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Abstract

Multi-agent collaborative perception enhances perceptual
capabilities by utilizing information from multiple agents
and is considered a fundamental solution to the prob-
lem of weak single-vehicle perception in autonomous driv-
ing. However, existing collaborative perception meth-
ods face a dilemma between communication efficiency
and perception accuracy. To address this issue, we pro-
pose a novel communication-efficient collaborative per-
ception framework based on supply-demand awareness
and intermediate-late hybridization, dubbed as CoSDH. By
modeling the supply-demand relationship between agents,
the framework refines the selection of collaboration re-
gions, reducing unnecessary communication cost while
maintaining accuracy. In addition, we innovatively in-
troduce the intermediate-late hybrid collaboration mode,
where late-stage collaboration compensates for the per-
formance degradation in collaborative perception under
low communication bandwidth. Extensive experiments on
multiple datasets, including both simulated and real-world
scenarios, demonstrate that CoSDH achieves state-of-
the-art detection accuracy and optimal bandwidth trade-
offs, delivering superior detection precision under real
communication bandwidths, thus proving its effectiveness
and practical applicability. The code will be released at
https://github.com/Xu2729/CoSDH.

1. Introduction
Collaborative perception allows multiple agents to ex-
change complementary perception information. It funda-
mentally addresses the issues of limited perception range,
sensor blind spots, and occlusion from obstacles inherent in
single-agent perception, thereby improving both the range
and accuracy of perception. Recent studies have demon-
strated that collaborative perception can be applied to var-
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ious autonomous driving tasks, including 3D object detec-
tion [5, 40, 41], semantic segmentation [21, 42], 3D occu-
pancy prediction [34], and trajectory prediction [47], ex-
hibiting enhanced performance and improved robustness to
occlusions, thus making it a crucial approach for advancing
autonomous driving systems.

Communication efficiency is a key issue in collabora-
tive perception. An early approach to improving com-
munication efficiency was to use autoencoders to com-
press the intermediate features that need to be transmit-
ted [41]. Later, communication-efficient methods such as
Where2comm [13] were proposed, which select important
and sparse foreground regions for collaboration. However,
these methods still lack sufficient precision in area selec-
tion and require more bandwidth than the real-world con-
straints1. As shown in Fig. 1a, when the bandwidth is
limited to 27 Mbps, Where2comm [13] experiences a de-
crease of about 1.5% in average precision (AP@0.7) on the
OPV2V [41] dataset with an intersection-over-union (IoU)
threshold of 0.7. When the bandwidth is further limited to 5
Mbps and 1 Mbps, AP@0.7 drops by approximately 7.5%
and 14.5%, respectively, even falling below the accuracy of
late fusion methods at the result level. This makes it diffi-
cult for existing collaborative perception methods to meet
the demands of practical applications.

In this paper, we first analyze the problem of select-
ing collaboration areas and refine this selection based on
the supply-demand relationship between agents. As shown
in Fig. 1b, for Ego, low-foreground confidence areas can
be divided into three types: Area 1 (low conficence due
to absence of foreground), Area 2 (low conficence due to
occlusion), and Area 3 (low conficence due to sparsity of
the point cloud). Although all three areas appear as back-
ground from the Ego’s perspective, Area 1 is well-observed
and does not require collaboration, while Areas 2 and 3,

1To the best of our knowledge, the common V2X communication ap-
proach uses IEEE 802.11p-based DSRC (Dedicated Short-Range Commu-
nications) technology [3, 25], which provides an information transmission
rate of approximately 27 Mbps.
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Late Fusion
(~0.7 Mbps)

(a) The 3D detection accuracy of Where2comm [13] and
CoSDH on OPV2V dataset [41] with different bandwidth
limit. Assume the number of collaborative agents is 4 and
detection frequency is 10Hz.

Area 1: Low confidence due 
to the absence of foreground

Area 2: Low confidence 
due to occlusion

Area 3: Low confidence 
due to sparsity of the 
point cloud

Ego

(b) Point cloud map and classification of areas with low foreground confidence. Although Area
1 has low confidence due to the absence of foreground, it allows for good observation without
collaboration. In contrast, Areas 2 and 3 exhibit poor observation and require collaboration, with
Area 2 having low confidence due to occlusion and Area 3 due to sparsity of the point cloud.

Figure 1. Issues of existing communication-efficient collaborative perception methods.

with poorer observation, need collaboration. Additionally,
to address the issue of significant accuracy degradation un-
der real bandwidth constraints, we propose that compen-
sating intermediate collaboration results with late fusion
is a feasible solution. As shown in Fig. 1a, late fusion
achieves much higher accuracy than Where2comm [13]
even with a bandwidth of approximately 0.7 Mbps, com-
pared to Where2comm’s accuracy with bandwidth less than
5 Mbps. So the use of intermediate-late hybrid collabora-
tion can greatly improve the accuracy lower bound under
low-bandwidth conditions.

Based on these insights, we propose CoSDH, a novel
communication-efficient collaborative perception frame-
work for 3D object detection. As shown in Fig. 2,
CoSDH consists of three key components: i) Supply-
demand-aware information selection, which chooses sparse
yet crucial regions for collaboration; ii) Intermediate fea-
ture transmission and fusion, which transmits and ef-
fectively aggregates information from multiple agents in
a communication-efficient manner; iii) Confidence-aware
late fusion, which compensates for the intermediate fu-
sion results at a minimal communication cost to im-
prove accuracy. To evaluate CoSDH, we conducted exten-
sive experiments on the simulation datasets OPV2V [41],
V2XSim [21], and the real-world dataset DAIR-V2X [46].
The experimental results show that i) In the baseline case,
CoSDH uses less bandwidth while achieving satisfactory
accuracy, demonstrating a better accuracy-bandwidth trade-
off; ii) Under the simulated real-world communication con-
dition with a total bandwidth limit of 27 Mbps, CoSDH ex-
periences less accuracy degradation and outperforms other
methods while using less bandwidth.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• We present CoSDH, an innovative communication-

efficient collaborative perception framework with better
accuracy-bandwidth trade-offs for 3D object detection.

• We propose a novel supply-demand-aware information
selection module, further refining the collaboration area
selection to achieve more efficient communication.

• We design a novel intermediate-late hybrid collaborative
perception paradigm, where confidence-aware late fusion
compensates for the intermediate fusion results to main-
tain high accuracy under low-bandwidth conditions.

• We conduct extensive experiments across multiple
datasets with bandwidth constraints set closer to real-
world conditions, and CoSDH achieves state-of-the-art
detection accuracy along with optimal bandwidth trade-
offs, demonstrating its feasibility in real-world collabora-
tive perception scenarios.

2. Related Work
2.1. 3D Object Detection
3D object detection, a key technology in autonomous driv-
ing, identifies and localizes objects in 3D scenes using en-
vironmental data from onboard sensors and can be catego-
rized into image-based, point-cloud-based, and multimodal-
fusion-based methods [27, 28, 30, 36]. Image-based meth-
ods can be further classified into monocular [7, 17, 38],
stereo [9, 19, 35], and multi-view [14, 48, 49] approaches
based on the number of onboard cameras. These methods
leverage the rich color and texture information of image,
along with its dense data representation, to achieve cost-
effective 3D perception for autonomous driving. However,
image-based methods are inherently limited by the lack of
depth information, which restricts their performance. In
contrast, point-cloud-based methods, which adopt voxel-
based [10, 43, 52], raw point cloud [29, 31, 50], or point-
voxel hybrid [8, 32, 33] representations, can fully leverage
the precise 3D geometric information provided by LiDAR,
significantly improving perception capabilities. Consider-
ing that point-cloud-based methods suffer from sparse char-
acteristic and lack rich semantic information, multimodal-
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fusion-based methods [24, 45, 51] further enhance perfor-
mance by leveraging the complementary advantages of dif-
ferent modalities.

However, these single-agent-based 3D object detection
methods are limited by sensor range and susceptible to oc-
clusion, making them unable to detect objects that are fur-
ther away or completely occluded. This paper focuses on
collaborative-perception-based 3D object detection meth-
ods, which improve detection performance by supplement-
ing the limitations of single-agent detection with informa-
tion from other agents.

2.2. Collaborative Perception

Collaborative perception can be categorized into early col-
laboration, intermediate collaboration, and late collabo-
ration based on the collaboration timing. Early collab-
oration [4, 6, 46] shares raw perception data, providing
good perception accuracy but with high bandwidth. Late
collaboration [21, 41] shares perception results, signifi-
cantly reducing bandwidth, but leads to a decline in per-
ception accuracy. Intermediate collaboration operates at
the feature level and can achieve a better trade-off be-
tween accuracy and bandwidth by adjusting the interme-
diate features transmitted [5, 12, 13, 20, 22, 23, 37, 40–
42], which is why it has been widely studied. Some of
this research has focused on improving perception accuracy.
FCooper [5] and CoFF [12] used manual modeling to fuse
multi-agent features. Who2com [23] and When2com [22]
perform selective communication and use attention-based
fusion. V2VNet [37] and DiscoNet [20] employ communi-
cation graph-based fusion methods. However, these meth-
ods typically transmit complete, uncompressed intermedi-
ate BEV features, leading to enormous bandwidth require-
ments, which makes them challenging to apply in practice.

To address the large bandwidth demand in collabora-
tive perception, AttFuse [41] was the first to use autoen-
coders to compress intermediate features along the chan-
nel dimension, which was later adopted by V2X-ViT [40],
CoBEVT [42] and others. However, this method leads to
significant accuracy degradation at high compression rates.
Where2comm [13] reduces bandwidth requirements by se-
lecting sparse but important foreground regions for collab-
oration while maintaining perception accuracy. However,
as bandwidth is further limited, perception accruacy still
rapidly degrades, potentially even falling below the accu-
racy of simple late collaboration methods. To address this
issue, this paper proposes a hybrid collaborative method
based on both intermediate and late collaboration, which ef-
ficiently compensates for the intermediate collaborative re-
sults using late collaboration under bandwidth constraints.
Furthermore, we also adopt and improve methods based on
auto-encoders and information selection to save bandwidth
while maintaining accuracy.

3. Method
3.1. Problem Definition
In this paper, we consider the problem of collaborative per-
ception with N agents. Let Xi and yi represent the raw
observation and the corresponding ground truth supervision
of the i-th agent, respectively, and let Pj→i be the message
sent from agent j to agent i. In the collaborative perception,
agent i aggregates its own observations and the messages
{Pj→i}Nj=1 sent from other agents to perform 3D object de-
tection task. Our goal is to maximize the collaborative per-
ception 3D object detection accuracy while ensuring that
each agent has a communication budget B:

ξΦ(B) = arg max
θ

N∑
i=1

g(Φθ(Xi, {Pj→i}Nj=1), yi), (1)

s.t.
N∑
j=1

|Pj→i| ≤ B (2)

where Φθ represents the collaborative perception 3D object
detection model, θ denotes the model parameters, |Pj→i|
represents the communication volume of the message sent
from agent j to agent i, and g(·, ·) denotes the 3D object
detection evaluation metric.

3.2. Overall Architecture
The overall architecture of the proposed CoSDH is shown in
Fig. 2. Each agent first processes its locally observed point
cloud Xi through a backbone network based on PointPil-
lar [18] and a demand generator to obtain multi-scale BEV
features {F (l)

i }l=1,2,...,L and a demand mask Di, respec-
tively. Considering the collaboration between Ego agent
i and collaborating agent j, agent j generates a supply
mask Sj from its multi-scale features {F (l)

j }l=1,2,..,L via
a supply generator, and multiplies it element-wise with
the received demand matrix to obtain the supply-demand
mask Mj→i. Agent j then performs supply-demand-
aware information selection by multiplying {F (l)

j }l=1,2,..,L

with Mj→i element-wise to obtain sparse spatial features
{Z(l)

j }l=1,2,..,L. Subsequently, agent j compresses the fea-
tures through an autoencoder, sending the non-zero parts of
the features along with their corresponding coordinates as
the message Pj→i to agent i.

Upon receiving Pj→i, agent i first decodes the features
to restore their dimensions and then fuses them with its lo-
cal features {F (l)

i }l=1,2,...,L across multiple scales to obtain

the fused features { ˜
F

(l)
i }l=1,2,...,L, which are then passed

to the detection head for intermediate collaborative detec-
tion results ỹi. Afterward, we apply confidence-aware late
fusion: agent j filters and suppresses its own detection re-
sults yj based on confidence and sends them to agent i for
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Figure 2. The overall architecture of CoSDH. The Supply-Demand-Aware Information Selection module selects sparse but important
information, which is then further compressed by the Message Compression module to achieve efficient communication. Confidence-
Aware Late Fusion compensates for the intermediate fusion detection results to improve accuracy.

late fusion, yielding the final hybrid collaborative percep-
tion detection results ŷi.

3.3. Supply-Demand-Aware Information Selection
Previous methods such as Where2comm [13] and
How2comm [44] generally use symmetric supply-demand
relationships to select sparse features for collaboration, be-
lieving that areas with high foreground confidence in the
collaborating agent’s view should be provided, and con-
versely, areas with low foreground confidence in the Ego
agent’s view need collaboration. However, we believe that
areas with low foreground confidence from the Ego’s per-
spective can be divided into areas that are hard to observe
and those that can be observed but belong to the back-
ground. The latter do not require collaboration. Based on
this insight, we propose a novel supply-demand-aware in-
formation selection method.

The demand mask Di indicates where agent i needs in-
formation from collaborating agents. Intuitively, the agent
requires information from areas that are distant or occluded,
which have the common characteristic of having low point
cloud density or no point cloud at all. For agent i, we con-
sider using the number of point clouds in each pillar to
represent point cloud density, and we map it to the range
[0, 1], i.e., Ai ∈ [0, 1]H×W , where H and W represent the
number of Pillars along the height and width dimensions.
We then select areas where the point cloud density is be-
low a threshold ϵa to obtain the demand mask for agent i,
Di = Ai < ϵa ∈ {0, 1}H×W . The demand mask indicates
where agent i has poor perception and needs collaborative
information from other agents. Filtering information from
other agents using the demand mask not only helps save
bandwidth but also avoids interference from other agents’
information in well-perceived areas.

For the object detection task, foreground information is

more valuable. Providing sparse foreground features can
effectively assist other agents in supplementing undetected
and incomplete targets while using less bandwidth. Follow-
ing previous work [13], we use the spatial confidence map
Ci ∈ [0, 1]H×W output by the detection head to select po-
tential foreground areas. We use a supply threshold ϵc to ob-
tain the supply mask S

(l)
i = Ci > ϵc ∈ {0, 1}H×W . By ad-

justing the threshold, we can dynamically adjust the band-
width used for collaborative perception to adapt to varying
communication conditions.

During collaboration, agent j generates a binary supply-
demand selection mask Mj→i = Di ⊙ Sj ∈ {0, 1}H×W

based on its supply mask Sj and agent i’s demand mask
Di, and samples it to multiply element-wise with multi-
scale BEV features {F (l)

j }l=1,2,...,L, obtaining sparse fea-

tures {Z(l)
j→i}l=1,2,...,L. During communication, only the

non-zero parts and their corresponding coordinates need to
be transmitted.

3.4. Message Compression and Fusion

To further reduce communication bandwidth, we also use
autoencoders to compress intermediate features along the
channel dimension before communication, while making
further improvements to existing compression and fusion
schemes. As shown in Fig. 3, traditional single-scale fu-
sion schemes [40, 41] only compress and fuse a single-layer
BEV feature map before passing it to the detection head,
resulting in insufficient fusion. CoAlign [26] proposed a
solution that performs layer-wise fusion on multi-scale fea-
tures, addressing the issue of insufficient fusion. However,
it compresses large-scale single-layer features extracted af-
ter Pillar Feature Extraction (PFE), which leads to higher
bandwidth. Therefore, we propose a multi-scale compres-
sion and fusion approach, where separate autoencoders are
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Figure 3. Comparison of our multi-scale compression and fusion
with other methods. It can achieve thorough fusion with smaller
communication volume.

designed for each scale of features to perform compression,
followed by layer-wise fusion. This approach enables more
thorough fusion while using less bandwidth.

For message fusion, we use Max fusion, which has two
main advantages: i) it is computationally simple and effi-
cient, with the complexity increasing linearly with the num-
ber of agents; ii) max fusion selects the maximum value of
features from multiple agents, achieving information com-
plementarity. Considering the collaboration between Ego
agent i and collaborating agent j, the process of message
compression and fusion can be expressed as:

Z
′(l)
j→i = f

(l)
encode(Z

(l)
j→i) ∈ R

Cl
c0

×Hl×Wl (3)

F
(l)
j→i = f

(l)
decode(Z

′(l)
j→i) ∈ RCl×Hl×Wl (4)

F
′(l)
j→i = ftransform(F

(l)
j→i, ξj→i) ∈ RCl×Hl×Wl (5)

˜
F

(l)
i = max (F

(l)
i , {F

′(l)
j→i}j ̸=i) ∈ RCl×Hl×Wl (6)

where Z
(l)
j→i ∈ RCl×Hl×Wl represents the sparse fea-

tures selected based on supply-demand relationships from
the previous stage, and Cl, Hl,Wl denote the channel,
height, and width dimensions of the l-th layer feature map.
f
(l)
encode, f

(l)
decode represent the encoder and decoder of the

l-th layer autoencoder, c0 is the compression ratio in the
channel dimension, and ftransform represents coordinate
transformation. During communication, {Z

′(l)
j→i}l=1,2,..,L

is first converted from float32 to float16, and then only the
non-zero parts and corresponding coordinates are transmit-
ted to save bandwidth. Upon receiving the message, agent i
decodes the feature dimensions, then aligns the features to
its own coordinate system using the coordinate transforma-
tion matrix ξj→i to obtain F

′(l)
j→i, and finally fuses its own

features with the collaborating agent’s features using max

fusion to obtain the fused features
˜

F
(l)
i .

Figure 4. Our confidence-aware late fusion. It filters detection re-
sults based on confidence and suppresses suboptimal results from
collaborative agents, improving overall detection accuracy.

3.5. Confidence-Aware Late Fusion

Existing collaborative perception methods focus on the sin-
gular intermediate collaboration architecture and neglect
the advantages of late collaboration. As shown in Table 1,
the experimental results indicate that late fusion can demon-
strate acceptable perception accuracy with extremely low
bandwidth on the OPV2V [41] and V2XSim [21] datasets.
Therefore, late fusion can be used to compensate for the
results of intermediate fusion, achieving a better accuracy-
bandwidth trade-off.

Naive late collaboration methods [21, 41] directly merge
results from other agents and then apply NMS (Non-
Maximum Suppression) to deduplicate and obtain final re-
sults. This approach can effectively improve recall for col-
laborative perception object detection; however, during the
merging process, it may introduce some low-confidence
false positives, and suboptimal detection results from col-
laborating agents may override the Ego agent’s detection
results, lowering precision and consequently decreasing fi-
nal AP. The lower AP in the late fusion method in Table 1
on the DAIR-V2X [46] dataset is due to this issue.

To address this problem, we propose a new confidence-
aware late fusion method. As shown in Fig. 4, during late
fusion, we first filter based on the confidence of the target
boxes, discarding target boxes from other agents with con-
fidence lower than ϵl. Furthermore, considering that if both
the Ego agent and other agents detect the same target, the
detection result from the Ego agent, which has undergone
intermediate fusion, is of higher quality. Therefore, we sup-
press the detection results from other agents to prevent their
lower-quality results from degrading the Ego agent’s bet-
ter detection results. Specifically, before merging the de-
tection results, we multiply the confidence of target boxes
from other agents by a coefficient β ∈ (0, 1).
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Setting Method OPV2V [41] V2XSim [21] DAIR-V2X [46]
AP@0.5↑ AP@0.7↑ BD↓ AP@0.5↑ AP@0.7↑ BD↓ AP@0.5↑ AP@0.7↑ BD↓

Basic
No Fusion 79.78% 67.16% 0.0 Mbps 70.31% 58.55% 0.0 Mbps 66.51% 55.46% 0.0 Mbps

Early Fusion 95.05% 88.98% 83.1 Mbps 95.68% 88.03% 55.5 Mbps 74.52% 59.22% 50.2 Mbps
Late Fusion 94.70% 87.18% 0.2 Mbps 86.88% 78.13% 0.1 Mbps 67.86% 50.47% 0.2 Mbps

No Limit

When2com [22] 91.75% 81.77% 1,320.0 Mbps 72.65% 62.92% 250.0 Mbps 64.08% 49.14% 984.4 Mbps
FCooper [5] 90.06% 74.03% 2,640.0 Mbps 72.96% 57.61% 500.0 Mbps 74.58% 56.47% 1,968.8 Mbps
AttFuse [41] 94.31% 82.03% 2,640.0 Mbps 78.06% 64.84% 500.0 Mbps 73.80% 56.86% 1,968.8 Mbps
V2VNet [37] 96.66% 92.44% 5,280.0 Mbps 88.97% 85.18% 1,000.0 Mbps 66.63% 47.39% 3,937.5 Mbps
DiscoNet [20] 90.93% 78.90% 2,640.0 Mbps 77.34% 68.77% 500.0 Mbps 73.58% 58.45% 1,968.8 Mbps
V2XViT [40] 95.87% 89.88% 2,640.0 Mbps 89.01% 80.26% 500.0 Mbps 76.68% 57.57% 1,920.0 Mbps

Where2comm [13] 95.59% 91.39% 48.7 Mbps 88.18% 83.66% 27.5 Mbps 76.13% 60.16% 172.3 Mbps
CoAlign [26] 96.63% 92.63% 2,640.0 Mbps 88.87% 85.23% 500.0 Mbps 78.06% 63.09% 1,968.8 Mbps

CoSDH 96.83% 92.99% 13.4 Mbps 89.23% 86.31% 1.1 Mbps 76.75% 63.85% 7.1 Mbps

BD ≤ 6.75 Mbps

When2com [22] 79.97% 50.88% 5.2 Mbps 62.02% 43.37% 4.0 Mbps 62.37% 44.01% 3.8 Mbps
FCooper [5] 90.37% 72.92% 5.2 Mbps 76.52% 61.83% 4.0 Mbps 67.71% 47.65% 3.8 Mbps
AttFuse [41] 93.45% 80.02% 5.2 Mbps 84.58% 71.36% 4.0 Mbps 71.06% 49.57% 3.8 Mbps
V2VNet [37] 95.71% 87.16% 5.2 Mbps 85.66% 73.72% 4.0 Mbps 66.49% 45.61% 3.8 Mbps
DiscoNet [20] 90.00% 76.72% 5.2 Mbps 78.04% 68.18% 4.0 Mbps 70.83% 53.40% 3.8 Mbps
V2XViT [40] 95.85% 87.13% 5.2 Mbps 88.94% 81.47% 4.0 Mbps 71.00% 52.78% 3.8 Mbps

Where2comm [13] 94.91% 89.86% 5.4 Mbps 87.51% 82.12% 4.7 Mbps 74.98% 59.51% 5.3 Mbps
CoAlign [26] 94.10% 85.99% 5.2 Mbps 88.01% 83.97% 4.0 Mbps 75.26% 60.19% 3.8 Mbps

CoSDH 96.75% 92.92% 2.0 Mbps 89.23% 86.31% 1.1 Mbps 76.47% 63.76% 1.4 Mbps

Table 1. Comparison of detection accuracy and bandwidth of different methods on OPV2V [41], V2XSim [21], and DAIR-V2X [46]
datasets. “BD” represents the bandwidth required for each collaborative agent, assuming Ego agent collaborates with up to 4 agents and
the detection frequency is 10Hz. “BD≤6.75 Mbps” is used to simulate real-world communication limits, assuming a total communication
bandwidth of 27 Mbps, with each collaborating agent’s bandwidth consumption limited to less than 6.75 Mbps. For intermediate collabo-
ration methods without information selection, we provide a compressed version using autoencoders to meet the bandwidth constraints. For
intermediate collaboration methods with information selection, the selection ratio is adjusted to meet the bandwidth constraints.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and Experimental Settings

Datasets. We evaluate the proposed CoSDH against other
methods on three different collaborative perception datasets
(OPV2V [41], V2XSim [21], and DAIR-V2X [46]) for
LiDAR-based 3D object detection. The datasets include
both simulated and real-world scenarios, and cover two
types of collaboration: V2V (Vehicle to Vehicle) and V2I
(Vehicle to Infrastructure).

Evaluation Metrics We use the average precision (AP)
with intersection-over-union (IoU) thresholds of 0.5 and 0.7
to evaluate the performance of different methods on 3D ob-
ject detection. We assume the target detection frequency
is 10Hz and calculate the communication bandwidth based
on the average data transmitted by each collaborative agent
to the Ego agent, in order to evaluate the communication
cost of different methods. Specifically, we consider the
bandwidth limitations in real-world collaborative percep-
tion scenarios, setting the vehicle’s communication rate to
27 Mbps [3, 25]. Considering the typical case where the
Ego agent collaborates with up to 4 other agents [41], the
bandwidth limit for each collaborative agent is 27/4 = 6.75
Mbps.

Implementation Our experiments are based on the
OpenCOOD [41] framework, using PointPillar [18] as the
encoder with a grid size of (0.4m, 0.4m), and a maximum
of 32 points per Pillar. For our method, we set the number of
intermediate feature layers to L = 3, the demand threshold

ϵa = 4/32 = 0.125, and the supply threshold ϵc = 0.01.
For the OPV2V [41] and DAIR-V2X [46] datasets, the com-
pression rate is c0 = 16, and for the V2XSim [21] dataset,
the compression rate is c0 = 8 due to its smaller percep-
tion range and lower inherent bandwidth requirement. The
late fusion threshold is set to ϵl = 0.3, with a suppression
coefficient β = 0.9 for OPV2V and V2XSim dataset and
β = 0.8 for DAIR-V2X dataset because of its difficulty.
In late fusion, the dense prediction results before NMS are
transmitted, as this reduces the computational burden on the
collaborating agents. The experiments use the Adam [15]
optimizer, with an initial learning rate set between 0.0001
and 0.002 based on the model’s testing complexity to en-
sure proper training. The maximum number of collaborat-
ing agents is set to 5. The number of training epochs is
set to 40 to ensure model convergence. Other experimental
parameters are kept consistent with the OpenCOOD frame-
work. All methods are trained on four NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3090 GPUs.

4.2. Quantitative Evaluation

Benchmark Comparison. Table 1 presents the collabora-
tive 3D object detection accuracy and required bandwidth
of the proposed CoSDH compared to previous methods
across different datasets. Experimental results show that,
with the default uncompressed settings, CoSDH achieves
the highest accuracy on the OPV2V [41] and V2XSim [21]
datasets while requiring only about 1/100 to 1/1000 of the
bandwidth compared to other non-communication-efficient
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Figure 5. Comparison of the trade-off between detection accuracy and bandwidth of different methods on OPV2V [41], V2XSim [21] and
DAIR-V2X [46] datasets, CoSDH achieves the best accuracy-bandwidth trade-off. The real-world limitation refers to the total bandwidth
limit of 27 Mbps, which means that each collaborative agent does not exceed 6.75 Mbps.

methods. Although the AP@0.5 of CoSDH on the DAIR-
V2X [46] dataset is slightly lower than that of CoAlign [26],
it achieves a higher AP@0.7 with only about 1/300 of the
bandwidth. Both our CoSDH and Where2comm [13] are
communication-efficient methods based on information se-
lection, which enable dynamic accuracy-bandwidth trade-
offs by adjusting the selection ratio. The table shows ac-
curacy at a specific bandwidth, and a more detailed com-
parison of the accuracy-bandwidth curves is provided in the
“Accuracy-Bandwidth Trade-Off Comparison” part.

Furthermore, we simulate real-world communication
rate limitations. Result shows that CoSDH achieves
improvements in AP@0.7 of 3.06%/2.34%/3.75% on
OPV2V/V2XSim/DAIR-V2X compared to the previous
best methods, while using less bandwidth. When compar-
ing the scenarios with and without bandwidth limitations
on the OPV2V and DAIR-V2X datasets, we found that
CoSDH achieves less than a 0.3% decrease in AP under
conditions where bandwidth is reduced by 80% to 85%,
exhibiting less accuracy degradation than Where2comm.
Most other methods also show varying degrees of accu-
racy degradation under bandwidth constraints. Interest-
ingly, under bandwidth limitations, some methods show an
improvement in accuracy on certain datasets after using au-
toencoders to compress intermediate features. For exam-
ple, FCooper [5] shows improved accuracy on the V2XSim
dataset, which may be due to the model’s initially poor per-

formance. The compressed version, with the added autoen-
coder, increases the model’s parameter count, thereby en-
riching its expressive capability.

Accuracy-Bandwidth Trade-Off Comparison. Fig. 5
shows the accuracy-bandwidth trade-off of the proposed
CoSDH and previous advanced methods across differ-
ent datasets. When the bandwidth grater than 1 Mbps,
Where2comm [13] demonstrates a good enough accuracy-
bandwidth trade-off, maintaining high detection accuracy
as bandwidth decreases. However, as bandwidth further de-
creases, its accuracy quickly declines, even falling below
that of late fusion method. CoSDH can leverage late fu-
sion at low bandwidths to maintain high accuracy, achiev-
ing a better performance-bandwidth trade-off. Notably, on
the DAIR-V2X dataset, the late fusion method performs
worse than the no-fusion case because the naive late fusion
method unselectively merges detection results from other
agents, introducing a large number of low-quality detec-
tions. CoSDH uses a confidence-aware late fusion method
to select higher-quality detection results, improving this sit-
uation and enhancing perception accuracy. We also observe
that the AP@0.7 of CoSDH on the V2XSim dataset ini-
tially increases slightly as bandwidth decreases before sub-
sequently declining, indicating that selecting key collabora-
tion areas can help reduce interference from other regions to
some extent, thereby slightly improving detection accuracy.
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Figure 6. Visualization of detection results under real-world com-
munication rate limitations on the DAIR-V2X [46] dataset. Green
represents ground truth box, and red represents predicted box.

4.3. Qualitative Evaluation
Fig. 6 shows the visualization of detection results for our
method compared to other methods under simulated real-
world communication rate limitations on the DAIR-V2X
dataset. A comparison of the detection results reveals that,
while using less bandwidth, our method achieves the same
recall rate as CoAlign [26] and Where2comm [13], with
fewer false positive predictions and more accurate object
localization, demonstrating that our method performs better
under low-bandwidth conditions. Comparing the two im-
ages at bottom, it can be seen that under low bandwidth con-
ditions, late fusion effectively compensates for the results of
intermediate fusion, improving the recall rate of objects.

4.4. Ablation Studies
Table 2 presents the results of the ablation study on vari-
ous modules of the proposed method using the OPV2V [41]
dataset. The results show that after using the autoencoder
for compression, the bandwidth is reduced by a factor of
c0, and there is no significant loss in perception accuracy,
even with a slight improvement in AP@0.7. Converting
intermediate features to float16 can nearly halve the band-
width without significant loss, demonstrating the effective-
ness of our proposed message compression module. After
performing information selection based on the supply mask,
perception accuracy slightly decreases, but the bandwidth
is reduced by about 95%, which is a worthwhile trade-off.
Further using the demand mask results in no significant de-
crease in accuracy but reduces bandwidth by about 10%.
This demonstrates that our supply-demand-aware informa-
tion selection can reduce bandwidth while maintaining ac-
curacy.

After adding late fusion, accuracy improves at a rela-
tively small bandwidth cost. However, since this phase uses
more bandwidth, the improvement in accuracy is not signif-

Compression Selection Late Fusion AP@0.5↑ AP@0.7↑ BD↓Autoencoder FP16 Supply Demand
96.62% 92.62% 1,155.00 Mbps

✓ 96.59% 92.99% 72.19 Mbps
✓ ✓ 96.59% 92.99% 36.09 Mbps
✓ ✓ ✓ 96.30% 92.62% 1.99 Mbps
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 96.31% 92.60% 1.82 Mbps
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 96.75% 92.92% 1.97 Mbps

Table 2. Ablation study of the modules in CoSDH on the OPV2V
dataset. “Autoencoder” refers to the use of autoencoders to com-
press features along the channel dimension, with a compression
ratio of c0 = 16. “FP16” refers to converting features from float32
to float16 for transmission. “Supply” and “Demand” refer to us-
ing supply and demand masks for information selection, and “Late
Fusion” refers to applying confidence-aware late fusion.

Late Fusion ϵc 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07
AP@0.5↑ 96.59% 96.31% 96.19% 95.18% 93.35%
AP@0.7↑ 92.95% 92.60% 92.27% 90.67% 87.60%

BD↓ 13.26 Mbps 1.82 Mbps 0.54 Mbps 0.12 Mbps 0.05 Mbps

✓
AP@0.5↑ 96.83% 96.75% 96.72% 96.54% 96.41%
AP@0.7↑ 92.99% 92.92% 92.73% 92.23% 91.68%

BD↓ 13.40 Mbps 1.97 Mbps 0.68 Mbps 0.26 Mbps 0.19 Mbps

Table 3. Ablation study of confidence-aware late fusion under dif-
ferent bandwidths on the OPV2V [41] dataset. The table shows
the impact of late fusion on accuracy and bandwidth with different
values of ϵc.

icant. Table 3 shows the accuracy improvement due to late
collaboration under different bandwidth conditions. It can
be observed that late collaboration provides more accuracy
improvements under lower bandwidth conditions. For ex-
ample, when the bandwidth used for intermediate fusion is
0.05 Mbps, late collaboration with a bandwidth cost of 0.14
Mbps leads to a 3% improvement in AP@0.5 and a 4% im-
provement in AP@0.7. This is one of the key reasons why
our method achieves significantly higher detection accuracy
under lower bandwidth compared to Where2comm [13].

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose CoSDH, a novel communication-
efficient collaborative perception framework for 3D object
detection. By finely modeling the supply-demand relation-
ship between agents, it selects key and sparse regions for
collaboration. Additionally, we innovatively incorporate
confidence-aware late fusion on top of intermediate col-
laboration to form an intermediate-late hybrid collaborative
perception method. Experiments on multiple datasets show
that our method offers a better accuracy-bandwidth trade-
off, demonstrating outstanding accuracy under bandwidth
constraints close to real-world communication limits, mak-
ing it highly valuable for practical applications.
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CoSDH: Communication-Efficient Collaborative Perception via Supply-Demand
Awareness and Intermediate-Late Hybridization

Supplementary Material

A. Dataset Details
We evaluate the proposed CoSDH against other meth-
ods on three different collaborative perception datasets
(OPV2V [41], V2XSim [21], and DAIR-V2X [46]) for
LiDAR-based 3D object detection. There are more details
about these datasets.

OPV2V [41] is a large-scale vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V)
collaborative perception simulation dataset, obtained
through the OpenCDA [39] and CARLA [11] simulators. It
contains 11,464 frames of 3D radar point clouds and RGB
images, along with 232,913 3D annotated bounding boxes.
The training, validation, and test sets consist of 6,374,
2,170, and 1,980 frames, respectively. We set the perception
range to x ∈ [−140.8m, 140.8m], y ∈ [−38.4m, 38.4m].

V2XSim [21] is a large-scale vehicle-to-everything
(V2X) collaborative perception dataset, obtained using the
SUMO [16] and CARLA [11] simulators. It includes
10,000 frames of 3D radar point clouds and RGB images,
with annotations for object detection, tracking, and seman-
tic segmentation tasks. The training, validation, and test
sets consist of 8,000, 1,000, and 1,000 frames, respectively.
We set the perception range to x ∈ [−32m, 32m], y ∈
[−32m, 32m].

DAIR-V2X [46] is the first real-world vehicle-to-
infrastructure (V2I) collaborative perception dataset, col-
lected at an autonomous driving demonstration intersection
in Beijing. It contains 38,845 frames of 3D radar point
clouds and RGB images, with each frame containing data
from a vehicle and a roadside infrastructure. This dataset
is smaller, with 4,811 frames for the training set and 1,789
frames for the validation set. We set the perception range
to x ∈ [−140.8m, 140.8m], y ∈ [−40m, 40m]. For the an-
notated data, we use the complete 360-degree annotations
provided in [26]

B. More Visualization
Fig. A shows the regions selected by the supply-demand
masks. From the first row, we can see that the demand
mask covers the occluded areas near the Ego agent and re-
gions with sparse point clouds at a distance, which are areas
where Ego’s perception is poor and require collaboration.
The left side of the second and third rows shows the poten-
tial foreground regions selected by the supply masks of the
two collaborating agents, which correspond closely to the
ground truth in the detection results. The right side of the
second and third rows shows the supply-demand masks of
the two collaborating agents combined with the Ego agent’s

demand mask. The regions circled in the figures show that
the supply-demand mask selects fewer areas around the Ego
agent compared to the left side, avoiding the selection of ar-
eas where the Ego agent has a good observation, thereby
further reducing bandwidth. Due to the large perception
range, the well-observed regions of the Ego agent account
for only about ∼4%, and the demand mask covers the ma-
jority of the area. However, because of occlusions, the de-
mand mask contains fewer foreground regions. By combin-
ing supply masks, the bandwidth can be reduced by ∼10%
while maintaining detection accuracy.

Fig. B shows the PR (Precision-Recall) curves on the
DAIR-V2X [46] dataset for the scenarios without late fu-
sion (intermediate fusion results), with naive late fusion,
and with our confidence-aware late fusion. As can be seen,
using naive late fusion introduces more suboptimal results,
significantly lowering precision under low recall, and these
results may overwrite the better detection results in the
NMS (Non-Maximum Suppression) stage, causing a drop
in overall recall. After using our confidence-aware late fu-
sion, these suboptimal results are avoided, preventing a de-
crease in precision and improving recall, and it leads to an
overall increase in AP (Average Precision).

C. More Ablation
Table A shows the differences in accuracy and bandwidth
for various compression and fusion methods discussed in
“3.4 Message Compression and Fusion”. Since different
compression and fusion methods affect the selection ratio
of foreground regions, we removed the supply-demand se-
lection module and transmit the complete BEV feature map,
in order to more directly demonstrate the advantages of our
method in terms of accuracy and bandwidth. From the ta-
ble, it can be seen that the multi-scale fusion scheme has
a significant advantage in accuracy compared to the tradi-
tional single-scale fusion scheme. Our multi-scale compres-
sion scheme significantly reduces bandwidth by compress-
ing smaller intermediate features, and the fusion performed
immediately after compression further improves accuracy.

D. Discussion About the Latency
Our CoSDH requires the transmission of three messages
between collaborative agents: demand masks, intermediate
features, and detection results. For late fusion, we trans-
mit the detection results of single cars rather than the de-
tection results from intermediate fusion, as this can signif-
icantly reduce latency, allowing the detection results to be
transmitted together with the intermediate features. In this
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Figure A. Visualization of supply and demand mask on the OPV2V [41] dataset. The left side of the first row shows the collaborative
perception detection results, while the right side shows the Ego agent’s point cloud and its own demand mask (blue). The left side of the
second and third rows shows the point clouds of the two collaborating agents and their corresponding supply masks (red), and the right
side showing the supply-demand masks (pink) combined with the Ego’s demand mask.

Figure B. PR curves for different fusion schemes on DAIR-
V2X [46] dataset.

way, CoSDH only requires two rounds of inter-agent com-
munication, which is still more than the common single-
communication methods. In the following, we discuss the
latency issues of CoSDH.

1. The total latency of CoSDH is not necessarily
higher. (1) All collaborative methods require communica-
tion to transmit features. Since the communication volume
is large, the transmission latency primarily depends on it
(the larger the volume, the higher the latency). CoSDH se-
lects key regions according to the supply-demand relation-
ship, which reduces the communication volume by more
than 60% while maintaining the highest accuracy, thereby
significantly lowering the latency. (2) Another two commu-
nications with smaller volumes marginally contribute to the
total latency as the system supports parallel processing. We
record the latency of main components in Fig. 2 on OPV2V
dataset: tB = 15 ms (backbone), tDG = 1 ms (demand
generator), tSG = 3 ms (supply generator). We roughly use
tC = 20 ms as the latency for the two communications [1].
Since tB+tSG = 18 ms < tDG+tC = 21 ms, the transmis-

Autoencoder Codebook [2]
SF MF/SC MF/MC SF MF/SC MF/MC

AP@0.5↑ 95.72% 96.39% 96.81% 90.48% 92.52% 92.96%
AP@0.7↑ 91.18% 92.31% 93.00% 84.32% 87.40% 88.17%

BD↓ 76.2 Mbps 76.2 Mbps 33.4 Mbps 0.4 Mbps 1.0 Mbps 0.4 Mbps

Table A. Accuracy and bandwidth for different fusion and com-
pression methods on the OPV2V [41] dataset. “SF” represents
single-scale fusion, “MF/SC” represents multi-scale fusion and
single-scale compression, “MF/MC” represents multi-scale fusion
and multi-scale compression. “BD” represents the bandwidth re-
quired for each collaborative agent, assuming the detection fre-
quency is 10Hz.

Figure C. Robustness to latency on the OPV2V [41] dataset.

sion of demand masks only adds 3 ms to the total latency.
Similarly, transmitting detection results does not greatly in-
crease the total latency.

2. CoSDH proves robust to the latency because of
multi-scale fusion and collaborative region selection. As
shown in Fig. C, CoSDH maintains the highest accuracy
under a 100 ms latency (the V2X communication based on
IEEE 802.11p features a low latency, capable of keeping the
latency within 100 ms). With 200 ms, almost all collabora-
tive methods perform worse than “No Fusion”.
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