for future radar
perception research. We also analyzed the robustness of
camera-based supervision under varying fog intensities. The
results show that camera-only labeling performs well under
clear and light fog conditions, and fusion with radar infor-
mation only becomes useful when the visibility deteriorates
badly. Further research can focus on developing adaptive fu-
sion strategies that dynamically adjust the weighting between
camera and radar modalities based on environmental condi-
tions. Moreover, we can incorporate temporal information
for motion-consistent labeling.
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