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ABSTRACT

Bringing high-level machine learning models to efficient and well-
suited machine implementations often invokes a bunch of tools,
e.g. code generators, compilers, and optimizers. Along such tool
chains, abstractions have to be applied. This leads to not optimally
used CPU registers. This is a shortcoming, especially in resource
constrained embedded setups. In this work, we present a code
generation approach for decision tree ensembles, which produces
machine assembly code within a single conversion step directly
from the high-level model representation. Specifically, we develop
various approaches to effectively allocate registers for the inference
of decision tree ensembles. Extensive evaluations of the proposed
method are conducted in comparison to the basic realization of C
code from the high-level machine learning model and succeeding
compilation. The results show that the performance of decision tree
ensemble inference can be significantly improved (by up to = 1.6x),
if the methods are applied carefully to the appropriate scenario.

1 INTRODUCTION

Decision tree ensembles are top candidates for lightweight machine
learning, especially in the field of resource constrained systems, e.g.,
classification in astrophysics [4] and nanopartical analysis with
biosensors [21]. Decision trees inherently provide optimization
potential, since on different executions of the tree, different paths
are followed. Thus, the tree inference potentially can be optimized
for certain paths, e.g., several attempts have been applied to ranking
models at Facebook to boost the evaluation of decision tree models!.

Training and execution of machine learning models, so-called
inference, is a data-centric task and therefore usually realized in a
platform independent manner. Hence, productive programming lan-
guages as Python are popular for training the models [16]. However,
high level programming environments are likely not available in
resource constrained systems, and an interpreted language also con-
sumes considerably more energy and time [17]. In addition, recent
trends show that the execution of the trained models are usually not
as efficient as with a platform specific implementation. To bridge

!https://engineering.fb.com/2017/03/27/ml-applications/evaluating-boosted-
decision-trees-for-billions-of-users/
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this gap, various solutions exist to transform the high-level models
after training into platform specific models. Although these solu-
tions are highly tuned towards performance [2, 3, 5, 6, 13, 14, 23],
usually a large tool-chain needs to be employed. However, within
the tool-chain, the output of the different tools need to be suffi-
ciently abstract and generic to serve as inputs for next tools. Such
abstractions also induce possible information loss, causing a dimin-
ished potential for architectural optimization.

In this work, we investigate if a direct implementation generation
with fewer abstraction layers is capable to optimize the execution
performance of decision tree ensembles. With a certain amount of
explicitly allocatable hardware registers, our objective is to manage
the register allocation in the implementation to achieve a perfor-
mance improvement, by accelerating multiple accesses to the same
value. Towards that, we distinguish native trees, in which each tree
is an array-based implementation of tree nodes, and if-else trees,
in which each tree is a representation of tree nodes with nested
if-else statements. The two variants put stress on different parts
of the CPU. A native tree loads all tree data from data memory
and therefore utilizes data caches, while an if-else tree loads all
values from instruction memory, employing instruction caches. We
further propose a third alternative, implementing a part of the tree
as an if-else tree and executing the rest of the tree as a native tree.
This approach could make use of the different advantages of both
variants while leveling the load over the different caches.

Our contributions:

e An implementation of decision trees to store node values
in CPU registers for X86 and ARMv8

o Strategies for choosing which node values to store in regis-
ters for native trees and if-else trees and a hybrid combina-
tion of both

o Extensive experimental evaluation of the performance gain
on a large set of ensembles and data sets

2 RELATED WORK

Although training and execution of decision trees are famous on a
abstract level, related work investigates the possibilities to imple-
ment decision trees on hardware. Van Essen et al. compare different
ad-hoc realizations across varying computing architectures, includ-
ing CPUs, GPUs and FPGAs [19]. Nakandaka et al. bring decision
trees even more specific to parallel execution architectures, by con-
verting trees into tensor operations and exploit massive parallelism


https://engineering.fb.com/2017/03/27/ml-applications/evaluating-boosted-decision-trees-for-billions-of-users/
https://engineering.fb.com/2017/03/27/ml-applications/evaluating-boosted-decision-trees-for-billions-of-users/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode

[15]. As a generic, hence optimized CPU based implementation,
Asadi et al. introduce the popular approaches of native and if-else
tree implementations [1]. Dato et al. optimize decision tree infer-
ence by keeping the models itself untouched, but reorder the exe-
cution sequence in the implementation [6]. Lucchese et al. further
include vectorization into the implementation in order to accelerate
parallel execution of multiple examples [14]. Different concepts in
order to accelerate machine-specific execution are further proposed.
Ye et al. introduce run length encoding for the tree execution in
order to compact the data representation [23]. Kim et al. propose a
tree implementation, which is optimized to the memory hierarchy
on modern CPUs and GPUs [13]. Buschjaeger and Morik consider
different realization schemes for tree traversal and theoretically
analyze their execution time, based on a probabilistic view [3].
Considering a broader scope beyond decision tree ensembles, C /
C++ generators for other machine learning models (e.g. neural net-
works) have emerged recently [7, 20]. Architecture-aware software
designs also demonstrate their great benefit to speed up the infer-
ence of other machine learning models in the literature, e.g., most
for various neural networks [9-11, 18, 22], and some for random
forests [2, 5]. Although these architecture-aware approaches exist,
to the best of our knowledge, no method exists, which transforms
random forests to platform-specific assembly code by exploiting
hardware features and performing explicit register allocation. Kho-
rasani et al. perform explicit register management in GPUs [12],
which is a different approach to explicit CPU register allocation.

3 DECISION TREE MODELS AND
IMPLEMENTATIONS

Generally, two implementation types can be distinguished for deci-
sion trees: 1) native trees, where tree nodes become data objects
and a narrow loop iterates over them and 2) if-else trees, where
tree nodes become nested if-else blocks and the tree is visited by
directly jumping into the if or the else block [1]. In this section,
we lay out a logical model of a decision tree first and afterwards
describe how both implementations can be derived.

3.1 Probabilistic Model

We assume decision tree X consist of nodes {ng, ni, ..., nm—1}, where
no is the root node. Each node has a feature index FI(n;), a split
value S(n;) and a left and right child index LC(n;), RC(n;). The tree
is then visited in such a way, that subsequently after node i, node

_ | LC(ny) | input_data[FI(n;)] < S(n;)

7= { RC(n;) | input_data[FI(n;)] > S(n;)
input_data is the feature vector to be inferred. Once a leaf node
is reached, it contains a prediction value P(n;), which forms the
output of the decision tree.

During training, how many data tuples leading to the left or the
right child can be traced, resulting in a relative probability of the left
and right child node. We denote by prob(n;) the probability of node
n; to be accessed from the parent node. Naturally, prob(LC(n;)) +
prob(RC(n;)) = 100% and prob(ng) = 100%. Every node in the
tree has a unique access path path(n;) = {pno, pny, ..., pn;}, where
pno = ng,pnj = n; and pngyy = LC(png) or pngyy = RC(pny).

is accessed, where

With the help of this path, we can define an absolute node proba-
bility absprob(n;):

absprob(n;) = Hpnjepath(n;)prOb(pnj) (1)

This allows to rank nodes of the decision tree according to their
probability to be accesses in the training data-set. We expect a
similar distribution of accesses in a productive test data-set, thus
when optimization is applied according to this node ranking, it is
expected to also optimize the tree for test data.

3.2 Tree Implementation

In the realization of native trees every node is stored as a tuple of
all its element, namely the feature index, the split value and the
left and right indices. These values are stored in a data array. The
inference is performed by a small loop over the data array. Starting
with the root of the tree as the current node, the feature value is
compared to the split value and depending on the outcome the next
current node will be the left or the right child. This is repeated until
a leaf is reached. At that point the prediction is returned. This tree
realization intensively uses data memory and only allocates a small
footprint of instruction memory. The code, however, is also fixed
for all nodes, which makes it harder to modify single nodes.

In the realization of if-else trees every node becomes a single
piece of code. The nodes then become nested if-else blocks in the
inference code. All values are used as immediates and therefore also
stored in instruction memory. Although this has the clear advantage
to utilize fewer data memory and to provide modified source code
for single nodes, the order of nodes in memory cannot be arbitrarily
changed. Child nodes of a certain node must always appear in the
if or in the else branch. Within this realization, feature and split
and prediction are constants, which are assigned at compile time
and are therefore immediately present in the source code.

Both approaches can also be combined, where a set of nodes in
an if-else tree can be realized as a native tree. Within one ensemble,
trees can be arbitrarily implemented as native trees, if-else trees or
a combination of both. To the best of our knowledge, such hybrid
realizations have not been explored in the literature.

4 PROBLEM ANALYSIS

In this work, we present novel implementations of decision trees,
where we utilize available registers to realize a custom caching
of decision tree contents within the CPU registers. Usually, such
registers are managed by the compiler, following ABI conventions.
The execution of tree inference, however, can be realized as a single
function in C / C++. The registers, which are not written or read by
compiler-generated code, can be reserved for arbitrary usage via
inline assembly within a function. We explicitly use them in the
generated custom code.

4.1 System Model

We assume a generic structure of registers, where a system has a
number #R of registers. To adapt to general technical limitations,
we assume r < #R of them can be arbitrarily used. We assume that
we can load memory content into each of these registers with a cor-
responding load instruction and can store contents to memory. We



further assume that we can perform the required arithmetic opera-
tions on the registers, which are required for decision tree inference.
This includes comparison of a register value with another register
or with a memory content and succeeding conditional branches.
Real systems usually provide different types of registers, e.g. gen-
eral purpose registers (GPR), floating point registers (FLP), vector
registers, etc. By keeping track of the register type, corresponding
assembly code can be generated to perform the aforementioned
operations on all types of registers. Since we explicitly allocate
registers during inference, the developed implementations are also
broadly compatible with parallelization on the granularity of trees.

4.2 Problem Definition

Given a trained ensemble, consisting of decision trees with profiled
probabilities on the training data set and an amount r of arbitrarily
allocatable registers, the problem is to realize an implementation,
which stores tree contents in the registers without altering the logic
tree structure Data tuples are processed in a batch manner for each
decision tree, by which certain nodes are likely accessed multiple
times. If values are repeatedly accessed, a value from a register
can be faster accessed compared to a value from memory. On the
downside, a value in a register blocks this register for other usage
and therefore potentially can slow down the entire program.

5 FEATURE VALUE STORING AND CACHING

As one approach towards solving the defined problem, we first
investigate how to handle the temporary input data with custom
register allocation. In each run of the ensemble, one input tuple is
classified (for inference) utilizing the decision trees. Depending on
the size of the trees and the number of tuples, some values might
be accessed multiple times while following the trees on one path.
We propose two methods to store the most suitable feature values
in registers. First, a static approach (referenced with static feature),
where the feature values of a native tree are loaded into registers
before utilizing the tree and reside in the registers for the duration of
following a path in each tree of the ensemble. Secondly, a dynamic
approach (referred to as dynamic feature), in which the feature
values are dynamically allocated to registers in an if-else tree.

5.1 Selection Policy

Input tuples potentially have high dimensions, where certain entries
may be accessed more frequently than others. Thus, we propose a
metric to select a subset of the tuple entries to be forced to registers.

depth(tree)
Si = Z pij*J ()
Jj=1

Equation (2) determines the suitability of a feature value at index

i. pi,j is the probability of the feature value index i to be accessed j
times. These probabilities are then added for every possible j, being
weighted by j itself. This ensures that the probability of a feature
value being used more often during one single inference is weighted
higher. We then pick the n highest scored values for register storing.
These values reside in the register for the duration of the inference
within one function call. To check whether a feature value is in a
register or in memory, the index of the to access feature value can

be compared. The feature value is either loaded from memory or
directly used from a register.

5.2 Dynamic Feature Caching

Alternatively, we develop an approach that allows registers to cache
feature values dynamically. This can be utilized in an if-else tree
without significant efforts, because every node in an if-else tree
receives its own distinct code. Suitable access code to a certain
register can be directly integrated. To fully use this attribute, we
dynamically cache the feature values inside the registers during run
time. The feature values are loaded into registers when being used
first. If it is already in a register, it can be used directly from the reg-
ister itself. In case there are no spare registers for storing, the oldest
cached value is replaced accordingly. Although this type of regis-
ter management introduces large overheads, they are all present
during code generation. Once the tree is constructed, the register
caching allocation can be statically defined, and the corresponding
code is directly generated into the if-else blocks.

6 NODE STORING

Besides storing feature values in registers, we investigate an alter-
native approach where nodes of the tree data structure are stored
in registers. To select the nodes to be stored in registers, we order
tree nodes along their absolute access probability absprob(n;) and
select the first » nodes. To improve the performance, the part of
the tree loaded into registers is kept in registers when the tree is
visited multiple times.

6.1 Realization of Register Cached Nodes

Implementing the whole tree as a native tree and accessing the
correct values using a comparison chain is the first version, pro-
posed in this paper (native node): Every time a new node is accessed,
a comparison with the current index is performed to determine
the location of the node values. These are then either loaded from
the corresponding register or loaded from memory. We further
proposed another approach where the nodes picked for register
storage are implemented and visited as nodes from an if-else sub-
tree (we refer to such nodes as if-else nodes) within the native tree.
Here, two different subsets of the tree can be implemented as if-else
nodes. Firstly, implementing the first layer nodes (hybrid layer) and
secondly implementing the most probable nodes (hybrid node) as
if-else nodes. Ultimately, the full tree can be implemented as an
if-else tree with the most probable nodes stored in registers. We call
this approach the if-else node method. Consequently, the data in
the nodes, which are stored in a register, is used directly, omitting
the need to load this value from instruction memory.

6.2 Tree Construction and Inference

Registers have limited space, so not all node values should be stored,
but only the ones necessary for inference. The most important value
in a node is the split value. It is used to compare with the feature
value. As such, it is used in every node except leaf nodes. If the
split value does not fill the register completely, more values can be
stored. Three values are of key interest here: left, right child indices
and the feature index. Depending on the size of the register, not
all can be stored at once. Different realizations are possible. If the



Figure 1: Native tree methods on X86 for server class (top)
and desktop class (down) - 100 Trees with max. depth 15
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node is executed as part of a native subtree (referenced by native
node), the indices for the left and right children are required to load
the new node. Therefore, left and right child indices are loaded into
the register. In some situations, left and right child indices are not
needed. If the children are implemented as an if-else nodes, the
indices of the children are superfluous. In these situations, the rest
of the register is filled with the feature index. When implementing
the hybrid node method, some nodes may have one child as an
if-else node and another one as a native node. In these situations,
the index of the child implemented as a native node and the feature
index can both be loaded into the the register. To access the nodes
in registers, different implementations are required for native nodes
and if-else nodes. In native trees, the individual nodes are identified
by their index. To access the node data inside registers, comparisons
with the index of the current node determines, where to load the
data from. No further implementation is needed for if-else nodes,
as each node receives separate code accessing the node data.

7 EVALUATION

To assess the improvement in terms of execution time of the pro-
posed methods, extensive tests are run on different hardware and
multiple kinds of trees: 9 data-sets under 6 proposed methods. The

data-sets (adult, bank, covertype, letter, magic, satlog, sensorless-
drive, spambase and wine-quality) are taken from the UCI Machine
Learning Repository [8] and trained using sklearn. Analyzing the
effect the depth of the tree can have on the performance, exper-
iments are run with a single decision tree and a random forest
with 25 trees, using a maximum depth of 5, 10, 15 and 20. Further,
the experiments are also run with a random forest with maximum
depth 15 and using different numbers of trees: 10, 25, 50 and 100.
To serve as a baseline, all configurations are run once with a basic
C++ implementation of both a native tree and an if-else tree. All
experiments are compiled with gcc on default settings.

These experiments are run on both server and desktop class
CPUs using the X86 and ARMv8 architecture. For the X86 ma-
chines, we use an AMD EPYC 7742 system (256GB DDR4 RAM)
for the server and an Intel Core 17-8550U system (16GB DDR4
RAM,) for the desktop. For the ARMv8 machines, we use a Cavium
Thunder X2 system (256GB DDR4 RAM) for the server and an
Apple M1 system (16GB DDR4 RAM) for the desktop. The X86
systems feature 16 general purpose registers with 64 bit and 16
floating point registers with 128 bit, while the ARMv8 systems fea-
ture 32 general purpose 64 bit registers and 32 64 bit floating point
registers, respectively.

7.1 Native Tree Modifications

Our proposed methods can be roughly categorized into methods
modifying native trees (hybrid node (HN), hybrid layer (HL), native
node (NN)) and into methods modifying if-else trees (if-else node
(IN) and dynamic feature (DF)). Please note that the hybrid layer
and hybrid node methods implement native trees for the major part,
though they introduce partial if-else trees, resulting in hybrid trees.

Focusing on the native tree methods, Figure 1 depicts normalized
results to the basic native tree implementation on the X86 machine.
We run all experiments in a row and normalize the execution time
of the various methods to the basic baseline. We print the number
of elements allocated in registers on the x axis and the normalized
execution time (larger than 1 means slower than the baseline) on
the y axis. We consider all data-sets and print the average as a point
together with the variance. Every plot depicts a concrete ensemble
configuration with a fixed number of trees and a limited maximal
height of the trees. Note that for the hybrid layer method registers
can be only allocated in numbers of powers of 2, since entire tree
layers are allocated to registers. The figures illustrate only one
particular ensemble configuration for a maximum tree depth of
15 and an ensemble of 100 trees on the X86 machine and 50 on
the ARMv8 machine, where effects of the different methods can be
observed. Effects on the execution time across all ensemble sizes
can be observed in the reported geometric means of normalized
execution time for both all depths and small trees (limited depth up
to 10) and large trees (limited depth above 10) separately (Table 1).

It can be observed that the static feature method cannot improve
the performance in most configurations among the basic native tree.
The overheads, introduced to distinguish if a feature value should
be loaded from a register or memory overshoots the improvement
in the access latency. The native node method can be observed to
behave different on both CPU architectures. On X86, this method
can reduce the total execution time to ~ 85% of the basic native



Table 1: Geometric mean of normalized execution time, com-
pared to native and if-else for small (D < 10) and large

(D > 10) trees (-S: Server, -D: Desktop, s: small, 1: large)

Method X86-S X86-D ARM-v8-S ARM-v8-D
native baseline
NN 0.86 0.87 1.29 1.00
ST 1.04 1.19 1.22 0.88
HN 0.71 0.71 0.74 0.62
HL 0.74 0.74 0.82 0.66

s 1 s 1 s 1 s 1

NN 0.86 0.85 1.32 1.01 0.86 0.88 1.27 9.99
SF 0.99 1.03 1.07 0.82 1.07 130 132 0.92
HN 066 0.62 0.63 054 0.75 0.77 0.81 0.66
HL 0.68 0.66 0.72 057 0.78 0.79 0.88 0.72

if-else baseline

IN 0.95 0.96 1.06 0.99
DF 0.91 0.92 1.04 0.88
HN 1.77 2.00 1.66 1.75
HL 1.84 2.08 1.84 1.87

s | s 1 s 1 s 1

IN 094 096 1.06 093 095 095 1.06 1.03
DF 092 094 1.07 081 090 091 1.02 0.92
HN 147 1.65 143 136 197 223 181 2.03
HL 1.52 1.75 1.63 1.41 2.06 2.29 197 2.20

tree, which makes a speedup of = 1.17x. On the ARMv8 server
contrarily, this method diminishes the performance overall while it
also features no significant improvement on the ARMv8 desktop.
This suggests the conclusion that the efficiency of the comparison
chain is architecture dependent and thus, this method should be
considered depending on the architecture. These trends are also
consistent with considering the geometric mean across ensembles
sizes, data-sets, register sizes r > 5 and storing full nodes or only
split values. These values can be found in table 1. The static feature
reports an average increase of 1.11X on X86, an increase of 1.22X on
the ARMvS server and actually decreases to 0.88x on the ARMv8
desktop. Examining the native node method, the explained results
of a measurable performance improvement on X86 can be seen. On
the ARMv8 desktop, the performance stays roughly the same.
The hybrid layer and hybrid node methods both achieve signifi-
cant execution time improvements on both machines for a sufficient
number of available registers, even up to a reduction to ~ 60% of
the basic tree, which is a speedup of ~ 1.66X. As before Table 1
shows the explained geometric mean across all data-sets. A signif-
icant improvement of the execution time can be observed for all
considered systems. According to Table 1 it can be further observed,
that most methods perform better on smaller trees than on larger
trees. This can be caused by the fact that more values can reside in
registers during repetitive inference on smaller trees.
Investigating these results, we report that careful attention has
to be put to the setup, when explicit register management is used
to improve the performance of native tree ensembles. Not only a
wrong approach can diminish the overall performance, depending
on the CPU architecture various approaches can result in different
speedups. However, insights from this evaluation can be used to

Figure 2: If-else tree methods on X86 for server class (top)
and desktop class (down) - 25 Trees with maximum depth 5
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chose appropriate methods for a certain CPU architecture (e.g. the
hybrid node method for a large amount of allocated registers) and
reduce the total execution time for inference down to ~ 58% of the
basic method. It can also be reported that this improvement can
be gained for a sufficient number of available registers and is not
linearly scaling down for more available registers.

7.2 If-Else Tree Modifications

The proposed methods implementing if-else trees are dynamic fea-
ture, where nodes are stored in registers during inference in a cache
wise manner and if-else node, with nodes stored in registers stati-
cally. ?? illustrates the same ensemble size as before for the if-else
tree methods. Thus, the reported numbers are also normalized to
the basic if-else tree implementation. We further investigate the
hybrid node and hybrid layer method in comparison to basic if-else
trees, since these methods partially implement if-else trees.
Investigating this case, highlights that the performance of the
hybrid node method introduces larger overheads in comparison to
a native if-else tree, which cannot be leveraged by the performance
benefit. The same trend can be observed for the hybrid layer method.
Consequently, the hybrid node and hybrid layer method offer a trade-
off between native trees and if-else trees, but cannot outperform if-
else trees. The if-else node and dynamic feature method can improve



the performance down to 70% of the basic if-else tree, but only for
a particular system and ensemble configuration.

Considering the geometric means across all configurations and
datasets (Table 1), on X86, it reports to a decrease of 0.86X for the
if-else tree registers method on the server and 0.87x on the desktop
and of 0.91X (server) and 0.91x (desktop) for the dynamic feature
method, compared to the basic if-else tree. On the ARMv8 server, the
increase reports as 1.06x for the if-else node method and 1.04x for
the dynamic feature method, respectively. On the ARMv8 desktop,
performance is decreased to 0.99x for the if-else node method and
0.88x for the dynamic feature method. The hybrid node and hybrid
layer methods report a consistent increase of execution time. These
results conclude that, explicit register allocation can significantly
improve performance, but it is highly dependent on the system
architecture and the ensemble configuration. If a wrong method is
deployed, performance can be drastically decreased.

Overall, for the considered data sets, CPU architectures and
ensemble configurations, the hybrid node method achieves the best
performance for native trees, while the dynamic feature method
and the if-else node method achieve the best performance for if-else
trees. The results further suggest choosing these methods with a
sufficient amount of registers. For the native trees, the results show
a number of ~ 20 registers to be a good choice, while for if-else
trees fewer registers (~ 10) report to be sufficient.

8 CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we present an approach to generic and platform inde-
pendent tool-chains for decision tree ensemble implementations,
where we directly generate machine specific assembly code from
the high-level model representation. Thereby, we explicitly take
over the control of the allocation of CPU registers and allocate
certain decision tree nodes permanently to a register. We do this for
both, native trees and if-else trees. Experimental evaluation clearly
points out that explicit register allocation does not unconditionally
improve the performance of decision tree inference, but with care-
ful attention to the scenario, significant performance improvement
can be achieved. If the right method is applied to the right scenario,
the execution times of native trees can be decreased down to 0.58%
and the execution time of if-else trees down to 0.7X%, respectively.
For future work, we plan to expand the scope of explicit register
allocation to the entire ensemble. Scheduling the execution of mul-
tiple trees may open a huge design space for further optimization.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This paper has been supported by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinshaft
(DFG), as part of the projects OneMemory (405422836), SPP 2377:
Disruptive Main-Memory Technologies (460954224), and Memory
Diplomat (502384507).

REFERENCES

[1] N. Asadi, J. Lin, and A. P. de Vries. 2014. Runtime Optimizations for Tree-Based
Machine Learning Models. IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering
26,9 (Sept 2014), 2281-2292. https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2013.73

[2] Sebastian Buschjager, Kuan-Hsun Chen, Jian-Jia Chen, and Katharina Morik.
2018. Realization of random forest for real-time evaluation through tree framing.
In 2018 IEEE International Conference on Data Mining (ICDM). IEEE, 19-28.

[3] S.Buschjager and K. Morik. 2017. Decision Tree and Random Forest Implementa-
tions for Fast Filtering of Sensor Data. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems

(8]

[9

[11

[12

(13]

(14]

(15]

[16]

[17

(18]

[19]

I: Regular Papers PP, 99 (2017), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1109/TCSL.2017.2710627
Jens Buss, Christian Bockermann, Katharina Morik, Wolfgang Rhode, and Tim
Ruhe. 2016. FACT-Tools — Processing High-Volume Telescope Data. In 26th
Astronomical Data Analysis Software and Systems conference (ADASS). ADASS.
Kuan-Hsun Chen, ChiaHui Su, Christian Hakert, Sebastian Buschjéger, Chao-
Lin Lee, Jenq-Kuen Lee, Katharina Morik, and Jian-Jia Chen. 2021. Efficient
Realization of Decision Trees for Real-Time Inference. ACM Trans. Embed.
Comput. Syst. (dec 2021). https://doi.org/10.1145/3508019 Just Accepted.
Domenico Dato, Claudio Lucchese, Franco Maria Nardini, Salvatore Orlando,
Raffaele Perego, Nicola Tonellotto, and Rossano Venturini. 2016. Fast ranking
with additive ensembles of oblivious and non-oblivious regression trees. ACM
Transactions on Information Systems (2016). https://doi.org/10.1145/2987380
Robert David, Jared Duke, Advait Jain, Vijay Janapa Reddi, Nat Jeffries, Jian Li,
Nick Kreeger, Ian Nappier, Meghna Natraj, Shlomi Regev, et al. 2020. Tensor-
flow lite micro: Embedded machine learning on tinyml systems. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2010.08678 (2020).

Dheeru Dua and Casey Graff. 2017. UCI Machine Learning Repository. http:
//archive ics.uci.edu/ml

Graham Gobieski, Brandon Lucia, and Nathan Beckmann. 2019. Intelligence
Beyond the Edge: Inference on Intermittent Embedded Systems. In Proceed-
ings of the Twenty-Fourth International Conference on Architectural Support for
Programming Languages and Operating Systems (Providence, RI, USA) (ASP-
LOS °19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 199-213.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3297858.3304011

Tae Jun Ham, Yejin Lee, Seong Hoon Seo, Soosung Kim, Hyunji Choi, Sung Jun
Jung, and Jae W. Lee. 2021. ELSA: Hardware-Software Co-design for Efficient,
Lightweight Self-Attention Mechanism in Neural Networks. In 2021 ACM/IEEE
48th Annual International Symposium on Computer Architecture (ISCA). 692-705.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA52012.2021.00060

Jiayi Huang, Pritam Majumder, Sungkeun Kim, Abdullah Muzahid, Ki Hwan Yum,
and Eun Jung Kim. 2021. Communication Algorithm-Architecture Co-Design
for Distributed Deep Learning. In 2021 ACM/IEEE 48th Annual International
Symposium on Computer Architecture (ISCA). 181-194. https://doi.org/10.1109/
ISCA52012.2021.00023

Farzad Khorasani, Hodjat Asghari Esfeden, Nael Abu-Ghazaleh, and Vivek Sarkar.
2018. In-register parameter caching for dynamic neural nets with virtual per-
sistent processor specialization. In 2018 51st Annual IEEE/ACM International
Symposium on Microarchitecture (MICRO). IEEE, 377-389.

C. Kim, J. Chhugani, N. Satish, E. Sedlar, A. Nguyen, T. Kaldewey, V. Lee, S.
Brandt, and P. Dubey. 2010. FAST: Fast architecture sensitive tree search on
modern CPUs and GPUs. In Proceedings of the 2010 ACM SIGMOD International
Conference on Management of data. ACM, 339-350.

Claudio Lucchese, Raffaele Perego, Franco Maria Nardini, Nicola Tonellotto,
Salvatore Orlando, and Rossano Venturini. 2016. Exploiting CPU SIMD extensions
to speed-up document scoring with tree ensembles. In SIGIR 2016 - Proceedings
of the 39th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in
Information Retrieval. https://doi.org/10.1145/2911451.2914758

Supun Nakandala, Karla Saur, Gyeong-In Yu, Konstantinos Karanasos, Carlo
Curino, Markus Weimer, and Matteo Interlandi. 2020. A tensor compiler for
unified machine learning prediction serving. In 14th USENIX Symposium on
Operating Systems Design and Implementation (OSDI 20). 899-917.

F. Pedregosa, G. Varoquaux, A. Gramfort, V. Michel, B. Thirion, O. Grisel, M.
Blondel, P. Prettenhofer, R. Weiss, V. Dubourg, J. Vanderplas, A. Passos, D. Cour-
napeau, M. Brucher, M. Perrot, and E. Duchesnay. 2011. Scikit-learn: Machine
Learning in Python. Journal of Machine Learning Research 12 (2011), 2825-2830.
Rui Pereira, Marco Couto, Francisco Ribeiro, Rui Rua, Jicome Cunha, Jodo Paulo
Fernandes, and Jodo Saraiva. 2017. Energy Efficiency across Programming
Languages: How Do Energy, Time, and Memory Relate?. In Proceedings of the
10th ACM SIGPLAN International Conference on Software Language Engineering
(Vancouver, BC, Canada) (SLE 2017). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 256-267. https://doi.org/10.1145/3136014.3136031

Ao Ren, Tianyun Zhang, Shaokai Ye, Jiayu Li, Wenyao Xu, Xuehai Qian, Xue
Lin, and Yanzhi Wang. 2019. ADMM-NN: An Algorithm-Hardware Co-Design
Framework of DNNs Using Alternating Direction Methods of Multipliers. In
Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth International Conference on Architectural Support
for Programming Languages and Operating Systems (Providence, RI, USA) (ASP-
LOS ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 925-938.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3297858.3304076

B. Van Essen, C. Macaraeg, M. Gokhale, and R. Prenger. 2012. Accelerating a
random forest classifier: Multi-core, GP-GPU, or FPGA?. In Field-Programmable
Custom Computing Machines (FCCM), 2012 IEEE 20th Annual International Sym-
posium on. IEEE, 232-239.

Pete Warden and Daniel Situnayake. 2019. TinyML. O’Reilly Media, Incorporated.
Mikail Yayla, Anas Toma, Kuan-Hsun Chen, Jan Eric Lenssen, Victoria Shpacov-
itch, Roland Hergenréder, Frank Weichert, and Jian-Jia Chen. 2019. Nanoparticle
Classification Using Frequency Domain Analysis on Resource-Limited Platforms.
Sensors 19, 19 (2019). https://doi.org/10.3390/s19194138


https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2013.73
https://doi.org/10.1109/TCSI.2017.2710627
https://doi.org/10.1145/3508019
https://doi.org/10.1145/2987380
http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
https://doi.org/10.1145/3297858.3304011
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA52012.2021.00060
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA52012.2021.00023
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA52012.2021.00023
https://doi.org/10.1145/2911451.2914758
https://doi.org/10.1145/3136014.3136031
https://doi.org/10.1145/3297858.3304076
https://doi.org/10.3390/s19194138

[22]

[23]

Amir Yazdanbakhsh, Kambiz Samadi, Nam Sung Kim, and Hadi Esmaeilzadeh.
2018. GANAX: A Unified MIMD-SIMD Acceleration for Generative Adversarial
Networks. In 2018 ACM/IEEE 45th Annual International Symposium on Computer
Architecture (ISCA). 650-661. https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA.2018.00060

Ting Ye, Hucheng Zhou, Will Y. Zou, Bin Gao, and Ruofei Zhang. 2018. Rapid-
Scorer: Fast tree ensemble evaluation by maximizing compactness in data level
parallelization. In Proceedings of the ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. https://doi.org/10.1145/3219819.3219857


https://doi.org/10.1109/ISCA.2018.00060
https://doi.org/10.1145/3219819.3219857

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Decision Tree Models and Implementations
	3.1 Probabilistic Model
	3.2 Tree Implementation

	4 Problem Analysis
	4.1 System Model
	4.2 Problem Definition

	5 Feature Value Storing and Caching
	5.1 Selection Policy
	5.2 Dynamic Feature Caching

	6 Node Storing
	6.1 Realization of Register Cached Nodes
	6.2 Tree Construction and Inference

	7 Evaluation
	7.1 Native Tree Modifications
	7.2 If-Else Tree Modifications

	8 Conclusion and Outlook
	References

