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Abstract This paper presents EdgeSAM, an accelerated
variant of the Segment Anything Model (SAM), optimized
for efficient execution on edge devices with minimal com-
promise in performance. Our approach involves distilling
the original ViT-based SAM image encoder into a purely
CNN-based architecture, better suited for edge devices.
We carefully benchmark various distillation strategies and
demonstrate that task-agnostic encoder distillation fails to
capture the full knowledge embodied in SAM. To overcome
this bottleneck, we include both the prompt encoder and
mask decoder in the distillation process, with box and point
prompts in the loop, so that the distilled model can accu-
rately capture the intricate dynamics between user input and
mask generation. To mitigate dataset bias issues stemming
from point prompt distillation, we incorporate a lightweight
module within the encoder. As a result, EdgeSAM achieves
a 37-fold speed increase compared to the original SAM, and
it also outperforms MobileSAM/EfficientSAM, being over 7
times as fast when deployed on edge devices while enhanc-
ing the mloUs on COCO and LVIS by 2.3/1.5 and 3.1/1.6,
respectively. It is also the first SAM variant that can run at
over 30 FPS on an iPhone 14. Code and demo are available
here.
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1 Introduction

In this study, we explore the feasibility of deploying the
Segment Anything Model (SAM) (Kirillov et al, 2023) di-
rectly on edge devices, such as smartphones, to enable real-
time interactive segmentation and facilitate its integration
in various downstream tasks. Addressing this challenge is
non-trivial and non-achievable with the usual engineering
efforts of compressing the model. First, SAM was not de-
signed for on-device deployment. It has a total parameter
count of 641M and requires 2735 GFLOPs under its fixed
1024 x 1024 input resolution. We failed to run SAM on an
iPhone 14 due to its large computation and memory con-
sumption. Even on an NVIDIA 2080 Ti, the throughput is
just four images per second.

A seemingly straightforward solution to speed up is to
replace SAM’s huge ViT-based image encoder with a more
compact version, as demonstrated by MobileSAM (Zhang
et al, 2023a). This approach indeed leads to a considerable
speed boost, approximately 23 times faster, but it also sub-
stantially reduces the performance. For instance, the mask
mloU on the COCO dataset (Lin et al, 2014) drops from
77.3 to 74.4 with ground-truth boxes as the box prompts.
Moreover, when deployed on edge devices, the speed of Mo-
bileSAM is still far from being real-time. For example, on
iPhone 14, its throughput is only five images per second. A
more recent work, EfficientSAM (Xiong et al, 2023) follows
the same architecture as MobileSAM but further leverages
the masked image pre-training to boost the performance.
However, it runs at the same speed as MobileSAM and con-
sumes huge computational costs during training.

In our extensive empirical investigations, it became un-
expectedly clear that the key factor in knowledge distillation
from SAM is not the incorporation of losses specifically tai-
lored for dense tasks (Liu et al, 2019; Shu et al, 2021) or
query-based detectors (Huang et al, 2022; Chen et al, 2022a;
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Chang et al, 2023). Rather, it is the strategic selection of
prompts during the distillation process that holds paramount
importance. Addressing this, we introduce a novel approach:
a dynamic prompt-in-the-loop strategy. This technique ef-
fectively enables the student model to assimilate the intri-
cate knowledge encapsulated within SAM. It involves ac-
tively aligning the student model with the multi-grained out-
put masks of SAM and iteratively introducing new prompts
in regions where the student model exhibits inaccuracies.
These tailored prompts guide the mask decoder, empha-
sizing areas of incorrect segmentation, thereby enhancing
the learning process. Furthermore, we investigated vari-
ous training configurations, examining different types of
prompts, the impacts of freezing encoder/decoder compo-
nents, the selection of distillation targets, efc.. The specifics
and findings of these explorations are detailed in the experi-
mental section.

Additionally, we conducted thorough ablation studies
focusing on the selection of the backbone architecture, par-
ticularly in view of the throughput-performance balance cru-
cial for on-device deployment. We find that purely CNN-
based architectures emerge as the more advantageous choice
to ViT-based backbones for achieving the optimal trade-off.
This is attributed to the current landscape of on-device Al
accelerators, such as Apple Neural Engine (ANE), which
are predominantly optimized for CNNs rather than ViT ar-
chitectures. This observation also underscores the versatil-
ity of our proposed prompt-aware knowledge distillation ap-
proach, highlighting its applicability across diverse architec-
tures.

In our final observations, we note that SAM, having
been trained on a dataset with multi-grained annotations,
encounters challenges in resolving the granularity of output
when faced with ambiguous prompts, such as a single point.
This is particularly evident when SAM is prompted with
center points on the COCO dataset during evaluations; the
model does not consistently produce instance-level masks,
but rather part-level masks. This issue becomes more pro-
nounced when SAM functions as the teacher model. To ad-
dress this, we propose a simple yet effective module de-
signed to explicitly discern and adapt to the granularity pri-
ors specific to a given test set or application scenario. This
module enhances SAM’s ability to interpret and respond to
varying levels of prompt ambiguity accurately.

Consequently, our EdgeSAM model achieves a remark-
able performance boost, operating 37 times faster than the
original SAM and 0.6 times more swiftly than MobileSAM
and EfficientSAM on an NVIDIA 2080 Ti GPU. Notably, on
the iPhone 14, EdgeSAM leverages its purely CNN-based
backbone (Wang et al, 2023b) to process image encoding in
amere 26 ms per image. This rate is over 7 times faster com-
pared to the performance of MobileSAM and EfficientSAM
on the same platform, marking it as the first SAM variant

capable of real-time operation on edge devices. In terms of
accuracy, EdgeSAM closely parallels the original SAM in
box-prompt performance across the SA-1B (Kirillov et al,
2023), COCO (Lin et al, 2014), and LVIS (Gupta et al, 2019)
datasets and surpasses MobileSAM and EfficientSAM by an
average of 1-2 mloU across these datasets. This capability to
run SAM in real-time on edge devices opens up a multitude
of possibilities for downstream applications, including on-
device video editing and video instance segmentation.

2 Related Work

Efficient Model Design. This research direction mainly fo-
cuses on designing efficient CNNs (Howard et al, 2017; San-
dler et al, 2018; Howard et al, 2019; Iandola et al, 2016;
Zhang et al, 2018; Ma et al, 2018; Han et al, 2020), trans-
formers (Maaz et al, 2022; Pan et al, 2022; Mehta and
Rastegari, 2022), and their mixed architecture (Zhang et al,
2023b; Ma et al, 2022; Chen et al, 2022b; Li et al, 2022a),
with the goal of visual representation learning. Our work
also adopts efficient models as the image encoder but is or-
thogonal to these works as it can be applied to various effi-
cient backbones.

Knowledge Distillation in Detection and Segmentation.
The majority of research in knowledge distillation has been
centered on classification tasks (Hinton et al, 2014; Guan
et al, 2020; Xie et al, 2020; Yuan et al, 2020; Zhang et al,
2020). Several studies (Xie et al, 2018; Liu et al, 2019;
Shu et al, 2021; Wang et al, 2020; Zhang and Ma, 2020;
Wang et al, 2019) have applied knowledge distillation tech-
niques to dense prediction tasks like semantic segmenta-
tion and object detection. Common approaches in these
works involve leveraging pixel-wise correlations or channel-
wise interactions between dense features of teacher and stu-
dent models. Recently, there has been an increased inter-
est in developing specialized knowledge distillation losses
for query-based detectors such as DETR (Carion et al,
2020), as evidenced by works like (Huang et al, 2022; Chen
et al, 2022a; Chang et al, 2023). MobileSAM (Zhang et al,
2023a), closely related to our work, implements pixel-wise
feature distillation between the SAM encoder and a com-
pact backbone and works following this direction include
EfficientViT-SAM (Zhang et al, 2024), RepViT-SAM (Wang
et al, 2023a), and NanoSAM (nan, 2023). However, they
do not address the prompt encoder and mask decoder, lead-
ing to a significant performance discrepancy compared to
the original SAM. In particular, RepViT-SAM follows Mo-
bileSAM and replaces its image encoder with RepViT, thus
yielding the same speed as EdgeSAM. However, because
it only adopts the encoder-only KD, its performance falls
behind our work. FastSAM (Zhao et al, 2023), on the
other hand, trains a YOLACT-based (Bolya et al, 2019)
instance segmentation model using the SA-1B dataset and
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Fig. 1: Figure (a) shows the overview of EdgeSAM. We first apply encoder-only knowledge distillation between the output
feature of the image encoder of SAM and EdgeSAM. Then, we adopt prompt-in-the-loop knowledge distillation, which
interactively samples point prompts from the wrongly segmented areas. Note that the initial prompt can also be in a box. In
(b), we show its throughput and the mIoU performance on the COCO and LVIS datasets with box prompts compared with

SAM, MobileSAM, and EfficientSAM.

employs heuristic rules for post-process object selection, a
method that aligns marginally with the SAM principles. Ef-
ficientSAM (Xiong et al, 2023) has achieved a great speed-
performance trade-off through masked image pre-training,
but it consumes a huge computational cost during training,
and as it uses the same image encoder as MobileSAM, it
runs no faster than MobileSAM. Our work further explores
the setting where both training and inference budgets are
more limited.

Recently, SAM 2 (Ravi et al, 2024) extends SAM to
the video domain, and several works optimize SAM 2 for
efficient inference (Xiong et al, 2024; Zhou et al, 2025).
Our work can also contribute to the SAM pre-training
stage for these methods. The design philosophy of the pro-
posed prompt-in-the-loop knowledge distillation is also re-
lated to refinement-based dense prediction methods such as
Cascade-RCNN Cai and Vasconcelos (2018) and Refine-
Mask Zhang et al (2021), but with a focus on distillation
instead of architecture.

Efficient Segmentation Models. Prior studies in efficient
segmentation (Zhao et al, 2018; Li et al, 2020; Yu et al,
2018; Hu et al, 2023; Hong et al, 2021a; Wan et al, 2023;
Yu et al, 2021; Li et al, 2023; Mehta et al, 2019, 2018; Hong
et al, 2021b) have predominantly concentrated on close-
set segmentation within specific domains, with a significant
portion of this research (Li et al, 2020; Hu et al, 2023; Mehta
et al, 2019) specifically targeting driving scenarios. More re-
cently, a few works (Zhang et al, 2022; Wan et al, 2023)
have ventured into designing segmentation models suitable
for on-device implementation, capable of running efficiently
on mobile platforms. However, the realm of on-device in-
teractive segmentation remains largely unexplored. Mobile-
SAM (Zhang et al, 2023a) represents an initial attempt, but
it still encounters challenges regarding computational effi-

ciency and a noticeable decline in performance, indicating
a substantial opportunity for further advancements in this
direction. More related research can be found in this sur-
vey (Sun et al, 2024).

3 Method

In this section, we first briefly introduce SAM (Sec. 3.1), fol-
lowed by our proposed method, EdgeSAM, that slims SAM
by encoder distillation (Sec. 3.2.1), prompt-in-the-loop dis-
tillation (Sec. 3.2.2), and a lightweight module that embeds
the granularity preferences (Sec. 3.2.3).

3.1 Preliminaries: SAM

The SAM model consists of three components: image en-
coder, prompt encoder, and mask decoder. In particular, the
image encoder takes up the most computational cost and
parameters. It follows the backbone design of ViTDet (Li
et al, 2022b), which essentially is a hierarchical vision trans-
former. The input and output sizes of the image encoder are
kept fixed at (3, 1024, 1024) and (256, 64,64).

SAM can handle four types of prompts, including point,
box, mask, and text. Points and boxes are considered as the
sparse prompts, which are encoded with random positional
embeddings (Tancik et al, 2020) summed with a type indi-
cator token. Masks and free-form texts are embedded with
a tiny CNN and the text encoder of CLIP (Radford et al,
2021), respectively. In this paper, we focus on the point and
box prompts. Note that, when no prompt is given to SAM,
SAM can operate in the segment everything mode, where it
generates a grid of positive points and regards each point as
a prompt.
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The mask decoder takes as input the image feature, em-
bedded point and/or box prompts, mask prediction tokens,
and an IoU prediction token. All the inputs will be mixed
and encoded with a lightweight two-way transformer. As a
result, each mask token is transformed into a dynamic lin-
ear classifier, which can compute the foreground probability
of each spatial location of the image feature. The IoU token
yields the mask confidence score for each mask.

Apart from the interactive prompt-based model design,
the SA-1B dataset also contributes significantly to SAM’s
zero-shot generality. It is the largest segmentation dataset to
date, with over 1 billion mask annotations across 11 million
images. Here, we highlight several characteristics of SA-
1B to better understand SAM’s capabilities: (1) the mask
annotations are obtained by prompting an ambiguity-aware
model, that is trained on semi-automatically labeled data,
with grid points; (2) the masks are class-agnostic; (3) and
the annotations are multi-grained in both instance and part
levels. As we will discuss later, those properties of SA-1B
make distillation on SAM different and more challenging
than previous segmentation models.

3.2 EdgeSAM

The goal of EdgeSAM is to transfer the capabilities of SAM
into a much more compact model, which makes deployment
on edge devices feasible. In particular, as shown in Fig. 1,
EdgeSAM maintains the encoder-decoder architecture of
SAM and aims to preserve the performance of zero-shot in-
teractive segmentation with box and point prompts. We train
EdgeSAM with only 1% data from the SA-1B dataset and
evaluate its zero-shot transferability on the COCO (Lin et al,
2014) and LVIS (Gupta et al, 2019) datasets.

3.2.1 Encoder-Only Knowledge Distillation

Inspired by MobileSAM (Zhang et al, 2023a), we adopt a
pixel-wise feature distillation loss L,, between the image en-
coder T,,,. of SAM and an efficient network S,,,. as follows:

Ly = MSE(Tenc(I), Senc(l)), (1)

where I denotes the input image. Since the downsampling
stride and feature channels of the student model and SAM
image encoder are not aligned, MobileSAM removes the
downsampling operations in the last two stages of the stu-
dent model and uses a projection layer to align the chan-
nel dimension. We also use the projection layer for chan-
nel alignment, but we keep the downsampling layers un-
changed. Instead, we construct a tiny FPN (Lin et al, 2017a)
that upsamples the feature to the desired resolution and per-
forms element-wise addition with features from previous
stages. Specifically, the FPN takes the output feature maps

from the last two stages of the backbone as the input and
projects them to the same number of channels as SAM, fol-
lowed by upsampling and addition as standard FPN opera-
tions.

We explore various efficient backbones following this
paradigm, including ViT-based (Wu et al, 2022), CNN-
based (Wang et al, 2023b), and hybrid networks (Cai et al,
2023). However, we find there is always a considerable per-
formance gap. Training with a longer schedule or using dis-
tillation losses (Liu et al, 2019; Shu et al, 2021) designed for
dense prediction tasks does not show an obvious improve-
ment. Therefore, we further propose to consider prompts
during distillation to provide task-specific guidance.

3.2.2 Prompt-In-the-Loop Knowledge Distillation

Since the original SAM decoder is lightweight enough, tak-
ing up only 0.6% of the total parameters of SAM, we re-
tain its architecture so that the pre-trained weights can be
inherited. Here, we re-visit the mask decoder of SAM. It is
a two-stream bi-directional transformer, with output feature
map f from the image encoder as the input of one stream
and sparse prompt embeddings p concatenating with four
mask tokens m and an IoU token c as the input of the other
stream'. The sparse prompt can be any combination of pos-
itive/negative points and a single box, indicating the user’s
object of interest.

With these inputs, there are many potential distillation
targets for teacher and student models to align with, includ-
ing the refined feature map, mask/IoU tokens, cross attention
between two streams of the inputs, and output mask logits.
Through empirical studies, we find that supervising the stu-
dent with teacher mask output as the ground truth is the most
effective. More details are provided in the appendix. We for-
mulate the decoder loss as follows:

Ld = Lmask(¢(Tdec(ftvp7 m, C))v Sdec(fsapa m, C))7 (2)

where ¢(-) is binary thresholding, f; and f, denote the fea-
ture from the teacher and student image encoder, respec-
tively. The teacher and student share the same set of p, m,
and c, which are kept frozen during training. We adopt a
combination of the Dice loss (Sudre et al, 2017) and BCE
loss as the mask loss Lp,s. Note that we allow the gradi-
ent backpropagate to the image encoder so that it is jointly
learned.

While the distillation loss is frustratingly simple, the
prompt selection for each training iteration needs to be care-
fully designed. We observe that fine-tuning the mask de-
coder poses a threat to the zero-shot generalization ability.
That is, training with a particular combination of prompts

! We ignore the dense prompts and focus only on point and box
prompts.
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Fig. 2: Figures (a-c) show the behaviors of the SAM with different prompts. When prompted with ambiguous prompts, e.g.,
a point, SAM yields suboptimal results. More informative prompts solve the problem. In (d), we demonstrate the sampling
process of prompt-in-the-loop KD. In particular, during distillation, we randomly sample new positive/negative point prompts
from the false negative/false positive areas in a loop, so that the student dynamically focuses on those regions.

Algorithm 1: Prompt-In-the-Loop Distillation

Tenc,Senc < SAM / EdgeSAM encoder;
Tqee < SAM decoder;
Sdec < EdgeSAM decoder initialized w/ Tgec;
m, ¢ <— shared mask / IoU tokens;
Z,P < images and prompts for training;
N, M < training steps, prompt sampling loops;
fori=1,2,...,N do
ft, fs +— Tenc(Ii)a Senc(Ii);
p < select the box or point prompt in P;;
me, Ms <— Tdec(ft7p7 m, C)a Sdec(fSapv m, C);
L+ Lmask(mt> ms);
forj=1,2,..., M do
p < sample_in_disagree(m, ms);
p <— p appends to p;
Mg, Ms Tdec(ftypz m, C), Sdec(fszp, m, C);
L+ L+ Lmask(mt7 ms);
end
Senecs Sdec < SGD model update;

end

sabotages its capability when inferencing with prompt com-
binations that are not used during training. For instance,
training only with points leads to a significant performance
drop when testing with box prompts. While freezing the
mask decoder or using LoRA (Hu et al, 2022) on the decoder
for regulation mitigates the problem, it also limits the perfor-
mance upper-bound for prompts observed during training.
Meanwhile, we find that even the original SAM outputs un-
satisfactory mask predictions when prompted with ambigu-
ous prompts, such as a single point. As shown in Fig. 2, on
the COCO dataset, with the object center as the prompt, the
mask mloU of SAM is only 53.6. Thus, aligning the stu-
dent’s outputs in such circumstances might not be optimal.
To enhance the efficacy of our distillation process, we in-
troduce a dynamic prompt sampling strategy. This approach
is designed to achieve three key objectives: (1) dynamically

generate a diverse set of prompt combinations from the ini-
tial prompt (be it a box or a point), (2) accurately identify
areas within the mask where the student model exhibits in-
accuracies, thereby directing its focus to these specific seg-
ments, and (3) compel the teacher model, namely the SAM,
to produce high-quality masks for more precise guidance.

Drawing inspiration from recent advancements in in-
teractive segmentation methods (Sofiiuk et al, 2022; Forte
et al, 2020), our strategy involves iteratively sampling new
prompts in the loop during the distillation phase. As detailed
in Algo. 1, we start with an initial prompt. With equal prob-
ability, either a box or point prompt, as provided by the SA-
1B dataset, is input into the decoders of both the teacher
and student models. Subsequently, we identify areas where
the mask predictions from the teacher and student diverge.
As shown in Fig. 2, using the teacher’s output as the refer-
ence, we uniformly sample new prompts: a positive point in
regions marked as false negatives, or a negative point in ar-
eas identified as false positives. These newly sampled points
are then amalgamated with the existing prompts for the sub-
sequent iteration of decoding. Note that we cannot sample
new box prompts from the disagreement area because the
original SAM only supports up to one box for each object
of interest. It is important to note that each prompt leads
to four mask predictions at varying levels of granularity. In
our analysis, the disagreement is calculated specifically be-
tween the teacher mask with the highest IoU score and its
corresponding student mask.

In summary, our findings reveal that rather than rely-
ing on distillation with losses dedicated to dense prediction
or query-based approaches, dynamically feeding appropri-
ate prompt combinations into the mask decoder during the
distillation process proves to be more effective. Our prompt-
in-the-loop distillation method prioritizes the strategic use of
prompts to enhance the learning process. In the experimen-
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tal section, we present detailed discussions through compre-
hensive ablation studies.

3.2.3 Granularity Priors

Since SA-1B is a class-agnostic, multi-grained, automati-
cally labeled dataset, its annotation distribution can be very
different from that of the datasets that are intensively labeled
by human labor, such as COCO. Therefore, with ambiguous
prompts, such as a single point, it is hard for SAM to deter-
mine the desired output granularity. Meanwhile, as shown in
Fig. 2, with box prompts, SAM can easily pinpoint the target
granularity. In addition, compared to iteratively clicking or
interacting with the box, there are many circumstances and
applications on smartphones that a single click is favored,
such as click-and-drag. Therefore, we propose a simple and
efficient module that explicitly embeds the granularity pri-
ors of certain datasets and can be optionally turned off if the
original behavior of SAM is preferred.

With the image encoder staying frozen, we build a
lightweight region proposal network (RPN) (Ren et al,
2015) on top of it, which consists of a feature pyramid net-
work (FPN) (Lin et al, 2017a) and a shared detection head.
For efficiency, we follow the design proposed by Efficient-
Det (Tan et al, 2020). The RPN is trained on a specific
dataset, e.g., COCO (Lin et al, 2014), to capture its granu-
larity prior. During inference, we merge the proposal boxes
whose centers are K nearest neighbors of the point prompts
weighted by their confidence scores. Finally, we combine
the merged box with the point input together as the prompt
that inputs to the mask decoder.

3.3 Training and Application

Training Pipeline. We divide the training into three stages.
In the first stage, we perform encoder-only knowledge distil-
lation on 1% SA-1B images following MobileSAM (Zhang
et al, 2023a). In the second stage, we apply prompt-in-the-
loop distillation on the same image set but with point and
box prompts as part of the inputs. In the final stage, which
is optional, we freeze modules other than the lightweight
RPN and train with the class-agnostic ground-truth boxes
with the commonly used focal loss (Lin et al, 2017b) and
Huber loss (Huber, 1992).

Inference and On-Device Demo. EdgeSAM is capable of
initiating inference with either point or box prompts, and,
akin to SAM, it can progressively incorporate additional
points for further refinement. To show the practical utility
of EdgeSAM, in demo.mov, we provide a live demonstra-
tion of running EdgeSAM on an iPhone. We develop an i0OS
application and convert the trained EdgeSAM model to a
Core ML model serving as the backend (we use the coreml-
tools (cor, 2021) for this purpose). The demo video also

showcases the qualitative results of applying EdgeSAM to
challenging scenes including crowded tiny objects, night-
time conditions, different domains, etc.. Our demonstration
device is an iPhone 13 running on iOS 17.1.

4 Experiments

Efficiency. We measure the model efficiency mainly by
throughput per second on a single NVIDIA 2080 Ti/3090
and an iPhone 14 as it reflects the real-world latency. We
also report FLOPs and total parameters for side reference.
To compare data efficiency, we show the required training
sets of each method.

Accuracy. We divide the accuracy measurement into three
scenarios according to the prompt type and source. (1) We
use the ground-truth box as the initial prompt and iteratively
add more point prompts in the wrongly segmented area for
refinement. (2) Similar to (1) but using the center point of
the ground-truth mask as the initial prompt. (3) An external
object detector is leveraged to provide box prompts. For (1)
and (2), we calculate the mloU across all instances, and for
(3), we report mAP and boundary IoU (Cheng et al, 2021).
For all evaluations, we take the output of the first mask token
as the prediction’.

Datasets. We consider SA-1B (Kirillov et al, 2023),
COCO (Lin et al, 2014), and LVIS (Gupta et al, 2019) to
evaluate both in-domain performance and zero-shot trans-
ferability. For distillation, 1% images of the whole SA-1B
dataset are used. We construct a test set, named SA-1K, from
SA-1B. In particular, we randomly select 1,000 images from
SA-1B, which are not used during training. For each image,
we randomly sample 64 instances to avoid memory over-
flow. For COCO and LVIS, we use their validation sets.

4.1 Implementation Details

As mentioned in Sec. 3.3, we split the training into three
stages. In the first stage, we train on 1% of SA-1B images
with encoder-only distillation loss L,. We train the model
for 10 epochs with the batch size set to 64. We adopt the
AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) and set
the initial learning rate to 1.25e-2. We adopt the cosine de-
cay schedule, which gradually decreases the learning rate to
6.25e-7. In the second stage, we load the encoder weights
trained in stage one and inherit decoder weights from SAM.
We then train with the prompt-in-the-loop distillation loss
L4 on 1% SA-1B for 5 epochs. The batch size is 16, and
the learning rate decays from le-4 to le-5. We set the maxi-
mum allowed instances per image to 16, and the number of

2 Since EfficientSAM only supports outputting multiple masks, we
select the mask with the highest score as the final prediction for it.
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Table 1: Efficiency comparison. FLOPs are calculated based on the 1024 x 1024 input resolution. Numbers denoted by *
are referred from MobileSAM (Zhang et al, 2023a). Note that, MobileSAM and EfficientSAM-Ti share the same network

architecture.

. FPS

Model Train Set iPhone 14 2080 Ti 3090 MParam. GFLOPs
SAM SA-1B OOM 4.3 - 641.1 2734.8
FastSAM 2% SA-1B - - 25.0% 68.2 887.6
MobileSAM 1% SA-1B 4.9 103.5 100.0* 9.8 38.2
EfficientSAM-Ti | SA-1B+IN 4.9 103.5 100.0%* 9.8 38.2
EdgeSAM 1% SA-1B 38.7 164.3 - 9.6 22.1
EdgeSAM-RPN | 1% SA-1B 34.1 123.9 - 9.8 222

Table 2: Performance with GT boxes as prompts. We report the mloU across all instances in the test set. +/ pt. denotes
appending an additional refinement point as the prompt. Bold marks the best while underline marks the second best. Since
EfficientSAM is trained on the entire SA-1B dataset, we do not evaluate it on SA-1K.

Method SA-1K COCO LVIS

Box +1pt. +2pt. | Box +1pt. +2pt. | Box +I1pt. +2pt
SAM 86.7  86.7 871 | 773 717 78.1 | 771.8 783 78.5
MobileSAM 82.0 824 827 | 744 748 75.1 | 73.1 737 74.0
EfficientSAM-Ti - - - 752  76.0 76.6 | 746 752 75.1
EdgeSAM 830 837 841 | 767 781 790 | 762 773 780

loops for prompt sampling is 1. In the final optional stage
for RPN training, we follow the 1x schedule of MMDetec-
tion (Chen et al, 2019) on COCO (Lin et al, 2014). Note that,
for both the first and second stages, following Tiny ViT (Wu
et al, 2022), we cache output embeddings from the teacher’s
encoder to disk to minimize the training overhead. In addi-
tion, since EdgeSAM is data efficient and only requires 1%
of SA-1B samples, the total training cost is lower than Mo-
bileSAM.

4.2 Quantitative Results

Efficiency. In Tab. 1, we compare the FPS of SAM, Fast-
SAM, MobileSAM, EfficientSAM-Ti, and EdgeSAM on
both the desktop and mobile platforms. When evaluating
with NVIDIA 2080 Ti, we compile the models with ONNX
to avoid the overhead of the Python interpreter, and we make
sure the GPU is running at 100% payload. On iPhone 14,
we use the Core ML Tools (cor, 2021) as the compiler and
measure the throughput with the benchmark tools provided
by Xcode. As shown in Tab. 1, the proposed EdgeSAM is
significantly faster than other methods, especially on the
mobile platform. In particular, EdgeSAM is over 37 times
faster than SAM on NVIDIA 2080 Ti and over 7 times faster
than MobileSAM and EfficientSAM on iPhone 14. From the
benchmark report, we observe that MobileSAM and Effi-
cientSAM are not well optimized by on-device Al accel-
erators, such as ANE, which explains the vast differences
between desktop and mobile platforms. In addition, Effi-

cientSAM requires a huge training cost including the 400
epochs on ImageNet-1K (IN) and 5 epochs on the entire SA-
1B dataset.

Prompting with GT Boxes. Despite being extremely
lightweight, EdgeSAM can generate accurate segmentation
masks. As shown in Tab. 2, the proposed EdgeSAM consis-
tently outperforms MobileSAM and EfficientSAM across a
wide range of prompt combinations and datasets, demon-
strating its effectiveness for real-world applications, includ-
ing zero-shot transferability and iterative refinement. To our
surprise, on the COCO dataset, with one or two points serv-
ing as the refinement prompts, EdgeSAM even surpasses the
SAM.

Prompting with Center Points. Similar to prompting with
GT boxes, EdgeSAM shows a clear advantage over Mobile-
SAM and EfficientSAM in most cases, as shown in Tab. 3.
However, as we have discussed in Sec. 3.2.3, with ambigu-
ous prompts, such as a single point, the original SAM does
not always produce masks in the desired granularity. In ad-
dition, EdgeSAM is trained on the SA-1B dataset, whose
granularity distribution is very different from that of COCO.
Therefore, with the proposed task-aware distillation, Edge-
SAM is more likely to fit the SAM granularity distribu-
tion when handling ambiguous prompts than MobileSAM.
To explicitly capture such a granularity prior, we propose
a lightweight RPN, which works as expected and makes
the single point performance on COCO rise from 48.0 to
54.3. As we do not observe a granularity degradation on
other datasets except for COCO, we refrain from applying
RPN on them to keep the model simple and efficient. Be-
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Table 3: Performance with center points as prompts. Similar to Tab. 2 but using the mask center point as the initial

prompt.

Method SA-1K COCO LVIS

Center +1pt. +2pt. | Center +1pt. +2pt. | Center +1pt. +2pt.
SAM 76.5 83.4 85.1 53.6 67.4 71.7 60.5 68.1 70.7
MobileSAM 64.6 73.4 76.2 50.9 63.0 66.8 52.1 59.9 63.0
EfficientSAM-Ti - - - 49.8 60.5 65.7 56.4 62.5 65.4
EdgeSAM 67.5 76.1 79.0 48.0 61.8 68.7 53.7 63.4 67.7
EdgeSAM-RPN | | 543 |

Table 4: Performance with boxes from an external object detector as prompts. We report the mask mAP and boundary
ToU on the COCO dataset. The box mAPs of Detic and ViTDet-H are 47.4 and 58.7 respectively.

Detic ViTDet-H .
Method AP APs APy AP. BIoU | AP APs APy AP, | LlainSet | FPS
SAM 388 269 441 503 268 | 461 33.6 519 577 | SA-IB 43
FastSAM - - - - - | 379 239 434 500 | 2% SA-1B | <103.5
MobileSAM 3.1 217 378 448 202 | 394 269 444 522 | 1%SA-1B | 103.5
EfficientSAM-Ti | - ) ; ) - | 423 267 462 574 | SA-IB+IN | 1035
EdgeSAM 352 235 403 466 225 | 422 296 476 539 | 1% SA-1B | 1643

sides, when compared with EfficientSAM, we would like to
highlight that it is trained on a 100 times larger dataset than
EdgeSAM and uses a larger backbone model. Later in the
ablation studies (Sec. 4.3), we show that EdgeSAM can also
benefit from larger train sets and models.

Prompting with External Object Detectors. We finally
combine all the SAM variants with an external object de-
tector (We use Detic (Zhou et al, 2022) from MMDetec-
tion (Chen et al, 2019) and ViTDet-H (Li et al, 2022b) from
Detectron2 (Wu et al, 2019)) and evaluate their mAP per-
formance on COCO. This setting examines a practical use
case where automatic segmentation is preferred over interac-
tive segmentation, e.g., generating the mask within the track-
ing box. We use an object detection framework to generate
bounding boxes and associated class labels, ensuring that the
observed variations in mAP are attributed solely to the qual-
ity of the masks generated. This approach also evaluates the
resilience of our model in handling imprecise bounding box
inputs. We also report boundary IoU (Cheng et al, 2021) to
reflect the boundary accuracy. Tab. 4 shows that EdgeSAM
outperforms MobileSAM by considerable margins and is on
par with EfficientSAM with smaller training and inference
costs. However, it still lags clearly behind SAM. This per-
formance gap may reflect not only inherent limitations in
model capacity but also a consequence of training exclu-
sively with ground-truth boxes, which could lead to discrep-
ancies during inference. Addressing these differences and
exploring their implications is a promising direction for fu-
ture research.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Effectiveness of Each Proposed Component. We investi-
gate the effectiveness of the introduced techniques, namely,
prompt-in-the-loop knowledge distillation (prompt-KD) and
the lightweight Region Proposal Network (RPN) that incor-
porates granularity priors. As depicted in Tab. 5a, prompt-
KD demonstrates a notable enhancement in performance
over encoder-only knowledge distillation, particularly when
complemented with additional refinement points. Prompt-
KD’s advantage lies in its provision of task-specific super-
vision, which is more explicit and targeted than the general
guidance offered by encoder-only KD. In addition, its strat-
egy of dynamically generating new prompts in inaccurately
segmented areas places more focus on these regions, cre-
ating diverse prompt combinations in the process. Further-
more, as shown in Tab. 5b, the lightweight RPN operates
effectively at a manageable computational cost. It is impor-
tant to note that during the RPN’s training phase, we freeze
the other components, including the backbone network. This
approach allows for the RPN to be dynamically deactivated
during inference, ensuring that the model’s generalization
capabilities remain intact.

Choice of the Backbone. As mentioned in Sec. 3.2.1, the
output resolution of SAM and that of efficient backbones are
misaligned. MobileSAM proposed to remove the downsam-
pling operations in the last several stages, while we exper-
iment with fusing low-resolution feature maps with higher
ones through an FPN (Lin et al, 2017a). In addition, we
compare the performance-speed trade-offs across efficient
backbones following the ViT-based (Wu et al, 2022), CNN-
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Table 5: Ablation studies. If not explicitly stated, we report the mIoUs on SA-1K and FPS on a single NVIDIA 2080 Ti.
COCO mAP and boundary IoU (Cheng et al, 2021) are obtained with the Detic (Zhou et al, 2022) object detector providing
box prompts and class labels (box mAP 47.4). Bold font indicates the best number and the default configuration we adopt.

(b) Speed-performance trade-off of the RPN for
granularity priors. Evaluated on COCO with cen-
ter point as the prompt.

(a) Effectiveness of prompt-in-the-loop knowledge distillation (KD).

Method ‘ Box +1Pt. +2Pt ‘ Center +1Pt. +2Pt.

encoder-only KD 820 824 828 | 646 733 762 Method | mloU 2080Ti iPhone 14

+ prompt-in-the-loop KD | 83.0  83.7 84.1 67.5 76.1 79.0 w/o RPN | 48.0 164.3 38.7
w/ RPN 54.3 123.9 34.1

(c) Choice of the backbone. We apply encoder-only KD for this ablation. (d) Generalizability of prompt-in-the-loop KD.

Method | Res. Align Type Box Center FPS Backbone | OurKD Box Center  FPS
TinyViT-5M Remove ViT 82.0 64.6 103.5 TinyViT-5M X 81.6 63.7 114.2
EfficientViT-B1 Downsample Hybrid 81.6 63.7 117.0 EfficientViT-B1 X 80.7 60.9 159.9
RepViT-M1 P CNN 821 64.9 155.7 RepViT-M1 X 82.0 64.6 164.3
TinyViT-5M ViT 81.6 63.7 114.2 TinyViT-5M v 83.5 68.0 114.2
EfficientViT-B1 FPN Hybrid 80.7 60.9 159.9 EfficientViT-B1 v 82.7 65.8 159.9
RepViT-M1 CNN  82.0 64.6 164.3 RepViT-M1 v 83.0 67.5 164.3
(e) Train with more data.
(f) Frozen modules and LoRA. F denotes freezing and
. ViTDet-H L means applying LoRA during training.
Method Train Set AP APs APy APL FPS
SA-1K COCO
FastSAM 2% SA-1B | 37.9 239 434 500 | - Enc.  Dec. | p " Center | Box Center
MobileSAM 1% SA-1B 394 269 444 522 | 1035
EfficientSAM-Ti | SA-1B+IN | 423 267 462 574 | 103.5 F - | 823 657 | 764 474
- F 83.5 67.7 75.9 48.3
EdgeSAM 1% SA-1B 422 29.6 476 539 | 1643 - L 82.9 66.8 74.9 46.8
EdgeSAM-3x 3% SA-1B 4277 30.0 48.6 545 | 1643 _ - 83.1 67.4 76.7 482
EdgeSAM-10x 10% SA-1B | 43.0 303 489 551 | 1643
(2) Number of prompt sampling loops. (h) Number of prompts. Mask decoder is frozen.
SA-1K COCO
Loops ‘ Box +1Pt. +2Pt. ‘ Center +1Pt.  +2Pt. #Prompt Box  Center AP BloU
0 83.1 832 83.4 67.4 71.1 72.4 3 83.6 676 43 217
1 83.0 837 84.1 67.5 76.1 79.0
2 | 829 87 841 | 673 761 792 16 835 677 | 346 219
32 83.6 67.6 343 216
(i) Encoder-only KD. (j) Decoder losses.
B (k) Train stages.
Method Box  Center Method SA-1K coco
Box  Center AP BloU
Baseline 820 646 | Box Center
20 Epochs 81.9 65.9 Mask 83.1 67.4 5.1 224 Joint 81.2 63.2
Mask + Attn. | 82.8 67.0 350 223
w/ Structured 81.6 65.2 2-stage | 83.1 67.4
w/ Channel-wise | 81.8 64.9 Mask + IoU 82.5 67.1 349 222
. ) Img. Feat. 71.6 55.0 302 172
(1) Training datasets. SA-1B* means 1% SA-1B.
Dataset SA-1K COCO LVIS
S Box Center | Box Center | Box Center
SA-1B* | 83.1 67.4 76.7 48.2 76.1 53.5
COCO 81.3 63.1 76.1 50.8 74.7 54.2
LVIS 824 63.6 75.7 50.2 75.4 54.9

based (Wang et al, 2023b), and hybrid (Cai et al, 2023) de-
signs. As shown in Tab. 5c, the purely CNN-based RepViT-
M1 with FPN for resolution alignment achieves the best bal-
ance. Moreover, as many on-device Al accelerators, such
as ANE, are highly optimized for CNNss, the speed gap be-

comes larger when deployed on edge devices. For example,
on iPhone 14, with FPN for resolution alignment, RepViT-
M1 only takes 14 ms to encode a 1024 x 1024 input, which is
14x and 4x faster than TinyViT-5M and EfficientViT-B1 re-
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spectively. Therefore, our EdgeSAM adopts it as the image
encoder.

Generalizability of the Proposed Prompt-in-the-Loop
KD. While we opt for RepViT given it is more optimized
for current mobile platforms (empirically proved by the pre-
vious ablation), the proposed prompt-in-the-loop knowledge
distillation method is not tied to a specific backbone. There-
fore, in Tab. 5d, we show that with the proposed KD method,
the performance of the resulting model is consistently and
significantly improved across TinyViT, EfficientViT, and
RepViT without any additional cost during inference, which
demonstrates the generalizability of our method. Note that,
RepViT-M1 without our prompt-in-the-loop KD is essen-
tially RepViT-SAM (Wang et al, 2023a). Therefore, Edge-
SAM outperforms RepViT-SAM by 1.0 and 2.9 mloUs with
box and center point as the prompt, respectively *.

Train with More Data. By default, EdgeSAM is trained
with 1% data of SA-1B. However, we observe that FastSAM
and EfficientSAM leverage more training samples. Thus, we
further train EdgeSAM with more data while keeping other
hyper-parameters fixed to inspect whether EdgeSAM can
benefit from more training samples. Tab. 5e shows a clear
advantage of using more data, e.g., AP is boosted from 42.2
to 43.0 by using 10% SA-1B, which in the same time sur-
passes EfficientSAM by 0.7 AP.

Frozen Modules and LoRA. In Tab. 5f, we test several con-
figurations regarding module freezing and LoRA (Hu et al,
2022). In particular, LoRA is applied to the query and value
projection layers of the attention blocks in the decoder. Re-
sults show that freezing the decoder during distillation yields
the best in-domain accuracy while fine-tuning all the mod-
ules generalizes better on other datasets. To benefit more
practical settings, we opt to fine-tune both the encoder and
decoder.

Number of Prompt Sampling Loops. In Tab. 5g, we find
that one additional loop achieves the best cost-performance
trade-off, and we conjecture that with one correction, the
student is already doing better enough to match the teacher,
that is, the prediction difference between student and teacher
does not leave enough sampling area to generate new
prompts from. Thus we set the loop number to be 1 by de-
fault. Note that when setting the number of loops to 0, the
decoder is still inferred once and gets trained, which is dif-
ferent from encoder-only KD where the decoder is not in-
volved during training.

Number of Prompts. Given that each sample of SA-1B
contains around 100 instances, training all of them in a sin-
gle batch causes VRAM overflow. Therefore, we randomly
sample a subset for each iteration. In Tab. 5h, we study the
impact of the number of prompts for sampling and find that

3 The original RepViT-SAM adopts RepViT-M2.3 as the encoder
while here we compare the performance with the RepViT-M1 back-
bone.

16 prompts achieve the best trade-off. Thus, we set it as the
default.

Encoder-Only KD. In Tab. 5i, we explore several ways
to improve the performance of encoder-only distillation,
including training for a longer schedule and applying
knowledge distillation losses designed for dense prediction
tasks (Liu et al, 2019; Shu et al, 2021). While they boost the
performance of point prompts, that of box prompts slightly
drops, indicating an upper-bound performance of encoder-
only distillation. This motivates us to explore prompt-aware
distillation.

Training Losses for Decoder. By default, we supervise the
student with teacher mask output as the ground truth is the
most effective for decoder loss. Here, we provide more de-
tails of our empirical findings. In particular, we compare
various configurations, including (1) combining mask loss
with aligning attention maps from the teacher and student
decoder; (2) combining mask loss with aligning the IoU pre-
dictions between teacher and student; (3) aligning the out-
put feature maps between the teacher and student decoder.
As shown in Tab. 5j, the plain mask loss supervision yields
the best performance. Thus, instead of exploring different
loss combinations, we study the strategy to select the proper
prompts during distillation and propose prompt-in-the-loop
distillation.

Train Stages. Due to the optimal optimization settings be-
ing different for encoder-only distillation and prompt-in-the-
loop distillation, we find joint-training yields sub-optimal
results compared to training in two stages (see Tab. 5k).
Therefore, we propose to train them sequentially.

Training Datasets. In our default setting, we train Edge-
SAM with 1% images of the SA-1B (Kirillov et al, 2023)
dataset. In Tab. 51, we study the impact of training datasets
on transferability. Specifically, we keep the model and
training pipeline the same while switching the training
dataset among 1% SA-1B, COCO (Lin et al, 2014), and
LVIS (Gupta et al, 2019). Note that all datasets contain a
similar number of images (approximately 110K). Results
show that training with SA-1B archives the best perfor-
mance across all test sets with box prompts, while with
point prompts, training and testing in the same domain yield
the best result. This suggests that with informative prompts,
such as boxes, distillation on the SA-1B dataset is sufficient
for zero-shot transfer. However, with ambiguous prompts,
such as a single point, efforts must be made to capture the
granularity priors of the testing datasets. This motivates us to
leverage an additional RPN to capture such priors explicitly.

4.4 Qualitative Results

In Fig. 3, we visualize the mask quality of EdgeSAM with
one point, two points, and one box as the prompts, respec-
tively. Note that none of the images are from the SA-1B
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Fig. 3: Qualitative results of EdgeSAM with point and box prompts. The green and red stars indicate the positive and
negative points respectively.

dataset that EdgeSAM is trained on, demonstrating its zero-
shot generalization ability.

4.5 Effectiveness of the Prompt-in-the-Loop Knowledge
Distillation

In Fig. 4, we compare EdgeSAM with MobileSAM with
both points and boxes as prompts. Since EdgeSAM and
MobileSAM adopt different backbones, we add a baseline
that follows the same network architecture as EdgeSAM
but is trained with MobileSAM’s encoder-only distillation
method. Compared with task-agnostic KD methods, models
trained with prompt-KD follow the user’s intent more pre-
cisely, e.g., MobileSAM and baseline fail to segment both
persons on the bench. Besides, prompt-KD involves implicit
hard example mining by iteratively sampling new prompts in
the wrongly segmented area, which leads to tighter bound-
aries and more accurate results in difficult regions, e.g., the
sculpture and bicycle in Fig. 4. These results align well with
our assumption that task-agnostic encoder distillation fails
to capture the full knowledge embodied in SAM and involv-
ing prompts in the loop during distillation helps capture the
intricate dynamics between user input and mask generation.

4.6 Qualitative Results Compared with SAM

In Fig. 5, we provide more qualitative results of EdgeSAM
and compare it with the original SAM under single point,

box, and everything mode. Note that since EdgeSAM fol-
lows the same encoder-decoder architecture as SAM, ev-
erything mode is costly. Specifically, in everything mode,
points in a 32 x 32 grid are fed to the decoder, which results
in 1,024 times decoder inference. As EdgeSAM is built for
inference-speed-sensitive devices, we do not advocate us-
ing everything mode of EdgeSAM in practice. Therefore, we
provide visualization examples mainly to discuss its behav-
ior compared to SAM. As expected, the overall mask qual-
ity of EdgeSAM is inferior to SAM, but they are compa-
rable, especially for box prompts. One typical failure case
for EdgeSAM is mis-segmenting the holes within an ob-
ject, for instance, the donut example in Fig. 5 (row 1, col 4).
We argue this might be due to the lack of training samples.
But in actual use, one can add a negative point in the hole
area to explicitly force EdgeSAM to exclude such regions.
Moreover, only masks with confident scores over a certain
threshold are kept in everything mode. Thus, regions with-
out masks indicate unsatisfactory mask predictions. Same as
SAM, EdgeSAM covers most objects in the scene, demon-
strating its capability.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we present EdgeSAM, the first SAM variant
that runs in real-time on edge devices. We achieve this by
distilling SAM into a lightweight CNN-based architecture.
Our preliminary experiments show that existing distillation
schemes, which only involve the image encoder, thus being
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Fig. 4: We compare the visual results of applying prompt-in-the-loop knowledge distillation or not to demonstrate its effec-
tiveness. The baseline follows the same network architecture of EdgeSAM but adopts MobileSAM’s encoder-only distillation
method.
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SAM
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Fig. 5: Qualitative results of EdgeSAM and SAM under point, box, and everything mode.

task-agnostic, fail to reveal the full knowledge spectrum of
SAM to the student model. Thus, we propose a prompt-in-
the-loop knowledge distillation method that considers both
the encoder and decoder of SAM and provides task-specific
supervision signals. Experiments across SA-1B, COCO, and
LVIS under various settings demonstrate the effectiveness
of EdgeSAM in terms of efficiency and accuracy compared
with SAM and other accelerated variants.

Despite being able to run EdgeSAM at a decent speed
on edge devices, we still have several research directions,
that could potentially provide boosts and is orthogonal to
our contributions in this paper, left to be investigated, in-
cluding quantization, model pruning, on-device optimiza-
tion, mixed-precision inference, efc.. Besides, we haven’t
applied any augmentation during training, thus, proper data
or prompt augmentation might also be promising directions.
We hope EdgeSAM will encourage more real-world appli-
cations with its on-device interactive segmentation capabil-
ity and will continue working on further improvements.

6 Data Availability Statements

The datasets used in this study are publicly available as fol-
lows:

— SA-1B: https://ai.meta.com/datasets/segment-anything-
downloads/

— COCO: https://cocodataset.org/#download

— LVIS: https://www.lvisdataset.org/dataset
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