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Abstract—Through this paper, we introduce a novel driver
cognitive load assessment dataset, CL-Drive, which contains Elec-
troencephalogram (EEG) signals along with other physiological
signals such as Electrocardiography (ECG) and Electrodermal
Activity (EDA) as well as eye tracking data. The data was
collected from 21 subjects while driving in an immersive vehicle
simulator, in various driving conditions, to induce different
levels of cognitive load in the subjects. The tasks consisted of
9 complexity levels for 3 minutes each. Each driver reported
their subjective cognitive load every 10 seconds throughout
the experiment. The dataset contains the subjective cognitive
load recorded as ground truth. In this paper, we also provide
benchmark classification results for different machine learning
and deep learning models for both binary and ternary label
distributions. We followed 2 evaluation criteria namely 10-fold
and leave-one-subject-out (LOSO). We have trained our models
on both hand-crafted features as well as on raw data. We make
our dataset public to contribute to the field.

Index Terms—Driver, cognitive load, wearables, brain-

computer interfaces, deep learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

A large number of accidents and collisions occur on the
roads every year. While many of these accidents are caused by
distracted drivers, for instance due to distraction or drowsiness
[1]. Distraction, meanwhile, can be caused by a number of
personal or ambient factors, including high cognitive load due
to engagement with secondary tasks [2], [3], [4]. Over the past
several years, much research has been conducted to investigate
the effects of cognitive load and cognitive fatigue. Studies
have demonstrated that prolonged engagement in cognitively
demanding tasks may lead to cognitive fatigue, a condition
that could pose risks [5], [6]. Cognitive load refers to the
quantity of information our working memory can process at
a given time. In other words, it is the amount of cognitive
resources required to accomplish a task. In general, two
categories of cognitive load, intrinsic and extraneous, have
been described in the literature [7]. While intrinsic cognitive
load is defined as the inherent complexity of a given task,
extraneous cognitive load refers to the cognitive resources
demanded by environmental factors that are task-irrelevant
[7]. The success or failure in performance toward a particular
task, on the other hand, is influenced by the amount of
cognitive load experienced by the person performing the task
[8]. If the cognitive load increases beyond a certain point,
the individual’s performance will degrade, which in case of
driving may increase the likelihood of road accidents.

In order to reduce the number of road accidents caused by
high cognitive load, recent intelligent technologies integrated
into vehicles should possess the ability to measure cognitive
load and alarm the user should dangerously high amounts of
it be detected. Brain-computer interfaces (BCI) have recently
gained traction in providing advanced means of communi-
cation between humans and machines. In particular, head-
worn Electroencephalogram (EEG) devices allow for non-
invasive yet accurate human-machine interactions. To this end,
machine learning and deep learning techniques can be used
to learn from datasets with various types of driver-related
signals (including EEG). Additionally, these datasets require
quantitative cognitive load scores to be measured and provided
at frequent intervals, so that they could be used to train the
machine learning models. While a number of relevant datasets
have been collected and published in recent years [9], [10],
[11], [12], [13], a number of problems persist. First, while
a number of datasets for cognitive load do exist, they have
often been captured in non-vehicle scenarios. In fact, to our
knowledge, only [9] has studied cognitive load in the context
of driving.Second, the cognitive load ground-truth scores in
most existing datasets are generally sparse, and have been
measured several minutes apart or upon task completion [12],
[13]. This in turn makes training of machine learning models
more difficult and less accurate. Third, while most existing
datasets on cognitive load are in fact ‘multimodal’, the notion
of BCI with auxiliary wearable signals has not been widely
explored [9], [10], [11], [12], [13]. Lastly, in most existing
works in the area, the focus has been solely on cognitive load
or distraction caused by task-irrelevant activities, overlooking
the fact that performing the main task itself (in our case,
driving) can be a strong source of high cognitive load.

In this paper, we introduce a novel driver cognitive load
assessment dataset containing EEG signals along with other
physiological signals such as Electrocardiography (ECG) and
Electrodermal Activity (EDA) as well as eye tracking data.
This dataset, which we name CL-Drive, is collected from
21 subjects while driving in an immersive vehicle simulator
in diverse situations capable of inducing various levels of
cognitive load in the subjects. Each subject performs driving
tasks in 9 complexity levels for 3 minutes each and reports
their subjective cognitive load every 10 seconds throughout
the experiment as ground-truth cognitive load labels. In this
paper, we also provide benchmark classification results for
different machine learning and deep learning models. Both raw



signals as well as popular features supported by the literature
have been used as inputs. We follow two important evaluation
criteria, namely 10-fold and leave-one-subject-out (LOSO).
Our benchmarking demonstrates that cognitive load induced
by driving can be measured with reasonable accuracy using
EEG and auxiliary wearable signals.

Our contributions in this paper are summarized as follows:

e We collect and release a dataset, CL-Drive, that can
allow researchers to evaluate driving-induced cognitive
load, which can be useful for developing automated alarm
systems for intelligent vehicles.

e CL-Drive provides data from various modalities including
EEG, ECG, EDA and Gaze, which is a rich source for
training machine learning systems capable of performing
cognitive load assessment. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first and only dataset to collect driver cognitive
load ratings along with bio-signals.

e CL-Drive contains dense and frequent subjective ratings
which are spread only 10 seconds, allowing for more reli-
able and frequent automated cognitive load measurement
by learned models.

The rest of this paper is summarized as follows. In Section
II, we first provide a study of cognitive load followed by
an overview of the publicly available cognitive load datasets
that contain physiological signals. Section III explains the
experimental setup, including sensor configurations, driving
simulator details, cognitive load assessment, and data collec-
tion protocol. Next, we discuss the data pre-processing, feature
extraction, normalization, and baseline classifiers in section
IV. Lastly, in Section V we provide the results and discussions.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Cognitive Load Measurement

Prior research has shown that measuring cognitive load from
physiological signals [14], [15] continues to be a challeng-
ing task [16], [17]. There are both subjective and objective
measures that are commonly used to evaluate cognitive load
levels that involve: (i) self-reporting, (if) dual-task measures,
and (iii) physiological measures [18]. The PAAS scale [19],
shown in Table I is most commonly used for self-reported
subjective cognitive load labels. The National Aeronautics
and Space Association Task Load Index (NASA-TLX) [20]
is also commonly used as a self-reporting tool. Dual-task
measurement involves the individual performing two tasks
at the same time. One way of designing this is to measure
knowledge gain from one task and response time for the
other task [21]. In [22], another way of implementing dual-
task measurement was explored, which was by performing
a continuous secondary task while learning the primary task.
There are several physiological parameters that have also been
used as cognitive load measures in the past. This includes
variation in pupil diameter and blink rate [23], [24], heart rate
variability [25], and electrocardiogram (ECG) [26] to name a
few.

B. Cognitive Load in Driving

In the area of driving, prior works have studied cognitive
load mainly in the context of the driver being engaged by

TABLE I: PAAS subjective cognitive load scores used in this
study.

PAAS Subjective

Cognitive Load Scores Description

Very, very low

Very low

Low

Rather low

Neither low nor high
High

Rather high

Very high

Very, very high
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secondary tasks such as using mobile phones or performing
some other in-vehicle activities [2], [27], [28], [3], [29]. In [2],
the cognitive load of drivers was measured when the drivers
were involved in verbal conversation and word games while
driving. As a result, the cognitive load induced was due to the
combination of both primary as well as secondary tasks. A
remote eye tracker was used to measure the pupil size of all
32 participants which in turn was used to estimate the cognitive
load of the participants. The ground truth was the performance
measures which they calculated using lane position and degree
of rotation of the steering wheel, and subsequently evaluated
the relationship between the change in pupil diameter and
driving performance.

In [30], the non-driving task of reading was performed by
18 participants in a fully automated vehicle. Two peripheral
information systems, one utilizing the visual modality and
the other the haptic modality, were assessed to examine their
impact on situational awareness, mental workload, viewing
behavior, and reading performance. In [31], a three-phase
framework was proposed that allows effective diagnosis of
driver’s visual and comprehension loads in traffic scenes.
Drivers from diverse backgrounds were assessed for visual and
comprehension load while driving simulations across various
traffic scenarios. Another paper, [32], studied the effect of safe
takeover transition in conditionally automated driving and used
XGBoost to evaluate their work using a dataset from a meta-
analysis study.

Driving performance while interacting with a portable music
player was evaluated in [27]. It was observed during a multi-
session setup, that the cognitive load of the participants during
the first sessions was higher, hence the driving performance
(e.g., perception response time (PRT) while braking and over-
all control of the vehicle), was lower in comparison to the later
sessions. The experiment was carried out on 19 participants
using simulated vehicle. Next, in [28], the high cognitive load
of drivers was evaluated using EEG signals in 3 different
driving conditions, namely: no secondary task (baseline), low
cognitive load task, and high cognitive load task. The low and
high cognitive load tasks were based on N-back tasks used
in [33], [34]. GSR, eye tracking, respiration rate (RR), and
accelerator release time (ART) data were collected during the
experiments. The data was collected from 37 participants in
a vehicle simulator. The NASA-TLX was used to collect the
participants subjective rating at the end of the experiment. In
[3], the cognitive load of participants was evaluated using eye



TABLE II: Existing datasets in the literature that study cognitive load using physiological signals.

Dataset Year Sub. Mental State Modalities Stimuli
Driver Workload [Y] 2013 10 Mental workload of the driver ECG, BTemp, SCR Watching driving videos, Driving
in real environment
MMOD-COG [10] 2019 40 Cognitive load ECG, EDA, Speech Arithmetic, Reading
CLAS [11] 2019 62 Cognitive Load, negative emotion ~ ECG, PPG and EDA Math problems, Logic problems
and mental stress and Stroop test
CogLload [12] 2020 23 Cognitive load, Personality traits heart rate, beat to beat interval, Different cognitive load tasks (2-
EDA, ST, and ACC back and 3-back tasks, visual cue
task etc.)
Snake [12] 2020 23 Cognitive load heart rate, beat to beat interval, = Snake game on a smartphone
EDA, ST, and ACC
Kalatzis et al. [13] 2021 26 Cognitive load ECG, RR MATB-II
CL-Drive (ours) 2023 21 Cognitive load EEG, ECG, EDA, Gaze Driving a simulated vehicle in

scenarios with various complexity
levels

video data extracted from facial videos during driving. Three
different N-back tasks were used as secondary tasks, which
were also used to quantify the ground truth levels. Hidden
Markov models and 3D-CNN were then used to evaluate the
result. In another paper [29], the cognitive load of participants
was evaluated while driving and performing a 1-back task.
EEG data was collected from 36 participants. To evaluate the
performance, case-based reasoning classifiers were used [35].
A few other prior works such as [2], [27], [28] have used more
simple approaches based on predefined metrics (e.g., required
time to break, degree of motion of the steering wheel, etc.) to
measure cognitive load from physiological signals.

Besides cognitive load, other factors such as driver emotions
[36], [37], [38] and vigilance [39], [40], [41], have been widely
studies in the literature. While these works may maintain
some similarities to works on cognitive load, they are in fact
different driver attributes which are outside the scope of this
study. Moreover, the notions of affect and distraction have
been more widely studied for drivers, as opposed to cognitive
load which is a less explored area.

C. BCI

BCI systems can communicate the neural activities in the
brain directly with an external device [8], [42]. Research
has shown that BCI can play a vital role in interpreting
the cognitive load induced while driving [8], [42]. This is
due to the fact that the fronto-parietal brain regions along
with sub-cortical regions can be engaged while experiencing
varying amounts of cognitive load [43]. EEG, is a non-invasive
method which measures the potential difference caused by
the electrical activity in the brain [44], [45]. This property
of EEG allows it to capture changes in brain activity while
experiencing variations in cognitive load, which makes it a
very good candidate for cognitive load evaluation. Multimodal
approaches have proven effective at magnifying the accuracy
of cognitive load assessment in the past [46]. Apart from
EEG, research has shown that both the sympathetic nervous
system (SNS) which controls the skin conductance response
and automatic nervous system which controls the heart rate
variability (HRV) are impacted by cognitive load [47], [48],

[49]. Prior research has also shown significant correlation
between changes in pupil size, blink rate, saccade, and fixation
with cognitive load [50], [51].

D. Public Cognitive Load Datasets

Previous research has examined the induction of cogni-
tive load in drivers with a subsequent evaluation of driving
performance under varying cognitive load levels [52], [53].
Some other publications have studied cognitive load under a
variety of different experimental setups [54], [26]. There is
evidence that affect and cognitive load are interrelated and
affect has a significant impact on cognitive load [55]. Though
a wide range of studies have been done to study the impact of
affect on EEG [56], [57], the available datasets for cognitive
load are indeed quite limited. In this section, we provide an
overview of the publicly available datasets for cognitive load
with physiological signals. Table II presents a summary of
these datasets.

The Driver Workload dataset [9], provides multimodal data
to evaluate driver workload using ECG, body temperature, and
skin conductance response (SCR). The dataset was collected
from 10 participants with the goal of evaluating cognitive
load of drivers on different types of roads and in different
driving environments. In addition to the physiological signals,
two cameras were also used to record the driving route as
well as the participant’s facial videos. The video data were
not made public for privacy purposes. The data was collected
as the participants drove the car for 30 minutes. Participants
subjective ratings were collected by watching videos of their
own driving at the end of the activity.

The MMOD-COG [10] dataset was recorded from 40 dif-
ferent subjects for cognitive load assessment during reading
and arithmetic tasks. ECG and EDA were recorded from the
subjects in addition to speech. The experiment was divided
into reading and arithmatic segments where in the reading
segment, two separate digits were shown for 5 seconds and
repeated with different digits 20 times. The arithmetic segment
was divided into high and low cognitive load levels and a total
of 40 problems were asked to be solved by each participant.
The CLAS dataset [11] was collected from 62 participants



and was obtained by recording various cognitive load levels in-
duced by tasks such as mathematics and logic problems as well
as the Stroop test [58]. In addition to cognitive load, audio-
visual stimuli were used to induce emotional variations in
the participants. Physiological data was collected using ECG,
Plethysmography (PPG), EDA, and accelerometer (ACC) data.
The next dataset, CoglLoad [12] was also a multimodal dataset
with 23 participants who performed 6 different computer tasks
during the collection process. The physiological data collected
was heart rate, beat to beat interval, EDA, skin temperature
(ST), and ACC. The task was divided into two segments where
the first segment involved understanding the participant’s de-
gree of cognitive resources and their personality traits using
two N-back tasks [12], [59]. Whereas, in the second segment,
6 different tasks that required varying levels of cognitive load
were performed. In addition, in order to completely occupy
the cognitive resources of the participants, a secondary task
was also given to them to perform.

Another multimodal dataset consisting of heart rate, EDA,
ST, and ACC was collected from 23 participants while they
played the Snake game on a smartphone [12]. This dataset
named Snake [12], was collected with varying cognitive load
levels where the amount of cognitive load experienced by the
participants was controlled by the changing speed of the game.
The task consisted of 3 complexity levels, high, medium and
low, which lasted 2 minutes each. After the task completion,
the participants answered the NASA TLX [20] questionnaire
along with two other 7-point Likert scale questions. Finally,
Kalatzis et al. [13] presented a dataset that has been collected
from 26 participants. In this dataset, the cognitive load of the
participants was assessed using ECG and respiration rate (RR)
data. High and low cognitive load data were collected as the
participants used the MATB-II software [60] while the NASA
TLX [20] questionnaire was used to collect ground truth values
for the two cognitive load levels.

In contrast to the above, our dataset considers driving to be
the primary task and evaluates cognitive load induced while
driving. Moreover, we record frequent subjective cognitive
load scores which is not the case in existing cognitive load
datasets. This allows us to perform more accurate evaluations
and train better machine learning models. Finally, CL-Drive
contains several modalities that enable multi-modal studies on
cognitive load.

III. EXPERIMENT SETUP AND DATA COLLECTION

In this section, we discuss the experimental protocol used in
the study. This includes specifics on the setup for the sensors
and driving simulator as well as details of the participants,
diving scenarios, and cognitive load assessment.

A. Sensors

During the experiments which will be described in Section
II-G, we use four different sensors to collect physiological
signals from which to measure cognitive load. Following is
a description of each sensor type, namely EEG, ECG, EDA,
and Gaze, in detail. Figure 1 shows the sensors used in our
study, while Figure 2 shows their detailed sensors placement.

EEG. For collecting EEG signals the Muse S' headband
shown in Figure 1a is used. The device has 4 channels where
2 of them are frontal electrodes located at the forehead in
locations AF7 and AFS8 (according to the international 10-
20 system [61], [62]) while the remaining 2 are temporal
electrodes located behind the ears in locations TP9 and TP10.
Figure 1a depicts the Muse EEG device while in Figure 2a, we
present the sensor locations of this EEG headset. As shown in
the figure, the reference electrode is located at the middle of
the forehead in location FpZ. The sampling rate of the EEG
headband is 256 Hz. Conductive gel is used to enhance the
conductivity between the electrode and the skin. We opt for
the Muse S headband to ensure both comfort and compatibility
with the gaze device.

ECG. ECG signals are collected through the Shimmer® sen-
sors [63], which is shown in Figure 1b. As depicted in Figure
2b, this wearable device uses 5 standard pre-gelled adhesive
electrodes from the chest and abdominal area. Among the 4
electrodes, the Right Arm (RA) and Left Arm (LA) are placed
on the left and right sides of the manubrium, while Right
Leg (RL) and Left Leg (LL) are placed right above the lower
costal margin. The reference electrode denoted by Vx is placed
slightly on the right of the sternum. The signals collected are
LL-RA, LA-RA, and Vx-RA at a sampling frequency of 512
Hz. The Shimmer is worn by the participants using a belt and
a cradle.

EDA. Similar to ECG, the EDA signal is collected using a
Shimmer wearable device [63] as shown in Figure lc. The
data is collected using 2 electrodes placed on the left side
of the abdomen which is shown in Figure 2c. The sampling
frequency of the EDA Shimmer device is 128 Hz

Gaze Figure 1d shows a Tobii device’ used to collect eye
tracking data. The device is comprised of a head unit and a
recording unit. Inside the device there are 2 cameras per eye
as well as a wide angle scene camera. From the eye tracking
device we record the specific eye movement events such as
saccade, fixation, and others. The sampling frequency is 50
Hz. Figure 2d illustrates the placement of the eye tracking
device along with the EEG headset.

B. Experiment Test-bed

In order to simulate driving and be able to control the
parameters surrounding the driving experience, we use a
driving simulator* shown in Figure 3. The driving simulator
includes elements similar to a real car, including steering
wheel, dashboard, accelerator, and brake. These components
combined with a motion system provides participants with
a more realistic driving sensation. The motion system can
emulate real-life motions up to 100 Hz in frequency. This
includes vibrations from road texture, acceleration, braking,
speeding, and turning along with other essential movements
to provide users with engaging haptic feedback. Additionally,
there are three 55 inch LCD screens which provide a 180

Ihttps://choosemuse.com/muse-s/
Zhttps://shimmersensing.com/product/shimmer3-ecg-unit-2/
3https://www.tobiipro.com/product-listing/tobii-pro-glasses-2/
“https://viragesimulation.com/vs500m-car-simulator-training-and-research/



(b) ECG device

(c) EDA device (d) Eye tracker

Fig. 1: Wearable EEG, ECG, EDA, and Gaze devices.

L@~
@z @
JAF7 (ref) AR\

(b) ECG
Fig. 2: EEG, ECG, EDA, and Gaze electrode placements.

degree view from the front, plus two additional screens for
the blind spots, together creating an immersive experience.
Each front screen has a display resolution of 1920 x 1080
pixels. Moreover, directional sound is incorporated using a
surround sound system. The sound is intended to mimic typical
sounds heard while driving including the sound of the engine,
speeding and passing vehicles, and horns, among others.

A debrief station is designed to provide a complete video of
the participant and simulation screens during the experiment
along with performance graphs. There is a webcam mounted
on the top of the middle frontal screen, which has a reso-
lution of 720p. The camera records video of the participants
while driving in the simulator. The performance information
displayed in the debrief station includes driving performance
data, including the time required for breaking and acceleration,
possible crashes, and others. This data can also be used for
performance analysis.

C. Driving Scenarios

The simulator comes with a number of pre-built driving sce-
narios in which the vehicle type, environmental conditions, and
other factors can vary. Each scenario consists of a number of
tasks that need to be performed, e.g., keeping the speed above
a certain threshold. Moreover, each scenario has a designated
complexity level. We choose 9 different scenarios, one from
each complexity level. The scenarios encompass a range of
common challenges encountered during everyday driving, such
as driving on highways, at night-time, and in snowy conditions
(scenarios 1, 2, 3 respectively), maintaining/changing speed
levels (scenarios 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9), avoiding accidents (scenarios
4,5, 6, 7 and 9), back-to-back turns (scenario 7), and turning
the car around on a narrow road using 3-point turn (scenario
8). The scenarios induce different levels of cognitive load in

AF7 AF8

TP9

Wearable EEG
headband

Wearable eye
tracker

EDA1
EDA2

(c) EDA

(d) EEG and Gaze

Fig. 3: The immersive vehicle simulator used in this study.

the participants based on a number of pilot tests that we carried
out to choose these 9 from among a larger pool of possible
tasks. Moreover, the scenarios are structured to progressively
increase in difficulty, yet remain achievable for the average
driver. In Figure 4, we depict the heat map of the frequency
of the ratings for each driving scenario. We observe that as the
scenarios progress, more and more participants select higher
cognitive load scores, indicating that the task complexities
do indeed increase as the scenarios progress, especially for
scenarios 8 and 9.

The duration of each scenario is set to 3 minutes. An
orientation scenario was designed and performed by each
participant at the beginning of the session to allow each
participant to adapt to the simulator. In the orientation session,



TABLE II: Driving scenario details

Scenarlo{ Simulation Description

Complexity

0/Orientation ~ Highway driving Maintain centre

1 Highway driving 80km/h

2 Night time driving 80km/h

3 Night time driving in the highway w/ snow  80km/h

4 Tennis ball challenge Hit the tennis ball with the tire, maintain accuracy, try to accelerate
5 Slalom challenge Navigate through gates, maintain accuracy, try to accelerate

6 Narrow passage challenge Navigate through gates, maintain accuracy, try to accelerate

7 90-degree turn challenge Take 90 degrees left and right turns, maintain accuracy, try to accelerate
8 3-point turn challenge Drive while following instructions, take 3 point turn

9 Narrow alley challenge Navigate through narrow alley, maintain accuracy, try to accelerate

-200

2

-175

3

-150

Subjective Cognitive Load Scores
7 6 5 4

8

4 5 6
Task Complexity

Fig. 4: Complexity vs. subjective cognitive load scores. The
lighter shade means more sample.

we described the system first as the system completes a
number of steps to ensure things like the turn signals, motion
sensors, brake, accelerator, ignition, emergency stop, seat belt,
and others function properly. Participants then began to drive
on the highway to become familiar with the speed display, on-
screen arrow that provides cues about the direction of driving,
and all the other necessary indicators, while we were present
to provide help if needed and answer any questions. Table III
shows the description of each driving scenario along with its
corresponding complexity level.

D. Simulation Adaptation Syndrome

It has been shown in prior research that Simulation Adap-
tation Syndrome (SAS) can affect different participants [64],
[65]. SAS can range from feeling minor discomfort to severe
symptoms such as dry mouth, dizziness, vertigo, vomiting,
nausea, and disorientation while taking part in simulations
such as driving a vehicle [60]. The main cause of SAS is
the discrepancy between the sensory inputs such as visual
and vestibular system (which is responsible for our sense of
balance [67], [68]). One of the challenges we faced during our
study was avoiding and minimizing SAS. As recommended in
the simulator instructions, we followed the following 5 steps
to manage and reduce SAS as much as possible:

TABLE IV: SAS levels and their corresponding description.

SAS Level Description

1 Feeling no adverse effects

2 Feeling very mild discomfort

3 Feeling mild discomfort

4 Feeling mild to moderate discomfort

5 Feeling moderate discomfort

6 Feeling moderate to pronounced discomfort

7 Feeling pronounced discomfort

8 Feeling pronounced to severe discomfort

9 Feeling severe discomfort (potential for vomiting)

(0<N<10, N+1)

3 Minutes . q 2 Minutes 2 Minutes .
Baseline CnlEEE Rest Baseline Sl

Fig. 5: The experiment flow.

1) Cool room: the simulator room must be cool and well

ventilated;

2) Confident introduction: must create a calm and relaxed

environment;

3) Cautious alert: moving on slowly to allow the driver’s

time to adjust;

4) Careful observation: must actively look for signs and

symptoms of SAS;

5) Cease driving: must pause immediately on observing

the slightest sign of SAS.

SAS can be managed by carefully monitoring the partic-
ipant’s level of discomfort using a Likert scale and asking
the participants to do an intermittent self assessment. In our
case, the participants were asked to self report on their SAS
level every minute using a 9-point Likert scale as shown in
Table IV, which was made based on the Motion Sickness
Questionnaire (MSQ) [69], Simulator Sickness Questionnaire
(SSQ) [70], and The Motion Sickness Assessment Question-
naire (MSAQ) [71]. Based on these pre-cautions and careful
monitoring, SAS resulted in pausing and discontinuing only 2
participants.

E. Participants

Data was collected from 23 participants including 17 fe-
males and 6 males. The participant’s gender was not controlled
for and we merely included volunteers regardless. We did not
actively seek individuals of specific genders, as it was not
a prerequisite for our study. Given that the key focus of this



study has been cognitive load during driving, we controlled for
having a driving license and a few years of driving experience.
We also ensured that participants were not under the influence
of any substances at the time of data collection. The average
age of participants was 26.9. Background health information
were not collected in this study.

Prior to the simulation, participants were provided with
detailed information on the experimental process and the
research team received written consent. The study was ap-
proved by Queen’s University’s General Research Ethics
Board (GREB). Among the 23 participants, 2 data collection
sessions were stopped due to high levels of SAS, while the
data from another 3 sessions was incomplete due to device or
connectivity issues. Specifically, for participant 13, we only
have data for scenarios 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9, while for participant
16, we have data for scenarios 1, 5, 6 and 9. Finally, for
participant 18, we have the data for scenarios 1 to 6. While the
data from the two sessions that were incomplete due to SAS
are not incorporated in the dataset as they were interrupted
too early in the process, the data from the three incomplete
sessions are incorporated.

F. Cognitive Load Self-Assessment

Participant cognitive load self-assessment ratings were used
as ground truth labels in this study. As shown in Table I, PAAS
subjective cognitive load scores consist of 9 levels [72]. A
looping audio cue was generated every 10 seconds during the
experiments to prompt the participants to verbally report their
cognitive load, and a member of the research team recorded
the reported scores. Figure 7 presents the distribution of the
recorded output scores for all the participants.

Regarding the frequency at which the responses were
recorded, we aimed to balance the frequency of labels for the
purpose of training machine learning models, and ensuring
that the questions themselves did not impact the experiment
significantly. Through a few pilot trials, 10 seconds was
found to be a reasonable interval, as longer intervals could
lead participants to forget their earlier experiences during
that segment, while shorter intervals could interfere with the
experiment itself.

G. Experiment Protocol

Participants were given clear descriptions about the data
collection protocol and equipment. After careful sensor place-
ment, participants were asked to sit in the driving seat of
the simulator and the sensors were connected via Bluetooth
to a data collection station. First, 3 minutes of baseline data
was collected from each participant which could be used for
future normalization of the signals. To become adapted to the
simulated driving environment and make sure that participants
had a clear understanding about the ‘low’, ‘medium’, and
‘high’ complexity levels, and also to reduce the SAS level,
participants were asked to perform the Orientation scenario
mentioned earlier in Table III. Following every 3-minute
driving scenario (see Table III), the participants were given
a resting time of 2 minutes to allow them to rest, reduce
the possibility of SAS, and come back to a relatively lower

cognitive load state. Followed by the resting period, a 2-minute
baseline was collected before each new scenario. The experi-
ment flow is shown in Figure 5. During all these experiments,
the wearable sensors discussed earlier in Section III-A were
used to record the respective signals from the participants.
Figure 6 we illustrate a sample from each captured modality
in both high and low cognitive load scenarios.

H. Dataset Release

We make the dataset
https://github.com/Prithila05/CL-Drive

public at:

IV. DATA PROCESSING

In this section, we explain the data pre-processing steps
for each signal type, followed by feature extraction. Next, we
describe data normalization, which is followed by a description
of the baseline classifiers used for benchmarking.

A. Pre-processing

The cognitive load scores were collected at 10-second
intervals during the 3-minute driving scenarios. We segment
each recording into 18 segments of 10 seconds each. These
segments will later be used for feature extraction or fed
directly into the deep learning models.

EEG. To remove noise and artifacts from EEG, we used
a Butterworth 2" order bandpass filter with a passband
frequency of 0.4 to 75 Hz. A notch filter with a quality
factor of 30, was used to remove the powerline noise at a
frequency of 60 Hz. Due to some Bluetooth problems, the
device experienced a few disconnections lasting approximately
30 seconds during the experiments. Given the duration of
these gaps, using imputation methods would not be suitable.
We therefore excluded segments with missing data from our
dataset.

ECG. Artifacts such as high-frequency noise, EMG noise,
T noise interference, etc., were then filtered out using a
Butterworth bandpass filter with passband frequency of 5 to
15 Hz, which also enables us to obtain maximum QRS energy
[73], [74]. The ECG signals experienced missing values occa-
sionally, which we imputed using simple 5" order polynomial
interpolation.

EDA. We then used a lowpass butterworth filter with a cut-
off frequency of 3 Hz to remove the unwanted noise. A
highpass butterworth filter with a cut-off frequency of 0.05
Hz was used to decompose the filtered EDA signal to tonic
skin conductance level and phasic skin conductance response
to isolate the slow changing levels and rapid changing peaks
in the signal [75]. There were some missing values which we
replaced with a sample-and-hold strategy given the simplicity
of EDA signals in comparison to ECG.

Gaze. The device measures saccade, fixation, pupil diameter,
blink count, and blink duration based on 2D gaze coordinates
(x,y pixel coordinates in screen space) for both left and right
eyes, 3D gaze coordinates (x,y,z coordinates in mm in camera
space), 3D gaze direction (vector units), gaze velocity in
degrees per second (°/s), and gaze acceleration in degrees per
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Fig. 6: Examples of different signals in high and low cognitive load scenarios.

TABLE V: Extracted features from each modality.

W\\"\J WMV“’NM

Modalities

Extracted features

Number of features

EEG

PSD (absolute, mean, maximum, minimum, median power), Spectral Entropy, Hjorth mobility and
complexity, Lempel-Ziv Complexity, Higuchi fractal dimension, raw signal (mean, minimum, maximum,
median, variance, and standard deviation)

40

ECG

RMSSD, MeanNN, SDNN, SDSD, CVNN, CVSD, MedianNN, MadNN, MCVNN, IQRNN, pNN50,
pNN20, TINN, HTL, SD1, SD2 SD1/SD2, S, CSI, CSI_Modifies, CVI, PIP, IALS, PSS, PAS, GI, SI,
Al PI, Cld, Cla, SD1d, SD1a, C2d, C2a, SD2d, SD2a, Cd, Ca, SDNNd, SDNNa, ApEn, SampEn,
mean, median, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, entropy, interquartile range, area under curve,
squared area under the curve, median absolute deviation

53

EDA

Mean, median, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, entropy, interquartile range, area under curve,
squared area under the curve, median absolute deviation for raw data as well as phasic and tonic
response

30

Gaze

Pupil diameter (max, min, mean), Blink count, duration (max, mean), Fixation count, duration (max,
min, mean), dispersion (max, min, mean), Saccade count, duration (max, min, mean), amplitude (max,
min, mean), peak velocity (max, min, mean), peak acceleration (max, min, mean), peak deceleration

32

(max, min, mean), direction (max, min, mean)

second squared (°/s?). We directly use the high-level metrics
in our study. For the missing values in Gaze data, we used
the sample-and-hold method similar to that of EDA due to the
straightforward nature of the signals.

B. Feature Extraction

Different features were extracted to train our machine
learning algorithms. In this section, we describe the features
extracted from each modality. No feature selection methods
were used. Given the focus of our work on BCI (other
modalities play auxiliary roles in the multimodal setups), we
describe the EEG-related features in more depth below.
EEG. We extract 40 features from both time and frequency
domains from each channel for each 10 seconds segment. The
details of the features are given below:

1) Power Spectral Density (PSD): PSD measures the
power of the EEG signal. To calculate this feature we use
the Welch’s method from 0.5 Hz to 75 Hz frequency, for
each frequency band, Delta (0.5-4 Hz), Theta (4-8Hz),
Alpha (8-12 Hz), Beta (12-31 Hz), and Gamma (31-75

Hz). We then measure the absolute, mean, maximum,
minimum, and median power of the measured PSD.

2) Spectral entropy: Spectral entropy (SE) of a time series
signal is derived from normalized Shannon’s entropy
[76] and can be used to determine the complexity
of a signal. The formula of SE can be derived from
normalized PSD or probability distribution p(i) of the
signal as

(D

= me Inp(4)

We calculate SE for all 5 bands of EEG.

3) Hjorth mobility and complexity: Both Hjorth mobility
and complexity of a time series signal determine aspects
of the signal complexity [77], where the variations
in signal frequency and amplitude are represented by
Hjorth mobility and complexity respectively. These two
measurements can be jointly used to capture the dynamic
behavior of signals. Hjorth mobility and complexity are
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respectively calculated as:

Hjorthy = (2)
and
Hjorth (dy—t))
Hjorth,. M d® 7 3)
Hjorthy; (y(t))

where y(t) represents the signal and o2 is the variance
operator.

Lempel-Ziv complexity: Lempel-Ziv complexity (LZC)
is a measure that also determines the complexity of a
signal [78]. To apply the LZC algorithm to an EEG
signal, the signal first needs to be binarized by the
median or mean value of the entire signal. The resulting
binary sequence can then be analyzed the using LZC
algorithm to find any randomness [79].

5) Higuchi fractal dimension: Higuchi fractal dimension
(HFD) is a non-linear method that can capture changes
in time-series signals by measuring the complexity in
time domain [80]. Prior studies have shown promising
result using HFD with EEG signal in the past [81], [82].

6) Statistical features: In addition to the more sophisti-
cated features mentioned above, we also extract simple
statistical features namely mean, minimum, maximum,
and median from the signal in time domain.

The complete list of EEG features is summarized in Table V.
ECG. We extract various commonly used features from ECG
[83]. The full list of features extracted from ECG is presented
in Table V. All the features are extracted using the Neurokit2’
library. Please visit the library for further details.

EDA. We extract a number of features from EDA. These
include statistical features from the raw data as well as phasic
and tonic responses which are calculated by decomposing the

Shttps://neuropsychology.github.io/NeuroKit/functions/hrv.html



TABLE VI: The machine learning model parameters used in
this study.

Models Parameters

AB number of estimators: 70, learning rate: 0.1, algorithm:
SAMME.R

DT criterion: gini, random state: 42, maximum depth: 3, mini-
mum samples to be at leaf node: 5

NB variance smoothing: 1le =09

KNN number of neighbors: 20, weights: distance, algorithm: *auto’

LDA solver: least squares solution

RF maximum depth: 50, number of estimators: 1000, number of
jobs: -1, random state: 42, class weight: balanced

SVM regularization parameter: 0.1, kernel: polynomial

XGB maximum depth: 20, number of estimators: 1000, learning
rate: 0.001, use label encoder: False, subsample: 0.5, verbose
eval: 200, booster: dart, number of jobs: -1, number of leaves:
50, regularization lambda: 0.0001, class weight: balanced

MLP hidden layer sizes: (100, 50), learning rate: adaptive, maxi-

mum iteration: 1000

EDA signal. The complete list of features extracted from EDA
is presented in Table V.

Gaze. For gaze analysis, we extract statistical features for each
10-second segment. The details of all the features are given
in Table V.

C. Normalization

To reduce the variability between subjects, which is a
common phenomenon when recording such data, we divide
each feature value with its corresponding average value from
the baseline. Second, to reduce the variability within subjects,
we perform z-score normalization [84] following prior works
such as [85], [86], [87].

D. Classifiers

To evaluate the dataset and to experiment the efficacy of
building an automated cognitive load detection system using
the collected data, we train several classical machine learning
and deep learning classifiers on the extracted features or raw
data. In this section, we describe these models in detail.

1) Classical machine learning: We train a total of 9 ma-
chine learning classifiers namely AdaBoost (AB), Decision
Tree (DT), Naive Bayes (NB), K-Nearest Neighbor (KNN),
Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA), Random Forest (RF),
Support Vector Machine (SVM), Extreme Gradient Boosting
(XGB), and Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP). The details of the
parameters of these classifiers are presented in Table VI.

2) Deep learning: For deep learning network we use two
deep Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), a VGG-style
network as shown in Figure 8, and a ResNet-style network
which is shown in Figure 9. The VGG-style network has two
main blocks where each block consist of two Conv1D layers,
batch normalization, ReLU activation, and maximum pooling

operation. These blocks are followed by two fully connected
layers and a classification layer. Cross-entropy loss with a
learning rate of 0.001 was used for training. ADAM was used
as the optimizer for this network [88].

The ResNet-style network, similar to the VGG model above,
consists of two blocks containing two ConvID layers, batch
normalization, and ReLLU activation function in each block.
The classification block contains three fully connected layer
followed by an output classification layer. Similar to the VGG
network, we use cross-entropy loss and train the model with
ADAM optimizer. Here, a learning rate of 0.01 is used. For
both networks trained with features, a batch size of 32 is used.

It should be noted that most studies on BCI and EEG in
particular use extracted features to train deep learning models
[89], [57], which is the approach we took with the networks
described above. However, for completeness, we also train
the deep networks with raw data (after pre-processing). For
this purpose we design a separate encoder for each modality
and use feature-level fusion. We expectedly notice that the
optimum network depth used when utilizing the extracted
features (2 blocks) is not sufficient when using the raw data.
We therefore increase the depth by adding a third block to
obtain better results. Accordingly each encoder for the raw
data contains 3 blocks for both the VGG and ResNet-style
models. The details of the architecture remain mostly the same.
We present all the details of the deep networks in Table VII,
for both VGG and ResNet-style models, when trained with
features or raw signals. For both networks trained with raw
data, a batch size of 256 is used.

3) Multimodal: For the multimodal setup using the clas-
sical machine learning methods, we simply concatenate the
hand-crafted features, and feed the concatenated features to
each classical classifier. For multimodal learning with deep
neural networks (VGG and ResNet), we first feed the raw
data from each modality to a separate network and apply
MaxPool followed by global average pooling on the outcome.
The features are then fused together through concatenation and
fed to the classifier block.

E. Training scheme

We train all the models (classical machine learning and deep
networks) in both 10-fold cross validation and the more rigor-
ous Leave-One-Subject Out (LOSO) scheme. We also explore
both binary and ternary classification of cognitive load. Certain
individuals may not be able to distinguish cognitive load scores
to that level of detail. This is precisely why we converted the
scores to ‘binary’ (high/low) and ‘ternary’ (high/medium/low)
levels using grouping of the scores. This initial high-resolution
scheme, however, allows for future research to focus on more
detailed classification schemes if necessary. For binary, we
group the cognitive load ratings from 1 to 4 as ‘low’ cognitive
load and 5 to 9 as ‘high’ cognitive load. For ternary, we divide
the cognitive load ratings into 3 groups, 1 to 3, 4 to 6, and 7 to
9 which corresponds to ‘low’, ‘medium’, and ‘high’ cognitive
load classes respectively.



TABLE VII: Architectural details of the VGG-style and ResNet-style networks used in this study for both features and raw
signals.

Modules | Parameters | VGG (feat.) [ ResNet (feat.) [ VGG (raw) | ResNet (raw)
ConvlD Kernel size - 1x3 - 1x32
Filter size - 32 - 64
Conv Block 1 Architecture VGG ResNet VGG ResNet
Activation ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU
Kernel size 1x3 1x3 1x32 1x32
Filter size 64 32 64 64
Dropout rate - 0.5 - 0.5
Conv Block 2 Architecture VGG ResNet VGG ResNet
Activation ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU
Kernel size 1x3 1x3 1x16 1x16
Filter size 128 32 128 128
Dropout rate - 0.5 - 0.5
Conv Block 3 Architecture - - VGG ResNet
Activation - - ReLU ReLU
Kernel size - - 1x8 1x8
Filter size - - 256 256
Dropout rate - - - 0.5
Classification Block | Layer type FC FC FC FC
Number of layers | 2 3 2 3
Dropout rate 0.25 - 0.25 0.25
Activation ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU

TABLE VIII: The accuracy and F1 scores for the classifiers in 10-fold binary setup.

Modalities
EEG, ECG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, ECG

Models EEG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, Gaze EDA Gaze Gaze EDA. Gaze Mean

AB 67.17 (55.37) | 73.26 (68.43)  71.09 (66.53)  70.13 (61.29) | 73.84 (69.85)  74.36 (69.75)  73.36 (69.07) | 75.35 (71.80) | 72.32 (66.51)
DT 65.31 (63.04) | 72.77 (71.15)  69.61 (67.93)  68.17 (66.48) | 73.02 (71.41)  73.12 (71.52)  72.39 (70.75) | 73.98 (72.40) | 71.05 (69.34)
NB 48.68 (46.54) | 51.80 (50.48)  51.39 (49.97)  49.95 (48.22) | 53.73 (52.87)  52.46 (51.35)  52.39 (51.23) | 54.42 (53.65) | 51.85 (50.54)
KNN 70.61 (68.49) | 69.34 (67.40)  71.78 (70.16)  77.00 (74.65) | 70.64 (69.16)  74.60 (71.97)  77.72 (75.46) | 74.97 (72.50) | 73.33 (71.22)
LDA 66.83 (62.45) | 72.74 (70.65)  71.19 (68.45)  69.65 (66.24) | 74.73 (72.94)  73.70 (71.61)  72.95 (70.62) | 75.83 (74.04) | 72.20 (69.63)
RF 77.41 (73.39) | 79.34 (76.27)  79.48 (76.47)  79.89 (76.31) | 81.26 (78.8) 80.82 (77.94)  80.65 (77.83) | 81.71 (79.23) | 80.07 (77.03)
SVM 61.88 (38.29) | 62.08 (38.89)  61.88 (38.29)  63.46 (43.86) | 64.35(46.59)  71.54 (65.23)  67.14 (54.32) | 73.70 (68.98) | 65.75 (49.31)
XGB 77.38 (73.72) | 82.95 (81.25)  80.06 (77.67)  80.75 (78.06) | 82.61 (80.94)  83.02 (81.22)  82.12 (80.08) | 83.67 (82.05) | 81.57 (79.37)
MLP 74.32 (72.36) | 74.22 (72.31)  76.31 (74.02)  75.18 (73.46) | 76.00 (74.54)  75.83 (74.55)  77.11 (75.47) | 77.69 (76.19) | 75.83 (74.11)
VGG (feat.) 75.56 (73.21) | 77.57 (75.8)  78.99 (76.94)  78.78 (76.74) | 78.78 (77.22)  78.82 (77.23)  80.17 (78.39) | 80.66 (79.17) | 78.67 (68.31)
ResNet (feat.) 69.38 (65.26) 74.27 (71.48) 71.74 (68.46) 72.85 (69.15) 75.49 (72.71) 74.65 (71.83) 73.61 (70.67) 76.39 (74.28) 73.55 (70.48)
VGG (raw) 63.83 (63.23) | 67.73 (66.97)  66.95 (66.11)  67.62 (66.95) | 70.12 (69.2) 71.45 (70.5) 71.76 (71.07) | 73.87 (73.00) | 69.17 (68.38)
ResNet (raw) 61.95 (59.75) | 64.49 (62.14)  60.90 (57.45)  66.68 (64.85) | 64.41 (62.82)  70.04 (67.69)  68.71 (66.37) | 69.96 (67.04) | 65.89 (63.51)
Mean 67.72 (62.70) | 70.97 (61.92)  70.11 (66.03)  70.78 (66.64) | 72.23 (58.91)  73.42 (70.95)  73.08 (70.10) | 74.78 (72.64)

TABLE IX: The accuracy and F1 scores for the classifiers in LOSO binary setup.

Modalities
EEG, ECG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, ECG

Models EEG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, Gaze EDA Gaze Gaze EDA. Gaze Mean

AB 62.30 (46.81) | 66.58 (59.47)  63.01 (54.57) 64.81 (53.53) | 67.86 (62.22)  66.80 (60.05)  66.92 (59.68) | 69.14 (63.60) | 65.93 (57.49)
DT 54.63 (49.73) | 60.33 (54.82)  57.94 (53.07)  57.57 (53.77) | 60.97 (56.91)  62.13 (57.25)  61.19 (56.73) | 62.00 (57.02) | 59.60 (54.91)
NB 47.80 (43.54) | 48.94 (45.80)  48.16 (44.71)  49.00 (45.06) | 49.85 (47.52)  49.85 (47.11)  49.15 (45.71) | 50.35 (48.06) | 49.14 (45.94)
KNN 58.21 (53.11) | 61.45(58.09)  60.83 (56.10)  66.03 (61.42) | 62.51 (59.51)  65.55 (61.10)  67.06 (62.48) | 65.60 (61.36) | 63.40 (59.15)
LDA 57.06 (49.61) | 59.87 (55.67)  62.95(56.99)  60.45 (54.25) | 63.15(58.60)  61.88 (57.75)  64.45 (58.97) | 64.73 (60.26) | 61.82 (56.51)
RF 63.82 (50.97) | 65.76 (56.84)  66.64 (56.73)  65.79 (54.20) | 67.95(59.92)  66.50 (57.90)  68.94 (60.48) | 70.15 (62.39) | 66.94 (57.43)
SVM 62.01 (37.65) | 59.85 (37.84)  61.80 (37.91)  62.56 (42.96) | 61.48 (45.71)  66.26 (59.40)  65.94 (51.89) | 68.53 (62.79) | 63.55 (47.02)
XGB 62.98 (52.34) | 66.61 (60.53)  66.39 (59.34)  66.67 (59.96) | 69.37 (64.01)  68.81 (63.20)  69.73 (64.01) | 71.48 (66.07) | 67.76 (61.18)
MLP 57.86 (51.98) | 63.64 (57.90)  63.44 (58.13)  61.45 (57.43) | 64.48 (60.33)  61.32 (57.15)  65.72 (60.94) | 64.51 (59.41) | 62.80 (57.91)
VGG (feat.) 70.70 (64.22) | 74.72 (70.68)  73.01 (68.08)  74.68 (69.91) | 76.17 (71.72)  76.04 (71.83)  75.49 (71.34) | 75.52 (72.44) | 74.54 (70.03)
ResNet (feat.) | 67.45 (61.39) | 75.90 (71.62)  72.20 (66.48)  72.85 (67.53) | 74.23 (69.28)  74.42 (70.32)  74.89 (69.49) | 74.59 (69.55) | 73.32 (68.21)
VGG (raw) 65.00 (58.92) | 63.67 (57.59)  67.18 (60.78)  65.37 (59.81) | 67.37 (60.84)  64.97 (58.51)  66.47 (61.79) | 67.18 (61.37) | 65.90 (59.95)
ResNet (raw) 65.79 (57.58) | 63.99 (56.73)  69.03 (61.67)  68.03 (61.12) | 68.74 (61.88)  66.67 (59.63)  66.50 (62.16) | 67.69 (61.88) | 67.06 (60.33)
Mean 61.20 (52.14) | 63.95 (57.20)  64.04 (56.50)  64.25 (57.00) | 65.70 (59.88)  65.48 (60.09)  66.34 (60.44) | 67.04 (62.02)




TABLE X: The accuracy and F1 scores for the classifiers in 10-fold ternary setup.

Modalities
EEG, ECG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, ECG

Models EEG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, Gaze EDA Gaze Gaze EDA. Gaze Mean

AB 4620 (38.35) | 51.84 (48.65)  51.56 (48.78)  50.12 (44.48) | 53.52 (51.62) 54.66 (51.69)  52.56 (49.66) | 55.31 (53.15) | 51.97 (43.30)
DT 48.95 (48.77) | 56.03 (56.08)  52.08 (51.85)  52.70 (52.26) | 57.48 (57.36)  58.82 (58.88)  56.14 (55.85) | 58.13 (58.16) | 55.04 (54.90)
NB 3493 (29.77) | 37.13 (33.00) 3747 (33.77)  36.58 (31.86) | 39.50 (36.55)  38.78 (35.06)  38.64 (35.23) | 40.50 (37.74) | 37.94 (34.12)
KNN 5459 (53.95) | 51.60 (50.81) 5634 (55.90)  62.22 (62.01) | 52.46 (51.67)  57.06 (56.33)  63.05 (62.87) | 58.61 (57.93) | 56.99 (56.43)
LDA 53.01 (51.93) | 5827 (58.09)  58.13 (57.82)  54.93 (54.33) | 61.02 (61.00)  59.43 (59.23)  58.03 (57.89) | 61.84 (61.84) | 58.08 (57.77)
RF 63.56 (63.04) | 6841 (6842)  69.34 (69.17)  68.30 (68.03) | 7157 (71.63)  70.40 (7039)  71.67 (11.76) | 72.67 (72.86) | 69.49 (69.41)
SVM 4101 (21.66) | 4638 (37.78) 4173 (24.17) 4875 (42.59) | 4840 (41.25) 53.01 (50.34) 50.39 (45.38) | 53.83 (51.60) | 47.96 (39.35)
XGB 64.49 (64.14) | 70.78 (71.01) 7174 (71.69)  71.19 (71.22) | 73.50 (73.76) 7291 (73.15)  73.60 (73.61) | 74.08 (74.26) | 71.54 (71.61)
MLP 5844 (57.72) | 61.50 (60.64)  61.12 (60.90)  62.63 (62.22) | 62.80 (62.66)  63.08 (63.09)  63.84 (63.83) | 63.25 (63.26) | 62.08 (61.79)
VGG (feat.) 62.12 (60.92) | 62.85 (62.21)  64.44 (63.91)  65.38 (64.88) | 65.76 (6537)  64.03 (63.43)  67.12 (66.72) | 66.67 (66.04) | 64.80 (64.19)
ResNet (feat) | 47.19 (44.61) | 55.52(53.74) 5191 (50.66)  51.39 (49.41) | 56.15 (55.48)  54.86 (53.88)  53.19 (52.24) | 55.63 (54.67) | 53.23 (51.84)
VGG (raw) 47.85 43.7) | 5543 (5137) 5648 (51.61)  56.68 (52.24) | 61.76 (57.96)  62.89 (58.3)  63.44 (59.41) | 66.33 (62.93) | 58.86 (54.69)
ResNet (raw) | 50.82 (37.41) | 56.56 (50.09)  53.67 (44.25)  56.37 (49.93) | 60.62 (54.07)  59.38 (54.49)  61.05 (56.39) | 64.84 (60.60) | 57.91 (50.90)
Mean 51.78 (47.38) | 5635 (53.99)  55.85 (52.65)  56.71 (54.27) | 58.81 (36.95)  59.18 (57.56) _ 59.44 (57.76) | 60.90 (39.62)

TABLE XI: The accuracy and F1 scores for the classifiers in LOSO ternary setup.
Modalities
EEG, ECG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, ECG

Models EEG EEG, ECG EEG, EDA EEG, Gaze EDA Gaze Gaze EDA. Gaze Mean

AB 3779 (27.09) | 42.13 (34.39) 4256 (36.04)  43.88 (36.63) | 44.26 (38.46) 4542 (37.95) 46,03 (39.76) | 47.65 (41.81) | 43.15 (35.76)
DT 35.83 (33.35) | 40.15 (37.63)  37.37 (34.68)  37.69 (34.8) | 3577 (33.02) 4032 (37.76)  37.58 (35.42) | 39.15 (37.17) | 37.82 (35.24)
NB 3328 (263) | 33.81 (27.37)  33.02 (27.85)  34.27 (28.04) | 3323 (28.40) 3471 (28.59)  33.93 (29.18) | 34.08 (29.40) | 33.75 (27.96)
KNN 35.19 (32.87) | 39.19 (37.06)  37.40 (34.97)  44.03 (41.90) | 39.24 (37.31)  41.51 (39.82)  44.78 (42.45) | 41.69 (40.04) | 40.19 (38.05)
LDA 36.18 (33.64) | 40.23 (37.02) 4033 (37.61) 3843 (36.29) | 4231 (39.07)  40.02 (37.22)  40.96 (38.78) | 41.03 (38.45) | 39.78 (37.09)
RF 37.02 (32.58) | 40.15 (37.54)  39.97 (36.05)  43.03 (39.93) | 4228 (40.15)  43.11 (40.13)  45.31 (42.38) | 44.96 (42.76) | 41.55 (38.39)
SVM 38.48 (20.41) | 39.66 (31.73)  38.42 (21.00)  42.46 (34.15) | 39.83 (33.22)  44.69 (40.43)  43.13 (35.87) | 45.05 (41.22) | 40.95 (30.97)
XGB 36.09 (32.83) | 40.06 (38.11)  41.63 (38.50)  43.26 (41.51) | 44.48 (4231) 4344 (40.82)  46.14 (43.77) | 47.10 (44.68) | 42.16 (39.69)
MLP 3830 (34.11) | 39.30 (36.70)  41.44 (36.83)  44.23 (41.10) | 42.04 (38.88)  41.68 (38.99)  46.05 (42.65) | 42.94 (40.38) | 41.86 (38.47)
VGG (feat.) 4921 (43.75) | 5434 (48.93)  51.83 (47.64)  54.67 (49.85) | 5439 (50.96)  53.64 (49.99)  56.16 (52.17) | 56.88 (52.98) | 53.46 (49.04)
ResNet (feat.) | 47.30 (42.08) | 52.82 (49.44)  53.44 (47.1) 5023 (46.15) | 5531 (50.65)  53.81 (49.49)  53.26 (49.16) | 55.70 (51.02) | 52.31 (47.72)
VGG (raw) 5791 (44.12) | 60.84 (47.61)  58.86 (44.83)  58.08 (44.08) | 61.29 (49.18)  63.04 (49.47)  57.01 (45.06) | 63.56 (49.39) | 59.58 (46.34)
ResNet (raw) | 58.13 (42.54) | 60.86 (47.30) 58.22 (43.81)  60.37 (45.90) | 60.12 (46.68)  64.53 (51.40)  58.65 (46.27) | 61.55 (49.93) | 60.13 (46.27)
Mean 4150 (34.28) | 44.80 (39.29) 44.19 (37.45) 45.74 (40.03) | 45.73 (40.64) 4692 (41.70)  46.85 (41.76) | 47.80 (43.02)

V. BENCHMARKING RESULTS

Here, we present the results of the benchmarking study for
binary and ternary classification in both validation schemes.
We also present a comparison for the different multimodal
setups in our experiments. The detailed results are presented in
Tables VIII, IX, X, and XI. In these tables, bold values denote
the highest, while underline represents the second-highest. As
we observe in Table VIII, for 10-fold cross-validation in the
binary setup, we obtain the highest accuracy of 83.67% with
the XGB classifier. This performance is achieved when all 4
modalities are used. This is followed by 83.02% as the second
best obtained with EEG with ECG and Gaze by the same
classifier. Comparing the average values obtained for different
modality setups indicates that as expected, EEG, ECG, EDA,
and Gaze altogether outperform the rest, followed by tri-
modal, bi-modal, and uni-modal setups, respectively. Looking
at the average values for all the models we observe that the
XGB classifier generally outperforms the rest followed by RF.
Among the 4 different deep learning variants in this setup, we
notice that VGG trained with features from all 4 modalities
outperforms the other 3 scenarios.

In Table IX, for the binary LOSO evaluation scheme, we
observe that the highest accuracy of 76.17% is obtained by
the VGG-style network trained with features. This accuracy is
obtained using 3 modalities, namely EEG, ECG and EDA.
The second best accuracy, 76.04%, is achieved with the
combination of EEG, ECG, and Gaze. Comparing the average
values from different modality setups, we observe that the
highest accuracy is obtained by the multimodal scenario with

all 4 modalities, followed by the tri-modal, bi-modal, and uni-
modal setups respectively. From the average values for each
model, we can deduce that the VGG-style model trained on
features performs the best, followed by the ResNet-style model
trained on features.

We present the results for the ternary 10-fold setup in
Table X, and we observe that the best result of 74.08% is
achieved with the machine learning classifier, XGB. This result
is obtained when EEG is trained along with all 3 auxiliary
modalities. The second best accuracy of 73.60% is obtained
with the same classifier when EEG, EDA, and Gaze are used
together. Comparing the average results for each modality
setup, we find that as expected, the using all 4 modalities
outperforms the rest while the best performing average result
is achieved by the XGB classifier. Among the 4 deep learning
models, the VGG-style model outperforms the other 3 when
trained with features. Here, the highest accuracy of 67.12%
is obtained when trained with 3 modalities EEG, EDA, and
Gaze.

Lastly, Table XI shows us the result in the LOSO ternary
setup. The highest result obtained is 64.53% when using
the ResNet-style network trained with the raw data with
3 modalities namely EEG, ECG, and Gaze. Following, the
second highest accuracy of 63.56% is obtained by the VGG-
style network trained on raw data from all 4 modalities.
The average results of various modality setups show that the
multimodal setup with all 4 modalities achieves the highest
accuracy. The average highest accuracy is obtained using the
ResNet-style model followed by the VGG-style model both



when trained with raw data.

In the end, to summarize our findings above, we observe
that both classical machine learning and deep learning models
possess the ability to distinguish between different levels
of driver cognitive loads. As expected, we find that ternary
classification is more challenging than binary, while LOSO
on the other hand proves more difficult than 10-fold. In
terms of modalities, multimodal setups generally provide more
information regarding driver cognitive load, with EEG, ECG,
EDA and Gaze showing the best performances.

A. Limitations

While our work makes significant contributions to the area,
there exist a few areas in which our work could be improved.
For instance, using a driving simulator versus real vehicles
offers a safe alternative, reduces the risk of accidents and
injuries, and allows us to design very specific driving scenarios
by controlling the weather, time of day, road conditions, obsta-
cles, number of cars on the road, etc., that are applicable across
all the participants. On the other hand, the disadvantage of
using a simulator is the possibility of participants experiencing
SAS, as well as limited motion and the use of generated
graphics that may not fully replicate the experience of real-
world driving.

The number of participants (6M+15F = total of 21) in our
study is in line with other datasets such as SEED (7M+8F
= total of 15), SEED-IV (TM+8F = total of 15), SEED-VIG
(11M+12F = total of 23), and others. However, we acknowl-
edge that adding more participants and further balancing the
demographics in terms of factors such as gender can help
increase generalization of the findings and improve diversity
in the data, which can lead to more effective machine learning
models.

Lastly, another area that could be discussed is the use
of participant-reported subjective measurements for cognitive
load. It should be noted that while advanced brain scanning
technologies could be used to measure cognitive load more
objectively, such self-reported methods are consistently relied
upon in the literature to obtain labels or scores with which
to train machine learning models. Additionally, the fact that
the trained models are capable of making strong predictions,
points to the reliability of the output labels. To reduce the
possible subjectivity of self-reported scores, larger datasets
may be used, in addition to deep learning paradigms such
as weakly supervised or partial-label learning.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented CL-Drive, a new multimodal
cognitive load dataset collected during simulated driving. Our
dataset, which we made public, contains EEG, ECG, EDA, and
Gaze data from 21 participants in a variety of different driving
conditions. Subjective self-reported cognitive load scores were
recorded at 10-second intervals throughout the experiment,
making it a very rich and dense dataset in terms of both modal-
ities and labels. We also provided benchmarks by evaluating
our dataset in both binary and ternary label distributions for

both LOSO as well as k-fold evaluation schemes. The CL-
Drive dataset can have various applications in the field of
transportation, driver safety, and human-machine interaction.
The dataset can be used to assess the cognitive workload
experienced by drivers in various driving scenarios, such as
high-traffic conditions, adverse weather, or during complex
maneuvers. Overall, the CL-Drive dataset has the potential to
improve road safety, enhance driver experience, and contribute
to the development of more intelligent and human-centered
transportation systems.
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