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Abstract
Dynamic High-Level Synthesis (HLS) uses additional hardware
to perform memory disambiguation at runtime, increasing loop
throughput in irregular codes compared to static HLS. However,
most irregular codes consist of multiple sibling loops, which cur-
rently have to be executed sequentially by all HLS tools. Static HLS
performs loop fusion only on regular codes, while dynamic HLS
relies on loops with dependencies to run to completion before the
next loop starts.

We present dynamic loop fusion for HLS, a compiler/hardware
co-design approach that enables multiple loops to run in paral-
lel, even if they contain unpredictable memory dependencies. Our
only requirement is that memory addresses are monotonically non-
decreasing in inner loops. We present a novel program-order sched-
ule for HLS, inspired by polyhedral compilers, that together with
our address monotonicity analysis enables dynamic memory dis-
ambiguation that does not require searching of address histories
and sequential loop execution. Our evaluation shows an average
speedup of 14× over static and 4× over dynamic HLS.

CCS Concepts
• Computer systems organization→ Reconfigurable comput-
ing; • Software and its engineering→ Compilers.
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1 Introduction
High-Level Synthesis (HLS) increases designer productivity, makes
code more maintainable, accelerates verification, and makes design
space exploration easier [51]. However, this is usually only true
for regular codes where the compiler can discover instruction- and
memory-level parallelism statically [11, 53]. Domains like graph
analytics and sparse linear algebra contain irregular codes with
unpredictable memory dependencies and control flow, which break
the traditional static scheduling approach. This prompted research
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for (i = 0; i < N; ++i)
A[f(i)] = workA(A[f(i)]);

for (j = 0; j < M; ++j)
B[g(j)] = workB(A[g(j)]);

(a) Two loops with non-affine access patterns.

A[5] A[7] A[8]A[1]

A[2] A[4] A[6] A[8]i-loop
j-loop

(b) Pipeline achieved by current static and dynamic HLS tools.

A[2] A[4] A[6] A[8]

A[5] A[7] A[8]A[1]    

i-loop
j-loop

(c) Pipeline achieved by our work.

Figure 1: Dynamic Loop Fusion enables fine-grained paral-
lelism across loops with memory dependencies.

into dynamically scheduled HLS [40] and approaches to combine it
with existing industry-grade static HLS compilers [15, 60].

Dynamic HLS uses load-store queues (LSQs) to perform mem-
ory disambiguation at runtime [20, 21, 29, 34, 38, 61]. These works
effectively pipeline single loops with arbitrary memory dependen-
cies, but they have to sequentialize multiple loops if they share a
memory dependency. For example, they would sequentialize the i-
and j-loops in figure 1a, resulting in the figure 1b pipeline. But, as
shown in figure 1c, there might be plenty of parallelism across the
two loops.

There are two reasons why current dynamic HLS tools have to
sequentialize these loops. Firstly, they use a program-order sched-
ule that relies on loops to run to completion before the next loop
starts. For example, the LSQ used in Dynamatic HLS sequential-
izes LSQ requests based on the program order of basic blocks [38];
other approaches carry explicit dependencies through the pipeline,
preventing downstream loops from starting without resolving the
dependency [25, 61]. Secondly, they rely on the checking of address
histories to detect hazards, without making any assumptions about
the underlying address distributions. This makes them general, but
requires them to wait for all addresses from one loop to be produced
before they can start processing the next loop. These are two key
challenges that we tackle in this paper.

Static loop fusion also fails to fuse the loops in our figure 1a
example, because the fused loop may introduce a negative depen-
dency distance [41]—the compiler gives up if it cannot prove that
𝑓 (𝑖) = 𝑔( 𝑗) =⇒ 𝑖 < 𝑗 . This is assuming that the 𝑓 (𝑖) and 𝑔(𝑖)
functions can be analyzed by the compiler in the first place. If that
is not the case, e.g., if they involve an array access, then loop fusion
is also not applied.
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Our dynamic loop fusion approach can automatically synthesize
a Read After Write (RAW) check that will protect the 𝐴[𝑔( 𝑗)] read
in the figure 1 code, achieving the fine-grained inter-loop paral-
lelism from figure 1c. We decouple each loop into an independently
scheduled Processing Element (PE). Memory dependencies across
loops are handled in a Data Unit (DU) specialized by our compiler
for the program. Our only requirement is that the f(i) and g(j)
functions are monotonically non-decreasing in the innermost loop
(outer loops can be non-monotonic). This is a weaker requirement
than the affine functions expected by static loop fusion, allowing us
to fuse more loops, including codes with data-dependent addresses.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to propose dynamic
memory disambiguation that can work across loops. We make the
following contributions:

• A compiler pass to decouple loop nests into PEs. A PE is fur-
ther decoupled into an Address Generation Unit (AGU) and a
Compute Unit (DU) following the decoupled access/execute
(DAE) architecture (section 2.1).

• A compiler analysis, based on the chain of recurrences the-
ory [5, 64], that checks if addresses are monotonically non-
decreasing in inner loops, and that detects non-monotonic
outer loops (section 3).

• A hardware-efficient program-order schedule representation
that does not require sequentializing loops. We show how
the compiler instruments AGUs with instructions that gener-
ate the schedule for each memory operation. We also show
how non-monotonic outer loops can be integrated with our
schedule (section 4).

• A parameterizable DU performing dynamic memory dis-
ambiguation across loops. We show how the compiler can
specialize the DU given the dependency graph of the pro-
gram and the address monotonicity analysis. We discuss
how the DU optimizes DRAM bandwidth by using dynamic
coalescing and on-chip store-to-load forwarding (section 5).

• An evaluation on irregular applications showing an average
speedup of 14× over static HLS and 4× over dynamic HLS.
We discuss which codes benefit from dynamic fusion and we
study the impact of store-to-load forwarding (section 7).

2 Background
In this paper, we focus on codes using DRAM, as its unpredictable
latency and limited bandwidth pose greater challenges than BRAM.
There is no fundamental reason why we could not protect BRAM
or use a memory hierarchy with BRAM caches, which we briefly
discuss in section 8.

In this section, we describe FPGA streaming architectures com-
monly used with DRAM. We discuss techniques to optimize DRAM
bandwidth in irregular codes that inform the design of our DU.
And we describe existing loop fusion approaches and their com-
piler theory, informing the design of our program-order schedule
representation.

2.1 Baseline Streaming Architecture
Streaming FPGA architectures are a popular choice for implement-
ing DRAM-based codes [19, 22, 55, 63, 65]. They decouple mem-
ory accesses and compute into separate PEs, either automatically

Data Unit
RAW / WAR / WAW

Checks Across Loops

Loop 1
AGU

Loop 2
AGU

Loop 1
CU

Loop 2
CU

address,
schedule

address,
schedule

load value

store value

load value

store value

DRAM

Dynamic Burst
Coalescing with

ST / LD Forwarding

Figure 2: An example DAE streaming FPGA architecture.

[22, 65] or manually [19, 55, 63]. The use of a streaming architecture
is predicated on an accurate memory dependency analysis so that
memory shared between PEs can be transformed into FIFO com-
munication. If the analysis fails, as it invariably does for irregular
codes, then the shared data has to be communicated via DRAM and
the execution of PEs has to be sequentialized, thus losing much of
the benefits of using a streaming FPGA architecture.

To tackle the problem of irregular memory accesses, we propose
to use a compiler-parameterized DU, shown in figure 2, that pro-
tects memory shared across loops by performing dynamic memory
disambiguation at runtime. The DU interfaces with DRAM, but is
also able to directly forward values from producer to consumer
PEs if the respective load/store operations exhibit temporal locality,
thus saving DRAM bandwidth as in traditional streaming FPGA
architectures.

2.1.1 Using DRAM Bandwidth Efficiently. We use Altera’s DRAM
IP generated by its HLS compiler to implement DRAM load/store
units (LSUs). Our DU can have multiple LSUs connected to the
DRAM controller using a ring topology, depending on the number
of load/store operations in the input program. To use DRAM band-
width efficiently, the LSUs coalesce multiple loads/stores into one
wide request to the memory controller in order to use the full DDR
channel width (512-bit in our case). To achieve this for codes with
irregular access patterns, the LSUs use additional logic and buffer-
ing to perform coalescing dynamically [4, 69]. DRAM requests are
buffered until the largest possible burst can be made. If no new
requests arrive in 𝑁 consecutive cycles, then an incomplete burst
is made (in our case 𝑁 = 16).

Asynchronous address supply is essential for efficient use of
DRAM, because of the high access latency, and to allow the dynam-
ically bursting LSU to look ahead in the address stream. Streaming
FPGA architectures achieve this by following the decades-old DAE
principle [57], where the address generation is decoupled into its
own thread of execution, running ahead of the compute threads
that consume and produce values [12, 17, 27, 47]. Note that dynamic
loop fusion is not limited to DAE architectures; it can be realized
in other model of computations, e.g., with dynamic dataflow [40].

2.1.2 DAE Transformation. A DAE architecture is automatically
generated by our compiler. Given a forest of loop trees, loop CUs
and AGUs are decoupled into their own PEs following the strategy
from figure 3. AGUs feed addresses to the DU; the DU sends load
values to and receives store values from CUs. All communication
is FIFO based, following a latency-insensitive protocol [26]. To
analyze which values should be computed by which decoupled unit
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Figure 3: Example decoupling of a loop forest. A leaf loop is
decoupled into its own PE, which includes loop control of the
outer loops. Parent loop body instructions are included only
if they come before the leaf loop in the topological order.
FIFOs are used to communicate scalar data dependencies
(e.g. from loop 1.1.1 in PE 0 to loop 1.1.2 in PE 1). FIFOs are
written in the loop exit block and read in the loop pre-header
block. Each loop PE might have an AGU producing memory
requests fo the accesses in that loop PE.

and which values should be communicated, we use the def-use
chain encoded in the SSA form of the code (each SSA value usage
can be traced to its unique definition [52]). We follow a standard
approach to automatically generate a DAE architecture [60]:

(1) AGU: Each memory operation to be decoupled is changed to
a send_address FIFO write that sends the memory address
to the DU.

(2) CU: Dually, in the CU each memory operation to be de-
coupled is changed to a consume_value or produce_value
FIFO read function that receive or send values to or from the
DU.

(3) Dead code elimination (DCE):We apply DCE in the CU
to remove any unnecessary address generation code. In the
AGU, we delete side effect instructions that are not part of the
address generation def-use chains, and then also apply DCE
followed by control-flow simplification to remove redundant
basic blocks.

2.2 Static Loop Fusion
Polyhedral compilers represent memory operations inside loop
nests as integer sets [10, 28, 30]:

(1) The domain set describes the set of loop iterations in which
a statement is executed.

(2) The schedule set maps domain elements to a point in time.
Given two schedule instances, we can determine which one
comes first in program order.

(3) The access set maps domain elements to a point in space,
representing the accessed memory location.

For example, the domain (𝐷), schedule (𝑆), and access (𝐴) functions
of the i-loop store 𝑠𝑡𝐴 and j-loop load 𝑙𝑑𝐴 in figure 1a are:

𝐷𝑠𝑡𝐴 = {𝑠𝑡𝐴 [𝑖] : 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑁 }, 𝐷𝑙𝑑𝐴 = {𝑙𝑑𝐴 [ 𝑗] : 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑀}
𝑆𝑠𝑡𝐴 = {𝑠𝑡𝐴 [𝑖] → [0, 𝑖]}, 𝑆𝑙𝑑𝐴 = {𝑙𝑑𝐴 [ 𝑗] → [1, 𝑗]}
𝐴𝑠𝑡𝐴 = {𝑠𝑡𝐴 [𝑖] → 𝑓 (𝑖)}, 𝐴𝑙𝑑𝐴 = {𝑙𝑑𝐴 [ 𝑗] → 𝑔( 𝑗)}

The set intersection of two access relations can be used to find
dependencies between the two corresponding operations.

Static loop fusion for the code in figure 1a can be expressed as
a transformation on the schedule of the load: T𝐹𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 = {[1, 𝑗] →

[0, 𝑖]} (together with transformations to account for 𝑁 ≠ 𝑀).
T𝐹𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 might introduce a new dependency between the store and
load. The transformation is only legal if the dependency distance of
the new dependency is non-negative: this implication has to hold
𝐴𝑠𝑡𝐴 [𝑘] = 𝐴𝑙𝑑𝐴 [𝑙] =⇒ 𝑘 < 𝑙 , where 𝑘, 𝑙 are some iterations in the
fused loop. In other words, if in the original program a given store
writes to an address that a given load later uses, then in the fused
loop the store must execute in an earlier iteration than the load.

The legality of loop fusion can be reduced to checking the le-
gality of pairwise loop permutation [50]—the permutation should
not break dependencies. However, if the address expressions do
not form affine functions, then the legality check does not have
enough information about dependency distances to be useful. One
can over-approximate non-affine functions as affine [6], but this
does not help in all cases, e.g., over-approximation can introduce
spurious dependencies on codes with data-dependent addresses.
Our dynamic loop fusion is more lenient, requiring only monotoni-
cally non-decreasing addresses. However, we stress that our aim is
not to replace the polyhedral approach to static loop fusion. Clearly,
static loop fusion is preferable whenever possible, especially since it
can be combined with other transformations in one framework [50].
Rather, we aim to enable fusion in cases where static approaches
are fundamentally infeasible.

3 Address Monotonicity
We now describe the concept of address monotonicity in more
detail and contrast it with affine addresses.

3.1 Motivation for Monotonicity
Assume that we have a memory dependency across loops. If we can
prove at compile time that the address of the dependency source is
monotonically non-decreasing, then at runtime the loop with the
dependency destination only has to check if the address it accesses
is lower than the most recently accessed address in the source loop—
the dependency destination does not need to see the full history
of memory accesses made in the other loop. This paves the way
for our efficient hardware dynamic memory disambiguation across
loops described in section 5. We now describe how addresses can
be proven to be monotonically non-decreasing.

3.2 Monotonic Chain of Recurrences
Compilers can represent expressions inside loops as a Chain of
Recurrences (CR) [5, 49, 64]:

{𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒, ⊙, 𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝},

where 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒 and 𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 can themselves be a CR, and ⊙ ∈ {+,×,÷}. To
reason about memory addresses, we typically use the constraints:
𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒, 𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 ∈ N if they are not a CR; and ⊙ = {+,×}. Both LLVM and
GCC provide a CR analysis called Scalar Evolution (SCEV) [7, 48].

A CR is affine iff it is an add recurrence and iff its step is a constant
expression not containing any CRs [30]. A CR ismonotonically non-
decreasing iff its step is non-negative [71]. For brevity, we use the
term monotonic to mean monotonically non-decreasing in the rest
of the paper.

Monotonic CRs are more general than affine CRs and handle
control flow better [71]. For example, the CR of a row-major 𝑁 ×𝑁
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matrix traversal is affine and monotonic: {{0, +, 𝑁 }, +, 1}. But the
CR for an FFT traversal is not affine anymore, only monotonic:
{{0, +, 1}, +, {2,×, 2}}.

An address expression is monotonic w.r.t. a given loop depth
iff the loop CR expression consists of only monotonic CRs. Mono-
tonically non-increasing addresses (i.e., using 𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 ∈ Z and adding
÷ to ⊙) can also be supported by just flipping signs in the hazard
detection logic, but we do not discuss this further in this paper.

3.3 Monotonicity in Sparse Array Formats
Data-dependent accesses cannot be analyzed using the CR formal-
ism, yet their underlying access pattern is often monotonic. For ex-
ample, sparse matrix formats, like CSR, produce address sequences
that retain the partial order of the original row-major matrix tra-
versal. Other data-dependent accesses that are not monotonic by
definition can be made monotonic with pre-sorting. To support
dynamic loop fusion on these codes, we allow the user to annotate
memory operations asserting that the address is monotonic in a
given loop.

3.4 Non-Monotonic Outer Loops
We require a monotonic CR for the innermost loop of the memory
dependency source; the outer loop CRs can be non-monotonic.
Consider this producer-consumer example:

for (i=0; i<ITERS; ++i)
for (j=0; j<N; ++j)

store A[j];
for (k=0; k<M; ++k)

load A[k];

The store innermost 𝑗-loop is monotonic, but the outer 𝑖-loop is
not—advancing the 𝑖-loop causes the store address to reset. We
encode this information in our schedule (section 4), so that in this
case our DU will know that it has to wait for the last 𝑖-loop iteration
to be sure that a given 𝐴[ 𝑗] store address in the 𝑗-loop will not be
repeated.

3.4.1 Detecting Non-Monotonicity. Given an address expression
𝑓 (𝑖1, 𝑖2, ..., 𝑖𝑛) nested within 𝑛 loops (where 𝑛 is the innermost loop
depth), a 𝑘, 1 ≤ 𝑘 < 𝑛 loop depth is non-monotonic if there exists
a 𝑗 > 𝑘 loop depth such that 𝐶𝑅𝑘 .𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 < (𝐶𝑅 𝑗 .𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 × 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑗 ),
where 𝐶𝑅𝑘 .𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 is the step component for loop 𝑘 , and 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑗
is the number of times loop 𝑗 executes. In other words, a given
outer loop 𝑘 is non-monotonic if there exists a deeper nested loop
whose entire execution contributes a larger value to the address
value than one 𝑘-loop iteration. A 𝐶𝑅𝑘 for loop 𝑘 might not exist,
in which case that loop depth is trivially marked as non-monotonic.

For example, the outer loop in a row-major 𝑁 ×𝑀, 𝑁 > 1, 𝑀 > 1
matrix traversal is monotonic, because its step is𝑀 , which is not
lower than 𝐶𝑅.𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 × 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 = 𝑀 of the inner loop. On the
other hand, the outer loop in a column-major traversal is non-
monotonic, because its step value is 1, which is lower than𝐶𝑅.𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝×
𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 = 𝑀 ×𝑀 of the inner loop.

The above expressions are usually symbolic. We substitute sym-
bols with their maximum values (after a value range analysis). This
makes our monotonicity checks conservative—we might get false
positives, but never false negatives. The checks could be performed

at runtime instead, which would make the result precise. However,
false positives did not occur in our evaluation, so we leave this for
future work.

4 Program-Order Schedule for Hardware
Our schedule representation allows multiple loops to run in parallel,
as opposed to being sequentialized as in existing dynamic memory
disambiguation approaches for HLS [21, 29, 34, 38, 61]. Section 2.2
discussed the schedule representation used in polyhedral compilers.
We use a similar representation at runtime, but with the following
optimizations for hardware:

(1) Each loop depth is represented by one element in the sched-
ule tuple, instead of a multi-dimensional point.

(2) Each schedule element is incremented by 1 for each invo-
cation of the loop body corresponding to that element—no
dependencies between schedule elements are introduced
across loops. Repeated invocations of inner loops do not
cause the corresponding schedule elements to wrap around.

(3) Schedule comparisons between two operations involve just
one comparison between the schedule elements correspond-
ing to the innermost shared loop depth of the operations,
as opposed to comparing whole tuples as is the case in the
polyhedral schedules.

Consider these two nested loops for example:
for (i=0; i<N; ++i)

for (j=0; j<2; ++j)
ld_0; st;

for (k=0; k<4; ++k)
ld_1;

Our DAE pass will decouple this code into two loop PEs:

for (i=0; i<N; ++i)
for (j=0; j<2; ++j)

ld_0; st;

for (i=0; i<N; ++i)
for (k=0; k<4; ++k)

ld_1;

Assume 𝑖 = 1, 𝑗 = 0 for the left PE; and 𝑖 = 0, 𝑘 = 3 for the right
PE. The 𝑠𝑡 schedule will be {2, 3}; the 𝑙𝑑1 schedule will be {1, 4}. To
check if a 𝑠𝑡 schedule instance comes before a 𝑙𝑑1 schedule instance
in program order, written as 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 ≺ 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑1 , we compare
the schedule elements corresponding to the 𝑖-loop. Similarly, to
check 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 ≺ 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑0 , we compare the 𝑗-loop schedule
elements.

The below table shows the difference in evolution of our and the
polyhedral schedule representation for the 𝑠𝑡 operation:

iters: i=0, j=0 i=0, j=1 i=1, j=0 i=1, j=1
poly: {0, 0, 0, 1} {0, 0, 1, 1} {1, 0, 0, 1} {1, 0, 1, 1}
ours: {1, 1} {1, 2} {2, 3} {2, 4}

The additional dimensions in the polyhedral schedule are used to
represent program order within loops. How can we avoid the addi-
tional dimensions in our schedule and still recover program order
within loops? For example, we want to know that 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑0 ≺
𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 even when both schedules will be equal to {2, 3}. Our in-
sight is to configure the schedule comparator based on the topological
order of memory operations in the program. In a 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑0 [1] ⊙
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Figure 4: Data Unit (DU) consisting of of 𝑛 Load Store Units.

𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 [1] comparison, where the index 1 refers to the 𝑖-loop,
we will configure ⊙ = ≤. Dually, to check 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 ≺ 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑0 ,
we would synthesize: 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡 [1] < 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑑0 [1].

In summary, our compiler pass statically configures schedule
comparators used in the DU for each dependency pair, so that we
can recover total ordering without additional schedule dimensions
and without the need to compare entire schedule tuples.

4.1 Integration of Non-Monotonic Outer Loops
For each non-monotonic outer loop 𝑘 , we add a 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟 bit to the
schedule that will be set in the AGU if the corresponding request
was generated on the last 𝑘-loop iteration. Our DU uses 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟
bits as hints to expedite disambiguation—they are not essential for
correctness. Non-monotonic loops for which 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟 bits cannot
be generated are still supported.

4.2 Schedule Generation in AGUs
Our compiler adds schedule-generating instructions for each AGU
memory request as follows:

(1) At the start of the AGU, an 𝑛-tuple 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒 is initialized to
0, where 𝑛 is the request loop depth.

(2) At each loop depth 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛, a 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒 [𝑖] increment in-
struction is inserted to the beginning of the first non-exiting
basic block of the 𝑖-loop body.

(3) For each non-monotonic loop 𝑘 , we add a 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟 [𝑘] com-
parison instruction that evaluates to true if this is the last
𝑘-loop iteration. This involves calculating loop predicates
one iteration in advance. The 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟 bit is just a hint and
is set to false if the loop predicate cannot be calculated one
iteration in advance.

(4) At the end of the AGU, each 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒 element is set to a
sentinel value that signals to the DU that there will be no
more requests from this AGU.

Schedules are implemented in 32-bit registers and are shared be-
tween all memory operations in the same AGU. Future work could
use range analysis to decrease schedule bit sizes.

5 Data Unit with Hazard Detection
Each program base pointer that has unpredictable dependencies, or
that has dependencies across loops that cannot be fused statically, is
assigned its own DU to perform dynamic disambiguation. Figure 4
shows a high-level DU organization. In our implementation, each
program load and store gets its own port; future work could study
port sharing.

Each load and store keeps track of the address and schedule
corresponding to the most recent ACK received from, and the next

request to be sent to, the memory controller. It also has buffers to
hold addresses, schedules, and values (in case of stores) for pending
requests (not yet ACKed requests) .

The hazard detection logic compares the address and schedule
of its next request with the address and schedule of the most recent
ACK of its dependency sources. The next request will only be sent to
the memory controller and moved to the pending buffer if the check
succeeds. The check and enqueueing logic is spread across multiple
pipeline stages—there is no negative load latency impact, because,
thanks to the DAE architecture, load addresses run ahead of load
consumers giving us ample cycle budget. The pending buffers are
implemented in registers to enable associative searching needed
for store-to-load forwarding (section 5.5)—their size depends on
the DRAM burst size.

In the rest of this section, we describe how the monotonicity
property and our schedule representation are used to enable dy-
namic memory disambiguation across loops.

5.1 Hazard Detection Problem Statement
We are trying to check if a memory operation 𝑎 has a data hazard
with memory operation 𝑏. Assume 𝑎 is nested in 𝑛 loops, 𝑏 is nested
in𝑚 loops, and they both share a loop at depth 𝑘, 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛, 𝑘 ≤ 𝑚. In-
formally, given a 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 and 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 corresponding to
the next 𝑎 request, and 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 and 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑏 correspond-
ing to the most recent ACK for operation 𝑏, our hazard detection
logic deems the next 𝑎 request safe if either of the two conditions
holds:

(1) The next 𝑎 request comes before the most recent 𝑏 ACK in
program order.

(2) The next 𝑎 request comes after the most recent 𝑏 ACK in
program order, but 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 will no be accessed by op-
eration 𝑏 in the the (𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑑𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 , 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎) range.

We now describe each of these points in more detail, before
composing the equations implementing these two checks into a
general Hazard Safety Check. In the following discussion, we use
the term “(𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎, 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 ) time range” to mean the sequence
of memory requests 𝑏′ such that 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 [𝑘] < 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏′ [𝑘] <
𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 [𝑘], where 𝑘 is the innermost common loop depth of
operation 𝑎 and 𝑏. We use open parenthesis and box brackets to
represent open and closed intervals, respectively.

5.2 Comparing Schedules
If operations 𝑎 and 𝑏 do not share any loops (𝑘 = 0), then the rela-
tive schedule program order will always match their topological
program order and we do not need to synthesize any comparisons.
Otherwise, if the shared loop depth 𝑘 > 0, we synthesize the fol-
lowing comparison to check if the next 𝑎 request comes before the
most recent 𝑏 ACK:

(Program Order Safety Check)
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 [𝑘] ⊙ 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 [𝑘] ∥(
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 [𝑘] ⊙ 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 [𝑘] & 𝑛𝑜𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐴𝑐𝑘𝑏

)
Where ⊙ =≤ if 𝑎 ≺ 𝑏 in topological program order, else ⊙ =<. The
𝑛𝑜𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐴𝑐𝑘 term is a single bit that is set if 𝑏 is not waiting for
any ACKs. The second equation line makes sure that the 𝑎 request is
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deemed safe if there are no further 𝑏 requests in the [𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 ,
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎) time range.

Since we only use the schedule element corresponding to the
innermost shared loop of the two memory operations, we do not
need to synthesize the rest of the schedule.

5.3 Checking Address Reset in Schedule Range
If the above check fails, then for request 𝑎 to be safe we check
that operation 𝑏 will not access 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 in the (𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 ,
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎) time range. If all operation 𝑏 loop depths are mono-
tonic, this is a simple 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 < 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑏 check. If some 𝑏
loops are non-monotonic, we need to guarantee that 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑏
will not be reset in the considered schedule range:

(No Address Reset Check)
𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑘 & 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 [𝑙] = 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 [𝑙] + 𝛿

Here, 𝛿 = 1 if 𝑎 ≺ 𝑏, else 𝛿 = 0; 𝑙 is the deepest non-monotonic
loop depth in the 𝑏 operation loop nest such that 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 ; and the
𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑘 term is an AND-reduction of the 𝑏 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟 bits:

𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑏 = (𝑏𝑖𝑡1, ..., 𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑘 , 𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑘+1, ..., 𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑚−1︸               ︷︷               ︸
AND-reduction

, 𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑚),

where 𝑏𝑖𝑡 𝑗 , 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑚 is set to 1 at compile time if the 𝑗 loop is
monotonic and thus optimized away from the reduction; other-
wise 𝑏𝑖𝑡 𝑗 will be set dynamically on the last iteration of the 𝑗 loop
according to the procedure from section 4.1.

The first term in the No Address Reset Check guarantees that
all non-monotonic child loops of 𝑘 are on their last iteration, and
thus will not reset the 𝑏 address. The second term guarantees that
the 𝑏 address will not reset as a result of advancing in some parent
loop of 𝑘 . Only bits corresponding to non-monotonic loop depths
are considered in the AND-reduction. Similarly, if all [1, 𝑘] loops are
monotonic, then the second term is omitted.

5.3.1 Example. Consider the following code:
for (; a < A; ++a) // depth 1: non-monotonic
for (; b < B; ++b) // depth 2: monotonic
for (; c < C; ++c) // depth 3: non-monotonic

for (; e < E; ++e) // depth 4: monotonic
mem_op_b;

for (; d < D; ++d) // depth 3
mem_op_a;

Here, the 𝑏 address is non-monotonic at loop depth 1 and 3. The
innermost common loop depth of operations 𝑎 and 𝑏 is 𝑘 = 2.
The innermost non-monotonic 𝑏 loop depth that is lower than 𝑘 is
𝑙 = 1. Thus, the No Address Reset Check checks 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 [1] =
𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑏 [1] to guarantee that 𝑏 will not have any more 𝑙-loop
iterations until reaching the 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑎 point. And it will check
if 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡𝐼𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑏 [3] is set to guarantee that the 𝑏 address will not
reset by advancing in the non-monotonic 3 > 𝑘 loop.

5.4 Hazard Safety Check
With the ability to compare program order schedules and guaran-
teeing that addresses do not reset in a given schedule range, we
can now construct a general data hazard check. The next 𝑎 request
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Figure 5: Result of pruning hazard pairs in the later evaluated
FFT code. Each memory operation checks for safety against
at most one operation per loop depth (e.g., 𝑙𝑑0 checks against
𝑠𝑡3 in its first loop depth, and against 𝑠𝑡1 in the second).

is safe to execute w.r.t the most recent 𝑏 ACK if:

(Hazard Safety Check)
𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚𝑂𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑆𝑎𝑓 𝑒𝑡𝑦𝐶ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑘 ∥(
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 < 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑏 & 𝑁𝑜𝐴𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑡𝐶ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑘

)
5.4.1 Complexity. The Hazard Safety Check simplifies to just one
𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑎 < 𝑎𝑐𝑘.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑏 comparison if 𝑎 and 𝑏 do not share
loops. If 𝑏 has non-monotonic loops, then the No Address Reset
Check adds at most one AND reduction and one equality check. The
number of comparisons grows to three if there is a shared loop
thanks to the Program Order Safety Check. In general, given a pro-
gramwith 𝑛 operations, if we check every possible dependency pair,
then the number of comparisons is O(𝑛2)—reducing complexity
becomes important as the number of loads and stores grows. Loads
do not have to check for hazards against other loads. Also, WAR
checks where the written value depends on the read value can be
omitted, as previous work has already pointed out [39].

However, by exploiting the transitive property of our Hazard
Safety Check we can prune many more hazard pairs. Assume that
we have three memory operations with the following topological
program order 𝑐 ≺ 𝑏 ≺ 𝑎. The safety check of 𝑎 against 𝑐 can be
omitted, since 𝑎 already checks against 𝑏, and 𝑏 checks against
𝑐 . Operation 𝑐 still has to be checked against 𝑎 if there is a CFG
path via a loop backedge from 𝑎 to 𝑐 . With pruning, the worst case
number of comparisons reduces to O(𝑛𝑑), where 𝑑 is the maximum
loop depth. For example, in the an FFT code which we later evaluate,
the above pruning procedure decreased the number of hazard safety
checks from 44 to 10 (32 checks were pruned due to our transitivity
property, 2 due to a store to load dependency). Figure 5 shows the
result of such pruning.

5.5 Store-to-Load Forwarding
We support store-to-load forwarding by allowing loads to directly
access values from a dependent store’s pending buffer.We specialize
the Hazard Safety Check for RAW dependencies: instead of using
the address and schedule of to the most recent store ACK, we use
the address and schedule of the next store request. In addition, we
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perform an associative search of the pending store buffer, using
the load address as a key. If the modified RAW check succeeds,
then the dependent value will either already have been committed
and ACKed, or it is in the store pending buffer and our associative
search will find it. Hits from the buffer search can be used by the
load directly, without issuing a DRAM request. If there are multiple
values with the same address in the pending buffer, the youngest is
chosen (this is cheap to implement in FIFO buffers).

The case where two stores that can both forward a value with the
same address to the same load is impossible. Assume the following
program order of operations that all use the same address: 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒0 ≺
𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1 ≺ 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 . The 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1 will not be able to move its value to its
pending buffer until after the 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒0 value has been ACKed—its
WAW hazard detection will stall it. Conversely, the 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 will not
use the 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒0 value, because it will stall on the RAW check against
𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1—the 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 will wait for 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1 to move its value to its pending
buffer.

With forwarding, someWAW checks cannot be pruned anymore,
because load RAW checks do not use store ACKs. In our above
example, if all operations are in the same loop, then the 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒0
WAW check against 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1 cannot be pruned, because the 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑

ACK might be updated as a result of store forwarding from 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1,
with the forwarded value not yet ACKed in 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒1.

5.6 Intra-Loop RAWHazards
A timely disambiguation of RAW hazards, where both the load and
store are in the same loop PE, is crucial since any unnecessary stalls
would be repeated on every iteration, resulting in a large throughput
reduction. As our evaluation in section 7 will show, store-to-load
forwarding becomes crucial in intra-loop RAW dependencies.

In addition to forwarding, there is another term needed in the
RAW Hazard Safety Check to make intra-loop RAW hazard checks
timely. Consider this simple code:

for (i = 0; i < N; ++i)
d = data[i];
data[i] = work(d);

The load and store address distribution is {0, 1, 2, ...}—there is no
actual RAW hazard, but assume that we do not know this at compile
time. In this situation, the RAW Hazard Safety Check for a given
load at iteration 𝑘 will only succeed once the next store request
in the DU is for iteration 𝑘 − 1 and there are no outstanding store
ACKs. If the next store request is for an earlier iteration, e.g., an
earlier store request is waiting for its store value, then the load
would have to be stalled, even though it would be perfectly safe to
execute it.

We solve this issue by adding a 𝑁𝑜𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 single-bit term to
the RAWHazard Safety Check. For each intra-loop RAWhazard pair,
𝑁𝑜𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 is set in the AGU to the result of 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 >

𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒 , where 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 is the next load address to
be sent to the DU, and 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒 is the most recent store
address that was sent to the DU. When 𝑁𝑜𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 is true, and
the No Address Reset Check evaluates to true, then the load can be
deemed safe since the monotonicity property implies that all store
addresses up to 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 are lower than 𝑟𝑒𝑞.𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 .

for ...
if (cond)

store;
load;
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Figure 6: Memory requests in if -conditions are speculated.

Note that a similar check is not needed for intra-loop WAW
dependencies, since stores do not stall the datapath if sufficient
buffering is provided for the store values.

6 Handling Control Flow
The Hazard Safety Check relies on the ability of the DU to detect
that a given memory operation has completed a certain schedule
time range or a certain address range. This assumes that AGUs
supply an operation’s schedule and address for every loop iteration.
This assumption is broken by operations inside if -conditions, which
can lead to a deadlock. Consider the code in figure 6(a). If the if -
condition in this loop is never true, then the store will never update
its ACK address and schedule, and thus the RAW Hazard Safety
Check in the DU would never succeed. Eventually, the AGU would
fill the load request FIFO, resulting in a deadlock.

This could be avoided by using separate AGUs for each memory
operation—the store AGU would be guaranteed to at least send a
final sentinel value, which would eventually cause the RAW hazard
check to succeed. However, this would again mean that some loops
need to run to completion before the check can be performed.

A better approach is to speculatively send memory requests. We
adapt the work presented in [62] to implement speculation in a DAE
architecture. In our example, the store request can be hoisted out of
the if -condition in the AGU. Then, the store values going to the DU
from the CU can be tagged with a valid bit that signals if the value
should be committed or not, depending on the actual control flow
at runtime. Figure 6 shows the AGU and CU control-flow graphs
that implement such speculation.

Previous work used speculation to remove loss-of-decoupling
(LoD) problems in DAE architectures [32, 33, 61]. A LoD arises when
the AGU has dependencies on values that have to be loaded from a
DU or calculated by a CU, preventing the AGU from running ahead
[8]. Our approach is the same as previous work, but we apply it to
all if -conditions with the goal of producing an (𝑎𝑑𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠, 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑙𝑒)
pair for each loop iteration in the AGU. As a side benefit, speculation
also makes us immune to the control-dependency LoD problem.

Mis-speculated loads are executed normally in the DU. The read
in the CU CFG is moved to the same location where it was specu-
lated in the AGU. This guarantees that the order of load requests
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Figure 7: Handling of mis-speculated stores in the DU. Before
being moved to the pending buffer, invalid stores are also
checked for safety to uphold the transitive property of the
Hazard Safety Check. They do not submit DRAM requests.
When reaching the head of the pending buffer, they update
the ACK registers without having to wait for an ACK.

made from the AGU is the same as the order of load value consump-
tion in the CU, on every CFG path. After reading a speculated load
value, the CU can simply not use it if it takes a CFG path where
the load value is not needed. Since the basic block location of the
speculated load value consumption changes, we also need to adjust
any 𝜙-nodes that use the load value.

Mis-speculated stores are detected using the valid bit in store
values coming from the CU. Invalid stores are never committed to
memory—there is no need for costly rollbacks. However, invalid
stores should eventually update the ACK registers to signal that a
given time and address range was completed by the store. Figure 7
shows our approach to this.

If a whole loop with memory operations is under an if -condition,
then we fold the if -condition into the loop body and execute the
whole loop speculatively. This was not a performance problem in
our evaluation, but future work could investigate a whole loop spec-
ulation scheme that does not require executing all loop iterations.

7 Evaluation
We implemented our compiler/hardware co-design in the Intel HLS
compiler [36]. Figure 8 shows our tool flow. Our implementation
and evaluation are publicly available [59].

7.1 Methodology
We evaluate dynamic loop fusion on ten benchmarks where there
is a possibility for parallelism across loops that is not exploited by
current static and dynamic HLS tools. All baselines use the Intel
HLS compiler:

• STA: baseline Intel HLS compiler performing automatic static
loop fusion. This approach uses the same dynamically coa-
lescing LSU as our DU.

• LSQ: an implementation of dynamic scheduling within the
Intel HLS compiler [60]. An LSQ is used for memory accesses,
but without support for dynamic coalescing. This approach
is representative of all current LSQ implementations in HLS
[20, 21, 29, 34, 38, 61].

• FUS1: the dynamic loop fusion approach described in this
paper, but with no store-to-load forwarding.

• FUS2: FUS1 with store-to-load forwarding enabled.

Transformation Pass

AnalysisLLVM
IR 

input

HLS
toolsDAE

LLVM IR

Use

Parame-
tarize

- Loop monotonicity.
- Topological ordering.
- Dependency pairs.

DU
template

Use

Figure 8: Our compiler/hardware co-design flow. We use the
Intel HLS tool in this paper. Our DU is parametrized by the
number of loads and stores. The DU disambiguation logic
is parameterized for each hazard pair (dependency source
and destination) based on the loop nest monotonicity of the
dependency source; and the relative topological ordering of
the dependency source relative to the destination.

We execute our benchmarks in hardware on the Altera Arria 10
GX1150 FPGA board [37] with 2 banks of DDR4 memory (the mem-
ory controller uses two 512-bit channels). We use large datasets to
ensure data is distributed across DRAM pages, resulting in variable
latency. Each code is executed three times and the minimum time
is reported. Area, reported as Adaptive Logic Modules (ALMs) [35],
and frequency are taken from Quartus 19.2 reports after place and
route. Our approach does not increase DSPs and BRAMs.

7.2 Benchmarks
We use irregular codes from dynamic HLS research [13, 40, 60],
choosing codes where there are sibling loops that can benefit from
our dynamic loop fusion. For some benchmarks, we unroll outer
loops to expose two inner loops that can be dynamically fused; or
we compose multiple kernels to simulate applications composed of
multiple tasks. Some codes have address expressions that can be
analyzed for monotonicity; some codes use data-dependent accesses
that are asserted to be monotonic by the programmer. We now list
our benchmarks and the parameters used in this evaluation:

• RAWloop,WARloop,WAWloop: each benchmark has two
loops, each with one memory access, forming a RAW, WAR,
or WAW dependency across loops. We use these benchmarks
to compare our speedup to themaximum theoretical speedup.
Complexity O(𝑛). We set 𝑛 = 10 000 000.

• bnn: one layer of a sparse binarized neural network. There
are two loops, both with data-dependent accesses that pre-
vent fusion. We mark the inner loops as monotonic since we
know that the sparse representation is monotonic. Complex-
ity O(𝑛2). We set 𝑛 = 10 000.

• pagerank: uses a compressed sparse row (CSR) format to
iterate over the graph. Another two loops in the algorithm
have a regular access pattern, but they cannot be fused
because the irregular loop is between them. Complexity
O(𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠 (𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑠 +𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒𝑠)). We set 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠 = 10, 𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑠 = 325 729,
𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒𝑠 = 1 497 134 using the web-NotreDame graph [42].

• fft: an FFT with the middle loop unrolled by a factor of
two. The non-affine accesses prevent loop fusion. The LSQ
and STA approach is equivalent for fft, because there are no
hazards within loops that would need an LSQ. Complexity
O(𝑛 log 𝑛). We set 𝑛 = 1 048 576.

• matpower: sparse matrix power using the CSR format with
the outer loop unrolled by a factor of 2. Complexity O(𝑛𝑧3),
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Table 1: Performance, area usage, and circuit frequency of the STA, LSQ [60], FUS1, and FUS2 approaches. The second column
reports the number of PEs and DUs generated by our FUS approach, together with loads and stores per DU.

Kernel Number of Area in 1000s of ALMs Freq in MHz Time in seconds
PE DU LD ST STA LSQ FUS1 FUS2 STA LSQ FUS1 FUS2 STA LSQ FUS1 FUS2

RAWloop 2 1 1 1 78 79.6 82.5 83.3 304 268 263 239 6.8 33.3 3.9 4.4
WARloop 2 1 1 1 78.1 79.6 82.2 82.2 279 264 261 261 7.1 33.5 4.1 4.1
WAWloop 2 1 1 1 78.3 80.8 88.4 88.4 294 269 251 251 6.8 7.5 4.1 4.1
bnn 2 1 2 2 78.9 85.1 93.5 95.2 279 244 266 257 39.2 3.2 1.6 1.6
pagerank 3 2 2/1 2/1 81.5 87.8 114.1 115.2 262 237 246 246 35.7 0.8 1.6 0.7
fft 2 2 4/4 4/4 102.7 102.7 150.4 152.2 246 246 221 219 7.8 7.8 2.8 1.7
matpower 2 1 4 2 82.1 97.6 105.4 108.6 274 193 260 257 18 3.7 12.3 1.6
hist+add 3 2 2/2 1/1 79.2 87.9 97.0 99.3 286 220 282 270 3.9 1 0.2 0.2
tanh+spmv 2 2 2/1 1/1 80.2 93.1 99.5 101.8 274 225 260 264 4.4 0.9 0.5 0.5

Harmonic Mean: 1 1.07 1.22 1.24 1 0.86 0.92 0.9 1 0.12 0.1 0.07

where 𝑛𝑧 is the number of non-zero matrix values. We set
𝑛𝑧 = 4 096.

• hist+add: addition of two histograms. The STA approach
can fuse the two histogram loops, but not the addition. Three
O(𝑛) loops. We set 𝑛 = 10 000 000.

• tanh+spmv: 𝑡𝑎𝑛ℎ applied to a vector before it is used in a
COO sparse matrix-vector multiplication. The 𝑡𝑎𝑛ℎ loop has
a store in an if -condition, which we speculate. One O(𝑛)
loop followed by a O(𝑛𝑧) loop, where 𝑛𝑧 is the number of
non-zero matrix values. We set 𝑛 = 10 000, 𝑛𝑧 ≃ 10 000.

7.3 Results
Table 1 shows the area and performance results for the four ap-
proaches that we evaluate. Dynamic loop fusion with forwarding
is on average 14× faster than static HLS and 4× faster than
dynamic HLS that uses an LSQ.

7.3.1 Theoretical Speedup. The RAW/WAR/WAW loop benchmarks
have a theoretical speedup of 2×, but FUS2 achieves a speedup of
around 1.7×. The lower speedup is due to the lower FUS2 circuit
frequency on these benchmarks. The LSQ approach sees a slow-
down relative to STA in the RAW/WAR loop benchmarks, because
it cannot use a dynamically bursting LSU which stalls the load
loop significantly (the LSQ used in [60] uses a non-bursting LSU
to gurantee that hazards are not violated [61]). Store loops, e.g.,
WAWloop, do not suffer as much from a lack of bursting in the LSQ
approach, because stores do not stall the LSQ pipeline.

7.3.2 Store-to-Load Forwarding Impact. We observe that forward-
ing has no observable benefit on codes where the forwarding hap-
pens across loops, e.g., RAWloop. This is expected in our evaluation
setup, since without forwarding, the only penalty is an initial wait
for the store ACK to be updated. Forwarding across loops may
become beneficial if the DRAM bandwidth becomes a bottleneck,
which is likely to occur in practice once data parallelism is exploited.
Forwarding becomes crucial if the store and load are in the same
loop and the dependency distance is lower than the store latency
(e.g., fft, matpower, or pagerank). Future work could use a more
precise cost model and enable forwarding only where beneficial,
e.g., always use forwarding for RAW dependencies inside loops, but

for RAW dependencies across loops enable it only once the memory
bandwidth is saturated.

7.3.3 Which Codes Benefit from Dynamic Loop Fusion? It only
makes sense to fuse loops with similar time complexities. Consider
the pagerank benchmark as an example where fusion offers only
a modest 1.1× speedup over the LSQ approach. The code consists
of two 𝑂 (𝑛) loops which go over graph nodes and one 𝑂 (𝑛2) loop
which goes over edges. Even if all three loops are fused, the runtime
will still be dominated by the𝑂 (𝑛2) loop. We used the web-Google
graph [42] with 875,713 nodes and 5,105,039 edges, which only has
a theoretical speedup of ≈ 1.3 over LSQ.

We see the biggest benefit of using dynamic loop fusion in the
ability to unroll outer loops of irregular codes without having to
worry about breaking data dependencies (e.g., fft and matpower),
and in the ability to perform task fusion at a fine-grained level (e.g.,
hist+add and tanh+spmv).

7.3.4 Area Overhead. Dynamic loop fusion with forwarding comes
at an average area increase of 24% and frequency degradation of
9% over static HLS. The most area-hungry component is the dy-
namically coalescing LSU. The STA approach also uses the costly
coalescing LSUs, which amortizes the area overhead of fusion. The
LSQ approach uses a simpler LSU, which explains its low area over-
head.

For example, in the RAWloop benchmark, the FUS2DU consumes
1,550 ALMs (1,200 of which are dedicated to the pending buffers and
its associative searching), whereas a single load LSU consumes 2,840
ALMs and the DRAM interconnect consumes 68,089 ALMs. If the
OpenCL kernel runtime and DRAM interconnect are not counted,
then our area overhead of dynamic loop fusion with forwarding
increases to 2.1×. However, codes not using DRAM will not need
the area budget for pending buffers, resulting in an overhead closer
to what we report in table 1.

Hazard pairs pruning has a large impact on the area and critical
path of codes with many loads and stores. For example, the FFT
code uses two DUs, each with 4 loads and stores. The unpruned
FFT FUS2 version uses 32% more area and achieves a 28% lower
frequency than the pruned version.
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8 Limitations and Future Work
Our dynamic loop fusion approach can be integrated with com-
mon loop transformations used in HLS. For example, loop tiling
does not break the monotonicity of inner loops. Dataflow designs—
concurrent loops communicating via FIFOs–are automatically gen-
erated by our compiler given the program loop forest, as shown
in Figure 3. Loop unrolling—replicating the datapath of the inner
loop—is also compatible with our DU, since we do not impose any
limits on the number of memory ports. However, our current im-
plementation does not work with automatic loop unroll pragmas,
and manual unrolling is needed instead. This is because unrolling
pragmas are typically implemented in the closed-source back-end
of vendor compilers, and our compiler passes operate on LLVM IR
in the middle-end. We do not study unrolling in this work, because
the types of irregular codes that we consider in this paper do not
lend themselves to the same automatic parallelization as regular
codes, e.g., due to unpredictable loop-carried dependencies.

In this work, we consider DRAM streaming applications, relying
on a dynamically bursting and coalescing LSU to discover memory
parallelism at runtime and on store-to-load forwarding to increase
temporal locality. In our current design, the amount of on-chip data
reuse is limited by the size of the pending buffers, which have to be
kept small to make associative searching feasible. A cache memory
hierarchy implemented in BRAM could further decrease the number
of DRAM requests and increase temporal locality. Recent work has
advanced the state-of-the-art of non-blocking caches on FPGAs by
storing Miss Status Holding Registers (MSHRs) in BRAM and using
hash-based, instead of associative, searching [3, 72]. In a DU with
cache, the pending buffers could be changed to MSHRs with added
schedule information and our store-to-load forwarding could be
removed altogether, since temporal locality would be provided by
the cache.

Using a BRAM-based cache and loop unrolling are orthogonal
goals—supporting multiple memory ports is cheaper to do in BRAM
than in DRAM, both in terms of the circuit area and available
bandwidth. However, since the automatic partitioning of BRAM into
multiple banks cannot be performed for irregular code, a memory
arbiter would have to be integrated to support multiple BRAM
ports, as for example in [14, 73, 74].

9 Related Work
Our loop monotonicity analysis benefits from decades of research
on abstract interpretation of recurrences [2, 5, 9, 43, 49, 64]. Loop
monotonicity has first been exploited in a practical setting by Gupta
et al. to synthesize race detection runtime checks in fork-join par-
allel programs [31]. However, they did not consider shared loops
and non-monotonic outer loops.

We discussed the basics of the polyhedral compiler transforma-
tion framework in section 2.2, stating that codes with non-affine
memory addresses or loop bounds cannot be analyzed. Recent work
has combined the Inspector/Executor (I/E) approach [24, 46, 56]
with polyhedral transformations [54, 58, 67]. The idea behind the
I/E approach is to generate inspector code which gathers values of
variables unknown at compile-time; and/or rearranges data struc-
tures in memory for better locality and to increase dependency
distances. The small overhead of the inspector code is offset by the

throughput improvement obtained in the executor code. For exam-
ple, Strout el al. proposed the Sparse Polyhedral Framework which
uses “uninterpretable functions” to represent non-affine terms such
as data-dependent memory accesses [58]. By proving basic proper-
ties about an uninterpretable function in the inspector code (e.g.,
monotonicity) a large amount of potential data dependencies can
be ruled out, allowing the executor code to exploit more parallelism
[66]. Most recently, [18] proposed sparse fusion, an I/E technique
that inspects the access patterns of multiple irregular loops and then
creates an execution schedule that allows sibling loops to execute
in parallel. Although we share the same goal as these works, our
approach is fundamentally different. Instead of relying on inspector
code to discover data dependencies, we resolve data dependencies
“on the fly” in our DU.We also provide a finer-grained monotonicity
compiler analysis, discovering which specific loop depths cause an
address expression to visit an earlier value, rather than deciding on
the monotonicity of the entire loop nest expression.

All previous work on dynamic memory disambiguation in HLS
sequentializes loops that share a data dependency [1, 25, 29, 38,
61]. Cheng el al. investigated compile time checks to prove that
two loops do not access the same memory locations [16]—their
approach is the same as existing polyhedral optimizers, but uses a
different formulation. Others have exploited the SCEV framework
to augment the static analysis with dynamic checks in HLS [23, 44,
45]—these approaches are similar to multi-versioned SIMD CPU
code, where the fast (SIMD) path is taken if a set of conditions
evaluates to true at runtime. All these works either only improve
the throughput of single loops, or execute separate loops in parallel
only if all iterations are independent.

Winterstein et al. [68] used symbolic execution, based on separa-
tion logic, to prove the absence of aliasing when unrolling irregular
loops into multiple PEs. Later, they expanded the work to support
aliasing limited to commutative operations by using locks to ac-
cess a shared memory space [70]. They rely on the commutative
property because they cannot guarantee sequential consistency of
accesses to the same memory spaces, as we have proposed here.

10 Conclusions
We have presented dynamic loop fusion, a compiler/hardware
co-design approach that enables dynamic memory disambigua-
tion across monotonic loops without the need for address history
searches. Our hazard detection logic is enabled by a novel program-
order schedule representation, and by assuming monotonically
non-decreasing addresses are in inner loops. We have presented a
compiler analysis, based on the chain of recurrences formalism, to
detect loop monotonicity. We have also shown that most codes con-
tain addresses that are monotonic, making our approach applicable
to a large class of applications. On an evaluation of 10 irregular
codes, dynamic loop fusion provided an average speedup of 14×
over static HLS and 4× over dynamic HLS.
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