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Abstract—The major challenge when designing multipliers for
FPGAs is to address several trade-offs: On the one hand at the
performance level and on the other hand at the resource level
utilizing DSP blocks or look-up tables (LUTs). With DSPs being
a relatively limited resource, the problem of under- or over-
utilization of DSPs has previously been addressed by the concept
of multiplier tiling, by assembling multipliers from DSPs and
small supplemental LUT multipliers. But there had always been
an efficiency gap between tiling-based multipliers and radix-4
Booth-Arrays. While the monolithic Booth-Array was shown to
be considerably more efficient in terms of LUT-resources on many
modern FPGA-architectures, it typically possess a significantly
higher critically path delay (or latency when pipelined) compared
to multipliers designed by tiling. This work proposes and analyzes
the use of smaller Booth-Arrays as sub-multipliers that are
integrated into existing tiling-based methods, such that better
trade-off points between area and delay can be reached while
utilizing a user-specified number of DSP blocks. It is shown by
synthesis experiments, that the critical path delay compared to
large Booth-Arrays can be reduced, while achieving significant
reductions in LUT-resources compared to previous tiling.

Index Terms—small multiplier, multiplier tiling, computer
arithmetic, FPGA, Booth-Array

I. INTRODUCTION

With multiplication being one of the prevalent operation in
computer arithmetic its efficient and fast implementation is
of ongoing interest. Contrary to application-specific integrated
circuits (ASICs) the circuit design for FPGAs is stronger con-
strained by the predefined hardware architecture, with look-
up-table (LUT) resources and embedded DSP blocks being
the most relevant building blocks of arithmetic circuits. The
embedded DSPs of modern FPGAs are the easiest applicable
resource when implementing multiplication as among other
operations they can directly compute a multiplication (25×18
signed or 24×17 unsigned on AMD Ultrascale(+) or up to
a single signed or unsigned 27 ×27 or two 18×18 on Intel
Stratix 10). But as they are only available in relatively limited
quantities, when solely relying on them for implementing
multiplication, they can quickly become the limiting factor
for implementing complex circuits [1]–[7]. Hence is of vital
interest for multiplier design strategies to account for their
efficient utilization and a matter of ongoing research [1], [2],
[7]–[12]. With LUTs being the most abundant and versatile
resource on FPGAs, various methods have been proposed to
offset some or all of the complexity for multiplication by
additional logic-based circuity to overall use less DSPs for
an equivalent operation [1]–[14].

The quest to utilize fewer DSPs within the design can
be approached by different measures. One possibility is to
apply mathematical substitutions like Karatsuba’s algorithm
to overall reduce the complexity of multiplication and thus
use less DSPs, which had been demonstrated to also work on
rectangular multipliers as on recent AMD FPGAs [1], [12].
Most approaches focus on achieving a higher DSP utilization
and thus use less DSPs in total, as custom designs with
application specific data width seldom utilize the maximal
size of the embedded hardware multiplier. The extraction of
multiple multiplications from a single DSP with auxiliary
LUT-based circuity is proposed in [10], [11], [14], [15]. For
the same reason efficient LUT-based multipliers that utilize
the Fast-Carry-Chain of modern FPGAs, like Bough-Wooley-
Multipliers [8], Booth-Arrays [3]–[6] or the Fractal-Synthesis
LUT-mapping scheme [11], [13], are of great interest as an
alternative to under-utilizing DSPs.

A systematic approach to assemble large multipliers from
DSPs and additional LUT-based sub-multipliers was proposed
with the multiplier tiling methodology [1]. It allows to weight
between DSP- and logic-based resources by specifying limits
for the maximal number and the minimal utilization of the
DSPs used within a design and thus ensure an efficient use of
DSP- and LUT-resources. The approach is agnostic to the type
of sub-multiplier (called tiles), so each of the aforementioned
multiplier design methods can themselves be used as a tile
to generate larger multipliers. Several heuristic [2], [9], [12]
and optimal [7], [16] methods have been proposed to solve
the tiling problem, such that for a given set of sub-multipliers
and constraints, the solution requiring the least possible LUT-
resources can be found. When assembling larger multipliers
each sub-multiplier provides partial product bits which subse-
quently have to be added in a compressor tree to form the
final product. As in contrast to ASICs a Dadda-Tree [17]
with half- and full-adders does not map particularly efficiently
on FPGAs [18], more complex structures that effectively
use the 6-input LUTs and fast carry-chain present in most
modern FPGA architectures like generalized parallel counters
(GPCs) [19]–[27], 4:2 row compressors [24], [28], [29] and
the ternary adder [30], [31] were proposed. The multitude
of additional compressors also requires compressor tree de-
sign methods which can accommodate for the placement of
compressors with vastly different properties. Various FPGA-
specific heuristic [20], [22], [23] and optimal [21], [25], [32]–
[34] compressor tree design methods are available.
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Additionally the aforementioned steps of partial-product-
generator- and compressor-tree-design are not independent
[35], as a different selection of sub-multipliers can result in
another combination of compressors being the combination
with the least realization cost and vice-versa. So to represent
the state-of-the-art and receive globally optimal results for
a given set of sub-multiplier, compressors and final-adder-
architectures a combined optimization as shown in [35] has
to be applied.

In terms of LUT resources radix-4 Booth-Arrays [3]–[6]
are one of the most efficient concepts on FPGAs. They are a
hierarchically structured array multiplier architecture, in which
each level compresses the partial products from the previous
to calculate the final result. A recent proposal [36] seeked to
address the inherent limitation of Booth-Arrays that due to the
stacking of logic levels, the critical path delay (or latency when
pipelined) increases over-proportionally with size, compared to
other multiplier design schemes. Thereby, a large multiplier
was decomposed into several smaller Booth-Arrays, who’s
partial products were subsequently compressed with a Dadda
tree. But Dadda trees do not represent the state-of-the-art
on FPGAs, since compressor trees based on GPCs and row-
adders typically utilize significantly less resources, have fewer
stages and thus a lower critical path or latency. As previously
mentioned, Booth-Arrays can be used as sub-multipliers with
multiplier tiling. So when small Booth-Arrays are included
in the available tile-set for the integer linear program (ILP)-
model of [35], equivalent sub-multiplier arrangements as in
[36] can be generated with tiling. This offers greater flexibility
in term of the utilized sub-multipliers. Additionally DSPs can
be included in the design and globally optimal solutions for
tiling and the subsequent compression can be provided.

The present proposal

• shows how Booth-Arrays can be used in conjunction with
DSPs to form larger multipliers,

• demonstrates the integration and use of Booth-Arrays
with the multiplier tiling methodology to design medium
and large multipliers,

• investigates which level-depth of Booth-Arrays represents
suitable compromise between resources and delay for
tiling,

• demonstrates that the proposed designs yield a reduction
in utilized resources compared to other state-of-the-art
logic-based multiplier design method while maintaining
a similar critical path delay and latency.

II. MULTIPLIER TILING

Imagine the design process for a 24×24-multiplier as shown
in Fig. 1 within the DSP-constrained context of a complex
arithmetic circuit considering over- and under-utilization of
DSPs to ensure their economic usage. Using a DSP block
of modern Intel architectures with their full size of 27×27
results in a certain under-utilization, which might motivate to
use the DSP in its subdivided 18×18 configuration (M1 in
Fig. 1a) to retain the other halve for another multiplier and
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Fig. 1: Tiling (a) and compressor tree (b) of a 24 × 24-
multiplier, composed of four sub-multiplier-tiles.

realize the rest of the 24×24-multiplier with logic-based sub-
multipliers (M2,..,4). The large multiplier can be subdivided
by decomposing the input vectors X,Y into weighted MSB
and LSB sub-words xh, xl and yh, yl as follows:

X × Y =
(
xh2

18 + xl

) (
yh2

18 + yl
)

= xhyh︸ ︷︷ ︸
M4

218+18 + xhyl︸︷︷︸
M3

218 + xlyh︸︷︷︸
M2

218 + xlyl︸︷︷︸
M1

(1)

When expanding the brackets, the large multiplication is
represented by four sub-multiplications M1..4 weighted ac-
cording to their Manhattan-distance relative to the origin in
the tiling visualization of Fig. 1a. The decomposition of
large multipliers can be performed down to individual partial-
product-bits as they would occur in the AND-array of a
Bough-Wooley-Multiplier. With that, multipliers with random
shapes and sizes can be utilized in tiling, requiring only that
a solution covering every position on the board of Fig. 1a
can be found. While the tiling example in Fig. 1a is relatively
trivial, when expanding the set of utilized tiles and requiring
optimal solutions, multiplier tiling is known to be an NP-
complete optimization problem [7]. Each sub-multiplier will
generate a partial product-vector, which subsequently has to be
compressed on a compressor-tree as shown in Fig. 1b to form
a unified output vector. Practical designs commonly result in a
higher number of bits to be compressed and accordingly more
efficient compressors like GPCs are used.

A. Utilized Multiplier Tile-Set

Several characteristics of the sub-multipliers used in the tile-
set that are relevant for multiplier tiling are listed in Table I.
First of all sub-multipliers feature a shape which defines the
positions on the board in the graphical tiling representation
which are covered be the particular tile. In the utilized tile-
set all multipliers possess rectangular shapes, denoted by
their x × y-dimensions in the type column. Note that the



TABLE I: Properties of previous LUT- and DSP based sub-
multipliers [12] targeting AMD FPGAs, where costmult

e and
costtilet are the number of LUT6 for the single multiplier and
multiplier+compression, respectively

Type At costmult
t costtilet wout Et Dt

1×1 1 1 1.65 1 0.625 0
1×2 / 2×1 2 1 2.3 2 0.87 0
2×3 / 3×2 6 3 6.25 5 0.96 0
3×3 9 5 8.9 6 1.011 0
2×k / k×2 [8] 2k k+1 1.65k + 2.3 k+2 2k

costtilet
0

24×17 / 24×17 408 0 26.65 41 15.30 1

small LUT-based tiles feature a fixed size, while the larger
variants like the 2 × k [8] can be generated with a variable
size in one dimension dependent of a parameter k. Although
non-rectangular multipliers like the Karatsuba structures with
rectangular DSPs which feature gaps are possible [12], they
were not selected in this work for the tile-set as they are
only beneficial for very large multipliers. Furthermore, derived
from their shape, the tiles cover a certain area At, the number
of positions (potential partial-products) on the tiling-board.
Note that the LUT-based tiles (top of Table I) mostly cover
a considerably smaller area than the DSP block of AMD
FPGAs used as a tile (bottom column). The sub-multiplier
have realization costs in terms of utilized DSPs (Dt) and LUT
costmult

t resources. The total realization cost of a tile is defined
as

costtilet = costmult
t + costcomp

t . (2)

It consists of the own realization cost of the tile costmult
t as

well as the average compression cost with the utilized set of
compressors, which was determined to be about 0.65 LUTs
per bit [7], leading to

costcomp
t ≈ 0.65 · wout . (3)

Based on the quotient between the area covered by a particular
tile At and its total realization costs (costtilet ), a measure for
the efficiency Et in terms of covered area per LUT can be
calculated as follows:

Et =
At

costtilet

(4)

Note that the total realization costs costtilet and efficiency Et

are provided for reference and comparisons of compressors,
while a combined optimization of the tiling and compressor
tree [35] is used which minimizes the exact costs in terms of
LUTs.

III. BOOTH-ARRAY MULTIPLICATION

The concept of higher radix multiplication like radix-4 as
in the utilized Booth-Array implementation is motivated by
the quest to reduce the number of partial products and size of
the compression circuits to overall reduce the complexity of

TABLE II: Truth table for the Booth encoding [4]

ym+1 ym ym−1 BEm zm cm sm

0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 0 0
0 1 1 2 0 0 1
1 0 0 -2 0 1 1
1 0 1 -1 0 1 0
1 1 0 -1 0 1 0
1 1 1 0 1 1 0

the multiplication operation. But when calculating a radix-4
wx × wy multiplication with a digit-set of Xi ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}

P = X × Y =

 wx
2−1∑
i=0

4iXi

× Y, (5)

the multiplication by 3 is computationally expensive to realize
compared to the multiplication by 1 and 2, as it would require
an additional adder in the critical path, negating the radix-4
benefits of effectively halving the number of partial product
bits. To resolve this issue the Booth-Encoding was devised
[37] which is using a redundant number system digit set
Xi ∈ {−2,−1, 0, 1, 2} for one of the multiplicands and
thereby avoids the undesirable multiplication by 3. The Booth-
Encoding is performed according to Table II, such that accord-
ing to the individual bits ym+1, ym, ym−1 of the multiplicand
Y processed in a particular column of the Booth-Array three
flags zm, cm and sm are calculated. Those bits control the
behavior of the subsequent partial product calculation with the
particular bit xn of the other multiplicand X . First, there is
the zero bit zm indicating that the result of the booth encoding
is 0. Additionally, there is the complement bit cm, denoting a
negative sign of the Booth-Encoders output value and the shift
bit sm to represent the absolute value of the booth encoder
being 2.

The radix-4 Booth-Array is well suited for the 6-input
LUTs and fast-carry-chains of most modern FPGAs, while
higher radix multipliers usually do not map efficiently, as
they typically require more than 6 inputs and reintroduce the
problem with the multiplication by 3.

Fig. 2 shows the LUT mapping and Slice configuration
for singed and unsigned Booth-Arrays on AMD 7-series &
Ultrascale FPGAs. The considered design incorporates the
handling of the signed multiplication of [38] as implemented
structurally in [4], [5]. Each logic-level within the overall
architecture in Fig. 3 is realized along the fast-carry-chain,
such that there is one LUT to process each bit xn of the
X-input and its relative LSB xn−1. Those share a common
LUT-mapping denoted as Type A in Fig. 2 and contain
a Booth encoder (BE) to control the processing of xn and
xn−1 depending on ym+1, ym, ym−1. Every LUT generates a
partial product bit tr+1

n and adds a partial product bit from the
previous logic level trn, which result is sent to the subsequent
level or constitutes the outputs of the circuit for the two LSBs
of each level and the final level. Additionally at position N+1
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Fig. 2: Slice configuration for Booth multipliers

and N + 2 a modified mapping B , C and D is required to
handle the sign extension and carries from the lower bits.

The overall structure of the Booth-Array is shown in Fig. 3
on the example of an 8× 8 multiplier. This also illustrates the
major drawback of Booth multipliers as with multiple stacked
logic levels, the critical path delay (or latency when pipelined)
quickly rises with (vertical) size, as the partial products from
earlier stages are compressed by the respective subsequent
stages via the trn signals. The delays for routing between the
logic levels can be over-proportionally long compared to the
delay along the fast carry chain, which is unusually can be
placed in physical proximity for adjacent slices, while the
routed design typically includes a considerably slower, more
convoluted path between the slices of different logic levels.
Since also the first booth-level uses the A-Type mapping which
features a compressor input trn, as suggested in [4], the Booth-
Array can be used to calculate a MAC-operation, with the
same width N as input X without additional costs. These
accumulate inputs dn have to be set to 0 when this feature is
unused. One of the major structural differences between the
singed and unsigned version is that in the signed cases of the
8×8-multiplier only 4 logic levels are required (Fig. 3b) when
applying the optimizations of [3], [5], [38], while the unsigned
case requires 5 levels (Fig. 3a) and only the 2 MSB LUTs in
the final level can be saved. Accordingly the unsigned Booth-
Array requires one level more in sizes with even height or
conversely the height of the signed case can be one bit more
with almost the same cost.

IV. INTEGRATION OF BOOTH-ARRAYS INTO MULTIPLIER
TILING

As aforementioned practically all multiplier designs can also
be used as sub-multiplier for tiling. Aside from the availability
of the implementation, the tile has to be abstracted for the
tiling algorithm with the properties described in Table I.

TABLE III: Properties of different Level Booth Multiplier on
AMD FPGAs, where costmult

e and costtilet are the number of
LUT6 for the single multiplier and multiplier+compression,
respectively

Dimension At costmult
t costtilet wout Et lim

k→∞
Et(k)

5×k / k×5 5k 3 (k+1) 6.25 + 3.65k k+5 5k
6.25+3.65k

1.37
7×k / k×7 7k 4 (k+1) 8.55 + 4.65k k+7 7k

8.55+4.65k
1.51

9×k / k×9 9k 5 (k+1) 10.85 + 5.65k k+9 9k
10.85+5.65k

1.59
11×k / k×11 11k 6 (k+1) 13.15 + 6.65k k+11 11k

13.15+6.65k
1.65

A. Evaluation of Cost Relative to Booth-Level

The utilized multiplier tiling optimization model [35] solely
bases the decision to place a particular tile at a certain position
on the overall realization cost of the resulting multiplier and
the specified constraints in terms of DSP usage. So a sensible
pre-selection considering for other factors like critical path
delay has to be performed beforehand to decide which sub-
multipliers to include in the tile-set. The properties of Booth-
Arrays with different logic-depths are shown in Table III in
terms of the metrics introduced with Table I. Additionally,
Fig. 4 shows the efficiency in terms of area per LUT for Booth
multipliers with different logic levels and the 2×k-multiplier
for reference. It can be seen that the efficiency of the evaluated
designs increases with size, as there is some overhead for the
basic structure of the architecture which relativizes with size
k. For the 2×k-multiplier that is 1 LUT, while it is 2 LUTs per
level for the Booth multiplier except the unsigned final level.
Booth-Arrays are significantly more efficient than the 2×k-
multiplier which has a peak efficiency of lim

k→∞
2

1.65+ 2.3
k

=

1.21, compared to the different level of Booth multipliers in
Table III. Also note that there are diminishing returns in terms
of efficiency increase for each additional logic level which
conversely contributes to the critical path delay.
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Fig. 3: Overall Structure of a 8× 8 Booth multiplier
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TABLE IV: Synthesis experiments for different Booth levels

unsigned signed

Level Size LUTs CPD [ns] Size LUTs CPD [ns]

3 5×k 99 4.2 6×k 99 4.2
4 7×k 132 4.9 8×k 132 4.9
5 9×k 165 6.5 10×k 165 6.9
6 11×k 198 7.7 12×k 198 8.0

B. Evaluation of Delay Relative to Booth Level

Every additional level of the Booth-Array introduces an
additional delay to the circuit, so when delay (or latency)
is considered as a secondary objective, a trade-of-point has
to be found, to avoid the partial product-generation with
the Booth-Array to contribute over-proportionally to the total
delay of the design. To evaluate the relation between the
Booth-level and the critical path delay a series of synthesis
experiments was performed for Booth multipliers with a fixed
width of wX = 32 and different number of levels (3,. . . ,6).
The experiments were performed with signed and unsigned

Booth-Arrays with the maximal vertical size with a particular
level, which is one bit more for the signed case. The results
are shown in Table IV. When the maximal vertical size for
a particular level is utilized the resulting structure is almost
exactly the same, except the mapping of LUT B or D , which
explains the equal resource costs, in contrast to Fig. 3a where
the array is effectively under-utilized. In terms of the resulting
critical path delay (CPD), an over-proportional increase can be
observed between level 4 and 5 in Table IV. Additionally, as
it is evident in Fig. 4, increasing the Booth levels beyond 4
results in a considerably smaller increase in efficiency than
from 3 to 4 levels. So, it was decided to use Booth-arrays of
up to 4 levels as sub-multipliers for tiling as this constitutes
a good compromise taking both resources and delay into
account.

V. RESULTS

A. Experimental Setup

To generate results for multiplier tiling, the combined op-
timization of tiling, compressor tree and the final adder of
[35] was used as a state-of-the-art tiling method. For that,
the open-source arithmetic core generator FloPoCo [39] was
extended to support the Booth-Array multipliers as tiles. The
results of this work are made open-source as well and are
available as part of the IntMultiplier operator in the
current FloPoCo git1. The combined tiling and compression
method uses integer linear programming (ILP) to generate
results which are optimal for a given set of tiles, compressors

1see https://www.flopoco.org

https://www.flopoco.org


and final adder architectures. Gurobi 11.0 is used as the ILP-
Solver with a timeout of 10h on a computer with an Intel
i9-12900K with 128GiB RAM running Linux Mint 21.3. The
synthesis experiments were performed with Vivado 2022.1 for
an AMD Kintex 7 (xc7k70tfbv484-3) target FPGA. The timing
data were obtained by synthesizing with a register sandwich.

B. Evaluation of the Impact of the Introduction of Booth-
Arrays to Tiling

Multiplier tiling traditionally only used DSPs and logic-
based tiles with only one level of logic, which ensures a low
critical path delay and latency when pipelined. Introducing
sub-multipliers with multiple levels like the Booth-Array as
tiles is expected to cause a certain increase to the critical path
delay, while the lower costs per area can reduce the overall
realization cost of the designed multipliers.

To evaluate the impact, synthesis experiments featuring
tiling with the previous tile-set, tiling with 3- and 4-level
Booth-Arrays and a full sized Booth multiplier were performed
for multipliers from 2×2 to 32×32 bit, with 0 or 1 DSP,
pipelined or combinatorial and signed or unsigned cases.
Pipelining resulted in one and two stages for sizes of larger
than about 8× 8 and 30× 30, respectively. All designs up to
about 22 × 22 were solved optimally by the ILP solver, for
larger multipliers there have been cases where the best feasible
result within the timeout was taken. The results are visualized
in figs. 5 plotting the critical path delay over the complexity
in LUT. Note that the large Booth-Array in figs. 5b,5d,5f,5h
is for reference and itself not pipelined. It can be seen, that as
expected, in general the tilings without Booth-Arrays tend to
be the fastest, followed by the 3- and 4-level and the full-size
combinatorial Booth-Array. In terms of resources the opposite
holds true, so the previous tiling is the most costly followed
by the tilings with 3- and 4-level Booth sub-multipliers, with
the large Booth-Array being typically the least expensive
variant. As expected, when 1 DSP is permitted within the tiling
(figs. 5c,5d,5h,5g), the tiling-based multipliers are usually less
expensive than the large Booth multiplier. Overall, we observe
a consistent generation of new Pareto optimal points, offering a
significant reduction of resources by introducing a slight delay
increase when considering Booth multipliers in the tiling.

C. Comparison to State-of-the-Art Designs

To evaluate the properties of the proposal in terms of
LUT-resources and timing (critical path delay (CPD) [ns],
latency (LAT) in cycles) in comparison to the state-of-the-
art, synthesis experiments were conducted for various test-
cases of signed and unsigned multipliers. Whenever reference
implementations were available, the syntheses experiments
were repeated for the reference designs to ensure equal test
conditions. As expected, the unpipelined Booth-Arrays [4],
[5] in Table V have the longest critical path delay, while
resource-wise achieving one of the best results without the
use of DSPs. As for the previous tiling [35], the proposal
allows to offset complexity from LUT-resources to DSPs,

TABLE V: Comparison to State-of-the-Art Designs

Type 4×4 8×8 16×16 32×32

#L
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T
s

C
PD

[n
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L
AT

[c
yc

]

#L
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s
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PD

[n
s]
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AT
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]
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[n
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L
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]
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T
s

C
PD

[n
s]

L
AT

[c
yc

]

un
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gn
ed

lo
gi

c
on

ly co
m

b.

Walters [5] 14 3.6 0 44 4.9 0 152 9.4 0 560 16.9 0
Kumm [4] 17 3.6 0 51 5.2 0 167 8.9 0 591 16.3 0
Böttcher [35] 13 3.5 0 53 4.6 0 204 6.0 0 800 8.7 0
prop. Booth level=3 13 3.5 0 49 5.1 0 193 7.4 0 744 9.9 0
prop. Booth level=4 13 3.5 0 48 5.9 0 175 6.7 0 698 9.6 0

pi
pe

lin
ed Böttcher [35] 13 3.5 1 52 3.6 2 199 3.6 3 800 4.0 5

Kumm [4] 19 3.5 3 59 3.6 5 191 3.7 9 647 4.1 17
prop. Booth level=3 13 3.6 1 49 3.6 2 193 3.8 3 751 4.0 4
prop. Booth level=4 13 3.5 1 42 3.7 3 175 3.8 3 715 4.3 4

1
D

SP

co
m

b. Böttcher [35] 0 4.0 0 0 4.2 0 0 4.6 0 490 6.7 0
prop. Booth level=3 0 3.9 0 0 4.0 0 0 4.4 0 469 9.2 0
prop. Booth level=4 0 3.8 0 0 4.1 0 0 4.2 0 444 9.8 0

pi
p.

Böttcher [35] 0 4.0 1 0 4.2 1 0 3.8 2 491 5.1 2
prop. Booth level=3 0 4.0 0 0 4.3 0 0 4.6 1 469 7.3 1
prop. Booth level=4 20 3.5 1 0 4.2 1 0 3.8 2 434 4.9 2

si
gn

ed

lo
gi

c
on

ly

co
m

bi
na

to
ri

al

Walters [5] 10 3.6 0 36 3.8 0 136 8.2 0 528 16.1 0
Ullah [6] 18 3.6 0 66 3.7 0 243 5.4 0 928 8.2 0
Ullah [40] 22 3.3 0 81 5.2 0 296 7.3 0 1121 9.7 0
Kulkarni [41] 20 2.1 0 86 4.9 0 330 6.6 0 1257 8.9 0
Rehman [42] 18 2.2 0 92 5.0 0 404 7.0 0 1512 9.6 0
AMD IP (speed) [43] 18 3.1 0 72 4.3 0 280 5.9 0 1089 8.8 0
AMD IP (area) [43] 30 2.9 0 51 6.7 0 231 8.3 0 930 9.3 0
Böttcher [35] 16 3.6 0 54 5.1 0 210 5.9 0 802 9.7 0
prop. Booth level=3 10 3.6 0 50 4.8 0 183 6.6 0 738 9.4 0
prop. Booth level=4 10 3.6 0 36 3.8 0 169 6.5 0 689 10.4 0

pi
pi

pe
lin

ed Böttcher [35] 16 3.5 1 56 3.6 2 212 3.8 3 810 4.2 5
Booth Dadda [36] 23 1.8 – 74 2.7 – 270 4.0 – 1054 5.4 –
Booth Wallace [36] 21 2.1 – 77 3.1 – 288 4.1 – 1130 5.8 –
prop. Booth level=3 10 3.5 2 50 3.7 2 193 3.8 3 757 4.1 4
prop. Booth level=4 10 3.7 1 36 3.6 1 163 4.2 2 690 4.8 2

1
D

SP co
m

b. Böttcher [35] 0 4.0 0 0 4.3 0 0 4.6 0 492 7.8 0
prop. Booth level=3 0 4.0 0 0 4.3 0 0 4.6 0 446 9.9 0
prop. Booth level=4 0 4.0 0 0 4.3 0 0 4.6 0 409 8.6 0

pi
p.

Böttcher [35] 0 4.0 0 0 4.3 0 0 4.6 1 493 5.0 2
prop. Booth level=3 0 4.0 1 0 4.3 1 0 4.6 1 441 4.9 2
prop. Booth level=4 0 4.0 1 0 4.3 1 0 3.8 2 409 5.1 2

when one DSP is permitted within the design, the LUT-
costs are lower than the reference designs, or are 0 when
the smaller designs solely consists of the DSP. With regards
to the timing, the use of DSPs helps to reduce the critical
path delay proportionally the reduction of the logic based part
of the design, as the router has to place fewer paths which
reduces the likelihood for one path to introduce an excessive
delay. Surprisingly, the AMD multiplier IP-core optimized for
speed is less costly than the area optimized version while still
being faster. As expected, the previous tiling [35] tends to
be slightly faster than the proposal. The tiling with 4-level
Booth is slightly slower than the 3-level variant with the
magnitude expected from Table IV. The previous proposals
to mitigate the long critical path delay of a combinatorial
Booth-Array [6], [36], [40]–[42] are effective in their goal,
although at a considerable expense of logic resources, due
to the realization cost of the compressor tree. The proposal
generates structurally similar designs, but with a more efficient
compressor tree, which results in fewer compressor stages
and an overall less expensive design. With respect to timing,
similar values are achieved for the critical path delay (CPD)
when realized as purely combinatorial circuits (latency (LAT)
of 0 cycles). In [36] it remains unclear if the designs are
pipelined, as they have similar structure and levels of the
compressor tree as the main contributing factor to the delay as
other reference designs, but the critical path delay corresponds
to typical values for a lower number of stacked logic levels.
Due to their CPD, we considered them as being pipelined. In
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Fig. 5: critical path delay vs. complexity



general similar timing results than other architectures that seek
to reduce the delay of Booth-Arrays can be achieved under
comparable conditions, while typically achieving considerable
resource reductions. When faster designs are needed, the delay
can effectively be further reduced by pipelining at the expense
of latency.

VI. CONCLUSION

The present work demonstrates a systematic approach to
address the inherent disadvantage of Booth-Arrays, that the
stacking of logic levels introduces a considerable delay in the
design, by assembling a large multiplier from smaller Booth-
Arrays and other sub-multipliers. The partial products are then
subsequently compressed on a compressor tree with state-
of-the-art compressors, which results in fewer stacked logic
levels than within a monolithic Booth-Array with the same
size or other recent techniques to reduce the delay of the
Booth-Array. This in turn results in cost reductions compared
to other mitigation techniques, while similarly reducing the
delay. It is shown that using Booth-Arrays up to 4 levels
as sub-multipliers constitutes a sensible compromise between
cost and delay. The use of DSPs alongside Booth-Arrays in
multiplier-tiling is demonstrated and shown to be beneficial
with regards to cost and delay. It is demonstrated, that optimal
solutions for a given set of compressors and tiles including
Booth-Arrays can be found with a previous ILP-model for the
combined global optimization of tiling and compressor tree
design.
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