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Anchor3DLane++: 3D Lane Detection via
Sample-Adaptive Sparse 3D Anchor Regression

Shaofei Huang, Zhenwei Shen, Zehao Huang, Yue Liao, Jizhong Han, Naiyan Wang, Si Liu

Abstract—In this paper, we focus on the challenging task
of monocular 3D lane detection. Previous methods typically
adopt inverse perspective mapping (IPM) to transform the
Front-Viewed (FV) images or features into the Bird-Eye-Viewed
(BEV) space for lane detection. However, IPM’s dependence on
flat ground assumption and context information loss in BEV
representations lead to inaccurate 3D information estimation.
Though efforts have been made to bypass BEV and directly
predict 3D lanes from FV representations, their performances
still fall behind BEV-based methods due to a lack of structured
modeling of 3D lanes. In this paper, we propose a novel BEV-
free method named Anchor3DLane++ which defines 3D lane
anchors as structural representations and makes predictions
directly from FV features. We also design a Prototype-based
Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG) module to generate sample-
adaptive sparse 3D anchors dynamically. In addition, an Equal-
Width (EW) loss is developed to leverage the parallel property
of lanes for regularization. Furthermore, camera-LiDAR fusion
is also explored based on Anchor3DLane++ to leverage comple-
mentary information. Extensive experiments on three popular
3D lane detection benchmarks show that our Anchor3DLane++
outperforms previous state-of-the-art methods. Code is available
at: https://github.com/tusen-ai/Anchor3DLane.

Index Terms—Autonomous Driving, Monocular 3D Lane De-
tection, Sample-Adaptive Sparse Anchors, Anchor Regression

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving [2]–[6] has drawn remarkable attention
from researchers in the fields of both academia and indus-
try. 3D lane detection, which involves the identification and
localization of lane lines in the 3D space, plays a critical
role in the realm of autonomous driving systems. Accurate
and robust perception of 3D lanes is pivotal for ensuring
the safety and reliability of self-driving vehicles, not only
facilitating lane-keeping but also supporting downstream tasks
such as high-definition map construction [7]–[9], and trajec-
tory planning [10]–[12]. In this paper, we focus primarily on
the task of monocular 3D lane detection where 3D lanes are
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Fig. 1. (a) BEV-based methods, which perform lane detection in the warped
BEV images or features. (b) Non-BEV method, which projects 2D lane
predictions back to 3D space with estimated depth. (c) Our Anchor3DLane++
projects 3D anchors into FV space to sample features for direct 3D prediction.

estimated directly from a frontal-viewed image, which is very
challenging due to the lack of accurate depth information.

Current mainstream 3D lane detection methods [13]–[16]
typically detect lanes in the Bird’s Eye View (BEV) space,
where 3D lanes have more structured geometric properties and
better scale consistency. A common practice of these BEV-
based methods is illustrated in Fig. 1(a). Images or feature
maps captured from the frontal view (FV) are first warped into
BEV using inverse perspective mapping (IPM), converting the
challenging 3D lane detection problem into 2D lane detection
within the BEV space. The coordinates of the sampled lane
points in BEV are combined with their corresponding esti-
mated height values, provided by a height estimation head,
to re-project the lanes back into 3D space. While the above
methods have demonstrated good performances, they still have
limitations. First, IPM depends heavily on the flat ground
assumption, which becomes invalid for uphill or downhill
scenarios, resulting in misaligned 3D coordinate estimations of
lane lines under such road conditions. Second, IPM performs
the perspective transformation based on the ground plane,
which inevitably loses valuable clues like height and context
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information above the road’s surface. In addition, objects on
the road such as vehicles may undergo severe distortion after
IPM, causing the lane markings to be occluded.

The above limitations hinder the accuracy of 3D information
restoration from BEV representations, motivating efforts to
detect 3D lanes from the FV representations directly [17],
[18]. A typical example [17] in Fig. 1(b) reconstructs 3D lanes
through the combination of 2D lane segmentation and dense
depth estimation results. The 3D locations of lanes can be
determined by utilizing estimated depth values and camera pa-
rameters to project their 2D segmentation masks into 3D space.
Although these methods circumvent the weaknesses of BEV
representations, their performances remain inferior to state-
of-the-art BEV-based methods due to inadequate structured
modeling of 3D lane lines.

In this paper, we introduce a novel BEV-free method named
Anchor3DLane++, which allows for the direct prediction of
3D lanes from FV representations. As shown in Fig. 1(c),
3D lane anchors are defined as rays in the 3D space with
given pitches and yaws in our Anchor3DLane++. We project
points on the 3D anchors onto the FV feature map using
camera parameters and then obtain the corresponding anchor
features by sampling in the neighborhood of the projected 2D
points. Based on the sampled anchor features, classification
and regression results for each anchor can be generated to
predict 3D lanes directly. In the above feature extraction
and lane prediction processes, our 3D lane anchors serve as
intermediaries that bridge the gap between FV and 3D spaces,
thereby facilitating direct prediction from FV representations.
Compared to the information loss in BEV representations,
extracting features directly from the original FV features also
preserves more contextual information, which in turn improves
the precision of 3D lane detection. Moreover, based on the
design of 3D lane anchors, we can conveniently carry out
multiple stages of iterative refinement of lane predictions to
further boost detection performances.

In Anchor3DLane [1] (our conference version), to suf-
ficiently cover different positions and shapes of lane lines
under diverse road conditions, we place dense anchors at
varying angles in the 3D space for lane regression. However,
dense 3D anchor regression has certain limitations. On the
one hand, dense anchors rely heavily on heuristic designs of
anchor hyper-parameters and label assignment, which leads
to laborious hyper-parameter tuning for different datasets. On
the other hand, performing feature sampling and prediction
for an excessive number of 3D anchors results in significant
computational redundancy, given that real-world road scenar-
ios typically feature only a limited number of visible lane lines
simultaneously. Therefore, we investigate sparse 3D anchor
regression in our Anchor3DLane++ framework to alleviate the
limitations derived from dense anchors. To avoid performance
degradation resulting from anchor sparsification, we propose
a novel Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG)
module that learns anchor prototypes from datasets and dy-
namically combines them to produce sample-adaptive sparse
anchors. Through the adaptive combination of prototypes, it is
possible to cover potential positions and shapes of lanes per
image sample using a small number of well-aligned anchors,

thus yielding more accurate 3D lane predictions.
In addition, we also explore the effects of camera-LiDAR

fusion based on our Anchor3DLane++ framework. The het-
erogeneous nature of camera and LiDAR modalities, where
cameras capture dense grid data and LiDAR captures sparse
point data, makes their alignment and fusion a challenging
task. Thanks to the anchor projection and feature sampling
in Anchor3DLane++, we can easily acquire spatially aligned
features of different modalities associated with the same 3D
anchor, which are more amenable to fusion. By integrating
the anchor features from camera data containing rich texture
information and LiDAR data containing precise depth infor-
mation, a complementary effect is achieved to enhance both
the accuracy and reliability of 3D lane detection.

Moreover, we also degign an Equal-Width (EW) loss that
constrains the widths of 3D lane proposals to be consistent.
The motivation is based on an intuitive observation that lanes
usually appear parallel on the same road surface except for
the fork lanes. Therefore, the width between each pair of non-
fork lane lines tends to be nearly consistent when measured
at different locations. By applying this geometric property as
a regularization, our Anchor3DLane++ is optimized within
a narrowed solution space, which mitigates the inherent ill-
posed issue of monocular 3D lane detection and obtains more
accurate and robust detection results.

Our contributions are summarized as follows: (1) We in-
troduce a novel Anchor3DLane++ framework, which defines
lane anchors in 3D space and directly detects 3D lanes from
FV representations, eliminating the reliance on BEV space.
A simple yet effective camera-LiDAR fusion approach is also
explored upon the Anchor3DLane++ framework for enhanced
3D lane detection. (2) We propose a novel Prototype-based
Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG) module that dynamically
combines anchor prototypes to produce sample-adaptive sparse
anchors, thus making sparse anchor regression feasible for 3D
lanes. (3) We design an Equal-Width (EW) loss to leverage
the parallel property of lane lines for model regularization.
(4) Extensive experimental results on three popular 3D lane
detection benchmarks demonstrate that our Anchor3DLane++
outperforms previous state-of-the-art methods.

This paper is built upon Anchor3DLane [1] (our con-
ference version) and significantly extends it in several as-
pects. First, we introduce an improved framework named
Anchor3DLane++, which replaces the original paradigm of
dense anchor regression with sample-adaptive sparse anchor
regression, thus alleviating the limitations of heuristic de-
sign and redundant computation of dense anchors. A novel
Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG) module
is proposed in Anchor3DLane++ to dynamically produce
sparse anchors aligned with the input images, which avoids
performance degradation of sparse anchors and yields more
accurate predictions. Second, we design a new Equal-Width
(EW) loss that modifies the original offline equal-width con-
straint into an online regularization term, resulting in improved
performance and reduced time costs. Third, based on our
Anchor3DLane++ framework, we explore the fusion of camera
and LiDAR modalities to leverage their complementarity for
further performance boost. Fourth, we supplement with a
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substantial amount of new experimental results, including
comparison with previous methods, ablation studies, qual-
itative analysis, etc. Compared to the conference version,
our extended method achieves large performance gains (e.g.,
+9.2% on OpenLane [16] dataset for F1 score).

II. RELATED WORKS

A. 2D Lane Detection

2D lane detection [19]–[26] focuses on accurately delineat-
ing the shape and position of 2D lane lines in the given image
and distinguishing between different instances of them as well.
Traditional works [27]–[30] predominantly concentrated on
the extraction of low-level hand-crafted features, including
edges and textures. These methods, however, often involve
intricate feature extraction and complex post-processing pro-
cedures, thus exhibiting a lack of robustness in ever-changing
diverse environments. With the development of deep learning,
approaches based on neural networks have been widely in-
vestigated and demonstrated significant performance improve-
ments. Segmentation-based frameworks [24], [31]–[33] for-
mulate 2D lane detection as a semantic/instance segmentation
task and the key to these methods is the development of more
efficient and semantically rich feature extraction techniques.
To make predictions more sparse and flexible, keypoint-based
methods [20], [34]–[36] model lane lines as sequences of
ordered keypoints and utilize post-processing to associate
keypoints belonging to the same lane. Different from these
bottom-up methods above, detection-based methods [19], [21],
[37], [38], [38]–[42] detect lane lines following a top-down
manner, where predictions are made by defining lane anchors
and regressing offsets from anchor points to corresponding
lane points. Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) is typically
applied in these methods to keep lanes with higher confidence.

B. 3D Lane Detection

Due to the reduced accuracy and robustness in projecting
2D lanes into 3D space, there is an increasing exploration
for the task of 3D lane detection [13], [43] which directly
identifies and localizes lanes in 3D space. Since cameras
are widely used in autonomous driving systems, monocular
3D lane detection [13]–[15], [17], [44], [45] receives much
attention. Among these methods, owing to the superior ge-
ometric properties of 3D lanes when viewed from a BEV
perspective, a prevalent solution for 3D lane detection is trans-
forming FV representations to BEV and making predictions
in the BEV space. For example, 3DLaneNet [13] employs
IPM to transform FV features to BEV, followed by anchor
offsets regression of BEV lanes. CLGo [15] warps the raw
images to BEV images utilizing estimated camera poses to
get rid of the reliance on camera calibrations. Given that
IPM predominantly depends on the assumption of flat ground,
predicting lanes in BEV space may result in misalignment
with the real 3D space in scenarios involving uneven terrain.
Gen-LaneNet [14] further resolves the spatial alignment by
distinguishing between the virtual top view produced by
IPM and the real top view in 3D space. PersFormer [16]
leverages deformable attention mechanisms to produce BEV

features more robustly. M2-3DLaneNet [46] proposes a multi-
modal fusion method that utilizes LiDAR points to lift image
features into 3D space and fuse camera-LiDAR features in
the BEV space. Apart from these methods specially designed
for 3D lane detection, BEV representations are also widely
adopted in HD map construction, such as MapTR [47] and
MapTRv2 [48]. These methods model map elements such as
lane lines and pedestrian crossings by map queries and predict
them as a sequence of points to form a polyline or polygon
based on BEV features. StreamMapNet [49] further employs a
streaming strategy to propagate history BEV features and map
queries for long-range temporal information fusion, achieving
significant performance improvement.

To further cast off BEV representations, SALAD [17] first
decomposes 3D lane detection into two subtasks, namely
2D lane segmentation and dense depth estimation. However,
the absence of structured modeling for 3D lanes limits its
performance. Concurrent to our Anchor3DLane [1], Curve-
Former [18] and LATR [50] adopt a DETR [51]-like Trans-
former architecture and defines lane queries to extract query
embeddings directly from FV features for lane prediction,
which is still implicit in 3D lane modeling. Besides, LATR
follows a two-stage pipeline that first conducts 2D image
segmentation to obtain initial query embeddings and then
decodes lane lines in the Transformer decoder, which is not
as straightforward as our one-stage pipeline. Unlike the above
methods, our Anchor3DLane [1] and Anchor3DLane++ define
anchors in the 3D space for explicit 3D lane modeling, thereby
facilitating the bridging between FV space and 3D space.
Our anchor projection and feature sampling designs ensure
accurate anchor feature extraction, which enables the precise
prediction of 3D lanes directly from FV representations and
circumvents the introduction of BEV.

C. Sparse Object Formulation

Unlike dense object modeling methods [52], [53] which
utilize dense predefined object candidates to make predictions
across all positions, sparse object modeling methods typically
define a fixed number of sparse object priors and allow
the model to focus on limited high-quality candidates. For
example, DETR [51] introduces a query-based object detection
approach, utilizing a set of learnable object queries to reason
about the relationships between objects and the global context
through multiple Transformer decoder layers. However, it
suffers from slow convergence due to the unconstrained object
queries. To tackle this issue, its followers [54], [55] introduce
spatial priors into object queries to provide spatial informa-
tion, thereby accelerating the convergence process. Sparse R-
CNN [56] and its subsequent works [57], [58] introduce a
sparse set of learnable or image-dependent proposal boxes and
features, which are then utilized to extract RoI features for
regression and classification explicitly.

In the domain of 3D lane detection, existing sparse detec-
tors [15], [18] predominantly adopt a query-based detection
scheme, which involves using a set of learnable lane queries
to interact with image context through attention mechanisms
for feature aggregation and predicts polynomial coefficients
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Fig. 2. The overall architecture of Anchor3DLane++. (a) Pipeline of Anchor3DLane++. Proposals output from the previous stage are used as the new anchors
for the next stage. (b) The r-th iterative stage of anchor projection and 3D lane prediction. 3D anchors or 3D proposals from (r+1)-th stage are projected to
sample their features from Fr using camera parameters. A classification head and a regression head are applied after a self-attention layer to make prediction.

of each lane line. However, due to the slender shape of
lane lines, the naive imitation of query-based object detection
paradigms results in sub-optimal lane modeling and prediction.
Besides, lane queries lack explicit priors for lane shapes and
positions, leading to relatively low convergence speed and
inferior prediction accuracy. Distinct from the above methods,
our Anchor3DLane++ employs sample-adaptive sparse 3D
lane anchors that contain explicit shape and position priors to
model 3D lanes in a structured manner, thus achieving more
accurate lane feature extraction and coordinate regression.

III. ANCHOR3DLANE++

We present the overall architecture of our Anchor3DLane++
in Fig. 2(a). An input front-viewed image I ∈ RHI×WI×3 is
processed by a CNN (ResNet [59] in our paper) backbone and
an FPN [60] neck sequentially to extract multi-level 2D FV
visual features, where HI and WI denote the height and width
of the image respectively. The extracted features are denoted
as Fr ∈ RHF×WF×CF , where r ∈ {3, 4, 5} corresponds to
the stage number of ResNet, and HF = HI/8, WF = WI/8,
and CF represent the height, width and channel number of the
feature maps respectively. F5 is first fed into the Prototype-
based Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG) module to obtain
initial sparse 3D anchors A, which offer essential positional
priors contextualized by the input image. Predictions are made
based on the features of A sampled from F5, and then utilized
as the new 3D anchors in the next stage of iterative refinement.
Predictions from the last stage are taken as the final outputs
of Anchor3DLane++.

A. Preliminaries

We first review the representation of coordinate systems and
3D lanes. As shown in Fig. 3, 3D lanes are typically annotated
in the ground coordinate system, which is defined by origin
Og and Xg , Yg , and Zg axes. Specifically, Og is positioned on
the road directly below the camera center, x-axis Xg points
positively to the right, y-axis Yg points positively forward
and z-axis Zg points positively upward. Within the ground
coordinate system, each 3D lane is represented as a sequence
comprising N 3D points, whose y-coordinates y = {yk}Nk=1

are uniformly sampled along Yg . Taking the i-th 3D lane

Gi = {pk
i }Nk=1 as an example, its k-th point is described as

pk
i = (x̂k

i , y
k, ẑki , ˆvis

k

i ), where the first three elements indicate
the coordinates of pk

i , and the last element ˆvis
k

i ∈ {0, 1}
indicates its visibility in case the lane is partially visible in
the view. Given a camera mounted on the ego-vehicle, the
camera coordinate system which aligns with the front-view
(FV) image, is a right-handed system defined by its origin
Oc, and axes Xc, Yc, Zc, wherein Oc located at the center
of the camera and Zc extending forward perpendicular to the
camera plane. Through the well-calibrated camera parameters,
a 3D point in the ground coordinate system can be projected
to the space of the captured FV image or image feature, which
is elaborated in Sec. III-C. In line with common practices in
prior works [13], [14], our Anchor3DLane++ primarily uses
the ground coordinate system for 3D representation. However,
it can easily adapt to other 3D coordinate systems, provided
that camera calibration parameters are accessible.
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Fig. 3. Illustration of 3D anchor and 3D lane in the ground coordinate system.

B. Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor Generation

In our method, we define 3D lane anchors within the same
coordinate systems as the 3D lanes, i.e., the ground coordinate,
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for easier coordinate regression. As illustrated in Fig. 3, a 3D
anchor is defined as a ray emitted from the Xg axis. Each ray is
uniquely determined by its starting coordinates (xs, 0, 0), the
angle ϕ between its projection on the Xg-Yg plane and the
Yg axis, and the angle θ between its projection on the Yg-Zg

plane and the Yg axis. These three variables are collectively
referred to as the Anchor Metas in this paper. Similar to
3D lane, the 3D anchor is also represented by N 3D points
sampled with the same y-coordinates as 3D lanes, and the
j-th 3D anchor can be denoted as Aj = {qk

j }Nk=1, with its
k-th point being qk

j = (xk
j , y

k, zkj ). In Anchor3DLane [1],
to cover as many lane positions and shapes as possible, we
exhaustively enumerate all potential values of anchor metas
and combine them using the Cartesian Product, thus resulting
in a cubic order of magnitude of dense anchors. However,
dense anchors introduce drawbacks such as heuristic design
and redundant computations. Therefore, we propose a novel
Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor Generation (PAAG) module
in Anchor3DLane++ to generate sample-adaptive sparse an-
chors based on meta prototypes, thus sparsifying 3D anchors
while maintaining the coverage of lane lines simultaneously.

The details of the PAAG module are shown in Fig. 4. First,
we define a set of learnable parameters for each anchor meta
as its prototypes, and use Qx ∈ RMx , Qϕ ∈ RMϕ , and
Qθ ∈ RMθ to denote the prototypes for starting coordinate
xs, angle ϕ, and angle θ respectively, where Mx, Mϕ, and
Mθ represent the number of prototypes for each anchor meta.
To facilitate optimization, all meta prototype elements are
set between [−1, 1] through min-max normalization initially.
Through continuous updates on the training set, these meta
prototypes progressively learn the potential shapes and starting
positions of lane lines, enabling the generation of diverse
anchor metas through linear combinations of these prototypes.
To generate anchors that align better with the lane lines in the
input image, we utilize the visual feature F5 to obtain the
prototype coefficients. Concretely, we first average the values
on the height dimension of F5 and flatten it into a vector.
Afterwards, the visual feature is processed by three distinct
linear layers to obtain the coefficients corresponding to the
xs, ϕ, and θ prototypes, denoted as Wx ∈ RMa×Mx , Wϕ ∈
RMa×Mϕ , and Wθ ∈ RMa×Mθ . We use Ma to represent the
number of sparse anchors adopted in our Anchor3DLane++.
We apply Softmax function on the second dimension of the
coefficients matrices for normalization. Finally, the dot product
is conducted between prototypes and coefficients of each
anchor to obtain its anchor metas:

xsj = f(QxWx,j), ϕj = f(QϕWϕ,j), θj = f(QθWθ,j),
(1)

where j ∈ [1,Ma], and f(·) involves both truncation and
scaling operations. An example of applying f(·) on xsj is
presented as follows, and ϕj and θj are processed similarly:

x̄sj = clip(QxWx,j ,−1, 1), (2)
xsj = x̄sj · (xsmax − xsmin) + xsmin, (3)

where clip(·, bl, bu) denotes the truncation operation between
bl and bu, and xsmin and xsmax are predefined values of

xs ranges. The initial sparse 3D anchors {Aj}Ma
j=1 are then

generated using the predetermined y-coordinates.
Our PAAG module exhibits advantages in two primary

respects. On the one hand, dynamically combining different
metas to generate anchors eliminates the need to exhaustively
enumerate all possible meta combinations. In this way, it is
possible to cover all potential positions and shapes within the
image using a small number of anchors, thereby achieving
effective anchor sparsification. On the other hand, by weighing
the meta prototypes learned on the training set during infer-
ence, we can generate sample-adaptive sparse anchors rather
than fixed ones, which adapt to the distribution of testing sets
with more flexibility.
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Fig. 4. Illustration of Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor Generation.

C. Anchor Projection and Lane Prediction

After generating the sparse 3D anchors, we project them
into the plane of an FV feature Fr at a certain level with
the assistance of camera parameters to obtain corresponding
anchor features. The feature index r will be omitted in this
section for ease of illustration. Considering an anchor Aj , we
take its k-th point qk

j as an example to illustrate the projection
operation. The subscript j will be omitted for the sake of
simplicity in the following formulations:ũk

ṽk

dk

 = KTg→c


xk

yk

zk

1

 , (4)

uk = WF /WI ·
ũk

dk
, (5)

vk = HF /HI ·
ṽk

dk
, (6)

where K ∈ R3×3 represents camera intrinsic parameters,
Tg→c ∈ R3×4 represents the transform matrix from ground
coordinate to camera coordinate, and dk denotes the depth of
point qk to the camera plane. Through the above formulations,
qk is projected to point q′k = (uk, vk) in the space of FV
feature F and its feature F(uk,vk) can be obtained through
bilinear interpolation within the neighbourhood of q′k on F.
Finally, we obtain the feature of anchor Aj by concatenating
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the features of all its projected points along the channel dimen-
sion, resulting in the composite anchor feature {F(uk,vk)}Nk=1.

The obtained anchor features are first processed by a self-
attention layer for feature enhancement. For the sampled
feature of each anchor, we apply a classification head to
predict the classification probabilities cj ∈ RS where S
represents the total number of lane types, and a regression
head to estimate the coordinate offsets (∆xj ∈ RN ,∆zj ∈
RN ) = {(∆xk

j ,∆zkj )}Nk=1 for all points belonging to this
anchor, as well as their visibility scores visj ∈ RN . In
this way, the 3D lane proposals can be obtained as Pj =
(cj ,xj +∆xj ,y, zj +∆zj ,visj), j ∈ [1,Ma].

To further improve performances, we implement cross-layer
iterative refinement [39] on the multi-level feature pyramid,
capitalizing on the distinct characteristics exhibited by features
at different levels to achieve a more holistic prediction. As
shown in Fig. 2(b), since high-level features contain richer
semantic information, we first harness F5 to obtain the meta
prototype coefficients, thus yielding the initial set of sparse
anchors A for the whole iterative procedures. Anchor fea-
tures are then sampled from F5 for prediction as discussed
above, resulting in the 3D lane proposals for the 5-th level
(P5), which serve as new 3D anchors for the next stage
of iteration on feature F4. This process iterates over the
feature pyramid from higher-level features to lower-level ones,
and the final prediction is made on the lowest-level feature,
utilizing its local context information to achieve more precise
coordinate regression. The 3D anchors progressively conform
more closely to the lanes in the image through layer-by-layer
refinement, thereby achieving more accurate anchor feature
sampling and coordinate regression.

D. Equal-Width Loss

As structured objects, lane lines exhibit the superior geomet-
ric property of being nearly parallel to each other on the same
road surface in most cases, which could be exploited to impose
constraints on the predicted 3D lanes to alleviate the ill-
posedness of monocular 3D coordinate estimation. To this end,
we formulate this parallel property of lanes as an Equal-Width
(EW) loss which constrains the width between each pair of
lane proposals to remain consistent when measured at different
sampling points. Given two lane proposals Pj = {pk

j }Nk=1

and Pj′ = {pk
j′}Nk=1, width between Pj and Pj′ measured at

point pair pk
j and pk

j′ can be approximated by assuming lane
segment between pk

j and pk+1
j to be straight:

wk
j,j′ ≈ | cosφk

j′(x
k
j′ − xk

j )|, (7)

where φk
j′ denotes the angle between the normal direction

of Pj′ at point pk
j′ and x-axis. The cosine value of φk

j′ is
calculated as:

cosφk
j′ =

yk+1 − yk√
(yk+1 − yk)2 + (xk+1

j′ − xk
j′)

2
. (8)

Thus, EW loss for proposal pair (Pj ,Pj′ ) is calculated as:

LEW (j, j′) =

{
∆wj,j′ if ∆wj,j′ < τ

0 otherwise
, (9)

where ∆wj,j′ is the mean absolute deviation of widths:

∆wj,j′ =
1

N

N∑
k=1

|wk
j,j′ −

1

N

N∑
k′=1

wk′

j,j′ |. (10)

Due to the existence of special situations such as lane merging
or diverging, lane lines might not maintain parallelism at all
times. We set a threshold τ to exclude these instances, thereby
preventing the inappropriate optimization of non-parallel lanes.
Given Mp proposals that are labeled as positive samples
(detailed in Sec. III-E), the overall EW loss is calculated
between all proposal pairs:

LEW =
1

Mp(Mp − 1)

Mp∑
j=1

Mp∑
j′=1,j′ ̸=j

LEW (j, j′). (11)

In our conference version, we design an equal-width con-
straint to adjust the x-coordinates of the lane predictions
in an offline manner. However, optimization by equal-width
constraint requires repeated iteration until convergence, lead-
ing to a relatively high time cost. Besides, once the model
parameters are fixed, offline optimization can only make lim-
ited adjustments. In Anchor3DLane++, we modify the offline
constraint into a loss function, which can be incorporated as a
regularization term of the total loss for end-to-end training. In
this way, the solution space of our model is narrowed down
to enhance the accuracy and robustness of lane detection.

E. Overall Loss Functions

During training, one-to-one matching is adopted to associate
each ground-truth lane with only one proposal as positive using
an optimal bipartite matching algorithm. Given a ground-truth
Gi with class index si and a 3D proposal Pj , the matching
cost is defined as:

C(Gi,Pj) = −βclsc
si
j + βdisD(Gi,Pj), (12)

where βcls and βdis represent the coefficients to balance be-
tween classification and distance costs, and D(·, ·) represents
the distance metric which is calculated as follows:

D(Gi,Pj) =

∑N
k=1

ˆvis
k

i ·
√

(x̂k
i − xk

j )
2 + (ẑki − zkj )

2∑N
k=1

ˆvis
k

i

.

(13)
After the above matching process, let sj denote the index of
the assigned label (including the non-lane class) for the j-th
proposal, the classification loss is calculated as:

Lcls = −
Ma∑
j=1

log c
sj
j , (14)
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The regression loss is only calculated between the ground-truth
lanes and their assigned positive proposals following [14]:

Lreg =

Mp∑
i=1

∥v̂isi · (xσ(i) +∆xσ(i) − x̂i)∥1

+

Mp∑
i=1

∥v̂isi · (zσ(i) +∆zσ(i) − ẑi)∥1

+

Mp∑
i=1

∥visσ(i) − v̂isi∥1,

(15)

where σ(i) is used to denote the index of the proposal assigned
to the i-th ground-truth lane.

The total loss function of our Anchor3DLane++ is summa-
rized as follows:

Ltotal = λclsLcls + λregLreg + λEWLEW , (16)

where λcls, λreg and λEW denote the loss coefficients.

F. Camera-LiDAR Fusion

Owing to the extensible design of 3D anchors, our An-
chor3DLane++ can easily realize camera-LiDAR fusion for
more precise and reliable predictions. Specifically, given Li-
DAR points corresponding to the FV image, a point encoder
(e.g., SECOND [61] or PointPillars [62]) is employed to
extract multi-stage LiDAR features Fr

L ∈ RDr×Hr
L×W r

L×Cr
L

for fusion with corresponding stage of image feature, where
r ∈ {3, 4, 5} corresponds to the stage number of the point
encoder. Here, Dr, Hr

L, and W r
L correspond to the spatial size

of the LiDAR feature from the r-th stage, and Cr
L represents

its channel number. Take feature Fr
L as an example, we omit

the superscript r for simplicity. For a certain 3D anchor Aj ,
we project its sampling points {pk

j }Nk=1 onto FL using the
transformation matrix Tg→l ∈ R3×4 to obtain LiDAR features
of these points, and the projection operation is realized via:xk′

j

yk
′

j

zk
′

j

 = Tg→l


xk
j

ykj
zkj
1

 , (17)

where xk′

j , yk
′

j and zk
′

j represent the coordinates of the
projected points. Thus, the LiDAR feature of Aj is also
acquired through the concatenation of point features in a
similar way as its image feature. We concatenate the features
from the two modalities to obtain the multimodal feature of
each anchor, which is subsequently fed into the classification
head and regression head for proposal prediction. Leveraging
both the rich texture information in the camera images and the
precise depth cues in the LiDAR points for complementarity,
the performances of 3D lane detection can be further boosted.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setting

1) Datasets: Experiments are conducted on three popular
3D lane detection benchmarks, including OpenLane [16],
ApolloSim [14], and ONCE-3DLanes [17].

OpenLane is a large-scale real-world benchmark for 3D
lane detection and is built upon the Waymo Open dataset [63].
It comprises 1000 sequences, which include 200K frames
in total, with each frame including both camera intrinsic
and extrinsic. More than 880K lanes from 14 categories are
annotated, including those on the opposite side if there is
no curbside in the middle of the scene. Additionally, scene
tags (e.g., weather conditions and locations) are offered. The
LiDAR points are obtained from the Waymo Open dataset.

ApolloSim is a photo-realistic synthetic dataset that is cre-
ated using the Unity 3D engine. It comprises over 10.5K im-
ages derived from various environments such as highways, ur-
ban streets, residential areas, and downtown settings. Weather
conditions, daytime, traffic/obstacles, and road surface quali-
ties are also diverse. Three different scenes are included, i.e.,
balanced scenes, rare subset, and visual variations.

ONCE-3DLanes is a large-scale real-world 3D lane de-
tection dataset. It comprises 211K annotated frames in total,
covering diverse weather conditions (e.g., sunny, cloudy, and
rainy) and different environments (e.g., suburbs, bridges, high-
ways, downtown, and tunnels). Only camera intrinsic for each
frame is available in this dataset.

2) Evaluation Metrics: During the evaluation process, a
minimum-cost flow algorithm is adopted to match lane predic-
tions and ground truth lanes and the matching cost is calculated
as the square root of the sum of the pointwise Euclidean
distance between the sampled points. If more than 75% of
the points’ distances between a prediction and a ground-truth
lane are below 1.5m, this prediction will be considered as true
positive. Utilizing this definition, the Average Precision (AP)
and the maximum F1 score can be calculated. Besides, x errors
and z errors are also counted at both near (0-40m) and far (40-
100m) ranges. For the ApolloSim dataset, AP, F1 score, and
x/z errors at near and far ranges are utilized as evaluation
metrics. For the OpenLane dataset, in addition to the above
ones, category accuracy of all the true positive predictions
is also reported. While for the ONCE-3DLanes, a distinct
method for matching predictions and ground truth lanes is
employed. Initially, the matching degree is determined by the
IoU between each pair of prediction and ground truth on the
top-view plane, where the IoU is calculated between the areas
of prediction and ground truth lanes drawn at a given width.
Unilateral Chamfer Distance (CD) between the pairs above the
IoU threshold is then calculated as the matching error, and a
true positive is recognized if its CD error is below the specified
threshold τCD. F1 score, precision, recall, and CD error are
reported on ONCE-3DLanes as evaluation metrics.

3) Implementation Details: We adopt ResNet-18 [59] and
ResNet-50 [59] as the backbones. Due to the requirement
for feature resolution for the lane detection task, the down-
sampling stride of the last two stages of our backbone is
changed to 1 and the 3 × 3 convolutions are also replaced
with dilated convolutions to maintain the receptive field. The
meta prototypes are uniformly initialized and their number
Mx, Mϕ, and Mθ are set to 30, 15, and 5 respectively. The
total number of sparse anchors Na is set to 30. The number of
iterative stages is set to 4 in our final implementation, where
the 1st and 2nd stages are both conducted on F5. According to
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TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE OPENLANE VALIDATION SET. “*” INDICATES RESULTS ON THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE

OPENLANE DATASET. “R18” AND “R50” ARE SHORT FOR RESNET-18 AND RESNET-50 IMAGE BACKBONES. “PP” AND “SE” ARE SHORT FOR
POINTPILLARS AND SECOND LIDAR BACKBONES. “†” INDICATES LARGER IMAGE RESOLUTION (I.E., 720× 960). “C” AND “L” DENOTES CAMERA
AND LIDAR MODALITIES. “CACC” MEANS CATEGORY ACCURACY. “Ex” AND “Ez” ARE SHORT FOR X AND Z ERRORS RESPECTIVELY, AND “N” AND

“F” FOR NEAR AND FAR RESPECTIVELY. “TP” DENOTES THE THROUGHPUT.

Method Modality F1(%)↑ CAcc(%)↑ Ex/N(m) ↓ Ex/F(m) ↓ Ez /N(m) ↓ Ez /F(m) ↓ FPS ↑ TP ↑
3D-LaneNet* [13] CVPR2019 C 44.1 - 0.479 0.572 0.367 0.443 67.5 204.4
GenLaneNet* [14] ECCV2020 C 32.3 - 0.591 0.684 0.411 0.521 16.6 24.3
PersFormer* [16] ECCV2022 C 50.5 92.3 0.485 0.553 0.364 0.431 18.1 26.7

CurveFormer* [18] ICRA2023 C 50.5 - 0.340 0.772 0.207 0.651 - -
MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-GKT) ICLR2023 C 53.0 88.0 0.288 0.321 0.077 0.109 26.1 100.8

MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-BEVFormer) ICLR2023 C 53.6 88.9 0.267 0.312 0.074 0.105 26.0 94.8
Anchor3DLane (R18)* [1] CVPR2023 C 53.7 90.9 0.276 0.311 0.107 0.138 72.1 401.0
Anchor3DLane (R18) [1] CVPR2023 C 53.6 89.2 0.279 0.301 0.085 0.117 72.1 401.0
Anchor3DLane (R50)† [1] CVPR2023 C 57.5 91.6 0.233 0.246 0.080 0.106 32.7 57.8

Anchor3DLane++ (R18) C 57.9 91.4 0.232 0.265 0.076 0.102 38.1 282.4
Anchor3DLane++ (R50) C 59.4 92.6 0.227 0.244 0.075 0.100 30.5 149.5
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† C 62.4 93.4 0.202 0.237 0.073 0.100 22.9 49.4

MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-GKT) ICLR2023 C+L 54.8 89.5 0.217 0.251 0.037 0.061 8.0 13.8
MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-BEVFormer) ICLR2023 C+L 55.2 88.8 0.221 0.236 0.037 0.073 7.9 13.5

M2-3DLaneNet* [46] arXiv2022 C+L 55.5 - 0.431 0.487 0.327 0.401 - -
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+SE)* C+L 60.4 92.6 0.198 0.201 0.065 0.084 15.9 53.2
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+SE) C+L 59.8 92.6 0.167 0.170 0.035 0.060 15.9 53.2
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+SE) C+L 61.4 92.9 0.149 0.160 0.033 0.058 13.8 45.4
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+SE)† C+L 62.9 93.6 0.134 0.137 0.033 0.057 12.4 27.2
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+PP) C+L 60.0 92.5 0.164 0.177 0.049 0.082 21.6 85.4
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+PP) C+L 61.1 93.1 0.147 0.165 0.055 0.091 17.8 79.0
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+PP)† C+L 62.9 93.6 0.148 0.152 0.047 0.079 15.7 36.8

their y-coordinate ranges, the number of sampled anchor points
N is set to 20 on ApolloSim and OpenLane datasets, and
10 for ONCE-3DLanes. Two different input image resolutions
are adopted in our paper to explore, including 360× 480 and
720× 960. For the LiDAR modality, we adopt SECOND [61]
as the voxel-based point encoder and PointPillars [62] as the
pillar-based point encoder. The raw point clouds are divided
into regular voxels/pillars before being fed into point encoder.
For SECOND as the point encoder, the range of point cloud
is clipped into [−30.4m, 30.4m] for X-axis, [−1.6m, 75.2m]
for Y-axis, and [−4m, 4m] for Z-axis. The input voxel size
is set to (0.32m, 0.32m, 0.15m). For PointPillars as the point
encoder, the range of point cloud is clipped into [−30m, 30m]
for X-axis, [−0.64m, 74.88m] for Y-axis, and [−2m, 4m] for
Z-axis, and the grid size is set to (0.32m, 0.32m).

During training, τ in EW loss is set to 0.1 based on the
general road construct standards and experimental results. The
coefficients in matching cost are set to 1 and 3 for βcls and
βdis, and the loss coefficients are set to 1, 1, and 0.1 for λcls,
λreg, λEW respectively. Adam optimizer with weight decay
set as 1e−4 and initial learning rate as 1e−4 is used. The
batch size is 16 and the model is trained for 50K iterations
on ApolloSim with 1 NVIDIA A100 GPU. For OpenLane and
ONCE-3DLanes datasets, the batch size is 64 and the model
is trained for 60k iterations with 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs.

B. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods

Results on OpenLane. Experimental results on OpenLane
dataset1 are presented in Table I and Table II. Our original

1Since the annotation of OpenLane dataset has been refined since 2022/11,
all experiments in this paper are based on the refined data version, and the
quantitative results of our conference version are also updated accordingly.

Anchor3DLane already outperforms the previous state-of-the-
art method, MapTRv22, by 3.9% F1 score improvement, with
ResNet50 as the backbone, which significantly demonstrates
the advantages of direct regression from FV representations.
It is also worth mentioning that our extended method An-
chor3DLane++ has achieved substantial performance improve-
ments across all metrics compared to the previous conference
version. Specifically, benefiting from the sample-adaptive an-
chor generation process and cross-layer iterative refinement,
Anchor3DLane++ significantly outperforms Anchor3DLane in
Curve (+5.9% F1 score) and Merge&Split scenarios (+4.6%
F1 score). To verify the adaptability and performance poten-
tial of our method, we conduct experiments using ResNet-
50 as the backbone with a larger input resolution for both
Anchor3DLane and Anchor3DLane++, which further boosts
the overall performance significantly. Due to the fine-grained
nature of the lane detection task, doubling the input resolution
results in more performance improvement than using a larger
image backbone.

Apart from the camera-only results, we also show the exper-
imental results of camera-LiDAR fusion settings in Table I and
Table II. Compared with the camera-only settings, incorporat-
ing the LiDAR modality into Anchor3DLane++ significantly
reduces the x and z errors and improves the F1 score. Ad-
ditionally, camera-LiDAR fusion brings notable performance
gains in the Up&Down scenarios, further demonstrating the
advantage of the LiDAR modality in 3D position perception.
However, due to the high results from large-resolution image
inputs, the performance gains from camera-LiDAR fusion are

2We utilize the official code of MapTRv2 and adapt it to 3D lane detection.
All hyperparameters are kept the same as the default settings, except that 3D
lane NMS is incorporated for post-processing.
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TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON OPENLANE VALIDATION SET. F1 SCORE IS PRESENTED FOR EACH SCENARIO. “*” INDICATES

RESULTS ON THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE OPENLANE DATASET. “R18” AND “R50” ARE SHORT FOR RESNET-18 AND RESNET-50 IMAGE
BACKBONES. “PP” AND “SE” ARE SHORT FOR POINTPILLARS AND SECOND LIDAR BACKBONES. “†” INDICATES LARGER IMAGE RESOLUTION (I.E.,

720× 960). “C” AND “L” DENOTES CAMERA AND LIDAR MODALITIES.

Method Modality All Up & Down Curve Extreme Weather Night Intersection Merge & Split
3D-LaneNet* [13] CVPR2019 C 44.1 40.8 46.5 47.5 41.5 32.1 41.7
GenLaneNet* [14] ECCV2020 C 32.3 25.4 33.5 28.1 18.7 21.4 31.0
PersFormer* [16] ECCV2022 C 50.5 42.4 55.6 48.6 46.6 40.0 50.7

CurveFormer* [18] ICRA2023 C 50.5 45.2 56.6 49.7 49.1 42.9 45.4
MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-GKT) ICLR2023 C 53.0 48.6 53.8 51.8 48.3 42.5 53.3

MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-BEVFormer) ICLR2023 C 53.6 50.0 53.2 54.9 51.3 43.1 53.1
Anchor3DLane (R18)* [1] CVPR2023 C 53.7 46.7 57.2 52.5 47.8 45.4 51.2
Anchor3DLane (R18) [1] CVPR2023 C 53.6 47.8 58.1 50.9 49.0 45.8 51.5
Anchor3DLane (R50)† [1] CVPR2023 C 57.5 52.7 60.8 56.2 54.7 49.8 56.0

Anchor3DLane++ (R18) C 57.9 48.4 64.0 54.8 52.6 48.5 56.1
Anchor3DLane++ (R50) C 59.4 49.9 66.1 55.5 52.5 50.3 57.4
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† C 62.4 54.1 68.4 58.3 55.4 53.1 61.1

MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-GKT) ICLR2023 C+L 54.8 50.3 54.7 54.8 53.8 45.1 53.5
MapTRv2 [47], [48] (R50-BEVFormer) ICLR2023 C+L 55.2 51.6 55.1 52.7 52.7 45.2 54.3

M2-3DLaneNet* [46] arXiv2022 C+L 55.5 53.4 60.7 56.2 51.6 43.8 51.4
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+SE)* C+L 60.4 53.8 66.3 60.2 55.9 50.3 58.1
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+SE) C+L 59.8 54.2 67.6 55.8 55.0 50.6 57.5
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+SE) C+L 61.4 55.5 68.7 55.0 55.1 51.7 60.8
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+SE)† C+L 62.9 56.6 69.9 59.7 57.1 54.0 61.5
Anchor3DLane++ (R18+PP) C+L 60.0 53.4 67.0 59.5 56.4 50.4 57.9
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+PP) C+L 61.1 54.9 68.0 57.6 57.7 51.5 59.6
Anchor3DLane++ (R50+PP)† C+L 62.9 56.5 69.2 60.5 57.7 53.5 60.2

not as significant as in the small-resolution experiments as
shown in the last rows of Table I and Table II. We also compare
Anchor3DLane++ with other camera-LiDAR fusion methods,
including MapTRv2 and M2-3DLaneNet. Our lightest model
(R18) has already surpassed M2-3DLaneNet across all metrics
by large margins, which further demonstrates the intrinsic
advantages of Anchor3DLane++.
Results on ApolloSim. We present experimental results under
three different split settings (i.e., balanced scene, rare subset,
and visual variations) of the ApolloSim dataset in Table III.
With the simple design, our original Anchor3DLane achieves
significantly higher AP and F1 scores on all three splits than
previous methods. Compared with the concurrent work [18],
Anchor3DLane still achieves comparable AP and F1 scores
but much lower x errors, indicating the superiority of explicit
3D lane modeling. Anchor3DLane++ achieves further perfor-
mance improvements over the previous conference version,
especially in terms of F1 score and AP. Furthermore, by
utilizing a larger backbone and input resolution, we observe
an obvious reduction in x and z errors, demonstrating the
capability of our Anchor3DLane++.
Results on ONCE-3DLanes. Experimental results on the
ONCE-3DLanes dataset are illustrated in Table IV. Given
that the ONCE-3DLanes dataset does not provide camera
extrinsic, 3D anchors are defined in the camera coordinate
system, and predictions are also made in the same space.
Our original Anchor3DLane already outperforms previous
methods, including SALAD and PersFormer, which indicates
that our 3D anchors can adapt to different 3D coordinate
systems. Furthermore, the Anchor3DLane++ achieves much
higher F1 scores than the previous state-of-the-art method [45]
with a lightweight image backbone.
Computational Efficiency. In the last two columns of Table I,

we test the frames per second (FPS) and throughput (TP)
of different methods on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU, with
FPS tested with a batch size of 1 and averaged over 2000
repetitions, and TP tested with a batch size of 32 and averaged
over 200 repetitions. We also visualize the F1 scores and TP
of different methods in Fig. 5 for a more straightforward
comparison. Both Anchor3DLane (our conference version)
and our camera-only Anchor3DLane++ achieve high TP (e.g.,
401.0 and 282.4, respectively), meeting the requirements for
real-time applications. It is shown that compared with Map-
TRv2, our Anchor3DLane++ achieves a higher performance
(59.4 vs. 53.6 F1 score) with much faster speed (149.5 vs.
94.8 TP), demonstrating the computational efficiency of our
method. Although incorporating the LiDAR modality into
Anchor3DLane++ decreases the speed due to the additional
computational cost of LiDAR point processing, it remains
much faster than MapTRv2 (e.g., 79.0 vs. 13.8 TP).

C. Ablation Study
To evaluate different designs of our Anchor3DLane++,

we conduct ablation studies on the OpenLane dataset with
ResNet-18 as the backbone. To illustrate the impact of each
design on performance more intuitively, most of our ablation
experiments are based on a single stage of iterative regression
apart from ablations on the number of iterative stages.
Sampling anchor features from FV features. We first
compare the experimental results of sampling anchor features
from FV features and BEV features respectively to verify the
advantages of the former. The results are shown in Table VII.
Different ways to acquire BEV features are investigated,
including taking the warped BEV image as input of the image
encoder (row 1), warping FV features into BEV features using
IPM [64](row 2), and extracting BEV features through other
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TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE APOLLOSIM DATASET WITH THREE DIFFERENT SPLIT SETTINGS. “Ex” AND “Ez” ARE SHORT

FOR X AND Z ERRORS RESPECTIVELY, AND “N” AND “F” FOR NEAR AND FAR RESPECTIVELY. “R18” AND “R50” ARE SHORT FOR RESNET-18 AND
RESNET-50 BACKBONES. “†” INDICATES LARGER IMAGE RESOLUTION (I.E., 720× 960).

Scene Method AP(%)↑ F1(%)↑ Ex/N(m) ↓ Ex/F(m) ↓ Ez /N(m) ↓ Ez /F(m) ↓

Balanced Scene

3DLaneNet [13] CVPR2019 89.3 86.4 0.068 0.477 0.015 0.202
Gen-LaneNet [14] ECCV2020 90.1 88.1 0.061 0.496 0.012 0.214

CLGo [15] AAAI2022 94.2 91.9 0.061 0.361 0.029 0.250
PersFormer [16] ECCV2022 - 92.9 0.054 0.356 0.010 0.234

WS-3D-Lane [45] ICRA2023 95.7 93.5 0.027 0.321 0.006 0.215
CurveFormer [18] ICRA2023 97.3 95.8 0.079 0.326 0.018 0.219

Anchor3DLane [1] CVPR2023 97.1 95.4 0.045 0.300 0.016 0.223
Anchor3DLane++ (R18) 97.6 96.3 0.027 0.268 0.011 0.215
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† 97.6 96.5 0.022 0.234 0.009 0.204

Rare Subset

3DLaneNet [13] CVPR2019 74.6 72.0 0.166 0.855 0.039 0.521
Gen-LaneNet [14] ECCV2020 79.0 78.0 0.139 0.903 0.030 0.539

CLGo [15] AAAI2022 88.3 86.1 0.147 0.735 0.071 0.609
PersFormer [16] ECCV2022 - 87.5 0.107 0.782 0.024 0.602

CurveFormer [18] ICRA2023 97.1 95.6 0.182 0.737 0.039 0.561
Anchor3DLane [1] CVPR2023 95.9 94.4 0.082 0.699 0.030 0.580

Anchor3DLane++ (R18) 97.7 96.4 0.050 0.617 0.019 0.551
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† 97.6 96.4 0.043 0.580 0.017 0.529

Visual Variations

3D-LaneNet [13] CVPR2019 74.9 72.5 0.115 0.601 0.032 0.230
Gen-LaneNet [14] ECCV2020 87.2 85.3 0.074 0.538 0.015 0.232

CLGo [15] AAAI2022 89.2 87.3 0.084 0.464 0.045 0.312
PersFormer [16] ECCV2022 - 89.6 0.074 0.430 0.015 0.266

CurveFormer [18] ICRA2023 93.0 90.8 0.125 0.410 0.028 0.254
Anchor3DLane [1] CVPR2022 92.5 91.8 0.047 0.327 0.019 0.219

Anchor3DLane++ (R18) 95.1 92.7 0.045 0.371 0.019 0.250
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† 97.1 95.3 0.035 0.292 0.012 0.229

TABLE IV
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE

ONCE-3DLANES VALIDATION SET. RESULTS UNDER τCD = 0.3 ARE
DISPLAYED HERE. “P”, “R”, AND “CDE” ARE SHORT FOR PRECISION,

RECALL, AND CD ERROR RESPECTIVELY. “R18” AND “R50” ARE SHORT
FOR RESNET-18 AND RESNET-50 BACKBONES. “†” INDICATES LARGER

IMAGE RESOLUTION (I.E., 720× 960).

Method F1(%)↑ P(%)↑ R(%)↑ CDE(m)↓
3D-LaneNet [13] CVPR2019 44.73 61.46 35.16 0.127
Gen-LaneNet [14] ECCV2020 45.59 63.95 35.42 0.121

SALAD [17] CVPR2022 64.07 75.90 55.42 0.098
PersFormer [16] ECCV2022 74.33 80.30 69.18 0.074

WS-3D-Lane [45] ICRA2023 77.02 84.51 70.75 0.058
Anchor3DLane [1] CVPR2023 74.87 80.85 69.71 0.060

Anchor3DLane++ (R18) 79.55 82.67 76.67 0.059
Anchor3DLane++ (R50)† 81.25 84.18 78.52 0.055

advanced BEV encoders such as BEVFormer [2], LSS [65]
and GKT [67] (row3-5). All the other architectures and
training settings are kept the same as our single-stage An-
chor3DLane++ (row 6). It is shown that due to its layer-by-
layer feature refinement mechanism, BEVFormer provides the
best BEV feature representations for anchor feature sampling
and achieves the highest overall performance over other BEV
encoders. However, sampling anchor features from FV features
still yields the best performances, proving that the context
information maintained in the raw FV features facilitates the
prediction of 3D lanes.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of F1 score vs. throughput for different methods.

Prototype-based adaptive anchor generation. We explore
different ways of sparse anchor generation to verify the
effectiveness of PAAG. As shown in Table V, due to the
severely insufficient coverage of sparse anchors across differ-
ent road conditions, naively sparsifying 3D anchors leads to
a noticeable decline in performance compared with the dense
counterpart in Table I, especially in x errors. By setting these
sparse anchors as learnable parameters and allowing them to
be dynamically updated during training, performance can be
somewhat improved, while the x errors remain high. In the
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TABLE V
ABLATION STUDIES ON EACH COMPONENT OF ANCHOR3DLANE++. “L” AND “G” DENOTE EQUAL-WIDTH REGULARIZATION BETWEEN ADJACENT 3D

PROPOSALS AND ALL PAIRS OF PROPOSALS RESPECTIVELY.

Sparse Dynamic PAAG EW Loss (L) EW Loss (G) F1(%) CAcc Ex/N(m) Ex/F(m) Ez /N(m) Ez /F(m)
✓ 52.3 87.3 0.366 0.369 0.085 0.119
✓ ✓ 53.0 89.0 0.335 0.340 0.083 0.113
✓ ✓ ✓ 54.3 89.9 0.295 0.305 0.079 0.112
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 54.5 89.6 0.291 0.297 0.081 0.112
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 54.9 89.9 0.289 0.296 0.080 0.110

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDY ON CAMERA-LIDAR FUSION. “EVAL RANGE” INDICATES THE RANGE ALONG THE Y-AXIS OVER WHICH THE EVALUATION METRICS

ARE CALCULATED.

Camera LiDAR Eval Range F1(%) CAcc Ex/N(m) Ex/F(m) Ez /N(m) Ez /F(m)
✓

0 − 75m
58.2 90.4 0.269 0.282 0.079 0.110

✓ 56.0 85.3 0.244 0.213 0.039 0.060
✓ ✓ 60.9 91.8 0.198 0.192 0.042 0.066
✓ 0 − 100m 54.9 89.9 0.289 0.296 0.080 0.110
✓ ✓ 57.4 91.5 0.212 0.207 0.042 0.068

TABLE VII
COMPARISON BETWEEN SAMPLING ANCHOR FEATURES FROM FV

FEATURES AND BEV FEATURES, WHERE BEV FEATURES ARE EXTRACTED
BY DIFFERENT BEV ENCODERS.

Feature Type F1(%) Ex/N(m) Ex/F(m) Ez /N(m) Ez /F(m)
IPM Image [64] 53.4 0.321 0.316 0.083 0.140
IPM Feature [64] 53.5 0.312 0.314 0.081 0.127

LSS [65], [66] 53.5 0.333 0.336 0.088 0.125
GKT [67] 53.7 0.324 0.317 0.086 0.126

BEVFormer [2], [54] 54.2 0.308 0.321 0.082 0.113
FV Feature 54.9 0.289 0.296 0.080 0.110

third row, incorporating our PAAG module to generate sample-
adaptive sparse anchors using anchor meta prototypes yields
significant improvement in both F1 scores and x/z errors,
which already surpasses the previous Anchor3DLane. From
these results, it is shown that our PAAG can generate sparse
anchors aligned with the input image, thus mitigating the
insufficient coverage caused by anchor sparsification.
Equal-Width loss. We further verify the effectiveness of
our Equal-Width loss in Table V. In addition to constraining
the width consistency among all proposal pairs globally, i.e.,
EW Loss (G), we also explore the local optimization by
constraining only the adjacent proposals, i.e., EW Loss (L),
by setting the proposal index j′ to j + 1 in Equation 11. It is
shown that local optimization is too weak and has limited
contribution to performance improvement. By applying the
equal-width regularization among all the proposal pairs, a
significant improvement in the F1 score is observed, indicating
that the equal-width property does benefit 3D lane prediction.
Camera-LiDAR fusion. We adopt SECOND as the point
encoder and illustrate the experimental results of different
modalities in Table VI. Since the LiDAR points extend up to
75.2m along the y-axis, we calculate the evaluation metrics

within the range of 0 − 75m when comparing with the
LiDAR-only setting. It is observed from the upper part of
Table VI that due to the precise depth perception ability of the
LiDAR modality, the LiDAR-only setting produces lower x/z
errors. However, because it is weaker in semantic perception
compared with the camera modality, LiDAR-only significantly
underperforms camera-only in terms of classification accuracy
and F1 score. Fusing the two modalities for complementation
results in a noticeable improvement in F1 score, classification
accuracy, and x errors. Since more lanes are recalled in the
fusion setting, its z errors are slightly higher than LiDAR-only,
which is within the expected range.

TABLE VIII
ABLATION STUDY ON THE NUMBER OF STAGES OF ITERATIVE

REGRESSION.

Iter F1(%) Ex/N(m) Ex/F(m) Ez /N(m) Ez /F(m)
1 54.9 0.289 0.296 0.080 0.110
2 55.9 0.254 0.288 0.078 0.108
3 56.7 0.253 0.275 0.078 0.109
4 57.9 0.232 0.265 0.076 0.102
5 57.6 0.242 0.262 0.076 0.103

Stages of iterative regression. Table VIII presents the ab-
lation results of different stages of iterative regression for
Anchor3DLane++. As the number of iteration stages increases,
the initial straight-line anchor becomes increasingly aligned
with the shape of the lane lines in the image, which leads to
improvements in the F1 score and reductions in x/z errors. We
observe the best performance in 4 stages of iterative regression
and slight performance declines in 5 stages, possibly due
to overfitting caused by too many iterations. Therefore, we
choose 4 as the number of iterative regression stages in the
final implementation of Anchor3DLane++.
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(d)

(b)

(c)

(a)

Fig. 6. Qualitative comparison between PersFormer and our Anchor3DLane++ on the OpenLane dataset. (a) Projected predictions of PersFormer on 2D
images. (b) 3D predictions of PersFormer. (c) Projected predictions of Anchor3DLane++ on 2D images. (d) 3D predictions of Anchor3DLane++.

TABLE IX
ABLATION STUDY ON THE NUMBER OF SPARSE ANCHORS.

Number F1(%) Ex/N(m) Ex/F(m) Ez /N(m) Ez /F(m)
20 54.2 0.304 0.316 0.081 0.112
30 54.3 0.295 0.305 0.079 0.112
40 54.0 0.298 0.304 0.082 0.113
50 54.0 0.294 0.313 0.084 0.115

Number of sparse anchors. We also conduct ablation studies
on the number of sparse anchors in Table IX. Increasing the
number of anchors from 20 to 30 can lead to a reduction in
coordinate errors. However, further increasing the number of
anchors may result in a slight decrease in performance, pos-
sibly because too many anchors may introduce interference.
Therefore, we choose 30 as the number of sparse anchors in
the final implementation of Anchor3DLane++.

D. Qualitative Results

Qualitative comparison on OpenLane dataset. We present
the qualitative comparison with PersFormer on the OpenLane
dataset in Fig. 6. In the challenging conditions of steep slopes,
our Anchor3DLane++ estimates the x and z coordinates more
accurately as a result of direct feature sampling from FV
features. For instance, in the 1st column, the lane predicted
by PersForemer noticeably deviates from the ground truth in
both horizontal and vertical directions. In the 2nd column,
the angle of the left lane predicted by PersFormer is much
larger than the ground truth. Besides, in scenarios of dense lane
lines, Anchor3DLane++ results in fewer missed detections. For
example, in the 5th column, the two leftmost lanes are close
to each other. Persofmer can only predict one of them, while
ours can predict both, which further proves that our sample-
adaptive anchor generation approach provides better coverage
of lanes on the road.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 7. Visualization of initial sparse anchors and predictions of different
iterative refinement stages. (a) Initial sample-adaptive anchors. Anchors that
generate final predictions are drawn in red. (b) Predictions of the 1st stage.
(c) Predictions of the 2nd stage. (d) Predictions of the last stage.

Visualization of intermediate results. To better illustrate
the anchor generation and iterative refinement processes of
Anchor3DLane++, we provide visualization results in Fig. 7.
Fig. 7(a) proves that the initial sparse anchors generated by our
PAAG are well-aligned with the input images. For example,
in the 1st row, the road is oriented towards the right, and the
initial anchors produced mostly follow the similar direction.
In the second row, the ego vehicle is driving in the middle
of the road, and the initial anchors are also centered in
the image accordingly. In Fig. 7(b)-(d), it is shown that as
the number of iterative stages increases, the lane predictions
become gradually closer to the ground truth lanes.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce a novel architecture named
Anchor3DLane++ to detect 3D lanes from FV representations
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directly without introducing BEV. 3D lane anchors are de-
signed as structural representations of 3D lanes, which are
then projected to the FV features for anchor feature sampling
and lane prediction. A novel Prototype-based Adaptive Anchor
Generation (PAAG) module is proposed in Anchor3DLane++
to produce sample-adaptive sparse 3D anchors dynamically.
In addition, we leverage the parallel property of 3D lanes
and develop an Equal Width (EW) loss for regularization.
Moreover, we further conduct camera-LiDAR fusion based on
Anchor3DLane++ to explore the benefits of information com-
plementation. Extensive experiments on three popular 3D lane
detection benchmarks demonstrate that our Anchor3DLane++
outperforms previous state-of-the-art methods.
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