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Abstract: Three-dimensional semantic segmentation is the foundation for automatically creating
enriched Digital Twin Cities (DTCs) and their updates. For this task, prior-level fusion approaches
show more promising results than other fusion levels. This article proposes a new approach by
developing and benchmarking three prior-level fusion scenarios to enhance the outcomes of point
cloud-enriched semantic segmentation. The latter were compared with a baseline approach that used
the point cloud only. In each scenario, specific prior knowledge (geometric features, classified images,
or classified geometric information) and aerial images were fused into the neural network’s learning
pipeline with the point cloud data. The goal was to identify the one that most profoundly enhanced
the neural network’s knowledge. Two deep learning techniques, “RandLaNet” and “KPConv”, were
adopted, and their parameters were modified for different scenarios. Efficient feature engineering and
selection for the fusion step facilitated the learning process and improved the semantic segmentation
results. Our contribution provides a good solution for addressing some challenges, particularly for
more accurate extraction of semantically rich objects from the urban environment. The experimental
results have demonstrated that Scenario 1 has higher precision (88%) on the SensatUrban dataset
compared to the baseline approach (71%), the Scenario 2 approach (85%), and the Scenario 3 approach
(84%). Furthermore, the qualitative results obtained by the first scenario are close to the ground
truth. Therefore, it was identified as the efficient fusion approach for point cloud-enriched semantic
segmentation, which we have named the efficient prior-level fusion (Efficient-PLF) approach.

Keywords: prior-level fusion; enriched semantic segmentation; LIDAR point clouds; images; data
fusion; prior knowledge; deep learning; urban environment

1. Introduction

Many cities worldwide are building their Digital Twin Cities (DTCs) [1]. Semantic 3D
city models, essentially built from LiDAR point clouds through semantic segmentation, are
the foundation for developing these DTCs both for academic and industry research [2,3].
Semantic segmentation allows for the semantic enrichment of 3D city models, their updates,
and the performance of multiple spatial and thematic analyses for city management,
urban planning, and decision making. Despite challenges in acquisition and processing,
LiDAR technology has made significant advancements in capturing highly detailed three-
dimensional data with substantial point density, finding versatile applications in urban
planning, outdoor navigation, and urban environmental studies [4].

The advancement of computer vision technology and the widespread utilization of
deep learning (DL) methods have resulted in the development of more robust and reliable
3D semantic segmentation techniques. Indeed, many DL techniques have been developed
recently for 3D semantic segmentation [5-7]. DL techniques are proposed to handle complex
tasks in various LiDAR applications. Among these techniques, we can cite the deep neural
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networks (DNNs), which have gained considerable popularity and attention due to their
efficiency. The present focus is on developing new DL-based approaches to enhance the
quality of semantic segmentation outcomes. Then, it is necessary to compare them with the
existing approaches to derive the most suitable one for LiDAR point clouds processing.

In the literature, we observe that achieving the maximum amount of semantic infor-
mation in the urban environment (i.e., extracting the maximum of urban objects such as
Traffic Roads, Cars, etc.) with high precision remains a challenge. Most current approaches
to semantic segmentation using LiDAR point clouds demonstrate good accuracy for easily
extractable classes such as Buildings and Ground. However, extracting more detail and
accurately identifying challenging classes, such as Parking and Street Furniture, remains
an important research topic. To address this challenge, fusion approaches show higher
accuracy compared to non-fusion approaches [8,9]. Within fusion approaches, prior-level
fusion approaches exhibit better precision than point-level, feature-level, and decision-level
fusion approaches, as explained later. This is why the objective was to delve into this
family of prior-level approaches. To achieve this, we proposed an efficient prior-level
fusion approach to enhance the knowledge of deep learning techniques for 3D semantic
segmentation by integrating prior knowledge into the learning pipeline. This approach
explicitly tackles the challenge of accurately extracting the maximum amount of urban
objects (Footpaths, High Vegetation, etc.). It is motivated by the understanding that 3D
semantic segmentation can gain advantages from the fusion of point clouds (PCs), aerial
images, and prior knowledge, especially in cases where the differentiation between detailed
urban objects is challenging. Some initiatives have been proposed in the literature [10],
but to the best of our knowledge, no study has systematically developed and evaluated
all possible scenarios of injecting prior knowledge and aerial images into point clouds,
especially during the training phase of DL techniques. We have not only moved beyond
traditional PC attributes but have also adopted advanced DL techniques, “RandLaNet [5]”
and “KPConv [8]”, and optimized their parameters. For finding the efficient approach,
three distinct scenarios were conceived and investigated. Each scenario involved the fusion
of PCs, aerial images, and a specific type of prior knowledge. The efficient scenario that
demonstrated the ability to extract the maximum amount of semantic information in an
urban environment was identified from the evaluations. This scenario is derived as the
“Efficient-PLF approach”. Our research’s potential lies in deploying an automated enriched
semantic segmentation pipeline with a high level of detail. While we have highlighted
the optimal scenario, presenting all three scenarios not only ensures a comprehensive
benchmark but also affirms the robustness and validity of our chosen approach. Each
scenario is based on a specific workflow and provides different performances. It worth
highlighting that even the two other scenarios that were not chosen as optimal are useful in
specific use cases. For example, the second scenario, despite not being the primary choice,
was recommended due to its outstanding performance on certain specific classes.

The following are the main contributions of this paper:

e  Designing three prior-level fusion scenarios for 3D semantic segmentation that fuse
PCs, aerial images, and prior knowledge into the DL pipeline;

e Evaluating the performance of each scenario in terms of enhancing DL techniques’
knowledge;

e  Enhancing semantic segmentation richness by detecting a maximum number of urban
classes more efficiently and accurately;

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 showcases the principal advancements
made in fusion-based approaches for PC semantic segmentation. A detailed description of
the fusion scenarios we developed is presented in Section 3. The experimental methodology
and the obtained results are reported in Section 4. The discussion of our findings is in
Section 5. Finally, the paper ends with a conclusion.
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2. Related Works

The increasing need for automated urban assets extraction has resulted in 3D semantic
segmentation of multi-sensor data becoming a rapidly growing and dynamic field of
research. Although 3D urban semantic segmentation is based on 3D LiDAR data, other data
sources (geometric features, classified images, etc.) can provide supplementary relevant
information. The latter can compensate for the limits of 3D PCs; such as the confusion
between artificial and natural objects and the fact that PCs are less suitable for delineating
object contours. Promising results have been achieved in 3D semantic segmentation through
the fusion of 3D PCs with other data sources, as demonstrated by several studies in the
literature [9,10]. Furthermore, adding highly informative data is a major boost to semantic
segmentation. The DL revolution has demonstrated that many three-dimensional semantic
segmentation challenges (the automation of treatments, their speed, the precision of results,
etc.) are addressed by DL techniques (PointNet++, SPGraph, etc.). On the other hand, it is
well known that more training labelled PCs are required for learning models. Motivated
by the high demand for training data, various datasets have been developed recently. The
majority of them are freely available online. We can list Toronto-3D, SensatUrban [11],
Benchmark Dataset of Semantic Urban Meshes (SUM) [12], and Semantic3D [13]. Despite
the efforts made, 3D semantic segmentation remains a delicate and complex task due to the
spectral and geometric similarity between different urban classes. Due to the remarkable
performance achieved lastly by fusion approaches in semantic segmentation tasks, it would
be interesting to advance in this research niche. Fusion-based approaches are applied by
fusing data from different sensors at different fusion levels. Fusion-based approaches can
be categorized into four families that combine PCs with other sources: (1) Prior-level fusion
approaches, (2) Point-level fusion approaches, (3) Feature-level fusion approaches, and
(4) Decision-level fusion approaches.

2.1. Prior-Level Fusion Approaches

Fusing at the prior level assigns classified images to 3D PCs, enhancing LiDAR data
semantic segmentation. This approach expedites convergence and reduces loss, thanks
to direct image classification [14], but has challenges with non-overlapping areas and
uncertainties [15]. There is a scarcity of prior-level fusion approach-based studies in the
existing literature. Among them, ref. [16] proposed a fusion approach of images and LiDAR
PCs for semantic segmentation. The proposed approach was compared with point-level,
feature-level, and decision-level fusion approaches. The ISPRS dataset evaluation showed
that the proposed approach outperformed all other fusion approaches with a good F1-
score (82.79%). Ref. [17] proposes a fusion approach based on 2D images and 3D PCs to
segment complex urban environments. The prior knowledge obtained from 2D images
was mapped to PCs. Subsequently, the fine features of building objects were precisely and
directly extracted from the PCs based on mapping results. Their results showed that the
created model is adapted for high-resolution images and large-scale environments. Finally,
a recent study [18] presented a new fusion approach for semantic segmentation in urban
areas, which operates at the prior level. Their approach utilizes both aerial images and 3D
PCs. Achieving an intersection over union of 96%, their results outperform the non-fusion
approach, which only achieves 92%.

2.2. Point-Level Fusion Approaches

Point-level fusion assigns optical image spectral data to each point and uses a DL tech-
nique for 3D point cloud semantic segmentation. While these methods yield good results,
they demand significant memory, computation time, and synchronized data acquisition
times. Several point-level fusion processes are available for 3D semantic segmentation.
Ref. [19] introduced PMNet, a DL architecture that merges optical images with PC, ac-
counting for the permutation invariance properties of the latter. This approach has proven
to be superior to observational- and global feature-level fusion approaches. Meanwhile,
ref. [20] developed a CNN-based approach for 3D semantic segmentation by integrating
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radiometric properties from image data. When tested on the SemanticKITTI dataset, their
approach exhibited an 8.7% increased average accuracy in certain categories relative to
a separate approach that combines image and PC, and it operated with a faster runtime.
In another study, ref. [21] investigated the benefits of blending CASI (Compact Airborne
Spectrographic Imager) hyperspectral and airborne LiDAR data for land cover semantic
segmentation, employing PCA (Principal Components Analysis) and layer stacking. They
used ML (Maximum Likelihood) and SVM (Support Vector Machine) classifiers for data
categorization, observing that the fusion approach delivered an accuracy improvement of
9.1% and 19.6%, respectively, over approaches utilizing only LiDAR or CASI data.

2.3. Feature-Level Fusion Approaches

Feature-level fusion combines optical image and 3D point cloud features through neu-
ral networks for semantic segmentation. Such fusion delivers robust results, outperforming
approaches using only radiometric or geometrical data [18]. However, drawbacks such as
orthophoto wrapping and LiDAR's limitations in capturing occluded objects are notable.
The importance of feature fusion in enhancing the quality of semantic segmentation is
widely recognized in the literature. Ref. [22] employed spectral, texture, and shape features
from hyperspectral images to minimize classification errors, emphasizing that it is challeng-
ing to find a singular optimal combination of features suitable for all datasets. They showed
that even a basic combinatorial process using complementary features can be effective and
highlighted the advantage of incorporating spatial information (shape features, texture,
etc.) for improved semantic segmentation. In another study conducted by [23], a feature
fusion approach was presented for classification tasks that utilized softmax regression. This
approach took into account the likelihood of an object sample belonging to different classes
and incorporated object-to-class similarity information. Experiments revealed that their
method surpassed other baseline feature fusion methods like SVM and logistic regression,
particularly in gauging feature similarity across multiple spaces, underscoring the potential
of a softmax regression-based approach.

2.4. Decision-Level Fusion Approaches

Decision-level fusion merges the outcomes of semantic segmentation from individual
neural networks, combining results from classifiers focused on either LiDAR space or
pixel [24]. This fusion offers advantages like independent training and low complexity,
given that each modality employs its own DL technique, capturing distinct feature rep-
resentations. Yet, its reliance on both classifiers can inherit their limits, and it demands
more memory and extra parameters due to its DL structure. The existing literature on
decision-level fusion is sparse [15] introduced a fusion approach for classification and object
detection, fusing semantic segmentation results from unary classifiers via a CNN. Their
approach, tested on the KITTI benchmark, achieved a 77.72% average precision. However,
it had real-time application challenges and lower accuracies for “cyclists” and “pedestrians”
classes because of sensor-derived incomplete data. Similarly, ref. [25] suggested a fusion ap-
proach combining object-based image analysis on multiview very-high-resolution imagery
and DSM. Their approach bolstered object recognition accuracy, showing improvements
in kappa and overall accuracy metrics for DMC and WorldView-2 benchmarks. Yet, not
all DMC benchmark class results were enhanced. Lastly, ref. [26] presented a late fusion
approach merging multi-modality information. The approach includes a pairwise CRF
(Conditional Random Field) to enhance the spatial consistency of the structured prediction
in a post-processing stage. Using the KITTI dataset for evaluation, their approach achieved
a class accuracy of 65.4% and a per-pixel accuracy of 89.3%.

2.5. Summary

Previous research has highlighted the effectiveness of semantic segmentation ap-
proaches that leverage PCs combined with other data sources, such as satellite or aerial
images. It demonstrates precise and high-quality visual outputs. In the literature, the
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commonly used fusion approaches of 3D LiDAR and image data can be categorized into
four main types: prior-level, point-level, feature-level, and decision-level fusion approaches.
The prior-level approaches are the new fusion approaches in the literature. They have en-
hanced the accuracy of semantic segmentation results. Additionally, they demonstrate good
performances in semantic segmentation, especially in terms of precision. This precision
was improved by the direct use of semantic knowledge from classified images. Moreover,
they demonstrated the low-loss function in training and testing steps in comparison to
other fusion approaches. Thus, because this approach type integrates semantic informa-
tion from images, the loss reaches a stable state faster and becomes smaller. However,
these processes are a bit long. The point-level fusion approaches are the most dominant,
quickest, and simplest in the literature. However, these processes are not able to classify
complex urban scenes containing a diversity of urban objects, especially, the geo-objects
with geometric and radiometric similarity. The feature-level fusion approaches allow ob-
jective data compression. Consequently, they guarantee a certain degree of precision and
retain enough important information. Nevertheless, the features extracted sometimes do
not reflect the real objects. The decision-level fusion approaches are less complex and
flexible. For that reason, the two semantic segmentation processes (one of the images
and the other of the PCs) do not interfere. Nonetheless, these approach types can be
affected by errors in both processes. In addition, decision-level fusion approaches require
more memory since the DL structure fuses feature later. Additionally, layers need extra
parameters for convolution and other operations. The performance and limitations of each
approach can be accessed in Table 1 and are summarized on the following GitHub link:
https:/ /github.com/ZouhairBALLOUCH /Supplementary_Results_Article.git (accessed
on 1 December 2023).

3. Materials and Methods

In this research, we adopted the prior fusion approaches that have demonstrated
good results compared to the others. Therefore, we proposed and thoroughly evaluated
three prior-level fusion scenarios to derive the Efficient-PLF approach, enhancing the DL
technique knowledge.

3.1. Dataset

Our developed scenarios were evaluated using the SensatUrban dataset [11], which
contains nearly three billion annotated points and was released at CVPR2021. The utiliza-
tion of this dataset is justified by its high semantic richness compared to other existing
airborne datasets. The 3D PCs were obtained by a UAV (Unmanned Aerial Vehicle) which
follows a double-grid flight path. Three sites of Birmingham, Cambridge, and York cities
were covered. The dataset covers about six square kilometers of an urban area with a
diversity of urban objects. The SensatUrban dataset contains 13 semantic classes: Street
Furniture, Traffic Road, Water, Bike, Footpath, Car, Rail, Parking, Bridge, Wall, Building,
Vegetation, and Ground. Each point contains six attributes: X, Y, Z, and RGB informa-
tion. The allocation of semantic categories to objects within the dataset is extremely
imbalanced, with the Bike and Rail classes collectively accounting for just 0.025% of the
overall points present in the dataset. The SensatUrban dataset is freely available online at
(https:/ /github.com/QingyongHu/SensatUrban, accessed on 10 March 2023). However,
it should be noted that the dataset’s semantic labels for the testing data are not provided.
Thus, to evaluate the proposed approach, the training data of SensatUrban were partitioned
into new training and testing sets. In our experiments, a part of the training data (18 sets)
were used to implement the first parts of the developed scenarios S1 and S3 (Section 3),
while the remaining part of the data (16 sets) were used to implement the second steps of
scenarios S1 and S3, 52, and the baseline approach (the main part of this work).
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3.2. Methodology

Our study aims to create and evaluate three prior-level fusion scenarios to derive the
Efficient-PLF one. Counting the baseline, the general work methodology includes four
processes, as depicted in Figure 1. The first one consists of injecting classified images and
spectral information as attributes into the PCs. The second is based on geometrical features
(extracted from PCs), XYZ PCs, and aerial images (S2). The third classifies urban space
using classified geometrical information, aerial images, and PCs (S3). The fourth process,
known as the baseline approach, directly combines raw PCs and images. Afterwards, the
advanced DL techniques “RandLaNet” and “KPConv” were adopted to implement the
different four processes. An assessment of the results obtained by the different processes
was performed based on metrics computation and visual investigations.

{ Point clouds ) ( Aerial images)—

\ 4 v
Extraction of S2 @ S1 3D DNN5
: geometric features : : ¢ :
3D classification i 2D classification
] v ! [(BA !
_»< 3D DNNI L»@DNN?» < 3DDNN6 >4J
A\ 4

—

Semantic segmentation results <

l NOTATION
G
D Processing
l CJ Ouput
DNN: Deep Neural Network(RandLaNet &
KPConv)

S : Scenario
BA: Baseline Approach

Efficient -PLF approach

Figure 1. The general workflow.

In aerial image fusion, the Red, Green, and Blue bands were averaged into a single
attribute for each PC. The aim is to propose a cost-effective scenario with fewer inputs,
relying more on the investigation of the prior knowledge to identify the best-performing
scenario. In this study, we used both the RandLaNet [5] and KPConv [8] techniques
to evaluate the proposed scenarios. RandLaNet, introduced by [5], is a DL technique
designed for large-scale PC, offering excellent computational and memory performance
through random point sampling [27]. It requires no preprocessing or postprocessing, and
incorporates a local feature aggregation module to retain geometric data details. KPConv,
on the other hand, directly handles PCs and stands out for its ability to place convolution
weights in Euclidean space using kernel points. This technique’s adaptability ensures
alignment with the point cloud’s local geometry, offering precise results. Notably, KPConv
outperforms traditional techniques, making it suitable for tasks requiring accuracy and
resilience against density shifts. These techniques were not selected arbitrarily; their
features directly align with our objective, and their efficacy has been empirically validated
in numerous studies [28-31]. The mathematical formulas for the RandLA-Net technique
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SensatUrban Point clouds

(training data)

18 sets

16 sets

Part2

are detailed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of [5], while those for the KPConv technique are outlined
in Section 3 of [8]. We want to highlight that the objective of this work does not focus on
the type of DL technique but rather on finding the right approach for selecting relevant
features and the efficient fusion scenario.

3.2.1. Classified Images and PC-Based Scenario (S1)

The flowchart depicted in Figure 2 summarizes the first proposed scenario (51), which
uses 3D PC, aerial images, and classified images. In this scenario, the aerial images are
extracted from the projection of the 3D point cloud into a 2D representation with colors.
The incorporation of aerial images into the point cloud has already been justified. However,
the injection of classified images and spectral information as attributes of PCs into the
DL technique during its training is justified by several reasons. Integrating classified
images brings a semantic dimension to the scenario and provides detailed information
about different object categories present in the urban environment. This prior knowledge
enhances the neural network’s knowledge during the learning pipeline. Furthermore,
it can be valuable in guiding semantic segmentation by reducing false negatives and
false positives. By leveraging this semantic information, this scenario can achieve more
consistent results in object identification. This accelerates the convergence of this scenario,
resulting in enhanced precision in urban object extraction.

» Projected 2D images > Model training »  Pre-trained model
Unseen 2D images RS
& l 2D classification
g » Prediction —_— =
Fusion < I
Q@ o
G XN . 3
Point clouds X - RITS
© © ' L
7 P Y
DL Model 3D land cover

Figure 2. The first proposed scenario (S1).

To implement this scenario, we randomly divided the SensatUrban dataset into two
parts: one containing 18 PCs and the other containing 16. First, the images were extracted
from the colors of the 18 PCs of the dataset. The extraction of images was performed
automatically using a batch processing script. Then, the technique was trained on these
images and integrating them with their attributes (Red, Green, Blue). The use of RandLaNet
instead of a 2D image classification technique is justified by the fact that we just multiplied
the height by a scale factor of 0. So, our image is just a flattened point cloud, not pixels.
After obtaining the trained model, we returned to the dataset containing 16 PCs (part 2)
and extracted the images in the same manner. We then classified them using the trained
model and merged them with the PCs (XYZ coordinates) and aerial images (RGB). Thus,
each point cloud contained the following attributes: X, Y, Z, R, G, B, 2D classification.
Finally, these prepared PCs were used to train the techniques (RandLaNet + KPConv). The
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(A)

fundamental hyperparameters of the original versions of the techniques have been adapted,
and the techniques were evaluated using the test data.

3.2.2. Geometric Features, PC, and Aerial Images-Based Scenario (52)

The idea of the second proposed scenario is to combine the geometric features, XYZ
PCs, and aerial images. The aim of this scenario is to examine the contribution of geometric
properties to improving the knowledge of the DL technique in the semantic segmentation
pipeline. As shown in Figure 3, S2 mainly contains two parts: (A) Automatically select-
ing the appropriate geometric features for semantic segmentation; (B) Injecting selected
geometric features with aerial images into PCs to improve knowledge of the techniques
(RandLaNet + KPConv).

Point clouds

— XYZ coordinates ) aerial images

Selection of the proper
Features

verticality

planarity

v

Extraction of
Geometric Features

—> Fusion :
| |

3D land cover Training ¢

——

Evaluation
NOTATION \

> Data \
{ Process J

Figure 3. The second proposed scenario (52). (A) Selection of the appropriate geometric features.
(B) Data Training and Semantic Segmentation Using RandLaNet and KPConv Techniques.

(A) Selection of the appropriate geometric features

The use of geometric features can help elucidate the local geometry of PCs and is
now commonly employed in 3D PC processing. Extracting these properties at multiple
scales instead of a single scale aims to improve precision values. “Geometric features are
calculated by the eigenvalues (A1, A2, A3) of the eigenvectors (v1, v2, v3) derived from the
covariance matrix of any point p of the point cloud” [32]:

co0() = gL (p—Pp—P)"
pe

where p is the centroid of the support S” [32]. Several properties are calculated using
eigenvalues: omnivariance, the sum of eigenvalues, eigenentropy, linearity, anisotropy,
planarity, surface variation, verticality, and sphericity. A table summarizing the math-
ematical formulas for geometric features can be accessed via the following link: https:
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/ /github.com/ZouhairBALLOUCH/Supplementary_Results_Article.git (accessed on 1
December 2023).

Geometric feature extraction is a crucial part of 3D semantic segmentation. Indepen-
dent of the urban object to be semantically segmented and the data resolution, the geometric
properties significantly impact the results. The geometric features have great importance by
providing the DL structure with useful information about each urban class. Consequently,
it helps the classifier to distinguish between different semantic classes. However, some
of these geometric properties may mislead the semantic segmentation process. So, these
errors should be considered during the analysis of results.

To select the geometric properties with the most positive impact on semantic segmen-
tation results, all geometric features were initially calculated (anisotropy, planarity, linearity,
etc.). Generally, to determine the importance of these features, automatic methods can be
employed, such as the feature importance assessment offered by libraries like Scikit-learn.
Consequently, planarity and verticality were selected for integration as attributes of PCs
based on their importance to separate between classes. The geometric features with the
least impact on the model training have been removed. The following are the geometric
properties used in this study:

Planarity is a characteristic that is obtained by fitting a plane to neighboring points
and computing the average distance between those points and the plane [33].

Verticality: The angle between the XY-plane and the normal vector of each point is
calculated using its 3D surface normal values [33].

(B) Data Training and Semantic Segmentation Using RandLaNet and KPConv Techniques

In this scenario, selected geometric properties (planarity and verticality) and RGB from
images were added as attributes to the PCs for the implementation of both the RandLaNet
and KPConv techniques. To implement this scenario, we started with the preparation
of the training data. As mentioned earlier, we divided our dataset into two parts. One
of these parts contains 18 PCs, while the other contains 16. In the case of this specific
scenario, we worked only with the set that contains 16 PCs. These are the same PCs that
are used to implement the second part of the other scenarios proposed in this work. The
generation of training data was performed by calculating the geometric features (planarity
and verticality) for each point cloud. The calculations were performed using the Cloud
Compare software (version 2.12.4). The geometric features were computed with a 0.4 m
radius sphere, representing support obtained with a radius of 4 m. Afterward, these
geometric properties were merged with PCs and aerial images. This data preparation
methodology was applied to all the PCs in the 16 datasets used.

Afterwards, during the training step, certain configurations and data representations
were adjusted for both the original versions of RandLaNet and KPConv, including the
format of the input tensor and data types. Some of the hyperparameters (such as the
size of the first subsampling grid and the radius of the input sphere) were also modified.
Finally, after training and validation of both the RandLaNet and KPConv techniques, the
pre-trained models were used to predict the labels of the test data.

3.2.3. Classitied XYZ PC, PC, and Optical Images-Based Scenario (S3)

We intend to explore a third scenario that also has not been previously examined
in the literature. The proposed scenario (Figure 4) involves injecting classified point
cloud (based only on XYZ coordinates) and radiometric information extracted from aerial
images as attributes of PCs into the DL technique’s learning pipeline. The use of PCs
only in semantic segmentation may be insufficient due to the confusion between some
semantic classes. To address this challenge, we decided to incorporate the described prior
knowledge. This integration into DL technique’s training would enable it to learn and
enhance the delineation of 3D object contours more effectively. As a result, it becomes
easier to differentiate between different objects. Furthermore, a rapid convergence was also
expected in the training step.
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Figure 4. The third proposed scenario (S3).

For the implementation of 53, 18 sets of the SensatUrban dataset were used to perform
the first part of the scenario and 16 sets to perform its second part (see Figure 4). The
proposed process includes two main steps. Firstly, 18 sets of PCs that contain only the
three attributes X, Y, and Z from the SensatUrban dataset were used in the training step.
After that, the pre-trained model was used to predict all PCs (that contain also only XYZ
coordinates) from the rest of the dataset (part 2 of the dataset that contains 16 clouds).
The obtained results were considered to be prior knowledge to obtain refined semantic
segmentation results. Secondly, this prior knowledge was assigned to PCs (XYZ + aerial
image) based on its coordinates. The same process of data preparation was followed to
prepare all PCs from 16 sets of the dataset. The merged data were then used to train the DL
technique, where the fundamental hyperparameters of the original version were changed.
Additionally, the basic input tensor was modified into several channels, including X, Y, Z,
R, G, B, and classified geometric information. Finally, the trained model was utilized to
predict the test data, which were prepared in the same manner as the training data, in order
to evaluate the technique’s performance.

3.2.4. Baseline Approach

The baseline approach [11] is a point-level fusion approach that directly combines
aerial images and PC. It involves running both the RandLaNet and KPConv techniques
using the following attributes: X, Y, Z, R, G, B. We compared the baseline approach with
the developed scenarios to better understand how these scenarios improved the results of
PC-enriched semantic segmentation. The benchmark was made with the baseline approach,
which employs the most commonly used fusion method in the literature. The baseline
approach includes two parts. The first one is the assignment of radiometric information
from images to PC, while the second one is the adoption of both RandLaNet and KPConv
to perform semantic segmentation. Figure 5 summarizes the general process followed for
the implementation of the baseline approach.

To perform the RandLaNet technique, the same methodology of the existing ap-
proach [11] was followed with a slight difference. In our case, we used only 16 sets of
the SensatUrban dataset to ensure a fair evaluation, similar to the developed scenarios.
Additionally, we utilize the average of RGB instead of three separate columns containing
the R, G, and B bands. That is, the basic input tensor was modified as follows: X, Y, Z,
and average RGB. For the KPConv model, we followed a similar methodology as with
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Point clouds + Aerial
images

RandLaNet, but tailored the input parameters and model configurations. It was crucial
to ensure that both techniques were given equal footing for a fair comparison. Hence, we
used the same 16 sets from the SensatUrban dataset for KPConv as well.

Data preparation DL techniques Assessment 3D Land cover

Figure 5. The general workflow of the baseline approach.

4. Experiments and Results Analysis
4.1. Implementation

The calculations for the study were carried out using Python programming language
version 3.6, with Ubuntu version 20.04.3 as the operating system. Cloud Compare ver-
sion 2.11.3 was used to calculate geometric properties and average RGB from images.
Tensorflow-GPU v 1.14.0 was used as the code framework to implement the RandLaNet
algorithm, with CUDA version 11.4 utilized to accelerate deep learning through parallel
processing power of GPUs. All experiments were conducted on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090, and a workstation with 256G RAM, a 3.70 GHz processor, and Windows 10 Pro for
workstations OS (64-bit) was used for data processing. Furthermore, Scikit-learn, a free
Python machine learning library, was employed to implement various processes, where
optimized parameters remained unchanged throughout the study.

The RandLaNet technique is publicly available on GitHub at https://github.com/
QingyongHu/RandLA-Net (accessed on 10 March 2023). The original version of the code
was used to train and test the algorithm. For each scenario, the algorithm was adapted and
trained six times using the provided data, and the hyperparameters were kept constant.
The Adam optimization algorithm [34] was used for training with an initial learning rate
of 0.01, an initial noise parameter of 3.5, and a batch size of 4. The technique was trained
for 100 iterations, and all layers were included in the training. Every training process
passes through two stages. The first is a forward pass, which deduces the prediction results
and compares them with ground truth to generate a loss, while the second is a backward
pass, in which the network weights are then updated by stochastic gradient descent. The
obtained trained networks were used for the prediction of the blocks selected to test all
processes. Consequently, a semantic label was assigned for each cloud point.

For our experimentation with the KPConv technique, which is publicly available
on GitHub at https:/ /github.com/HuguesTHOMAS /KPConv-PyTorch (accessed on 1
September 2023), we made specific adjustments to its parameters to optimize memory
usage. We set the expected batch size order of magnitude to 10,000. The number of
kernel points was designated as 15, and the radius of the input sphere was adjusted to
3.0 for memory efficiency. The size of the first subsampling grid was marked at 0.4, while
the convolution radius was established at 2.5. We increased the deformable convolution
radius to 5.0 to accommodate the kernel spread. Additionally, each kernel point’s area of
influence was defined at 1.2, with the behavior of convolutions was set to linear. Lastly, the
aggregation function of KPConv was chosen to operate in sum mode.

In order to assess the efficacy of the developed scenarios, five metrics were adopted:
precision, recall, F1 score, intersection over union, and confusion matrix. Precision gauges
the percentage of points identified as positive in semantic segmentation. Recall evaluates
the proportion of true positives in relation to all actual positive instances. F1 score represents
the harmonic mean of precision and recall. Intersection over union (IoU) quantifies the
extent of overlap between predicted and actual results. Evaluation of these metrics was
conducted on Google Colaboratory.
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4.2. Results

To highlight the semantic segmentation outcomes of the four processes, this section
offers a dual analysis. In the first part, the results obtained using the RandLaNet technique
are detailed. In the subsequent section, the results achieved using the KPConv technique
are presented to validate and confirm the initial findings. For a comprehensive evaluation,
described metrics are employed, along with a qualitative assessment that involves visually
comparing predicted (synthetic) and observed (actual) data. Furthermore, we compare the
Efficient-PLF approach with certain DL techniques from the literature in our results analysis.

4.2.1. Primary Semantic Segmentation Results Using RandLaNet

(A) Quantitative Assessments

In this subsection, we evaluate the scenarios S1, S2, and S3 with the baseline approach
using test set data. The comparisons are reported in Table 1. Since several scenarios were
evaluated in this work, the same data splits were used for the RandLaNet algorithm’s
training, validation, and testing to ensure a fair and consistent evaluation. Four urban
scenes (four test sets) were used to evaluate the trained models and did not contribute to
the training processes. We can see that all developed scenarios outperform the baseline
approach in all evaluation metrics. The experimental results show that S1 delivers the best
performance over other scenarios, which was manifested mainly in the higher IoU and
highest precision in the obtained results. For example, in scene 1, the IoUs of S1, S2, S3,
and the baseline approach were 80%, 77%, 75%, and 63%, respectively. Table 1 displays the
achieved semantic segmentation accuracies.

Table 1. Quantitative results for developed scenarios and baseline approach using RandLaNet.

Urban Processes F1-Score Recall Precision IoU
Baseline approach 0.71 0.77 0.71 0.63
S1 0.87 0.87 0.88 0.80
Scene 1
S2 0.85 0.86 0.85 0.77
S3 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.75
Baseline approach 0.82 0.86 0.79 0.75
S1 0.93 0.92 0.94 0.88
Scene 2
S2 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.86
S3 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.85
Baseline approach 0.75 0.78 0.74 0.67
S1 0.86 0.85 0.88 0.79
Scene 3
S2 0.84 0.83 0.87 0.77
S3 0.83 0.82 0.86 0.76
Baseline approach 0.61 0.68 0.58 0.50
S1 0.80 0.78 0.84 0.68
Scene 4
S2 0.79 0.78 0.82 0.67
S3 0.70 0.72 0.76 0.57

Based on the results from Table 1, S1 has obvious advantages, but the difference
between it and S2 is relatively small. From the results of each metric, we can see that S1
achieved 88/80%, 94/88%, 88/79%, and 84/68% semantic segmentation precision/IoU
in the four urban scenes. Compared to the baseline approach, S1 increases the semantic
segmentation IoU of each scene by 17%, 13%, 12%, and 18%, respectively. Also, S2 increases
the semantic segmentation IoU of each scene by 14%, 11%, 10%, and 17%, respectively.
Additionally, S3 increases the semantic segmentation IoU of each scene by 12%, 10%,
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9%, and 7%, respectively. The poor precision obtained by the baseline approach could
be explained by the lack of prior knowledge from images or PC, which could provide
useful information related to urban space. Therefore, it is difficult to obtain accurately
diversified objects’ semantic segmentation by the direct fusion of PCs and image data. On
the other hand, S1 has advantages over both the scenarios with geometric features (52)
and with classified geometrical information (S3). The results obtained by S1 indicated that
the integration of prior knowledge from images (image classification) improves the 3D
semantic segmentation. It improved the semantic segmentation precision to around 94% in
scene 2, for example. Additionally, with the help of prior knowledge from classified images
in S1, we achieved about a 17% increase in overall precision compared to the baseline
approach. Therefore, based on the evaluation metrics, we can conclude that the overall
performance of S1 shows promising potential.

Having discussed the general evaluation metrics for semantic segmentation outcomes,
Table 2 provides a comprehensive analysis of the performance for each semantic class
obtained from the different scenarios and the baseline approach.

Table 2. Semantic segmentation performance of the baseline approach and developed scenarios
(urban scene 2).

Semantic Segmentation Baseline S1 S2 S3
Performance Approach

Precision 0.746 0.952 0.917 0.907
Ground Recall 0.990 0.921 0.927 0.917
F1-score 0.851 0.936 0.922 0.912
Precision 0.937 0.997 0.995 0.995
High Vegetation Recall 0.998 0.992 0.995 0.993
F1-score 0.967 0.994 0.995 0.994
Precision 0.985 0.982 0.987 0.976
Buildings Recall 0.909 0.955 0.938 0.951
F1-score 0.946 0.968 0.962 0.963
Precision 0.790 0.769 0.766 0.725
Walls Recall 0.677 0.690 0.776 0.639
F1-score 0.729 0.727 0.771 0.680
Precision 0.605 0.428 0.417 0.408
Parking Recall 0.123 0.757 0.727 0.722
F1-score 0.205 0.547 0.530 0.522
Precision 0.000 0.840 0.828 0.803
Traffic Roads Recall 0.000 0.726 0.629 0.498
F1-score 0.000 0.779 0.715 0.614
Precision 0.325 0.250 0.259 0.230
Street Furniture Recall 0.518 0.828 0.779 0.698
F1-score 0.399 0.384 0.389 0.346
Precision 0.929 0.909 0.904 0.862
Cars Recall 0.721 0.937 0.956 0.935
F1-score 0.812 0.922 0.929 0.897
Precision 0.000 0.655 0.601 0.530
Footpath Recall 0.000 0.664 0.557 0.530
F1-score 0.000 0.660 0.578 0.530

After detailed analysis of the class-specific metrics, clear variations emerged across the
scenarios. Using the Fl-score as our main evaluation measure, S1 excelled in the “Ground”
class with an F1-score of 0.94. For “High Vegetation”, 51, S2, and S3 all reached a similar
high precision. In the “Buildings” category, S1 slightly led with an F1-score of 0.97, while
for “Walls”, S2 was the best at 0.77. S1 was consistently ahead in “Parking” and “Traffic
Roads” with scores of 0.55 and 0.78, respectively. The “Street Furniture” scores were modest
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but saw S1 and S2 closely matched and outperforming both the baseline and S3. In the
“Cars” class, S2 was the leader with 0.93, and for “Footpath”, S1 was the top performer
with 0.66. Overall, while S1 showed strong results across multiple classes, S2 was more
effective in specific categories like “Walls” and “Cars”.

The results obtained with different developed scenarios were studied in detail by
computing a percentage-based confusion matrix using ground truth data. “This percentage-
based analysis provides an idea about the percentage of consistent and non-consistent
points” [18]. The percentage-based confusion matrix obtained by all scenarios for scene 1 is
depicted in Figure 6. The corresponding confusion matrices for the other urban scenes (2,
3, and 4) can be found in Figures 1-3 on the following GitHub link: https:/ /github.com/
ZouhairBALLOUCH/Supplementary_Results_Article.git (accessed on 1 December 2023).

The confusion matrices show that the developed scenarios significantly outperform
the baseline approach and reveal the limitations of using only direct image and PC fusion
for complex urban scene segmentation.

The following are the detailed results of each semantic class independently:

Firstly, Ground and High Vegetation classes were successfully extracted in all scenes
with all evaluated processes. This was due to their geometric and radiometric characteristics
which are easy to recognize. That is, they are easily distinguished from other classes. This
means that only the PCs and the aerial images fused in the baseline approach are sufficient
to correctly segment the two classes. Secondly, the Building class was extracted accurately
by S1, but the difference between it and other developed scenarios is relatively small.
However, despite its performance, a slight confusion was observed between this class
and the Street Furniture object. Thirdly, by observing the four scenes, we can see that S1
has a good performance on the PC scenes containing Rail, Traffic Roads, Street Furniture,
Footpath, and Parking objects. The five semantic classes were extracted precisely by this
scenario, except for the Footpath class, and the precision of it was low. Additionally, the
percentage of consistent points obtained by it surpassed all other developed scenarios and
the baseline approach. The baseline approach failed to label these classes. For example, in
scene 4, 51 increases the percentage of consistent of each class by 12% (Parking), 2% (Rail),
7% (Traffic Roads), 13% (Street Furniture), and 7% (Footpath), respectively, compared to
52. S1 increases the percentage of consistency of each class by 2% (Parking), 12% (Rail),
47% (Traffic Roads), 8% (Street Furniture), and 9% (Footpath), respectively, compared to S3.
However, these semantic classes are often confused with others with similar characteristics.
We can list the confusion between the Parking class with the Ground and Traffic Roads
classes, as well as the confusion between the Rail with Street Furniture and Water objects.
In addition to the confusion between the Traffic Roads class with Ground and Parking
geo-objects, there is also confusion with Bridge class in scene 4. Fourthly, by observing
the four scenes, we can see that S2 had good performance on the PC scenes containing
Cars, Walls, and Bridge objects. The obtained results in these classes indicate that S2
generally performed better than the other scenarios. If we still take the example of scene
4, S2 increases the percentage of consistency of each class by 2% (Cars), 14% (Walls),
12% (Bridge), respectively, compared to S1. Additionally, it increases the percentage of
consistency of each class by 5% (Cars), 4% (Walls), and 62% (Bridge), respectively, compared
to 53. In addition, S2 increases the percentage of consistency of each class by 22% (Cars),
and 42% (Walls), respectively, compared to the baseline approach. The Bridge class was not
completely detected by the baseline approach. However, these semantic classes are often
confused with other objects with similar characteristics. We can cite the confusion between
the classes of Cars and Street Furniture in scenes 1 and 4 in addition to the confusion
between the class Wall and Street Furniture. Thus, we noticed a slight confusion between
the Wall object and the class Buildings (scene 4) and Ground (scene 1). Finally, we observed
a confusion between the class Bridge and building in scene 4. Fifth, S1 was the only
one to accurately detect the Water class, as reflected in the confusion matrix results. The
Water class was mistaken for the Wall in S2 and for the Ground in S3. Finally, the Bike
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class was not detected by all scenarios due to the very-low percentage of Bike samples in
the dataset.
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Figure 6. Normalized confusion matrix for proposed scenarios and the baseline approach in an urban
scene using the RandLaNet technique.
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Scene 2

(B) Qualitative Assessments

In addition to the quantitative evaluation, a qualitative analysis was performed by
visualizing the semantic segmentation results in detail for the test data set. Figure 7
demonstrates the visual comparison of the predicted results obtained by the four processes
with the corresponding ground truth. To show the semantic segmentation effect more
intuitively, Figure 8 demonstrates some selected regions from 3D semantic segmentation
maps of all evaluated processes. It can be observed from the figures that the results of S1
are closest to the ground truth. Additionally, its results are more accurate and coherent
compared to the others, and classes were extracted precisely with clear boundaries.

S1, scenel

Parking
) Buildings

. Cars

Street Furniture

Footpath
- Ground
Traffic Roads

I High Vegetation
| Walls

S2, scenel S3, scenel

Figure 7. The 3D semantic segmentation results of the baseline and the three developed scenarios.
Ground truth is also displayed.

Parking
[ Buildings
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Street Furniture

Footpat
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. .Walls

Ground trouth

Figure 8. Selected regions from 3D semantic segmentation maps of the all evaluated processes.
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The qualitative results of each class are further explained in the following paragraphs.

At first, the semantic segmentation results indicate that, in general, the Ground and
High Vegetation classes were effectively segmented by all four processes. However, we
observed that the baseline approach fails to label Rail, Traffic Roads, Street Furniture, and
Parking classes effectively. These results were confirmed by the confusion matrix outcomes;
for example, see the results for scene 4 at (https://github.com/ZouhairBALLOUCH/
Supplementary_Results_Article.git, accessed on 1 December 2023).

Furthermore, as observed in the quantitative results, S1 shows better performance on
these classes by producing very few miss-segmented points compared to others scenarios.
Its errors in these classes were lower than those delivered by other scenarios for these
semantic classes. On the other hand, in the cases of S2, S3, and the baseline approach,
several Parking class points were miss-segmented as Ground. This was due to the similarity
in their geometric and radiometric properties. Moreover, the three scenarios all confused
certain points of Traffic Roads as a Ground class. The Street Furniture class shares a similar
color to the Building and Wall classes; in fact, as shown in Figure 7, part of the Street
Furniture was labeled as a Building in the semantic segmentation results of 52, S3, and
the baseline approach. Finally, the Rail object was not detected by the baseline approach;
additionally, S2 and S3 miss-classified it as Water and Street Furniture. Concerning the
Building class, the visual evaluation shows that the different developed scenarios correctly
extracted this object compared to the baseline approach. In the case of the baseline scenario,
we observed a slight confusion between the Building class and those of Ground and High
Vegetation. In addition, S1 errors were slightly lower than those delivered by S2 and S3 for
the Building class.

Visually, we can observe in Figures 7 and 8 that the Footpath object was difficult to
recognize. 51, 52, and baseline scenario failed to label this class correctly, while S1 achieved
an acceptable performance on it (scene 2). Concerning the Cars, Wall, and Bridge objects,
thanks to the suitable geometric features calculated from PCs in S2, S2 errors were lower
than those delivered by the other scenarios. The results indicated that the Bridge class
was labeled as Buildings with the baseline approach. Additionally, a part of this class
was labeled as Buildings in the segmentation results of S1 and S3. Moreover, as shown
in Figure 7, various Car class points were miss-segmented as Street Furniture, especially
in scene 4 (see confusion matrix results). In addition, the Wall was confused with several
classes, mainly Street Furniture and Building geo-objects.

To conclude, based on visual comparison, the semantic segmentation of developed
scenarios showed a very complementary effect compared to the baseline approach. The
results also indicated that S1 generally outperformed S2 and S3. Particularly, S2 improved
the semantic segmentation results of some classes (Wall, Cars, Bridge) more than the
other scenarios.

4.2.2. Results Confirmation with KPConv

Following previous evaluations using the RandLaNet technique, further testing was
conducted using the KPConv technique (Table 3) to validate and potentially reinforce the
findings obtained by RandLaNet. The results presented in the Table 3 below were derived
from the urban scene 2, which corresponds to the same urban scene studied in the initial
tests conducted with RandLaNet (refer to Table 2). Upon reviewing the outcomes across
four urban scenes by RandLaNet, Scenario 3’s performance was consistently average when
set against scenarios 1 and 2. Consequently, the discussion was primarily centered on the
performances of scenarios 1 and 2.

After evaluating the semantic segmentation results obtained by the KPConv model, we
found that the results matched the initial observations made by the RandLaNet algorithm.
For the “Ground” class, while S1 has an Fl1-score of 0.90, it is closely followed by both the
baseline approach and S2, each around 0.85. The “High Vegetation” category reaffirms
previous conclusions with S1 standing out with an F1-score of 0.99, though S2’s 0.97 remains
competitive. The “Buildings” semantic class witnesses S1 leading at 0.93, with S2 closely
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trailing. In “Walls”, despite modest scores overall, S2 shows a relative advantage with 0.26.
The “Parking” results show improvements across scenarios compared to the baseline, with
51 achieving the highest score of 0.43. For “Traffic Roads”, S1 dominates with an F1-score
of 0.71, a notable improvement over the other scenarios. “Street Furniture” and “Footpath”
classes have modest F1-scores, yet some scenarios, especially 51, display improvements
over the baseline approach. Finally, in the “Cars” category, S1 and S2 perform similarly
well, with S1 slightly ahead at 0.74. In summation, the KPConv model’s results not
only confirm the previous findings but also highlight the potential of scenarios in semantic
segmentation performance. For an overview of the general metrics achieved by the KPConv
technique across two urban scenes, the results are available in Table 2 on this link: https:
/ /github.com/ZouhairBALLOUCH/Supplementary_Results_Article.git, accessed on 1
December 2023.

Table 3. Results of semantic segmentation achieved using KPConv.

Semantic Segmentation Performance BA S1 S2
Precision 0.762 0.880 0.767
Ground Recall 0.946 0.931 0.949
Fl-score 0.844 0.905 0.849
Precision 0.961 0.989 0.948
High Vegetation Recall 0.889 0.986 0.987
Fl-score 0.924 0.987 0.967
Precision 0.766 0.882 0.871
Buildings Recall 0.936 0.975 0.926
Fl-score 0.843 0.926 0.903
Precision 0.456 0.540 0.760
Walls Recall 0.008 0.043 0.148
Fl-score 0.016 0.080 0.257
Precision 0.373 0.534 0.462
Parking Recall 0.280 0.357 0.352
Fl-score 0.320 0.428 0.400
Precision 0.475 0.727 0.558
Traffic Roads Recall 0.025 0.691 0.014
Fl-score 0.048 0.709 0.028
Precision 0.334 0.344 0.606
Street Furniture Recall 0.012 0.074 0.055
Fl-score 0.023 0.122 0.093
Precision 0.735 0.761 0.751
Cars Recall 0.399 0.719 0.634
Fl-score 0.517 0.739 0.681
Precision 0.512 0.574 0.584
Footpath Recall 0.028 0.208 0.023
Fl-score 0.053 0.305 0.043

Following these insights, an in-depth analysis using percentage-based confusion ma-
trices was carried out, showcasing advancements in the accuracy of semantic segmentation,
especially for complex urban objects, as depicted in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Normalized confusion matrix for the proposed scenarios and the baseline approach in an
urban scene using the KPConv technique.

4.2.3. Comparison of Efficient-PLF Approach with DL Techniques from the Literature

The goal of this study does not concentrate on a particular type of DL technique but
rather on finding an effective approach for selecting pertinent features and an efficient
fusion scenario applicable to any DL technique. Despite using only a subset of the dataset
(16 PC), RandLaNet adopted to our Efficient-PLF approach was compared with some
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DL techniques from the literature [11]. Note that the test data used to assess these DL
techniques (PointNet [35], PointNet++ [36], TagentConv [37], and SPGraph [6]) differ from
our test data (but data are from the same dataset; only the test samples differ). This
difference is justified by the fact that the data they employed lack labels (ground truth) and
are not openly accessible. The results can be found in Table 4.

Table 4. RandLaNet adopted to our Efficient-PLF approach vs. DL Techniques [11]: Per-class IoU (%)
Comparison.

High o1 . Traffic Street
Ground Vegetation Buildings Walls Parking Roads Furniture Cars Footpath
PointNet [35] 67.96 89.52 80.05 0.00 3.95 31.55 0.00 35.14 0.00
PointNet++ [36] 72.46 94.24 84.77 2.72 25.79 31.54 11.42 38.84 7.12
TagentConv [37] 71.54 91.38 75.90 35.22 45.34 26.69 19.24 67.58 0.01
SPGraph [6] 69.93 94.55 88.87 32.83 15.77 30.63 22.96 56.42 0.54
RandLaNet
adopted to our 85.42 97.33 90.81 4922 4206 56.00 35.00 7797  19.86

Efficient-PLF
approach

4.3. Discussion

This work develops three prior-level fusion scenarios based on DL for 3D semantic
segmentation. To summarize the performance of different developed scenarios, the results
were compared to a baseline approach using both qualitative and quantitative assessments.
Tables 1-3 show that the semantic segmentation of the developed scenarios, especially S1,
was significantly better than S2, 53, and the baseline approach across all urban scenes. To
assess each semantic class individually, confusion matrices were computed using both
the RandLaNet and KPConv techniques. By observing their results, it can be seen that
the developed fusion scenarios achieved the best semantic segmentation compared to
the baseline approach. Despite the good results of the baseline approach obtained in
some classes such as Ground, it failed to label completely some others namely Bridge,
Traffic Roads, and Footpath classes. Additionally, its results in Parking classes are not
acceptable. Thus, it is quite difficult to detect these objects using only PCs and aerial images.
As a first conclusion of this work, we point out that the direct fusion of PCs and aerial
images is not sufficient for the semantic segmentation of complex scenes with a diversity
of objects. Compared to the baseline approach, S2, and S3, we can see that S1 has the best
performance on the PC scenes containing Rail, Traffic Roads, Street Furniture, Footpath,
and Parking objects. Despite the choice of the most appropriate geometric properties in
52 and the injection of classified geometric information in S3, these two scenarios did not
succeed in obtaining the high accuracies that were obtained by S1. The prior knowledge
selected in these scenarios was not enough to further distinguish these types of terrains.
This could be due to the geometric similarity in these classes. The confusion matrices
calculated have confirmed this situation. We can conclude here that the preliminary results
of image classification guided the model to know these different classes and distinguish
them precisely. On the other hand, the second scenario, 52, performed well on the Cars,
Wall, and Bridge objects. It demonstrated the best precisions compared to S1, S3, and
the baseline approach. The low accuracy obtained by S1 compared to those obtained
by S2 may be due to the similarity in the radiometric information of these geo-objects.
Nevertheless, the description of local geometric properties by selected geometric features
has facilitated the distinction of these three classes in S2. The visual results confirm this
situation. Figure 7 depicts the results of the four fusion scenarios. Overall, the developed
scenarios outperformed the baseline in terms of visual quality and reduced semantic
segmentation errors. Specifically, S1 closely mirrored the ground truth and outshined S2,
53, and the baseline for many classes. However, for geo-objects like Walls, Cars, and Bridges,
52 excelled, enhancing visual quality compared to the other scenarios. Additionally, S1
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allows for the utilization of classified images from various sources, including drone and
satellite images, and can be processed by different neural networks of image classification,
making it a practical option. Sl is also not highly data-intensive, as satisfactory results
were obtained by training the model with only a portion of the dataset, which reduces the
financial resources and hardware required since it relies solely on aerial images and PCs.
However, this scenario could be somewhat long, and classification errors in the images
could negatively impact the 3D semantic segmentation results. Although S1 has several
advantages, the difference between S1 and S2 is relatively small. Specifically, S2 excels at
segmenting Walls, Cars, and Bridges, surpassing S1 and S3 based on both qualitative and
quantitative findings. In addition, S2 is easier to handle than the other scenarios and does
not require any prior knowledge. However, this scenario works best for classes with distinct
geometries, but the issue with distinguishing geo-objects with similar geometrical features
remains. Additionally, S2 necessitates the selection of features that have a positive impact
on semantic segmentation. In regard to S3, it is better suited for geometrically distinct
geo-objects. The uniqueness of this scenario lies in its direct use of semantic knowledge
from geometric information, which enhances the distinction of such objects. However, a
pre-classification step is required, which makes the process somewhat long. Moreover,
the accuracy of its 3D semantic segmentation is relatively low, and classification errors in
geometric information could have a negative impact on semantic segmentation outcomes.
In conclusion, considering the good qualitative and quantitative results in all classes and
its superior performance compared to other scenarios, S1 is the Efficient-PLF approach for
semantic segmentation of PCs acquired on a large scale. In addition, we suggest considering
52 due to its high performance on certain semantic classes and its ease of handling. Finally,
it should be noted that this research work presents certain limitations including the usage
of only 16 sets of the SensatUrban dataset, which may not be sufficient to achieve the
maximum accuracies of different scenarios. In addition, the developed fusion scenarios
should be tested on other datasets that contain other semantic classes. As a perspective,
we suggest investigating the derived Efficient-PLF approach in various urban contexts by
choosing other urban objects and by also considering other dataset types, especially, the
terrestrial PCs. The goal is to evaluate the precisions and errors of the selected Efficient-PLF
approach when confronted with other urban environments.

5. Conclusions

This article introduces a new prior-level fusion approach for semantic segmentation
based on an in-depth evaluation of three scenarios, which involve fusing aerial images, prior
knowledge, and PCs into the DL techniques’ learning pipeline. Three proposed scenarios
were evaluated based on their qualitative and quantitative results to identify the one that
successfully extracted the maximum urban assets details. The derived scenario was named
the “Efficient-PLF approach”. Additionally, another contribution of this work was adopting
advanced DL structures and tailoring their parameters to match the specific requirements
of our research. Since S1 exhibits good scores in all classes and its performances surpass
the other scenarios, we can conclude that S1 is the Efficient-PLF approach for the semantic
segmentation of large-scale PC. Therefore, the preference for S1 is motivated by the accuracy
of its results and the quality of its visual predictions. We also recommended S2 because of
its high performance on some semantic classes and the simplicity of its processing. The
experiments show that the derived Efficient-PLF approach can improve the knowledge
of the DL techniques. It allows for good metrics, particularly for classes that are difficult
to detect using the original DL architecture without prior knowledge. Additionally, it
succeeds in reducing the confusion between different semantic classes. Furthermore, the
Efficient-PLF approach can potentially be adapted for any 3D semantic segmentation DL
techniques. So, we suggest investigating the semantic segmentation Efficient-PLF approach
in other complex urban environments to evaluate its efficiency and limits in different urban
contexts. Additionally, we recommend experimenting with adapting other DL techniques
to the Efficient-PLF approach. Furthermore, regarding the image classification part, we
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propose testing the use of classified images from alternative sensors such as satellite imagery
and drones.
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