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Abstract—Advancements in high-performance computing and
cloud technologies have enabled the development of increasingly
sophisticated Deep Learning (DL) models. However, the growing
demand for embedded intelligence at the edge imposes stringent
computational and energy constraints, challenging the deploy-
ment of these large-scale models. Early Exiting Neural Networks
(EENN) have emerged as a promising solution, allowing dynamic
termination of inference based on input complexity to enhance
efficiency. Despite their potential, EENN performance is highly
influenced by the heterogeneity of edge accelerators and the con-
straints imposed by quantization, affecting accuracy, energy effi-
ciency, and latency. Yet, research on the automatic optimization
of EENN design for edge hardware remains limited. To bridge
this gap, we propose a hardware-aware Neural Architecture
Search (NAS) framework that systematically integrates the effects
of quantization and hardware resource allocation to optimize
the placement of early exit points within a network backbone.
Experimental results on the CIFAR-10 dataset demonstrate that
our NAS framework can discover architectures that achieve over
a 50% reduction in computational costs compared to conventional
static networks, making them more suitable for deployment in
resource-constrained edge environments.

Index Terms—Dynamic Neural Networks, Neural Architecture
Search, Early Exiting Networks, Hardware Deployment, Hetero-
geneous Edge Accelerators

I. INTRODUCTION

THE rapid advancement of high-performance processing
devices and cloud technologies has driven a notable

increase in the architectural complexity of Deep Learning
(DL) models, leading to significant performance gains in
various domains, such as large language models [1]. How-
ever, deploying DL models at the edge is often necessary
to comply with data privacy regulations (e.g., in healthcare
applications) or to meet real-time processing requirements
(e.g., in autonomous driving). Additionally, the substantial
energy consumption of large-scale DL models in the cloud
raises serious environmental concerns. Consequently, there is
an urgent need to reduce the computational complexity of DL
models, making them more suitable for resource-constrained
edge hardware while enhancing their energy efficiency.

Various techniques have been developed to reduce the
energy consumption and computational burden of DL models.
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Some approaches, such as pruning and quantization, opti-
mize weights and activations, while others, like knowledge
distillation, focus on reducing model size during training [2].
However, these methods impose a static inference process that
does not account for variations in input complexity. In practice,
some inputs are inherently easier to process than others, sug-
gesting that model complexity could be dynamically adjusted
to enhance efficiency without compromising performance.

In this context, Dynamic Neural Networks (DyNN) rep-
resent a promising research direction due to their ability to
adapt their structure and/or behavior based on variations in
input complexity [3]. DyNN models can be broadly classified
into two categories: those designed to enhance performance
[4]–[6] and those aimed at reducing computational cost and
runtime [7], [8] compared to their static counterparts. A
prominent approach in the latter category is Early Exiting
Neural Networks (EENN), which terminate computation once
a confidence threshold on the output is reached [9]. In the case
of classification, an EENN consists of a backbone network
augmented with intermediate classifiers (ICs) positioned at
predetermined exit points (cf. Figure 1). During inference, an
input sample is processed sequentially through the network.
At each exit point, an IC evaluates the sample before further
processing in the backbone. The classification output (i.e., the
highest class probability) is then compared against a user-
defined confidence threshold. If the probability exceeds the
threshold, the EENN confidently returns the classification
result and halts further computation. Otherwise, feature ex-
traction continues in the backbone until the next exit point is
reached.

Although EENN can effectively reduce computational com-
plexity, the resulting energy savings are highly dependent on
the hardware on which they are deployed. However, little
attention has been given in the literature to the automatic
design and deployment of EENN on edge hardware. Most
existing Neural Architecture Search (NAS) approaches focus
on optimizing metrics such as Multiply-Accumulate (MAC)
operations and inference time [10], [11]. Yet, in most cases,
memory operations and data transfers are more costly than the
computations themselves, limiting the practicality of such NAS
frameworks for real-world applications. Furthermore, some
methods, such as the approach proposed in [12], employ a
hardware-in-the-loop strategy to estimate the energy consump-
tion and latency of candidate EENN architectures using real
hardware measurements. While this method provides accurate
assessments of hardware costs (e.g., energy, latency), it lacks
scalability, as NAS cannot be fully executed in the cloud.
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Additionally, reliance on physical hardware for evaluation
reduces control over the target hardware and its resource
allocation. Therefore, EENN’s input-adaptiveness mandates
prudent deployment on modern edge accelerators.

Additionally, edge hardware is becoming increasingly het-
erogeneous due to the presence of specialized kernels designed
to accelerate specific operations (e.g., convolutions [13], soft-
max [14]). Consequently, optimizing model-to-hardware map-
ping is critical to prevent inefficient allocation of EENN
components across cores, which can lead to suboptimal re-
source usage, increased latency, and higher energy consump-
tion. Moreover, most edge devices require network weight
quantization for inference. However, this process can degrade
performance at intermediate exit points, necessitating archi-
tectural and training adjustments. In this context, achieving
optimal energy efficiency with EENN requires careful con-
sideration of hardware-specific factors such as quantization
effects, accelerator capabilities, memory hierarchy, and multi-
core processing. To the best of our knowledge, the interplay
between these demanding hardware characteristics and EENN
behavior has not been investigated before.

To address this issue, we propose a hardware-aware NAS
framework that integrates the effects of quantization and hard-
ware allocation into the design and training process of EENN,
ensuring adherence to modern edge accelerators’ deployment
constraints. Our main contributions span multiple levels. Given
the prevalence of quantization in edge hardware, our train-
ing process is conducted in a quantization-aware manner,
ensuring minimal performance degradation. Moreover, energy
and latency metrics are derived from a hardware simulator,
Stream [15], which enables fine-grained estimation of targeted
hardware metrics and offers great flexibility in defining the
target edge hardware using hard-coded components such as
accelerators, memory hierarchy, and core count. Furthermore,
we refine our NAS formulation by introducing early exit-
dependent constraints on EENN structure and performance.
We enforce small overheads from the appended early ex-
its and encourage effective exploitation of the early exiting
mechanism (i.e., frequent exits in early layers). By consid-
ering the interplay between quantization, EENN architecture,
and hardware mapping, our framework ensures that the final
architecture achieves an efficient trade-off between accuracy,
energy efficiency, and latency across various edge devices.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II reviews the
literature. In Section III, we analyze the impact of quantization
and EENN mounting points on hardware performance in
terms of accuracy, energy consumption, and latency, further
motivating the need for our proposed hardware-aware NAS
for EENN, which is introduced in Section IV. Section V
evaluates our NAS and discusses the experimental results.
Finally, Section VI presents our conclusions.

II. RELATED WORK

Several studies in the literature have explored the impact
of hardware on the performance of DL models and proposed
solutions to either design optimized hardware for a specific
class of models or search for the best DL architecture for

Backbone 1 Backbone 2 Backbone 3

Exit 1 Exit 2 Exit 3

Mounting 
Point 1
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Point 2

Mounting 
Point 3

Fig. 1. An example early exiting network with 3 backbone blocks and 3
exits.

a given hardware. These techniques can be classified as
design space exploration techniques or hardware-aware neural
architecture search.

A. Design Space Exploration

Hardware accelerators are specialized systems designed to
perform DL operations more efficiently than general-purpose
processors. They play a crucial role in enhancing the per-
formance, energy efficiency, and scalability of DL models,
particularly in edge computing applications where resources
are limited. To maximize the potential of hardware accelera-
tors, design space exploration (DSE) frameworks have been
developed. These frameworks assist in hardware design by
searching for the optimal hardware configuration (e.g. number
of accelerators, memory hierarchy) for a specific class of DL
models. Hence, DSE frameworks serve as proxies for hard-
ware cost estimation in novel architectures, enabling informed
design decisions without the need for physical prototyping.

Timeloop [16] is a DSE tool designed to optimize the
mapping of DL operations to hardware accelerators. It enables
the exploration of various dataflows and memory hierarchies to
enhance both performance and energy efficiency. ZigZag [17]
extends the architectural and mapping design space further by
accommodating uneven mapping schemes and diverse memory
hierarchies. It employs an analytical model to estimate per-
formance and energy efficiency, providing a comprehensive
evaluation framework. However, these frameworks support
only single-core accelerators, whereas homogeneous multi-
core architectures are gaining popularity for improved scal-
ing [18]–[21], and heterogeneous multi-core architectures for
workload specialization [22], [23]. One such framework is
Stream [15], a DSE framework that evaluates and optimizes
DL workload processing on multi-core accelerator architec-
tures. It incorporates considerations for off-chip and core-to-
core traffic congestion within its analytical model, offering a
detailed analysis of performance and energy efficiency.

Specifically for EENN, the Atheena framework [24] was
developed to address the unique challenges posed by these dy-
namic architectures. Atheena automates the design of hardware
architectures for EENN on FPGAs, leveraging the varying
difficulty of individual data samples to scale resource allo-
cation across different network sections, thereby optimizing
throughput and resource usage. It integrates DSE to transform
high-level representations of EENN into optimized hardware
descriptions suitable for FPGA implementation, significantly
improving efficiency.

In contrast to existing DSE approaches that adapt hardware
to the EENN workload, our work designs efficient EENN
architectures for a specific backbone, enabling deployment
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on existing edge accelerators without extensive hardware re-
configuration. Nevertheless, we leverage Stream’s DSE for
our EENN hardware-aware NAS and exploit estimated costs
per potential hardware mapping to navigate the EENN search
space.

B. Hardware-aware Neural Architecture Search

With the growing demand for edge applications, NAS has
shifted toward designing hardware-friendly neural networks.
Hardware-aware NAS aims to find an efficient neural archi-
tecture that maximizes accuracy while adhering to specific
hardware constraints (e.g., energy, latency, memory, area).
Once a search space is defined (e.g., different operators,
possible hyperparameter values), a search algorithm (e.g.,
reinforcement learning, evolutionary algorithms) is executed
to identify the best-performing architecture under all user-
defined constraints. In addition to the task-dependent metric
that NAS optimizes, hardware constraints are integrated at dif-
ferent levels, introducing varying degrees of complexity [25].
Under hard constraints (e.g., a memory consumption upper
bound), NAS can be conducted within a constrained search
space, where newly generated architectures are automatically
discarded if they violate hardware limitations [26]. Conversely,
when hardware constraints are soft (e.g., minimizing energy
consumption), researchers have either opted for joint opti-
mization—balancing accuracy and hardware metrics [27]—or
free multi-objective optimization (MOO), where architectures
are identified along the Pareto front of the given objectives
[28]. However, in both cases, additional challenges arise from
estimating hardware metrics, as obtaining real cost values for
each new architecture can be difficult. To address this, several
methods have been proposed, including analytical [29] and
neural network-based [30] estimations of hardware costs.

The application of NAS to DyNN, and particularly to
EENN, is still an emerging research area. Conventionally, an
EENN is manually designed based on a predefined number
of exits. A mounting point is selected after n% of the total
network’s cost (e.g., number of operations, latency), where n is
a natural number from a user-defined set of options [31]. How-
ever, a few recent studies propose automating EENN design. In
[32], early exiting in EENN is optimized automatically using a
policy gradient-based reinforcement learning algorithm, where
the global cost function is the product of accuracy and the
number of MACs. Building on [32], the authors of [33] sought
to reduce NAS search costs by employing a genetic algorithm
(GA) along with pre-trained accuracy and cost metric pre-
dictors, avoiding the need to train every newly generated ar-
chitecture from scratch. More recently, [10], [11] developed a
GA-driven EENN automatic search with several enhancements
in the EENN training strategy, such as handling hard hardware
cost constraints by incorporating them as regularizers in the
training loss. Additionally, the authors of [12] introduced a
hardware-aware dynamic NAS framework, coined HADAS,
for EENN that jointly optimizes the model architecture along
with dynamic voltage and frequency scaling (DVFS) settings,
accounting for runtime variations and the specific efficiency
features of the underlying hardware.

In contrast, our work presents a NAS strategy where model
performance on hardware is estimated using a DSE framework
with an analytical model that accurately accounts for the
impact of individual hardware components (e.g., accelerators,
memory). This approach is more precise than MAC-based
methods and is less costly and more flexible than hardware-
in-the-loop-based methods.

III. HARDWARE IMPACTS ON EENN DESIGN

In this section, we investigate the impact of hardware on
EENN design across two dimensions. First, we explore the ef-
fect of quantization on the performance of a fixed EENN, con-
sidering accuracy, energy consumption, and latency. Second,
we examine how different EENN architectures derived from
the same backbone behave on specific hardware. Our goal
is to show to what extent variations in EENN models—such
as quantization level and exit point placement—interact with
hardware architecture, leading to differences in performance.

A. Methodology of EENN Performance Evaluation

We conduct our study on an image classification task using
CIFAR-10 [34], a well-known dataset from the MLPerf Tiny
benchmark [35], which is dedicated to edge devices and
applications. The evaluated metrics include model accuracy
and hardware costs (i.e., energy and latency). Formally, we
define the exit ratio of the ith early exit, ERi, as the proportion
of input data that exit at i, satisfying a predefined confidence
threshold. Thus, the average accuracy and energy-latency
product of the full EENN can be expressed as follows:

ACC_avg =

m∑
i=1

ERi × ACCi (1)

ET_avg =

m∑
i=1

ERi × ETi (2)

where ACCi is the accuracy of the samples that exited at
point i and ETi is the product of energy (E, in joule) and
latency/delay (T , in cycles) of the ith subnetwork (i.e. from
the input up to the considered exit).

We evaluate our hardware cost using an enhanced version
of the Stream DSE framework [15], which provides detailed
energy and latency estimates while accounting for dynamicity
and quantization. Stream considers factors such as off-chip
memory usage and Network-on-Chip (NoC) core-to-core com-
munication overhead for both activations and weights—critical
for understanding system-level performance and energy ef-
ficiency. This evaluation includes the computational cost of
each backbone layer and the overhead introduced by early
exit blocks, offering insights into the trade-offs between en-
ergy consumption and latency. Moreover, Stream supports
optimized workload mapping onto the multi-core architecture
through an intra-core temporal mapping optimization engine
called LOMA [36] and an inter-core workload allocation GA-
based engine [37]. Once the best workload allocation for a
given multi-core accelerator is determined, we use Stream’s
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TABLE I
ACCURACY AND EXIT RATIO FOR DIFFERENT QUANTIZATION CONFIGURATIONS

FP/INT X + Y MEANS X -BIT PRECISION FOR THE BACKBONE AND Y -BIT PRECISION FOR THE EXIT POINT CLASSIFIERS
CUM. PARAMS DENOTES CUMULATIVE NUMBER OF PARAMETERS, CUM. MACS DENOTES CUMULATIVE MULTIPLY-ACCUMULATE OPERATIONS

Exit 1 (D) Exit 2 (F) Exit 3 (I) Exit 4 (K)
Cum. Params 30.922 71.946 354.634 1.439.498
Cum. MACs 24.515.584 48.752.640 118.307.840 195.377.152

Accuracy Exit Ratio Accuracy Exit Ratio Accuracy Exit Ratio Accuracy Exit Ratio ACC_avg ET_avg

FP32+32 98.48 34.21 94.73 14.22 93.80 28.22 63.68 23.35 88.50 4921
INT8+8 99.10 25.49 96.86 15.31 95.70 31.14 66.36 28.06 88.51 467
INT8+4 98.97 24.18 97.69 15.12 95.60 29.31 69.48 31.39 88.53 489
INT4+8 98.99 22.71 97.56 12.31 96.90 28.41 70.39 36.57 87.76 215
INT4+4 97.40 31.49 94.97 12.33 93.80 23.72 65.87 32.46 86.01 186

hardware cost breakdown to extract relevant hardware met-
rics—namely, the energy Ek and latency Tk for a layer k.
The energy for a given layer k is defined as follows:

Ek = Computationk + NoC Traffick

where the computational cost is combined with the traffic
across the NoC to estimate the overall utilization of the
resources of the considered layer, while latency Tk is defined
as the duration of executing the layer k. Therefore, for a sub-
network i (e.g. all layers up to exit i), we can define ETi as
follows:

ETi =

(
i∑

k=1

Ek

)
×

(
i∑

k=1

Tk

)
(3)

It is worth mentioning that ETi includes the overhead of all
previous intermediate exits, as all of them are executed during
inference before a sample exits at exit i.

B. Impact of Quantization

To study the impact of quantization, we use a modified
MobileNetV2 backbone with a quad-core Edge TPU target
(see Appendix A for more details). We enhance the backbone
with three intermediate exit points placed at approximately
12%, 25%, and 60% of the total MAC operations. We fine-
tune the confidence threshold τ between 80% and 95% for
all exit points. We reduce the precision from 32-bit floating
point for weights and activations to 8-bit and 4-bit integer
precision, as these are the most widely used quantization
levels in edge accelerators. Furthermore, to assess the accuracy
improvements contributed by each component (i.e., backbone
or early exits), we apply a heterogeneous mixed-precision
quantization scheme that disentangles the precision of the
backbone and early exits. To train our model, we adopt a
quantization-aware training scheme [2] for greater flexibility in
representation learning and minimal sensitivity to quantization
noise (see Appendix B).

Table I summarizes the results of our study. First, we ob-
serve consistent trends in the distribution of per-exit accuracy
and exit ratios across all experiments. The networks exhibit
high confidence in relatively easy samples, leading to high per-
exit accuracy at intermediate exit points and a 63% reduction
in computation for nearly 40% of cases (corresponding to
samples exiting at points 1 and 2). However, more feature
extraction is required in deeper layers for harder samples.
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Fig. 2. The cumulative (left) and average (right) energy-delay product ET
at different stages for differently quantized models. The ET_avg is drastically
reduced thanks to the early exiting at early stages.

Additionally, the accuracy at the last exit tends to be lower due
to the increased difficulty of these samples. Hence, we verify
the efficiency of EENN across all quantization levels. Second,
across various quantization configurations, we observe notable
differences in per-exit accuracy and exit-ratio distributions.
Although the full-precision and 8-bit precision models exhibit
only a small difference in average accuracy, the full-precision
model benefits from increased expressivity, with the first exit
achieving an exit ratio of 34.21%, compared to just under 30%
for the quantized models. This results in more frequent late
exits in the quantized models. When both the backbone and
early exits are quantized to 4 bits, significant hardware cost
reductions are achieved, but the average accuracy suffers due
to lower precision. In contrast, mixed quantization schemes
provide a balanced trade-off between soft (e.g., 8-bit) and
hard (e.g., 4-bit) homogeneous quantization. This approach
minimizes the impact on average accuracy while still achieving
notable hardware cost savings. Specifically, quantizing the
backbone to 4 bits reduces the computational burden of heavy
operations (e.g., backbone convolutions) while allowing the
exits to compensate for accuracy loss due to their larger
capacity for information encoding.

Figure 2 details the breakdown of the energy-delay product
(ET ) in different exit stages (left) and shows ETavg for
different precisions (right). Note the logarithmic scale of the
Y-axis, which demonstrates that ETavg is significantly lower
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Fig. 3. Family of 4-exit models in INT8+8 configuration with identical
backbone and exits topologies. Each model has different exit points, identified
by the exit indices (c.f., Table III).

than the worst case due to the high exit ratios at earlier stages.
Moreover, the reduction in ETavg for reduced precision is
shown. Interestingly, we note that the model quantized with 8
bits for the backbone and 4 bits for the exits exhibits a slightly
worse ETavg than the 8-bit + 8-bit quantized model, despite
being more aggressively quantized. This is due to lower exit
ratios at the early stages. Hence, quantization and early exit
can interact in complex ways, potentially leading to significant
performance differences, as observed in mixed-quantization
models.

C. Impact of Mounting Points

Next, we study the interplay between early exit mounting
points and hardware performance. For this, we use 8-bit
quantization for both the backbone and the exits. Figure 3
shows the average accuracy and ET for models with different
mounting points of the four exits (denoted by four letters;
cf. Table III). We observe that some architectures become
severely unfit (e.g., model [A, B, F, K], which achieves low
accuracy and high hardware cost), while others are more
promising, offering a reasonable balance between accuracy
and ET , yielding a subset of efficient networks to choose
from (e.g., model [A, E, G, K]). However, no obvious patterns
emerge for efficiently designing EENN. For instance, if we
examine the four models [A, C, x, K], where x can be E, F,
G, or H, we find significant differences in ET and accuracy
between the models after minimal changes in the third exit
point placement. Taking x to be E results in high accuracy
and low ET , while moving it by a single block to F severely
degrades performance.

Figure 4 presents the execution time (ET ) at different exit
points for a subset of the best-performing models depicted in
Figure 3. The results indicate that most of the degradation
in ET comes from the difference in the placement of the
third exit, while differences in the other exits are minor. This
showcases the complex nature of the interactions between the
placement of exit points and the hardware, which may have
a significant impact on energy efficiency in some cases while
being relatively harmless in others. Another example is the
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Fig. 4. The cumulative (left) and average (right) energy-delay product ET at
different stages for different mounting points with identical backbone and exit
architecture. The ET varies due to exit ratio differences and tensor dimension
mismatches with the accelerator dataflows.

behavior of [A, C, G, K] and [C, D, G, K], which achieve
similar performance despite having different first and second
exit points. These differences could be explained by complex
interactions between the layers’ shapes and the dataflows of
the hardware cores, as different mounting points can have
different activation and channel dimensions. For instance,
if the dimensions are not a power of 2, this may lead to
underutilization of the compute array.

Based on these findings, it becomes clear that automating
the search for optimal mounting points, backbone architec-
tures, and exit configurations is essential for designing an
efficient EENN. In the next section, we introduce a NAS
tool to address this complexity by systematically balancing
these parameters, thereby reducing the need for exhaustive
manual tuning and enhancing model efficiency across diverse
deployment scenarios.

IV. HARDWARE-AWARE EENN NAS

In this section, we present our proposed solution for au-
tomatically designing quantized EENN for target hardware
architectures. We start by formalizing our search optimization
problem and describing the steps by which the framework de-
livers an optimally deployable EENN on an edge accelerator.

A. Problem Description

Given a fixed DL backbone, the objective is to enhance it
automatically with early exits to enable efficient execution of
the subsequent EENN on multi-core edge accelerators. The
DL backbone can serve different use cases, such as image
classification [31], audio denoising [38], or transformer-based
sentiment analysis [39]. Thus, our objective is to develop a
generic, hardware-aware NAS framework that identifies an
efficient EENN architecture while considering the constraints
of the available hardware resources. Additionally, we ensure
that the computational overhead incurred by each additional
exit point does not exceed a user-defined percentage of the
remaining backbone layers up to the next exit. Furthermore,
we constrain all architectures to efficiently implement early
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Fig. 5. Overview of the hardware-aware NAS process with enhanced Stream [15] framework for hardware performance estimation at different exit points.

exiting by bounding the last exit point ratio, enforcing sample
exiting as early as possible. Formally, our NAS problem can be
written as a constrained multi-objective optimization (MOO)
problem as follows:

max
s∈S

ACC_avg(s)

min
s∈S

ET_avg(s)

s.t.

{
OHi(s) ≤ θ, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}
ERm(s) ≤ µ

(4)

where s is an architecture from the NAS search space S, m
is the number of exits (including the final classifier), OHi(s)
is the ratio between the additional ET cost incurred by exit
point i and the ET of the backbone layers up to the next exit
point (e.g., in Figure 1, OH1(s) corresponds to the ratio of the
ET of Exit 1 to the ET of Backbone 2), θ is the user-defined
threshold on the overhead, and ERm is the exit ratio of the last
exit, which is upper-bounded by a user-defined threshold µ.
Hence, our main goal is to optimize two conflicting objectives,
namely EENN’s average accuracy and energy-latency product,
within the constrained search space of networks with bounded
intermediate exit overhead and effective early exiting.

B. NAS Search Space

The EENN search space is parameterized by the intrinsic
properties of EENN models, namely the number of exits, their
placement along the backbone, the architecture of intermedi-
ate exits (e.g., depth and width for a multilayer perceptron
classifier), and the quantization level. Given a DL backbone,
let us denote by H the maximum number of intermediate
exits (excluding the final exit point) that could be appended
to the backbone, by q the possible quantization levels, and
by p the possible architectures of the exit points. For each
candidate model with k intermediate exits, we have pk+1

and qk+1 possible EENN architectures and quantization levels
(including the different configurations of the final exit point).
Thus, the total number of architectures in our search space
is
∑H

k=0

(
H
k

)
(pq)k+1, which simplifies through the binomial

theorem to pq(1 + pq)H . We see that the search space grows

exponentially with the depth of the DL backbone and that an
exhaustive search would be inefficient. Hence, using heuristics
to guide the search is necessary. In our approach, we chose
to use a genetic algorithm (GA) due to its flexibility and
efficiency compared to non-evolutionary methods [25].

C. NAS Framework

Our proposed NAS framework, illustrated in Figure 5,
consists of the following four steps:
(Step 1) The process begins by sampling various EENN ar-
chitectures to form an initial set of candidate models, denoted
S0, that comply with the overhead constraint θ.
(Step 2) Each architecture in S0 is trained using quantization-
aware training and evaluated on the Stream platform to obtain
its corresponding accuracy and energy-delay product metrics.
For each trained model, we apply the last exit ratio constraint
µ and remove those that do not satisfy it.
(Step 3) The metrics collected from each model constitute a la-
beled dataset: P0 = {(s,ACC_avg(s),ET_avg(s)) | s ∈ S0},
where each architecture is mapped to its respective accuracy
and hardware cost. The dataset P0 is then used to train
accuracy and ET predictors.
(Step 4) Finally, the GA triggers an automatic search over
multiple generations to generate better architectures. One
generation proceeds as follows:

• Based on the previously trained predictors, the accuracy
and ET are predicted for the parent architectures in the
initial population.

• The population is ranked according to accuracy, and the
top 2N parents are shortlisted. These are then ranked by
ET value to retain the best N architectures for applying
the GA operators. However, other ranking metrics, such
as a weighted sum of accuracy and ET , can also be used.

• The GA applies mutation and crossover operators to the
chromosomes of the parent architectures, which describe
the EENN configuration (i.e., mounting points, depth of
each early-exit network, quantization level, etc.).

• Each generation of GA offspring is filtered to remove
models that do not satisfy the overhead constraint.
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• The new generation forms a new population, to which
the same steps are applied.

At the end of the GA process, a new set S1 is created,
consisting of the best N offspring and their ancestors from
S0. Steps 2 to 4 are then repeated on S1, and the process
continues for a finite number of iterations or until a desired
balance between accuracy and ET cost is reached. However,
previously trained architectures are not retrained during Step
2, and the training of predictors in Step 3 is done using the
combined dataset: Pk =

⋃k
i=0 Pi.

In conventional NAS, performance predictors are trained
only once from a large set P0 (e.g., four orders of magnitude
in [33]), yielding strong predictors. This approach results in a
sequential NAS pipeline where S1 is not trained, and the best-
performing architecture is retained, thereby ending the search.
However, our NAS framework aims to combine optimality
(i.e., finding the best architecture) and efficiency (i.e., a
shorter search time compared to conventional NAS). Hence,
we adopt a more efficient approach based on progressive weak
predictors, originally proposed in [40]. The idea is to alternate
between training predictors using increasingly large datasets
(i.e., Pk) and running the GA process. Therefore, our NAS
search can be formulated as the generation of the two sets Pk

and Sk+1 at iteration k as follows:{
Pk =

{
(s,ACC_avg(s),ET_avg(s)) | s ∈ Sk

}
Sk+1 = Top_GAN (Sk) ∪ Sk

(5)

where Top_GAN a function that returns the best N GA
offspring architectures from an input set of parent architectures
Sk ordered based on the estimated accuracy and ET cost
predictors.

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

In this section, we experimentally evaluate our NAS frame-
work for an image classification task dedicated to edge appli-
cations.

A. Experimental setup

Similarly to Section III, we use an image classification task
on CIFAR-10 to evaluate our NAS framework on a quad-core
edge TPU (cf. Appendix A). Our search space is built on a
fixed 12-block-deep MobileNetV2 backbone. Early exits can
be mounted in the positions denoted by letters in Table III.
The search parameters are the depth, position, and number of
early exits, which are encoded using a one-hot representation.
The exit-point classifier consists of max-pooling operators that
reduce the input tensors’ height and width to 4×4 tensors with
the same number of channels, as done in [31], followed by
one or two linear layers with ReLU6 activation functions. We
constrain newly generated EENN architectures according to
θ = 50% and µ = 50%.

B. NAS Framework Results

Figure 6 presents the reduction in the ET_avg relative to
the static backbone (where all samples exit at the final stage
without considering intermediate exit overhead) on the y-axis,
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Fig. 6. The development of the search with respect to accuracy and EENN
ET reduction (i.e. ratio of ET_avg and the respective static architecture ET,
without early exits). More exploration tends to yield architectures with high
accuracy and high ET reduction.

and the x-axis shows ACC_avg. The figure reveals that our
NAS explores the search space covering inefficient models
with low accuracy and high ET_avg and tends to exploit local
regions where both objectives are well-balanced as iterations
increase. With more iterations, the inherent random nature
of the search is reduced, and the NAS begins to avoid low-
outcome regions of the search space and exploit others more
promising for better trade-offs (e.g., iteration 5). However,
due to the stochasticity of the GA operators, a few inefficient
architectures can still be encountered (e.g., iteration 6). Nev-
ertheless, efficient architectures can be found with as little as
5 NAS iterations, which can be explained by the presence of
the constraints on the overhead and exit ratios that were added
to our search space.

Furthermore, we can also separate the models based on their
profitability, i.e. when early exiting brings a gain compared
to the static backbone (see dotted line in Figure 6). Across
the entire dataset, the NAS process identifies architectures
that are notably more efficient than their static counterparts.
These NAS-optimized architectures can achieve improvements
exceeding 50%. This highlights the potential benefits of en-
hancing conventional networks with early exiting mechanisms,
particularly when tailored to specific use-case objectives.

For better insights on the NAS models evolution, we vi-
sualize the distribution of accuracy and ET_avg across NAS
iterations in Figure 7. We observe in the first iterations a large
exploration of the search space with different architectures of
variable performance (e.g., models with an ET_avg exceeding
8000 J x cycles). As the number of iterations grows, the NAS
capitalizes on previously selected best-performing architec-
tures thus increasing the overall mean accuracy and decreasing
the overall mean ET_avg of the found models. Moreover, the
balancing effect of the NAS problem conflictual objectives
can be observed from iterations 5 and 6 where the mean
accuracy was slightly reduced to gain in terms of ET . This is
mainly due to an implicit higher weight given to ET_avg from
the ranking of generated architectures after fairly stabilizing
accuracy.
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C. Analysis of Efficient Architectures

In this section, we analyze a subset of efficient architectures
explored during the NAS process with ETavg < 1000. As seen
in Figure 8, there is a notable concentration of architectures
with a high number of exits. This observation can be explained
by the fact that a greater number of exits generally improves
performance, as it provides more opportunities for input
samples to terminate earlier in the network, thereby reducing
computational costs. Specifically, additional exits allow for the
early termination of input samples that can be processed more
quickly, leading to lower overall resource usage. However, the
benefits of increasing exits are not without trade-offs. A greater
number of exits may negatively impact model accuracy due to
the amplification of the cascading effect in gradient propaga-
tion during backpropagation. As the number of exits increases,
the gradients may become more dispersed, potentially reducing
the effectiveness of weight updates. Additionally, a higher
exit count can impose greater demands on the hardware,
particularly by increasing reliance on max-pooling operations
and inter-core data transfers, which can reduce computational
efficiency. Furthermore, we observe from the landscape that
accuracy improves with a higher number of exits, albeit at
the expense of a higher ETavg. Indeed, the Pareto-optimal
architectures (gold line in Figure 8) follow the same trend and
prove that our NAS strives to balance the trade-off between
accuracy and computational efficiency.

Even though our NAS framework brings new constraints to
the training (i.e., quantization, last exit ratio) and optimizes
more complex hardware-related metrics (i.e., energy and la-
tency via DSE), we intend to compare our efficient models
with similar studies. We compare against EDANAS [10] and
NACHOS [11] with which we have close initial conditions
where EENN backbones are built on MobileNets and trained
on CIFAR-10. It is worth noting three major differences: (1)
their hardware cost is modeled with the number of MAC
operations, (2) their training procedure is based on [41]
whereas our models are trained using linear scalarization under
quantization, and (3) their backbone parameters (e.g., kernel
size, depth) are extra dimensions of the search space, contrarily
to our case where the backbone is fixed. In Table II, we report
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Fig. 8. Subset of efficient architectures (where ET_avg < 1000) from the
NAS showing the Pareto front (gold line) with varying number of exits.

the accuracy and MAC reduction of the best models from
EDANAS and NACHOS along with a Pareto optimal model
from our NAS (c.f., star marker in the Pareto front gold line in
Figure 8). We show that our framework is competitive yielding
highly accurate and MAC-efficient architectures. The added
constraints in our NAS helped the search be more effective
in finding architectures that are both hardware friendly (i.e.,
overhead) and that benefit well from early exiting (i.e., last
exit ratio). Overall, thanks to the constraints we impose
on our NAS framework, we are able to find well-adapted
EENN models with reduced design time for fast deployment.
Furthermore, with a rich Pareto front, the NAS facilitates the
identification of the most suitable model aligned with real-
world performance and resource requirements.

TABLE II
COMPARISON OF EFFICIENT MODELS IN TERMS OF ACCURACY AND MAC

OPERATIONS FROM PREVIOUS EENN-SPECIFIC NAS STUDIES.

Method Precision Accuracy (%) MAC Reduction (%)
EDANAS [10] FP32 81.10 36.79
NACHOS [11] FP32 72.86 58.99

Ours INT8 88.04 56.46

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we addressed the challenges associated with
deploying EENN on resource-constrained edge devices. We
studied the impacts of quantization and EENN design on
the model-hardware interaction and concluded that small dif-
ferences in quantization levels and EENN mounting point
positions can lead to significant differences in performance and
energy efficiency. To this end, we introduced a hardware-aware
NAS framework that incorporates the effects of quantization
and optimizes the hardware allocation of EENN models on
multi-core edge accelerators using Stream, with the aim of
finding efficient architectures in terms of accuracy, energy
efficiency, and latency. Our NAS framework was tested on
an image classification task using a quad-core edge TPU
and demonstrated promising Pareto-optimal architectures with
high accuracy and low energy-delay product. Future inves-
tigations will focus on further enhancing the computational



9

efficiency of EENN models. This will include exploring the
potential benefits of layer fusion, where exit decisions are
based on small chunks of processed network layers. Ad-
ditionally, we intend to investigate alternative metrics for
early exit decision-making, such as per-layer neuronal activity
or hardware-specific metrics, which could provide a more
nuanced evaluation of feature expressivity. Finally, we aim to
develop hardware-aware techniques for training EENN models
to meet the specific constraints of deployment platforms and
application-related requirements.

APPENDIX

In this appendix, we present further details about the
backbone architecture, the models’ training configuration, the
accelerator architecture used in our experiments, and the
adopted quantization-aware training strategy.

A. Implementation Details

Backbone Architecture: Due to a resolution mismatch, we
adopt a modified version of the original MobileNetV2 ar-
chitecture [42] described in Table III. We set all depthwise
convolution kernel sizes, padding, and MobileNet blocks’
expansion rates to 3, 1, and 6, respectively. Each bottleneck
is composed of Repetition times blocks where each block
is a sequence of 3 convolutions. The second convolution is
when the number of channels is multiplied by the expansion
factor. We allow early exits to be mounted between blocks of
the bottlenecks A through J, thus having 10 possible positions.
The last exit is always mounted at the end of the network, at
position K.

TABLE III
MOBILENETV2 WITH EARLY EXITS MOUNTING POINTS

Operator Repetition Exit Index Channels Strides
conv2d 1 - 32 1

bottleneck 1 - 16 1
bottleneck 2 A, B 24 1
bottleneck 2 C, D 32 1
bottleneck 2 E, F 64 2
bottleneck 2 G, H 96 1
bottleneck 2 I, J 160 2
bottleneck 1 K 320 1

Training: We train all EENN networks for 100 epochs using
mini-batch gradient descent with a learning rate of 10−3, a
momentum of 0.9, a weight decay of 5e− 4, and a batch size
of 128. Particularly for image classification, for a dataset D of
size |D|, the exit ratio of an early exit i is defined as follows:

ERi =
1

|D|
∑
d∈D

1{max ŷi ≥ τ ∧ ∀j < i,max ŷj < τ} (6)

where 1(.) is the function returning 1 when the boolean
expression within is true and 0 otherwise, τ is a user-defined
threshold describing the minimum confidence to acquire for
a sample to exit at exit i, and ŷi is the softmax vector of
probabilities over all classes of an input sample d at exit i.
All experiments were conducted on a 16GB RTX 4080 GPU.

Accelerator Architecture: Our modeled edge accelerator is
a quad-core accelerator whose computing cores are modelled
using Google’s Edge TPU architecture [43] with extra cores
for pooling operations and SIMD to handle element-wise
additions and multiplications. Each compute core is capable
of executing 512 MACs/cycle and includes a local 2 MiB
SRAM scratchpad memory for activations. An off-chip mem-
ory is linked to the compute cores with a bandwidth of 64
bits/cycle. The relative energy costs for the memories are
scaled from [44]. For the quantization-aware training we take
into account flexible precision both at the MAC compute level
and the levels of the memory hierarchy. Finally, based on our
definition of the quad-core edge TPU (i.e. operational arrays
and memory hierarchy), we launch Stream to obtain relevant
hardware cost metrics for an input workload.

B. Quantization-aware Training of EENN

Training EENN is a MOO in which m objective functions
(corresponding to the loss of every exit point) are simulta-
neously optimized. We can convert this MOO into a single-
objective problem via linearly weighted scalarization (LS) as
follows:

LLS =

m∑
i=1

λiLi (7)

where LLS is the linearly scalarized loss, and λi is the ith

loss preference value. We set all preference values to 1, as
in [31], [32]. Furthermore, be they static or dynamic, DL
networks must be quantized before deployment on modern
edge accelerators. We linearly quantize weights and activations
where each real value r is mapped into Q(r) ∈ [−c, c] and
linearly quantized into b bits thus yielding :

Q(r) =

⌊
max

(
−c,

min(r, c)

s

)⌋
× s (8)

where s is the scaling factor defined as:

s =
c

2b−1 − 1
(9)

The values of c are set for each layer such that
the KL-divergence between the real and quantized values
DKL(r||Q(r)) is minimal, as in [45].
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