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Abstract—To achieve high accuracy, convolutional neural net-
works (CNNs) are increasingly growing in complexity and diver-
sity in layer types and topologies. This makes it very challenging
to efficiently deploy such networks on custom processor archi-
tectures for resource-scarce edge devices. Existing mapping ex-
ploration frameworks enable searching for the optimal execution
schedules or hardware mappings of individual network layers,
by optimizing each layer’s spatial (dataflow parallelization) and
temporal unrolling (execution order). However, these tools fail to
take into account the overhead of supporting different unrolling
schemes within a common hardware architecture. Using a fixed
unrolling scheme across all layers is also not ideal, as this misses
significant opportunities for energy and latency savings from op-
timizing the mapping of diverse layer types. A balanced approach
assesses the right amount of mapping flexibility needed across
target neural networks, while taking into account the overhead
to support multiple unrollings. This paper, therefore, presents
COAC, a cross-layer design space exploration and mapping
framework to optimize the flexibility of neural processing archi-
tectures by balancing configurability overhead against resulting
energy and latency savings for end-to-end inference. COAC does
not only provide a systematical analysis of the architectural
overhead in function of the supported spatial unrollings, but also
builds an automated flow to find the best unrolling combination(s)
for efficient end-to-end inference with limited hardware overhead.
Results demonstrate that architectures with carefully optimized
flexibility can achieve up to 38% EDP (energy-delay-product)
savings for a set of six neural networks at the expense of a
relative area increase of 9.5%.

Index Terms—CNN, cross-layer, data flow for reconfigurability,
modeling of data reformatting

I. INTRODUCTION: LITERATURE SURVEY AND
CONTRIBUTION

MACHINE learning algorithms nowadays carry more and
more importance in a broad range of applications, such

as image classification [1] [2] or acoustic processing [13] [14].
The neural network layers constituting these networks vary
widely in layer topologies: classical convolutional layers [1],
pointwise and depthwise layers [3], attention layers [4], etc. As
illustrated in [5], there are even large dissimilarities between
layers of the same type, which can strongly differ in terms
of channel, height, and width dimensionality. The channel-
to-activation size ratio in that study varies between 0.002 and
4096 across different benchmarked networks. From a hardware
point of view, this results in very diverging opportunities
for spatial data reuse and parallelization in dedicated neural

Fig. 1. Problem statement with our contribution: systematically derive
combination of SUs to be able to exploit variability with minimizing resources
overhead.

network processors (NPUs), denoted by the ’Spatial Unrolling’
(SU) [6] of the processor’s datapath. As a result, optimal
hardware architectures vary depending on the targeted layer
topologies. Many architectures, unfortunately, cannot exploit
these optimal unrolling opportunities for all layers of interest,
as they lack flexibility and only support a fixed SU for end-to-
end inference, like the Edge TPU [25]. As illustrated in [20],
using such a fixed unrolling results in a low utilization of the
datapath’s processing elements (PEs) in case there is a wide
variety of layers in the network under execution.
Therefore, several studies, such as [20] and [23], propose

to deploy two different DNN accelerators within the same
processing system, each with a different SU to achieve higher
PE utilization for diverse types of layers: e.g., one optimized
for the depthwise layers and one optimized for the non-
depthwise layers. These two PE arrays can work in parallel,
and in a pipelined way. In such architectures, both the total
PE utilization and the utilization per PE array are increased
due to the heterogeneous accelerator combination, which con-
vincingly showed the benefits of supporting multiple SUs.
Nevertheless, the architecture’s utilization is only good for
networks that contain specific layer combinations that exploit
both cores. E.g., the heterogeneous architecture proposed in
[20] excels in the presence of convolutional and depthwise
layers, while suffering lower performance for networks with-
out depthwise layers, such as ResNet [1], as for them, the
accelerator optimized for depthwise layers sits idle.

Other works further extend this idea to provide increased
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flexibility into the accelerator’s supported spatial unrollings:
the authors of [5] propose to physically instantiate a large
number (> 2) of PE arrays onto the same die, each of them
with a different SU and according independent memory hier-
archy. This allows to optimally allocate layers to the different
PE arrays, where each PE array can perform computations for
a different network (layer) in parallel. However, depending
on the actual workloads to be executed, some PE arrays will
remain idle. Due to this, heterogeneous multi-core accelerators
are often not attractive for resource-limited edge devices.

To decrease area overhead, other designers suggest to use a
single accelerator, but make it reconfigurable across multiple
supported SUs [7], [18], [21]–[24]. However, it is challeng-
ing to design an efficient reconfigurable core, as additional
hardware logic and data transformation overheads between
layers have to be taken into account when multiple SUs are
supported in one processor core. Recent state-of-the-art re-
configurable core architectures empirically limit the overhead,
by constraining the reconfigurability of the accelerator core.
A well-known example is Evolver [18], which supports a
limited series of similar SUs that do not require any data
reshuffling between different execution passes. This, however,
leads to a sub-optimal energy and latency solution for layers
whose best unrolling is not part of the supported small set
of SUs. [23] integrated two totally different SUs into one PE
array and added a reshuffling buffer to transfer data between
the different modes. This reshuffling buffer between the PE
array and feature map memory, together with many MUXes,
enables data transformation of the data layout between layers
to comply with the SU requirements of the next layer. The two
distinct SUs supported in Diana, however, are still insufficient
to efficiently cover the abundant layer diversity across neural
networks.

One of the main issues in understanding how much SU
flexibility is desirable is that none of the works in the state-
of-the-art has provided an in-depth analysis of the relationship
between the overheads of combining multiple SUs and the
corresponding scheduling-enabled latency/energy benefits
stemming from increased SU flexibility in the workload
mapper. It is hence not clear what configurability can achieve
the best trade-off point between the advantages and overheads
of supporting more than one SUs within a neural accelerator.
Existing frameworks like ZigZag [8], Timeloop [9], Maestro
[10] and Interstellar [11] can search for the optimal SU
for individual layers of a network under a given processing
element (PE) array size. Yet, they mainly focus on deriving
the optimal unrolling for individual network layers, while
neglecting the overhead in terms of additional hardware and
data reshuffling cost between layers executed under different
SUs. This would naively result in a different optimal SU per
layer, with very large overheads to support the configurability
and data reshuffling across all these different SUs, likely
canceling all the aspired benefits from the layer-optimized
unrollings.

This paper, therefore, aims to enable the exploration of the

Fig. 2. Black box behavior of COAC. The internal working mechanism of
COAC is explained throughout the paper.

best combination of SUs across all the layers of a targeted
(set of) neural networks. This is pursued through the develop-
ment of a framework, named COAC, which can analytically
assess and optimize the cross-layer latency/energy benefits,
as well as the hardware overhead for supporting different SU
combinations. Optimized search strategies enable to search the
massive space of SU combinations in the latency/energy/area
(resources) overhead space for end-to-end inference and bal-
ance the area overhead from flexibility against the benefits
stemming from energy- and latency-optimal mapping oppor-
tunities of the targeted layer types.

To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first work
to explore and optimize this trade-off between the flexibility
and the corresponding overheads of devising multiple SUs for
one PE array with such a systematic approach to find different
Pareto-optimal solutions in the latency/energy/overhead space.
The presented COAC framework, as illustrated in Fig. 2,
is compatible with state-of-the-art energy/latency estimation
tools [8] [9], as it adds a cross-layer analysis and optimization
wrapper around the single layer evaluation frameworks. The
experiments reported in this paper are conducted with ZigZag
[8], a SotA layer-wise design space exploration framework.
The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as:

• Introduction of a unified area overhead model that incor-
porates and quantifies the configurability cost of support-
ing different SUs in a common processing array (Section
III). A template architecture containing three additional
overhead blocks (data assignment block, output aggre-
gation network and reshuffling buffer, as in [18] [23])
in comparison with non-flexible hardware architectures
is given. The section also includes the analysis on how
similarity between combined SUs can reduce this cost.

• Realization of a systematic cross-layer design space
exploration and mapping tool, COAC, to find the best
combination of supported SUs for a given workload,
taking flexibility overhead into account (Section IV).

• Execution of case studies using COAC to show the op-
timal combination of SUs with their latency/energy/area
results for a broad range of networks, and interpretation
of the results to derive new general insights on optimal
flexibility (Section V).

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

A CNN layer is defined by 5 or 6 nested for-loops (Fx
and Fy for filter kernel, Ox and Oy for output feature
dimensions, C and K for input and output channels. The latter
are replaced by G for groups in depthwise layers). After loop
splitting and loop reordering, these loops can each be executed



Fig. 3. Meaning of Spatial Unrolling versus Temporal Unrolling.

Fig. 4. Data distribution is completely different for different SUs.

(unrolled) temporally (TU = temporal unrolling) or spatially
(SU), as illustrated in Fig. 3. This paper mainly focuses on the
optimizing flexibility required for spatial unrolling. Different
temporal unrollings can typically be supported more easily
through software or FSM control.

A. Spatial Unrolling on PE array

Spatial Unrolling (SU) denotes the hardware parallelization
over a loop parameter, indicating compute operations execut-
ing within the same clock cycle on a PE array. It is already
important to realize that the support of specific SU’s depends
on the available data reuse and data distribution schemes
within the PE array. These connectivity patterns determine
the maximal spatial unrolling supported by the PE array
along each loop parameter for layer mapping. This paper will
use the suffix ’u’ to indicate this maximal spatial unrolling
capabilities. Fig 4 illustrates this for 2 distinct spatial arrays:
The array on the left, allows a spatial unrolling of Cu|Ku,
which can reuse the inputs along the different columns and
accumulate outputs along different rows. The array on the
right, is more suited for an OXu|OY u unrolling, which can
reuse the same single weight across the complete array, but
requires separate input and output activation fetching/storing.

In the remainder of this paper, we define a supported max-
imal spatial unrolling by how it distributes the total number

TABLE I
IMPACT OF SU ON PE UTILIZATION.

SU TPU-like [12]1 G˙unrolling-like 2

Layer#29 ResNet101 3 96.2% 0.7%
Layer#2 MobileNetv2 4 0.7% 100%
1 TPU-like : [Cu = 12, Ku = 12]
2 G˙unrolling-like : [Fxu = 3, Fyu = 3, Gu = 16]
3 layer info. : [K = 384, C = 256, Ox = Oy = 13, Fx = Fy = 3]
4 layer info. : [G = 32, Ox = Oy = 112, Fx = Fy = 3]

of available PEs (nbPEs) over the different possible unrolling
dimensions:

nbPEs = Oxu ·Oyu · Fxu · Fyu ·Gu · Cu ·Ku (1)

E.g. in Fig 4, nbPEs = 16.

B. SU combining benefits for varying workloads

It is clear that not every layer can fully utilize the PE array
under a specific SU. E.g., when a layer with an input channel
dimension C would be spatially unrolled with a supported
input channel unrolling of Cu, then that dimension will have
an effective utilization of

Cu

⌈
C

Cu

⌉
. The PE spatial utilization (Sut) for a given workload and a
given SU (as defined in (1)) is hence:

Sut =
Ox ·Oy · Fx · Fy ·G

Oxu

⌈
Ox
Oxu

⌉
Oyu

⌈
Oy
Oyu

⌉
Fxu

⌈
Fx
Fxu

⌉
Fyu

⌈
Fy
Fyu

⌉
Gu

⌈
G
Gu

⌉
(2)

for a depthwise (DW) layer, and similar for a classical layer.
The result is that, due to the diversities in topologies of CNN
layers, not every layer can be executed efficiently under a
common SU. From the small experiment of Table I, it can
be seen that different layer topologies strongly impact the PE
utilization for a given SU, hence clearly resulting in different
optimal SU’s for each layer. Based on this, it is clear that com-
bining SUs can bring significant performance improvements.
This means that the architecture supports 2 or more different
Oxu, Oyu, Fxu, Fyu, Gu, Cu,Ku combinations, for example,
an architecture that supports both illustrated SUs from Fig. 3.
However, this comes at the cost of some overheads in terms
of hardware resources as correct data transfer/orientation for
each SU must propagate through the architecture. This will be
discussed in Section III.

C. Impact of temporal unrolling on hardware utilization

The total utilization of a PE array is not only defined by the
SU. As illustrated in [24], also the temporal unrolling (TU)
has impact on the total utilization (and therefore throughput
and latency). This stems from the difference in the number
of weights, inputs, and outputs that are accessed per clock
cycle. Assuming p bits in each input and weight data word
and 2p bits for intermediate outputs [24], the required number
of data fetches per clock cycle when only considering the SU,
amounts:

Wneeded,SU = p · Cu ·Ku · Fxu · Fyu (3)



Ineeded,SU = p ·Cu · (Oxu+Fxu−1) · (Oyu+Fyu−1) (4)

Oneeded,SU = 2p ·Ku ·Oxu ·Oyu (5)

However, depending on the Temporal Unrolling, not all these
data items need to be refreshed every cycle. The innermost
temporal for-loop influences which data elements can remain
stationary, and hence do not consume any memory bandwidth.
Assuming a maximal memory bandwidth/port width tolerated
for the weights (PWW ), input (PWI ) and output (PWO)
memories, this allows to compute the memory induced com-
putational stalls, and hence the resulting temporal utilization
(Tut) (index next to the ”ut” subscript indicating the innermost
for-loop) [24]:

Tut,C ≈ min

(
1,

PWW

Wneeded,SU
,

PWI

Ineeded,SU

)
(6)

Tut,K ≈ min

(
1,

PWW

Wneeded,SU
,

PWO

Oneeded,SU

)
(7)

Tut,Ox/Oy ≈ min

(
1,

PWI

Ineeded,SU
,

PWO

Oneeded,SU

)
(8)

Tut,G ≈ min

(
1,

PWW

Wneeded,SU
,

PWI

Ineeded,SU
,

PWO

Oneeded,SU

)
(9)

The spatial and temporal utilization have to be multiplied to
obtain the total utilization. From this, it is clear that the TU
also has a large impact on latency, as well as on the system
energy consumption. As such, it is important to perform the
assessment of the latency or energy performance of a given
SU across all possible compatible TUs. As these different TUs
can typically be supported in software and require minimal
hardware support, they will not impact the hardware resource
study of Section III.

III. ESTIMATING SU RECONFIGURABILITY OVERHEAD

Table II contains a summary of all abbreviations and sym-
bols used in this section.

A. Introduction

Fig. 5 depicts a hardware architecture template of a typical
machine learning accelerator, extended with three required
blocks necessary to support SU configurability:

1) a data assignment block at the inputs of the PE array,
consisting of multiplexers (MUXes, a Q input MUX
will be modelled as ’Q one-input MUXes’ because
we noticed that the area of a MUX increases linearly
with the number of inputs) and registers (level L1)
to ensure correct and reconfigurable input data routing
(data shifting for e.g. padding);

2) a reconfigurable adder tree for flexible PE output aggre-
gation, to support aggregation over different numbers of
output features; and

3) a reshuffling buffer higher up in the output memory
hierarchy to perform data reordering between subsequent
layers with different SUs, to collocate activation data

TABLE II
ABBREVIATIONS AND THEIR MEANING

Symbol Meaning
C number of input channels
K number of output channels
G number of channels in depthwise layer

Ox/Oy spatial output feature dimensions
Ix/Iy spatial input feature dimensions
Fx/Fy kernel filter dimensions
SU spatial unrolling
TU temporal unrolling

MUX multiplexer
DW depthwise

Osum
number of data items to be

accumulated for one output feature
Wu number of weights needed in parallel
Au number of activations needed in parallel
Wr max value of Wu over all SUs under study
Ar max value of Au over all SUs under study
PWi physical port width of memory i
nbPEs number of PEs in the PE array
Nadders number of 2-input adders in adder tree
OMUX multiplexers at output aggregation network
Rcl

i,j data chunk size for reshuffling between SU i and j
Rmin

i,j minimal value of Rcl
i,j over all SU combinations

REGbuffer number of words in the reshuffling buffer

MUXbuffer
number of multiplexers at

the output of the reshuffling buffer

Fig. 5. Flexible Spatial unrolling (SU) template architecture, including the
three overhead components (red/green/blue blocks): The data assignment
block contains registers and MUXes, the output aggregation network contains
MUXes and adders, the reshuffling buffer contains registers and MUXes. A
more detailed illustration on how to configure these blocks can be found in
Fig. 6.

which will be consumed together and hence maximize
data reuse and minimize memory stalls.

In subsequent sections, we will carefully analyze the com-
plexity of each of these three blocks in light of the supported
combination of SUs. Define for a specific SU Osum as the
number of data items to be accumulated within one clock cycle
for one output feature:

Osum = Cu · Fxu · Fyu (10)

Define Wu for a specific SU as the number of weights needed



Fig. 6. Example for data assignment, output aggregation and reshuffling buffer.

in parallel:

Wu = Gu · Cu ·Ku · Fxu · Fyu (11)

This number is equal to the product of the SU factors for
the loops that require unique weights for each part of the
loop. Further define Au for a specific SU as the number of
activations needed in parallel:

Au = Gu · Cu ·Oxu · Fxu ·Oyu · Fyu (12)

As done in many SotA architectures, we will assume data
duplication at the L1 level is used when Fxu and Fyu are
different from 1, and therefore different (Ox,Oy) positions
under computation require data from the same (Ix, Iy) input
position. This increases the number of L1 registers needed,
but drastically simplifies design as will become clear later
on. Furthermore, the template architecture assumes that input
features of a given layer are stored in the L2 activation memory
in groups of Oyu|Oxu|Cu (resp. Oyu|Oxu|Gu for a DW
layer). It is the task of the reshuffling buffer (as discussed
later) to group the data in this format, in case the previous’
layer output did not comply with this.

Despite the wide variety of potential PE array implemen-
tations, a lower bound of configurability cost in function of
PE array flexibility can be defined by making three reasonable
assumptions:

• The number of PEs is a power of 2. From Equation 1,
it follows immediately that all unrolling factors will be
powers of 2. This assumption is made for complexity rea-
sons, and is in line with most SotA inference accelerators.

• All data words, intermediate or final, are represented by
a number of bits that is a power of 2. Additionally, the
width of all memory ports is a power of 2 words.

• The architecture performs layer-by-layer CNN execution.
Given these assumptions, the COAC framework can find the

optimal SU combination for end-to-end inference of a given
(suite of) workloads, taking into account the overhead for

supporting the required SU configurability. The cost models
for each of the configurability blocks depicted in Fig. 5 will
first be explained in more depth in next subsections, using the
example from Fig. 6, with 2 supported SUs (SU1 & SU2, as
defined in Fig. 6(top, left)) and all memories assumed to have
a port width of 4 data words.

B. Data assignment block cost analysis

The data assignment block (Fig. 5&6) first of all consists
of a set of L1 registers that contains all W and A input
words needed in parallel by the PE array, being Oyu|Oxu|Cu

resp. Oyu|Oxu|Gu input data elements. These registers are
preceded by a set of MUXes (first stage) to route each word
of the L2 memory port to the correct L1 register. A second set
of MUXes after the L1 registers ensures registered data words
are routed to the right PEs for each supported SU.

When multiple SUs are combined, the necessary number
of L1 registers is determined by the maximal number of
parallel input words required by the PE array across all
supported SUs: Ar = max(Au) words for activations and
Wr = max(Wu) words for weights. In the example of Fig. 6
two SUs (SU1 and SU2) are supported. Based on the equation
of Au and Wu the required number of corresponding L1
activation and weight registers are Au,SU1 = 4, Au,SU2 = 4
and Wu,SU1 = 4, Wu,SU2 = 2, respectively. Therefore, in this
(simplified) example, Ar = max(Au,SU1, Au,SU2) = 4 and
Wr = max(Wu,SU1,Wu,SU2) = 4.

Now, we will analyze the number of MUXes in the data
assignment block. Define z(x) as a function that returns 0
if x = 1 and x itself otherwise. In general terms, the total
number of one-input MUXes in the first stage for the weights
assignment WMUX,1 is

WMUX,1 =

Wr∑
i=1

z

(⌈
PWL2,weights

min(Wu),∀ SUj |(Wu,SUj
≥ i)

⌉)
(13)



The total number of one-input MUXes in the first stage for
the activations assignment AMUX,1 is

AMUX,1 =

Ar∑
i=1

z

(⌈
PWL2,act

min(Gu · Cu),∀ SUj |(Au,SUj
≥ i)

⌉)
(14)

The derivation of both equations can be found in Appendix
1. This appendix also describes the algorithm to compute the
number of MUXes in the second stage. Briefly summarized,
the algorithm computes for each PE and for each SU which L1
register feeds data to the specific PE, and in this way counts
the number of sources the data for a given PE can come from.

C. Output aggregation network cost analysis

The data aggregation network at the output of the PE array
accumulates partial results across Osum PEs for the different
supported SUs (see Fig. 5&6). When supported SUs have
different Osum values, the aggregation network will also need
reconfigurability. As Osum is always a power of 2 and due
to the fact that PEs belonging to the same Osum group are
always neighboring PEs, the output aggregation network can
be implemented as a multi-level reconfigurable adder tree.
Depending on which SU is under execution, outputs from a
different level of the hierarchical adder tree must be extracted.
The depth of the adder tree is determined by the maximum
value of Osum across all supported SUs, denoted as O∗

sum.
The PE array will in total need Nadders two-input adder units:

Nadders = (O∗
sum − 1) · nbPEs

O∗
sum

(15)

This is illustrated in the example of Fig. 14, where an output
aggregation network is designed for a system with 8 PEs and
3 SUs. The values for Osum are respectively 1, 2 and 4.
Therefore, O∗

sum = 4.
In general, the total number of two-input MUXes (OMUX )

in the output aggregation network can be formulated as:

OMUX = PWL2,O · z

(∑
i

f(i) ·max

(
nbPEs

2i

PWL2,O
, 1

))
(16)

where f(i) is 1 if level i contains final outputs for at least 1 of
the supported SUs and 0 otherwise. This equation is derived
in Appendix 2.

D. Reshuffling buffer overhead modeling

Once the output data arrives in this way in the L2 output
memory (Fig. 5), it is not necessarily ready yet for consump-
tion by the next layer, which can potentially make use of a
different SU. Hence, additional overheads in terms of memory
stalls and memory accesses energy have to be taken into
account when different SUs are adopted for subsequent layers.
In the example of Fig. 6, assume the first layer is conducted
based on SU1, and the result of this layer will be used for
the next layer computed with SU2. For SU1, 4 outputs words
(= Ku · Oxu · Oyu; OXu = 2, Ku = 2) are computed in

parallel and stored at the same memory line. SU2 needs 4
input words (= Cu ·Oxu ·Oyu; OXu = 4) in parallel, which
ideally also should be stored in the same memory line to avoid
stalling cycles for data fetching. However, only 2 out of the
4 parallel computed outputs of SU1 (2 consecutive OXs from
same K) belong to the same input group of SU2 (4 consecutive
OXs of the same K). It is clear that not all data that are
generated in parallel by SU1 are needed in parallel in SU2,
and not all data that SU2 needs in parallel are computed and
stored together in SU1. This will result in additional energy
and latency penalties for data reorganization, that may kill
the advantages of supporting multiple SUs when not properly
resolved.

Stalling can be avoided by exploiting a reshuffling buffer
within the memory hierarchy between the L2 output activation
memory and the L2 input activation memory (Fig. 5 to
reorganize the data for the SU of the next layer [23]. In
the following explanation, we will refer to the memories
preceding and succeeding the reshuffling buffer as the ’before
RB’ memory and the ’after RB’ memory (RB = reshuffling
buffer).

Let’s first define the number of data items that are computed
in parallel by SU i and that are also required in parallel by
SU j of the next layer as Rcl

i,j :

(17)Rcl
i,j = gcd(Ku,i ·Gu,i, Cu,j ·Gu,j)

· gcd(Oxu,i, Oxu,j) · gcd(Oyu,i, Oyu,j)

This data cluster of size Rcl
i,j has to be kept together. Based on

this, for a set of supported SUs, Rcl
min is defined as the minimal

Rcl
i,j across all supported (SUi,SUj) combinations. This is

the smallest data cluster and hence the smallest reshuffling
granularity we have to support. In the example of Fig. 6,
Rcl

min = Rcl
1,2 = 2. Using this concept of data clusters, the

number of registers words needed in the reshuffling buffer is

REGbuffer =
2 · PW 2

b

Rcl
min

(18)

with PWb the port width of the memories before and after the
reshuffling buffer. The number of MUXes in the reshuffling
buffer is equal to

MUXbuffer ≈ PWb · z

(∑ PWb

min(PWb, Rcl
i,j)

)
(19)

The detailed derivation of both equations can be found in
Appendix 3.

E. Impact of SU similarity

One can intuitively feel that configurability overheads will
depend on similarities between the different SUs. The chal-
lenge is hence to find SUs that are distinct enough to offer
utilization benefits across NN layer topologies of interest, yet
similar enough to limit the hardware overhead stemming from
supporting multiple SUs. In this subsection, we will therefore
assess the impact of the similarity of SUs on the required
hardware resources. We will do the evaluation for each of



TABLE III
USED SUS FOR EXPERIMENT TO SHOW IMPACT OF SIMILARITY OF SUS.

SU1 [Ku = 2, Cu = 2, Oxu = 2]
SU2 [Ku = 2, Oxu = 4]
SU3 [Gu = 8]
SU4 [Cu = 2, Oxu = 4]

TABLE IV
NUMBER OF MULTIPLEXERS IN DATA ASSIGNMENT BLOCK FOR EACH

COMBINATION.
WMUX,1 AMUX,1 WMUX,2 AMUX,2 tot

SU1+SU2 4 16 8 8 36
SU1+SU3 0 8 8 12 28
SU1+SU4 4 16 8 12 40
SU2+SU3 4 16 12 8 40
SU2+SU4 4 24 0 8 36
SU3+SU4 4 16 12 0 32

TABLE V
NUMBER OF MULTIPLEXERS IN OUTPUT AGGREGATION NETWORK FOR

EACH COMBINATION.
Osums OMUX

SU1+SU2 2-1 12
SU1+SU3 2-1 12
SU1+SU4 2-2 0
SU2+SU3 1-1 8
SU2+SU4 1-2 12
SU3+SU4 1-2 12

the 3 discussed sources of overhead and show our findings
using a numerical example. We will use 4 SUs to illustrate our
study: the two we were already using earlier in the example of
previous subsections, and two additional SUs, as summarized
in Table III.

1) Data assignment block: The size of the L1 register is
only a function of the highest value of the Au (Eq. (12))
and Wu (Eq. (11)) across the supported SUs, defined as Ar

and Wr. The number of MUXes in both stages of the block
is given in Table IV. From this, we see that the number of
first stage MUXes does not depend a lot on the similarity
of SUs. However, this does change for the number of second
stage MUXes. There, similarity in loop unrollings has benefits
for the number of MUXes, especially the ones regarding the
channels and the Osum.

2) Output aggregation network: SUs with the same Osum

are computed within the same level of the adder tree and there-
fore don’t increase resources, as noted in Eq. (15). We see that
Osum,SU1 = Osum,SU4 = 2 and Osum,SU2 = Osum,SU3 = 1.
The total number of adders needed is function of the highest
Osum from the SUs we want to combine: No adders are
needed for the combination of SU2 and SU3, but Nadders = 4
for every other combination we make with these SUs.

As illustrated in the results of Table V, the number of
MUXes OMUX in the output aggregation network (Eq. (16))
depends again on the similarity of the SUs: similarity in
Osum drastically reduces overhead in the output aggregation
network.

3) Reshuffling buffer: Based on the equations for
REGbuffer (Eq. (18)) and MUXbuffer (Eq. (19)), the more
similar SUs are, the larger Rcl

min will be, resulting in a smaller
reshuffling buffer and less MUXes required, as illustrated in
Table VI.

4) General insight: In conclusion, we can say that sim-
ilarity in many loop parameters of SUs really decreases

TABLE VI
NUMBER OF MULTIPLEXERS IN RESHUFFLING BUFFER FOR EACH

COMBINATION.
Rmin

cl REGbuffer MUXbuffer
SU1+SU2 2 16 12
SU1+SU3 2 16 12
SU1+SU4 2 16 12
SU2+SU3 1 32 28
SU2+SU4 4 0 0
SU3+SU4 1 32 28

the resources overhead from configurability. Every type of
similarity will impact another part of the flexibility overhead
extensions. However, to optimize latency and energy it might
be interesting to use quite distinct SUs for different layers. This
is exactly the trade-off pursued throughout this paper. Section
IV will, therefore, introduce an exploration framework, COAC,
based on the analytical equations derived above. COAC will
be used to perform experiments with real-world architectures
and networks in the case study in Section V.

F. Validation

To show the validity of the equations derived in Section
III.A-D, we implement the PE interfacing blocks of various
combinations of 2 SUs with SystemVerilog and synthesize
them with TSMC 16nm standard cell technology. 9 cases
were implemented: Firstly, we analyze the 6 cases of the
study of Table III that was used to illustrate the impact of the
similarity of SUs. These are all quite small architectures but
with different SU combining overheads. To validate for larger
real-world processor implementations, we moreover analyze 3
SU combinations with different PE array sizes. The combined
SUs are C|K and OX|K, (with Cu = Ku, resp. OXu = Ku)
as these are very well-known unrollings. The selected PE array
sizes are 16x16, 32x32, resp. 64x64. All results are summa-
rized in Fig. 7, which depicts for each target implementation
the SU flexibility area overhead predicted by the COAC model
as well as the actual area overhead derived from the synthesis
of the corresponding SystemVerilog implementation. To be
transparent to silicon technology impact, we normalize the
area to the smallest implementation. It can be observed that
the model very closely matches actual silicon implementation
results with an error of less than 6% for 8 out of the 9
cases. Moreover, combinations that have the smallest overhead
according to the model, also have the smallest overhead in the
actual implementation, proving the usefulness of deploying the
model as a design guideline.

IV. COAC: FLEXIBILITY-AWARE DESIGN AND MAPPING
SPACE EXPLORATION TOOL

This section illustrates how to find the best combinations
of N SUs in an automated way for a given workload or
suite of workloads, in terms of area and end-to-end latency
and energy. To this end, the developed framework, COAC,
explores SU combinations leading to Pareto optimal results
in the latency/energy/area domain. The framework can be
exploited with various values of N = 1, 2, 3, etc. to find the
overall optimal solutions.



Fig. 7. Validation of the overhead area from SU flexibility estimated through
COAC, as well as experimentally verified from hardware synthesis. The
plotted areas represent the area overhead stemming from the three additional
flexibility blocks (Fig. 5).

Fig. 8. COAC flow illustrating mapping space exploration.

Fig. 8 illustrates the toolflow: First, all possible SUs sup-
ported by the targeted number of PEs in the array are derived
for further investigation. Next, a hardware cost estimation
framework, in our studies done through ZigZag [8], derives
for all layers under interest and all possible SUs the temporal
unrolling for which latency and energy are minimized (cfr.
Section II-C), and their resulting layer execution energy and
latency. Subsequently, all possible combinations of N SUs

Fig. 9. Comparison of obtained Pareto curve when using pruned SU set vs
every SU.

are generated. For each combination, the resources overhead
(area) is computed using the equations in Section III. Next, for
each of these combinations of N SUs, network level Pareto-
optimal design points for latency and energy are derived by
iteratively progressing through the different network layers:
all energy/latency Pareto points achievable with these N
supportive SUs for the first (i − 1) layers are computed, and
subsequently combined with all Pareto optimal energy/latency
points of the subsequent layer i using one of the SU out of this
set of N considered SUs, to derive a set new Pareto-optimal
results up to the i-th layer. This results in a final set of Pareto-
optimal points for the complete end-to-end network execution
achievable with this SU combination, and their corresponding
values for latency, energy and area.

In the last step of the COAC flow, all Pareto curves of all
SU combinations up to a given maximum number N of SUs to
support are put together and the final Pareto optimal solutions
are found.

A. SU pruning

While this flow can be repeated for all SU combinations in
a brute force fashion, the user can also activate a pruning step
across the SU combinations. In this mode, SUs that have nor
the best latency solution for any layer, nor the best energy
solution for any layer, are removed before generating SU
combinations. This drastically reduces search time, required
for processing large networks, while minimally impacting op-
timality. We illustrate the impact of this SU pruning technique
on optimality with the experiment setup from Section V. We
assume a 16x16 PE array and therefore 606 possible SUs,
according to Eq. (1). We run COAC both with and without
SU pruning for 2 networks (RCED [13] and Tiny YOLO
[14]). Fig. 9 shows the Pareto plots for latency/energy for
both cases with N = 2. The difference in found Pareto points
is negligible, whereas the pruned approach enables a search
time reduction with a factor of more than 1000, which would
even increase when combining more SUs. Therefore, in the
experiments reported in the case study section, we will adopt
COAC with pruning activated.

V. CASE STUDIES

A. Experimental setup

To validate COAC, the benefits and resource overheads of
combining two or more SUs for 2 audio processing networks
(RCED [13], Tiny Yolo v2 [14]) and 4 image classification
networks (ResNet18, MobileNetv2, Xception [15] and VGG19
[16] for the ImageNet dataset [17]) are estimated and analyzed.
An accelerator architecture template with the same memory
hierarchy as Evolver [18] (a 256KB weight buffer with 4096b
port width and a 156KB activation buffer with 1024b port
width) is assumed in TSMC 16nm.

The architecture contains 16x16 = 256 PEs. In the first step,
COAC determines all valid SUs that can be evaluated on this
PE array, that satisfy Eq. 1 for nbPEs = 256.

We will first assess the achievable energy/latency/cost trade-
offs when selecting optimal sets of N =1, 2 and 3 SUs. Next,



Fig. 10. Pareto plots for latency/energy when combining 1/2/3 SUs. The
networks are optimized separately.

the obtained solutions are compared with the SUs supported
in the original Evolver architecture [18], which supports 6
different SUs: [Cu = 1/2/4/8/16/32], and corresponding
[Ku = 256/128/64/32/16/8], resp. The Evolver overhead
stemming from the support of the different SUs can be
modelled using the same three hardware overhead blocks
modeled in COAC. also the off-chip memory accesses are
modeled, by describing the off-chip memory as a ‘top level
memory’ in ZigZag, with following bandwidth and energy per
read/write access:

Research questions we want to answer are:
• What are latency/energy benefits when combining SUs?
• How many SUs are optimally combined?
• What is the corresponding resource overhead? Is this

overhead a function of the combined SUs?
• Are the SUs used by Evolver close to optimal SUs in

terms of latency/energy/resources overhead, or far away
from them? This would allow to show the importance of
a tool like COAC to find optimal mapping combinations.

• What’s the impact of selecting more SUs when consid-
ering more workloads in parallel?

The total COAC simulation time for all performed experiments
was 3 days.

B. Results

1) Latency and energy gains: Fig. 10 shows the Pareto
curves in the latency/energy space for N = 1, 2 and 3
SUs for the six different networks. As we can see, for all
networks except VGG19 and ResNet18, combining 2 SUs
clearly outperforms using only a single SU for both latency
and energy. Layers in VGG19 and ResNet18 are all quite
similar (same kernel sizes in terms of Fx, Fy and G), resulting
in a single optimal SU. For all other networks, the variability
in layer types is abundant enough to justify a need for 2
supported SUs. A deeper analysis reveals that for a network
with both depthwise and classical layers, such as Xception
or MobileNetv2, COAC tunes 1 of the combined SUs to have
Gu > 1 and the other SU dedicated to Gu = 1. For RCED and

Fig. 11. Pareto plots for latency/energy when combining 1/2/3 SUs of a
common accelerator platform required to support and execute all networks.
The values for normalized latency and energy are divided by 6 to have mean
values for 1 network.

Tiny Yolo, COAC exploits the difference in kernel size, in the
selected SUs with different supported Fxu, as this is here the
most varying loop dimension. We notice that the benefits for
going from 1 to 2 SUs are highest for MobileNetv2. Here, the
optimal EDP (energy-delay-product) is reduced with 59.5%.
When going from 2 to 3 SUs for a single network, the Pareto
curve does not shift a lot anymore, while increasing resource
overhead.

Let’s now analyze what happens if we want to optimize
the supported set of SUs for all networks together. This is
done by entering all 6 networks as the target workload in
COAC. As illustrated in Fig. 10, not all networks take the same
order of magnitude in execution cost. Therefore, we perform
a preprocessing step to make all networks roughly equally
important, by normalizing all network performances to their
most optimal execution cost: Specifically, for each network
the best individual SU is computed in terms of latency. The
latency for this SU for the complete network is called Lbest.
Afterwards, for each layer and each investigated SU, both
latency and energy are divided by Lbest. This equalizes the
impact of all networks to the experiment, and makes that the
optimal ’relative latency’ for a complete network is equal to 1.
The results are summarized in Fig. 11. We see that the Pareto
fronts continue shifting to the left bottom when adding a third
SU. We have a 38% EDP gain when going from 1 to 2 SUs
and a further 12% gain if we combine 3 SUs. This was not the
case when we assessed the optimal SU combinations for each
network individually, were no benefits were observed beyond
sets of 2 SUs. This makes sense, as the more diversity in
the layers to be executed, the harder it becomes to efficiently
execute them with a limited set of SUs. The EDP gains of this
combined SU optimization, and summarized in Table VII, split
out for each network independently. The best EDPs for both
1 SU and combination of 2 SUs are taken. We see that the
highest gain is again for MobileNetv2. However, it is slightly
reduced to 50% gain, where it was 59.5% if we could optimize
for MobileNetv2 only. This matches with intuition, as we are
jointly optimizing for all networks instead of for a single one.



TABLE VII
EDP GAINS FROM 1 TO 2 SUS FOR EACH NETWORK SEPARATELY USING

SAME SET OF SHARED-OPTIMIZED SUS.

Network
1SU

COAC
2SUs

COAC
Evolver [18]

RCED base -35% -77%
Tiny Yolo v2 base -1% -47%

ResNet18 base -34% -33%
VGG19 base -12% -3%

MobileNetv2 base -50% -14%
Xception base -38% -60%

ALL TOGETHER base -38% -45%

2) Selected spatial unrollings: Let’s now look into more
detail to which SU combinations are retained by the COAC
optimization in the previous multi-network study of Fig. 11. In
this discussion, we take the SU(s) on the energy-latency Pareto
plot for which the EDP value is lowest. If only one SU can
be used, COAC picks [Oxu = 16,Ku = 16]. If two SUs can
be combined, COAC picks [Oxu = Oyu = 4,Ku = 16] and
[Oxu = 16, Fxu = 4,Ku = 4]. If 3 SUs can be combined,
the tool picks [Oxu = Oyu = 4,Ku = 16], [Oxu = 16, Cu =
2,Ku = 8] and [Oxu = 32, Fxu = 4, Gu = 2].

These sets explain why we have benefits from combining
SUs. All picked SUs unroll spatially over Ox as that’s the
only loop dimension available in all layers across all networks
(classical 3x3, pointwise, depthwise). If only one SU is used,
this is combined with unrolling over K to minimize output
bandwidth requirements. When we combine 2 SUs, we can
pick one with unrolling over Fx for data reuse and resulting
memory access reasons, and one without unrolling over Fx
for the pointwise layers. A spatial unrolling over G is not
included yet, as apparently for this set of networks with
according relative importance, the impact of the depthwise
layers is not large enough. That’s why we still have benefits
from combining with a third SU: we can now add one
where unrolling over G is included. Yet, in our experiments,
this addition of the third SU only made sense for networks
that exploit depthwise layers like MobileNetv2 and not for
networks like ResNet18. The resources that are necessary to
implement these combinations of SUs will be discussed in the
next section, where we compare the required area with the
area in Evolver.

VI. STATE-OF-THE-ART COMPARISON

A. Quantitative comparison with Evolver

Finally, we can compare the best SU combinations found,
with the SU combinations supported in a flexible architecture
such as Evolver [18]. Fig. 12 compares results achievable
with Evolver’s 6 supported SUs with the results obtained by
COAC. We see that the EDP of Evolver is equally good as our
approach with only 3 SUs, where Evolver needs 6. Therefore,
the COAC optimized architecture with only 3 SUs has much
fewer resources than the Evolver architecture, as can be seen in
the second subplot, in which all designs are normalized to the
same 16nm technology. The area is here depicted in two parts:
the blue part contains the memory and computation blocks, the

Fig. 12. Comparison of Evolver architecture with our approach.

TABLE VIII
COMPARING COAC TO ZIGZAG [8], TIMELOOP [9] AND UNION [19].

ZigZag Timeloop Union COAC
1 SU per network yes yes yes yes

1 SU per layer yes yes yes yes
Few SUs per network no no no yes

Overhead of combining SUs no no no yes

orange part contains the area to support unrolling flexibility
in terms of registers and multiplexers. Evolver clearly needs
more area than our found solution, which proves COAC is an
interesting tool to find efficient solutions for area constrained
solutions. Interesting to note is also that Evolver has fewer
resources than if the trend of the ’1 SU’, ’2 SUs’ and ’3
SUs’ would be followed. This is due to the fact that the
SUs in Evolver only vary in unrolling in C and K. This is a
practical proof that similarity in SUs indeed makes sense for
the resource overhead, as already derived mathematically in
this manuscript. When multiplying area with EDP, the solution
found by COAC clearly outperforms the Evolver solution, a
similar EDP axchieved for lower area. A numerical analysis
per network separately is also given in Table VII.

B. Qualitative comparison with other frameworks

COAC is the first framework to support the assessment
of the best unrolling combinations across complete neural
networks, taking energy, latency and cost jointly into account.
These capabilities are currently lacking in state-of-the-art
hardware design exploration frameworks in literature, such as
ZigZag [8], Timeloop [9] and Union [19], as summarized in
Table VIII. In the introduction of this paper, we talked about
3 different approaches to map a convolutional network on a
PE array: using a fixed SU for all layers (lowest flexibility),
using an optimized SU for each individual layer (highest
flexibility) and a hybrid version with a limited number of SUs
for the complete network. Existing SotA design exploration
frameworks are only able to evaluate the first two cases,
whereas COAC is able to do all of them. Moreover, COAC also
analyzes the hardware overhead that comes with this flexibility.
Fig. 12 has shown quantitatively that COAC is able to boost
performance in terms of latency and energy in comparison to
SUs published in literature.



VII. CONCLUSION

Different neural network layer topologies benefit from dif-
ferent hardware parallelization dimensions, denoted by the
Spatial Unrolling (SU) parameters. It is therefore beneficial to
support multiple SUs, ideally in the same PE array in order to
save area. This work presents COAC, a framework to find the
optimal set of SUs to minimize latency/energy for end-to-end
inference, as well as resource overhead that comes from the
introduced flexibility. Three required architecture extensions
lead to this resource overhead. The first is a flexible data
assignment block, to make sure the correct weights and data
activations go to the correct PE element for each SU. The
second extension has to do with the flexible data aggregation
network. In this flexible adder tree, the outputs belonging
to each SU might be computed at different levels of the
adder tree, leading to the need for multiplexers to select the
correct output to store in the memory. The third extension is
a reshuffling buffer. Not all inputs that are needed in parallel
for a given SU are computed in parallel by the previous SU.
Therefore, the reshuffler makes sure that these data items are
stored together in the memory to reduce the number of stalling
cycles as much as possible.

We model the cost of each of these blocks in function
of the supported SU set and showed analytically the impact
of similarity of SUs. The more similar the SUs are, the
smaller the resources overhead will be. Subsequently, a search
procedure to find the most energy/latency optimal set is
integrated in a new automated exploration framework, named
COAC, together with a pruning method to reduce search time.
COAC shows to find better SU combinations than those used
in literature. The benefits for combining SUs differs from
network to network: the more diversity in layer types (e.g.
both classical and depthwise layers), the more beneficial it is
to combine SUs in terms of latency/energy.

The code of this project will be made publicly available on
www.github.com/StevenColleman1234.
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APPENDIX 1: DATA ASSIGNMENT BLOCK COST ANALYSIS

First, we will analyze the first stage of MUXes, which
selects the relevant section of the L2 weight and activation
memory words. We start our analysis with the weights part.
This set of MUXes will ensure that the Wu weights for a given
SU are always buffered at the Wu leftmost (lowermost in the
figure) positions of the L1 register. In the example of Fig. 6
these are the Wu,SU1 = 4 lowermost (= all) positions for SU1
and Wu,SU2 = 2 lowermost positions for SU2. To still ensure
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full utilization of the L2 memories with PWL2,weights > Wu

(PW = port width = physical width of the memory in number
of words) for at least one SU, MUXes are required in the
first stage, as different data words from the same L2 weight
memory address will have to go to the same position in the
L1 register across different supported SUs.

For each register position i, the number of MUXes in
front of the L1 register depends on the smallest Wu from all
different SUs that need this register position i. In the example
of Fig. 6, weight L1 registers W1 and W2 have to store weights
for both SU1 and SU2, hence weights for W1 and W2 can
come from 2 different positions and therefore need 2 ’1-input
MUXes’ in front of them. Positions W3 and W4 only have
to store weights for SU1. As PWL2,weights = Wu,SU1, no
MUXes are needed here. In general terms, the total number of
one-input MUXes in the first stage for the weights assignment
is

WMUX,1 =

Wr∑
i=1

z

(⌈
PWL2,weights

min(Wu),∀ SUj |(Wu,SUj
≥ i)

⌉)
(20)

In this, z(x) is a function that returns 0 if x = 1 and x itself
otherwise.

Let’s now switch the attention to the first MUX stage
for the activation data, feeding the L1 activation registers.
Here, for the different SUs data has to be arranged taking
into account padding and convolutional input data reuse,
hence requiring that every register word can access every L2
activation memory position that contains data of the same input
channel. Therefore, for each activation register Ai, the data can
come from PWL2,act

Gu.Cu
positions for a given SU if the value of

Au for this SU is at least i. This stems from the assumption
that the PWL2,act activations at any L2 address belong to
Gu.Cu different input channels and we only need to reshuffle
the data for a given channel, not across channels.

For supporting multiple SUs, we have to take the minimal
value for Gu.Cu across all supported SUs, as this will lead
to more possible connections and therefore more MUXes. As
such, we find that this requires following number of one-input
MUXes in the first activation stage:

AMUX,1 =

Ar∑
i=1

z

(⌈
PWL2,act

min(Gu · Cu),∀ SUj |(Au,SUj
≥ i)

⌉)
(21)

hence instantiating MUXes for each register i, supporting the
input locations of all unrollings for which Au,SUj ≥ i. If
only SU1 would be supported in the example of Fig. 6, we
would have enough with 2 inputs in front of each register.
That is because Cu,SU1 = 2 and therefore only PWL2,act

Gu.Cu
=

2 activations from a given L2 activation address belong to
the same channel. But we also have to support SU2, and as
Cu,SU2 = 1, all activations in L1 can come from all places in
L2.

Finally, we continue with the analysis of the second set of
MUXes, which sits between the L1 registers and the PE array.
We start with the activations MUXes. For a given SU j, our

Fig. 13. Illustration for the number of MUXes in the second stage, with SU1
as example.

task is to derive the register words A(i), that have to be sent
as input to PEi, as illustrated for SU1 in Fig. 13. In this
reasoning, we will exploit the memory data organization for
inputs and outputs, as mentioned in Section III-A. To assess
this analytically, we divide both the L1 and the PEs in groups
of size Osum (as Osum subsequent activations from L1 have
to go to Osum subsequent PEs), which is 2 in the case of Fig.
13 and call these ”input groups” of the MUX stage (for L1)
and ”outputs groups” of the MUX stage (for the PE array),
respectively. As shown in Fig. 13, the first Ku output groups
(output group 1 and output group 2) require data from input
group 1 (A1 and A2 registers), one input group is shared
among these two output groups, as they perform processing
with the same inputs for a different output channel. The next
Ku output groups (output group 3 and output group 4) require
activations from input group 2 as they perform processing for
a different (Ox,Oy) position, hence with different inputs. In
general, every Ku output groups (a.k.a Ku ∗Osum PEs) need
the same input group of data. Therefore, PEi requires data
from input group:

inputgroup,PEi
=

⌈
i

Ku ·Osum

⌉
(22)

As an example, the corresponding input group index of each
PE of Fig. 6 is illustrated in the second row of the table in
Fig. 13. Now, we have to derive the relative position of PEi

within the input group, which is a value in the range [1, Osum].
PE1 until PEOsum

need positions 1 until Osum in the first
input group, PEOsum+1 until PE2·Osum

need positions 1 until
Osum in the first input group as well, PE2·Osum+1 until
PE3·Osum need positions 1 until Osum in the second input
group and so on, or:

positiongroup,PEi = mod(i− 1, Osum) + 1 (23)

Or equivalently:

positiongroup,PEi = i−
(⌈

i

Osum

⌉
− 1

)
·Osum (24)

This number is illustrated at the third row of the table in the
example of Fig. 13. Based on Eq. (22) and Eq. (24), A(i), the
index of the source input activation register for PEi for for a
specific SU can be computed as:

A(i) = (inputgroup,PEi
− 1) ·Osum + positiongroup,PEi

(25)



Fig. 14. Illustration for the number of MUXes in output aggregation network.

which leads after simplification to

A(i) = i−
(⌈

i

Osum

⌉
−
⌈

i

Ku ·Osum

⌉)
·Osum (26)

These indices are denoted in the last row in the example of
Fig. 13. We can easily see that this equation is also valid for
SUs with an unrolling in Gu. Using the equation for Au, we
see that Au is equal to the number of PEs if Ku = 1. This
means that PEi needs an activation from register i in the L1
activation register. Indeed, if we fill in Ku = 1 in Eq. 26, the
part between brackets becomes 0 such that we remain A(i) = i
and the equation holds.

Therefore, in general terms, when executing SU j, PEi

needs to source input activation data from register word A(i, j)
where

A(i, j) = i−
(⌈

i

Osum,j

⌉
−
⌈

i

Ku,j ·Osum,j

⌉)
·Osum,j

(27)
The number of different values in A(i, :) across SUs indicates
the number of different positions from which activation data
for PEi might come across the different supported SUs,
hence allowing to analytically compute the number of MUXes
required for a given combination of SUs.
We now want to perform a similar reasoning for the weights,
were we will use the notation W (i, j). Due to the order of
the computations in the PE (to store the output data in a
Oyu|Oxu|Ku or Oyu|Oxu|Gu way, the first Wu PEs compute
all channel outputs for a given output position (Ox,Oy), the
next Wu PEs perform computations for all channel outputs for
a next output position and so on. This means that the first Wu

PEs need weights from W1 until Wu and every next Wu PEs
need the same Wu weights. As such, we can express W (i, j),
the register address sourcing PEi under SU j, as:

W (i, j) = mod(i− 1,Wu,j) + 1 (28)

This again allows to compute the number of different weight
source registers per PE, and hence the number of required
multiplexers between the weight registers and the PE array.

APPENDIX 2: OUTPUT AGGREGATION NETWORK COST
ANALYSIS

MUXes are required to extract accumulation results from
various levels in the adder tree, to store them into the L1

output registers in function of the SU under execution. The
total number of MUXes needed, can be found by assessing
the different levels of the adder trees for their consumption
profiles. The output of level i in the tree is defined as the level
where 2i intermediate results are added. E.g. in our example
of Fig. 14, the adder tree has a level 0 (final output for SU
where Osum = 1 = 20), a level 1 (final output for SU where
Osum = 2 = 21), etc.

1) Within one SU: If level i contains final outputs, then
there are nbPEs

2i outputs from different adders that have to be
written to the lowest level output features memory L2. The
port width of this memory is defined as PWL2,O (expressed
in number of words). If nbPEs

2i ≤ PWL2,O, output data at
a given position for the output memory can only come from
one adder of the level. For level 1 in the example of Fig. 14,
8/21 = 4 = PWL2,O and therefore, each of the 4 positions
of the L2 output memory can get data from one adder’s result
in level 1. Simultaneously, each of the 4 positions of the L2
output memory can also only get data from one adder’s output
of level 2. If nbPEs

2i > PWL2,O, the data will have to be
written back in memory in multiple write cycles and hence

each position of the L2 memory can get data from
nbPEs

2i

PWL2,O

adder’s results. As shown in Fig. 14, this leads to 2 possible
L2 input sources from level 0.

2) Across supported SUs: Across the different SUs, the
total number of adders from which each position of the L2
memory can get data from is the sum of what is required
from each level of the adder tree used for final outputs of at
least 1 SU. In our example of Fig. 14, this amounts to 1 (from
level 2) + 1 (from level 1) + 2 (from level 0) = 4 and therefore
4 one-input MUXes are needed between the PE array and the
L2 memory.

In general, the total number of one-input MUXes (OMUX )
in the output aggregation network can be formulated as:

OMUX = PWL2,O · z

(∑
i

f(i) ·max

(
nbPEs

2i

PWL2,O
, 1

))
(29)

where f(i) is 1 if level i contains final outputs for at least 1 of

the supported SUs and 0 otherwise. The max

(
nbPEs

2i

PWL2,O
, 1

)
stems from the fact that for the highest number of levels,
output data at a given memory position can only come from 1
adder output in the adder tree whereas for the lower number

levels, this number of adder outputs is equal to
nbPEs

2i

PWL2,O
. The

total number of MUXes per output memory position has to
be multiplied with the total number of words in the output
memory port PWL2,O.

APPENDIX 3: RESHUFFLING BUFFER OVERHEAD MODELING

A. Reshuffling buffer size

Define PWb as the port widths of the memories before and
after the reshuffling buffer, as depicted in Fig. 6, expressed
in number of data words that can be sent/received during one
cycle. Note that our tool can also support the analysis where



these port widths are not equal but we will here assume here
they are equal to make the reasoning easier to follow. If Rcl

min

is a multiple of PWb, we can split the data to several PWb

sized clusters and directly send them out cycle by cycle to the
’after RB’ memory. Therefore, no reshuffling buffer is needed
at this condition.

When Rcl
min is not a multiple of PWb, an actual physical

instantiation of a reshuffling buffer will be necessary. In the
example of Fig.6, for the transfer from SU1 to SU2, the
reshuffling buffer has to fetch PWb/R

cl
1,2 = 2 data clusters

per clock cycle (PWb is 4 in this example while Rcl
1,2 equals

2) from the ’before RB’ memory to perfectly eliminate the
input access stalling. In Fig.6, the data belonging to the same
cluster is indicated in red and green, respectively. Each of
these clusters must be placed at a different memory address
in the ’after RB’ memory. To enable this, the data belonging to
the same output word is loaded over consecutive clock cycles
into the flexible reshuffling buffer. As only Rcl

1,2 data from the
same data cluster are read from the ’before RB’ memory every
clock cycle, it takes PWb/R

cl
1,2 clock cycles to obtain all data

from the ’before RB’ memory that we want to write at the
same address of the ’after RB’ memory. During these cycles,
a total number of PWb

Rcl
1,2

· PWb words hence are read (8 words
in the example of Fig.6). The reshuffling buffer must be large
enough to store all the data read from the ’before RB’ memory
during these cycles. In addition, the reshuffling buffer should
to be designed as a double buffer to avoid data stalls while a
batch of data is read into the ’after RB’ memory. Therefore,
the number of register words needed in the reshuffling buffer
is in general:

REGbuffer =
2 · PW 2

b

Rcl
min

(30)

B. Number of MUXes for reshuffling buffer

There is no need for MUXes between the ’before RB’
memory and the reshuffling buffer, as the reshuffling buffer
just contains multiple concatenated ’before RB’ memory lines.
However, there are MUXes needed between the reshuffling
buffer and the ’after RB’ memory to concatenate the correct
data clusters for parallel writing to the ’after RB’ memory.
For the two supported SUs (SU1 to SU2) in Fig. 6, 4 data
access patterns should be enabled to cover the various SUs
execution orders: SU1 to SU1, SU2 to SU1, SU1 to SU2 and
SU2 to SU2. Based on the analysis conducted in above, in
this example all data for the ’after RB’ memory can come
from 2 (= PWb/R

cl
1,2) places in the reshuffling buffer. As

Rcl
1,1 = Rcl

2,1 = Rcl
2,2 = 4 = PW , the transformation from

SU1 to SU1, SU2 to SU1 and SU2 to SU2 will not need
intermediate buffering for the reshuffling, since a memory line
from the ’before RB’ memory encompasses a complete data
cluster and can hence be written immediately into the ’after
RB’ memory. Only SU1 to SU2 requires extra reshuffling
operation: As shown in Fig. 6, for each position in the ’after
RB’ memory, the data can come from 2 (= PWb/R

cl
1,2) +

1 (= PWb/R
cl
1,1) = 3 places, leading to 3 one-input MUXes

in front of each word position of the ’after RB’, therefore 12
MUXes are required in total. Or in general, approximately:

MUXbuffer ≈ PWb · z

(∑ PWb

min(PWb, Rcl
i,j)

)
(31)

where summation happens over unique values of
min(PWb, R

cl
i,j).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was supported in part by the European Research
Council (ERC) under Agreement 101088865, in part by the
European Union’s Horizon 2020 Program under Agreement
101070374,in part by the Flanders AI Research Program, and
in part by the KU Leuven.

Steven Colleman Steven Colleman was born in
Lier, Belgium in 1995. In 2018, he received the
M.Sc. degree in electrical engineering from the KU
Leuven, Belgium with the Master thesis: ”Opti-
malisation of a Coarse Grain Reconfigurable Array
for the efficient mapping of convolutional neural
networks”. Later in 2018, he started working as a
PhD student at MICAS, in the lab of Prof. dr. ir.
Marian Verhelst. His research interest lies in the field
of efficient processing architectures for embedded
deep learning.

Man Shi Man Shi received the B.Sc. degree from
the School of Information Science and Engineering
from Shandong University (SDU), China, in 2017,
and the M.Sc. degree from the Institute of Micro-
electronics, Tsinghua University, China, in 2020.
She is currently pursuing the Ph.D. degree in the
accelerators architecture for deep neural network
with the ESAT-MICAS Laboratories, KU Leuven,
Leuven, Belgium. Her current research interests in-
clude low-power deep neural network hardware ac-
celerator design, algorithm-hardware co-design, and

reconfigured computation.

Marian Verhelst Marian Verhelst is a full professor
at the MICAS laboratories of KU Leuven and a
research director at imec. Her research focuses on
embedded machine learning, hardware accelerators,
HW-algorithm co-design and low-power edge pro-
cessing. She received a PhD from KU Leuven in
2008, and worked as a research scientist at Intel
Labs, Hillsboro OR from 2008 till 2010. Marian
is a member of the board of directors of tinyML
and active in the TPC’s of DATE, ISSCC, VLSI
and ESSCIRC and was the chair of tinyML2021

and TPC co-chair of AICAS2020. Marian is an IEEE SSCS Distinguished
Lecturer, was a member of the Young Academy of Belgium, an associate
editor for TVLSI, TCAS-II and JSSC and a member of the STEM advisory
committee to the Flemish Government. Marian received the laureate prize
of the Royal Academy of Belgium in 2016, the 2021 Intel Outstanding
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