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Abstract— Robotic middleware is fundamental to ensur-
ing reliable communication among system components and
is crucial for intelligent robotics, autonomous vehicles, and
smart manufacturing. However, existing robotic middleware
often struggles to meet the diverse communication demands,
optimize data transmission efficiency, and maintain scheduling
determinism between Orin computing units in large-scale L4
autonomous vehicle deployments. This paper presents RI-
MAOS2C, a service discovery-based hybrid network commu-
nication middleware designed to tackle these challenges. By
leveraging multi-level service discovery multicast, RIMAOS2C
supports a wide variety of communication modes, including
multiple cross-chip Ethernet protocols and PCIe communica-
tion capabilities. The core mechanism of the middleware, the
Message Bridge, optimizes data flow forwarding and employs
shared memory for centralized message distribution, reducing
message redundancy and minimizing transmission delay un-
certainty, thus improving both communication efficiency and
scheduling stability. Tested and validated on L4 vehicles and
Jetson Orin domain controllers, RIMAOS2C leverages TCP-
based ZeroMQ to overcome the large-message transmission
bottleneck inherent in native CyberRT middleware. In scenarios
involving two cross-chip subscribers, RIMAOS2C eliminates
message redundancy, enhancing transmission efficiency by
36%–40% for large data transfers while reducing callback
time differences by 42%–906%. This research advances the
communication capabilities of robotic operating systems and
introduces a novel approach to optimizing communication in
distributed computing architectures for autonomous driving
systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the rapid development of artificial intelligence and
robotics [1], [2], distributed robotic operating systems (ROS)
are increasingly being applied in fields such as intelligent
robotics [3], autonomous driving [4], [5], and smart man-
ufacturing [6]. Unlike traditional embedded operating sys-
tems, robotic operating systems provide hardware abstraction
and standardized software interfaces, significantly improving
software portability and hardware compatibility [7], [8]. This,
in turn, facilitates the widespread deployment of robotic
technologies across a wide range of industries.

Robotic middleware serves as the central communication
hub within robotic operating systems [8], [10], facilitating
high-level communication protocols, abstracting low-level
complexities, and dynamically selecting the optimal commu-
nication mode based on node topology (e.g., intra-process,
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Fig. 1. Comparsion of Traditional Industrial Computer and Apollo Cy-
berRT Solution[9] vs. Proposed Domain Controller and Chery RIMAOS2C
Solution

inter-process, or cross-chip communication). However, most
existing robotic middleware is designed for general robotic
systems, making them less suited for the complexities of
distributed computing environments [11]. These frameworks
face significant limitations, including restricted communica-
tion modes [11], message redundancy [12], and scheduling
uncertainties [8].

In the large-scale, standardized deployment of L4 au-
tonomous vehicles using Jetson Orin domain controllers (see
Fig. 1), these limitations become increasingly evident when
managing data exchange between Orin computing units. The
existing service discovery-based automatic communication
mode selection mechanism is limited to shared pointers,
shared memory, and Data Distribution Service (DDS) [13]
for network communication. However, distributed computing
architectures for autonomous driving demand communication
methods that provide low latency, high throughput, and
efficient resource utilization for chip-to-chip data transmis-
sion [11]. Furthermore, in multi-chip architectures, current
middleware transmits identical data separately to multiple
subscribers, leading to significant message redundancy, par-
ticularly when handling high-resolution sensor data such as
LiDAR point clouds and camera images [12]. Additionally,
instability in inter-chip communication affects temporal con-
sistency and processing stability, which in turn compromises
data synchronization [8], [14]. These challenges degrade
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the real-time performance and safety of autonomous driving
systems, highlighting the need for a more efficient, scalable,
and adaptive middleware solution.

To address these challenges, this paper presents RI-
MAOS2C, a robotic middleware designed for distributed
computing architectures in L4 autonomous driving systems.
Utilizing a multi-level service discovery design, RIMAOS2C
incorporates support for ZeroMQ [15] and PCIe transmission
via shared memory bridging, allowing automatic adaptation
to various communication modes. Furthermore, RIMAOS2C
introduces an efficient data flow forwarding mechanism that
reduces message redundancy between distributed computing
units. Additionally, RIMAOS2C employs a shared memory-
based cross-chip message distribution mechanism, enhancing
scheduling stability.

RIMAOS2C not only optimizes bandwidth utilization and
minimizes communication overhead in L4 autonomous driv-
ing distributed computing architectures, but also ensures
data transmission consistency and accelerates synchronous
responses within autonomous driving computing systems.
These advancements enhance the communication capabilities
of the robotic middleware, while also boosting the real-time
performance and safety of autonomous driving systems.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

• We design and implement RIMAOS2C, a hybrid net-
work communication middleware based on service dis-
covery, which has been tested and validated on L4
autonomous driving vehicles in distributed computing
architectures (see Fig. 1).

• RIMAOS2C employs a hybrid communication ap-
proach, using UDP-based DDS for small messages and
TCP-based ZeroMQ for large messages, overcoming
DDS’s bottleneck in large message transmission.

• RIMAOS2C incorporates a multi-level service discov-
ery mechanism, resolving the challenge of integrating
multiple communication modes and seamlessly embed-
ding them into a unified robotic middleware framework.

• RIMAOS2C utilizes a Message Bridge for data flow
management and a shared memory-based centralized
distribution mechanism to resolve issues of message
redundancy and callback inconsistencies caused by
communication fluctuations.

II. RELATED WORK

As robotic systems are increasingly deployed in complex
environments, the demands on their communication mech-
anisms have grown significantly. Robotic middleware plays
a crucial role as a bridge for seamless interaction between
system components, facilitating data exchange, task schedul-
ing, and resource management within distributed computing
environments [7], [16]. Widely adopted frameworks like
DDS, Robot Operating System (ROS1/ROS2) [17], [18], and
CyberRT [19] have greatly enhanced development efficiency
in areas such as industrial automation, autonomous driving,
and distributed robotics. These frameworks have significantly
advanced the deployment of distributed robotic systems.

A key feature of modern robotic middleware is its ability to
automatically discover communication endpoints and select
appropriate communication methods based on system config-
uration and network topology [20]. Traditional ROS1 relies
on a centralized master node for service discovery, which
introduces a single point of failure and is unsuitable for large-
scale distributed computing environments. In contrast, ROS2
and CyberRT employ a decentralized UDP multicast service
discovery mechanism [21], [22], enhancing scalability in
distributed systems.

DDS is the cross-chip communication method used by
ROS2 and CyberRT [21], [23]. While DDS provides Quality
of Service (QoS) adjustments to optimize communication
across different scenarios [12], [24], its reliance on UDP-
based data transmission introduces significant performance
bottlenecks in high-throughput environments [16], [25]. Ad-
ditionally, current frameworks do not support alternative
communication modes, such as TCP-based transmission op-
timizations or PCIe direct connections, which could substan-
tially improve communication efficiency between computa-
tional units.

Recent studies have explored optimizing communication
protocols to enhance the performance of robotic middleware.
For instance, the QUIC protocol [26], which combines the
low-latency benefits of UDP with the reliability of TCP,
improves network transmission stability. SCTP [27], with its
multi-stream transmission and advanced congestion control
mechanisms, significantly reduces network delay and mit-
igates the impact of scheduling fluctuations. Additionally,
Software-Defined Networking (SDN) [28], [29] and Edge
Computing [30] are leveraged for dynamic bandwidth man-
agement and localized data processing, reducing network
transmission load. However, these approaches are largely
application-specific and have not been integrated into a
unified robotic middleware architecture. As a result, they
leave significant gaps in addressing the need for diverse and
efficient communication methods, message redundancy, and
scheduling uncertainty—issues that are especially critical in
large-scale L4 computing architectures.

III. SYSTEM DESIGN
A. Distributed Computing Architecture

The distributed computing architecture for autonomous
driving consists of two domain controllers, each containing
two Orin chips and one microcontroller unit (MCU). These
Orin computing units are interconnected via a 10Gb Eth-
ernet switch to enable efficient data exchange. Within each
domain controller, the two Orin chips communicate through
a PCIe-based virtual network, facilitating low-latency, high-
bandwidth data sharing for computational tasks.

As shown in Fig. 2, the functional allocation across the do-
main controllers is structured as follows. Domain Controller
A is primarily responsible for perception tasks: Orin A1
processes LiDAR and millimeter-wave radar sensing, sensor
data fusion, and localization, while Orin A2 focuses on
visual perception, including object detection and traffic light
recognition. Domain Controller B manages planning, control,



Fig. 2. The L4 autonomous driving distributed computing architecture, integrated with the RIMAOS2C robotic middleware, provides flexible deployment
and computational scalability. This architecture employs four Orin computing units working in unison to execute key functions, including LiDAR perception,
visual perception, localization, planning, control, and data acquisition.

and data collection functions: Orin B1 handles prediction,
planning, control, and chassis computations, whereas Orin
B2 is dedicated to data collection and storage, ensuring
reliable data recording. Additionally, the allocation of these
modules can be dynamically adjusted across chips based on
system load and hardware configuration.

Although this distributed architecture offers high modu-
larity and scalability, it also presents new communication
challenges. The following section will outline the core design
and implementation of RIMAOS2C.

B. RIMAOS2C Middleware Design

RIMAOS2C is a robotic middleware solution built on a
node network, extending the core principles of ROS-based
middleware to meet the demands of complex distributed
systems. As shown in Fig. 3, RIMAOS2C is structured into
three layers: the Application Layer, Node Layer, and Trans-

port Layer, forming a flexible and efficient communication
framework.

The Application Layer provides standard communication
interfaces, including Publish/Subscribe, Client/Service, and
Action modes, allowing developers to focus on business logic
without managing the underlying communication details.

The Node Layer manages service discovery, node manage-
ment, and message routing. Service discovery allows nodes
to automatically select the most suitable communication
method based on network topology and system requirements.
Node management monitors the status of each node and
maintains the network topology. Message routing enables dy-
namic adaptation to various communication modes, including
intra-process, inter-process, and cross-chip communication.
Additionally, RIMAOS2C incorporates a Message Bridge
to optimize data flow, reduce redundancy, and minimize
callback fluctuations.



Fig. 3. RIMAOS2C Software Architecture Diagram

Fig. 4. RIMAOS2C Communication Design Diagram

The Transport Layer implements communication protocols
and supports multiple modes, including Shared Pointer (In-
tra) for low-latency data exchange within the same process,
POSIX-based Shared Memory (SHM) for efficient inter-
process communication within the same chip, UDP-based
DDS-RTPS for low-latency communication between chips,
and TCP-based ZeroMQ (ZMQ) for high-throughput, large-
message transmission between chips. Real-Time Publish-
Subscribe (RTPS) is a wire protocol used in DDS imple-
mentations.

As shown in Fig. 4, RIMAOS2C dynamically switches
between shared pointers, shared memory, and DDS-RTPS
based on service discovery and the physical relationships
between nodes. Additionally, ZeroMQ is integrated into
shared memory via the Message Bridge, enabling seamless
adaptation to multiple communication modes. By combining
service discovery with the Message Bridge, RIMAOS2C
ensures efficient and flexible communication that evolves
with the system’s needs. The design challenges associated
with this approach are discussed in the following section.

C. Service Discovery

Service discovery is a core functionality of robotic mid-
dleware, enabling the dynamic identification and interaction
of distributed nodes. In RIMAOS2C, the service discovery
mechanism inherits the design from ROS2 and CyberRT,
utilizing a UDP multicast mechanism for automatic node dis-
covery and status synchronization. Continuous state broad-
casting and updates enhance the system’s adaptability and

Fig. 5. Multi-level Service Discovery Diagram. Small messages (e.g.,
localization data) and large messages (e.g., image data) are separated into
different discovery networks, enabling the use of distinct communication
methods within the framework without encountering topic conflicts caused
by automatic service discovery.

robustness, ensuring real-time consistency across distributed
nodes.

In ROS2 and CyberRT, the service discovery mechanism
operates within a single discovery network, managing topic
publication and subscription across the vehicle area network.
However, when using a Message Bridge, duplicate topics
from other Orin computing units may be introduced, poten-
tially causing communication conflicts. While renaming top-
ics can resolve these conflicts, it compromises the flexibility
of distributed system deployment.

To resolve topic name conflicts, RIMAOS2C adopts mul-
ticast network isolation in its service discovery mechanism.
As shown in Fig. 5, it employs a multi-level strategy, di-
viding networks into chip-local (127.0.0.1) and vehicle-area
(192.168.1.x) segments. This design isolates communication
scopes and avoids conflicts caused by automatic service dis-
covery and additional Message Bridge communication across
multiple Orin units. Chip-local discovery handles intra-chip
communication, while vehicle-area discovery manages inter-
chip communication.

This multi-level service discovery approach offers several
advantages. By isolating networks, it minimizes service
discovery conflicts while maintaining the flexibility of dis-
tributed deployment. It also ensures compatibility with exist-
ing CyberRT tools (e.g., cyber monitor and cyber recorder)
[31], allowing users to monitor or record topics across
different network segments. Furthermore, this approach is
highly scalable and can be applied to more complex network
topologies and diverse functional modules in distributed
systems. Through multi-level service discovery isolation,
RIMAOS2C effectively addresses DDS service discovery
issues in distributed computing architectures, providing flexi-
ble deployment options for distributed robotic systems while
maintaining compatibility with existing toolchains.

D. Message Bridge

To bridge the differences between various communication
protocols, RIMAOS2C introduces the Message Bridge, a spe-
cialized node that facilitates communication between differ-
ent chips. The Message Bridge subscribes to messages from
nodes via shared memory on the local chip, transmits these
messages over the network to another chip, and republishes



Fig. 6. Implementation Details of Message Bridge

them into shared memory on the target chip (as shown in Fig.
6). This design transforms RIMAOS2C from a purely dis-
tributed communication system into a shared-memory-based,
centralized communication architecture. Shared memory not
only serves as the method for data transfer but also acts as
a critical bridge for data exchange between Orin units.

The decision of which messages to forward through the
Message Bridge is based on static configuration. However,
the communication modes—shared pointers, shared mem-
ory, and DDS—are automatically adapted without requiring
any static configuration. Additionally, the Message Bridge
incorporates the ZeroMQ protocol, which utilizes both phys-
ical network channels and PCIe virtual network channels.
PCIe communication can be up to four times faster than
the physical network channel, enabling more efficient data
transfer, particularly for tasks such as transmitting raw image
messages.

This design improves distributed communication perfor-
mance in several ways. The Message Bridge reduces message
redundancy between Orin units by centrally forwarding data
requested by multiple subscribers, thereby lowering network
load and resource consumption. Additionally, the shared
memory-based centralized distribution mechanism stabilizes
communication by mitigating scheduling uncertainties be-
tween Orin units, enhancing synchronization response times
and real-time performance in complex scenarios. However,
this approach introduces a slight latency overhead (see Eval-
uation Section A).

The introduction of ZeroMQ in RIMAOS2C addresses
the limitations of CyberRT’s Fast DDS [32], particularly in
handling large-scale data transfers. While Fast DDS performs
well for small messages, it struggles with large data volumes,
often leading to instability or transmission failure. Modifying
Fast DDS to support larger data transfers by adjusting its
buffer size and QoS configurations would undermine its
advantages in lightweight transmission [16], [25]. Therefore,
RIMAOS2C adopts ZeroMQ, which is optimized for high
throughput via TCP and PCIe virtual network channels,
enabling more efficient large-data transmission. Simultane-
ously, it retains Fast DDS’s low latency and flexible QoS
configurations.

To further optimize ZeroMQ, RIMAOS2C limits its use to
point-to-point communication between Orin units, addressing
the ‘slow participant’ issue [33] often encountered in dis-
tributed systems. It establishes multiple data channels based
on different topics and socket ports, enabling differentiated
communication according to data size and priority. This
approach allows for more refined transmission scheduling,
significantly enhancing overall communication efficiency.

IV. EVALUATION

To assess the communication efficiency and stability of
RIMAOS2C in distributed computing architectures, a series
of experiments were conducted. These tests focused on
evaluating latency across different communication modes,
cross-chip communication efficiency, and message schedul-
ing stability. The experiments were conducted on Jetson
Orin autonomous driving domain controllers to validate
RIMAOS2C’s optimizations and benchmark its performance
against CyberRT. However, RIMAOS2C is designed to be
cross-platform compatible and not limited to this hardware
environment. ROS1 and ROS2 were excluded from the com-
parison due to the modifications required in their serialization
mechanisms to ensure compatibility with autonomous driv-
ing applications—without which serialization design would
significantly affect latency estimates [16]. In China, CyberRT
has become the predominant middleware system for L4
autonomous vehicles, largely due to the widespread adoption
of Baidu’s Apollo [9] open-source autonomous driving plat-
form. Derived from ROS1, CyberRT represents an evolved
middleware framework tailored to the specific requirements
of robotic and autonomous driving systems in China.

A. Latency Evaluation Across Various Communication
Modes

This experiment assesses the transmission latency of RI-
MAOS2C under various communication modes and verifies
its adaptive strategy for different data scales. The modes
tested include shared memory (SHM), Fast DDS (UDP), and
ZeroMQ (TCP), with performance evaluated across different
data sizes.

RIMAOS2C optimizes service discovery and utilizes the
Message Bridge to centrally distribute messages using shared
memory within devices. For cross-chip communication, Fast
DDS (UDP) is employed for small data to minimize la-
tency, while ZeroMQ (TCP) is used for larger data to
enhance throughput. Since ZeroMQ transmits data through
the Message Bridge, its measured latency includes additional
overhead from two shared memory (SHM) operations. To
account for the actual network transmission time, the latency
for ZeroMQ is adjusted as follows:

TZeroMQ (Adjusted) = TZeroMQ (Original) − 2× TSHM

where TZeroMQ (Original) represents the original latency of
ZeroMQ, and TSHM refers to the time spent on each shared
memory operation. This adjustment provides a more accurate
reflection of the network transmission time.



TABLE I
COMPARISON OF INTER-PROCESS COMMUNICATION LATENCY (IN µS)

Method Message Size

1KB 10KB 100KB 1MB 2MB 6MB

SHM 181 210 375 991 1779 4399
Fast DDS 1340 1310 1948 11023 21635 65299
ZeroMQ
(Original)

2182 2427 3223 12783 23341 66475

ZeroMQ
(Adjusted)

1820 2007 2473 10701 19783 57677

Table I compares the inter-process communication la-
tency (in microseconds, µs) across various communication
methods: Shared Memory (SHM), Fast DDS, and ZeroMQ
(Original and Adjusted). The data sizes tested range from
1KB to 6MB. Shared Memory (SHM) consistently delivers
the lowest latency, as it operates within the memory space
without involving network protocol stacks, minimizing com-
munication delays. For small data sizes (≤100KB), Fast DDS
(UDP) outperforms ZeroMQ (TCP), showing lower latency
for these smaller transmissions. However, for larger data
sizes (≥2MB), ZeroMQ (Adjusted) offers superior through-
put, with significantly lower transmission times compared to
Fast DDS (UDP). Fast DDS, on the other hand, struggles
with large data, showing instability and frame loss when
handling data over 2MB. To maintain stability, transmission
frequency was reduced to one message per second, making
Fast DDS unsuitable for large data volumes typically found
in autonomous driving applications.

While RIMAOS2C also offers a non-Message Bridge
version of ZeroMQ as a potential replacement for Fast DDS,
it would require static configuration for all communication
messages, conflicting with the design goal of dynamic com-
munication adaptation based on service discovery.

The Message Bridge’s use of shared memory reduces
redundant data transmissions and enhances scheduling con-
sistency. While this introduces additional read/write delays,
the tradeoff is justified by the overall system performance
improvements, leading to more efficient and stable commu-
nication.

B. Performance Comparison: RIMAOS2C vs. CyberRT

These experiments compare the latency, efficiency, and
scheduling consistency of RIMAOS2C and CyberRT across
various communication modes. The test scenarios encompass
communication latency between Orin computing units, data
transmission efficiency for multiple subscribers across Orin
units, and callback consistency for multiple subscribers.

In the experimental setup, CyberRT relies mainly on
DDS (UDP Unicast) for communication, while RIMAOS2C
utilizes DDS (UDP Unicast) and the Message Bridge to
optimize large data transmission via ZeroMQ (TCP). RI-
MAOS2C also introduces a centralized shared memory dis-
tribution mechanism, enhancing callback consistency.

1) Latency Comparison: The first test focused on com-
paring the communication latency between RIMAOS2C and
CyberRT under various data sizes. Due to RIMAOS2C’s use

Fig. 7. Compared to CyberRT, which only supports Fast DDS, RIMAOS2C
enables multiple communication methods, allowing for an optimized com-
bination to achieve the best communication performance.

of adaptive switching between shared memory, DDS, and
ZeroMQ, its latency performance depends on the chosen
communication mode.

As shown in Fig. 7, in small data scenarios (≤100KB),
CyberRT (Fast DDS) exhibits lower latency, leveraging the
efficiency of the UDP protocol for small data transmission.
In contrast, for larger data sizes (≥2MB), RIMAOS2C
(Message Bridge) ensures stable transmission, overcoming
CyberRT’s bottleneck in handling large message communi-
cation between Orin units. By integrating different commu-
nication methods, RIMAOS2C optimizes performance across
various data loads.

2) Inner-Orin Message Transmission Efficiency Compar-
ison: This experiment evaluates message redundancy in
RIMAOS2C and CyberRT during multi-subscriber cross-
chip communication, with a focus on transmission efficiency,
which directly impacts network bandwidth utilization and
latency. The test simulates multiple subscribers receiving the
same topic and analyzes the performance of the Message
Bridge-optimized ZeroMQ transmission in reducing redun-
dancy and improving efficiency.

• Sub1 and Sub2 subscribe via Fast DDS (UDP Unicast).
• Sub3 and Sub4 subscribe via Message Bridge (ZeroMQ

+ SHM).
As shown in Fig. 8, RIMAOS2C reduces communication

latency by 36% to 40% when handling data larger than
100KB, thanks to the optimization provided by the Mes-
sage Bridge. The primary cause of this improvement lies
in the fact that the Message Bridge transmits cross-chip
communication only once. This strategy reduces transmis-
sion latency, improves transmission efficiency, and decreases
network overhead, thereby increasing the effective bandwidth
available for communication.

The reduction in latency can be quantified using the
following formula:

∆L =
(LFast DDS − LZeroMQ + SHM)

LFast DDS
× 100%

where LFast DDS represents the communication latency
when using Fast DDS in CyberRT, and LZeroMQ + SHM cor-



Fig. 8. As the message size increases, the advantages of RIMAOS2C’s
data forwarding mechanism become more apparent, providing more stable
transmission.

responds to the latency achieved with the ZeroMQ + SHM
method. This calculation demonstrates the efficiency gains
from adopting RIMAOS2C’s optimized communication strat-
egy.

3) Scheduling Stability Across Different Load Conditions:
This experiment assesses the callback time difference in RI-
MAOS2C under various data sizes to evaluate its scheduling
consistency. Similar to the previous experiment, it compares
the performance of Message Bridge (Bridge) and Fast DDS
(Unicast) subscriptions by measuring the callback time dif-
ferences between two subscribers.

TABLE II
AVERAGE DIFFERENCE IN LATENCY (IN µS)

Middleware Message Size

1KB 10KB 100KB 1MB 2MB 6MB

CyberRT
[23]
(Fast DDS)

92.48 116.02 467.89 255.69 746.68 773.81

RIMAOS2C
(ZeroMQ +
SHM)

54.09 55.00 53.47 70.95 68.28 86.48

As shown in Table II, RIMAOS2C reduces the callback
time difference by 42% to 906%, significantly enhancing
scheduling stability. This improvement plays a crucial role in
accelerating data synchronization response times. In contrast,
CyberRT demonstrates greater fluctuations in callback times
under high-load conditions, highlighting its limited ability
to maintain stable scheduling performance during heavy
communication loads.

The reduction in callback time difference can be quantified
as follows:

∆T =
(TCyberRT − TRIMAOS2C)

TCyberRT
× 100%

where TCyberRT denotes the callback time different in Cy-
berRT, and TRIMAOS2C represents the callback time different
in RIMAOS2C. This formula illustrates the effectiveness of
RIMAOS2C in minimizing callback time differences.

By mitigating fluctuations in callback times, RIMAOS2C
ensures more consistent data synchronization, which is vital
for improving overall scheduling stability. This becomes
especially important in high-load environments, such as those
encountered in autonomous driving systems, where timely
and reliable synchronization is essential for both safety and
performance.

C. Feature Comparison: RIMAOS2C and Other Middleware
Systems

Table III presents a comparative analysis of RIMAOS2C,
ROS1, ROS2, and CyberRT, emphasizing key differences
in communication mechanisms, service discovery, and dis-
tributed capability. Unlike ROS1, which relies on a central-
ized Master Node, and ROS2/CyberRT, which utilize single-
multicast DDS-based discovery, RIMAOS2C implements
multi-multicast service discovery, improving communication
flexibility and adaptability in distributed architectures. While
ROS1 lacks SHM support and relies primarily on TCP, ROS2
and CyberRT incorporate SHM and UDP with QoS but lack
native support for TCP and PCIe, limiting their efficiency
in large-scale data transmission. RIMAOS2C extends com-
munication capabilities by integrating TCP (ZeroMQ) and
PCIe, enhancing throughput and reducing latency in cross-
chip data exchange. Furthermore, RIMAOS2C introduces a
Message Bridge with a data flow forwarding mechanism,
effectively reducing message redundancy and optimizing
bandwidth utilization. Although its shared memory-based
distribution mechanism slightly reduces its distributed ca-
pability compared to the fully decentralized architectures
of ROS2 and CyberRT, this trade-off results in improved
scheduling stability and lower callback latency fluctuations.
These advancements make RIMAOS2C particularly well-
suited for real-time applications such as L4 autonomous
driving, where efficient cross-chip communication and low-
latency message processing are critical.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this study, we designed and implemented RIMAOS2C, a
robotic middleware system that employs a service discovery-
based hybrid network communication mechanism to address
key challenges in existing robotic middleware. RIMAOS2C
utilizes multi-level service discovery via multicast, ensuring
compatibility with various communication methods within
a unified framework. It reduces message redundancy and
mitigates scheduling uncertainty by employing efficient data
flow forwarding and a shared memory-based distribution
mechanism. Experimental results show that RIMAOS2C
outperforms CyberRT in high-load data scenarios (≥2MB),
overcoming CyberRT’s cross-chip data bottleneck. In multi-
subscriber scenarios, RIMAOS2C transmits cross-chip data
only once, optimizing bandwidth and improving scheduling
stability under heavy loads. These features make RIMAOS2C
well-suited for real-time applications such as autonomous
driving and distributed robotics.

Despite its demonstrated improvements, the Message
Bridge forwarding mechanism in RIMAOS2C inherently



TABLE III
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT ROBOTICS MIDDLEWARE

Middleware
Service

Discovery SHM UDP (QoS) TCP PCIe
Dataflow

Forwarding
SHM

Distribution
Distributed
Capability

ROS1 [17] Master Node × × ✓ × × × Medium
ROS2 [18] Single Multicast ✓ ✓ × × × × High
CyberRT [19] Single Multicast ✓ ✓ × × × × High
RIMAOS2C Multiple Multicast ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Medium

compromises the peer-to-peer nature typical of distributed
systems, potentially limiting its applicability in multi-agent
robotic scenarios. Future work will focus on developing role-
based or context-aware dynamic activation strategies for the
bridge, allowing selective activation based on factors such as
task priority, node computational load, and communication
context. These strategies aim to balance the trade-off between
communication efficiency and system decentralization. Ad-
ditionally, integrating RIMAOS2C into a unified, high-level
communication framework capable of dynamically adapting
transmission modes according to message size, latency con-
straints, and priority is envisioned. This would enable more
efficient network resource utilization, reduce redundant trans-
missions, and improve scheduling determinism, particularly
in complex or high-interference network environments.
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