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Abstract

Recent advancements in 3D object detection have ben-
efited from multi-modal information from the multi-view
cameras and LiDAR sensors. However, the inherent dis-
parities between the modalities pose substantial challenges.
We observe that existing multi-modal 3D object detection
methods heavily rely on the LiDAR sensor, treating the cam-
era as an auxiliary modality for augmenting semantic de-
tails. This often leads to not only underutilization of cam-
era data but also significant performance degradation in
scenarios where LiDAR data is unavailable. Additionally,
existing fusion methods overlook the detrimental impact of
sensor noise induced by environmental changes, on detec-
tion performance. In this paper, we propose MEFormer
to address the LiDAR over-reliance problem by harness-
ing critical information for 3D object detection from every
available modality while concurrently safeguarding against
corrupted signals during the fusion process. Specifically,
we introduce Modality Agnostic Decoding (MOAD) that ex-
tracts geometric and semantic features with a shared trans-
former decoder regardless of input modalities and provides
promising improvement with a single modality as well as
multi-modality. Additionally, our Proximity-based Modality
Ensemble (PME) module adaptively utilizes the strengths of
each modality depending on the environment while mitigat-
ing the effects of a noisy sensor. Our MEFormer achieves
state-of-the-art performance of 73.9% NDS and 71.5%
mAP in the nuScenes validation set. Extensive analyses val-
idate that our MEFormer improves robustness against chal-
lenging conditions such as sensor malfunctions or environ-
mental changes. The source code is available at https:
//github.com/hanchaa/MEFormer

*equal contribution.
†Corresponding author.

1. Introduction

Multi-sensor fusion, which utilizes information from di-
verse sensors such as LiDAR and multi-view cameras, has
recently become mainstream in 3D object detection [13, 16,
35, 36, 39]. Point clouds from the LiDAR sensor provide
accurate geometric information of the 3D space and images
from the multi-view camera sensors provide rich semantic
information. The effective fusion of these two modalities
leads to state-of-the-art performance in 3D object detec-
tion by compensating for insufficient information of each
modality.

However, as discussed in Yu et al. [42], previous frame-
works [1, 10, 27, 28] have LiDAR reliance problem that pri-
marily relies on LiDAR modality and treats camera modal-
ity as an extra modality for improving semantic informa-
tion, even though recent studies [11, 12, 14] show that the
geometric information can also be extracted solely from
camera modality. The LiDAR reliance problem makes the
framework fail to extract geometric information from cam-
era modality, which results in missing objects that can only
be found by the camera e.g., distant objects. This problem
is exacerbated when the LiDAR sensor is malfunctioning.
In LiDAR missing scenarios during inference, although the
model is trained with both modalities, it shows inferior per-
formance to the same architecture trained only with cam-
era modality or even completely fails to perform the detec-
tion task (see the left graph of Fig. 1). Moreover, previ-
ous works [13, 16] simply fuse the point feature and image
pixel feature in the same coordinate in Bird’s-Eyes-View
(BEV) space without considering the disparities between
two modalities. In a challenging environment where one
modality exhibits weak signals, such as at night time, prior
works may suffer from a negative fusion that the defective
information from a noisy modality adversely affects the cor-
rect information obtained from another modality, which re-
sults in corrupted detection performance as shown in the
right side of Fig. 1.

In this paper, we introduce the Modality Ensemble
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Figure 1. Left: Comparison of performance drop in sensor missing scenarios. MEFormer shows the smallest performance degradation
compared to previous works. Specifically, CMT [36] shows 32% mAP drop and BEVFusion [16] shows 68.3% mAP drop while ours shows
only 29% mAP drop in camera only scenario. Right: Illustration of negative fusion. Although the prediction by a single modality (e.g.,
Camera) is correct, the multimodal predictions are often negatively affected by inaccurate unimodal signals, resulting in misclassification.

transFormer, dubbed MEFormer, which effectively lever-
ages the inherent characteristics of both LiDAR and camera
modalities to tackle the LiDAR reliance and negative fusion
problems. First, inspired by multi-task learning [20, 44], we
propose the Modality-Agnostic Decoding (MOAD) train-
ing strategy to enhance the ability of the transformer de-
coder in extracting both geometric and semantic informa-
tion regardless of input modalities. In addition to the multi-
modal decoding branch, which takes both modalities as in-
put, we introduce auxiliary tasks, where the transformer de-
coder finds objects with single-modal decoding branches
that take only a single modality as input. This alleviates
the LiDAR reliance problem by enabling the decoder to ex-
tract the information needed for 3D object detection from
individual modalities. In addition, we propose Proximity-
based Modality Ensemble (PME), which alleviates the neg-
ative fusion problem. A simple cross-attention mechanism
with our proposed attention bias generates a final box pre-
diction by integrating the box candidates from all modal-
ity decoding branches. PME adaptively aggregates the box
features from each modality decoding branch depending on
the environment and mitigates the noise that may occur in
the multi-modal decoding branch. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that MEFormer exhibits superior performance.
Especially in challenging environments such as sensor mal-
function, MEFormer shows robust performance compared
to previous works.

Our contributions are summarized as:
• We propose a novel training strategy Modality-agnostic

Decoding (MOAD), which is effective in addressing the
LiDAR reliance problem by better utilizing information
from all modalities.

• We introduce the Proximity-based Modality Ensemble
(PME) module, which adaptively aggregates box predic-
tions from three decoding branches of MOAD to prevent

the negative fusion problem.
• MEFormer achieves the state-of-the-art 3D object detec-

tion performance on nuScenes dataset. We also show
promising performance in challenging environments.

2. Related Work
Camera-based 3D Object Detection. The field of camera-
based 3D object detection has witnessed numerous recent
advances in autonomous driving. Some previous stud-
ies [7, 21, 23, 32], have proposed a method to lift 2D fea-
tures into 3D space by predicting pixel-wise depth from a
camera. Despite its simplicity and good performance, this
approach is constrained by its dependence on accurate depth
prediction. Other works [12, 14, 15, 38] introduce leverag-
ing 3D queries and employing transformer attention mech-
anisms to find the corresponding 2D features. In particular,
PETR [14] showed efficacy in encoding 3D coordinates into
image features through positional encoding, implicitly de-
ducing 3D-2D correspondences and achieving good perfor-
mance. However, relying solely on a camera sensor for 3D
perception, while advantageous due to its lower cost than a
LiDAR sensor, faces limitations stemming from the inher-
ent ambiguity in predicting 3D features from the 2D image.
Multi-modal 3D Object Detection. In the domain of 3D
object detection for autonomous driving, multi-modal de-
tection methods that leverage data from both LiDAR sen-
sors and multi-view cameras achieve state-of-the-art per-
formance. These two sensors provide complementary in-
formation to each other, prompting numerous studies [3,
4, 9, 22, 27, 28, 41] to explore methodologies for learning
through these both modality. TransFusion [1] and DeepFu-
sion [10] introduce a transformer-based method that utilizes
LiADR features as queries, and image features as keys and
values. Meanwhile, BEVFusion [13, 16] shows commend-
able performance by lifting 2D features into a unified Bird’s
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Figure 2. The overall architecture of MEFormer. In our framework, we employ two modalities: one dedicated to the image (camera) and
the other to the point clouds (LiDAR). The camera and LiDAR backbones simultaneously extract the feature maps from both the image
and point clouds. Then, three modality decoding branches process the initial object query Q. Each modality decoding branch has the
transformer decoder f which shares parameters with all other modality decoding branches. Each uses different combinations of modalities
as key and value, e.g., LiDAR + camera (LC), LiDAR (L), and camera (C), resulting in the box features ZLC , ZL, and ZC , respectively.
During training, the predicted boxes of each modality decoding branch are separately supervised by ground truth boxes. Finally, the PME
module based on cross-attention acquires ZLC for query and ZLC , ZL, and ZC for key and value, generating the final ensembled box
features Ze. The predicted boxes derived from Ze are also supervised by the ground truth boxes.

Eye View (BEV) space following LSS [21], and subse-
quently applying a 3D detector head. DeepInteraction [39]
applies iterative cross-attention by extracting queries from
each modality to fully exploit modality-specific informa-
tion. SparseFusion [35] learns sparse candidates acquired
via modality-specific detectors and fuses these sparse can-
didates to generate the final outputs. CMT [36] aggregates
information into a query with the assistance of modality po-
sitional embedding to generate final boxes. However, most
previous studies are highly dependent on LiDAR modality,
not fully exploiting the information inherent in each modal-
ity. Furthermore, the modality fusion methods often over-
look the distinctions between modalities, leading to a degra-
dation of robustness in scenarios where a specific sensor in-
troduces noise.

Robust Multi-Modality Fusion. In real-world driving sce-
narios, sensor failures are prevalent and adversely affect the
stability required for autonomous driving [6, 25, 34, 42, 43,
47]. Apart from a simple sensor missing, external envi-
ronment noise or sensor malfunctions can severely impair
robust 3D perception. While many studies [1, 10, 13, 16,
35, 39] have explored robust 3D detection through multi-
sensor fusion, they primarily focus on achieving superior
performance on complete multi-modal inputs. However, re-
liance on an ideal sensor results in significant performance
degradation when a specific sensor malfunctions, diminish-
ing the effectiveness of the fusion approach compared to uti-

lizing a single modality. Specifically, existing fusion meth-
ods heavily rely on LiDAR modality, and the camera is used
in an auxiliary role, resulting in inferior performance in the
case of LiDAR corruption [42]. In this paper, we propose
a framework that reduces reliance on specific modalities,
mitigates the negative fusion problem, and achieves robust
detection performance even in scenarios involving noise or
sensor missing.

3. Method
In this section, we propose MEFormer, a robust 3D ob-

ject detection framework with modality-agnostic decoding
and modality ensemble module. The overall architecture
is illustrated in Fig. 2. We start with a brief review of the
cross-modal transformer in Sec. 3.1, and then, in Sec. 3.2,
we present the modality-agnostic decoding that enables
fully extracting features for 3D object detection from each
modality to reduce reliance on LiDAR modality. Finally,
in Sec. 3.3, we introduce a proximity-based modality en-
semble module to adaptively integrate box predictions from
each decoding branch while preventing negative fusion in
the modality fusion process.

3.1. Preliminaries

Cross modal transformer (CMT) [36] is a recent frame-
work that uses a transformer decoder to aggregate infor-
mation from both modalities into object queries. In CMT,



the modality-specific backbone first extracts modality fea-
tures e.g., VoVNet [8] for camera and VoxelNet [45] for Li-
DAR. Then, they localize 3D bounding boxes using a trans-
former decoder f with modality-specific position embed-
dings that help object queries aggregate information from
both modalities simultaneously. Given the flattened LiDAR
BEV features XL ∈ R(HL∗WL)×D and camera image fea-
tures XC ∈ R(NC∗HC∗WC)×D, CMT can be formulated as:

Z = f(Q, [XL;XC ]), (1)

where Q denotes a set of learnable object queries and [;]
indicates the concatenation. HL,WL, HC , and WC denote
the height and width of the LiDAR BEV feature map and
camera image feature map respectively, and NC indicates
the number of cameras.

CMT is an effective framework but it has some draw-
backs discussed in Sec. 1. First, when a LiDAR is missing,
CMT lacks the ability to extract geometric information from
the camera modality, resulting in substantial performance
degradation. Second, when a specific modality shows cor-
rupted signals, information from it may act as noise when
aggregating information from both modalities simultane-
ously. In the following sections, we will demonstrate how
to mitigate these issues.

3.2. Modality-Agnostic Decoding

For the cross-modal transformer to maximize the use of
both modalities, both geometric and semantic information
should be extracted from each modality without relying on
a specific one. To this end, we propose a modality-agnostic
decoding (MOAD) training scheme, that allows a trans-
former decoder to fully decode information for 3D object
detection regardless of input modalities.

First, we randomly sample learnable anchor positions in
the 3D space from uniform distributions and set their posi-
tional embeddings to the initial object queries Q ∈ RN×D

following PETR [14]. Then Q is processed by multiple
decoding branches, each using different modality combina-
tions as an input. This can be formulated as:

ZLC = f(Q, [XL;XC ]), (2)
ZL = f(Q,XL), (3)
ZC = f(Q,XC), (4)

where f is a shared transformer decoder and ZLC , ZL,
and ZC denote box features from each modality decoding
branch. Note that Q is shared across multiple decoding
branches. We generate modality-specific positional embed-
dings ΓL and ΓC following [14, 36], and ΓL +ΓC ,ΓL, and
ΓC are used as positional embedings for queries when gen-
erating ZLC , ZL, and ZC respectively. Then, we predict
the final box prediction B̂m and classification score P̂m via

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Attention bias   Far Near

Figure 3. Illustration of our proximity-based modality ensem-
ble module. PME takes box features ZLC as query and ZLC , ZL,
and ZC as key and value. To reduce the interaction between irrel-
evant boxes, we calculate the attention bias M based on the center
distance between the predicted boxes. Then, we add attention bias
M to the attention logit before applying the softmax function.

modality-agnostic box head h:

B̂m = hreg(Zm), P̂m = hcls(Zm), (5)

where m = {LC,L,C} indicates the set of modality de-
coding branch.

We use Hungarian matching between ground truth boxes
and predicted boxes from each modality decoding branch
respectively for loss computation. The loss function from
each modality decoding branch Lm can be formulated as:

Lm = ωregLreg(B, B̂m) + ωclsLcls(P, P̂m), (6)

and overall loss function of MOAD is defined as:

LMOAD = ωLCLLC + ωLLL + ωCLC . (7)

We use the focal loss for classification loss and L1 loss for
box regression.

Note that applying Hungarian matching and computing
loss function separately for each modality decoding branch
helps fully decode information regardless of input modality.
By minimizing the shared transformer decoder with the loss
function LL and LC , modality backbones and transformer
decoder learn to extract both geometric and semantic in-
formation from each modality without relying o3n specific
modality. In addition, minimizing LLC helps the shared
transformer learn how to fuse rich information from both
modalities effectively. At test time, we only use the multi-
modal decoding branch for final box prediction, resulting in
higher performance without additional computational cost.

3.3. Proximity-based Modality Ensemble

As discussed in [19, 30], there are challenging environ-
ments where one modality outperforms the other, such as at
night or sensor malfunction environments. In this case, ag-
gregating information from both LiDAR and camera modal-
ities simultaneously may suffer from negative fusion, which
leads to poor box prediction as discussed in Sec. 1. To this



end, we propose a novel proximity-based modality ensem-
ble (PME) module that adaptively integrates box features
from every modality decoding branch of MOAD.

Given the set of the box features Zm from each modality
decoding branch, ZLC is updated through a cross-attention
layer with the whole output features including itself. To
avoid the noise transfer caused by the interaction between
irrelevant box features, we introduce an attention bias M for
the cross-attention. To obtain the attention bias, we measure
the center distance between the predicted boxes from ZLC

and those from ZLC , ZL, and ZC . Then, we apply a linear
transformation with a learnable scaler α ∈ R1 and a bias
β ∈ R1. Given Zm and their corresponding center x, y
coordinates Φ̂m = {ϕ̂m,1, . . . , ϕ̂m,N} in the BEV space,
the attention bias M ∈ RN×3N can be formulated as:

Φ̂A = [Φ̂LC ; Φ̂L; Φ̂C ], (8)

Mi,j = α ∗ ||ϕ̂LC,i − ϕ̂A,j ||+ β. (9)

Then, we add attention bias M to the attention logit and
apply the softmax function to calculate attention scores.

Every set of the box features ZLC , ZL, and ZC are
linearly projected by modality-specific projection function
gLC , gL, and gC before the cross-attention layer. To sum-
marize, the overall architecture of the PME can be written
as:

Q′
m = gm(Zm), ∀m ∈ {LC,L,C}, (10)

Ze = fe(Q
′
LC , [Q

′
LC ;Q

′
L;Q

′
C ],M), (11)

where fe is a cross-attention layer for the modality ensem-
ble. We generate positional embeddings for queries and
keys using Φ̂LC , Φ̂L, and Φ̂C and MLPs. The final box pre-
diction B̂e and P̂e are generated by the box head he which
is another box head for the ensembled box features Ze, as:

B̂e = hreg
e (Ze), P̂e = hcls

e (Ze). (12)

For proximity-based modality ensemble loss, we apply
Hungarian matching between ground truth boxes and pre-
dicted boxes. The loss function of PME is defined as:

LPME = ωregLreg(B, B̂e) + ωclsLcls(P, P̂e), (13)

where Lreg and Lcls is the L1 loss and the focal loss respec-
tively following Eq. (6).

Note that the cross-attention mechanism helps our
framework adaptively select promising modalities de-
pending on the environment when predicting the final
box. MEFormer with PME shows remarkable perfor-
mance in challenging environments, which will be dis-
cussed in Sec. 4.4.

4. Experiments

In this section, we present comprehensive experiments of
our framework. First, we introduce the dataset, metrics, and
experimental settings. Then we demonstrate the effective-
ness of MEFormer through comparison with state-of-the-art
methods on the benchmark dataset. Additionally, we ana-
lyze the contribution of the proposed framework through
ablations and extensive experiments about various scenar-
ios.

4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets and Metrics. We evaluate MEFormer on the
nuScenes dataset [2], a large-scale benchmark dataset for
3D object detection. It includes point clouds collected with
32-beam LiDAR and 6 multi-view images of 1600×900
resolution. The dataset is composed of 1000 scenes and
split into 700, 150, and 150 scenes for training, validation,
and testing. We report 3D object detection performance
through mAP and NuScenes Detection Score (NDS). Un-
like the conventional Average Precision metric, nuScenes
mAP determines the box matches by considering center dis-
tance in Bird’s Eye View (BEV) space. A prediction is con-
sidered positive if the ground truth box lies within a certain
distance from the center of the prediction. This metric av-
erages results across 10 classes with 4 distance thresholds
(0.5m, 1m, 2m, 4m). NDS represents an integrated metric
considering mAP and various true positive metrics, which
consist of translation, scale, orientation, velocity, and at-
tributes.

4.2. Implementation details

Model. We implement MEFormer with MMDetection3D
framework [5]. We use VoVNet [8] for the camera modality
backbone and use images with a resolution of 1600 × 640
by cropping the upper region of the image. For the LiDAR
modality, VoxelNet [45] is used as a backbone. We set the
detection range to [−54.0m, 54.0m] and [−5.0m, 3.0m]
for the XY-axes and Z-axis, respectively, and the voxel size
is set to 0.075m. Our shared transformer decoder f of
MOAD has 6 cross-attention layers and PME has 1 cross-
attention layer.
Training. All experiments are conducted with a batch size
of 16 on 8 A6000 GPUs. Our model is trained through two
steps: 1) We first train MOAD without PME for 20 epochs
with CBGS [46]. We apply GT sampling augmentation for
the first 15 epochs and we do not apply for the last 5 epochs.
The initial learning rate is 1.0 ×10−4 and the cyclic learning
rate policy [24] is adapted. 2) Once the MOAD is trained,
we train PME module for 6 epochs with CBGS while freez-
ing the modality backbone and the rest of the transformer.
Note that we do not apply GT sampling augmentation in the
second stage. The initial learning rate is 1.0 ×10−4 and we



Method Modality Validation set Test set

NDS mAP NDS mAP

BEVDet [7] C - - 48.2 42.2
FCOS3D [31] C 41.5 34.3 42.8 35.8
PETR [14] C 44.2 37.0 45.5 39.1

SECOND [37] L 63.0 52.6 63.3 52.8
CenterPoint [40] L 66.8 59.6 67.3 60.3
TransFusion-L [1] L 70.1 65.1 70.2 65.5

PointAugmenting [28] L+C - - 71.0 66.8
FUTR3D [3] L+C 68.3 64.5 - -
UVTR [9] L+C 70.2 65.4 71.1 67.1
AutoAlignV2 [4] L+C 71.2 67.1 72.4 68.4
TransFusion [1] L+C 71.3 67.5 71.6 68.9
BEVFusion [13] L+C 72.1 69.6 73.3 71.3
BEVFusion [16] L+C 71.4 68.5 72.9 70.2
DeepInteraction [39] L+C 72.6 69.9 73.4 70.8
UniTR [29] L+C 73.3 70.5 74.5 70.9
MetaBEV [6] L+C 71.5 68.0 - -
SparseFusion [35] L+C 72.8 70.4 73.8 72.0
CMT [36] L+C 72.9 70.3 74.1 72.0

MEFormer (Ours) L+C 73.9 71.5 74.3 72.2

Table 1. Results on the nuScenes validation and test set.

adopt the cosine annealing learning rate policy with 1000
warm-up iterations [17]. AdamW [18] optimizer is adopted
for optimization in both stages. For the loss weights, we
set the ωreg and ωcls to 2.0 and 0.25 respectively following
DETR3D [33]. We empirically set ωLC , ωL, and ωC to 1.0
for MOAD.

4.3. Comparison to the state of the art framework

We compare our proposed model with existing baseline
models on the nuScenes dataset. To evaluate the model on
the test set, we submitted the detection results of MEFormer
to the nuScenes test server and report the performance. Note
that we did not use any test-time augmentation or ensem-
ble strategies during the inference. As shown in Table 1,
MEFormer outperforms other baseline models in terms of
both mAP and NDS with a significant margin. Specifically,
MEFormer attains a remarkable 73.9% NDS and 71.5%
mAP on the nuScenes validation set. On the test set, our
model achieves the best performance with 72.2% mAP and
the second best performance with 74.3% NDS compared
to the previous methods. This demonstrates that, although
MEFormer is originally proposed for tackling the sensor
missing or corruption scenarios, our proposed approach is
effective for enhancing overall detection performance as
well.

4.4. Robustness in challenging scenarios
4.4.1 Sensor missing

We introduce modality-agnostic decoding, a novel train-
ing strategy for leveraging a shared decoder to extract both
geometric and semantic information from each modality
while reducing heavy reliance on specific modalities. To
validate this, Table 2 presents the performance in environ-
ments where a single modality is missing at test time. Under
the absence of a camera or LiDAR sensor, our modality-
agnostic decoding (w/o PME) shows strong robustness,
demonstrating a significant performance gap compared to
other baselines. Specifically, in the camera-only scenario,
CMT shows 28.2% performance degradation in NDS while
ours shows 25.9%. Note that BEVFusion is completely im-
paired if only cameras are available, which means BEV-
Fusion fails to extract geometric information. Addition-
ally, the comparison between CMT-C, CMT-L, and CMT
shows that when one modality is missing, the framework
trained with both LiDAR and camera modalities exhibits
a performance degradation compared to those trained with
a single modality. This means CMT does not fully utilize
both geometric and semantic information from each modal-
ity, instead, it heavily relies on a specific modality. How-
ever, our framework shows the best performance by 69.5%
NDS and 63.6% mAP in the LiDAR-only scenarios and
48.0% NDS and 42.5% mAP in the camera-only scenar-



Method Modality Both LiDAR only Camera only

NDS mAP NDS mAP NDS mAP

PETR [14] C - - - - 44.2 37.0
CMT-C [36] C - - - - 46.0 40.6
CMT-L [36] L - - 68.6 62.4 - -

BEVFusion [16]† L+C 71.4 68.5 66.5 60.4 1.3 0.2
MetaBEV [6] L+C 71.5 68.0 69.2 63.6 42.6 39.0
CMT [36] L+C 72.9 70.3 68.1 61.7 44.7 38.3

Ours L+C 73.9 71.5 69.5 63.6 48.0 42.5

Table 2. Comparison of detection performance in sensor missing scenarios. Here, in the case where one sensor is missing, Ours does
not apply the PME. † denotes the results obtained using the OpenPCDet [26] reproduced weights.

Method Modality
LiDAR

Beam Reduction
Camera

Dirt Occlusion Night Rainy

NDS mAP NDS mAP NDS mAP NDS mAP

PETR [14]‡ C - - 30.6 17.9 24.2 17.2 50.6 41.9
Transfusion-L [1]† L 49.6 31.8 - - 43.5 37.5 69.9 64.0
BEVFusion [16]† L+C 55.3 43.2 68.9 63.7 45.7 42.2 72.1 68.1
DeepInteraction [39]‡ L+C 55.1 46.0 65.9 63.8 43.8 42.3 70.6 69.4

CMT [36] L+C 62.2 54.9 69.2 63.9 46.3 42.8 73.7 70.5
CMT w/ PME L+C 62.4 55.1 69.5 64.5 46.3 43.0 74.0 70.7

MOAD L+C 62.8 55.0 69.7 64.3 46.6 43.1 74.6 72.2
MOAD w/ PME L+C 63.4 55.9 69.9 64.6 46.8 43.7 74.9 72.2

Table 3. Comparison of detection performance in challenging scenarios. For the LiDAR malfunction scenario, we apply beam reduction
to 4 beams following BEVFusion [16]. For the camera, we randomly overlap dirt masks onto the camera images following [42]. †
and ‡ denote the results obtained using the OpenPCDet [26] reproduced weights and weight provided in the official GitHub repository
respectively.

ios. Through the application of modality-agnostic decoding
and the parameter-sharing mechanism in the transformer
decoder, our framework demonstrates better robustness in
both LiDAR-only and camera-only scenarios while mitigat-
ing the reliance on either modality.

4.4.2 Challenging scenarios
We propose modality-agnostic decoding to address the

LiDAR reliance problem and effectively extract the infor-
mation for 3D object detection regardless of input modal-
ities. However, potential drawbacks arise when aggregat-
ing both LiDAR features and camera features into a sin-
gle object query, as the modalities from different domains
may suffer from negative fusion when they are fused. To
prove that the proposed proximity-based modality ensemble
module is effective to address this problem, we evaluate the
MEFormer in LiDAR or camera corruption scenarios. As
presented in Table 3, our framework shows the best perfor-
mance in all scenarios. Specifically, compared to MOAD,
PME improves 0.9% mAP in the beam reduction scenario
and 0.3% mAP in the camera dirt occlusion scenario.

Also, performance comparison in challenging environ-
ments is presented in Table 3, and MEFormer outperforms
other frameworks for all challenging environments. Espe-
cially on rainy days where LiDAR shows noisy signals due
to the refraction of the laser by raindrops, MEFormer shows
a large performance gap (+1.2% NDS and +1.7% mAP)
compared to CMT. This result validates that our framework
fully leverages the camera modality in scenarios where Li-
DAR struggles. In addition, compared to MOAD, PME im-
proves mAP by 0.6% at night, where the camera modality
shows noisy signals due to dark images. This performance
gap validates that PME adaptively exploits desirable modal-
ities depending on the environment, avoiding negative fu-
sion.

4.4.3 Detection range
LiDAR sensor struggles to collect enough points of the

objects that are located far away from the ego car. This
often leads to the failure to detect distant objects, which
can be alleviated by utilizing the camera modality that has
dense signals. We show performance comparison across the



Method Modality Near Middle Far

NDS mAP NDS mAP NDS mAP

PETR [14]‡ C 53.8 53.1 40.2 31.8 25.7 14.5
TransFusion-L [1]† L 77.3 77.5 67.9 61.5 47.5 34.3
BEVFusion [16]† L+C 78.0 79.2 69.3 64.1 49.8 38.9
DeepInteraction [39]‡ L+C 75.3 78.6 67.9 65.4 48.4 40.8

CMT [36] L+C 79.4 81.0 70.9 65.8 52.6 42.5
CMT w/ PME L+C 79.6 81.1 71.1 66.1 52.9 42.9

MOAD L+C 80.4 82.3 71.7 66.8 53.4 43.6
MOAD w/ PME L+C 80.4 82.4 72.0 67.1 53.3 43.6

Table 4. Comparison of detection performance according to object distance. Near, middle, and far refer to distances under 20m,
between 20m and 30m, and over 30m, respectively. † and ‡ denote the results obtained using the OpenPCDet [26] reproduced weights and
weight provided in the official GitHub repository respectively.

MOAD PME NDS mAP

(a) 72.9 70.3
(b) ✓ 73.1 70.5
(c) ✓ 73.7 71.3
(d) ✓ ✓ 73.9 71.5

Table 5. Ablations for proposed modules. MOAD is modality-
agnostic decoding and PME indicates proximity-based modality
ensemble

various detection ranges to validate that MEFormer effec-
tively utilizes the camera modality. As shown in Table 4,
MEFormer outperforms previous frameworks for distant
objects. Specifically, introducing MOAD achieves 1.1%
mAP improvement compared to CMT, which proves that
MOAD helps extract geometric information from the cam-
era modality. In addition, PME improves the detection
performance of objects located at middle and far distances
compared to near distances. This validates that PME ad-
dresses the negative fusion of noisy LiDAR information.

5. Analysis

5.1. Ablation studies

We present ablation studies of the proposed training
strategy and module in Table 5. All experiments are con-
ducted on nuScenes validation set. First of all, as shown
in (b), adapting PME improves detection performance by
0.2% NDS and mAP compared to (a) which is identical to
CMT. Note that inputs ZL and ZC for the PME in (b) are
generated by a transformer decoder trained with only the
multi-modal decoding branch since our modality-agnostic
decoding is not yet applied. This shows that PME alone
helps improve the detection performance. Next, (c) shows
applying modality-agnostic decoding enhances the perfor-
mance by 0.8% NDS and 1.0% mAP. Note that only a multi-
modal decoding branch is used for the box prediction in (c)

Method FPS NDS mAP

DeepInteractioion 1.5 72.6 69.9
SparseFusion 2.3 72.8 70.4
CMT 3.4 72.9 70.3
Ours 3.1 73.9 71.5

Table 6. Comparison of inference speed and detection perfor-
mance. Voxelization time is included in the inference time follow-
ing CMT [36].

during inference time and there is no additional computa-
tion compared to (a). This empirical evidence verifies that
reducing reliance on a LiDAR sensor improves the detec-
tion performance in overall environments. In (d), we extend
our methodology to include both modality-agnostic decod-
ing and proximity-based modality ensemble. Applying both
MOAD and PME shows 1.0% NDS and 1.2% mAP per-
formance gain compared to (a), resulting in state-of-the-art
detection performance. Performance comparison between
(c) and (d) in challenging environments is discussed in Sec-
tion 4.4.2 and shows a larger performance gap compared to
that in the overall environments, which means PME is more
effective as the environment becomes more challenging.

5.2. Inference speed

We compare the inference speed of our framework with
previous frameworks and the result is shown in Table 6.

MEFormer shows 1.0% NDS and 1.2% mAP perfor-
mance improvement with only a 0.3 FPS reduction in in-
ference speed. Note that all results are measured on a single
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU and voxelization time is included
following [36].

5.3. Qualitative results

In this section, we validate the effectiveness of our
framework with qualitative results. First, Figure 4 shows
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Figure 4. Qualitative results of MOAD in nuScenes validation set. With MOAD detects a truck with the help of geometric information
in the camera modality while without MOAD fails.
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Figure 5. Qualitative results on multi-view images and BEV space at night time in nuScenes validation set. MEFormer shows
promising detection results for objects that are difficult to identify with the cameras. We provide additional ground truth boxes for those
objects to recognize easily in images.

that the transformer decoder trained with MOAD utilizes
the camera to successfully localize the truck that LiDAR
fails to detect, resulting in bounding boxes in the multi-
modal decoding branch as well. However, without MOAD,
all decoding branches fail to detect the same truck. This re-
sult validates that MOAD reduces the LiDAR reliance prob-
lem in the modality fusion process and helps the framework
utilize geometric information in camera modality.

Figure 5 shows qualitative results of MEFormer in the
dark environment, where the cameras show extremely cor-
rupted signals. In the front right camera, our framework
successfully detects two cars that are hard to recognize with
the camera. Additionally, in the back view camera, our
framework also detected the car in which a camera shows
corrupted signals due to the car’s headlight. Qualitative re-
sults validate that our framework shows competitive detec-
tion performance in challenging environments.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we present MEFormer, an effective frame-

work to fully leverage the LiDAR sensor and camera sen-
sors, addressing the LiDAR reliance problem. MEFormer is
trained to extract both geometric and semantic information
from each modality using the modality-agnostic decoding
training strategy, resulting in promising results in various
LiDAR malfunction scenarios as well as overall environ-
ments. In addition, the proximity-based modality ensemble
module shows another performance improvement by pre-
venting negative fusion in challenging environments. Ex-
tensive experiments validate that MEFormer achieves state-
of-the-art performance in various scenarios. We hope that
MEFormer can inspire further research in the field of robust
multi-modal 3D object detection.
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