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Abstract—A significant challenge in racing-related research is
the lack of publicly available datasets containing raw images
with corresponding annotations for the downstream task. In this
paper, we introduce RoRaTrack, a novel dataset that contains
annotated multi-camera image data from racing scenarios for
track detection. The data is collected on a Dallara AV-21 at
a racing circuit in Indiana, in collaboration with the Indy
Autonomous Challenge (IAC). RoRaTrack addresses common
problems such as blurriness due to high speed, color inversion
from the camera, and absence of lane markings on the track.
Consequently, we propose RaceGAN, a baseline model based on a
Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) that effectively addresses
these challenges. The proposed model demonstrates superior per-
formance compared to current state-of-the-art machine learning
models in track detection. The dataset and code for this work
are available at github.com/RaceGAN.

Index Terms—Machine Learning, Deep Learning, Lane Detec-
tion, Track Detection, Autonomous Racing

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern vehicles are increasingly equipped with a range of
computer vision technologies to assist drivers and improve
road safety. A critical application of these technologies, par-
ticularly for autonomous and self-driving vehicles, is lane
detection, which ensures that vehicles remain within desig-
nated lanes [1]. Lane detection systems not only help maintain
proper lane alignment, but also provide visual cues to drivers
about lane boundaries.

Similarly, autonomous technologies are being integrated
into race cars, giving rise to the emerging field of autonomous
racing. In this domain, vehicles operate entirely without human
intervention, relying solely on artificial intelligence and com-
puter vision algorithms [2]. In such high-stakes environments,
precise and timely execution of tasks such as track detection is
crucial, as there is no human driver to correct potential errors.

Autonomous racecars are equipped with a range of sensors
that deliver real-time data, enabling the vehicle to understand
its environment effectively. Some common sensors include
LiDAR, RADAR, GPS/GNSS, and cameras, among others [3].
While LiDAR is effective for track detection on race tracks
with bounding walls, it struggles on road courses that lack
such clear boundaries [2]. Road courses, often surrounded by
grass or gravel, mimic real-world roads and present unique
challenges for LiDAR-based systems. In addition, all sensors
have inherent error margins and could malfunction, potentially
disrupting navigation. These limitations highlight the need

for reliable camera-based methods to detect track boundaries,
which serve as affordable alternatives and augmentations of
existing systems.

Despite growing interest in autonomous racing, there is
a notable lack of datasets specifically designed for racing
environments. Existing traffic datasets, while useful for urban
scenarios, fail to address the unique challenges of racing, such
as high speeds, blurred images, and the absence of clear lane
markings. These factors make it difficult for models trained
on traffic data to generalize effectively to racing conditions.

In this paper, we focus on track detection as a key task and
address these challenges through the following contributions:

1) We introduce the Road Racing Track Dataset (Ro-
RaTrack), the first open source dataset specifically
designed for autonomous racing on road courses.
This dataset includes image data paired with instance-
level annotations in the form of segmentation masks,
collected using cameras mounted at various angles on
an autonomous race car. RoRaTrack captures common
racing challenges, including single-lane tracks, lack of
lane markings, high-speed data, and image distortion.

2) We propose RaceGAN, a GAN-based method for track
detection tailored to the unique challenges of racing
environments. Through a comprehensive evaluation of
eight state-of-the-art track detection methods, we demon-
strate that RaceGAN significantly outperforms existing
approaches, setting a new benchmark for track detection
in autonomous racing.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Track Detection Methods

In this section, we focus on existing work on track detection
methods for autonomous racing vehicles, which is a special-
ized application of segmentation in road scenes. We first re-
view state-of-the-art segmentation methods, then segmentation
in road scenes, and finally, track detection methods.

Segmentation for General Tasks: YOLOv8 [12] excels in
both object detection and segmentation, combining CSPDark-
net for feature extraction, PANet for feature aggregation, and a
U-Net inspired decoder. With cIoU and DiceLoss, it achieves
state-of-the-art segmentation. However, its requirement of a
large memory limits its deployment on resource-constrained
devices. Hetnet [13] integrates low-level features (e.g., inten-
sity contrast) with high-level contextual information for mirror
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TABLE I: Comparison of our RoRaTrack dataset and existing traffic datasets for lane and track detection.

Datasets Year Type Camera Angle Annotations Dataset Type Data Type

GTA5 [4] 2016 Traffic Front Dash Masks Lane Detection Real
SYNTHIA [5] 2016 Traffic Multi Masks Lane Detection Synthetic
TuSimple [6] 2017 Traffic Front Dash Bounding Lines Lane Detection Real
CULane [7] 2018 Traffic Front Dash Bounding Lines Lane Detection Real

LLAMAS [8] 2019 Traffic Front Dash Bounding Lines Lane Detection Real
nuScenes [1] 2020 Traffic Front Dash Semantic Segmentation Lane Detection Real

BDD100K [9] 2020 Traffic Front Dash Masks, Bounding Lines Lane Detection Real
a2d2 [10] 2020 Traffic Front Dash Semantic Segmentation Lane Detection Real

VIL-100 [11] 2021 Traffic Front Dash Bounding Lines Lane Detection Real
RACECAR [3] 2023 Racing Multi None Track Detection Real
WeBACNN [2] 2024 Racing Multi Masks Track Detection Synthetic

RoRaTrack (Ours) 2024 Racing Multi Masks Track Detection Real

detection. SAM2-Unet [14], based on the Segment Anything
Model (SAM2) [15], uses SAM2 as an encoder for U-Net
architectures, showing strong segmentation performance with
a Hiera backbone and U-shaped decoder. Reseg [16] combines
CNN-extracted local features with the long-range dependency
modeling of Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) using the
ReNet [17] model for segmentation tasks. DeepLabv3 [18],
revisits atrous convolutions to manage the filter’s field-of-
view and capture multi-scale context, improving segmentation
across varying object sizes.

Segmentation for Road Scenes: WeBACNN [2] employs
a weighted branch aggregation strategy to combine local
and global features through context-aware aggregation. It
frames track detection as a segmentation task. SegNet [19]
is designed for efficient pixel-wise semantic segmentation in
road scenes. It consists of an encoder and decoder network,
with the encoder architecture based on the 13 convolutional
layers of the VGG16 network [20], followed by a pixel-wise
classification layer. Ultrafast [21] is a lane detection method
optimized for speed. Instead of pixel-wise segmentation, it
identifies lane locations, making it faster compared to deep
segmentation models. It also uses global features, providing
a larger receptive field compared to traditional segmentation
approaches.

Lane Detection Methods: Automatic Lane Detection Meth-
ods in the literature can be broadly categorized into three
types: parameter-based, anchor-based, and segmentation-based
approaches. Parameter-based methods typically involve tech-
niques such as polynomial curve fitting, as seen in [22], [23],
where the lane boundaries are modeled using mathematical
equations. Anchor-based methods include models like Line-
CNN [24] and LaneAtt [25], both of which rely on predefined
lane line suggestions. Line-CNN utilizes a Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN), while LaneAtt employs an attention
mechanism to refine lane predictions. As mentioned above,
racing scenarios may lack clearly defined lane boundaries,
which is why these methods are ineffective in our case.
Segmentation-based methods treat lane detection as a pixel-
wise segmentation problem. For example, [26] integrates

both high- and low-level features by incorporating the global
context and refining it with low-level details. Similarly, [11]
introduces a multi-level memory aggregation network, which
enhances feature representation across different scales. [27]
proposes the Global Association Network (GANet), where
lane key points are directly regressed to their starting posi-
tions, and the Lane-aware Feature Aggregator improves local
predictions by incorporating global context.

B. Existing Datasets

Table I shows a detailed comparison of existing lane detec-
tion datasets. In the last row, we also provide a comparison
with the proposed RoRaTrack dataset.

Most of the existing datasets are annotated specifically for
lane detection, and only two are based on racing datasets. They
often provide annotations of the bounding lines, as seen in
TuSimple [6], CULane [7], LLAMAS [8], and VIL-100 [11],
which makes them unsuitable for track detection algorithm
development. While semantic segmentation or masks are avail-
able for lane identification for some datasets such as GTA5 [4],
nuScenes [1], BDD100k [9], and a2d2 [10], the characteristics
of these traffic datasets differ significantly from those of racing
data, with all of them providing data from only the front dash
camera. While SYNTHIA [5] lane detection dataset provides
multi camera data, the data is synthetically generated, and not
real.

While RACECAR [3] offers a racing dataset, it is stored in
rosbags, which are not directly usable and lack annotations.
WeBACNN [2] provides a racing dataset that includes images
exhibiting the common challenges of racing data. However,
this dataset was curated using animated racing videos, which
may limit the transferability of model learning to real-world
datasets.

As the table indicates, there is currently no dataset that
meets all the following criteria:

• Built specifically for track detection in racing environ-
ments.

• Annotated with segmentation masks that clearly separate
the road from the background.



Normal Dazzle Light Color Imbalance
- Green Hue

Curved Road Color Imbalance
- Underexposed

Blurry

Fig. 1: Images depicting normal and challenging road scenarios—such as dazzle light, color imbalance, curved roads, and
blurriness.

• Has a multi-camera feed.
• Provides real-life data (non-synthetic).

In this paper, we address this vital gap in existing datasets, by
providing a track detection dataset that includes two camera
angles, with data collected from real-life high-speed racing
scenarios, and provides lane segmentation masks as annota-
tions.

III. RORATRACK DATASET

In this section, we provide a detailed description of the
construction, characteristics, and annotations included in the
RoRaTrack dataset.

A. Data Collection and Split

This dataset was collected using the Dallara AV-21 race car
on Putnam Park Road Course, Putnam County, Indiana. The
Dallara AV-21 has a Carbon Chassis with a race weight of
640-649 Kg, 335kW/450 Horsepower, Ricardo 6-speed semi-
automatic gearbox, rear-wheel drive. The sensors onboard
include 6 mono cameras (2 front, 2 stereo, 2 rear), 4 Radars,
3 LiDARs, and a TRK GPS. The computing platform is an
Intel Xeon CPU equipped with an NVIDIA Quadro RTX 8000
GPU.

Data collected on a road course is considerably different
from that collected on a motor speedway. The track layout in
a motor speedway is usually oval and generally at the same
elevation throughout the track, often containing lane markings
for multi-vehicle racing. On the other hand, road courses like
Putnam Park have multiple winding turns with some elevation
differences over the course.

The data was collected from cameras on one run of the
Dallara AV-21 vehicle on the track that took approximately
12 minutes. The vehicle is equipped with 4 video cameras
—front right, front left, rear right, and rear left. The data in
the RoRaTrack dataset has been collected from the front left
and front right cameras. The sampling rate of the camera is 30
frames per second (fps). We down-sample the 30 fps videos
to 1 fps for both left and right videos to yield 607 front left
images and 791 front right images. The total number of images
in the dataset is 1398 which is divided into a training and
testing split of 80-20.

We utilize perception-based track detection to identify and
map the unobstructed area in front of the vehicle, enabling

TABLE II: Dataset composition showing the distribution of
images across various categories. Apart from Normal, the other
categories are not mutually exclusive, meaning a single image
may belong to multiple categories.

Categories No. of Images

Normal 146
Curved Roads 378

Color Imbalance 350
Blurry 557

Dazzle Light 745
Total 1398

safe and efficient navigation. This becomes particularly crucial
during curves and turns, where the vehicle must accurately
determine the available space that it can occupy and adjust its
speed accordingly. For this purpose, we used data from the
two front cameras to train our model.

B. Dataset Characteristics

In Table II, the distribution of the data is presented in the
different racing scenarios. Examples of these diverse scenarios
are shown in Figure 1. As a purpose-built dataset for au-
tonomous racing on road courses, RaceGAN incorporates the
unique characteristics present in this challenging environment.
Frames for videos collected at high speed and in different
weather conditions suffer from blurriness, color imbalance
(over- or under-exposed), and dazzle light. Images also have
saturation-related artifacts, such as a green hue. Due to these
factors, only 146 images out of 1398 images can be classified
as relatively normal (straight road, no color imbalances or
blurriness). The data was collected on a road course that are
known for their windy turns, and 378 images captured curved
roads.

Traffic datasets typically collect data from a single front-
facing camera, which offers a clear view of road and lane
markings. In contrast, our dataset —collected from a race
car —includes views from both the right and left, providing
a perspective more suited for track detection in a racing
environment. Since our dataset is intended to perform track
detection for the explicit purpose of racing, it does not contain
any lane markings or lane boundaries. Additionally, the chassis



Fig. 2: The architecture of the proposed RaceGAN model is depicted, highlighting the detailed structure of both the generator
and discriminator blocks. Additionally, the training flow for the discriminator and the generator is illustrated separately.

Fig. 3: Architecture of the WeBACNN block [2].

of the vehicle occludes the lane in all images, while also
capturing a significant portion of the background.

The RoRaTrack dataset offers a unique and challenging
environment for autonomous racing research, with diverse and
realistic scenarios, multiple camera views, and complex visual
conditions, making it an ideal resource for developing and
testing robust track detection algorithms.

C. Annotation
We employed a two-stage annotation approach for our

dataset. Initially, 20% of the RoRaTrack dataset was manually
annotated with segmentation masks. A pre-trained YOLOv8n-
seg model, initially trained on the COCO dataset, was sub-

sequently fine-tuned using the annotated data. In the second
stage, the fine-tuned YOLOv8n-seg model was utilized to
generate segmentation masks for the remaining 80% of the
dataset, which served as our ground truth annotations. To
further validate the accuracy of the annotations, we performed
random manual inspections on the segmentation masks pro-
duced by the YOLOv8n-seg model.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

Our proposed RaceGAN model, illustrated in Figure 2,
leverages a Deep Convolutional Generative Adversarial Net-
work (DCGAN) architecture, which consists of both deep con-
volutional generator and discriminator networks. This model



integrates key elements of CycleGAN [28] and Wasserstein
GAN [29], combining their strengths to improve performance.
Specifically, the design choices are carefully tailored to opti-
mize track recognition, enabling more effective learning and
generation of track patterns.

The Generative Adversarial Network (GAN), utilized in
RaceGAN, is a type of deep learning network that generates
new data samples based on a target training dataset. GANs
are made up of two neural networks: a generator and a
discriminator. The two networks are trained simultaneously
as adversaries. The goal of the generator network is to gen-
erate realistic synthetic images that make it difficult for the
discriminator to distinguish between real and fake images. In
parallel, the discriminator is trained to distinguish real data
from fake data. This adversarial process leads the generator to
improve over time and ultimately generate realistic data that
closely resembles the training dataset.

A. Generator

The generator architecture is based on the WeBACNN
model (Figure 3) which has shown strong performance in track
detection tasks [2]. We improve the model by augmenting it
with additional computational blocks designed for deep feature
extraction, as well as residual connections to enhance the
generation of realistic images. Figure 2 shows the detailed
construction of these two blocks.

The first block of the generator is tasked with making an
initial prediction regarding the pixels, determining whether
they belong to a region containing lane. This process requires
an understanding of the composition of the image. Typically,
in an image, the road surface exhibits a relatively uniform
color, while non-lane regions are characterized by multiple
colors. This block is designed to classify regions with diverse
pixel values as non-lane areas and regions with more uniform
(monochromatic) pixel values as lane regions. To achieve
this, the image is first converted to grayscale. Then, two
downsampling layers, each using kernels of different sizes,
are applied to capture both global statistics and local details
in a region. To further refine the pixel classification, a custom
classification algorithm is introduced, which enhances the
distinction between dark pixels (likely to be part of the lane)
and bright pixels (typically representing the background).

The second block focuses on deep feature extraction from
the initial guesses. This block consists of consecutive convolu-
tion layers with different kernel sizes to capture different levels
of detail. The smaller kernels facilitate the extraction of fine-
grained details within localized regions of the image, whereas
the larger kernels provide more contextual information about
the region. Each convolutional block also contains normaliza-
tion layers for better generalizability and stable training.

The result is then passed into the WeBACNN backbone,
which makes up the last block and generates the final pre-
diction. This model contains two branches for two different
layers of detail. During aggregation each branch is weighted
according to the section in which it is predicting the mask. For
sections that require more fine details, the branch containing

more localized features is assigned a greater weight to ensure a
smooth reconstruction, whereas for sections that require more
global context, the branch containing higher-level features
is assigned a greater weight. Together, they utilize regional
weights in different parts of the image to give a smoother
prediction.

B. Discriminator

The discriminator is composed of convolutional layers, max-
pooling layers, normalization, and transpose convolutions,
which collectively enable deep feature extraction, similar to
the second block of the generator architecture. The discrimi-
nator’s role is to classify each pixel as real or fake, with the
average classification of all pixels being used to determine the
authenticity of the image. Instead of explicitly classifying the
entire image, the discriminator operates more like a ’critic,’
evaluating each pixel independently. This approach leads to
more refined and accurate outputs.

C. GAN Training

Diverging from traditional GAN architectures, RaceGAN
takes an image of the track as input, rather than a random noise
vector. This design choice enables the generator to produce
domain-specific images. To reinforce this domain specificity,
we introduce a domain transfer loss and an adversarial loss, as
formulated in Equation 1, to guide the GAN training process.

Ltotal = Ladv(G,D) + λLdomain(G,F ) (1)

• Ladv(G,D): The adversarial loss, where G is the gen-
erator and D is the discriminator. This term helps the
generator create realistic outputs by trying to mislead the
discriminator. This loss is used to train the discriminator.

• λ: A hyperparameter that controls the balance between
the adversarial loss and the domain transfer loss.

• Ldomain(G,F ): The domain transfer loss where G is the
generator.

The domain transfer loss function assesses the alignment
of generated data with the target domain, using an L2 norm
to measure the difference between generated and real tar-
get domain data. During generator training, the overall loss
is a weighted combination of the adversarial loss, which
incentivizes the generator to deceive the discriminator, and
the domain transfer loss, which enforces the desired domain
adaptation. By fixing the discriminator, the generator learns to
produce realistic and domain-specific images simultaneously.
In contrast, during discriminator training, the generator is kept
constant, and the discriminator learns only through adversarial
loss. Throughout training, the accuracy of the discriminator re-
mains near 50%, indicating its inability to reliably distinguish
real from fake images, characteristic of GANs in equilibrium.

D. Post Processing

To improve output quality, a postprocessing step is intro-
duced to reduce noise in the generated results. This process
involves analyzing each pixel and its neighbors, evaluating the
connectivity of the pixels to remove small scattered groups,



(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 4: Representative images illustrating the track prediction process: (a) The original input image, (b) The predicted lane
mask, and (c) The superimposed image displaying the predicted lane (highlighted in red) overlaid on the original image.

and then applying two morphological operations to the re-
maining pixels.

To enhance the quality of the output, a post-processing step
is implemented to minimize noise in the generated results.
This step involves examining each pixel and its surrounding
neighbors, assessing pixel connectivity to eliminate small scat-
tered groups, and then applying two morphological operations
to the remaining pixels.

The first operation, dilation, expands each pixel group,
bridges the gaps between adjacent clusters. It works by placing
a structuring element over each foreground pixel and setting
the corresponding output pixels within the structuring element
to foreground. Mathematically, this can be represented as
Equation 2.

A⊕B = {z | (B)z ∩A ̸= ∅} (2)

• A: The binary image (or foreground pixels) being dilated.
• B: The structuring element, a small binary mask used to

expand the foreground.
• (B)z: The structuring element B translated (shifted) to

position z.
• z: Position within the image to which the structuring

element B is shifted.

The second operation, erosion, shrinks the size of connected
pixel groups, smoothing and refining their boundaries. This is
accomplished by positioning a structuring element over each
foreground pixel; if the element does not fit fully within the
foreground, the pixel is set to background. Mathematically,
this is represented as Equation 3.

A⊖B = {z | (B)z ⊆ A} (3)

• A: Input image
• B: Structuring element (shape/kernel used for erosion)
• (B)z: Translation of B at position z
• The pixel in the output image is part of the foreground

if the structuring element B fits completely within the
image at position z.

V. RESULTS

We provide the results of qualitative and quantitative anal-
ysis of our model’s performance compared against eight
competing methods for track detection. To the best of our
knowledge, there are currently no track detection models
specifically trained on road racing data. Therefore, a direct
comparison with specialized track detection methods for road
racing data is not possible. However, WeBACNN has demon-
strated success in track detection tasks for racing circuits.
Additionally, several state-of-the-art methods for traffic lane
detection are readily available. To establish benchmark results,
we select seven traffic lane detection methods, and one track
detection method (WeBACNN), and train and test them on
the RoRaTrack dataset. Subsequently, we compare the results
with those obtained using RaceGAN. Some methods were
augmented with a post-processing thresholding method to
enhance the accuracy of the detections.

All experiments were conducted on a computer with the
following specifications: Intel Xeon Gold 6142 CPU with 64
cores, 256GB of RAM, and a Nvidia Tesla P100 GPU with
16GB of memory.

A. Evaluation Metrics

For the quantitative analysis, we use the following metrics to
evaluate the models—Mean Intersection over Union (mIoU),
Accuracy, Precision, Recall, F1 score and Specificity. For each
metric, we assume that each image pixel can be classified into
two classes, lane or background.

We define a few useful terms that are used in the computa-
tion of each metric:

1) True Positives (TP) Number of pixels correctly classified
as the positive class. This corresponds to the number of
pixels correctly classified as lane.

2) True Negatives (TN) Number of pixels correctly classified
as the negative class. This corresponds to the number of
pixels correctly classified as background.

3) False Positives (FP) Number of pixels wrongly classified
as the positive class. This number represents the number
of background pixels classified as lane pixels.



TABLE III: A detailed comparison of track detection performance for our proposed method and other state-of-the-art techniques.
Methods annotated with ∗ indicate the use of postprocessing steps to enhance their results. The top-performing metrics across
all methods are emphasized in bold for clarity.

Method mIoU Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Score Specificity

WeBACNN∗ 0.8268 0.9480 0.9210 0.7528 0.8168 0.9895
Ultrafast 0.0876 0.1753 0.1753 1 0.2961 4.053×10−6

Segnet 0.7200 0.9171 0.9687 0.5416 0.6795 0.965
Reseg∗ 0.7890 0.9360 0.9032 0.6976 0.7711 0.9864

Polylanenet∗ 0.4142 0.7809 0.1750 0.0673 0.0956 0.9325
Hetnet∗ 0.8482 0.9547 0.9406 0.7842 0.8416 0.9908

Deeplabv3∗ 0.6554 0.8545 0.5698 0.5950 0.5769 0.9047
Sam2-unet 0.3340 0.6454 0.0494 0.0547 0.0509 0.77
RaceGAN 0.8691 0.9580 0.8552 0.9059 0.8738 0.9682

4) False Negatives (FN) Number of pixels wrongly classified
as the negative class. This number represents the number
of lane pixels classified as background pixels.

Next, we go into the definition and computation of each
metric used to evaluate the models.

1) mIoU: We define the pixel-wise IoU as follows:

IoU(pred, label) =
track_pixels(pred ∩ label)

track_pixels(pred ∪ label)
(4)

Where track_pixels gives us the number of pixels that
meet the required condition. In this case, we compute the
mIoU over two classes —lane and background. The inter-
section represents the number of pixels that are marked as
lane when computing IoU for lane and background when
computing IoU for background. The union represents the
total number of pixels that are marked as the class for
which we are computing the IoU. Both IoUs are averaged
to give us the final mIoU values.

2) Accuracy: Accuracy here refers to the pixel accuracy
which is defined as the proportion of correctly classified
pixels (for both classes). Accuracy is computed as

Accuracy =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
(5)

As a metric, accuracy may sometimes be misleading, as
the area of background is greater than the area of lane
in most input images, leading to a higher number of true
negatives compared to true positives. Since the accuracy
takes into account correctly classified background pixels,
this number will be high even if all the pixels are
classified as background pixels. To correctly evaluate the
model, the accuracy itself is not enough and needs to be
supplemented with other metrics such as Recall, F1 score
and Specificity.

3) Precision: Precision is defined as the proportion of cor-
rectly classified positives.

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
(6)

In this case, it refers to the proportion of pixels that were
correctly classified as lane among all pixels that were

predicted as lane.
4) Specificity: Specificity or True Negative Rate is defined

as the proportion of correctly classified negatives.

Specificity =
TN

TN + FP
(7)

In this case, it refers to the proportion of pixels that were
correctly classified as background among all pixels that
were actually background.

5) Recall: Recall is the True Positive Rate which indicates
the number of pixels correctly classified as the positive
class among the actual number of pixels in the positive
class. Recall has been computed as :

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
(8)

In our case, it represents the proportion of pixels correctly
classified as lane among all the pixels that were actually
lane.

6) F1 score: F1 score combines precision and recall into
a single metric to give a more balanced evaluation,
especially in cases where one of these metrics may be
misleading on its own. F1 score is computed as

F1score =
2 ∗ Precision ∗Recall

Precision+Recall
(9)

A score of 1 means perfect precision and recall (no false
positives or false negatives). A score of 0 means either
precision or recall, or both, is 0 (the model is performing
poorly).

B. Performance Comparison
The quantitative performance of our model and the compet-

ing methods are presented in Table III. It can be observed that
RaceGAN outperforms competing methods in mIoU, accuracy,
and F1 score, with values of 0.8691, 0.9580, and 0.8738,
exceeding the best method in each category by 2%, 0.35%,
and 3.8%. Among the benchmark methods, the second-best
method is Hetnet in terms of mIoU, accuracy, and F1 Score.
Hetnet also achieves the highest specificity value of 0.9908.
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Fig. 5: Qualitative comparison of track detection maps produced by the proposed RaceGAN model (3rd column), and state-
of-the-art methods (4th to 8th columns), against ground truths (2nd column); with an example of each of the scenarios.

In terms of recall, Ultrafast has a perfect score of 1, which
means that it correctly identifies all lane pixels as lane. How-
ever, it should be noted that Ultrafast also has a low precision
value of 0.1753 and a low specificity value of 4.053*1e-6.
This implies that Ultrafast classifies most pixels as lane, which
would cause a low true negative rate, low precision, yet high
recall. As a result, while the recall value is technically the
highest, the lack of balance in the other metrics suggests that
this method may not truly represent the most effective ap-
proach. The second highest recall among competing methods
is achieved by the Hetnet method, which, as indicated by the
other metrics, demonstrates a more balanced classification, not
labeling all pixels as either lane or background. The highest
precision is achieved by Segnet, which has a value of 0.9687.
However, SegNet has a low recall value, indicating that it
misclassifies many lane pixels as background, resulting in a
lower F1 score.

It can be observed that many competing methods may
exhibit high accuracy but low recall. Recall, or the true
positive rate, quantifies the proportion of correctly identified
lane pixels relative to all ground truth lane pixels. A low
recall indicates that, while the model may accurately classify

most background pixels, it struggles to detect lanes, often
misclassifying lane pixels as background. The presence of
high specificity, which represents the true negative rate, further
supports this observation, suggesting that a significant number
of pixels are correctly identified as background. In conclusion,
a model exhibiting high accuracy but low precision and recall,
coupled with high specificity, may not perform effectively in
our use case, as it fails to reliably detect lanes.

Overall, the best mIoU, Accuracy and F1 Score indicates
that RaceGAN is the most well-rounded algorithm. It also
achieves the second best recall value, along with strong
precision and specificity. However, there is potential for further
improvement, particularly in enhancing both precision and
recall.

C. Track Detection Examples under Different Scenarios

Next, in Figure 4, we present an example of (a) the original
input image to our model, (b) the predicted lane mask, and (c)
a superimposed version of the predicted mask on the original
image, with the red section highlighting the detected lane.
In our qualitative assessment of the performance of both our
model and the competing models, we use figures similar to
Figure 4 (c) to visually assess their accuracy and effectiveness.



In Figure 5, a qualitative analysis of RaceGAN and the
competing methods is presented. Due to space constraints, we
limit this comparison to the best five of the eight methods
in Table III. The figure includes examples for each of the
data categories: normal, dazzle light, color imbalance (green
hue, underexposure), curved road, and blurry images. It is
evident again that the proposed RaceGAN outperforms the
competing methods. For example, Sam2-Unet fails in all sam-
ples, incorrectly identifying the race track lane as background.
On the other hand, Deeplabv3 suffers from the opposite
problem, often identifying background portions as race tracks.
WeBACNN and Reseg also suffer from the same problem.
This is to be expected, as these lane detection algorithms are
not built with optimization for road circuits as the target, so
they suffer even when trained with the RoRaTrack dataset.

Visual inspection suggests that among competing meth-
ods, Hetnet produces the most accurate predictions, correctly
detecting the lane, which is consistent with our findings in
Table III. Still, in the color imbalance (underexposed) and
curved road examples, Hetnet appears to mistakenly identify
portions of the grass as lane and fails to detect the entire
lane. This issue is also observed in the example of color
imbalance (green hue), where the lane is not fully detected. In
contrast, RaceGAN is able to accurately segment the lane, even
reconstructing detailed regions around the vehicle’s wheel
and chassis. Additionally, it does not incorrectly classify any
section of the background as lane, across all the diverse
racing scenarios. Our visual observations align with the data
presented in Table III for all methods.

The results presented above demonstrate that although
competing methods have shown considerable success in lane
detection for traffic datasets, they encounter difficulties when
applied to road circuit racing scenarios. The data distribution
for racing environments differs significantly, and the unique
properties and challenges of these scenarios, as highlighted
earlier, contribute to the failure of even the most advanced
lane detection models in handling RoRaTrack racing data. We
expect that with the availability of RoRaTrack as an open
dataset, future algorithms that specifically target road circuits
will achieve even better performance.

D. Computational Cost

In track detection algorithms, the speed of the algorithm
is a critical consideration, as even the best-performing track
detection algorithm can be ineffective in a real-time scenario if
it cannot process frames quickly enough. Another important
point to consider is the computational power needed to run
these algorithms. Given that modern racing cars are equipped
with highly powerful computing units, there is an increas-
ing need to balance performance with efficiency. Since our
track detection algorithm is meant to be run on a resource-
constrained processor, our goal is to develop a model that
has low floating point operations per second (FLOPs), low
memory requirement, and fast inference time.

To this end, in Table IV, we present three values —FLOPs,
the number of parameters in the deep learning model, and in-

TABLE IV: FLOPs, Number of Parameters, and Inference
Times for different track detection methods.

Methods FLOPs (G) Params (M) Inf. Time (ms)

WeBACNN 7.37 1.15 0.58
Ultrafast 13.26 36.51 8.4
Segnet 64.49 29.46 1.54
Reseg - - 2

Polylanenet 0.039 6.522 8.53
Hetnet - - 15.8

Deeplabv3 3.82 12.69 1.36
Samnet 4.98 216.53 14.80
Yolov8 12.10 3.26 5.15

RaceGAN 7.47 1.59 1.82

ference times. The first two parameters are useful indicators of
the processing power required by an algorithm. The inference
time indicates how fast one such algorithm can deliver a result
in our test environment.

In the table, along with the competing methods, we also
present the values for YOLOv8, the model that we used to
aid our annotation. YOLOv8 has a large value for FLOPs
(12.10G), and a high inference time of 5.15 ms, highlighting
one of the primary limitations of using this baseline model
for track detection: its substantial computational requirements
and relatively slow inference time. Fast inference is crucial
for track detection, particularly when the processor is handling
data from multiple sensors beyond just cameras. Moreover, we
expect the model to perform track detection in real time, which
further emphasizes the need for a more efficient solution.
Unfortunately, Hetnet, the second best method in Table III,
performs even more poorly —having an inference time of 15.8
ms —ruling it out as a viable method for detecting lanes in
the RoRaTrack dataset. Ultrafast, Polylanenet, and Samnet also
suffer from the same problem.

Among the remaining methods, Deeplabv3 has the lowest
FLOPs with 3.82G FLOPs, WeBACNN exhibits the lowest
number of parameters, with 1.15M parameters and an infer-
ence time of 0.58 ms, which is the fastest among the competing
methods. Our model ranks second in terms of the number
of parameters, with 1.59M parameters, and third in terms of
inference time, achieving 1.82 ms per frame. This is expected
as our model incorporates WeBACNN as a subsystem. Con-
sidering the higher mIoU values and the slightly increased
inference time, there is a trade-off between a model’s accuracy
and its computational requirements. Although our model is
slower than the fastest method, we believe that its superior
performance in terms of mIoU, accuracy, recall, and F1 score
justifies the trade-off for more accurate predictions.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we address the limited availability of road
racing datasets by introducing the RoRaTrack dataset, an
open source resource designed for research purposes. The
RoRaTrack dataset encompasses a wide variety of common
racing scenarios and challenges, providing a comprehensive



and valuable tool for researchers to develop models specif-
ically tailored to the complexities of road racing. This is
particularly significant, as existing models trained on traffic
lane data often struggle when applied to racing environments,
underscoring the need for specialized solutions. Building on
this foundation, we propose RaceGAN, a novel GAN-based
approach for track detection. RaceGAN outperforms current
state-of-the-art methods, effectively overcoming the unique
challenges of racing data and setting a new benchmark for
track detection in autonomous racing.
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