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Abstract— 2D RGB images and 3D LIDAR point clouds
provide complementary knowledge for the perception system of
autonomous vehicles. Several 2D and 3D fusion methods have
been explored for the LIDAR semantic segmentation task, but
they suffer from different problems. 2D-to-3D fusion methods
require strictly paired data during inference, which may not
be available in real-world scenarios, while 3D-to-2D fusion
methods cannot explicitly make full use of the 2D information.
Therefore, we propose a Bidirectional Fusion Network with
Cross-Modality Knowledge Distillation (CMDFusion) in this
work. Our method has two contributions. First, our bidirec-
tional fusion scheme explicitly and implicitly enhances the 3D
feature via 2D-to-3D fusion and 3D-to-2D fusion, respectively,
which surpasses either one of the single fusion schemes. Second,
we distillate the 2D knowledge from a 2D network (Camera
branch) to a 3D network (2D knowledge branch) so that the
3D network can generate 2D information even for those points
not in the FOV (field of view) of the camera. In this way,
RGB images are not required during inference anymore since
the 2D knowledge branch provides 2D information according
to the 3D LIDAR input. We show that our CMDFusion
achieves the best performance among all fusion-based methods
on SemanticKITTI and nuScenes datasets. The code will be
released at https://github.com/Jun-CEN/CMDFusion.

I. INTRODUCTION

3D LIDAR is significant for the perception system of
autonomous vehicles, and one of the applicable tasks with
LIDAR is semantic segmentation. Great efforts have been
made for better LIDAR semantic segmentation performance
using single LIDAR modality [3]–[6]. Recently, several
multi-modality methods are developed [1], [2] to fuse the
features of LIDAR and colorful cameras since they provide
complementary information. LIDAR provides reliable depth
information and is robust to light conditions such as dark
nights, while the camera offers a dense colorful appearance
and fine-grained textures. In this work, we also aim to study
how to effectively leverage these two modality data for better
LIDAR semantic segmentation.

Existing fusion-based methods can be divided into 2D-to-
3D fusion method (PMF [1]) and 3D-to-2D fusion method
(2DPASS [2]), as shown in Fig. 1 (a) and (b). PMF injects
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Fig. 1. (a) 2D-to-3D methods (PMF [1]) can only handle points in the FOV
of the camera. (b) 3D-to-2D methods (2DPASS [2]) do not explicitly involve
the 2D information into 3D features. (c) Our CMDFusion can process the
whole point cloud through cross-modality distillation and strengthen the 3D
features through bidirectional fusion.

2D knowledge into the LIDAR features, so it needs strictly
paired data during training and inference. However, the FOV
of LIDAR and the camera may not totally overlap with
each other, so those points out of the FOV of the camera
cannot be tested. For example, SemanticKITTI [7] only
provides two front-view images, and points at the side and
back cannot be involved in the PMF framework. 2DPASS
notices this problem and proposed injecting 3D features into
2D features during training to implicitly enhance the 3D
features. In this way, 2DPASS does not require images during
inference. However, 3D features do not explicitly contain 2D
information in such a 3D-to-2D scheme.

To solve the mentioned problems of 2D-to-3D and 3D-to-
2D fusion methods, we propose a Bidirectional Fusion Net-
work with Cross-Modality Knowledge Distillation (CMDFu-
sion), as shown in Fig. 1 (c). Specifically, on the one hand,
we propose a Bidirectional Fusion Block (BFB) to explicitly
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and implicitly enhance the 3D features through 2D-to-3D and
3D-to-2D injection, which owns the benefits of both single
fusion schemes. On the other hand, we propose a Cross-
Modality Distillation (CMD) module to let a 3D network
(2D knowledge branch) memorize the information of the 2D
network (camera branch) during training. During inference,
the 2D knowledge branch provides the 2D image information
based on the 3D LIDAR point cloud inputs so that we can
obtain the 2D knowledge for the whole point cloud, including
those points not in the FOV of the camera.

We evaluate our method on two challenging datasets,
including SemanticKITTI [7] and NuScenes [8]. Experiments
show that our method achieves the best performance among
all fusion-based methods. In summary, our contributions
include the following:

• We develop a bidirectional fusion method CMDFusion
for the LIDAR semantic segmentation task, which sur-
passes the single directional 2D-to-3D fusion and 3D-
to-2D fusion methods.

• We develop a cross-modality distillation module to
generate 2D information for those points that are out
of the FOV of the camera.

• We experimentally show that our method achieves the
best performance among fusion-based methods on Se-
manticKITTI and Nuscenes datasets.

II. RELATED WORK

3D LIDAR semantic segmentation has grown very fast
based on well-annotated public datasets, such as Se-
manticKITTI [7] and NuScenes [8]. Most methods in this
area are single-modality, i.e., only use LIDAR point cloud
to extract information. Specifically, single-modality methods
can be categorized into point-based, projection-based, voxel-
based, and multi-view fusion methods.

1) Point-based methods [9]–[11] adapt PointNet [12]
and PointNet++ [13] to the LIDAR domain. These point-
based methods do not generalize very well in the LIDAR
point cloud scenarios since their sampling and searching
algorithms cannot perfectly handle the sparse outdoor point
clouds.

2) Voxel-based methods divide the whole point cloud into
voxels [14] and apply efficient 3D convolution for semantic
segmentation like SparseConv [15]. Cylinder3D [5] proposed
a cylindrical partition and asymmetrical 3D convolutional
network which follows the geometry structure of the LIDAR
point cloud.

3) Projection-based methods first project 3D LIDAR point
cloud into 2D range-view images [4] or birds-eye-view
(BEV) images [16] and then apply 2D convolution network
for semantic segmentation. However, such a projection in-
evitably loses some of the 3D geometry information.

4) Multi-view fusion methods combine different views
of the LIDAR point cloud as inputs. FusionNet [17] and
SPVCNN [3] fuse voxel and point level information, while
RPVNet [18] fuses the information of voxel, point, and range
views.

Recently, multi-modality fusion has become popular in
the autonomous driving area. In the 3D object detection
task, BEV fusion [19]–[21] unifies the LIDAR and image
features in the BEV space and achieves the state-of-the-art
performance. However, the height information is much more
critical in the semantic segmentation task than the object
detection task, so the BEV-based method [16] has limited
performance on the semantic segmentation task. Instead,
PMF [1] projects the LIDAR point cloud into the image
space and then conducts 2D-to-3D fusion for better 3D
feature representation. 2DPASS [2] finds that the 2D-to-3D
fusion method like PMF can only be applied on the points in
the overlapping FOVs of the LIDAR and camera, so 2DPASS
conducts 3D-to-2D fusion to strengthen the 3D features by
supervising the 3D features from the 2D branch.

Compared to PMF and 2DPASS, our bidirectional fusion
network enjoys the benefits of both 2D-to-3D and 3D-to-
2D fusion schemes. Besides, we propose a cross-modality
distillation module so that our network can be applied to the
whole LIDAR point cloud, including the points that are out
of the FOV of the camera.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Framework Overview

The simplified and specific overall structure of our pro-
posed CMDFusion is shown in Fig. 1 (c) and Fig. 2 (a),
respectively. Our CMDFusion is composed of three branches,
including a camera branch (2D network), a 2D knowledge
branch (3D network), and a 3D LIDAR branch (3D network).

1) Training: During training, the 2D knowledge branch
(a 3D network) learns the 2D image information from the
camera branch (a 2D network) via Cross-Modality Distil-
lation (CMD). Although the CMD is conducted on those
points in the overlapping FOVs of the LIDAR and camera,
the 2D knowledge branch can be generalized to the points
that are out of the FOV of the camera. In this way, we can
obtain the 2D information of the whole point cloud, which is
not approachable in PMF [1] or 2DPASS [2]. Then we fuse
the features of the 2D knowledge branch and 3D LIDAR
branch through Bidirectional Fusion Block (BFB). On the
one hand, 2D-to-3D directional fusion explicitly enhances
the 3D feature via 2D information injection. On the other
hand, 3D-to-2D directional fusion implicitly improves the
robustness of the 3D feature since it is required to have the
potential to be well adapted to the 2D space. Therefore, our
BFB enjoys the benefits of both PMF and 2DPASS.

2) Testing: During inference, the camera branch is not
needed anymore since its knowledge is already distilled to
the 2D knowledge branch. Besides, only 2D-to-3D direc-
tional fusion is involved as the final prediction results come
from the 3D LIDAR branch. The right-hand side of Fig. 1 (c)
shows the parts that are needed during inference.

B. Point-to-pixel Corrspondence

Point-to-pixel correspondence is the pre-request of Cross-
Modality Distillation (CMD). Given a LIDAR point cloud
P = {pi}Ni=1 ∈ RN×3, where pi = (xi, yi, zi) ∈ R3 refers
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Fig. 2. (a) Framework overview of CMDFusion. The 2D knowledge branch learns the 2D information from the camera branch through Cross-Modality
Distillation (CMD). The 3D LIDAR branch and 2D knowledge branch interact with each other through Bidirectional Fusion Block (BFB) at each scale.
(b) The structure of BFB. (c) The structure of the single fusion block.

to the XYZ coordinates of a point and N is the number of
points in the point cloud, the projected 2D coordinates of the
point pi is calculated as:

[ui, vi, 1]
T =

1

zi
×K × T × [xi, yi, zi, 1]

T , (1)

where K ∈ R3×4 and T ∈ R4×4 denote the intrinsic
and extrinsic matrices of the camera, respectively. Then
we have p̂i = (⌊vi⌋, ⌊ui⌋) ∈ R2 as the integer projected
2D coordinates, where ⌊·⌋ is the floor operation. For the
SemanticKITTI dataset, K and T are already given. For the
NuScenes dataset, the extrinsic matrix T is calculated as:

T = TC←egotc
× Tegotc←G × TG←egotl

× Tegotl
←L, (2)

where L, C, and G refer to the LIDAR, camera, and global.
Note that CMD is only applied on the points that are

in the overlapping FOVs of LIDAR and camera, as shown
in the colorized region in the input of the 2D knowledge
branch in Fig. 2 (a). Formally, suppose the points set in
the overlapping FOVs of LIDAR and camera is PO =
{pi}N

O

i=1 ∈ RNO×3, where NO denotes the number of points
in the overlapping FOVs of the LIDAR and camera, then for
each point pi in PO, its corresponding projected coordinates
p̂i = (⌊vi⌋, ⌊ui⌋) should meet:{

0 ≤ ⌊vi⌋ ≤ H
0 ≤ ⌊ui⌋ ≤ W,

(3)

where H and W refer to the height and width of correspond-
ing images. Note that for feature maps under different scales,
we first upsample the feature maps to the original scale and
then use the corresponding point-to-pixel corresponding.

C. Cross-Modality Distillation

Cross-Modality Distillation (CMD) is to distillate the 2D
knowledge from the camera branch (a 2D network) to the
2D knowledge branch (a 3D network), so we can generate
the 2D information for those points out of the FOV of the
camera and do not need the images during inference.

1) Camera Branch: Unlike PMF [1] and 2DPASS [2] that
train the camera branch with the ground truth projected from
the LIDAR point cloud, we use a ResNet101 [22] which is
pre-trained on the Cityscapes dataset [23]. Cityscapes is a
popular dataset for 2D image semantic segmentation in the
autonomous driving scenario. We adopt this strategy for two
reasons. First, if we use the ground truth which is projected
from the LIDAR point cloud, the camera branch may learn
the overlapping knowledge with the 3D LIDAR branch since
they share the same ground truth source. In contrast, the pre-
trained camera branch using another dataset could provide
additional information on top of the LIDAR point cloud.
Second, we could freeze the camera branch during training
since it is well-trained, so less back-propagation is needed
for the whole structure. In this way, the training process
consumes less GPU memory and time.

2) 2D Knowledge Branch: Following 2DPASS [2], we
use SPVCNN [3] as the 3D network used in this paper,
including the 2D knowledge branch and 3D LIDAR branch.
Now let us formulate the process of CMD.

For points in the overlapping FOVs of LIDAR and camera
pi ∈ PO, we feed them into the 2D knowledge branch f2D
to obtain the features zs2D:

zs2D = {fs
2D(pi)}N

O

i=1 ∈ RNO×d, (4)

where s = {1, 2, 3, 4} and d refer to the feature map scale



and the dimension of the features, respectively. Then we
obtain the corresponding features zsC of PO from the camera
branch through the point-to-pixel projection described in
Sec. III-B. The CMD is realized through this loss LCMD:

LCMD =
1

NO

∑
∥zs2D − zsC∥2 , (5)

where ∥·∥2 denotes the L2 loss. In this way, the 2D knowl-
edge branch can mimic the function of the camera branch to
provide the 2D information based on the 3D LIDAR point
cloud. Although LCMD is only available for PO during
training, the trained 2D knowledge branch can be generalized
to the whole point cloud P during inference.

D. Bidirectional Fusion

Our bidirectional fusion block (BFB) is composed of a 3D-
to-2D fusion block and a 2D-to-3D fusion block, as shown
in Fig. 2 (b). 2D-to-3D directional fusion explicitly enhances
the 3D features via 2D feature injection, while 3D-to-2D
implicitly enhances the 3D features via 2D knowledge branch
supervision. Note that the 3D-to-2D fusion block and 2D-
to-3D fusion block share the same single directional fusion
structure, as shown in Fig. 2 (c), and the only difference is
the input position. Fig. 2 (c) is the example of the 3D-to-2D
single directional fusion block, and we can obtain the 2D-
to-3D single directional fusion block by simply changing the
positions of two inputs in Fig. 2 (c). Unlike CMD which can
only be applied on the PO, BFB is applied on the whole
point cloud. So zs2D ∈ RN×d and zs3D ∈ RN×d in this
section.

1) 3D-to-2D Fusion: 3D-to-2D fusion is illustrated in
Fig. 2 (c). Formally, we first have:

zs3D2D = MLP2(Cat(MLP1(z
s
3D), zs2D)), (6)

where MLP is a multiplayer perceptron, and Cat refers to
the feature concatenation. MLP1 is used to transfer the 3D
feature zs3D into the 2D feature space. MLP2 is responsible
to transfer the concatenated feature into the residual space
of zs2D. Then we have:

z̃s2D = zs2D⊕σ(MLP3(Cat(GAP(z
s
3D2D), zs3D2D)))⊙zs3D2D, (7)

where ⊕ and ⊙ denote the element-wise plus and element-
wise multiply, respectively. GAP means global average pool-
ing, and σ means Sigmoid activation function. GAP is used
to integrate the gloable information, and MLP3 is used to
transfer the feature into the attention value. z̃s2D represents
the enhanced 2D features of scale s. Then we concatenate
z̃s2D and the enhanced features of previous scales zs−12DF to
obtain zs2DF :

zs2DF = Cat(zs−12DF , z̃
s
2D), (8)

where zs2DF contains all enhanced 2D features from scale
1 to s. Finally, z42DF contains the enhanced 2D features of
all 4 scales, and we use a linear classifier g2D to output the
logits. The loss of 2D knowledge branch L2D is formulated
as:

L2D = − 1

N

∑
ylog(g2D(z42DF )y), (9)

where y refers to the ground truth, and g(z42DF )y denotes
the yth logit of g(z42DF ). Note that single directional fusion
does not share MLPs for different scales.

2) 2D-to-3D Fusion: 2D-to-3D fusion shares the sym-
metric structure with 2D-to-3D fusion. Formally, we have
the following:

zs2D3D = MLP2(Cat(MLP1(z
s
2D), zs3D)),

z̃s3D = zs3D ⊕ σ(MLP3(Cat(GAP(z
s
2D3D), zs2D3D)))⊙ zs2D3D,

zs3DF = Cat(zs−1
3DF , z̃

s
3D).

(10)
Similarly, z43DF is the final enhanced 3D feature, and a

linear classifier g3D is used to output the logits. The loss of
3D knowledge branch L3D is formulated as:

L3D = − 1

N

∑
ylog(g3D(z43DF )y). (11)

Note that 2D-to-3D fusion blocks do not share MLPs and
classifiers with 3D-to-2D fusion blocks.

E. Overall Training and Testing Process

1) Training: The overall loss Lall for training the model
is calculated as:

Lall = LCMD + L2D + L3D. (12)

2) Testing: We use the output of the classifier in the 3D
LIDAR branch as the final prediction results. Specifically,
the prediction result ŷ is:

ŷ = argmax
i=1,2,...,C

g3D(z43DF )i, (13)

where C denotes the total number of classes in the dataset.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experiment Settings

1) Datasets: We conduct experiments on three large-
sclae outdoor datasets, including SemanticKITTI [7],
SemanticKITTI-O [1] and Nuscenes [8]. SemanticKITTI
provides the dense segmentation labels for 00-10 sequences,
in which sequence 08 is used for validation and others are
used for training. The ground truth of sequences 11-21 is not
reachable to the public and is used for testing. Two front-
view colorful images are equipped with each LIDAR scan
in SemanicKITTI. We use the image captured by the left
camera in our experiments. NuScenes contains 8130 samples
for training, 6019 samples for validation, and 6008 samples
for testing. Six images are equipped for every LIDAR scan
in Nuscenes, and we randomly pick up one image for
training. SemanicKITTI-O is a subset of SemanticKITTI,
which contains the points in the overlapping FOVs of the
camera and LIDAR. The reason that PMF [1] proposed the
SemanicKITTI-O is that PMF cannot be applied on the points
that are out of the FOV of the camera because of its 2D-to-
3D fusion scheme.



TABLE I
COMPARISONS ON SemanticKITTI-O VALIDATION SET. L AND C REFER TO LIDAR AND CAMERA MODALITY.
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RandLANet [9] L L 50.0 92.0 8.0 12.8 74.8 46.7 52.3 46.0 0.0 93.4 32.7 73.4 0.1 84.0 43.5 83.7 57.3 73.1 48.0 27.3
RangeNet++ [4] L L 51.2 89.4 26.5 48.4 33.9 26.7 54.8 69.4 0.0 92.9 37.0 69.9 0.0 83.4 51.0 83.3 54.0 68.1 49.8 34.0
SequeezeSegV2 [24] L L 40.8 82.7 15.1 22.7 25.6 26.9 22.9 44.5 0.0 92.7 39.7 70.7 0.1 71.6 37.0 74.6 35.8 68.1 21.8 22.2
SequeezeSegV3 [25] L L 53.3 87.1 34.3 48.6 47.5 47.1 58.1 53.8 0.0 95.3 43.1 78.2 0.3 78.9 53.2 82.3 55.5 70.4 46.3 33.2
SalsaNext [26] L L 59.4 90.5 44.6 49.6 86.3 54.6 74.0 81.4 0.0 93.4 40.6 69.1 0.0 84.6 53.0 83.6 64.3 64.2 54.4 39.8
MinkowskiNet [27] L L 58.5 95.0 23.9 50.4 55.3 45.9 65.6 82.2 0.0 94.3 43.7 76.4 0.0 87.9 57.6 87.4 67.7 71.5 63.5 43.6
SPVNAS [3] L L 62.3 96.5 44.8 63.1 59.9 64.3 72.0 86.0 0.0 93.9 42.4 75.9 0.0 88.8 59.1 88.0 67.5 73.0 63.5 44.3
Cylinder3D [5] L L 64.9 96.4 61.5 78.2 66.3 69.8 80.8 93.3 0.0 94.9 41.5 78.0 1.4 87.5 50.0 86.7 72.2 68.8 63.0 42.1
PointPainting [28] L+C L+C 54.5 94.7 17.7 35.0 28.8 55.0 59.4 63.6 0.0 95.3 39.9 77.6 0.4 87.5 55.1 87.7 67.0 72.9 61.8 36.5
RGBAL [29] L+C L+C 56.2 87.3 36.1 26.4 64.6 54.6 58.1 72.7 0.0 95.1 45.6 77.5 0.8 78.9 53.4 84.3 61.7 72.9 56.1 41.5
PMF [1] L+C L+C 63.9 95.4 47.8 62.9 68.4 75.2 78.9 71.6 0.0 96.4 43.5 80.5 0.1 88.7 60.1 88.6 72.7 75.3 65.5 43.0
CMDFusion (Ours) L+C L 70.1 96.9 57.2 86.8 96.0 69.0 82.7 91.8 0.1 94.8 51.4 83.1 0.3 92.4 69.6 89.5 72.2 77.0 66.9 53.9

Fig. 3. Error visualization samples from SemanticKITTI and NuScenes datasets. Errors are in red color. We provide the results of SPCVNN (a 3D
network), 2DPASS (a 3D-to-2D fusion network), and our method (a bidirectional fusion network).

2) Evaluation Metrics: We adopt the commonly used
mean intersection-over-union (mIoU) of all classes as the
evaluation metric. Specifically, mIoU is formulated as:

mIoU =
TPc

TPc + FPc +NPc
. (14)

In addition, we also report the frequency-weighted IOU
(fwIoU) provided by the NuScenes leaderboard. FwIoU is
a weighted version of mIoU by the point-level frequency of
different classes.

3) Network Settings: The camera branch is a
ResNet101 [22] network pre-trained using Cityscpaes [23]
dataset. Following 2DPASS [2], the 2D knowledge branch
and 3D LIDAR branch are two modified SPVCNN [3] with
the same structure. The feature maps from three branches
are firstly reduced to the dimension of 128 and 256 for
SemanticKITTI and NuScenes datasets, and then they are
upsampled through bilinear interpolation to the original
scale and used for CMD and BFB. As shown in Fig. 2 (a),
we use feature maps from 4 scales for better performance.

4) Training and Inference Details: Our model is trained
in an end-to-end manner with the SGD optimizer. The
initial learning rate is set to be 0.24, following 2DPASS [2]
and SPVCNN [3]. We train the model for 128 epochs
for SemanticKITTI and 80 epochs for NuScenes dataset.
We use the commonly used augmentation strategy in the

LIDAR semantic segmentation, including global scaling with
a random scaling factor sampled from [0.95, 1.05], and
global rotation around the Z axis with a random angle.
Image augmentation includes horizontal flipping and color
jitter. The cropped image size is 1200 × 360 (W ×H) for
SemanticKITTI and 400 × 240 for NuScenes. The voxel size
in the 2D knowledge branch and 3D LIDAR branch is set to
0.1. We train our model with batch size 8 on 2 Nvidia Tesla
A100 GPUs with 80G memory.

B. Results on Benchmarks

1) Results on SemanticKITTI-O: PMF [1] provides the
comprehensive benchmark on the SemanticKITTI-O vali-
dation set, as shown in Table I. The traditional 2D-to-
3D fusion methods like PointPainting [28], RGBAL [29],
and PMF conduct both training and inference based on the
LIDAR and camera modality data, while our CMDFusion
is trained on the LIDAR and camera pairs, but does not
require the camera data during inference. We can see that
our method significantly surpasses the PMF method by 6.2
mIoU. Note that our CMDFusion can be trained on the whole
SemanticKITTI dataset based on our 2D knowledge branch
and CMD, while PointPainting, RGBAL, and PMF can be
only trained on the training set of SemanticKITTI-O due to
their 2D-to-3D fusion scheme.



TABLE II
SEMANTIC SEGMENTATION RESULTS ON THE SemanticKITTI TEST BENCHMARK. † INDICATES REPRODUCED USING THE OFFICIAL CODEBASE. ‡

INDICATES USING OUR IMPLEMENTED INSTANCE-LEVEL DATA AUGMENTATION.
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SqueezeSegV2 [24] L L 39.7 88.6 67.6 45.8 17.7 73.7 81.8 13.4 18.5 17.9 14.0 71.8 35.8 60.2 20.1 25.1 3.9 41.1 20.2 26.3
DarkNet53Seg [7] L L 49.9 91.8 74.6 64.8 27.9 84.1 86.4 25.5 24.5 32.7 22.6 78.3 50.1 64.0 36.2 33.6 4.7 55.0 38.9 52.2
RangeNet53++ [4] L L 52.2 91.8 75.2 65.0 27.8 87.4 91.4 25.7 25.7 34.4 23.0 80.5 55.1 64.6 38.3 38.8 4.8 58.6 47.9 55.9
3D-MiniNet [30] L L 55.8 91.6 74.5 64.2 25.4 89.4 90.5 28.5 42.3 42.1 29.4 82.8 60.8 66.7 47.8 44.1 14.5 60.8 48.0 56.6
SqueezeSegV3 [25] L L 55.9 91.7 74.8 63.4 26.4 89.0 92.5 29.6 38.7 36.5 33.0 82.0 58.7 65.4 45.6 46.2 20.1 59.4 49.6 58.9
PointNet++ [13] L L 20.1 72.0 41.8 18.7 5.6 62.3 53.7 0.9 1.9 0.2 0.2 46.5 13.8 30.0 0.9 1.0 0.0 16.9 6.0 8.9
TangentConv [31] L L 40.9 83.9 63.9 33.4 15.4 83.4 90.8 15.2 2.7 16.5 12.1 79.5 49.3 58.1 23.0 28.4 8.1 49.0 35.8 28.5
PointASNL [32] L L 46.8 87.4 74.3 24.3 1.8 83.1 87.9 39.0 0.0 25.1 29.2 84.1 52.2 70.6 34.2 57.6 0.0 43.9 57.8 36.9
RandLA-Net [9] L L 55.9 90.5 74.0 61.8 24.5 89.7 94.2 43.9 29.8 32.2 39.1 83.8 63.6 68.6 48.4 47.4 9.4 60.4 51.0 50.7
KPConv [10] L L 58.8 90.3 72.7 61.3 31.5 90.5 95.0 33.4 30.2 42.5 44.3 84.8 69.2 69.1 61.5 61.6 11.8 64.2 56.4 47.4
PolarNet [16] L L 54.3 90.8 74.4 61.7 21.7 90.0 93.8 22.9 40.3 30.1 28.5 84.0 65.5 67.8 43.2 40.2 5.6 61.3 51.8 57.5
JS3C-Net [32] L L 66.0 88.9 72.1 61.9 31.9 92.5 95.8 54.3 59.3 52.9 46.0 84.5 69.8 67.9 69.5 65.4 39.9 70.8 60.7 68.7
SPVNAS [3] L L 67.0 90.2 75.4 67.6 21.8 91.6 97.2 56.6 50.6 50.4 58.0 86.1 73.4 71.0 67.4 67.1 50.3 66.9 64.3 67.3
Cylinder3D [5] L L 68.9 92.2 77.0 65.0 32.3 90.7 97.1 50.8 67.6 63.8 58.5 85.6 72.5 69.8 73.7 69.2 48.0 66.5 62.4 66.2
RPVNet [6] L L 70.3 93.4 80.7 70.3 33.3 93.5 97.6 44.2 68.4 68.7 61.1 86.5 75.1 71.7 75.9 74.4 43.4 72.1 64.8 61.4
(AF)2-S3Net [33] L L 70.8 92.0 76.2 66.8 45.8 92.5 94.3 40.2 63.0 81.4 40.0 78.6 68.0 63.1 76.4 81.7 77.7 69.6 64.0 73.3
SPVCNN [3] L L 66.2 90.0 74.0 60.1 27.3 91.9 96.6 52.9 51.4 58.0 58.0 85.4 72.0 69.3 77.9 80.9 15.8 67.5 60.4 68.2
2DPASS† [2] L+C L 67.7 90.1 75.1 62.5 30.4 91.2 96.6 55.1 61.8 60.6 60.0 86.1 72.4 70.4 75.3 79.4 22.2 65.6 63.3 68.4
CMDFusion (ours) L+C L 68.6 90.0 74.4 64.7 32.3 91.5 96.5 52.0 57.8 52.5 52.1 85.9 72.7 70.7 71.9 80.0 60.5 68.0 63.3 67.3
2DPASS‡ [2] L+C L 71.0 89.7 74.9 66.8 33.1 92.0 96.8 53.1 59.4 66.6 63.5 85.8 74.0 70.5 76.8 79.7 65.2 67.4 62.4 70.6
CMDFusion‡ (ours) L+C L 71.6 90.1 75.3 66.9 30.7 91.5 96.8 53.1 63.0 67.4 61.2 85.5 74.4 69.9 76.6 81.5 77.2 68.0 64.5 67.5

TABLE III
SEMANTIC SEGMENTATION RESULTS ON THE Nuscenes TEST BENCHMARK. † INDICATES INDICATES REPRODUCED USING THE OFFICIAL CODEBASE.
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PolarNet [16] L L 69.4 87.4 72.2 16.8 77.0 86.5 51.1 69.7 64.8 54.1 69.7 63.5 96.6 67.1 77.7 72.1 87.1 84.5
JS3C-Net [32] L L 73.6 88.1 80.1 26.2 87.8 84.5 55.2 72.6 71.3 66.3 76.8 71.2 96.8 64.5 76.9 74.1 87.5 86.1
Cylinder3D [5] L L 77.2 89.9 82.8 29.8 84.3 89.4 63.0 79.3 77.2 73.4 84.6 69.1 97.7 70.2 80.3 75.5 90.4 87.6
AMVNet [34] L L 77.3 90.1 80.6 32.0 81.7 88.9 67.1 84.3 76.1 73.5 84.9 67.3 97.5 67.4 79.4 75.5 91.5 88.7
SPVCNN [3] L L 77.4 89.7 80.0 30.0 91.9 90.8 64.7 79.0 75.6 70.9 81.0 74.6 97.4 69.2 80.0 76.1 89.3 87.1
(AF)2-S3Net [33] L L 78.3 88.5 78.9 52.2 89.9 84.2 77.4 74.3 77.3 72.0 83.9 73.8 97.1 66.5 77.5 74.0 87.7 86.8
PMF [1] L+C L+C 77.0 89.0 82.0 40.0 81.0 88.0 64.0 79.0 80.0 76.0 81.0 67.0 97.0 68.0 78.0 74.0 90.0 88.0
2D3DNet [35] L+C L+C 80.0 90.1 83.0 59.4 88.0 85.1 63.7 84.4 82.0 76.0 84.8 71.9 96.9 67.4 79.8 76.0 92.1 89.2
2DPASS† [2] L+C L 77.8 89.7 82.4 31.2 93.6 91.3 62.6 81.4 75.4 69.2 84.3 76.6 97.3 68.2 79.5 75.2 89.3 87.4
CMDFusion (Ours) L+C L 80.8 90.3 83.5 45.7 94.5 91.4 76.7 87.0 77.2 73.0 85.6 77.3 97.4 69.2 79.5 75.5 91.0 88.5

2) Results on SemanticKITTI: Similar to 2DPASS [2],
our CMDFusion is trained on the LIDAR and camera
modality, while only LIDAR modality is required during
inference, so 2DPASS and our CMDFusion can be tested
on the whole LIDAR point cloud. However, our CMDFusion
includes both 2D-to-3D and 3D-to-2D fusion while 2DPASS
only includes 3D-to-2D fusion, so our method surpasses
the 2DPASS according to Table II. Note that 2DPASS
only released the codebase and the checkpoint without the
validation set involved in the training set and instance-
level augmentation, so we retrain their model following the
same setting and evaluate on the test set. We also try their
released checkpoint on the test set and find that both of
them achieve a similar mIoU (67.7). We follow the same
setting for fair comparison and our method achieves the
better performance (68.6 mIoU). We also try the instance-
level augmentation from Polarmix [36] on 2DPASS and our
method, and our method still surpasses the 2DPASS by 0.6

mIoU. Note that since 2DPASS does not release the code
to reproduce the performance reported in their paper, we
only compare with them under the same training settings,
where our method achieves the better performance. To avoid
the mis-correspondence between images and LIDAR point
cloud brought by the instance-level augmentation, we do not
involve the camera branch during finetuning, and use the
frozen 2D knowledge branch to provide 2D information and
only finetune the 3D LIDAR branch. In general, our method
achieves the best performance among all public methods.

3) Results on NuScenes: Table III shows that our method
achieves better performance (2.0 mIoU) than 2DPASS. Sim-
ilar to the SemanticKITTI, the performance of 2DPASS
comes from the higher one between our retrained model
and their released checkpoint. Unlike the SemanticKITTI
dataset, the NuScenes dataset provides 6 images to cover
the FOV of the LIDAR, so the 2D-to-3D fusion methods
like PMF [1] and 2D3DNet [35] can also be evaluated on the



TABLE IV
RUNTIME ANALYSIS. ∗ MEANS ACCELERATED USING TENSORRT.

Training Inference
Method Modality #FLOPs #Params. Modality #FLOPs #Params. Speed mIoU

PointPainting∗ [28] L+C 51.0 G 28.1 M L+C 51.0 G 28.1 M 2.3 ms -
RGBAL∗ [29] L+C 55.0 G 13.2 M L+C 55.0 G 13.2 M 2.7 ms -
SalsaNext∗ [26] L+C 31.4 G 6.7 M L+C 31.4 G 6.7 M 1.6 ms 72.2
Cylinder3D [5] L - 55.9 M L - 55.9 M 62.5 ms 76.1
PMF∗ [1] L+C 854.7 G 36.3 M L+C 854.7 G 36.3 M 22.3 ms 76.9
PMF [1] L+C 854.7 G 36.3 M L+C 854.7 G 36.3 M 125.0 ms 76.9
2DPASS [2] L+C 250.3 G 31.0 M L 111.3 G 2.36 M 50.0 ms 76.4
CMDFusion L+C 719.6 G 52.2 M L 373.5 G 7.04 M 125.0 ms 77.7

pedestrian

pedestrian

(a) 2DPASS (b) Ours
Fig. 4. Feature visualization via t-SNE. left: 2DPASS. Right: Ours.

whole LIDAR point cloud. Among all fusion-based methods,
our CMDFusion achieves the best performance.

4) Visualization: We provide two samples from Se-
manticKITTI and NuScenes datasets in Fig. 3. The top sam-
ple shows that 2DPASS and our method have less error on
the building compared to the SPVCNN, which illustrates the
effectiveness of multi-modality fusion. Besides, our method
has better results on the car and truck than 2DPASS, because
2D-to-3D fusion is involved in our method but not in the
2DPASS. In addition, we visualize the feature representa-
tion of 2DPASS and our method on the NuScenes dataset.
As shown in Fig. 4, our method has more discriminative
features, e.g., the pedestrian class is more separable in our
method than 2DPASS.

C. Runtime Analysis

Table IV provides the runtime analysis on the NuScenes
dataset. PointPainting, RGBAL, and PMF use 2D networks
for semantic segmentation since the input is range-view or
perspective-view, so they can be accelerated using TensorRT
by a large margin (125.0 to 22.3 ms for the PMF method).
In contrast, the 3D network in Cylinder3D, 2DPASS, and
our method cannot be accelerated by TensorRT. Compared
to PMF without TensorRT, our method has a smaller number
of FLOPs and parameters during inference, while sharing the
same runtime. Compared to 2DPASS, our method achieves
better performance since two 3D networks are used during
inference (2D Knowledge branch and 3D LIDAR branch),
which inevitably consumes more runtime.

D. Ablation Study

We conduct a careful ablation study to show the effective-
ness of different modules in our method. The comprehensive

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY ON SEMANTICKITTI-O (VALIDATION SET).

Baseline 3D-to-2D 2D-to-3D Pretrained CB CMD TTA mIoU

✓ 58.14
✓ ✓ 58.26
✓ ✓ ✓ 60.42
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 62.03
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 67.62
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 70.08

ablation results are based on the Semantic-O dataset since the
classical 2D-to-3D fusion without CMD can only be applied
on the points in the overlapping FOVs of LIDAR and camera.
The results are in Table V. The baseline refers to a single
SPVCNN 3D network. We can see that both 3D-to-2D fusion
and 2D-to-3D fusion are helpful, but 2D-to-3D fusion brings
more performance gain since the camera information is
explicitly injected into the LIDAR branch. After we replace
the camera branch (CB) with a frozen CB pre-trained on
Cityscapes, the performance is further improved. The reason
may be that the pre-trained camera branch could provide
additional information for the current LIDAR point cloud
dataset. Then we introduce cross-modality distillation (CMD)
to let a 3D network output the 2D information so that the
model could be trained on the whole dataset rather than the
overlapping FOVs of the camera and LIDAR. As a result,
the performance is greatly boosted by the CMD. Similar to
2DPASS, we also apply the voting test-time augmentation
(TTA), i.e., rotating the input point cloud with 12 angles
around the Z axis and averaging the prediction scores as the
final outputs. TTA brings better performance by 2.46 mIoU.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a Bidirectional Fusion Network
with Cross-Modality Knowledge Distillation (CMDFusion)
to fuse the information of the camera and LIDAR for
better LIDAR semantic segmentation. Compared to the 2D-
to-3D fusion-based method PMF [1], our proposed Cross-
Modality Distillation (CMD) module solves the problem that
the camera branch cannot output the 2D information for
those points out of the FOV of the camera. Compared to
3D-to-2D fusion-based method 2DPASS [2], our proposed
Bidirectional Fuision Block (BFB) contains additional 2D-
to-3D fusion, which explicitly strengthens the 3D informa-



tion through 2D information injection for better LIDAR
semantic segmentation. We show the effectiveness of our
proposed method through comprehensive experiments on
SemanticKITTI and NuScenes datasets. Overall, we provide
an alternative approach to fully utilize the multi-modality
information for 3D semantic segmentation, and introduce
a new and feasible way to solve the problem that multi-
sensors’ FOVs are not overlapping. We hope this paper can
provide inspiration for future work in autonomous vehicles
and robots.
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