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LWFNet: Coherent Doppler Wind Lidar-Based
Network for Wind Field Retrieval
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Yanfeng Huo, Lei Bai, Xianghui Xue and Xiankang Dou

Abstract—Accurate detection of wind fields within the tropo-
sphere is essential for atmospheric dynamics research and plays
a crucial role in extreme weather forecasting. Coherent Doppler
wind lidar (CDWL) is widely regarded as the most suitable
technique for high spatial and temporal resolution wind field
detection. However, since coherent detection relies heavily on the
concentration of aerosol particles, which cause Mie scattering,
the received backscattering lidar signal exhibits significantly low
intensity at high altitudes. As a result, conventional methods,
such as spectral centroid estimation, often fail to produce credible
and accurate wind retrieval results in these regions. To address
this issue, we propose LWFNet, the first Lidar-based Wind Field
(WF) retrieval neural Network, built upon Transformer and the
Kolmogorov-Arnold network. Our model is trained solely on
targets derived from the traditional wind retrieval algorithm
and utilizes radiosonde measurements as the ground truth for
test results evaluation. Experimental results demonstrate that
LWFNet not only extends the maximum wind field detection
range but also produces more accurate results, exhibiting a level
of precision that surpasses the labeled targets. This phenomenon,
which we refer to as super-accuracy, is explored by investigating
the potential underlying factors that contribute to this intriguing
occurrence. In addition, we compare the performance of LWFNet
with other state-of-the-art (SOTA) models, highlighting its supe-
rior effectiveness and capability in high-resolution wind retrieval.
LWFNet demonstrates remarkable performance in lidar-based
wind field retrieval, setting a benchmark for future research
and advancing the development of deep learning models in this
domain.

Index Terms—Coherent Doppler wind lidar, Wind field re-
trieval, Deep learning, Transformer, Kolmogorov-Arnold net-
work, Super-accuracy.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE detection of wind fields plays a pivotal role across
various domains, including wind power generation [1, 2,
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3], wind shear alerts [4, 5, 6, 7] and extreme weather forecast-
ing [8, 9, 10]. Precise wind monitoring enables more effective
responses to extreme weather events and helps mitigate their
impact on transportation infrastructure [11, 12]. At present,
multiple remote sensing techniques have been employed and
utilized for wind detection, such as ground-based lidar systems
[13] and global navigation satellite system (GNSS) [14].
Wind lidar (direct detection Doppler wind lidar (DDWL)
and coherent Doppler wind lidar (CDWL)) measures wind
fields by capturing line-of-sight (LOS) velocities from various
perspectives using a scanning mode, while the latter produces
GNSS-reflectometry (GNSS-R) observations for monitoring
ocean surface wind speed (OSWS).

CDWL measures wind speed by emitting laser pulses into
the atmosphere and detecting the Doppler frequency shift
induced by Mie scattering from moving aerosol particles. The
Doppler-shifted backscattered signals are typically processed
using the fast Fourier transform (FFT), which generates the
received lidar spectrum signal. CDWL has found extensive
application in tropospheric wind monitoring, demonstrating
the capability to achieve meter-scale spatial precision and
sub-second temporal resolution [15]. Unlike ground-based
lidar, GNSS-R is capable of retrieving global ocean wind
speeds, albeit at a coarse scale (e.g., 25 km). The delay-
Doppler map (DDM) of GNSS-R observables, along with the
corresponding bistatic radar cross-section (BRCS), reveals the
Doppler shift of scattered signals caused by ocean surface
winds. The normalized BRCS and leading edge slope are then
used for ocean wind speed retrieval, but its accuracy is highly
dependent on the calibration process, which is influenced by
numerous factors [16, 17].

OSWS retrieval methods based on GNSS-R have been
extensively studied. Geophysical mode functions (GMFs),
which are conventional ocean speed retrieval methods, en-
counter challenges in identifying and accounting for all the
relevant parameters involved in the retrieval task [18]. As a
result, deep learning, with its flexibility in processing multi-
source data, has been increasingly utilized by researchers for
OSWS retrieval. Multiple neural networks architectures have
been implemented, including fully connected network (FCN)
[19, 20], convolutional neural network (CNN) [21, 22, 23]
and Transformer [24], demonstrating superior performance
compared to traditional retrieval algorithms (e.g., minimum
variance estimator [25]).

In order to study wind field characteristics within the
troposphere, particularly in regions such as the atmospheric
boundary layer (ABL), at higher resolutions (e.g., 15 m),

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

02
61

3v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
ao

-p
h]

  5
 J

an
 2

02
5



2

wind field retrieval methods based upon CDWL observations
have been proposed. Some classical wind retrieval algorithms
include spectral centroid frequency estimator [26] and discrete
spectral peak estimation [27]. Nevertheless, when detecting
wind fields at high altitudes (e.g., within the free atmosphere),
where moving aerosol concentration is low, the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) of the received lidar signal decreases significantly.
In low-SNR regions, traditional methods often yield retrieval
results with limited accuracy, as the true Doppler frequency
shift becomes obscured by noise. Consequently, these methods
often produce erroneous wind results in high-altitude atmo-
spheric regions, resulting in a limited valid detection range.
Inspired by the success of deep learning in processing GNSS-R
observables, developing data-driven approaches for retrieving
wind speed over longer ranges from CDWL signals holds
significant promise.

Abundant lidar observations collected by institutions world-
wide support the application of AI-based methods for lidar
signal processing. CNNs have been employed for CDWL
signal denoising [28, 29], which enhances SNR of the original
raw signal. Compared to directly applying the spectral centroid
estimator to the raw data, the denoised signal demonstrates an
improved detection range and higher accuracy in wind speed
retrieval. Mohandes et al. [30] define wind retrieval as an
interpolation task, utilizing deep neural network (DNN) for
producing wind speeds at high altitudes based on measured
values at low altitudes. There have also been data-driven
attempts for wind field prediction based on lidar observa-
tions. Wind field prediction based on one single near-surface
measurement is employed using multilayer perceptron (MLP)
and other neural networks [31, 32]. Inspired by solutions to
the precipitation prediction task, Gao et al. [33, 34] incor-
porates an encoder-forecaster network based on convolutional
long short-term memory (LSTM) for wind field nowcasting,
training and evaluating the proposed architecture on the lidar
observations at Hong Kong International Airport. In addition
to wind speed detection and prediction, lidar observations can
also be utilized for air pollution assessment through machine
learning, as demonstrated in a recent work by Li et al. [35].

Compared to deep learning-based ocean wind retrieval
methods for GNSS-R, there has been limited research on
data driven-based approaches for CDWL wind field retrieval.
Therefore, to foster the development of AI models for lidar-
based wind retrieval with improved accuracy and extended
range, this work focuses on state-of-the-art (SOTA) deep
learning approaches for wind field retrieval leveraging CDWL
observations. We propose the first hybrid framework designed
to retrieve wind directly from raw lidar signals, establishing
a benchmark for the remote sensing community. Our model,
referred to as LWFNet (Lidar-based Wind Field retrieval
neural Network), integrates a modified version of vision
Transformer (ViT) [36], termed line Transformer (LiT), the
Kolmogorov-Arnold network (KAN) [37], and a median filter
block. The innovative structure of the line Transformer is
designed with consideration of the physical characteristics of
the CDWL signal power spectra. Drawing inspirations from
the Kolmogorov–Arnold representation theorem [38], KAN
replaces the fixed activation functions in traditional MLPs

with learnable activation functions on edges, leveraging spline
functions to enhance both the interpretability and accuracy of
the overall network.

To evaluate the performance of LWFNet, we compare its
wind retrieval results against those obtained using a traditional
retrieval method, with radiosonde measurements serving as
the reference standard. The findings reveal that LWFNet
consistently outperforms the conventional method across all
evaluation metrics. Moreover, at altitudes beyond the maxi-
mum valid retrieval range of the traditional algorithm, LWFNet
continues to achieve exceptional results. This outcome is
particularly intriguing, as LWFNet, which is trained on targets
derived from the conventional retrieval method, achieves a
level of accuracy that surpasses the precision of the training
labels. This phenomenon, which we termed as super-accuracy,
suggests that LWFNet may have uncovered latent patterns or
relationships not fully encapsulated by the original labeling
process.

Our key contributions can be summarized as:
• Introduce LWFNet, the first data-driven model specif-

ically designed for CDWL-based wind field retrieval,
enhancing both the wind retrieval accuracy and detec-
tion range, thereby advancing the development of high-
resolution tropospheric wind detection and monitoring.

• Propose a novel Transformer architecture tailored for
processing CDWL power spectra, distinguishing it from
the traditional Vision Transformer (ViT) structure by
taking into account the physical characteristics of the
spectrogram. Moreover, we integrate a KAN decoder
into our framework to improve both interpretability and
retrieval accuracy.

• Conduct a series of experiments comparing the perfor-
mance of the traditional method and that of LWFNet,
demonstrating the latter’s superior performance across all
evaluation metrics.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides a concise overview of existing wind field retrieval
approaches, encompassing both numerical and AI-based meth-
ods. In Section III, the newly proposed line Transformer
and overall architecture of LWFNet shall be presented and
analyzed. Section IV details the data preparation process,
experimental setup, evaluation metrics, and the results of both
the main experiments and ablation studies. Section V offers a
discussion of the results presented in Section IV, along with
an explanation for the interesting super-accuracy phenomenon.
Finally, Section VI concludes the paper and provides an
outlook for future research directions.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Numerical Wind Vector Estimation Techniques

Generally speaking, there are two primary approaches for
wind vector estimation: (1) obtain LOS wind speeds V̂i at first,
and then estimate wind vector V̂ through the derived results,
and (2) estimate V̂ directly from the collected power spectra
Ŵi without deriving the LOS velocity estimations [39].

The first approach encompasses several classical and widely
adopted algorithms for LOS wind speed retrieval, such as
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spectral centroid frequency estimator [26], maximum likeli-
hood discrete spectral peak estimation [40], sine wave fitting
(MSWF) and weighted sine wave fitting (WSWF) [41, 42].
On the other hand, the second approach focuses on wind ve-
locity vector retrieval directly, including maximum likelihood
for the wind vector estimation (MV ML) and maximum of
the function of accumulated spectra (MFAS). Beyond these
methods, some hybrid algorithms have also been explored for
wind retrieval, offering alternative approaches in this domain
[43, 44].

With the advancement of more effective numerical wind
vector retrieval methods, the accuracy of retrieval results
has significantly improved. However, achieving precise wind
retrievals in low-SNR regions remains a challenge. Deep learn-
ing, renowned for its remarkable adaptability across various
scientific domains, holds great promise in addressing this
longstanding issue.

B. AI-based Wind Field Retrieval Models

Compared with numerical wind retrieval techniques, deep
learning-based methods have rarely been studied. Two most
relevant works emphasize on lidar power spectrum denoising,
which can also contribute to more accurate retrieval results
and possibly extend the detection range. Kliebisch et al. [28]
employed SqueezeNet [45] to process lidar spectrogram, trans-
forming denoising, which is normally a regression problem,
into a classification task. In contrast, to preserve the signal
curves within the spectrogram, Song et al. [29] implemented
U-Net [46] for denoising.

Experimental results from the two methods demonstrate that
CNNs are efficient lidar signal denoisers, but their overall
frameworks are complex and hard to train. First, training a
denoising network in a supervised manner requires preparing
target data generated through lidar signal simulation algo-
rithms [47, 48], a process that is both time-consuming and
resource-intensive. Moreover, these simulated signals often
diverge in distribution from actual measured spectrograms, as
only a limited number of influencing factors are accounted for
during simulation. Additionally, after the denoising process,
conventional wind retrieval algorithms must still be applied,
adding another layer of complexity to the overall workflow.
Given the aforementioned limitations of the denoising task,
the development of an end-to-end retrieval pipeline model
based on lidar spectrograms becomes a pressing and critical
challenge.

On the other hand, GNSS-R-based ocean wind retrieval has
witnessed the development of various AI-based techniques,
such as CyGNSSnet [21], DDM-Former [24], TCNet [49] and
RFCN [18], which have significantly advanced ocean surface
wind retrieval accuracy. Therefore, there is an urgent need to
advance the integration of deep learning with lidar signals.

We sincerely hope that LWFNet, as proposed in our work,
will serve as a benchmark model for future research and
inspire greater interest and engagement from researchers in
the field.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Line Transformer
Spectrograms received by lidar are in the shape of two-

dimensional images or matrices. Different from natural im-
ages, however, each row of the matrix (i.e., row vector)
corresponds to the power spectrum of a range gate, which
is produced by applying FFT to the analog-digital converter
(ADC) output. The backscattering signal power spectrum of
each range gate encapsulates information pertaining to the
Doppler frequency shift, thus it can be further analyzed to
obtain LOS wind velocity.

To accurately capture the intrinsic characteristics of wind
speed, an elegant approach involves preserving the com-
pleteness of the power spectrum of each range gate. CNNs,
designed to extract the contextual and detailed patterns of input
images, might ruin the completeness of each power spectrum.
Moreover, CNNs lack an inherent awareness of spatial locality.
Nevertheless, in the context of backscattering spectrograms,
locality of the input signal conveys information regarding
detection range and frequency bin index, both of which are
essential for wind speed retrieval. In addition to CNN, ViT
[50, 36] represents another structure adept at image process-
ing, which aggregates global features using the Transformer
encoder block. Traditional ViTs employ a patch embedding
layer, which transforms the input image into a series of tokens
by dividing it into fixed-size patches. Normally, both the
height and width of patches are set as p. Similar to CNNs,
this embedding method might disrupt the completeness of the
power spectrum.

To solve this issue, we introduce line Transformer (LiT),
integrating the global information aggregation capability of
ViT while preserving the power spectrum completeness for
each range gate. Within LiT, we utilize a vector embedding
layer that reshapes the input spectrograms X ∈ RC×H×W

into H vectors
{
xi
W ∈ RC·W | i = 1, ...,H

}
and transforms

them into Z0 ∈ RH×D via a convolutional layer with kernel
size and stride of (1,W ). Here, C denotes the number of
input spectrograms for wind field detection, D represents the
Transformer dimension, and H and W correspond to the
number of range gates and frequency bins, respectively. We
refer to the output of this projection as vector embeddings.
To retain positional information, position embeddings are also
added to the vector embeddings.

xi
D = xi

WE, E ∈ RC·W×D, i = 1, 2, ...,H, (1)

Z0 = [x1
D;x2

D; ...;xH
D ] + PE, PE ∈ RH×D, (2)

in which xi
W and xi

D represents the power spectrum and token
corresponding to the i-th range gate, respectively and PE
denote the one-dimensional sinusoidal positional embedding
[50].

The vector embeddings are then sequentially processed
through L Transformer encoders (see Figure 1 (b)). Each
encoder contains Multiheaded Self-Attention (MSA) [36] and
MLP blocks. Layernorm (LN) [51] is applied before every
block, while residual connections are incorporated after each
block. Thus, the encoding process can be formulated as:

Z
′

l = MSA(LN(Zl−1)) + Zl−1, l = 1, 2, ..., L. (3)
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Fig. 1. LWFNet framework overview and spectrogram analysis. (a) illustrates the backbone structure used for LWFNet signal processing, here median filter
serves as an optional block, the use of which will be discussed later. (b) presents a detailed view of the Transformer encoder architecture. Finally, (c) shows
the vector embedding splitting strategy, emphasizing the relative independence of backscattering signals across different range gates and showcasing the
effectiveness of the unique vector embedding layer.

Zl = MLP(LN(Z
′

l )) + Z
′

l , l = 1, 2, ..., L. (4)

B. KAN Decoder

Currently, KAN has demonstrated its utility in a wide range
of applications, including time series forecasting [52] and
image segmentation [53]. In the case of LWFNet, we also
integrate KAN as the decoder within the framework, replacing
the traditional MLP due to KAN’s superior performance and
enhanced interpretability. Generally speaking, MLP compris-
ing of M layers can be expressed as:

MLP(x) = (WM−1◦σ◦WM−2◦σ◦...◦W1◦σ◦W0)x, (5)

in which W and σ denote linear and nonlinear transformations
respectively. The MLP network learns the functional mapping
between input and output through a sequence of nonlinear
activation functions. Despite the expressive power assured by
the universal approximation theorem [50], the interior opacity
within the MLP structure significantly hinders the model’s
interpretability.

Similar to MLP, KAN also employs fully connected struc-
tures. However, its functional mapping is derived through
trainable one-dimensional functions, which are parametrized
as splines. Specifically speaking, the m-th KAN layer with
nm-dimensional input and nm+1-dimensional output com-
prises of nmnm+1 learnable activation functions ϕm,j,k, j =

1, ..., nm, k = 1, ..., nm+1. In the matrix form, we can also
define a KAN layer as:

Φm =


ϕm,1,1(·) ϕm,1,2(·) ... ϕm,1,nm

(·)
ϕm,2,1(·) ϕm,2,2(·) ... ϕm,2,nm

(·)
... ... ...

ϕm,nm+1,1(·) ϕm,nm+1,2(·) ... ϕm,nm+1,nm(·)

 .

(6)
Therefore, when stacking all M KAN layers sequentially, it
can be characterized as:

KAN(x) = (ΦM−1 ◦ΦM−2 ◦ ... ◦Φ1 ◦Φ0)x. (7)

Thanks to the Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem,
addition is the only multivariate function within KAN, thus the
design of activation function ϕ(x) is crucial. We incorporate
a basis function b(x) and spline function spline(x) for the
activation function:

ϕ(x) = wbb(x) + wsspline(x), (8)

in which we set b(x) = silu(x) = x
1+e−x and spline(x) =∑

i ciB-sphinei(x).
According to the experimental results presented in [37],

the designed KAN decoder not only learns features but also
optimizes them with enhanced accuracy, which is crucial for
the wind field retrieval task, especially in low-SNR regions.

C. LWFNet
The overall framework of LWFNet consists of a Line

Transformer for feature extraction, an MLP layer to unpatchify
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the output, a KAN decoder for wind field retrieval and a
median filter for denoising (see Figure 1 (a)). This process
can be summarized as:

Z0 = VectorEmbed(X) + PE, (9)

Zl = TransformerEncoder(Zl−1), l = 1, . . . , L, (10)

Z
′

L = MLP(ZL), Z
′

L ∈ R3·H×D, (11)

U0, V0,W0 = KANDecoder(Z
′

L), U0, V0,W0 ∈ RH , (12)

U, V,W = MedianFilter(U0, V0,W0), U, V,W ∈ RH , (13)

Since the KAN decoder operates exclusively on one-
dimensional vectors, Z

′

L is first reshaped into a sequence of D-
dimensional vectors, with each vector corresponding to a spe-
cific range gate and directional wind component. After being
processed by the KAN decoder, each D-dimensional vector
generates the wind component for its associated range gate.
As a result, we yield the U, V, and W-components of the wind
field at different range gates. Compared to the straightforward
method of flattening Z

′

L into a one-dimensional tensor, our
approach achieves superior parameter efficiency.

Given the high spatial resolution of CDWL and the con-
tinuity of real-world wind fields, median filtering is further
applied to reduce high-frequency noise in the retrieved wind
speeds.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND ANALYSIS

A. Data Preparation

A 1550 nm all-fiber ground-based coherent Doppler wind
lidar (see Figure 2) was deployed at the China Meteorolog-
ical Administration (CMA) Key Laboratory of Atmospheric
Sounding (KLAS, 39.83◦ N, 116.47◦ E) to collect lidar obser-
vations from December 2023 to March 2024. Throughout the
signal acquisition process, the coherent Doppler lidar performs
a velocity azimuth display (VAD) [54] scanning technique
to capture the upper atmospheric wind field. LWFNet is
designed to directly retrieve wind fields (i.e., U, V, and W
components). Therefore, lidar power spectra from different
scanning directions must all be considered and used as input
collectively.

Since radiosonde measurements, which are often regarded
as the ground truth for wind speed, are limited (i.e., typically
only twice per day) and hard to obtain, we utilize wind
components derived from the robust and easy-to-implement
spectral centroid estimator as labels for supervised learning
during the training process. However, not all wind components
derived from the spectral centroid across different range gates
are reliable. Therefore, low-credibility wind speeds should be
manually filtered out and set to NaN (Not a Number).

The filtering process considers the derived LOS wind speed,
SNR, and spectrum width. Wind field results for a particular
range gate are deemed valid only if power spectra from all
scanning directions at that range gate satisfy the following
conditions: (1) The derived LOS wind speed is less than
42 m/s; (2) The SNR is greater than -35 dB; (3) The
spectrum bandwidth is between 0.5 and 7.5 (in units of ∆f ,
the frequency resolution of frequency bins); (4) If condition

Fig. 2. The ground-based coherent Doppler lidar employed for data collection
and analysis.

in (3) is not met, but the SNR exceeds -25 dB, the results
are still considered credible. For convenience, we refer to the
range gates meeting these criteria as high-SNR regions and
those that do not as low-SNR regions, as SNR is typically the
most influential factor in the filtering process.

B. Implementation Details

For the lidar used in our experiment, each spectrogram
consists of 220 range gates and 128 frequency bins, and
the system employs a conventional 3-directional VAD scan.
Therefore, the input tensors for LWFNet have the shape of
C = 3, H = 220 and W = 128. Consequently, the labels
for each wind component also have a length of 220. We set
the Transformer dimension to D = 128 and use L = 4
Transformer encoder blocks for the Line Transformer. The
decoder consists of a 2-layer KAN structure, with the number
of neurons in the middle layer set to 32. The median filtering
block used for signal postprocessing applies a spatial window
with a length of 7 range gates. The range gate spatial resolution
is 15 m, but considering the mirror effect at low altitudes
and fiber optic circuit losses within the lidar, the results from
20 to 40 range gates are invalid. Therefore, the theoretical
maximum wind field detection range is 2700 to 3000 meters
above the ground. While the maximum wind detection range
of conventional wind retrieval methods often falls short of the
theoretical limit, LWFNet is designed to extend this range

For the training of LWFNet, we use lidar observations col-
lected from December 2023 to February 2024 as training and
validation sets, while observations from March 2024, when
radiosonde data is available, are used as the test set. In total, we
obtain 32 instances of radiosonde ground truth observations,
each containing information on horizontal wind speed and
direction. Therefore, in evaluating and comparing the perfor-
mance of LWFNet and the spectral centroid estimator outputs,
we primarily focus on the horizontal wind components. Here,
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TABLE I
AVERAGE EVALUATION METRICS FOR SPECTRAL CENTROID AND LWFNET ACROSS 32 TEST INSTANCES. PEARSON CC DENOTES THE PEARSON

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT.

Method Region of Interest
Horizontal Wind Speed (m/s) Horizontal Wind Direction (◦)

RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑) RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑)

Spectral Centroid Estimator
High-SNR Region

0.885 0.697 0.899 16.899 9.931 0.797

LWFNet 0.795 0.634 0.920 11.167 7.576 0.877

LWFNet Entire Region 1.425 1.052 0.845 15.181 10.236 0.859

Fig. 3. Scatter plots for the spectral centroid estimator and LWFNet, compared against radiosonde measurements, are presented for all 32 test instances in
March 2024. The subtitles at the top of the columns indicate the specific region of interest tested. The first and second rows display the scatter plots for
horizontal wind speed and horizontal wind direction, respectively. The R2 values and least squares fitting line formula are illustrated at the bottom right
corner of each plot. Note: (1) The speed resolution of radiosonde measurement data is 1 m/s, thus the scatter plot for horizontal wind speed takes the form of
discrete columns. (2) Azimuth angles range from 0 ◦ to 360◦ within a closed loop. To address situations where small differences in wind direction correspond
to large absolute angular differences (e.g., 1 ◦ and 359 ◦), here we expand the conventional wind direction range from 0◦ to 360◦ to the range from -180◦
to 360◦.

we define due north as a 0-degree horizontal wind direction
and measure angles clockwise.

During the model training process, We use mean absolute
error (MAE) as the loss function. Targets containing NaN
values are excluded from the loss function computation, mean-
ing a mask is applied to these NaN values to ensure they
do not contribute to the loss calculation. AdamW optimizer
[55] with an initial learning rate of 1.0 × 10−3 is utilized.
Additionally, a cosine annealing schedule is applied, featuring
a single cosine cycle over 100 epochs with a minimum learning
rate of 1.0×10−4. LWFNet is trained for a total of 1000 epochs
with a batch size of 1024, and the best model is selected prior
to overfitting.

C. Evaluation Metrics
Following the convention used by meteorologists, we first

transform the U and V-components of the wind field into

horizontal wind speed and direction before calculating the
evaluation metrics. Using the spectral centroid as our base-
line, we evaluate the retrieval results of LWFNet from two
perspectives: (1) the performance in regions where the spectral
centroid algorithm produces valid retrievals, and (2) the overall
performance across all range gates.

In both cases, the performance of LWFNet is quantified
using RMSE (Root Mean Square Error), MAE (Mean Absolute
Error), and Pearson correlation coefficient. Let v, v̂, and
N represent the ground truth and retrieved wind speed or
direction, and the number of range gates taken into account,
respectively. The evaluation metrics can be defined as follows:

RMSE(v, v̂) =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=1

(v − v̂)2, (14)
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Fig. 4. Wind field retrieval results of LWFNet and the spectral centroid estimator (denoted as ”Profile”), compared with radiosonde ground truth. The subtitles
at the top of the columns indicate the testing dates. The first and second rows present the evaluation results for horizontal wind speed and horizontal wind
direction, respectively. Note: CST refers to China Standard Time and will be used as such throughout the text.

MAE(v, v̂) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|v − v̂|, (15)

r(v, v̂) =
∑n

i=1(vi − v̄)(v̂i − ¯̂v)√∑n
i=1(vi − v̂i)

2
∑n

i=1(v̂i − ¯̂v)2
, (16)

in which v̄ and ¯̂v denote the average radiosonde measurements
and average retrieved wind speed or direction, respectively.

D. Experimental Results

To evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed LWFNet, we
compare the results of the spectral centroid estimator and
LWFNet across 32 test instances. For each test instance, due
to the inherent bias between the coordinate systems of the
ground-based lidar and radiosonde, we introduce a fixed bias
to both the spectral centroid and LWFNet retrieval results.
This bias is determined by minimizing the mean squared error
between the wind retrieval sequence and the corresponding
radiosonde measurement sequence in high-SNR regions. All
subsequent results presented account for this bias adjustment.

Compared to the radiosonde ground truth observations,
Table I reports the average evaluation metrics for all test
samples. Experimental results indicate that the retrieval outputs
from the spectral centroid estimator in low-SNR regions ex-
hibit significant fluctuations resembling high-frequency noise,
therefore only the spectral centroid results within high-SNR
regions are presented. As shown in the table, within high-SNR
regions, LWFNet surpasses the spectral centroid estimator on
all metrics. This is a particularly interesting result, as our
network is trained solely on spectral centroid retrieval results,
and the fixed bias is determined based on the distributional

difference between spectral centroid outputs and radiosonde
observations. Notably, neither of these processes incorporates
any additional information sources to enhance the accuracy
of the trained model, unlike [28] and [29], which augmented
the training dataset with simulated spectrograms, thereby
introducing extra labeled data. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first time that such a super-accurate phenomenon
is discovered within the deep learning domain.

Across the entire wind field detection range (i.e., 220 range
gates altogether), LWFNet continues to demonstrate excep-
tional performance, with errors falling within the acceptable
range for meteorological standards. The RMSE and Pearson
correlation coefficient of LWFNet across the entire wind field
detection range even surpass those of the spectral centroid
estimator in high-SNR regions.

Similar to the quantitative analysis in Table I, Figure 3
provides scatter plots for the two methods in different regions
of interest. For clarity, it is important to state that scatter plots
for horizontal wind velocity take the form of discrete columns,
because the speed resolution of radiosonde observation data
is 1 m/s. The R2 value and least mean squares fitting line
formula are presented at the bottom right corner of each
plot. Consistent with the findings in Table I, we observe
that LWFNet outperforms the spectral centroid estimator in
high-SNR regions, delivering more accurate results. Here we
examine the performance of LWFNet in low-SNR regions
more closely. We find that horizontal wind direction is less af-
fected by SNR compared to wind velocity, exhibiting a smaller
increase in error variance compared to high-SNR regions. This
is another intriguing conclusion, but the underlying mechanism
remains unclear at present.
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Fig. 5. Wind field retrieval results of LWFNet and the spectral centroid estimator on March 14th, 2024, from 10:00 to 14:00 CST, are presented. The first
and second rows display the retrieval results from the spectral centroid algorithm and LWFNet, respectively.

TABLE II
AVERAGE EVALUATION METRICS FOR RESNET, VIT AND LWFNET ACROSS 32 TEST INSTANCES. PEARSON CC DENOTES THE PEARSON CORRELATION

COEFFICIENT. NOTE: THE BEST PERFORMANCE METRICS ARE BOLDED.

Model Region of Interest
Horizontal Wind Speed (m/s) Horizontal Wind Direction (◦)

RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑) RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑)

ResNet

High-SNR Region

1.435 1.167 0.858 14.259 10.188 0.811

ViT 0.910 0.698 0.915 14.686 8.933 0.771

LWFNet (Ours) 0.795 0.634 0.920 11.167 7.576 0.877

ResNet

Entire Region

2.202 1.718 0.791 19.032 14.191 0.766

ViT 1.551 1.172 0.861 18.565 12.752 0.843

LWFNet (Ours) 1.425 1.052 0.845 15.181 10.236 0.859

To better study and analyze retrieval results, Figure 4
visualizes three test cases: March 7th at 7:15, March 10th at
7:15, and March 18th at 7:15, respectively. Setting radiosonde
observations as ground truth, the results of the spectral centroid
estimator and LWFNet are illustrated. The first two columns of
Figure 4 are two examples of LWFNet extending the credible
wind field detection range. High-velocity winds, especially at
high altitudes, are inherently difficult to detect accurately due
to the skewed distribution of training data, where low-velocity
wind fields overwhelmingly dominate the samples. However,
LWFNet is capable of handling this task with remarkable ease.
Moreover, the first and last columns of Figure 4 also display
examples of accurate ground-level wind field detection. Due
to the presence of severe near-ground wind shear, ground-level
wind velocity detection remains a significant challenge for
CDWL. Again, LWFNet addresses this problem with enhanced

accuracy.
To display the temporal characteristics of LWFNet, Figure

5 provides retrieval results of both spectral centroid and
LWFNet for horizontal wind direction and speed, recorded
on March 14th, 2024, between 10:00 and 14:00 CST. As
plotted in the figure, LWFNet seamlessly fills the missing data,
avoiding abrupt changes in the wind field within the spatial
and temporal domain. This further demonstrates its capability
in long-period wind retrieval.

E. Deep Learning Model Comparison

In order to further verify the superiority of our model over
other deep learning approaches, Table II presents a comparison
of LWFNet’s performance with SOTA models, specifically
a convolution-based (i.e., ResNet) and a Transformer-based
(i.e., ViT) model. Within our experiments, ResNet follows
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TABLE III
ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS OF MODEL VARIANTS USED IN THE ABLATION STUDY

Model
Model Components Structure Parameters

Transformer Type Decoder Type Median Filter Patch Size Sequence Length Transformer Dimension KAN Dimension

ViT-KAN ViT KAN ✓ (10, 8) 352 128 [220, 32, 1]

LiT LiT MLP ✓ (1, 128) 220 128 -

LiT-KAN LiT KAN ✗ (1, 128) 220 128 [220, 32, 1]

LWFNet LiT KAN ✓ (1, 128) 220 128 [220, 32, 1]

TABLE IV
AVERAGE EVALUATION METRICS FOR LWFNET AND OTHER MODEL VARIANTS ACROSS 32 TEST INSTANCES. PEARSON CC DENOTES THE PEARSON

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT. NOTE: THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST METRICS ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Model Region of Interest
Horizontal Wind Speed (m/s) Horizontal Wind Direction (◦)

RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑) RMSE (↓) MAE (↓) Pearson CC (↑)

ViT-KAN

High-SNR Region

0.862 0.684 0.893 11.751 8.052 0.864

LiT 0.817 0.658 0.915 10.920 7.462 0.860

LiT-KAN 0.862 0.684 0.905 12.559 8.351 0.856

LWFNet 0.795 0.634 0.920 11.167 7.576 0.877

ViT-KAN

Entire Region

1.575 1.182 0.827 16.555 12.073 0.873

LiT 1.537 1.136 0.827 15.026 10.440 0.864

LiT-KAN 1.785 1.250 0.785 20.986 13.573 0.787

LWFNet 1.425 1.052 0.845 15.181 10.236 0.859

the 18-layer architecture proposed in [56], with four building
blocks serving as the backbone. ViT adheres to the traditional
paradigm, utilizing a patch embedding layer with patch size
of (10, 8) and an MLP as the decoder structure. Both ResNet
and ViT include a median filter for post-processing the wind
retrieval components. Following the same training and evalu-
ation protocol used for LWFNet, we conduct identical testing
experiments for these models. The hyperparameters, such as
batch size and learning rate, are kept consistent with those
used during the training of LWFNet.

Comprehensively speaking, LWFNet outperforms both
ResNet and ViT across nearly all metrics, highlighting its
superior performance in deep learning for wind retrieval tasks.
Moreover, we observe that the Transformer structure is more
suitable for the wind retrieval task than convolution, suggesting
that the lack of spatial locality in CNNs may hinder their
performance in this context. In fact, this is not a particularly
surprising result, as the local connectivity of CNNs also limits
their ability to generate feature maps that encapsulate the full
signal information of all range gates at early stages.

F. Ablation Study

To study how each component of the LWFNet architecture
contributes to the wind retrieval results, additional comparative
experiments are conducted. We compare the performance of
LWFNet with three variants: ViT-KAN, which replaces the
LiT block of LWFNet with the conventional ViT; LiT, which
substitutes the KAN component of LWFNet with an MLP
decoder; and LiT-KAN, which removes the median filtering

block from LWFNet. The architectures of these variants are
detailed in Table III, and the corresponding testing results are
presented in Table IV.

Effect of Line Transformer. Comparing the conventional
ViT-based (e.g., ViT-KAN and ViT from Table II) with LiT-
based models (e,g., LiT and LWFNet), we find that the
latter constantly outperforms the former in both horizontal
wind speed and direction retrieval, suggesting the effectiveness
of the vector embedding layer. This is a thought-provoking
result, as LiT outperforms both ViT and ViT-KAN on many
metrics, despite having the fewest number of Transformer
embeddings and, consequently, the least number of model
parameters compared to the other Transformer-based models.
The superior performance of LiT largely relies on its excellent
signal processing structure, demonstrating the importance of
image tokenization in lidar-based wind retrieval.

Effect of KAN Decoder. The role of the KAN decoder is
also obvious, owing to its strong interpretability and approxi-
mation ability. With only a 2-layer KAN decoder utilized, the
accuracy of the results, as measured by RMSE and MAE, has
improved in most cases. This conclusion is supported not only
by comparing the performance of LiT and LWFNet, but also
by contrasting ViT from Table II and ViT-KAN. However, in
terms of the Pearson correlation coefficient, the contribution
of the KAN decoder is less pronounced, and the underlying
mechanism of this behavior warrants further investigation.

Effect of Median Filter. The performance comparison
between LiT-KAN and LWFNet suggests that, for high spatial
resolution instruments, such as coherent Doppler lidar, filtering
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out high-frequency components manually can lead to a sig-
nificant improvement in retrieval results. Typically, continuity
characteristics of wind fields imply that abrupt shifts do not
occur on meter-scale, unless influenced by human intervention.
Hence, median filtering is a very safe operation for refining
the retrieval results.

Fig. 6. Wind differences between the retrieval results of multiple deep
learning model variants and radiosonde ground truth at different heights, on
March 14th, 2024, at 7:15 CST. The average MAE values for each model are
presented at the bottom left of the image.

To visualize the wind retrieval capabilities of different deep
learning model variants, Figure 6 illustrates the horizontal
wind speed differences between the retrieval results of various
models and radiosonde measurements at different heights on
March 14th, at 7:15 CST.

V. DISCUSSION

Although our proposed LWFNet outperforms the spectral
centroid algorithm, it is worth briefly discussing some limita-
tions of our work and possible reasons for the super-accurate
phenomenon mentioned in Section IV.

To start with, we emphasize the consequences caused by the
lack of enough observation data. Since all of our experimental
conclusions are based on the 32 available radiosonde mea-
surements within the same month, which represent a limited
range of wind field types, there could be potential bias in our
findings. To further assess the comprehensive performance of
LWFNet, more extensive test experiments should be carried
out. Additionally, our training dataset includes no more than
three months of collected power spectra, therefore seasonal or

other periodic factors were not incorporated into the training
process. It would be beneficial to expand both the training and
testing datasets to capture a broader range of conditions. In
Figure 7, we illustrate the distribution of labeled horizontal
wind speed in the training and validation datasets. It is
evident that low-velocity winds dominate a large proportion
of the dataset, while high-altitude wind labels are significantly
underrepresented. Collecting additional training data would
not only enable the model to learn from a more diverse set
of wind types, but also provide more labeled instances for
supervised training.

Fig. 7. Distribution of labeled horizontal wind speed in the training and
validation datasets. The color bar measures the number of samples at the
corresponding altitude and wind speed.

We shall also explore the underlying reasons behind the
intriguing super-accurate phenomenon. Like most numerical
methods, the wind retrieval process of the spectral centroid es-
timator does not take the power spectrum of neighboring range
gates into account. One possible reason for super-accuracy
is that LWFNet considers backscattering signals across all
range gates and learns their connections and relations. CNNs
take the neighboring bins into account, but only feature maps
of the last few stages would gain an overview of the entire
input spectrogram. ViT-based models, on the other hand, are
excellent in dealing with natural images because they aggre-
gate global information through the encoder blocks, but also
corrupt lidar signal by reshaping it into square-shaped patches.
Hence, most deep learning models in Table II have shown
superior performance than the spectral centroid algorithm by
considering the entire spectrogram for wind retrieval, with the
novel architecture of LWFNet emerging as the most effective
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solution.
Furthermore, the inherent smoothing effect of deterministic

models may assist in wind retrieval. As shown in Table
IV, median filtering contributes to more accurate retrieval
results by acting as a low-pass filter. This is because wind
fields exhibit strong spatial and temporal continuity, with
very few high-frequency components. Similarly, the smoothing
characteristic might also help neural networks generate low-
frequency results that align with the natural behavior of real-
world wind.

Finally, the training strategy is also worth discussing. Dif-
ferent from numerical methods, deep learning models retrieve
wind fields within low-SNR regions by accounting for high-
SNR region examples, demonstrating that masking a propor-
tion of targets enhances the decoding capability of models.
Inspired by the MAE (masked autoencoder) structure [57], our
approach involves masking targets during training to facilitate
the development of more efficient decoders. The effectiveness
of such an approach is still unclear, and further validation
experiments are needed.

VI. CONCLUSION

We introduce LWFNet, the first hybrid deep learning model
for wind retrieval based on coherent Doppler lidar. In lidar
signal processing, our proposed line Transformer outperforms
the traditional vision Transformer upon multiple metrics,
demonstrating its superior effectiveness for this task. Further,
by incorporating KAN decoder within our structure, LWFNet
offers more accurate and interpretable retrieval results. Com-
pared with the conventional wind field retrieval algorithm
(i.e., spectral centroid), LWFNet outperforms it on nearly all
metrics for horizontal wind speed and direction in high-SNR
regions. In addition, the results it generates across the entire
region also adhere to the acceptable limits of meteorological
standards. The robustness of our model is further demonstrated
by comparing its performance against other SOTA data-driven
models.

During the testing stage of LWFNet, we observe the super-
accurate phenomenon, by means that the model’s wind re-
trieval results significantly exceed the accuracy of the training
targets. To the best of our knowledge, such an occurrence has
not been reported elsewhere. We attribute this exceptional per-
formance to the characteristics of the Transformer architecture,
the inherent smoothing effect of our proposed model, and the
masking strategy employed during training.

Considering the limited research done on CDWL-based
deep learning models for wind retrieval, we sincerely hope
that LWFNet shall serve as a benchmark model, advancing
research in high-resolution wind field detection and promoting
the development of AI-based methods for broader applications.
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