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Abstract

In this work, we present SpaRC, a novel Sparse fusion
transformer for 3D perception that integrates multi-view
image semantics with Radar and Camera point features.
The fusion of radar and camera modalities has emerged
as an efficient perception paradigm for autonomous driv-
ing systems. While conventional approaches utilize dense
Bird’s Eye View (BEV)-based architectures for depth es-
timation, contemporary query-based transformers excel in
camera-only detection through object-centric methodology.
However, these query-based approaches exhibit limitations
in false positive detections and localization precision due
to implicit depth modeling. We address these challenges
through three key contributions: (1) sparse frustum fu-
sion (SFF) for cross-modal feature alignment, (2) range-
adaptive radar aggregation (RAR) for precise object lo-
calization, and (3) local self-attention (LSA) for focused
query aggregation. In contrast to existing methods requir-
ing computationally intensive BEV-grid rendering, SpaRC
operates directly on encoded point features, yielding sub-
stantial improvements in efficiency and accuracy. Empirical
evaluations on the nuScenes and TruckScenes benchmarks
demonstrate that SpaRC significantly outperforms exist-
ing dense BEV-based and sparse query-based detectors.
Our method achieves state-of-the-art performance metrics
of 67.1 NDS and 63.1 AMOTA. The code and pretrained
models are available at https://github.com/phi-
wol/sparc.

1. Introduction
Developing an efficient, robust, and scalable perception sys-
tem for autonomous driving is a challenging task. Au-
tonomous vehicles must accurately perceive their surround-
ings and make informed decisions in real-time to en-
sure safe operation in complex dynamic environments like
crowded urban scenarios and fast-paced highways. This re-
quires precise localization and classification of other traffic
participants [19, 30]. Multi-modal sensor fusion of LiDAR,
camera, and radar has made significant progress in recent
years due to large-scale, diverse datasets [4, 13, 57, 68] and
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Figure 1. Compared to previous real-time perception models our
SpaRC model family achieves state-of-the-art performance in ac-
curacy and inference speed. The inference speed is measured with
a single consumer-grade RTX3090 GPU on nuScenes val.

advances in deep learning architectures [30, 39, 45, 77].
While LiDAR-based methods achieve impressive perfor-
mance [7, 39, 62], their high cost and maintenance require-
ments limit widespread deployment. This has motivated re-
search into more cost-effective sensor combinations, partic-
ularly camera-radar fusion [3, 26, 42, 69].

Cameras provide high-resolution semantic information
and capture rich texture details but struggle with depth esti-
mation and perform poorly in adverse lighting and weather
conditions like night, fog, or snow [78]. In contrast,
Millimeter-wave radar sensors offer sparse, metric range
sensing and Doppler-based velocity measurements even un-
der adverse lighting and weather conditions. Combined in a
complementary architecture, they have the potential to un-
lock reliable and affordable 3D perception for autonomous
driving [83]. The main barrier to radar-based perception has
been the lack of high-quality and large-scale sensor record-
ings. Out of the traditional autonomous driving datasets
[4, 13, 57, 68], only nuScenes offers a limited and noisy
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radar sensor suite. With new datasets like TruckScenes [11]
and the BSD dataset [1] this is going to change. They offer
modern 4D imaging radar sensors, long-range annotations
up to 150m, and a diverse set of scenarios, including vari-
ous weather conditions. However, bridging the view dispar-
ity between the dense camera images and the sparse radar
representation remains a key challenge due to the unique
characteristics of the radar sensor [83]: low angular resolu-
tion, only a few reflected points per object, noise, and clutter
due to multi-path reflections capture the intricacies of radar-
based perception and require an adaptive fusion design [9].

Most existing methods are based on LiDAR-centric ar-
chitectures that utilize dense point-cloud processing back-
bones like PointPillars [28] with Bird’s-Eye-View (BEV)
feature extraction and fusion mechanisms, which have be-
come the default choice for 3D object detection [21, 39,
47, 73, 76]. However, directly applying these dense BEV
representations to sparse radar data leads to computational
inefficiency, as most grid cells remain empty. Recent
work has focused on adapting these LiDAR-centric de-
signs for camera-radar fusion through various strategies:
radar-aided depth estimation [26, 48, 69], modified grid-
rendering backbones [42, 51], and adaptive BEV fusion
mechanisms [26, 42, 69]. Even with recent improvements in
BEVFusion-style architectures, this fundamental mismatch
between dense representations and sparse radar signals re-
mains a key limitation for efficient optimization.

In contrast, we propose a novel query-based fusion trans-
former for 3D object detection that concentrates computa-
tional resources on salient regions of the radar modality.
We disregard the BEV-grid representation due to its sparse-
ness in feature representation and opt for an object-centric
paradigm. Introducing SpaRC, we achieve a new state-of-
the-art in camera-radar 3D perception with strong robust-
ness, high accuracy, and real-time inference speed. Our
main contributions are:

• We utilize a modality-specific sparse feature set repre-
sentation for radar encoding.

• We design a multi-scale but Sparse Frustum Fusion for
efficient cross-modal feature alignment, improving the
projection-based representation and explicit depth esti-
mation.

• We propose a range-adaptive radar refinement and a
local self-attention mechanism to model the intuitive
object-to-point interactions and improve the implicit
depth learning.

• SpaRC achieves state-of-the-art performance on the
nuScenes benchmark (+2.9 NDS and +2.6 mAP).
Moreover, our findings generalize to the long-range and
adverse conditions on the new TruckScenes benchmark
and match the LiDAR-based baseline.

2. Related Work

2.1. Dense BEV-based 3D Perception

Since the seminal work of LSS [56], vision-centric 3D per-
ception has moved from the perspective view [64, 65, 77]
to a unified Bird’s-Eye-View (BEV) space [20, 35, 56, 59].
The 3D space representation has been proven to be benefi-
cial for unified multi-view and point-cloud fusion, as well
as downstream tasks such as mapping, tracking and plan-
ning [16, 19, 84]. Several differentiable lifting strategies
have been proposed to transform 2D image features into
the BEV [16, 60]. Most prominent, the convolution-based
BEVDet Series [20, 33, 34, 55] introduce efficient forward
view-transformation, explicit depth prediction, and ego-
motion-based temporal modeling. Contrary, BEVFormer
[35, 74] queries the image features using 3D-to-2D cross-
attention, modeling the inverse and implicit camera un-
projection. Recent works [36–38] combine both directions
into a unified architecture to tackle the sparseness of the
feature representation within the dense BEV grid.

2.2. Developing Radar-Camera Fusion Systems

Radar-camera fusion addresses the core challenge of vision-
centric systems: precise and robust depth estimation. In-
corporating mmWave radar features into different stages of
the detection architecture, the sparse range, and Doppler
measurements reduce the overall localization errors and im-
prove velocity estimation. Hence, bridging the view dis-
parity between the two feature spaces is an active area of
research: Early works like CRF-Net [53], GRIF-Net [24],
CenterFusion [52], CRAFT [25], and RADIANT [48] focus
on projective fusion in the image space. These methods first
project 3D radar points into the 2D image plane and then
perform late-stage feature association through high-level
feature concatenation or Region-of-Interest (ROI) pooling.
The fused features are used to refine image-based object
proposals by incorporating radar’s precise range measure-
ments. More recent works have explored alternative radar
feature extraction methods. RadarGNN [10] models point-
pair relationships through graph neural networks, while
X3KD [27], RadarDistill [3], and CRKD [82] leverage
cross-modal knowledge distillation to enhance radar feature
learning.

Following the success of BEVFusion [6, 16, 39, 47, 50],
dense fusion in BEV space through concatenation, summa-
tion, or SE-Blocks has emerged as the dominant paradigm.
These methods typically pair dense BEV-based 3D ob-
ject detectors with grid-based radar feature encoders like
PointPillars [28, 31]. The fused features are decoded
into 3D object proposals using dense detection heads like
CenterPoint [84] or TransFusion [2]. Originally designed
for LiDAR-centric perception, these methods have been
adapted to better handle sparsity, calibration errors, and

2



Range-Adaptive Radar
Aggregation

Perspective Aggregation

Local Self-Attention

Feedforward Network

Detection Boxes

3D Proposals

Point Backbone

xN

Sparse Frustum
Fusion

Add & Norm

Cross-Attention

Add & Norm

Add & Norm

Learnable Distance Weighting

Local Self-Attention

Multiview Images

2D Backbone

Q
Radar Point 

FeaturesK

V

Key

Query

Saved Memory

Select Top K

Attention Map

Output
Proposals

Input
Proposals

Distance
Weights

Input Proposals Output Proposals

Figure 2. Architecture of SpaRC. A fully-sparse object-centric radar-camera fusion 3D object detector. Radar points are sparsely encoded
as a 3D-embedded feature set. Objects are modeled as a set of queries. Range-adaptive Radar Attention encodes the queries to salient region
proposals, introducing strong spatial priors and inducing object-specific Doppler velocity. The radar-guided deformable cross-attention is
applied to frustum-fused perspective features. Local top K self-attention focuses the object filtering and encoding on the local region
around the 3D location. The fused features are decoded into 3D object proposals using a sparse detection head.

noise interference. RCM-Fusion [23] relies on an instance-
level refinement within the dense BEV-grid. While CRN
[26] and RCBEVDet [42] upgrade the BEV-fusion with
deformable cross-attention for increased receptive fields,
HyDRa [69] introduces a hybrid fusion, leveraging multi-
modal depth estimation and a radar-guided backpropagation
for refinement.

Despite their success, current BEV-based fusion meth-
ods face several key challenges. First, the effectiveness of
BEV feature maps deteriorates significantly with distance -
only about 50% of grid cells receive valid projected image
features [37]. This sparsity is even more pronounced for
radar features, where point-pillar encoders typically popu-
late just 1-5% of the grid cells with radar points, leading
to inefficient dense representations of inherently sparse in-
formation. Second, state-of-the-art approaches [26, 42, 69]
rely heavily on ego-motion-based temporal feature warp-
ing and require large receptive fields to compensate for the
sparse nature of the features. This becomes particularly
problematic for long-range perception [11, 68], where com-
putational complexity increases quadratically with range.
In contrast, our method addresses the limitations through
an object-centric set-to-set fusion. By operating directly on
sparse point-based representations rather than dense grids,
we maintain information density while reducing compu-
tational overhead. Our point-to-point interaction focuses

only on the local neighborhood of object queries, enabling
stable optimization and long-range perception without the
quadratic scaling of grid-based methods.

2.3. Sparse Query-based Perception

Sparse query-based methods have been inspired by the DE-
tection TRansformer (DETR) [5, 66, 79] and emerge as
a powerful and efficient alternative to grid-based meth-
ods. The PETR-Series [45, 46] models a small set of ob-
ject queries with a 3D position embedding and encodes
them with cross-attention. Multi-head self-attention ex-
hibits the role of the BEV encoder [44]. SparseBEV [44]
and Sparse4D [41] enable spatio-temporal sampling from
3D queries in 2D feature maps by projecting deformable
sampling offsets onto the 2D feature maps. Instead of
stacking ego-motion compensated BEV-grids [26, 42, 69],
StreamPETR [63] follows up with a temporal propagation
module to iteratively refine the object queries from history
queries. Far3D [22] shows that the sparse design is also
beneficial for long-range detection with strong object re-
call when employing a perspective 2D object head with a
depth network for dynamic query initialization. Follow-up
works [18, 43, 58] concentrate on different denoising strate-
gies and positional encodings to increase the robustness
and reduce false positives of ambiguous feature sampling
along projection rays. Due to the implicit depth modeling
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of the 3D-located queries, these methods achieve strong re-
call but suffer from false positives and localization errors.
Our object-centric radar fusion addresses the limitations of
implicit localization by backprojecting and sampling from
salient radar points. This reduces false correspondences be-
tween 3D and 2D space. The temporal and spatial filtering
of queries can be reduced to focused local regions. Doppler
velocity has a synergistic effect and is naturally suited for
object-level motion modeling and compensation.

3. SpaRC Architecture
We introduce SpaRC, a novel Sparse fusion transformer
for 3D perception from Radar and Camera. Our model
processes multi-view RGB images and radar point clouds
in parallel streams: images are encoded by convolutional
feature extractors with FPN [40], while radar points are
processed by a transformer-based point encoder. The re-
sulting features are fused in two stages: First, radar fea-
tures are projected into image space and associated with
semantic feature maps. Second, a sparse set of 3D ob-
ject queries initialized from perspective proposals and spa-
tially distributed 3D queries, aggregates multi-modal infor-
mation through cross-attention. Range-adaptive radar re-
finement guides the object-radar interaction based on dis-
tance, while deformable attention in perspective space cap-
tures the fused semantic features. The model maintains a
high recall through its implicit design while increasing pre-
cision through strong spatial cues in the query decoder.

3.1. Radar Point Encoder

Inspired by [70, 81], we employ a lightweight point trans-
former to extract features from radar point clouds. The
encoder transforms unstructured radar points into a sparse
but information-dense representation through space-filling
curves and serialized neighbor mapping. By grouping
points into non-overlapping patches and performing within-
patch attention, we efficiently model spatial relationships
without constructing and processing dense grids.

The 3D points are encoded in the same positional em-
bedding space as the object queries, enabling direct inter-
action in later fusion stages. To prevent overfitting on the
small radar point cloud while maintaining real-time perfor-
mance, we adopt a reduced version of the backbone with
implementation details provided in the Appendix.

3.2. Sparse Frustum Fusion

As visualized in Fig. 3, we propose a Sparse Frustum Fu-
sion (SFF) module to efficiently associate radar and image
features in perspective space. The encoded radar feature
vectors are first projected into the camera frustum space
and filtered per view. We embed the projected coordinates
(depth and horizontal pixel position) in a learnable posi-
tional encoding, while image features are embedded using

Attention
Q

K V
2D Image
Features

Top K Closest
Radar Features

Camera Frustum

Fused
Perspective

Features

Image
Column

Figure 3. Sparse Frustum Fusion Visualization. Encoded radar
points are projected into the camera frustum space and associated
with semantic image feature columns. Per image column, only
the K nearest points and embeddings are used for cross-attention.
This enables the subsequent perspective 3D head to also benefit
from the radar-fusion.

their downsampled pixel positions. For each image col-
umn [69], we query the K nearest radar points along the ver-
tical dimension and fuse them through cross-attention. This
enables soft association between modalities without requir-
ing noisy depth maps or pillar representations. While we
explicitly project radar points using their range measure-
ments, the cross-attention mechanism allows the model to
handle uncertainties from noisy measurements and missing
height information. This can be leveraged for each feature
map level of the multi-scale feature extractor.

The computational complexity of SFF is O(WK),
where W is the downsampled image width, and K is a hy-
perparameter defining the number of nearest radar points
per column that are considered. With typical values of
W,K < 100, this leads to efficient parallel computation.
By operating in perspective space, radar features benefit
from fine-grained image supervision while preserving their
3D spatial information. The learnable depth and positional
embeddings allow the model to explicitly align features and
handle noise, establishing semantically meaningful associ-
ations between radar points and semantically connected im-
age regions. The subsequent perspective head can now dy-
namically allocate stronger 3D proposals, which initialize
3D object queries.

3.3. Range Adaptive Radar Aggregation

Objects are modeled as 3D reference points and semantic
context features, which later are decoded into 3D bound-
ing boxes with localization offsets, size, orientation, and ve-
locity. Drawing inspiration from multi-scale self-attention
mechanisms [44], we propose a Range-Adaptive Radar
(RAR) aggregation decoder layer that dynamically adjusts
feature interactions based on spatial relationships. As each
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Methods Input Backbone Image Size NDS↑ mAP↑ mATE↓ mASE↓ mAOE↓ mAVE↓ mAAE↓
CenterPoint-P [77] L Pillars - 59.8 49.4 0.320 0.262 0.377 0.334 0.198
CenterPoint-V [77] L Voxel - 65.3 56.9 0.285 0.253 0.323 0.272 0.186

RCM-Fusion [23] C+R R50 450× 800 52.9 44.3 - - - - -
X3KD [27] C+R R50 256× 704 53.8 42.3 - - - - -
StreamPETR [63] C R50 256× 704 54.0 43.2 0.581 0.272 0.413 0.295 0.195
BEVNeXt [38] C R50 256× 704 56.0 45.6 0.530 0.264 0.424 0.252 0.206
CRN [26] C+R R50 256× 704 56.0 49.0 0.487 0.277 0.542 0.344 0.197
RCBEVDet [42] C+R R50 256× 704 56.8 45.3 0.486 0.285 0.404 0.220 0.192
HyDRa [69] C+R R50 256× 704 58.5 49.4 0.463 0.268 0.478 0.227 0.182
SpaRC C+R R50 256× 704 62.0 54.5 0.496 0.269 0.403 0.177 0.181

MVFusion [71] C+R R101 900× 1600 45.5 38.0 0.675 0.258 0.372 0.833 0.196
FUTR3D [6] C+R R101 900× 1600 50.8 39.9 - - - 0.561 -
SparseBEV [44] C R101 512× 1408 59.2 50.1 0.562 0.265 0.321 0.243 0.195
StreamPETR [63] C R101 512× 1408 59.2 50.4 0.569 0.262 0.315 0.257 0.199
CRN [26] C+R R101 512× 1408 59.2 52.5 0.460 0.273 0.443 0.352 0.180
Far3D [22] C R101 512× 1408 59.4 51.0 0.551 0.258 0.372 0.238 0.195
BEVNeXt [38] C R101 512× 1408 59.7 50.0 0.487 0.260 0.343 0.245 0.197
HyDRa [69] C+R R101 512× 1408 61.7 53.6 0.416 0.264 0.407 0.231 0.186
SpaRC C+R R101 512× 1408 64.4 57.1 0.484 0.264 0.308 0.175 0.178

Table 1. 3D Object Detection on nuScenes val set. ‘L’, ‘C’, and ‘R’ represent LiDAR, Camera, and Radar, respectively.

object is represented by a reference point in 3D space and a
context embedding that encodes semantic information, we
can directly associate radar points through a set-to-set inter-
action with the object queries and update the context em-
bedding.

Specifically, we formulate a distance-aware attention
mechanism that adaptively weights radar features based on
their proximity to object centers:

Attn(q,k,v) = softmax
(
qkT

√
d

− α
∥pq − pk∥2

rmax

)
v (1)

where query features q ∈ RNq×d interact with radar-
derived key-value pairs k,v ∈ RNk×d through scaled
dot-product attention, modulated by a learnable distance
penalty. Here, pq ∈ RNq×3 and pk ∈ RNk×3 represent the
3D positions of queries and radar points respectively, nor-
malized by the maximum detection range rmax. The learn-
able parameter α controls the strength of the spatial bias.

By embedding both queries and radar points in a shared
continuous 3D space, RAR enables direct point-to-point
interactions without requiring dense and discretized grid
representations. This distance-guided attention mechanism
naturally focuses on locally relevant radar features while
maintaining the ability to capture longer-range dependen-
cies when needed. The resulting radar-aware query fea-
tures provide strong spatial priors that guide subsequent
cross-modal fusion through deformable attention, effec-
tively highlighting image regions that align with reliable
and salient radar reflections.

The RAR module provides two key benefits: First, it re-
duces local uncertainty by incorporating precise radar depth
measurements before queries interact with image features
This helps resolve depth ambiguities that typically plague
pure vision-based approaches. Second, it enables object-
level motion modeling by directly associating radar Doppler
measurements with object queries rather than trying to in-
fer motion from grid-based feature maps. This sequen-
tial fusion approach - first establishing strong spatial pri-
ors through radar, then refining with dense image features -
leads to more robust 3D object detection compared to meth-
ods that rely solely on back-projection or dense grid-based
fusion.

3.4. Local Self-Attention

Traditional DETR-like architectures employ global self-
attention in their decoder blocks, where each object query
attends to all other queries. However, we observe that for
3D object detection, queries primarily need to interact with
their spatial neighbors that represent the same or nearby
objects. We propose a Local Self-Attention (LSA) mech-
anism that significantly improves both efficiency and effec-
tiveness.

Our decoder processes three types of object queries: dy-
namically allocated queries from the perspective head, ran-
domly initialized 3D queries, and temporal history queries
from the memory queue. Moreover, we restructure the de-
coder block to apply self-attention at the end, after cross-
modal feature aggregation, updating the queries from all
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modalities before associating them with history queries.
This allows queries to first gather relevant features before
determining their spatial relationships and filtering out the
duplicates and false positives.

The key innovation of LSA is to restrict each query’s
attention to only its k-nearest neighbors in 3D space. For
each query, we compute distances to all other queries and
select the top-k closest ones as its attention context. This
local neighborhood typically contains queries that project
onto the same image regions or represent temporally con-
sistent and propagated proposals. By focusing on spatially
proximate queries, LSA helps establish more meaningful
relationships between queries that likely correspond to the
same physical object.

It significantly reduces computational complexity from
O(N2) for global attention to O(NK), where N is the to-
tal number of queries and K is the number of neighbors.
The distance computation is performed only once in the first
decoder layer, and the same local attention pattern can be
reused in subsequent layers. The receptive field can still
grow across multiple decoder layers as information propa-
gates through overlapping local neighborhoods.

3.5. Real-time Object Detection

To achieve real-time performance, we introduce a family of
models with varying complexity and speed-accuracy trade-
offs. Our Tiny model (ResNet-18 backbone, 4 decoder lay-
ers) achieves over 30 FPS, while our Large model (ResNet-
101, 6 layers) operates at 7 FPS with state-of-the-art ac-
curacy (cf . Fig. 1). We employ several key optimizations:
First, we drop the perspective head from [22], which signif-
icantly reduces inference time with only marginal accuracy
impact. Second, we leverage CUDA streams to parallelize
radar and camera backbone processing. Third, our Lo-
cal Self-Attention mechanism reduces computational com-
plexity while maintaining detection quality. Detailed archi-
tecture specifications (number of decoder layers, queries,
ResNet backbones, PointTransformer settings) can be found
in the Appendix.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

We use the two large-scale radar datasets, nuScenes [4] and
the new TruckScenes [11] to explore, generalize, and vali-
date the findings on our SpaRC model architecture.

The CVPR nuScenes dataset [4] is the traditional re-
search benchmark for radar-fusion-based 3D perception. In
the urban scenario of Boston and Singapore, 1000 scenes
of 20s are captured with six cameras, five radar, and one
LiDAR sensor. The annotation range is 50 m.

Recently, the NeurIPS TruckScenes [11] benchmark
was introduced to provide high-quality and modern 4D

Methods Input Backbone NDS↑ mAP↑
PointPillars [28] L Pillars 55.0 40.1
CenterPoint [77] L Voxel 67.3 60.3

KPConvPillars [61] R Pillars 13.9 4.9
RadarDistill [3] R Pillars 43.7 20.5

CenterFusion [52] C+R DLA34 44.9 32.6
MVFusion [71] C+R V2-99 51.7 45.3
CRAFT [25] C+R DLA34 52.3 41.1
BEVDepth [34] C ConvNeXt-B 60.9 52.0
SOLOFusion [55] C ConvNeXt-B 61.9 54.0
BEVFormerV2 [74] C InternImage-B 62.0 54.0
CRN [26] C+R ConvNeXt-B 62.4 57.5
StreamPETR [63] C V2-99 63.6 55.0
SparseBEV [44] C V2-99 63.6 55.6
RCBEVDet [42] C+R V2-99 63.9 55.0
HyDRa [42] C+R V2-99 64.2 57.4
SpaRC C+R V2-99 67.1 60.0

Table 2. 3D Object Detection on the nuScenes test set.

Methods Input Backbone AMOTA↑ AMOTP↓
CenterPoint [77] L Voxel 63.8 0.555

UVTR [32] C V2-99 51.9 1.125
ByteTrackV2 [80] C V2-99 56.4 1.005
StreamPETR [75] C ConvNeXt-B 56.6 0.975
CRN [26] C+R ConvNeXt-B 56.9 0.809
HyDRa C+R V2-99 58.4 0.950
SpaRC C+R V2-99 63.1 0.901

Table 3. 3D Object Tracking on nuScenes test set.

radar point clouds and diverse scenes for autonomous truck-
ing. Four cameras, six LiDAR, and six 4D imaging radar
sensors capture 740 scenes of 20s in 360 degree coverage.
The biggest differentiation is the annotation range of 150 m,
dynamic faster speeds of highway driving, and diversity of
adverse splits, making it challenging for single-modal per-
ception systems.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

Both benchmarks follow the official evaluation metrics of
the nuScenes Detection Score (NDS). It comprises the
weighted sum of the mean Average Precision (mAP) and
five True Positive metrics: Translation (mATE), Scale
(mASE), Orientation (mAOE), Velocity (mAVE), and At-
tribute Error (mAAE). Further details can be found in [4].
For evaluating multi-object tracking performance, we use
the official normalized AMOTA metric [67], trading off
false positives, missed targets, and identity switches.

4.3. Implementation Details

We adopt StreamPETR [63] and Far3D[22] as our base-
line for the camera stream and follow standard practices for
training and hyperparameters [63]. For a fair comparison,
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Methods Input Backbone Image Size Split NDS↑ mAP↑ mATE↓ mASE↓ mAOE↓ mAVE↓ mAAE↓
CenterPoint-V∗ [77] L Voxel - val 35.3 22.6 0.461 0.405 0.468 3.028 0.261

Far3D [22] C V2-99 640× 960 val 21.4 10.7 0.883 0.507 0.671 1.352 0.338
SpaRC C+R V2-99 640× 960 val 35.4 22.5 0.798 0.449 0.476 0.613 0.248

CenterPoint-V∗ [77] L Voxel - test 41.0 26.7 0.409 0.352 0.277 2.730 0.201

RadarGNN∗ [10] R - - test 10.7 7.0 0.892 0.809 1.132 8.003 0.571
PETR∗ [45] C V2-99 300× 800 test 12.1 2.2 1.125 0.686 0.647 1.499 0.564
SpaRC C+R V2-99 928× 1952 test 37.4 27.2 0.759 0.413 0.411 0.814 0.227

Table 4. 3D Object Detection on TruckScenes val and test sets. The detection range is evaluated up to 150 m (∗denotes the official
baselines of the benchmark).

we employ pretrained ResNet [17] and V2-99 [29] back-
bone encoders. For the radar stream, we utilize a down-
scaled PointTransformerV3 [70] with randomly initialized
weights on multiple sweeps of radar, on RCS and Doppler
features. We use the 16 closest radar points in the frustum
space whereas the LSA module leverages a local neighbor-
hood of 32 queries (instead of the default setting of 644 nor-
mal + 256 temporal + 600 denoising queries [22, 63]).

Due to sequential sampling [55, 63] we train for 24
epochs in ablations and 60 when comparing with others,
trading off step-to-step sampling diversity for memory con-
sumption. Like CRN [26] and RCBEVDet [42], the infer-
ence time is measured with a single batch and FP16 pre-
cision on an RTX3090 GPU. No test-time augmentations,
CBGS [85] or future frames are used.

4.4. Main Results

We compare SpaRC to the previous state-of-the-art methods
on the val and test sets of nuScenes and TruckScenes.
nuScenes Val. As reported in Tab. 1, SpaRC consistently
outperforms both BEV-based as well as query-based meth-
ods in terms of NDS and mAP (+5.1 for R50 and +3.5 for
R101). Notably, the object-level motion modeling can ben-
efit greatly from the Doppler velocity, as shown by the large
improvement in mAVE. Especially in the small scale and
low resolution (real-time) scenarios, the performance gain
over the vision-based methods is significant.
nuScenes Test. When scaling up to the V2-99 backbone
and evaluating on the test server (cf . Tab. 2 and Tab. 3),
SpaRC introduces a new state-of-the-art in 3D object de-
tection on nuScenes, with an NDS of 67.1 (+2.9) and
mAP of 60.0 (+2.6), surpassing the previous best camera-
or radar-based methods. Capitalizing on the high accu-
racy, strong motion modeling and paired with a velocity-
based greedy tracker [77], SpaRC achieves also the best
tracking-by-detection performance, increasing the AMOTA
to 63.1 (+4.7).
TruckScenes Val. Our architecture generalizes well to the
new domain and sensor setup of TruckScenes, achieving a
competitive NDS of 37.4 on the validation set (cf . Tab. 4).

Methods Input NDS↑ mAP↑ mATE↓ mAVE↓
Camera Baseline [22] C 48.6 37.5 0.672 0.309

SpaRC LSA C 49.8 38.9 0.645 0.301
SpaRC LSA + RAR C+R 53.9 44.8 0.590 0.198
SpaRC LSA + RAR + SFF C+R 54.9 46.4 0.580 0.195

Table 5. Ablation of SpaRC components on nuScenes val set
LSA - Local Self-Attention; RAR - Range Adaptive Radar Aggre-
gation; SFF - Sparse Frustum Fusion.

With more adverse conditions and longer detection ranges
of up to 150 meters, the adoption of radar becomes more
important, as SpaRC doubles the mAP (+11.8) over the cur-
rent vision-only state-of-the-art. We provide more detailed
information about the ranges, splits, and conditions in the
Appendix.
TruckScenes Test. SpaRC surpasses all single-modal base-
lines and achieves competitive mAP scores to the LiDAR
model (cf . Tab. 4). We set the state-of-the-art for vision-
centric and radar-based methods on TruckScenes, with a
long-range NDS score of 37.4, demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of our object-centric architecture and the inclu-
sion of 4D radar. Moreover, we emphasize the importance
of Doppler information in high-speed and dynamic scenar-
ios. While radar-only methods struggle with overall detec-
tion performance, camera-radar fusion effectively leverages
Doppler measurements to achieve strong velocity prediction
accuracy.

4.5. Ablation Studies

Component Analysis. We conduct extensive ablation stud-
ies to analyze the effectiveness of each component in our
model. As shown in Tab. 5, we start from a camera-only
baseline using Far3D [22] trained for 24 epochs. Adding
our Local Self-Attention (LSA) module improves perfor-
mance by 1.2 NDS and 1.4 mAP, demonstrating the bene-
fits of focusing attention on locally relevant features even
without radar input. The efficiency gains from LSA enable
incorporating additional fusion components. Introducing
the Range-Adaptive Radar (RAR) module yields substan-
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Figure 4. Qualitative Results of SpaRC performing in challenging conditions (night, long distance, fog) of the TruckScenes validation
set. We visualize the front camera and the corresponding top-down view of the driving corridor with up to 150 m of detection range.
Predictions are visualized with blue bounding boxes and annotations in green. LiDAR is displayed for geometric context.

tial improvements of 4.1 NDS and 5.9 mAP. By leveraging
Doppler velocity information through motion-aware layer
normalization, RAR reduces velocity errors (mAVE) by
34% while also improving localization accuracy (mATE).
Finally, the Sparse Frustum Fusion (SFF) module further
boosts performance by 1.0 NDS and 1.6 mAP by effec-
tively incorporating radar point features in the perspective
view. The ablation results validate that each component
contributes meaningfully to the final performance, with the
full model achieving significant gains of 6.3 NDS and 8.9
mAP over the camera-only baseline. This demonstrates the
effectiveness of our sparse fusion design in leveraging com-
plementary radar information.

In Tab. 6, we analyze the impact of the range guidance
of the RAR module. When excluding the range-modulation
(-2.9 mAP) or the hierarchical point structuring (-1.9 mAP),
both components show a significant decrease in perfor-
mance. The best performance is achieved when including
the locality bias and point-based modeling.
Achieving Real-time Speed. We analyze the inference la-
tency vs. performance trade-off in Fig. 1 across backbone
architectures (R18, R50, R101). The results demonstrate
that SpaRC achieves superior accuracy at lower computa-
tional cost compared to existing methods, validating the ef-
ficiency advantages of our sparse object-centric fusion.

4.6. Qualitative Results

Fig. 4 demonstrates the robustness of our method by pre-
senting detection results in three challenging highway sce-
narios, including nighttime driving, long-range detection,
and adverse weather conditions such as fog.

4.7. Limitations and Outlook

For now, we rely on pre-processed radar data in the form
of point clouds. However, lower-level radar representations

Methods Input NDS↑ mAP↑ mATE↓ mAVE↓
Camera Baseline [22] C 48.6 37.5 0.672 0.309
SpaRC RAR V1 C+R 52.3 41.9 0.612 0.209
SpaRC RAR V2 C+R 52.3 42.9 0.608 0.246
SpaRC RAR V3 C+R 53.9 44.8 0.590 0.198

Table 6. Ablation variants of SpaRC Range Adaptive Radar Ag-
gregation (RAR) module on nuScenes val set (V1 - Radar aggre-
gation without focused range guidance; V2 - RAR without serial-
ized point encoding; V3 - the full RAR module).

like the high-dimensional radar cube also pose a promising
research direction, with new challenges to efficient compu-
tations [8, 12, 14, 15, 54]. In future work, we want to ex-
plore how SpaRC and its sparse modeling can handle dense
and raw radar tensors.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce SpaRC, a novel camera-radar
fusion transformer for 3D object detection. We overcome
the limitations of dense BEV-based fusion methods and ad-
dress key challenges of query-based architectures. By in-
troducing sparse but strong local cues into the decoder, we
concentrate computational resources on salient regions of
the radar modality and reduce the uncertainty of implicit 3D
decoding. This information-rich but sparse representation
achieves superior performance in accuracy and robustness
over all existing vision-centric and radar-based methods.
We achieve a new state-of-the-art in camera-radar fusion on
the nuScenes and TruckScenes benchmarks in both short-
range urban environments and dynamic long-range high-
way scenarios. Our real-time capable architecture provides
an efficient and scalable solution for autonomous driving
perception, bridging the gap to LiDAR-centric methods.
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SpaRC: Sparse Radar-Camera Fusion for 3D Object Detection

Supplementary Material

A. Overview
This supplementary material presents additional technical
details and experimental analysis of our proposed method,
SpaRC. We provide in-depth architectural specifications,
ablation studies, and both quantitative and qualitative re-
sults to validate our approach. We begin with imple-
mentation specifications of the SpaRC architecture, includ-
ing backbone design choices, training protocols, and in-
ference optimizations (Sec. B). Subsequently, we conduct
ablation studies focusing on challenging scenarios in the
nuScenes and TruckScenes datasets, particularly examin-
ing performance under adverse weather and lighting con-
ditions (Sec. C). To conclude, we present a qualitative
analysis comparing our multi-modal fusion approach with
camera-only baselines, demonstrating the effectiveness of
our method across diverse real-world scenarios (Sec. D).

B. Implementation Details
Radar Point Backbone. Our radar point processing back-
bone is based on the Point Transformer architecture [70,
81], which encodes radar point clouds through a struc-
tured serialization format. This approach preserves indi-
vidual point representations while achieving permutation-
invariance without requiring sparse BEV-grid representa-
tions. We employ space-filling curves and local neigh-
borhood mapping to facilitate efficient point patch group-
ing, enabling the subsequent application of self-attention
for feature extraction while maintaining locality-preserving
properties.

The architecture follows a hierarchical U-Net-style
encoder-decoder structure with four stages, enabling multi-
scale feature extraction. Preserving the hierarchical struc-
ture, we reduce the model capacity by decreasing the depth
of encoder and decoder layers and adjusting embedding di-
mensions and patch sizes. This adaptation accounts for the
relatively lower point cloud density of radar data compared
to typical LiDAR applications. We operate at a sample reso-
lution of 0.05 m with a patch size of 64. This design enables
efficient processing of radar point clouds while maintaining
real-time performance requirements for autonomous per-
ception systems. The architectural specifications, including
encoder-decoder configurations, are summarized in Tab. 7.
Training Details. Our model architecture employs 6 de-
coder layers with a local query neighborhood of 32 and
samples the 16 closest radar points in frustum space. For
ablation studies, we train the model for 24 epochs, while
full experimental comparisons utilize 60 epochs of training.

The standard model configuration utilizes 644 object

Config Value

serialization pattern Z + TZ + H + TH
patch interaction Shift Order + Shuffle Order
positional encoding xCPE
embedding depth 2
embedding channels 32
encoder depth [1,1,1,1]
encoder channels [32, 64, 128, 256]
encoder num heads [1, 2, 4, 8, 16]
encoder patch size [64, 64, 64, 64]
decoder depth [1, 1, 1, 1]
decoder channels [64, 64, 64, 128]
decoder num heads [4, 4, 4, 8]
decoder patch size [64, 64, 64, 64]
down stride [×2, ×2, ×2, ×2]
mlp ratio 4
qkv bias True
drop path 0.3

Table 7. Point Transformer Backbone Settings.

Methods Backbone Dec. Lay. Queries R Blocks NDS ↑ FPS ↑
SpaRC Tiny R18 4 300 2 56.0 32.9
SpaRC Small R50 4 300 2 60.0 24.3
SpaRC Base R50 6 644 3 61.7 19.1
SpaRC Large R101 6 644 4 64.4 7.2

Table 8. Model Configurations for the high-speed inference of
SpaRC. We differentiate the model sizes by the different ResNet
backbones, the number of decoder layers, the number of queries,
and the number of radar-encoding blocks in the point backbone.

queries [22, 63]. For TruckScenes, we linearly scale the
number of queries to 1800 to account for the thrice ex-
tended detection range rather than quadratically increasing
the BEV space representation. Following established prac-
tice [22, 42, 63, 69], we employ a VoVNet-99 backbone
[29] for the camera stream, pretrained with FCOS3D [64]
on the nuScenes dataset. During training, we apply both
perspective and 3D data augmentations. These include im-
age resizing, random cropping, rotation, and horizontal flip-
ping, with consistent augmentations applied to radar data in
the perspective view. The perception range spans [-51.2,
51.2] meters for nuScenes and [-152.4, 152.4] meters for
TruckScenes. We optimize the model using AdamW [49]
with a learning rate of 4e-4, cosine annealing policy, weight
decay coefficient of 0.05, and a batch size of 16.

We maintain consistency with Far3D and ArgoVerse [68]
conventions for long-range detection scenarios by utiliz-
ing the same nuScenes-pretrained VoV-99 backbone for
TruckScenes. We emphasize that our method does not rely
on test-time augmentations, class-balanced grouping and
sampling (CBGS) [85], or future frame information. Com-
prehensive training configurations will be made publicly
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Methods Input Car Truck Bus Trailer O.V. Ped. M.C. Bicycle T.C. Barrier Animal T.S.

Far3D [22] C 16.6 12.1 0.0 29.0 2.2 9.4 4.7 8.9 20.3 4.1 0.0 21.3
SpaRC C+R 43.8 29.6 1.1 40.0 8.6 18.3 16.5 14.1 40.8 14.3 0.0 41.9

Table 9. Per-class Comparison of 3D object detection (mAP) on TruckScenes val. Abbreviations: O.V. - Other Vehicle, Ped. - Pedestrian,
M.C. - Motorcycle, T.C. - Traffic Cone, T.S. - Traffic Sign.

available in our code repository.
Inference Optimization. We propose four model con-
figurations (SpaRC Tiny, Small, Base, and Large) that
achieve state-of-the-art performance compared to existing
real-time approaches [26, 42, 63] on the nuScenes bench-
mark. Through extensive experimentation, we demonstrate
that our expressive fusion features enables a reduction of
model size and complexity. Specifically, we optimize the
model by removing the perspective head during inference,
eliminating dynamic query allocation from the perspective
3D head [22], and parallelizing backbone networks using
CUDA streams for efficient GPU utilization. The most im-
pactful parameters affecting inference speed are the number
of decoder layers, query count, and depth of radar encoding
encoder-decoder blocks. The Tiny configuration drops the
point serialization for a single hierarchical downsampling
aggregation of direct neighboring points [72]. We summa-
rize the main parameters in Tab. 8, utilizing a two-level fea-
ture pyramid with strides of 16 and 32. We will provide the
pre-trained models in the accompanying code repository.

C. Additional Ablations

Range Analysis. Tab. 10 presents a range analysis of
SpaRC compared to the baseline Far3D on the TruckScenes
validation set. The performance gap between SpaRC and
Far3D widens as the detection range increases from 25 to
150 meters, with SpaRC maintaining strong detection ca-
pabilities even at longer distances where Far3D’s perfor-
mance degrades more significantly. At the 50-meter range,
SpaRC achieves a 44% improvement in mAP over the base-
line. When evaluating across the full 150-meter detection
range, SpaRC more than doubles the mAP score compared
to Far3D, demonstrating superior long-range detection ca-
pabilities. This underscores the critical importance of radar
fusion for robust localization in 3D perception.
Per Class Analysis. For a holistic understanding of
SpaRC’s performance across different object classes (cf .
Tab. 9), we present per-class mAP scores in Tab. 9. The
radar-derived metric measurements significantly enhance
the detection capabilities of our approach, enabling robust
identification of both small-scale objects such as vulnera-
ble road users (pedestrians and cyclists), which traditionally
pose challenges for camera-only methods, as well as highly
reflective metallic objects, including cars and trucks. This
demonstrates the complementary nature of the multi-modal

Methods Input 0 m - 25 m 0 m - 50 m 0 m - 100 m 0 m - 150 m

Far3D [22] C 30.1 / 34.0 23.5 / 28.7 14.1 / 23.2 10.7 / 21.2
SpaRC C+R 40.9 / 47.0 33.8 / 42.9 26.9 / 37.7 22.5 / 35.4

Table 10. Distance Ablation of SpaRC on different ranges of the
TruckScenes validation set, reporting mAP / NDS.

Methods Input Sunny Rainy Day Night

CenterPoint [77] L 62.9 59.2 62.8 35.4

RCBEV [83] C+R 36.1 38.5 37.1 15.5
BEVDepth [34] C+R 39.0 39.0 39.3 16.8
CRN [26] C+R 54.8 57.0 55.1 30.4
SpaRC C+R 57.4 (+2.6) 58.6 (+1.6) 57.5 (+2.4) 36.1 (+5.7)

Table 11. Adverse Conditions of nuScenes. We ablate SpaRC on
the rain and night conditions of the nuScenes validation set. Fol-
lowing [26], we compare the mAP of the R101 configurations.

fusion approach for general robust depth estimation.
Adverse Conditions. Next, we analyze SpaRC’s perfor-
mance across diverse adverse environmental conditions. On
the nuScenes dataset (cf . Tab. 11), our radar-based approach
demonstrates particularly large improvements in low-light
scenarios, achieving a +5.7 mAP gain. Notably, our method
shows superior robustness in challenging lighting condi-
tions compared to previous BEV-grid approaches like CRN
[26], validating the effectiveness of our adaptive fusion
mechanism in handling adverse scenarios.

The performance advantages become even more pro-
nounced when evaluating on the TruckScenes dataset (cf .
Tab. 12), which presents more challenging driving situa-
tions and higher-quality 4D radar measurements. Our anal-
ysis reveals that SpaRC’s radar-enhanced perception pro-
vides consistent improvements across varying environmen-
tal conditions, including different times of day, seasons,
and lighting conditions. The high-fidelity radar information
proves especially beneficial for long-range detection scenar-
ios, where camera-only approaches struggle with accurate
depth estimation and localization even under favorable con-
ditions like clear daylight.

This demonstrates the robustness of our adaptive fusion
approach, which effectively leverages complementary radar
information when visual features become less reliable. The
consistent performance across diverse environmental con-
ditions validates the generalizability of our multi-modal ar-
chitecture and its capability to maintain reliable perception
even in challenging real-world scenarios.
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Methods mAP
Weather Daytime Lighting Season

Clear Rain Fog Overcast Morning Noon Evening Night Illuminated Glare Dark Twighlight Summer Winter

Far3D [22] 10.7 10.6 7.0 9.6 11.2 11.2 10.4 7.4 10.6 12.0 6.7 5.7 8.9 13.2 8.4
SpaRC 22.5 23.2 13.7 18.8 24.5 31.0 20.2 17.6 13.4 23.4 13.4 16.7 17.8 24.9 15.7

Table 12. Adverse Conditions of TruckScenes. Ablation on different scene tags of TruckScenes validation set.

D. Qualitative Comparison
In this section, we conduct a comprehensive qualitative
evaluation comparing SpaRC with Far3D, demonstrating
the efficacy of our approach in mitigating depth uncertainty
and reducing false positive detections along projection rays
in 3D space.

We present qualitative results across diverse and chal-
lenging scenarios from the TruckScenes validation set. We
incorporate both front-view camera images and correspond-
ing bird’s-eye-view representations of the driving corridor,
extending to a maximum detection range of 150 meters. Ob-
ject detections are denoted by blue bounding boxes, while
ground truth annotations are rendered in green. For geomet-
ric context and spatial reference, we overlay LiDAR point
cloud data.

The subsequent figures present detailed comparative
analyses of 3D object detection performance, comparing
predictions from our proposed SpaRC architecture (left
panels) with corresponding Far3D outputs (right panels).
Each figure (Fig. 5 - Fig. 12) incorporates both perspective
and bird’s-eye-view visualizations with a 150-meter detec-
tion range. We include magnified regions of interest at ex-
tended distances in the upper panels to facilitate a detailed
examination of long-range detection capabilities.

Our qualitative analysis encompasses a diverse set
of challenging environmental conditions, including:
Nighttime scenarios with limited ambient illumination;
Extended-range detection scenarios beyond 100 me-
ters; Adverse weather conditions, including dense fog;
Low-light environments such as tunnels; Complex traffic
scenarios, including roundabout navigation; Challenging
lighting conditions during sunset; Winter conditions with
snow coverage; High-contrast scenarios with direct solar
glare.
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Figure 5. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Night Scenario. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of 3D
object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the left
and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.

Figure 6. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Overcast and Long Distance. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground
truth (green) of 3D object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is
visualized on the left and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.
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Figure 7. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Foggy Scene We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of 3D
object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the left
and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.

Figure 8. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Dark Tunnel. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of 3D
object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the left
and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.
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Figure 9. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Roundabout Traffic. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green)
of 3D object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on
the left and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.

Figure 10. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Sunset Drive. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of 3D
object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the left
and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.
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Figure 11. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Winter Scenario. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of
3D object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the
left and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.

Figure 12. Qualitative Comparison of SpaRC and Far3D: Glaring Sunlight. We visualize predictions (blue) vs ground truth (green) of
3D object detection on the TruckScenes val set in the perspective and top-down view (150 m detection range). SpaRC is visualized on the
left and Far3D on the right. The top row shows a zoomed-in cutout of the long-range detection region for better visibility.
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