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Abstract— The confluence of the advancement of Autonomous
Vehicles (AVs) and the maturity of Vehicle-to-Everything (V2X)
communication has enabled the capability of cooperative con-
nected and automated vehicles (CAVs). Building on top of
cooperative perception, this paper explores the feasibility and
effectiveness of cooperative motion prediction. Our method,
CMP, takes LiDAR signals as model input to enhance track-
ing and prediction capabilities. Unlike previous work that
focuses separately on either cooperative perception or motion
prediction, our framework, to the best of our knowledge, is
the first to address the unified problem where CAVs share
information in both perception and prediction modules. Incor-
porated into our design is the unique capability to tolerate
realistic V2X bandwidth limitations and transmission delays,
while dealing with bulky perception representations. We also
propose a prediction aggregation module, which unifies the
predictions obtained by different CAVs and generates the
final prediction. Through extensive experiments and ablation
studies on the OPV2V and V2V4Real datasets, we demonstrate
the effectiveness of our method in cooperative perception,
tracking, and motion prediction. In particular, CMP reduces
the average prediction error by 16.4% with fewer missing
detections compared with the no cooperation setting and by
12.3% compared with the strongest baseline. Our work marks
a significant step forward in the cooperative capabilities of
CAVs, showcasing enhanced performance in complex scenarios.
The code can be found on the project website: https://
cmp-cooperative-prediction.github.io/.

I. INTRODUCTION

The current autonomous driving system is critically de-
pendent on its onboard perception. Similar to human drivers,
however, such dependency is vulnerable to situations with
occlusions or impaired visibility. Leveraging multiple van-
tage points, cooperative perception [1]–[5] uses Vehicle-to-
Everything (V2X) communications to share sensory infor-
mation among connected and automated vehicles (CAVs)
and infrastructure. This shared information varies in format,
including raw data, processed features, or detected objects,
along with relevant metadata (e.g., timestamps and poses).
Fusing this information from multiple viewpoints to the
perspective of a vehicle recipient, the augmented onboard
perception can now “see” beyond their direct line of sight
and through occlusions.

Current V2V research has largely been confined to ei-
ther cooperative perception or motion prediction, with no
comprehensive studies on their joint application. Beyond
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Fig. 1: A comparison between the traditional pipeline and the
proposed multi-vehicle cooperative prediction pipeline. (a)
The traditional pipeline conducts perception and prediction
based on a single AV’s raw sensor data. (b) The proposed
pipeline involves multiple cooperative CAVs, which share
information to enhance both perception and prediction.

object detection, most works incorporate other tasks, such
as prediction [3] and mapping [6] as auxiliary outputs.
Wang et al. [3] proposes a V2V method for perception
and prediction, which transmits intermediate representations
of point cloud features. However, integrating perception
and prediction, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b), to fully realize
V2V cooperation remains unexplored. On motion prediction,
initial efforts [7]–[9] use LSTM-based networks on simple
datasets. Recent studies [10]–[12] adopt attention networks
and graph convolutional networks to enhance motion pre-
diction. However, these approaches rely on the ground-truth
trajectory data, neglecting the uncertainties and inaccuracies
propagated from upstream detection and tracking tasks. This
reliance on ground truth data remains insufficient to address
the real-world challenge of handling uncertain trajectories,
underscoring the need for research that integrates perception
and prediction in V2V cooperation.

To fill the gap between cooperative perception and motion
prediction, we introduce a novel framework for cooperative
motion prediction based on the raw sensor data. To the best
of our knowledge, we are the first to develop a practical
method that jointly solves the perception and prediction
problem with CAV communications in both components.
Each CAV computes its own bird-eye-view (BEV) feature

representation from its LiDAR point cloud. The data is
processed, compressed, and broadcast to nearby CAVs. The
ego CAV fuses the received features and performs detections
on surrounding agents. A multi-object tracker then generates
the historical trajectories of the surrounding objects. Each
CAV then performs motion prediction. After that, the individ-
ually predicted trajectories from each connected vehicle are
broadcast again. As our model collects the predictions from
surrounding CAVs, the predictions and intermediate features
from perception are used to refine the motion predictions.
Our method allows for realistic transmission delays between
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Fig. 2: An overall diagram of the proposed cooperative motion prediction pipeline.

CAVs and bandwidth limitations.
In this paper, our main contributions are as follows:
• We propose a practical, latency-robust framework for

cooperative motion prediction, which leverages the in-
formation shared by multiple CAVs to enhance percep-
tion and motion prediction performance.

• We develop an attention-based prediction aggregation
module to take advantage of the predictions shared by
other CAVs, which improves prediction accuracy.

• Our method achieves state-of-the-art performance in
cooperative prediction under practical settings on the
OPV2V and V2V4Real datasets.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Cooperative Perception

Cooperative perception allows CAVs to use advanced
communication systems to share information to enlarge their
fields of view. Previous works have developed early fusion
techniques for cooperative object detection based on shared
raw LiDAR or RGB camera data [2]. Using this strat-
egy, however, requires high transmission bandwidth due to
the preservation of complete sensor measurements. Another
strategy, late fusion, allows vehicles to only share their final
detections and rely on another model to fuse the detections
generated by CAVs [13]. However, in real-life deployments,
the performance of late fusion is capped by the loss of context
information and individual detection accuracy.

To balance this trade-off, the middle-ground strategy of
intermediate fusion [3], [5], [14], [15] has become more
prevalent. In this strategy, CAVs employ encoder models
to process the surrounding traffic information and map
information to intermediate features, and then share these
features with the surrounding vehicles. Upon receiving these
features, CAVs fuse them with their own information and
generate better perception results. For example, V2VNet [3]
employed a Graph Neural Network to aggregate information
from different viewpoints. AttFuse [4] deployed an attention
mechanism to fuse the intermediate features. Qiao and Zulk-
ernine [15] proposed a fusion model that adaptively chooses
intermediate features for better integration. CoBEVT [5] and
HM-ViT [16] have largely adopted vision transformer models

to enhance camera input processing and feature integration
and achieve promising results on the OPV2V dataset [4].

B. Motion Prediction
Motion prediction is another key research topic in au-

tonomous driving. Mainstream research mostly focuses on
a non-cooperative environment where a single AV pre-
dicts without communication [10], [17]–[29]. Recent meth-
ods [18], [23], [30] encode dynamic agent historical tra-
jectories and static map polylines into high-dimensional
vectors and use graph neural networks to capture their spatial
and temporal relationships, followed by decoding layers to
produce multi-modal prediction hypotheses with Gaussian
Mixture Models. These frameworks improve prediction ac-
curacy by capturing the interactive behavior among agents
and influence from road semantics. The most recent work
introduced transformer structure into their models due to its
efficient attention mechanism and ability to handle long-term
prediction. MTR [10], MTR++ [11] use motion query pairs
where each pair is in charge of one motion mode prediction,
which is more efficient than goal-based strategies [31] and
converges faster than direct regression strategies [21], [32].

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The goal of the cooperative prediction task is to infer the
future trajectories of all the movable agents in the scene that
can be detected by multiple collaborative CAVs with onboard
sensors. In this work, we only use the LiDAR information
for perception (i.e., object detection and tracking) to obtain
the agents’ trajectories. We denote the number of CAVs as
NCAV, the LiDAR point cloud of i-th CAV at time t as Li

t, i =
1, ..., NCAV, and the local map information as Mi

t. Assume
that there are Nt detected agents at time t, we denote their
historical trajectories as Xt−Th+1:t where Th represents the
history horizon. We aim to infer their multi-modal future
trajectories X̂t+1:t+Tf based on the above information where
Tf represents the prediction horizon.

IV. METHOD

A. Method Overview
Fig. 2 provides an overall diagram of our CMP frame-

work, which consists of three major components: cooperative



perception, trajectory prediction, and prediction aggregation.
The cooperative perception module takes in the raw sensor
data obtained by CAVs and generates the observed agents’
trajectories through object detection and multi-object track-
ing. Then, the trajectory prediction module takes in the
historical observations and infers future trajectories from the
perspective of each CAV. Finally, the prediction aggregation
module leverages the predictions from all CAVs and gener-
ates the final prediction hypotheses.

B. Cooperative Perception

The cooperative perception module aims to detect and
track objects based on the 3D LiDAR point clouds obtained
by multiple CAVs. We modify CoBEVT [5] to serve as
the backbone of the cooperative object detection model
followed by the AB3DMOT tracker [33] to obtain historical
trajectories of agents.

Cooperative Object Detection. PointPillar [34] is em-
ployed to extract point cloud features for each CAV with
a voxel resolution of (0.4, 0.4, 4) along x, y, and z axes.
Before the cross-agent collaboration, each CAV i calculates
a bird-eye-view (BEV) feature Fi ∈ RH×W×C , where H ,
W , and C denote height, width, and channels, respectively.

Due to the real-world hardware constraints on the volume
of the transmitted data for V2V applications, it is necessary
to compress the BEV features before transmission to avoid
large bandwidth-induced delays. As in [5], a convolutional
auto-encoder is used for feature compression and decom-
pression. Upon receipt of the broadcast messages containing
intermediate BEV representations and the sender’s pose, a
differentiable spatial transformation operator Γξ is used to
align the features to the ego vehicle’s coordinate, which is
written as Hi = Γξ

(
Fi

)
∈ RH×W×C . Our method allows

for up to a 100ms latency during feature transmission by
taking in the messages sent by other CAVs at the last frame.
Since sensors refresh faster than 10 fps, Frames taking longer
than 100ms to transmit (e.g. partially re-transmitted or lost)
will be dropped, and the latest frame will be used instead.

Then, FuseBEVT [5] is used to merge the BEV features
received from various agents. More specifically, the ego vehi-
cle first aggregates all the available features into a tensor h ∈
RNCAV×H×W×C , which is then processed by the FuseBEVT
module to obtain the fused feature h′ ∈ RH×W×C . Finally,
two 3× 3 convolutional layers are applied for classification
and regression to obtain the 3D bounding boxes of objects.

CoBEVT outputs a collection of detections at time t de-
noted by Dt = {D1

t , ...,D
Nt
t }, where Nt represents the total

number of detections. Each detection Dj
t is characterized

by a tuple (x, y, z, θ, l, w, h, s), which encapsulates the 3D
coordinates of the object’s center (x, y, z), the 3D dimensions
of the object bounding box (l, w, h), the orientation angle θ,
and the confidence score s.

Multi-Object Tracking. The tracking module is employed
to associate the detected 3D bounding boxes of objects
into trajectory segments. We adopt AB3DMOT [33], an
online multi-object tracking algorithm, which takes in the
detections in the current frame and the associated trajectories

in previous frames. Excluding the pre-trained cooperative
object detection module, AB3DMOT requires no additional
training and is simply applicable for inference.

More specifically, after obtaining the 3D bounding boxes
from the cooperative object detection module, we apply
a 3D Kalman filter to predict the state of the associated
trajectories from previous frames to the current frame. Then,
a data association module is adopted to match the predicted
trajectories from the Kalman filter and the detected bounding
boxes in the current frame. The 3D Kalman filter updates the
state of matched trajectories based on the matched detections.
Throughout the tracking process, a birth and death memory
creates trajectories for new objects and deletes trajectories for
disappeared objects. More details of these operations can be
found in [33]. The tracker outputs the historical trajectories
of all the agents detected at time t, denoted as Xt−Th+1:t,
which serves as the input of the trajectory prediction module.

C. Motion Prediction

Our trajectory prediction module is built upon MTR [10],
a state-of-the-art model consisting of a scene context encoder
and a motion decoder. We only provide a general introduc-
tion, and more details about the model can be found in [10].

For the i-th CAV, the scene context encoder extracts
features from the agents’ trajectories Xt−Th+1:t and the local
map information Mi

t. The agents’ trajectories are represented
as polyline vectors [18], which are processed by a PointNet-
like polyline encoder [35] to extract agent features. The
map information is encoded by a Vision Transformer [36]
to extract map features. Then, a Transformer encoder is
used to capture the local scene context. Each layer uses
multi-head attention with queries, keys, and values defined
relative to previous layer outputs and position encodings,
integrating the trajectory embeddings and map embeddings.
Future agent movements are predicted via regression based
on the extracted past agent features. These predictions are
re-encoded by the same polyline encoder and merged with
historical context features.

After obtaining the scene context features, a Transformer-
based motion decoder is employed to generate multi-modal
prediction hypotheses through joint optimization of global
intention localization and local movement refinement. More
specifically, K representative intention points I ∈ RK×2 are
generated by adopting the k-means clustering algorithm on
the endpoints of ground truth trajectories (K = 64 in our
setting), where each intention point represents an implicit
motion mode that represents the motion direction. The local
movement refinement enhances global intention localization
by iteratively refining trajectories with fine-grained trajectory
features. The dynamic searching query is initially set at
the intention point, and updates dynamically based on the
trajectory predicted at each decoder layer, serving as a spatial
point’s position embedding.

In the decoder, static intention queries transmit information
across motion intentions while dynamic searching queries
gather trajectory-specific information from the scene context.
The updated motion query is expressed as Cj ∈ RK×D



in the j-th layer where D is the feature dimension. Each
decoder layer adds a prediction head to Cj for creating
future trajectories. Due to the multi-modal nature of agents’
behaviors, a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) is adopted
for trajectory distributions. For each future time step t′ ∈
{t+ 1, ..., t+ Tf}, we infer the likelihood p and parameters
(µx, µy, σx, σy, ρ) of Gaussian components by

Zj
t+1:t+Tf

= MLP(Cj), (1)

where Zj
t′ ∈ RK×6 contains the parameters of K Gaussian

components N1:K(µx, σx;µy, σy; ρ) and the corresponding
likelihoods p1:K . The distribution of the agent’s position at
time t′ is written as

P j
t′(o) =

K∑
k=1

pk · Nk(ox − µx, σx; oy − µy, σy; ρ), (2)

where P j
t′(o) denotes the probability of the agent located

at o ∈ R2 at time t′. The trajectory predictions of all the
agents X̂t+1:t+Tf can be derived from the center points of
corresponding Gaussian components.

D. Prediction Aggregation

Besides sharing the BEV features between CAVs, we
also propose to transmit the prediction hypotheses generated
by each CAV to others. Each CAV adopts an aggregation
mechanism to fuse the predictions received from others with
its own predictions. The underlying intuition is that the
predictions for a certain agent obtained from different CAVs
may have different levels of reliability. For example, a CAV
closest to the predicted agent may generate better predictions
than others. Thus, the predictions from different CAVs may
complement each other, leading to the best final prediction.
This mechanism is scalable and can effectively handle vary-
ing numbers of CAVs. More specifically, in a scenario with
NCAV CAVs and No predicted agents, the GMM prediction
components for agent j by CAV i at time t are denoted as
Zi

j,t+1:t+Tf
). The local map and BEV features of CAV i

are denoted as Mi
t and Hi

t, respectively. Before applying
the attention mechanism, the predictions from each CAV
are concatenated with relevant contextual features, including
local map information and BEV features. This concatenation
enriches the input by providing spatial context, which is
crucial for accurately aligning and integrating predictions
from multiple CAVs. We aggregate the GMM components of
the predicted trajectories, BEV features, and map information
for all CAVs. For CAV i, it begins the aggregation process
by concatenating its GMM, map, and BEV features:

Ei
j,t = [MLP(f(Zi

j,t+1:t+Tf
)),MLP(f(Mi

t)),MLP(f(Hi
t))],
(3)

Upon receiving the GMM components from other CAVs k
(1 ≤ k ≤ NCAV, k ̸= i), the same map, BEV features from
the ego are concatenated again:

Ek
j,t−1 = [MLP(f(Zk

j,t:t+Tf−1)),MLP(f(Mi
t)),MLP(f(Hi

t))],
(4)

followed by a multi-head self-attention to fuse the features
across all CAVs,

Gi
j,t = MHA([Ei

j,t, ...,E
k
j,t−1]), 1 ≤ k ≤ NCAV, k ̸= i (5)

where MHA is multi-head self-attention, f is the flatten
operation, and Gi

j,t is the aggregated feature for agent j from
the perspective of CAV i. The GMM components from other
CAVs are delayed by one frame. Finally, two separate MLPs
derive the aggregated Gaussian parameters by

N i
j,1:K,t+1:t+Tf

(µx, σx;µy, σy; ρ) = MLP(Gi
j,t), (6)

pjj,1:K,t+1:t+Tf
= MLP(Gi

j,t), (7)

which will be used to sample the final prediction hypotheses.

E. Loss Functions

Cooperative Object Detection. We adopt the same loss
function as CoBEVT [5]. In particular, our framework incor-
porates the two convolutional layers for the detection head
and employs the smooth L1 loss for bounding box localiza-
tion Ldet loc and the focal loss for classification Ldet cls, as
outlined in [37]. The complete loss function is

Ldet = (βlocLdet loc + βclsLdet cls)/Np, (8)

where Np denotes the count of positive instances, βloc = 2/3,
and βcls = 1/3 .

Motion Prediction. Our prediction model is trained with
two loss terms. An L1 regression loss is used to refine the
outputs in Eq. (1). We also employ a negative log-likelihood
loss based on Eq. (2) to enhance the prediction accuracy of
the actual trajectories. We take the weighted average of these
two terms as the total loss, which is written as

Lpred = ωlocLpred loc + ωclsLpred cls. (9)

Following [21], we apply a hard-assignment technique for
optimization by choosing the motion query pair that is closest
to the ground truth (GT) trajectory’s endpoint as the positive
Gaussian component, determined by the distance between
each intention point and the GT endpoint. The Gaussian
regression loss is applied at every decoder layer, and the
overall loss combines the auxiliary regression loss with the
Gaussian regression losses with equal weights.

Prediction Aggregation. Our prediction aggregation mod-
ule produces outputs in the same format as the motion
prediction module, and we thus apply the same loss function
as Eq. (9) to supervise the final prediction.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

We use the OPV2V [4] and V2V4Real [38] datasets
to validate our approach. The OPV2V dataset contains 73
traffic scenarios with a duration of about 25 seconds with
multiple CAVs. A range of two to seven CAVs may appear
concurrently, which are equipped with a LiDAR sensor and
four cameras from different views. Following [5], we use a
surrounding area of 100m×100m with a map resolution of



TABLE I: The comparisons of motion prediction performance under 100 ms delay and 256× compression rate (meter).
Upper: OPV2V. Lower: V2V4Real.

Model Cooperation Type minADE6@1s ↓ minADE6@3s ↓ minADE6@5s ↓ minFDE6@1s ↓ minFDE6@3s ↓ minFDE6@5s ↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation 0.4099 1.1573 2.2217 0.6883 2.4583 5.1853
V2VNet [3] Cooperative P&P 0.4065 1.1127 2.1174 0.6452 2.3416 4.9037
CMP (Ours) Cooperative Perception 0.3543 1.0222 1.9616 0.5849 2.1772 4.5383
CMP (Ours) Cooperative P&P 0.3429 0.9785 1.8578 0.5699 2.0243 4.1628

Model Cooperation Type minADE6@1s ↓ minADE6@3s ↓ minADE6@5s ↓ minFDE6@1s ↓ minFDE6@3s ↓ minFDE6@5s ↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation 1.4469 3.4768 5.0250 2.6764 6.2796 8.6677
V2VNet [3] Cooperative P&P 1.4460 3.0980 4.4426 2.3143 5.5530 7.5711
CMP (Ours) Cooperative Perception 1.2077 2.8034 4.0857 2.1428 5.0322 7.3187
CMP (Ours) Cooperative P&P 1.1398 2.6611 3.9099 2.0318 4.8249 7.0182

39 cm for evaluation. The V2V4Real dataset is a recent real-
world multi-modal dataset for cooperative perception, which
is collected by two vehicles equipped with LiDAR sensors
and two mono cameras driving together through 67 scenarios
in the USA. Each scenario lasts 10-20 seconds long.

B. Baselines and Evaluation Metrics

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our method, we con-
duct ablation studies on various model components and com-
pare our method with V2VNet [3], a state-of-the-art baseline
that leverages V2V communication for joint perception and
prediction. V2VNet does not have a tracking module, thus we
do not include it in the comparison of tracking performance.
We employ the following evaluation metrics to compare our
method with baselines:

Motion Prediction. We predict the agents’ trajectories for
the future 5.0 seconds based on 1.0 seconds of historical
observations. We use the standard evaluation metrics as in
[10], including minADE6 and minFDE6.

Object Detection. We use the standard evaluation metrics
as [4], [39], including Average Precision (AP), Average
Recall (AR), and F1-score at the Intersection over Union
(IoU) thresholds of 0.3, 0.5 and 0.7, respectively.

Tracking. We employ a set of standard evaluation met-
rics same as [33], including Multi-Object Tracking Ac-
curacy (MOTA), Average Multi-Object Tracking Accu-
racy (AMOTA), Average Multi-Object Tracking Precision
(AMOTP), scaled Average Multi-Object Tracking Accuracy
(sAMOTA), Mostly Tracked Trajectories (MT), and Mostly
Lost Trajectories (ML).

C. Implementation Details

Object Detection. CoBEVT [5] assumes no delay in the
communication between CAVs, which may not be realistic
due to hardware or wireless communication constraints. To
address this limitation, our model allows for up to a 100ms
(i.e., 1 frame) delay in receiving the messages (i.e., BEV
features) from other CAVs. In addition, our BEV features are
compressed by 256 times compared with that in CoBEVT.
Instead of selecting a single CAV as the ego vehicle in the
original OPV2V and V2V4Real traffic scenarios as in [5]
[38], we augment the training data samples by treating each
of the CAVs in the scene as the ego vehicle. This leads

to a more diverse and robust dataset, resulting in improved
generalization and cooperative performance across various
traffic scenarios. This also allows us to incorporate multiple
CAVs fused BEV features in later prediction modules. We
train our model using the AdamW [40] optimizer with a
learning rate scheduler starting at 1 × 10−3 and reduced
every 10 epochs. We keep the consistent experiment setting
for all baselines, including LiDAR range and a 100ms
communication delay.

Tracking. In our setting, we set Fmin = 3 and Agemin =
2 in the birth/death memory module. The data association
module uses a threshold of IoUmin = 0.01 for vehicles, and
Distmax is set to 10. More details can be found in [33].

Motion Prediction. We use 6 encoder layers for context
encoding with a hidden feature dimension of 256. The
decoder employs 6 layers and 64 motion query pairs, deter-
mined by k-means clustering on the training set. We pre-train
the prediction model with an AdamW optimizer [40] with a
learning rate of 1 × 10−4 and a batch size of 80 over 30
epochs. More details can be found in [10].

Prediction Aggregation. We use three MLPs to encode
the GMM parameters, map features, and BEV features,
respectively. Then, an 8-head, 5-layer transformer encoder
is used to aggregate the features, followed by two MLPs to
decode the outputs into the final GMM trajectory and scores,
which follow the same format as the outputs of the prediction
module. We train the aggregation module with a learning
rate of 1× 10−4 and fine-tune the prediction module with a
reduced learning rate of 1× 10−6. The learning rates decay
in the same manner as the prediction model. We train the
model for 30 epochs with a batch size of 8.

D. Quantitative and Qualitative Results with Ablation
Since the end goal of our work is cooperative motion

prediction, we first present and analyze the quantitative
results of prediction followed by the object detection and
tracking performance as intermediate steps. Additionally, we
provide qualitative comparisons of the predicted trajectories
between our framework and the no-cooperation setting.

Cooperative Motion Prediction. We present a series
of quantitative and ablation studies on cooperative motion
prediction. The detailed results are shown in Table I and Fig.
4. CMP (Ours) with the Cooperative Perception setting does



(a) No Cooperation (b) Cooperative Prediction (Ours)

(c) No Cooperation (d) Cooperative Prediction (Ours)
Ego CAV Other CAVs Non-CAV Vehicles Predicted Waypoints Ground Truth Trajectory

Fig. 3: The visualizations of predicted trajectories under different model settings in two traffic scenarios. In (a) and (c),
some surrounding vehicles are not detected and the predicted trajectories (colored waypoints) without cooperation deviate
significantly from the ground truth (black lines). In contrast, in (b) and (d) where cooperative prediction is enabled, the
predicted trajectories become closer to the ground truth due to additional useful information from others.
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Fig. 4: A comparison of motion prediction performance at
5s prediction horizon under different areas covered by CAVs
in OPV2V. The area is calculated based on the smallest
convex hull that covers all the CAVs. As the number of
CAVs increases in different scenarios, more areas are likely
covered, which boosts the performance gap between no
cooperation and cooperative prediction.

not include our prediction aggregation module, and CAVs
only share the compressed BEV features in the perception
stage. Table I shows that CMP (Ours) with the Cooperative
P&P setting enhances the prediction performance by a large
margin and the improvement becomes more significant as
the prediction horizon increases. Also, it outperforms the
cooperative perception and prediction network proposed by
the strongest baseline V2VNet [3].

Our cooperative motion prediction (CMP) framework with
cooperation in both perception and prediction stages leads to
even greater improvement. In OPV2V at 5s prediction hori-
zon, CMP achieves a 12.3%/16.4% reduction in minADE6

and a 15.1%/19.7% reduction in minFDE6 compared with the

V2VNet and No Cooperation settings, respectively. Similarly,
in V2V4Real at the same prediction horizon, CMP achieves
a 12.0%/22.2% reduction in minADE6 and a 7.3%/19.0%
reduction in minFDE6. The reason is that cooperative per-
ception improves the detection accuracy and thus the quality
of historical trajectories employed by the prediction module.
Moreover, the prediction aggregation module allows CAVs to
leverage the predictions from others to collectively compen-
sate for their prediction in challenging situations. In Fig. 4,
our cooperation modules bring more benefits as the CAVs
in the scene cover larger fields of view. Specifically, we
approximate the perception coverage area from the CAVs
as the area of the convex hull formed by the CAVs. As this
area grows to over 200m2, the performance improvement
of our model climbs to 17.5%/28.4% compared to the other
settings. The reason is that the communication between CAVs
enhances the situational awareness of the ego car with more
comprehensive, precise detections of surrounding objects and
richer insights for future prediction.

Qualitative Results. We provide the visualizations of the
predicted vehicle trajectories in two distinct scenarios in Fig.
3 to illustrate the effectiveness of cooperative prediction.
Fig. 3(a) and 3(b) depict the same scenario involving two
CAVs. It is evident that cooperative prediction significantly
reduces the number of non-CAV vehicles that are overlooked,
which highlights the enhanced sensing capability brought
by cooperation, allowing each CAV to extend its perception
range and detect vehicles that might otherwise be missed.
Fig. 3(c) and 3(d) show another scenario, demonstrating the
improved accuracy of cooperative prediction. In this case, the
predicted trajectories by cooperative prediction align more
closely with the ground truth thanks to information sharing
between CAVs.



TABLE II: The comparisons of cooperative object detection performance. Upper: OPV2V. Lower: V2V4Real.

Model Communication
Setting

Compression
Ratio AP 0.3↑ AR 0.3↑ F1 0.3↑ AP 0.5↑ AR 0.5↑ F1 0.5↑ AP 0.7↑ AR 0.7↑ F1 0.7↑ Bandwidth

(MB/s)↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation N/A 0.80 0.43 0.56 0.79 0.43 0.55 0.65 0.39 0.48 N/A

V2VNet [3] 100ms Delay None 0.86 0.49 0.63 0.83 0.48 0.61 0.66 0.43 0.52 82.5

CoBEVT [5] 100ms Delay None 0.94 0.49 0.65 0.93 0.49 0.64 0.81 0.45 0.58 82.5
100ms Delay 256× 0.93 0.47 0.63 0.92 0.47 0.62 0.82 0.44 0.58 0.32

Model Communication
Setting

Compression
Ratio AP 0.3↑ AR 0.3↑ F1 0.3↑ AP 0.5↑ AR 0.5↑ F1 0.5↑ AP 0.7↑ AR 0.7↑ F1 0.7↑ Bandwidth

(MB/s)↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation N/A 0.52 0.33 0.40 0.42 0.29 0.35 0.19 0.20 0.20 N/A

V2VNet [3] 100ms Delay None 0.70 0.41 0.52 0.57 0.36 0.44 0.30 0.26 0.28 60.0

CoBEVT [5] 100ms Delay None 0.72 0.41 0.53 0.61 0.37 0.46 0.32 0.27 0.29 60.0
100ms Delay 256× 0.72 0.41 0.52 0.62 0.37 0.46 0.31 0.26 0.28 0.23

TABLE III: The comparisons of multi-object tracking performance. Upper: OPV2V. Lower: V2V4Real.

Model Communication
Setting

Compression
Ratio sAMOTA ↑ AMOTA ↑ AMOTP ↑ MOTA ↑ MOTP ↑ MT ↑ ML ↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation N/A 44.99 20.19 21.44 44.87 47.64 21.23 34.46

CoBEVT [5] 100ms Delay None 62.48 38.76 29.93 62.02 47.89 38.77 16.62
256× 62.43 37.98 30.20 60.76 48.31 36.92 17.85

Model Communication
Setting

Compression
Ratio sAMOTA ↑ AMOTA ↑ AMOTP ↑ MOTA ↑ MOTP ↑ MT ↑ ML ↓

SinBEVT [5] No Cooperation N/A 32.43 10.35 21.62 31.66 66.15 9.94 68.51

CoBEVT [5] 100ms Delay None 44.88 19.31 31.12 42.77 69.00 12.91 62.59
256× 41.14 16.27 28.21 39.40 68.31 10.66 62.24

Cooperative Object Detection. In Table II, we demon-
strate the effects of multi-vehicle cooperation, communi-
cation delay, and compression ratio of BEV features on
the object detection performance. The comparisons between
No Cooperation and other settings show the improvement
brought by the CAV communications. In addition, a compres-
sion ratio of 256 only slightly degrades system performance
but significantly reduces the bandwidth requirements from
82.5MB/s to 0.32MB/s in OPV2V. The compression only
takes 0.5ms, making its impact negligible compared with
the 100 ms transmission delay, thus demonstrating efficiency
in data transmission when sharing BEV features from one
CAV to another. The results show that CoBEVT outperforms
V2VNet on OPV2V and achieves comparable detection per-
formance on V2V4Real. Based on these findings, we adopt a
256× compression ratio for BEV features and accommodate
a 100ms communication latency between CAVs, which
balances between the model performance and real-world
hardware constraints (i.e., bandwidth, latency).

Tracking. We show the enhancement of tracking perfor-
mance enabled by multi-vehicle cooperations in Table III.
V2V communication enables the fusion of perception in-
formation across different CAVs, which significantly in-
creases the number of true positives (i.e., accurately detected
objects) and reduces the instances of false positives and
false negatives (i.e., missing objects). We observe a higher
MOTA and MOTP in OPV2V compared to V2V4Real. The

improvement in object detection is a major cause for the
enhanced performance of the tracking system. Furthermore,
despite the substantial BEV feature compression, we observe
no detrimental effect on the tracking performance in both
OPV2V and V2V4Real, which implies that tracking remains
robust even under significant feature compression.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce the first-of-its-kind cooperative
motion prediction framework that advances the cooperative
capabilities of CAVs, addressing the crucial need for safe and
robust decision making in dynamic environments. By inte-
grating cooperative perception with trajectory prediction, our
work marks a pioneering effort in the realm of connected and
automated vehicles, which enables CAVs to share and fuse
data from LiDAR point clouds to improve object detection,
tracking, and motion prediction. Specifically, our contribu-
tions include a latency-robust cooperative prediction pipeline,
communication bandwidth analysis, and a cooperative ag-
gregation mechanism for motion prediction, which advance
CAV performance and set a benchmark for future research.
In this work, our framework does not yield a fully end-to-end
approach due to the non-differentiable tracker. Future work
will focus on developing a fully differentiable pipeline with
more advanced architectures to enable a seamless cooperative
system. We will also investigate multi-modal sensor fusion
with heterogeneous CAVs to improve flexibility.
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