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Abstract— Autonomous vehicles rely on camera, LiDAR, and
radar sensors to navigate the environment. Adverse weather
conditions like snow, rain, and fog are known to be prob-
lematic for both camera and LiDAR-based perception systems.
Currently, it is difficult to evaluate the performance of these
methods due to the lack of publicly available datasets containing
multimodal labeled data. To address this limitation, we propose
the SemanticSpray++ dataset, which provides labels for camera,
LiDAR, and radar data of highway-like scenarios in wet surface
conditions. In particular, we provide 2D bounding boxes for
the camera image, 3D bounding boxes for the LiDAR point
cloud, and semantic labels for the radar targets. By labeling all
three sensor modalities, the SemanticSpray++ dataset offers a
comprehensive test bed for analyzing the performance of dif-
ferent perception methods when vehicles travel on wet surface
conditions. Together with comprehensive label statistics, we also
evaluate multiple baseline methods across different tasks and
analyze their performances. The dataset will be available at
https://semantic-spray-dataset.github.io

I. INTRODUCTION

The pursuit of achieving autonomous driving has acceler-
ated research across various disciplines. Notably, advance-
ments in computer vision applications for diverse sensor
modalities such as camera, LiDAR, and radar have signif-
icantly benefited from this endeavor. Consequently, there
has been an unparalleled advancement in tasks like object
detection and semantic segmentation. One of the main factors
for innovations in these fields has been the advancements in
deep learning methods. These advances have been possible
mainly as a result of increases in computing power and data
availability.

Despite the many improvements, the task of autonomous
driving is not yet considered complete. One of the many
reasons is that neural networks perform unexpectedly when
tested in a different domain than the one used during
training [1], [2], [3], [4], [5]. For example, modern object
detectors tend to detect unknown objects as one of the
training classes, often with high confidence scores (e.g., an
animal is classified as a pedestrian) [1]. A more mundane but
far more common example is the performance degradation of
camera and LiDAR-based sensor systems in adverse weather
conditions such as rain, snow, and fog [6], [7], [8], [9]. For
example, in foggy and rainy conditions, the camera’s view is
greatly reduced, resulting in fewer objects being detected. In
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Fig. 1. The proposed SemanticSpray++ dataset offers multimodal labels
across camera, LiDAR, and radar sensors for testing the effect of spray
on perception systems. Top: shows the camera image with overlayed 2D
ground truth bounding box (in green) of the vehicle in front. Bottom-
left: shows the captured LiDAR scan, where the 3D ground truth bounding
box (in green) represents the leading vehicle. Additionally, each point has
an associated semantic label, where the colors represent • background
• foreground • noise. Bottom-right: shows the radar target represented
by the Doppler velocity vector (green arrow). We also overlay the LiDAR
scan for visualization purposes in gray.

LiDAR sensors, the water particles that make up rain, spray,
and snow can cause the measurement signal to be scattered,
resulting in missed point detections. In addition, these same
water particles can cause partial or total reflection of the
signal, resulting in additional unwanted noise in the measure-
ments. These effects can cause detectors that perform well in
good weather conditions to missdetect objects and introduce
false positive detections in the perceived environment. Since
autonomous vehicles rely heavily on these sensors, such
unexpected behavior can have very serious consequences
and, in extreme cases, pose a threat to passengers and other
road users.

Therefore, it is important to test perception methods in dif-
ferent weather conditions thoroughly. However, few datasets
are currently available for testing such systems, and even
fewer provide labeled data for all common sensor modalities
(i.e., camera, LiDAR, and radar). For example, the Waymo
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Open dataset [10] contains a large number of scenes in rainy
conditions and provides labels for both camera and LiDAR
sensors. However, no radar data is available. In addition,
general-purpose datasets like the Waymo Open or nuScenes
datasets [11] lack the systematic testing of a specific weather
condition and all of its many variations. For example, on wet
surfaces, the resulting spray effect is highly dependent on
driving speed and vehicle type [12].

To address some of the problems mentioned above, we
propose the SemanticSpray++ dataset, which has labels for
vehicles traveling in wet surface conditions at different
speeds. We provide labels for camera, LiDAR, and radar
sensors for object detection as well as for semantic segmenta-
tion tasks. Our work is based on the RoadSpray dataset [13],
which contains the raw and unlabeled recordings, and in our
previous publication, where we published the SemanticSpray
dataset [8] that provides semantic labels for the LiDAR
point clouds. In this paper, we extend our previous work
by additionally labeling 2D bounding boxes for the camera
image, 3D bounding boxes for the LiDAR point clouds,
and semantic labels for the radar targets. An example of
the different annotated modalities is shown in Fig. 1. As
the data extensively covers different speeds, vehicles, and
amounts of surface water, it provides a unique test bed
where 2D and 3D object detectors and semantic segmentation
methods can be tested to understand their limitations in
this particular weather effect. In addition, we test different
baseline perception methods like 2D and 3D object detectors
and 3D semantic segmentation networks and analyze the
effect that spray has on their performance.

In summary, our main contributions are:
• We extend the SemanticSpray dataset to include mul-

timodal labels for vehicles traveling in wet surface
conditions.

• We provide 2D bounding box labels for the camera
images, 3D bounding boxes for the LiDAR point clouds,
and semantic labels for the radar targets.

• We provide label statistics on both object-level and
point-wise semantic.

• We test popular perception methods across different
tasks and analyze how their performance is affected by
spray.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Datasets for Autonomous Driving

The recent advances in the methods for autonomous
driving have been made possible in part by the influx of
large and diverse datasets. The KITTI dataset [14] pioneered
this field by proposing annotated labels for both LiDAR and
camera images, allowing 2D and 3D object detectors to be
tested. The SemanticKITTI dataset [15] provides additional
LiDAR point-wise semantic labels, allowing training and
testing of semantic segmentation networks. The nuScenes
dataset [11] is a popular dataset that provides labels for
many tasks, among which are multi-camera object detec-
tion, semantic segmentation, and 3D object detection. It is

recorded in urban scenarios with different weather conditions
in North America and Southeast Asia. The Waymo Open
dataset [10] is a large-scale dataset that provides annotated
camera and LiDAR point clouds in both urban and extra-
urban scenarios in sunny and rainy conditions. Additional
datasets such as Argoverse [16] and ZOD [17] also provide
a large and diverse set of annotated frames for autonomous
driving applications. Furthermore, there are many datasets
which only provide single modalities (e.g., camera only) data
annotations like Cityscapes [18] and BDD100K [19].

B. Adverse Weather Datasets for Autonomous Driving

Recently, a few datasets have been proposed for au-
tonomous driving applications where the focus is on adverse
weather conditions [7]. The Seeing Through Fog dataset
(STF) [20] provides annotated open-world recordings while
driving in foggy conditions for both camera and LiDAR point
clouds. SemanticSTF [21] has recently extended the STF
dataset to provide semantic labels. The DENSE dataset [22]
is recorded in a weather chamber where artificial fog, snow,
and rain are measured with a LiDAR sensor with a sim-
ulated urban scenario in the background. The ADUULM
dataset [23] provides semantic labels for camera and LiDAR
point clouds in diverse weather conditions. The WADS
dataset [24] focuses on snowy conditions, providing semantic
segmentation labels for the 3D LiDAR point clouds. The
CADC dataset [25] instead contains 3D bounding boxes for
LiDAR point clouds in snowy conditions. The RADIATE
dataset [26] also focuses on adverse weather and is one of
the few datasets that provides object-level annotations for the
radar sensor. The RoadSpray dataset [13] provides an exten-
sive list of recordings in wet surface conditions. It contains
scenes in a highway-like environment at different speeds,
with camera, LiDAR, and radar measurements. However, the
dataset only contains raw recordings without any annota-
tions for any of the sensor modalities. The SemanticSpray
dataset [8], which is based on a subset of scenes of the
RoadSpray dataset, provides semantic segmentation labels
for the LiDAR scenes, differentiating between the foreground
objects in the scenes, background points, and noise points
like spray and other adverse weather artifacts. The proposed
SemanticSpray++ dataset is based on the RoadSpray and
SemanticSpray datasets and aims to extend the label anno-
tations to different sensor modalities and formats.

III. SEMANTICSPRAY++ DATASET

This section introduces the SemanticSpray++ dataset and
gives an overview of the scenarios, the recording setup, the
data annotation, the label format, and label statistics.

A. Scenario Setup

The SemanticSpray++ dataset provides LiDAR, camera,
and radar labels for a subsection of the scenes of the Road-
Spray dataset [13]. The RoadSpray dataset itself provides
unlabeled data for vehicles traveling on wet surfaces at
different speeds in a highway-like scenario. In the relevant
experiments, the ego vehicle follows a leading vehicle at



Fig. 2. Overview of some of the scenes present in the proposed dataset.
Top row: show the occlusion effect caused by the windshield wipers.
Middle row: shows the blurriness effect caused by the spray particles
generated by the leading vehicle. Bottom row: shows how sunlight directly
reflecting off the camera sensor or on the wet surface leads to locally
overexposed images, which block the leading vehicle from the field of view.
We show with green boxes the provided 2D box annotations.

a fixed distance while traveling at different speeds. The
distances between the ego and the leading vehicles are
between 20 m and 30 m, whereas the traveling speeds are in
the range 50–130 km/h, with 10 km/h increments. There are
two types of lead vehicles: a small size car and a large van
vehicle. The experiments are conducted in an empty airstrip
field to recreate a highway-like scenario. The ego vehicle is
equipped with the following sensors:

• High-resolution LiDAR (top-mounted),
• Long-range radar (front-mounted),
• Camera sensor (front-mounted).

For more information on the raw data recording and a more
detailed sensor description, we refer the reader to the original
dataset publication [13].

B. Data Format and Annotation

As the RoadSpray dataset provides raw unlabeled data
in a rosbag format, we extract the camera, LiDAR, and
radar data. Because the different sensors record at different
frequencies, we use the LiDAR sensor as the synchronization
signal in the extraction process. The LiDAR point clouds
are saved in binary files with each point having features
(x,y,z, intensity, ring), where (x,y,z) is the 3D position of
the points, intensity is a value ranging from 0−255 which
quantifies the calibrated-intensity of the point, and ring
represents which of the LiDAR layers the point originated
from. The radar sensor data is also saved in a binary file,
where each point has features (x,y,vx,vy), where (x,y) is
the 2D Cartesian position of the point and (vx,vy) are the
components of the Doppler velocity vector. The camera
sensor data is saved in an RGB .jpg image file of size
2048×1088 pixels.

The SemanticSpray dataset [8] provides semantic labels
for the LiDAR point clouds, assigning to each point one of
the three possible labels: background (vegetation, building,
road, . . . ), foreground (leading vehicle), and noise (spray and
other weather artifacts). The labels are provided in a binary
file with label mapping {0 : background,1 : foreground,2 :
noise}.
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Fig. 3. Statistics of the proposed dataset. Top-left: shows the distributions
of the LiDAR-based semantic labels among different velocities. Top-right:
shows the distributions of the radar-based semantic labels among different
velocities. Bottom-left: shows the number of 2D and 3D object box
annotations in the camera and LiDAR point clouds. The number of boxes
matches among the different modalities as both sensors always capture the
leading vehicle. Bottom-right: shows the number of vehicle points in the
3D LiDAR bounding boxes at different speeds.

With the SemanticSpray++ dataset, we extend the avail-
able labels to 2D bounding boxes for the camera image, 3D
bounding boxes for the LiDAR point cloud, and semantic
labels for the radar targets. We select a subset of 36 scenes
from the SemanticSpray dataset, choosing scenes with dif-
ferent traveling speeds and vehicle distances. In Fig. 1 and
Fig. 2, we show examples of all annotation types, and in
Fig. 3, an overview of the dataset statistics.

LiDAR 3D Bounding Box Annotation. We annotate the
3D LiDAR point clouds using bounding boxes with the
format [x,y,z,w,h, l,θ ], where (x,y,z) is the center of the
bounding box, (w,h, l) are its height, width and length and θ

the orientation around the z-axis. Since there are two different
types of leading vehicles, we label them as separate classes,
namely Car and Van. We store the labels in .json files,
which are easy to parse and still human-readable.

Camera 2D Bounding Box Annotation. For the camera
data, we annotate each image by assigning a bounding box
to each object in the scene. We use the format [top-left, top-
right, bottom-left, bottom-right], where for each point, we
give the (x,y) coordinates in the camera image. For each
box, we use the same class categories Car and Van as for the
LiDAR data. In the recorded data, there are many instances
where the leading vehicle is totally occluded or only partially
visible in the camera image. This is mainly due to windshield
wipers blocking the field of view or water particles caused
by the vehicle in front blocking or blurring the camera view.
In addition, there are many cases where the camera image is
locally overexposed due to sunlight reflecting directly onto
the camera sensor or off the wet surface. To address this
issue during the labeling process, we interpolate the occluded
bounding boxes between two visible camera frames. We
report some examples of the effects and the interpolation
process in Fig. 2.

Semantic Labels of Radar Targets. Since the radar
and LiDAR point clouds are calibrated, we use a semi-



automatic approach for the semantic labeling of the radar
targets. First, we project the radar points in the LiDAR point
cloud coordinate frame. Then, using the 3D bounding boxes
described in the previous section, we check which of the
radar targets are contained within the LiDAR-based boxes
and automatically label them as either Car or Van (depending
on the leading vehicle type) or as Background if they do not
belong to any of the vehicles in the scene. After the automatic
labeling, we manually check each radar point cloud and fix
possible incorrect labels.

C. Dataset Toolkit

Together with the dataset, we provide a toolkit that pro-
vides useful data processing and visualization scripts. Among
these, we provide a PyTorch data loader for the 3D object
detection framework OpenPCDet [27], which allows for easy
testing of different object detectors and for the SPVCNN
framework [28], which allows to train and test multiple
semantic segmentation networks. Additionally, we provide
useful scripts to convert the labels into different formats (e.g.,
COCO, YOLO, OpenLABEL [29]).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we report the evaluation of baseline meth-
ods among different tasks. In particular, we aim to test how
the performance of 3D LiDAR object detectors, 2D camera-
based detectors, and 3D LiDAR semantic segmentation net-
works are affected when evaluating their performance in the
adverse weather conditions present in SemanticSpray++.

A. Experiment Setup

3D LiDAR Object Detector. As spray points heavily
impact LiDAR sensors, we test the performance of three
popular object detectors (PointPillars [30], SECOND [31]
and CenterPoint [32] with a pillar backbone) trained on the
nuScenes dataset [11], using the respective OpenPCDet [27]
implementation. We follow the evaluation setup presented
in [9], where we first test the trained models directly on
the SemanticSpray++ dataset. In addition, we fine-tune the
detectors on a small subset of scenes from SemanticSpray++
where no spray points are present. This allows us to reduce
the domain gap caused by factors such as sensor placement
and better understand the impact of spray on the detec-
tors [9]. In contrast to the evaluation reported in [9], we use
the ground truth data provided in SemanticSpray++ instead
of pseudo-labels. Moreover, we include scenes with both the
Car and Van leading vehicle, instead of only using the Car
class. For a detailed description of the fine-tuning process, we
refer the reader to [9]. As evaluation metrics for 3D object
detection, we use the Average Precision (AP) metric with
Intersection over Union (IoU) at 0.5 and class-wise mean
AP (mAP). We compute it at different ranges, namely 0 m
to 25 m and > 0 to 25 m. As the nuScenes dataset provides
multiple vehicle categories, we use the following output
mapping {Truck, Construction Vehicle, Bus, Trailer}→ Van
for the large-vehicle detections.

2D Object Detection. For testing the performance of 2D
camera-based detections, we use the popular YOLO [33] ob-
ject detector, adapting the implementation provided by [34].
We use the YOLOv8m (mid-sized) model trained on
the COCO dataset [35]. Additionally, we train the same
model using the default configurations on the Argoverse
dataset [16], which contains annotated images from the
perspective of the ego-vehicle. As mentioned in the previous
section, camera images are affected in different ways by wet
surface conditions. To overcome some of these effects (i.e.,
partial or total occlusion, blur, and overexposure), we test
the performance of the YOLOv8m models with two differ-
ent object trackers (ByteTrack [36] and BoT-SORT [37]),
which allow the use of temporal information when detecting
objects, even in the presence of occlusion. As evaluation
metrics, we use the standard AP at 0.5 IoU.

3D LiDAR Semantic Segmentation. We additionally test
how the performance of semantic segmentation networks is
affected when testing on scenes with spray. For this purpose,
we use SPVCNN [28] as the base network and train on both
the nuScenes [11] and SemanticKITTI dataset [15] using the
official implementations. Since the classes of the training
set do not all match the classes of the SemanticSpray++
dataset, a direct quantitative comparison of performance is
not possible. Instead, we report the confusion matrix for each
method, which provides insight into how the noise points
tend to be misclassified.

B. Experiment Results

3D LiDAR Object Detector. We begin our evaluation
by testing the performance of PointPillars, SECOND, and
CenterPoint trained only on the nuScenes dataset and report
the results in Table I. We can observe that all detectors
perform higher when detecting the Car type. Additionally,
we see that in most cases, the performance between 0-25 m
is higher than for >25 m. This is expected as the density of
LiDAR points diminishes with the distance from the sensor.
Moreover, the total number of returned points is also reduced
due to the scattering and partial/total occlusion effects. This
can also be seen in Fig. 3, where the number of points
inside the bounding boxes decreases as the driving speed
increases due to more spray. When analyzing the results for
the fine-tuned detectors, we see that all of the models benefit
from it, greatly increasing the performance for both Car and
Van classes. When we compare the qualitative results from
Fig. 4, we notice that both fine-tuned and non-fine-tuned
detectors are affected by spray points, which cause false-
positive detections to arise. However, we can observe that
for the non-fine-tuned detectors, additional factors like the
surrounding environment also cause false positive detections.

2D Camera Object Detector. In Table II, we report
the results of the camera-based 2D object detector and the
additional object tracking post-processing. We can see that
the performance for both YOLOv8m trained on COCO and
Argoverse are similar for both the Car and Van classes. We
can also observe that object tracking substantially improves



TABLE I
EVALUATION RESULTS OF 3D OBJECT DETECTORS TRAINED ON THE NUSCENES DATASET ONLY AND FINE-TUNED ON SPRAY-FREE SCANS OF THE

SEMANTICSPRAY++ DATASET. RESULTS ARE IN PERCENTAGE.

Fine-Tuned Detector Car AP Van AP mAP

0-25 m >25 m overall 0-25 m >25 m overall 0-25 m >25 m overall

✗
PointPillar [30] 67.15 63.81 61.53 12.93 14.64 12.81 40.04 39.22 37.17
SECOND [31] 97.02 96.79 96.07 8.18 22.03 9.53 52.60 59.41 52.80
CenterPoint [32] 56.48 16.37 30.74 13.06 10.86 13.06 34.77 13.62 21.90

✓
PointPillar [30] 92.28 93.71 91.56 69.37 73.90 72.31 80.83 83.80 81.93
SECOND [31] 98.07 99.86 97.64 43.82 77.30 60.70 70.95 88.58 79.17
CenterPoint [32] 92.77 89.58 88.77 44.08 85.28 70.96 68.43 87.43 79.86

Fig. 4. Qualitative results for 2D and 3D object detectors tested on SemanticSpray++. Top row: shows the camera image with overlayed ground truth
bounding boxes −, predictions using YOLOv8m −−, and predictions using predictions using YOLOv8m + BoT-SORT −−. Bottom row: shows the
LiDAR point could with ground truth boxes −, predictions from SECOND trained only on nuScenes −, and SECOND trained on nuScenes with additional
fine-tuning on SemanticSpray++ −. The semantic labels for the LiDAR point cloud have the following color map: • background • foreground • noise.

TABLE II
EVALUATION RESULTS ON THE CAMERA-BASED 2D OBJECT DETECTION

TASK. THE RESULTS SHOW THE YOLOV8M MODEL TRAINED ON

DIFFERENT DATASETS WITH AND WITHOUT OBJECT TRACKING AS

POST-PROCESSING. RESULTS ARE IN PERCENTAGE.

Training Set Tracking Car AP@0.5 Van AP@0.5 mAP@0.5

COCO [38]
✗ 75.05 73.60 74.33

ByteTrack [36] 80.61 72.36 76.49
BoT-SORT [37] 81.39 74.17 77.78

Argoverse [16]
✗ 75.20 73.61 74.41

ByteTrack [36] 82.65 75.03 78.84
BoT-SORT [37] 82.93 75.96 79.45

the performance of both models. For example, on YOLOv8m
trained on Argoverse combined with BoT-SORT, the mAP
improves by +5.04% points. Looking at the qualitative
results of Fig. 4, we see that the performance of the object
detector without any associated tracking is indeed affected
by the occlusion of the windshield wipers, the blurriness
of the water spray particles, and the locally overexposed
images. The same figure shows that these problems are
less pronounced when an object tracker is used as a post-
processing step.

3D LiDAR Semantic Segmentation. As mentioned be-
fore, we provide the confusion matrices for SPVCNN trained

on different semantic segmentation datasets and report it in
Fig. 5. When observing SPVCNN trained on nuScenes, we
see that the background class is mainly classified by the
network as man-made, vegetation and drivable-surface. Sim-
ilar predictions can be observed when SPVCNN is trained
on the SemanticKITTI dataset. The foreground class, which
consists of points belonging to two different lead vehicles,
is for the most correctly associated with the vehicle classes
of the two datasets. The noise class, which contains spray
points and other weather artifacts, is instead associated with
different semantic classes. For example, when the model
is trained on nuScenes, the mandmade and truck classes
are the two most associated classes. For SPVCNN trained
on SemanticKITTI, it is instead vegetation. These results
highlight the overconfidence problem seen in modern neural
networks when faced with unknown inputs [1], [3], [5], [4]
and show the importance of counterbalancing methods like
out-of-distribution detections and open-word classification.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present the SemanticSpray++ dataset,
which extends the SemanticSpray dataset [8] with object
labels for the camera and LiDAR data and semantic labels
for the radar targets. We provide details on the annotation
process and the challenges associated with it. Afterward, we



ba
rrie

r
bic

ycl
e

bu
s

car con
st.

-ve
hic

le

moto
rcy

cle

pe
de

str
ian

tra
ffic

-co
ne

tra
iler

tru
ck

dri
v.-s

urf
ace

oth
er-

fla
t

sid
ew

alk

ter
rai

n
man

mad
e

ve
ge

tat
ion

Predictions

background

foreground

noise

Ta
rg

et
s

0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.21

0.00 0.00 0.09 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.06 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.08

SPVCNN trained on nuScenes

car bic
ycl

e
moto

rcy
cle

tru
ck

oth
er-

ve
hic

le

pe
rso

n
bic

ycl
ist

moto
rcy

clis
t

roa
d

pa
rki

ng

sid
ew

alk

oth
er-

gro
un

d

bu
ildi

ng

fen
ce

ve
ge

tat
ion

tru
nk

ter
rai

n
po

le
tra

ffic
-sig

n

Predictions

background

foreground

noise

Ta
rg

et
s

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.34 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00

0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.69 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

SPVCNN trained on SemanticKITTI
0.00

0.15

0.30

0.45

%

0.00
0.15
0.30
0.45
0.60
0.75

%

Fig. 5. Confusion matrix of SPVCNN trained on the nuScenes-semantic and SemanticKITTI datasets and evaluated on the SemanticSpray++ dataset.
Notice that, as the training labels do not match the test labels, the matrices are not square. Additionally, small values (< 0.01) are truncated to 0 for
visualization purposes.

present statistics for labels across the different sensor modal-
ities and tasks. Additionally, we evaluate the performance
of popular 2D and 3D object detectors and 3D point cloud
semantic segmentation methods and give insights on how
spray affects their performances.

In future work, we aim to provide additional labels for the
dataset, like semantic masks for the camera image, and more
proprieties on the object labels like occlusion levels.
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