UNIVERSITY OF PADOVA

DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION ENGINEERING

MuasTER THESIS IN ICT FOR INTERNET AND MULTIMEDIA

CHARACTERIZATION OF THE ENERGY

ConsuMPTION OF THE NVIDIA EpGE DEVICES

SUPERVISOR MaSTER CANDIDATE

Pror. M1cHELE RossI BUsrA YiLp1z
UNIVERSITY OF PADOVA
STUDENT ID

2005621

AcCADEMIC YEAR

2022-2023%



ii






v



Abstract

The advancements in deep neural networks have greatly impacted various fields, including com-
puter vision, leading to their widespread usage in modern applications and systems. Despite
this success, performing in-the-edge inference remains a major challenge due to the mismatch
between the resource-intensive nature of deep neural networks and the limited resources avail-
able on edge devices. However, in-the-edge inferencing offers privacy benefits in user-centric
domains and is crucial for scenarios with limited Internet connectivity, such as drones, robots,
and autonomous vehicles. To address this, several companies have developed specialized edge
devices to improve the performance of deep neural networks. This study aims to characterize
several commercial edge devices on popular frameworks using the YOLO object recognition
algorithm, a type of deep neural network. The impact of the framework, software stack, and
optimizations on performance are analyzed, and the energy consumption of the devices is mea-
sured.
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Introduction

Deep learning has been a critical area of focus in the field of Artificial Intelligence (AI) over
the past decade. One of the key sub-domains of deep learning is Object Detection, which is
considered to be a noteworthy area in both deep learning and computer vision.

Object detection is a crucial aspect of computer vision and is accomplished through the use
of neural networks. This process involves two steps, namely classification, and localization.
The first step, classification, involves the algorithm identifying and categorizing individual im-
ages or sets of images and assigning labels to them. The second step, localization, involves the
algorithm locating a specific object in an image and surrounding it with a bounding box to
distinguish it from other objects in the image.[1].

Object Detection technology has numerous applications, including object tracking, retrieval,
video surveillance, image captioning, image segmentation, object detection in retail, autonomous
driving, agricultural technologies, security, medical imaging, inventory management, anomaly
detection, and many others. This is due to its ability to detect objects such as humans, build-
ings, and cars in images and videos, making it an imperative technology in the field of computer
vision.

Modern meta architectures all use CNN for object detection, let us have alook at the history

of a few meta architectures briefly, and have an in-depth look at their inner working.
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Figure 1.1: Classification and Localization

Artificial Neural Networks (ANNGs) is a model that is designed to mimic the attitude of bio-
logical neural networks, such as those found in the neural system of the brain. ANNs are made
up of interconnected computational nodes or neurons that work together in a distributed man-
ner to learn from input and produce output. The typical structure of an ANN can be mod-
eled as three layers: the input layer, hidden layers, and output layer. The input layer receives
the input, which is usually in the form of a multidimensional vector, and distributes it to the
hidden layers. The hidden layers then make decisions based on the previous layer and weigh
how changes within themselves affect the final output. This process of learning is essential to
ANNs. When multiple hidden layers are stacked on top of each other, it is commonly referred
to as deep learning. The field of machine learning and artificial intelligence can be broadly di-
vided into two categories, namely supervised learning and unsupervised learning. Supervised
learning involves training a model using labeled datasets, where each training example has a
set of input values and one or more designated output values. The objective is to minimize the
classification error of the model by correctly predicting the output value for each training exam-
ple. On the other hand, unsupervised learning is a type of learning where the training dataset
is unlabeled. The performance of the model is measured by its ability to minimize or maxi-
mize an associated cost function. However, it’s worth noting that most image-based pattern

recognition tasks rely on supervised learning for classification purposes.[2]

A CNN, or Convolutional Neural Network, is a type of deep learning model designed to

process data with a grid-like structure, such as images or audio spectrograms. The network
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Figure 1.2: CNN Architecture

consists of three types of layers: convolution, pooling, and fully connected layers. The convo-
lution and pooling layers perform feature extraction, while the fully connected layer maps the
extracted features into the final output, such as classification.

In a CNN, a convolution layer plays a key role by applying a set of filters, also known as
kernels, to the input data in a stack of mathematical operations. These kernels, which are op-
timizable feature extractors, are trained to extract features from the input data, which can hi-
erarchically and progressively become more complex as one layer feeds its output into the next
layer. The training process involves adjusting the weights of the filters to minimize the differ-
ence between the predicted output of the network and the true labels of the input data, using
optimization algorithms like backpropagation and gradient descent.

After the convolutional layer, a non-linear activation function such as the rectified linear
unit (ReLU) is applied to introduce non-linearity into the model. The output is then passed
through a pooling layer, which reduces the spatial dimensionality of the output by taking the
maximum or average value within a small window and discarding the rest.

Finally, the output of the pooling layer is passed to one or more fully connected layers, which
perform a classification or regression task on the extracted features. In a classification task, the
final layer of the network typically uses a softmax activation function to produce a probability
distribution over the classes. Overall, CNNs are particularly effective for tasks such as image
classification and object detection in computer vision due to their ability to learn local and

spatial patterns in the input data.[3]



The R-CNN model is one of the earliest approaches to object detection that utilizes convo-
lutional neural networks. Its objective is to take an image as input and precisely locate the
primary objects within the image through bounding boxes. To accomplish this, R-CNN pro-
poses multiple boxes in the image and determines which of them corresponds to an object. The
process of generating these region proposals, known as Selective Search, involves examining the
image through windows of varying sizes and grouping adjacent pixels based on texture, color,
or intensity to identify objects. After the region proposals are generated, they are transformed
into standard square shapes and passed through a feature extractor or image classifier, which is
a CNN. The final layer of the CNN includes a Support Vector Machine (SVM) that classifies
whether the region corresponds to an object and if so, identifies the specific object.[4]
R-CNN works really well but is really quite slow for a few simple reasons. Some of the
drawbacks of R-CNN to build a faster object detection algorithm were solved and it was called
Fast R-CNN. The approach is similar to the R-CNN algorithm. But, instead of feeding the
region proposals to the CNN, we feed the input image to the CNN to generate a convolutional
feature map. From the convolutional feature map, we identify the region of proposals and warp
them into squares, and by using an Rol pooling layer we reshape them into a fixed size so that
they can be fed into a fully connected layer. From the Rol feature vector, we use a softmax layer
to predict the class of the proposed region and also the offset values for the bounding box. The
reason “Fast R-CNN” is faster than R-CNN is that you don’t have to feed region proposals to
the convolutional neural network every time. Instead, the convolution operation is done only

once per image and a feature map is generated from it.[s]

Fast R-CNN outperforms R-CNN, but its performance was surpassed by the development
of an even more advanced object detection algorithm, Faster R-CNN. The problem with R-
CNN and Fast R-CNN was the use of selective search to identify the region proposals, which
was slow and negatively impacted the performance of the network. The solution was to create
an algorithm that eliminates the selective search and allows the network to learn the region
proposals on its own. [6]

This was achieved by providing the image as input to a convolutional network, which gen-
erates a convolutional feature map. Instead of relying on the selective search to identify the

region proposals, a separate network was used to predict them. The predicted region propos-



als were then transformed using Rol pooling, which was used to classify the image within the
region and predict the bounding box offset values.

ResNet is another architecture used in the field of computer vision. ResNet is a deep neural
network architecture that was introduced to solve the problem of vanishing gradients in very
deep neural networks. It uses residual connections to enable information to bypass a layer and
flow directly to the next layer, allowing the network to learn more complex features and over-
come the vanishing gradient problem. ResNets are particularly useful for image recognition
tasks, where they can achieve state-of-the-art accuracy with fewer layers than traditional neural
network architectures.

On the other hand, Faster R-CNN is a framework for object detection that consists of two
main components: a region proposal network (RPN) that generates candidate object regions,
and a detection network that classifies the proposed regions and refines their locations. Faster
R-CNN is designed for the task of object detection, where the goal is to identify the presence
and location of objects in an image.

Both ResNet and Faster R-CNN have their own strengths and weaknesses, and the choice
between them depends on the specific task at hand. If the task is image recognition, ResNet
is a better choice due to its superior performance in this area. However, if the task is object

detection, Faster R-CNN is more appropriate as it is specifically designed for this task.

So far, all object detection algorithms utilize regions to determine the location of the object
within the image. Instead of examining the entire image, the network focuses on parts of the
image that have a high probability of containing the object. YOLO (You Only Look Once)
is an object detection algorithm that differs significantly from region-based algorithms. With
YOLO, a single convolutional network predicts both the bounding boxes and the class proba-
bilities for these boxes. The image is divided into an SxS grid, and within each grid, there are m
bounding boxes. The network outputs class probabilities and offsets values for each bounding
box. The boxes with class probabilities above a certain threshold are selected and used to locate
the object in the image. YOLO is much faster than other object detection algorithms, but it
has limitations when it comes to detecting small objects due to its spatial constraints.
However, the execution platform of several of these applications is limited in terms of re-
sources for efficient algorithm execution. These platforms, such as low-cost robots, unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs), and Internet of Things (IoT) devices, are unable to meet the resource
requirements for fast prediction of object detection algorithms, which necessitates high energy

consumption, ample memory, and robust processors. The conventional method to address



Method mAP-s0 Inference Time (ms)
SSD321 45.4 61
DSSD321 46.1 85
R-FCN 51.9 85
SSDs 13 50.4 125
DSSDs13 53.3 156
FPN FRCN 59.1 172
RetinaNet-50-500 50.9 73
RetinaNet-101-500 53.1 90
RetinaNet-101-800 57.5 198
YOLOv3-320 5I.5 22
YOLOv3-416 55.3 29
YOLOv3-618 57.9 51

Table 1.1: YOLOv3 vs Other Algorithms

this issue is to offload all computation to a cloud environment. However, this is not a viable
solution in certain cases due to privacy considerations, limitations in internet connectivity, or
strict time constraints.

Companies have started to build device-specific frameworks for efficient Deep Neural Net-
work(DNN) execution with several compilers and software-level optimizations. However, us-
ing only software techniques cannot guarantee the fast execution of DNNs. This is because
current hardware platforms are not specifically designed for DNNG, the execution of which has
unique characteristics. This inefficiency of general-purpose hardware platforms Additionally,
companies have also released specialized accelerator edge devices for performing fast in-the-edge
inferencing. [7]

Edge computing is an emerging computing paradigm that refers to a range of networks and
devices at or near the user. Edge is about processing data closer to where it’s being generated,
enabling processing at greater speeds and volumes, leading to greater action-led results in real-
time. [8]

Al edge computing, Al applications to run directly on field devices, processing field data,
and run machine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) algorithms.

This study presents a benchmarking between commercial edge devices (such as Nvidia’s Jet-
son Nano, Jetson TX2, and Jetson Xavier) with the same set of assumptions among various

versions of YOLO which is one of the Object Detection algorithms.
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Related Works

Characterizing the single board computers and making benchmarking them has been a very
interesting research area lately, and various approaches have been developed. In this section,
we will focus on different approaches to benchmarking several edge devices.

Forinstance, In this study, they compared performances of single-board computers in NVIDIA
Jetson Nano, NVIDIA Jetson TX2, and Raspberry P14 through the CNN algorithm created
by using the fashion product images dataset. For this, they developed a 2D-CNN model. They
trained and tested it on five different-sized datasets with NVIDIA Jetson Nano, NVIDIA Jet-
son TX2, and Raspberry PI 4. [9]

It was observed that as the volume of big data increased in Jetson TX, the power consump-
tion became more stable. Further tests conducted on the impact of dataset size on the accu-
racy of deep learning applications revealed a positive correlation. The results indicated that the
model trained on a dataset of 45,000 items using Jetson TX2 achieved the highest accuracy
of 97.8%. While the study noted that the Jetson TX2 consumed more power, it also outper-
formed other systems in terms of accuracy, faster processing time, and larger dataset-handling
capabilities.

A different study investigated the inference workflow and performance of the You Only
Look Once (YOLO) network on three different single-board computers: the NVIDIA Jet-
son Nano, NVIDIA Jetson Xavier NX, and Raspberry Pi 4B (RPi). By comparing the in-
ference performance of these three SBCs, the study found that the performance of the RPi +
NCS2(Intel Neural Compute Stickz ) is better suited for lightweight models. Therefore, the



study suggests that the Jetson Nano is a cost-performance trade-off among the SBCs, as it can

achieve up to 15 FPSs of detected videos when running YOLOv4-tiny.[10]

Similarly, in another study thatanalyzed the impact of frameworks, software stacks, and applied
optimizations on the final performance, the energy consumption and temperature behavior of
these edge devices were measured. In their study, they used various DNN models (ResNet-138,
ResNet-so, ResNet-101, Xception, MobileNet-v2, Inception-v4, AlexNet, VGG16, VGG19,
VGG-S, VGG-§, CifarNet, SSD with MobileNet-vi, YOLOv3, TinyYolo, C3D) and bench-
marked on the following devices : Raspberry Pi 3B (IoT/Edge Device), Jetson TX2 and Jetson
Nano (GPU-Based Edge Devices), EdgeTPU and Movidius NCS (Custom-ASIC Edge Accel-
erators), PYNQ-Z1 (FPGA based device), Xeon, RTX 2080, GTX Titan X, Titan Xp. As
a result, a tradeoft was discovered between energy usage and inference time when comparing

Movidius and Jetson Nano edge devices.[11]
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Dataset

The COCO dataset is extensive and includes object detection, segmentation, and captioning
capabilities. The highly acclaimed COCO dataset is a feature-rich resource, boasting advanced
capabilities such as object segmentation, recognition in context, superpixel stuff segmentation,
and a staggering 330K images, over 200K of which are labeled with 1.5 million object instances
across 8o object categories and have 91 stuff categories, each accompanied by s descriptive cap-

tions per image, and a diverse representation of 250,000 individuals with keypoints annotated.

[r2]

Figure 3.1: Coco Dataset Examples
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Methods

YOLO MODELS OVERVIEW

The YOLO algorithm improvement is still ongoing.In this section, first;we will examine the
YOLO versions developed so far.

The new approach to object detection has been proposed by Redmon et al in 2016. In con-
trast to earlier approaches that used classifiers for detection, they approached object detection
as a regression task, predicting separate bounding boxes and corresponding class probabilities
in spatially separate.

For instance, the R-CNN, employs region proposal techniques to generate candidate bound-
ing boxes in an image. A classifier is then used to classify the suggested boxes. Following classifi-
cation, post-processing techniques are used to refine the bounding boxes, remove any duplicate
detections, and rescore the boxes based on other objects in the scene. Because each component
of this approach must be trained separately, it can be slow and challenging to optimize. In
contrast, YOLO simplifies the process of object detection by framing it as a single regression
problem that maps directly from image pixels to bounding box coordinates and class probabil-
ities. This means that only one pass is needed over an image to identify the objects present and

their locations.

13
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Figure 4.1

The YOLO algorithm partitions an input image into a grid of fixed size, typically denoted as
S x S. Each grid cell is then responsible for predicting the presence of objects in that cell as well
as the location and class of the object.

To achieve this, each grid cell predicts B bounding boxes, where B is a hyperparameter that
determines the number of boxes to be predicted. These bounding boxes contain five parame-
ters for each box (pc,bx,by,bh,bw): the x and y coordinates of the box’s center with respect to
the grid cell, the width and height of the box as a fraction of the image size, and a confidence
score. The confidence score reflects the probability that the predicted box contains an object
and measures the accuracy of the prediction.

Additionally, each grid cell predicts an “objectness” score, P(Object), which is a probability
value that determines whether an object exists in the cell or not. This score helps the algorithm
to filter out false positives and reduce the number of unnecessary detections.

Moreover, each grid cell also predicts the conditional probability of the object belonging to a
particular class, given that an object exists in that cell, denoted as P(Class | Object). This allows
the algorithm to detect and classify multiple objects of different categories present in the same
image.

The center coordinates of the bounding box are expressed with respect to the grid cell in
which the box lies. These parameters are bounded between o and 1, indicating their fractional
representation of the entire image. Specifically, the values of x and y are fractions of the cell’s
width and height, whereas the values of w and h are fractions of the image’s overall dimensions.

The confidence score is used to determine the box’s accuracy and the presence of an object.

14
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Figure 4.2: The YOLO v1 Architecture

If the box does not contain an object, the confidence score is zero. Conversely, if an object
exists within the box, the confidence score equals the Intersection Over Union (IoU) between

the predicted box and the ground truth.

YOLO predicts a total of B x 5 parameters for each grid cell, where B represents the number
of bounding boxes predicted per cell. By accurately predicting the parameters of each bounding

box, YOLO can identify and locate objects in an input image.

The algorithm predicts C class probabilities for each grid cell in an input image. These prob-
abilities are conditional on an object being present in the grid cell. Despite having B bounding
boxes per grid cell, YOLO only predicts one set of C class probabilities. This means that for
each grid cell, YOLO predicts a total of C + B x § parameters.

The final prediction tensor for an input image is determined by the size of the grid, S, the
number of bounding boxes per grid cell, B, and the number of classes, C. For instance, YOLO
uses S =7, B =2, and C = 20 for the PASCAL VOC dataset. This resultsina7 x7 x (20 + 5 x
2) =7 x7 x 30 tensor as the final YOLO prediction for PASCAL VOC.

Finally, YOLO version 1 applies Non Maximum Suppression (NMS) and thresholding to
report the final predictions. This technique helps eliminate duplicate detections and refine the
final output by selecting the most confident predictions.

Figure 4.2 illustrates the architecture of YOLO vi CNN, which comprises 24 convolution
layers serving as a feature extractor, followed by 2 fully connected layers responsible for object
classification and bounding box regression. The network produces a 7 x 7 x 30 tensor as its
final output. YOLO CNN is a straightforward CNN with a single path, and it employs 1x1

convolutions followed by 3x3 convolutions, taking inspiration from Inception version 1 CNN

Is



developed by Google. Leaky ReLU activation is used for all layers except the final layer, which
utilizes a linear activation function.

In YOLO, sum-squared error (SSE) is used as the loss function for training the neural net-
work. SSE measures the squared difference between the predicted values and the ground truth
values, which includes the coordinates of the bounding box, the confidence score, and the class
probabilities.

In YOLO, each grid cell is responsible for predicting a certain number of bounding boxes,
depending on the value of the hyperparameter. For example, if the hyperparameter is set to 2,
each grid cell will predict 2 bounding boxes. However, some grid cells may not contain any
objects, and their confidence score will be set to zero. This can lead to overpowering of the
gradients from the grid cells that do contain objects, which can cause training divergence and
model instability.

To address this issue, YOLO increases the weight (Acoord = 5) for predictions from bound-
ing boxes containing objects, which means that the loss from these predictions will have a
greater impact on the overall loss than predictions from grid cells that do not contain objects.
Conversely, YOLO reduces the weight (Anoobj = o.5) for predictions from bounding boxes
that do not contain any objects, which means that the loss from these predictions will have less

impact on the overall loss.
By adjusting the weights for different types of predictions, YOLO can ensure that the model
focuses more on correctly predicting the bounding boxes that contain objects, while also taking

into account the predictions from grid cells that do not contain any objects. This can lead to a

more stable and accurate model.
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Here, we will examine the loss formula in more detail.

lcoordzlio Zfzo 1;_)',%] [(xl-—fc[)z + (Jf—ﬁ,-)z]

The formula shown above corresponds to the initial element of the YOLO loss, which mea-
sures the discrepancy in predicting the center coordinates of the bounding box. The loss func-
tion solely penalizes the error in bounding box center coordinates for the predictor that is ac-

countable for the actual ground truth box.

s2 B joby 2 ’
reoord 20 S0 1 | (vir) + (i)

The second part of the loss formula presented above calculates the error in the prediction of
bounding box width and height. If the error in prediction has the same magnitude for both
small and large bounding boxes, they will produce the same loss value. However, a similar
magnitude of error is considered more severe for small bounding boxes than for large bounding
boxes. To account for this, the square root of the error values is used to calculate the loss. Since
both width and height are limited to a range of o to 1, taking the square root increases the
difference for smaller values more than larger values. The loss function only penalizes the error

in bounding box width and height if the predictor is responsible for the ground truth box.

2 B bi 2

The formula presented above is the third part that computes the error in predicting the ob-
ject confidence score for bounding boxes containing an object. The loss function penalizes
the error in the object confidence score only when the predictor is accountable for the ground

truth box.

17
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The fourth part of the YOLO loss formula presented above computes the error in predicting
the object confidence score for bounding boxes that do not contain any objects. Similar to the
previous parts of the loss formula, the model is penalized for the object confidence error only
when the predictor is responsible for the ground truth box. This encourages the model to
accurately distinguish between the areas in the image that contain objects and those that do

not.

Zio lfbj ZCeclaﬂe: (Pi(f) - liz(c)) ’

The final segment of the YOLO loss formula presented above calculates the error in predict-
ing the class probabilities for grid cells that contain an object. In line with the previous parts
of the loss formula, the model is penalized for the error in class probabilities only when an ob-
ject is present in the corresponding grid cell. This helps the model to improve its accuracy in
identifying the object class present in the given image.

YOLOWwr has certain limitations, such as struggling to detect small objects that appear in
clusters or have unconventional aspect ratios. Additionally, it tends to have more errors in

localizing objects when compared to Fast R-CNN.

In YOLO v2, the architecture includes batch normalization applied to convolutional lay-
ers. This reduces the shift in the unit value within hidden layers, resulting in improved neural
network stability. The addition of batch normalization to convolutional layers has led to a 2%
improvement in MAP (mean average precision) and also contributed to reducing overfitting,
resulting in improved model regularization.

In YOLOw2, Inputssize was increased from 224*224 to 448*448. Thus, this increase in Input
size resulted in up to 4% improvement in MAP.

An important update that can be observed in YOLOwvz2 is the incorporation of anchor boxes,
which enable classification and prediction to be performed within a unified framework. The an-

chor boxes are utilized to forecast the bounding boxes and are customized for a specific dataset

18



using k-means clustering.

One of the primary challenges faced by YOLOv1 was detecting smaller objects in images.
YOLOw2 overcomes this issue by dividing the image into smaller 13x13 grid cells, which is
a more refined grid compared to the previous version. By doing so, YOLOv2 can effectively
localize and identify both smaller and larger objects in the image.

Also, In YOLOv1, a limitation was encountered while detecting objects of varying sizes. If
YOLO was trained with small images of a specific object, it struggled to identify the same ob-
ject in a larger image. However, this issue has largely been addressed in YOLOvz2, which is
trained on a range of random images with dimensions ranging from 320x320 to 608x608. As
a result, the network can learn and accurately predict objects of different sizes in varying input
dimensions.

The Darknet 19 architecture, which comprises 19 convolutional layers and 5 max-pooling
layers, is employed in YOLO vz to classify objects using a softmax layer. Darknet is a neural
network framework that is programmed in CUDA and is renowned for its exceptional speed
in object detection, making it ideal for real-time predictions.

Significant advancements have been made in some categories, leading to a marked improve-

ment in YOLOv2’s ability to detect smaller objects with greater accuracy.

The incremental improvements made in YOLOv3 involve the use of logistic classifiers for
multi-label classification, as well as the incorporation of logistic regression to predict the objec-
tiveness score for each bounding box.

In contrast to YOLOv2, which employed a softmax layer for classification, YOLOv3 uses
logistic classifiers for each class, enabling the model to label an object with multiple classes.
Furthermore, the use of logistic regression in YOLOv3 allows for a more precise prediction of

the objectiveness score associated with each bounding box.

To illustrate the difference between softmax and logistic classifiers, consider a network trained
to recognize both cats and kittens. Using softmax, the network would provide probabilities for
both classes, such as o.5 for cats and .58 for kittens. However, with logistic classifiers, the net-
work would provide independent probabilities for each class. For example, if the network was
trained to recognize cats and kittens, it might provide a probability of 0.8 5 for cats and 0.8 for
kittens, thereby allowing the object in the image to be labeled as both a cat and a kitten.

In YOLO v3, predictions are generated in a similar fashion to the Feature Pyramid Networks

(FPN), whereby three predictions are made for every location in the input image, and features
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are extracted from each prediction. This approach enables YOLOv3 to have better scalability
across multiple object sizes.

As described in the research paper by [13], each prediction in YOLO v3 consists of a bound-
ary box, objectness, and 8o class scores. By upsampling from previous layers, YOLOWv3 is able
to obtain full semantic information and finer-grained details from an earlier feature map, thus
improving the quality of the output. The addition of a few more convolutional layers to the

process further enhances the accuracy of the model.

In contrast to its predecessor YOLO vz, which employed Darknet-19 as a feature extractor,
YOLO v3 utilizes Darknet-53 as its feature extractor, boasting a remarkable 53 convolutional
layers. Compared to YOLO vz, this feature extractor is significantly deeper. Darknet-53 is
predominantly composed of 3x3 and 1x1 filters and includes shortcut connections to facilitate

information flow across the network.

While both YOLOv3 and YOLOv4 versions use similar principles and techniques, there
are some significant differences between them. One of the most notable differences between
YOLOv3 and YOLOv4 is their architecture. YOLOv4 features a more complex backbone net-
work, including Darknets 3, which helps improve the overall accuracy of the model. YOLO v4
also uses a modified anchor box clustering technique, which allows the model to detect objects
at different scales more accurately.

Another significant difference between the two versions is the way they handle data augmen-
tation. YOLOv4 uses a more extensive data augmentation pipeline, which includes mosaic data
augmentation, cutout data augmentation, and more. This allows the model to learn more di-
verse and robust features, leading to improved performance.

Also, YOLO v4 has made several improvements to its training process. For example, it uses
a more advanced optimizer (the Mish activation function) and a more sophisticated learning
rate scheduler. These improvements help the model train faster and more effectively, resulting
in better object detection accuracy.

Opverall, while YOLO v3 and YOLO v4 share many similarities, YOLO v4 represents a sig-
nificant improvement over its predecessor in terms of accuracy, speed, and robustness.

One of the most significant differences between YOLO v4 and vs is the architecture. YOLO
vs introduces a new architecture thatis significantly smaller and faster than its predecessor, with
fewer layers and more efficient feature extraction methods. This allows YOLO vs to run faster

on smaller devices, making it more suitable for real-time object detection applications.
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Type Filters Size Output
Convolutional 32 3x3 256 x 256
Convolutional 64 3x3/2 128 x 128
Convolutional 32 1x1

1x| Convolutional 64 3x3

Residual 128 x 128
Convolutional 128 3x3/2 64x64
Convolutional 64 1x1

2x| Convolutional 128 3 x 3

Residual 64 x 64
Convolutional 256 3x3/2 32x32
Convolutional 128 1x1

8x| Convolutional 256 3 x3

Residual 32 x 32
Convolutional 512 3x3/2 16x 16
Convolutional 256 1 x1

8x| Convolutional 512 3 x3

Residual 16 x 16
Convolutional 1024 3 x3/2 8x8
Convolutional 512 1x1

4x| Convolutional 1024 3 x 3

Residual 8x8
Avgpool Global
Connected 1000

Softmax

Figure 4.3: Darknet-53

Another major difference between the two models is the training data. YOLO vy is trained
on a larger and more diverse dataset, which includes a wider variety of object classes and image
resolutions. This leads to better generalization and performance on real-world applications.

YOLO vs introduces a new data augmentation technique called CutMix, which improves
the model’s ability to handle occlusion and background clutter. CutMix randomly crops and
pastes patches from different images together, creating new training examples that can help the
model learn to detect objects more effectively.

Furthermore, YOLO vs introduces a new approach to model scaling, called the P6/P7 fea-
ture pyramid network. This technique enables the model to detect smaller objects and improve

performance on high-resolution images.
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The key difference between YOLO v6 and vs is that YOLO v6 introduces several novel tech-
niques to improve object detection accuracy and speed.

One of the most significant improvements in YOLO v6 is the use of a new data augmen-
tation technique called Self-Adversarial Training (SAT). SAT creates a more diverse training
dataset by perturbing the image and label data in a way that can increase model robustness and
reduce overfitting.

Another major improvement in YOLO v6 is the use of a novel backbone network called
CSPResNeXt, which is designed to improve feature extraction efficiency and reduce model
complexity. Additionally, YOLO v6 uses a more advanced anchor box clustering method,
called the Dynamic Anchor Clustering (DAC) technique, to improve object detection accu-
racy across different scales.

YOLO v6 introduces a new approach to model compression, called Dynamic Layer-wise
Scaling (DLS). DLS enables the model to dynamically adjust the scaling of different layers based
on the complexity of the input, allowing for more efficient and accurate inference on low-power
devices.

One of the most significant improvements in YOLO v7 is the use of a new architecture,
which is said to be more efficient and accurate than previous versions. The architecture re-
portedly includes a new feature pyramid network, which enables the model to detect objects at
different scales and resolutions more accurately.

Another improvement in YOLO v7 is the use of a new loss function, which is designed to
improve model convergence and reduce the impact of noisy labels. The loss function is said to
be more robust to label noise and can improve the model’s ability to generalize to new data.

Also, YOLO v7 reportedly introduces a new data augmentation technique called Elastic De-
formation, which can generate more diverse training data by applying random deformations

to the input images.
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EDGE DEVICES OVERVIEW

Unlike desktop or personal computers, single-board computer systems are a system with
high performance in their simple architecture. Although single-board computers can’t per-
form many functions that a personal computer can perform, the difference in design and con-
struction reveals its intended use. There are many single-board computer systems that offer
possibilities to develop both hardware and software and include CPU / GPU. Jetson Nano /
TX2, NVIDIA Jetson Xavier NX, Raspberry Pi, BananaPi, ODYSSEY, BeagleBoard, and Asus
Tinker Board are some of them. Single-board computers are widely used in many industries,
including but not limited to ATMs, medical diagnostics, precision agriculture, smart home
systems, and robotics. Their versatility and flexibility make them suitable for a wide range of
applications, and they offer opportunities for innovation and customization in hardware and
software development.[14]

In this study, we performed our experiments using NVIDIA Jetson TX2 and NVIDIA Jet-
son Xavier NX.

<3

nVIDIA. |

Figure 4.4: Nvidia Jetson TX2
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The NVIDIA Jetson TX2 is a robust single-board computer created specifically for embed-
ded Al applications. It is equipped with an NVIDIA Pascal GPU and a 64-bit ARM Cortex-
As7 CPU with 8 cores, which enables it to provide high-performance computing for deep
learning and computer vision tasks. The Jetson TX2 has 8 GB of memory and can support
multiple camera inputs, making it an excellent choice for creating autonomous machines such
as drones, robots, and other intelligent devices. Furthermore, its small size, low power con-
sumption, and advanced thermal management system make it ideal for various industrial and
commercial applications. In addition, the Jetson TX2 is compatible with well-known machine
learning frameworks such as TensorFlow, PyTorch, and Cafte, simplifying the development

and deployment of Al applications.

Figure 4.5: Nvidia Jetson Xavier NX
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NVIDIA Jetson NVIDIA Jetson NVIDIA Jetson
Nano TX2 Xavier NX
Al Performance 472 GFLOPs 1.33 TFLOPs 21 TOPs
GPU 128-core NVIDIA | 256-core NVIDIA | 384-core NVIDIA
Maxwell™ GPU Pascal GPU Volta™ GPU with
48 Tensor Cores
CPU Quad-Core Arm® Dual-Core 6-core NVIDIA
Cortex®-As7 NVIDIA Denver 2 | Carmel Arm®v8.2
MPCore processor 64-Bit CPU and 64-bit CPU 6MB
Quad-Core Arm® L2+4MBL3
Cortex®-As7
MPCore processor
Memory 4 GB 64-bit 8 GB 128-bit 16 GB 128-bit
LPDDR4 25.6GB/s | LPDDR4 59.7GB/s LPDDR4x
59.7GB/s
Storage 16GB eMMC 5.1 32 GBeMMC 5.1 16 GBeMMC 5.1
Power sW-10W 7.5W -15W 10W - 20W
Price 280€ 635€ 1900€

Table 4.1: Hardware specifications used in the benchmarks

The NVIDIA Jetson Xavier NX is a powerful and energy-eflicient AI computing platform
designed for edge devices and embedded systems. It features a powerful NVIDIA Volta GPU
and a 6-core NVIDIA Carmel ARM v8.2 64-bit CPU, delivering up to 21 TOPS of perfor-
mance at only 15 W power consumption. The Jetson Xavier NX is ideal for developing and de-
ploying Al applications in various industries, including manufacturing, healthcare, and trans-
portation. With support for multiple cameras, sensors, and peripherals, it can perform complex
deep learning and computer vision tasks in real-time. The Jetson Xavier NX is compatible with
popular machine learning frameworks such as TensorFlow, PyTorch, and MXNet, and it also
features support for NVIDIA’s CUDA-X Al libraries, making it easy to develop and deploy Al
applications. Its compact size, low power consumption, and advanced thermal management
system make it ideal for use in autonomous machines such as drones and robots, as well as in

intelligent surveillance systems and smart city applications.
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IMPLEMENTATION

We used feature extractors called Darknet-5 3. Darknet-53 is a 53-layer convolutional neural
network that is designed to extract features from images with high accuracy and speed. Each
layer followed by bulk normalization and Leaky ReLU activation. YOLO uses only convolu-
tional layers, which makes it a fully convolutional network (FCN), so it can avoid using pooling
layers. Instead, we used a two-step convolutional layer to downsample the feature maps. This
helps prevent loss of low-level features due to pooling layers.

The mesh downsamples the image with a factor called the Network pitch.The term “network
pitch” refers to the scale of the grid cells used in the output feature map.

In YOLO, the input image is divided into a grid of cells, and each cell is responsible for
detecting objects that fall within it. The output of the YOLO network is a feature map that
corresponds to the grid cells in the input image. Each grid cell in the feature map contains a set
of predicted bounding boxes and associated objectness scores.

The "network pitch” determines the size of the grid cells in the feature map. A larger pitch
results in fewer cells in the feature map, which can lead to faster processing times and reduced
memory requirements. However, a larger pitch may also result in reduced object detection

accuracy, especially for smaller objects.

Typically, each layer in a Network reduces the output size of an image by a factor equivalent to
its step. For instance, a 416 x 416 input image would produce a 13 x 13 output if the stride is
32. Similarly, a stride of 16 would result in a 26 x 26 output for the same input image, and a
stride of 8 would generate a 52 x 52 output. The Network selects the cell on the input image
containing the center of the ground truth box of an object to be responsible for predicting the
object. A ground truth box is a bounding box annotation that specifies the precise location
and dimensions of an object in an image or video frame.

During the training phase of YOLO, the algorithm is fed a dataset of images along with their
corresponding ground truth box annotations. We used the COCO dataset for this. The YOLO
algorithm then learns to detect objects by predicting bounding boxes around objects in new,

unseen images.
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Figure 4.6: Prediction feature maps in the same input size and at different scales

The ground truth boxes in YOLO are typically represented as a set of four coordinates: the x
and y coordinates of the top-left corner of the bounding box, as well as the width and height of
the box. These coordinates are used to define the region of the image that contains the object
of interest.

Once the YOLO algorithm has predicted bounding boxes around objects in an image, the
accuracy of the algorithm can be evaluated by comparing its predictions to the ground truth
boxes. This comparison helps to assess the algorithm’s ability to correctly identify and locate
objects in images.[15]

In figure 4.4, the cell marked red is which contains the center of the ground truth box marked
yellow.

This cell can predict more than one bounding boxes. We used the anchor concept to deter-
mine which to assign to the dog image’s ground truth.

Each anchor box is associated with a particular class of object and represents a prior expecta-
tion of the size and shape of objects in the image. By using multiple anchor boxes with different
sizes and aspect ratios, YOLO can handle objects of different shapes and sizes.

During training, YOLO adjusts the predicted bounding boxes based on their overlap with
the anchor boxes. The algorithm learns to adjust the anchor boxes to better fit the objects in

the image, and to predict new bounding boxes that more accurately localize the objects.

27



I
IF'
= | "Illllﬁi :

01 1l --_- L. T

Figure 4.7: Bounding boxes

In the figure 4.7, the model has assigned high probabilities to several boxes, but there are still
too many boxes to take into account. Therefore, we need to reduce the number of detected
objects by filtering the algorithm’s output. To accomplish this, we utilize a technique called

non-maximum suppression.

In the context of the algorithm, we used log-space transformation to predict the coordinates

2.8



of the bounding boxes that surround the objects in an image.

Specifically, YOLO predicts the bounding box coordinates in the form of four values: x, y,
width, and height. These values are initially predicted in the linear space, but then they are
transformed into the log-space using the natural logarithm function.

The reason for this transformation is to make the predictions more stable and to prevent the
predictions from exploding or becoming too small. By taking the logarithm of the bounding
box coordinates, the range of values that YOLO needs to predict is reduced, which makes the
training process more consistent and helps to prevent overfitting.

Once the predictions have been made in the log-space, YOLO can then use the inverse loga-
rithm function to transform them back to the original linear space. This allows the algorithm

to output the final predicted bounding boxes with their actual coordinates in the image.[15]
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Image - to predict

Figure 4.8: Dimensions of the Bounding box

There are two important scores that are used to predict and classify objects in an image: the
objectness score and the class confidence.
The objectness score represents the probability that an object is present inside a bounding

box. It should be nearly 1 for the red and the neighboring grids, whereas almost o for the grid

29



at the corners. The objectness score is also passed through a sigmoid, which can be interpreted
as a probability.

Confidences represent the probabilities of the detected object belonging to a particular class,
such as a dog, cat, person, car, bicycle, etc. In older YOLO versions, the softmax activation
function was used to calculate the class scores, but in YOLO, authors decided to use sigmoid
instead. The reason for this is that soft-maxing class scores assume that the classes are mutually
exclusive. To putitanother way, the softmax function implies that an object must be exclusively

categorized into a single class and cannot be categorized into more than one class at the same

time. This is true for the COCO database, which is what YOLO is initially trained on.[15]

The class confidence scores are calculated based on the features of the object within the
bounding box, such as its shape, texture, and color, and are used to classify the object into one
of the predefined categories. The final output of YOLO is a set of bounding boxes, each with
its associated objectness score and class confidence scores, which are used to predict and classify
objects in the image. The results can be further refined using non-maximum suppression to
eliminate duplicate or overlapping detections.

After filtering boxes based on their objectness score, boxes with scores below a certain thresh-
old are typically discarded. In our experiments, we tested two different IoU thresholds: o.25
and o.50. To address the problem of multiple detections of the same object, Non-maximum
Suppression (NMS) was used. For instance, when multiple bounding boxes in the same red
grid cell or adjacent cells detect the same object, NMS is applied to eliminate the redundant
detections.

To be more specific, we followed these steps:

1)Eliminated boxes with a low score.

2)Applied Non-maximum Suppression to select only one box when multiple boxes overlap

and detect the same object.[15]

The Non-maximum Suppression algorithm utilizes a crucial function known as Intersection
over Union. The IoU (Intersection over Union) threshold is a value used to determine how
much overlap is required between two bounding boxes for them to be considered as detecting
the same object. It is calculated by dividing the area of intersection between the two boxes by

the area of their union.
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Area of Overlap

loU =

Area of Union

Figure 4.9: Intersection Over Union

When implementing Intersection over Union (IoU), we must first define a box using its two
corners, namely the upper left and lower right points, represented by (x1, y1, x2, y2), rather
than the midpoint and height/width. To calculate the area of a rectangle, we need to multiply
its height (y2 - yr) by its width (x2 - x1). In addition to this, we must find the coordinates (xi1,
yi1, xi2, yi2) of the intersection of two boxes. This involves identifying the maximum of the xr
and y1 coordinates of the two boxes, as well as the minimum of the x2 and y2 coordinates of
the two boxes, which are then assigned as xi1, yir, xi2, and yi2 respectively. Through the use of
these approaches, we can accurately compute the IoU between two bounding boxes, which is

a critical component in many computer vision tasks such as object detection and tracking.

To compute Precision and Recall, suppose the IoU threshold is set at o.5. In that case, if
the IoU value for a given prediction exceeds this threshold, typically denoted by 0.7, we classify
it as a True Positive (TF). Conversely, if the IoU value falls below the threshold, say 0.3, we
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False Positive (FP) True Positive (TP)

round Truth Ground Truth

loU =-~0.7

Figure 4.10: True Positive and False Positive

categorize it as a False Positive (FP). These calculations based on IoU values help evaluate the

accuracy of the predictions.

An essential concept to comprehend is Recall, which assesses how effectively you locate all

the positives.

TruePositives
T'ruePositives + FalseNegatives

Recall =

Figure 4.11: Recall calculation

Considering Figure 4.7, the output will be as follows after applying Non-Max Suppression.

Average Precision (AP) is a performance metric commonly used in information retrieval and
machine learning. It measures the area under the Precision-Recall curve, which is a graph that
shows the relationship between the precision (the fraction of relevant instances among the re-
trieved instances) and the recall (the fraction of relevant instances that are successfully retrieved)
at different classification thresholds. In other words, AP is a single number that summarizes the
overall quality of a binary classification model’s ability to rank and retrieve relevant instances.
A higher AP indicates better performance, with a perfect AP of 1 indicating that all relevant
instances were retrieved in the correct order.
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Figure 4.12: After Applying Non-Max Suppression

The mAP stands for mean Average Precision. It is a commonly used performance metric in the
field of object detection. mAP is the mean of the APs calculated for each class in a multi-class
problem, or the mean of APs calculated for each detection threshold in a single-class problem.

To compute the mAP for a multi-class problem, first, the AP is calculated for each class
separately, and then the mean of those APs is computed to give the mAP. Similarly, in a single-
class problem, the AP is calculated for each detection threshold, and then the mean of those
APs is taken to give the mAP.

In essence, the mAP provides an overall assessment of how well an object detection model
performs across all classes or detection thresholds, and it is a useful measure for comparing

different models or configurations.
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Results
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Figure 5.1: Board Power comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Jetson TX2

The graph in Figure 5.1 represents the comparison of the average board power consump-
tion for four different versions of the YOLO algorithm on NVIDIA Jetson TX2: YOLOv3,
YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv4-tiny.

The graph shows that the average board power consumption of YOLOv3-tiny and YOLOv4-
tiny are very similar, and they both consume less power than YOLOv3 and YOLOv4. YOLOv3
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and YOLOv4, on the other hand, have a slightly higher average power consumption.

Opverall, the graph suggests that YOLOv3-tiny and YOLOv4-tiny may be more power-efficient
than the YOLOv3 and YOLOvy4.
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Figure 5.2: GPU Usage comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Jetson TX2

The graph in Figure 5.2 shows a comparison of the GPU usage of four versions of the YOLO:
YOLOv3, YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv4-tiny.

The x-axis of the graph represents the number of input images processed per second (frames
per second or fps) and the y-axis represents the GPU memory usage in gigabytes (GB).

YOLOv3-tiny has the lowest GPU memory usage among the four models but also has the
lowest fps rate. This model might be a good choice if you have limited GPU memory resources
and don’t need to process images quickly.

YOLOv3 has higher GPU memory usage compared to YOLOv3-tiny but also has a higher
tps rate. This model might be a good choice if you need a higher fps rate and have enough GPU
memory to support it.

YOLOv4 and YOLOv4-tiny have the highest fps rates among the four models, but also have
the highest GPU memory usage. These models might be a good choice if you need to process
images quickly and have a powerful GPU with enough memory to support them.

In summary, the choice of which YOLO model to use depends on your specific needs, in-

cluding the required fps rate and available GPU memory resources.
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Figure 5.3: GPU Power comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Jetson TX2

The graph in Figure 5.3 shows the GPU power comparison of four different versions of the
YOLO object detection model: YOLOv3, YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv4Tiny.

The x-axis of the graph represents the number of frames per second (FPS) that each model
can process, while the y-axis represents the GPU power consumption measured in watts. The
graph shows the relationship between FPS and power consumption for each model.

From the graph, we can see that YOLOv4 and YOLOv4Tiny have higher FPS rates compared
to YOLOv3 and YOLOv3-tiny. Additionally, YOLOv4 and YOLOv4Tiny require less GPU
power consumption compared to YOLOv3 and YOLOv3-tiny to achieve their respective FPS
rates.

In other words, YOLOv4 and YOLOv4Tiny offer better performance and efficiency com-
pared to YOLOv3 and YOLOv3-tiny. However, it’s worth noting that the exact FPS and power
consumption values may vary depending on the specific hardware used for testing.For this spe-
cific experiment we used NVIDIA Jetson TX2.
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Figure 5.4: Board Power comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Jetson Xavier

On the board power comparison plot, there are four versions of YOLO that were tested:
YOLOv3, YOLOv3 Tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv4 Tiny. The Jetson Xavier was used as the
hardware for the testing. The plot shows the power consumption of each version of YOLO
over time during the testing process.

According to Figure 5.4, it is seen that YOLOv3 Tiny consumes the least power, followed
by YOLOv4 Tiny, YOLOv3, and YOLOv4, respectively. It’s also worth noting that the power
consumption of each version of YOLO has changed over time with occasional increases in
power usage. However, we have found that overall Tiny versions tend to consume less power.
This information can be useful for individuals or organizations looking to optimize their use

of YOLO while also minimizing power consumption.
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Figure 5.5: GPU Usage comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Jetson Xavier

The graph in figure 5.5 shows the Jetson Xavier GPU usage comparison for four different
versions of the YOLO: YOLOv3, YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv4-tiny.

The y-axis of the graph represents the GPU memory usage in MB, and the x-axis represents
the number of images processed per second. The graph shows that the YOLOv4 model uses the
most GPU memory, followed by YOLOv3, YOLOv3-tiny, and YOLOv4-tiny, in that order.

In terms of processing speed, YOLOv3-tiny is the fastest among the four models, followed
by YOLOv4-tiny, YOLOv3, and YOLOvy4.

Overall, the graph suggests that YOLOv3-tiny may be the most efficient option for object
detection tasks that require real-time processing and have limited GPU resources. However, if
higher accuracy is required, YOLOv4 or YOLOv3 would be better options, but they would

require more GPU memory and may have lower processing speeds.
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Figure 5.6: GPU Power comparison of the YOLO models on NVIDIA Xavier

The graph in figure 5.6 shows the Jetson Xavier GPU power comparison for four different
versions of the YOLO.

The y-axis of the graph represents the power consumption in watts, and the x-axis represents
the number of images processed per second. The graph shows that YOLOv4-tiny uses the least
amount of power among the four models, followed by YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv3,
in that order.

In terms of power efficiency, YOLOv4-tiny is the most efficient among the four models, fol-
lowed by YOLOv3-tiny, YOLOv4, and YOLOv3. This means that YOLOv4-tiny requires the
least amount of power to process a given number of images, while YOLOv3 requires the most
power.

Overall, the graph suggests that YOLOv4-tiny may be the best option for object detection
tasks that require both high accuracy and low power consumption. However, if higher accuracy
isrequired, YOLOv4 or YOLOv3 would be better options, but they would require more power.

YOLOv3-tiny may be a good option for real-time processing with limited power resources.
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Conclusion

Edge devices are becoming increasingly popular in various domains, such as automotive, health-
care, agricultural, smart cities, industrial automation, construction, and retail. These devices
are being used to run state-of-the-art object detection models. To make these models run effi-
ciently on edge devices, many software optimization techniques have been proposed.

In this thesis, we aim to investigate and characterize the performance of these software frame-
works on edge devices. Through our analysis, we have discovered several interesting findings.
Firstly, we have observed significant performance and accuracy improvements from the use of
software optimizations. However, we have also noticed some unexpected behaviors, such as an
increase in execution latency for the same model on more powerful hardware platforms.

Moreover, we conclude our study by discussing the implications of our findings for board
power, GPU usage, and GPU power comparisons between two different edge devices - the
NVIDIA Jetson TX2 and the NVIDIA Jetson Xavier NX. We have used different versions
of the YOLO algorithm to compare these devices. Our findings provide insights into the bal-
ance between achieving high model accuracy and utilizing hardware resources, which can aid
researchers and practitioners in choosing the most suitable edge device and software framework

for their particular use case.
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