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Abstract

The advent of sixth-generation (6G) mobile networks introduces two groundbreaking capabilities:
sensing and artificial intelligence (AI). Sensing leverages multi-modal sensors to capture real-time
environmental data, while Al brings powerful models to the network edge, enabling intelligent Internet-
of-Things (IoT) applications. These features converge in the Integrated Sensing and Edge Al (ISEA)
paradigm, where edge devices collect and locally process sensor data before aggregating it centrally
for Al tasks. Point clouds (PtClouds), generated by depth sensors, are crucial in this setup, supporting
applications such as autonomous driving and mixed reality. However, the heavy computational load and
communication demands of PtCloud fusion pose challenges. To address these, the FlyCom? framework
is proposed, optimizing distributed PtCloud fusion through on-the-fly communication and computing,
namely streaming on-sensor processing, progressive data uploading integrated communication-efficient
AirComp, and the progressive output of a global PtCloud representation. FlyCom? distinguishes itself
by aligning PtCloud fusion with Gaussian process regression (GPR), ensuring that global PtCloud
representation progressively improves as more observations are received. Joint optimization of local
observation synthesis and AirComp receiver settings is based on minimizing prediction error, balancing
communication distortions, data heterogeneity, and temporal correlation. This framework enhances
PtCloud fusion by balancing local processing demands with efficient central aggregation, paving the way
for advanced 6G applications. Validation on real-world datasets demonstrates the efficacy of FlyCom?,

highlighting its potential in next-generation mobile networks.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Two essential capabilities, sensing and artificial intelligence (Al), have been identified as novel
features in sixth-generation (6G) mobile networks [1]. Sensing enables 6G networks to leverage
multi-modal sensors, such as radar, cameras, and LiDAR, to capture real-time information from
the physical world. Al capability refers to the widespread deployment of powerful Al models
at the network edge to support intelligent Internet-of-Things (IoT) applications [2], [3]. These
two distinctive 6G functions are envisioned to coordinate seamlessly, automating various 6G
applications, including robotic control, autonomous driving, and digital twins [4]. This integration
gives rise to the novel paradigm known as Integrated Sensing and Edge AI (ISEA) [5]. In ISEA,
edge devices act as distributed sensors, collecting sensory data from their surroundings. After
preliminary local processing, this multi-sensor data is aggregated by a central server over wireless
channels for central fusion and downstream Al tasks [5], [6]. With the rapid commoditization
of depth sensors (e.g., LIDAR and structured light), point clouds (PtClouds) have become a
vital sensory data modality in sensing applications [5] and will find applications in various
ISEA services, including scene reconstruction in autonomous driving and holographic displays
in mixed reality. A PtCloud consists of points, each with a spatial coordinate representing
occupancy and an attribute reflecting luminance or color [7]. Therefore, PtClouds preserve rich
geometric information about the environment, enabling precise three-dimensional (3D) vision
through PtCloud-based Al algorithms [&], [?]. A key component of PtCloud-based ISEA is to
perform distributed PtCloud fusion to generate a comprehensive environmental description, which
however, is hindered by the heavy computational complexity of on-sensor PtCloud processing and
communication bottlenecks due to high-dimensional PtCloud aggregation [10], [1 |]. For example,
modern depth sensors can generate millions of data points per second requiring processing
and delivery [10]. These challenges motivate the current work, which proposes an on-the-fly
communication-and-computing (FlyCom?) framework for efficient distributed PtCloud fusion in
ISEA.

Compared to conventional sensory data, such as images, raw PtClouds exhibit significant data
irregularity and heterogeneity. PtCloud points captured by edge sensors are often unordered and
non-uniformly distributed in 3D space. This is due to the shape characteristics of the objects being
represented and the limited fields of perception and distinct view angles of edge sensors [10],

[I1]. Furthermore, due to attenuation and reduced reflectivity, PtCloud points are denser near
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the sensor and become sparser with increasing distance [10]. Addressing the data irregularity of
PtClouds has driven advancements in distributed PtCloud fusion, which aggregates knowledge
from distributed sensors to form a uniform exhaustive observation, thereby enhancing perception
performance [12]—[15].

Extensive efforts have been undertaken to advance distributed PtCloud fusion for efficient
processing, categorized into three distinct ISEA architectures: Al-on-Server ISEA, split ISEA,
and Al-on-Sensor ISEA. In Al-on-Sensor ISEA, advanced perception models, such as Point-
Pillars [16], are deployed directly on edge sensors. These sensors perform comprehensive Pt-
Cloud processing independently. The processed results from individual sensors are subsequently
integrated using straightforward methods like summation, averaging, or majority voting (see,
e.g., [12]). Split ISEA, on the other hand, leverages split inference, partitioning the Al model
into two sub-models, with one residing on the sensor and the other on the server [13]. This
architecture enables multi-view sensing fusion by aggregating intermediate features derived from
on-sensor computation, thus enhancing data processing efficiency [6], [1 1], [14]. The split ISEA
and Al-on-Sensor ISEA suffer relatively high complexity of local calculations, making them
not applicable for lightweight sensors and maintaining in-network sensing task lifetime. To
alleviate the computational burden on lightweight sensors, this architecture delegates complex
data analytics to a central, high-performance server. Sensors are only responsible for basic pre-
processing tasks and using the PtCloud feedback from sensors, the central server develops a
uniform representation, such as a generative model, for the distributed PtClouds [15], [17]. This
model can then predict spatial attributes for use in various PtCloud applications.

Considering distributed PtCloud fusion within the Al-on-Sensor architecture, this work aims to
address an open problem in representation learning for distributed PtCloud fusion. Representation
learning for PtCloud fusion encompasses shape reconstruction and attribute rendering. Shape
reconstruction refers to re-identifying PtCloud spatial occupancy at the server, with octree-based
space voxelization being a standard and popular approach in the applications (see, e.g., [18]). In
this method, the 3D space is divided into eight equally sized octants, with occupancy coded by
0-1 bits and the process continues by partitioning occupied octants into smaller ones, achieving
coarse-to-fine voxelization. This method accounts for PtCloud sparsity, enabling efficient im-
plementation within limited memory and generating compact bit sequences for fast occupancy
feedback [18]. Attribute rendering is to recover a high-quality attribute distribution on the given

shape. Compared to shape reconstruction, attribute rendering poses significant challenges for
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wireless aggregation due to its larger data volume. For instance, luminance feedback requires 16
times more data, and RGB feedback requires 48 times more data under 16-bit quantization. To
accelerate the PtCloud attribute feedback, spatial-aware PtCloud compression has been proposed
(see, e.g., [19]-[21]), which reduces raw attributes into a low-dimensional vector based on
PtCloud spatial correlations. However, these methods require one-shot on-sensor processing
with the computational complexity increasing super-linearly with the PtCloud voxel population,
making them unaffordable for sensors with limited computational resources. At the same time,
delivering reduced PtCloud attributes, that still reveal a high dimensionality (e.g., 223617 to
301336 voxels per frame [19]), still imposes a communication bottleneck, especially with many
sensors involved. These algorithms also need to wait for octree-based voxelization before attribute
compression, misaligning with the incremental process of shape reconstruction. In the current
work, a FlyCom? framework is proposed to overcome the above challenges. Its distinctive
feature is to enable streaming on-sensor PtCloud processing with low complexity and progressive
uploading of local observations along with the incremental shape reconstruction based on octree
search. Furthermore, the streaming communication and computation operations are executed in
parallel to halve the end-to-end latency and efficient aggregation is enabled through integrating
the progressive uploading and over-the-air computation (AirComp). AirComp addresses the
multi-access problem by leveraging the superposition property of simultaneously transmitted
analog waveforms to integrate aggregation computation with data uploading [4], [22]. Extensive
research has applied AirComp in communication-efficient distributed computing and learning,
such as AirComp-based federated learning in which a rich set of AirComp techniques are
proposed to optimize the training efficiency [23]-[25]. Recently, AirComp has gained popularity
in ISEA for enabling various sensory data aggregation functions, including averaging [5], [26],
maximization [6], and spatial feature fusion [I1].

The proposed FlyCom? framework shares some common features with relevant works. To
facilitate distributed PtCloud fusion, FlyCom? uses a 3D Gaussian process to describe the spatial
distribution of PtCloud attributes, similar to the PtCloud processing in [19]. Based on this assump-
tion, each sensor generates a low-dimensional observation from their on-sensor PtClouds through
linear projection using an observation matrix designed from the GP statistics. Then, a single-
input-multi-output (SIMO) channel is considered to enable observation aggregation by spatially
multiplexed AirComp [5], where the popular zero-forcing based transmit power control is adopted

to align the signal amplitude of distributed sensors. Despite common modeling and processing
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settings, existing algorithms face challenges in achieving protocol optimality in FlyCom? due
to the following difficulties. The main issue is that FlyCom? requires the progressive output
of a global representation using currently received and previously accumulated observations.
Furthermore, the progressive property implies that each current design in FlyCom?, including
local observation synthesis, AirComp aggregation and global fusion, should take into account
the effects of historical accumulations for overall fusion performance improvement. This can
not be supported by simply extending existing algorithms, that feature one-shot compression for
point-to-point PtCloud feedback (e.g., [19]) or one-shot AirComp error minimization (e.g., [5]),
to a progressive version. At the same time, data heterogeneity and channel diversity among
edge sensors necessitate a joint optimization of the communication-and-computing operations.
A sensor capturing informative PtClouds could suffer a poor channel condition. To balance the
tradeoff between channel distortion suppression and PtCloud feedback, the local observation
matrices and AirComp receiver should be jointly manipulated based on an end-to-end fusion
performance metric.

These difficulties are overcome in the proposed FlyCom? framework by aligning the global
PtCloud fusion using progressively received observations with the process of Gaussian process
regression (also known as Kriging [27]). Gaussian process regression aims to predict the entire
Gaussian process, i.e., the global PtCloud representation, using a limited set of samples, i.e., the
observations progressively arriving at the server. Exploiting the regression method further allows
for the performance of PtCloud representation learning to be characterized by prediction error,
guiding the end-to-end design of local observation matrices and AirComp. The key contributions
and insights of this work are summarized as follows:

« FlyCom?-Enabled Distributed PtCloud Fusion: A FlyCom? framework is present for en-
abling efficient distributed PtCloud fusion under an Al-on-Server architecture. In FlyCom?,
each sensor fetches the batch of PtCloud attributes corresponding to the voxels currently
generated in the octree-based PtCloud voxelization and generates a low-dimensional vector
by using an optimized observation matrix. Then, the edge sensors stream the obtained
observation simultaneously to the server over a SIMO channel. Once the central sensor
receives the observations aggregated via AirComp, it performs a global Gaussian process
regression using a closed-form predictor to learn a uniform representation for the distributed
PtClouds.

o Communication-Computing Integrated Design: Joint optimization of AirComp and ob-
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servation matrix design is performed based on the end-to-end fusion performance measured
by prediction error. We successively explore ideal distributed PtCloud fusion using noise-
less one-shot (i.e. ideal) aggregation, AirComp-based one-shot aggregation, and FlyCom?-
enabled fusion. To this end, it is first demonstrated that given arbitrary observation matrices,
the AirComp-based observation aggregation can be optimized by incorporating the obser-
vation matrices into the transmit power constraints in AirComp and exploiting a centroid
AirComp receiver (see, €.2., [22]). Then, the observation matrix design is formulated as a ra-
tio trace maximization problem similar to linear discriminant analysis (LDA) [28], optimally
solved via generalized eigenvalue decomposition. The decomposable matrices involved in
the decomposition process change across cases, reflecting different fundamental trade-offs.
For ideal distributed PtCloud fusion, they are the PtCloud sample’s intra-correlation and
inter-correlation matrices, simply due to the motivation of capturing more knowledge from
local PtClouds for global prediction. For AirComp-based one-shot aggregation, the self-
correlation matrix includes an additional term for effective channel gains, leading to the
generated observation matrices balancing the AirComp distortions and data heterogeneity.
These results are finally extended to the case of FlyCom?, where decomposable matrices
are further adjusted to account for temporal dependence in streaming operations.
« Termination Rule for FlyCom?: Theoretical analysis shows that prediction error in FlyCom?
decreases with continued operations, offering a flexible trade-off between fusion perfor-
mance and end-to-end latency, adjustable based on task requirements. Furthermore, we
show that the temporal error reduction during FlyCom? will converge to zero after sufficient
accumulation of PtCloud observations, suggesting a convergence-based termination rule for

the progressive operations.

The proposed framework and the relevant insights are validated in experiments using the popular
real-world PtCloud dataset of Microsoft Voxelized Upper Bodies [19], [29]. The remainder of this
paper is organized as follows. The distributed sensing and communication models are introduced
in Section II. Then, Section III introduces preliminaries of Gaussian process regression and gives
an overview of the proposed protocol of FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fusion. The joint
design of AirComp and observation matrices within different cases is presented in Section IV,
followed by performance analysis and protocol termination design in Section V. Experimental

results are provided in Section VI, followed by concluding remarks in Section VII.
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Fig. 1. An ISEA system for environmental perception in the context of (a) autonomous driving [Figure source] and (b) mixed
reality [Figure source], supported by (c) the proposed FlyCom? framework.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND METRICS

We consider the support of distributed PtCloud fusion in an ISEA system, as illustrated in

Fig. 1. The relevant models, operations, and metrics are described as follows.

A. Distributed PtCloud Sensing

Consider distributed sensing, where K depth cameras are employed to sense the environment
and their captured data points will be collected by the server for downstream tasks. A point cloud
represents a collection of points, where each point in PtCloud comprises its spatial positions as
well as the corresponding real-valued attributes, such as luminance and colors. The raw PtClouds
will be transformed into a formatted representation via voxelization to facilitate subsequent
processing and task execution. In voxelization, the points are grouped into a collection of regular
grids, called voxels, according to the spatial association relations. Then, one point is taken from
each voxel to approximate all the points in that voxel [7]. At an arbitrary sensor, say device k,
let the voxel-represented PtCloud be denoted by Py = {(gk.n, Sk.n}, Where sy, € R3*! represent
the 3D coordinates of the n-th voxel and g;, € R denotes the estimated scalar attribute.

1) PtCloud Voxelization and Occupancy Feedback: We consider the popular octree search
method to complete the space voxelization, representing compactly the point occupancy in the

space into a bit sequence [30]. As examplified in Fig. 2, an octree efficiently stores point clouds
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(c)d =3 (d) Occupancy tree

Fig. 2. Illustration of octree-based search of spatial occupancy in a 2D space (quadtree), where octants in 3D space reduce
into cubes and each cube will have 4 child cubes with their occupancy being indicated by 4 bits. In the figure, orange triangles
are PtCloud points. The tree nodes are composed of filled (bit “1”) or unfilled (bit “0”) green circles indicating occupied or
unoccupied cubes respectively. The generated bit sequence from depth d = 1 to depth d = 3 is 1 1110 0111 0111 1101.

by dividing the input space into equally sized octants and achieving coarse-to-fine partition
resolution by progressively increasing the partition depth. Then, the PtCloud occupancy is
described by the octree nodes that can be encoded into compact bit sequences, as elaborated
as follows. Let Sy, 1 < j < 24-1 " denote the 3D space corresponding to the j-th octant at
depth d. Also, define Vi(d’j), 1 < ¢ < 8 be the i-th child octant of the octant Sy ;. That is
Sa; = Uy <i<s Vi(d’j ). For the octant Sq;, a sensor with the dataset P, will generate an 8-bit
sequence, denoted by a;; = [a(d’j ),aéd’j ), e ,aéd’j )], to indicate the occupancy of its 8 child

octants:

: 1, dsin € Vi(d’j),
o{) = ; (1)

0, Otherwise.

The octree occupancy search only subdivides the occupied octants and then encodes their child
octants’ occupancy. This allows for the generated occupancy sequence to adapt to varying levels
of sparsity with a compact representation for fast feedback. In this work, we assume that the
occupancy bit sequences progressively generated by each device are fed back to the server over
dedicated channels (see, e.g., [18]).

2) Distributed PtCloud Fusion via Representation Learning: Given the spatial identification of
PtClouds, the distributed PtCloud fusion is achieved by learning a unified attribute representation

from local PtClouds. Without loss of generity, in a PtCloud Py, = {(gk.n, Sk}, the attribute value
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of a point relate to its spatial position as:

kn = f(sk,n) + €kns Sk.n € C, (2)

where f(sy,) denotes the true attribute value corresponding to the position sy ,, €, represents

the estimation error, and C denotes the domain of f(-). €, is modeled as an independent

2
e

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian variable N(0,02) and the variance 0> — 0 as
the resolution of the voxelization is sufficient large [19]. The function f(-) is the generative
representation for the PtClouds, characterizing the spatial distributions of PtCloud attributes [10].
The goal of distributed PtCloud fusion is to estimate the function f(-) using local PtCloud
samples [10]. Therefore, given f (-) as an estimated generative representation, the geometry

information of the environment can be inferred from f () by simply resampling:
attribute of position s = f(s), s e C. 3)

The problem of identifying the form of f(-) is addressed by the FlyCom? protocol proposed
in Section IIL. It models f(-) as a realization of a Gaussian process similar to [19] and estimates
f(+) within the progressive arrivals of local PtCloud observations using the technique of Gaussian

process regression.

B. Communication Modelling

We consider AirComp for data aggregation in the ISEA system in Fig. 1. The assumptions
and operations of the schemes are described as follows. The server and sensors are equipped
with M-element array and a single antenna, respectively. Assuming a frequency non-selective
channel, time is split into symbol intervals and each interval is used for transmitting one symbol.
Block fading is considered such that the channel remains unchanged over a communication slot
comprising / symbol intervals. Symbol-level synchronization is assumed over all sensors.

During an arbitrary communication slot, say slot ¢, the distributed sensors simultaneously
transmit their linear analog modulated data symbols, x;; = [x,(f)l, e ,x,(f)I]T This leads to the

server receiving a symbol matrix:
-
Y, = Z Pk,thk,txm + 7y, 4)
k

where pj, represents transmit power, h;, denotes the channel vector of sensor k, and Z,
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models additive channel noise with i.i.d. CN(0, o) elements. Assuming Rayleigh fading, hy,; ~
CN(0,Iy) and is independent between sensors. Let v, 2E [||x%.]|?] /T be the variance of
transmitted symbols over a channel coherence block. Each sensor is constrained by a power
budget of P, i.e., p} v, < P. Then, the transmit SNR is defined as v = %

Following the AirComp literature, zero-forcing transmit power control is adopted to overcome

-1

channel distortion, p;; = (bfl hy )" with b, € C" being a receive combiner (see, e.g., [22]).

As a result, a noisy version of the average of {x;} can be obtained as

1
=Y, = Zxkt + 2, )

_ A ) . . .
where z; = Z!Ib; denotes the caused channel distortion. Using the property of Gaussian

distributions, there is z; ~ CN(0, o%||bs||*1;).

C. Performance Metrics

The estimation accuracy of reconstructing f(-) can be reflected by the expected deviation
between the predicted values of all possible points in the desired 3D space C and their ground

truth. Commonly, the prediction accuracy is measured by the mean squared error (MSE) defined

as [27]

. 1 _ 2
error(f. ) = 15/ [Z (1) - /() ] . ©)

seC

III. FLYCOM2-BASED DISTRIBUTED PTCLOUD FUSION

To develop distributed PtCloud fusion over edge devices with limited computation power and
communication resources, we propose a FlyCom? framework as illustrated in Fig. 3. In the sequel,
we first briefly introduce Gaussian process regression exploited in the proposed framework and

then elaborate on the detailed FlyCom? procedures.

A. Preliminaries of Gaussian Process Regression

In this subsection, the preliminaries of Gaussian process regression are briefly summarized.
Gaussian process regression is a Bayesian approach that is adept for learning the function f(s)
under a set of observations {g, = f(s,) + €,}, 1 < n < N with the observation noise ¢, ~

N(0,02%) [31]. Its core idea is to treat f(-) as a realization of a stationary Gaussian process
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Fig. 3. Factor graph of FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fusion featuring parallel streams of on-device observation synthesis,
AirComp-based aggregation, and global Gaussian process regression.

Z due to the latter’s efficient approximation of arbitrary measurable functions. The Gaussian
process, Z ~ GP(u(s), ¢(s,s’)), is identified by a mean function y(s) and a covariance function
(i.e. kernel), ¢(s,s’), that describes the correlation between f(s) and f(s'). Without loss of
generality, the mean function is commonly set as u(s) = 0 via normalization.

The Gaussian process regression is to learn the function f(-) using a set of available samples
{(gn,sn)} and the prior statistic knowledge of the kernels ¢(s,s’). In the literature, popular
kernels include the squared exponential kernel ¢(s,s’) = [Sexp <—%> and the Ornstein-

Uhlenbeck kernel ¢(s,s’) = 30155l where (3,6) denotes the hyperparameter. These kernels

are motivated by the intuition that the outputs f(s) and f(s’) are expected to be similar if s is
2

e’

close to s’. Furthermore, the variance of additional observation noise, ¢, can be not available
in prior. To obtain these hyperparameter © = (3,6, 0.), one can solve the maximization of the
log marginal likelihood over a given training dataset [31].

Since f(-) is a realization of GP(0, ¢(s,s’)) and the observation noise also follows an inde-

pendent Gaussian distribution, the value of f(s) for an arbitrary input s and existing training

data g = [g1, 92, -+ ,gn]' shall have a joint distribution expressed as
0| |®+0d s
g | i o)1) o
f(s) 0 | & (s) ofss)
where @(s) = [d(s,s1),P(s,82), - ,¢(s,sy)]" and ® € RV*N with its (n,n)-th element

computed as ¢(s,, s, ). Therefore, one can predict the entire process f(-) using given observa-

tions {(gn,s,)} and the joint distribution (7). The predictive distribution of f(s), namely the
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conditional distribution Pr(f(s)|g, {s»},s), is a Gaussian distribution with mean and variance

given as

E[f(s)] = &' (s) (2 +0T) g, ®)
Var[f(s)] = ¢(s.5) = ¢ (s) (& + 02T) " (s). ©)
Furthermore, an important conclusion has been obtained as shown below.

Lemma 1 (MSE [27]). The mean function in (8) is the best linear unbiased predictor of f(s)
that achieves the minimal MSE that equals to Var[f(s)] in (9).

In this work, we assume the spatial distributes of the PtCloud attributes to follow a Gaussian
process. Such modeling has proved efficient in the field of PtCloud compression [19]. Then,
exploiting the Gaussian process regression approach, we propose the following FlyCom? frame-

work to learn a generative representation f(-) for the distributed PtCloud fusion.

B. Overview of the Proposed FlyCom? Protocol

As shown in Fig. 3, the proposed FlyCom? framework is to learn f(-) based on a stream
of PtCloud samples generated at edge sensors along with the octree space occupancy. The pro-
gressive property gives the name of FlyCom?, as opposed to the traditional one-shot framework
requires the execution of high-dimensional data on-sensor processing and uploading [!9]-[21].
The details are provided below.

1) On-the-Fly Observation Synthesis at Sensors: In each communication slot, each sensor
computes a local observation using its on-sensor PtClouds and transmits the observation gener-
ated in the previous slot to the server in parallel. The observations are constructed during real-
time detection of PtClouds one by one using globally designed observation matrices. Consider
the progressive observation synthesis at sensor k at the slot ¢. For ease of notation, we define,
K = {Sa;} and {(gr,x(dj), Sk,r(d.j)) }Sa ek, TESPectively, as the set of the detected octants and
the tuples of their corresponding coordinates and attributes. The attributes of these octants are
aggregated into a vector gy = [gk,w(d,j)]s 4,€K,..- Lhen, sensor k computes an observation from

g+ by exploiting a simple linear projection [19]-[21]:

fr0 = W, 8, (10)
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where W, € Rf *IKr.l represents a real observation matrix that maps the raw PtCloud attributes
onto a low-dimensional space'. The advantages of the method (10) are threefold. First, the low-
dimensional projection removes the data redundancy for efficient PtCloud feedback. Second,
the detected octant sets K, can be different between sensors due to their distinct view angles
and relative positions, leading to the issues of spatial alignment and data heterogeneity. The
approach (10) allows for efficient implementation of AirComp into observation aggregation,
avoiding octantwise spatial alignment between sensors and making it tractable to address the
data heterogeneity through the global design of {Wy;}. Third, the computation of (10) serves
as pre-processing with a slight computation load imposed on sensors, allowing them to be easily
implemented into lightweight devices.

2) AirComp-Based Observation Aggregation: The local observations simultaneously streamed
by sensors will be aggregated at the server via SIMO AirComp. Starting with the noiseless
aggregation, a global observation, denoted by f;, can be simply obtained as the summation of

the local observations generated in (10) since

g1t
ft = ka,t = [WIta T 7W1—E',t]
K
8Kt
=W/ g, (11)
where W, £ (W, --- W] denotes a global observation matrix and g, 2 [P

is the concatenation of all data samples locally detected in the current slot. f, can be then
treated as the low-dimensional projection capturing principal components of g,. With a proper
design of W, key knowledge in g; can be retained for guaranteeing the performance of global
prediction while reducing the dimensionality of required aggregations. The operation in (11) can
be efficiently realized by using AirComp in (5), at the expense of additional channel distortions.
Specifically, the AirComped aggregation of (11) will lead to the server receiving a vector symbol

expressible as ) _, f;;+2,;, whose the real part gives an effective observation since the real-valued

'Tt deserves mentioning that Wy, ; could be a complex matrix to capture knowledge using doubled dimensionality, which
however, can be straightforwardly extended from the current case by leveraging the concatenation of real and imaginary parts
of a complex fj ;. It does not offer new insights but complicates the notations, motivating us to focus on the real observation
matrix.
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attributes. Let define f't as the received noise version of f;. Then, there is
ft:%{ka7t+zt} :W:gt—l—ﬂ%{it}, (12)
k

where R {Z;} denotes the real part of the effective AirComp distortion. According to (5) and
the properties of complex Gaussian distributions, % {z;} is composed of i.i.d. N(0, $02b¢||?)
entries.

3) On-the-Fly Global Regression at a Server: In communication slot ¢, global regression is
performed using previous and currently received observations, {fg} ¢<t to generate a predictor for
the estimation of f(s) for s € C;. For ease of notation, we define f_; as the aggregations of all
previously received observations and replace ¢t by < ¢ in the involved symbols defined before.
Under the Gaussian process modeling, the optimal predictive distribution for the distributed
PtClouds, f(s), can be estimated using the property of Gaussian process regression (7). Specifi-
cally, both (10) and (11) are linear combinations over zero-mean Gaussian variables, suggesting
that f<t and f‘t still follow a zero-mean Gaussian distribution. Hence, the joint distribution of

f(s), f-;, and f, can be written as

f, "
il ~AN (o | T, (13)
f(s) ¢ P

where 3 denotes the self-covariance of an arbitrary sampling point of the Gaussian process, i.e.
B = E[f(s)f(s)]. The other covariance variables in (13) are given as

z X7 T
r, — Elf<f(s)] _ W, h(s) 7 (14)

E[f.f(s)] W/ | | &(s)

~+

Elfofl] E[f<f]

R; = . o
L E[ftf<t] E[ftft ]
— Wlt @<t,<t @<t,t W<t
L WtT él—t,t (it,t Wt
\I’<t

15)

507 (b "Iy
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where we define

@d-(s) = Elg<if(s)], &.(s) = E[g:f(s)], (16)
(i)<t,<t = E[é«élt], (i)<t,t = E[g<t§;], (17)
®,, = Elgg ] (18)

and W, is a diagonal matrix with its diagonal elements representing AirComp noise power in
previous slots. The computation of R; and r; can be computed using a given Gaussian process
kernel and the position knowledge obtained during the octree occupancy search (1) and feedback.
Then, using Lemma 1, the optimal linear predictor for f(s) at the current communication ¢ is

given as

f
fs) =1 R | (19)
f,

C. Discussions on Computation Complexity

1) Complexity at Devices: At devices, the main computation complexity comes from the local
observation systhesis (10), where given the observation matrix with the size of I x |KCy .|, the
resulting matrix-vector complexity is O(1|/Cy4|).

2) Complexity at The Server: The computation complexity at the server is due to aspects.
First, the server is required to compute the observation matrix, which is shown in Section IV
to be consistent with generalized eigenvalue decomposition [32]. In time slot ¢, consider |KCy ;|
on-device samples at sensor k, and I; principal components (i.e., the dimensionality of the obser-
vation matrix W,). Then, the computation complexity resultant from observation matrix design
is O (It <Zf:1 |1Ck7t|>2). On the other hand, the server needs to generate the predictor (19)
whose computation complexity is dominated by the matrix inverse R;'. The dimensionality

of the accumulated observations at slot ¢ is given as 2221 Iy, leading to the complexity of

R—l — R;jl + R;jlwlt(ift,t%Ail-W;@Zt,tw<tR;jl _R;jlwzt@<t,tWtA_l (20)
t —ATW/ e, W R AT ’
4 1 o _ o _
A=W/® W, + 50 by — W ., W R W&, W, 1)
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O ((Zzzl 1;)?)). Such complexity can be further reduced by computing R; ' through R;"; based
on (20) and (21), if A in (21) is non-singular. This reduces the complexity to O (It( Z;i I 3)2)),
leading to the overall complexity of O <It(2£<:1 KCri)? 4+ L3N] Ig)2)>.

D. System Optimization

Improving the performance of distributed PtCloud fusion requires optimizing the prediction
accuracy of (19), which is determined by both the observation matrix (W,) design and AirComp
receiver (b;) optimization. Specifically, it follows from Lemma 1 that given the accurate com-
putation of kernel values, f;(s) gives an unbiased estimation of f(s), namely E[f;(s)] = E[f(s)],
Vs € C, and the resulting variance between f;(s) and f(s) is given as

-
VVI@«(S) R-! Wlt¢<t(s)

W/ g(s) | | Wias)

It then follows from (22) that the MSE achieved by the slot-t predictor in (19), is given as

Var[f(s)]|=p— (22)

=5 -Tr(R;'Jy), (23)

where C; denotes the set of all occupied octants detected during the octree space search so far

and for ease of notation, we define

3, = W, _ Qutct Qut| W . 24)
W/ | QL Qu W,
Qet<t = Z ¢<t(s)¢—<rt(s)7 (25)
seCy
Qe =Y di(s)pL,(s), (26)
seCy
Qi =) di(s)9 (s)- 27)
seCy

The trace Tr (Rt_ J t) represents the prediction error reduction using the accumulated observa-

tions during FlyCom?. Its maximization is directly determined by the optimization of W, while
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W, is coupled with the design of AirComp due to the power constraint:

vie  Tr(Wi,@,,Wy,)

P - )
~ (bf'hyy)? N(b{'hy,;)?

V

(28)

where @, = E[gk,tg,;it]. Hence, W, and b, should be jointly designed to minimize the prediction

error. Given R; in (15) and J; in (24), the problem can be formulated as

-1
Wmft}i Tr (Rt Jt)

st. W, = [WL, W;ﬁ >W1T(,t]T’ (29)

Tr (W,;it@k,twk,t) < NP(bf'h,,)?, Vk.

IV. COMMUNICATION-COMPUTING INTEGRATED DESIGN FOR DISTRIBUTED PTCLOUD

FUSION

The coupling between communication and computing and the progressive property in FlyCom?
makes it difficult to address the problem (29) directly. To this end, we first study two simplified
cases induced from the FlyCom?, namely distributed PtCloud fusion using one-shot noiseless
aggregation and one-shot AirComp-based aggregation. Compared to the original one in (29),
these cases reveal a simplified form of problem formulation but involve some common tradeoffs
between communication and computing, from which the obtained solutions and insights are

exploited to facilitate the problem-solving for FlyCom?.

A. Case 1 — One-Shot Noiseless PtCloud Fusion

We first consider that the local observations {gy;} are generated from all local PtCloud points
at each sensor and then are reliably aggregated from the sensors to the server. This is the ideal
case for the distributed PtCloud fusion. In this case, the global fusion can be still performed

via (19) with R, = WT®W and J, = W'QW, reducing the problem of local observation

matrix desing to
S
max [r (W QW) ) (30)

W WTedW
The problem (30) reveals a form of ratio trace maximization whose optimal solution, W*, can

be obtained analytically by solving the generalized eigenvalue decomposition [33]:

Qw; = \;Pw,, (31
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where \; denotes the i-th largest generalized eigenvalue with w; being its corresponding eigen-
vector. Importantly, we notice a strong connection between the observation matrix design and
the well-known LDA problem that constructs a set of linear combinations of existing data
points as low-dimensional observations to separate the classes of objects. The objective of LDA
is to optimize the combination weights to simultaneously maximize the resulting inter-class
variance/covariance, i, and minimize intra-class variance/covariance, in,. The optimal

result is obtained by solving: ¥ ;e W = AXn,a W, similar to (31).

Remark 1. The local observation synthesis in the proposed FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud
fusion is close to a process of LDA, which targets finding low-dimension observations, f, over
data points scattered across multiple sensors. According to (31), the covariance of f is given
as E[ffT] = WT®W, which according to (31), will be optimized to be a diagonal matrix.
This suggests that the observation matrix W discards the potential correlation of data points
between sensors to generate a set of independent observation samples for global prediction.
The heterogeneity is addressed by manipulating the magnitude of each observation W}, in W
according to the spatial PtCloud correlation between sensors. At the same time, Q reflects
the spatial correlation between prediction areas and the obtained data points. Addressing (30)
allows W to align with the principal components of Q as much as possible, retaining the useful

components in raw PtCloud points in on-sensor computation for the global prediction.

Existing linear PtCloud compression methods (see, e.g., [19]) are based on a process of
principal component analysis (PCA), designing W, for sensor k as the principal eigenvectors of
its correlation matrix ®;. According to (30), they ignore the data heterogeneity between sensors
and prediction importance, thereby being suboptimal for the current case even sharing the same

form of local projection in (10).

B. Case 2 — One-Shot Over-the-Air PtCloud Fusion

Next, we consider the case of distributed PtCloud fusion with one-shot AirComp based
aggregation of local observations. It is similar to the case of ideal distributed PtCloud fusion
except for the additional absorption of channel distortions in fusion performance and the resulting

AirComp receiver design. To be specific, based on (30) and (29), the communication-computing
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integrated design in the current case can be particularized as

W QW
WTOW + Lo?[b| 2Ly

max Ir
Wb

Tr (W, ®,W,;) < NP(b"hy)?, Vk.

To address the problem (32), we equivalently decompose it into two subsequent subproblems:
1) optimizing AirComp receiver b under arbitrary W and 2) optimizing W based on b*, which
are solved as follows.

1) Optimization of AirComp receiver: To begin with, we first give the following property and

show the proof details in Appendix A.

Lemma 2. Given two arbitrary positive-definite matrices denoted by M; and M, and a positive-
semidefinite matrix M, there is

M M
Tr (—0> <Tr (MO) . if M, = M.

2

Lemma 2 suggests that the optimization of b* is consistent with the conventional AirComp
error minimization whose solution is given as [22]. Specifically, given arbitrary b, the optimal

b* is determined if and only if ||b||?> < ||b*||?, which ensures that for any W, there is

1 |
WTeW + 502||b*||2IN = W dW + §a2||b||2IN, Vb.

The above property, together with Lemma 2, suggests that b* maximizes the trace value in (32).

Therefore, according to [22], the optimal solution for the AirComp receiver is given as

N 1
b* = \/mkax ﬁTr () - v, (33)

where W, = WW,}P;{;W;€ and v is the first eigenvector of the channel matrix H =
[hy, hy, -  hg|. Furthermore, with transmit SNR v = P/o?, we have the power of effective

AirComp noise expressible as

1 2 *[12 __ 1
ot |Ib*||* = N~ max Tr (W) . (34)
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2) Optimization of observation matrices: Using the result in (34), the problem of designing

W is re-expressed from (32) to

max Tr ( wQw >

w WT(i)W + ﬁman Tr (‘I’k) IN
s.t. W = [W1T7 W;> e >W;(]T7 (35)
U= WTBW,, Vi

It is difficult to optimally solve (35) due to the non-convex objective function. To overcome this
problem, we resort to maximizing the lower or upper bound of the objective function, based on

the following property.

Lemma 3. Define W — diag (i, » gz ) and & = argmax Tr (W), there is
lwrow = 2 Tr(P,)Iy = L Wow (36)
— — max r -
K =Nk MIN =K ’
)\\Ilk*,min

where x is an arbitrary positive value with K < and Ay,. min being the smallest

Tr(‘Ilk*)
eigenvalue of Wy..

Detailed proofs are given in Appendix B. Using the Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, the objective

function in problem (35) can be lower and upper bounded as

WQW
Tr | =——= T -
W (® + mﬁ/)W

<Tr wiow
- WT@W—F ﬁman Tr (\Ilk) IN

WTQW
<Tr (WT@ - #K\II)W> . (37)

The left and right sides of (37) provide us an approximate of the objective function problem (35),
enabling the removal of constraints in the problem (35) and simplifying it as

WTQW >
max Ir

W <WT(<I> oW %)

where « is a constant that can be selected as a € [2k, 2K]. It is observed that the new problem is

consistent with that in (30) except for replacing ® by ® + a1y~ 'W. Hence, its optimal solution
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can be obtained by solving the generalized eigenvalue decomposition:

QW = (& + o 'y " T)WA | (39)

Furthermore, it is observed from (39) that W achieves a tradeoff between the heterogeneous
data compression and AirComp distortion suppression. For the distributed PtCloud fusion with
one-shot AirComp aggregation, there are two possible benchmarking designs of W: 1) it is
designed through (31) that focuses on heterogeneity-aware data compression, i.e. Remark 1, and
2) to minimize the AirComp error (34), W, can be computed as the non-principal eigenvectors
of ®;. so as to maximize the effective receive SNR. Both designs are suboptimal for the current
case. Specifically, using the design in (31) ignores the effects of channel diversity. Sensor &
can have largely uncorrelated PtCloud points but suffer a poor channel gain. In this case, solely
increasing the value of W, in W will enlarge the resulting AirComp channel distortions and
thus degrade the global fusion performance. On the other hand, the AirComp-error-minimization
design endows the aggregated observation with less information for the global prediction because
of the non-principal component selection. Despite the minimal aggregation error, this leads to

poor prediction performance.

Remark 2 (Balanced Tradeoff Between Data Heterogeneity and Channel Diversity). To strike a
balance between the PtCloud compression with data heterogeneity and AirComp noise suppres-
sion, the observation matrix is optimized through (39), where compared to (31), ® is replaced
by ® + o 'y~ 'W with ¥ reflecting the diversity of the channel gains of sensors. If within a

large transmit SNR v — oo, the solution in (39) reduces to that in (31).

C. Case 3 — On-the-Fly PtCloud Fusion

Eventually, we address the joint design problem for FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fu-
sion. It is worth mentioning that the optimal AirComp receiver remains unchanged under the
consideration of FlyCom? due to the monotonicity in Lemma 2 and the properties of block

diagonal matrices. That is

. 1
b; = \/ml?x ﬁTr (Wpt) - v, (40)
where W, = mwgtq)k,twm and v; is the first eigenvector of the channel matrix
H, = [h;;, hyy,--- . hg,)|. Hence, we reuse the solution in (33) and only need to focus on the
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optimization of W, in the sequel. For simplicity of notation, we first define

Q . Wl—t Q<t,<t Q<t,t A <t
.=
1) |QL, Qu
_ WItQ<t,_<tW<t <tQ<tt 1)
i QIt,tW<t
and
‘i)t _ Wlt ‘I)<t <t ‘I)<tt W,
L I <tt
| Wieaawa wiel| W)
i (I)<ttW<t (I)m
Using the definitions in (41) and (42), the objective function of (29) is rewritten as
. x7 T ~ . 3
ObJ(Wt) — Tr - dlag( W )Qtdlag( Wt)
diag(1, W) - &, - diag(L, W,) + diag (\Il<t, max 5= Tr (W) IN>
with the problem (29) expressible as
max Obj(Wt)
W,
st Wy= Wi, Wy - Wi JT, 43)
1 T
‘Ilkﬂg — mwkvt(ﬁk?twht’ Vk
According to Lemma 3, Obj(W;) can be bounded as
T, [ _diae(L. W) - Q; - diag(I, W)
diag(I, W[) - Py() - diag(I, W,)
< Obj(W,)
. x T . ~ . . x5
T -dlag(I:Wt )~ Q. d|ag(I, Wt,) a4
diag(I, W, ) - Py(K) - diag(I, W)
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=T <x = = = AxxrT & Eq. (15) =T <% 1% =
T<t,t = ‘I)<t,tW<t[WIt‘I’<t,<tW<t + ‘I’<t] IWL‘I’@,]& = ‘I’<t,tW<th_11WIt¢’<t,t, 47)
p— x — X x =T 3 _ =
=<ttt = Q—<rt7tW<th_11WIt‘I’<t,t + (I)<t,tW<th_11WItQ<t,t
—_ T - _ _ p— —
- (I)<t,tW<th—11th1Rt—11WIt¢'<t,t- (48)

where f’t(oz) = <i>t + diag (\I!<t, %‘I&) This allows for the tractable approximation of the
problem (45):
diag(I, W) - Q; - diag(I, W,)
max Tr — = - ,
W, diag(I, W, ) - Py(a) - diag(I, W)

which can be solved optimally with a closed-form solution by using the following identity.

(45)

Q Q Py

. . . . 2

Lemma 4. Given arbitrary Hermitian matrices Q = - and P = N , there
Qz QS PQ PS

exists an identity of

diag(I, WT) - Q - diag(L, W)\ WT(Q; — E)W Q
™ (G o deiw)) =T (W aw) < (5) @

2

where the matrices of T and = are given as ¥ = PJ(P,)"'P, and E 2 Q] (P,)"'P, +

P (P)'Q, — P (P)'Q(P))"'P,.

The detailed proof is given in Appendix C. Substituing Lemma 4 in the problem (45), one
can notice that the second term in the right side of the identity (46), Tr (%), is independent
of W,. Actually, Tr (%) represents the cumulative error reduction to the previous slot, which
is shown in the later performance analysis. Therefore, the minimization of the estimation error
can be simplified to maximize the first term in the identity (46), which is expressible as

( W::T(Qtt - E<t7t)wt )
max Tr | —=— —— — |,
W, Wt ((ﬁt,t + o 1")/ 1‘IJt — T<t,t)Wt

(49)

where Y, , and E_,; are given in (47) and (48), respectively. It is observed from (49) that (49)
still shares the same form with (31) except for a changed decomposable matrix. Therefore, the
optimal observation matrix for FlyCom? is obtained by solving the corresponding generalized

eigenvalue decomposition:

_ _ 1 _
(Qui—Zct )W, = (‘I't,t+a—7‘1’t—r<t,t> WA, | (50)
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It should be emphasized that the left and right decomposable matrices in (50), Q;;—Z;; and
@t,t + %\Ilt — Y 4, will not necessarily be positive-definite matrices. Therefore, the generalized
eigenvectors, as well as their corresponding eigenvalues, could be composed of complex values.
Only the real eigenvectors satisfy the real constraints of W, and will be used as columns in
W,. Furthermore, the achieved objective function with the optimal design is expressible as

Tr ( _ _WtT(Qt,t - E.)W, _ )

W/ (@, +a v 10, — Y, )W,
T <VVtT(<I>t,t +a vy, — T<t7t)VVtAt)
W/ (@, +a Iy 10, — Y, )W,
=Tr(Ay), 51

where according to Lemma 4 and (23), Tr(A;) represents the prediction error reduction in
the current slot. Hence, to maximize the gain of prediction error reduction, the generalized

eigenvectors in (50) corresponding to positive eigenvalues are selected and included in W,.

DESIGNING OBSERVATION MATRICES WITHIN DIFFERESEEESIES VIA GENERALIZED EIGENVALUE DECOMPOSITION:
QW = WA
Q= P = Interpretation
Ideal distributed PtCloud fusion Je o(s)p ' (s)ds Elgg'] Remark 1
AirComp-based distributed PtCloud fusion Je o(s)o ' (s)ds Elgg'] +v 'a'¥ Remark 2
FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fusion Je ¢, (s)p, (s)ds —Bcry | Efgeg! | +7 o'W — Y oiy Remark 3

Remark 3 (Temporal Correlation in FlyCom?). The correlation between current and previous
observations leads to the design of FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fusion distinct from
its one-shot counterpart. Specifically, the optimal design for FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud
fusion needs to further discard the components in current samples that reveal a strong correlation
with previously received observations. This is reflected by the subtraction of Y ;; from <i>t7t.
At the same time, it also takes into account the prediction performance using previous results
to focus on these areas still with limited prediction performance, as reflected by the subtraction

of E<t,t from Qt,t'

Obviously, if the current observations are independent of previous samples, namely ®, is a

block diagonal matrix, there are @Q’t =0,Y;=0,and E.;; = 0 in (50). This will lead to
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Fig. 4. Generalized eigenvalues obtained through GED in (50) for the progressive FlyCom? operations. Data samples are
selected from depth-5 octree nodes. Each sensor will process N = 24 bins. Other experimental settings are the same as those
discussed in Section VI.

the observation matrix optimized for FlyCom? reducing into that for one-shot aggregation. The

designs of the above three cases are concluded in Table I for quick comparison.

V. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AND TERMINATION RULE FOR FLYCOM?

The prediction performance will be shown to continuously improve as the FlyCom?2-based
distributed PtCloud fusion progresses and then eventually converge into a fixed value, based on
which we discuss the termination of the process of streaming operations.

To this end, we investigate the prediction error caused by the designs (50) as follows. First,

let rewrite the Tr (Qi> in Lemma 4 according to the definitions of Q; and P; as

Tr (%) = Tr ( W.1Q Wy )
P, WL P +a vy 10 _ )W,
< W, 1Qu1,«-1Waig
Wl (Pororct +a Iy W )Woy

> Tr(Ag), (52)

0<t—1

(@)

)+nmﬂ)

where step (a) follows from (51) and the identity in Lemma 4 and step (b) repeats the recursion
process to obtain the final result. Therefore, define A;® and A} representing the eigenvalues
in (51) with = K and « = « respectively. Using the lower and upper bounds in (44) and the

accumulation reduction (52), one can get the error in (23) bounded as

ZTr (A®) < error; <

<t

E)WNW (53)

<t

el el
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The results in (53) suggest that the prediction error is both upper and lower bounded by two
monotonic curves that decrease with respect to ¢, and in a single slot, the error reduction is given
as the summation of all positive eigenvalues obtained in (50). Furthermore, the prediction error
reduction will converge as the FlyCom? progresses. According to (48), there is Qi —E: =0
with ¢ — oo, suggesting that the underpredicted areas using the accumulated observations are
close to zero. This leads to the dimensionality of the current observation matrix close to zero,

i.e., Dim (Wt) =0, t — oo and
Tr (A}Y) =Tr(A?) =0, t — oo. (54)

The above degradation property allows for the convergence of the trace summation in (53). This
is evaluated by the numerical simulations in Fig. 4 that reveals the distribution of the generalized
eigenvalues, A,, generated through (50) within the progressive FlyCom? operations. It can be
observed from Fig. 4(a) that as FlyCom? progresses, the eigenvalues are gradually concentrated
to zero, of which the number of the positive eigenvalues, as shown in Fig. 4(b), also reduces to
Zero.

The above discussion offers a natural termination rule as follows.

Proposition 1 (Termination Rule). The progressive operations of the FlyCom?-based distributed
PtCloud fusion proposed in Section III can terminate when the dimensionality of the observation

matrix designed in (50) converges to zero.

VI. EXPERIMENTS
A. Experimental Setting

Consider the ISEA system as shown in Fig. 1. The receive array size is M = 8. Assuming
frequency non-selective Rayleigh fading, the multi-access channel vectors are composed of 1.i.d.
complex Gaussian CN (0, 1) elements. Each communication slot is considered to spread over at
least I = 100 symbol intervals (smaller than a channel coherence block [34]) to support the
transmission of uncoded symbols in AirComp. The transmit SNR is v = {5, 15} dB.

1) Experimental datasets: We evaluate the proposed FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fu-
sion using the PtCloud datasets of Microsoft Voxelized Upper Bodies, known as Andrew, David,
Phil, Ricardo, and Sarah, that are captured by a real-time telepresence system with RGB-D

sensors [29]. Herein, each PtCloud in the original dataset is associated with RGB colors. For
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(a) PtCloud of Andrew (b) Distributed PtClouds

Fig. 5. Tllustration of Microsoft Voxelized Upper Bodies and their distributed PtClouds.

simplicity, we only focus on the luminance components and convert the 3-dimensional color
attributes to grayscales using the standardized luminance formula: Grayscale = 0.299R +
0.587G'+0.114B. To apply AirComp-based transmission into distributed PtCloud fusion, the local
PtCloud attributes are further normalized to be zero-mean with unit variance. Following [19],
a squared exponential kernel is leveraged in the Gaussian process modeling that describes the
inherent spatial correlations among PtCloud attributes. The required hyperparameters used in
Gaussian process are learned as 8 = 0.03, 02 = 0, and § = 0.95 [19]. Finally, the original PtCloud
dataset is not a multi-view version. Mimicking the multi-view dataset generation commonly used
in the literature (see, e.g., [35]), we generate the distributed PtCloud datasets from the original
datasets by implementing /K = 8 virtual cameras with limited fields of view and detection range
to capture partially the entire PtCloud from different angles. The distributed PtCloud datasets
are illustrated in Fig. 5.

2) Benchmarking schemes: We compare the performance of the proposed FlyCom? frame-
work with three benchmarking schemes that support progressive PtCloud fusion similar to the
proposed FlyCom?. They can be treated as variants of FlyCom?, comprising local observation
synthesis, AirComp-based aggregation, and global regression, except for a distinct design of
local observation matrices. The details are given in the sequel.

« PCA-FlyCom?: PCA-FlyCom? is to extend an representative one-shot PtCloud compression
approach [19] to the FlyCom? framework. It achieves a PtCloud compression efficiency
similar to other linear PtCloud compression methods in the literature, e.g., HoloCast [20]
and HoloCast+ [21]. In PCA-FlyCom?, local observations are still generated at sensors

through linear projection, where the observation matrices are individually computed as
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Fig. 6. Error evaluation of the proposed FlyCom?.

the principal components of the spatial covariance matrix of the on-sensor PtClouds [19].
Then, these observations are aggregated at the server via AirComp (12) and are then used
to perform a global regression (19).

« AirComp-Error-Minimized (A.E.M.) FlyCom?: In contrast to PCA-FlyCom?, the current
scheme designs the local observation matrix as the non-principal component of the PtCloud
covariance matrix, which can maximize the effective receive SNR in AirComp according
to (34) and thus optimize the AirComp aggregation accuracy using the centroid receiver [5],
[22].

« Noncausal FlyCom?: Noncausal FlyCom? is a variant of the proposed FlyCom? algo-
rithm while treating the involved progressive communication and computing as a set of
independent operations. That is, in each current slot, the observation matrix and AirComp
receiver design are jointly optimized to balance the tradeoff between data heterogeneity and
AirComp distortions in a one-shot manner as in Section IV-B. Given the currently received
observation and previous accumulations, a global regression is executed based on (19) for
PtCloud fusion.

Finally, we also present the PtCloud rendering results within distributed PtCloud fusion using
the proposed FlyCom? method and compare them with the rendering using Oracle fusion that

aggregates all the raw PtCloud points from sensors to form a union at the server [15].
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Fig. 7. Performance comparison between the proposed FlyCom? method and benchmarking schemes within different FlyCom?
progresses.

B. Error Evaluation of FlyCom?-Enabled Distributed PtCloud Fusion

First, we verify the progressive performance improvement of distributed PtCloud fusion achieved
by the proposed FlyCom? in Fig. 6. The fusion performance is measured by the MSE between
the prediction results using (19) and their ground truth, as defined in (6) and within different
PtCloud datasets, the MSE is normalized by their corresponding variances in (7). We focus on
the progressive PtCloud fusion over all depth-6 voxels generated along with the octree space
search, where communication symbol slots from 200 to 1200. Furthermore, the prediction areas
in (19) are given as spatial coordinates uniformly sampled on the shape reconstructed using the
occupancy feedback during the depth-6 octree space search. The curves of the MSE versus the
communication time are presented in Fig. 6(a), from which one can observe that the fusion error
keeps decreasing as the FlyCom? progresses. The trend remains unchanged for all five testing
datasets. This is due to the continuous observation accumulation at the server for the global
fusion. This conclusion is additionally confirmed by the results in Fig. 6(b), which shows that
the error distribution for individual sampled spatial positions is continuously improved as the
symbol slots used in FlyCom? changes from 300 to 1200.

Then, we compare the error performance of the proposed FlyCom? with that of the bench-
marking schemes, varying the communication time and the PtCloud volume processed per slot
in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 respectively. The progressive fusion settings are the same as these in

Fig. 6. The curves of the fusion error versus the communication time are plotted in Fig. 7
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Fig. 8. Performance comparison between the proposed FlyCom? method and benchmarking schemes within different PtCloud
volumes processed per slot.

with the transmit SNR given as 5 and 15 dB. It is observed from Fig. 7 that all schemes
achieve an error reduction as the progressive fusion progresses. Compared to PCA-FlyCom?,
both noncasual FlyCom? and the optimal FlyCom? can realize error reduction with a significantly
faster rate. This is attributed to their joint optimization of the observation matrix and AirComp
which balances the tradeoff between the data heterogeneity and AirComp error suppression (see
Remark 2). Primed with noncasual FlyCom?, the optimal FlyCom? further takes into account
the temporal correlation between the progressive operations (see Remark 3) in the observation
design, leading to a further performance improvement, as reflected by the approximate 25%
error reduction within the consumed communication symbol slots of 1200 in Fig. 7(a). Besides,
we observe that the performance gap becomes larger as the communication time increases,
because of the enlarged possibility of current PtCloud samples showing a strong correlation
with the accumulated observations. Besides, Fig. 7 shows that the A.E.M.-FlyCom? realizes the
lowest error reduction, which is consistent with our conclusion in Remark 2 that minimizing the
aggregation error by selecting non-principal components in local observations will constrain the
sensing knowledge retained for the global prediction.

The error performance achieved by different schemes within the number of PtClod voxels
processed per slot changing from 50 to 150 is shown in Fig. 8, where the communication
time is fixed as 600 symbol slots. We observe from Fig. 8 that increasing the voxel population
can lead to error reduction in PCA-FlyCom?, noncasual FlyCom? and the optimal FlyCom?.

This is because more PtCloud information is captured by the local observations in this process
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(a) Oracle fusion, (b) 33% voxels proceed (¢) 66% voxels proceed (d) 99% voxels proceed

Fig. 9. PtCloud rendering of Andrew within the distributed PtCloud fusion over depth d = 5 voxels, using the Oracle aggregation
in (a) and the FlyCom2 method in (b), (c), (d) with different progresses.

(a) Oracle fusion (b) 33% voxels proceed (c) 66% voxels proceed (d) 99% voxels proceed

Fig. 10. PtCloud rendering of Andrew within the distributed PtCloud fusion over depth d = 6 voxels, using the Oracle aggregation
in (a) and the FlyCom2 method in (b), (c), (d) with different progresses

to benefit the global fusion. At the same time, the optimal FlyCom? outperforms noncasual
FlyCom? and increasing the PtCloud population enlarges this performance gap due to the
resulting larger temporal correlation. Compared to the above schemes, PCA-FlyCom? still reveals
a much slower error reduction because of its lack of controlling the multi-sensor heterogeneity
and channel diversity as discussed in Remark 2. Besides, it is observed that when the number
of PtCloud voxels does not exceed 100, A.E.M.-FlyCom? achieves the same performance as
PCA-FlyCom?. This is straightforwardly due to that, in this region, the observation matrix
dimensionality is smaller than or equal to the AirComp symbol length I = 100, meaning that the
principal components selected in PCA-FlyCom? overlap the non-principal components selected
in A.E.M.-FlyCom?. Further enlarging the voxel population will lead to A.E.M.-FlyCom? giving
up the relatively useful principal components of on-sensor PtClouds, resulting in a performance
degradation in the global fusion. This is verified by the error increase of A.E.M.-FlyCom? after

the voxel population being larger than 100 in Fig. 8.
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C. PtCloud Rendering

We also compare the PtCloud rendering result using the proposed FlyCom? method with that
of using the Oracle fusion in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10, based on the PtCloud data of Andrew with
voxelization depth of 5 and 6, respectively. The spatial positions are uniformly sampled from
the shape reconstructed within the corresponding depth. As one can see, with the stepping of
the FlyCom?-based distributed PtCloud fusion, the scene rendered at the server is refined with
more point details due to the sequential collection of informative fused PtCloud sequences. For
example, the face of Andrew presents more details, including the emergence of eyeballs at the
66% voxels proceed compared with the 33% one at a depth of 6. After all the FlyCom? steps,
the rendering results are quite similar to the Oracle fusion ones, demonstrating the superiority
of the proposed FlyCom? distributed PtCloud fusion, which achieves a comparable distributed
PtCloud fusion performance while significantly dropping the PtCloud uploading cost versus the

rigid PtCloud fusion schemes using raw data uploading.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present the FlyCom? framework for ISEA to address the significant challenges
of computational complexity and communication bottlenecks in distributed PtCloud fusion. The
proposed FlyCom? facilitates efficient and progressive PtCloud aggregation by aligning the fusion
process with Gaussian process regression, ensuring continuous improvement in global PtCloud
representation and offering a robust solution to the limitations of existing one-shot compression
and aggregation methods. Furthermore, we completed the joint optimization of local obser-
vation synthesis and AirComp receiver settings, addressing the temporal correlations between
progressive communication-and-computing operations and the tradeoff between communication
distortions and data heterogeneity.

Future research can further refine the FlyCom? framework by exploring advanced machine
learning models and algorithms tailored for PtCloud processing and fusion. Investigating the
integration of FlyCom? with emerging 6G technologies, such as terahertz communication and
quantum computing, could unlock new levels of performance and efficiency. Additionally, devel-
oping standardized protocols and interfaces for seamless interoperability between diverse sensors

and Al models will be crucial for widespread adoption.
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemma 2

Given positive-definite matrices My, M, and M; > M,, there is A = M; — M} is a positive

semidefinite matrix. Then, we have

M, M,
Tr— ) =Tr
(Ml) (M2+M1—M2)

M,
=Tr ,
M, + UaXaAU,L

where the thin eigenvalue decomposition A = UpoX AU}, is used. Using the Woodbury matrix

identity [?], the inverse of the sum matrix (My + UaXAUA)~! can be rewritten as
(Mz + UaXaUp) ™
— M, — M;'Ua (23 + UAM; ' Us)  UAM;!

é M2—1 _ A/’

MO - MO /
Tr (E) =Tr (M2> —Tr (A Mo) .

Next, let’s prove that A’ is a positive-semidefinite matrix. Specifically, since M, = 0 and A > 0,

which leads to

there is 3" = 0 and UXM, U = 0, eventually giving
(22" + UAM;'UA) ' 0.

Therefore, for any vector x, let y = UAM, 'x and we have

x"Ax =y (X' +UAM,;'Ua) 'y

>0,

which suggests that A’ > 0. Finally, as both A’ and M, are positive-semidefinite, using the

Ruhe’s trace inequality gives that

N
Tr (A'Mg) > > " Aarm Ay N-nt1 > 0,
n=1

where )., denotes the n-th largest eigenvalue of the matrix indicated. Hence, we can get
M M
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B. Proof of Lemma 3

For ease of notation, let’s define the eigenvalues of ¥}, as {\g, » }1<n<n, Aw, = % Yo ATy
and k* = arg maxy, ka. Then, the Lemma can be proved as follows.

1) Left Inequality: Using the definition of ¥ and W, W ¥'W can be written as

1. _ 1
“WIOW=—9 v,.

kN
K
1 1
= —v — |
kN F +/~$N Z ks
k=1,kAk*

where given x defined in the Lemma statement, the minimum eigenvalue of the first term ﬁ\Il P
is larger than \g,., leading to

1 _
K—N‘I’k* = A, Iy
Furthermore, the second Hermitian matrix ;%N ZszL 141~ ¥ has nonnegative eigenvalues, even-
tually resulting in

1 - _ _
~WIOW = \g,.Iy.
KR

2) Right Inequality: On the other hand, since k* = arg max; Ay,, there is

> = ZA% = —Tr (WTewW).

Furthermore, W T W'W is a positive-definite matrix, namely its eigenvalues are positive. Hence,
the trace of WTWW, being equal to the summation of its eigenvalues, shall be larger than
each eigenvalue, leading to Tr (W ®W) Iy — W ®W always being positive semidefinite.
Therefore, there is

T 1 oo o loor o
Ao Ly = ZTr (WIeW) Iy = EWT\IIW,

which completes the proof.
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C. Proof of Lemma 4

First, using the property of block matrix inverse [?], there is

-1

I P, P, |I
wWT| |P] P, W
- -1
P, P,W

W'P] W'P,W

P! +P'P,WD 'W'PJP;' —P;'P,WD"!
-D'W'PJP;! D!

A

A
= )

with D = WPsW — WTPJP;'P,W = WT(P; — T)W with X = PJP;'P,. Then, the
ratio trace in Lemma 4 can be rewritten as

Q Qyf |I
W' |Q Qs \u4

RTETr [ A

=Tr (P{'Q, + P/'P,WD'W P, P;!Q,)
+Tr (D'WTQsW) — Tr (D'WTP] P 'Q,W)
—Tr (P{'P;,WD'W'Q;)

2Tr (P;'Qy) + Rest

where Tr (Plel) does not depend on W and using the cyclic property of trace, the rest terms

can be further expressed as
Rest = Tr (D"'W'EW)
=Tr (W' (P; - T)W)'W'(Q; —E)W),

with E = PJP;'Q,P;'P;y + P P;'Q, — Q) P, 'P,. This completes the proof.

REFERENCES

[1] ITU-R, “Framework and overall objectives of the future development of IMT for 2030 and beyond,” [Online]
https://www.itu.int/rec/R-RECM.2160-0-202311-I/en, 2023.

[2] K. B. Letaief, Y. Shi, J. Lu, and J. Lu, “Edge artificial intelligence for 6G: Vision, enabling technologies, and applications,”
IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 5-36, 2022.

July 31, 2024 DRAFT



(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(71
(8]

(9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

(14]

[15]

(16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

(20]

[21]

[22]

36

G. Zhu, Z. Lyu, X. Jiao, P. Liu, M. Chen, J. Xu, S. Cui, and P. Zhang, “Pushing Al to wireless network edge: An overview
on integrated sensing, communication, and computation towards 6G,” Sci. China Inf. Sci., vol. 66, no. 3, p. 130301, 2023.
Z. Feng, Z. Wei, X. Chen, H. Yang, Q. Zhang, and P. Zhang, “Joint communication, sensing, and computation enabled
6G intelligent machine system,” IEEE Netw., vol. 35, no. 6, pp. 34-42, 2021.

X. Chen, K. B. Letaief, and K. Huang, “On the view-and-channel aggregation gain in integrated sensing and edge Al,”
IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., Early Access, 2024.

Z. Liu, Q. Lan, A. E. Kalgr, P. Popovski, and K. Huang, “Over-the-air multi-view pooling for distributed sensing,” IEEE
Trans. Wireless Commun., Early Access, 2024.

S. Liu, M. Zhang, P. Kadam, and C.-C. J. Kuo, 3D Point Cloud Analysis. Springer Cham, 2021.

Y. Guo, H. Wang, Q. Hu, H. Liu, L. Liu, and M. Bennamoun, “Deep learning for 3D point clouds: A survey,” IEEE Trans.
Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 43, no. 12, pp. 4338-4364, 2020.

W. Wu, Z. Qi, and F. Li, “Pointconv: Deep convolutional networks on 3D point clouds,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput.
Vis. Pattern Recog., Long Beach, CA, USA, Jun. 16 — 20 2019, pp. 9621-9630.

Y. Shao, C. Bian, L. Yang, Q. Yang, Z. Zhang, and D. Giindiiz, “Point cloud in the air,” [Online] https://arxiv.org/abs/
2401.00658, 2024.

Z. Liu, Q. Lan, and K. Huang, “Over-the-air fusion of sparse spatial features for integrated sensing and edge Al over
broadband channels,” [Online] https://arxiv.org/pdf/2404.17973., 2024.

R. Xu, H. Xiang, X. Xia, X. Han, J. Li, and J. Ma, “OPV2V: An open benchmark dataset and fusion pipeline for perception
with vehicle-to-vehicle communication,” in Proc. IEEE In. Conf. Robot. Autom. (ICRA), Philadelphia, PA, USA, May 23
- 27 2022.

X. Li and S. Bi, “Optimal Al model splitting and resource allocation for device-edge co-inference in multi-user wireless
sensing systems,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., Early Access, 2024.

Q. Chen, X. Ma, S. Tang, J. Guo, Q. Yang, and S. Fu, “F-Cooper: feature based cooperative perception for autonomous
vehicle edge computing system using 3D point clouds,” in Proc. ACM/IEEE Symp. Edge Comput. (SEC), New York, NY,
USA, Nov. 7 - 9 2019, p. 88-100.

Q. Chen, S. Tang, Q. Yang, and S. Fu, “Cooper: Cooperative perception for connected autonomous vehicles based on 3D
point clouds,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Distrib. Comput. Syst. (ICDCS), Dallas, TX, USA, Jul. 7 — 9 2019, pp. 514-524.

A. H. Lang, S. Vora, H. Caesar, L. Zhou, J. Yang, and O. Beijbom, “PointPillars: Fast encoders for object detection from
point clouds,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recog.(CVPR), Long Beach, CA, USA, Jun. 19 — 25 2019.
P. Achlioptas, O. Diamanti, 1. Mitliagkas, and L. Guibas, “Learning representations and generative models for 3d point
clouds,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Machine Learning (ICML), Stockholm, Sweden, Jul. 10-15 2018.

Z.Que, G. Lu, and D. Xu, “VoxelContext-Net: An octree based framework for point cloud compression,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF
Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recog.(CVPR), Virtual Event, Jun. 19 — 25 2021.

R. L. de Queiroz and P. A. Chou, “Transform coding for point clouds using a Gaussian process model,” IEEE Trans.
Image Process., vol. 26, no. 7, pp. 3507-3517, 2017.

T. Fujihashi, T. Koike-Akino, T. Watanabe, and P. V. Orlik, “HoloCast: Graph signal processing for graceful point cloud
delivery,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun. (ICC), Shanghai, China, May 20-24 2019.

T. Fujihashi, T. Koike-Akino, T. Watanabe, and P. V. Orlik, “HoloCast+: Hybrid digital-analog transmission for graceful
point cloud delivery with graph Fourier transform,” IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 24, pp. 2179-2191, 2022.

G. Zhu and K. Huang, “MIMO over-the-air computation for high-mobility multimodal sensing,” IEEE Internet Things J.,
vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 6089-6103, 2019.

July 31, 2024 DRAFT


https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.00658
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.00658
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2404.17973.

(23]

[24]

[25]

(26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

(30]

(31]
(32]

(33]

(34]

[35]

37

M. Mohammadi Amiri and D. Giindiiz, “Machine learning at the wireless edge: Distributed stochastic gradient descent
over-the-air,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 68, pp. 2155-2169, 2020.

N. Zhang and M. Tao, “Gradient statistics aware power control for over-the-air federated learning,” IEEE Trans. Wireless
Commun., vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 5115-5128, 2021.

K. Yang, T. Jiang, Y. Shi, and Z. Ding, “Federated learning via over-the-air computation,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun.,
vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 2022-2035, 2020.

D. Wen, P. Liu, G. Zhu, Y. Shi, J. Xu, Y. C. Eldar, and S. Cui, “Task-oriented sensing, computation, and communication
integration for multi-device edge Al,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 2486-2502, 2024.

B. E. Ankenman, B. L. Nelson, and J. Staum, “Stochastic kriging for simulation metamodeling,” Operations Research,
vol. 58, no. 2, p. 371-382, 2010.

P. Belhumeur, J. Hespanha, and D. Kriegman, “Eigenfaces vs. Fisherfaces: Recognition using class specific linear
projection,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 19, no. 7, p. 711-720, 1997.

C. Loop, C. Zhang, and Z. Zhang, “Real-time high-resolution sparse voxelization with application to image-based
modeling,” in Proc. High- Perform. Graph. Conf., Anaheim, CA, USA, Jul. 19 — 21 2013.

L. Huang, S. Wang, K. Wong, J. Liu, and R. Urtasun, “OctSqueeze: Octree-structured entropy model for LiDAR
compression,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF Conf. Comput. Vis. Pattern Recogn. (CVPR), Seattle, WA, USA, Jun. 26 — 29 2020.
C. E. Rasmussen and C. K. I. Williams, Gaussian Processes for Machine Learning. The MIT Press, 2006.

J. Yang, H. Xi, F. Yang, and Y. Zhao, “RLS-based adaptive algorithms for generalized eigen-decomposition,” IEEE Trans.
Signal Process., vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 1177-1188, 2006.

T. Hastie, R. Tibshirani, and J. Friedman, The Elements of Statistical Learning: Data mining, Inference, and Prediction.
New York, NY, USA: Springer Science & Business Media, 2009.

E. Bjornson, E. G. Larsson, and T. L. Marzetta, “Massive MIMO: ten myths and one critical question,” IEEE Commun.
Mag., vol. 54, no. 2, pp. 114-123, 2016.

H. Su, S. Maji, E. Kalogerakis, and E. Learned-Miller, ‘“Multi-view convolutional neural networks for 3D shape

recognition,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Comput. Vision (ICCV), Santiago, Chile, Dec. 7-13 2015.

July 31, 2024 DRAFT



	Introduction
	System Model and Metrics
	Distributed PtCloud Sensing
	PtCloud Voxelization and Occupancy Feedback
	Distributed PtCloud Fusion via Representation Learning

	Communication Modelling
	Performance Metrics

	FlyCom2-Based Distributed PtCloud Fusion
	Preliminaries of Gaussian Process Regression
	Overview of the Proposed FlyCom2 Protocol
	On-the-Fly Observation Synthesis at Sensors
	AirComp-Based Observation Aggregation
	On-the-Fly Global Regression at a Server

	Discussions on Computation Complexity
	Complexity at Devices
	Complexity at The Server

	System Optimization

	Communication-Computing Integrated Design for Distributed PtCloud Fusion
	Case 1 – One-Shot Noiseless PtCloud Fusion
	Case 2 – One-Shot Over-the-Air PtCloud Fusion
	Optimization of AirComp receiver
	Optimization of observation matrices

	Case 3 – On-the-Fly PtCloud Fusion

	Performance Analysis and Termination Rule for FlyCom2
	Experiments
	Experimental Setting
	Experimental datasets
	Benchmarking schemes

	Error Evaluation of FlyCom2-Enabled Distributed PtCloud Fusion
	PtCloud Rendering

	Conclusions
	Appendix
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Lemma 3
	Left Inequality
	Right Inequality

	Proof of Lemma 4

	References

