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Exploring the Boundaries of On-Device Inference:
When Tiny Falls Short, Go Hierarchical

Adarsh Prasad Behera, Paulius Daubaris, Iñaki Bravo, José Gallego, Roberto Morabito, Joerg Widmer, and Jaya
Prakash Champati

Abstract—On-device inference offers significant benefits in
edge ML systems, such as improved energy efficiency, respon-
siveness, and privacy, compared to traditional centralized ap-
proaches. However, the resource constraints of embedded devices
limit their use to simple inference tasks, creating a trade-off
between efficiency and capability. In this context, the Hierarchical
Inference (HI) system has emerged as a promising solution that
augments the capabilities of the local ML by offloading selected
samples to an edge server/cloud for remote ML inference. Exist-
ing works, primarily based on simulations, demonstrate that HI
improves accuracy. However, they fail to account for the latency
and energy consumption in real-world deployments, nor do they
consider three key heterogeneous components that characterize
ML-enabled IoT systems: hardware, network connectivity, and
models. To bridge this gap, this paper systematically evaluates
HI against standalone on-device inference by analyzing accuracy,
latency, and energy trade-offs across five devices and three
image classification datasets. Our findings show that, for a given
accuracy requirement, the HI approach we designed achieved
up to 73% lower latency and up to 77% lower device energy
consumption than an on-device inference system. Despite these
gains, HI introduces a fixed energy and latency overhead from
on-device inference for all samples. To address this, we propose a
hybrid system called Early Exit with HI (EE-HI) and demonstrate
that, compared to HI, EE-HI reduces the latency up to 59.7%
and lowers the device’s energy consumption up to 60.4%. These
findings demonstrate the potential of HI and EE-HI to enable
more efficient ML in IoT systems.

Index Terms—Machine learning, on-device inference, TinyML,
Hierarchical Inference, Early Exit, processing time and energy
measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Deep Learning (DL) inference on data generated by end
devices such as IoT sensors, smartphones, and drones enables
significant improvements in operational efficiency and func-
tionality across various sectors, including industrial automa-
tion, smart cities, remote healthcare, smart agriculture, and
other sectors. Compared to offloading to the cloud, performing
DL inference locally on an IoT device has the added advantage
of increased energy efficiency [1], responsiveness, and privacy
and holds great promise for real-time decision-making. Thus,
significant efforts have been directed towards designing and
developing compact DL models tailored explicitly for deploy-
ment on end devices [2], [3], [4]. This resulted in a plethora
of DL models, such as MobileNet [5], EfficientNet [6], and
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Fig. 1: Measured inference accuracy and latency per infer-
ence for various models on different MCUs: Arduino Nano,
ESP-32, and Coral Micro, for the MNIST, CIFAR-10, and
ImageNet-1K datasets. As the inference complexity increases
from MNIST to ImageNet-1K, even resorting to larger DL
models and powerful MCU Coral Micro (with TPU) may be
insufficient to satisfy QoS requirements: 90% accuracy (green
line) and 250 ms response time (red line).

Gemma 2B large language model [7], which can be embedded
on moderately powerful smartphones. TinyML models like
ResNet-8 [8] have also been designed for extremely resource-
limited IoT sensors with micro-controller units (MCUs).

Despite the advances in ML model optimization, the large-
scale adoption of on-device inference is limited to applications
involving simple inference tasks such as visual keyword spot-
ting on smartphones, gesture recognition on smart cameras,
and predictive analytics for industrial machines on IoT sensors
[9]. We indeed argue that on-device inference becomes inad-
equate as the complexity of the inference tasks increases. For
this purpose, consider an image classification application1 with
a QoS requirement of at least 90% accuracy and maximum 250
ms latency2. In Fig. 1, we present the accuracy and latency
for different ML models on three MCUs: Arduino Nano,
ESP-32, and Coral Micro (cf. Table I). Of the MCUs, Coral
Micro is the most powerful, featuring a Tensor Processing Unit
(TPU). For the inference tasks, we categorize MNIST image
classification as a simple task, CIFAR-10 as a moderately

1We focus on image classification datasets and models as they span a
broad range of complexity and are widely used benchmarks for evaluating
the performance of DL systems [10].

2This value is motivated by the latency requirement of 100 to 500 ms in
real-time computer vision applications such as scene text detection [11], and
image captioning [12].
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complex task, and ImageNet-1K as a complex task. Observe
that Arduino Nano and ESP-32 satisfy the QoS requirement for
the MNIST dataset using Logistic Regression (LR). But both
devices fall short of latency and accuracy requirements for
CIFAR-10 dataset because running the state-of-the-art tinyML
model ResNet-8, which has 87% accuracy, takes at least 600
ms. Coral Micro can meet the QoS requirements for CIFAR-
10, using a bigger DL model ResNet-56, but it cannot do
so for ImageNet-1K. Thus, resorting to more computationally
capable end devices, in the microcontroller space, may still be
inadequate to support emerging ML applications with ever-
increasing computation demands.

An alternative solution for network-connected devices is to
leverage an edge server or cloud equipped with a state-of-the-
art, large-scale deep learning model. By offloading all the data
samples for remote inference on the large-size DL model, a de-
vice can achieve higher accuracy rather than inferring locally.
However, fully offloading the execution of the DL inference
risks: (i) underutilizing the on-device capabilities, (ii) introduc-
ing additional network latency and connectivity dependency,
and (iii) forfeiting the energy efficiency and responsiveness
benefits of the on-device inference. Consequently, extensive
research has lately focused on distributed inference techniques
that use both on-device and remote-server computing capac-
ity. These techniques include (i) DNN-partitioning [13], (ii)
inference load balancing [14], and (iii) Hierarchical Inference
(HI) [15]. DNN-partitioning computes inference using a large-
size DL model by partitioning the model’s layers between
the device and a remote server. Nevertheless, the benefits of
this technique have only been realized for computationally
powerful devices (such as smartphones) with mobile GPUs
[16], [17]. Furthermore, the technique is not feasible for
proprietary DL models, as the model architecture may not
be openly available. The inference load-balancing approach
divides the computational load between the device and the
server to minimize inference time or energy consumption [18],
[19], [14].

HI [15] paradigm shown in Fig. 2, mitigates the limitations
of on-device inference by using remote inference only when
on-device inference is likely incorrect. A data sample for
which the on-device inference is likely correct is a simple
data sample, and its inference is accepted. In contrast, a data
sample deemed likely to result in incorrect local inference
is considered a complex data sample and is offloaded. HI
uses a HI decision algorithm that acts on the on-device (local
ML) model output for each input sample and decides if the
sample is simple or complex. By only offloading the complex
samples, HI reaps the benefits of performing inference on
end devices without compromising on accuracy, and thus, it
received considerable attention in the recent past [19], [20],
[21], [15], [22], [23].

Since HI requires inference on the device for every sam-
ple, it introduces a fixed overhead on latency and energy
consumption per inference. Additionally, existing work on HI
only studied the accuracy improvements over the on-device
inference, without accounting for its latency and on-device
energy consumption overheads. Furthermore, their conclusions
were based only on simulations using abstract costs for

offloading and classification errors. Finally, they ignore the
diversity and heterogeneity of edge ML systems, including
varying hardware, network connectivity, and models.

In this paper, we address the aforementioned shortcomings
and make multiple contributions. First, we perform accuracy,
latency, and energy measurements for running embedded DL
models on five devices with different capabilities and three
image classification datasets (please refer to Section III for
additional details about the devices and models used). These
measurements will be of independent interest to the embedded
ML community as these findings help optimize ML models for
low-power, real-time applications, reducing reliance on cloud
offloading while maintaining performance. In this respect, we
have made the code for device measurements and model train-
ing publicly available.3 Second, we empirically evaluate the
performance of HI and on-device inference and demonstrate
that HI improves accuracy but has higher latency and energy
consumption compared to on-device inference. This raises the
question of the true benefits of using HI. Third, in contrast to
the previous works, we argue that it is beneficial to choose
an HI system that uses a smaller on-device model, even if the
model does not meet the accuracy QoS requirement, rather
than an HI system with a larger state-of-the-art on-device
model that does. Through measurements, we demonstrate that
an HI system with a smaller on-device model can achieve
the accuracy QoS requirement while delivering lower latency
and energy consumption. This highlights the advantages of
a carefully designed HI system over standalone on-device
inference. For instance, on the Raspberry Pi, with an accuracy
requirement of 90% for CIFAR-10 image classification, we
demonstrate that using a smaller model, ResNet-8, with HI
achieves 95.9% accuracy while reducing latency by 73%
and energy consumption by 77% compared to the larger on-
device model, ResNet-56, which achieves 93.7% accuracy.
Additionally, HI delivers up to 11% (absolute difference)
higher accuracy for a given latency and energy requirement
for the systems we studied. Fourth, for ImageNet-1K image
classification, we found that offloading to remote inference re-
mains the only viable solution for Coral Micro and Raspberry
Pi, as no on-device models can meet the required low latency
and energy consumption. To alleviate this issue, we propose
using the early exit technique [24] to reduce the latency of
inference on the device and consequently further improve the
HI approach. In particular, we design a hybrid approach that
combines Early Exit with HI (EE-HI) and demonstrate that,
compared to HI, EE-HI reduces latency by up to 59.7% and
device energy consumption by up to 60.4%.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section
II, we discuss the related works and the existing edge ML
inference strategies. In Section III, we present the system
model along with devices, datasets, models and performance
metrics used in this study. In Section IV, we describe the
system methodology used for measurements. We present the
measurement results in Section V, and compare the perfor-
mance of HI, on-device, and remote inference in Section VI.
We present the design and the results of EE-HI in Section VII

3https://github.com/JoseGaDel/Hierarchical-Inference
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Fig. 2: HI framework for DL inference at the edge.

and conclude in Section VIII.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Existing Strategies for Edge ML Inference

This subsection discusses the related works in edge ML
inference systems. The methods that use on-device inference
can be broadly classified into 1) on-device inference, 2) DNN
partitioning, 3) inference load balancing, and 4) HI. In the
following, an inference task refers to generating the inference
output for a given data sample at the device. For the on-device
inference strategy, this task involves running the local DL
model on the data sample. For remote ML inference, it entails
offloading the data sample to a server and receiving the results.
The HI task combines these approaches, either performing
standalone on-device inference or using a combination of
on-device and remote inference based on the HI offloading
decision.

On-Device Inference: As discussed in Section I, consid-
erable effort has been dedicated to the design of compact
DL models tailored for deployment on end devices [4], [25],
[26], [27]. Further, techniques such as early exit [24] have
been explored to reduce the execution time of DL inference.
As a result, state-of-the-art compact DL models can perform
simple ML inference tasks on devices, ranging from face
recognition on mobile phones [28] to visual wake word and
keyword spotting on IoT devices [8]. However, the main focus
in designing these models has been improving accuracy, while
time per inference and energy consumption have not been
critically studied.

DNN Partitioning: DNN partitioning, proposed in [13],
partitions the layers of a large-size DL model and deploys the
front layers on the mobile device while the deep layers are
deployed on an edge server. It received considerable attention
recently [29], [30]. Recent research has even enhanced the
performance of DNN partitioning by introducing techniques
such as encoding and decoding data transmitted over networks
[31] and selectively determining which features to process
locally versus remotely [32]. But as demonstrated in [20], for
DNN partitioning to be beneficial in reducing the execution
time per inference, the processing times of the DL layers

on the mobile device should be small relative to the com-
munication time of the data generated between layers. Thus,
this technique requires mobile GPUs, making it infeasible for
resource-constrained end devices such as IoT devices.

Inference Load Balancing: Since the initial proposal of
edge computing [33], significant attention has been devoted
to the computational offloading for generic compute-intensive
applications [34]. Due to the growing importance of edge intel-
ligence, recent studies have examined computation offloading
for applications using ML inference [35], [18], [14], [36].
This line of research aims to load-balance the inference task
by partitioning the data samples between the device and the
server, considering parameters such as job execution times,
communication times, energy consumption, and average test
accuracy of ML models. Nonetheless, in [37], the authors
demonstrated that load-balancing data samples may lead to
adversarial scenarios where most data samples scheduled on
the device receive incorrect inferences. HI circumvents this
issue by utilizing the local DL output and offloading a data
sample if its local inference is likely incorrect.

Hierarchical Inference: The key element is the HI decision
algorithm for differentiating simple and complex samples, and
so driving the offloading decision. To this end, all existing
works use the soft-max values (confidence values) output by
the local DL model corresponding to each class. An image is
classified into the class that has the maximum soft-max value.
Nikoloska and Zlatanov [19] computed the HI offloading
decision by computing a threshold for the maximum soft-
max value based on the transmission energy constraint of the
device. Al-Atat et al. [20] proposed a general definition for HI,
presented multiple use cases, and compared HI with existing
distributed DL inference approaches at the edge. Similar to
[19], a threshold was computed based on the trade-off between
local misclassifications and offloading costs. Behera et al. [21]
showed that using a binary LR on the first two highest soft-
max values can improve the HI offloading decision. The binary
LR is trained to learn which images are correctly classified and
which are incorrectly classified by the local DL. Letsiou et al.
[23] proposed a batched HI approach that offloads samples
in batches to minimize communication overhead and enhance
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system efficiency while maintaining performance comparable
to existing HI approaches. In this paper, we use the binary LR
as the HI decision algorithm proposed in [21]. Nonetheless,
all the aforementioned works use simulation to evaluate their
performance against on-device inference using abstract costs
for offloading and misclassification errors.

B. Existing Measurement-based Studies

A key requirement for our work is to measure performance
in order to evaluate the efficiency of ML models on different
devices. However, measuring ML performance on resource-
constrained and heterogeneous devices is challenging, as dif-
ferent hardware platforms typically require different software
packages to run the models. To address this challenge, the
ML performance (MLPerf) benchmarking organization has
recently proposed a benchmarking suite, called TinyMLPerf,
for tinyML models to perform simple inference tasks [8].
Throughput and latency measurements were presented in [38]
for ResNet-50 and MobileNet on Jetson Nano and Coral
Micro. Chu et al. [39] have proposed a more detailed and
precise profiling method for Android devices through their
tool, nnPerf, explicitly designed for TFLite models. Still,
none of the above studies offer energy measurements or
compare edge machine learning strategies.

An empirical comparison of on-device and cloud-based
inference is presented in [40], illustrating the latency, en-
ergy, and accuracy trade-offs between the two approaches.
The comparative study was limited to centralized techniques,
leaving distributed inference mechanisms unexplored. Fur-
thermore, some studies bench-marked diverse edge devices,
such as the NVIDIA Jetson Nano (“end-of-life” as of March
2022) and Google Coral Dev Board, analyzing the on-device
inference time [41], power consumption, and accuracy under
varying workloads and model configurations [42]. Similarly to
[40], these studies emphasized hardware-software performance
comparisons without exploring the impact of distributed infer-
ence strategies. The authors in [43], conducted a measurement-
based study exploring architectural trade-offs in deploying
DNNs on edge devices with AI accelerators, focusing on
model compression and DNN partitioning highlighting how
these techniques balance energy efficiency, computational de-
mands, and system performance, enabling edge devices with
AI accelerators to support AI workloads effectively. However,
as highlighted in [44], DNN partitioning is ineffective on
devices lacking hardware accelerators, such as Raspberry Pi
or MCUs. In contrast, this work presents a comprehensive
measurement-based study evaluating the energy, latency, and
accuracy trade-offs across on-device, remote, and HI ap-
proaches, covering a diverse range of edge devices from
smaller MCUs to more capable platforms like the Jetson Orin.
Furthermore, we also propose the EE-HI approach that reduces
the latency and energy consumption of an HI system.

C. Early Exit with various ML Inference

Early exit techniques [45], [46], [47] in DNNs optimize
inference by enabling predictions at intermediate layers,
thereby reducing computation and latency. BranchyNet [24]

pioneered this approach, introducing confidence-based thresh-
olds for early classification, specifically tailored for resource-
constrained environments. MSDNet [48] advanced the con-
cept by combining multi-scale feature extraction and early
exits, allowing simpler inputs to exit early while processing
more complex ones through deeper layers. EENet [49] intro-
duced adaptive thresholds for dynamic, context-aware exits,
while PTEENet [50] augmented pre-trained models with task-
prioritized early exits for improved resource allocation. In [51],
early exits are enhanced by self-distillation, guiding learning
with intermediate layers to preserve accuracy. Innovations like
EdgeExit [52] tailored early exits for heterogeneous edge
systems, ensuring low-latency, power-efficient inference, while
reinforcement learning-based methods [53] improved exit de-
cisions through dynamic policy learning. These techniques are
widely used in end devices for efficient, on-device inference.

Early exit has also been integrated with DNN partitioning
methods to further enhance inference. In [54], DNNs are parti-
tioned for efficient edge computing with early exits, optimizing
resource usage on edge devices. Conversely, [55] proposes a
hybrid method, partitioning DNNs across edge devices and the
cloud, dynamically offloading computation as needed. Similar
approaches in [17], [56], [57] demonstrate the effectiveness
of combining early exits with DNN partitioning to improve
inference efficiency. In contrast to previous works, we design
a novel EE-HI system that uses the early exit technique to
further reduce the latency and energy consumption of the HI
system. More details of this method are presented in Section
VII.

III. ML MODELS AND PERFORMANCE METRICS

A. Devices

In this study, we conduct measurements on five devices
shown in Fig. 3 and described in Tables I and II.

Arduino Nano and ESP32: Arduino Nano 33 BLE Sense
and ESP32 (cf. Table I) are the least powerful devices used
in this paper. On-device inference is performed using the
TensorFlow Lite Micro framework, which requires loading
the model as a binary file, leading to slower on-device
computation. Furthermore, in contrast to all other devices,
Arduino Nano does not support Wi-fi communication. For this
reason, offloaded images are transmitted to the edge server via
Bluetooth Low Energy (BLE).

Coral Micro: Coral Dev Board Micro (cf. Table I) poss-
eses higher processing power and more memory than other
commodity MCUs. It can load and execute large compute-
intensive DL models with higher inference accuracy. Al-
though the device has a built-in TPU, in certain cases, it
falls short. For example, the TPU supports a limited set of
instructions4, which directly impact the models it can execute
using the TPU. The TFLite models must be compiled using
edgetpu-compiler to be executed on the TPU. Further,
because EE models use an intermediate layer with an if
instruction, they cannot be compiled to a model supported
by the TPU because the instruction is not supported. One

4https://coral.ai/docs/edgetpu/models-intro/#supported-operations
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potential mitigation of such an issue is running the model
on the CPU at the expense of increased inference latency and
energy consumption.

Raspberry Pi 4B: Contrary to Jetson Orin or Coral Micro,
the Raspberry Pi 4B (cf. Table II) does not benefit from any
hardware-based AI acceleration. Such selection provides us
with a broader view of the available system-on-chip ecosys-
tem. Regarding the software implementation, all the models
are loaded and executed using the TFLite Python API. In this
framework, all the necessary operations for the tested models
are supported5. Combined with the fact that the models were
run on the CPU, this enables smooth deployment, even for
Early Exit implementations.

Jetson Orin: Jetson Orin Nano (cf. Table II) includes an
integrated GPU that features Tensor Cores. For this device, we
have used TensorRT SDK6, which is a framework developed
by NVIDIA for high-performance deep learning inference,
built on top of CUDA. It optimizes the models using layer
and tensor fusion and kernel tuning to maximize performance
on the specific hardware of the target device. To port the pre-
trained models to TensorRT, we must first convert them to
ONNX. This pipeline yields correct results for base models,
but for early exit we find that the TensorRT engine fails to
produce a graph-capturable network in CUDA, which causes
early exit models to be slower than the base implementa-
tions. To mitigate this issue, transforming the Tensorflow
subgraph models to PyTorch successfully generates models
that effectively utilize CUDA graphs and achieve the required
performance. Jetson Orin has two power modes: one for
maximum performance (15W) with all hardware and clocks
at full capacity and another for low power consumption (7W)
with RAM, CPU, GPU, and other components capped. We
examine both power modes to investigate their effects and
observe that enabling dynamic clock rate results in higher
latency and variability for relatively small energy savings.
Setting the clock to maximum in each power mode results in
higher performance per watt and more stable outcomes under
constant load.

B. Datasets, Models and Training

We study image classification tasks using three datasets
MNIST, CIFAR-10, and ImageNet-1K. As discussed in Sec-
tion I, MNIST image classification tasks can be performed on
Aruduino Nano and ESP32, without offloading to a remote
ML. Thus, we focus on CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-1K image
classification tasks in the rest of the paper. The details of the
datasets are presented in Table III.

We use TensorFlow7 (specifically, TFLite8 and TFLite Mi-
cro9) as the DL software library for most of this work due to its
popularity and convenience in compiling models for on-device
deployment. We refer to the models we introduce below as
base models to differentiate them from the models we design

5https://www.tensorflow.org/mlir/tfl ops
6https://docs.nvidia.com/deeplearning/tensorrt
7https://www.tensorflow.org/
8https://www.tensorflow.org/lite
9https://www.tensorflow.org/lite/microcontrollers

and train using early exit branches, later in Section VII.
CIFAR-10. Three models are selected for this dataset. The
smallest one being an implementation of ResNet-8 presented
by MLPerf10. Another model from the ResNet [58] family is
selected as an alternative: ResNet-56. In this case, we trained
the model, achieving an accuracy of up to 93.77%. Due to its
popularity, AlexNet [59] is also considered in this work. We
trained the model up to 74.51% accuracy.
ImageNet-1K. For ImageNet, we select ResNet-18, ResNet-
50, AlexNet, and RegNetY32GF [60]. All these models are re-
trieved from PyTorch’s own model repository11. Nonetheless,
in an attempt to facilitate deployment and preserve framework
uniformity, these models are converted to TensorFlow, main-
taining the same structure and accuracy.
Early Exit (EE) models. We design on-device early exit
models for CIFAR-10 models (ResNet-8, ResNet-56, AlexNet)
by implementing the methodology presented in [24]. Our
approach differs from [24] in that we use a threshold on the
model confidence, i.e., the maximum softmax value, instead
of the entropy of all the softmax values. Later in Section VII,
we present the details of our design of the early exit models.

C. Performance Metrics and QoS

We measure the performance of on-device inference, HI,
EE-HI, and remote inference strategies using the following
three key metrics commonly employed in QoS requirements in
edge ML applications12. Each metric is defined as the average
over the set of data samples from a dataset.

• Energy per Inference (EPI): It refers to the average
energy consumed by the device during an inference
task13.

• Latency per Inference (LPI): It is the average time taken
to process an inference task.

• Accuracy: It is the percentage of correct inferences (top-
1 accuracy) provided for the validation dataset.

Given different datasets with varying inference task com-
plexity, choosing QoS metrics is non-trivial because the range
of accuracy values achieved in edge ML systems is limited
by the availability of on-device and remote DL models, which
depend on the datasets. Given this difficulty, we choose the
following QoS requirements with some justifications.

Accuracy QoS constraint: Motivated by [61], we choose
the accuracy requirements 10% lower than the state-of-the-
art (SOTA) model accuracy for the respective datasets, 99.8%
for MNIST [62], 99.5% for CIFAR-10 [63], and 90% for
ImageNet-1K [64]). Thus, the accuracy QoS requirement for
MNIST and CIFAR-10 image classification is to achieve at
90%, and for ImageNet-1K is to achieve at least 80%.

Latency and energy constraints: The average latency QoS
requirement in this context is defined dynamically, requiring
inference to be completed in less than half the time needed
to offload an image and receive the result back at the device.

10https://github.com/mlcommons/tiny
11https://pytorch.org/vision/stable/models.html
12https://mlcommons.org/benchmarks/inference-tiny/
13We only consider the on-device energy consumption, taking into account

that devices can be battery limited.
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Fig. 3: Devices used in the study. Starting from the left: Arduino Nano 33 BLE Sense, ESP32 DevKit-C, Coral Dev Board
Micro, Raspberry Pi 4B, Jetson Orin Nano.

TABLE I: Device characteristics of MCUs used for the measurements

ESP32 DevKit-C Arduino Nano 33 BLE Sense Coral Dev Board Micro
CPU Tensilica Xtensa LX6 Dual-Core @ 240

MHz, 160 MHz or 80 MHz
Nordic nRF52840 ARM Cortex-M4 CPU
@ 64 MHz

ARMv7 Cortex-M7 @ 800 MHz / M4 @
400 MHz

Memory 520KB SRAM + 8 KB RTC FAST + 8
KB RTC SLOW

256KB SRAM 64MB RAM

Accelerator - - Coral Edge TPU
Connectivity Wi-Fi 802.11 b/g/n, Bluetooth v4.2

BR/EDR and BLE
5.0 BLE Wi-Fi 802.11 a/b/g/n/ac, Bluetooth 5.0

add-on board)

TABLE II: Device characteristics of the moderately powerful devices used for the measurements

Jetson Orin Nano Raspberry Pi 4B
CPU ARMv8.2 Cortex-A78AE @ 1.5 GHz ARMv8 Cortex-A72 @ 1.5GHz
Memory 8GB 128-bit LPDDR5-2133 8GB LPDDR4-3200
Accelerator Ampere GPU: 1024 CUDA cores + 32 Tensor cores -
Connectivity Gigabit Ethernet, 2.4GHz and 5GHz IEEE 802.11.b/g/n/ac

wireless, Bluetooth 5.0
Gigabit Ethernet, 802.11ac Wi-Fi, Bluetooth 5.0

TABLE III: Details of the datasets used

Dataset Number of Samples Input Size Number of Classes
MNIST 70,000 (60,000 train, 10,000 test) 28× 28 grayscale 10
CIFAR-10 60,000 (50,000 train, 10,000 test) 32× 32× 3 RGB 10
ImageNet-1K ∼1.28M (train), 50,000 (val), 100,000 (test) 224× 224× 3 RGB (varies) 1,000

Similarly, the average energy QoS requirement is dynamically
set to use less than half the energy required for the same
offloading process.

Note that if latency or energy constraints are relaxed enough
to permit offloading an image, remote inference is the best
strategy as it achieves higher accuracy. When comparing
different strategies in Section VI, we fix one of the QoS
requirements and determine the strategy that provides the
maximum gains for the other two metrics.

IV. METHODOLOGY FOR MEASUREMENTS

1) On-device: All the models examined in this work are
either pre-trained by the authors or obtained from existing li-
braries. Given that INT8 quantized models have lower latency
and energy consumption [65], we build and use quantized
models albeit at the expense of slightly lower accuracy than the
full-precision models. For each device, we load a pre-trained
model and measure its latency and energy consumption by
performing inference on n images, where n is the size of the
validation dataset. The averages are then computed, with n
varying according to the size of the validation dataset. Note
that, for the inference evaluation, we measure the latency and

energy consumption of the API call that initiates the inference
routine in each framework.

The power consumption measurements are performed
through a Voltech PM1000+ Power Analyzer and its Universal
Breakout Box, which allows devices to be plugged directly
into a socket to obtain results. Since the Voltech PM1000+
relies on legacy software, we created a custom script to issue
remote commands to the power analyzer using the PyVISA14

library. We obtain the energy values from the average power
consumption and the time taken by the underlying inference
time or offloading time measurements for inference time and
energy consumption for each model. The measurements have
a negligible standard deviation. For all the measurements
reported in this section, the maximum standard deviation
occurred for the power measurement of running AlexNet on
Coral Micro, and its value is 6.1% of the mean value.

2) HI: For the HI system, we choose ResNet-8 and ResNet-
18 as the on-device DL models for CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-
1K datasets, as both are tinyML models with a reasonable
accuracy-to-size ratio.

14https://pyvisa.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
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The binary LR algorithm: For the HI decision-making, we
use a binary LR algorithm for each dataset. We train the LR
using the soft-max values output by the on-device model for
each image (from the training set) as the input. The output
labels during the training are 0, 1, where 0 corresponds to
on-device inference being incorrect and 1 corresponds to the
inference being correct.

Specifically, in the testing phase, for the i-th image, the
inference is accepted if the binary LR outputs 1, denoted
by LRi = 1; otherwise, the image is offloaded for remote
inference, denoted by LRi = 0. If the image is set to be
offloaded, this is transmitted via the local WiFi network (or
Bluetooth in case of Arduino Nano), to the edge server. Once
the image is received on the server, it is preprocessed to the
format required at the server model. The server processes the
prediction and sends the predicted class back to the device via
the network. To quantify the accuracy of the HI system, we
define key terms: let dev infi and ser infi denote the device
and server predictions, and gti denotes the ground truth class
for image i. The HI system’s accuracy, denoted by AccHI , is
given by,

AccHI=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
1(LRi=1)1(dev infi=gti)

+ 1(LRi=0)1(ser infi=gti)
]

(1)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
1(dev infi=gti)−1(LRi=0)1(dev infi=gti)

+ 1(LRi=0)1(ser infi=gti)
]

=AccOD−ηFN+
1

n

n∑
i=1

1(LRi=0)1(ser infi=gti), (2)

where 1(·) is an indicator function, AccOD represents the
accuracy of the on-device model, and ηFN denotes the fraction
of false negatives under the binary LR, i.e., the fraction of data
samples offloaded by the binary LR that are correctly classified
by the on-device model. From (2), we infer that while the on-
device model’s accuracy may fall below the accuracy QoS
requirement, AccHI can still meet the requirement if the
remote model’s accuracy is significantly higher than the QoS
requirement and ηFN is sufficiently small (ideally zero). This
underscores the critical role of the binary LR’s performance
in HI decision-making. From the above observations, we
conclude that employing an HI system with a smaller on-
device model, even with lower accuracy, can lead to improved
overall performance. It is worth noting, however, that a naive
HI decision-making algorithm could reduce ηFN by increas-
ing the number of offloads, thereby boosting overall system
accuracy AccHI . Yet, this approach comes at the cost of
increased false positives, as well as higher latency and energy
consumption per inference.

We follow a modular approach for latency and energy
measurements for HI. The latency per inference for an image
includes the processing time for the on-device model and the
binary LR decision, denoted by tdev inf and tLR, respec-
tively. Let edev inf and eLR denote the respective energy
consumptions. If the decision is to offload the image, then

the latency accounts for the additional term toff , which is
the total time taken for image transmission to the server,
remote ML inference, and sending back the prediction to the
device. Similarly, the additional device energy consumption
for an offloaded image is denoted by eoff , which includes the
transmission energy. Let ηoff denote the fraction of offloaded
samples in the HI system, then the average time per inference,
TimeHI , and average energy per inference, EnergyHI , are
given by

TimeHI = tdev inf + tLR + ηoff [toff ] (3)
EnergyHI = edev inf + eLR + ηoff [eoff ] . (4)

3) EE-HI: For HI system with early exit on-device models,
the accuracy, latency, and energy can be computed using (1),
(3), and (4). However, in this case, the average latency tdev inf

and the energy consumption edev inf of the early exit DL
model depend on the chosen threshold(s) θ at the early exit
branch(s). If the inference of an image satisfies the threshold
condition at an early exit branch, then tdev inf and edev inf

will only include the processing till that branch.

V. MEASUREMENT RESULTS

A. Server Run times

We measure the run times of the remote ML inference
on two distinct servers with different GPUs: NVIDIA Tesla
T415 and NVIDIA A10016. The comparison of the computing
powers of these servers are presented in Table IV. For CIFAR-
10, we consider a pre-trained vision transformer model ViT-
H/14 [63], which we fine-tune to achieve an accuracy of
98.77%. For ImageNet-1K, we consider a ConvNexT [66]
with 86.58% accuracy. For NVIDIA Tesla T4, we measure an
average time per inference of 19.18 ms for ViT-H/14 (CIFAR-
10) and 12.01 ms for ConvNexT (ImageNet-1K). For NVIDIA
A100, the measured times are 4.29 ms for ViT-H/14 (CIFAR-
10) and 4.41 ms for ConvNext (ImageNet-1K). These numbers
are obtained using half-precision (FP16), a format that uses
16 bits to represent floating-point numbers. Both GPUs have
specialized hardware for FP16 arithmetic, which increases
performance with negligible accuracy loss. Upon arrival, the
image needs to undergo pre-processing, including conversion
of image dimensions to match the input dimensions of the
model. We measure the end-to-end average processing time
of an inference request as 6.95 ms for CIFAR-10 and 5.08
ms for ImageNet-1K. The reason for smaller inference time
for ImageNet-1k images is that ConvNeXT uses the same
dimension image as input as the edge models and does not
require converting the image dimensions. Therefore, when the
image is received by the server, we can immediately perform
preprocessing, which takes an average of 0.7 ms. However,
preparing data for ViT-H/14 is more involved, as it requires
transposing the input buffer to the NCHW format17 and upscal-
ing to the appropriate dimensions before preprocessing. The

15https://www.nvidia.com/en-us/data-center/tesla-t4/
16https://www.nvidia.com/en-us/data-center/a100/
17https://docs.nvidia.com/deeplearning/cudnn/latest/developer/core-

concepts.html
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additional operations are accountable for the uneven increase
in the total execution time compared to ConvNeXT.

Considering that both servers are equipped with NVIDIA
hardware, TensorRT is deemed the optimal choice for con-
ducting inference testing. Nonetheless, the size of ViT-H/14
exceeds the 2 GB restriction in the Protobuf (Protocol
Buffers) serialized message size18, rendering it impossible
to parse the model into the framework. Instead, the ONNX
Runtime was utilized with the CUDA execution provider,
given that TensorRT execution provider naturally fails in this
framework for the same reason. However, the ConvNeXT
model did not have this issue, and the inference was executed
using TensorRT execution provider within ONNX Runtime.

Given that the runtimes on A-100 are shorter, we use it to
offload the images for HI and remote-inference systems.

TABLE IV: Computing Resource Comparison of Edge Servers

Feature NVIDIA Tesla T4 NVIDIA A100
Architecture Turing Ampere
Memory 16GB GDDR6 80GB HBM2e
Memory Bandwidth 320 GB/s 1,555 GB/s
CUDA Cores 2,560 6,912
Tensor Cores 320 432

TABLE V: Latency (communication + server time) and energy
consumption to offload an image using WiFi.

Coral RPi Jetson
7W 15W

CIFAR-10 Latency (ms) 10.37 9.68 8.34 8.20
Energy (mJ) 14.61 27.67 50.48 55.91

ImageNet-1K Latency (ms) 84.41 28.74 16.42 16.45
Energy (mJ) 145.13 112.01 111.57 124.93

B. Wireless Communication Timings

1) Image transmission – WiFi vs BLE: Given the availabil-
ity of both BLE and Wi-Fi on all devices (except Arduino
Nano), a key question arises: which one should be used? To
explore this, we conducted an experiment using a Raspberry
Pi, measuring both latency and energy consumption while
transmitting a CIFAR-10 image to the server and waiting for a
response. It is worth mentioning that the energy measurements
account for the entire working device, not just the commu-
nication module. As expected, BLE’s power consumption is
smaller, 2.23 W, compared to WiFi, which consumes 2.71 W.
However, the transmission time of an image under BLE is
177.13 ms, two orders of magnitude higher than the 2.65 ms
time it takes for WiFi. Thus, the average energy consumption
for transmitting an image to the server and receiving two bytes
back consumes 7.39 mJ in the case of Wi-Fi and 395 mJ in the
case of BLE. Given the significantly high latency and energy
consumption under BLE, we opt for Wi-Fi communication for
offloading the images.

2) Measuring offloading time over WiFi: The total time and
device energy consumption of offloading include the trans-
mission of the image over Wi-Fi and receiving the inference
back at the device. The device, operating as a client, sends a

18https://protobuf.dev/programming-guides/encoding/

request to the server, which actively monitors communications.
To establish Wi-Fi connectivity, the client connects to a hotspot
that provides access to the local network where the server is
running. In the experiment, an image is transmitted as a raw
byte array over TCP, and the server performs inference using
the received array to determine the predicted class, which is
then returned as a numerical value. The duration from the start
of the offloading process to the reception of the response is
measured and averaged over 10, 000 images. Measurements
for this process with both datasets are presented in Table V.

C. Device Results

The results for base models were acquired on 3 de-
vices—Coral Micro, Raspberry Pi, and Jetson Orin-and are
summarized in Table VI. TOn the Coral Micro, the results
show that for CIFAR-10, AlexNet underperforms compared to
ResNet models across all performance metrics. For ImageNet-
1K, the trained AlexNet model could not be loaded onto
the device due to its size, even after modifying the board’s
memory regions via the linker script to allocate additional
space. In contrast, all models were successfully executed on
the Raspberry Pi. For Jetson Orin, an important observation
is that operating at 15W results in lower energy consumption
compared to 7W. This is because higher power enables lower
latency, leading to greater overall efficiency. This phenomenon
is similar to the trade-offs observed in BLE vs. Wi-Fi offload-
ing times.

For CIFAR-10, Jetson Orin is the most efficient device
in terms of both energy consumption and latency compared
to the other two devices. While the Raspberry Pi is less
power-efficient than the Coral Micro for ResNet-8 (×2.9)
and ResNet-56 (×5.6), an anomaly is observed with AlexNet,
which is significantly more efficient on the Raspberry Pi
(×5.8) than on the Coral Micro.

For ImageNet-1K, a similar pattern emerges. However,
when considering latency, the Raspberry Pi outperforms the
Coral Micro for ResNet-50 by a factor of 1.5. This suggests
that running larger models on the Coral Micro incurs addi-
tional processing time, even with the assistance of its TPU
accelerator.

VI. ON-DEVICE VS. HI VS. REMOTE INFERENCE

In Fig. 4, we present the accuracy achieved by different
strategies for CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-1K datasets, respec-
tively. The corresponding latency and energy consumption on
on Coral Micro, Raspberry Pi, and Jetson Orin in Figs. 5 and
Fig. 6, respectively. ResNet-8 and ResNet-18, the state-of-the-
art (SOTA) tinyML models for CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-1K,
respectively, are used as the local DL models in the HI system.
From Figs. 5 and 6, we observe similar trends across both
datasets for Coral Micro and Raspberry Pi. In all cases, the
smallest local models—ResNet-8 for CIFAR-10 and ResNet-
18 for ImageNet-1K—consume the least energy and exhibit
the lowest latency. However, these models also deliver the
lowest accuracies (cf. Fig. 4) and fail to meet the accuracy
QoS requirements.
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TABLE VI: Accuracy, latency and energy results for Coral Micro, Raspberry Pi and Jetson Orin devices

CIFAR-10 ImageNet-1K
ResNet-8 ResNet-56 AlexNet ResNet-18 ResNet-50 AlexNet

Accuracy (%)

Coral 86.98 93.66 74.39 68.75 74.97 -
Raspberry 86.97 93.53 74.27 69.67 75.86 56.36
Jetson 15W 86.91 93.72 74.74 69.59 76.01 56.45
Jetson 7W 86.91 93.72 74.74 69.59 76.01 56.45

Latency (ms)

Coral 1.50 6.45 69.41 168.22 690.43 -
Raspberry 1.63 14.36 4.75 227.66 461.84 105.04
Jetson 15W 0.17 0.64 0.39 0.84 1.80 1.48
Jetson 7W 0.25 1.03 0.63 1.85 4.04 2.64

Energy (mJ)

Coral 2.14 9.86 112.00 230.68 939.69 -
Raspberry 6.22 55.59 19.38 977.33 2004.21 446.08
Jetson 15W 1.38 5.47 4.43 10.56 23.60 22.14
Jetson 7W 1.72 7.12 5.59 16.13 35.71 27.90
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Fig. 4: Accuracy of different strategies on CIFAR-10 and
ImageNet-1K datasets

The HI system achieves higher accuracy—up to 2.2%
higher for CIFAR-10 (cf. Fig. 4a) and 11.5% for ImageNet-
1K (cf. Fig. 4b)—compared to both on-device models. This
improvement comes with only a slight increase in latency and
energy consumption relative to the smallest model (cf. Figs.
5 and 6). Remote ML inference yields the highest accuracy
for CIFAR-10 but results in significantly higher latency and
energy consumption on both Coral Micro and Raspberry Pi,
as shown in Figs. 5a and 5b. For ImageNet-1K, however,
offloading data for remote ML inference leads to lower energy
consumption and latency on non-GPU devices, due to the
increased size of local ML models and the complexity of the
dataset (cf. Figs. 6a and 6b). In contrast, Jetson Orin, with
its GPU acceleration, is well-suited for on-device inference,
as larger models like ResNet-56 for CIFAR-10 and ResNet-
50 for ImageNet demonstrate significantly lower latency and
energy consumption compared to remote ML inference (cf.
Figs. 5, and 6).

Next, we compare the performance of three systems—on-
device inference, the HI system, and remote inference—based
on the QoS requirements defined in Section III-C. For Arduino
Nano and ESP32, in Fig. 1 shows that on-device inference
using LR meets the accuracy QoS for the MNIST dataset,
with significantly lower latencies compared to offloading. for
CIFAR-10, the state-of-the-art tinyML model ResNet-8 fails
to meet the 90% QoS requirement, necessitating the use of
a larger model. The high latencies observed for ResNet-8
on these MCUs indicate that larger models would result in
even greater latency and energy consumption, making remote
inference the preferred strategy for meeting QoS requirements.

For Coral Micro and Raspberry Pi, we observe from Figs.
5a and 5b that for the CIFAR-10 dataset, both the on-
device ResNet-56 model and the HI system with ResNet-8
can achieve the required accuracy QoS of 90%. Although
the HI system introduces some latency and energy overheads
compared to the on-device ResNet-8 model, these are minimal
when compared to the significantly higher latency and energy
consumption required for on-device inference with ResNet-56.
As a result, the HI system meets the accuracy QoS with up
to 73% lower latency and 77% less energy than the on-device
model. Given the latency and energy QoS requirements (cf.
Table V), the HI system also achieves an absolute accuracy
gain of over 2%. For Jetson Orin, on-device inference with
ResNet-56 is much faster and more energy-efficient than the
HI system. Therefore, for the 90% accuracy requirement, on-
device inference is sufficient. However, since the HI system
achieves higher accuracy (1.64% more) while still meeting the
energy and time QoS requirements, it remains the best strategy
in those scenarios.

From Table VI and Fig. 4b, we observe that for the
ImageNet-1K dataset, the on-device DL models ResNet-18
and ResNet-50, with accuracies of 69.7% and 76% respec-
tively, fall well short of the required accuracy QoS of 80%.
Furthermore, both models consume significantly more energy
and exhibit higher latency on Coral Micro and Raspberry Pi
compared to remote inference (cf. Figs. 6a and 6b). This
makes using a larger local model on these two devices
infeasible. In contrast, offloading data samples for remote
inference achieves higher accuracy with significantly lower
latency and energy consumption. Therefore, remote inference
is the optimal strategy for meeting the 80% accuracy QoS
requirement. Additionally, it is the fastest and most energy-
efficient solution for non-GPU devices.

On Jetson Orin, however, the on-device inference is faster
and more energy-efficient. Therefore, we choose the Reg-
NetY32GF model for on-device inference, as both ResNet-18
and ResNet-50 fail to meet the 80% accuracy requirement.
Using RegNetY32GF, we achieved 82.09% accuracy with
an inference time of 14.88ms and energy consumption of
213.67mJ, which is higher than that of remote inference. In
contrast, the HI system with ResNet-18 meets the accuracy
QoS with 50% lower latency and 72% lesser energy. Further,
HI improves accuracy by 2.14% over RegNetY32GF while
satisfying both latency and energy QoS. The best strategies
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Fig. 5: Latency and energy comparison of on-device and HI systems for CIFAR-10 on different devices.
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Fig. 6: Latency and energy comparison of on-device and HI systems for ImageNet-1K on different devices.

TABLE VII: Preferred strategy for QoS requirements.

Best strategy given QoS Requirement
Dataset Device Accuracy ≥ SOTA -10% Latency ≤ 0.5× offload Energy ≤ 0.5× offload

CIFAR-10 Coral Micro ResNet-8 + HI ResNet-8 + HI ResNet-8 + HI
CIFAR-10 Raspberry Pi ResNet-8 + HI ResNet-8 + HI ResNet-8 + HI
CIFAR-10 Jetson Orin On Device (ResNet-56) ResNet-8 + HI ResNet-8 + HI

ImageNet-1K Coral Micro Remote Inference Remote Inference Remote Inference
ImageNet-1K Raspberry Pi Remote Inference Remote Inference Remote Inference
ImageNet-1K Jetson Orin ResNet-18 + HI ResNet-18 + HI ResNet-18 + HI

for each QoS requirement are summarized in Table VII.
It is noteworthy that the decision module plays a crucial

role in the success of HI systems, as demonstrated in (2).
In our experiments, the binary LR performed well, achieving
F1 scores of 0.86 on ResNet-8 for CIFAR-10 and 0.83 on
ResNet-18 for the ImageNet-1K dataset. A key insight from
this performance comparison is that:

• In general, on resource-constrained devices, relatively
complex tasks—such as CIFAR-10 on the Arduino Nano
and ESP32, or ImageNet-1K on the Coral Micro and
Raspberry Pi—demand significantly higher energy and
latency to meet QoS requirements with on-device in-

ference. As a result, offloading these tasks for remote
inference proves to be a more efficient choice.

• If on-device inference is feasible, it is often more advan-
tageous to choose an HI system with a smaller model that
does not meet the QoS requirement rather than a larger
on-device model that does. HI systems typically satisfy
QoS requirements while optimizing latency and energy
consumption, balancing trade-offs between accuracy and
resource efficiency.
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VII. EARLY EXIT WITH HI

A. Algorithm Description

From (3), it can be inferred that the latency of an HI system
depends on four factors: (i) on-device model latency, (ii) HI
decision module latency (binay LR in this case), (iii) fraction
of offloaded samples, and (iv) offloaded sample latency, which
accounts for both the communication time and the computation
time at the server. Thus, reducing any of these factors will
reduce the overall latency per inference in the HI system.
The same conclusion applies to the energy consumption of the
HI system (cf. (4)). Recall that HI incurs latency and energy
overhead due to the on-device model as every sample is first
processed on it. To mitigate this overhead, we use the early
exit technique [24], which has been proven to reduce on-device
overhead while maintaining comparable accuracy. Specifically,
we refer to the HI system using an on-device model (base
model) with early exits as EE-HI system. An overview of an
EE-HI system using CNNs is shown in Fig. 7.

We design and train the base models with early exit
branches, referred to as EE models, following the pioneering
BranchyNet approach [24]. Developing an EE model is a two-
step process. First, an EE model with the desired architecture
is created by adding branches with exit points between the
base model’s layers. An EE model with a single exit branch
at layer k is shown in Fig. 7. Note that an EE model
possesses one input and multiple outputs—one for each exit
branch introduced during the design phase and the final layer.
Then, the EE model is trained with a joint loss function,
calculated as a weighted sum of the individual loss functions
for each exit branch. Let C denote the set of output labels,
and wn denote the relative weight assigned to the exit branch
indexed by n. We determine the weights wn following the
guidelines provided in the BranchyNet approach [24]. Let
y = {yc : c ∈ C} denote the ground truth vector, where
yc ∈ {0, 1} is 1 for the ground truth label and 0, otherwise.
The output of the EE model is denoted by ŷc, a concatenation
of the vectors ŷexitn = {ŷnc : c ∈ C}, where ŷnc is the
predicted (confidence) value for class c at exit n. Each branch’s
loss is defined as the Cross-Entropy loss between y and ŷexitn .

Thus, the joint loss function, denoted by Lbranchynet(ŷ, y), that
we use to train the EE model, is given by

Lbranchynet(ŷ, y) =
N∑

n=1

wnL(ŷexitn , y),

where
L(ŷexitn , y) = − 1

|C|
∑
c∈C

yc log ŷnc.

Several variables must be considered when designing an EE
architecture, as they significantly impact model performance.
The most critical factors are the number of branches (N ),
their placement, and their composition. The placement and
composition of the EE branches are determined through trial-
and-error, following the guidelines established in previous
works [24], [46]. Additionally, for each branch, it is necessary
to define the confidence threshold that determines whether to
accept the inference at the given exit or continue processing
in subsequent layers. We identify the optimal threshold using
a brute-force approach. The optimal parameter values for each
model are shown in Table VIII.

For ResNet-8, we place one EE branch after the second
residual block (or fifth convolutional layer), and for AlexNet,
one EE branch is added after the second convolutional layer.
For ResNet-56, two EE branches are used: the first is placed
after layer 2, and the second after layer 19. Larger models can
accommodate more branches without introducing excessive
overhead relative to the base model’s latency. As noted earlier,
the brute-force approach is used to compute the optimal
threshold combination that satisfies the QoS requirements for
each scenario.

TABLE VIII: Early Exit Parameters in EE-HI

Model EE Branch Placement Threshold (θ)
ResNet-8 Layer 5 θ = 0.69
ResNet-56 1st: Layer 2, 2nd: Layer 19 θ1 = 0.81, θ2 = 0.84
AlexNet Layer 2 θ = 0.75

During the inference phase, once the model is success-
fully trained, a sample is first evaluated at the initial EE
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branch. If the confidence level (maximum softmax value) for
classification exceeds the threshold, the system accepts the
output and proceeds to the next sample. Otherwise, the sample
continues to subsequent layers for further processing. This
ensures that additional processing overhead is incurred only
when necessary.

TABLE IX: Results for the EE-HI system with optimal thresh-
old subject to the QoS requirement.

Model Device Pow.
EE-HI
Time
(ms)

EE-HI
Energy

(mJ)

HI
Time
(ms)

HI
Energy

(mJ)

EE-HI
Threshold

ResNet-8
RaspPi 2.71 9.00 3.82 12.55

θ = 0.69
Jetson 7W 1.57 9.70 2.04 12.57

15W 1.47 10.26 1.87 13.05

ResNet-56
RaspPi 6.13 23.02 15.21 58.10

θ1 = 0.81
θ2 = 0.84Jetson 7W 0.84 5.52 1.67 10.95

15W 0.69 5.22 1.24 9.63

AlexNet
RaspPi 5.66 19.47 7.81 28.22

θ = 0.75
Jetson 7W 2.69 17.12 3.27 21.59

15W 2.51 17.98 2.90 21.53

Fig. 8: EE, HI, EE-HI comparison for different models for
CIFAR-10 on Raspberry Pi.

B. Results

We evaluated the HI and EE-HI systems on Raspberry Pi
and Jetson Orin using the CIFAR-10 dataset. The minimum
accuracy QoS requirement for CIFAR-10 is 90%, and the

results are summarized in Table IX. For each model and
device, EE-HI consistently outperforms the base model with
the HI strategy, achieving reductions of up to 60% in both
latency and energy consumption for ResNet-56 on Raspberry
Pi.

A more in-depth comparison is presented in Fig. 8, where
the performance of all tested strategies is depicted: base
model, base model with HI using binary LR (HI), EE (base
model with early exit), EE-HI using binary LR (EE-HI), and
remote inference with a larger DL model (ViT-H/14). For
the EE and EE-HI strategies, we vary the confidence thresh-
olds from 0.5 to 1, incrementally increasing the threshold.
Higher thresholds result in fewer samples being accepted
early, leading to improved accuracy but increased latency. This
highlights the trade-off between latency/energy and accuracy.
The optimal thresholds, where the dotted lines intersect the
QoS requirement limit, are provided in Table IX for EE-HI.

Note that EE models (orange dots) fail to meet the accuracy
QoS requirement, regardless of the selected threshold. Addi-
tionally, they achieve lower accuracy than the base models
(black cross marker), except for AlexNet. However, with
appropriate threshold selection, EE models can provide signif-
icant improvements in latency and energy consumption while
maintaining reasonable accuracy. Introducing more branches
in the model increases flexibility in the accuracy-latency trade-
off, as demonstrated by the ResNet-56 implementation in Fig.
8. The dark-colored lines in the figure represent all possible
configurations attainable when the first threshold is fixed at
θ1 = 0.81 (with θ2 increasing monotonically). To further
illustrate the concept, two light-colored lines are included,
showing configurations obtained by fixing θ1 = 0.95 and
varying θ2. While these configurations do not achieve the
optimal QoS, they demonstrate the ability to achieve higher
accuracy while still benefiting from latency reductions. As
a result, EE-HI emerges as the best strategy across all the
considered scenarios. It combines the accuracy improvements
of HI with the reduced latency and energy benefits of EE
models. Moreover, its flexibility enables the development of
systems tailored to specific tasks and QoS requirements.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we presented processing times, energy con-
sumption, and accuracy measurements for inference using
AlexNet and ResNet variants on five devices: Arduino Nano,
ESP32, Coral Micro, Raspberry Pi, and Jetson Orin, across
MNIST, CIFAR-10, and ImageNet image classification tasks.
Using these measurements, we compared the performance of
on-device inference, remote inference, and HI approaches.
Unlike existing works, we propose that a HI system with a
smaller on-device model is more effective for meeting QoS
requirements than a HI system using a SOTA on-device model.
Our results show that the HI system complements on-device
inference, achieving up to a 73% reduction in latency and
a 77% reduction in on-device energy consumption in the
studied scenarios. Furthermore, we designed a hybrid EE-
HI system that integrates EE models into the HI framework.
This approach demonstrated up to a 60% reduction in latency
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and energy consumption compared to HI alone for CIFAR-
10 image classification on Raspberry Pi and Jetson Orin.
Despite these gains, we find that in scenarios where no on-
device model is small enough to meet latency and energy
QoS requirements while maintaining reasonable accuracy, the
HI system defaults to offloading all data samples for remote
inference. This underscores the need for designing DL models
with a better accuracy-to-size ratio than current state-of-the-art
(SOTA) on-device models.

Our work opens several new research directions. For the
early exit technique, we employed the BranchyNet design
approach [24]. We aim to explore novel techniques like self-
distillation [51], which have shown significant improvements
in early exit implementation by reducing latency and energy
consumption while improving accuracy compared to the base
model. We also aim to explore more efficient optimization
techniques to streamline threshold selection in EE-HI. While
binary LR is an effective HI offloading decision algorithm, it
produces false positives (incorrect local inference samples that
are not offloaded) and false negatives (correct local inference
samples that are offloaded). In our HI systems, binary LR
achieved an F1 score of 0.86 for ResNet-8 on CIFAR-10 and
0.83 for ResNet-18 on ImageNet-1K. To further enhance the
efficiency of HI systems, we plan to investigate alternative
offloading decision algorithms that reduce false positives and
false negatives. Additionally, developing local ML models
with a high accuracy-to-size ratio will enable these models to
meet stringent QoS requirements with HI while maintaining
low latency and energy consumption. Finally, our experiments
were conducted in a static setup with a dedicated server and
stable WiFi access, resulting in consistent offloading times.
Future work will focus on studying the impact of device
mobility and network interference on offloading times and the
overall efficiency of HI systems.

APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MEASUREMENTS

In Table X, we present the accuracy and latency mea-
surements taken for Arduino Nano and ESP-32 for CIFAR-
10 dataset. As mentioned before, these MCUs possess very
limited computational capabilities making it hard to satisfy
latency requirements for even moderately complex tasks. The
average latency for a single on-device inference is approxi-
mately 6.5 times slower than that of remote inference for the
Arduino Nano, and nearly 60 times slower for the ESP-32. It
should be noted that remote inference is significantly faster
on the ESP-32 because it uses Wi-Fi as its communication
protocol, as opposed to Bluetooth used by the Arduino Nano.
Therefore, the preferred solution would be to offload the
inference task to a powerful edge server and receive the
corresponding prediction. This offloading process is labeled
as “Remote” in Table X. The term “HI” refers to the entire
system, encompassing both on-device inference and remote
inference for a specified subset of images, denoted as “%
offload,” which indicates the percentage of total images that
are offloaded for more detailed inference.

TABLE X: ResNet-8 on CIFAR-10 results for Arduino Nano
and ESP-32.

Arduino ESP-32

Accuracy Device 87.07
HI (% offload) 95.75 (21.57)

Latency (ms) Device 1230.48 602.52
Remote 190.35 10.10

In Table XI, we present the latency and accuracy measure-
ments for the base models on the Jetson Orin Nano with
different precision levels. The entire test set for CIFAR-10
and the entire validation set for ImageNet-1k have been used
for accuracy computation. For latency measurement, the values
are averaged over 10000 images, that are randomly selected.
This table reinforces the effects of quantization from a precise
measurement standpoint. We can observe that as models are
further quantized, the average latency requirements for a single
inference reduce gradually without significantly impacting ac-
curacy. Another key observation is that quantization strategies
are more beneficial for larger models compared to smaller
ones. For example, with the CIFAR-10 dataset, full integer
quantization results in a 19% reduction in latency for ResNet-
8 compared to full precision. In contrast, ResNet-56 and
AlexNet experience 42% and 53% reduction, respectively. For
the ImageNet-1K dataset, however, all three models exhibit
similar gains in latency reduction, each achieving around 69%.

TABLE XI: Latency and accuracy for the base models on the
Jetson Orin Nano with different precision levels.

FP32 FP16 INT8
Power Mode 15 W 7 W 15 W 7 W 15 W 7 W

CIFAR

ResNet8 Accuracy (%) 87.19 87.16 86.86
Latency (ms) 0.212785 0.306191 0.183042 0.260383 0.171250 0.249488

ResNet56 Accuracy (%) 93.75 93.76 93.65
Latency (ms) 1.102070 1.665560 0.762705 1.150450 0.640057 1.035910

AlexNet Accuracy (%) 74.52 74.52 74.63
Latency (ms) 0.844494 1.759410 0.551228 0.959152 0.389317 0.627006

ImageNet

ResNet18 Accuracy (%) 70 69.812 69.592
Latency (ms) 2.74285 6.81942 1.26768 2.81547 0.8375 1.85074

ResNet50 Accuracy (%) 76.088 76.078 76.010
Latency (ms) 5.82106 13.5075 2.8421 6.32683 1.80605 4.03902

AlexNet Accuracy (%) 56.544 56.534 56.452
Latency (ms) 4.58609 8.41834 2.38455 4.23303 1.47918 2.63732
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