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Abstract

Deep neural networks provide reliable solutions for many classification and regression tasks; however,

their application in real-time wireless systems with simple sensor networks is limited due to high energy

consumption and significant bandwidth needs. This study proposes a multi-sensor wireless inference system

with memristor-based analog computing. Given the sensors’ limited computational capabilities, the features

from the network’s front end are transmitted to a central device where an Lp-norm inspired approximation of

the maximum operation is employed to achieve transformation-invariant features, enabling efficient over-

the-air transmission. We also introduce a trainable over-the-air sensor fusion method based on Lp-norm

inspired combining function that customizes sensor fusion to match the network and sensor distribution

characteristics, enhancing adaptability. To address the energy constraints of sensors, we utilize memristors,

known for their energy-efficient in-memory computing, enabling analog-domain computations that reduce

energy use and computational overhead in edge computing. This dual approach of memristors and Lp-norm

inspired sensor fusion fosters energy-efficient computational and transmission paradigms and serves as a

practical energy-efficient solution with minimal performance loss.
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1. Introduction

Deep neural networks (DNNs) are powerful but computationally complex machine learning models,

which pose challenges for running DNN-based applications on simple edge units, such as Internet of Things

(IoT) devices, due to their limited computational capabilities and energy constraints. To address this, prun-

ing techniques can be used to remove insignificant weights and enhance performance and speed up learning

and inference processes [1, 2, 3]. Pruning involves various techniques, such as layerwise pruning of weights

with the lowest absolute values, pruning across the entire network, which enables faster inference by reduc-

ing network size. This process can be performed in two stages: train-time pruning, where pruning decisions

are made simultaneously with each training update, and post-training pruning, where weights are pruned

after model convergence. Train-time pruning, guided by a sparsity objective, is generally more efficient,

although its implementation is more complex. Another approach is to split the network between the edge

device and a more powerful server, improving efficiency.

In [4], a network splitting approach is proposed where the authors introduce an end-to-end architecture

called Bottlenet++ in which the encoder and decoder act as a machine learning-based joint source-channel

coder, considering channel impairments as a parameter of the overall network. In [5], the authors study a

similar scenario with feature compression and reliable communication via deep joint source-channel coding

(DeepJSCC) over additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channels. In [6], wireless image retrieval problem

is considered where an edge device/sensor captures an image of an object as raw data, and transmits the

corresponding low-dimensional signature with the aim of retrieving similar images belonging to the original

object from another dataset. Wireless inference is also studied for graph neural networks (GNNs). In [7],

the authors propose Branchy-GNN, a low-latency co-inference framework that uses network splitting and

early exit mechanisms. In [8], the authors study decentralized inference with GNNs over imperfect wireless

channels, with a focus on enhancing privacy in [9]. In references [10] and [11], the information bottleneck

(IB) principle [12, 13] is used to formulate the trade-off between feature informativeness and inference

performance for device-edge co-inference in task-oriented applications. In [14], a distributed inference

system is considered in which clients observe the same data and perform over-the-air ensemble inference

using the decision vector, without network splitting, to ensure model privacy. As identified in earlier studies,

wireless inference can be an effective solution to improve edge device inference capabilities while balancing
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communication overhead by utilizing computational resources at both the edge devices and the edge server

[15, 16, 17, 18]. The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm has also been applied to distributed averaging in

wireless sensor networks [19].

DNN inference in traditional digital computing involves separate storage, memory, and compute ele-

ments [20], which require continuous data transfer between them. This introduces bottlenecks, increasing

both latency and energy consumption. In contrast, in-memory computing merges storage and computation

on the same chip, eliminating the need for data shuffling between memory and processor. A critical opera-

tion in neural networks is the matrix-vector multiplication (MVM), where the inputs of a layer are multiplied

by the weights of that layer to generate output preactivations. First characterized by Chua in 1971 [21] and

developed by HP Labs in 2008 [22], memristors are well-suited for MVM operations. Their conductance

can be modulated by applying voltage pulses of varying amplitude, polarity, and duration. Memristors dis-

play several notable attributes, including nonvolatile memory, low latency, and reduced energy consumption

[23]. The use of memristor-based in-memory computing can enhance energy efficiency by up to a factor

of 103 compared to traditional CPU and GPU [24]. Explorations of memristors for applications such as

storage [25] and in-memory computing [26] have demonstrated significant advantages for machine learning

applications, particularly in energy-constrained edge devices.

In this paper, we examine sensor networks where multiple sensors gather data from overlapping regions

and perform inference on a shared phenomenon. To reduce the computational burden of deep learning tech-

niques, we split the network into two parts: a front-end on the sensor side and a back-end on a device with

more computational power, which can be considered a main server with virtually unlimited computational

capacity and no energy or power restrictions, unlike the analog sensors that face both energy and compu-

tational limitations. Given the multiple sensors, this device also performs sensor fusion to obtain a single

joint inference decision from various sensor observations. In multi-sensor networks, it is essential for the

sensors to be low-cost and energy-efficient [27], to minimize latency [28], to optimize data storage [29],

and to ensure privacy through straightforward encryption mechanisms [30]. Hence, we explore the use of

analog memristor neural networks for the sensors, addressing the challenges imposed by the computational

demands and energy constraints prevalent in IoT edge devices. We demonstrate the effectiveness of the

proposed approach by achieving acceptable performance using analog computations at the sensors, mark-
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ing a significant advancement towards sustainable and efficient computation at the wireless edge. Unlike

previous works that focus on averaging operations for sensor fusion, our prior research [31] proposes using

over-the-air (OTA) maximum approximations with LogSumExp and Lp-norm inspired sensor fusion tech-

niques. This approach involves exact digital computations at the sensor side to enhance the usefulness of

the gathered data [32, 33, 34, 35]. In this study, we explore a similar Lp-norm inspired function for feature

fusion in memristor-based analog sensors. By leveraging multiple memristor-based analog sensors, we aim

to achieve features that maximize overall inference accuracy in an energy- and bandwidth-efficient manner.

Additionally, we introduce a trainable parameter to our Lp-norm approximation, allowing for customization

of sensor fusion to better match the specific characteristics of the network.

Our main contributions are as follows:

• We introduce an Lp-norm inspired approximation to the maximum operation, which enables the ex-

traction of transformation-invariant features. This approximation is performed in an over-the-air man-

ner, making it bandwidth-efficient and helping to keep the transmission cost comparable to single-

sensor setups.

• We further introduce a learnable parameter, p, in our approach, which optimizes the sensor fusion

method based on system specifics, such as the number of sensors, their placement, and data type.

Additionally, due to the intermediate feature transmission from multiple sensors, our proposed setup

offers greater privacy and security compared to raw data transmission.

• We incorporate in-memory computing for sensors, using analog computations at the sensor side for

the front-end computations of the network. This enhances energy efficiency compared to traditional

CPU and GPU computations, with only minimal performance sacrifice, offering an efficient solution

for complex tasks in distributed environments.

• We validate our proposed approaches with extensive simulations using the custom-made Car Learning

to Act (CARLA), ModelNet, and MNIST datasets under various setups and channel conditions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the system model. Over-the-air sensor fusion for

multi-sensor wireless inference is introduced in Section 3, while in-memory computing and its application

to multi-sensor inference are presented in Section 4. We summarize the inference and training processes of
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Figure 1: System model for the multi-sensor wireless inference with analog memristor neural networks.

multi-sensor wireless inference systems with memristors in Section 5, while the corresponding calculations

for inference energy consumption are provided in Section 6. Performance of several tasks over wireless

channels are studied via simulations in Section 7, and the paper is concluded in Section 8.

2. System Model

We consider a wireless sensor network with M analog sensors that observe the same phenomena for a

common object. With the help of the multi-sensor structure, an inherent data augmentation is introduced

to increase the inference reliability. Specifically, we develop both transformation-invariant and learnable

OTA sensor fusion techniques, as depicted in Fig. 1. Each analog sensor m ∈ {1, · · · ,M} processes its

own detected raw data using a front-end network that uses in-memory computation made possible by a

memristive crossbar chip, to obtain the intermediate feature vector, Fm. Note that Fm can be 1D vectors, 2D

matrices or 3D tensors depending on the network structure and layers. For simplicity, we assume Fm ∈ Rd

is a one-dimensional vector that can be obtained by flattening 2D matrices or 3D tensors where d depends

on the input sample, and network parameters. The intermediate feature vector is then preprocessed by

the function ϕ(·) and transmitted over a wireless channel to a central device to complete the inference.

The preprocessing function, ϕ(·), for each sensor m takes the intermediate feature vector Fm as input and

outputs another vector without changing its size. A simple example of ϕ(·) is to directly output the input

vector, resulting in averaging as a form of sensor fusion when over-the-air transmission is used. Another

straightforward example is to apply a power operation to Fm, which either amplifies or diminishes specific
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elements of the feature vector depending on the power. By selecting specific power values or optimizing

it, this parameter can also enable different sensor fusion techniques, such as averaging or element-wise

maximum, as we will describe in the following sections. This approach allows an implicit collaboration

between the sensors and central device for collaborative inference in multi-sensor networks.

With the proposed approach, the activations of each sensor are transmitted over an AWGN multiple

access channel (MAC) and combined over-the-air, leading to an efficient solution that decreases transmis-

sion overhead and bandwidth requirements while using a single helper device. AWGN is a basic random

noise model used for communication channels. It represents the linear addition of white noise with con-

stant spectral density and Gaussian distribution to the source signal. This model can effectively represent

background noise in a communication channel, arising from various sources such as thermal noise in elec-

tronic components, atmospheric noise, or interference from other devices, all of which can degrade channel

capacity due to added noise. To mathematically model the channel between the sensors and the device,

we incorporate this noise model. Additionally, to reduce transmission costs, we utilize a MAC channel

enabling over-the-air transmission. The goal of the over-the-air combining operation is to obtain a single,

reliable and representative feature vector from multiple sensors, instead of a separate vector for each sensor.

This approach only requires the transmission of feature vectors on a shared link and the central device aims

to recover the combination of these features. Therefore, our system requires less bandwidth compared to

traditional methods, which require separate transmission and recovery of each signal.

To simulate memristive behavior for computation in an analog neural network, multiple models are

presented in the literature [36]. We base our results on a phase change memory (PCM) model developed in

[37] and [38] due to its ease of implementation and foundation on empirical data from real measurements.

3. Over-the-Air Sensor Fusion for Multi-Sensor Wireless Inference

In wireless networks, over-the-air aggregation is a technique used to improve spectral efficiency by al-

lowing multiple transmitters to share the same communication resources. In this technique, the transmitters

send their data to the receiver simultaneously, and the receiver can directly obtain the summation or average

of the transmitted symbols without explicitly decoding the individual symbols using the superposition prop-

erty of the MAC. This property has been exploited in various wireless communication scenarios, including

6



over-the-air computation scenarios (see, e.g., [39, 40, 41, 42]), which can also be used as a sensor fusion

method for multi-sensor inference setups. However, there is no guarantee that using feature averaging will

result in the best inference accuracy.

Acquiring transformation-invariant features is indispensable for ensuring reliable outcomes across di-

verse data types, including image, video, sound or radar data, when faced with alterations such as rotations,

crops, time shifts, amplitude changes, phase shifts or other variations that are inherent to each domain. A

simple yet effective solution is data augmentation, as presented in [43]. A more sophisticated approach is

a transformation-invariant (TI) pooling operator [33], implemented in [34]. For instance, for vision prob-

lems, this method feeds different rotated versions of the same sample into the first part of the network,

and combines them using a transformation invariant (TI)-pooling layer to perform the remaining operations

required for the network. This TI-pooling layer implements an element-wise maximum operator, resulting

in a transformation-invariant feature vector. In [35], the authors design a multi-view convolutional neural

network (MVCNN) for 3D shape recognition using 2D section images of the 3D model, using the maxi-

mum operator to pool and combine layers in a similar manner. Standard maximum operation requires the

receiver to recover each transmitted signal separately before taking the element-wise maximum. However,

this process demands a significant amount of bandwidth and can also be computationally expensive, making

it infeasible for real-time applications. In this paper, we are interested in transformation-invariant over-the-

air sensor fusion for multi-sensor networks; however, to improve the representativeness of the fused feature

vector, we aim to move beyond simple averaging techniques. To enable an approximate maximum oper-

ation for the multi-sensor wireless inference setup in a bandwidth efficient manner, we propose using an

Lp-norm inspired function. These approximation allows us to approximate the maximum operation using

a combination of elementary functions that are computationally efficient to implement. By leveraging the

superposition property of the MAC, we can exploit the benefits of maximum combining without sacrificing

spectral efficiency while improving the overall inference performance and robustness of the system.

Despite these advantages, practical implementation of transformation-invariant features encounters chal-

lenges, such as the need to position sensors throughout the entire scene and to identify a set of transforma-

tions that satisfy the necessary properties. These limitations impose constraints on wireless inference sys-

tems, and even with transformation-invariant features, achieving the highest accuracy is not guaranteed. To
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address these issues, we further propose to use a trainable sensor fusion function to optimize feature fusion

and enhance the overall inference accuracy. This function incorporates a trainable parameter that provides

flexibility in sensor fusion based on system properties. By adjusting this parameter, a range of behaviors

can be captured, from feature averaging to approximating the maximum operation.

It is worth noting that while the maximum operation is utilized in [34] to train a robust network for rota-

tion or scale changes, and [35] focuses on computationally efficient 3D shape recognition using 2D views,

our study takes a unique approach by considering a distributed multi-sensor network rather than relying on

a single machine for computations and data sensing. Specifically, we explore the use of locally obtained

data from each sensor, which is then combined in a bandwidth-efficient way with the approximate maxi-

mum operation for further processing and joint inference, distinguishing our work from the aforementioned

studies.

Remark 1. Note that, unlike distributed and federated learning, this study focuses on the inference phase.
Our approach involves offline training, which can be performed on a powerful device beforehand, followed
by sharing the network branch weights between the sensors. The sensors use these pre-trained network
weights for analog computations, while the central device handles real-time inference. It is worth not-
ing that although the pre-trained network weights are shared with the sensors before the inference phase,
there is no explicit communication among the sensors during inference. This makes the proposed approach
highly scalable and suitable for large-scale networks with many analog sensors while reducing energy con-
sumption with the help of memristors. Overall, our approach provides an effective solution for achieving
real-time, bandwidth- and energy-efficient inference using multiple memristor-based sensors in a network.

3.1. Lp-norm inspired approximation for over-the-air maximum

Since we are interested in obtaining the maximum of the transmitted features to get the transformation-

invariant features in a multi-sensor network with OTA sensor fusion, the m-th worker deploys the front-end

of the network resulting in feature vector Fm. Instead of directly transmitting Fm, each sensor will deploy

the preprocessing function ϕ(·), then the m-th sensor will obtain and transmit

xm = ϕ(Fm) = Fp
m, (1)

for the Lp-norm inspired approximation where p > 01. It is worth mentioning that Fp
m can be expressed as

a vector consisting of d elements, denoted by [Fm(1)p,Fm(2)p, · · · ,Fm(d)p], where Fm(i) is a scalar repre-

1The function given in (1) is inspired by the Lp norm but is adapted for usage when p > 0, diverging from the conventional Lp

norm definition for 0 < p < 1.
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senting the i-th element of vector Fm. For instance, if we use a fully connected neural network and cut the

front-end at layer l with d neurons, the output of this layer will be the intermediate feature vector of scalars

with a length of d and Fm(i) is the i-th element of this vector. Note that L∞ provides the largest magnitude

among each vector element; hence having larger p enables a better approximation of the maximum. We

further emphasize that Fm’s are the outputs of commonly used activation functions (e.g., rectified linear unit

(ReLU) and sigmoid). Hence, the approximation for the largest magnitude will be an approximation for the

maximum.

The received signal at the device is

y =
M∑

m=1

xm + n =
M∑

m=1

Fp
m + n, (2)

where y ∈ Rd, and n ∈ Rd is the AWGN noise vector with variance σ2
n.

The i-th element of the received signal (2) is

y(i) =
M∑

m=1

Fm(i)p + n(i), (3)

for i ∈ {1, · · · , d}. Before processing the received signal at the back-end part of the network, one needs to

take the 1
p -th power of the received signal which is

max{F1(i), · · · , FM(i)} ≈ y(i)
1
p

=

 M∑
m=1

Fm(i)p + n(i)


1
p

. (4)

This operation provides an approximation for the element-wise maximum and the resulting vector is fed to

the back end of the network which will complete the inference operation based on the fused feature vector.

To better understand the sensor fusion function ϕ(Fm) used in (4), let us consider two extreme ends of

the spectrum. When p = 1, this is equivalent to performing over-the-air transmission without additional

processing, resulting in the summation (or equivalently, the same information of average operation) of

the transmitted signals at the receiver. However, as p increases, applying the preprocessing function to

nonnegative feature vectors causes the feature value of the sensor with the largest magnitude to dominate
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the others. Thus, this approach approximates the maximum operation using the described preprocessing

and postprocessing functions. We further note that for large but finite p, this method provides a close

approximation of the maximum.

3.2. Learnable Lp-norm inspired over-the-air sensor fusion

In [33, 34], it is suggested that transformation-invariant features can be derived from multiple data

sources through a maximum operation, provided that all potential input transformations form a group adher-

ing to fundamental properties such as closure, associativity, invertibility, and identity. However, practically

situating sensors throughout the entire scene to meet these conditions may be infeasible. Furthermore, iden-

tifying a set of transformations that fulfills all the required properties can be a daunting task, especially given

the potentially vast number of possible transformations. These limitations impose practical constraints on

wireless inference setups. Moreover, it is essential to note that even with transformation-invariant features,

achieving the highest possible inference accuracy is not guaranteed.

To overcome these challenges, we adopt a similar approach to the previous section, using the same

preprocessing and postprocessing functions (1) and (4), where a constant p ≥ 0 is used to approximate

the maximum operation as a sensor fusion technique. Here, we further introduce the use of a trainable

parameter p instead of a constant. This approach allows us to capture a spectrum of behaviors by providing

flexibility for sensor fusion based on system properties. Specifically, when p = 1, the function corresponds

to feature summation, conveying the same information as averaging, while for sufficiently large values of p,

it approximates the maximum operation. During training, this parameter can converge to an optimal value

that maximizes inference accuracy for the specific setup.

During offline training, the parameter p of the sensor fusion method is introduced as a trainable net-

work parameter. Consequently, this parameter, in conjunction with the network parameters, undergoes

adjustments to minimize a suitable loss function, thereby fine-tuning the entire network. This optimization

process depend on various aspects, including the number of sensors, their quality, placement, and the sensor

fusion method, all adjusted for the specific characteristics of the sensor network. After the offline training

process, the resulting value of parameter p is fixed, and this fixed value is used during the real-time online

inference process.

The multi-sensor wireless inference system with sensor fusion using the Lp norm with trainable p not
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only reduces transmission costs through over-the-air transmission but also enables a joint inference result

from shared phenomena. In traditional transmission schemes, transmitters occupy separate time slots, re-

quiring sensors to be assigned to their respective slots. Joint inference can only be performed after all

transmitters have completed their transmissions, resulting in transmission latency that is proportional to the

number of sensors. In contrast, over-the-air transmission allows all transmitters to use a single shared time

slot and transmit simultaneously, significantly reducing transmission time. However, performing this in-

ference using digital computing has several drawbacks: it requires separate storage, memory, and compute

elements, which results in continuous data transfer between them, leading to increased latency and energy

consumption [20].

As an alternative to digital computing, we introduce the use of in-memory computing within the multi-

sensor wireless inference setup. This approach integrates storage and processing on the same chip, thereby

eliminating the data shuffling between memory and the processor. Memristors, known for their nonvolatile

memory, low latency, and energy-efficient operation, are highly suitable candidates for implementing in-

memory computing for multi-sensor wireless inference systems. Despite their use in various studies related

to machine learning and the presentation of different models for their mathematical representation [36, 37,

38], to the best of our knowledge, this is the first application of memristors in a multi-sensor wireless

inference setup. Combined with our novel over-the-air learnable sensor fusion strategy, the employment

of memristors significantly reduces energy consumption and latency, making the proposed system more

feasible for real-world scenarios.

4. In-Memory Computing and Its Application to Multi-Sensor Inference

The approach described in the previous section ensures the transmission efficiency of a multi-sensor

network by utilizing a transformation-invariant and trainable OTA sensor fusion approaches. In addition

to this improvement, the energy efficiency of the overall system can be further enhanced by employing

memristors for neural network operations. Note that in-memory computing using memristors can be applied

to both the front-end and back-end of a neural network. However, in this study, we focus solely on the front-

end network; specifically, we assume that analog sensors with memristive neural networks are employed,

while the proposed approach can be easily generalized to fully analog networks. It is important to note that
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the use of memristors may introduce additional impairments during the process of obtaining intermediate

features due to imperfect and noisy operations. To accurately model memristive computations, we adopt

the computation models described in [37] and [38] for PCM-based memristors. This model identifies three

types of noise elements that occur during weight updates and readings, as well as a time-dependent decay

of programmed values.

Programming noise: This noise originates from discrepancies between the target and the actual conduc-

tance values programmed in the hardware. This is represented as an additive normal distribution with zero

mean and standard deviation σprog. The conductance after programming is then given as

gprog = gT +N
(
0, σprog (gT )

)
, (5)

where σprog (gT ) is defined as a quadratic function of target conductance gT , which is

σprog(gT ) = max(−1.1731g2
T + 1.9650gT + 0.2635, 0). (6)

Drift noise: Conductance drift is an intrinsic property of the phase-change material and is due to struc-

tural relaxation of the amorphous phase [44]. Knowing the conductance gprog programmed at time tc, the

conductance evolution gdrift (t) can be modeled as a decaying exponential with exponent ν as

gdrift (t) = gprog

(
t
tc

)−ν
, (7)

where ν follows a normal distribution whose mean µν and standard deviation σν which are the functions of

target conductance gT , and defined as

ν = N
(
µν (gT ) , σν (gT )

)
, (8)

µν(gT ) = min
(

max
(
−0.0155 log gT + 0.0244, 0.049

)
, 0.1

)
, (9)

σν(gT ) = min
(

max
(
−0.0125 log gT − 0.0059, 0.008

)
, 0.045

)
. (10)

Read noise: This noise source appears during the execution of matrix vector multiplications with the

in-memory computing hardware. It stands for instantaneous fluctuations in hardware conductance due to
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the intrinsic noise characteristics of PCM devices, namely 1/ f noise and random telegraph noise [45].

This is an additive Gaussian noise whose standard deviation is a function of the drift conductance defined

in (7), a coefficient Qs, and the current read time t. This noise then leads to further fluctuation in the total

conductance value. The coefficient Qs, standard deviation σnG(t) of the read noise and the final conductance

value g(t) are given as

Qs =min

0.0088
g0.65

T

, 0.2

 , (11)

σnG(t) =gdrift (t) Qs

√
log

t + tc
2tread

, (12)

g (t) =gdrift (t) +N (0, σnG (t)) . (13)

Conductance Mapping: To translate the trained weight values into conductance terms, a differential

configuration employing a pair of memristors is used. Each weight, represented as wi j, is programmed onto

two PCM devices. Depending on the sign of the weight, one device is programmed while the other is set to

its minimum conductance state gmin. The target conductance for the positive and negative memristors gTpos

and gTneg , respectively, is then determined by

gTpos =


w gmax−gmin

max(|W|) if w > 0

0 otherwise,
(14)

gTneg =


−w gmax−gmin

max(|W|) if w < 0

0 otherwise.
(15)

Next, the following noise models are applied:

g′Tpos
=

(
gTpos +N

(
0, σprog

(
gTpos

))) ( t
tc

)−ν
+N (0, σnG (t)) , (16)

g′Tneg
=

(
gTneg +N

(
0, σprog

(
gTneg

))) ( t
tc

)−ν
+N (0, σnG (t)) . (17)
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These noisy conductance values are then reverse-mapped to obtain the noisy weights as

w′ =
(gmax − gmin)

(
g′Tpos

− g′Tneg

)
max (|W|)

. (18)

Here, w′ symbolizes the noisy weights after factoring in the various noise sources of the PCM memristive

devices.

5. Multi-Sensor Inference with In-Memory Computing and Training Process

As discussed previously, Lp-norm inspired sensor fusion enhances transmission efficiency via OTA

transmission, while in-memory computing significantly reduces energy consumption. Hence, combining

these approaches can create a communication-efficient system suitable for energy-constrained edge devices.

In our proposed solution, the inference phase is performed in real-time using a pre-trained neural net-

work, which employs the forward pass on analog memristive sensors. We simulate in-memory inference

using PCM-type memristors by replicating and mapping the shared sensor weights to all M sensors as de-

scribed in Section 4. We add the PCM noise during the forward pass and compute a noisy activation for the

m-th sensor as

Fm = f
(
w′,um

)
, (19)

where w′ are the network weights after the addition of noise as described in (18) and um is the input for

the m-th sensor. This setup simulates a real-world scenario where each sensor experiences a unique weight

distribution after programming. For a single-sensor scenario, we start the training with random initialization.

As the number of sensors increases, we use the model trained for the previous case, e.g., the training with

m sensors is initialized with the network trained for m − 1 sensors.

To emulate real-world conditions, we simulate the behavior of PCM-type memristors during inference.

The shared sensor weights are replicated and mapped to all M sensors. PCM noise, an inherent characteristic

of memristive devices, is modeled during inference by perturbing the network weights, simulating scenarios

where each sensor experiences unique weight variations post-programming.

Additionally, to handle multiple sensors effectively, we adopt a sequential training paradigm. Starting

with a single sensor, the network is trained with randomly initialized weights. For configurations with
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additional sensors, the training for m sensors is initialized using the model trained for m − 1 sensors. This

approach allows the network to adapt incrementally to the increased complexity of multi-sensor scenarios.

In our preliminary experiments, we investigated noise-aware training methods [46] by incorporating

PCM noise during the training phase to improve robustness against hardware variability. However, the

initial results showed minimal improvements in inference accuracy for this specific multi-sensor setup.

This outcome suggests that in scenarios where memristor noise is not the dominant factor—such as cases

where channel noise or other external sources are more significant—noise-aware training requires further

investigation to fully understand its impact and effectiveness.
Remark 2. We note that due to the computational limitations of edge devices, the training is performed
offline without PCM noise. The weights and parameter p of sensor fusion are shared with the sensors and
the central device for real-time inference.

6. Memristor-Based Energy Consumption

The energy efficiency of sensors is a critical factor in the design of distributed inference systems, partic-

ularly for IoT and edge computing applications where resources are constrained. In this section, we provide

a framework for analyzing the energy consumption of memristor-based sensors and compare it with con-

ventional digital systems for the multi-sensor wireless inference. This analysis builds on the methodology

introduced for single-sensor memristor networks in our primary work [47].

Memristor-based sensors leverage in-memory computing to perform operations such as MVM directly

within the memory elements, eliminating the energy costs of data transfer between memory and processing

units. The energy dissipated during inference depends on the programmed conductance of the memristor

crossbar, the input voltage, and the duration of the operation.

For the m-the memristor-based sensor, the energy consumed during an MVM operation can be expressed

as:

Em = ∥GmV2
m∥1t, (20)

where Gm is the conductance matrix representing the memristor crossbar, Vm indicates element-wise squar-

ing of the input voltage vector, t is the duration of the operation, and ∥·∥1 denotes the sum of the absolute

values of the elements in the resulting vector.
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For a system with M sensors operating in parallel, the total energy consumed by the sensors during one

inference operation is:

Etotal =

M∑
m=1

Em, (21)

where Em is given in (20).

6.1. Upper Bound on Energy Consumption

Calculating the exact energy consumption is challenging; therefore, we opted to estimate an upper

bound. To determine the maximum energy consumption for a memristor-based system, we assume that all

memristor conductances are set to their maximum value, gmax, and all input voltages are at their maximum

value, vmax.

Under these conditions, the upper bound on the total energy consumed across all sensors is given by:

Emax
total = M × (number of crossbar elements per sensor) × gmax × v2

max × t. (22)

This upper bound provides a worst-case estimate of energy consumption, offering insights into the scalabil-

ity and feasibility of memristor-based systems in large-scale deployments.

6.2. Comparison with Digital Sensors

Digital sensors, such as Raspberry Pi (RPi)-based platforms, are widely used in edge inference setups

due to their flexibility and general-purpose capabilities. However, digital systems typically consume con-

stant power regardless of workload because they run an operating system (OS) and multiple background

processes.

The energy consumed by a digital sensor during an inference operation lasting t seconds can be ex-

pressed as:

ERPi = PRPi × t, (23)

where PRPi is the power consumption of the Raspberry Pi, typically around 15 W during inference. Un-

like memristor-based systems, which consume energy only during active operations, digital sensors exhibit

constant power consumption irrespective of input activity. This fixed power usage can lead to significantly

higher energy costs in scenarios with sparse or intermittent input data.
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7. Numerical Results

In this section, we present numerical examples using various distributed inference scenarios with over-

the-air sensor fusion, employing both analog and digital computations across multiple datasets.

7.1. Dataset descriptions

In our numerical examples, we utilize three datasets: 1) the ModelNet dataset, 2) a custom-made

CARLA dataset, and 3) rotated MNIST dataset for the performance evaluation of the proposed approaches.

ModelNet: The Princeton ModelNet dataset, specifically its 40-class subset [48], originally provides

3D CAD models of objects. These models have been processed using the method proposed in [35] to

obtain 2D samples from a 12-view camera setup. In our simulations, we utilize this 2D dataset to assess the

performance of our proposed approach.

CARLA: Wireless inference systems have gained traction in various domains, from autonomous driv-

ing to surveillance. These systems rely on sensor data fusion for accurate environmental interpretation.

However, evaluating these systems in real-world scenarios is challenging due to complexity and cost. To

address this, we use the CARLA platform [49] to create a simulation environment. Our setup includes a

roundabout scenario with eight strategically placed cameras (as in Fig. 2). We use data from these cameras

to construct a robust dataset that simulates wireless communication challenges like occlusions, signal vari-

ations, and interference. This dataset is crucial for training and evaluating wireless inference algorithms,

enabling accuracy, robustness, and efficiency analysis in a simulated, yet highly realistic, environment. It

also allows for algorithm comparisons, suitability assessments, and the development of new approaches.

Figure 2: Roundabout simulation environment in CARLA.
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Table 1: The dataset properties for the custom-made CARLA dataset.

Class Train sample size Test sample size
Bicycle 220 108
Motorcycle 170 64
Large vehicle 250 131
Small vehicle 260 118
Pedestrian 180 58

In this environment, we collect training and test data for five classes: pedestrians, small vehicles, large

vehicles, bicycles, and motorcycles. Table 1 summarizes the dataset properties. It is important to note that

although there are eight cameras positioned around the roundabout, some detected objects may only be

sensed by a subset of the cameras. Consequently, the number of collected images for a particular object

class could be less than eight.

MNIST: For the MNIST dataset, to simulate different views for each sensor, we rotate each image

randomly between 0 − 180 degrees.

7.2. OTA multi-sensor wireless inference with digital sensors

In this section, we will first evaluate the performance of over-the-air sensor fusion with Lp-norm inspired

sensor fusion, using both fixed and trainable p, with exact digital computations at the edge sensors (e.g.,

without in-memory computing).

7.2.1. Approximating maximum operation for sensor fusion with the ModelNet dataset

For multi-modal wireless inference with digital computations at the sensors using an Lp-norm inspired

maximum approximation to obtain transformation-invariant features, we investigate the network structure

given in Table 2. We employ a mini-batch size of 10 and the Adam optimizer [50] with an initial learning

rate of η = 10−4 over T = 80 iterations. Note that in this section, we performed training over 80 iterations,

during which the accuracy curves reach convergence, and learning stabilizes at a certain accuracy before

reaching 80 iterations. However, the total number of iterations required to achieve convergence may vary

depending on factors such as the dataset, its distribution, network structure, number of sensors, wireless

channel properties, and other variables. As an automated approach, one could use a validation set to mon-

itor accuracy after each iteration; when improvement ceases, early stopping can be applied to halt training.
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Table 2: Network architecture for the multi-modal system with the ModelNet dataset and exact digital computations.

Image: 224 × 224 × 3
Sensor 1 Sensor 2

7 × 7 conv layer,
32 channels, ReLU,
stride: 4, padding: 2

5 × 5 conv layer,
32 channels, ReLU,
stride: 4, padding: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

5 × 5 conv layer,
32 channels, ReLU,
stride: 1, padding: 2

3 × 3 conv layer,
16 channels, ReLU,
stride: 1, padding: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

Dropout layer (p = 0.5) Dropout layer (p = 0.5)
Fully connected

layer (5408, 2048)
Fully connected

layer (3136, 2048)
Sensor 3 Sensor 4

5 × 5 conv layer,
16 channels, ReLU,
stride: 4, padding: 2

3 × 3 conv layer,
16 channels, ReLU,
stride: 4, padding: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

Max pooling with
kernel size: 3, stride: 2

Dropout layer (p = 0.5) Dropout layer (p = 0.5)

Front-end
(Sensor side)

Fully connected
layer (11664, 2048)

Fully connected
layer (12544, 2048)

Fully connected layer (2048, 1024), ReLU activationBack-end
(Device side) Fully connected layer (1024, 40), ReLU activation
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Figure 3: Inference accuracy for the ModelNet dataset with a multi-modal system with M = 4 digital sensors each having different
computational capabilities.

We consider the AWGN MAC channel with a 10 dB signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and utilize the over-the-air

approach described in Section 3.1 with p = 2 for approximating the maximum operation. The network

consists of four sensors in which each sensor uses data randomly sampled from 12 views of the ModelNet

dataset. In this simulation setup, the complexity of branches is adjusted according to the sensor capabilities,

i.e., we assume that the first sensor is the most powerful one in terms of computational capabilities while

sensor four has the lowest capability. As shown in Fig. 3, the proposed over-the-air approximation achieves

a performance close to that of the exact maximum, which can be considered as a performance upper bound

for the given system model, while significantly outperforming the sensor fusion with averaging. The accu-

racy of single-sensor setups, which can be considered as baseline schemes, varies due to the multi-modality

in the front-end network architectures and depends on the computational capabilities of the corresponding

sensor, i.e., the complexity of the network branch. However, it is clear that sensor fusion helps improve the

performance of all the sensors, with the accuracy of the one with the lowest capacity increasing the most,

while still offering significant improvement for the most powerful one.

7.2.2. Learnable sensor fusion with CARLA dataset

For the learnable sensor fusion, we adopt the network structure outlined in Table 3 and employ M = 5

sensors for the custom-made CARLA dataset. During offline training, we utilize a mini-batch size of 10.
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Table 3: Network architecture for the learnable sensor fusion for multi-sensor wireless inference.

Front-end
(Sensor side)

Image: 224 × 224 × 3
3 × 3 convolutional layer, 32 channels,

ReLU, stride:4, padding: 2
2D maxpooling with kernelsize=3, stride=2

dropout with probability 0.5

Back-end
(Device-size)

fully connected layer (23328, 8196)
ReLU

dropout with probability 0.5
fully connected layer (8196, 2048)

ReLU
Output layer: fully connected layer (2048, 40)

The training process utilizes the Adam optimizer [50] with an initial learning rate of 10−4 and runs for 80

iterations. For this dataset, we conduct training for 10 models and report the average test accuracy along

with the associated one-standard-deviation interval. It is worth noting that both offline training and real-

time inference involve a wireless channel connecting the sensors to the central processing device, modeled

as an AWGN MAC. We initialize the learnable parameter p as 0.95+U[0, 0.1], where U[0, 0.1] represents a

uniform distribution between 0 and 0.1. This proposed approach is compared with three baselines: 1) sensor

fusion by taking the exact maximum of all sensor’s transmitted features, 2) feature averaging, 3) using only

one sensor without sensor fusion. Taking the exact maximum requires recovering all transmitted features

from different sensors at the receiver side, necessitating orthogonal transmission and making the process

costly and undesirable. On the other hand, both the learnable sensor fusion with the Lp-norm inspired

function and feature averaging can be performed in an over-the-air manner with concurrent transmission,

making them transmission efficient. Furthermore, it is worth noting that with the help of the trainable

parameter p in learnable sensor fusion, one can cover both ends of the spectrum and approximate both

averaging and exact maximum by adjusting p values. Hence, the sensor fusion can be optimized for the

given sensor network and data structure.

In Fig. 4, we examine the perfectly known SNR scenario, where we assume that the channel SNR is

available both during offline training and real-time processing. Consequently, we train and test the proposed

approach and the baselines with exactly the same SNR settings. Specifically, we train multiple models

with {0, 2, 4, 6, 8} dB SNRs and test them with matching SNRs. As anticipated, using only one sensor

without sensor fusion has the poorest performance, since it cannot exploit multiple data sources for the
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Figure 4: Inference accuracy for learnable sensor fusion using CARLA dataset with M = 5 digital sensors with perfect (fixed) SNR
training.

detected object. Moreover, the Lp-norm inspired sensor fusion achieves superior performance compared to

both averaging and exact maximum across the entire SNR range. This observation highlights the benefits

of introducing the learnable parameter p, which enables a sensor fusion method capable of generalizing

better than averaging or exact maximum operations for the given setup. In this setup, it is noteworthy

that the parameter p converges to approximately 0.88 for 8 dB SNR, an average taken over 10 models.

Consequently, despite the final fusion method has different characteristics than averaging, it is closer to the

averaging function (not to the maximum operation).

In Fig. 5, we investigate SNR-robust training for the same system. In this scenario, during both offline

training and real-time inference, the only available information about the AWGN channel is the range of

the SNR. The exact statistics of the channel is unknown. To address this, during each iteration of the

training process, we sample an SNR value between −5 dB and 15 dB (uniformly sampled in linear scale)

and perform the training accordingly. Consequently, even though we lack perfect knowledge of the SNR,

we can train a single network to accommodate the wide SNR range. As depicted in Fig. 5, especially

for moderate to high SNR values, our previous observation holds, confirming that the Lp-norm inspired

sensor fusion with the trainable parameter remains a superior method compared to averaging and exact

maximum. However, for low SNR values, e.g., for SNRs lower than 1 dB, averaging exhibits a slightly

better performance compared to the proposed approach. Furthermore, compared to the previous results, one

22



−5 0 5 10 15

SNR (dB)

55

60

65

70

75

A
cc

u
ra

cy
(%

)

Maximum

Averaging

Lp, trainable p

Single sensor

Figure 5: Inference accuracy for learnable sensor fusion using CARLA dataset with M = 5 digital sensors with SNR-robust
training.

does not need to train multiple models for each specific channel quality when employing the SNR-robust

training approach. Instead, a single model is trained to adapt to the entire range of SNR values, making the

system more versatile and efficient.

This observation indicates that the order of performance between averaging and exact maximum can

vary based on the dataset, sensor distribution, or other system parameters. Nevertheless, with the learn-

able sensor fusion utilizing the Lp-norm inspired function, one can obtain a generalizable sensor fusion

strategy, particularly beneficial for moderate to high SNR ranges. This demonstrates the adaptability and

effectiveness of the proposed approach, making it suitable for diverse scenarios and system configurations.

We further note that the performance ranking of averaging and maximum differs between the custom-

made CARLA dataset and the ModelNet dataset presented in the previous section. This observation suggests

that the relative performance of averaging and exact maximum can vary depending on the dataset, sensor

distribution, or other system parameters. These differences arise because the practical implementation of

transformation-invariant features faces challenges, such as the need to position sensors throughout the entire

scene and identify a set of transformations that meet the necessary properties. These limitations impose

constraints on wireless inference systems, and even with transformation-invariant features, achieving the

highest accuracy is not guaranteed. However, with learnable sensor fusion using the Lp-norm inspired

function, a generalizable sensor fusion strategy can be achieved, which is particularly advantageous in
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Table 4: Network architecture for MNIST classification.

Front-end
(sensors)

Image: 28 × 28

5 × 5 convolutional layer, 10 channels, ReLu, stride: (1, 1)

Back-end
(device)

Fully connected layer (5760, 50), ReLu

Output layer: fully connected (50, 10)

moderate to high SNR ranges. This underscores the adaptability and effectiveness of the proposed approach,

making it suitable for diverse scenarios and system configurations.

7.3. Multi-sensor wireless inference with in-memory computing

In this section, we provide some numerical results for multi-sensor wireless inference with in-memory

computing and learnable sensor fusion using two different classification tasks with MNIST and ModelNet

datasets. Note that we also provide results with FP32 precision, which will serve as a performance bench-

mark and can be used as a comparative standard for assessing the performance of the memristor-based

approach.

7.3.1. MNIST

In our initial investigation, we experiment with the MNIST classification, utilizing the network archi-

tecture given in Table 4. We train the network under AWGN noise conditions, with SNR values set at

{−5, 0, 10} dB and sensors ranging from M = 1 to M = 10. To simulate different views for each sensor, we

rotate each image randomly between 0 − 180 degrees. Each configuration is trained with Adam optimizer

[50] at a learning rate of η = 0.001 for 200 epochs. The best model is saved for subsequent analog inference.

Fig. 6 shows the test accuracy for each scenario. Each data point represents the mean of 25 inferences, each

derived from five programming trials, further analyzed over the communication channel five times.

The results show that the analog sensor scenario exhibits performance that closely matches the digital

implementation (FP32), thus supporting the advantages of integrating analog devices into neural networks

with minimal performance degradation. The variability in the results, measured by the standard deviation,

is attributable to two primary factors: first, the programming and read noise inherent in the memristive

devices and second, the fluctuations in the wireless channel. An increase in the number of sensors and an

improvement in the channel SNR contribute to more predictable performance with a significant reduction in
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Figure 6: Test accuracy for MNIST classification with digital and analog sensors against number of sensors.

standard deviation. Considering the extremely low energy usage of the memristive crossbars compared to

traditional CPUs and GPUs, we argue that the proposed setup reduces the energy consumption in the sensors

by a factor of at least 103 [24], encouraging the use of DNNs in edge devices for practical applications.

We note that in our simulations, there are several sources of randomness: channel noise, different noise

types introduced by the memristors, inherent variability in neural network processing, and randomness in

the input data (e.g., the rotation angle). As a result, while an increase in the number of sensors is generally

expected to improve performance, small fluctuations are observed due to these random factors. Furthermore,

the dataset used in this simulation is the MNIST dataset, with different random rotations applied for each

sensor. Consequently, after reaching a certain number of sensors, all the data needed for accurate inference

is effectively captured, making additional data redundant. Therefore, adding more sensors—for example,

more than six in this specific case—does not lead to further performance improvement. With more complex

datasets, however, a larger number of sensors may be necessary to achieve this saturation point.

Energy Consumption: For the MNIST classification task, we analyze the energy consumption of memristor-

based sensors and compare it with Raspberry Pi-based sensors. Each memristor-based sensor processes only

the convolutional layer, consisting of 260 parameters. Using the energy consumption model introduced in
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(22), the energy consumption for the m-th sensor for one inference is:

Em,max = (number of parameters per sensor) × gmax × v2
max × t.

Substituting 260 parameters, gmax = 50 µS, vmax = 0.5 V, and t = 1 ms, we have

Em,max = 260 × 50 × 10−6 S × (0.5 V)2 × 10−3 s = 3.25 µJ.

For M = 10 sensors operating in parallel:

Etotal, max = 10 × 3.25 µJ = 32.5 µJ.

In contrast, as outlined in Section 6 with (23), the energy consumption for Raspberry Pi-based sensors is:

ERPi total = M × PRPi × t = 10 × 15 W × 10−3 s = 150 mJ.

The memristor-based system achieves an energy efficiency improvement of approximately 4.6×106, demon-

strating its exceptional suitability for energy-constrained edge applications. We note that our energy com-

putation for memristor-based sensor systems accounts only for the matrix-vector multiplication operation.

Additional operations may contribute to an increase in the total energy consumption of these systems.

7.3.2. ModelNet

For our subsequent analysis, we selected the ModelNet [35] dataset, with the network architecture given

in Table 3. The network performance is evaluated for three different scenarios of training and test channels

1) Perfect channel-state-information (CSI), 2) CSI mismatch and, 3) Robust training. Each configuration

is trained with Adam optimizer, with a learning rate set at η = 0.0001, for 100 epochs, incorporating

configurations of 1, 5, and 12 sensors. Each model is tested for channels with SNRs {0, 5, 10} dB.

Perfect CSI: Fig. 7 presents the test accuracy for analog and digital sensors under conditions where

the SNR for both testing and training phases is identical. As expected, increasing the number of sensors

improves the performance for all channel conditions. Moreover, an observed decrement of 3-5% in accuracy
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Figure 7: Test accuracy for ModelNet classification utilizing digital and analog sensors, with identical SNR during training.
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Figure 9: Test accuracy for ModelNet classification utilizing digital and analog sensors, with a random SNR during training.

is seen when employing analog sensors. This phenomenon is attributed to the increased complexity of the

network, which in turn introduces a greater chance for errors within the network weights as each weight in

the sensor layers is subjected to a weight-dependent noise as defined in (5).

CSI mismatch: Fig. 8 display the test accuracy results under various SNR conditions where the models

are tested at an SNR different than the training conditions. The results clearly indicate that the best per-

formance is achieved when the training and test channel conditions are matched, while a significant loss

in performance is observed when there is a mismatch. Specifically, the model trained at 10 dB SNR and

12 sensors achieved an accuracy of 84% when tested at 10 dB, but the accuracy dropped to 78% and 64%

when tested at 5 dB and 0 dB, respectively. This strengthens our findings from Fig. 7 that incorporating per-

fect CSI information during the training phase enhances the performance significantly. However, achieving

good performance across a range of channel conditions would require training a model for each possible

channel condition, which is not feasible for practical reasons.

Robust training: To avoid training multiple models for different channel conditions, we propose a train-

ing approach where each epoch uses a uniformly selected SNR between 0 dB and 10 dB. In Fig. 9, we

show the test performance under various channel SNR values. Each data point represents the mean of 25

inferences from five distinct programming trials, each inferred five times. Training with random SNR per

epoch increases adaptability to fluctuating channel conditions enhancing robustness and ensuring reliable

performance even with unpredictable channel conditions. By incorporating this randomized training, we
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Figure 10: Accuracy vs drift time for a network with 5 sensors at 10 dB SNR.

avoid the impracticality of training separate models for each channel condition, offering a feasible solution

for real-world applications.

Fig. 10 illustrates the test accuracy for various time drift values. The model is trained with five sensors

with an SNR range of 0 dB to 10 dB, and then tested at 10 dB SNR. Each bar in Fig. 10 represents the

mean and standard deviation over 1000 runs, with each run comprising 100 drift trials, each inferred over the

channel 10 times. This setup simulates long-term weight drift in PCM type devices within memristive neural

networks as described in (7). Without conductance drift, accuracy decreases by only 4-5%. However, with

conductance drift, the accuracy gradually declines and reaches just above 65% after one year. This decline

reflects the real-world scenario and underscores the need for continuous monitoring and reprogramming

to maintain performance. This study helps identify the optimal reprogramming interval for a sustainable

classification accuracy. With these results, we verify that even for long-term usage of a memristive neural

network, there is only minimal performance loss, while the analog computations provide significant energy

savings. Hence, considering the trade-off between energy efficiency and performance, memristive neural

networks offer a feasible solution for edge devices.

Note that we observe some variations in the numerical results. While memristor noise contributes to

this variability, it can be mitigated through approaches such as noise-aware training, as proposed in [46].
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However, the variations in our results are not solely due to memristor noise; they are also influenced by

factors like channel noise (SNR value) and the number of sensors. This variability can be significantly

reduced by using higher SNR values and increasing the number of sensors. Moreover, inherent randomness

in stochastic machine learning approaches adds to the variations, making it impossible to eliminate them

entirely. In future work, we plan to explore techniques such as error correction and noise compensation

algorithms to further enhance computational robustness against memristor noise.

We conclude this section by noting that in our simulations, we consider an adaptable over-the-air com-

bining function inspired by the Lp-norm, where the parameter p is treated as a trainable network parameter

during training. With a fixed p, one needs to decide on the sensor fusion method manually, e.g., average or

maximum, before training. In contrast, the proposed approach allows dynamic adjustment and optimization

of the sensor fusion method without manual parameter assignment, suiting diverse scenarios.

8. Conclusions

We have investigated a novel multi-sensor fusion framework utilizing analog memristor neural net-

works. The implementation of transformation-invariant Lp-norm inspired sensor fusion significantly re-

duces communication costs with OTA sensor fusion. We further optimize the system by introducing a

learnable parameter, which enhances flexibility. This parameter allows deep neural networks to dynami-

cally adjust their sensor fusion method, ranging from averaging to maximum, to suit diverse scenarios and

system configurations. Additionally, in-memory computing greatly improves energy efficiency compared to

traditional CPU and GPU computations, with only minimal performance sacrifice. This offers an efficient

solution for complex tasks in distributed environments.
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