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Abstract—As consumer devices become increasingly intelligent
and interconnected, efficient data transfer solutions for machine
tasks have become essential. This paper presents an overview of
the latest Feature Coding for Machines (FCM) standard, part of
MPEG-AI and developed by the Moving Picture Experts Group
(MPEG). FCM supports Al-driven applications by enabling the
efficient extraction, compression, and transmission of intermedi-
ate neural network features. By offloading computationally in-
tensive operations to base servers with high computing resources,
FCM allows low-powered devices to leverage large deep learning
models. Experimental results indicate that the FCM standard
maintains the same level of accuracy while reducing bitrate
requirements by 75.90% compared to remote inference.

Index Terms—collaborative intelligence, split inference, feature
coding for machines, FCM, MPEG-AI

I. INTRODUCTION

As consumer devices continue to evolve, becoming more
intelligent and interconnected, machines have increasingly
become the consumer of information. A growing need emerges
for solutions that effectively handle the transmission of in-
formation for neural network-based tasks. Remote inference,
as shown in Fig. 1(a), is one such solution, where data
is collected at a device level but processed remotely. This
method enables consumer electronics like smartphones, aug-
mented reality (AR) glasses, and other 10T devices to leverage
powerful deep learning models that they otherwise could not
execute locally. In this setup, a device may capture video, but
a server processes the neural network calculations, sending
results back to the device. However, remote inference, while
useful, can face limitations. For instance, it may not always
scale well for large networks of devices, as the data load can
overwhelm both the network and the server. In light of these
challenges, more advanced methodologies like split inference
(a.k.a. collaborative intelligence [1]) have gained attention as
a more efficient alternative.

Split inference refers to the division of a neural network into
two parts: the head (NN Part 1) and the tail (NN Part 2). The
head of the network is executed on the local device, while the
tail is executed on a remote server. The intermediate feature
data produced by the first part of the network is sent from the
device to the server, where the remaining computations are
completed. This collaborative approach is more efficient than
transmitting raw data to a server, as the feature data can be
made into a more compact and meaningful representation of
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the input for the neural network. An overview of this process
can be seen in Fig. 1(b).

The significance of split inference lies in its ability to
balance computational load and optimize energy use for
devices with limited resources. By offloading only part of
the deep learning model’s computation to a remote server,
split inference reduces the amount of data that needs to be
transmitted over the network. This not only conserves band-
width but also speeds up the overall process by allowing the
device to perform some of the computations locally. Moreover,
split inference, in principle, contributes to energy efficiency,
prolonging battery life, and ensuring that even low-powered
devices can participate in sophisticated Al-driven tasks.

Recognizing the importance of split inference, the Moving
Picture Experts Group (MPEG) established an Ad-Hoc Group
in July 2019 to start the standardization efforts focused on
Feature Coding for Machines (FCM) [2] to support split
inference in various practical scenarios such as smart city,
smart traffic, video surveillance, consumer electronics. At
October 2023, MPEG Working Group 4 (WG4) began FCM by
evaluating 12 baseline proposals from different organizations,
including Canon, InterDigital, ETRI, Sharp, Digital Insights
Inc., China Telecom, ZJU, KHU, HNU, KAU, FAU [3].

FCM focuses on the compression and transmission of inter-
mediate neural network features. Since these features can be
larger in volume than the raw input data, efficient compression
techniques are essential to ensure that the data can be sent over
the network without overwhelming available bandwidth. FCM
aims to enable resource-limited devices to efficiently transmit
feature data for further processing on more powerful remote
servers.
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Fig. 2: Overview of Feature Coding for Machines (FCM)

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section
IT briefly describes the tools of FCM, Section III provides
experimental results in terms of BD-rate performance and
complexity analysis, and Section IV concludes the paper.

II. TooLs DESCRIPTION OF FCM

The following section overviews the tooling description of
FCM as used for result generation and as denoted in the official
algorithm description for the reference implementation, FCTM
(Feature Coding Test Model) Version 3 [4]. As depicted in
Fig. 2, encoder tools of FCM can be categorized into the
following transformations on feature data: Feature Reduction,
Feature Conversion, and Feature Inner coding. Decoder tools
likewise are categorized into inverse transformations: Feature
Inner Decoding, Inverse Feature Conversion, and Feature
Restoration.

A. Feature Reduction

1) Temporal Down-sampling: Temporal redundancies may
exist when feature frames have little motion. Instead of
transmitting every frame, FCM can temporally sample frames
X based on a fixed interval, producing frames X;. A sam-
pling ratio of 2x is supported, meaning every other frame is
dropped on the encoder. Inner encoder configuration settings
are changed to reflect a Group of Pictures (GOP) with size 8
shrunken to 4. Temporal resampling is turned off by default,
in which case X; = X.

2) Multi-scale Feature Fusion: FCM performs feature re-
duction using neural networks. The Feature Fusion and Encod-
ing Network (FENet) fuses multiple feature layers X, into a
single smaller one x ¢, ideal for compressing with the inner
codec. This is done using a series of connected Encoding
Blocks consisting of convolutional layers, residual blocks, and
attention blocks. Each encoding block spatially downscales the
feature layer by 2x. The feature layers are sorted by order
and each is expected to be half the size of their previous
one, so that the output of the first Encoding Block can be
concatenated to the second feature layer before passing to the
second Encoding Block. This process repeats until all feature
layers have been passed through the Encoding Block(s). As
different split points may have a different number of feature
layers, it may not be possible to reuse the same FENet
architecture across all split points. The last output from the
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Fig. 3: (a) Input Image (b) Corresponding packed fused feature
maps in YUV 4:0:0

Encoding Blocks series represents the fused features, which is
spatially half the size of the smallest feature layer. As a final
step, the fused features are multiplied against a gain vector
used to control channel quality, producing x¢. The FENet
is responsible for the majority of rate-distortion improvement
during feature reduction in FCM.

B. Feature Conversion

1) Packing: After feature reduction, the number of channels
in the x; feature tensor can be greater than the maximum
supported channels by the inner codec. To address this, feature
maps are spatially rearranged into a single channel frame,
following a raster scan order. The number of feature maps per
row and per column are determined to be as close as possible
so the frame is square-like. The final feature frame z, is
suitable for any inner codec that supports monochrome coding.
The original shape of x; is also signalled to the decoder to
undo packing.

2) Quantization: In this step, a 10-bit linear quantization
is applied. The minimum and maximum values of x, are
coded into the bitstream as floating point 32-bit for the inverse
quantization at the decoder side. Feature values are quantized
using the following equations:

max_num_bits = 2Pderh _ 1 (1)
. Tp — Tp,mi .
Tq = Lmax <m1n <pp’mm, 1) ,O> X max_num_bltsJ
Tp,max — Lp,min
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C. Feature Encoding

In the feature encoding process, the packed feature frame
as denoted in Fig. 3, formatted as 10-bit monochrome YUV



(4:0:0), undergoes compression utilizing the Versatile Video
Coding (VVC) [5] standard. Specifically, the encoding is
performed using the VVC Test Model (VIM) version 12.0
[6], which provides near state-of-the-art video compression
efficiency. The encoding process is configured for low-delay
scenarios to simulate real-time applications. Side channel
information signalled from other parts of the FCM encoder
is muxed with the VVC bitstream for proper reconstruction.

D. Feature Decoding

Using the VVC VTM 12.0 decoder, the 10-bit monochrome
YUYV frames from the bitstream are retrieved, as well as any
necessary side channel information.

E. Inverse Feature Conversion

1) Dequantization: The dequantization of the feature frame
Zp is computed as follows:
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Here, &, is the reconstructed quantized feature frame, and
Zp,min and T}, max are the minimum and maximum values used
for dequantization.

2) Unpacking: Unpacking is the reverse process of packing
during feature conversion. Taking feature frame Z,, it restores
the single channel frame into multiple channels with the shape
of z;. The new feature tensor is Zy.

F. Feature Restoration

1) Multi-scale Feature Restoration: Feature restoration is
performed on the reconstructed fused feature tensors ' using
neural networks. The Feature Decoding and Reconstruction
Network (DRNet) is designed to perform the inverse of the
encoder’s FENet, by expanding Z; into multiple reconstructed
feature layers. The fused features are first multiplied by
an inverse gain vector to undo the gain operation from
FENet. DRNet then splits into separate branches for each
reconstructed feature layer. Each branch starts with a De-
coding Block comprised of residual blocks, attention blocks,
and transposed convolutions. These will perform upscaling
to restore each feature layer to their original shape in X;.
Depending on the total upscaling factor, each Decoding Block
will have a different repetition of layers. Besides the branch
with the largest layer, each branch ends by taking the output
of the Decoding Block and combining it with the previous
(larger) reconstructed feature layer through a Feature Mixing
Block, done to enhance the quality. The set of reconstructed
feature layers from all branches is represented by Xj.

2) Temporal Up-sampling: When temporal resampling is
turned on, missing frames in X are reconstructed using their
two available neighbors as references. This is done using
trilinear interpolation, where two of the dimensions are spatial
and the third is temporal. Temporal upsampling is the last
step in FCM to produce the final reconstructed intermediate
features X, ready to pass to the NN Part 2 for split inference.

TABLE I: Common Test & Training Conditions (CTTC)

Network
MaskRCNN-X101-FPN [8]
FasterRCNN-X101-FPN [10]

Task
Instance segmentation
Object detection

Dataset
OpenlmagesV6 [7]
OpenlmagesV6 [9]

SFU [11] Object detection FasterRCNN-X101-FPN [10]
TVD [12] Object tracking JDE-1088x608 [13]
HiEve [14] Object tracking JDE-1088x608 [13]

TABLE II: BD-Rate Performance

FCM vs Remote

Task Network Dataset
Inference
Instance Segmentation  OpenlmageV6 -94.04%
OpenlmageV6 -92.37%
. . SFU (Class A/B) -76.64%
Object Detection SFU (Class C) 80.64%
SFU (Class D) -58.77%
TVD -88.50%
Object Tracking HIEVE (1080p) -59.91%
HIEVE (720p) -56.35%
OVERALL -75.90 %

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Experimental Setup

We have used the MPEG Common Test & Training
Conditions (CTTC) [2] as the basis for our experimental
framework. We have used five different dataset for three
network architectures for three distinct tasks, as outlined in
Table I. Encoding and decoding was done by the Versa-
tile Video Coding (VVC) [5] test model VIM 12.0 [6].
All-Intra configuration was used for encoding/decoding the
image datasets, and low-delay configuration was used for
encoding/decoding the video datasets. The split points for
FasterRCNN-X101-FPN and MaskRCNN-X101-FPN models
are defined at {ps, ps3,ps,ps} and the split points for JDE-
1088x608 network for TVD and HiEve datasets are defined
at {dss, de1, d74} and {d105, doo, d7s } respectively. Three pre-
defined split points have been used in the experiments to show
the generalization ability of FCM.

B. BD-Rate Performance

Table II presents the BD-Rate [15] performance of MPEG
FCM in comparison to remote inference. The evaluation was
conducted using CompressAl-Vision [16] to compute model
accuracy across various rate points. Employing FCM resulted
in an overall BD-rate reduction of 75.90% across all tasks
and datasets, compared to remote inference. This substantial
reduction in bitrate, while maintaining same accuracy for
machine tasks, highlights the potential of FCM to significantly
improve the efficiency of consumer electronics in upcoming
decades.

C. Complexity Analysis

Since compute offload is the main feature of FCM, it’s
imperative to address the complexity aspect of the FCM along



TABLE III: FCM Complexity Ratio

FCM Encoder Comp!
NN Part 2 Complexity

FCM Decoder C
NN Part 1 Complexity

Task Network Dataset

Instance Segmentation ~ OpenlmageV6 15.00 0.25
OpenlmageV6 39.28 0.29

. . SFU (Class A/B) 3.72 0.34
Object Detection SFU (Class C) 6.36 039
SFU (Class D) 5.90 0.43

TVD 0.93 0.14

Object Tracking HIEVE (1080p) 1.01 0.06
HIEVE (720p) 0.97 0.05

Overall 11.86 0.31

with bitrate reduction. The complexity of FCM system could
be analyzed using the following two equations:

FCM Encoder Complexity
NN Part 2 Complexity

@

FCM Decoder Complexity
NN Part 1 Complexity

If the inequality in Eq. 4 holds true, it indicates that FCM
is computationally more efficient than edge computing as it
will require less resources in edge devices. Conversely, if the
inequality does not hold, it implies that the computational cost
of running the entire CNN is lower than that of executing the
FCM encoder. Similarly, we could argue that if the inequality
in Eq. 5 holds true, split inference is more effective than
remote inference. If the inequality does not hold, it suggests
that the computational cost of running the FCM decoder on
the remote server exceeds that of running the full CNN.

The complexity ratios using Eq. 4 & Eq. 5 for FCM are
presented in Table III. To generate the results, we have used
execution time as a complexity measure and executed NN Part
1, NN Part 2, FCM Encoder & FCM Decoder using only CPU.
We have used an AMD EPYC 7702 64-Core processor to run
all our experiments.

It can be observed from Table III that the overall com-
plexity ratio for FGRpieetleamplotly is 11.86 which indicates
that running the FCM encoder is approximately 12 times
more computationally intensive than running the full CNN at
the edge devices. This increased computational cost can be
attributed to the FENet and DRNet modules in the feature
reduction and feature restoration processes. However, for the
TVD and HiEve datasets in the tracking scenario, it is possible
to reduce complexity using FCM.

Furthermore, it should also be noted from Table III that
the overall complexity ratio for F%hﬁ] DP:;"?eéc)CHfg]’epiei?y“y is 0.31,
which implies that running the FCM decoder on the remote
server requires less computational resources than running the
full CNN on the remote server.
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IV. CONCLUSION

In the current era of artificial intelligence, FCM provides
a means to run highly complex deep learning models on
resource-constrained devices by splitting the network. Ex-
perimental results have demonstrated that significant bitrate
reduction can be achieved using FCM without losing end-task
accuracy. This makes the FCM system attractive for different

consumer electronics. However, in principle, FCM should also
facilitate computational offloading by executing portions of
the split neural network on a base server with high computing
resources. This is only possible if the computing power re-
quired to run the FCM codec does not exceed that of executing
the full network on edge devices. Our experiments indicate
that running the FCM codec is more costly than running
the complete Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) on edge
devices. Furthermore, in this current state, the FCM codec is
not agnostic to machine tasks, as different network architecture
have been used for feature reduction and restoration modules
of different tasks. For global adoption of FCM, and as a future
direction in research, it is imperative that FCM becomes task
and network agnostic, utilizing a unified feature reduction
and feature restoration model capable of operating with any
intermediate feature shape of any CNN and provide significant
compute offload compare to edge computing.
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