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Scenario-aware dataflow (SADF) is a prominent tool for mimdebnd analysis of dynamic em-
bedded dataflow applications. In SADF the application isesgnted as a finite collection of syn-
chronous dataflow (SDF) graphs, each of which representpossble application behaviour or
scenario. A finite state machine (FSM) specifies the possitilers of scenario occurrences. The
SADF model renders the tightest possible performance gtegs, but is limited by its finiteness.
This means that from a practical point of view, it can only dlendynamic dataflow applications
that are characterized by a reasonably sized set of possbiaviours or scenarios. In this paper
we remove this limitation for a class of SADF graphs by meahSADF model parametrization
in terms of graph port rates and actor execution times. ,Rirstformally define the semantics of
the model relevant for throughput analysis based on (mdixear system theory and (max,+) au-
tomata. Second, by generalizing some of the existing igsult give the algorithms for worst-case
throughput analysis of parametric rate and parametrie agtcution time acyclic SADF graphs with
a fully connected, possibly infinite state transition sgstérhird, we demonstrate our approach on
a few realistic applications from digital signal procegs{®SP) domain mapped onto an embedded
multi-processor architecture.

1 Introduction

Synchronous dataflow (SDF) [19] was introduced as a restnictf Kahn process networks (KPN) [18]
to allow compile-time scheduling. The tesynchronousneansstaticor regular. Synchronous dataflow
graphs (SDFGs) are directed graphs where nodes are eallecsand edges are callethannels The
numbers of data samples produced or consumed are known piledime. We refer to these data sam-
ples astokensand to the token production and consumption numbenrates Although SDF is very
fitted to model regular streaming applications, it is duetsostatic nature, very lacking in its ability
to capture the dynamic behaviour of modern streaming agtjics. Therefore, a notable number of
SDF extensions has been proposed over the years. Cyd-ddtaflow (CSDF)[[B] allows token pro-
duction and consumption to vary between actor firings as &sthe variation forms a certain type of
a periodic pattern, while models such as parametrized sgnolis dataflow (PSDF)[[5], variable-rate
dataflow (VRDF)[[23], variable-rate phased dataflow (VPIE3][and schedulable parametric dataflow
(SPDF) [10] introduce parametric rates. Scenario-awataflda (SADF) [22] encodes the dynamism
of an application by identifying a finite number of differdsmthaviours calledhodesor scenarios Each

of the modes is represented by a single synchronous datafbpi.gThe modes or scenarios can occur
in known or unknown sequences. A finite state machine (FSM¥&sl to encode occurrence patterns.
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SADF is equiped with a technique that yields the tightessiimbs performance guarantees|[12]. The
power of this technique lies in its ability to consider triéioss over all possible scenario sequences as
given by the FSM. Considering only the worst-case scenaeothe scenario with the lowest through-
put, without considering scenario transitions could be dptmistic. On the other hand, merging all
application SDFGs into one SDFG where an actor takes thewase execution time over all SDFGs in
SADF would be too pessimistic. This is due to the fact thaseghent iterations belonging to different
scenarios may overlap in time, i.e. execute in a pipelinstiiten. However, SADF is limited by its
finiteness. It can only handle a reasonably sized set ofegijuin scenarios.

To illustrate this, let us define an abstract parallel apibi;m consisting of a nestddr loop with
parametric affine loop bounds:

ProcessData.A(out g, out h);

for (i=0; i<=g; i++){
for (j=0; j<=h; j++){

// Perform two tasks in parallel
#region ParallelTasks
// Perform two tasks in parallel
Parallel.Invoke(() =>

{

ProcessData.B(i,j);
}, // close first parallel action

O =

ProcessData.C(i,j);
} // close second parallel action
); // close Parallel.Invoke
#endregion

ProcessData.D(i,j);

}

The example application consists of 4 subtagksocessData.A, ProcessData.B, ProcessData.C
andProcessData.D with known worst-case execution times. Data parallelisrelégantly specified
using theParallel.Invoke construct. Inside th@arallel.Invoke construct, anAction delegate

is passed for each item of work. The application is mapped anhulti-processor platform. The task
assignment employed is purely static. In order to add coxitgleve assume that the application executes
in a pipelined fashion, i.e. more instances of the appbratan be active at the same time. Such an
assumption introduces resource dependencies over sdmgeaptivations of the application. In other
words, a subtask of thé + 1) activation of the application might have to wait for a certaiibtask

of theit" activation to complete and release the corresponding gsowg element. As specified by the
example codeg andh can take different values during each application exenuiie. they are data-
dependant and are the result of input data processing pextbby the subtaskrocessData.A. Let

us assume we know thatcan take the value from the intervéd, 3] andh can take the value from
the interval [O, %] In that case, from a pure timing perspective, this appboatvill exhibit as many
behaviours as there are integer points in the rational Ztmoe P, given by the set of constraints
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{0< 2n, 0< $m}. Forn= 4500 andn= 2001, to be able to use SADF to derive the tightest worst-case
performance bounds, even for such a simple applicationuéixgcin a pipelined fashion on a multi-
processor platform, we would have to generatg52 126 SDFGs[[8]. The situation gets even worse
when dealing with platforms that support dynamic voltagd &equency scaling@VFS), which is a
commonly used technique that adapts both voltage and fnegue the system in respect to changing
workloads [20]. In this case also the execution times of fh@ieation subtasks would vary depending
on the current DVFS setting of the processing element theyrapped to.

In our work, we will remove these limitations which hampee thise of SADF in important applica-
tion domains. For this purpose, we will add parametrizatimthe basic SADF modeling approach both
in terms of parametric rates and parametric actor exectitiogs given over a parameter space, whichis a
totally non-trivial extension because the current cordnef$SADF framework relies strongly on the con-
stant nature of the rates and actor execution times. Wettaégaroblem of SADF parametrization in the
scope of existing parametric dataflow models. PSDF [5] aridFSR0] are two semantically very similar
models that provide a high level of generalization. We pr&f@DF due to syntactical convenience. By
incorporating SPDF semantics into the definition of our paatic rate and parametric actor execution
time SADF (PSADF), we show that the SPDF model can at run-bméreated as a special case of a
SADF. We then derive a technique for worst-case throughpalyais for PSADF. We demonstrate our
approach on a few realistic applications from the digitghal processing (DSP) domain.

2 Related Work

Throughput analysis of SDFGs is studied by many authorser@ete([15] gives a good overview of
the existing methods. Due to the static nature of SDF, thestbads cannot be applied to any form of
parametric dataflow! [14] presents three methods for thmpugcomputation for an SDFG where actor
execution times can be parameters. However, the techniggs ribt consider parametric rates and can
only handle the static case, i.e. the graph cannot changengser values during its execution. [12]
introduces the (max,+) semantics for the SADF model relefaarworst-case performance analysis, but
is, as previously mentioned, practically limited to a rewssduly sized set of scenarios. The most closely
related work to ours can be found in [9]. It combines the apphes presented ih [12] and [14] and
yields a technique that finds throughput expressions forAdDF%s where actors can have parameters as
their execution times. However, the (max,+) semanticodced in[[9] can consider only parametric
actor execution times and not parametric rates. A straightfrd extension of_ [9] to cover the case
of parametric rates is not possible because it is not cleartbasymbolically execute the graph in the
presence of parametric rates. In the scope of rate paranuattaflow models [5][10], little attention
has been given to the aspect of time. Two examples of paremetdels that explicitly deal with time
are VRDF [23] and VPDF [23]. These address the problem ofebuffpacity computation under a
throughput constraint, but both have a structural comstithiat each production gb tokens must be
matched by exactly one consumptionmtokens. That drastically limits the scope of applicatidnsan
consider.

So, the current approaches in throughput analysis for datéfloCs either cannot consider paramet-
ric rates [15][14][12][9], or impose too hard structurahstraints that severely limit the expressivity of
the modell[23]. In our work we will remove these limitationsdmbedding the SPDF model ]10] which
provides a high level of generalization into the SADF mo@&[|[12].
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3 Preliminaries

3.1 Synchronous Dataflow Graphs

SDFG is a directed graph7, &) where nodes represeattorswhich in turn represent functions or tasks,
while edges represent their dependencies. We also refelgsseashannels Execution of an actor is
denoted as firing and it is assigned with a time duration. IfSBe number of tokens consumed and
produced by an actor is constant for each firing. We referdedmumbers aates Actors communicate
using tokens sent over channels from one actor to anothgr{I&i shows an example of an SDFG with
5 actors & = {A,B,C,D,E}) and 9 channelsf{ = {(A,B),(B,C),(C,C),...}). Some channels might
contain initial tokens, depicted with solid dots. The exémgraph contains 5 initial tokens that are
labeledty, ... ,ts. Each actor is assigned with a firing time duration, denatdtie actor node, below the
actor name, e.g. actéy has a firing duration of 29 time-units. Each port is assignét arate. When
the value is omitted, it means that the value equals to 1. fesria SDF are constant for each firing,
it is possible to construct a finite schedule (if it existattban be periodically repeated [19]. Such a
schedule assures liveness and boundedhess [19]. We dalisnicnal sequence of firings an iteration of
the SDFG. This is a sequence of firings that has no net effettteotoken distribution in the graph. The
numbers of firings of each actor within an iteration congditiherepetition vectorof an SDFG. We only
consider dataflow graphs that are bounded and live. Thraudgggonsidered in terms of the number of
iterations per time-unit, i.e. the number of iterationsaeied in one period normalized by the repetition
vector divided by the duration of the peridad [15]. It is nauio do so, because an iteration represents a
coherent set of calculations, e.g. decoding of a video frafoemore details we refer to [19][15].

3.2 (max,+) Algebra for SDFGs

Leta® b= maxab), awb=a+bfor a,b € R=RU{-»}. By max-algebra we understand the
analogue of linear algebra developed for the pair of opamati®, ®) extended to matrices and vectors
[4]. Let y denote the vector of production times of tokens that exigtéir different channels in between
iterations, i.e. it has an entry for each initial token in tlieph. Theny denotes the vector of production
times of initial tokens aftek iterations of the graph. These vectors then can be found) siax,+)
algebra[[4]. The evolution of the graph is then given by thiofzng equation: y1 = Gk, where

G = {gj } is a (max,+) characteristic matrix of the graph. Ergfyspecifies the minimal elapsed time
from the production time of th¢" token in the previous iteration to the production time ofifA¢oken

in the current iteration. When th& token is not dependent on th& token, thengjj = —». The
specification of the algorithm for obtaining can be found in[[13]. The (max,+) characteristic matrix
for the example SDFG in Fif. [la takes the form:

29 —o — 29 —o

33 4 —ow 33 -—o
G=|[63 —o 30 63 —o

—00 —00 —00 —0 0

64 5 31 64 —o
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(a) An example SDFG. (b) MPAG of the example
SDFG.

Figure 1: Synchronous dataflow

For exampley, can be calculated as below:

29 —o —0 29 -] [0 max29+ 0,29+ 0) 29
33 4 —oo 33 —oof |0 max33+ 0,4+ 0,33+ 0) 33
fi=|63 —o 30 63 —oof [0 = max 63+ 0,30+ 0,63+ 0) = |63
—0 —0o —o0 —o 0 0 max 0+ 0) 0
64 5 31 64 —o] [0 max 64+ 0,5+ 0,31+ 0,64+ 0) 64

Paper([12] explains how to obtain the throughput of an SDeGfthe matrixG. Briefly, matrixG
defines a corresponding (max,+) automaton graph (MPAG) [MBAG has as many nodes as there are
initial tokens in the graph. An edge with the weigjytis created from thg™ node to tha™ if gij # —©o.
The maximum cycle mean (MCM) of the MPAG identifies the critical cycle of the SDFG. Theicat
cycle limits the throughput of the SDFG which takes the vdlie. MPAG of the example SDFG graph
is displayed in Fig[[Tlb. The cycle with weighis; — gs1 — das (denoted with bold arrows) determines
the throughput which takes the value of3l iterations per time-unit.

3.3 Scenario-Aware Dataflow Graphs (SADFG)

SADF models the dynamism of an application in terms of modesenarios. Every scenario is modeled
by an SDFG, while the occurence patterns of scenarios aemn diy an FSM. We give the following
definition of an SADFG.

Definition 1. A Scenario-aware dataflow graph (SADFG) is a tuple
SADFG= (S F), where:

e S={s|s =(scenG;)} is a set of ordered pairs of scenarios and their correspog@DFGs;

e F =(Q,00,9,%,E) is the scenario finite state machine consisting of a finiteef states, an
initial state @ € Q, a transition relationd C Q x Q, a scenario labellingz : Q — S and a set of
final states E, where E Q.

Fig. [2a shows an example SADFG with two scenaraandb. In this example both scenarios use
the same scenario graph, but the actor execution times.d#ite example, actof has a firing duration
of 29 time-units in scenaria and 28 time units in scenartn The scenario FSM is fully connected and
thus allowing arbitrary scenario order.

Every finite path of arbitrary lengtjover the FSM corresponds to a sequesiadth (k) = Z(q(k)).
When the FSM performs a transition, the SDFG graph assdordgth the destination state is executed for
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(a) An example SADFG. (b) MPAG of the examle
SADFG.

Figure 2. Scenario-aware dataflow

exactly one iteration. LeB(s) denote then x n (max,+) characteristic matrix for the scenasiowheren

is the number of initial tokens in the SADFG. Then the comipietime of ak-long sequence of scenarios
can then be defined as a sequence of (max,+) matrix multijiicac (s; ... s) = G() ... G(s1)i, where

i’ specifies the initial enabling times of the graph'’s initizteéns and usually= 0. The worst case increase
of 27 (3) for a growing length o8 specifies the worst-case throughput for any sequence oasosrjll]
[12]. Referencel[12] explains how to build the MPAG of an SARFAgain, the inverse of the MCM
(1/A) of the obtained MPAG denotes the worst-case throughpubaif particular SADFG. A special
case that arises in practice, which will be of the utmost irtgpe in our SADF parametrization, is
when scenarios can occur in arbitrary order, yielding th&®BASM to be fully connected and with a
single state for each scenario. In that case, the througifman SADFG equals to the maximum cycle
mean of the MPAG that corresponds to the (max,+) madrix rqne%x(G(Z(q))) [12]. The operatomax

denotes taking the maximum of the elements of the individeahario matrices. The corresponding
scenario matrices for the example SADFG in [Eid. 2a are:

29 —o0 —o00 29 —oo 28 —o0 —o0o 28 —o
33 4 —» 33 - 34 6 —o 34 —w
Ga=|63 —o 30 63 —w Gb)=|72 - 24 72 —o
—00 —00 —o0 —oo 0 —0 —0 —o0 —oo 0
64 5 31 64 —o 82 16 34 82 —o

The critical cycle of the corresponding MPAG obtained frdme maximized matrixG = maxG(a),
G(b)), is denoted by bold arrows in Fig._12b. Throughput in this cageals ¥37 iterations per time-
unit. This example also demonstrates that the worst-casaghput value cannot simply be obtained by
only considering the ‘worst-case’ scenario, or by analyshe graph where each actor takes its worst-
case execution time over all scenarios.

4 Parametric Rate and Actor Execution Time SADF Analysis

We start this section by formally defining the PSADF model ahdwing the (max,+) equivalence be-
tween SADF and PSADF. We use this result in defining the PSADStacase throughput calculation
problem as a constrained optimization problem over the PSARph (PSADFG) parameter space,
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where the objective functions are elements of the symb@iB[PFG (max,+) characteristic matrix. We
conclude by giving the theoretical foundation and the algor for symbolic PSADFG (max,+) charac-
teristic matrix extraction.

4.1 Motivation and Model Definition

SADF becomes impractical or even infeasible when it facqdiegions with a vast set of possible
behaviours. We overcome this limitation Imarametrization The problem of parametrization of a
dataflow model in terms of rates is not an easy task as it rgisestions about properties like liveness,
boundedness and schedulability. A naive approach in judtdeg any rate of interest as parametric,
could render the graph to deadlock, be unbounded or unsleielu Therefore we start from SPDF
[10]. The liveness and boundedness properties for SPDFegidable. SPDF extends SDF by allowing
rates to be parametric while preserving static schedithabitates are products of static natural numbers
and/or parameters that can change dynamically. The chafigeesh parametgp are made by a single
actor called its modifier eacti™ time it fires using $et da]’ annotation. We re-define SPDF [10] by
adding the notion of time of SDF/SADF to it.

Definition 2. A schedulable parametric dataflow graph (SPDFG) is a tupl®B8 = (¥, %, X 9,i,
r,eM,a), where:

e ¢ is a directed connected graphx7,&’) with &/ set of actors ands’ C o/ x o/ set of edges
(channels);

P X is a set of rate parameters (symbolic variables) used to deSiADF rates by the grammar
FRH=K|pr| FR1- FA2 where pre X, ke NT;

P9 is a set of actor execution time parameters (symbolic véeg)bused to define SPDF actor
execution times by the gramm& % ::= k- pd | Z 21+ .7 2, where pde 9, ke R{;

e i: & — Ngreturns for each edge channel its number of initial tokens;

o I o/ x & — FZ returns for each port (represented by an actor and one ofdtges) its rate;

e: o — ZF 2 returns for each actor its execution time;

e M: % — o anda : X% — F X returns for each rate parameter its modifier and its change
period.

We consider only live SPDFGs as defined[inl/[10]. We allow patans (rates and actor execution
times) to change in between iterations. The introductioparmetric actor execution times to SPDF
does not influence the liveness property. We define actoruéiractimes as linear combinations of
parameters. This gives us the ability to encode dependergein case two actors are mapped onto the
same processor, the ratio of their execution times will gudae constant within an iteration.

Fig. [3a shows an example of a SPDF graph where actors havegiai(p, g,s) or constant rates
and parametric execution times I, c,d, €). Parametric ratep ands are modified by the actok every
time it fires, while the parametric ratgis modified by the actoB everyp" time it fires.

Now we can define our parametric SADF model, by subjecting ISRIXhe operational semantics
of SADF.

Definition 3. A parametric rate and parametric actor execution time SADIRSADFG) is a tuple
PSADFG= (G,Q,F), where:

e Gisalive SPDFG;
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e O={p| pe N+IZZ1 Rg"@%} is a bounded and closed set of all allowed parameter values
(rates and actor execution times) for G or shortly the partanepace;

e F=(Q,q0,0,%) is the scenario state transition system consisting of aiplyssfinite set Q of
states, an initial statege Q, a transition relationd C Q x Q and a scenatrio labelling : Q — Q.

In contrast to SADF, which explicitly defines scenarios asnéeficollection of SDF graphs, in
PSADF scenarios are implicitly defined over the bounded doskd vector parameter spaCe Ele-
ments ofQ are vectorsy < N+HZ#l Rg‘M‘. Let G(P) be the PSADF (max,+) characteristick n
matrix for the parameter space potwheren is the number of initial tokens in PSADFG. The op-
erational semantics of the model is as follows: every finathpof arbitrary lengthg over the scenario
transition systeni corresponds to a sequergwith 5(k) = Z(q(k)). This is a sequence of parameters
space points, i.&s= p. The evaluation of the PSADFG’s SPDI&=at a parameter space point is nothing
else but an SDFG. The characteristic (max,+) matrix of tid&S equals td5(p) (evaluation at a con-
cretep € Q). When the scenario state transition system performs aitiam, the SDFG obtained by the
evaluation of the PSADFG at that exact point is executed Xacty one iteration. Given previous rea-
soning, the analogy to SADF is obvious. We can say that PSARIFcompact representation of SADF.
From the performance analysis perspective, by using thesmoo of an infinite (max,+) automaton [11]
we can define the completion time okdong sequence of parameter point activations as a sequénce
(max,+) matrix multiplications7 (B) = G(f) ... G(py)i as it is done in[[12] for SADF. The worst case
increase ofe/ (P) for a growing length ofg represents the worst-case throughput for any sequence of
parameters points allowed by the scenario transition syste

As already mentioned, PSADF is a compact representatior’ABIFSWe use it to model the be-
haviour of applications characterized by vast number afi@des where it is impossible to determine the
scenario occurrence pattern even if such exists. Theraforerms of PSADF we will be considering the
case of a fully connected scenario state transition systemd = Q x Q, and where every state of the
transition system corresponds to one parameter space peirthere is a bijective mappirmg Q — Q.
This way we will always be able to give a conservative boundhenworst-case throughput. This is
due to the simple fact that the language recognized by atramsbPSADFF is always included in the
language recognized by the PSABRvhered = Q x Q and there exists a bijectiart Q — Q.

Proposition 1. The worst-case throughput of a PSADFG for whith- Q x Q and for which exists a
bijective mapping zQ — Q equals to the inverse of the maximum cycle mean of the MPAGeddfly
the matrixG = m%x(G(z(q))).

ge

Proof. Given the operational semantics of PSADF previously dbsdriand the fact th&® is bounded
and closed, it follows straightforwardly frorn [12][11]. O

4.2 Worst-Case Throughput Analysis
4.2.1 Problem Definition.

Given G(p) = {gij(P)} as a matrix of continuous function over the closed and bodirmirameter
spaceQ that possesses an appropriate mathematical formulatign, & equalities and inequalities
over a certair(| 2%| + | 2 2|)-dimensional vector space, using Proposifibn 1, our wease through-
put calculation problem becomes a set of maximatiy () constrained optimization problems with
G(P) ={gij(P)} as the objective function(s) arfdlas the constraint set:
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(a) An example SPDFG/PSADFG. (b) PSADF actor model.

Figure 3: Parametric SADF

foreach (i, j) s.t. gij(p) # — do
maxémize gij (P)

subjectto pe Q.

A continuous function over a bounded and closed set admitsamum. Of course, the term continuous
includes also discrete functions that are continuous irHfiee sense. After maximizing all the element
functions ofG(p), the worst-case throughput will equal to the MCM of the MPAeg by the maxi-
mized PSADFG (max,+) characteristic matrix. Our main avade is thus to derive a technique for the
analytical formulation of the symbolic PSADFG (max,+) cheteristic matrixG(p). G(p) is a matrix of
functions that in the (max,+) sense encodes the time distdmetween initial tokens in adjacent iterations
of a PSADFG. We will show that this is a matrix of polynomiahfiiions of g. Polynomial functions
are continuous. Then the problem can be solved as a polyhproigramming problem oveR. There
exists a variety of techniques for solving such problemseddmg on the ‘shape’ a. Do note here
that these optimization problems are solved independastiye are interested in the worst-case increase
of &7 () for a growing length ofd (over a growing number of iterations).

4.2.2 (max,+) Algebra for PSADF.

In PSADF we only allow parameters to change between grapdtines, i.e#o"{"(iﬁ:jf = 1 for parametric

rates in the context of SPDF. The same goes for parametiac execution times. Currently, o@(p)
extraction technique requires that the considered PSABF&yclic within an iteration’. If we take a
PSADFG and convert it to a directed acyclic graph (PSADFGEDAy removing the edges with initial
tokens, we require that only the PSADFG-DAG sink actors gaxlyice tokens on the removed edges,
and only the PSADFG-DAG source actors can consume from hdges. We do not include self-edges
in this restriction. That is to say that we only allow cyclieggndencies tied to one actor. However,
we can still consider PSADFGs that are serial compositidnsubgraphs that are ‘acyclic within an
iteration’ if the subgraph performs only one iteration dgran iteration of the composite PSADFG. Our
G(P) extraction process will depend on the PSADFG quasi-statiedule which can be obtained using
the procedure from [10]. Basically, the PSADFG-DAG is sottepologically. Result of the topological
sorting is a string of actors. For PSADFG in Higl 3a this strqquals tcABCDE Now we replace every
actorX with X**, where # is the PSADFG repetition vector entry for ackr For PSADFG in Figl 3a
the final quasi-static schedule takes the f&BPCPIDSE.

We continue by giving an appropriate (max,+) model of the PSActor as displayed in Fidg. Bb.
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First let us briefly explain the (max,+) semantics of a dataftator firing. If T is the set of tokens
needed by an actor to perform its firing and for everg T, t; is the time that token becomes available,

then the starting time of the actor firing is given §p t;. If d is the execution time of that actor then the
TeT
tokens produced by the actor firing become availablefatt; + d. Now, lety(A;,k) be the completion
TeT

time of thek™ firing of actorA;. This annotation is present in Fig.]3a for each of the actarsrder for
an actor to fire, it must have all its input dependenciesfgadisWe can now derive the expression jor

r(A (An,A))K—1(An,AY)
v(Ax)(AMﬁ)egv(Ah,[ A A ) D)@e(/%)- 1)

The completion time of th&™ firing of actorA; corresponds to the maximal completion times of appro-
priately indexed firings of actors that feed its input ed8gs(An, A) € & increased by its own execution

time e(Aj). The quotlent{ G (/?Xh’*(ﬁhxg?“’/*w is used to index the appropriate firing of the actors that

feed its input edges. ThéA,, Ai)) member in the nominator of the fraction accounts for initakens.
Initial tokens have the semantics of the initial delay armdnfthe initial conditions used to solve (max,+)
difference equations, analogue to the initial conditionglassical linear difference (recurrence) equa-
tions. We comply with the liveness criteria from [10] whiamang others requires that all SPDFG cycles
are live, i.e. within a cycle there is an edge with initialéok to fire the actor the needed number of times
to complete an iteration, either a global one or a local omeerless and the ‘acyclic within an iteration’
restriction render{1) solvable and we can always obtairlisa for (1) in terms of initial conditions.
The analytical solution of a system of such (max,+) lineffiedénce equations evaluated at the iteration
boundary for every actor of the graph will exactly give us tieeded symbolic PSADFG characteristic
(max,+) matrix. We follow the order of actors from the quststic schedule. This guarantees that we
respect data/resource dependencies. EleXi&ntells us that we have to solVel (1) for acmatk = #X.
The obtained solution is propagated to the next iteratiothefalgorithm. We continue until we reach
the end of the quasi-static schedule. At this point we withdi solutions for all actors in terms of de-
pendence of their completion times at the iteration boundarinitial conditions. From these solutions
we can then easily construct the symbolic PSADFG charatite(imax,+) matrix.

Let us consider the PSADFG example in Higl 3a. We write dowax(f) equations for each actor
(we omit the sign®, i.e. a® b will be denoted aab):

Y(AK) = (y(AAk—1) @ y(E,k—2))a=ay(Ak— 1) day(E,k—2), 2

V(B = bYA [T, ®3)
)Je=e
)

y(E,K) = (V(C, paK) & y(D,sk)) e= ey(C, pak) & ey(D, sK). (6)

7\_

c= l(; @cy(C,k—-1), 4)

Ho )

wamz(ws( D@ y(Ck-1)

y(D,k):(y(A (k @y(D,k—1) | d=dy(A [-]) @dy(D,k— 1), (5)
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The initial conditions are:
V(A7 O) - t17 V(D7O) = t27 V(C,O) - t37 V(E7 _1) - t47 V(an) = t5' (7)

We can now evaluate and solve them at an iteration boundeey bl the sequential sched A8PCPIDSE.
Firing actorA using [2) withk = 1 we obtain:

y(A 1) = ay(A,0)@ay(E,—1) = at; @ ats. (8)
Firing BP using [3) withk = p and using[(B) we obtain:
y(B, p) = abt; © abt. 9)
Firing CPY using [4) withk = pgand [9) we obtain (backward substitution):
y(C, pg) = abct @ abct @ cy(C, pg— 1) = abd®%; @ cP%3 @ abd®y. (10)

Firing D® using [B) withk = s similarly evaluates to:

y(D,s) = ad; @ d%, & ad™,. (11)
Firing E using [6) withk = 1 and [10)[(111) we obtain:
y(E,1) = aet (bcPia d®) & d°et, @ cPets d aety (bc?d @ d®). (12)

In (I2) initial conditionst; andt, are (max,+) multiplied by a symbolic (max,+) summation tébod®
d®). We refer to this situation as @nflict The production time of the tokens generated by aEtor
will depend on the relationship betweén+ pqgc) andsd. Before proceeding, we have to consider two
cases. One given bip+ pgc> sd) and the other byb+ pgc< sd). We must check the intersection
of newly added constraints and the already existing onesdson against feasibility. If there are no
feasible points in one of the subregions, we drop the furdvatuation within the same subregion. In
this example let us assume that both subregions contaileasints. We easily construct the symbolic
matrices from the solutions that are all expressed in teffrtteeir dependence on initial conditions at an
iteration boundary. We write down once more the solutiornthefequations at the iteration boundary for
actors that reproduce the initial tokens. Those are a¢f®G,D,E). We will change the notation from
y(Ai,K) to tj depending on the indexes of initial conditions (tokens) #medproducing actor. We obtain
for (b+ pgc> sd):

t] = aty ® aty, (13)
th = ad’ty @ d%, & adta, (14)
t5 = abd®%; @ cP%3 @ abdYy, (15)
ty=ts, (16)
t; = abc®%et; & d%et, & cPet; b abc™et,. (17)

From [13){1Y) we then easily obtain the rows of the symbliex,+) matrix:

a —00 —00 a —00
a+sd sd —00 a+sd —00
G(brpgessd) = | a+b+pgc —o0 pqc a+b+ pgc —Ooo :
—o00 —00 —00 —o00

a+b+pgc+e sd+e pgcte a+b+pgc+e —o
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The same procedure is used for ttie+ pgc < sd) case. The evolution of the PSADF graph is then
governed by the following equations over the parameteresac k1 = Gpypgesd) k and Y1 =

G (b+pge<sd) Yk, depending in which region @ is the(k+ 1) iteration scheduled. b+ pgc= sd), any

of the two can be chosen. In the definition of both regions weethe< and> operators to have them
remain closed. The functions that constitute the symbatiax;+) matrices are polynomial functions of
p.

In order to obtain the worst case throughput we will have teesa mixed-integer polynomial pro-
gramming problem fo6 ., pge>sd) ANAG (b4 pgecsa) OVEr (QN (b+ pgc> sd)) and(Q N (b+ pgc< sd)),
respectively. A collection of techniques that solve suabbfgms for a variety of definitions @, e.g.
convex, non-convex or restricted to take only a few discvalaes, can be found in_[21]. The matrix
mMaX(G b+ pge=sd) s G b+ pac<sa)) Will define the MPAG of the example PSADFG. The inverse of tH@w
of this MPAG equals to the worst-case throughput.

At this point we present our recursive algorithm for symb&SADF (max,+) characteristic matrix
extraction (Algorithnil). The inputs to the algorithm are fire-computed sequential quasi-static sched-

Algorithm 1 Symbolic PSADFG (max,+) characteristic matrix extraction

1. function SYMBOLIC EXTRACT(Qss MpEQSet®, Sy
2: fBranchingNode— false

3 while not QssisFinished) do

4 currQssElem— QsspopNextElert)

5: currSol«+ SoLvE(MpEgSetcurrQssElem
6: if currSolConflicted) then
7
8
9

fBranchingNode— true
while newd « currSolgetNextConflidt) do
: if FEASIBILITY CHECK(newd, @) then
10: curr® + @

11: curr@.Add(newd)

12: currMpEqgSek— MpEqSet

13: currMpEgSeResolveCnewd)

14: SsAdd(SymBoOLIC EXTRACT (QsscurrMpEgSetcurr®, Ss))
15: end if

16: end while

17: else

18: MpEqgSetUpdaté currSol)

19: end if

20: end while
21: if not fBranchingNodé¢hen

22: return (mpEqSet®)
23: else

24: return 0

25: end if

26: end function

ule Qss the set of PSADF (max,+) difference equatidmgEqSetthe initial parameter space = Q and
the initial solution seBs= 0. The solution se$sis a set of ordered paiSs= {(Gg, P:)}, whereGe, is
the symbolic (max,+) matrix that governs the evolution & BSADF in the regio® C Q generated by
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adding conflict resolving constraints @during the execution of the algorithm. Algorithm traverties
sequential schedule taking one actor with its repetitiaintat a time (Lin€3). Function@VE (Line

[B) solves Equatiori (1) for the considered actor. If therenareonflicts in the solution, the algorithm
updates the equation set with the current solution that earsed in later iterations (Line18). If there are
conflicts, i.e. there ar@y; terms multiplying the initial conditions, we have to splietparameter space

(Line[8). For examplel, if the terry @y, @ ys3 is multiplying an initial condition, we have to consider
three casesty: > y2,¥1 > ¥a), (Y2 > y1,Y¥2 > y3) and(ys > y1,Y3 > Yy2). Function FEASIBILITY CHECK
(Line[d) checks the emptiness of the intersection of theetiirronstraint se® and the new constraints.
If the intersection is non-empty, new constraints are adddtie current set for this branch of explo-
ration (Line[11), conflicts are resolved (Lihel 13) andMBOLIC EXTRACT is recursively called again
(Line[14). If the intersection is non-feasible, this bramshiropped. If we continue in this fashion we
will eventually reach a non-branching node (Liné 22).

We demonstrate our approach on the example PSADF graph ind8g The example models a
dynamic streaming application consisting of loops witleidependent parametric affine loop bounds.
We define the ranges for parametric loop bounds (PSADF rateg) < [10,2000,q € [10,15 ands €
[100,1500. We also define linear dependencies between thems < 1400 andy < p. Our application
is run on a multi-processor platform where each loop bodio(ats mapped onto a different processor.
Let PSADF actor execution times take the values of their nainéxecution times multiplied by the
parameter; € [1,5] to account for six different possible platform dynamic agk and frequency scaling
(DVFES) settings. We obtaima = 30c;, b = 20c¢;, ¢ = 4c¢;, d = 3¢j, e = ¢;. These constraints defirfe
for our example. To obtain the worst-case throughput valeenust maximize the matric€s . pgesd)
and G, pgecsd) OVEr Q as given by the previously listed constraints. These bedwroemixed integer
polynomial programming problems oven (b+ pgc> sd) andQ N (b+ pgc < sd) and can be solved
using the technique from [21]. Throughput is given by theense of the MCM of the MPAG defined by
the matrixmax( G p+ pgecsd)> G(b+pge>sg)) and equals to 390000 iterations per time-unit.

5 Experimental results

We demonstrate our throughput analysis technique on fiveseptative DSP applications with paramet-
ric interdependent affine loop bounds listed in Table 1. Tis¢ ¢olumn shows the number of PSADFG
actors, the second denotes the number of initial tokenghtifeeshows the number of parametric rates,
the fourth gives the number of parametric actor executimesi and the last shows the number of sce-
narios as the number of points in the PSADFG parameter <paéd applications, except the bounded
block parallel lattice reduction algorithm for MIMO-OFDM], are mapped onto a two-processor scalar
architecture. The latter is mapped onto a vector/SIMD &echire. To obtain the nominal actor execu-
tion times for our benchmark set, we used the AVR32 [1] sitaulander a reference frequency of 32
MHz. For bounded block parallel lattice reduction algaritf3] we used random numbers for nominal
actor execution times, as the source code of the algorithnotigoublicly available. We assume that
the frequency of each platform processor can be placedeiribiglrange from 32 to 64 MHz, with the
step of 1 Mhz. For a 2 processor platform this will give 32 jlmsscombinations. In contrast to the
conventional SADF approach from [12] which would have toggate| Q| SDFGs, our approach in each
of these cases will solve maximallg & n) polynomial programming problems without the need for the
enumeration of2 which is a difficulty by itself. Actually, in practice this mber is usually less than
(nx n), because not all initial tokens depend on all other initiéens in the graph rendering the matri-
ces to be quite sparse. Moreover, sometimes the entrieg isythbolic PSADF (max,+) characteristic
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Table 1: Experimental results

Benchmark ||| | n| |22 |22 | Q|
Fundam. freq. detector based on norm. autocorr| [2]2 | 6 2 2 16,687,681 32
Normalized LMS alg.[[2] 9 |6 2 2 38532
High resolution spectral analysls [2] 9 |6 2 2 385-32
Adaptive predictor program [7] 6 |4 2 2 400- 32
Bound. block parallel latt. reduct. ald.![3] 12 |5 3 1 300-16

matrix are repetitive, so we only have to solve the corredpanproblem once. The symbolic PSADF
(max,+) characteristic matrices of the benchmark apptinatwere extracted manually using Algorithm
[, while the corresponding optimization problems wereetlusing CVX, a package for specifying and
solving convex programs [17][16].

6 Conclusion

In this paper we have presented an extension to SADF thavsalio model applications with vast or
infinite sets of behaviours. We refer to our model as PSADFh#e proven the semantical equivalence
of the two models and used that result in the formulation aktvoase throughput calculation problem for
PSADF graphs with a fully connected state transition sysiétinin a generic optimization framework.
The objective functions are functionals that representefleenents of the symbolic PSADF (max,+)
characteristic matrices. Furthermore, we have derivedsa () linear theory based algorithm that is able
to generate these matrices by combining a (max,+) differeguation solver and a recursive parameter
space exploration for a subclass of PSADF graphs that ayeliaavithin an iteration’. As future work,
we want to fully automate our technique and investigate toblpm of parametric throughput analysis
of PSADF graphs.
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