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Class-Aware PillarMix: Can Mixed Sample Data Augmentation
Enhance 3D Object Detection with Radar Point Clouds?

Miao Zhangl’Q, Sherif Abdulatif', Benedikt Loesch!, Marco Altmann' and Bin Yang2

Abstract—Due to the significant effort required for data
collection and annotation in 3D perception tasks, mixed sample
data augmentation (MSDA) has been widely studied to generate
diverse training samples by mixing existing data. Among these
methods, MixUp is a prominent approach that generates new
samples by linearly combining two existing ones, using a mix
ratio sampled from a [ distribution. This simple yet powerful
method has inspired numerous variations and applications in
2D and 3D data domains. Recently, many MSDA techniques
have been developed for point clouds, but they mainly target
LiDAR data, leaving their application to radar point clouds
largely unexplored. In this paper, we examine the feasibility
of applying existing MSDA methods to radar point clouds and
identify several challenges in adapting these techniques. These
obstacles stem from the radar’s irregular angular distribution,
deviations from a single-sensor polar layout in multi-radar
setups, and point sparsity. To address these issues, we propose
Class-Aware PillarMix (CAPMix), a novel MSDA approach that
applies MixUp at the pillar level in 3D point clouds, guided by
class labels. Unlike methods that rely a single mix ratio to the
entire sample, CAPMix assigns an independent ratio to each
pillar, boosting sample diversity. To account for the density of
different classes, we use class-specific distributions: for dense
objects (e.g., large vehicles), we skew ratios to favor points from
another sample, while for sparse objects (e.g., pedestrians),
we sample more points from the original. This class-aware
mixing retains critical details and enriches each sample with
new information, ultimately generating more diverse training
data. Experimental results demonstrate that our method not
only significantly boosts performance but also outperforms
existing MSDA approaches across two datasets (Bosch Street
and K-Radar). We believe that this straightforward yet effective
approach will spark further investigation into MSDA techniques
for radar data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving technologies have advanced rapidly,
driven by significant progress in deep learning. Yet, 3D per-
ception tasks remain highly data-dependent, typically requir-
ing extensively annotated datasets for reliable performance.
Collecting and labeling such data in real-world driving
scenarios can be highly time-consuming and labor-intensive.
To tackle these challenges, mixed sample data augmentation
(MSDA) is widely studied [1]-[5]. By blending LiDAR point
clouds from different samples, MSDA effectively expands
and diversifies training sets, resulting in notable gains in
fully supervised, semi-supervised, and domain adaptation
contexts, particularly when data and/or labels are scarce.
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Fig. 1: Comparison between CAPMix and no MSDA reveals
remarkable improvements on the Bosch Street dataset.

Radar sensors transmit electromagnetic waves to measure
the range, angle, and velocity of surrounding targets. Their
robustness in adverse weather conditions and low cost made
them increasingly important for 3D perception tasks in
autonomous driving [6]. Compared to LiDARSs, radar point
clouds are typically sparser and noisier, which intensifies
the data scarcity problem. Although recent research has
focused on designing advanced models to improve radar
perception [7]-[10], their performance in low-data scenarios
remains relatively limited and largely unexplored. Since both
radar and LiDAR point clouds share a similar format (3D
coordinates plus additional attributes), we hypothesize that
MSDA methods are also well-suited for radar 3D perception
tasks. To investigate this, we assess how state-of-the-art
MSDA techniques, originally designed for LiDAR, translate
to radar data. Our findings reveal several obstacles, includ-
ing the irregular angular distribution from radar’s radiation
pattern, inherent point sparsity, and deviations from a single-
sensor polar distribution in multi-radar setups, all of which
limit the direct application of existing MSDA approaches.

In this paper, we propose Class-Aware PillarMix (CAP-
Mix), a novel approach that mixes radar point clouds with
independently determined mix ratios based on class informa-
tion: We adopt pillars (columnar grid cells in 3D space) as
the operational units for MSDA, as they provide an effective
representation of the 3D space. Unlike PillarMix [5], which
directly swaps points, we apply MixUp [11] within the
pillars to achieve class-aware data augmentation. Similar
to MixUp [11], our method samples a mix ratio from a
specified 3 distribution to determine the proportion of points
taken from the two inputs. To improve sample diversity,
each pillar is assigned its own mix ratio. Leveraging class



information from the labels, we apply distinct /3 distributions
to different pillars for ratio sampling. This strategy ensures
that the generated samples are augmented while retaining
crucial object-level details.

Experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method. As Fig. 1 shows, only using 25% of the data
achieves performance comparable to 50% of the data without
MSDA, while 50% of the data with CAPMix matches the
performance of the full dataset. This indicates the feasibility
and potential of our approach for effectively augmenting
radar-based 3D perception under limited data conditions. Our
key contributions are summarized below:

« We investigate the applicability of MSDA to radar point
clouds and highlight the limitations of existing methods
through analysis and experiments.

o« We propose CAPMix, a straightforward yet effective
mixing strategy that uses class information to generate
diverse samples for radar point clouds.

e We validate CAPMix on two radar datasets (Bosch
Street [12] and K-Radar [13]) of different scales, show-
casing its superior performance over other state-of-the-
art techniques in terms of APggy and APsp.

II. MOTIVATION

MSDA generates new samples by mixing the existing
training samples. It was first introduced for image tasks in
MixUp [11], which combines input pixels and output labels
in a specified ratio. Consequently, it has become an effective
technique to enhance model robustness and is compatible
with traditional augmentations, such as random rotation and
scaling, while also generating more diverse samples for
training. Building on this approach, CutMix [14] randomly
crops a rectangular region from one image and pastes it onto
another. More recently, PuzzleMix [15] incorporates saliency
information from the backward gradient into the mixing
process, while AutoMix [16] trains a learnable MixUp gen-
erator under the supervision of mixed labels. These pixel-
level mixing methods have attracted increasing attention and
demonstrate both effectiveness and generalizability in 2D im-
age perception tasks [17]. However, fundamental differences
between 2D images and 3D point clouds prevent most of
these approaches from being directly applied to 3D data.

Recent works have extended MSDA to 3D perception
tasks [2]-[5] to enhance 3D perception performance across
various tasks, such as object detection and semantic segmen-
tation. Given two point clouds s4, s® with their labels y*
and y®, these methods select points from each of the samples
to generate a new sample S and its corresponding label g.
For example, MixUp [3] randomly selects points by a given
mix ratio. PolarMix [4] selects one area from each of the two
point clouds based on azimuth angle. Similarly, LaserMix [2]
partitions the point clouds into multiple regions based on
elevation angle, then merges these regions from both point
clouds in an alternating manner. Furthermore, PillarMix [5]
performs alternating selection on pillars instead of angles.

However, all these approaches have been tested exclusively
on LiDAR point cloud data. To apply LiDAR-based MSDA
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Fig. 2: (a) Rotating points disrupts the radiation pattern. (b)
Points from different radar sensors adhere to their respective
local polar distributions. (c) Mixing points based on elevation
angles may be ineffective due to the low angular resolution
of radar sensors.

to radar, several challenges must be addressed, as shown in
Fig. 2. In the following paragraphs, we discuss the feasibility
of adapting these methods to radar point clouds.

e MixUp [11] was adapted for LiDAR point clouds in [3].
Binary masks K and () are employed to select the points
such that IK;H = X and % = 1— ), where ) is sampled
from a given distribution 3 The output is computed as § =
(K®sY) @ (Q®sP) and the new label jj = y* @ y”. Here,
® and @ represent masking operation and concatenation,
respectively. A common choice of § distribution is £(2,2),
which concentrates most values around 0.5. However, radar
point clouds can be extremely sparse in certain regions,
meaning that applying a single mix ratio uniformly across
all points may be suboptimal and limit diversity.

e PolarMix [4] randomly divides the field of view into
two regions based on the azimuth angle and then swaps
the points within the selected angular interval. As shown
in Fig. 3a, a random 90-degree region is chosen for this
exchange, with all points and corresponding labels being
swapped. Additionally, points within bounding boxes in s”
are copied and rotated into 5 to enhance object diversity.
Unlike LiDAR sensors, which offer uniform 360-degree
detection, radar point clouds encounter irregularities in their
angular distribution due to the radiation pattern, as shown
in Fig. 2a. This leads to significant variations in detection
capability across the main lobe and side lobes, especially
along the azimuth axis. Accordingly, substantial rotation
operations such as PolarMix will disrupt the inherent
angular distribution of the point cloud.

e LaserMix [2] exploits the inclination angle for partition-
ing by leveraging the distinctive pattern distribution of laser
beams. As explained in Fig. 3b, the points clouds are divided
into N equally spaced segments based on the elevation angu-
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Fig. 3: Examples of LiDAR-based MSDA methods applied to radar point clouds in Bosch Street dataset. The point clouds
are aggregated from five sensors. In PolarMix, a 90-degree region along the azimuth axis is extracted and swapped between

s4 and sP, while object-level points from s?

are copied and rotated into the new sample 5. In LaserMix, the point clouds

are divided into six regions, and points from non-adjacent areas are combined from s and sB.

lar interval. An alternating selection of point segments from
sA, sZ is then utilized to construct §. However, multi-radar
setups are frequently adopted to enhance radar perception,
for instance in the Bosch Street dataset [12], which employs
five front-facing radars. As Fig. 2b shows, these multiple
sensors emit beams from different coordinate systems, so
the spatial priors established by laser partitions mentioned
in LaserMix [2] no longer hold. Additionally, radar sensors
typically have a lower resolution in the elevation angle and
a narrower vertical field of view compared to LiDAR [18]
(Fig. 2c). Thus, mixing based on elevation angle or polar
coordinates may not be applicable to radar sensors due
to their limited elevation performance and the effects of
multi-sensor aggregation.

e PillarMix [5] directly switches the points and labels
within selected pillars to generate mixed samples Compared
to LiDAR point clouds, radar point clouds are significantly
sparser. Replacing portions of these sparse objects with
irrelevant or empty pillars may remove critical information
needed for accurate predictions. Consequently, training on
such augmented data can degrade performance, making
PillarMix less effective than MixUp for these objects. Hence,
directly switching entire pillars may be suboptimal for radar
point clouds, especially when dealing with sparse objects.

As discussed above, the distinct point distribution patterns
in radar point clouds, combined with their inherent sparsity
and the use of multi-radar sensor fusion, differ significantly
from 360-degree LiDAR data. Therefore, aforementioned
methods developed for LiDAR data often fall short when
applied to radar. Later results will reveal that some of
these approaches not only underperform compared to general
mixed-sample techniques like MixUp [11] but can even
negatively impacting perception performance.

III. APPROACH
A. Overview

Inspired by PillarMix [5], we propose CAPMix, a class-
aware variant that accounts for the sparsity of radar point
clouds. The overall methods of both PillarMix and CAPMix
are illustrated in Fig. 4. Like PillarMix, CAPMix begins by
pillarizing two point clouds s, s? using a specified pillar
size ¢ (covering an area of ¢ X ¢ in Bird’s-Eye View).
However, instead of using non-adjacent cross-selection as in
PillarMix, all the pillars P are randomly divided into [P, P,
based on a ratio a. Next, MixUp is applied to each pillar,
with the mix ratio independently sampled from a predefined
[ distribution. For P,., the mix ratio is class-aware, with
pillars assigned a mix ratio from /7., , or 34 based on
their object density (sparse, moderate, or dense). To enhance
diversity while preserving original information, is also
applied to all pillars in P, without considering class labels.
As a data augmentation technique, CAPMix is employed
exclusively during training, while the inference stage remains
identical to the standard process.

B. Pillar-wise MixUp

To mitigate the loss of critical information, as discussed
in Sec.Il, we apply MixUp within individual pillars instead
of swapping all points as done in PillarMix. As illustrated
in Fig. 5, standard MixUp employs a uniform mix ratio A
across all points. Conversely, we apply MixUp within each
pillar using an independently sampled mix ratio from a
distribution. For instance, A can be 0.61 in one pillar but 0.09
in another, resulting in varied mixing patterns, especially
among adjacent pillars. Consequently, the samples become
significantly more diverse compared to using a uniform mix
ratio across all points as MixUp. Compared with PillarMix,
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Fig. 4: Overall framework comparison of PillarMix and our proposed CAPMix. Both methods share the pillarization step,
but PillarMix simply switches pillars between two samples s4, sZ. In contrast, CAPMix randomly selects pillars and then

performs class-aware MixUp using different 5 distributions [,
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Fig. 5: Comparison of the mixing effect, where grid cells
represent pillars and numbers indicate the mix ratio A.

our pillar-wise MixUp retains more original information,
making it more suitable for sparse objects than directly
swapping all the points within the pillars.

C. Class-aware 3 distributions in P,

Expanding on the above discussion, we note a significant
variation in point density among different object classes in
radar point clouds. For denser objects, there are sufficient
points to make robust predictions, enabling us to incorporate
more points from another frame during mixing. In contrast,
objects with sparser point clouds carry less information,
making them more sensitive to disturbances. Therefore, as
explained in Fig. 4b, instead of drawing the mix rate from
one single S distribution, we propose employing different 3
distributions for different classes:

« Dense objects: For objects like large vehicles, their
substantial size and dense point cloud motivate the use
of a (3, distribution, which is skewed towards 0. This
implies that for pillars in P,, most of the points from the
original frame are replaced with points from the other
frame. While this approach closely resembles PillarMix,
introducing a random mix ratio allows for a broader
range of augmentation patterns.

o Sparse objects: For objects like riders or pedestrians,
to mitigate the potential negative effects of mixing, we
employ a . distribution that concentrates the majority
of its probability density above 0.5. This ensures that a
larger proportion of original points is preserved.

, B4 based on the classes in the pillars.

« Moderate objects: For cars and non-object points, we
use , a more symmetric and uniform distribution
(same as standard MixUp), to achieve greater diversity
in the augmented samples.

In cases where a single pillar includes different class
objects, operations are determined based on priority levels.
Sparse objects receive higher priority since they are more
sensitive to augmentation operations, thus requiring greater
care to preserve their features. On the other hand, the dense
objects hold the lowest priority level, since 3 is close to 0.

To ensure the model retains sufficient information for
accurate predictions, the class-aware mix ratio is applied
only to P, rather than all pillars. Applying it universally
would result in excessive information loss, particularly for
large objects, making them significantly harder for the model
to detect. For instance, if §; were applied to dense objects
in P,, every part of the object would receive a A value
close to 0, leading to the removal of most points. In contrast,

Algorithm 1 Class-Aware PillarMix.

Input: Points and labels of two radar  samples:
{s*, y*}, {s®, y®}; Pillar Size ¢; Pillar select ratio a;
MSDA probability §; MixUp g distribution (3, , Bd-

Output: A new radar sample for training: {3, §}.

1: 3, §=s4 y* # Initialization

2: if rand() < ¢ then # do MSDA

3 P4, Pp = Pillarization(s”, ¢), Pillarization(s”, ¢)
4 [P., P.] = RandomSelect([Pa, Pg], o),

5 for p in P. do # different mix based on priority

6: p=MU(pa, pB, (), if clSsparse in pa or pp

7.

8

p= MU(pa, pB, Jm), elif clsmodarte In P4 OF PB

: ﬁ = MU(pA7 PB, Bd), elif clsgense in PAOr DB
9: p= MU (pa, pB, ), else
10: end for
11: for p in P, do # also mix up unselected pillar
12: p=MU(pa, ps, '),
13: end for
14: Update s, ¢ by concatenating points from all $ and labels

from both samples

15: end if
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Fig. 6: Examples of PillarMix vs. CAPMix for radar point clouds in the Bosch Street dataset. In this scenario, the pillar
size ¢ is set to 4 meters. For car objects, PillarMix’s approach of swapping entire pillars leads to sparsely distributed points,
distorting the overall geometry (upper bounding boxes marked by /'). In contrast, CAPMix applies a pillar-wise MixUp with

a moderate distribution

, preserving a sufficient number of points for better object integrity. For large vehicles, using a

Bq distribution skewed toward 0 produces a similar effect to PillarMix by discarding most points in selected pillars while

ensuring that unselected pillars retain enough points (lower bounding boxes marked by 4).

using for P, ensures that enough points are preserved,
maintaining the integrity of the object and facilitating reli-
able predictions. Compared to PillarMix [5], which retains
all points in P,, applying a moderate mix ratio provides
a balanced approach, preserving sufficient information for
effective detection while still benefiting from augmentation.
The operation can be mathematically expressed as follows:

Pe = MU(pa, pB, B), B € (Js; 70, Ba),
Pu=MU(pa, pB, "),
MU(pa, pB, 5) (K ©pa) ®(Q O pp),
= {pc}@{pu}
ﬂzy ey”.
(D

Here, p4 and pp represent pillars extracted from two input
point clouds, s and s?. As in the MixUp (MU operation
described in Sec. II, binary masks K and () are used to select
points for mixing. The mixed points from P, (the selected
pillars) are denoted as p., while p, represents the mixed
points from P, (the unselected pillars). The complete process
is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Our method leverages bounding box labels while operating
on radar data pillars, recognizing that radar points can extend
beyond the bounding box, particularly for moving objects
[19]. By applying pillar-wise operations, we ensure that these
points, along with non-object points, are included in the
mixing process. Moreover, we use object labels rather than
sparsity to distinguish pillars, ensuring sparse objects are not
overshadowed or erased when sharing a pillar with dense

objects. This careful handling of sparse points with high
priority is crucial for maintaining data integrity.

Fig. 6 compares the point clouds processed by PillarMix
and CAPMix. In PillarMix, some car objects become overly
sparse as they distribute across multiple pillars. Whereas,
CAPMix preserves more points for accurate prediction. For
dense objects, points in P, are dropped with a mix ratio from
s, while a sufficient number of points in P, are retained
with a mix ratio from

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Datasets

For a comprehensive analysis, we examine our methods
on two datasets:

e Bosch Street [12] is a large-scale, multi-modal dataset
featuring imaging radar. It comprises 1.3 million frames
(36.5 hours) collected across nine cities under three weather
conditions. We extract a subset by subsampling at 1-second
intervals, resulting in 81k frames for training and 24k for val-
idation, which serve as the 100% data baseline in subsequent
experiments. We conduct experiments on datasets of different
scales, where the subsets are generated by randomly selecting
entire sequences rather than individual frames, reflecting a
practical data collection workflow. All results are reported
on the validation set. To obtain higher-quality point clouds,
we apply a five-frame aggregation strategy. For more details,
we refer readers to the original paper [12].

e K-Radar [13] contains over 35k frames of around one
hour recorded in two cities under seven weather conditions.



TABLE I: Comparison of APggy/APs;p of different MSDA methods on Bosch Street dataset.

Methods Y% Daa : _ 10% Data__ :
Car Large Vehicle Pedestrian Ridable Vehicle mAP Car Large Vehicle Pedestrian Ridable Vehicle mAP

w/o MSDA 66.09/56.15 34.24/30.36  11.91/7.66  15.94/12.01 |32.09/26.56|70.07/60.90 41.61/38.30 15.81/10.23  19.66/15.84 |36.79/31.32
CutMix [14] 66.05/56.71 35.98/32.40 11.82/7.70  15.83/11.79 |32.42/27.15|70.78/61.42 44.04/39.99 15.77/10.31  19.53/15.26 |37.53/31.78
MixUp [11] 66.11/56.81 39.01/34.89 15.46/9.81  17.81/13.48 |34.60/28.73|70.73/61.94 46.13/42.32 17.11/11.12  21.50/16.82 | 38.86/32.93
LaserMix [2] 66.05/55.95 38.43/33.84 14.85/9.22  17.73/13.61 |34.27/28.16|70.81/61.42 46.36/42.50 16.49/10.63  20.63/16.24 |38.57/32.70
PolarMix [4] 65.27/56.25 35.40/31.23 13.42/8.83  16.84/12.36 |32.73/27.17|69.97/60.73 44.28/40.21 16.03/10.18  20.28/16.11 |37.64/31.81
PillarMix [5] 64.87/55.73 40.22/35.89  15.58/9.98  15.78/11.47 |34.11/28.27|70.23/61.17 48.15/44.54 16.70/10.92  19.90/15.56 | 38.75/33.05
CAPMix (Ours)| 66.47/57.21 41.29/37.57 15.55/10.12  18.53/14.27 |35.46/29.79|71.01/62.03 47.72/43.86 17.22/11.26  21.64/16.92 |39.40/33.52

A1 +0.38/+1.06 +7.05/+7.21 +3.64/+2.46  +2.59/42.26 |+3.37/43.15[+0.94/+1.13 +6.11/45.56 +1.41/+1.03  +1.98/+1.08 |+2.61/+2.20
Methods . 25% l?ata ' ' . 50% ]?ata ' '

Car Large Vehicle Pedestrian Ridable Vehicle mAP Car Large Vehicle Pedestrian Ridable Vehicle mAP

w/o MSDA 74.33/65.86 48.60/44.40 17.74/11.94  22.06/17.72 |40.67/34.98|75.86/67.82 52.84/49.00 19.26/13.56  25.44/21.37 |43.35/37.93
CutMix [14] 74.39/66.30 49.20/44.95 17.75/11.96  23.11/18.55 |41.11/35.44|76.47/69.11 53.22/49.21 20.38/14.57  26.44/22.17 |44.13/38.76
MixUp [11] 74.57/66.44 51.51/47.59 19.27/13.25  25.07/20.47 |42.60/36.93|76.49/69.37 55.80/52.05 21.14/15.27  28.28/23.70 |45.43/40.10
LaserMix [2] 74.53/65.48 50.52/46.59 18.69/12.22  24.62/19.73 |42.08/35.93|76.25/67.77 54.72/50.75 20.46/13.92  28.24/23.08 |44.92/38.88
PolarMix [4] 73.97/66.03 47.77/44.38 18.10/12.28  23.47/19.16 |40.82/35.46|74.89/67.67 52.80/48.45 20.10/14.40  27.34/22.62 |43.78/39.29
PillarMix [5] 74.23/66.00 52.38/48.47 18.89/13.15  23.63/18.83 |42.28/36.61|76.15/68.89 55.50/51.68 20.57/14.79  27.15/22.26 | 44.84/39.30
CAPMix (Ours)|74.64/66.45 52.49/48.87 19.12/13.13  25.03/20.21 |42.82/37.17 |76.62/69.54 56.49/53.16 21.11/15.21 28.81/24.22 |45.73/40.43

ANN) +0.31/+0.59 +3.89/+4.47 +1.38/+1.19 +2.97/+2.49 |+2.15/+2.19|+0.76/+1.72 +3.65/+4.16 +1.85/+1.65 +3.37/+2.85 |+2.38/+2.50
100% data 77.27/70.06 57.26/53.46 20.14/14.62  28.26/24.00 |45.73/40.54|77.27/70.06 57.26/53.46 20.14/14.62  28.26/24.00 |45.73/40.54

The best and second best scores are highlighted in bold and underline. The symbol /A

As noted previously, in the original dataset split, frames
in the training and test sets were sampled from the same
sequences [20], [21]. To address this, we restructured the
dataset by sequences, assigning 44 sequences (27k frames)
to the training set and the remaining 24 sequences (7.9k
frames) to the test set. The new split ensures that all weather
conditions are present in both the training and test sets.
Since the number of sequences is limited, the subsets for
experiments are randomly sampled by frames. For runtime
efficiency, we generate the sparse point cloud using constant
false alarm rate (CFAR) thresholding on the raw 4D radar
cube, rather than deriving points only from the top 10%
of power values as in the original paper, which aligns with
standard radar signal processing practices [18].

B. Implementation Details

For evaluation, we adopt CenterPoint [22] as our 3D detec-
tor. The detection range for the z, y, and z axes is defined
as [0,80] x [—16,16] x [—2,7.6] meters for both datasets.
Following K-Radar [13] settings, we utilize the AdamW
optimizer along with a Cosine Annealing learning rate sched-
uler and evaluate performance using APggy /APsp with an
IoU threshold of 0.3 for all classes. Unlike previous setups,
we report AP|g,, instead of AP|g,, as it offers a more
representative evaluation [23].

Moving on to the hyperparameter settings of CAPMix, we
set the pillar size ¢ = 2 meters (i.e., covering an area of 4
square meters in BEV) for all pillar-based MSDA. As for the
choice of class-aware (3 distribution, we use = 5(2,2),

= (4,3), 84 = (0.1, 5) based on empirical experiments
(see Sec. V-C). For the Bosch Street dataset, four classes are
partitioned as follows: Car — , Large Vehicle — jy,
Pedestrian, Ridable Vehicle — .. For K-Radar, only two
classes are considered: Sedan — , Bus/Truck — B4. To
ensure a fair comparison, we follow the procedure outlined
in PillarMix [5] by applying random rotations and scaling

indicates the increase compared to the baseline without MSDA.

to all methods, including baseline without MSDA. All meth-
ods are implemented using the MMDet3D framework [24].
The reported results represent the mean of three runs with
different random seeds on NVIDIA A100 GPU.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Bosch Street Dataset

Table I presents a comparison of different MSDA methods
applied to 5%, 10%, 25%, and 50% of the training data.
To understand the effectiveness of these methods, we first
examine their impact across different object classes. Al-
though MSDA techniques generally improve performance,
the degree of enhancement varies. In particular, the car class
shows relatively minor gains, likely due to its extensive
number of annotations. Even with just 5% of the data,
there are still 22,334 annotated cars, compared to only
1,611 large vehicles, 6,495 pedestrians, and 1,816 ridable
vehicles. Consequently, an ill-suited MSDA method can
actually reduce performance, as seen in 5% dataset results,
where LaserMix [2] and PillarMix [5] drop performance by
0.82 and 1.22 on APpgy, respectively.

Conversely, MSDA methods often provide greater bene-
fits for other classes with fewer annotations. For instance,
large vehicles show particularly strong improvements, and
PillarMix performs exceptionally well in this category, likely
due to its ability to handle truncated objects using pillars.
However, for smaller objects such as pedestrians and ridable
vehicles, PillarMix’s truncation effect is less apparent. In
these scenarios, MixUp, a more general MSDA technique,
tends to outperform LiDAR-specific methods. Specifically,
MixUp achieves superior results over LiDAR-based ap-
proaches in pedestrian and ridable vehicle tasks when using
10%, 25%, and 50% of the data. This finding highlights
the potential limitations of LIDAR-oriented MSDA strategies
when applied to radar point clouds.



Meanwhile, our CAPMix demonstrates competitive per-
formance across all four classes. For the car class, which
has the highest number of annotations, CAPMix consistently
improves performance, particularly in AP;p. Specifically, it
achieves improvements of 1.06, 1.13, 0.59, and 1.72 when
using 5%, 10%, 25%, and 50% of the data, respectively.
For large vehicles, CAPMix surpasses the without MSDA
baseline by 7.05 in APgpy and 7.21 in AP3p, with just
5% of the data. This gain stems from its class-aware (3
distribution, which mimics the truncation effect of PillarMix
without compromising other classes. Turning to small objects
(pedestrian and ridable vehicle), CAPMix also delivers out-
standing results, achieving the best performance with only
10% of the data and maintaining top results for ridable
vehicles while ranking second for pedestrians at 50%.

By introducing a class-aware [ distribution, CAPMix
brings together the benefits of MixUp and PillarMix, de-
livering superior results across all classes. It achieves the
highest mAP across four data scales. Notably, with just 25%
of the data, CAPMix matches the mAP of 50% data without
MSDA, and using 50% of the data exceeds the full dataset
baseline in mAPp gy . These findings underscore CAPMix’s
potential in significantly reducing data collection costs.

B. K-Radar

We extend our study to K-Radar, which focuses on two
vehicle classes (sedan and bus/truck) as considered in the
original paper [13]. Since K-Radar excludes categories like
pedestrian and ridable vehicle, we apply only the 3; and
components of CAPMix, leaving its advantage for sparse
classes untested. Furthermore, K-Radar’s adverse weather
conditions introduce additional challenges beyond those
found in Bosch Street data.

As shown in Table II, MSDA methods yield notable gains
on K-Radar, mirroring trends observed on Bosch Street data.
Likewise, LiDAR-based approaches such as LaserMix and
PolarMix lag behind naive MixUp, with PolarMix even
falling below the without MSDA baseline on dense classes.
This outcome reaffirms that LiDAR-centric MSDA methods
may not transfer effectively to radar data. On the other
hand, PillarMix remains robust for larger vehicles, and
CAPMix consistently excels across both sedan and bus/truck.
Specifically, CAPMix achieves the highest mAP, surpassing
the without MSDA baseline by 5.72 and 6.70 on APggy
and APsp, respectively, and outperforming the second-best
method by 0.35 and 0.06.

Furthermore, using only 10% of the data with CAPMix
can exceed the performance of a model trained on 100%,
highlighting the severe risk of overfitting given K-Radar’s
limited sequences. Note that the 10% subset used is sampled
by frames rather than entire sequences, which helps narrow
the performance gap compared to Bosch Street data.

C. Ablation Study

To verify the design choices of the proposed approach, we
conduct ablation studies using 5% of the training data from
the Bosch Street dataset.

TABLE II: Comparison of APggy/APsp of different
MSDA methods on K-Radar.

10% Data

Methods Sedan Bus/Truck | mAP
w/o MSDA ‘ 44.67/32.95 27.41/19.12 ‘ 35.86/26.03
CutMix [14] 47.60/37.53 24.83/15.86 36.21/26.69
MixUp [11] 49.28/38.30 30.65/23.86 39.97/31.09
LaserMix [2] 46.59/36.52 31.99/25.87 39.29/30.35
PolarMix [4] 47.02/35.62 24.41/14.67 35.71/25.14
PillarMix [5] 47.89/36.96 34.55/28.38 41.22/32.67
CAPMix (Ours) 49.70/38.27 33.46/26.55 41.58/32.73

yANM) +5.03/+5.32  +6.05/+7.43 +5.72/+6.70
100% data ‘ 50.45/39.84 25.35/16.95 ‘ 37.90/28.39

The best and second best scores are highlighted in bold and
underline. The symbol /\ 7 indicates the increase compared to
the baseline without MSDA.

e Pillar Size Effect: In this part, we examine the impact
of pillar size on perception performance. PillarMix [5] has
shown that pillar size is crucial, since larger sizes require
fewer computations but reduce the effectiveness of edge-
truncated augmentation. As shown in Table III, using 8-meter
pillars lowers performance across all four classes, with large
vehicles experiencing about a 1.4% drop. This drop can be
attributed to larger objects spanning multiple pillars, reducing
the total number of distinct pillars and limiting augmentation
diversity. It is important to note that, unlike PillarMix (which
directly swaps pillars between two frames), we apply MixUp
within each pillar. This approach selects random pillars from
the entire sample instead of relying on a cross-selection
pattern, resulting in more diverse augmented point clouds
and enhancing the effectiveness of augmentation.

e Class-Aware MixUp Variants: Building on our class-
aware approach, we assign different 8 distributions to pillars
from different classes to derive mix ratios. In Table IV, we
explore various parameter settings. Notably, even when all
pillars share the same ((2,2) distribution, performance still
surpasses standard MixUp. This improvement stems from
each selected pillar receiving its own mix ratio, rather than
relying on a single uniform ratio across all pillars. For
sparse 7., we found that values should be greater than 0.5
to ensure sufficient retention of the original information.
For instance, = ((10,1) keeps in-pillar augmentation
minimal while mixing surrounding pillars with other distri-
butions to enhance data diversity. On the other hand, near-
zero distributions, such as 5. = £(0.1,5), are not suitable
for sparse objects. Meanwhile, 3,, shows better performance
with values closer to zero, as this class-specific ratio is
applied only within randomly selected pillars. Since large
objects often span multiple pillars, only a fraction of them

TABLE III: Effect of pillar size on APggy and APsp.

Pillar Size Car Large Vehicle Pedestrian  Ridable mAP

2x2m’ |66.47/57.21 41.29/37.57 15.55/10.12 18.53/14.27 | 35.46/29.79
4x4m? [66.21/56.86 40.59/36.92 15.69/10.00 18.12/13.78|35.15/29.39
8 x 8m? |66.20/56.91 39.79/36.19 15.41/9.88 17.98/13.96|34.84/29.25




TABLE 1IV: Influence of Class-Aware MixUp variants on
APBEV and APgD.

Methods | Visulization| ~ Car  Large Vehicle Pedestrian Ridable Vechicle| ~mAP
66.09/56.15 34.24/3036 1191/7.66  1594/1201  32.09/26.56
66.11/56.81 39.01/34.89 1546/9.81  17.81/13.48  34.60/28.73
66.23/56.99 40.34/3639 1549/9.97  17.80/13.79 |34.95/29.26

. 6647/5721 4129/37.57 1555/10.12  18.53/14.27  35.46/29.71
3= 5(0.1,5)
H5.67,3) |11\
[\~ [6642/57.27 40.55/36.70 1545/10.05 17.76/13.77 |35.04/29.45
3= B(2,10) ||
\ |6643/57.20 4145/37.43 15.78/10.00  17.65/1329 |35.33/29.48
3= B(0.1,5) | N
. [66.19/5721 39.98/36.07 1548/10.08 17.78/13.77 |34.86/29.28
30 = 6(2,3) / N
\ 66.02/56.53 40.86/36.76 15.37/9.84  18.10/13.85 |35.07/29.24
30 = B(0.1,5) | X
). 1 \
‘ 66.32/56.99 41.22/37.88 15.65/10.08  18.18/14.18 |35.35/29.64
3= 5(0.1,5) |\
0.1,5) [|[ |
| | 166.23/57.03 39.42/35.48 15.18/9.82  16.48/12.56 |34.33/28.72
3, = 4(10,1) /

(determined by ratio «) are assigned 3, while the remaining
pillars use to preserve original frame information and
prevent excessive truncation.

Given that moderate and environmental pillars account for
the majority of the dataset, = [(2,2) serves as a
reliable choice for these segments. As mentioned in Sec. III-
C, our class-aware 3 distribution is applied only to randomly
selected pillars P,, while all unselected pillars P, use

for mixing. This strategy ensures that the baseline perfor-
mance of MixUp is preserved regardless of the choice of
[ parameters. Finally, the highlighted section in Table II
demonstrates that our configuration achieves a well-balanced
trade-off across classes and extends effectively to K-Radar.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we provide a deep insight into the feasibility
of applying MSDA techniques to radar point clouds. Addi-
tionally, we introduce a Class-Aware PillarMix method that
merges pillar-based augmentation with MixUp strategies,
specifically tailored to radar data. By assigning distinct
[ distributions to each class, our approach increases the
diversity of generated samples and significantly improves 3D
object detection in low-data scenarios.

To the best of our knowledge, this work represents the first
attempt to explore the application of MSDA to radar point
clouds. We aim for this research to serve as a foundation
and inspiration for future studies on MSDA in radar-based
perception tasks. Moving forward, we plan to extend this
approach to other contexts, such as semi-supervised learning
and domain adaptation.
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