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Abstract. LiDAR is used in autonomous driving to provide 3D spatial
information and enable accurate perception in off-road environments,
aiding in obstacle detection, mapping, and path planning. Learning-
based LiDAR semantic segmentation utilizes machine learning techniques
to automatically classify objects and regions in LiDAR point clouds.
Learning-based models struggle in off-road environments due to the pres-
ence of diverse objects with varying colors, textures, and undefined bound-
aries, which can lead to difficulties in accurately classifying and segment-
ing objects using traditional geometric-based features. In this paper, we
address this problem by harnessing the LiDAR intensity parameter to
enhance object segmentation in off-road environments. Our approach
was evaluated in the RELLIS-3D data set and yielded promising results
as a preliminary analysis with improved mIoU for classes ”puddle” and
”grass” compared to more complex deep learning-based benchmarks3.
The methodology was evaluated for compatibility across both Velodyne
and Ouster LiDAR systems, assuring its cross-platform applicability.
This analysis advocates for the incorporation of calibrated intensity as
a supplementary input, aiming to enhance the prediction accuracy of
learning based semantic segmentation frameworks.
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1 Introduction

Off-road autonomous driving has recently received much attention with multi-
modal datasets, improved semantic segmentation frameworks and robust plan-
ners. Multiple sensors are employed to perceive and navigate unstructured ter-
rain. The Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) sensor provides 3D information
that helps to extract geometric data about a scene, while a camera captures

3 https://github.com/MOONLABIISERB/lidar-intensity-predictor/tree/main
4 The work is supported by TIH iHUB Drishti-IIT Jodhpur under project num-
ber 23 and accepted for publication at International Symposium on Experimental
Robotics 2023.
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visual data. However, cameras can lose information at different lighting condi-
tions, which can affect navigation algorithms. To solve this problem, we used
the backscattered LiDAR intensity value, which is not affected by lighting con-
ditions, to classify objects in an off-road environment.

Traditional LiDAR Semantic Segmentation models [1] [2] have focused pri-
marily on leveraging the geometric properties of objects, which has proven ef-
fective for urban scenes characterized by well-defined boundaries. However, off-
road scenes present unique challenges, as they contain diverse objects/classes
with varying colors, textures, and undefined boundaries. In such scenarios, the
aforementioned models may not perform optimally.

The use of LiDAR intensity as an auxiliary input in conjunction with ge-
ometry information has been previously explored for segmentation purposes [3].
However, the values of the LiDAR intensity are influenced by factors such as
range, angle of incidence, and surface reflectivity. In this paper, we explore the
use of surface reflectivity information for efficiently segmenting different classes
for off-road scenes by calibrating intensity values for range and angle of incidence.

Fig. 1: Segmentation Results on RELLIS-3D dataset.

2 LiDAR Intensity Calibration

The intensity value in a LiDAR denotes the returned backscattered signal ebergy.
Intensity is dependent on multiple factors such as range (R), reflectivity of
the object (ρ), angle of incidence (α), surface roughness, atmospheric humid-
ity, etc.[4]. Among these factors, the surface’s reflectivity is predominantly tied
to the object’s properties, making it our focal parameter. To ensure a reliable
LiDAR intensity-based classification, it is crucial to calibrate the intensity values
for the dependencies on the range and angle of incidence.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2: (a) Raw Intensity vs Range of Grass (b) Intensity calibrated for α vs
Range.

2.1 Range Dependence

LiDAR sensor’s principle works on the difference between the emitted and re-
ceived laser power, given by:

Pr =
PeρCos(α)

R2
(1)

where Pe is the emitted laser power, ρ is reflectance of an object. Eq. (1) rep-
resents an ideal model in which the intensity is inversely proportional to the
square of the range. However, in reality, the range-intensity relationship at prox-
imate distances is non ideal. In a shorter range, the Range-Intensity exhibits an
exponential relationship, Eq. (2) until reaching a certain threshold [5] as given
by:

I(R,α, ρ) ∝ Pr(R,α, ρ) = η(R)
IeρCos(α)

R2
(2)

Fig. 2a shows the range vs. intensity scatter plot for grass, including the incidence
angle. Due to the near-range effect[6], our analysis focuses on points within the
range of 6 to 60 m.

Intensity Correction for Large Range To correct the LiDAR intensities
that depend solely on an object’s reflectance, we follow Eq.3 and focus on LiDAR
points outside of the near-range effect (R > 6 meter, where η(R) = 1).

I(ρ) =
I(R,α, ρ)R2

Cos(α)
(3)

The above computation provides the emitted intensity (originating from the
object) adjusted for both range and angle of incidence. Correction for the range
is made through Eq (4):

Ie = I(R, ρ)R2 {R > 6m} (4)
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Fig. 3: Interaction of laser beam with surface at different angle of incidence

2.2 Angle of Incidence Dependence

The intensity is intrinsically linked to angle of incidence (α). Fig.4a and Fig. 4b
elucidate the relationship between the angle of incidence (α) and the Intensity
(I). The graphs show that the highest intensity is observed when α is close to 0,
and the lowest when it is close to π/2, which is in agreement with the relationship
expressed in Eq. (2).

Based on Eq. (3), the effect of the incidence angle α can be eliminated by
dividing the intensity I(R,α, ρ) by cos(α), resulting in I(R, ρ), which depends
only on the range and reflectance of the surface. The corrected intensity versus
range plot is illustrated in Fig. 2b.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4: (a) Raw Intensity vs α of Grass at different ranges (b) Raw intensity vs
α for different classes at 10 meters range. The segregation of intensity values for
different classes is observed.

The angle α is determined by the vector of the incident laser beam(
−→
l )

and the normal of the surface (−→n ) as shown in Fig. 3. It can be calculated

as α = arccos(
−→
l · −→n ). Traditionally, the surface normal can be determined by

Ball query sampling [7], which takes into account points in the vicinity within
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a certain radius to calculate the normal vector by fitting a plane with Princi-
pal Component Analysis (PCA) [8]. However, the angle of incidence calculated
with the estimated normal has an MSE error of 0.44 (38 degrees), which is in-
accurate. Therefore, to accurately estimate the angle of incidence, we fit the
surface normal-point vector data to the ground truth angle of incidence using
Fully Connected Layers(FCN).

For FCN, we need the ground truth that is determined in the following way.
The ground truth α is obtained by segregating the point cloud data according
to annotated classes and then associating them with their corresponding range
information, as shown for the ”grass” class in Figure 2a. Since α has a cosine
relationship with intensity, the maximum intensity in every range in Figure 2a
will have (cosα) = 1. This allows us to calculate α for a given LiDAR point class
using the following equation:

α = arccos(
Intensity(R)

MaxIntensity(R)
). (5)

The generated ground truth α along with their corresponding surface normal
point vector is used to train the FCN. The FCN takes the surface normal point
vector (6 element array) as input and predicts α′. The mean absolute error
(MAE) between α and α′ is calculated and the loss is backpropagated for the
FCN to learn.

3 Experiments and Results

The proposed approach to using surface reflectivity for segmentation is evaluated
in the Rellis-3D off-road data set[9]. Rellis-3D is a multimodal dataset consist-
ing of 4 sequences of annotated LiDAR point cloud from off-road environments.
The dataset consists of 20 classes that include grasses, bushes, puddles, trees,
etc., providing heterogeneity. The point cloud data are collected using Ouster
OS1 with 64 channels. For initial experimentation, we only consider the major
classes such as grass, bushes, trees, puddle, and person for semantic labeling.
Ouster OS1 intensity data is purely raw, i.e; the values are not pre-calibrated
but are scaled to 64-bit integers. The calibrated intensity ranges for different
classes were generated from the 0000 sequence of Ouster data. α for each Li-
DAR point is extracted using Eq.(5). With the α values and range known, we
calibrate the raw LiDAR intensity using Eq.(3). The calibrated intensity values
are segregated based on the annotated labels and we find that the intensity val-
ues are distributed in specific ranges for different classes, as shown in Figure 5.
This proves our hypothesis of reflectivity-based class segregation.

To predict a LiDAR point cloud, the intensity values are calibrated using the
Eq. (3) where α is predicted using the FCN. A neighborhood prediction policy
is employed, whereby calibrated intensity values are assigned classes based on
their proximity to the closest class mode values. The predictions were performed
on sequences 0001 and 0002 of the RELLIS-3D dataset, with classes limited to
grass, bush, trees, person, and puddle. The framework gave an average mIoU of
47%, and the respective class IoU is given in Table 1.
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Fig. 5: Calibrated Intensity ranges of different classes.

Framework Tree Grass Puddle Bushes Person mean

Ours 74.68 66.44 47.83 13.65 33.52 47.17

SalsaNext∗ 79.04 64.74 23.20 72.90 83.17 64.61

KPConv∗ 49.25 56.41 0.0 58.45 81.20 49.06

Table 1: mIoU of experiment results. SalsaNext[1] and KPConv[2] are bench-
marks of RELLIS-3D dataset.

3.1 Pre-Processing Velodyne Intensity data.

The Velodyne LiDARs generate point cloud data comprising three-dimensional
coordinate points and a preprocessed intensity dataset, which differs from the
raw intensity data produced by Ouster LiDARs. The Velodyne Intensity data
are adjusted to an 8-bit integer scale and are calibrated with respect to range
and laser power, as detailed in the data sheet. Figure 6 illustrates a comparison
between the intensity data from Velodyne and Ouster LiDARs across various
classes. As depicted in the figure, the Velodyne intensity data do not align with
the LiDAR equation 2. In this context, we introduce a method for converting
the Velodyne intensity data back to the raw intensity format used by Ouster, es-
sentially reversing the inherent intensity processing employed by Velodyne. The
RELLIS-3D dataset contains LiDAR scans that are annotated, and these scans
are obtained using the 32-channel Velodyne Ultra Puck for the same scenes as
those scanned by Ouster LiDARs. In Figure 7, we illustrate the extraction of the
most intense values that correspond to specific ranges for each class, and this is
done using 1000 scans from both Velodyne and Ouster. It is worth noting that
Velodyne LiDARs, as per the datasheet, lack calibration for the angle of inci-
dence, denoted by [α]. This lack of calibration means that the maximum intensity
value remains independent of the angle of incidence, which is an important point
to consider.

In Figure 8, we can see the division of the maximum intensity values of Ouster
by the maximum intensity values of Velodyne, resulting in a ratio denoted [Q].
It is noticeable that the trends or slopes for the three classes(grass, tree, and
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Fig. 6: Raw intensity plots from Ouster and Velodyne LiDAR for grass(green)
and tree(brown).

Fig. 7: Maximum intensity vs range for classes Grass, Tree and Person from
Ouster and Velodyne LiDAR scans.

person) are strikingly similar. To explore further characteristics, we multiply [Q]
by the range [R] and [R2].

To further validate the independence of the calibration function from objects,
we performed a comparison by dividing the [Q] values of different classes with
each other. Figure 9 presents the deviations in the [Q] values, resulting in an
average value of 1. This outcome provides strong confirmation that [Q] remains
unchanged by variations in the reflectivity parameter, underscoring its object-
independent nature.

We apply a polynomial fitting procedure to the function Q(r). This allows
us to transform Velodyne intensity data into the Ouster format by utilizing the
following equation:

Raw Intensity = Q(r)×Velodyne(r) (6)
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Fig. 8: Q, Q ∗R,Q ∗R2 function for class Grass, Tree and Person.

Fig. 9: Comparing [Q] values between different classes to confirm object-
independence of calibration function

This method facilitates a seamless conversion of classification ranges from Ouster
to Velodyne, enabling a direct translation between the two.

4 Experimental Insights

The decreased mIoU score for the ”bush” class can be attributed to the con-
siderable overlap in the calibrated intensity range with the ”tree” class. This
is likely due to the similar texture of leaves, stems, and trunks shared by both
bushes and trees within the dataset.

During testing, we have observed that the class ”puddle” is predicted with
significantly more accurate distinct boundaries compared to the ground truth,
as shown in Fig.1. This improvement is achieved by using a mode-based predic-
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Fig. 10: (a)Velodyne Intensity data of class tree after pre-processing (b) Ouster
intensity data of class Tree.

tion approach that effectively removes the major outliers from the segmentation
distribution.

LiDAR scans with higher point density (more channels) yield more accurate
surface normal estimations than scans with lower point density. This finding was
also observed in [10]. We noticed that the approach yields better predictions for
ranges beyond 10 meters. This improvement can be attributed to the more accu-
rate estimation of α at larger distances, leading to precise estimates of calibrated
intensity.

5 Conclusions

In this paper we presented analysis of the potential utilization of LiDAR inten-
sity for semantic segmentation of terrestrial LiDAR scans. Our proposed pipeline
has demonstrated superior performance compared to the RELLIS-3D bench-
marks, particularly in the prediction of the ”puddle” and ”grass” classes. It is
worth noting that, while our approach may exhibit a lower prediction accuracy
compared to other learning-based segmentation frameworks, it is important to
emphasize that this study serves as an initial exploration into harnessing the Li-
DAR intensity parameter for this specific task. We also introduce a preprocessing
methodology tailored for Velodyne LiDARs, aiming to enhance cross-platform
compatibility. We acknowledge that the current methodology’s accuracy can po-
tentially be enhanced by incorporating geometric information derived from Li-
DAR points or by integrating sparse semantic data from camera images, thereby
addressing the challenge of calibrated range overlap. Further investigations can
be conducted to test the efficacy of the methods for different climatic conditions
as the vegetation and texture of an off-road scene change significantly compared
to urban environments.
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