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Abstract

Generative DNNs are a powerful tool for image synthe-
sis, but they are limited by their computational load. On
the other hand, given a trained model and a task, e.g. faces
generation within a range of characteristics, the output im-
age quality will be unevenly distributed among images with
different characteristics. It follows, that we might restrain
the model’s complexity on some instances, maintaining a
high quality. We propose a method for diminishing compu-
tations by adding so-called early exit branches to the orig-
inal architecture, and dynamically switching the computa-
tional path depending on how difficult it will be to render the
output. We apply our method on two different SOTA models
performing generative tasks: generation from a semantic
map, and cross-reenactment of face expressions; showing it
is able to output images with custom lower-quality thresh-
olds. For a threshold of LPIPS ≤ 0.1, we diminish their
computations by up to a half. This is especially relevant
for real-time applications such as synthesis of faces, when
quality loss needs to be contained, but most of the inputs
need fewer computations than the complex instances.

1. Introduction

Image synthesis by generative adversarial networks
(GANs) received great attention in the last years [77, 70],
its applications span from image-to-image translation [37]
to text-to-image rendering [23], neural head avatars gener-
ation [18] and many more. However, this approach suffers
from heavy computational burdens when challenged with
producing photo-realistic images. Our work stems from the
observation that deep neural networks (DNNs) output im-
ages with different but consistent quality when conditioned
on certain parameters. Since their expressivity is uneven
within the set of possibly generated images, it follows that
for some examples, a simpler DNN may suffice in generat-
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ing an output with the required quality.
On the other hand, approaches aimed at easing the

heavy computational load of DNNs have been applied with
great results, significantly decreasing redundant computa-
tions [2, 14]. While strategies such as pruning [49, 58, 71]
or knowledge distillation [4, 28, 9] generate a DNN with
fewer parameters, early exit (EE) [44, 84] is a setup that
allows for dynamic variation of the computational burden,
and therefore presents itself as an ideal candidate for an im-
age generation strategy aimed at outputting pictures of con-
sistent quality, while avoiding excessive computation due to
their irregular rendering difficulty.

Despite this, implementing EE strategies has remained
out of the scope of studies on generative models. This is
perhaps due to the fact that EE processes logits of inter-
mediate layers, thus restricting their field of application to
tasks where the latter are meaningful (e.g. in classification),
while excluding pipelines in which a meaningful output is
given only at the last layer (e.g. generative convolutional
networks).

We propose a method that employs an EE strategy for
image synthesis, dynamically routing the computational
flow towards the needed exit in accordance to pictures’
complexity, therefore reducing computational redundancy
while maintaining consistent quality. To accomplish this,
we employ three main elements, which constitute the novel
contributions of our work.

First, we attach exit branches to the original DNN (re-
ferred as the backbone), as portrayed in Fig. 1. These
branches are built of lightweight version of the modules
constituting the backbone architecture, their complexity can
be tuned in accordance with the desired quality-cost rela-
tion. Their depth (i.e. number of modules) varies in ac-
cordance to the number of backbone modules left after the
point they get attached to. In this way, intermediate back-
bone logits are fairly processed.

In second place, we make use of a small database of fea-
tures, from which guiding examples are selected and used to
condition image generation by concatenating them to the in-
put of each branch. These features are obtained by process-
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ing a selection of images by the first layers of the backbone.
Its presence yields a quality gain for earlier exits, at the ex-
pense of a small amount of memory and computations, thus
harmonizing exits’ output quality. This is extremely handy
for settings where real-time rendering is needed and guid-
ing examples can be readily provided, such as neural avatar
generation.

Lastly, the third component of our workflow is a predic-
tor, namely a DNN trained on the outputs of our branches,
and capable of indicating the exit needed for outputting an
image of a given quality. This element is fundamental for
ensuring a consistent lower-quality threshold, as we will
see.

Our method is applicable to already trained models, but
requires additional training for the newly introduced com-
ponents. We report its application to two distinct tasks
of the image synthesis family, namely generation from a
semantic map, and cross-reenactment of face expressions.
Our main result may be summarized in this way: the method
is easily applicable to already existing and trained genera-
tive models, it is capable of outputting images with custom
lower-quality threshold by routing easier images to shorter
computational paths, and the mean gain in terms of saved
computations per quality loss is, respectively, 1.2 × 103,
and 1.3× 103 GFLOPs/LPIPS for the two applications.

2. Related work
2.1. Conditional generative adversarial networks

Generative adversarial networks (GANs) are a class of
generative frameworks based on the competition between
two neural networks, namely a generator and a discrimina-
tor [27, 26, 25]. While the latter performs a classification
task (decides whether a generated image is real or not), the
former synthesises an image from a target distribution.

Conditional GANs are a variation of the original frame-
work [57]. Their architecture allows for the input of addi-
tional information, which is used to restrict the target space
according to it. In this way, the network may be condi-
tioned, for instance, by mask [37], label [60], or text [66].

2.2. Neural head avatars

Recent years have seen the rise of neural head avatars as
a practical method for creating head models. They allow to
reenact a face with given expression and pose. Such mod-
els could be divided into two groups – the ones with latent
geometry [5, 18, 86, 87, 16] and those with 3d prior, e.g.
head mesh [17, 45, 90, 45, 30, 51, 21]. Additionally, there
is a set of papers, targeting the whole human body, includ-
ing the head and face, which could be divided by input data
requirements. Some of them take only few images [1], oth-
ers require a video [42, 91, 24, 7, 33, 43, 85, 64, 35]. In
this work, we refer to [18], as the state-of-the-art method

for one-shot, high-resolution neural head reenactment.

2.3. Early exits

Early exits are a computational-saving strategy em-
ployed mainly in classification tasks [68, 48]. They are
characterized by the addition of outputs to the DNN, from
which an approximation of the final result can be obtained
at a lower computational cost. They were rediscovered
through the years as a standalone approach, despite be-
ing natively implemented in architectures such as Incep-
tion [73] as a countermeasure to overfitting. Seldomly this
approach has also been called cascade learning [56, 79, 50],
adaptive neural network [3] or simply branching [67]. Pro-
posed implementations differ on three design choices: ex-
its’ architecture, i.e. what type of layers to use for process-
ing the backbone’s logits; where to append exits in order
to spread evenly computations among them; and how to
choose the computational path. The latter issue is often
solved by implementing a confidence mechanism and se-
lecting a single exit [92, 74, 44] or reusing predictions for
further computations [82, 84]. To a lesser extent, learnable
exit policies have been proposed as well [8, 13, 67].

2.4. Predictor

Changing computational path on a per-input basis has
been proposed as a way for efficiently utilizing a single
exit during inference [59, 52]. Our approach is inspired
by a technique pioneered in the field of neural architec-
ture search: the use of a so-called predictor to speed up
the performance estimation of a given architecture [6, 81],
as well as in natural language processing [83, 19], and has
been applied to inference through early exits for resource-
constrained edge AI. [15].

2.5. Database use

Early image synthesis methods were based on the re-
trieval of examples from large image datasets [32, 36, 41,
47]. This is in contrast with contemporary DNN techniques,
which rely on a large number of parameters to output photo-
realistic images. On the other hand, semi-parametric gener-
ation has been proposed in order to exploit strengths of both
approaches [75, 65, 72]. In particular, the use of patches,
reminiscent of the old methods, seems to achieve great ac-
curacy [29, 53, 76].

Storing a large image database poses a problem when it
comes to querying it in order to extract the needed sample.
Looking for guiding images, we must employ an algorithm
that will quickly find a similar picture or patch. To this end,
we borrow from the literature that employs caches [31, 61]
and in particular nearest-neighbours search [38, 29, 88],
where pretrained models are used as visual feature extrac-
tors, and the weights of the image encoders are fixed.
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Figure 1. Our pipeline. In this example, the backbone generator is composed of yellow modules l1 through l4. We append three branches,
thus adding early exits 1 through 3. Each branch has a different depth, and is composed of lightweight modules l̃i. We show the computa-
tional path for two distinct inputs. The top input (red contour) is fed to the predictor (shown at the top), which deems it complex enough to
require exit 4 for the given quality threshold. The bottom input (green contour), instead, needs only exit 2 to satisfy quality requirements.
For both examples, an auxiliary image is retrieved from the database, in order to guide the synthesis.

3. Our method
Our goal is to implement an early exit mechanism into

a GAN model in order to render quickly easier images. To
this end, we implement three elements:

3.1. Depth-varying exit branches

As discussed, GANs are composed of two competing
DNNs: a generator G and a discriminator D. The former is
designed to synthesize arbitrary images when given a low-
dimensional random vector of features: G : z → g. The
latter learns to distinguish between the generated images’
distribution pg = G(pz) and the one from the original ex-
amples pdata. Their objectives can be summarized in the
form of a minimax game:

min
G

max
D

LAdv(G,D) =

Ex∼pdata
[logD(x)] + Ez∼pz [logD(G(z))] . (1)

By providing conditions c (e.g. in the form of labels) to both
generator and discriminator, the former can learn to synthe-
size images from a subspace of pg: G(pz, c) = pg(c) ⊂ pg .

Any GAN generator is composed of a series of convo-
lutional modules we label li. The output of each module,
namely lk ◦ lk−1 ◦ · · · ◦ l1(z, c) constitutes a candidate for
an early exit, but it is not a rendered image. For this rea-
son, we need to process it by a series of additional convolu-
tions, before we can retrieve an image from it. These new

convolutional l̃i modules constitute what we call a branch.
As portrayed in Fig. 1, we append branches to the back-
bone architecture after each of its modules. Their depth,
i.e. the number of modules they are made of, varies in ac-
cordance with their attach point. For a backbone built out
of N modules, after module k, we append a branch of
length N − k. The branches’ modules are less complex,
than the backbones’, their width, i.e. number of channels,
is decreased. In this way, at the output of each branch
l̃N ◦· · ·◦ l̃k+1 ◦ lk ◦ lk−1 ◦· · ·◦ l1(z, c), we retrieve an image
rendered with a lesser number of computations than at the
backbone’s output. Each branch is trained by adversarial
loss with copies of the backbone original discriminator.

3.2. Exit predictor

During the inference phase, having a set of trained
branches, each image can be synthesised through a differ-
ent exit. Given a quality threshold, we want to be able to
select only the branch that will achieve it performing the
least possible calculations. To do this, we employ a neural
network we call predictor P , constituted by convolutional
and fully connected layers (see supplementary material for
details on its architecture and training). We train our predic-
tor by supervised learning, using the backbone inputs (z, c)
as training examples, and LPIPS scores S for images gen-
erated by branches as labels.

Lpred(z, c;S) = ∥P (z, c)− S∥2. (2)
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Branch 4 
 LPIPS: 0.07

Figure 2. Examples of branches’ outputs for the OASIS pipeline. The input consists of a semantic map and a 3D noise.

Once trained, by feeding an input to the trained predictor,
we can quickly get an estimation of each branch’s output
quality, and thus use this information to route the computa-
tional flow toward the exit which performs the least compu-
tations, while upholding the threshold.

3.3. Database

To further improve synthesis quality, we shift from a
purely parametric method to a semi-parametric, in which
the generating process is guided by patches fetched from a
relatively small database. This ensures an increase in qual-
ity more prominent in earlier exits, which are the fastest, but
suffer the most from the quality decrease due to their lower
number of parameters. By adding a moderate amount of
memory and computations, we achieve better results, har-
monizing the output quality of different branches.

In the database, we store a collection of key-value pairs.
Keys are given by applying to the images all the trained lay-
ers of the backbone prior to the first branch, and cutting the
obtained features into non-overlapping patches. Values are
obtained by applying the trained layers of the backbone up
to its middle, and cutting the resulting features into patches.
During inference, we process each input trough the back-
bone, up to the layer prior to the first branch. We then
take the resulting features, cut them into patches, and for
each patch we search the database for the closest key. Once
we retrieve the values corresponding to all patches, we glue
them together and concatenate the obtained features to the
input of each branch.

3.4. Computational saving metric

To quantify the success of our method, we introduce a
simple measure of the saved computations. Since we trade
quality for computations, we can use the ratio [saved com-

putations] / [quality loss]. As measure units we will use,
respectively, GFLOPs* and LPIPS [89]. For instance, in the
cross-reenactment of face expressions, we achieve a mean
quality gain of 1.3×103 GFLOPs/LPIPS, meaning that low-
ering the quality threshold by +0.01 LPIPS will yield a de-
crease of 13 GFLOPs.

4. Implementations
Our method can be applied to a multitude of DNNs for

different synthesis tasks. To showcase its generality, we ap-
ply it to two distinct image synthesis tasks: (1) Outdoors
photographs synthesis starting from a semantic label map,
using the Cityscapes dataset [11], and taking as backbone
the OASIS architecture [69]; (2) Neural head avatars syn-
thesis, starting from a picture that acts as the avatar’s target
expression and position, and using as backbone the Mega-
Portraits architecture [18].

4.1. Landscapes from semantic map

For the implementation of synthesis by semantic map,
we used outdoor images with semantic maps from the
Cityscapes dataset [11]. We implemented our pipeline tak-
ing as backbone the OASIS model [69], which takes as in-
put a semantic map in conjunction with a 3D noise tensor
for diversifying outputs. The OASIS generator consists of
6 SPADE ResNet modules [62], which in our definitions
constitute the backbone modules li, i ∈ [[1, 6]]. We ap-
pended 4 branches, one after each backbone module l1 to
l4. The branches’ modules l̃i were SPADE ResNet mod-
ules as well, and their length varied in order to preserve
k + len = 6 ∀k ∈ [[1, 4]], as discussed in Sec. 3.1. They
constituted a lightweight variant of the backbone modules

*Floating point operations

4



0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7

0.7
4

0.8
1

0.8
8

0.9
5

1.0
2

1.0
9

1.1
6

1.2
4

1.3
1

1.3
8

1.4
5

1.5
2

1.5
9

1.6
6

1.7
3 1.8

LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone
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threshold, the predictor routes the computation towards one of five possible exits based on the input’s complexity it learned. As quality
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Figure 4. Relation between quality (expressed in FID units) and
computations for all branches at different scale factors of the OA-
SIS implementation, with the use of the guiding database.

since we reduced their width, i.e. number of channels, by
imposing a scale factor (SF) s = 1/2, 1/3, 1/4 in order
to reduce computations. A detailed explanation of how we
scale down channel numbers is given in the supplementary
material. We thus created a total of 5 computational routes
for each scale factor, their GFLOPs are listed in Table 1.

We trained each branch by imposing adversarial losses,
as in Eq. (1), generated by competing against copies of
the OASIS discriminator. Alongside, we also imposed
VGG [39] and LPIPS [89] losses using as ground truth the
image synthesized by the backbone.

LBranch = LOASIS + αLVGG + βLLPIPS, (3)

where α and β are hyperparameters we chose in order to

SF 1 2 3 4 BB

1/2 157 171 193 227
1/3 137 154 182 227 319
1/4 120 138 168 227

Table 1. Comparison between GFLOPs of all 5 computational
routes through branches and the OASIS backbone (BB, rightmost
column). Different rows correspond to different scale factors (SF).
The scale factor does not equally affect all modules, since we im-
posed a minimum number of channels equal to 64, after which no
further scaling is imposed.

equalize the losses’ contribution. A thorough list of all hy-
perparameters and training details is given in the supple-
mentary material.

In order to implement the key-value database for guid-
ing image generation (as discussed in Sec. 3.3), we ran-
domly selected 500 semantic maps from the train dataset.
For each one of them, we created 100 different inputs using
a fixed set of 3D noises. We fed the inputs into the first 2D
convolutional layer and the subsequent ResNet module of
the backbone. The obtained features were then divided into
8× 16 = 128 non-overlapping patches, in accordance with
their resolution, which gave us the keys. The values were
extracted by processing the inputs up to the third ResNet
module of the backbone and cutting the obtained features
into the same patches. The database is populated once at the
beginning of the training phase. To decrease the redundancy
in keys, we applied FPS sampling [20] to them. During the
forward phase, after an input was processed through the first
2D convolutional layer and the subsequent ResNet layer, it
was divided into 128 patches. Subsequently, the database
was searched for the key most similar to each patch with
the aid of the FAISS library [40]. All 128 retrieved val-
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Figure 5. Examples of branches’ outputs for the MegaPortraits pipeline. The model has a source face whose traits must be transferred to
the driver’s face. The synthesis is guided by the start image, which was selected from a database containing 960 frames with the source
appearance, because of its similarity to the driver’s pose and expression. LPIPS is measured cutting out the background.

ues were then glued accordingly. We used this composed
feature to guide the synthesis process by concatenating it
to each branch’s input after due resizing performed by a
convolution. The resulting distribution of quality among
all branches, evaluated by the Fréchet inception distance
(FID) [34], is shown in Fig. 4.

Finally, the pipeline comprehending all generating
branches and the backbone, together with the database guid-
ance, was used to produce the dataset for training the pre-
dictor (as discussed in Sec. 3.2). Since the OASIS input
consists of a semantic map and a high-dimensional random
noise space, we restricted the training to 100 fixed noise
vectors in combination with the Cityscapes train set. In this
way we achieved a mean error of 5% on the validation set.

The overall result for the whole pipeline at SF= 1/4 is
summarized by Fig. 3. The latter shows the distribution of
branches chosen by the predictor at various quality thresh-
olds. One can see how different thresholds affect the exit’s
choice: while imposing very high quality narrows the spec-
trum of possible exits, at lower (but nonetheless high) re-
quirements, all additional branches are utilized. Most im-
portantly, the GFLOPs count shows a dramatic decrease of
computations when earlier branches are used. By approxi-
mating the GFLOPs curve to a constant slope, we can esti-
mate a mean gain factor of 1.2× 103 GFLOPs/LPIPS.

4.2. Neural head avatars

For the neural head avatar implementation, we exploited
the VoxCeleb2 dataset [10]. We based ourselves on the
MegaPortraits generating method [18] for 512 × 512 pix-
els images. This pipeline consists of multiple steps ensur-
ing the transfer of traits from a source face to a driver face.
We took as backbone modules li, i ∈ [[1, 9]] its final set of
modules comprehending 9 residual blocks, which amount
to a total of 213 GFLOPs. We attached 3 branches, one af-

SF 1 2 3 BB

1/3 65 100 136
1/6 51 89 135 213
1/15 47 85 127

Table 2. Comparison between GFLOPs of all 4 computational
routes through branches and the MegaPortraits backbone (BB,
rightmost column). Different rows correspond to different scale
factors (SF).

ter backbone’s block number 2, 4, and 6. Their modules
l̃i were the same residual blocks, and their respective depth,
i.e. number of modules, mirrored that of the remaining path:
8, 6 and 4, thus maintaining k+ len = 9 ∀k ∈ {2, 4, 6}. To
lighten the branches, we imposed three different scale fac-
tors to the modules’ width, i.e. number of channels. Their
overall GFLOPs are listed in Tab. 2.

We trained our branches by imposing adversarial losses,
as in Eq. (1), obtained competing with copies of the Mega-
Portraits discriminator. Alongside, we imposed VGG [39],
MS-SSIM [80] and L1 losses between the branches’ and
the backbones’ synthetic images. Additionally, we used
the backbone’s intermediate features to impose a feature-
matching loss (FM) [78] and retained the original gaze
loss (GL) [18].

LBranch =

LAdv + c1LVGG + c2LMS-SSIM + c3L1 + c4LFM + c5LGL,
(4)

where coefficients ci were chosen to harmonize the losses’
effects. A list of all hyperparameters and training details is
given in the supplementary material.

We populated our database by pictures of the source face
with a plethora of different orientations and expressions. At
each iteration, we searched the database for the face most
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similar to the driver’s, i.e. the one which orientation and ex-
pression we want to obtain. To perform this search, we fed
the driver to the first module of MegaPortraits, which ex-
trapolates the angles describing face direction, and a multi-
dimensional vector which encodes face expression. We
exploited this feature and designed a different key-value
search. We employed 3 angles for the encoding of face
directions, while the expression space is 512-dimensional.
Once we obtained a key characterizing the driver, we looked
for the closest one from the images in the database. The
retrieved value was then concatenated to the input of each
branch module l̃i after due resizing. The resulting distribu-
tion of quality among branches is shown in Fig. 6.

Finally, we trained the predictor as discussed in Sec. 3.2,
on LPIPS scores obtained comparing the branches’ with the
backbone’s output. Afterwards, we were able to impose
any quality threshold and the predictor was able to choose
the path that satisfied it with the least computation. The
overall results for the whole pipeline are summarized by
Fig. 7. One can see how lower-quality thresholds can be
maintained with a great decrease in GFLOPs due to the use
of lighter branches. By approximating the GFLOPs curve
to a constant slope, we can estimate a mean gain factor of
1.3× 103 GFLOPs/LPIPS.

5. Ablation study
Although the image generation is possible without the

database of guiding images, we find it essential for ensuring
the quality of earlier branches. It can be in fact argued that
its implementation harmonizes exits’ output quality, by af-
fecting the most the earliest branches, as testified by Fig. 8.

Additionally, the database can be used to amend for the
deficiency of the training set. As we will see in the next
section, part of the difficulty in rendering is due to a lack of
the DNN training, which may very well be inherent to the
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pipeline with SF=1/4, with the use of the guiding database and
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specific task, as for neural head avatars generation. By pro-
viding guiding examples, we somewhat “patch” the holes in
the training.

As discussed, our implementation of the dynamical rout-
ing relies on the creation of suitable early exit, as well as the
use of a predictor. The latter is essential to enforce custom
quality thresholds, since the use of single exits is will pro-
duce only images with fixed quality distributions.

Furthermore, although all branches have a certain mean
quality, captured by their FIDs (see Fig. 4 as an example),
we can’t rely on just a single branch to produce images with
consistent quality. The variation in quality of each exit is
quite wide and it gets wider in the earliest ones, as portrayed
in Fig. 8. The predictor prevents this by choosing a heav-
ier branch when quality can’t be provided by a lighter one.
The comparison between quality distributions of images ob-
tained from single branches and those obtained by the use of
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bandwidth 0.3.

the predictor, set to output a threshold equal to the branches’
mean quality, is shown in Fig. 9. We can clearly see how the
predictor enforces the threshold by routing difficult images
towards the next branches, thus shifting the distribution.

6. Discussion
Our method is widely applicable, since it can be applied

to all models that employ a multi-layer decoder, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. The presence of multiple layers is our
only requirement, since branches take as input the output of
these layers. This includes models that take random noise
as input, such as StyleGAN. Such implementation is almost
identical to the one for the OASIS model, only without the
concatenation of a semantic map to the noises used in the
database and for the predictor training.

As we stated, not all images are equally difficult to gener-
ate. This irregularity lays at the core of our method. A mul-
titude of reasons is responsible for such uneven difficulty
distribution. For instance, if we consider the neural head
avatar generation problem, one may argue that the DNN is
not ideally trained. Some head rotations or expressions may
be less present during the training phase, and thus require
a heavier model to output images with high quality. We
analyzed this problem by comparing images with different
head rotations and expressions, and their quality. Specifi-
cally, by using our pipeline, we generated 702 head avatars
and looked at which branch they were routed by the predic-
tor. By plotting the faces distribution in relation to the angle
between them and database images used for guidance, we
could clearly see how the rendering difficulty is correlated
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Figure 10. Comparison between number of images routed to dif-
ferent branches in relation to their head rotation. We used the
branches for SF=1/15. Distributions were obtained by sampling
702 images in total. Curves are the result of kernel density esti-
mation with bandwidth 0.5. The quality threshold was set at 0.09
LPIPS.

with this distance. The greater the angle between the two
images, the higher the difficulty gets, as reported in Fig. 10.

7. Limitations

Although our method can save a great amount of com-
putations, it has some limitations. One can not apply our
pipeline as it is to transformers and other synthesis algo-
rithms that don’t comprehend a decoder. There is no single
recipe for populating the database. We chose to populate
it randomly, but this may actually not be the best choice.
Since we need to generate a training dataset for the pre-
dictor, we need additional training inputs, thus the size of
viable databases is increased. All the branches need addi-
tional training, and the memory used for storing the whole
pipeline is higher that the one used for the original DNN.
We assume the batch size is equal to 1 due to real-time ap-
plication scenario. In case of batched execution, it will re-
quire some orchestration and batch accumulation algorithm
in order to infer efficiently, since different images in batch
may undergo different computational routes.
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[4] Cristian Buciluă, Rich Caruana, and Alexandru Niculescu-
Mizil. Model compression. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM
SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery

8

https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content/CVPR2022/html/Alldieck_Photorealistic_Monocular_3D_Reconstruction_of_Humans_Wearing_Clothing_CVPR_2022_paper.html
https://www.mdpi.com/2227-9709/8/4/77
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/3305381.3305436


and Data Mining, KDD ’06, page 535–541, New York, NY,
USA. Association for Computing Machinery. 2006. 1

[5] Egor Burkov, Igor Pasechnik, Artur Grigorev, and Victor
Lempitsky. Neural head reenactment with latent pose de-
scriptors. In IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR). 2020. 2

[6] Han Cai, Chuang Gan, Tianzhe Wang, Zhekai Zhang, and
Song Han. Once for all: Train one network and specialize
it for efficient deployment. In International Conference on
Learning Representations. 2020. 2

[7] Jianchuan Chen, Ying Zhang, Di Kang, Xuefei Zhe, Lin-
chao Bao, Xu Jia, and Huchuan Lu. Animatable neural
radiance fields from monocular rgb videos. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2106.13629. 2021. 2

[8] Xinshi Chen, Hanjun Dai, Yu Li, Xin Gao, and Le Song.
Learning to stop while learning to predict. In Proceedings
of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 119 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research,
pages 1520–1530. PMLR. 2020. 2

[9] Jang Hyun Cho and Bharath Hariharan. On the efficacy of
knowledge distillation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF In-
ternational Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV). 2019.
1

[10] J. S. Chung, A. Nagrani, and A. Zisserman. Voxceleb2: Deep
speaker recognition. In INTERSPEECH. 2018. 6

[11] Marius Cordts, Mohamed Omran, Sebastian Ramos, Timo
Rehfeld, Markus Enzweiler, Rodrigo Benenson, Uwe
Franke, Stefan Roth, and Bernt Schiele. The cityscapes
dataset for semantic urban scene understanding. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR). 2016. 4, 2

[12] Kevin Cortacero, Tobias Fischer, and Yiannis Demiris. Rt-
bene: A dataset and baselines for real-time blink estimation
in natural environments. In Proceedings of the IEEE Inter-
national Conference on Computer Vision Workshops. 4

[13] Xin Dai, Xiangnan Kong, and Tian Guo. Epnet: Learning
to exit with flexible multi-branch network. In Proceedings
of the 29th ACM International Conference on Information
and Knowledge Management, CIKM ’20, page 235–244,
New York, NY, USA. Association for Computing Machin-
ery. 2020. 2

[14] Lei Deng, Guoqi Li, Song Han, Luping Shi, and Yuan Xie.
Model compression and hardware acceleration for neural
networks: A comprehensive survey. Proceedings of the
IEEE, 108(4):485–532. 2020. 1

[15] Rongkang Dong, Yuyi Mao, and Jun Zhang. Resource-
constrained edge ai with early exit prediction. Journal of
Communications and Information Networks, 7(2):122–134.
2022. 2

[16] Michail Christos Doukas, Evangelos Ververas, Viktoriia
Sharmanska, and Stefanos Zafeiriou. Free-headgan: Neu-
ral talking head synthesis with explicit gaze control. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2208.02210. 2022. 2

[17] Michail Christos Doukas, Stefanos Zafeiriou, and Viktoriia
Sharmanska. Headgan: One-shot neural head synthesis and
editing. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Con-
ference on Computer Vision (ICCV), pages 14398–14407.
2021. 2

[18] Nikita Drobyshev, Jenya Chelishev, Taras Khakhulin, Alek-
sei Ivakhnenko, Victor Lempitsky, and Egor Zakharov.
Megaportraits: One-shot megapixel neural head avatars. In
Proceedings of the 30th ACM International Conference on
Multimedia. Association for Computing Machinery. 2022.
1, 2, 4, 6

[19] Maha Elbayad, Jiatao Gu, Edouard Grave, and Michael Auli.
Depth-adaptive transformer. In ICLR 2020-Eighth Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations, pages 1–14.
2020. 2

[20] Y. Eldar, M. Lindenbaum, M. Porat, and Y.Y. Zeevi. The
farthest point strategy for progressive image sampling. IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, 6(9):1305–1315. 1997.
5, 1

[21] Yao Feng, Haiwen Feng, Michael J. Black, and Timo
Bolkart. Learning an animatable detailed 3d face model from
in-the-wild images. ACM Trans. Graph., 40(4). 2021. 2

[22] Tobias Fischer, Hyung Jin Chang, and Yiannis Demiris. RT-
GENE: Real-Time Eye Gaze Estimation in Natural Environ-
ments. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages
339–357. 4

[23] Stanislav Frolov, Tobias Hinz, Federico Raue, Jörn Hees, and
Andreas Dengel. Adversarial text-to-image synthesis: A re-
view. Neural Networks, 144:187–209. 2021. 1

[24] Anna Frühstück, Krishna Kumar Singh, Eli Shechtman,
Niloy J. Mitra, Peter Wonka, and Jingwan Lu. Insetgan for
full-body image generation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
(CVPR), pages 7723–7732. 2022. 2

[25] Liang Gonog and Yimin Zhou. A review: Generative adver-
sarial networks. In 2019 14th IEEE Conference on Industrial
Electronics and Applications (ICIEA), pages 505–510. 2019.
2

[26] Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing
Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and
Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial nets. In Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 27. Curran
Associates, Inc. 2014. 2

[27] Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing
Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and
Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial networks. Commun.
ACM, 63(11):139–144. 2020. 2

[28] Jianping Gou, Baosheng Yu, Stephen J Maybank, and
Dacheng Tao. Knowledge distillation: A survey. Interna-
tional Journal of Computer Vision, 129(6):1789–1819. 2021.
1

[29] Niv Granot, Ben Feinstein, Assaf Shocher, Shai Bagon, and
Michal Irani. Drop the gan: In defense of patches nearest
neighbors as single image generative models. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 13460–13469. 2022. 2

[30] Philip-William Grassal, Malte Prinzler, Titus Leistner,
Carsten Rother, Matthias Nießner, and Justus Thies. Neural
head avatars from monocular rgb videos. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), pages 18653–18664. 2022. 2

[31] Edouard Grave, Armand Joulin, and Nicolas Usunier. Im-
proving neural language models with a continuous cache.

9

https://doi.org/10.1145/1150402.1150464
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content_CVPR_2020/html/Burkov_Neural_Head_Reenactment_with_Latent_Pose_Descriptors_CVPR_2020_paper.html
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1908.09791.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.13629
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v119/chen20c.html
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/9008764
https://www.robots.ox.ac.uk/~vgg/data/voxceleb/vox2.html
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content_cvpr_2016/html/Cordts_The_Cityscapes_Dataset_CVPR_2016_paper.html
https://doi.org/10.1145/3340531.3411973
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/9043731?casa_token=aPACzWkC1_EAAAAA:Jd21OmzX4V_lnikw903LYO6B23HsouvOdGK8fhTnQTFI-Q5WfHsG8yC83rzTI0UcfKB7K6KGw9pu_w
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/9815196?casa_token=kxD0HOH8g6gAAAAA:gQ2YGQ6xGg2NCxOB6oBvVBjs4DwXo1MwIgOZx5bkD00JDkjsVAu-_TzWLcdIr2MRaewowQnH6C_9
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.02210
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content/ICCV2021/html/Doukas_HeadGAN_One-Shot_Neural_Head_Synthesis_and_Editing_ICCV_2021_paper.html
https://samsunglabs.github.io/MegaPortraits/
https://iclr.cc/virtual_2020/poster_SJg7KhVKPH.html
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/623193
https://doi.org/10.1145/3450626.3459936
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0893608021002823
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content/CVPR2022/html/Fruhstuck_InsetGAN_for_Full-Body_Image_Generation_CVPR_2022_paper.html
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8833686
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2014/file/5ca3e9b122f61f8f06494c97b1afccf3-Paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1145/3422622
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11263-021-01453-z
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content/CVPR2022/html/Granot_Drop_the_GAN_In_Defense_of_Patches_Nearest_Neighbors_As_CVPR_2022_paper.html
https://openaccess.thecvf.com/content/CVPR2022/html/Grassal_Neural_Head_Avatars_From_Monocular_RGB_Videos_CVPR_2022_paper.html


In International Conference on Learning Representations.
2017. 2

[32] James Hays and Alexei A Efros. Scene completion using
millions of photographs. ACM Transactions on Graphics
(SIGGRAPH 2007), 26(3). 2007. 2

[33] Tong He, Yuanlu Xu, Shunsuke Saito, Stefano Soatto, and
Tony Tung. Arch++: Animation-ready clothed human re-
construction revisited. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF In-
ternational Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), pages
11046–11056. 2021. 2

[34] Martin Heusel, Hubert Ramsauer, Thomas Unterthiner,
Bernhard Nessler, and Sepp Hochreiter. Gans trained by a
two time-scale update rule converge to a local nash equilib-
rium. In I. Guyon, U. Von Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wal-
lach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol-
ume 30. Curran Associates, Inc. 2017. 6

[35] Tao Hu, Tao Yu, Zerong Zheng, He Zhang, Yebin Liu, and
Matthias Zwicker. Hvtr: Hybrid volumetric-textural render-
ing for human avatars. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.10203.
2021. 2

[36] Phillip Isola and Ce Liu. Scene collaging: Analysis and syn-
thesis of natural images with semantic layers. In Proceedings
of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision
(ICCV). 2013. 2

[37] Phillip Isola, Jun-Yan Zhu, Tinghui Zhou, and Alexei A.
Efros. Image-to-image translation with conditional adver-
sarial networks. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR). 2017. 1,
2

[38] Menglin Jia, Bor-Chun Chen, Zuxuan Wu, Claire Cardie,
Serge Belongie, and Ser-Nam Lim. Rethinking near-
est neighbors for visual classification. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2112.08459. 2021. 2

[39] Justin Johnson, Alexandre Alahi, and Li Fei-Fei. Percep-
tual losses for real-time style transfer and super-resolution.
In Computer Vision – ECCV 2016, pages 694–711, Cham.
Springer International Publishing. 2016. 5, 6, 1, 4

[40] Jeff Johnson, Matthijs Douze, and Hervé Jégou. Billion-
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Supplementary material for FIANCEE:
Faster Inference of Adversarial Networks via

Conditional Early Exits

S1. Qualitative results
S1.1. The OASIS pipeline

S1.1.1 Architectures and dimensions

The original OASIS [69] generative DNN consists of an
initial 2D convolutional layer, followed by 6 SPADE-
ResBlock modules [62] and a final Conv2D, LeakyRelu,
and TanH. Its total number of parameters is 74M. We ap-
pended 4 branches to it, after ResBlock 1, 2, 3, and 4 re-
spectively. Each branch consisted of the same number of
ResBlock modules as the remaining part of the backbone.
In order to create lighter computational paths, we decreased
the number of channels of the branches’ modules. To do it
in a coherent manner, we decided to scale down all channels
uniformly by multiplying them by a scale factor (SF). Since
such scaling with arbitrary coefficients may produce chan-
nel numbers too small to be of use, we restrained its effect
by imposing a minimum number of channels, under which
no scaling was forced. In other words, if the minimum num-
ber is 64, and we enforce factor of 1/3 starting from 128 ,
the new channel number will be 64, instead of 43. We ex-
plored a plethora of different scale factors and minimum
channels, which we report in Table S8. The database we
employed was created using 500 semantic maps randomly
chosen from the training dataset, each concatenated with
100 different 3D noise tensors to produce a variety of inputs,
that were processed and divided into 128 non-overlapping
patches, yielding a total of 500 × 100 × 128 = 6.4M key-
value pairs. Since redundancy in the key space is rather
probable, we extracted from this multitude of pairs only up
to 5K for each semantic class using FPS sampling [20], for
a total of 122 100 pairs. Each key is a 1024-dimensional
vector, and each value consists of a float32 tensor of dimen-
sions (512, 4, 4). The total size of stored parameters is thus
1.1G.

During the retrieval, the guiding features are taken after
the first Conv2D and ResNet blocks of the backbone. Then,
for each on the N ∈ [1, 35] semantic classes present in the
input, these features are cut into 128 patches and their 1024-
dimensional space is scanned in order to find the closest
key from the database with corresponding semantic class.
This search is performed quite rapidly thanks to the FAISS
library [40], and thus does not burden computations.

Once retrieved all 128 patches, a guiding feature is con-
structed by gluing them together. This feature is concate-
nated to the input of each branch, and for this reason their
number of channels must be increased. When employing
the database, the input channels for the first ResBlocks in
each branch, reported in Tab. S8, are multiplied by 1.5.

The memory overhead from the MegaPortrait’s database
amounts to 21 Mb. We expect it to be uploaded to the GPU
memory, since its size is much lower than that of the net-
work, weighting 131 Mb. On a desktop GPU (P40), the
retrieval latency is up to 5 ms, which constitutes 16% of the
smallest branch’s inference time. We assume our method
will be used to speed up networks used in real-time appli-
cations, which usually run on edge devices, and use a batch
of size 1 to minimize latency.

The last key component of our pipeline is the Predictor.
It’s architecture is summarized in Table S7.

0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
Ra

tio
Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

Figure S2. OASIS pipeline, comparison between the efficacy of
different scale factors. The minimum number of channels is 64.
From top to bottom: SF = 1/2, 1/3, 1/4.

S1.1.2 Training details

For the implementation of our method we had to train all
branches and the predictor.

Branches for OASIS were trained by competing against
copies of the original OASIS discriminator. Alongside, we
also imposed VGG [39] and LPIPS [89] losses using as
ground truth the image synthesized by the backbone,

LBranch = LOASIS + αLVGG + βLLPIPS, (S1)

where the overall learning rate was set to 4 × 10−4 and
the coefficients were set to α = 10 and β = 5 in order

1



SF Bank Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3 Branch 4
FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑

1/2 ✗ 64.2 59.8 59.3 62.6 55.9 62.2 50.1 64.2
✓ 52.8 67.5 51.8 68.7 49.5 68.5 48.1 69.3

1/3 ✗ 65.9 61.4 59.5 61.6 57.2 65.2 53.1 69.4
✓ 54.1 65.5 53.6 69.6 50.6 68.8 48.4 69.6

1/4 ✗ 69.6 57.5 62.2 61.8 56.4 65.5 53.0 68.3
✓ 54.9 65.5 54.4 67.1 53.0 66.7 49.7 69.4

Backbone 47.7 69.3
Table S1. Quantitative results for the OASIS pipeline. The minimum number of channels is 64.
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Figure S1. OASIS pipeline, comparison between the database effect to quality distribution for different scale factors. The minimum number
of channels is 64. Left to right: SF = 1/2, 1/3, 1/4.

to equalize the losses’ contribution. The discriminators re-
tained their original losses. Both the generator and the dis-
criminators were trained via Adam optimization [46] with
β1 = 0, β2 = 0.999. The computations were performed
using distributed data parallel from the PyTorch library [63]
onto 2 P40 NVIDIA GPUs with batch = 2 and lasted ap-
proximately 6 days. The resultant qualities can be found in
Tab. S1 and Tab. S2.

The OASIS predictor was trained to output images’ qual-
ity for each branch. We did it by imposing minimum
squared error loss between its predictions and the actual
qualities:

LPred(z, c;S) = ∥P (z, c)− S∥2. (S2)

The learning rate was set to 0.01, the loss was optimized
via stochastic gradient descent with cosine scheduler [54].
The choice of training set for the predictor was not trivial,
since the pipeline inputs consist of a semantic map con-
catenated to a 3D noise tensor. Due to the high dimen-
sionality of the noise space, sampling uniformly from it
does not guarantee any convergence for the learning pro-
cess. Instead, we randomly extracted 100 3D noise ten-
sors and combined them with 500 semantic maps from the
Cityscapes [11] training set, thus obtaining 50 000 exam-
ples. We then tested this technique by using 300 and 500
noise tensors. Once trained, we measured the predictor’s
error by using 500 images from Cityscapes’ validation set

combined with the same noises used for the training and
with new noises. The results are reported, respectively, in
Table S3 and Table S4.

Noises B 1 B 2 B 3 B 4 Mean error

100 5% 6% 6% 7% 6%
300 5% 5% 6% 6% 5.5%
500 5% 5% 6% 6% 5.5%

Table S3. Validation error for the OASIS predictor. The validation
set was created joining the noises used for the training to the 500
semantic maps from the validation set of the Cityscapes dataset.

Noises B 1 B 2 B 3 B 4 Mean error

100 14% 14% 13% 16% 14%
300 10% 11% 11% 15% 12%
500 10% 10% 10% 13% 11%

Table S4. Test error for the OASIS predictor. The test set was
created joining random noises to the 500 semantic maps from the
validation set of the Cityscapes dataset.

S1.2. The MegaPortraits pipeline

S1.2.1 Architectures and dimensions

The original MegaPortraits [18] generative DNN for images
of resolution 512 × 512 pixels consists of a set of mod-
ules predicting a volumetric representation and another set,

2



0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

0

63

127

191

255

319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

0
63
127
191
255
319

GF
LO

Ps

0.6 0.6
7
0.7

4
0.8

1
0.8

8
0.9

5
1.0

2
1.0

9
1.1

6
1.2

4
1.3

1
1.3

8
1.4

5
1.5

2
1.5

9
1.6

6
1.7

3 1.8
LPIPS threshhold ×10

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Ra
tio

Branch 1
Branch 2
Branch 3

Branch 4
Backbone

Figure S3. OASIS pipeline, min channels=32, comparison between the efficacy of different scale factors. Top to bottom, left to right:
SF = 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, 1/6.
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Figure S4. OASIS pipeline, comparison between database effect to quality distribution for min channels=32 and different scale factors.
Top to bottom, left to right: SF = 1/2, 1/3, 1/4, 1/6.
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SF Bank Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3 Branch 4
FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑ FID↓ mIOU↑

1/2 ✗ 58.8 62.8 58.3 63.3 53.2 66.9 51.3 69.0
✓ 52.3 65.6 51.4 67.8 49.6 67.3 48.6 67.8

1/3 ✗ 66.8 57.1 60.7 62.6 52.8 65.9 51.9 66.7
✓ 55.2 66.7 54.1 66.1 53.1 67.0 51.9 68.3

1/4 ✗ 69.5 59.7 60.8 61.4 58.4 65.1 54.4 67.4
✓ 57.7 65.9 57.4 66.7 55.3 67.5 51.2 67.7

1/6 ✗ 69.5 56.7 65.2 62.1 61.9 65.1 54.0 66.4
✓ 60.6 67.6 58.1 66.8 57.6 67.0 51.4 68.9

Backbone 47.7 69.3
Table S2. Quantitative results for the OASIS pipeline at different scale factors. The minimum number of channels is 32.

Cross-reenactment
SF Bank Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3

FID↓ FID↓ FID↓

1/3 ✗ 56.05 52.77 49.08
✓ 54.60 52.40 50.44

1/6 ✗ 61.30 55.58 51.00
✓ 59.01 54.08 50.84

1/8 ✗ 61.84 55.66 50.88
✓ 57.94 54.88 50.96

1/15 ✗ 66.87 61.75 51.56
✓ 57.25 57.70 51.85

Backbone 50.28
Table S5. Quantitative results for the MegaPortraits pipeline,
cross-reenactment.

called G2D, that renders an output image from a processed
volume. Its total number of parameters is 32M. We ap-
pended our branches after ResBlock2D modules 2, 4, 6.
Their respective length is 7, 5, 3. Just as before, we cre-
ated lighter computational paths by scaling down all chan-
nels uniformly. The new channel numbers were obtained
multiplying the original ones by a scale factor. As before,
we restricted the effect of this scaling by imposing a mini-
mum number of channels equal to 24, under which no fur-
ther scaling was forced. We enforced a plethora of differ-
ent scale factors, which we report in Table S9. For this
task, we used a database containing 960 key-value pairs.
The values consisted of RGB images of the source subject,
uniformly covering the space of head rotations and expres-
sions. The keys were obtained exploiting the MegaPortraits
initial modules, the so-called encoders, that yield the Euler
angles at which a head is rotated, as well as a multitude of
parameters encoding face expressions. Each key encoded
3 angles and a 512-dimensional vector for the expressions.
The total size of stored parameters is therefore 0.9G.

The database was searched for the closest key during the
inference phase with the aid of the FAISS library [40]. Each

B 1 B 2 B 3 Mean error

1% 1% 2% 1%
Table S6. Test error for the MegaPortraits predictor for SF = 1/8.
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Figure S5. Comparison between quality distributions of single
MegaPortraits branches, and quality distributions obtained by use
of the predictor (P). The predictor was set to enforce thresholds
equal to the branches’ mean quality. LPIPS were obtained by
comparing images of branches for SF=1/8 with backbones’ im-
ages. The curves are the result of kernel density estimation with
bandwidth 0.3.

retrieved image was subsequently concatenated to the input
of all ResBlock2D modules in every branch, thus when em-
ploying the database 3 channels must be added to all input
channels in Table S9. The architecture of the MegaPortraits
predictor is summarized in Table S7.

S1.2.2 Training details

For the MegaPortraits pipeline, we trained our branches us-
ing hinge adversarial loss, each branch competing against
a copy of multi-scale patch discriminator [93]. Addition-
ally, we imposed feature matching [78], VGG19 perceptual
[39], L1 and MS-SSIM [80] losses. We also use a special-
ized gaze loss computed with a VGG16 network that distills
gaze detection (RT-GENE, [22]) and blink detection (RT-
BENE, [12]) systems into one model. More details on the
losses can be found in MegaPortraits [18]. All losses are
computed in relation to the backbone images and using only
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Figure S6. MegaPortraits pipeline, comparison between the efficacy of different scale factors. From left to right: SF =
1/3, 1/6, 1/8, 1/15.
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Figure S7. MegaPortraits pipeline, comparison between database effect to quality distribution for different scale factors. Left to right:
SF = 1/3, 1/6, 1/8, 1/15.

foreground regions. Overall, the total loss is

LBranch = LAdv + c1LVGG + c2LMS-SSIM + c3LL1+

c4LFM + c5LGL (S3)

with the following weights: c1 = 18, c2 = 0.84, c3 = 0.16,
c4 = 40, and c5 = 5. Branches and discriminators were

trained using AdamW optimizers [55] with β1 = 0.05,
β2 = 0.999, ϵ = 10−8, weight decay = 10−2 and initial
learning rate = 2 × 10−4. Cosine learning rate schedulers
were employed during training with minimum learning rate
of 10−6. Computations were done via PyTorch distributed
data parallel. The model was trained in mixed precision on

5



2 P40 NVIDIA GPUs with effective batch size 6 for ap-
proximately 3 days. The resultant qualities can be found in
Tab. S5.

For each input, the Predictor estimates LPIPS for all
branches. To train it, we imposed MAE loss between
predicted and state of truth similarity: LPred(z, c;S) =
|P (z, c) − S|. We employed the AdamW optimizer with
β1 = 0.05, β2 = 0.999 and initial learning rate 2 × 10−4

alongside cosine learning rate scheduler.

S2. Comparisons
We implemented all architectures listed in Table S8 and

Table S9. The overall results for the OASIS pipeline can
be compared in Fig. S2 and Fig. S3, while for the Mega-
Portraits pipeline they are shown in Fig. S6 . We can see
how different scale factors yield different branch distribu-
tions. The effect of the database on the branches of all scale
factors is reported in Fig. S1.

S3. Complexity analysis
For the MegaPortraits pipeline, the quality of synthe-

sized images seems to correlate with the angle at which the
head is rotated. This is reflected in our method as well. In-
deed, heads rotated at higher angles have greater probability
of being routed to a later branch, as evidenced by Fig. S8.
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Figure S8. MegaPortraits pipeline, distribution of images routed
to different branches in relation to their head rotation angle. First
row SF = 1/8, second row SF = 1/15.
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MegaPortraits Predictor
Module (in, out)

Flatten
Linear + LeakyReLu (1584, 512)
Linear + LeakyReLu (512, 256)
Linear + LeakyReLu (256, 128)
Linear + LeakyReLu (128, 64)
Linear + LeakyReLu (64, 3)

Total number of parameters = 1M FLOPs = 1M

OASIS Predictor
Module (in, out)

Conv2D + ReLu (1024, 512)
ResBlock (512, 512)

Flaten
Linear + ReLu (10752, 4096)
Linear + ReLu (4096, 1024)
Linear + ReLu (1024, 512)
Linear + ReLu (512, 128)

Linear (128, 5)
Total number of parameters = 58M FLOPs = 250M

Table S7. Architecture of the MegaPortraits predictor. Dimensions are in the form (input channels, output channels).

OASIS branches SF=1/2 Min. channels = 64

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3 Branch 4

SPADE-ResBlock (1024, 512, 16, 32) (1024, 256, 32, 64) (512, 128, 64, 128) (256, 64, 128, 256)
SPADE-ResBlock (512, 256, 32, 64) (256, 128, 64, 128) (128, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (256, 128, 64, 128) (128, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (128, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (64, 64, 256, 512)

Conv2D, Tanh (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512)
Total number of parameters w/o bank 45.4M w/ bank 55.7M

OASIS branches SF=1/3 Min. channels = 64

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3 Branch 4

SPADE-ResBlock (1024, 336, 16, 32) (1024, 168, 32, 64) (512, 84, 64, 128) (256, 64, 128, 256)
SPADE-ResBlock (336, 168, 32, 64) (168, 84, 64, 128) (84, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (168, 84, 64, 128) (84, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (84, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (64, 64, 256, 512)

Conv2D, Tanh (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512)
Total number of parameters w/o bank 35.6M w/ bank 44.5M

OASIS branches SF=1/4 Min. channels = 64

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3 Branch 4

SPADE-ResBlock (1024, 256, 16, 32) (1024, 128, 32, 64) (512, 64, 64, 128) (256, 64, 128, 256)
SPADE-ResBlock (256, 128, 32, 64) (128, 64, 64, 128) (64, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (128, 64, 64, 128) (64, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (64, 64, 128, 256) (64, 64, 256, 512)
SPADE-ResBlock (64, 64, 256, 512)

Conv2D, Tanh (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512) (64, 3, 256, 512)
Total number of parameters w/o bank 30.9M w/ bank 39.1M

Table S8. Dimensions of modules for all branches in the form of (input channels, output channels, image height, image width). In all
branches, after each SPADE-ResBlock but the last, we also applied 2D nearest-neighbour upsampling, thus doubling the height and width.
When employing the database, the input channels for the first ResBlock in each branch, are multiplied by 1.5.
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Figure S9. Samples for the MegaPortraits pipeline on SF = 1/8. The background is inpainted.
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Figure S10. Examples of bank images for different rotations (top) and expressions (bottom).
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Figure S11. Samples for the OASIS pipeline on SF = 4
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Semantic map Start image Backbone

Figure S12. Examples of start images visualizations for the OASIS pipeline. For each feature patch we found the closest one in the bank
and then showed corresponding RGB patch of backbone output.
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MegaPortraits branches SF=1/3 Min. channels = 24

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3

ResBlock2D (512, 170) (512, 170) (512, 170)
ResBlock2D (170, 170) (170, 170) (170, 85)
ResBlock2D (170, 170) (170, 85) (85, 42)
ResBlock2D (170, 170) (85, 42)
ResBlock2D (170, 85) (42, 24)
ResBlock2D (85, 42)
ResBlock2D (42, 24)

ReLu, Conv2D, Tanh (24, 3) (24, 3) (24, 3)
Total number of parameters w/ bank 5.6M

MegaPortraits branches SF=1/6 Min. channels = 24

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3

ResBlock2D (512, 85) (512, 85) (512, 85)
ResBlock2D (85, 85) (85, 85) (85, 42)
ResBlock2D (85, 85) (85, 42) (42, 24)
ResBlock2D (85, 85) (42, 24)
ResBlock2D (85, 42) (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (42, 24)
ResBlock2D (24, 24)

ReLu, Conv2D, Tanh (24, 3) (24, 3) (24, 3)
Total number of parameters w/ bank 2.3M

MegaPortraits branches SF=1/8 Min. channels = 24

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3

ResBlock2D (512, 64) (512, 64) (512, 64)
ResBlock2D (64, 64) (64, 64) (64, 32)
ResBlock2D (64, 64) (64, 32) (32, 24)
ResBlock2D (64, 64) (32, 24)
ResBlock2D (64, 32) (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (32, 24)
ResBlock2D (24, 24)

ReLu, Conv2D, Tanh (24, 3) (24, 3) (24, 3)
Total number of parameters w/ bank 1.6M
MegaPortraits branches SF=1/15 Min. channels = 24

Module Branch 1 Branch 2 Branch 3

ResBlock2D (512, 34) (512, 34) (512, 34)
ResBlock2D (34, 34) (34, 34) (34, 24)
ResBlock2D (34, 34) (34, 24) (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (34, 34) (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (34, 24) (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (24, 24)
ResBlock2D (24, 24)

ReLu, Conv2D, Tanh (24, 3) (24, 3) (24, 3)
Total number of parameters w/ bank 0.8M

Table S9. MegaPortraits pipeline. Dimensions of modules for all branches in the form of (input channels, output channels). The Res-
Block2D are made of layers BatchNorm2D, h-swish, Conv2D, BatchNorm2D, h-swish, Conv2D, Conv2D with skipped connections. In
all branches, before every ResBlock2D, we also applied 2D bilinear upsampling. When employing the database, all input channel numbers
must be increased by 3.
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