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ABSTRACT
Currently, massive video tasks are processed by edge-cloud col-
laboration. However, the diversity of task requirements and the
dynamics of resources pose great challenges to efficient inference,
resulting in many wasted resources. In this paper, we present CDIO,
a cross-domain inference optimization framework designed for
edge-cloud collaboration. For diverse input tasks, CDIO can pre-
dict resource preference types by analyzing spatial complexity and
processing requirements of the task. Subsequently, a cross-domain
collaborative optimization algorithm is employed to guide resource
allocation in the edge-cloud system. By ensuring that each task is
matched with the ideal servers, the edge-cloud system can achieve
higher efficiency inference. The evaluation results on public datasets
demonstrate that CDIO can effectively meet the accuracy and de-
lay requirements for task processing. Compared to state-of-the-art
edge-cloud solutions, CDIO achieves a computing and bandwidth
consumption reduction of 20%-40%. And it can reduce energy con-
sumption by more than 40%.
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Figure 1: The illustration of edge-cloud collaborative infer-
ence architecture.

1 INTRODUCTION
With the rapid development of deep learning and Internet of Things
(IoT) technologies, the scale of connected IoT devices continues
to expand [20]. Various types of end devices are gradually being
applied in various scenarios [14, 42], including smart cities, intel-
ligent transportation, and industrial IoT. The massive volume of
image and video data generated by a large number of end devices
requires real-time transmission and analysis. Many DNN models
are deployed on servers for real-time inference [6]. Although cloud
servers have significant computing resources, processing all in-
ference tasks in the cloud results in large-scale data transmission,
which limits the performance of real-time inference due to limited
bandwidth resources [13]. In addition, edge devices with limited
computing resources can only deploy lightweight DNN models
[37, 45], which can only support simple tasks. Accuracy may be
compromised when handling complex tasks.

Recently, to achieve more efficient inference, many researchers
explore collaborative inference architectures [7, 21, 41] based on
edge-cloud systems, as illustrated in Figure 1. This architecture
aims to leverage the strengths of both edge and cloud comput-
ing. However, despite its potential benefits, this architecture also
presents several challenges that need to be addressed. One of the
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(a) Edge, Task 1 (b) Cloud, Task 1

(c) Edge, Task 2 (d) Cloud, Task 2

Figure 2: The inference results for different tasks on edge
and cloud. If Task 1 is more sensitive to delay, it is suitable
for uploading to the edge processing. If Task 2 requires better
accuracy, it is suitable for processing in the cloud.

key challenges lies in the diverse requirements that different tasks
impose on various types of resources within the system. For in-
stance, some tasks are highly sensitive to delay and thus require
more bandwidth resources to ensure real-time data transmission
and processing [25]. Some tasks prioritize accuracy and therefore re-
quire additional computational resources to execute complex DNN
models. Figure 2 shows an example of the processing of two tasks.
Assume that Task 1 is more sensitive to delay and Task 2 requires
better accuracy. We find that different resource allocation strate-
gies have a huge impact on the inference process of edge-cloud
collaboration. It is obvious that Task 1 is suitable for uploading to
the edge processing and Task 2 is suitable for processing in the
cloud with sufficient computational resources. This inherent di-
versity in task requirements increases the difficulty of effective
collaborative inference strategies within edge-cloud systems [10].
Moreover, in an edge-cloud collaborative system, the dynamism
and uncertainty of resources make it more difficult to allocate tasks
rationally [38]. Resource availability can fluctuate unpredictably
due to factors such as network congestion and varying workloads
[17]. This poses significant challenges for collaborative inference
under dynamic resource conditions in edge-cloud systems.

To address the above problems, we propose a cross-domain infer-
ence optimization framework for edge-cloud collaboration, named
CDIO. For real-time video analysis tasks, CDIO can analyze the type
of resource preference through the pre-processor. It then optimizes
the resource allocation of the edge-cloud system to meet the task
processing requirements while minimizing resource consumption.
The main goal of CDIO is to achieve adaptive scheduling of diverse
inference tasks under dynamic resource conditions and enhance
the efficiency of video inference. The main contributions of this
paper can be summarized as follows.

• A resource preference prediction model based on spatiotem-
poral feature analysis is proposed. It can predict resource

preference type by analyzing the complexity and require-
ments of tasks. It provides guiding information for resource
allocation in edge-cloud systems.
• A cross-domain collaborative optimization algorithm based
on a feedback mechanism is developed. Combining the re-
source preference types of tasks, the algorithm can optimize
the resource allocation in the edge-cloud system under dy-
namic resource conditions.
• The performance of the proposed framework is evaluated
and compared with the baseline method. The experimen-
tal results show that CDIO can reduce the computing and
bandwidth consumption of video processing by 20%-40% and
reduce energy consumption by more than 40%.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We first
summarize the related work in Section 2. In Section 3, the proposed
CDIO framework is described in detail. We evaluate our proposed
method through extensive experiments in Section 4. Section 5 dis-
cusses the solutions in this paper. Section 6 concludes the paper
and presents future work.

2 RELATEDWORK
Edge-Cloud Collaboration for Resource Prediction. The main
goal of resource prediction is to optimize resources in the long term
[34]. Through resource prediction, edge-cloud systems can allocate
resources well in advance to address potential high loads or per-
formance bottlenecks in the future [26]. Some researchers propose
edge-cloud collaboration solutions based on resource prediction.
The authors in [5, 15] focus on model segmentation schemes based
on edge-cloud collaboration and determining the optimal model
segmentation point according to computing resources. However,
they are only for single-edge nodes. The authors in [43] propose a
joint-aware video processing architecture for edge-cloud collabora-
tion. It can guide resource allocation and reduce video processing
costs by predicting the task complexity. Considering the constraints
of multiple tasks and edge resources, the authors in [35] utilize
gated recurrent units to predict edge resource utilization. They
then propose a joint optimization method based on resource uti-
lization prediction according to the predicted results of network
states. To address the load imbalance problem in edge-cloud sys-
tems, the authors in [23] propose a resource optimization method
based on workload prediction, which improves prediction accuracy
through server correlation analysis. The authors in [8] introduce a
dynamic resource prediction framework for DNN models, allow-
ing the selection of the optimal balance between resources and
accuracy for each DNN model. The work in [12] adjusts resource al-
location schemes by predicting model inference times. The authors
in [18] dynamically adjust memory access rates based on delay
targets and user-defined priorities to improve resource allocation
efficiency. However, the above works only consider the prediction
and optimization of a single type of resource (only computing or
only bandwidth). The characteristic differences in heterogeneous
resources may cause uneven resource utilization [9], thus affecting
the performance of edge-cloud systems.

Edge-Cloud Collaboration for Inference Offloading. The of-
floading of video tasks from the end side to the edge or cloud servers
is a crucial step for efficient video processing [11]. Some researchers
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propose many edge-cloud collaboration solutions based on task
offloading. The authors in [24] introduce a time-aware edge-cloud
collaborative task scheduling method, which ensures scheduling ac-
curacy and improves throughput by the performance characterizing
network. The authors in [44] propose an edge-cloud collaborative
scheduling framework for joint configuration optimization. It can
improve task allocation through two-stage robust optimization.
The authors in [28] dynamically adjust the task offloading scheme
through service prioritization and network conditions. The authors
in [27] propose a dynamic adaptive offloading framework for video
analysis, which enhances inference accuracy by dynamically adjust-
ing network bandwidth and video bitrate. Simultaneous uploading
of many tasks can affect the accuracy and real-time performance
of video processing. To address this problem, the authors in [40]
investigate the dynamic task offloading problem for large-scale
inference requests and design an online optimization algorithm
that supports real-time adjustments. Considering the uncertainty
in task arrival rates, the authors in [22] propose a dual time-scale
Lyapunov optimization algorithm to overcome the uncertainty of
future information of the system, aiming tominimize the cost of task
offloading. To solve the load imbalance problem with multiple edge
nodes, the authors in [32, 36] investigate task offloading schemes
based on deep reinforcement learning. In real-world scenarios, due
to the continuous change of accuracy and delay requirements of
tasks, different tasks have different preferences for different types
of resources [19]. The above methods ignore analyzing task char-
acteristics, which makes it difficult to achieve efficient edge-cloud
collaborative task offloading.

3 THE PROPOSED CDIO FRAMEWORK
In this section, we present CDIO, a cross-domain inference opti-
mization framework for edge-cloud collaboration. Section 3.1 shows
the overall design of CDIO. Then the resource preference predic-
tion module is introduced in Section 3.2, and the cross-domain
collaborative optimization module is described in Section 3.3.

3.1 Overall Design
Figure 3 illustrates the overall design and workflow of the CDIO
framework, including the end, edge, and cloud components. Be-
fore using the framework, a lightweight DNN model needs to be
deployed on the edge, and a complex DNN model needs to be de-
ployed in the cloud for real-time inference of end input tasks [2].
During the application process, tasks sequentially pass through two
modules of CDIO, namely the resource preference prediction mod-
ule in Section 3.2 and the cross-domain collaborative optimization
module in Section 3.3. The resource preference prediction module
first analyzes factors such as the complexity, accuracy requirements,
and delay constraints of the input task. Subsequently, it uses a Long
Short-TermMemory (LSTM)model based on spatiotemporal feature
analysis to predict the resource preference type for the task. If the
task prefers computing resources, it is prioritized for inference on
cloud servers. Otherwise, if the task prefers bandwidth resources, it
is prioritized for inference on edge devices. However, it’s important
to note that these allocations are not rigidly enforced and are sub-
ject to adjustments based on the current resource conditions within
the system. The cross-domain collaborative optimization module

End
Video
Tasks

① Resource Preference Prediction Module

Delay Constraints

Complexity Analysis

Predict the 
Resource 

Preference

Small DNN Model

Pre-Processor

Bandwidth  Preference 

Edge

② Cross-Domain Collaborative Optimization Module

Bandwidth Analysis

Computing Load 
Analysis

Resource 
Preference
Prediction 

Result Analysis

Intelligent 
Decision-making

Cloud

Complex DNN Model

Scheduling Control

Bandwidth 
Analysis

Computing 
Analysis

Energy 
Analysis

Load Analysis

Accuracy Requirements

Resource
DemandsInference

Results

Low

 Bandwidth 
Resource

High

 Bandwidth 
Resource

Resource
Demands

High

 Computing
Resource

Low

Bandwidth 
Resource Inference

Results

Joint Resource Optimization

min
1

𝑇
෍

𝑡=0

T

(𝑈𝑡 + 𝜑𝐵𝑡)

Computing  
Preference 

Figure 3: The workflow of the proposed CDIO framework.

dynamically determines the resource allocation strategy based on
the results of resource preference prediction and the current com-
puting load and bandwidth conditions of the system. Overall, this
framework aims to achieve high-performance edge-cloud collabo-
rative inference with as few resources as possible. The adaptability
of the system to changes in task requirements and resource avail-
ability is a critical aspect, ensuring that the framework remains
efficient in varying scenarios.

3.2 Resource Preference Prediction
The prediction of resource preferences for input tasks can provide
decision-making information for edge-cloud collaboration [31]. In
this context, we propose a resource preference prediction model
based on spatiotemporal feature analysis. This model determines
resource preference types by analyzing features such as spatial com-
plexity, accuracy requirements, and delay requirements of tasks.
First, we organize historical data in a time series to ensure that each
time point includes features of previous tasks and their correspond-
ing resource preference types. Renormalization group method [3]
has been proven to quantitatively describe the spatial complexity
of images by associating information across different scales. A new
feature binary is formed by introducing the location information
of image pixels, denoted as (𝑎, 𝑒). Where 𝑎 denotes the row index
of the pixel, 𝑒 denotes the column index of the pixel. The degree of
overlap between images at different scales is calculated as follows:

𝑂𝑛,𝑛−1 =
𝐺2

𝐿2
𝑛−1

𝐿𝑛∑︁
𝑎=1

𝐿𝑛∑︁
𝑒=1

s2𝑎𝑒 (𝑛) =
𝐺2

𝐿2
𝑛−1
· 𝐿2𝑛 ·𝑂𝑛,𝑛 (1)

The initial image is denoted as 𝑛 = 0, and 𝑂𝑛,𝑛−1 signifies the
overlap between the image at scale𝑛 and scale𝑛−1. In each iteration
of the renormalization process, the image undergoes partitioning
into blocks with dimensions 𝐺 × 𝐺 . Subsequently, each of these
blocks is substituted with a single pixel whose state is determined
by s𝑎𝑒 (𝑛), where 𝐿𝑛 indices enumerate the pixels within the same
block. Considering the features appearing on each subsequent scale,
we can obtain the space complexity of the image as follows:



Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2024, Woodstock, NY Anonymous Authors.

+

xt-1

Output

Layer

Bidirectional

Layer

Intput

Layer

yt-1

+

xt

yt

+

yt+1

LSTM Cell

+

𝝈

𝒇𝒕 𝒗𝒕

𝝈 𝝈

tanh

tanh

෡𝑸𝒕 LSTM Cell

xt-1 xt xt+1
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Next, to better capture the spatiotemporal features and process-
ing requirements of the task, we design the following model:

𝑥𝑡 = 𝐼𝑡 +𝐶𝑡 +𝐴𝑡 + 𝐷𝑡 (3)
where 𝐼𝑡 denotes the time linearity, while 𝐶𝑡 denotes the space
complexity, 𝐴𝑡 is the accuracy requirement, and 𝐷𝑡 is the delay
requirement. Then, we design a multi-layer LSTM model based on
spatiotemporal feature analysis, as shown in Figure 4. It combines
spatiotemporal features with other features as inputs to the LSTM
model where the length of the input sequence is determined by the
historical information [29]. We then use multi-layer LSTM units to
enhance the learning capability of the model. Each layer can extract
features of time series data at different levels [33]. Each LSTM can
process inputs for one time step and update its internal state. A
basic LSTM network consists of a forget gate, an input gate, and an
output gate. The formula for the forget gate is as follows:

𝑓𝑡 = 𝜎𝑓

(
𝑊𝑓 · [ℎ𝑡−1, 𝑥𝑡 ] + 𝑏 𝑓

)
(4)

The𝜎 denotes the activation function,𝑊 and𝑏 denote the weight
matrix and bias, respectively. ℎ𝑡−1 denotes the output of the LSTM
cell at the moment 𝑡 − 1, and 𝑥𝑡 represents the input at the moment
𝑡 . The formula for the input gate is as follows:

𝑣𝑡 = 𝜎𝑖 (𝑊𝑣 · [ℎ𝑡−1, 𝑥𝑡 ] + 𝑏𝑣)
𝑄̃ = tanh

(
𝑊𝑄 · [ℎ𝑡−1, 𝑥𝑡 ] + 𝑏𝑄

) (5)

where 𝑄̃ is the cell state. The cell state is updated by 𝑄𝑡 = 𝑓𝑡 ⊙
𝑄𝑡−1 + 𝑣𝑡 ⊙ 𝑄𝑡 . 𝑄𝑡 is the cell state at time step 𝑡 and 𝑄𝑡−1 is the
cell state at the previous time step. The formula for the output gate
is as follows:

𝑜𝑡 = 𝜎𝑜 (𝑊𝑜 · [ℎ𝑡−1, 𝑥𝑡 ] + 𝑏𝑜 )
ℎ𝑡 = 𝑜𝑡 ⊙ tanh (𝑄𝑡 )

(6)

where ℎ𝑡 is the hidden state of the current time step. The design of
the output gate is conceptualized to address a binary classification
problem, determining the predilection of the task for either comput-
ing or bandwidth resources. To accomplish this, we use the Binary

Cross-Entropy (BCE) as the loss function. The BCE loss function is
formulated as follows:

𝐵𝐶𝐸 = − 1
𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1
[𝑔𝑖 log (𝑔𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑔𝑖 ) log (1 − 𝑔𝑖 )] (7)

where 𝑔𝑖 is the true value and 𝑔𝑖 is the predicted value. The goal
of the proposed LSTM model is to learn the complex relationship
between task features and resource preferences. It can capture the
temporal dependencies between task features to make effective
predictions about the types of resource preferences for new tasks.
This can provide a strong foundation for efficient resource allocation
in edge-cloud systems.

3.3 Cross-Domain Collaborative Optimization
3.3.1 Problem Formulation. In edge-cloud systems, many video
tasks need to be uploaded to the server for real-time inference [16].
We denote the set of input tasks by 𝑉 = {𝑣1, 𝑣2, · · · 𝑣𝑖 , · · · 𝑣𝐾 }. And
𝑌 =

{
𝑦1, 𝑦2, · · ·𝑦 𝑗 , · · ·𝑦𝑀

}
is used to represent the set of servers,

where 𝑦𝑀 denotes the cloud server. To optimize the allocation of
computing and bandwidth resources and thereby enhance their
overall utilization, we propose a comprehensive objective func-
tion. This function is a combined weighted sum that encapsulates
both computing and bandwidth resources. The formulation of this
objective function inherently incorporates the tradeoff between
computing and bandwidth resources, ensuring a balanced consid-
eration during the optimization process. Subsequently, we impose
accuracy and delay requirements as constraint conditions. The ac-
curacy constraint ensures that the allocation mechanism does not
sacrifice the quality of outcomes for resource efficiency, while the
delay constraint guarantees that tasks are completed within an
acceptable time. This can be formalized as follows:

min 1
𝑇

∑𝑇
𝑡=0 (𝑈𝑡 + 𝜑𝐵𝑡 )

s.t. 𝐶1 : 𝐴𝑖,𝑡 ≥ 𝐴𝑞𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, · · ·𝐾} , 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇
𝐶2 : 𝐷𝑖,𝑡 ≤ 𝐷𝑞𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, · · ·𝐾} , 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇
𝐶3 :

∑𝑀
𝑗=1 𝑧

𝑗
𝑖,𝑡

= 1, 𝑧 𝑗
𝑖,𝑡

= {0, 1}, 𝑦 𝑗 ∈ 𝑌, 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇

(8)

𝑈𝑡 and 𝐵𝑡 are the computing resource consumption and band-
width resource consumption for time slot 𝑡 . 𝐴𝑖,𝑡 is the accuracy of
task 𝑖 and 𝐴𝑞

𝑖,𝑡
is the accuracy requirement. 𝐷𝑖,𝑡 is the delay of task

𝑖 and 𝐷𝑞
𝑖,𝑡

is the delay requirement. 𝑧 𝑗
𝑖,𝑡

indicates whether task 𝑖
is assigned to the 𝑗-th server. The weight parameter 𝜑 is used to
control the tradeoff between computing and bandwidth resources.
Constraint 𝐶1 and constraint 𝐶2 are used to ensure that the accu-
racy and delay requirements of each task are met. Otherwise, it will
be assigned to a more resource-rich server. Constraint 𝐶3 ensures
that only one server can be selected for each task at time slot 𝑡 . Our
goal is to minimize the resource consumption of the edge-cloud
system while satisfying the task accuracy and delay requirements.
This formulation not only aims at optimizing resource utilization
but also imposes essential constraints to maintain the quality and
real-time nature of task processing. Through this dual-focused ap-
proach, the model adeptly navigates the complex environment of
resource management, striving to reduce resource consumption
while meeting performance requirements.
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3.3.2 Solution Algorithm. Given the intricacies and potential con-
flicts inherent in the above objective function, which is a complex
combinatorial optimization problem. We recognize the dynamic
of tasks and server selection variables within this problem. These
dynamics make it difficult for traditional methods to address them
efficiently, particularly when considering the tradeoff optimization
of multiple conflicting objectives such as minimizing resource con-
sumption while minimizing task processing delay and ensuring
high accuracy. To solve these difficults, we conceptualize the opti-
mization problem as a Combinatorial Multi-Armed Bandit (CMAB)
problem [4]. The CMAB problem reflects the multiple decision-
making processes of task scheduling and resource allocation in
edge-cloud systems. They are adept at handling situations char-
acterized by uncertainty and the need for balance between explo-
ration and exploitation. To address this CMAB problem, we propose
a cross-domain collaborative optimization algorithm based on a
feedback mechanism. The optimization process is shown in Al-
gorithm 1. This algorithm is designed to iteratively improve the
decision-making process by learning from the outcomes of previous
allocations, thus navigating towards an approximate solution.

Algorithm 1: Cross-Domain Collaborative Optimization
Algorithm
Input:

The set of tasks 𝑉 , The set of servers 𝑌 ;
Output:

The task and resource allocation scheme 𝑍 ∗, 𝑆∗ ;
Procedure:
1: For each task, initialize the upload to the edge

server if it is a bandwidth preference, otherwise
initialize the upload to the cloud server.

2: for each search task
3: 𝑡 ← 𝑡 + 1
4: Play a super arm 𝑆𝑡
5: if 𝐴𝑖,𝑡 ≥ 𝐴𝑞𝑖,𝑡 and 𝐷𝑖,𝑡 ≤ 𝐷

𝑞

𝑖,𝑡
then

6: 𝑍 ∗ ← 𝑧
𝑗
𝑖,𝑡

= 1
7: else
8: Update 𝑅𝑒𝑔(𝑇 ) and 𝑆𝑡
9: end if
10: end for
11: return 𝑍 ∗, 𝑆∗;

The goal of the algorithm is to dynamically allocate resources to
minimize resource consumption by learning and interacting with
the environment. The initial step in this process involves leveraging
the insights gained from the resource preference prediction module
to guide the preliminary selection of servers for task allocation.
Each super arm 𝑆𝑡 represents a resource allocation scheme. The
super arm is instrumental in representing comprehensive resource
allocation strategies that cross edge-cloud systems. The reward
obtained by playing a super arm is defined as follows:

𝑅(𝑆) = − 1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0
E[(𝑈𝑡 + 𝜑𝐵𝑡 )] (9)

The maximum reward is obtained by choosing different super
arms. To solve the inherent challenge of attaining an exact solution
to such a combinatorial optimization problem, we introduce ap-
proximation coefficients 𝛼 and 𝛽 , where 𝛼, 𝛽 < 1. The introduction
of 𝛼 and 𝛽 allows for the delineation of an approximate regret func-
tion. These coefficients are instrumental in guiding the algorithm
toward an approximate and feasible solution by quantifying the
degree of approximation acceptable in the optimization process.
The approximate regret function is then defined as:

𝑅𝑒𝑔(𝑇 ) = 𝑇 · 𝛼𝛽 · 𝑅 (𝑆𝑚𝑎𝑥 ) − E
[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑅 (𝑆𝑡 )
]

(10)

where 𝑆𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the expected reward of the optimal super arm. The
algorithm learns and finds the optimal resource allocation scheme
by balancing the strategies of new super arms and the current opti-
mal super arm. The parameters are updated through the feedback
mechanism. After each selection of a super arm, it can reach at
least 𝛼 times the maximum expected reward with probability 𝛽 .
Finally, the resource allocation strategy is continuously adjusted
through iterative training and parameter adjustment, so as to obtain
the resource allocation scheme of the edge-cloud system and meet
the accuracy requirement and delay requirement of the task. The
feedback mechanism plays a vital role in this process, enabling the
algorithm to dynamically adjust its strategy based on the observed
performance of different resource allocation solutions. This adap-
tive approach facilitates a more effective exploration of the solution
space, taking into account the changes in task requirements.

4 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
In this section, we evaluate the performance of the CDIO framework
through extensive experiments. We use real-time video inference
for the object detection task to evaluate the performance of the
proposed CDIO framework, and all experiments are dedicated to
this task.

4.1 Evaluation Setup
4.1.1 Datasets and Implementation Details. To verify the validity
of CDIO, we conduct a performance evaluation on the UA-DETRAC
dataset [39]. The UA-DETRAC dataset is a collection of video clips
with a resolution of 960 × 540 collected from surveillance cameras
at traffic intersections, including four weather conditions: cloudy,
night, sunny, and rainy. We use four NVIDIA Jetson Xavier NX as
edge devices. This edge device has a 6-core ARM v8.2 64-bit CPU
and 8 GB memory. We use one NVIDIA A100 GPU with 40 GB
memory as the cloud server. Referring to the experimental setup
in [43], we simulate two network conditions with the stable band-
width set to 300 Mbps and the fluctuating bandwidth set to change
within 20%. In addition, the above experiments are conducted under
Ubuntu 18.04.3, Python 3.8.13, and PyTorch 1.11.0.

4.1.2 Models. We adopt YOLOv5 [1] as the DNN model, which
is an object detector that can be deployed on multiple types of
hardware devices. We deploy small-size models on the edge device
and deploy complex models on the cloud server. YOLOv5 has many
different size model versions. To better validate the effectiveness
of the proposed CDIO framework, we choose six models for this
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Table 1: The presentation of different models.

Model Params (M) mAP50 FLOPs
YOLOv5s 7.2 56.8 16.5
YOLOv5l 46.5 67.3 109.1
YOLOv5x 86.7 68.9 205.7
YOLOv5s6 12.6 63.7 16.8
YOLOv5l6 76.8 71.3 111.4
YOLOv5x6 140.7 72.7 209.8

experiment, as shown in Table 1. Specifically, we set up four differ-
ent model deployment versions, as shown in Table 2. For version 1
and version 3, the number of model parameters on the cloud server
is about 6 times that of the edge. For version 2 and version 4, the
number of model parameters on the cloud server is about 12 times
that of the edge.

Table 2: The different model deployment versions.

Model Deployment Versions Edge Server Cloud Server
Model V1 YOLOv5s YOLOv5l
Model V2 YOLOv5s YOLOv5x
Model V3 YOLOv5s6 YOLOv5l6
Model V4 YOLOv5s6 YOLOv5x6

4.1.3 Evaluation Metrics. We use end-to-end accuracy and delay
as the main performance metrics. Accuracy is evaluated by the
standard metric mAP50 in object detection [30], as widely adopted
in existing work. It is the mean average precision of multiple objects
when the threshold of IoU is greater than 0.5. The delay includes
the pre-processing delay of resource preference prediction, trans-
mission delay, and inference delay.

4.1.4 Baseline Methods. We compare our solution with the follow-
ing three baseline methods.
• DAO[27]: This is a dynamic adaptive offloading method for
video inference, which can enhance inference efficiency by
dynamically adjusting network bandwidth and video bitrate.
• Sniper[24]: This is a time-aware edge-cloud collaborative
task scheduling method, which can ensure scheduling accu-
racy and improve throughput by the performance character-
izing network.
• JAVP [43]: This is a joint-aware video processing architec-
ture for edge-cloud collaboration, which can guide resource
allocation and reduce video processing costs by predicting
the complexity of tasks.

4.2 Evaluation Results
4.2.1 Accuracy Analysis. We first evaluate the accuracy of CDIO
in different bandwidth environments. To simulate the diversity of
task processing requirements, we randomly select the accuracy
requirements of the input task from [50, 80] and set the range of
delay requirements to [0.2s, 0.6s], these ranges represent a wide
range of applications [43]. The experimental comparison results of
accuracy under different model deployment versions are reported

in Table 3. It can be found that CDIO achieves accuracy close to
that of other methods. The goal of our proposed solution is not
simply to improve the accuracy but to meet the task processing
requirements as much as possible. Therefore, CDIO suffers some
loss in average accuracy, which is in line with our expectations.

Next, we measure the success rate in meeting the predefined
accuracy requirements for tasks. Specifically, a task is adjudged suc-
cessful if its final processing accuracy surpasses the input accuracy
requirements. Conversely, a task failing to meet these criteria is
categorized as unsuccessful. The test results show that CDIO has a
success rate of 93% at stable bandwidths. Remarkably, even under
fluctuating bandwidth conditions, CDIO maintains a high success
rate of 92%. This performance is significantly superior to the success
rates of other methods, which are observed to only range between
80% and 87%. CDIO achieves the highest success rate under different
bandwidth conditions and has significant advantages. The advan-
tage is more obvious under fluctuating bandwidths. This shows
that it can adapt to different task requirements through resource
preference prediction.

Table 3: The accuracy comparison results under different
methods.

Method DAO Sniper JAVP CDIO

Model V1 62.23 62.81 62.65 62.79
Stable Model V2 63.15 63.68 63.43 63.57

Bandwidths Model V3 67.18 67.73 67.46 67.63
Model V4 67.74 68.51 68.27 68.44

Model V1 61.64 62.18 62.43 62.31
Fluctuating Model V2 62.13 62.86 63.21 63.15
Bandwidths Model V3 66.79 67.29 67.37 67.35

Model V4 67.21 67.87 68.17 68.12

4.2.2 Delay Analysis. The delay of the resource preference predic-
tion module is crucial to the overall system performance. We aim
for it to be able to distinguish different types of tasks in real-time
and avoid resource waste. Therefore, we first test the running time
of the resource preference prediction module. The results show
that the pro-processing delay of resource preference prediction
is 14ms. Figure 5 illustrates the average delay of CDIO, including
pre-processing delay, transmission delay, and inference delay. We
can find that the delay in predicting resource preferences for tasks
is very low, which has little impact on the overall system delay. For
delay requirements, CDIO achieves a success rate of 90%-94%, and
other methods are only 74%-86%. It provides a solid foundation for
cross-domain resource optimization in edge-cloud systems.

Figure 6 shows the comparison results for delay under different
methods, where CDIO achieves the lowest delay. It can be found
that the delay of CDIO is lower than the other methods for different
model deployment versions. The advantage is more obvious in
fluctuating bandwidth environments. The reason why CDIO can
achieve lower delay and maintain high accuracy is that the dynamic
allocation of resources can have a significant impact on the delay
for task processing. The cross-domain collaborative optimization
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Figure 5: The delay analysis within CDIO framework.

module within CDIO can adeptly modulate resource distribution
in response to delay requirements and improve accuracy.
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Figure 6: The comparison results of average delay under
different methods.

4.2.3 Computing Consumption Comparison. We further evaluate
the computing consumption of CDIO under different bandwidth en-
vironments. The computing consumption is mainly evaluated by the
product of the server’s half-precision computational performance
(FP16) and the average inference time required for processing tasks.
The FP16 computational performance is a measure of how many
trillion floating-point operations per second (T Flops) the server can
handle. Inference time is obtained by testing the running time of
the task inference process. By multiplying the FP16 performance by
the average inference time, we arrive at a nuanced understanding
of the computing consumption for different methods.
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Figure 7: The comparison results of computing consumption
under different methods.

Figure 7 illustrates the comparison results for computing con-
sumption. We find that CDIO achieves the best performance under
different model deployment versions. CDIO also achieves better
results under fluctuating bandwidths. This is because resource pref-
erence prediction and cross-domain collaborative optimization are
more easily adapted to dynamic environments. It enables CDIO to
adjust more effectively to changes in resource availability and task
requirements. Specifically, CDIO exhibits an average reduction in
computing consumption of over 20% when compared to the JAVP
and Sniper, and an even greater reduction of over 30% relative to the
DAO. This can indicate that CDIO has a better capacity to deliver
high performance while minimizing computing consumption.

4.2.4 Bandwidth Consumption Comparison. The bandwidth con-
sumption is a crucial measure for assessing network efficiency and
resource usage. We further evaluate the bandwidth consumption
of the proposed CDIO framework. The bandwidth consumption is
mainly evaluated by dividing the amount of data transmitted by
the task by the transmission time. To determine this time, we use
precise timing mechanisms that begin timing at the initiation of
the data transfer and stop once the last packet of data has been
successfully received. By dividing the total amount of data trans-
mitted by the transmission time, we obtain a concrete value for the
bandwidth consumption.

Figure 8 illustrates the comparison results for bandwidth con-
sumption under different methods. By looking at Figure 8(a) and
Figure 8(b), we find that CDIO significantly outperforms other
methods in terms of bandwidth consumption both in stable and
fluctuating bandwidths. On average, CDIO reduces bandwidth con-
sumption by 20%-40% compared to other methods. This reduction
shows that CDIO can minimize unnecessary data transmission and
optimize network resource allocation. Whether in conditions of
stable bandwidths or fluctuating bandwidths, CDIO can ensure ro-
bust data transmission efficiency. This can also enhance the overall
performance of systems deployed within bandwidth-constrained
environments.
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Figure 8: The comparison results of bandwidth consumption
under different methods.

4.2.5 Energy Consumption Comparison. Finally, we evaluate the
energy consumption of the different methods. In our setup, the
energy consumption includes server working energy consump-
tion, server idle energy consumption, and transmission energy.
The working energy consumption is calculated by multiplying the
server’s working power by the processing time of the task, and the
idle energy consumption is calculated by multiplying the server’s
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idle power by the idle time. The transmission energy consumption
is obtained by multiplying transmission power by the transmission
time. Figure 9 illustrates the comparison results for energy con-
sumption under different methods. CDIO adapts well to dynamic
scenes, consistently demonstrating lower energy consumption than
other methods. On average, CDIO can reduce energy consumption
by more than 40%. This is because CDIO can rationally schedule
tasks and improve resource utilization through resource preference
prediction and cross-domain collaborative optimization. Overall,
CDIO mitigates the environmental impact associated with high
energy consumption in edge-cloud systems. This cross-domain op-
timization ensures that CDIO can be adaptable to a wide array of
application scenarios in the future.
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Figure 9: The comparison results of energy consumption
under different methods.

4.2.6 Ablation Studies. To deeply analyze the solution proposed
in this paper, we present the results of ablation experiments. These
experiments are designed to evaluate the individual and combined
contributions of the core components of our proposed framework.
The ablation studies include three different experimental schemes:
(1) only the resource preference prediction (RPP) module, (2) only
the cross-domain collaborative optimization (CDCO) module, and
(3) the RPP module + CDCO module. The comparison metrics in-
clude accuracy, delay, computing consumption, bandwidth con-
sumption, and energy consumption.

Table 4: The test results with different modules of the CDIO
framework.

Method RPP CDCO RPP+CDCO

Accuracy 65.13 61.37 65.42
Delay 297 314 245

Computing Consumption 33.5 30.8 29.1
Bandwidth Consumption 24.6 22.4 21.2
Energy Consumption 14.1 13.9 11.6

The RPP module’s primary function is to predict the most suit-
able resources for given tasks, aiming to optimize the allocation
process based on predicted preferences. The CDCO module is de-
signed to coordinate resources and tasks across different devices,
facilitating a more efficient utilization of available resources. By
conducting ablation experiments on different modules of the pro-
posed method, we find that the RPP module plays a key role in
improving the accuracy. Table 4 shows the average results. If only

the CDCO module is used, the accuracy decreases by about 4%.
If only the RPP module is used, the computing consumption and
bandwidth consumption grow by about 15%. This suggests that
CDCO is critical in reducing resource consumption. In addition,
both the RPP module and the CDCO module play a central role
in reducing delay and energy consumption. If we only adopt the
RPP module or CDCO module, the delay and energy consumption
increase significantly. This dual contribution is indicative of the
collaborative relationship between the RPP module and the CDCO
module, each complementing the other to enhance the system’s
overall efficiency. In conclusion, the findings from these experi-
ments are quite revealing. This indicates that both the RPP and
CDCO modules are integral to the effectiveness and generalization
capability of our proposed method.

5 DISCUSSION
Impact onMultimedia Systems.CDIO is designed to enhance the
efficiency of edge-cloud collaboration in handling vast and diverse
video tasks. By predicting resource preference types through an
analysis of spatial complexity and processing requirements, CDIO
allows for a more intelligent allocation of resources. This is critical
inmultimedia systems, where the diversity of tasks demands flexible
and efficient processing capabilities. It then employs a cross-domain
collaborative optimization algorithm that intelligently guides the
allocation of resources within the edge-cloud system. This approach
ensures that resources are utilized more efficiently, paving the way
for enhanced performance and sustainability in future multime-
dia systems. As multimedia systems continue to evolve, CDIO’s
resource preference prediction module and cross-domain collabo-
rative optimization module ensure that the framework can adapt
to new technologies and requirements. It potentially sets a new
trend for how video tasks are managed and executed in edge-cloud
systems.

Advantages Analysis. CDIO is an edge-cloud collaborative
inference framework that supports resource preference prediction.
Video tasks come with a wide range of requirements, from simple
to highly complex. By predicting the specific resource preference
types of each task, the system can ensure that each task is matched
with the most appropriate resources. This targeted allocation signif-
icantly reduces the problem of over-provisioning or under-utilizing
resources. The availability and condition of resources in edge-cloud
systems can vary widely over time. Predicting resource preference
types allows the system to dynamically adjust to these fluctuations,
ensuring that tasks are always allocated to the most efficient re-
sources currently available. This adaptability is crucial for maintain-
ing high levels of system efficiency despite the inherent variability
in resource availability.

Limitations Analysis. CDIO in the current version has some
limitations. Firstly, despite its impressive success rates of more than
90% under stable bandwidths and fluctuating bandwidths, there
remains a notable proportion of tasks that fail to meet the accuracy
and delay requirements. The reasons behind these failures could
vary from inaccuracies in predicting resource preferences, to limita-
tions in resource allocation algorithms, or unforeseen complexities
in the tasks themselves. Secondly, the CDIO framework does not
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yet support memory optimization. In the future, we will work to
address the above limitations.

6 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present CDIO, the edge-cloud collaborative infer-
ence framework that supports resource preference prediction. It can
dynamically decide task allocation strategies and guide resource
optimization according to the type of resource preference of tasks
and current system resource usage. The main goal of CDIO is to
realize adaptive scheduling for diverse tasks and improve infer-
ence efficiency under dynamic resource conditions. Compared with
state-of-the-art solutions, experimental results show that CDIO can
significantly reduce resource consumption and improve the perfor-
mance of video task processing in edge-cloud systems. Future work
will incorporate memory and focus on multi-dimensional resource
collaborative optimization in edge-cloud systems.
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