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MMCD: Multi-Modal Collaborative Decision-Making for Connected Autonomy with
Knowledge Distillation
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Abstract— Autonomous systems have advanced significantly,
but challenges persist in accident-prone environments where ro-
bust decision-making is crucial. A single vehicle’s limited sensor
range and obstructed views increase the likelihood of accidents.
Multi-vehicle connected systems and multi-modal approaches,
leveraging RGB images and LiDAR point clouds, have emerged
as promising solutions. However, existing methods often assume
the availability of all data modalities and connected vehicles
during both training and testing, which is impractical due to
potential sensor failures or missing connected vehicles. To ad-
dress these challenges, we introduce a novel framework MMCD
(Multi-Modal Collaborative Decision-making) for connected
autonomy. Our framework fuses multi-modal observations from
ego and collaborative vehicles to enhance decision-making
under challenging conditions. To ensure robust performance
when certain data modalities are unavailable during testing,
we propose an approach based on cross-modal knowledge
distillation with a teacher-student model structure. The teacher
model is trained with multiple data modalities, while the student
model is designed to operate effectively with reduced modalities.
In experiments on connected autonomous driving with ground
vehicles and aerial-ground vehicles collaboration, our method
improves driving safety by up to 20.7%, surpassing the best-
existing baseline in detecting potential accidents and making
safe driving decisions. More information can be found on our
website https://ruiiu.github.io/mmcd.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous technology has rapidly evolved over the
past few decades, with advancements in perception [l-
5], decision-making [6-8], and control systems [9, 10].
However, the deployment of autonomous vehicles still face
challenges, particularly in accident-prone scenarios. These
scenarios demand high robustness and reliability, as any
failure in decision-making could have severe consequences.
A single vehicle navigating these scenarios is prone to have
accidents due to occlusions and limited sensor range. One
promising solution to mitigate these risks is to have multi-
vehicle connected systems [11-13]. By sharing information,
vehicles can expand their field of view and reduce the
chances of accidents. Another promising direction is the
use of multi-modal data [14-17], such as RGB images
and LiDAR point clouds, to enhance the perception and
decision-making capabilities of autonomous systems. Re-
cent works have combined these two paradigms to develop
multi-vehicle, multi-modal systems [18-21], leveraging both
connectivity and diverse sensor data to further improve
autonomous driving performance.

'University of Maryland, College Park, {ruiliu, tokekar,
lin}@umd.edu. 2North Carolina State University, {zwang248,
pgao5}@ncsu.edu. 3 Adobe Research, shenyulRadobe.com.

N
L1 J/ X -"/ G

A Collaborator-\‘lvilcﬁ
s ' | ,CamerepndLiDAR

Accident |
‘ t — —

s

= {

”]l} amer ||
/ ’4

-

[

Fig. 1: A motivating scenario of multi-modal collaborative
decision-making (MMCD) for connected autonomous
driving. The exchange of vital information (in purple dash
line) between vehicles overcomes occlusions and sensor
limitations. MMCD remains robust by leveraging available
RGB data to enable the ego vehicle to take brake actions and
avoid accidents, even when its LiDAR is unavailable.

However, existing works often assume that the ego vehicle
has consistent access to all sensors and connected vehicles
during both training and testing. For example, methods
utilizing both RGB and LiDAR data for training [14, 15, 22]
assume the availability of both modalities during testing. This
is not always realistic; for instance, LiDAR sensors may mal-
function or become unavailable during testing, leaving only
RGB data accessible, or some connected vehicles may not
be able to share data, as shown in Fig. 1. Additionally, cost
efficiency is a crucial consideration, as LiDAR sensors are
more expensive than RGB cameras. Reducing the reliance
on LiDAR sensors while still achieving high performance
with RGB-only models during testing presents a more cost-
effective solution.

To address these challenges, we introduce a novel multi-
modal collaborative decision-making framework for con-
nected autonomy, enabling the ego vehicle to make informed
decisions by leveraging shared multi-modal data from col-
laborative vehicles. To handle scenarios where certain data
modalities are missing during testing, we propose an ap-
proach based on knowledge distillation (KD) with a teacher-
student model structure. Our multi-modal framework serves
as the teacher model, trained with multiple data modalities
(e.g., RGB and LiDAR), while the student model operates
with reduced modalities (e.g., RGB). The knowledge distil-
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lation process ensures the student model maintains robust
performance even with missing modalities during test time.
In summary, the main contributions of this paper are:

¢ We introduce MMCD, a novel multi-modal collabora-
tive decision-making framework for connected auton-
omy. Our approach fuses single or multi-modal obser-
vations provided by ego or connected vehicles in a
principled way to make decisions for the ego vehicle
in accident-prone scenarios. Our method improves the
driving safety by up to 20.7% in experiments on
connected autonomous driving with ground vehicles and
aerial-ground vehicles collaboration, outperforming the
best-existing baseline.

o We propose a cross-modal knowledge distillation-based
approach for MMCD. Our model is trained with multi-
modal cues (e.g., LIDAR and RGB) from connected
vehicles but executes using single-modality observations
(e.g., RGB). This design ensures robust performance in
the presence of missing modalities during testing.

II. RELATED WORK

Collaborative Decision Making in Autonomous Driving:
Collaborative decision-making among connected vehicles en-
hances safety and efficiency by enabling shared sensory data
and insights, especially in scenarios with limited visibility or
sensor coverage. Previous works have explored frameworks
such as decentralized cooperative lane-changing [23], game-
theoretic approaches [24], end-to-end LiDAR-based systems
[25], and spatio-temporal graph neural networks [7]. Com-
munication mechanisms such as Who2com [26], When2com
[27], and Where2com [28] have also been developed.

However, these approaches typically assume consistent
access to sensors and connected vehicles during both training
and testing, which is often not feasible due to potential sensor
failures or data loss. Our research addresses this gap by
proposing a robust collaborative decision-making framework
that ensures effective performance even when some sensors
are non-functional or certain data modalities are missing
during testing.

Multi-Modal Learning in Autonomous Driving: The
fusion of RGB images and LiDAR point clouds has become
essential in modern autonomous driving systems to enhance
perception in complex environments. Madawi et al. [14]
introduced polar-grid mapping for RGB-to-LiDAR fusion,
designing early and mid-level fusion architectures. Zhuang
et al. [15] explored RGB and LiDAR fusion for 3D seman-
tic segmentation, while Gao et al. [22] focused on object
classification. Xiao et al. [16] evaluated the effectiveness
of combining RGB and LiDAR for end-to-end autonomous
driving compared to single-modality approaches.

However, most of these methods also assume that both
data modalities are consistently available during training
and testing phases. Unlike previous studies, our approach
addresses this limitation by implementing a knowledge dis-
tillation strategy. In this strategy, a teacher model is trained
using both RGB and LiDAR data within a collaborative
framework, while a student model learns to replicate the

task using only RGB data. This method ensures the model
remains effective even when LiDAR data is not accessible
during testing.

Knowledge Distillation: Knowledge distillation (KD)
transfers knowledge from a complex teacher model to a
simpler student model, allowing the student to perform
effectively with reduced data and model complexity. KD
has been widely used in natural language processing [29—
31] and computer vision [32, 33] to compress models and
lower computational costs. In autonomous driving, KD has
been applied mainly for perception tasks, including self-
driving visual detection [34], cooperative perception [35],
and 3D object detection [36, 37]. However, its use in multi-
modal scenarios for collaborative decision-making remains
underexplored.

To address the challenge of missing data modalities during
testing, we propose an approach based on KD for collabo-
rative decision-making in connected autonomy. Notice that
traditional KD distills knowledge from a larger model to a
smaller one, our method distills information from a model
with multiple modalities (RGB and LiDAR) into a model that
uses reduced modalities (RGB only) during testing, providing
a robust solution for autonomous systems.

III. APPROACH
A. Problem Formulation

In this paper, we propose a multi-modal collaborative
decision-making framework for connected autonomy. For-
mally, we consider a setting with one ego vehicle and NV
collaborative vehicles. The ego vehicle can receive infor-
mation from the collaborative vehicles that are within a
communication range 7. For a time duration T, we rep-
resent the ego-collaborator observations as a set O =
{o},02,--+ oF}, k€ {1,2,--- | N + 1}, where o} denotes
the observation acquired by the k-th vehicle at time ¢, which
can be an RGB image or a LiDAR point cloud. Given
the multi-modal observations O}, provided by the ego and
collaborative vehicles, we formulate connected autonomy
as a decision-making problem, defined as p = m(Oy),
where 7y denotes our policy parameterized by 6. The policy
determines actions for the ego vehicle, such as braking,
particularly in accident-prone scenarios. The objective is to
assess whether the current situation is dangerous or not,
enabling the ego vehicle to take appropriate braking or
driving actions.

Given the problem formulation, we aim to address two
main questions in this paper: (1) How to effectively uti-
lize observations from connected vehicles, equipped with
the same or different sensing modalities, for multi-modal
collaborative decision-making? (2) How to train our model
using multi-vehicle, multi-modal observations, and ensure
robust performance when only single-vehicle or single-modal
observations are available during testing?

B. Multi-Modal Collaborative Decision Making

To answer Question (1) of Section III-A regarding
multi-modal collaborative decision-making, we introduce the
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Fig. 2: Overview of the MMCD framework with knowledge distillation. Each connected vehicle processes its own
RGB data, LiDAR data, or both locally to generate feature embeddings, which are then shared to the ego vehicle. Upon
receiving the shared data, the ego vehicle fuses the multi-vehicle, multi-modal features to generate its action, such as braking,
particularly in accident-prone scenarios. During the training stage, LIDAR feature embeddings are used as a teacher to guide
the learning of RGB feature embeddings through cross-modal knowledge distillation.

framework MMCD, which consists of three components,
including an RGB model, a LiDAR model, and a decision-
making model.

1) RGB Model: To process the RGB data, we develop
an RGB model where each vehicle locally processes its
own front-view RGB images. The model consists of two
key components: an RGB encoder, which extracts visual
features, and an RGB aggregator, which integrates features
from connected vehicles.

a) RGB Encoder: The RGB encoder processes raw im-
ages into compact representations, which effectively captures
the essential visual features needed for decision-making.
Given a front RGB image x of a vehicle, we first resize
it to 224 x 224, then we use ResNet-18 [38] as the visual
backbone to extract a feature map with size H x W. To
allow the network to focus on the most relevant parts of the
image for better decision-making, like vehicles, pedestrians,
and traffic signals. We apply self-attention on the feature
map to dynamically compute the importance of features at
different locations. After the self-attention, we apply three
convolution layers with each followed by a ReLU activation,
then goes through a fully connected layer, we get a 256-
dimensional feature representation, as shown in the top part
of Fig. 3.

b) RGB Aggregator: Given the features extracted from
each vehicle’s front-view RGB image by the RGB encoder,
we aggregate the features of all connected vehicles for col-
laborative decision-making, as illustrated in the bottom part
of Fig. 3. Let f¢9° € R?%% be the feature vector of the ego
vehicle, Feollab ¢ RNX256 pe the matrix of feature vectors
from N collaborative vehicles, where each row Fgollab ¢
R2°6 represents a 256-dimensional feature vector from the
i-th collaborative vehicle. To aggregate these features, we
employ a cross-attention mechanism. This approach enables
the ego vehicle to focus on the most important features
from collaborative vehicles so that the ego vehicle can build
a more informative and context-aware representation that
considers the unique and dynamic contributions of each
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Fig. 3: RGB Model Pipeline. The top part shows the RGB
encoder and the bottom part shows the feature aggregator.
Each vehicle processes its front-view RGB image using
the RGB encoder to obtain feature representations. These
representations from both the ego and collaborative vehicles
are aggregated for the ego vehicle’s decision-making. The
wireless signs represent information sharing.

collaborative vehicle.

We first project the input features into three spaces: query
Q, key K, and value V. The projections can be defined as:
Q — fegowQ, K = Fcollawa’ V = Fcollawa’ where
query vector QQ is generated from the ego vehicle’s features.
Key matrix K and value matrix V are generated from the
collaborative vehicles’ features. WQ, WK WV ¢ R256xd
are learnable matrices.

We then compute the attention weights, which determine
the relevance of each collaborative vehicle’s features to Tthe
ego vehicle’s features, as defined: A = softmax (QK

\/E 9
where A € R'¥ represents the attention weights for the

N collaborative vehicles. We obtain the aggregated features



for the ego vehicle by computing a weighted sum of the
value vectors using the attention weights: f,,, = AV, where
f.99 € R? denotes the final embedding of all RGB images
provided by collaborative vehicles with the consideration of
their importance for ego vehicle decision-making.

The final RGB embedding is the combination of ego
vehicle features and the aggregated features, which is de-
fined as follows: f.5, = fegoWego + fuggWage, Where
Wego, Wagg € R7¥%56 are learnable parameters for trans-
forming both the ego features and the collaborative features
back to the original 256-dimensional space.

2) LiDAR Model: For processing the LiDAR data, we
utilize the COOPERNAUT [25] model with two transformer
blocks, which employs the Point Transformer [39] as its
backbone. For each vehicle, the raw 3D point clouds are
encoded into keypoints, with each keypoint associated with
a representation learned by the Point Transformer blocks.
The message representation of each vehicle has a size 128 x
(128, 3). These representations from all collaborative vehi-
cles are then merged with the ego vehicle’s representations.
Eventually we get the final LiDAR embedding fj;4,--

3) Decision-making Model: 1f both RGB and LiDAR
observations are available, we concatenate the final RGB
and LiDAR embeddings for ego vehicle decision-making:
p = MLP(£,4||f1idar), Where p is the predicted probability
of braking. If only one modality of observation is available,
either RGB or LiDAR, the decision-making model uses the
available final embedding to output control actions: p =
MLP(f,g or fi;q44r), depending on the available modality.
The decision-making model enables the ego vehicle to better
assess whether the current situation is dangerous and to
decide accordingly between braking or continuing to drive,
thereby enhancing safety in accident-prone environments.

C. Cross-Modal Knowledge Distillation

In connected autonomy, it is common to encounter sce-
narios where no collaborative vehicles are present (e.g., no
connected vehicles nearby) or only single-modality observa-
tions are available (e.g., surrounding connected vehicles are
equipped solely with RGB cameras and lack LiDAR). As
highlighted in Question (2) of Section III-A, ensuring robust
decision-making under such conditions is a key challenge.

To address this challenge, we propose an approach based
on cross-modal knowledge distillation, as illustrated in Fig.
2. We first train a teacher decision-making model 7~ offline
using both RGB and LiDAR data, as described in Section
II-B, using a binary cross-entropy loss: Lpog(y,T) =
—Ep [yi log(pi)+(1—y;) log(1—p;)|, where D is the dataset,
y; is the ground truth indicating whether the vehicle should
brake, p; is the predicted probability by the teacher model.

The student model S is trained to mimic the behavior of
the teacher model while having less modalities. For each data
input, the student model receives the same RGB image that
the teacher model was given. The loss for the student model
is a combination of two terms: the distillation loss using KL
divergence between the student output and teacher output
(soft targets), and the student task loss, which is the binary

cross entropy loss between the student output and the true
labels (hard targets). The soft targets from the teacher enrich
learning with class similarities, while hard targets ensure
alignment with true labels.

The soft targets are generated by applying a temperature
scaling to the logits. The scaled logits are defined as: z; =
o (zj)/(?)f;)/c ;)(Zl 777 Where z; is the logit for class i and
t = 3.0 1s the temperature. The distillation loss is defined as:
Lxp(S,T) = = 2] log(z7), where 2] and z¢ are the
soft target probability from the teacher and student model,
respectively. The overall loss for the student model is a
weighted sum of the distillation loss and the binary cross-
entropy loss: Ls = (1 — a)Lpce(y,S) + at?Lxp(S,T),
with a = 0.5 balances the two losses.

After the training of knowledge distillation process, we
obtain a student model that uses only RGB data while
learning from a teacher model that has access to both RGB
and LiDAR data, as shown in Fig. 2. This enables the student
model to be effective during testing with only RGB data.
Additionally, by leveraging cross-modal knowledge distilla-
tion, the student model benefits from the additional insights
provided by the LiDAR data during training, learning more
effectively compared to training solely with RGB data.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Connected Autonomous Driving with Ground Vehicles

To evaluate our approach, we first experiment on con-
nected autonomous driving with ground vehicles.

1) Experimental Setup: Following prior studies [7, 25],
our experiments focus on three challenging traffic scenarios
with background traffic of 30 vehicles, built on CARLA [40]
integrated with AutoCast [41]. These scenarios are prone
to accidents due to limited sensing or obstructed views, as
shown in Fig. 4, (1) Overtaking: A truck is blocking a
sedan on a single-lane, two-way road with a dashed yellow
centerline. The truck also obscures the sedan’s view of
oncoming traffic. The ego vehicle must decide when and
how to safely change lanes to overtake the truck. (2) Left
Turn: The ego vehicle attempts a left turn at an intersection
with a yield sign. Its view is partially obstructed by another
truck in the opposite left-turn lane, limiting its ability to
see vehicles approaching from the opposite direction. (3)
Red Light Violation: While crossing an intersection, the
ego vehicle encounters another car that has run a red light.
Due to lined-up vehicles waiting to turn left, the ego vehicle’s
sensors cannot detect this violator.

For each scenario, we collect 24 trails of data with the
communication range 7 = 150 m following the setup of
[7], with 12 used for training and 12 for testing. Each trail
includes RGB images and LiDAR point clouds from up to
four connected vehicles, along with the ground truth ego
vehicle actions. The control module is implemented as a
three-layer MLP. We train the model for 200 epochs using a
batch size of 32 and the Adam optimizer [42] with an initial
learning rate of le—3.

We consider the following four cases of data modality
availability during training and testing: Case A (Only RGB
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Fig. 4: Three challenging traffic scenarios prone to ac-
cidents in connected autonomous driving with ground
vehicles: overtaking, left turn, and red light violation.

data is available for both training and testing), Case B (Only
LiDAR data is available for both training and testing), Case
C (Both RGB and LiDAR data are available for both training
and testing), and Case D (Both RGB and LiDAR data are
used during training, but only RGB data is available during
testing).

Following prior work [7], we employ the following metrics
for evaluation: Package Size (PS): Refers to the size of
the shared data package between connected vehicles. It is
used to evaluate the efficiency of communication in collabo-
rative decision-making scenarios. Accident Detection Rate
(ADR): Defined as the ratio of detected accident-prone cases
to all ground truth accident-prone cases. An accident-prone
case is identified when the ego vehicle takes braking actions.
This metric assesses the model’s ability to detect potential
accidents and make safe driving decisions. Imitation Rate
(IR): Represents the ratio of correctly reproduced actions to
the total number of expert actions. This metric is used to
evaluate the performance of the model in imitating expert
driving behavior.

TABLE I: Application scenarios for different approaches.
MMCD offers flexibility by supporting single-vehicle and
connected-vehicle scenarios, accommodating both single-
modal (RGB or LiDAR) and multi-modal (RGB and LiDAR)
configurations.

Approach Single Vehicle Connected Vehicles
RGB LiDAR RGB+LiDAR RGB LiDAR RGB+LiDAR

COOPERNAUT [25] v 7

STG [7] v v

AML [43] v v v

MMCD v v v v , y

2) Baselines: We evaluate the performance of
MMCD against multiple baselines, including:

o COOPERNAUT [25]: A LiDAR-based collaborative
method that utilizes LiDAR data for both training and
testing. This method is functionally equivalent to our
approach in collaborative settings under data modality
Case B.

e STG [7]: A collaborative decision-making approach that
leverages spatial-temporal graphs with RGBD data for
both training and testing in connected autonomy.

o AML [43]: A method that utilizes RGB and LiDAR
data during training but relies solely on RGB data
during testing. This approach operates in a single-agent
context without collaboration.

« Non-Collaborative Settings: Performance evaluation
across different data modalities without leveraging con-
nected vehicle collaboration.

« Collaborative Settings: An assessment of performance
across different data modalities and the robustness of
our approach when certain modalities are unavailable
during testing.

3) Experimental Results: We first outline the application
scenarios for different approaches in Table I, emphasiz-
ing the flexibility of MMCD in handling both single and
multi-vehicle settings with single or multi-modal inputs.
For comparison, we consider the best-performing existing
methods, COOPERNAUT [25], STG [7] and AML [43].
COOPERNAUT is limited to LiDAR data, while STG is
restricted to RGB data and AML operates only in a single-
vehicle setting. In contrast, MMCD supports all scenarios,
accommodating both single-vehicle and connected-vehicle
setups with single-modality (RGB or LiDAR) and multi-
modality (RGB and LiDAR) configurations.

a) Non-Collaborative Settings: In non-collaborative
settings, the ego vehicle operates independently without any
interaction or data sharing with other vehicles. The ego
vehicle relies solely on its own sensor inputs to make driving
decisions. We evaluate different cases based on the data
modalities available during training and testing. We present
the quantitative results for these cases in Table II. It is evident
that Case C achieves the highest performance, utilizing multi-
modal data of RGB and LiDAR data during both training
and testing. AML [43] shows lower performance than Case
C, as it uses the student model where LiDAR data is missing
during testing, only RGB is used. However, AML still
outperforms Case A, indicating that incorporating auxiliary
LiDAR data during training allows the model to learn more
robust features. As a result, even when only RGB data is
available during testing, the model performs better than when
trained solely on RGB data.

b) Collaborative Settings: We evaluate different cases
of data modality and present their quantitative results in
Table II. The results show a pattern similar to that observed
in non-collaborative settings. MMOCD achieves the best
performance, as it leverages the multi-modal multi-vehicle
framework with RGB and LiDAR data during both training
and testing. Case D, which uses the student model with
missing LiDAR data during testing, performs worse than
MMCD but still better than Case A. This again demonstrates
the advantage of training with auxiliary LiDAR data, where
the model can generalize better with RGB-only data during
testing than a model trained solely on RGB data.

It is evident that the performances of all data modality
cases in collaborative settings are higher than those of



TABLE II: Performance comparison of MMCD against multiple baselines for connected autonomous driving
with ground vehicles. PS represents communication efficiency, ADR measures driving safety, and IR evaluates expert
imitation performance (metrics defined in Section IV). MMCD demonstrates superior performance across all scenarios, with
improvements over the latest state-of-the-art method, STG [7], highlighted in bold.

Approach PS Overtaking Left Turn Red Light Violation
PP ADRT IRf __ADRT IRT _ ADRT IRT
COOPERNAUT [25] 65.5KB  0.8813  0.8544 0.5071 0.7696  0.5446 0.8323
STG [7] 49KB 09265 0.8336 0.6070 0.7670  0.6451 0.7846
AML [43] 1.OKB  0.8206 0.8322 0.5000 0.7600 0.4175 0.7328
Non-Collaborative
Training Testing
RGB LiDAR RGB LiDAR
Case A v v 1.OKB  0.8179 0.8169 0.4601 0.7268  0.3125 0.6756
Case B v v 65.5KB  0.8228 0.8134 04059 0.7217 0.4018 0.7351
Case C v v v v 66.5KB  0.8654 0.8205 0.5576  0.7483  0.5250 0.7504
Collaborative
Training Testing
RGB LiDAR RGB LiDAR
Case A v v 1.OKB  0.8522 0.8415 0.5642 0.7804 0.5176 0.8104
Case B [25] v v 65.5KB  0.8813 0.8544 0.5071 0.7696  0.5446 0.8323
MMCD v v v v 66.5KB  0.9604 0.8676 0.7329 0.8122  0.6875 0.8578
Case D v v v 1.0KB 09288 0.8381 0.6632 0.7946  0.6607 0.8262
Improvement (w.r.t. STG [7]) 4.9X 3.7% 4.1% 20.7% 5.9% 6.6% 9.3%

non-collaborative settings, as collaborative settings provide
the ego vehicle with additional information from connected
vehicles, helping it to handle challenges like limited sensing
or obstructed views more effectively, particularly in accident-
prone scenarios. This enables the ego vehicle to make more
informed and safer driving decisions.

We also compare our results with those from COOPER-
NAUT [25] and STG [7]. As shown in Table II, our approach
achieves a notable improvement of up to 20.7% in accident
detection compared to STG [7].

4) Ablation Studies: We conduct ablation studies to an-
alyze critical design choices and some components of our
approach. We first assess the effectiveness of self-attention
in the RGB encoder. We compare the performance of
MMCD with and without self-attention in Collaborative
Case A, where only RGB data is used for both training and
testing. The results, shown in Table III, indicate a decrease in
decision-making capability when self-attention is removed.
This demonstrates that self-attention helps the RGB encoder
focus on the most relevant parts of the image for better
decision-making.

Next, we compare the performance of our approach using
a cross-attention mechanism versus concatenation for RGB
feature aggregation in Collaborative Case A. As shown in
Table IV, the use of cross-attention for RGB feature aggre-
gation outperforms concatenation. This result verifies that
cross-attention enables the ego vehicle to focus on the most
important features from collaborative vehicles, allowing it to
build a more informative and context-aware representation
compared to simple concatenation.

B. Aerial-Ground Vehicles Collaboration

To further evaluate our approach, we conduct experiments
for connected autonomy with aerial-ground vehicles collab-
oration using AirSim [44].

1) Experimental Setup: We consider an ego vehicle with
one ground collaborator and one aerial collaborator. We focus

TABLE III: Comparison of MMCD with and without Self-
Attention in the RGB encoder. This illustrates that incorpo-
rating self-attention enhances decision-making performance.

Overtaking Left Turn Red Light Violation
ADR?T IRT ADRT IRT ADRT IRT
With 0.8522  0.8415 0.5642 0.7804 0.5176 0.8104
Without  0.8319  0.8345  0.5489 0.7559  0.4853 0.7778

TABLE IV: Cross-Attention vs. Concatenation in MMCD.
Cross-attention enables the ego vehicle to extract key fea-
tures from collaborators, yielding better performance than
concatenation.

Method Overtaking Left Turn Red Light Violation
ADRT IRT ADRT IRT ADRT IRT

Cross-attention ~ 0.8522  0.8415  0.5642  0.7804  0.5176 0.8104

Concatenation ~ 0.8367  0.8379  0.5578 0.7657  0.4986 0.7851

on traffic scenarios prone to accidents due to obstructed
views, similar to those studied in Section IV on connected
autonomous driving with ground vehicles. These scenarios
are illustrated in Fig. 4. In Scenario 1, the ego vehicle must
determine when and how to safely change lanes to overtake
another vehicle. In Scenario 2, while attempting a left turn
at an intersection, the ego vehicle’s view is obstructed by
a truck, limiting its ability to detect oncoming traffic. In
Scenario 3, as the ego vehicle crosses an intersection, another
vehicle runs a red light. The presence of trucks waiting to
turn left prevents the ego vehicle from detecting the violating
vehicle in time.

We use the same four data modality cases for training and
testing as in Section IV. Additionally, we employ the same
evaluation metrics and baselines for comparison.

2) Experimental Results: Similar to the findings in Sec-
tion IV, the performance across all data modality cases
in collaborative settings surpasses that of non-collaborative
settings. This is because collaboration provides the ego
vehicle with additional information from connected vehicles,
allowing it to better handle obstructed views. As a result, the
ego vehicle can make more informed and safer driving deci-



TABLE V: Performance comparison of MMCD against multiple baselines for aerial-ground vehicles collaboration. PS
represents communication efficiency, ADR measures driving safety, and IR evaluates expert imitation performance (metrics
defined in Section IV). MMCD shows superior performance across all evaluated scenarios and the improvement relative to

the latest work, STG [7], is shown in bold.

Approach PS| Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
PP ADRT IRf __ADRT IR _ADRT IRT
COOPERNAUT [25] 65.5KB  0.9033 0.8703 0.8543 0.8617 0.7821  0.8359
STG [7] 4.9KB 0.9087 0.8621 0.8410 0.8809 0.8059 0.8376
AML [43] 1.0KB 0.8333  0.8229 0.7889 0.7704 0.6953 0.7434
Non-Collaborative
Training Testing
RGB LiDAR RGB LiDAR
Case A v v 1.0KB 0.8201 0.8188 0.7803 0.7452 0.6893  0.7052
Case B v v 65.5KB  0.8452 0.8214 0.7959 0.7543 0.7028  0.7469
Case C v v v v 66.5KB  0.8788 0.8421 0.8167 0.7738 0.7231  0.7732
Collaborative
Training Testing
RGB LiDAR RGB LiDAR
Case A v v 1.0KB 0.8832 0.8561 0.8342 0.8402 0.7676  0.8143
Case B [25] v v 65.5KB  0.9033 0.8703 0.8543 0.8617 0.7821  0.8359
MMCD v v v v 66.5KB  0.9658 0.9024 0.9000 0.9462 0.8375 0.8743
Case D v v v 1.0KB 0.9252  0.8605 0.8632 0.8851 0.7907  0.8405
Improvement (w.r.t. STG [7]) 4.9X 6.3% 4.7 % 7.0% 7.4% 3.9% 4.4%

Ground view

Ego view

Aerial view

i

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Z0cciuded =g

Scenario 3

Fig. 5: Three challenging traffic scenarios prone to ac-
cidents in aerial-ground vehicle collaboration. The views
from the ego vehicle, ground collaborator, and aerial collabo-
rator are shown, respectively. The occluded vehicle, which is
not visible to the ego vehicle but can be seen by the ground
and aerial collaborators, is highlighted in red.

sions. We also compare our approach with COOPERNAUT
[25], STG [7], and AML [43]. As shown in Table V, our
method achieves an improvement of up to 7.0% in accident
detection compared to the state of the art, STG [7].
Overall, the experimental results of connected autonomous
driving with ground vehicles and aerial-ground vehicles
collaboration demonstrate the effectiveness of MMCD, and
our approach can learn a policy that maintains robust
performance even when there are missing data modalities
during test time. This is particularly valuable for addressing
practical issues such as sensor failures. Furthermore, it offers
a cost-effective solution; instead of equipping every vehicle

with expensive LiDAR sensors, we can train some vehicles
with both RGB and LiDAR, while deploying the model on
vehicles equipped solely with RGB sensors.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we introduce MMCD, a novel multi-modal
collaborative decision-making framework for connected au-
tonomy. Given shared multi-modal data from connected vehi-
cles, our framework significantly improves the ego vehicle’s
decision-making capabilities, especially in accident-prone
environments via collaborative sensing. Experimental results
demonstrate that our method improves driving safety by up to
20.7% compared to the existing best-performing approach,
highlighting its effectiveness. Additionally, we propose an
approach based on cross-modal knowledge distillation, which
allows the framework to maintain robust performance even
when certain data modalities are unavailable during testing.
This is particularly valuable for addressing practical issues of
sensor failures. Furthermore, it offers a cost-effective solution
for testing.

Limitations and Future Work. Despite the advantages,
MMCD has some limitations. The current framework as-
sumes the positions of vehicles are detected accurately for
collaborative decision-making. Future work could explore
state estimation strategies of vehicles under noises and
uncertainties. Also, exploring the integration of other sensor
modalities, such as radar or infrared, could further enhance
decision-making capabilities.
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