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ABSTRACT

A Recon [gurable Mixed-Time-Criticality SDRAM Controller

Embedded systems process, move, and store data on behalf of the applications they run,
and in doing so, inherit their requirements. Driven by cost and power constraints, there
is a trend to integrate an increasing number and variety of applications within a single
system. Applications have di Lerknt time-criticalities: some have real-time constraints,
and need certain worst-case performance guarantees from the system to assert that
deadlines or throughput requirements are met. Others are satis [ed with all the resources
they can get, working according to a best-e [art principle, where the user experience
improves when the system provides more resources to them.

One of the commonly used data storage media for embedded systems is SDRAM. Mul-
tiple applications within a system typically share one SDRAM controller. Even though
resource sharing reduces costs, it comes at a price: whenever applications share hard-
ware, their timing behavior becomes interdependent. Some applications may not be
tolerant to this interference, since it signi [cantly increases the e [art of verifying their
behavior, or simply because a safety standard requires them to be isolated from oth-
ers. Predictablend composableystems can be built to provide isolation of worst-case
and actual-case performance to their applications, respectively, although this requires
careful considerations when these systems are designed.

SDRAM technology progresses quickly, with new standards arriving almost on a yearly
basis. Existing real-time SDRAM controllers lack the [eXibility to e [ectively deal with
this, since they are usually designed for one particular SDRAM device or generation. On
a smaller timescale, they also lack the [eXibility to adapt to applications that are dy-
namically started and stopped. Even though such applications only require resources
in speci [C_Lise-cases, existing controllers typically use a single con [guration that nec-
essarily has to account for the most challenging super-set of applications, leading to
over-allocation. Finally, power consumption is not taken into account in the SDRAM
command-scheduling algorithms these controllers use, even though most embedded
systems have a limited power budget.

This thesis is about the design and performance analysis of an SDRAM controller that
caters to both real-time and best-e [art applications, and is hence a mixed-time-criticality
memory controlle’\e propose a novel recon gurable memory controller architecture and
corresponding worst-case performance anadysiototype implementation of the con-
troller in SystemC and synthesizable VHDL for an FPGA development board are used
both as a proof of concept of the architecture template, and as a means to evaluate the
remaining contributions.

Vil



The command scheduler in the controller applies the concept of memory patterns
which are sequences of SDRAM commands that are statically computed at design time
and dynamically scheduled at run time. We improve upon the state of the art by ex-
ploring the entire memory pattern design spagevarying the number of banks data
is interleaved across, e [edtively changing the low-level memory map. We show that a
trade-o exists between worst-case bandwidth, power, and request execution time based on
the selected memory mapd evaluate it for twelve memories from six di Lerent SDRAM
generations (LPDDR1/2/3, DDR2/3/4). The results quantify the controller’s performance,
and the observed trends can help a system designer in selecting a cost-e [cieht memory
device and the associated memory-map operating point.

To create e [cieht memory patterns for the various considered memory generations,
we propose an optimallP formulation and two fast heuristic versiofitie [rst version
generates near optimal results for most considered memory types. The second version
is aware of bank-groups, a new architectural feature in DDR4, and can hence create
shorter patterns for these memories. We additionally provide an algorithm to post-process
memory patterns such that they deliver complete cycle-level isofetismeduces the
application veri [cation costs with minimal impact on the worst-case performance.

For best-e [art applications, we introduce a conservative open-page paliapable of
partially exploiting locality of reference in the request stream the controller processes. It
improves average-case performance without compromising worst-case guarantees of real-
time applicationsThe policy can be combined with an alternative method to provide
composability based on hardware delay blocks, enabling best-e [art applications to ben-

e [ifrom the open-page policy, while real-time applications still receive cycle-level iso-
lation. This scheme hence meets the needs of both application classes.

The proposed controller is con gurable at boot-time, and recon gurable at run-time
on a per use-case basaltowing arbiter settings and memory patterns to be customized
to the active set of applications. Boot-time recon [gudration enables the use of di Cerknt
memories devices and generations from the same memory controller. The memory pat-
terns can be customized to select di [erknt power / performance operating points (mem-
ory maps). For recon [gdration at run time as a result of a use-case switch, we show
which conditions should be satis ed to maintain composable or predictable performance
for running applications, while arbiter allocations are changieid allows us to allocate
arbiter budgets on a per use-case basis, instead of allocating for all use-cases at once,
which increases the number of applications we can successfully map to the controller.

We de [nd, implement, and demonstrate how to implement these conditions for a TDM
arbiter.

viii
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If you wish to make an apple pie from scratch,
you must rst invent the universe.

— Carl Sagan, Cosmasl1980

INTRODUCTION

The average human has a working memory capacity of seven digits, according to one
of the most cited publications in psychology [102]. This means if you try to recite the
series 3, 8, 5, 3, 2, 1,dfter simply reading it once you will probably succeed, but re-
peating that trick with 4, 8, 1, 5, 1, 6, 2, 3, AvRI likely fail. The literal translation of
“working memory” to Dutch is “werkgeheugen,” a word that is colloquially used to refer
to the Random-Access MemoRAWM) in a computer system. The majority of the RAM
in a computer is Synchronous Dynamic Random-Access MersO®AMN, which is the
center point of this thesis. Seven digits is approximately equal to 23 bits of information
(7 2log (10)), so in some sense, we all are the proud owners of 23 bits of brain-RAM,
which is almost enough to store the word “bit” in standard 8-bit ASCII encoding in a
computer.

Even though the 640 KB RAM that Bill Gates is rumored® to have said “ought to be
enough for anybody” is already [vé orders of magnitude larger than the working mem-
ory of the brain, the world’s hunger for memory has grown far beyond this number.
Memory sizes in the order of gigabytes are now commonplace. The advances in mem-
ory capacity are part of a much larger trend, in which the number of transistors that
can be manufactured for the same cost grows over time, due to the down-scaling of
semiconductor circuits, as stated by Moore's law[103]. An equally important aspect of
technology scaling is described by Robert DennarfB9], who notes that the power den-
sity of a chip remains constant, despite the scaling. The combination of Moore’s law and
Dennard scaling implied that the amount of potential functionality o [erkd by a chip of
constant size and with a constant power envelope grew almost exponentially over the
past years, and even though we may have reached the tail-end of this trend [44, 69], we
are still experiencing the bene [Isltoday.

In this chapter, we [rst look at the developments and trends that led to the current
way of working with SDRAM in Section 1.1-1.4. We then identify the requirements on

1 There are no reliable sources that con [rmh this quote.



2 introduction

Figure 1.1: Typical SoC-SDRAM interface.

a modern SDRAM controller in Section 1.5, and capture them in the problem statement
in Section 1.6. Here, we also brie [yIdiscuss how our contributions address the raised
issues. Finally, we link the contributions to the remaining chapters in Section 1.7.

1.1 the soc - sdram interface

The ability of chips to harbor more and more transistors led to the integration of rel-
atively powerful computing systems on a single chip, into what is called a System-on-
Chip G0G. Their large computing capacity makes it possible to merge multiple distinct
pieces of functionality onto a single SoC [65], as opposed to using a separate chip for
each of them. The main advantage of doing this is cost reduction [93], which can be at-
tributed to several forms of resource sharintylost obviously, consolidating the function-
ality of multiple chips on a single SoC reduces the number of chips and the associated
costs involved in their manufacturing, consisting of raw materials, masks, packaging,
etc. Common circuit components, related to power distribution and clock generation
may be shared. On-chip wires are less expensive in terms of area and power compared
to wires that leave the silicon, also reducing the costs.

SDRAM has been largely left out of this integration trend, i.e. most modern SoCs con-
nect to an external SDRAM chip. This can again be attributed to economic pressure
which drives the development of Dynamic Random-Access Mem®@®RAM semiconduc-
tor technology in the direction of high-density and low-leakage chips. The design goal
is to reduce the costs per bit and power consumption, while still satisfying capacity
demands, contrary to logic-circuit technology which was mostly guided by speed re-
quirements [95]. Uniting DRAM and logic in the same technology is not fundamentally
impossible, but it is generally less cost e [edtive than using separate chips.

The implication of separating the SoCs from the SDRAM is that a chip-to-chip interface
has to be used to connect them, as shown in Figure 1.1. Interfaces (pins) that connect the
SoC to external chips are relatively expensive. The International Technology Roadmap for
SemiconductorsrRS [68] estimates the costs per pin as 0.21 (dollar) cents for an SDRAM
chip, and as 0.20 and 1.21 cents per pin on a general low-end or high-performance SoC



1.2 sdram controllers

Figure 1.2: Simpli [ed general memory controller architecture.

package, respectively. Assuming these SoCs have a 84-pin and 240-pin memory interface,
their total cost (at the SoC side) is approximately between 0.17 and 2.90 dollars per chip,
respectively.

The number pins that can be spent on the SDRAM interface is limited by the size of
the SoCs package, which additionally has to accommodate power-supply pins and all
other external connections. This naturally creates a bottleneck at the interface, and the
associated requirement to use the available SDRAM pins as e Lciehtly as possible.

A complicating factor that is at play here is the so called memory wallproblem [96,
1491, which, in short, consists of the observation that the performance of logic grows
faster than the performance of memory, such that memory performance eventually dom-
inates the overall system performance. The memory wall exists for the same reason as
the separation between the SoC and the DRAM, i.e. it is an implication of the di Cerknt
optimization goals that are applied to logic-circuit and DRAM technology. Even though
3D stacking promises to increase the number of connections between logic and mem-
ory [72, 150], improving the available bandwidth signi [cantly, it does not seem likely
that the drive for using the SDRAM interface e [ciehtly will leave the picture.

Looking back at these developments helps to explain the status quo: we only have a
relatively narrow interface by which the memory can be reached, shared by the entire
SoC. Even though parallelism (in terms of the generation or consumption of data) may
exist within both the SoC and SDRAM, we require a serializing component that controls
what data is transported across the interface at a given time. The SDRAMcontrollerful (19
this role, and is discussed in more detail in the next section.

1.2 sdram controllers

An SDRAM controller is the interface for the SoC to the SDRAM devices. SDRAM con-
trollers have one or more ports (on the SoC side), and each port is connected to a memory
client We de [né clientsas the sources of memory tra [cthat are directly connected to

the SDRAM controller. Clients generate read or write requestgor the controller, which

are queued until it is ready to execute them.

3
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Figure 1.2 shows a simpli Led memory controller architecture. It is divided into a front-
end and a back-endThe front-end deals with the multi-ported nature of the controller,
by deciding on the order in which requests from di Lerknt clients are executed. It con-
tains an (inter-client) arbiter, and queuegor requests that are not executed immediately.

The back-end deals with the SDRAM protocol itself. Scheduled request are translated
into SDRAMcommandby a command generatdnce the commands are generated, they
can be scheduled for execution on the SDRAM by the command schedulehlthough
request-level arbitration and command-level scheduling are conceptually separate is-
sues, they may be combined, depending on the controller implementation, although
this naturally blurs the line between front-end and back-end.

Command scheduling is complex, since there are multiple timing constraints that
have to be satis[ed for each individual command to use the SDRAM correctly accord-
ing to its speci [cation. Each scheduling decision changes the memory state and thus
the constraints that need to be taken into account for future decisions. Additionally, a
scheduler may have to choose between multiple schedulable commands without a clear
indication of the impact on performance and future scheduling options. This leads to
a type of emergent behavior that is hard to predict, and thus memory performance is
hard to bound in the general case; for many commercial controllers no analytical bounds
can be provided. However, there are real-time memory controllers that do provide hard
bounds on the time to serve all requests to assure client-level requirements are always
satis [ed, as will be discussed in Section 1.5.

In the next section, we will have a closer look at what the clients of a memory con-
troller actually represent, and why they are growing in number.

1.3 cramming more applications onto (power-constrained) socs

Cost reduction through resource sharing is the main cause for the rise of the SoC, and
their availability paved the way for a growing catalog of applicationsthat use them.
Applications might be purely software based, like those found in the app-store of the
particular phone eco-system one subscribes to. However, we use “application” here in
the broader sense of the word, and also include combinations of hardware and soft-
ware that o [erla certain chunk of functionality to the end user or to other applications
through sensors, actuators and communication I[&g].

It often possible to think of the clients of a memory controller as applications, al-
though this does not always work. For example, an application may be distributed over
multiple processors, each having its own connection to the controller, and hence one
application might be represented by multiple clients. In our de [nikion, applications can-
not communicate or share data (if they do one of these things, they by de [nikion are
part of the same application).

The success of SoCs has enabled the use of high-performance multi-core architec-
tures in consumer electronics, like mobile phones [128], tablets [12], wearables (smart
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Figure 1.3: The Snapdragon 800 SoC [128].

watches, health trackers), home automation, and smart TVs [123], for example. Simi-

larly, they [nd their way into cars, which contain a large number of Electronic Control
Units ECU3 [22], essentially SoCs with control applications. In all of these areas, we ob-

serve that the number of applications on a singteds increasing, as a logical consequence
of growingSoQperformance, the availability of the applications, and the drive towards cost
reduction

For example, consider mobile phones or tablets, which are simultaneously involved
in handling a multitude of wireless protocols (like Wi [ Bluetooth, LTE, GPS and NFC),
implemented in dedicated radio solutions or by using Software-De ned RadiSpR [116].
At the same time, they render graphics onto the screen, deal with encryption, while also
running user apps and the underlying an operating system, all from the same SoC [93].
A high-end phone SoC is drawn in Figure 1.3, illustrating the various applications it
supports. Wearables aspire towards the same feature set, although they are signi [cantly
more battery constrained. In general, battery capacity does not grow as quickly as the
demand for processing power [138]. For mobile devices, the expected battery lifetime
constrains the available power budget for the SoC and the SDRAM, and limiting power
usage is hence an important design goal in this area.

One of the main challenges in the car industry is to merge the functionality of mul-
tiple ECUs, reducing costs in terms of materials, cabling and weight. Simultaneously,
the trend towards (semi-) automated driving increases the required feature-set of cars.
Automated driving heavily relies on sensing (vision, radar) and communication appli-
cations [46, 120, 142], for which custom SoCs are desired to e [ectively deal with all the
required computation.

In conclusion, we see a growth of the number of applications per SoC across the
board. A subset of those applications uses the SDRAM, and hence turn into clients of the
memory controller. Unfortunately, the e [edts of sharing are not all positive, especially
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when it involves a scarce resource like the SDRAM interface. In the next section, we
discuss how applications are judged by their performance and why resource sharing
can have a negative impact on it.

1.4 performance

The evaluation of the success or failure of an application can be qualitative, but for the
most part, it is quanti[ed in terms of performancePerformance is an umbrella term
describing the rate at which something of interest is produced or consumed, or the
amount of timeit takes to complete a speci [Cbperation [70]. Each instance of such
rate or quantity of time is called a performance metri€or example, a video decoder’s
performance may be expressed as frames per second, or a control loop can process a
speci Lchumber of input samples per millisecond. A better or higheperformance almost
universally refers to an increasef the rate or reductiorof time, except when the quantity
is consumed energy, in which case a smaller energy-time ratio is considered better.

Some performance metrics straight-forwardly apply to SDRAM controllers [131]. Band-
width (bytes / second), response time (seconds / access) and power (joules / second)
are the ones featured most prominently in this thesis. At [rst sight this might seem
strange, since there are not many people who actually care how much bandwidth a
certain application receives, or how much power the SDRAM consumes on its behalf.
Instead, requirementare usually expressed at a higher level of abstraction, based on a
speci [cdtion of the functionality for user, e.g. “the video should play smoothly”, or “the
battery should last for at least 24 hours”. Once re [ndd in terms of performance metrics,
requirements bound the allowed performadgaally, requirements are one-sided (upper
/ lower) bounds, e.g. “at least 60 frames per second should be generated”, or “at most
3 watts may be consumed.” A guarantee bounds the actual performakidgieen the guar-
anteed performance equals or exceeds the required performance, then the requirement
is satis ed

1.4.1 Application requirements

A real-time applicatiortypically has a set of timing-related requirements it should sat-
isfy [18, 131]. Such applications often have links to peripherals of the SoC, i.e. the inter-
face to real world. For example, a SDR application might have to generate a response
on the radio interface within a limited amount of time to correctly implement a com-
munication protocol, or an adaptive cruise control system in a car might have to detect
slowdowns of the surrounding tra [cin time to avoid accidents.

The severity of the consequences of not meeting a deadline is usually expressed as
a quali [cation on the real-time requirement, although the exact de [niktions vary. Using
the de [nikions from [24, 131], we can distinguish Hard real-time KIRT) requirements and
Soft real-time requirementSKJ. HRT requirements relate to hard deadlines that can
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not be missed without severe loss of functionality for the application’s user. Sometimes
such requirements are called critical or safety criticalin case the safety of the user is not
guaranteed if the requirement is not satis [ed. SRT requirements, on the other hand, may
occasionally be missed, although this is still undesirable. In this thesis, we use real-time
to refer to HRT, and we will not discuss SRT requirements. In the absence of real-time
requirements, an application works on a best-e ortbasis.

Applications are not alone: instead, the increasing number of applications per SoC
leads to an growing amount of interaction between them. This has an impact on the
application’s performance, and on how we deal with their requirements, as is discussed
in the next sections.

1.4.2 Interference

An application that shares SoC resources is susceptible to interference, i.e. its (functional
and temporal) behavior and that of other applications become interdep&mdgrmne
application can use a shared resource at a time, leading to resource contention [104].
Other applications inevitably have to wait before they get access to the same resource,
and hence experience timing interferencen an analogous manner, applications can ex-
perience state interferen¢evhich occurs when multiple applications change the state
of a shared resource. As a straight-forward example, consider a memory in which one
application overwrites the data of another application, changing its behavior in a po-
tentially destructive manner.

Measures mitigating state interference for memory resources have been researched
for quite some time [146], and solutions are available in the form of memory protec-
tion [13, 136] / management units [151] or data protection units. These modules e [ed-
tively cordon o [Cadidress ranges depending on the source of a memory access. Therefore,
we focus on the timing aspect of interference in this thesis.

In most contexts, the word “interference” represents a negative e [edt, which is also
the case here, since it changes the application’s performance with respect to the case
where there is no interference in an unpredictable way. In the following two sections,
we describe two ways to qualify performance that are useful for real-time applications
in the presence of interference.

1.4.3 Predictable performance

Predictabilityis a quali [cation of a performance metric of an application or hardware
component [35] that (partially) speci [edthe assumptions that were made when this per-
formance metric was derived. The predictable performance is a bound on all actual per-
formances, assuming any possible initial condition, and including worst-case interference
on shared resources without assumptions on the behavior of co-running applications [8].
When we refer to guaranteed or worst-case performance in this thesis, it is implied that
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this performance is predictable. When a resource or methodology is predictable, then
this means that predictable performance bounds can be derived for it or based on it.

Applications cannot communicate or share data (or else they would be part of the
same application). If all resources an application uses provide predictable performance,
then its worst-case performance is independent from other applications. The veri ca-
tion of the worst-case requirements of the application can then be done independently
from other applications, i.e. it only has to consider the (predictable) hardware and the
application itself. This reduces the complexity of this analysis compared to the non-
predictable case, where all possible combinations of co-running applications also need
to be factored in [121]. As such, it enables incremental veri cation at a low relative cost,
and reduces veri cation timEredictable performance enables model-based veri [cation
of requirements, using Data [awv [129], network calculus [34], or other traditional real-
time approaches, for example. [53, 109, 118] outline what this process can entail.

1.4.4 Composable performance

Predictable performance is su Lcieht in cases where an application’s veri [cation is done
based on a (formal) analysis of its worst-case requirements. However, there are cases
where such an analysis is not possible, for example when a model of the application’s
timing behavior is not available. Such applications might be veri[ed by simulation in-
stead, essentially by executing them with a number of test inputs and assessing the
results. Two issues complicate this work [awv in multi-application environments: 1) the
performance of tested applications can only be de [nikely assessed after they are inte-
grated with their co-running applications, and 2) the performance in conjunction with
all possible combinatiord co-running applications has to be veri[ed [86, 121]. If re-
quirements are not satis[ed, or if any application or the system setup is changed for
other reasons, then the veri [cdtion process has to be repeated, making the entire pro-
cess circular [122].

These issues are avoided by systems o [ering composable performance, which means
that the actual-case performance an application receives is not in uenced by co-running
applications [62, 115This de [nition is strict: intuitively it means that a deviation of a
single cycle from the actual timing behavior the application expressed when running in
isolation quali es as being non-composablece an application receiving composable
performance has been veri[ed in isolation, it is guaranteed to also work correctly after
integration, since its actual timing behavior during the veri [cation is (exactly) the same
as after integration. Composability is orthogonal to predictability, since it only implies
independence of behavior, but by itself says nothing about the existence of worst-case
bounds?.

2 In practice, predictability is often used to provide composable performance [8].
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re irements for sdram controllers in modern socs

In the previous sections, we discussed why the SDRAM is a scarce resource, and how it
is shared amongst more and more applications with diverse requirements. We also dis-
cussed the complications interference introduces to the evaluation of real-time applica-
tion performance. Based on these observations, we summarize the 5 main requirements
on modern SDRAM controller in the context of this thesis as follows:

1.

Some applications have real-time requirem@&otassure these requirements are met,
the SDRAM controller must deliver predictable performance when the requirement
veri [cation is based on worst-case models, or composable performance, when the
veri [cation is based on simulation, or when a veri [cdtion standard requires tempo-
ral isolation.

. Some applications bene t from improved average-case (typical) perforigatitey

can make use of all the resources the system can spare for them. Generally, an appli-
cation’s behavior or quality improves with additional resources, bene [fihg the user.
Best-e [art applications, i.e. applications without real-time requirements, generally
fall within this category. Other examples include video decoding algorithms that
support quality scaling [147], and user interfaces, for which higher responsiveness
is generally better.

. Applications are not active all the timastead, they can be transient, i.e. they only

run in speci [cClise-casem conjunction with a sub-set of the other applications the
SoC supports. A memory controller should hence be able to e [ciehtly deal with the
changes in its set of clients.

. SDRAM technology progresses quickly, and new generations are introduced every

two to three years. An SDRAM controller architecture should hence be su [ciehtly
[exible to handle the di Cerknces between the standards, such that it remains usable
for a reasonable amount of time. The same requirement holds for the analysis on
which its predictable performance guarantees are based. Ideally, a SoC should use
the type of SDRAM that best [slits applications’ requirements.

. The power budget is limited for (battery-powesed)sThis requires a careful evalu-

ation of how the SDRAM is used to minimize its power usage while still satisfying
the remaining performance requirements.

Existing memory controllers come in a variety of forms, some of which are a better [
for these requirements than others. We distinguish three categories:

1. Real time, i.e. geared towards maximizing predictable performance. Real-time con-

trollers are designed such that their guaranteed performance is maximal. The un-
derlying assumption is that only the worst-case performance matters, and anything
that cannot be guaranteed and analyzed is wasted e [ari.
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2. Beste[art, i.e. geared towards maximizing average-case (typical) performance. They
are built according to the philosophy that mechanisms which positively impact
the average performance are considered worthwhile, even if they negatively a [edt
the worst case. They exploit knowledge that is only available at run time to make
request-level or command-level scheduling decisions. As a result, they typically pro-
vide no useful analytical bounds on performance.

3. Mixed time-criticality?, i.e. balancing the needs of real-time and best-e [arit appli-
cations. Ideally, these controllers guarantee su [cieht performance to satisfy the
worst-case performance requirements, while maximizing the average-case perfor-
mance for the applications.

When these descriptions are matched with the requirements we listed earlier, it is
fairly obvious that best-e [ant controllers do not satisfy them, since they cannot guar-
antee (su [cieht) performance to real-time applications. Complete isolation, as required
for composability, is also practically impossible to achieve for these controllers, due to
the complex interaction between the various average-case performance-improvement
mechanisms, which inevitably leak state-information from one application to the other.

Real-time controllers, on the other hand, miss opportunities to improve the average-
case performance that best-e [orit applications care about. It is hence not surprising that
we consider a mixed-time-criticality controller the best [Tfor the requirements. Such
a controller is built upon concepts that are known to be real-time analyzable, while
selectively using techniques from best-e [art controllers to improve the average case.

1.6 problem statement and contributions

The high-level question we answer in this thesis is:

How should a mixed-time-criticali§gDRANMcontroller be constructed that 1) provides pre-
dictable and composable performance to its real-time applications, both in terms of band-
width, response time, and potentially within a limited power budget, while exploiting oppor-
tunities to improve the average-case performance for best-e ort applications, 2) is exible,
both in terms of architecture and worst-case performance analysis, such that it can be used
for the various availablsDRAMgenerations, and allows for comparisons between them,
and 3) retains these properties in the presence of transient applications, i.e. when it is used
in multiple use-cases.

Existing works on real-time SDRAM controllers focus on providing predictable per-
formance, and some extend this with composable performance. Mixed-time-criticality
controllers improve average-case performance while retaining predictability. However,
their scopes and capabilities are limited in certain areas. We highlight these issues in

w

We focus on the diversity of timing requirements this thesis. In contrast, the broader term mixed criticality
is typically used in works that deal with di [erknces in certi [cdtion requirements, including fault tolerance
concerns, and varying degrees of pessimism in WCET estimations based on the required level of certainty [141].
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the following sections, and connect them to the contributions in this thesis that address
them. A graphical representation of the mapping of requirements from the previous
section to contributions and chapters is shown in Figure 1.4. A detailed positioning of
this thesis with respect to related work is given in Chapter 8.

1.6.1 Multi-generation power-aware command scheduling

The rapid development of SDRAM technology means multiple SDRAM generations are at
a system designer’s disposal at any given time. To select the right memory for a SoC that
support real-time applications, worst-case performance bounds of the memories need
to be available and comparable, to satisfy Requirements 1 and 4. Existing real-time con-
trollers and command scheduling algorithms are limited to a single memory device, or
one or two memory generations, and ignore the impact of the command scheduling al-
gorithm on the SDRAM power usage, even though this is an important design constraint
for (battery-powered) embedded systems [138], as identi [ed by Requirement 5.

To address these issues, we provide an abstraction that allows us to write down an
SDRAMcommand scheduling algorithm in a general fashienwithout targeting one
speci [Cemory device or generation. Using this abstraction, we introduce a generation-
agnostic command scheduling heuri@itapter 4). The schedules it produces allows us
to bound the SDRAM’s performance. The quality of the heuristic is evaluated through
a comparison with optimal solutions generated by an Integer Linear Programminty.§)
formulation. We also provide a simple transformation for these schedules to turn the
memory controller into a composable resource with negligible impact on the perfor-
mance bounds.

The command scheduling heuristic is parameterized, such that worst-case perfor-
mance in terms of bandwidth and response time can be traded against worst-case power,
which is derived based on the power model of [31]. We apply the heuristic to twelve
memory devices from six di [erent memory generations, and plot this trade-o [Space,

e [edtively providing an overview of worst-case power/performance trade-o s across gen-
erations(Chapter 5).

1.6.2 Improving average-case performance without a ecting worst-case performance

Opportunities to improve (non-guaranteed) performance in real-time controllers are
generally ignored, even though they could have a positive impact on both the appli-
cation’s performance and the power usage. Improving average-case performance and
reducing power consumption is desirable, as mentioned in Requirements 2 and 5. Lo-
cality of reference in[ugnces how long it takes to read or write a unit of data. Mem-
ory controllers attempting to exploit locality across requests use an open-page policy
while those that do not use a close-page polidie19]. Open-page policies have only re-
cently found their way into a few real-time and mixed time-criticality controllers, al-
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Figure 1.4: Mapping of requirements to contributions and chapters.

though they require special measures (bank privatization, explained in Chapter 8) to
avoid worst-case performance reduction.

In this thesis, we introduce a conservative open-page policy that improves the average-
case performance without compromising on worst-case guar@magsr 6). It exploits
locality of reference to reduce the response time of requests, like any open-page policy
would. However, it only deviates from how a close-page policy would act when the
response time is guaranteed to be smaller while doing so.

1.6.3 Recon gurable architecture

Existing controllers typically con [gire the behavior of the request-level arbiter and the
command scheduler only once, when the SoC is booted. Therefore, this con [gdration
has to cover all use-cases. Adapting the controller’s behavior per use-case at run-time,
to adapt to the arrival or departure of transient applications, is not considered, contra-
dicting Requirement 3. If existing controllers would be recon [gured at run-time, they
provide no bounds on performance to applications that remain active during these use-
case transitions, which is unacceptable for real-time applications according to Require-
ment 1. Given how the number of applications per SoC is growing, it becomes paramount
to specialize the controller con [guration to the requirements of the active application
set, in order to use the SDRAM in the most e [Ccieht manner.

To address this, we introduce a recon gurabEDRAMcontroller architecture template
(Chapter 3)and a proof-of-concept implementation, integrated in a predictable and com-
posable SoC. The performance that is provided to each controller port is characterized
by a worst-case analysis, and can be changed at run-time through recon [guration. This
allows for specialization of the controller on a per use-case basis, making it easier to
swap transient applications in and out without having to (over) dimension for the most
challenging super-set of requirements. The rules that have to be respected to retain
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Figure 1.5: Overview of chapters.

predictability or composability for (real-time) applications that are active during recon-
[guration are discussed in Chapter 7. We demonstrate how to implement these rules for
a Time-Division Multiplexingl(DM) arbiter, and prove that our recon [gdration protocols
are safe.

1.7 thesis outline

This remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 introduces the neces-
sary background information on SDRAM memories and SDRAM controllers. Chapter 3
shows the architecture template and the worst-case analysis of the memory controller
we propose, and looks at one concrete instance of the template in more detail. Chap-
ter 4 discusses how both predictable and composable con [gurations for the command
scheduler in this memory controller can be generated. The used algorithms are trans-
parently applicable to all contemporary SDRAM generations through the introduction
of a simple abstraction layer. In Chapter 5, we provide an overview of the worst-case
power and performance trade-o [Sn twelve memory devices in six di erent memory
generations as a function of the di Lerent command scheduler parameters. Chapter 6
introduces a mechanism that improves average-case performance without sacri [Cihg
worst-case guarantees. Chapter 7 then shows when and how the various con [gurable
components in the memory controller can be recon [gured without violating predictable
or composable performance bounds. Figure 1.5 shows the relations between Chapter 3-7.
Finally, Chapter 8 relates this thesis to the state of the art, and we end with conclusions
and future work in Chapter 9.
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Get your facts rst,
and then you can distort them as much as you please.

— Mark Twain, From sea to sea: letters of trat899

BACKGROUND AND TERMINOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to set the stage on which the rest of this thesis plays
out. Contrary to the remaining chapters, we try our best to not introduce novel ideas
here. Instead, we describe the technology that we work with, in the form of the SDRAM
chips that external companies produce for us (and the rest of the world) in Section 2.1.

The same SDRAM chips are used by everyone, so it is not surprising that most mem-
ory controllers, i.e. the interfaces that interact with these chips, have at least the same
high-level structure, as introduced earlier in Section 1.2. For the sake of e [ciehcy, the
proverbial wheel tends to be invented only a few times before the interested community
settles for a design that works in most cases. Further improvements are driven by the
needs of speci [Chpplication areas and the gradual evolution of the surrounding actors
and requirements. This thesis focuses on the area of mixed-time-criticality systems, and
uses an existing SDRAM controller for real-time systems, the pattern-based controll3],
as its starting point. The properties of this controller are introduced in Section 2.2.

Section 2.3 contains a brief introduction on burst grouping, which can be intuitively
understood as a sort of batch processing. In the context of SDRAMs it means that groups
of bursts that are relatively similar can be processed more quickly than those that are rel-
atively di Cerknt. Most memory controllers try to achieve some degree of burst grouping.
We parameterize this concept, such that we can use it in later chapters to characterize
the behavior of a memory command scheduler.

The advantage of not starting from scratch is that existing analysis methods are
more or less applicable to the derived work, or at most require minor changes. Sec-
tion 2.4 brie [ylintroduces various existing approaches for dealing with refreshwhich
is a (mandatory) recurring operation required to retain data in an SDRAM. We end this
chapter with Section 2.5, containing an introduction of the abstraction method on which
the worst-case performance analysis in Chapter 3 is based.

14
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2.1 sdram

SDRAM is an extremely popular type of memory. DRAMEXxchange (a market analyst)
reports that in February 2015 alone, 2.4 billion 2 gibibit (23°) equivalent units were pro-
duced worldwide [42], for a total capacityof 5.16 exabits. This amounts to a production
rate of 267 GB/s!, a relatively modest “bandwidth” that about 100 combined contempo-
rary SDRAMdevicegsingle chips) could easily deliver, as we later show in Chapter 5.

SDRAM is volatile and used as temporary data storage, similarly to caches or Static
Random-Access MemoB8RAN memories. It only stores data as long as power is pro-
vided to it. In terms of area and power consumption it is cheaper than SRAM, since
it requires only a single transistor-capacitor pair to store a bit. This e [ciehcy makes
it feasible to store gigabytes of data in SDRAM, while SRAM and caches are limited to
capacities in the order of megabytes.

Many generation®f SDRAM have been developed since it was invented by Robert
Dennard in 1967 [38], but most of their characteristics are similar. SDRAM devices con-
tain a hierarchically structured storage array [70]. A schematic view on a generic SDRAM
architecture is shown in Figure 2.1. Each device consists of typically 8 or 16 banksthat
can work in parallel, but share a command, address, and data.bitteerefore, only one
command can be sent to onebank at a time, but commands can take multiple cycles to
complete, and the execution of commands on di [erent banks can happen in a parallel
(pipelined) fashion. A bank consists of a memory array, divided into rows each row con-
taining a certain number of columnsA column is as wide as the number of pins on the
memory device’s data bus, and hence only one bank may drive the data pins at a time.
Typically, there are 21° or 21 columns per row, and about 21 to 26 rows per column,
depending on the capacity of the device and its data bus width. SDRAMs with 4, 8, 16,
and 32-bit data buses exist. The data bus is bidirectional, i.e. the same pins are used for
both reading and writing. Some SDRAMs are Single Data RateSDR, transporting valid
data on the rising clock edges only. However, all memory generations we consider in
this thesis use a Double Data RatedDR), i.e. they transfer one data word (which is as
wide as the data bus) on both the rising and the falling edge of the clock.

The name of an SDRAM device starts with its generation name, followed by its data
rate in MHz, so for example DDR3-1600 refers to a DDR3 memory with a 800 MHz com-
mand clock frequency. In this thesis, we refer to the generation name as the SDRAMype
The width of the data bus is often indicated by a post [xdd ‘x’ followed by the width in
bits, e.g. an LPDDR2-1066x32 has a 32-bit data bus. The capacity of SDRAM devices is usu-
ally expressed in multiples of Mib (2% bits) or Gib (2%° bits), although the ‘i’ is commonly
dropped in datasheets. Bandwidths in this thesis use Sl pre [xds. For example, fully read-

6 5 230
W. Incidentally, this is only 0.15% less than the tra Cc Thwing into the Amsterdam Internet

Exchange (AMS-IX) in the same month [11] (645772 TB). The (live) construction of an SDRAM cache of a
signi [cant portion the Internet tra CcWas hence possible, although it might have been the last month this
was feasible, given the growth trend of AMS-IX tra [C_The power footprint of this Internet cache might be
problematic though.
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Figure 2.1: Schematic view on the architecture of an SDRAM device with the dimensions of a
512 MiB DDR3-1600 chip (see Appendix B).

ing a 512 MiB SDRAM with a bandwidth of 512 MB/s takes about 1.049 seconds (Gi is
7.3% larger than G).

2.1.1 SDRAM commands

An SDRAM can be instructed to perform certain actions by giving it commandsThere are
six main? SDRAM commands: 1) Activate ACT), 2) ReadRD), 3) Write (WR), 4) Precharge
(PRE, 5) RefreshREF and 6) No operationNOB. The command busf a DDR3 SDRAM
consists of 4 wires: row address strobRA9, column address stroli@A9, chip selectd9
and write enableWWE). The combination of these wires forms a (4-bit) command, which
is clocked into the SDRAM. The other generations use a similar interface, although some
reuse parts of the address bus as command wires. The commands work as follows:

~ An ACT command opens a row in a bank, and makes it available for subsequent RD
and WR commands by moving its content to the row bu er of the bank. An activate
command is accompanied by the address of the rotiat should be opened.

~ Each RD or WR command results in a burstof data, consisting of a range of columns
from the active row. One burst occupies the data bus for multiple consecutive cycles.
The number of words per RD or WR is called the Burst LengthgL). Across contem-
porary memory generations the commonly supported value for BL is 8 [73—78]. The

2 The remaining commands relate to power-down modes and setting up mode registers.
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Figure 2.2: High-level SDRAM operation. The activation of bank 3 happens in parallel with the
read command to bank 2. Data bursts of di [erknt banks are serialized, since the data
bus is shared across banks. The two cycles between A2 and A3 are the result of the
ACT-to-ACT timing constraint (rrd ).

memory generations we consider all have a DDR, transporting data on both the ris-
ing and falling clock edge. Therefore, it takes only BL/2 clock cycles to transfer a
burst. A RD or WR command is accompanied by the address of the rst column of the
burst which generally must start at a multiple of the burst length. Data is available
on the data bus after the associated read or write latencfter the RD or WR has
passed. The latencies for RD and WR commands may be di [erent, but tend to be of
the same order of magnitude (see Table 2.1).

The PRE command closes a row, i.e. it stores the contents of the row bu[erlin the
memory array, allowing for another row to be subsequently opened. Only one row
per bank can be open at a time. An optional auto-prechargéag can be added to
RD and WR commands, such that the associated row is closed as soon as the read or
write is completed. A RD or WR with auto-precharge can be regarded as a regular RD
or WR, followed by a PRE command from a timing perspective. The di Cerknce is that
the precharge does not require the command bus. This frees a slot in the command
schedule, which may be used for other commands.

SDRAM is volatile, because the transistor-capacitor pairs it uses to store bits lose their
charge over time. To avoid data loss, the memory must be refreshegeriodically by



18 background and terminology

issuing a REF command. The required refresh command interval depends on the
operating temperature and the memory size, and ranges between approximately
1 sand 10 s[73-78]. In this thesis, we assume the SDRAM always works within a
[xdd temperature range, and that the refresh interval is set to an appropriate ([xdd)
value.

Finally, the NOP command does nothing. It is used to [Ilthe time, e.g. while waiting
for timing constraints (see Section 2.1.2) to be resolved. Some standards also support
a deselectE9 command that behaves similarly to a NOP, while others only have
DES commands. We do not require a distinction between NOP and DES commands
in this thesis, and always refer to unused command bus cycles as NOPs.

The scheduling of PRE and ACT commands is determined by the memory controllers’
page policyMemory controllers that leave a row open after a request is completed use
an open-page policwhile those that close (precharge) it as soon as possible use a close-
page policy[119]. A request that does not require an activate command, because the
row it accesses is still open, is called a row hit or page hit Requests that target a closed
row are called a row missor page missiVe return to discuss page-policies in Chapter 6.

The relation between the command, address and data bus is shown in Figure 2.2. In
[gures, we often show traces of commands as a series of rectangular blocks, like at the
top of Figure 2.2 for example. Each block in this series represents a command. A block
may contain a letter representing the command type, and a number, representing the
bank to which the command is directed. We abbreviate ACT, PRE, RD and WR by A, P, R,
and W, respectively, and encode NOPs as empty boxes.

2.1.2 Timings and timing constraints

Vendors of SDRAM devices characterize their memory chips by specifying their timings
Timings de [né the maximum time between internal operations in the memory, usually
relating to the (analog) propagation delay between distinct components in the SDRAM.
Timing constraintare built as mathematical expressions from these timings, and they
de [né the minimum time between pairs of commands based on the state of the memory,
which in turn is a consequence of earlier executed commands. An SDRAM controller
has to satisfy all timing constraints to operate correctly. A detailed explanation of what
each timing represents for a speci [CInemory generation is found in the standards [73—
78]. For the purpose of this thesis, these details are less important, since we mostly
consider the SDRAM as a black box that we merely have to use according to its interface
speci [cation. Appendix B shows the numerical values associated with the timings of
a range of SDRAM devices, while Chapter 4 provides a detailed view on the relation
between timings and timing constraints. However, we will sometimes refer to timings
before Chapter 4 to point out trends, and hence provide some early intuition on their
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Table 2.1: Approximate values of SDRAM timings relative to rc.

Timing Related constraint Approximate value

rc ACT-t0-ACT, same bank 45 - 60 ns

ras ACT-to-PRE, same bank 70% of rc, 35ns

rcd ACT-to-RD/WR in the same bank 30% of rc, 15ns

rp PRE-t0-ACT, same bank 30% of rc, 15ns

rrd ACT-to-ACT, same device 25% - 30% of rc, 12.5ns

rfc REF-t0-ACT, same device 1-5 times rc, depends on capacity
rl ,wl or cl RD/WR-to-data 30% of rc, 15 ns

faw Four Activate Window 85% of rc (50% for DDR4)

relative length in Table 2.1. All numbers in this table are approximates, because timings
vary across SDRAM devices and generations.

Some constraints only restrict commands for a single bank, like rc, and rcd for ex-
ample, while others like rrd and rfc , are device-level constraints. The Four Activate
Window (FAW) is di Cerknt from other constraints. Instead of specifying a minimum dis-
tance between two commands, it de [nds a rolling time window in which at most four
activate commands may be executed. In this thesis, we typeset timings in small caps.

2.1.3 Memory generations

SDRAM technology has evolved over the years. JEDEC creates the standards that ensure
compatibility between devices of the same memory generation from di [erknt vendors.
We consider six of them in this thesis. Chronologically ordered by the date of their in-
troduction® they are: DDR2 [73], DDR3 [75], LPDDR [74], LPDDR2 [99], LPDDR3 [78], and
DDR4 [77]. Newer standards evolve by de[nihg timings for higher clock frequencies
and modi [cations of the physical interface. The optional LP-part in a generation name
stands for Low Powerand the respective standards are more suited for power / energy
constrained systems, for example, by operating at a lower supply voltage, or by the
introduction of more e [cieht low-power modes. LPDDR devices have a maximum of
4 banks, while DDR2s can have 4 or 8 banks, and DDR4 may have 8 or 16 banks. The re-
maining generations always have 8 banks. Occasionally standards are augmented with
new features, like a reduced supply voltage, for example, as in the case of DDR3L [100].

The order is based on the date stamp of the earliest JEDEC document version available online at the time of
writing. Being a standardization body whose main contribution is documentation, JEDEC is surprisingly bad
at actually archiving versions of the documents they produce, and hence Google was required in most cases.
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Figure 2.3: Typical memory hierarchy for embedded SoCs and COTS systems.

2.1.3.1 DDR4 bank groups

DDR4 introduces bank groupsbanks are clustered into (at least two) bank groups per
device. Banks in a bank group share power-supply lines. To limit the peak power per
group, sending successive commands to the same group is discouraged by making cer-
tain timings larger in that case. These timings are post- [xdd with _| (long) or _s(short)
for commands for the same or a di[erknt bank group, respectively. Successive RD or
WR commands to the same group need to be separated by at least ccd_| cycles. Because
ccd_| is larger than the number of cycles per data burst (BL/2), performance is impacted
by ccd_I unless bursts are interleaved across bank groups.

2.1.4 Memory hierarchies

SDRAM devices can be used as standalone chips, as generally done in embedded SoCs [84,
128, 136, 139] for example. The Interface Widthi{v), which we de [nd as the width of the
data bus between the memory controller and the SDRAM, is then equal to the data bus
width of this chip, and typically ranges from 8 up to 32 bits. Bigger and wider memories
can be built by having multiple chips work in lock-step in a rank, executing the same
commands, producing or consuming data in parallel. The IW of the controller is then
equal to the combined data bus width of all these chips. The request size divided by
IW and BL determines how many data bursts, and thus RD or WR commands should be
generated for a request, with a minimum of one burst.

Multi-device setups are typically used in Commercial-O -the-Shelf0T$ and high-
performance computer systems. Memory chips are not bought individually for these
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Figure 2.4: Allowed pattern sequences.

systems, but instead come pre-combined on Dual Inline Memory Module®iMMg [79]
or Small Outline DIMMs3O-DIMM}[80] that contain one or two ranks with a combined
data bus width of 64 bits. Ranks can share acommand and data bus, as long as they do not
drive the data bus simultaneously. Finally, a memory hierarchy may contain multiple
independent groups of ranks called channelseach with an individual SDRAM controller.
In this thesis, we target embedded SoCs, and hence most of our examples are based on
relatively narrow interfaces compared to DIMMs. The techniques that we propose are
independent from how the memory hierarchy beneath the SDRAM controller is built,
i.e. both single devices or DIMM modules can be supported. We do, however, rely on a
custom controller architecture (Chapter 3), which by de [nition places this work outside
of the COTS realm (assuming FPGA development kits are classi [ed as non-COTS). We also
focus on a single SDRAM controller, leaving multiple channels out of the equation.

2.2 pattern-based sdram controller

To create a predictable SDRAM resource, useful bounds on the response time of memory
requests have to be given. The underlying technique by which our memory controller
bounds the response time of a request is the approach from [3], revolving around mem-
ory patternsA memory pattern is a design-time constructed serigBRAMcommands
with a known execution time (length) and a speci ¢ function.

The commands in a pattern are scheduled such that all timing constraints within the
pattern itself are satis [ed. Six di Lerent patterns typesxist: 1) Read?2) Write 3) Read-
To-Write switch (RTWX) Write-To-Read switch (WTR) Refresland 6) Idlepatterns.
The sequences of patterns that can be executed by the controller are summarized in
Figure 2.4. The function of each pattern type is the following:

~ Read and write patterns are access patterrthat transport data from and to the
SDRAM, respectively. Multiple read patterns and multiple write patterns may be ex-
ecuted successively, indicated by their respective self-edges in Figure 2.4. In their
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construction, that factor has to be taken into account, such that SDRAM timing con-
straints within and across these patterns are not violated. Typically, read and write
patterns contain between 1 and 32 bursts (RD or WR commands).

Read and write patterns implement a close-page policy. They activate the banks they
will be accessing, and all banks are precharged at the end of the pattern.

Switching patterns consist of only NOPs. They are inserted between a read and write
pattern to resolve timing constraints across access patterns of opposing types. If
there are no such constraints, or if no additional NOPs are required to satisfy them,
then switching patterns may have a length of zero.

A refresh pattern consists of a single refresh command preceded and succeeded by
enough NOPs such that it can be scheduled after an access pattern without violating
timing constraints. The switching patterns and the refresh pattern are called the
auxiliary patterns

Finally, the idle time of the controller can be discretized explicitly into idle or power-
down patterns [28]. We do not evaluate the use of power-down patterns in combina-
tion with the techniques proposed in this thesis, and hence we stick to idle patterns
consisting only of NOPs. Idle patterns can be inserted on most edges in Figure 2.4
(only not between WTR and read patterns and RTW and write patterns). Their min-
imum size is 1 cycle.

There is onepattern of each type available to the memory controller in what is called
a pattern setThe SDRAM controller makes scheduling decisions at the granularity of
patterns instead of individual commands, which simpli [ed bounding its performance.
Some close-page real-time controllers use variations of memory patterns in their ar-
chitecture [2, 43, 64, 117], scheduling patterns from such a set instead of individual
commands. This simpli [ed the logic of the controller, since there are fewer constraints
it has to track. Others de [né patterns only in their worst-case analysis [112, 125], know-
ing the behavior of their architecture is bounded by them. In both cases, the analysis
complexity is greatly reduced.

2.2.1 Pattern-based controller architecture

The architecture of a general pattern-based controller is described here, based on [3].
We make a distinction between the resource front-endrhich deals with the preparation
of requests from clients and the arbitration amongst them, and the SDRAM back-end
which schedules patterns and translates them into SDRAM commands. Finally, the Physi-
cal interfacefHY), deals with the physical connection to the (o [=chip) SDRAM. Figure 2.5
shows this general architecture.

The commands in a pattern are [Xdd at design time, and the controller hence al-
ways works at the same [Xdd access granularity.e. there is a speci [Chumber of bytes
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Figure 2.5: The general architecture of a pattern-based controller.

associated with a read or write pattern®. When clients send requests into the memory
controller, they are not necessarily of the same size as the access granularity. The atomi-
zerresolves this inconsistency by splitting incoming requests into atomic service units
called atoms Access to the SDRAM is granted to clients by the arbiter on a per-atom
basis. This allows clients to be preempted at the granularity of atoms, independently
of the size of the requests they produce, which is a property we require to be able to
bound the interference from each client [8, 53]. The type of the atoms (read or write) is
equal to the type of the request they are based on, but the amount data that is associated
with an atom is always equal to the access granularity of the memory controller, which
typically ranges from 16 bytes up to 1 KB, depending on its con [guration. The atomizer
concept was [rst shown in [6, 62], and we base our implementation on these works.

The atom queudolds incoming atoms until either all associated data is bu Cerkd (for
write atoms), or enough space is available for the response (for read atoms). An atom
is only eligible for scheduling once this bu [ering requirement is satis [ed. Internal and
individual bu Cering per client is necessary for two reasons: 1) the SDRAM determines
when data must be provided to and accepted from it on consecutive cycles, in accor-
dance with the JEDEC speci [cations [73—78]. Clients are not guaranteed (or required)
to produce or consume all data for an atom on consecutive cycles, and data must hence
be bu [erkd somewhere internally in the memory controller to ensure this requirement
is always satis [ed. 2) Individual queues per client are needed to avoid situations where
clients occupy the shared resource before they are capable of reading / writing a com-
plete atom. If a shared queue would be used, then a non-cooperative (blocking) client
could occupy the queue inde [nikely and stall the resource as a result. This would break
the isolation between clients, because preempting (and [ushing out) an ongoing trans-
action is not supported. Using individual queues, a non-cooperative client can only in-
de [nikely occupy its own queue, which is not disruptive for others.

Delay blocksvrap the atom queues. Each delay block can be con [gured such that the
data consumption and production behavior of the SDRAM is equal to a speci [l atency-
rate LR) curve [132] from the client’s point of view. It achieves this by manipulating

Chapter 7 introduces the option to change access granularity through recon [giration. The bene [sland lim-
itations are explained in detail in that chapter.

23



24

background and terminology

Figure 2.6: An example of the order in which patterns may be executed.

[aw-control signals that govern the acceptance of incoming atoms and their data, and
the time at which responses are released by the atom queue. In essence, it delays each
response to its Worst-Case Response TiweERT, as speci [ed by its LR guarantee. This
is a generalization of the Logical Execution TimeET) idea [50, 85], which uses a single
number to represent the WCRT. Delay blocks were introduced in [6], and we use the
same design. An introduction on LR servers is provided in Section 2.5.

The resource bugrants one client at a time access to the SDRAM back-end. Arbitration
decisions are made by a predictable arbiter (e.g. any arbiter in the class of latency-rate
servers [132]), which schedules one of the eligible atoms from the atom queues to be
processed by the back-end. Each scheduling decision corresponds to a single atom, al-
lowing for [na-grained interleaving of atoms from di Lerknt clients.

The SDRAMdack-endiccepts one atom at a time, and based on the type (read or write)
and the type of the previously executed pattern, it executes one or two patterns:

1. A write pattern, if the previously executed pattern was a write, refresh or idle pat-
tern, and the current atom is a write.

2. ARTW pattern followed by a write pattern, if the previously executed access pattern
was a read, and the current atom is a write.

3. Arread pattern, if the previously executed pattern was a read, refresh or idle pattern,
and the current atom is a read.

4. A WTR pattern followed by a read pattern, if the previously executed access pattern
was a write, and the current atom is a read.

Figure 2.6 shows a pattern execution example. The time between scheduling decisions,
or Scheduling Interva$y), is variable as a result of this behavior, both across atom types
and for atoms of the same type, i.e. a write atom could require a RTW and write pattern,
or only a write pattern, as shown in Figure 2.6. In the continuation of thesis, we use the
following terminology for the pattern lengths: tf', tf, tb. and tf,, represent the read,
write, write-to-read and read-to-write pattern lengths, respectively. Additionally, the

refresh pattern length is denoted bytfef .



2.3 burst grouping

The focus of [3] is primarily on the front-end, and a detailed description of the back-
end is not given. In Chapter 3, we provide an architecture for the back-end of a pattern-
based controller. We additionally describe the new features that we added to the front-
end to allow the entire controller to function on a real hardware platform.

2.3 burst grouping

The smallest request size that a memory controller has to process is often larger than
the size of one read or write burst to a memory device in the embedded SoCs we focus
on. This means that multiple bursts can be grouped together to form a single atomic
access at a larger access granularity. The relative order of bursts within one such an
atom is [xdd, which gives it guaranteed properties that improve the worst case. The
banks to which these grouped bursts are sent is determined by the low-level memory
map. Depending on this memory map, grouping bursts can guarantee:

1. Bank parallelismThe atom is interleaved over multiple banks that work in parallel
to produce or consume data. While one bank is precharged or activated, other banks
are accessed with read and write commands.

2. Consecutive bursts access the sameMantiple bursts are fetched from the same
row in the same bank within an atom, in essence generating guaranteed row hits,
and guaranteeing no read-write switching of the data bus across those bursts.

Timing constraints enforce a minimum amount of time between consecutive activations
of the same bank, and they also separate bursts of di [erent types (read / write). Atomi-
cally grouping bursts helps to reduce the overhead of these two e [edts, improving the
memory e [ciehcy, since more useful commands are executed in the same amount of
time, as shown in Figure 2.7.

A trade-o [ekists between these two e [edts: requests have a [nike size, and hence
there is only a limited movement range within these two dimensions. The width of the
SDRAM’s data bus also plays an important role here. The wider it is, the more bits are
transferred per burst, and the fewer bursts can be grouped to [I'an atom with a given
access granularity. DIMM-based (COTS) systems, which typically have a 64-bit bus, are
hence more limited in their ability to exploit burst grouping compared to embedded
SoCs that typically use single SDRAM chips with a smaller (8-32 bit) interface.

We de[né two parameters to characterize where a controller operates within this
con [guration space:

1. Bank InterleavingRl): the number of banks that are accessed atomically, and
2. Burst Count®Q): the number of bursts per bank.

Using these parameters we can describe the Access granularityAG) of a pattern-based
controller, i.e. the number of bytes that are transported within a read or write pattern.
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(@) Using BI 1, BC 1.

(b) Using BI 1, BC 4.

(c) Using BI 4, BC 2.

Figure 2.7: Examples of the e [edts of grouping bursts. Shaded bursts are page misses. It shows
how the number of bursts that can be executed within a [xdd amount of time varies
based on how they are grouped.

It depends of the number of bursts in the pattern, given by BI BC, the length of a burst
in words (BL), and the number of bytes per word, which is equal to the interface width
in bytes (IW):

AG =Bl BC BL IW (2.1)

The worst-case or average-case behavior of an SDRAM controller’s command sched-
uler can be characterized by a (BI, BC) combination, and this in turn determines its
performance. Some real-time memory controllers interleave bursts belonging to one re-
quest over all available banks [2, 112, 125]. Others interleave consecutive bursts to dif-
ferent banks [43, 117], but the origin of each of these bursts may be a di [erknt request.
Controllers using open-page policies generally assume each request maps to a single
burst [82, 88]. [2] considers the number of bursts per bank as con [guiration parameter,
but not the number of banks. Chapter 4 turns Bl and BC into an integral part of the gen-
eration of patterns for our memory controller, and Chapter 5 shows the con [gdration
trade-o [SWhen both degrees of freedom are used.

2.4 refresh

An SDRAM needs to be refreshed once every refi cycles on average (Appendix B). Dur-
ing a refresh, the SDRAM is unavailable to clients, which impacts the worst-case per-
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formance. Most works [3, 88, 112, 148] assumes refresh is triggered asynchronously
with respect to the inter-client scheduling by an internal timer in the controller, and
has precedence over requests from clients. Refresh then impacts both bandwidth and
response time.

The refresh e ciencydescribes the refresh-related bandwidth reduction when such a
timer-based refresh mechanism is used. It is de [ndd as one minus the fraction of time
spent on refreshing, which for a pattern-based controller is equal to:
trpef

€ef =1
where trpef is the length of the refresh pattern as de [ndd earlier. The refresh e [Ciehcy
ranges from 0.96 to 0.99 for the devices we evaluate in this thesis, and hence only a
small fraction of all requests is actually al[edted by a refresh. In related works, refresh
has been incorporated in the worst-case analysis in several ways.

Busy-period-level refresh

Each request might have to wait for a refresh. A conservative request-level WCRT there-
fore incorporates at least one refresh pattern. When the worst-case analysis is based on
LR servers, like in [3], then it has to account for at least one refresh at the start of a
busy period, which may span many requests.

Application-level refresh
Other approaches, like [88, 112, 126, 148], let go of the notion of a conservative request-

level WCRT, instead derives an application-level bound. First, the Worst-Case Execution

Time CET of an application interacting with the SDRAM is determined, without ac-
counting for refresh. Based on this, the maximum number of interfering refreshes is
found by dividing this number by refi . A cost is assigned to each of these refreshes,
and added to the application’s WCET. This can lead to smaller application-level WCET
bounds compared to [3], as shown in [126], which also does this.

Manual refresh

Finally, there is an approach that we refer to as manual refresif19, 43, 117]. Activat-
ing and precharging a row e [edtively refreshes it, so data is retained as long as each
row is visited at regular intervals. Controllers that use manual refresh do not have an
internal timer, but instead have a refresh clienthat cycles over all rows, activating and
precharging them.

When manual refresh is used, eef can be set to 1. The cost of refresh is instead taken
into account when bandwidth is set aside for the refresh client in the front-end. Manual
refresh is less e Lcieht [19, 20] than the (built-in) REF command, because it refreshes
fewer rows per cycle, and hence the fraction of the available bandwidth that needs
to be reserved for the refresh client is larger than 1  e¢s. However, the number of
consecutive cycles for which the SDRAM is unavailable during a manual refresh can be
smaller, which generally reduces the WCRT of a single request.
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Figure 2.8: A LR server and its associated concepts.

For the remainder of this thesis, we ignore refresh at the level of busy periods, and
assume it is taken into account at a later (application-level) stage, as is done in [88, 112,
126, 148]. [3] shows how to include refresh at the busy-period level for a pattern-based
controller for the interested reader.

2.5 latency-rate servers

To characterize the (predictable) performance of the memory controller, we rely on a
LR serverabstraction [132]. A LR server guarantees a minimum rate , after a maxi-
mum service latency, to its clients. When the LR abstraction is applied to a memory
controller, the rate ( ) maps to a certain bandwidth (bytes / second). The service latency
is expressed in a unit of time (seconds or cycles), and it intuitively captures the initial
latency a client experiences before the server can sustain guaranteed the rate. This lin-
ear service guarantee has to (lower) bound the amount of data that can be transferred
during any interval. We proceed with a brief intuitive introduction of the properties of
LR servers.

Figure 2.8 plots the service bounds a thick black line, given the example requested
service linddotted line). A LR guarantee is conditional and only applies if the client
requests enough service to keep the serverTusys captured by the concept of busy
periodswhich are periods where a client requests at least as much service as it has
been allocated on average ( ). In Figure 2.8, the client is busy as long as the requested
service line above the busy ling and hence the start of the [rst busy period is marked
by the [rst intersection of the dash-dotted and dotted line (att = 0). It ends at the
second intersection with the dash-dotted line. The second busy period starts when the
requested service exceeds the busy line again, which is equivalent to one or more new
requests entering the memory controller. After  units of time have passed since the
start of this second busy period, the server once again guarantees the in the second
busy period.

The service bound line is equal to the busy line delayed by , and hence starts  af-
ter the start of the busy period and increases with rate . The provided servics always
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larger than or equal to the service guarantee, since it follows the actual-case perfor-
mance, and not the worst-case performance. An example of what the provided service
curve could look like is drawn in Figure 2.8 with the thick gray line. Note that the ser-
vice bound is maximal if the client continuously remains busy, i.e. if the client requests
service at a su Cciehtly high rate ().

Note that requests arrive instantaneously, as shown by the discrete jumps in the re-
quested service line. A read request is considered to instantaneously arrive once the
request arrives in the atom queue and there is space for the corresponding response. A
write arrives when its last data word arrives in the atom queue. The service bound and
busy line are fractional, and therefore shown as continuous curves. The provided service
for a memory controller is discrete at the level of words, bursts, or atoms, whichever is
preferred (in Section 3.2, we use a word-level characterization).
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It works. Planes y. Cars drive, computers compute.
If you base medicine on science you cure people.
If you base the design of planes on science they .
If they base design of rockets on science they reach the moon.
It works... bitches.

— Professor Richard Dawkins, Oxford's Sheldonian Theat2013

RECONFIGURABLE REAL-TIME MEMORY CONTROLLER
ARCHITECTURE

The previous chapter introduced the relevant concepts that relate to real-time memory
controllers in general, which are required as a basis for understanding the contributions
within this thesis. This chapter continues the story with a description of our novel recon-
[gurable memory controller architecture, which is the framework on which the other
contributions in this thesis are pinned. The memory patterns we generate in Chapter 4
are stored within this controller. The trade-o [Sve describe in Chapter 5 apply to mem-
ory controllers that follows the architecture template we describe here, and the conser-
vative open-page policy in Chapter 6 is implemented o slightly modi [ed version of
the same template. The embedded recon [giration hardware enableghe controller to
adapt to di Cerknt use-cases as we describe in Chapter 7.

This chapter partially concerns the introduction of concepts and structures used in
the controller, and touches upon some of the real-time aspects that are in [udnced by
its structure and implementation (Section 3.1). In Section 3.2, we derive a worst-case
performance model for this memory controller architecture, based on a LR server ab-
straction.

We then continue with a discussion on the implementation of a hardware instance
on Field Programmable Gate ArraSPGA in Section 3.3, which demonstrates that this
memory controller is not only conceptually sound, but really works when it is connected
to a real SDRAM module and integrated in the Composable System-on-ClipripSOL
platform [53]. Its costs in terms of resource usage are evaluated and contrasted with
a comparable FPGA controller implementation in Section 3.4. This chapter is partially
based on our publication at CODES+ISSS 2013 [59].
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Figure 3.1: SDRAM controller architecture. Arrows indicate the [aw direction of data.

3.1 architecture template

Figure 3.1 shows the three main blocks that constitute the memory controller architec-
ture. Working backwards from the SDRAM itself they are the PHY SDRAMback-endind
the resource front-endhe following sections introduce the di [erent components within
those blocks, discuss their functionality, and their qualitative impact on the worst-case
performance where relevant.

3.1.1 DTL interfaces per client

The controller has a Device Transaction LayebTL) interface [113] for each memory
client, which is a handshake-based communication standard that is similar to AX14 [14].
DTL has individual command, read-data and write-data channels, and supports multiple
outstanding (pending) requests. Each DTL request consists of a type which can be either
read or write, a size specifying the number of words to read or write, and an addressA
multi-word request reads or writes its data from / to consecutive locations in the logical
address space. Byte masking is supported for write-requests only, and addresses have
to be byte-aligned. Requests are executed by the controller in order of arrival on a per-
client basis, i.e. requests from the same client are never reordered, even though the DTL
standard theoretically allows this. DTL interfaces are also used to connect components
within the front-end; all white ports in Figure 3.1 are DTL ports. The gray ports use non-
DTL interfaces that are speci [c1o the components they connect to. Commands and data
passing though a pair of DTL ports experience a cycle of latency, so each pair represents
a pipeline stage in the controller. Flow control is based on back-pressure by means of
valid-accept [ags in the DTL interfaces of the blocks.
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3.1.2 Resource front-end

The primary function of the resource front-end is to enable sharing of the SDRAM
amongst multiple clients. It implements and extends the general template from [6], that
we introduced earlier in Section 2.2.1. Here, we focus on the new features that we added
to this template.

To make the atomizersuitable for use with an SDRAM, it now additionally enforces
the address alignment of its outgoing requests to atom boundaries, and handles requests
with sizes that are non-integer multiples of the atom size by padding and masking them
where required. The atomizer is pipelined, such that the [rst stage acts as the input
bu er for the front-end, quickly terminating logic paths leading from the clients into
the controller, and allowing the overall design to run at a higher clock frequency. The
con [guration port on the atomizer allows its access granularity to be (re)con [gured at
run time. The atomizer uses the same data width as the client it is connected to.

The width converteiis a new block in the front end. It accepts requests at the data-
width from the atomizer (generally 32-bits wide), and converts them to the width the
back-end works at, which is typically larger. In essence, this is a common serial-to-
parallel converter. Both the atomizer and width converter work on a streaming basis,
i.e. they contain no data bu [erk apart from pipeline registers that break up the critical
paths within the blocks. After width conversion, all clients use the same data width on
their DTL interfaces.

The atom queugdelay blockand resource buse functionally the same as those in [6].
To increase the clock frequency at which the resource bus can be synthesized, an extra
pipeline stage was added to it, in which the arbitration between clients takes place. We
extended the library of predictable arbiters with a recon [gurable TDM arbiter, described
in detail in Chapter 7. Other available arbiter types (that are all selectable within the
associated design [awv [58]) are round-robin [106] and Credit-Controlled Static-Priority
(CCSP[5]. The arbiter is chosen at design time.

The resource budrives the pace at which scheduling decisions are made by requesting
scheduling decisions from the arbiter Compared to [6], it can now be con [gured to do
that strictly periodically, or on-demand, e.g. when the back-end indicates it is ready to
accept new atoms. Other arbiter settings, like TDM slot allocations or the priorities in
ccsp for example, are also con [giirable at run time through the con [guration bus.

Although the communication interface between the front-end and back-end uses DTL
signals, its [aw-control semantics [114] are slightly di Cerent compared to the other
ports. Once a request for an atom is handed to the back-end, the front-end is required
to be able to deliver all the associated data for a write atom whenever the back-end
demands itSimilarly, the front-end has to accept data from a read atom whenever the
back-end o ers itBoth of these requirements are satis [ed by the eligibility test that the
atom queues perform before they forward requests (see Section 2.2.1).
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Figure 3.2: SDRAM controller back-end.

Although the [gtre only shows two memory clients, up to 16 ports can be instanti-
ated automatically by the associated design [aw if required. Section 3.4 evaluates the
e [edt of varying the number of ports on the hardware resource usage.

3.1.3 SDRAM Back-end

The SDRAM back-end translates atoms into command sequences. It interfaces with the
SDRAM through the PHY, and has to ensure that the timing constraints between the com-
mands are satis [ed. It also translates incoming addresses to a physical bank, row and
column in the memory, and it refreshes the memory at regular intervals as required by
the associated SDRAM standard. In contrast to [2], which uses a hard-coded [nite-state
machine to implement the command scheduler, we propose to use a [exXible recon [g4d
urable back-end, which is shown in detail in Figure 3.2.

The back-end receives atoms from the resource bus that consist of a type (read / write)
and a logical address. Its main function is to select patterns from the pattern memory
and to transfer their commands to the PHY.

An incoming atom [rst arrives at the pattern selectoit generates an index for the
pattern Look-Up TableT) based on the atom type (read or write) and the previously
executed pattern type. The index represents the type of pattern that should be executed
(the basic pattern types are mentioned in Chapter 2). There may be more than one
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Figure 3.3: Address generator. Both the shift-amounts (5p s3) and the masks (mp m3) used by
the and-operators are con [gurable. (The and-operators and or-operators are bitwise.)
The sizes of the row, column and bank components correspond to the ML605 memory
(Appendix B).

pattern set available in the pattern memory. An optional o set can be added to the
pattern index to switch to a di Lerknt pattern set. Note that this o [Sek is not selectable
per atom, but instead is part of the overall back-end con [guration. It can be used to
switch between con [gurations in di Cerknt use-cases, as further explored in Chapter 7.

The pattern LUT contains the starting addresses and the number of commands of
all patterns in the pattern memory. Its output is used by the command playeto read
commands from the pattern memoryBoth the pattern LUT and the pattern memory are
exposed to the resource manager through the con [guration bus and are thus recon [gd
urable. In Chapter 7, the recon [guration options that this feature enables are discussed
in detail.

The pattern memory is conceptually implemented as a simple SRAM memory, con-
taining a representation of an SDRAM command and optional bank at every entry. The
command playeincrements the command address every clock cycle, and triggers a new
pattern selection when the current pattern ends, while also converting the commands
into control signals for the PHY. Section 3.3 discusses the speci [Cimplementation in our
FPGA prototype.

The address generatdranslates a logical address to the corresponding bank, row
and column (physical) address elements (Figure 3.3). The command player controls the
address generator such that the correct address is given to the PHY at the right time,
i.e. the row address when activating and the column address during read or write com-
mands. Auto-precharge [ags have to be included in the column address of the associated
read or write command. The bit-position (loc) of this [ag depends on the SDRAM type.
The address generator has four con [gdrable masks (my mg3) and shiftamounts (5 S3)
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through which the logical to physical memory-mapping function can be selected. When
combined with the or-operators, the following physical addresses are generated:

row = (addmsy) andmg .
column= ((addms;) andm;) or ((addms,) andm,) or (autoPreFIg«oc) (3.2)
bank = ((@ddms;) andms) or cmdbank

Each atom only has one logical address. This address is registered and incremented
after each read or write command to generate the address for the next burst (in case the
atom consists of more than one burst). Section 4.2.5 shows how to con [gure the address
decoder, based on the selected memory map.

The [nal block to consider is the refresh timerwhich responsible for periodically
inserting refresh patterns into the SDRAM. It consists of a cycle counter with a con [gd
urable threshold value. When the counter reaches the threshold, it resets to zero and
a refresh is scheduled as soon as the currently executing pattern [nikhes. Automatic
refresh can optionally be disabled to allow manual refresh schemes, as described in [19]
and [117] for example, to be used.

3.1.4 PHY

The PHY handles the physical /0 connections to the SDRAM module. It acts as a level of
abstraction from the circuit-level details of the SDRAM, and o [erk a generic interface to
the back-end. Several di Cerknt companies create PHY IPs, and speci [cations like DFI [37],
for example, standardize the interface they expose. A PHY is inherently speci [Cto the
SDRAM generation it connects to, although there is often a fair amount of logic that
can be re-used across generations [81]. Since the FPGA prototype is meant for a DDR3
memory, the following description of the PHY functionality is also DDR3 speci [C.]

Each byte on an SDRAM interface is individually clocked with a strobe signal, and
both the byte lanes and strobe signals are bi-directional, i.e. the same wires are used for
both reading and writing. At initialization, the PHY runs through a calibration procedure
(called read-leveling) to determine the time o [Sek between these strobe signals and the
presence of valid data on the byte lanes when reading from the memory. Each byte can
have a di Lerknt o [Sek, based on the wire layout of the PHY and its connection to the
SDRAM chips. After calibration, the PHY can compensate for these o [Seks appropriately
by inserting delays, such that all the bytes from a single memory word are aggregated
and are forwarded to the back-end synchronously. A similar timing-o [Sek issue exists
for data [awing into the SDRAM (write-leveling), and it is solved in an analogous man-
ner.

The PHY also con [gures the SDRAM by programming the mode registers in the de-
vice. In this work, we assume that both the calibration and the con [guration [nikh in a
bounded amount of time. Since this initialization process happens only once (after the
SoC comes out of reset), it can be regarded as part of the boot process and has no further
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in [uénce on the real-time analysis of the controller, assuming there are no real-time re-
quirements on the boot time.

The additional delay that the PHY introduces after calibration, on the other hand, has
to be included in worst-case response time of the memory controller (in EHY), aswe later
discuss in Section 3.2.1. Since the hardware in the PHY can only compensate for a limited
byte-level o [Sek (in the order of a few cycles), we use this maximum compensation as a
worst-case bound for the contribution of the PHY to the WCRT.

3.1.5 Recon guration infrastructure

The con [guration bus allows various memory-mapped registers to be programmed by
a con [guration host. The host does this by sending con [guration requests to the re-
con [gurable components, which are DTL requests, generated by the driver code of the
memory controller running on the con [guration host.

All components in the front-end can be pre-con [gured with a design-time selected de-
fault con [guration after reset, allowing potential early (predictable) access to the back-
end while the rest of the system is still booting. The back-end starts out with an empty
pattern memory, and hence needs to be con [guired before it can be used. A small ROM
containing a minimal back-end con [guration can be added in case a functioning mem-
ory controller is required before the con [guration host is active in the system.

3.2 worst-case performance analysis

This section discusses the worst-case performance analysis of the SDRAM controller
architecture that was presented in the previous section. The general structure we apply
is similar to that in [3], and relies on a Latency-ratel(R ) server abstraction (Section 2.5)
of the controller’s behavior. We present a word-level performance model, that in detail
shows how (hardware) pipelining impacts the analysis. The two performance metrics
that we derive for the memory controller are:

1. Worst-case bandwidth,), which speci [e3how much bandwidth the SDRAM deliv-
ers in the worst-case when connected to our controller (assuming there is always at
least one request to serve). The worst-case bandwidth is distributable amongst the
di [erknt ports on the front-end, and

2. WCRTof a request for a client connected to the front-end

The analysis is split in two parts. First, we look at the performance of the back-end
in Section 3.2.1, which we characterize with a LR server. Second, we repeat that e [art
for the front-end in Section 3.2.2. Finally, we derive the WCRT of the combination of
the back-end and front-end in Section 3.2.3, by concatenating their two respective LR
servers.
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Figure 3.4: The interface characterized by the back-end performance. The call-outs on the MTL
channels show the relevant groups of wires they consist of.

3.2.1 Back-end performance

The back-end performancefers to the performance the SDRAM controller would deliver
if it was not shared amongst multiple clients. We characterize back-end performance
with a LR server with parameters ( pe be)- The server describes the behavior of the
interface at the dotted line in Figure 3.4 (annotated with “back-end performance”).

The requested service increases by one atom worth of bytes when the request for
the atom is o [erkd by the front-end to the back-end. For simplicity, we assume that the
back-end runs at the same clock frequency as the SDRAM. It has a dedicated read and
write data bus (the PHY later serializes writes and reads onto the bi-direction SDRAM
data bus). Each of these buses is twice as wide as the IW of the SDRAM, such that the
di Cerbnce in data rate between the controller and SDRAM (SDR vs. DDR) is compensated
for. The LR server gives guarantees on when data is available from / consumed by the
back-end. This corresponds to the sum of the number of handshakes on the read (valid
[ads) and the write (valid / accept pairs) data bus.

First, we focus on worst-case bandwidth, by, in Section 3.2.1.1. The worst-case analy-
sis of memory patterns in terms of bandwidth has been extensively discussed in related
work [1, 3, 7]. We apply the same procedure to derive our results as described in those
works, but for convenience and completion provide a small summary of it in this section.
No assumptions are made on the order in which read and write atoms are given to the
back-end. This decouples the inter-client scheduling from the analysis of the back-end,
simplifying both. Later, in Section 3.2.1.2, we determine the value of peand pesuch
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that the LR server with parameters ( pe be) CONservatively bounds the behavior of
the back-end.

3.2.1.1 Calculating worst-case bandwidth

The worst-case bandwidth delivered by a pattern set is a function of its pattern lengths,
the clock frequency, the amount of data that is transported per read / write pattern (the
access granularity, AG), and the refresh period.

The worst-case bandwidftfi,) is a lower bound on the average amount of bytes
transported across the data bus per unit of time. This bound is valid during a busy
period, for every interval starting pe after the start of that busy period. To [nd by,
we need to identify the pattern sequence allowed by the pattern state machine that has
the lowest average data-transfer rate (excluding sequences that include idle patterns).
This could imply continuously reading or writing, transporting AG bytes per pattern,
or constantly switching between reads and writes, transporting 2 AG bytes per pair
of patterns. All these pattern sequences are periodically interrupted by refreshes, and
hence we multiply with the refresh e [ciehcy e (See Section 2.4 for its de [nikion).
Finally, multiplying with the command clock frequency f to obtain a bytes/ seconds
metric, leads to the following worst-case bandwidth equation;

1 1 2
ey + f 3.4
oty th+tP +th +th, 4

Buc = €et AG min”

The peak bandwidtifbyeay that an SDRAM would theoretically deliver if its data bus
was fully utilized, is obtained by multiplying the data clock frequency by the interface
width in bytes (IW). The data clock frequency is 2 f for double data rate memories:

The ratio of the worst-case bandwidth and the peak bandwidth is referred to as the
memory e ciency(e) of a pattern set:

_ Dbwe

e=
bpeak

(36)

The memory e Cciehcy shows how well a certain pattern set performs with respect to
the theoretical maximum bandwidth of a memory device.

3.2.1.2 Calculating back-end service latency

The back-end service latency ( pe), has to be chosen such that by, bounds the bandwidth
after this latency has passed since the start of each busy period. We [rst consider the
scenario in which the largest amount of time passes between the request for an atom (re-
quested service) by the front-end and the associated data handshakes (provided service),
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since penecessarily has to include this time. Figure 3.5 shows the relation between the
variables we introduce, and the events they relate to.

First, we account for the latency related to pipeline stagei the hardware, both in
the back-end and the PHY. We use the symbol to represent these latencies.

1. ;eon the request (forward) path: cycles that a request for an atom spends in pipeline
stages in the back-end, before the back-end begins to issue commands to the PHY.
We assume write data words traversing the back-end experience the same latency.

2. ;HY on the request path: cycles that a command or write data word spends in
pipeline stages in the PHY before it is issued to the SDRAM.

3. FPHY on the response (backward) path: cycles that a read data word spends in pipeline
stages in the PHY before it emerges on its interface with the back-end.

4, k‘)’e on the response path: cycles that a read data word spends in pipeline stages in
the back-end before it emerges on the back-end interface.

We combine the pipeline latencies on the forward and backward path into a single vari-
able, since we do not require them individually in the continuation of the analysis:

f f
f = be+ PHY (37)
b= t?e+ FE)HY (38)

To account for the time between the start of a pattern and the actual transfer of data
on the SDRAM data bus, we use the symbol

1. | isthe number of cycles between the [rst command of a read pattern entering the
SDRAM, and the emergence of the [rst word of read data on the SDRAM data bus.
It is the sum of the relative cycle of the [rst RD command in the read pattern with
respect to the start of that pattern, and the RD-to-data latency (usually rl ) of the
SDRAM.

2.  is the number of cycles between the [rst command of a write pattern entering
the SDRAM, and the transfer of the [rst word of write data by the SDRAM data bus.
It is the sum of the relative cycle of the [rst WR command in the write pattern with
respect to the start of that pattern, and the WR-to-data latency (usually wl ) of the
SDRAM. Relative to this number, write data-handshakes on the back-end interface
happen f cycles earlier, under the assumption that commands and data are equally
deeply pipelined.

Both for  and , we assume that all data associated with a pattern exits / enters the
SDRAM on consecutive cycles?®.

1 If this is not the case, i.e. when there are bubbles in the transfer, compensation is required. The number of
additional idle cycles should then be added to  and .
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(a) Read atom.

(b) Write atom.

Figure 3.5: Latency experienced by a read or write atom arriving at an idle back-end at the start
of a busy period.
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Figure 3.6: Worst-case back-end behavior for continuous reads. In this ([cfional) example, we

used: tf = 6,th = 8,th, =3th =1 ;=3 w=2 T =5 P=3 andeachatom

is worth 4 words. To simplify the drawing, we assume e = 1.

Wedelng Pand { asthe o [sék from the start of the pattern ([Fst command enters
the SDRAM) until data handshakes happen on the back-end interface. For reads, this
happens later than ., since they generate data on the response path, while for writes
it happens earlier than , on the request path:

e+ P (3.9)
wo (3.10)

0

r
0
w

Now we can describe the number of cycles after which service starts for a read or
write atom arriving at the start of a busy period as  and y, respectively:

L T L L (3.11)
w= TRt DSt W (3.12)

Analogously to Equation (3.4), we have to conservatively cover three scenarios when
we determine ( pe be): cONtinuously reading, writing, or switching between reads and

writes. These scenarios are illustrated in Figure 3.6 - 3.8. The [gures consist of two parts.

The bottom half is a gantt chart of the activity in various parts of the controller. When
a request for an atom is o Lerkd to the back-end by the front-end, a block is drawn on
the atom in line The commands that the PHY issues to SDRAM are drawn as blocks on
the SDRAMcommand bus linand the corresponding pattern is drawn above it on the
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Figure 3.7: Worst-case back-end behavior for continuous writes, using the same parameters as
Figure 3.6.

pattern line Read and write commands result in data transfers on the SDRAM data bus
after a certain latency. The blocks on the SDRAMlata bus lingrepresent one word of data
on this bus. Note that two words can be transferred per clock cycle for a DDR memory,
and hence the blocks on the SDRAM data bus line are half as wide as on the command
bus. We assume the rate di Cerence is compensated for by the double width of the back-
end data buses, as mentioned earlier. Finally, the back-end (read / write) linespresent
handshakes on the data buses that the back-end exposes to the front-end. Each block
on these buses corresponds to a 1 word increase of the provided service curea the top
half of the [gdres. Based on e in each scenario, the requested servicarve and busy
line are drawn. Each increase of the requested service corresponds to the arrival of an
atom (an atom is worth 4 words in this example). Atoms arrive as late as possible within
a busy period, which leads to the minimum provided service.

In one of these three scenarios (the worst case, Figure 3.8 for the particular set of
parameters we used to draw the [gures), pe is equal to by Which scenario this is,
depends on the length of the patterns. We want to make no assumptions on the order
of reads and writes, and hence select:

be = Bwc (3.13)
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Figure 3.8: Worst-case back-end behavior for interleaved read / write atoms, using the same pa-
rameters as Figure 3.6.

In this scenario, the worst-case distance between the “atom in” blocks in Figure 3.6 - 3.8,
the Worst-Case Inter-Atom Time/CIAT), is given by:

1
WCIAT = max tP,th, 5 th+tF +th +th,

(3.14)

Itis proportional to the slope of the busy line, and shows at what intervals the requested
service line has to increase to remain within a busy period.

The number of commands that are executed for one speci @atom can be larger than
WCIAT. For example, if the [rst argument of the max-term in Equation (3.14) dominates,
then an atom that triggers a switch from writing to reading takes th, +tf  t cycles.
WCIAT is the average time the back-end spends per atom when serving a worst-case
sequence of atoms. Equation (3.4), which calculates by, uses the same duration. We call

the maximum time between two atom schedulings the Worst-Case Scheduling Interval

(WCS):
wcesl = max th, +th,tb +tf (3.15)

When WCSI > WCIAT, the back-end can alternate between generating one atom worth
of service quicker than and slower than WCIAT, respectively. This behavior is drawn in
Figure 3.9 as the atoms completeline. The graph starts at max( , w), i.e. at the time
where we know the provided service starts to increase when serving only read or write
atoms. If read and write atoms are mixed, we must ensure that the time required for each
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Figure 3.9: Demonstration of latency compensation for WCSI, using the same parameters as Fig-
ure 3.6. The compensated service bound is conservative in cycles 30 and 31, while the
uncompensated service bound is not. Note that the x-axis starts at max( r, w).

possible pair of atoms is conservatively bounded by the (average) WCIAT. To achieve
this, we add WCSI WCIAT to pe This e [edtively shifts the start of the rate phase of
the server forward in time to make the service guarantee conservative. This amount of
time can be seen in Figure 3.9 as the 2-cycle di [erence between the compensated service
bound and the uncompensated service bound. The [gure also shows that a bound based
on atoms that always take WCSI cycles is overly pessimistic if WCSI > WCIAT. Finally,
the expression for ¢ is equal to;

be = WCSI  WCIAT + max( r, w) (3.16)

3.2.2 Front-end performance

Clients observe a certain performance from the memory controller through the port
by which they are connected to it. The arbiter in the front-end regulates which clients’
atom is processed by the back-end. Each client has an abstract allocationwithin the
arbiter, that for most intents and purposes can be seen as a speci [cfraction of the total
shared resource time. We assume that the allocation of client c in the arbiter can be
described with two new LR parameters, S . © . These parameters are normalized,
such that § represents the fraction of the total server bandwidth that a client receives
after it has waited for ¢ scheduling slots. Because the arbiter schedules atoms, each

arb
scheduling slot represents an atom-sized access.
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Figure 3.10: The LR server describing the memory controller’s performance is the concatenation
of the front-end server and the back-end server.

We always assume a predictable arbiter is used within the memory controller, like
TDM, round-robin [106] or CCSP [5]. [132] shows how to derive the LR parameters
for various popular arbiter types, [5] focuses on CCSP, and [10] extensively discusses
TDM arbiters in the context of LR servers. For the purpose of this thesis, we only need
to look at the details for TDM arbiters, which is done later in Section 7.4.1. All these
arbiters guarantee that the allocated fraction of back-end performance is always visible
and usable by a clients, even during worst-case interference from other clients. The
guarantees that our controller gives to a client are (solely) based on this (guaranteed)
fraction of the back-end performance (budget), which is hence not dependent on the
behavior of other clients. This implies that the memory controller o [erk predictable
performance to a client.

We characterized the front-end for client ¢ as another LR server with parameters

fo fo - 1o represents the bandwidth that is allocated to the client.

fe= ab be 1 0< gy 1 (3.17)

Intuitively, we can see that if grb =1, the client has the full back-end at its disposal.

Finally, we de-normalize ¢ such thatitis expressed in clock cycles instead of schedu-
ling slots. We do this by multiplying with the duration of such a slot in the back-end. We
can use WCIAT for this, since the back-end LR server is guaranteed to process at least
one atom per WCIAT once pe has passed. Additional pipeline stages in the front-end,
on the forward and backward path, are represented by :

k

]
o= o WCIAT+ (3.18)

e

3.2.3 Worst-case response times

A client uses the concatenation of its front-end server and the back-end server. When
two LR servers are concatenated, a single server equivalent has a latency equal to the
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sum of latencies of the individual servers, and the minimum of their rates [132]. We use

Cc Cc H .
Gl an torepresent the combined server:
c Cc
crn = fet be (3.19)

c —

ol =M £ pe = (3.20)

C
fe

The WCRT of a request is de [néd as the maximum time di [erence between the arrival
of the request in the controller and the departure of the response. Intuitively, the WCRT
of a request can be read directly from the LR curve for the client, as the di [erknce
between the time at which the request arrives (i.e. where the requested service increases
with one request worth of service), and the time at which the service bound reaches the
same vertical height (see Figure 3.8 for example). LR guarantees are dependent on the
client’s (prior) behavior (the number of outstanding requests, and when they arrived),
and because of that, the WCRT cannot be described as a single simple number, contrary
to what we did earlier with the worst-case bandwidth. Instead, each requests may have
its own WCRT.

The LR server that describes a client’s memory performance can be included as a
component in a larger analysis model to validate the client’s requirements. A general
outline of this process can for example be found in [53, 109], which use the data [awv [129]
model of computation for this purpose. In this context, it is not useful or required to de-
[na a single WCRT that is valid for all requests.

Introducing additional assumptions can take the client’s behavior out of the equation
if this is really desired. Arguably, the most conservative option is to assume that each
request starts a new busy period, for example, but this potentially introduces a large
amount of undesirable pessimism into the performance analysis. In general, the WCRT
of a number of outstanding requests with a total size s for client c is equal to:

S

WCRT(S) = &+ — (3.21)

ctrl

The remaining contributions of this thesis directly impact the back-end LR server,
but have little impact on the front-end server, since only . increases slightly due to the
addition of a few extra pipeline stages, as explained in Section 3.1.2. Hence, we focus
on the gquanti [cation of the back-end performance in Chapter 5, leaving the front-end
(mostly) out the equation.

3.3 compsoc controller instance

The proposed controller has been integrated into the CompSOC [awv [58] in two di Lerknt
forms:

1. Transaction-level SystemC. This implementation is [eXible in terms of the modeled
SDRAM generation. The PHY is not included in this model.
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2. Synthesizable VHSIC Hardware Description Languager{l), targeted at DDR3 de-
vices on the ML605 [152] FPGA development board. A fully functioning PHY is in-
cluded in the controller design, and hence both simulation with a VHDL simulator
such as Modelsim, and actual runs on the FPGA hardware are enabled.

The SystemC model is aimed at prototyping controller features, and veri [cation of
its functional correctness. It can produce cycle-level accurate SDRAM command traces,
which can for example be used to check for timing constraint violations, and / or power
estimation through external tools, like DRAMPower [31] for example. Simulating the
model o [erk superior visibility on the internal state of the controller compared to FPGA-
based experiments, but is unfortunately 3 to 4 orders of magnitude slower.

The VHDL version of the controller for the ML605 board is called Rapto?. This board
contains a Virtex 6 FPGA (XC6VLX240T) from Xilinx, which is connected to a DDR3

SO-DIMM slot. The PHY of Raptor is generated by the Xilinx Memory Interface Gener-

ator (MIG) 3.6 tool [153], and uses an interface that closely resembles the DFI 2.1 stan-
dard [37].

A small LUT in the pattern player converts the commands from the pattern memory
into a 6-bit control [eltl and a 3-bit bank [eltl. The control [eldl contains values for the
standard RAS, CAS, CS and WE signals, and the value for the 10’th address bit in the
physical address, which is the auto-precharge [ag location for DDR3 (as used earlier in
Figure 3.3). The [nal bit is reserved for a strobe signal that is speci [C1o the used PHY
(and not part of the DFI standard), and selects the desired data-bus (read/write) direction.
The 3-bit bank [eltl speci[ed the bank for which the command is meant. The pattern
memory is implemented using Block RAMERAM) resources on the FPGA.

The back-end of the controller runs at half the frequency of the SDRAM command
clock, and sends two commands (and four data words) per clock cycle into the PHY to
compensate for this di Cerence. This degree of parallelism is needed because the FPGA
fabric is relatively slow compared to the SDRAM device, which makes designing a con-
troller that works at the native command rate infeasible [33]. The PHY eventually se-
rializes the commands and data before sending them to the SDRAM. Note that this is
common practice, and both the DFI standard and commercially available controllers [25]
may provide this operating mode as an option.

The SDRAM slot of an ML605 by default contains a 512 MiB DDR3-1066 device [98]
(speed grade 1G1), capable of running at a 533 MHz command clock, although later ver-
sions have started shipping with larger and slightly faster devices. Figure 3.11 shows
how this memory is typically used. The SDRAM is under-clocked to run at 400 MHz to
match it up to the attainable controller frequencies on the FPGA, e Ledtively turning it
into a DDR3-800 with the controller back-end running at 200 MHz. The full data bus
width of the DIMM is 64 bits, but a user of the CompSOC [ow has the option to synthe-

Raptoris a forced acronym for recon [gurable and predictable open-page controller, and also short for Ve-
lociraptor, a genus of dinosaurs, and a type of Predator [4]. Raptors are known for their ability to open doors
and disapproval of goto statements [Jurassic Park, XKCD 292].
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Figure 3.11: Typical clock frequencies and data bus widths for Raptor.

size a controller with a 32-bit interface (connecting only half of the data pins) to save
synthesis time or to emulate memories with a smaller interface, at the cost of making
only half the memory accessible.

3.4 evaluation

The goal of this section is to show that the VHDL implementation of our real-time mem-
ory controller is not prohibitively expensive in terms of hardware usage, and to give
the reader a feeling for its relative size. Section 3.4.1 explains how the experiment was
setup and why this speci [C$etup was chosen, while Section 3.4.2 discusses the results.

3.4.1 Synthesis setup

The demonstrated concepts in Raptor are technology agnostic, but its prototype im-
plementation is bound to FPGA: the PHY is FPGA speci [c.Jand hence cannot straight-
forwardly be synthesized to an Application-Speci c Integrated Circuis$IQ. Further-
more, the back-end generates two commands in parallel due to speed restrictions of
the FPGA fabric. An ASIC implementation would be signi [cantly di Lerknt, primarily in
terms of the high-speed I/O implementation of the PHY. Comparisons with ASIC imple-
mentations would hence have to based on the front-end and / or back-end only, but
that still leaves the 2-to-1 command ratio as a signi [cant di Lerknce. Although there
are works which describe combinations of back-ends and PHYs on ASIC [32, 81], they
provide insu [cieht information to clearly separate the contribution of the two compo-
nents, and lack details on the controller implementation. Hence, a comparison with the
back-end of these works would be hard to interpret, and at most of limited use.

The authors of [88] provide a verilog implementation of their controller front-end
and back-end, and also have an FPGA as synthesis target. However, this controller has
only been tested in simulation and lacks an FPGA PHY, the addition of which we expect
impacts the back-end design in a similar way as that of Raptor (i.e. requiring a lower
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clock frequency and a parallel generation of multiple commands per cycle). Since the
authors furthermore indicate that improvement of and further elaboration on the im-
plementation is part of future work, we will not attempt to compare to it in its current
state. An FPGA implementation of the controller from [89] is available, but it uses a rela-
tively low-frequency SDR SDRAM. The hardware requirements on such a controller are
so di Cerknt from ours that a comparison is not useful.

An appropriate comparison that we can actually make involves the Multi-Port Mem-
ory Controller 1PMQ controller [154] from Xilinx. The MPMC is widely used, because
it is the default SDRAM controller for Virtex 6 FPGAs and relatively easy to instantiate
from the Xilinx tools. Its PHY is similar in structure to that of Raptor, uses the same /0
resources, and targets the same memory generation (DDR3). Both controllers generate
two commands per (back-end) cycle. This allows us to focus the comparison on the main
contributions of Raptor, which are the recon [guirable back-end and front-end. The num-
ber of basic FPGA resources (registers and LUTs) consumed by each design is used as the
metric for comparison. Version 13.3 of the Xilinx tools are used, and unless mentioned
otherwise, we use the default settings provided by the Base System Builder wizard of
the XPS tool to create the MPMC-based controllers. The MPMC version is v6.05.a.

The MPMC by default uses BRAMs to implement its equivalent of the atom queues.
This has advantages in terms of timings, since they are essentially dedicated SRAMs on
the FPGA fabric, but it also over-allocates the queues in terms of capacity, because the
minimal size of a BRAM block is 4 KiB. Alternatively, the MPMC can be con [gired to
use a Shift-Register LookugR) bu Ceflimplementation, which also maps e [ciehtly to
FPGA resources, but is available at smaller granularities. We select this con [guration and
set the atom queues in the Raptor front-end to the same size as the default MPMC SRL
size, which is 512 B per read or write queue per port. Raptor’s queues also map to SRL
resources on the FPGA, which hence leads to comparable results in terms of size. Note
that for Raptor, this queue size is con [gdrable at design time, and does not necessarily
have to be 512 B.

The MPMC and Raptor use di Lerent protocols for communicating with their clients:
MPMC provides several protocol sockets, while Raptor uses DTL. We select Processor
Local BusKLB as the socket for the MPMC front-end, since it is similar to DTL in terms
of wiring signature (AX14 would be a more obvious choice, but is not available). We use
a 32-bit SDRAM bus for both controllers (leaving half of the DIMM unconnected). The
Raptor instances use a recon [giirable TDM arbiter, con [gured to have the same number
of table slots as there are ports on the front-end. The MPMC uses a round-robin arbiter.
We limit the fan-out of Raptor’s con [guration bus (Figure 3.1) to 16 ports, and instantiate
multiple buses if more than 16 recon [gurable components (more than 7 clients) are
present.
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Figure 3.12: Resource usage of Raptor vs. MPMC using 512 byte read / write queues (1024 bytes in
total) per port.

3.4.2 Synthesis results

Figure 3.12 shows the resource usage of the MPMC and Raptor with a varying number of
front-end ports (8 is the maximum number of supported ports on the MPMC). Note that
these numbers are indicative only, since place and route has not been done yet at this
stage, and hence the wiring cost is not visible yet. The performance (clock frequency)
after routing will vary based on the success of the mapping and routing heuristics, which
is highly dependent on the other hardware which is placed on the same FPGA.

The [gire shows that the LUT and register usage of Raptor and the MPMC are of the
same order of magnitude, although Raptor consistently uses more resources: the MPMC
uses 1305 registers and 930 LUTs per additional port on average, versus 1882 registers
and 2304 LUTs per port for Raptor. The di [erknce in size can mainly be attributed to:

~ The modularity of the design: each DTL port incurs a handshaked-pipeline stage
with double bu [ering for the command and data lines. This modularity allows the
blocks in the front-end to be easily reused and individually instantiated as needed,
at the cost of more hardware at their interfaces.

~ The MPMC is tailored for the Virtex 6, often spelling out the exact mapping to ba-
sic FPGA resources, leaving very little to the imagination of the synthesis tool. This
improves the maximum clock frequency and lowers the resource usage, but compli-
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cates portability to a di [erknt FPGA. Raptor is written at a slightly higher level of
abstraction, and has not been extensively optimized for size.?

The MPMC is synthesized as a single unit, while Raptor is separated in two, the [rst
one containing the front-end, and the second containing the back-end and PHY. This
means that the synthesis tool has more knowledge to exploit when it eliminates
constants and unused hardware for the MPMC. Global optimization across blocks
happens after the point where the numbers in Figure 3.12 are extracted, and its
results are hence not incorporated in the data set.

Raptor can generate any SDRAM command at any cyclewhile the MPMC restricts
activates and precharges to even-cycles, and read and write commands to odd-cycles.
This constraint has a slight performance implication in terms of bandwidth and
response time.

The recon [gdration infrastructure and delay block functionality that exists in Rap-
tor is not available in the MPMC.

For a single-port controller, the front-end / back-end ratio is 0.48 for registers and 0.60
for LUTS, i.e. the back-end is bigger, while for an 8-port controller this shifts to 3.7 and
4.5, respectively, with the front-end dominating the resource usage.

Figure 3.13 shows a break-down of the resource usage in the front-end, obtained
by individually synthesizing its components. Buses are dimensioned for eight front-
end ports, and their size is divided by 8 as an approximation of the contribution of
each port. Since splitting the front-end into multiple synthesis units reduces the global
optimization opportunities as mentioned earlier, the total number of registers and LUTs
accounted for by the sum of the components is respectively 1.8% and 23% higher than
the costs per port estimated based on Figure 3.12. This underlines the importance of
these optimization, and should serve as a warning that the break-down is approximate
only.

Figure 3.13a shows that the resource bus uses relatively the most registers. It contains
a set of pipeline registers as wide as its total fan-in (i.e. for each port), implemented
as registers. The atom queues store signi [cantly more bits, but use LUTs to do this,
which is more e [cieht*. Hence, the proportional register usage of the resource bus and
the delay block might at [rst glance look unintuitive. The atomizers use a relatively
large amount registers because they also contain the input-bu Lerk for the front-end. For
similar reasons, they use relatively more LUTs than the other components, as shown
in Figure 3.13b. The delay block spends approximately half of its LUTs on the atom

Compared to earlier publications on the approximate size of the controller [59], we did however reduce the
resource usage of all FIFOs signi [cantly by modifying their implementation such that they map to SRL and
LUTRAM resources instead of individual registers. Hence, a 4-port controller with 512 bytes per queue now
uses 88% fewer registers in Figure 3.12 than a version with 256 bytes per queue in [59].

32 bits can be stored in a single LUT (although only one of those 32 bits can be read / written at a time), versus
1 bit per register.
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Figure 3.13: Front-end LUT and register usage break-down per port. 100% = 1915 registers,
2837 LUTs.

queues, while the resource bus uses practically all of them to implement the required
multiplexing logic.

Raptor and the MPMC have di [erent design goals: the [rst one provides real-time
guarantees and isolation per client, while the second does not. The MPMC is built to
sustain a high average-case throughput and was optimized for size, while this is not
the main focus of the Raptor prototype. It is hence not possible to connect hard conclu-
sions to a size comparison of the two solutions, since they have di [erent properties and
applications areas. We observe that Raptor is consistently larger (2.2 and 1.3 times the
size of the MPMC in LUTs and registers, respectively, according to Figure 3.12). However,
keeping in mind that Raptor is still the prototype stage, the results indicate that the cost
of the extra functionality that Raptor o ers appear to be manageable

3.5 conclusion

This chapter introduced the architecture template of a real-time memory controller. The
main novel feature is its recon [gurability, which is expressed in two ways. Firstly, the
components in the front-end are recon [gurable, allowing the performance that is pro-
vided to each port to be changed at run-time by modifying its front-end settings, i.e.
budgets in the arbiter and delay block settings. Secondly, the back-end contains a pat-
tern memory that holds the SDRAM commands the controller issues to the memory. The
contents of the pattern memory can be changed at run-time to modify the properties
of the scheduling algorithm implemented by the patterns. The application, properties
and limitations of the available recon [guration mechanisms will be discussed further in
Chapter 7, while Chapter 4 elaborates on the possible con [girations of the scheduling
algorithm used to create the memory patterns that are stored in the back-end. Further-
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more, we have shown how the worst-case performance of our SDRAM controller can
be characterized in terms of worst-case bandwidth and WCRT. We apply this analysis
later in Chapter 5 to compare the worst-case performance of di [erknt contemporary
memory devices.

The Raptorinstance of this controller template has been implemented and customized
for use on an FPGA, and is a part of the CompSOC platform. The complete integration all
the way down to the PHY level shows the controller successfully communicates with real
SDRAM devices, and allowed for a resource usage comparison with the MPMC controller
from Xilinx. This proved that our controller template can provide real-time capabilities
at competitive costs, which has signi[cant added value for mixed time-criticality sys-
tems. Additionally, Raptorhas been used on a daily basis both in lab-based courses [108]
and as a research vehicle [53, 124] for several years now, and has shown to be a stable
and versatile component for these purposes.

53



People want to see patterns in the world. It is how we evolved.
We descended from those primates who were best at spotting the
telltale pattern of a predator in the forest, or of food in the Savannah.
So important is this skill that we apply it everywhere, warranted or not.

— Benoit Mandelbrot, The (Mis)Behavior of Marke2§04

MEMORY PATTERNS

The previous chapter outlined the foundation of the mixed time-criticality SDRAM con-
troller by showing the hardware it consists of. In the process, it introduced multiple
storage elements that reside in the memory controller back-end, like the pattern mem-
ory and the registers in the address generator. In this chapter, we focus on the creation
of con gurationsfor the controller back-end that [Ithese storage elements.

A pattern memory, as the name suggests, contains memory patterns (Section 2.2),
which are groups of pre-scheduled SDRAM commands that the controller selects and
executes at run-time. Our goal is to provide a memory controller template that is not
bound to a speci [Cmemory device or SDRAM type, and hence the memory pattern gen-
eration algorithm should be written in such a way that it is easily transferable across
SDRAM types (DDR2/3/4 and LPDDR1/2/3). Section 4.1 describes an abstraction step that
allows us to do this. Section 4.2 applies this abstraction in the form of a parameterized
pattern-generation heuristic, which is later re [néd to improve its e [edtiveness for DDR4
memories. As an alternative, we provide the option to generate patterns that are guar-
anteed to be optimal, although this is more time consuming. The connection between

Figure 4.1: The pattern [aw in this chapter. The related section numbers are written in round
brackets.
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the pattern con [gdration and memory map is also explained in this section. Figure 4.1
shows a [owchart of the pattern generation and post-processing steps.

A predictable pattern set can be converted into composable pattern set, as we show
in Section 4.3, hence providing an alternative to the delay blockgSection 3.1.2) as a
method of creating a composable memory resource. We show that the impact on the
memory e [ciehcy can be expressed as a function of the original pattern lengths.

At the end of this chapter, in Section 4.4, we [rst introduce the set of memory devices
that are used to evaluate the e [edtiveness of the pattern-generation heuristics. We com-
pare the heuristics with the optimal solution to evaluate the quality of their solutions
to the pattern-generation problem. The produced schedules are also the basis for the
worst-case performance evaluation in Chapter 5. The same range of memory devices is
used to quantify the typical conversion e [ciehcy from predictable to composable pat-
terns. Finally, we use the FPGA instance of our memory controller to demonstrate how
using composable patterns isolates the timing behavior of two co-running applications.

Parts of this chapter are based on our publications at DATE 2012 [56], CODES+ISSS
2013 [59], and our article in Transactions on Computers [60].

4.1 generalized command scheduling rules

SDRAM command scheduling is an old problem, and solutions to this problem are (al-
most) equally old: an SDRAM cannot be used without a controller that schedules com-
mands to it. Even though the number of popular SDRAM standards introduced in the
past ten years is large [73—78], their structural di Cerknces from the scheduler’s perspec-
tive are fortunately quite small, although this is not immediately apparent when the
standards are compared. The numerical values of the timings that govern the memory
behavior vary, timings are renamed, and certain constraints are expressed di [erently
across generations, obfuscating the similarities. These factors complicate the reuse of
command scheduling algorithms, and make it hard to compare them structurally, since
the details of a particular SDRAM standard are often intermixed with the actual algo-
rithm. Even though individual timings may be required for the (circuit-level) SDRAM
design or detailed modeling of power usage for example, they are of little use for com-
mand schedulers (and arguably for memory controllers as a whole), and can hence be

hidden from them. Instead, all they need to know is the minimum delay between pairs

of commands

For this purpose, we introduce a function d, which serves as the interface for these
algorithms to obtain the minimum relative delay between two commands, cmd, and
cmd,. Based on 5 properties of these commands and the SDRAM type, it is conceptually
a lookup table that determines the delay. The [rst two properties describe the types of
the commands, type,, type, 2 fACT, RD, WR, PRE, REFg while the remaining boolean
properties specify the relative physical location of the bank at which the commands
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Figure 4.2: Constraint abstraction.

are targeted, i.e. if they go to the same or a di [erknt rank, bank group (DDR4) or bank,
respectively:

dsdramTypéCMch,cmd) = LU TsgramTypétyPén, typey,
sameRanfcmd,, cmd,),

sameBankGroupmd,,cmd,),
sameBanicmd,, cmd,)) 4.2)

Based on the JEDEC speci [cations [73—78], we collected the delays that this function
should produce for 6 SDRAM generations in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, e [edtively con-
densing hundreds of pages of documentation into the bare minimum required to create
memory command scheduling algorithms. Since expressing a 5-dimensional lookup ta-
ble compactly on a 2-dimensional page is quite challenging, a few notational shortcuts
are applied:

" If a combination of inputs is not mentioned in the tables, then it is either uncon-
strained, or not allowed by the state-machine of an SDRAM bank. For example, a
read followed by an activate to the same bank is not mentioned, since they should
at least be separated by a precharge command.

The timings that are post- [xdd with _x depend on the sameBankGrougrgument.
For DDR4, an implementation of d() selects the _| or _sversions of the timing if
sameBankGroujs true or false, respectively, as required by the speci [cation [77].
For other SDRAM types, the non-post [xdd version of the timing is used.

The Four Activate WindowAAW) timing is not mentioned in the table, because it is
a window-based constraint, and not a simple delay. It has to be taken into account
separately on a per-rank basis for all SDRAM types except LPDDR, which has no
FAW constraint.

For brevity, and because multi-rank operation is not standardized, the tables only
show constraints for the cases where the command pair is sent to the same rank. Com-
mands across ranks are generally not constrained, unless they use the (shared) data bus,
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Table 4.1: Common constraints across SDRAM types (de [nikion of d()).

type, typg, sameBank Constraint

ACT ACT  true rc

ACT ACT  false rrd_x
ACT PRE true ras
ACT RD/WR true rcd - al
PRE ACT  true p

PRE REF true or false rp
REF ACT  true or false rfc

Table 4.2: SDRAM-type speci [ctonstraints (de [nikion of d()). b represents the burst transfer time,
equal to BL/2. For DDR2, if BL=4, rtw =2,and if BL=8, rtw = 6. For DDR4, padepends
on the selected read/write preamble. If a read or write preamble of 1 cycle is used,
pa= 2. With a preamble of 2 cycles, pa= 3. For LPDDR2/3, D = 1, 2, or 4 for LPDDR2-S2,
LPDDR2-S4, or LPDDR3 devices, respectively.

Memory typey type, = PRE type, = RD type, = WR

type sameBank = true sameBank = true or false sameBank = true or false
LPDDR RD b b b+cl

LPDDR  WR b+dgss+wr b +dgss+ wtr b

DDR2 RD b+al-2+max(rtp,2) b b+ rtw

DDR?2 WR b+wl +wr b +cl-1+wtr b

DDR3 RD  al +max(rtp , 4) b b+cl -cwl +2

DDR3 WR b+cwl +al +wr b +cwl +wtr b

DDR4 RD al +rtp ccd_x b +cl -cwl +pa

DDR4 WR b+cwl +al +wr b +cwl +wtr_x ccd x

LPDDR2/3 RD b+ max(0, rtp -d) b b+rl -wl +dgsckmax+ 1
LPDDR2/3 WR  b+wl +wr +1 b+wl +wtr +1 b
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i.e. RD and WR commands. An additional delay, typically one or two cycles, has to be
taken into account in those cases to make sure only one rank at a time drives the bus.

By writing scheduling algorithms in terms of calls to the d() function instead of re-
ferring directly to timing constraints, they can be written in a compact, SDRAM-type-
agnostic manner, as later demonstrated in Algorithm 2. To create a SDRAM-type speci [
instance of a schedule, one only has to substitute the relevant device speci [Ctimings in
the constraints in the tables, and resolve the d()-calls the scheduler makes. Figure 4.2
illustrates this process.

4.2 predictable patterns

Commands for all devices in the previously mentioned SDRAM generations can be sched-
uled by respecting the constraints in Section 4.1. By means of the examples in Figure 4.3,
we discuss some of the options the back-end has when it comes to deciding whichcom-
mands to generate and schedule. The semantics of the [gire are explained [rst, and
then we look at its content.

Each block in this [gtre represents a command, and each line of blocks represents a
possible schedule for a DDR3-1600 device. A block may contain a letter representing the
command type, and a number, representing the bank to which the command is directed.
Empty blocks represent NOP commands. Shaded blocks represent activity on the data
bus, caused by a read (R) or write (W) command. Each of those commands generates a
burst transfer, lasting multiple cycles. The size of the burst is determined by the burst
length setting (BL), which is typically 8 for DDR3, resulting in 4 clock cycles of data-
bus activity. In reality, there is a certain delay between the read or write command and
the corresponding data burst, but in Figure 4.3 the shading starts immediately at the
command for simplicity.

Activate commands are annotated with the letter A, while cycles where an auto-
precharge is executed have the letters aP written in them. We assume precharge com-
mands are always implemented using auto-precharge [ags that are attached to the [nal
read or write command to a bank, which has as advantages that they do not need to be
scheduled explicitly, and do not take up space on the command bus (we draw them as
regular commands when they happen in parallel with NOPs). Figure 4.3g illustrates this,
with the auto-precharge to bank 0, which happens in parallel with the write to bank 3.
If an explicit precharge was used, then either the write or the precharge would have to
happen one cycle later, increasing the schedule length and reducing performance.

Double-headed arrows are annotated with the timing constraints that determined the
shape of the schedules. Each schedule is extended with NOPs until it is repeatable after
itself. This is the behavior that a memory controller would exhibit in the worst case if it
used the shown schedule to service requests, since in the worst case di [erknt rows in the
same banks that were used earlier are accessed by each request. Auto-precharges that
are scheduled relatively late can be pipelined with commands designated for following
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requests, i.e. they might be executed during the next repeat of the same schedule. In the
[gire, this is indicated by the overline on their aPannotation.

The fact that the [gire has to be tilted awkwardly to [bn the page while most
of the blocks are empty illustrates an important point: schedules are relatively long
compared to the amount of useful commands that are executed in them. In a naive
implementation, a memory controller could chop all incoming requests into atoms the
size of one burstand issue one ACT, one RD/WR and one PRE command to service each
of them. Figure 4.3a shows what such a command schedule would look like. Due to
overhead of activating and precharging, the schedule is signi [cantly longer (46 cycles)
than the actual data transfer time (4 cycles assuming a burst length of 8), a di Lerknce of
more than an order of magnitude. The worst-case bandwidth is thus a lot smaller than
the peak bandwidth obtained by only considering the data rate, and this e [ciehcy gap
grows as the memory clock frequency increases, as later shown in Chapter 5.

4.2.1 Pattern generation with variable bank interleaving

The distribution of the bursts in the pattern across banks and the associated worst-case
performance is determined by how the memory controller groups bursts (Section 2.3).

This section introduces a command-scheduling algorithm that changes its behavior

based on a selected burst-grouping con [guration. Instead of interleaving each atom

over all banks in the memory [2, 112, 117, 125], or assuming that each atom maps only

to a single burst [82, 88], we treat the number of banks involved in executing an atom as a
free parameteWith this extra degree of freedom, we use the parameters de [ndd earlier

in Section 2.3 to denote:

1. Blas the number of banks that are accessed by an atom, and
2. BCas the number of bursts per bank.

The number of bursts per atom is then equal to BI BC. These parameters can be used
to generate a range of possible pattern con gurationgharacterized by a (Bl, BC) combi-
nation. Bl can be equal to or smaller than the number of banks in the memory. If Bl is
smaller than the number of available banks, then there are multiple ranges of BI banks
that could be accessed by a pattern, o [sek by Bl banks from each other. For example,
if BI=2, then the accessed banks could be f 0,1 gor f2,3g but not f 1,2 gor f0,5g We
require the ranges to be mutually exclusive, such that the worst-case sequence of banks
is generated by successive atoms accessing a di Lerknt row in the same range of Bl banks.
Figure 4.4 illustrates this for a DDR3-1066. If we were to abandon that requirement, then
an atom could potentially start its pattern with the same bank the previous atom ended
its access with, e [edtively eliminating most of the (guaranteed) bank parallelism, and
requiring larger patterns to satisfy all constraints, reducing performance. Therefore, the
addresses of atoms that enter the back-end are required to be aligned at atom-sized bound-
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Figure 4.4: A (Bl 2, BC 2) read pattern for a DDR3-1066.

ariesThis is enforced by the atomizer in the controller’s front end. Bl and BC e [edtively
de [nd the low-level memory map for bursts (see Section 4.2.5).

Figure 4.3 illustrates how the schedules change for di [erkent (BI, BC) combinations for
the DDR3-1600 example (Note that each line is annotated with a (BI, BC) pair. Figure 4.3b
demonstrates the bene [Xaf bank interleaving. Two bursts are interleaved, i.e. BI=2. The
ACT-to-RD/WR delay (rcd ) of bank 1 is (partially) hidden by the data access to bank 0.

Increasing BC enables hiding the ACT-to-ACT constraint between banks (rrd_x ). This
is relevant for all memory devices for which the maximum activate command rate is
lower than the read/write command rate (rrd_x > b), a relatively common property
(Appendix B). The DDR3-1600 memory from Figure 4.3b has rrd = 6, and, this constraint
causes the two-cycle pause in the data transfer between the burst to bank 0 and bank 1.
Figure 4.3c and Figure 4.3d show how this issue is resolved when BC is increased.

For memories that have more than 4 banks, con [gdrations with Bl 4 are of particu-
lar interest, since they deal better with the Four Activate WindowFaw) constraint than
those that interleave over more than 4 banks. With at most 4 activate commands within
a pattern, the FAW can only play a role if multiple consecutive patterns are considered.
This allows NOPs inserted at pattern edges to satisfy the FAW constraint to overlap with
NOPs that resolve other constraints, like rc (ACT-to-ACT) and rp (PRE-to-ACT) for ex-
ample, and hence these con [gidrations are more e [cieht. Figure 4.3g and 4.3h illustrate
this: the schedules contain the same number of bursts, but Figure 4.3g avoids the FAW
penalty, increasing the e [ciehcy from 38.5% to 61.6%. E [ciehcy generally increases
with the number of bursts per atom, because the constant activate/precharge overhead
is amortized over more and more data. In practice, the atom size is limited by the size
of the requests the memory clients generate, since there is no point in fetching data at
high e Cciehcy when it has to be discarded later because the client is not interested in
it. Chapter 5 quanti [ed the e [edts of Bl and BC on the worst-case performance for a
set of di Lerent memories in more detail. Here, we now focus on how to automatically
generate patterns, such as those shown in Figure 4.3, based on a particular Bl and BC.
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Figure 4.5: Example execution of the earliest function.

Figure 4.6: Example execution of the minPatternDistance function. (The commands in the ex-
ample are merely there to show the functionality, but do not resemble real patterns.)

Pa ern-generation heuristic

The functions in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 build up the pattern in the set P, of
which each element is a 3-tuple representing the type, bank, and clock cycle (cc) of a
command. Record / struct-like semantics are used to access the elements in the tuple,
i.e. x.ccaccesses the clock cycle element of the tuple. The max() function executed on
a set returns the largest element within that set. Indentation delimits code blocks. We
use the bank-scheduling heurist{BS) described in [9] as a starting point for the order
and placement of the commands, because it has been shown to perform well for DDR2/3
memories. In this heuristic, read and write patterns are created independently. Within
these patterns, read or write commands are scheduled as soon as possible, accessing
banks in ascending order. Activate commands are scheduled as late as possible, but just
in time not to delay the read or write commands. Typically, this is rcd cycles before
the [rst read or write to the associated bank, or earlier if this cycle is already taken by
another command. Patterns start with bank activation, and the [nal access to a bank has
an auto-precharge [ag. This heuristic is extended to include the new BI parameter, and
we refer to bank scheduling with variable bank interleaving as BS BI. Algorithm 2 shows
the most relevant read and write pattern generation functions, a complete executable
version can be found in [55]. For BS BI, the input argument useBsPbgshould be set to
false (The same algorithm is reused later in Section 4.2.2 with this parameter set to true

Algorithm 2 uses two small helper functions, shown in Algorithm 1. The earliest

function returns the earliest cycle at which a command cmdy may be scheduled, given
the location of the commands in the (partial) pattern P. It uses the d() function (Equa-
tion (4.1)), which symbolizes the lookup in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2. If the P parameter
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is an empty set, then 0 is returned (line 6). Figure 4.5 shows the function output with
an example. The minPatternDistance function [nds the smallest number of cycles
(NOPs) that must be inserted between two patterns to satisfy all constraints spanning
across them. An example for this function is shown in Figure 4.6.

Algorithm 1 Helper functions

1: function earliest (cmdy, P)

2: /1 d() is a lookup in Table 4.1-4.2. It returns -inf if the command combination is
3 // not mentioned.

4 pos:=0

5: forallcmd 2 Pdo

6: pos := max(pos, cmd.cc + d(cmd, cmdy))

7: return pos

8. function minPatternDistance (pattLen, nextP, P)

9: // Determine the minimum distance between P and nextP,

10: /I given the length of Pis pattLen.

11: minDistance :=0

12: for all cmd 2 nextP do

13: minDistance :=max(minDistance, earliest (cmd, P) - cmd.cc - pattLen)

14: return minDistance

Now we move on to Algorithm 2. The nested loops (lines 4-8) generate 1 activate and
BC read or write commands per bank. The addActAndRw function schedules an acti-
vate command using addAct before the [rst burst to a bank (lines 17-18). Additionally,
it schedules the read/write commands as soon as possible (lines 16, 19).

addAct [rst [nds a range of possible locations for an ACT command. A lower bound
(Ib) for the location is based on the ACT-to-ACT and FAW constraints (lines 22-23). The
de [nikion of remainingFawCyclesAt can be found in Algorithm 5 in Appendix C. An
upper bound (ub) is set by the minimum distance between the planned location of the
RD/WR command (rwCc) and the ACT command (line 25). Set S contains the cycles
within this range that are not occupied by other commands (line 26). If this set is not
empty, then the largest option is chosen, scheduling the ACT as late as possible (lines 27-
28). Otherwise, the RD/WR command is postponed by a cycle, and by extension the upper
bound for the ACT shifts forward, until a suitable location is found (lines 24, 30). This
guarantees the algorithm always [nds a schedule.

What remains is to determine the location of the precharge commands (lines 9-12),
which are stored in a separate copy of the pattern (P’) since they are implemented us-
ing auto-precharge [agds and hence are not explicitly scheduled. Their location is still
relevant, because the precharges can constrain commands that follow them, within the
next incarnation of the pattern. Additionally, they are required to generate the auxiliary
patterns.
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Algorithm 2 Bank scheduling heuristic for BS Bl and BS PBGI

1. function patternGen (BI, BC, rdOrWr, useBsPbgi)
BGi := if Bl > 1 and useBsPbgi == true then 2 else 1
P := f g// The pattern
for all bankPair 2 0..BI/ BGi 1 do
forall burst 2 f0..BC 1gdo
forall olsek 2 f0..BGi 1gdo
bnk :=bankPair BGi + o [Sek
P:=addActAndRw (bnk, rdOrWr, burst, P)
P :=P// A copy with explicit precharges.
10: for all bnk 2 f0..BI 1gdo
11 preCc :=earliest ((PRE, bnk, 0), P)
12: P =P [ {(type: PRE, bank: bnk, cc: preCc) }
13: return makeRepeatabldP, P)

14: function addActAndRw (bnk, rdOrWr, burst, P)
15: rw :=(type: rdOrWr, bank: bnk, cc: 0)

16: rwCc :=earliest (rw, P)

17: if burst == 0 then

18: P, rwCc :=addAct (rw, rwCc, P)

19: return P[ {(type: rdOrWr, bank: bnk, cc: rwCc) }

© © N o g R N

20: function addAct (rw, rwCc, P)

21: act := (type: ACT, bank: rw.bank, cc: 0)
22: Ib :=earliest (act, P)

23: Ib := Ib + remainingFawCyclesAt (lb, P)
24: while true do

25: ub:=rwCc d(act, rw)

26: S:=fi 2flb..ub 1gjcmd.cc, i 8cmd 2 Pg
2r: if S, ? then

28: P:=P[ {(type: ACT, bank: rw.bank, cc: max(9) }
29: return P, rwCc

30: rwCc :=rwCc + 1

31: function makeRepeatabl€P, P')

32: len := max(fcmd.cc8 cmd 2 Pg) + 1

33; len := len + minPatternDistance (len, P, P)

34 while not fawSatisfiedAcross (len, P) do

35: len:=len+1

36: return P, len
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Figure 4.7: (Partial) DDR4-1866 read pattern. Odd and even banks are in a di [erknt bank group.
Schedule a does not use (bs pbg), while b does. ¢ shows how the distance to the next
activate in a following pattern reduces as more bank groups are interleaved, resulting
in longer (less e Lcieht) patterns.

Given the commands in P, makeRepeatable [nds the minimum length the pattern
should have to be repeatable after itself without violating regular constraints (line 33)
and the FAW constraint (lines 34-35) spanning across pattern incarnations. The de [ni+
tion of fawSatisfiedAcross can be found in Algorithm 5 in Appendix C. Each time
the length is increased, one NOP is implicitly added to the end of the pattern. Finally,
the scheduled commands and the length of the pattern are returned and the algorithm
ends.

4.2.2 bs pbgiheuristic for DDR4 pattern generation

The heuristic that was presented in the previous section works well for most contem-
porary SDRAM types, as will be shown in Section 4.4. However, due to the introduction
of bank groups in DDR4, there is room for improvement in the heuristic for this SDRAM
type, such that it works around the penalties related to accessing the same bank group
twice in a row (see Section 2.1.3.1 and [77]). To generate more e [cieht DDR4 patterns
and avoid hitting the ccd_| constraints between bursts, read or write commands should

be interleaved across bank groups. To this end, we propose a pairwise bank-group inter-

leavingheuristic, as demonstrated in Figure 4.7. Two banks from di [erkent bank groups
are paired together. In contrast to regular bank scheduling, which [nikhes all BC bursts
to a bank before switching to the next bank, the read or write commands of such a pair
are interleaved per burst. The remaining rules of the heuristic are the same as described
in Section 4.2.1. We refer to Bank Scheduling with Pairwise Bank-Group Interleaving as
BS PBGI. Setting useBsPbgio true in Algorithm 2 generates the proposed interleaving.
The algorithm assumes that consecutive bank ids map to di [erent bank groups (and
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Algorithm 3 Creating auxiliary patterns

1. function rtwPattern (rdP, wrP, rdPLen)
2: return minPatternDistance (rdPLen, rdP, wrP)

3. function wtrPattern  (rdP, wrP, wrPLen)
4 return minPatternDistance (wrPLen, wrP, rdP)

5. function refPattern (rdP, wrP, rdPLen, wrPLen)
6: // Create the refresh pattern.

7 refP:= (type: REF, bank: 0, cc: 0)

8: pre 1:= max(minPatternDistance (rdPLen, rdP, refP),

9: minPatternDistance (wrPLen, wrP, refP))
10: refP := (type: REF, bank: 0, cc: pre [X)I

11: post IxX1:= max(minPatternDistance (pre X1 1, refP, rdP),

12: minPatternDistance (pre X1+ 1, refP, wrP))
13: refPLen :=pre X 1 + post [x]
14: return refP, refPLen

wrap around once the bank groups run out). This can be implemented by wiring the
least signi [cant bits of the bank address (described in Section 4.2.5) to the bank-group
bits on the DDR4 interface.

In cases where BI  2,BC 2, this heuristic behaves di [erently from BS BI. Pair-
wise interleaving reduces the time between successive read or write commands from
ccd_| to ccd_s which typically saves one or two cycles per burst pair for the currently
released DDR4 devices. In total, this could save (ccd_| ccd_s) BI (BC 1) cycles
per pattern, assuming there are no other constraints that force a separation larger than
ccd_shetween (some of) the bursts.

The advantage of interleaving only two instead of, for example, four bank groups
is that the last access to the [rst bank pair happens relatively early in the pattern, as
shown in Figure 4.7. As a result, these banks can be precharged (partially) while accesses
to other banks pairs are executed, eventually allowing them to be activated earlier. In-
terleaving more than two banks reduces the overlap, and could hence lead to patterns
that require more NOPs at the end of the pattern to satisfy the constraints required to
repeat the pattern, without any bene [is]

4.2.3 Auxiliary patterns

To [nikh a pattern set, it needs auxiliary patterns, i.e. read-to-write and write-to-read
switching patterns, and a refresh pattern. These patterns are created based on the read
and write patterns (rdP, wrP), and their respective lengths (rdPLen, wrPlen), as shown
in Algorithm 3. The [rst two functions in this algorithm determine the length of the
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switching patterns, which are inserted between access patterns of the opposite type to
resolve constraints between them. Since switching patterns consists solely of NOPs, it
is su [cieht to return only the length of these patterns.

The refresh pattern, generated by the third function, consists of a single refresh com-
mand, optionally surrounded by NOPs. First we determine the number of NOPs that has
to precede it, and store that in the prefix variable. The REF command is scheduled after
this pre xXJFinally, the minimum number of NOPs that has to separate the refresh com-
mand from the start of the next read or write pattern, whichever is larger, is appended
at the end of the refresh pattern.

4.2.4 ILP based pattern generation

Section 4.2.1 and Section 4.2.2 describe two heuristics, BS Bl and BS PBGI, which gener-

ate close-page read and write patterns. The length of these patterns can be used as a
measure for their quality, since it determines the worst-case memory performance, as
later shown in Section 5. The commands in a pattern are chosen and [xdd once a (B,

BC) combination is selected, so we can de ne a pattern as optimal in terms of length if
there is no other permutation of this set of commands satisfying pattern scheduling rules
and timing constraints resulting in a shorter pattérhe limitation of this de [nikion is
that it considers the read and write patterns separately. When combined, it is possi-

ble (although not likely), that they might not make an optimal pattern set (in terms of
worst-case bandwidth for example), since the auxiliary patterns are not taken into ac-
count during their creation. We can, however, always use them as a lower bound on the
length of the individual read and write patterns, and contrast that with the output of
our heuristics.

This section explains how (length) optimal patterns can be generated, by using a
parameterized ILP formulation of the command scheduling problem. Based on a (BI, BC)
combination and an implementation of Equation (4.1), we create an ILP problem that,
when solved, [nds the optimal pattern size and the location of the commands within
the pattern. Any memory controller that uses a close-page policy and relies on memory
patterns in analysis or implementation, like [2, 43, 112, 117, 125] can use this formulation
to improve the schedules it uses, or to extend its scope to di [erent memory devices or
generations.

We later use the ILP formulation as a means to evaluate the BS Bl and BS PBGI heuris-
tics. The translation to a formal problem de [nikion is available in Appendix A, but here
we only describe the formulation in natural language: Figure 4.8 illustrates a subset of
the properties of the formulation.

1. Create a set of variables representing the locations of the commands in the pattern
that should be generated as a function of the selected (BI, BC) combination: there
are BI di [erent ACT commands, one for each bank, and BI times BC di [erent RD/WR
commands, and BI PRE commands (as auto-precharge [ags).
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Figure 4.8: Example of the ILP precedence constraints. An edge between a set of commands means

that the source command has to be scheduled before the destination command. Num-
bers in round brackets refer to the associated rule in the ILP description.

2. Add variables representing the location of an extra activate commanfdr each bank
in this set. These activate commands represent the start of a second instance of the
pattern, which should be schedulable immediately after the [rst instance, because
read/write patterns should be repeatable after themselves (Section 2.2).

3. Given this set of memory commands, assign a singlelocation in the schedule to each
command such that:

a)
b)

c)

d)

€)

f)

An ACT to bank 0 is scheduled in cycle 0.

No two commands are scheduled in the same cycle. Precharges are exempted
from this rule, since they are executed using auto-precharge [ads and do not
require a slot in the schedule.

The relative delays between any pair of commands is at least as large as pre-
scribed by Equation (4.1), and there are at most four ACTs in each FAW window.

The commands for each bank are executed in the proper order, i.e. start with an
activate, followed by BC read or write commands, followed by a precharge. This
formulation allows di [Cerent banks to be used in parallel, i.e. one can be activat-
ing while another is used for reading or writing. The extra activate commands
added in Step 2 should happen after the precharge to the associated bank.

Commands for the second instance of the pattern must be scheduled after the
extra activate to bank 0, and commands for the [rst instance must be sched-
uled before the extra activate to bank 0. This activate command itself and all
precharge commands are exempt from this rule. Precharges may be (automati-
cally) pipelined across patterns, because auto-precharge [ags are used and they
are hence scheduled automatically.

The [rst and second instance of the pattern are the same. A set of constraints
enforces that the distance between the extra activate command to a bank and
the extra activate to bank 0 is equal to the distance between the [rst activate



4.2 predictable patterns

command to that bank and cycle 0. As a result, the activates appear in the same
relative position in the second pattern instance. The positions of the read or write
commands in the second instance follow from the positions of the activates, and
do not need to be scheduled explicitly.

4. To limit the search space and eliminate equivalent symmetric solutions, we add the
following constraints (see Figure 4.8):

a) The order of the read or write commands to the same bank is [xdd, because we
cannot (and do not want to) distinguish between di Lerkent bursts to the same
bank within a pattern.

b) Banks are activated and precharged in ascending order. For DDR4, we again use
the assumption that consecutive bank ids map to di[erent bank groups (and
wrap around once the bank groups run out).

¢) An upper bound on the optimal length of the pattern in cycles can be found
based on the BS BI or BS PBGI (DDR4) heuristics. Both provide a valid bound, so
we use whichever is the smallest to limit the solution space as much as possible,
and hence reduce the computation time of the solver.

d) A lower bound for the pattern length is the size of a schedule where the com-
mands for bank 0 are scheduled as soon as possible. A lower bound for the loca-
tion of the extra activate commands of other banks is derived from this bound,
since they must at least be scheduled one ACT-to-ACT constraint away from
bank 0’s activate.

5. The optimization goal is to minimize the pattern length. Therefore, we minimize
the location of the second activate to bank 0, which signi [ed the start of the next
incarnation of the pattern.

The ILP formulation might create shorter patterns than BS Bl and BS PBGI, because it
does not restrict the relative ordering of bursts across banks nor the placement of bursts
within the pattern, and it has no preferred location for activate commands (i.e. it could
postpone them compared to the heuristics). Section 4.4 evaluates how close to optimal
the heuristic results are.

4.2.5 Memory map implications

The order of the data bursts within a memory pattern is [xdd, meaning they are mapped
to consecutive logical memory addresses by de [nikion. The pattern con [guration (BI,
BC) thus has a direct in [uénce on the decoding of the (least signi [cant) portion of the
logical address into a physical address, as it partially determines which bits should be
selected for the bank, row and column address. A (BI, BQ combination is hence as much a
memory map con guration as it is a pattern or scheduler con gurafibis. is illustrated
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Figure 4.9: Memory map from logical to physical address. BGI refers to the degree of bank group
interleaving, which we limited to 2 in Section 4.2.2. Bits from the logical address map
to the similarly marked locations in the physical address. For example, logy (Bl/ BGI)
bits from the corresponding position in the logical address are used in the similarly
marked position in the bank address.

in Figure 4.9, which shows how the lower log,(BI BC BL IW/ 8) bits of the logical
address (top row) are mapped to the column and bank address Least signi cant BitsL(SB,
respectively. The connection to the memory map practically limits the possible values
for Bl and BC to powers of two.

The address generator that was shown in the previous chapter (Figure 3.3) can extract
4 chunks of consecutive bits from an incoming logical address. Two of these chunks form
the column address, concatenating the remaining column bitand BCchunks, while forc-
ing the lower BL bits to zero, since sub-burst addressing is not supported. The address
generator can extract a portion of its bank-address bits from the command-bank pairs
that are stored in the pattern memory, as discussed in Section 3.1.3. They are combined
with the remaining bank bitghunk to complete the bank address. This feature allows
us to transparently use the more complex bank interleaving orders that the ILP formu-
lation might produce. The [nal chunk of bits simply represents the row-address. Note
that if a parameter like for example Bank Group Interleavin@G) has the value 1, then
its corresponding chunk disappears from the address (log,(1) = 0).

The remaining (white) portion of the logical address can be mapped freely to di Cerk
ent physical address elements, such that for example 1) separate memory regions are
generated for di [erent clients (spatial partitioning), and 2) locality is promoted as much
as possible in case a conservative open-page policy (Chapter 6) or cache [157] is used.
This could imply di Cerent things for di [erent types of clients. If incremental request
address sequences are to be expected then it makes sense to map consecutive addresses
to the same bank and row as much as possible to maximize locality. Similarly for caches,
it can be bene [Cihl to map addresses that map to the same cache line to the same row
and bank as much as possible.

Figure 4.10 shows three data layout examples in an extremely small 4-bank memory,
resulting from di Cerent (BI, BC) and ‘useBsPbgi’ settings (written as BGI in the [gure).
We map the bits that are not bound to the pattern con [guration (the white part in
Figure 4.9) such that for consecutive logical addresses the bank changes [rst, followed
by the column, and [nally the row.
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Figure 4.10: Three memory map examples, showing where the bursts of requests to consecutive
logical addresses (separated by the access granularity) are written. The third con [gd
uration, using (2,1) behaves the same regardless of the BGI setting.

4.3 composable pattern conversion

The previous section discussed di [erent means to create predictable memory patterns.
These can be used within the memory controller template to o [eflworst-case bandwidth
and response time guarantees to the memory clients. However, there is still interference
between memory clients, since variation exists in the amount of time it takes to process
atoms based on their types. For example, read and write patterns can be of di [erknt
lengths, and switching patterns are inserted between access patterns of di [erent types,
both causing di Lerences in the execution time of the sequence of commands belonging
to an atom.

Delay blocks can be added to create the cycle-level isolation required for compos-
able behavior, although they have some disadvantages, besides the obvious additional
hardware cost (Section 3.4). Delay blocks turn the actual-case performance into the an-
alytically determined worst-case performance, which additionally may be pessimistic
if computed bounds are not tight. Additionally, a delay block cannot just isolate and
eliminate variation caused by other clients, but instead removes all variation. It needs
to assume that each busy period starts one cycle after an arbitration decision has been
made, such that the client misses its [rst chance on a scheduling slot. As a result, the
bene [ yenerated by better-than-worst-case request arrival times of the client’s own
requests with respect to the arbitration cycle of the resource is absorbed by the delay
block, harming the client. This section introduces a new mechanism to extend the pre-
dictable pattern-based memory controller to create a composable SDRAM resource in
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which requests from separate memory clients are temporally isolated, while avoiding
the previously mentioned disadvantages.

The key idea is to share th&sSDRAMhrough non-work-conservingpMarbitration, and
to make the start of a client's time slots independent from other direthiis context, ‘non-
work-conserving’ means that slots that are not claimed by their owner cannot be used
by other clients. To ensure that a slot always starts at the same time, all slot lengths have
to be equal regardless of the atom type or the presence or absence of an eligible atoms.
Also, the state of the memory must return to neutral after each atom, such that following
atoms are not constrained by previous atoms from other clients. This implies that a
close-page policy must be used. The in [uénce of the atom type must also be eliminated,
meaning that the timing constraints that allow bothread and write patterns must be
satis[ed at the end of the slot. To meet these requirements, the predictable memory
patterns are converted to composable patterrggction 4.3.1 discusses that process, after
which performance bounds for these patterns are derived in Section 4.3.2.

4.3.1 Composable memory pattern generation

Composable memory patterns are constructed at design time in a similar manner as
predictable patterns. The goal is to create composable read and write patterns that can
be scheduled arbitrarily without violating timing constraints, and are equal in length.
Their length determines the length of one TDM slot.

The composable patterns are generated in three steps. The [rst step generates a pre-
dictable pattern. The last two steps make the pattern set composable. Figure 4.11 shows
the relation between a predictable pattern set and its composable counterpart. We pro-
ceed by discussing each of these steps in more detail:

1. Read and write patterns are generated based on one of the methods in Section 4.2.1.
NOPs have already been added at the end of these patterns, such that they can be
repeated after themselves without violating SDRAM timing constraints. This deter-
mines the minimum length of the predictable access patterns. Based on this, the
lengths of the switching patterns are determined.

2. Composable pattern sets cannot contain switching patterns, since they introduce
timing dependencies on the previous atom type. Instead of having separate switch-
ing patterns, the required NOPs are distributed amongst the read and write patterns.
NOPs resolving read-to-write (RTW) constraints can be added either at the end of
the read pattern or the beginning of the write pattern, while NOPs resolving write-
to-read (WTR) constraints can be added either at the end of the write pattern or the
beginning of the read pattern. A naive approach, which simply concatenates the full
switching patterns to the corresponding read or write pattern, incurs unnecessary

overhead in Step 3. Therefore, we aim to equalize the lengths of the access patterns

with all availableNOPs€rom both switching patternghey are distributed to balance
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Figure 4.11: Composable pattern generation example. The naive solution simply concatenates the
switching patterns to the access patterns and then adds NOPs to equalize the length,
while the proposed solution uses the switching patterns to balance the lengths as
much as possible before adding more NOPs, leading to shorter patterns.

the pattern lengths as much as possible, reducing the conversion overhead in terms
of e [ciehcy, as shown in Figure 4.11.

3. Finally, any length di Lerknce that still remains between the read and write pattern
has to be compensated for by adding NOPs at the end of the shortest pattern.

TDM slots that are not occupied by an atom are [Idd with idle patterns consisting
of only NOPs. The idle pattern length is made equal to the composable read or write
pattern length, which guarantees that all slots always take the same number of cycles.
The refresh timer triggers the execution of refresh patterns at the endbf a regular or idle
slot after every refi cycles. The actual insertion time is not in [uénced by the running
clients since all slots are equally long, meaning refresh is also composable.

“The start of a time slot” is an abstract concept, which in the hardware implemen-
tation of the memory controller is translated into valid-accept handshakes on the DTL
interface between the atom queue, which is private to a client, and the resource bus.
The resource bus experiences back-pressure from the back-end, i.e. the back-end does
not accept a new atom while it is still working on a previous one. This back-pressure is
forwarded to the port-speci [Cthardware in a pipelined fashion. The hardware implemen-
tation is only composable if the timings of the valid-accept handshakes on the command,
read data, and write data channefsthe bus-to-back-end DTL interface (see Figure 3.4)
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do not leak information from one client to the other. This is assured in di [erent ways
for each channel:

~ The command channel has a guaranteed acceptance rate, because patterns have a
known [xdd length and hence a new command can be inserted at regular intervals.
At the start of a slot, that is, after a scheduling decision by the arbiter, the command
channel is guaranteed to only exert back-pressure if a refresh was inserted. This
delays new scheduling-decisions independently of the clients, creating room for the
refresh in the schedule, and all future slots shift forward in time appropriately.

The time between the acceptance of an atom on the command channel and the ar-
rival of data on the read channel is [Xdd, since the SDRAM commands in a pattern
have a [xdd delay with respect to the valid-accept handshake on the command chan-
nel, and read data has a [xdd delay with respect to the RD commands in a pattern.
The atom bu [erlis guaranteed to have space for the data (since it otherwise would
not have presented the atom to the resource bus), and hence the valid-accept hand-
shake on this channel is not client-dependent.

The rate at which data enters the back-end is the same as the rate at which it exits
the back-end, although the time at which data leaves is shifted with respect to the
start of the pattern. This happens because the [rst few commands of a pattern are
typically not WR commands, and there is an additional required delay (write latency)
between the WR command and the associated data on the SDRAM data bus. The
write latency could theoretically span across pattern / slot boundaries for certain
memories and (BI, BC) con [gurations, and in the mean time the data is temporarily
bu Cerkd in the back-end. The write-data bu [erlaccepts all data as soon as possible
at the start of a pattern if it is empty. Since the presence or absence of bu [erkd
write data connected to a slot is dependent on the type of atom that was scheduled
in it, we must make sure that this can never cause back-pressure for another slot,
since that implies there is cross-client interference. To guarantee this, the size of
the write-data bu [eflin the back-end is increased such that it never causes back-
pressure at slot-edges. In practice, this means it has a capacity of 2 atoms worth of
data, assuming the maximum o [Sek between the command and write channel is less
than 2 slots, which holds for all SDRAMs we are aware of, including those considered
in our experiments (Appendix B).

The impact of the conversion from predictable to composable patterns on the memory
e Lciehcy is shown in the next section.

4.3.2 Impact on memory e ciency

The worst-case analysis for predictable patterns is based on the notion of memory e [=—1
ciency, as shown in Section 3.2.1.1. To evaluate the performance of composable patterns,
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the e [ciehcy loss with respect to the corresponding predictable pattern set has to be
determined. This section derives an expression for the e Lciehcy loss. In Section 4.4.3.1,
we apply it to quantify the e Lciehcy loss for a set of relevant memories.

The lengths of the predictable read, write, write-to-read and read-to-write patterns
are denoted by tf, tf, th, and tf,,, while the composable access pattern lengths are de-

noted by tF andtg, respectively. We need to distinguish three di [erknt cases, depending

on the length of the predictable patterns. For this purpose, we use the dominance classes

from [9]:

1. Ifthe read pattern is longer than the write pattern plus both switching patterns, then
the worst-case request sequence consists of only read requests, and the pattern set
is read dominantThe composable access patterns are as long as the predictable read
pattern, t° =t = tP.

2. If the write pattern is longer than the read pattern plus both switching patterns, then
the worst-case request sequence consists of only write requests, and the pattern set
is write dominant The composable access patterns are as long as the predictable
write pattern, t¢ = t¢ = th.

3. Pattern sets that do not [fn class 1 or 2 show worst-case behavior if read and
write requests are alternated. These pattern sets are mix dominant The pattern set
in Figure 4.11 is an example of this class. In this case:

p P p p
tf — t\(/:v — é(r +tw +twtr +trtw% (4.2)

g 2

In the worst case, only the dominant pattern of a read or write dominant pattern set
is used. Executing this pattern is the most time-consuming way to transfer one atom,
so it determines the worst-case e [ciehcy. Composable patterns based on read or write
dominant predictable patterns have composable read and write patterns lengths that
are equal to the dominant pattern length. This means their worst-case e [Ciehcy is un-
a [edted by the conversion.

If the composable pattern set is based on a mix dominant pattern set, then the worst-
case e [ciehcy is only a[edted if the two switching patterns are smaller than the length
di Lerknce between the read and write pattern, and NOPs had to be added in Step 3 of the
conversion to balance the patterns. At most one NOP is required for this by de [nikion, or
else the pattern set would not be mix dominant. Iftf +t§, +tb.. +tf  is odd, then the sum
of the composable pattern lengths is equal to the sum of the predictable pattern lengths
plus 1, as a result of rounding up in Equation (4.2). In all other cases, the composable
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Table 4.3: Memory speci [cations.

Name Clock Databus Capacity Part Die
frequency width number revision
LPDDR-266 133MHz  x16 1 Gib MT46H64M16LF -75 B
LPDDR-400 200 MHz  x16 1 Gib MT46H64M16LF -5 B
DDR2-800 400 MHz  x16 1 Gib MT47H64M16 -25E H
DDR2-1066 533 MHz  x16 1Gib MT47H64M16 -178E H
DDR3-1066 533 MHz  x16 1Gib MT41J64M16 -178E G
DDR3L-1600 800 MHz  x16 4 Gib MT41K256M16 -125 E
LPDDR2-667 333 MHz  x32 2 Gib MT42L64M32D1 -3 A
LPDDR2-1066 533 MHz  x32 2 Gib MT42L64M32D1 -18 A
LPDDR3-1333 667 MHz =~ x32 4 Gib EDF8132A1IMC -15 1
LPDDR3-1600 800 MHz  x32 4 Gib EDF8132A1MC -125 1
DDR4-1866 933 MHz  x8 4 Gib MT40A512M8 -1G9 A
DDR4-2400 1200 MHz  x8 4 Gib MT40A512M8 -2G4 A

pattern set e [ciehcy is equal to the predictable pattern set e [ciehcy. The conversion
e Lciehcy (&) is thus:

tP+th+th +th PP, ; i
%—1+ftp+vtvp+vtvg % if mix dominant and tF +ty + thy +th, is odd,
€c = 5 e Pl (4.3)

1 otherwise.

4.4 evaluation

This chapter presented two novel pattern-generation heuristics, an ILP formulation of
the pattern generation problem, and a conversion method to create composable patterns
out of predictable patterns. This section evaluates the e [ciehcy of these ideas. First,
we introduce the set of test memories that are used in the remainder of this thesis in
Section 4.4.1. For these memories, Section 4.4.2 compares the schedule lengths generated
by the two heuristics to those generated by the ILP instance, while Section 4.4.3 evaluates
the technique for converting predictable patterns into composable patterns.
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Figure 4.12: Exceptional non-optimal result for LPDDR3 in the (4,2) con [guration.

4.4.1 Test memories

We consider two devices per SDRAM type. Each device is part of a speed bin de [ndd by
the associated JEDEC standard for that SDRAM type. We select speed bins based on the
commercial availability of the device and data sheets at the time of writing, the range
of clock frequencies they cover (we select a device from the slowest and fastest bin if
available), and comparability with speed bins of other SDRAM types (select common
speeds and data bus widths as much as possible). Table 4.3 shows the speci [cations
of the selected devices. All devices are made by the same vendor, since this makes it
more likely that consistent safety margins ( ) have been applied to the speci [cations in
the data sheet to compensate for variation [29]. This is especially important for the IDD
current measures we supply to the power model in Chapter 5, as it makes the evaluation
across devices fairer. Furthermore, it is important to note which data sheet revision and
die revisioris used in the comparison, since SDRAM manufacturers frequently update
both documentation and the design of their chips. Appendix B contains timings and
currents per memory that were used for the experiments.

The access granularities we consider vary from a single SDRAM burst to multiple
grouped bursts up to a size of 256 bytes. This range thus includes typical cache miss
sizes (8 to 64 bytes), up to larger DMA or accelerator-based transactions.

4.4.2 Evaluation of pattern-generation heuristics

The lengths of the patterns determine the e Lciehcy of a pattern set; a shorter pattern is
preferred over a longer pattern if it transfers the same amount of data. To evaluate the
quality of the BS Bl and BS PBGI heuristics, we use the ILP formulation from Section 4.2.4.

4.4.2.1 Non-DDR4 memories

The ILP formulation and the BS BI heuristics are used to generate read and write patterns
for the selected memories (Table 4.3), for all (BI, BC) combinations with access granular-
ities up to 256 bytes, and we compared the resulting pattern lengths. For the non-DDR4
memories, we conclude that the bank scheduling heuristic generates patterns of the same
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Figure 4.13: Comparison of write pattern lengths for DDR4-1866 using bank scheduling (BS BI),
bank scheduling with pairwise bank-group interleaving (BS PBGI), and the ILP formu-
lation (ILP). Lowver is better.

length as theLPformulation for all considered devices ext@@DR3-133and is hence
optimal for most devices.

For two LPDDR3-1333 con [gurations ((4,2) and (2,4)) BS BI is hon-optimal; the write
patterns are 1 cycle too long in these cases. Figure 4.12 shows the patterns generated
by BS BI and the ILP formulation for the [rst of these two con [gurations. The non-
optimality is caused by an activate command that is scheduled earlier than rcd (ACT-
to-RD/WR) cycles before the write command, due to a con[ict with an earlier write
command that occupies the desired spot in the schedule. As a result, the distance be-
tween the precharge from a previous pattern incarnation and this activate shrinks a
cycle. Once all commands are scheduled, the heuristic detects that the PRE-to-ACT con-
straint for this pair is violated, and it compensates by making the pattern one cycle
longer. An alternative con [ict resolution strategy, which postpones both the write com-
mand and the activate, leads to the optimal solution, but this cannot be determined at
the time the heuristic makes the decision without introducing cycles in the algorithm.
Given how exceptional this e [edt is (2 out of 120 non-DDR4 con [gurations are a [edted),
and its relatively low cost (<2% length increase), we do not explore this further.

4.4.2.2 DDR4 memories

For the DDR4 memories, we generate patterns using both the BS Bl and BS PBGI heuris-
tics and the ILP formulation. Figure 4.13 displays the resulting write pattern lengths for
a DDR4-1866 memory (the trends for the read patterns and the DDR4-2400 look the same).
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For access granularities where Bl and BC are both larger than 1 (and could hence use
bank-group interleaving), BS Bl generates patterns that are on average 8% longer than
the optimal length. If we consider both BS Bl and BS PBGI then there are only two con-
[gurations left where neither BS Bl or BS PBGI are optimal (the trends look similar for
DDR4-2400).

(4,2) su Lerk from the same e [ect as the LPDDR3-1333 pattern that was discussed earlier.
The remaining con [giration, (2,16), uses a complex bank interleaving order in the ILP’s
solution. Consider, for example, the generated interleavings (target bank id of a burst is
given by the number in the list) and pattern lengths for the (2,16) write patterns:

BSBl@16 ! f 0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,000,0,01,11,111,11111111,11g168 cc
BSPBGl216) ' f 0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1,0,1g 174 cc
ILP16) ' 0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,0,1,0,10,1,0,10,10,1,0,1,0,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1g 153 cc

The ILP solution behaves almost like a hybrid of the two heuristics, although its exact
properties are dependent on the particular numerical values of the timing constraints
for the memory device under consideration.

Since the run-time of both heuristics is negligible (it takes less than a second to gen-
erate all heuristic-based patterns in Figure 4.13), it is feasible to execute them both for
con [gurations where Bl and BC are larger than one, and then select the best result.
Cases may exist where the read pattern is smaller in BS PBGI, while the write pattern
is smaller in BS Bl or vice versa. We propose to select the pattern set that delivers most
worst-case bandwidth in those cadixde that the read and the write pattern haveto
use the same bank interleaving order to avoid permuting the data when sequentially
reading and writing the same address.

For access granularities where Bl and BC are both larger than 1, the average pattern
generated by this procedure is 1.1% larger than optimal. Since the potential gains of cre-
ating a more re [ndd heuristic that mimics the ILP solutions more closely are quite small,
and because it is not straight-forward to de [né it generically, we propose to use a com-
bination ofBS BlandBS PBG&s a fast way to generate patterins run both algorithms,
and select the shortest patterns. This also keeps the heuristic simple enough to allow
online implementations, although pre-computing and storing the relevant pattern sets
instead of the heuristic would generally be more space-e [cieht.

As one might expect, generating a solution through the ILP formulation is signi [
cantly more time consuming than using the heuristics. The number of variables and
constraints in each problem is a function of the number of commands to schedule
(3 BI+BI BC), and of the upper bound on the optimal length. The largest problem we
generated is the (16,2) con [guration for DDR4-1866, which contains 14780 variables and
2848 constraints, while the average size for this memory is 3431 variables and 1083 con-
straints. It takes about a second to generate one small pattern with just a single burst,
and about an hour for the biggest patterns with 32 bursts. Using the ILP solution of-
[ine may therefore be feasible if the access granularity and thus the number of bursts
is small enough, and the required number of iterations over di[erknt con [gurations
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Table 4.4: epc (Equation (4.3)) for a range of SDRAM x16 devices

BI 1 1 1 1 2 4 1 2 4 8
BC 1 2 2 4 2 1 8 4 2 1

LPDDR-266 100 100 100 100 097 098 100 099 099 -

LPDDR-400 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 -

DDR2-800 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 099 099 0.99
DDR2-1066 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
DDR3-1066 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 0.99
DDR3L-1600  1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
LPDDR2-667 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
LPDDR2-1066 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 0.99
LPDDR3-1333 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 0.99
LPDDR3-1600 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 0.99
DDR4-1866 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
DDR4-2400 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00

and SDRAM types is limited. The selected read and write patterns should use the same

bank interleaving order, for the same reason mentioned earlier. Extra constraints may

be added to the formulation to force a matching order once one of the two patterns is
generated, although we did not explore this option. Overall, this experiment shows that

e cient patterns can be generated in reasonable time, either optimally within hours, or
near-optimally in a second

4.4.3 Composable patterns

This section evaluates the composable pattern conversion that was introduced in Sec-
tion 4.3.1. Section 4.4.3.1 evaluates the e [ciehcy loss with respect to predictable pattern
sets. Section 4.4.3.2 demonstrates that the VHDL instance of the proposed controller
delivers composable performance to its clients through the application of composable
patterns.

4.4.3.1 Conversion e ciency

In this experiment, we [rst generate predictable patterns for the same set of SDRAM
devices we used earlier, using our heuristic approach. We then apply the composable
pattern conversion, and show the conversion e [ciehcies (gyc, Equation (4.3)) in Table 4.4,
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Con [gurations containing up to 8 bursts per pattern considered, i.e. the maximum prod-
uct of Bl and BC is 8. There are no Bl 8 results for LPDDR memories since they only have
4 banks. The maximum e Lciehcy loss is observed for LPDDR-266 (2.6%). Only pattern
sets that require switching patterns are susceptible to e Cciehcy loss. Switching patterns
are usually required when the pattern set implements a large access granularity and, as a
result, has a higher inherent e [ciehcy (a more in-depth discussion on pattern e [ciehcy
can be found in Chapter 5). The slower the memory, the smaller the access granularity
has to be to reach high e [Cciehcy, which explains why the slower memories are rela-
tively more likely to su [erl However, the timing constraints on which the patterns are
based determine the actual losses. On average, the e [ciehcy decreases by 0.12% due
to the conversion, so the loss is typically negligible. Including con [gdrations with up
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to 16 bursts changes this number to 0.14%. We conclude composable patterns are a low-

overhead alternative to delay blocks for real-time cli@iis strength of delay blocks
is that they can be enabled or disabled per client (providing predictable performance
when switched o [),while composable patterns are by de [nition used by all clients at
once. Composable patterns are hence best used in use-cases where all clients require
composable performance.

4.4.3.2 Composable memory operation

Experiments that demonstrate composability usually rely on the repeatability of an exe-

cution traceFirst we discuss how such an experiment is generally structured. After that,
we explain why we need to deviate slightly from this approach in our experiment.

1. An application A is [rst executed in isolation, where a complete characterization of
its behavior is recorded.

2. The execution platform is reset for a second run, where application A is combined
with another interfering application B, with which it shares common resources.

3. The platform and application A are assumed to be deterministic, i.e. when the same
code (with the same inputs) executes in the second run, the same outputs are pro-
duced as in the [rst run, at the same (relative) times.

4. The reset operation of the execution platform is assumed to be perfect, such that it
is in exactly the same state in both the [rst and the second run when application A
starts.

5. Given these assumptions, a change in the recorded behavior of application A in the
second run relative to [rst run is likely to be caused by application B, which would
indicate that at least one component in the execution platform is not composable.
When no changes are observed, the platform might be composable.

Note that there are many caveats related to the experiment, and no hard conclusions
can be drawn from its outcome alone: for example, the absence of change does not
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Figure 4.14: Setup of the composability experiment. To simplify the drawing, we combine the
atomizer, width converter and atom bu [erlinto a single block called AWB. Three ports
on the controller are not used and grayed out. The (logical) con [guration connections
are drawn in gray, but their exact path is not shown for simplicity.

prove that a repeat of the experiment with a di Lerent interfering application will have
the same result. Similarly, delaying the start of application B by as little as one cycle
could reveal or hide changes in the execution trace of A. A single experiment is simply
not enough to prove that in all reachable system states and for all possible inputs com-
posability is maintained. Therefore, it can only be supplementary to a larger argument
based on the design of the execution platform, which by construction should be con-
vincingly composable. Chapter 3 and Section 4.3.1 contain that argument in the form of
the description of the memory controller combined with composable patterns, and we
demonstrate its workings here with an experiment that follows the same principles as
described above.

Experimental setup

The experiment uses a [vd-port VHDL instance of the Raptor memory controller, as
shown in Figure 4.14. Two MicroBlaze [151] processors (MB1 and MB2) are connected
to the controller through their private DMAs modules, using the [rst 2 controller ports.
Both MicroBlazes also have an (unused) Memory Mapped I/OMMIO) connection to the
controller that runs through the NoC, occupying 2 more ports. The [fth port is meant
for debugging, and is also not used in the experiment. The MicroBlazes run in a sin-
gle 100 MHz clock domain, while the controller front-end uses a 150 MHz clock. An
additional monitor MicroBlaze can communicate with the host PC, and also con [gures
the memory controller through the con [giration port. A timeline of events that hap-
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pen during each experiment is shown in Figure 4.15. We now discuss the experimental
procedure in detail.

Each run begins with programming the FPGA (loading bitstream). This acts as a nearly
perfect reset operation, since most hardware the FPGA contains is fully re-initialized
to a [Xdd state each time it is reprogrammed. Once programming is done, the master
reset of the=PGAboardis raised. At this time, the clock generators for the controller
and MicroBlaze clock domains start their initialization procedure. This involves locking
a PLL to a reference clock, which take a variable amount of time per generator, and
therefore inserts non-determinism into the system. The e [ect it has on execution traces
is minimized, because a master soft-resathich is part of the synthesized architecture, is
not released until they are all locked. This reset signal is synchronized to each individual
clock domain through a 1-bit Clock Domain Crossin@®Q, and within each domain
only synchronously reset hardware (based on the domain-speci [CT¥eset) is used. All
clock domains hence starts functioning at approximately the same time, but there is no
[xdd or enforced phase relation between their clocks.

The connections between the clock domains use special-purpose CDC components
(containing an asynchronous FIFO) to ensure coherency of multi-bit values as they are
passed from one domain into the other. Because the phase relation between the commu-
nicating domains can be di Lerent every run, and crossing clock domains is inherently
non-deterministic [140], the CDCs act as non-deterministic components. This violates
one of the assumptions (3) required for the experiment to work [awlessly. Even an exe-
cution trace of an application running in isolation should hence not be expected to be repeat-
able in our experimenitlowever, as the results will show later, we can still with reason-
able certainty distinguish changes in the execution trace related to non-composability
from this inherent non-determinism, since the former’s relative amplitude in this spe-
ci [C¥etup is much larger.

When the per-domain reset is raised, the PHY begins to initialize, and in parallel the
MicroBlazes start executing their code. The monitor MicroBlaze waits for a [xdd num-
ber of cycles (much greater than the PHY initialization time), and then con [gures the
memory controller front-end and back-end. It then posts a message to MB2 through a
debug (Fast Simplex Link=81) link: the contents of the message determines if MB2 will
be actively using the SDRAM in the remainder of the experiment. Both MB1 and MB2
are equipped with a 64-bit hardware counter. They both wait until a [xdd time after
their local reset based on their counter. This time is chosen to be (much) greater than
the PHY initialization time plus the time the monitor needs to con [gure the controller.
As a result, the connection to the SDRAM is initialized before these MicroBlazes become
active, thus eliminating the in [uénce of the variable initialization time of the PHY on
the experiment.

After its [Xdd waiting period, MB2 reads the message from the monitor, and con-
ditionally activates a loop that generates DMA requests for the SDRAM. Each iteration
generates two 128-byte write requests, followed by two read requests of the same size.
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Figure 4.15: Timeline of events during the experiment. The timeline splits when a new parallel
group of hardware components is activated. Timelines end when there are no more
changes in the behavior of the associated process.
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MB1 executes a similar loop, but does this unconditionally. It keeps track of the comple-
tion time of each loop iteration in a local memory, and reports them to the host of the
FPGA (through the monitor) at the end of each experiment. This trace of timestamps is
used as a substitute for the complete behavioral characterization an ideal experiment
would record.

A pattern set with Bl 2 and BC 2 is used, corresponding to an atom size of 256 bytes.
The DTL requests that are sent by the DMAs are only half of that size, being 128 bytes
each, which means that atomizer needs to pad them to [II'hn entire atom. This in e [edt
exploits the atomizer as a local ampli [en of the amount of tra [c that each DMA gener-
ates, compensating for the bandwidth gap that exists between the 32-bit DMA running
at 100 MHz, and the controller back-end that can process more than 1.2 GB/s in this
con [guration. This makes it easier to generate contention with MB2 that has a visible
e [edt on MB1’s timestamp trace.

The predictable pattern set with this con [guration has read and write patterns of
22 and 32 cycles, respectively, and 0 cycle switching patterns. The composable pattern
set has read and write patterns of 32 cycles. A non-work-conserving TDM arbiter deter-
mines which port gets access to the memory. Its slot table size is set to 20. MB1 has 10
slots in the table, while MB2 has only 1 slot, and 9 slots are empty (and cannot be used
MB1 or MB2). This creates a bottleneck for MB2, making it more likely for it to be using
its slot while MB1 is also present, and hence to generate noticeable interference. The
time between scheduling decisions by the arbiter (scheduling interval) is set to 22 cycles
if the predictable patterns are used, and to 32 cycles when the composable patterns are
used. Four di Cerknt types (k) of runs are performed:

1. Predictable patterns, only MB1 accesses the SDRAM

2. Predictable patterns, both MB1 and MB2 access the SDRAM
3. Composable patterns, only MB1 accesses the SDRAM

4. Composable patterns, both MB1 and MB2 access the SDRAM

Each type is executed 122 times, for a total of 488 experiments. Each experiment gener-
ates a trace of 100 timestamps expressed in tile clock cycles (at 100 MHz), one for each
loop iteration of MB1. The [rst timestamp is collected right after the [rst read DMA
request completes.

Results

To refer to the timestamps that were recorded in the experiments we use the function
S%'((i). It returns the i’th timestamp i 2 [1..100] inrunj 2 [1.122] of typek 2 [1,2,3,4].
The absolute values of the timestamps relate to the initial time o [Sek by which we delay
the start of the experiment, and are thus relatively uninteresting. Therefore, we choose
the [rst experiment from run type 4 as the baseline trace, and point-wise subtract its
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Table 4.5: The number of runs of a speci [Ctype that follow the gray (x) or black plotted trace.

Run type k 1 2 3 4

Gray (x)runs 58 67 57 60
Black runs 64 55 65 62

results from all traces. To refer to these relative timestamps we use the function Slk @,
which is de [ndd as follows:

g0 =90 s (4.4)

All the composable runs (s;(i) and s} (i)) would contain only zeros if the experiments
were run on a deterministic composable platform. However, di Lerknt runs can generate
di Cerknt traces, even if they are of the same type, since repeatability is not guaranteed
on our non-deterministic platform. Within our window of 100 timestamps, we observed
two distinct traces for each run type (marked as “gray (x)” and “black”), present in almost
equal numbers, as shown in Table 4.5. To visualize this, Figure 4.16 plots these two
unique traces per type in a graph. Note that the vertical axis range of the top and bottom
graphs are di [erkent.

Starting with the graph in the upper-left corner (1), we see two di Lerknt and slowly
diverging execution traces for MB1 in di [erent runs. When MB2 is enabled in graph
(2), the behavior of MBL1 is in [uénced signi [cantly, indicated by the change in times-
tamp distribution compared to (1), which again shows two distinct but di Cerknt traces.
However, when comparing (3) to (4), there is no observable change in the behavior of MB1
as a result of enabling MB2, hence indicating that the memory controller is composable
when composable patterns are u$eble 4.5 shows slight di Cerknces in the number of
traces that take the path with zero di [erence from the baseline trace when comparing
(3) and (4). This can be attributed to the [nite number of samples we took from what is
essentially a random distribution of possible phase-o [Seks between the di [erent clock
domains. A A

The timestamps in s’z(i) (graph (2)) are smaller than in s’l(i) (graph (1)) for most itera-
tions, which means that the execution time of MB1 in scenario 2 is smaller, even though
the load on the memory controller has increased. This can be explained by considering
that each write request by MB2 shifts the relative alignment between the TDM slots
in the memory controller and the arrival time of requests from MB1, since writes take
longer than the default 22 cycle scheduling interval. These changes could have a net
positive e [edt on MBL1 in this experiment, because it may cause its requests to capture
a slot in an earlier TDM iteration, instead of having to wait for the next one. Another
possible explanation originates from the interaction between the DMA and the Micro-
Blaze. The MicroBlaze polls a status register in the DMA for the completion of requests
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Figure 4.16: Di Lerbnce in the execution trace of MBL1 in di [erent run types k compared to the
baseline trace (Si (i), which corresponds to the gray [&fline in graph (4)). In 122 runs,
two unique traces are observed for each scenario, drawn as one gray line with ‘x’-
markers, and one black line per graph.
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in a software loop. This loop has a certain length, and polling thus happens at [xdd in-
tervals. Changes in the alignment between this loop and the arrival of responses from

the memory controller caused by MB2 might again positively or negatively in [uénce

the execution time. In short, the actual-case behavior of the described system is not per-
formance monotonice. if one event within the system (like polling the status register)
happens sooner compared to a reference run, it might cause another event (like the com-

pletion detection in the MicroBlaze) to happen later with respect to that same reference.

Note that with a proper analysis model [109], the worst-case behavior is performance
monotonic.

What is not visible in the graphs is that the total execution time of the [rst 100 iter-
ations of the baseline trace, Sﬁ (100), is 467552 cycles. This means that even the largest
visible deviations from the baseline are still relatively small compared to the absolute ex-
ecution time. One might argue that there is hence no signi [cant di [erkence in the demon-
strated results, and predictable performance is su Lcieht to be able to verify MB1’s be-
havior is correct. However, there is a large di [erence between the conclusions that can
be drawn from graphs (1) and (2) versus graph (3), because there is no guarantee or
mechanisnthat limits the impact of interference on MB1 to the di Lerknce between (1)
and (2). Changing application MB2 (or its input if was data dependent), or adding a
third application to the system would require additional veri [cdtion runs for MB1. The
only conclusion that we can draw based on (1) and (2), is that in the currently tested
conditions, the application behaves as shown. In contrast, (3) provides a snapshot of the
behavior of MBL1 that is independent of the behavior of MB2 or other potential applica-
tions, and is therefore a much more general and useful result.

Finally, one might expect the two observed execution traces in (3) or (4) to diverge
after the initial 20 cycle di [Lerknce happens. However, the presence of periodically trig-
gered events, like for example the edges of the TDM slots and the polling loop in the
MicroBlaze, can actually hide the visible e [edts of these (relatively small) timing dif-
ferences in the starting time of an application loop iteration. This happens because
progress halts until such events happen regardless of the precise arrival time of requests.
Therefore, a request from MBL1 arriving 20 cycles (200 ns) earlier could still be processed
by the memory controller at the exact same time as a later request, considering there is
a period of 10 slots in the TDM table (2133 ns) where no service is o [erkd to MB1. Note
that there is no guarantee that these two traces will not diverge when the experiment
length is increased, nor that only two traces exist. However, the set of possible traces in
scenarios (3) and (4) will always be the same, and given enough runs, they should have
the same frequency, because the controller is composable.

45 conclusion

The SDRAM controller that is the central theme of this thesis uses memory patterns,
both for its worst-case performance analysis, and in its implementation. This chapter
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discussed the generation of predictable patterns sets, and a conversion method which
turns them into composable pattern sets. Two heuristic methods that generate patterns
are described, applicable to a wide range of contemporary SDRAM types, including DDR4.
Even though the generation of patterns can be seen as a special case of the (old) memory
command scheduling problem, we innovated on multiple aspects of its solution in the
context of real-time memory controllers. Firstly, we introduce a notational abstraction
that allows us to write down our scheduling algorithms in a general fashion, that is,
without speci [cally having to target one SDRAM type. This improves portability, and
makes it easier to compare scheduling algorithms across SDRAM generations. Secondly,
we exploit the available degrees of freedom in the low-level memory map within the
scheduling algorithm, which determines the distribution of bursts across banks. Both
the number of banks a request is interleaved over (Bl) and the number of bursts per
bank (BC) are parameterized, generating a range of possible pattern con [gurations. By
means of an ILP formulation, we evaluated the quality the pattern-generation heuristics
for a range of 12 memory devices, and concluded that their output is close to optimal,
while being orders of magnitude faster in terms of generation time.

To create a composable memory resource, we introduced a simple method that turns
a predictable pattern set into a composable pattern set. We showed that this conver-
sion has a negligible impact on the predictable performance bounds. Experimentally,
we demonstrated the timing-isolating e [edt of using composable patterns in contrast to
using predictable patterns on our FPGA memory controller instance, even in the pres-
ence of non-deterministic hardware components.
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Now these points of data make a beautiful line.
And we're out of beta; we're releasing on time.

— GLaDOS (Genetic Lifeform and Disk Operating System), Portal 2007

POWER/PERFORMANCE TRADE-OFFS

A range of possible memory patterns can be generated within the design space provided
by the BI and BC parameters that were discussed in the previous chapter. This imme-
diately raises a very obvious question: how should we choose which (BI, BC) to use?
Unfortunately, there is no clear-cut answer to this question. This chapter tries to ex-
plain why this is so by means of a discussion of the in [uénce of the (BI, BC) parameters
on the worst-case power and memory performance. There is not much that can be said
about these metrics analytically; simply looking at the applied command scheduling
algorithms will provide one with very few hints on the sensitivity of their outputs to
the two parameters in question. Once the algorithms are concretized with the numeri-
cal values of the involved timing constraints it is possible to evaluate their output, but
then generality is lost. Our approach is to evaluate a large number of di [erent memory
devices, and describe the observed trends.

This chapter [rst describes how the worst-case bandwidth, energy and power met-
rics are calculated in Section 5.1. Section 5.2 applies these calculations to twelve memo-
ries from six SDRAM generations. The observed trends and trade-o [Shetween di [erknt
pattern con [gurations and memory modules, both within and across generations, are
discussed here as well. Section 5.3 looks at the in [uénce of (BI, BC) on the worst-case
response time of an atom. Finally, in Section 5.4, we apply the worst-case bandwidth
analysis to the Raptor instance of the memory controller, and we experimentally show
that its behavior accurately matches the worst-case model.

This chapter is partially based on our article in Transactions on Computers [60].

5.1 worst-case bandwidth, energy, and power metrics
The worst-case analysis of memory patterns in terms of bandwidth has been extensively

discussed in related work [1, 3, 7]. We apply the same procedure to derive our results
as described in those works, as shown earlier in Section 3.2.1.1. To determine the power
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5.1 worst-case bandwidth, energy, and power metrics

and energy costs of a pattern set, we rely on the open-source DRAMPower tool [31],
which implements the power model described in [27]. Section 5.1.1 explains how it is
used in detail.

5.1.1 Calculating worst-case power and energy e ciency

To estimate the power and energy associated with each pattern con [gdration, we use
the open-source DRAMPower tool [27, 31]. DRAMPower implements a command-level
power model that was veri[ed using real hardware measurements [26]. DRAMPower
was found to be more accurate than the (conventionally used) Micron’s System Power
Calculator [97], which is why we selected it for our experiments.

DRAMPower takes a trace of SDRAM commands and a description of the modeled
memory device as input. It determines the energy state of the memory in each cycle,
based on the executed commands. The description of the memory device contains the
IDD current values as speci Led in the device’s datasheet, which represent the current
that is drawn on the power-supply pins of the device when certain SDRAM operations
are performed, i.e. they relate IDD currents to the state of the memory. Combining these
IDD currents with cycle-level energy-state information and the operating voltages of the
memory allows DRAMPower to accurately estimate the energy usage of a trace.

For each pattern set, we generate a write and a read trace by concatenating 1000 read
or write patterns, respectively, interleaved with a periodic refresh pattern according
to the refresh period requirement (refi ) of the memory device, and then supply these
traces to DRAMPower. It uses these traces to estimate the average power consumed
when continuouslyserving read or write requests, denoted as p, and ply., respectively.
This procedure generates an upper bound for the average power, under the assumption
that alternating between read and write patterns never consumes more energy than
sticking to a single pattern type. Alternating between read or write patterns could only
introduce more NOPs into the command stream in the form of switching patterns, and
since they do not incur an additional energy penalty (not larger than read or write
commands), this assumption holds. The larger of the read and write power is selected
as our worst-case powenetric, pyc:

Pwe = Max (plyc, Pie) (5.1)

Dividing the energy consumption of a trace by the amount of data it transports yields

a measure of the memory’s (inverse) energy e [Cciehcy for that trace. The energy e [=—1

ciency can be arbitrarily small; the more idle time a trace contains, the lower its utiliza-
tion is, and the smaller its energy e Lciehcy will be, since there is a static background
power component that is not tra Cc_ dependent. To attach any meaning to an energy
e [ciehcy number, we need to exclude, or at least constrain the amount of idle time,
similar to the worst-case bandwidth, where idle patterns were excluded from the worst-
case analysis. Dividing pwc (J/s) by byc (B/s) yields a number that also has joulée/ byte
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as unit, although the interpretation for it is less straight-forward. In general, the worst
case for bandwidth is not the same as for power, because the command sequences in the
worst case for bandwidth have a relatively low command and data bus utilization, while
the worst case for power has high utilization. If p° represents the power consumed by
a worst-case bandwidth trace, and bis the bandwidth delivered by a worst-case power
trace, the following relations must hold:

§ Puc PO buc  b%)
assuming pwe, bwe, p° b%> 0 ; Pwc  P° . Puc  Puc (5.2)

bwe  bwec bwe b
This means that the value pwc/ bwc can underestimate (but not overestimate) the energy
e Lciehcy of both a worst-case power and worst-case bandwidth trace, and hence we
interpret it as a lower bound on the energy e [ciehcy for these two modes of operation.
In the following sections, we refer to the e [ciehcy metric from Section 3.2.1.1 as
(memory) e [ciehcy, while energy e [ciehcy is always explicitly called energy e ciency

5.2 worst-case bandwidth / power trends

This section uses the pattern generation heuristics from Chapter 4 to generate pattern
sets for the 12 memory devices we used earlier (Table 4.3). Appendix B contains their
detailed speci [cations. Based on the generated pattern sets, we determine by,c and pyc,
and plot the results in Figure 5.1a and Figure 5.1b. The vertical axis displays by, ex-
pressed in GB/s, with each vertical tick representing a 20% increase in e [ciehcy, such
that the graph covers a range from 0% to 100% memory e [ciehcy. The horizontal axis
represents puc, expressed in mW, starting at 50 mW for each graph.

Each pattern con [gdration is identi [ed by two numbers, Bl and BC. The data points
in Figure 5.1 are annotated with these two numbers. Con [gurations are grouped by
access granularity (using the marker shape), ranging from 8 to 256 bytes per pattern.
The minimum access granularity di [erk based on the width of the data bus, and hence
certain access granularities are not available for all memories.

The diagonal isolines in Figure 5.1 connect points with equal pwc/ bwce quotients, in-
dicative of the energy e [ciehcy of a pattern set (with the caveats mentioned in the
previous section). Labels at the top and right of the graphs are associated with the clos-
est isoline, showing the energy cost per bit in [pJ] (125 divided by these labels yields
gigabytes per joule). Note that this is the only numerical value in the graphs that can
be fairly compared across all memories, since it removes the dependence on the clock
frequency and the data bus width.

There are many ways to read this graph. Ideally, a con [guration should be as close to
the upper-left corner as possible, i.e. have high bandwidth and energy e [ciehcy, and low
power. Within one graph, comparing con [gurations with the same access granularity
(marker) shows the e [edt of trading BI for BC. In the DDR3-1066 graph, for example, (4,2)
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@)

Figure 5.1: Worst-case bandwidth vs. worst-case power (part 1). Graph titles contain the type, data
bus width in bits, capacity, and die revision (Appendix B). Labels at the top and right
of the graphs are associated with the closest isoline, showing the energy cost per bit
in [pJ] (125 divided by these labels yields gigabytes per joule).
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(b)

Figure 5.1: Worst-case bandwidth vs. worst-case power (part 2). Graph titles contain the type, data
bus width in bits, capacity, and die revision (Appendix B). Labels at the top and right
of the graphs are associated with the closest isoline, showing the energy cost per bit
in [pJ] (125 divided by these labels yields gigabytes per joule).
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is objectively better than the (8,1), since they are transparently interchangeable from
the client’s point of view, but (4,2) is better in the three plotted performance metrics.

Pairs of graphs that belong to the same SDRAM type have their data points in approxi-
mately the same relative position, but both the power axis and bandwidth axis are scaled
up with frequency. Comparing DDR2-1066 with DDR3-1066 shows a signi [cant drop in
power usage on a con [guration-by-con [guration basis, while the bandwidth remains
almost constant, indicating that their timing constraints are very similar.

The graphs primarily show the trade-o [Shetween worst-case power and worst-case
bandwidth (as will be discussed in the next sections), but can also be interpreted di [ert
ently, outside of the worst-case context. Doing so requires considering what a pattern
consists of at the burst level: Bl is a measure for the amount of bank-parallelism that
is exploited, while BC is a measure for the page hit/miss ratio: there are (BC 1) hits
per BC bursts even in the worst case. Each con [guration can thus be interpreted as an
operating point of the memory as a function of the burst-level bank-parallelism and
page hit/miss ratio, for which the graphs (coarsely) estimate the delivered bandwidth
and power consumption.

5.2.1 Comparing pattern con gurations of a single memory device

In this initial evaluation, we compare the relative performance of the con [gurations in
Figure 5.1 on a per-memory basis. Four trends are identi [ed:

1. For allSDRAMypes excefdDR4 con gurations interleaving over more than 4 banks
(Bl > 4) are always worse in terms of bandwidth and energy e ciency than another
con guration with a similar access granularity, and heBce 4 should not be used.
The ine [ciehcy is caused by the relatively large Four Activate Window constraint
having to be resolved within the pattern instead of across patterns where it overlaps
with other constraints. If BI 8, then a pattern contains 8 or more ACT commands.
Consequently it needs to be at least 2 FAW long to be valid, which is always larger
than rc for all de [nad speed bins, and thus more restrictive and unnecessarily ex-
pensive compared to using smaller Bl with a larger BC instead.

2. For DDR4, a similar e [ect is visible if BI > 8. This can be explained using similar
reasoning, considering that a pattern with 16 ACT commands is at least 4 FAW long,
which is at least twice as large as rc for the currently de [nédd speed bins. The FAW
timing (in nanoseconds) is slowly reducing as SDRAM technology progresses [101].
Since DDR4 sits on the modern end of the spectrum, it is possible to successfully
interleave over more banks in DDR4 compared to the other SDRAM types.

3. For a constanBl, increasing the access granularity (by increaBi@gimproves the
worst-case bandwidth and the energy e ciersigce the energy cost of opening and
closing a page is amortized over a larger number of bytes.
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4. For a constant access granularity, interleaving over more banks improves the worst-
case bandwidth at the cost of more power. In most cases, the energy e ciency reduces
as a resulfThe reuse distance per bank increases as bank parallelism is exploited, im-
proving memory e Lciehcy because fewer NOPs need to be added between or within
patterns to resolve intra-bank constraints (see Section 4.2.1). Energy e [ciehcy re-
duces in all but 10 pairs of con [girations, because the relative number of ACT and
PRE commands increases, and they consume energy. In the 10 exceptional cases
(DDR3L-1600 (1,16) and (2,8) for example), the bandwidth gain is high enough to
compensate for the power growth. This trend is also overruled by trend 1 and 2.

A consequence of trends 3 and 4 is that for a given access granularigi,can be traded
for BG which corresponds to trading o worst-case bandwidth for energy e ciency

5.2.2 Comparing multiple speed bins and SDRAM types

By comparing the same con [gurations across speed bins, we can see that for the same
SDRAMtype and access granularity, the faster bins generally have a higher energy e -
ciency because the proportional growth of the worst-case bandwidth when switching
to a higher speed bin is generally bigger than the proportional growth of the worst-case
power within the observed frequency ranges. The (1,8) con [gurations for LPDDR2-667
and LPDDR2-1066 demonstrate this (with data points conveniently left and right of an
isoline in Figure 5.1), for example, where the slower device requires more than 17 pJ/bit
and the faster device uses less than 16 pJ/bit.

There are 3 reasons the worst-case bandwidth tends to grow when the frequency
increases. The [rst reason is the most obvious: at a higher frequency, each data burst
requires less time, thus potentially reducing the pattern length if the data bursts are on
the “critical path” through the pattern. The second reason is that manufacturers design
the devices in the higher speed bins to run at the higher clock frequency of that bin, and
as a result their analog timings in nanoseconds are also smaller, reducing the pattern
lengths in cycles. The third reason arises from the conservative discretization of mem-
ory timings that are speci [ed in nanoseconds in the datasheet into clock cycles that the
controller can use. Even though the maximum error in the cycle-level approximation of
the timing monotonically decreases with an increasing clock frequency (the maximum
deviation from the intended delay is always less than one clock period), the actual error
does not, such that a higher frequency might occasionally result in a bigger approxi-
mation error compared to a smaller frequency that just happens to [letter. The net
e [edt of increasing the clock frequency on the approximation error rarely impacts the
worst-case bandwidth negatively!. However, in the exceptional cases where it does, it
makes no sense to run at these higher frequencies from a worst-case performance point
of view.

[N

In the set of experiments presented in Figure 5.1, only the pair of DDR2 memories shows a bandwidth reduction
in a higher speed bin, when BC = 1 and Bl 2 f1,2,4,8g The maximum reduction is less than 4 percent.
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Figure 5.2: Maximum energy e Lciehcy achieved by the considered pattern sets and memories in
Figure 5.1 at di Cerknt access granularities.

The worst-case power generally increases as well when a higher clock frequency is
used, but because a signi [cant fraction of it is static (related to leakage) and una [edted
by the clock frequency, the energy e Lciehcy generally improves.

Increasing the clock frequency has diminishing returns in terms of memory e ciency.
The clock period shrinks faster than the pattern lengths, which implies a smaller fraction
of the time is spent actually transferring data, assuming the number of bursts (Bl BC)
in the pattern remains constant. The fraction of time spent waiting for nanosecond-
based constraints, for example related to activating and precharging, increases. This
means that the require@I( BO product (equivalent to number the of bursts in a pattern)
to reach a certain memory e ciency grows with the clock frequehéye [edt is visible
in Figure 5.1, where the same con [gdration per SDRAM type has a higher e [ciehcy in
the slower speed bin than in the faster speed bin.

The e [edts of increasing the width of the data bus on e LCciehcy mirror those of in-
creasing the clock frequency, since it also reduces fraction of time spent transferring
data. Increasing the data bus width thus also has diminishing returns in terms of memory
e ciency. If the pin and wiring costs are of key importance in a particular design, then
it may make sense to prefer devices with a smaller data bus width if they can sustain
the required bandwidth and are su [ciehtly energy e [Cieht.

The SDRAM types that are shown in Figure 5.1 are not all used in the same applica-
tion area, and some are older than others. Mostly driven by power constraints, the sup-
ply voltage has come down over the years, and speci [Clow-power standards (LPDDRX)
that typically use a wide data bus have emerged. This move is clearly visible when the
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Figure 5.3: Request WCRT components. From bottom to top, the stacked bar order is: o [Sek tP

v twitr
(zero in most con [gurations), t\?\,, trptW (zero in most con [girations), tf, and tfef.

memories are ranked by maximum energy e [ciehcy per access granularity, as shown
in Figure 5.2. For the commonly used access granularity of 64 bytes for example, the
old LPDDR memories perform the worst, followed by DDR2, DDR3, LPDDR2, DDR4 and
LPDDR3. The last four types from this series, but especially LPDDR3, can theoretically do
signi [cantly better both in terms of energy e [ciehcy and worst-case bandwidth when
the access granularity is increased even further. Without restrictions on the granularity,
refresh eventually becomes the only remaining limitation for e [ciehcy. However, it is
questionable if these con [gurations have any practical application. It makes more sense
to consider only a limited range of granularities, based on realistic request sizes that a
memory client like a cache, Direct Memory AccesBNIA), or accelerator, may generate.

5.3 worst-case response time of an atom

The WCSI of an atom, i.e. the maximum time it occupies the SDRAM command bus,
is solely dependent on the length of the patterns (assuming the size of the request is
not larger than the access granularity of the pattern). The WCRT, i.e. the di[erence
between the arrival of a request in the controller and the departure of the response,
depends on more factors, as discussed in Section 3.2. It is in [uénced by the arbitration
policy that selects the order in which clients get to use the memory, the number of
interfering refreshes, and the number of outstanding (posted) requests the client already
has, which is unknown in the general case. An accurate WCRT analysis is thus always
a system-speci [C_point-solution, and since this chapter focuses on the general trends
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5.3 worst-case response time of an atom

across memory con [gdrations and types, it is out of its scope. The reader can refer to
[7, 43, 82, 112, 126] or Section 3.2 for a more detailed look into WCRT analysis, while
here we focus on the ingredients that the memory command scheduler inserts into that
analysis in the form of memory patterns.

Figure 5.3 shows the execution time of the memory patterns for various SDRAM types
and con [gurations (ordered by access granularity and Bl). The [rst two groups of bars
represent the entire con [guration space for access granularities of 32, 64 and 128 bytes
for the two LPDDR2 memories. The other groups show the 64-byte con [gdrations of
the fastest memories in our set for the remaining SDRAM types. The o set bar shows
the time it takes from the start of a read pattern until the [nal data word is put on the
data bus by the memory ( ; + Bl BC BL/ 2). This may happen after the end of the
read pattern, because commands are pipelined in the memory, and thus the o [Sek bar is
sometimes larger than the read bar. The total stacked length of the bars per con [gira-
tion can be interpreted as the WCRT? of a read request that has to wait for a refresh (tfef),

an interfering read and write pattern (t? and t) and the associated switching patterns
(5, andth. ), and [mally its own data o [set.

Comparing the con [gurations for LPDDR2-667, we can see that the pattern execution
times grow as expected (Figure 4.3) when the access granularity grows. The length of
the refresh pattern increases as patterns become more e [cieht. This happens because
a refresh command can only be issued once all banks have been precharged, and NOPs
are inserted at the start of the refresh pattern to ensure this. E [cieht pattern con [gira-
tions exploit bank-parallelism and have their [nal read or write burst relatively close to
the end of the associated pattern, thus increasing the required number of NOPs before
the refresh command. The switching patterns grow with e Lciehcy for similar reasons;
they insert NOPs between the bursts of patterns of opposing types where they would
otherwise be too near each other. At high e Lciehcies, bursts are scheduled relatively
close to the pattern edges, and the switching patterns grow as a result. Note that ex-
changing read and write pattern duration for longer refresh and switching patterns is
not a zero-sum game, because refresh patterns have to be issued infrequently relative
to read or write patterns, and the switching patterns are not always in the worst-case
sequence of patterns that determines the e [ciehcy?.

Comparing similar con [gurations (same (BI, BC)) across the LPDDR2 memories, re-
veals that increasing the clock frequency reduces the execution time (in seconds) of the
patterns, in line with the bandwidth trends. Switching patterns disappear, because the
data-bus timings that dictate their length are speci[ed in clock cycles and thus shrink
in comparison to the analog timings that are based on nanoseconds, which dominate
the read and write pattern length at higher clock frequencies.

The pipeline latency of the controller hardware, including the PHY calibration o [Sek (see Section 3.1.4) would
also have to be added for completion.

70% of the tested con [gdrations have only write (and refresh) patterns in their worst-case sequence, and 30%
alternate between read and write (and refresh) patterns.

99



100

power/performance trade-offs

The refresh pattern length for DDR3 and DDR4 is roughly twice as big as that of the
LPDDR3 memory, but LPDDR2/3 memories need to be refreshed twice as often (refi is
half as long, as shown in Appendix B), and hence still have approximately the same
refresh e [ciehcy.

Finally, it is interesting to look at the global picture, considering the sensitivity of
the pattern execution times to the clock frequency. For example, when comparing the
LPDDR2-677 and LPDDR3-1600 (2,2) con [guration, the frequency grows with 140%, while
the duration of a read-write-o [sek sequence (tP +t§, + o [sek) reduces by only 49 ns or
20%. This highlights that both new memory technologies and higher clock frequencies
do not give much bene [Iyet in terms of reducing the WCRT of a request.

5.4 evaluation

This chapter relies on the correctness of the worst-case bandwidth and power analysis
to predict the performance of various memory modules. Experimentally showing that
this analysis model is accurate for all these modules is impractical, due to the large
variety of specialized (PHY) hardware that would be involved. However, we can at least
show that the analysis holds for our VHDL instance. Power measurement requires a
relatively complex setup, and has been extensively done in [26] with the same memory
modules and FPGA board we use, so we will not repeat that e [art. Instead, we focus on
the worst-case bandwidth.

Since this chapter primarily considers back-end performance, this experiment will do
the same: the resource front-end is omitted in the experimental setup, and all measure-
ments are done directly on the back-end input port. A memory client is connected to
this port, it transmits a [xdd workload of requests into the controller, and we measure
the amount of time required to process them. If the workload is large enough, then the
artifacts of starting and stopping the experiment are negligible, and an accurate approx-
imation of the bandwidth can be obtained.

A complicating factor for the experiment is that we can only measure an actual-case
bandwidth to compare with the outcome of a worst-casenalysis. We hence try to ap-
proach the assumed worst-case conditions as closely as possible by making sure that:

1. The memory is fully utilized. Not doing so would yield a measured bandwidth that
is too low, simply because the client is not requesting fast enough.

2. The worst-case sequence of requests is executed continuously. This implies switch-
ing between read and write requests for mix-dominant pattern sets, or continuously
reading or writing for read-dominant or write-dominant pattern sets, respectively.

Satisfying the [rst condition using a MicroBlaze processor as a client is not viable, since
it does not have the capacity to generate tra Ccih the required large volumes. Instead,
we use a con [gudrable tra Ccgenerator hardware module, similar to the one that was
used in our experiments of [30]. The tra [c_generator keeps track of the number of
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Table 5.1: Raptor worst-case bandwidth (byc) [MB/s] for an MT4JSF6464H DIMM [98] with
f =400 MHz and IW = 4 bytes for access granularities up to 256 bytes.

#BC, B! 1 2 4 8
1 467 933 1862 2360
2 814 1624 2639 -
4 1294 2575 - -
8 1835 - - -

cycles it takes to complete a con [guirable number of requests. The types of the generated
requests can be con [gured to exercise the controller with the three di Cerknt required
sequences of patterns, that is: 1) only writes, 2) only reads, or 3) alternating writes and
reads.

The Raptor memory controller instance in this experiment uses a 400 MHz command
clock, and has a 32-bit data bus. We generate memory patterns for its memory module in
this con [gdration, and run the worst-case bandwidth analysis. The access granularity
that is used by the tra Cc_gknerator is restricted between its minimum value of 32 bytes
(1 burst per pattern), and 256 bytes, corresponding to 8 bursts per pattern, to capture a
reasonable range of possible request sizes. The controller is always con [gdred to match
this access granularity. Refresh patterns are automatically issued by the controller.

Table 5.1 shows the results of the worst-case bandwidth analysis. The numbers in the
table should be a lower bound on the bandwidth that we measure for all request-type
sequences in the associated experiment, and should match exactly when the worst-case
sequence of requests for a particular pattern set is used. In each experiment, we transfer
128 MB worth of data, such that even the fastest con [guration experiences close to
6000 refresh periods, and hence the e [edt of refresh patterns is su [ciehtly present in
the measurements.

Figure 5.4 shows the results of the experiment as a collection of bar graphs for each
(Bl, BC) con [guration. The [rst bar in each group represents the (analytical) worst-case
bandwidth (by), the second, third and fourth show the measured bandwidth when con-
tinuously reading (b™2sure§, writing (b'2U"®§ or alternating read and write requests
(bRaeasurey respectively. The gure shows that the worst-case bounds are:vihkdmea-
sured bandwidth is always slightly larger than predicted (although this is di [culk to see
in the graph), while the largest deviation from the bound when a worst-case request se-
quence is executed is only 0.09%. Intentionally miscon [giring the memory controller
such that a pattern is one cycle longer than expected, leads to a violation of the worst-
case bound that is at least an order of magnitude larger than this deviation, supporting
this conclusion. The dominance class of each con [gdration can also clearly be observed
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Figure 5.4: Worst-case and measured bandwidth for di Cerknt pattern con [gurations.

in the graph by [nding the bar of the request sequence that best matches the worst-case
bar (the last two sets are mix dominant, the others are all write dominant).

5.5 conclusion

This chapter discussed the in [ugnce of memory pattern con [gurations ((Bl, BC) combi-
nations) on the worst-case performance of twelve memory modules from six di [erent
memory generations. We have shown that memory e [ciehcy scales with the access
granularity by which it is used. The maximum granularity is limited by the request size
of the clients that use the memory, so there is only a limited range of con [gurations
that is practically useful.

For a [xdd access granularity, we observed that the Bl and BC parameters can be used
to trade worst-case bandwidth for energy e [ciehcy. Additionally, we showed that in-
terleaving over more than 4 banks (or 8 banks for DDR4) is never a good idea, since
there is always a better con [giration available in terms of worst-case bandwidth or en-
ergy e [ciehcy at the same granularity. These observations can be used as rudimentary
guidelines for the con [guration of a scheduling algorithm or the selection of a pattern
set, although the [na-grained decision will always depend on the mix of requirements
from the memory clients.

Comparing speed bins and di Lerent SDRAM types showed that both faster bins, and
(not unexpectedly) newer memory generations tend to be more energy e [cieht. We
also see that modern memories with wider interfaces and / or higher clock frequencies
require larger access granularities to reach the same level of memory e [ciehcy (data
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bus utilization) as slower / narrower memories, respectively. This trend may be a reason
for concern, since it implies that worst-case e Lciehcy will fall even further as memories
get wider and faster, unless structural changes are made to reduce SDRAM timings, or
clients increase their access granularity to compensate.

Finally, we validated the bound on worst-case bandwidth for our memory controller
implementation, and showed that it is tight in the worst case.
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Your task is not to foresee the future, but to enable it.

— Antoine de Saint Exupéry, The Wisdom of the Sands (Citadell§)8

CONSERVATIVE OPEN-PAGE POLICY

The overarching theme in this thesis is mixed time-criticality memory controllers. So far,
the focus has been mostly on the worst-case aspects of such a controller. This chapter
changes that by introducing a mechanism that improves its average-case performance.

Memory controllers that use a close-page policy immediately precharge (close) a page
when a request is completed. The alternative to a close-page policy is an open-page pol-
icy that attempts to exploit locality of reference. It keeps the page open after a request,
speculating that a following request wants to access the same page again. If this bet pays
o [ Then no time is spent precharging and subsequently activating the same page again
(as would be done in a close-page policy), and instead data can be accessed immediately,
improving e [ciehcy. If it does not, then the request experiences the full precharge and
activate penalty once it arrives. A close-page policy could have avoided this penalty at
least partially, because it can start precharging the page before the request arrives. In sys-
tems where multiple independent processors share a single memory resource, requests
from di Lerknt clients are interleaved in an unpredictable manner, making it impossible
to guarantee that any locality remains to be exploited (without resorting to bank pri-
vatization, discussed in Section 8.1.2.3). This is why worst-case oriented controllers in
such systems often use a close-page policy.

In this chapter, we will introduce a version of the open-page policy that does not com-
promise on worst-case guarantees, and can hence be freely used by controllers that care
about both worst-case and average-case performance. Section 6.1 explains the intuition
behind it, and introduces terminology. Section 6.2 discusses the impact of the policy on
the previously introduced controller architecture. The implementation of the policy is
re [ndd in Section 6.3, such that the average-case performance gains are improved. Sec-
tion 6.4 evaluates the e [edtiveness of the policy through experiments with the SystemC
instance of the memory controller, followed by conclusions in Section 6.5.

This chapter is partially based on our earlier work that was published at DATE 2013 [57].
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Figure 6.1: Response time of a hit versus a miss. A miss may have a longer response time in a
speculative policy, while the conservative policy behaves similar to a close-page policy.

6.1 conservative open-page policy

Exploiting locality is bene [cial for the average-case performance of a memory con-
troller, but speculative open-page policies increase worst-case response times. Figure 6.1
shows exactly why this happens: it can take longer to read all the data of a request in
a speculative open-page policy than in a close-page policy. In a mixed-time criticality
system, certain applications may be bound by tight real-time requirements, and there-
fore it is undesirable to tamper with the worst-case guarantees. We hence propose a
conservative open-page policgt exploits part of the available locality without sacri [c-]
ing worst-case performance. The core idea is to remove the speculation that is normally
inherent to the policy by only allowing a page to remain open after an access when it is
certainthat the next request targets the same page. This is conservative with respect to
the worst-case guarantees if this decision is made beforethe page would traditionally
be precharged by the controller in a close-page policy. The policy can be adopted by
all real-time close-page command schedulers, although the implementation e [art may
vary based on the (original) scheduler.

When the conservative open-page policy is used, the controller executes the follow-
ing four steps while it serves a request:

1. Commands are executed as normal, as if it were using a close-page policy, until the
point where a close-page controller would commit to precharging. Assuming the
command schedule is generated by an algorithm similar to those from Chapter 4,
this commitment is made when the auto-precharge [ag is attached to the last read
or write command of the [rst bank in the pattern.

2. The target address for the next request is now inspected. If the next request is not
available yet, or if it targets a di [erknt row or set of banks, then the execution of the
commands continues as if a close-page policy was used.
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Figure 6.2: Read schedules for the DDR3-1600 memory in four di Cerknt modes, for Bl 2, BC 2. Each
block represents acommand, empty blocks represent NOPs. The tinted commands have
auto-precharge [agds. The timing constraints that dictate the length of the schedule are
shown on the arrows.

3. If the next request targets the same row in the same set of banks, then a hit is
detected. The auto-precharge [ags are omitted, as are the NOPs that are normally
scheduled after the RD or WR commands. These NOPs are normally there to satisfy
the PRE-to-ACT and ACT-to-ACT constraints.

4. The command schedule for the next memory access does not incorporate any acti-
vate commands, and the NOPs required to satisfy the ACT-to-RD/WR constraint are
also omitted.

As a motivating example, consider the [rst schedule in Figure 6.2, targeted at a 16-bit
DDR3-1600 (Appendix B), the memory that will be used as the running example through-
out this chapter. It shows that for Bl 2, BC 2, a read atom needs 39 cycles in the close-page
policy, of which only 16 cycles are used to transfer data. 59% of the cycles is spent wait-
ing for ACT and PRE related constraints. The average cost of opening and closing a page
(i.e. the time not spent transferring data in the pattern) in all con [gdrations up to a gran-
ularity of 64 bytes for this memory is 71% and 77% for reads and writes, respectively.
This shows that our policy (and open-page policies in general) can have a signi [cant
impact on the (average-case) e [ciehcy with which the memory is used. Note that the
proposed mechanism merely creates the opportunityfor locality exploitation, but it does
not guarante¢hat it will actually happen, because the client is not considered anywhere
in our approach, and is hence an average-case optimization.
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Figure 6.3: Allowed mode transitions. Schedules in dotted modes are not always executed start to
[nikh, but instead begin where the connected mode on their incoming vertex left o (]
when the hit was detected.

The conservative open-page policy can use four di [erent modego process an atom.
Figure 6.2 shows an example of the read schedules in each possible mode, applied to the
DDR3-1600 memory we used before:

1. AP: Activates and Precharges a page. This mode is used if a closed page is accessed,
and the next atom needs di Lerknt page. A close-page policy alwaysuses this mode.

2. ANP: contains an Activate, but No-Precharge. A transition from AP to this mode is
made while the schedule is being executed, if the next access is a page hit and it is
detected in time.

3. NAP: No-Activate, and Precharge. This mode is used if the current atom was a hit,
but the next atom is not known to be a hit.

4. NANP: No-Activate, No-Precharge. A mode that contains only RD or WR commands.
A transition from NAP to this mode is made while the schedule is being executed, if
the previous and next atom are both page hits.

Figure 6.3 shows the relation between the modes graphically. A transition to a dotted
mode can be regarded as the memory controller equivalent of a conditional jump in-
struction to a di [erent schedule, based on the detection of a page hit. The transition is
made instantly when the transition condition is satis [ed. For example, if the n’th com-
mand from a pattern is executed in AP mode and a hit is detected in cycle x, then the
n+ 1'th command of the same type of pattern in ANP mode is executed in cycle x + 1.
The memory controller has to inspect the address of the next atom that is selected by
the resource arbiter to detect hits. This address has to be known before the rst precharge
would be executed in the AP or NAP schedules. If the address for the next access is not
known by that time, then the controller has to assume a miss to prevent sacri [Cihg
worst-case guarantees. This implies that there is a limited time-window in which local-
ity can be exploited. In a naive implementation, based on a close-page schedule with
auto-precharge commands, the size of this window depends on the time required to
activate a row, plus the time required to access all bursts from the [rst bank in the
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Figure 6.4: Mapping of patterns to the pattern memory.

access. The greater BC is, the more time exists between the start of an access and the
decision moment. Section 6.3 describes a method to increase the size of the window by
exchanging auto-precharge commands for explicit precharges that are scheduled as late
as possible.

Similarly, there also exists an address window in which locality can be exploited, the
size of which depends on BI. Each bank has its own row bu [ef] so the number of bits that
is activated by a pattern is BI times the size of the row bu [erlper bank. The humber of
distinct atoms that might be a hit is equal to the total number of activated bits, divided
by the access granularity, which for a constant access granularity grows linearly with
BI.

6.2 impact on pattern-based controller

The conservative open-page policy impacts both the memory patterns and the support-
ing architecture of our controller. At [Tst sight, the introduction of di [erent modes for
each of the patterns leads to four-fold expansion of the number of patterns that need
to be stored. Fortunately, the di Lerknces between patterns in each mode are small by
de [nikion: to allow seamless transitions from AP to ANP, and from NAP to NANP, the re-
spective schedule-pairs have to be the same at least until the precharge decision is made.
After the decision-point, they di[erlin terms of length, and in whether or not they ex-
ecute precharge commands. The di Cerknces compared to the template architecture in
Chapter 3 (Figure 3.2) are limited. We take advantage of this in the pattern memory
encoding, limiting the required space at the cost of a slightly more complex controller.

Two versions of each original pattern are stored in the pattern memory instead of one.
The [rst version contains commands shared by AP and ANP, while the second version is
shared by NAP and NANP. Figure 6.4 shows what the pattern memory and its entry and
exit points look like when the conservative open-page policy is used. When deciding
on which pattern to execute next, the pattern selector indexes an entry in the pattern



6.2 impact on pattern-based controller

Figure 6.5: Example of the relation between modes, executed patterns and the predication of
precharge commands. Detected hits only change the mode if they are detected before
the time-window closes.

LUT. In addition to the incoming atom type and the previously executed pattern type,
it now also needs to consider the mode in which the previougattern was executed (the
LUT gets more entries). For misses, the previous mode was either AP or NAP. In that
case, it selects the entry containing a base address in the (gray) AP / ANP range for the
next atom. For hits, the previous mode was either ANP or NANP, which means the next
atom needs a pattern from the (white) NAP / NANP base address range.

If a hit is detected during the execution of a pattern and before the [rst precharge,
then its active mode changes. The command player is noti [ed, such that it can update
the pattern’s exit point to re [edt the length of the pattern in the appropriate (NP) mode.
The possible exit points per active mode are shown in Figure 6.4. The execution of
precharge commands, either explicitly (Section 6.3) or in the form of auto-precharge
[ags, is predicated by the active mode in which the pattern is executed: in ANP or NANP
mode, they are not forwarded to the SDRAM. Figure 6.5 shows the transitions between

modes for an example with three write and two read atoms. The example starts o (]

with all banks closed. A write atom arrives, and is serviced by the gray write pattern
in AP mode from Figure 6.4. While it is executing, but before the [rst precharge, the
next write atom arrives. It is a hit, so the active mode changes to ANP. The exit point
changes correspondingly to ANP, allowing for an earlier termination of the pattern, as
shown in Figure 6.4. Since the mode at the end of the [rst write was ANP, the second
write pattern uses the ANP/NANP entry point in the white pattern range.

The refresh pattern always follows a mode that precharges (AP or NAP). The number
of required leading NOPs before the REF command may vary depending on the preceding
mode, and hence the entry point changes based on it.

Figure 6.2 and Figure 6.4 suggest that patterns in modes containing no precharges are
shorter than those that do, but this is not necessarily the case, as shown in Figure 6.6.
Read and write patterns in ANP or NANP mode have to contain trailing NOPs to resolve
the RD-to-RD or WR-to-WR (data bus) constraints across patterns. In AP or ANP mode,
these constraints overlap with the start of the following patterns, which generally con-
tain no additional data bus activity, and hence no NOPs are required. Note that for the
presented storage scheme and pattern transition mechanism, it does not matter which
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Figure 6.6: Example where an ANP pattern is longer than an AP pattern. Note that each individual
read burst still completes at the same time or earlier when the NP patterns are used.

of the modes contains the longest pattern, as long as the entry and exit points in the
pattern LUT are con [gured accordingly.

6.3 using explicit precharge commands

The conservative open-page patterns have a limited time window in which they can
transition to a NP mode. The time-window size has to be as large as possible to maxi-
mize the exploited locality. To maximize the window size, the decision to prechargeust
be made as late as possible. For this purpose, we propose to replace the auto-precharge
ags with explicit prechargethat happen later in the schedule, e [edtively postponing
the decision. To maintain the same worst-case guarantees, we do not allow the read and
write schedule lengths to increase as a result of the replacement. This section presents
a greedy heuristic that generates schedules that use this principle for our pattern-based
memory controller, based on the existing patterns that use auto-precharges. After ap-
plying the heuristic, the size of the time-window is larger than or equal to the original
window size, with no in[uénce on the read or write pattern length. Therefore, it is al-
ways recommended to apply this heuristic when using the policy.

Algorithm 4 shows the heuristic, reusing the semantics and some of the functions
that were used earlier to describe Algorithm 2 in Chapter 4. The top-level function in
the heuristic is increaseWindowSize. As its inputs, it needs the read or write pattern
for which the time-window should be extended (P), its length including trailing NOPs
(pattLen), and the pattern that should be schedulable after this pattern (nextP). The AP
and NAP pattern should be processed separately, and hence P can be either of these
patterns. nextP can either be an AP or ANP pattern (it has to start with an activate). In
practice, running the heuristic with either of these patterns as nextP yields the same
result, since they both contain the same commands except for the precharges, (as can
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be seen in Figure 6.2), and no PRE-to-PRE-command constraints exist for the considered
SDRAM types.

Algorithm 4 Heuristic to increase the time window size

1. function increaseWindowSize (pattLen, nextP, P)
2: while true do

3: P’ :=P// A copy, to restore the pattern if this iteration fails

4: [rstPre :=getFirstPre (P)// Returned by reference

5: if [rstPre.autoPrechargeFlag == true then

6: startAt :=earliest ((type: PRE, bank: [rstPre.bank, cc: 0), P)
T preCc :=firstFreeCycle (startAt, P)

8: P:=P[ {(type: PRE, bank: [rstPre.bank, cc: preCc) }

o: [rstPre.autoPrechargeFlag :=false

10: else

11 preCc :=firstFreeCycle ([rstPre.cc +1, P)

12 [rstPre.cc :=preCc

13; if preCc >= pattLen or minPatternDistance (pattLen, nextP, P) > 0 then
14: return P’

15: function firstFreeCycle (startAt, P)

16: // Determine the [rst free cycle in Pstarting at and including startAt.
17: while fcmd 2 P j cmd.cc == startAtg, ? do

18: startAt :=startAt + 1

19: return startAt

The heuristics iteratively increases the size of the window, considering one precharge
at a time. The [Ist auto or explicit precharge in the schedule is greedily selected as
a conversion or move candidate, since it is the critical command that determines the
window size. The getFirstPre function returns a reference to this command (line 4).
Note that it is always possible to uniquely identify the [rst precharge, since there is
only one command per cycle, which could either be a RD or WR with an auto-precharge
[ag, or an explicit precharge.

In each iteration, the heuristic can either 1) convertan auto-precharge into an explicit
precharge (lines 5-9), or 2) movean earlier converted explicit precharge command to a
later cycle in the schedule (lines 10-12). The initial conversion results in a relatively
large jump of the precharge decision for a bank, since it needs to satisfy the RD/WR-to-
PRE constraint (Table 4.2). We attempt to move explicit precharge commands one cycle
per iteration of the heuristic.

Adding or moving a PRE command is only possible if the cycle we try to place it in
is not already taken, which is ensured by the firstFreeCycle function. If a cycle is
already occupied, then this function will consider all following cycles, until it [nds an
empty one. We do not consider the option of moving other commands (ACTs, RDs or
WRs) to make room for the PRE command, since this would require re-evaluation of all
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Figure 6.7: Resulting patterns after converting auto-precharges to explicit precharges (DDR3-1600,

(2,2)).

other constraints related to these commands, and the result is likely to a [edt the pattern
length and worst-case performance negatively.

Line 13 and 14 evaluate the result of a conversion or move. The minPatternDistance
function, de [ndd earlier in Algorithm 1 (Section 4.2.1), is used to determine the minimal
distance between nextP and P. If the modi[ed precharge command is not scheduled
within the pattern, or if the next pattern cannot be scheduled immediatelyafter the
current pattern anymore as a result of the modi [cation, then the heuristic terminates
returning P° the last successfully modi[ed copy of the pattern. In all other cases, we
select a new candidate precharge (line 4), and repeat the procedure.

Algorithm 4 is greedy in its selection of which precharge to move [rst. It might place
this precharge in a cycle that makes future moves of other precharges impossible, ter-
minating at a non-optimal solution, in the sense that a larger window would have been
possible if another order was chosen. In Section 6.4.1, we bound the di [erknce between
the heuristic’s output and the optimal window size.

Figure 6.7 shows the results of the heuristic when applied to the example from Fig-
ure 6.2. A more extensive evaluation of the heuristic can be found in Section 6.4.1. The
precharge decision is postponed by 14 and 6 cycles in the AP and NAP modes, respec-
tively. Another way to put this is to say the window size increased by 100% and 150%,
although that probably paints a more dramatic picture than warranted by the absolute
numbers. The windows in NAP patterns are relatively small compared to the AP pattern,
since they immediately start with RD or WR commands, leaving out the initial ACT-to-
RD/WR cycles that add to the window size in an AP pattern.

Note that a time-window of 10 cycles does not imply that a client’s atoms have to
arrive at 10 cycle intervals to successfully exploit locality. Instead, it means that the
arbiter in the resource bus has 10 additionalcycles before it needs to settle on the next
atom to send to the back-end, while the atoms themselves are can already be queued up
in the client’s atom queue in the front-end.

The heuristic ensures that the sizes of the read and write patterns do not increase as
a result of moving the precharge commands, but it has no guards preventing the auxil-
iary patterns from growing. Switching patterns are not impacted by the location of PRE
commands, since there are no PRE-to-RD/WR constraints (see Table 4.1 and Table 4.2).
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Refresh commands, however, need to respect a non-zero PRE-to-REF constraint, and
their patterns may thus be impacted. There are multiple ways to approach this issue:

1. The refresh pattern can be re-generated based on the modi [ed read and write pat-
terns. After evaluating the impact on the worst-case guarantees, a decision to accept
the change or to use option 2 or 3 can be made.

2. A fairly trivial modi[cation to line 13 of the heuristic, adding the refresh pattern
as an additional minPatternDistance check, could terminate it once the refresh
pattern starts to be a [edted.

3. Manual refresh schemes like shown in [19, 117] can avoid refresh patterns and the
associated issue completely.

6.4 evaluation

The evaluation of the conservative open-page policy is done in two steps. First, we
generate conservative open-page patterns for our test memories, apply Algorithm 4,
and discuss its e [edtiveness in Section 6.4.1. Second, Section 6.4.2 shows the average-
case performance improvement the policy o [erk in various scenarios.

6.4.1 Time-window size

Table 6.1 focuses on the 16-bit DDR3-1600 device from before, containing results for
pattern con [gdrations up to an access granularity of 64 bytes. Read and write pattern
related numbers are shown on separate lines, in both the AP and NAP mode. For each
con [guration, it shows three columns per pattern:

1. PSthe pattern size.
2. WS representing the time-window size after applying Algorithm 4.

3. A, representing the number of cycles added to the time-window by Algorithm 4
relative to the naive solution that only uses auto-precharge [ags.

Postponing the precharge-decision by increasing BC increases the size of the time-
window as predicted earlier in Section 6.1, and hence the largest window sizes at a
speci [Chccess granularity are found at the largest BC value. The table also shows Algo-
rithm 4 usually increases the window size by 50% in this result set. The time-window in
a write pattern is always at least as large as in the corresponding read pattern, because
the WR-to-PRE constraints are greater than the RD-to-PRE constraints for this memory
(and for all other memories in Appendix B as well). This causes write patterns in general
to be larger than read patterns, and hence there are more potential locations for explicit
PRE commands, while at the same time they are forced to be scheduled relatively late
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Table 6.1: Time-window sizes using the conservative open-page policy and the number of cycles
contributed by the heuristic for the schedules containing precharges (DDR3-1600).

BI 1 1 2 1 2 4
BC 1 2 1 4 2 1
AG [bytes] 16 32 32 64 64 64

PS WS A |PS WS A|PS WS A|PS WS A|PS WS A|PS WS A
AP-RD [cc] 39 28 17139 28 13|39 28 17|40 29 6 139 28 13|40 23 12
AP-WR [cc] 46 35 24|50 39 24|46 35 24|58 47 24|50 39 24|46 23 12
NAP-RD[cc] | 24 13 13|21 10 6 |18 7 7129 18 6 21 10 6|17 6 6
NAP-WR[cc] | 35 24 24|39 28 24|35 24 24|47 36 24|39 28 243 12 12

due to the same constraint. NAP patterns have smaller time windows than AP patterns
in the same con [guration, since they are simply smaller (which is the whole point of
creating them), and immediately start with read or write bursts. The accessed banks in
NAP patterns can typically be precharged earlier, because the ACT-to-PRE constraints
are (partially) resolved during the preceding ANP pattern.

Next, the scope is expanded to con [gurations up to an access granularity of 256 bytes,
and we also include all the other test memories (Appendix B). In this result set (visualized
in Figure 6.8), the time-window spans on average 39% of the AP pattern and 35% of
the NAP pattern before applying Algorithm 4, versus 76% and 65% after, respectively.
We also observe that none of the refresh patterns are a [edted by the moved precharge
commands, so we do not have to select a method to deal with this.

Figure 6.8 contains histograms of the relative time-window size with respect to the
pattern size for the same result set, both before (left graphs) and after (right graphs)
Algorithm 4 is used, for patterns in AP (top graphs) and NAP (bottom graphs) mode.
The y-axis is normalized and represents the fraction of patterns that [fin a certain bin
(there are 316 patterns and 50 bins in each graph). The graphs shows that the heuristic
shifts the distribution signi [cantly to the right, in line with the growth of the average
window size we saw earlier.

To bound the di erencebetween the heuristic output and the global optimum, we
sabotage the firstFreeCycle function such that it regards cycles containing explicit
precharge commands as empty. As a result, multiple precharge commands are allowed
to happen within the same cycle, which eliminates the e [edt of the greediness of the
heuristic, although it does potentially introduce command con [icts. The window size
produced by this modi [ed heuristic is an upper bound for the optimal window size.

We apply the modi Ced heuristic to our set of test memories (Appendix B) and take
note of the di [erences in window sizes compared to our previous result. The results
show that Algorithm 4 generates the optimal result for at least 90% of the tested patterns.
On average, the optimal window size is not more than 1% larger than the size produced
by the heuristic. The largest percentual dilerknce from the upper bound in a single
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Figure 6.8: Relative time-window size histogram (the height of a bar represents the fraction of
patterns in the result set having a time-window in the bin corresponding to the value
on the x-axis).

Figure 6.9: We use an upper bound on the optimal window size to determine how far Algorithm 4
can maximally be from the real optimum.
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Table 6.2: CHStone trace characteristics.

Trace adpcm aes bf gsm jpeg mips motion sha

Avg. bandwidth [MB/s] 846 878 253 1910 100 1577 2426 236
Number of requests 645 742 873 644 1685 541 617 791

con [gudration is 29%, although a manual (not generally applicable) inspection shows
that in this case the bound is not tight, and Algorithm 4 actually produced the optimal
window size. Given these results, we conclude that the heuristic is e [edtive in achieving
its goal.

6.4.2 Stall time reduction

The conservative open-page policy theoretically improves the average-case performance
of memory clients. To evaluate this claim, we set up an experiment with the SystemC
model of our memory controller, connected to a model of the DDR3-1600 SDRAM (Ap-
pendix B). We compare the performance of a set of memory traces, [rst using a close-
page policy, and later using the conservative open-page policy. The corresponding ap-
plications are drawn from the CHStone benchmark set [63], and traces are generated
using the SimpleScalar 3.0 processor simulator [15].

The selection of a benchmark set is often a compromise between (arguably) con [ict-
ing requirements, this experiment being no exception. Code and the associated input
sets need to be available, the e [art involved in porting and compilation should be lim-
ited, the mix of applications has to be relevant with respect to the application area of the
research, run-time on the target architecture needs to be reasonable, and the functional
correctness of the applications should be maintained, while the overarching goal is to
prove a point based on the results of the experiments. CHStone meets most of these
requirements, as it comes with integrated input data and reference output, while being
mostly compatible with the target processor. Eight out of the twelve applications in the
benchmark are used, the four applications that are left out use 64-bit [adting-point op-
erations that are not supported by the SimpleScalar compiler. What remains is the set
shown in Table 6.2. It consists of various audio and image coding / decoding applica-
tions (adpcm, gsm, jpeg, motiop cryptographic algorithms (aes, bf, shag and a small
mipssimulator, all of which (except for perhaps the mipssimulator) could plausibly run
on a mixed time-criticality embedded system.

For each application in the benchmark, a memory-trace [elis generated using a
slightly modi Ced version of the SimpleScalar simulator. It records the time and address
of each L2 cache miss, resulting in a trace [Ielcontaining all requests that go to the
SDRAM. We use the out-of-order execution engine (sim-outorder) with default settings
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Figure 6.10: Setup of the conservative open-page experiments.

except for the cache setup, for which we select half the size compared to its defaults.
We use a uni[ed 128 KB L2 cache with 64-byte cache lines, 512 sets and an associativ-
ity of 4. Each request in the trace thus corresponds to a cache miss of 64 bytes. There
are two reasons to reduce the cache size: 1) the traces are later used to model tra [Cih
a 4 core system with partitioned L2 caches, and hence we limit the total cache size to
more realistic proportions for an embedded system. 2) The smaller cache size increases
the load on the SDRAM, and biases the applications’ performance towards being more
memory bound. Applications that are not in [ugnced by the memory performance, do
not bene [Xfirom improvements made on the SDRAM side, and would generate valid but
trivial results, and hence we try to avoid them. The reader should keep this in mind
when evaluating the results of the experiment.

The memory controller front-end is included such that the SDRAM can be shared
amongst multiple clients. Its arbiter con [guration only matters in the multi-application
experiment Section 6.4.2.3, and will be introduced there. We use a setup with four input
ports, each of which is connected to a trace-based tra Cc player by means of a (compos-
able) NoC [52], as shown in Figure 6.10. A tra [cplayer generates requests at the times
(clock cycles) indicated by the trace [Ielassigned to it. Each player emulates a processor
running at 1400 MHz, which means that a clock cycle in the trace corresponds to 0.71 ns.
Table 6.2 shows the resulting average requested bandwidth, i.e. the total amount of data

requested in the trace, divided by the time of the last request. Note that the actual tra [c ]

intensity varies over time during the trace execution. Each application has its own mem-
ory range, such that they do not share rows in the memory. The controller is con [gured
with pattern sets that o [erk a 64-byte granularity (atom size) to match the request size
of the traces.

A tra [c_player allows a maximum of four outstanding read-requests before it stalls.
When this happens, it stops executing, i.e. halts its cycle counter, and does not issue any
more requests until a response arrives. It further assumes that all requests are indepen-
dent. Note that a real processor could potentially stall due to dependencies, but that it
is not uncommon for multiple cache misses to arrive at a memory controller in a rela-

117



118

conservative open-page policy

Figure 6.11: Available spatial locality per trace for three pattern con [gurations, from left to right:
(B11,BC 4), (Bl 2,BC 2) and (Bl 4, BC 1).

tively short interval [158], and that techniques exist to improve the available memory
parallelism [40, 110]. Support for multiple outstanding requests is a feature found in the
higher-end embedded processors, for example, the PowerPC e500v2 [47] supports [vé
outstanding load misses.

Three factors determine the number of page hits for an application. In the following
sections, the consequences of each of these factors are evaluated for the proposed policy.

1. Spatial localityhas to be present within an application (Section 6.4.2.1). If a request
targets the same row and bank as its predecessor, then it is a potential hit, otherwise
it is a guaranteed miss.

2. Temporal localitySection 6.4.2.2): a request containing spatial locality has to arrive
at the memory controller before the time window closes.

3. Interferencdrom requests by other clients (Section 6.4.2.3). Requests streams from
di Cerknt clients might be interleaved, destroying their locality.

6.4.2.1 Spatial locality

The spatial locality of a trace, i.e. the fraction of consecutive requests that target the
same page, can be determined by analyzing the sequence of accessed addresses. Which
bits from the address are used to determine the bank and row addresses depends on
the address decoder con [guration (Section 4.2.5), which is a result of the selected pat-
tern con [guration. The likelihood of two consecutive requests targeting the same banks
increases with a growing BlI, as discussed earlier in Section 6.1, resulting in more hits.
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Figure 6.12: Single-application experiment results. Bar 1 represents the exploited locality during
the conservative open-page run, bars 2 and 4 are relative numbers given the close-
page and conservative open-page runs, and 3 is the fraction of time the tra Cc_gkner-
ator was stalled during the close-page run. All runs use (Bl 2, BC 2).

We analyze the traces for the three di [erent pattern con [gurations that o [erla 64-
byte access granularity. Figure 6.11 shows the spatial locality per trace. At least 57%
of the requests in each trace can potentially bene [iirom an open-page policy, with a
variation of at most 8% points caused by the di [erkent con [gdrations.

6.4.2.2 Single-application performance

In the single-application experiment, only one of the four tra Cc_players is active, run-
ning each of the application traces independently. This implies that both spatial and
temporal locality play a role, but interference is still left out of the equation.

We run each trace two times, [rst using a close-page policy and then using the conser-
vative open-page policy in the BI 2, BC 2 con [guration. The results of these experiments
are shown in Figure 6.12, through 4 bars per experiment, which we now discuss one by
one.

First, we determine the fraction of requests containing spatial locality (identi[ed in
Figure 6.11) that is captured within the time-window by simply counting the number of
hits in the memaory controller. This is plotted on the [rst bar in the graph as a percentage
of the maximum number of hits identi[ed in Figure 6.11. 70% of the requests which
contained spatial locality actually result in a hit on average.

The execution time of a trace consists of two parts, 1) the time spent on computation
which is memory performance independent, and 2) the time spent stalledwaiting for a
response from the SDRAM. Optimizations on the memory side can only reduce the stall
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time. The percentage by which the stall time is reduced by the conservative open-page
policy is plotted on the second bar in Figure 6.12. Results vary between 58% (bf) and
86% (sha) reduction. These numbers may appear relatively high at [rst, considering
that in the best case, the conservative open-page policy replaces an AP pattern by an
NANP pattern compared to the close-page policy, resulting in “only” a 59% time saving
(see Figure 6.2). However, the tra [c_gknerator only stalls once it reaches its maximum
outstanding request limit, and hence there is not a one-to-one translation of memory
response time to stall time. A small reduction of the memory response time can thus
reduce the stall time by a relatively larger factor.

Bar three in Figure 6.12 shows the ratio between the stall time and the computation
time for the trace while using the close-page policy. The higher this ratio is, the more the
execution time of an trace will reduce as a result of a stall-time reduction. This number
is directly correlated to the average requested bandwidth for a trace, previously shown
in Table 6.2. Based on this statistic, motion is expected to receive most bene [f while
jpeg bene [Islthe least.

Next, we look at the execution-time di [erknce, shown in the fourth bar. Here, results
vary wildly based on the used application: jpeg’s execution time is reduced by only 1%,
while that of motion is reduced by 33%, as expected based on the previously discussed
ratio. The average execution-time reduction across all applications is 17%, so we con-
clude that our proposed technique works well given the stall-time reduction, and that
the bene [Tior an application scales with how memory intensive it is.

Pa ern configuration influence
The pattern con [guration has a large impact on the worst-case guarantees, as discussed
in Chapter 5. To quantify its interaction with the conservative open-page policy, we
repeat the single-application experiment for di [erknt con [gurations.
The considered con [girations in this experiment all have a granularity of 64 bytes:
interleaving over either 1, 2 or 4 banks, while doing 4, 2 or 1 burst per bank, respectively.
Table 6.3 shows the worst-case bandwidth delivered by those con [gurations, calculated
as described in Section 3.2.1.1. It increases with BI, with a 21% di [erence between BI 1
and BI 4. Figure 6.11 shows a trend in the same direction; the higher BI, the higher the
spatial locality. A trend in the opposite direction is visible for the window size (see
Table 6.1). This leads to the observation that for an increasing Bl, both worst-case band-
width and spatial locality increase, but the size of the time-window decreases.
Table 6.3 also shows the (measured) average fraction of exploited locality and the
average execution time for the eight benchmark applications. The conservative open-
page policy captures the largest fraction of potential locality in the con [guration with
the largest window-size (Bl 1, BC 4). However, the execution-time reduction is largest
for the (BI 2, BC 2) con [guration. In absolute numbers, the average execution time for
(BI 2, BC 2) is only 0.3% smaller than that of (Bl 1, BC 4). We conclude that the (open-page
related) performance di erences across con gurations are so small that they are insignif-
icant, so the selection of a con guration can be made based on the real-time guarantees
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Table 6.3: Pattern con [guration in [uénce on single application performance when using the con-
servative open-page policy.

Banks Interleaving (BI) 1 2 4
Burst Count (BC) 4 2

Worst-case bandwidth (byc) [MB/s] 901 1050 1144
Average exploited locality [%] 787 706 70.1
Average exec. time reduction [%] 161 172 170
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(and power consumption) that it o ers, without signi cantly impacting the e ectiveness of

the conservative open-page policy.

6.4.2.3 Multi-application performance

To show the e [edt of multi-application interference on locality exploitation, we run an
experiment with four simultaneously active applications on four separate tra [c_play-
ers. Two high-load and two low-load applications (mips, motion, jpegand bf) compete
for the memory resource. Work-conserviniDMis used as the arbitration scheme in the
front-end, which means that unclaimed slots from one application can be used by an-
other application. If a slot is not used by its designated owner, then the arbiter simply
selects the next application in the table that has a request available. A (BI 2, BC 2) con-
[guration is used. Two variations of this experiment with di [erknt arbiter settings are
performed, annotated with multi-tdm-1 and multi-tdm-2 .

In the multi-tdm-1 experiment, each application is allocated one out of four slots in
the TDM table (e Cedtively creating a round-robin arbiter). This means each application
can get at least a quarter of the memory bandwidth. The downside of this scheme is
that it allows for [né-grained interleaving of requests from di erent applications, which
destroys locality that was present in the original memory trace. This e [edt is visible in
Figure 6.13: only 25% of the potential locality is captured (bar 1), which is signi [cantly
lower than the average captured locality in the single application case. The reduction of
the sum of the stall cycles of all applications when the conservative open-page policy is
switched on, shown in the second bar, is 6%, and consequently the total execution-time
reduction (third bar) is also small.

Looking at the stall-time reduction for the individual applications (bar 4-7), motion
and mipshardly bene [T at all, with mipseven showing a small increase of its stall time.
An explanation for this is that both of these traces are short with respect to the other
two, and require a relatively large amount of bandwidth (Table 6.2). As a result, they
interfere with all other applications and with each other during the short period where
they are active, almost nullifying the bene [slof the conservative open-page policy. bf
and jpeg run signi [cantly longer, and produce fewer requests while doing so, which
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Figure 6.13: Multi-application experiment results.

means they rarely actually try to use the memory at the same time, and hence manage
to obtain some bene [Xfirom the policy once motion and mipsare done.

To retain more of the locality in the request stream, the arbiter in the multi-tdm-2
experiment is modi [ed: each application gets two consecutive slots in a TDM table of
eight slots in total. Note that this has implications for the worst-case response time;
in the [rst TDM-schedule there were at most three interfering slots for an application,
while in the second there are at most six interfering slots, and hence _, grows.

Figure 6.13 shows that giving each application two consecutive slots has a large im-
pact on the fraction of exploited locality: 54% of it is captured, more than 2 times as
much as in the multi-tdm-1 experiment, resulting in a total stall-time reduction of 35%.
The individual stall time drop is between 31% (motion ) and 40% (jpeg). We can con-
clude that successfully applying the conservative open-page policy in a multi-application
use-case is possible, under the condition that the arbiter allows at least part of the consec-
utive requests from an application to be scheduled consecutively, potentially at the cost of
a largerwCRT but equal throughput.

MRT performance

The previous experiments used a setup in which the tested applications themselves had
an inherent degree of memory parallelism: each could issue 4 requests before stalling.
In this experiment, we demonstrate that all applications bene [Xfirom the conservative
open-page policy even if they do not all have this property, based on the notion that the
policy improves the overallmemory performance by exploiting locality. This is a rele-
vant scenario, especially in a mixed-time criticality context, where real-time streaming
applications co-run with best-e [art applications.
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Two tra Ccplayers are active in the experiment: the [rst one runs one of the bench-
mark applications and is con[gured to block immediately when a request is issued,
and unblock once the response arrives. As a result, the application cannot bene [Xfrom
any of its own locality. This models what happens in case an in-order processor is
used to execute the application. The second tra [ player generates a synthetic tra [c ]
stream that models a ([cfional) real-time video IP. It requires a bandwidth of 270 MB/s,
which is the combined read and write rate required to transport 60 frames per second of
1024 786 pixels from and to the memory, assuming 3 bytes/pixel. We assume all of its
requests are independent, such that a high degree of locality is available in this stream,
i.e. the IP running the application is fully pipelined.

16 runs are performed in total: two for each benchmark applications, [rst with the
close-page policy, and later with the conservative open-page policy. The objective of
this experiment is twofold: 1) it allows us to experimentally verify that the real-time
bandwidth constraint of the video IP is always satis [ed, regardless of the used page
policy, and 2) it quanti [es the impact of the locality exploitation by the pipelined video
application on the execution time of the non-pipelined application.

Compared to a close-page policy, the average execution time of the benchmark appli-
cations is reduced by 7.9% when using the conservative open-page, while still satisfying
the constraints of the video IP. Using the policy, the controller manages to serve the
video application faster, allowing more time to be spent on the benchmark application
which hence bene [slindirectly. The motion benchmark again gains most in terms of
execution-time reduction (13.4%), while jpeg shows the smallest improvement (1.9%).
Based on these results, we conclude that if there is at least one application that exploits
locality, then all the other applications that share the memory can bene t and the overall
average-case performance increases.

6.5 conclusion

This chapter deals with the problem of mixed time-criticality workloads for SDRAM
controllers. Existing controllers typically optimize for either worst-case or average-case
performance, but not for the combination of the two. We proposed a conservative open-
page policy that improves the average-case performance without sacri [Cihg real-time
guarantees. It exploits a portion of the locality in the request stream, reducing the
average-case response time. We showed how existing close-page patterns can be con-
verted to their conservative open-page counterparts, and presented an algorithm that
replaces auto-precharge [ads by explicit precharge commands, which improves the ef-
fectiveness of the policy.

The stall-time and execution-time reduction in single- and multi-application use-
cases are quanti[ed for a set of benchmark traces. The average-case performance is
improved by the conservative open-page policy in both of these scenarios. Interference
between applications largely determines the degree to which locality is successfully
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exploited. Arbiter con [gurations that encourage requests of the same application to be
scheduled consecutively by the back-end are signi [cantly more e [ective than those that
do not. It therefore makes sense to try and use those if the (unavoidable) impact on the
worst-case performance can be tolerated. Fortunately, the average-case performance
bene [islobtained by using the policy is not very sensitive to changes in the controller
con [guration, and hence BI and BC can be selected based on their e [edt on the worst-
case properties of the memory only. Finally, we showed that as long as least one of the
memory clients bene [Islfrom the policy, the overall memory performance for all clients
improves.



The problem is, or rather one of the problems, for there are many,
a sizeable proportion of which are continually clogging up the civil,
commercial, and criminal courts in all areas of the Galaxy,
and especially, where possible, the more corrupt ones, this.
The previous sentence makes sense. That is not the problem. This is:
Change.
Read it through again and you'll get it.

— Douglas Adams, So Long, and Thanks for All the Fis#84

RECONFIGURATION

One keyword in the title of this thesis remains undiscussed up until now, so it should
come as no surprise that is chapter deals with this topic of recon guration It has been
alluded to in several places already, most prominently in Chapter 3, where the recon [g4
uration infrastructure was shown from an architectural point of view. The focus in this
current chapter lies more on the process of memory controller recon [guration, its mer-
its and limitations in the context of a predictable and composable SoC, and the e [edts it
has on the associated performance guarantees.

So far, the controller runs we have shown used the same con [guration from boot time
until [nikh, merely using the recon [gdration infrastructure for initialization. The value
of this software-based programmability is the [&Xibility it o [erk: the same hardware
may be deployed with multiple di Lerknt con [gurations. This enables customization of
its behavior to 1) the memory device, 2) the power / performance trade-o [provided
by the patterns, and 3) di [erknt sets of clients. However, systems generally operate in
dynamic environments where the mix of active applications or use-cas& not constant
during the execution. As a result, the requirements of the controller’s clients change,
and it is unlikely that a single con [gdration [Islall use-cases perfectly, creating a need
for recon [guration during operation.

This chapter starts with an overview of the recon [guration options o [erkd by our
architecture in Section 7.1. Section 7.2 describes how predictable and composable per-
formance guarantees are de [ndd for clients that remain active during recon [guration,
and Section 7.3 discusses the implication this has on the recon [guration options we can
safely use for these clients. Recon [guring an arbiter while retaining predictable perfor-
mance guarantees is not trivial: Section 7.4 shows how to construct and use a TDM
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Figure 7.1: Overview of recon [gurable components and their interdependencies.

arbiter that has this property. Section 7.5 evaluates the contributions in this chapter
through experiments with our SystemC model and the VHDL instance of our controller.
This chapter is based on our publication at CODES+ISSS 2013 [59].

7.1 reconfiguration options

The controller architecture template from Chapter 3 contains multiple components that
are recon [gurable at run-time. They are con [gured at least once, at boot time, to setup
the controller for its [rst use-case, i.e. the initial set of clients. The memory controller’s
con [guration determines how the SDRAM is used (i.e. which commands it executes),
and what the memory performance looks like from the viewpoint of a client. Later re-
con [gdration might be desired as a result of a use-case switchlients may be started
or stopped, or the application behind a client might change. This leads to a change in
the system state that is typically coordinated by a resource managgb4, 127], which
could be either part of an operating system running on a processor in the SoC, or a ded-
icated hardware module, depending on the required [exibility. The requirements that
the memory controller has to satisfy in this new state may be di [erent from what they
were earlier. A use-case switch leads to recon [guration if the required con [guration
changes with the use-case.

The individual recon [gurable components of the controller are connected by depen-
dencies, limiting how they may be con [gured. Figure 7.1 visualizes these dependencies.
A continuous arrow between two nodes means that if the source node changes its value,
then the destination node hasto change accordingly. A dotted arrow means a change
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in the source node might warrant a change in the destination node, although this is
not always necessary. The controller front-end contains the following recon [gurable
components:

1. Atomizers: the atom size should be set equal to access granularity of the back-end.

2. Delay blocks: when composable performance for the client is required, a set of tim-
ing registers has to be con [gured in the delay block, such that can emulate a client’s
worst-case latency-rate curve (Section 2.5).

3. Arbiter: the arbiter has to be programmed with the allocated resource budget for an
application.

Even though the delay blocks and the arbiter may use di [erent con [gurations per client,
the atomizer may not, since the atom size hasto match with the back-end. There is hence
a distinction between con [guration parameters that are sharecdy (and the same for) all
clients, and those that are private The back-end solely contains shared con [gurable
components:

4. Patterns: the contents of the pattern memory, the pattern LUT, refresh timer and the
pattern set o [Sek need to be con [gured.

5. Address generator: the masks and shift amounts should be set, such that memory
mapping corresponds to the pattern con [guration, as discussed in Section 4.2.5.

When recon [guring, two scenarios can be distinguished. 1) In the [rst scenario, no
clients remain active during recon [guration, and no data has to be retained. This is
essentially the same as the initial con [giration after reset, and we can hence trivially
change all settings in this scenario. 2) In the second scenario, at least one client remains
active while the controller is recon [gured. We will call such clients persistent

If we consider changing Bl and BC while persistent clients continue to use the con-
troller, then two structural problems appear:

~ Modi [cations of Bl and BC that retain a constant access granularity permute the
relative burst order before and after recon [guration, both within and across atoms,
as shown in Figure 7.2. Bursts that were written by a single atom before recon [gii-
ration are spread across multiple atoms after Bl and BC are changed®. This makes it
impossible to (transparently) retrieve the original data for persistent clients.

Changing the access granularity requires cooperation of the atomizers of persistent
clients, since they all have to start using the new atom size before the patterns can
actually be changed. This cooperation generally cannot be guaranteed, a client may
for example delay the completion of one of its old-sized atoms by not delivering the
required data to its atom bu [er] potentially delaying the recon [guration inde [nikely.

1 We recognize that it may be bene [Cil to apply such permutations for certain applications with regular but
non-linear addressing strides, but in general the data that a client reads should match the data that it wrote
earlier.
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Figure 7.2: An example of the placement of bursts in the memory using two diLerknt pattern
sets with the same access granularity. Consecutive bursts have consecutive numbers /
characters, and each cell contains a burst. Retrieving the data that was written using
(Bl 4, BC 2) would require two atoms and reordering when using (Bl 2, BC 4).

These issues make it infeasible to change Bl and BC in this scenario, and thus the entire
shared con guration cannot be recon gured in the presence of persistent applibetions
cause all its components are dependent on these parameters. However, recon [gdration

of the private con [gudration per client is not hindered by structural issues, and hence
modifying the delay block or arbiter con [giration is possible. The next section bounds

the extent to which we can use these options, depending on the performance guarantee

of the associated client.

7.2 performance guarantees during a use-case switch

In this section, we describe how predictable and composable performance for persistent
clients is de [néd, and we outline how the use-case switching process is orchestrated for
the di [erknt types of clients in the system (Figure 7.3).

Non-persistent clients receive no performance guarantees during recon guration, be-
cause they are switched o before it happBrsing a use-case switch, this type of client
is handled [rst. The resource manager stops the [awv of requests for these clients at
the source side (processor or peripheral). This can be done forcefully, or in cooperation
with the source. It then triggers a [ndl dummy-read request on the client’s front-end
port and waits for the response to ensure that no requests for the client are left in the
controller. Alternatively, the client’s WCRT bound could be used to determine when the
[nal request that the client made is fully processed. Since requests are never reordered
per client, quiescence is thus ensured [87] before recon [guration is initiated.

Next, we consider persistent clients that require predictable or composable perfor-
mance, and have the same requirements before and after the use-case switch. Their
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Figure 7.3: Client type hierarchy.

con [gdration might have to change as a side-e [edt of other recon [gdration actions. If
a TDM arbiter is used, for example, then we might want to move their slots to a dif-
ferent position in the TDM table to make room for another (new) client that requires a
large contiguous allocation. Recon [guration of this type of client can start once all non-
persistent clients have been stopped. Our goal is to not change the guarantees that are
given to persistent clients as a result of recon [gudration, so we de [né them as follows:

~ The worst-case requirements of a persistent predictable client should always be satis ed,
i.e. its guaranteed performance before, during and after a use-case switch is always
equal to or higher than its required performance.

" The (actual-case) behavior of a persistent composable client should not be in uenced by
the use-case switch in any way, i.e. for the client, it is impossible to determine whether
or not recon guration took place by observing data, timings or a combination of the
two.

These de [nitions allow the veri [cation process of these types of clients to remain un-
changed, regardless of the possible recon [gurations they might experience during their
lifetime. Note that it is possible to combine the two guarantees for clients that need to
be both predictable and composable. However, the composable guarantee is stronger
and enforces predictability during recon [guration, assuming the client was receiving
predictable performance before the use-case switch.

Finally, the newly starting clients in the use-case we transitioned to can be enabled
to complete the recon [guration process.

7.3 delay block / arbiter reconfiguration with persistent clients

Delay blocks and the arbiter are recon [gdrable in the presence of persistent clients,
as discussed in Section 7.1. We now evaluate under which conditions we actually can
recon [gdre, given the e [edt it has on the performance guarantees de [néd in Section 7.2.

Clients receiving predictable performance do not require a delay block. The memory
controller may use composable patterns and TDM arbitration to provide composable per-
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Table 7.1: Components we can recon [gure for persistent clients

Client type Delay block Arbiter

Persistent predictable clients:

not used yes, if transition is safe (shown for TDM in Section 7.4)

Persistent composable clients:

Composable patterns + TDM not used no (composability)
Predictable patterns + delay block  no (composability) yes, if transition is safe (shown for TDM in Section 7.4)

formance, or it can use predictable patterns and delay blocks. In the latter case, the delay

block may not be recon [gured by de [nikion, since that alters the actual-case behavior

of the client. Instead, their delay blocks should always be con [gured to emulate the
worst-case performance across all use-cases in which the client is active. We conclude

that even though recon guring the delay blocks for persistent clients is not structurally
impossible, it is never allowed or useful.

A client’s predictable performance guarantees depend on the con [guration of the
arbiter. The arbiter may therefore only be recon [gured if the guaranteed performance
for all persistent clients is higher than or equal to their respective requirement before,
during and after recon [gdration. If we assume the arbiter is only recon gured to switch
between valid con gurations that individually satisfy the client's requirements, then we
only have to ensure that the transition, i.e. the process of recon guration itself does not
cause requirement violatiofthis is the case, then we call the recon [guration process
safe Composable clients that use delay blocks need the same assertion to assure their
(single) delay block con [gdration is conservative. Proving this assertion holds for an
arbiter, even if we restrict ourselves to predictable arbiters, is not trivial. Section 7.4
discusses the challenges, and how it can be done for a TDM arbiter.

Finally, we consider the options for persistent composable clients using composable
patterns with TDM arbitration. Their private arbiter con [guration, i.e. their slots in the
slot-table, may not be changed, since they rely on these to be constant for composability
(Section 4.3.1). However, the otherslots that are not owned by clients of this kind are
still recon [gurable.

The results of this section are summarized in Table 7.1.

7.4 reconfigurable tdm arbiter

Arbiters make run-time scheduling decisions based on their state variables, their con-
[gdration, and the availability of new requests from clients. When the con [giration
is changed through recon [guration, it has to remain consistentvith the state variables
at the time of recon [gdration. What consistent means in this context depends on the
arbiter type: for example, if a TDM arbiter is recon [gured from a slot-table size of 10 to a
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size of 5, then the state is only consistent if the current slot-table pointer lies within the
new slot-table range. The more of these variables there are to consider, the tougher this
becomes, and hence it is easier to safely recon [gure for example a TDM arbiter, which
only holds its slot-table position as state variable, compared to a CCSP arbiter [5], which
has individual credit counters for each client.

In this section, we focus on (work-conserving and non-work-conserving) TDM ar-
biters, and limit recon [guration to the allocation of slots to clients, leaving the table
size untouched to avoid consistency issues. Recon [guration might change a predictable
persistent client’s allocation by adding, removing, or moving its slots. Adding slotds al-
ways safe, since it can only improve the performance of a client. Removing slots also
safe within our performance guarantee de [nikions (Section 7.2): a transition to a con-
[guration with fewer slots is only allowed if this con [guration also satis (e the client’s
requirements, and hence the slots that are removed can be considered over-allocation.
This only leaves the case where slots are moved within the table.

Section 7.4.1 [rst describes how a slot allocation can be translated into a (latency-
rate) performance guarantee. Section 7.4.2 explores the slot-moving scenario further
by [rst showing how an (atomic) move operation leads to temporarily reduced perfor-
mance. It then derives a recon [guration protocol for TDM arbiters that preserves the
guaranteed performance of persistent predictable clients during recon [guration. Sec-
tion 7.4.3 shows the architecture of a TDM arbiter that satis [ed the protocol constraints.
Section 7.4.4 formalizes our approach to prove its correctness.

7.4.1 Latency-rate parameters fobMarbiters

A TDM arbiter divides the resource time into slotsthat are distributed to multiple clients.
Each slot represents a time slice in which one client can use the resource. A slot is non-
preemptive, but its duration can be bounded by the WCIAT (Section 3.2.2). We assume
allocation of slots to clients is done at design time, yielding a slot table that maps each
slot to a certain client. The length of the slot table (or frame) T , de [nés the period of
the arbiter in number of slots. Each slot corresponds to a fraction 1/ T of the worst-case
bandwidth (byc), such that a client c that receives © slots has a (normalized) allocated
rate of:
Cc

im = T (7.1)

Intuitively, the service latency for a client ¢ using a TDM arbiter expressed in slots

tam 1S the worst-case number of slots this client has to wait until the arbiter reaches
one of its slots. If a TDM arbiter uses contiguous (greedy) allocation, this is equal to T
times the rate not allocated to this client 1 tcdm , plus one, as shown in Equation (7.2).

The plus one accounts for the misalignment of the arrival of a atom with the arbitration
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Figure 7.4: Example of potentially violated LR guarantees for client A during recon [guration.
The [gure shows 3 TDM-table iterations of 5 slots each. A letter in a slot indicates the
slots belongs to the client corresponding to that letter.

moments. In the worst case, a decision has been made one cycle before the arrival, and
the client is too late to claim its slot.
fdm =T (1 f(:dm) +1=T c+1 (7-2)

We only discuss the arbiter’s LR abstraction in the remainder of this chapter. To simplify

i c c
our notation, we use , to represent tdm'  tdm

7.4.2 Safe TDM arbiter recon guration protocol

Each memory controller client receives a LR performance guarantee based on its al-
located slots in the TDM arbiter. When the arbiter is recon [gured to switch between
di Cerknt slot allocations, the number of slots the client receives over a period of T slots
may reduce temporarily, even if the number of allocated slots within each table itera-
tion remains constant, as shown by example in Figure 7.4. Three of such table iterations
are shown in the [gure. A letter in a slot indicates the slots belongs to the client cor-
responding to that letter, and that it can claim that slot, if it has a request available. In
this example, we consider the case where the request from A arrives just after its slot
in the [rst iteration has started, which means it is too late to claim it. If the same slot
allocation had been used in the second iteration of the table, then A’s response time
would have been 6 slots. However, the arbiter is recon [gdred, and A’s slot is moved to
the end of the table. Instead of 6 slots, it now sees a response time of 10 slots. This could
mean its LR guarantees are violated, depending on the tightness of its service bound.
This section discusses a recon [guration protocol that prevents bound violations.

Co ee machine analogy

Consider a simple [Ifér co [ed machine in a university kitchen. The [rst PhD student
who arrives in the morning [nds the machine in a non-operational state. This is not
unexpected, and the student knows how to deal with this problem. After a certain ini-
tial service latency (adding the [Ifér, water and ground co [ed), the machine produces
a stream of co [ed at a steady rate. Once the water is depleted, the machine no longer
provides the service until someone replenishes its resources, recon [gidring it for con-
tinued operation. A ca [eihe seeker arriving right after this recon [guration takes place
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Figure 7.5: Recon [gurable TDM arbiter architecture.

will be unexpectedly disappointed by the provided service of the co [ed machine. Not
being the [rst one in the o [celhe or she would expect to get co [ed immediately, but
this is not the case now. Clearly something must be done to [Xthis issue.
Adding a second co [ed machine intuitively provides a solution to this problem, since
the additional capacity can compensate for the temporary loss of service. A recon [gd
uration protocol is quickly established: a set time before the [rst machine runs out of
resources, the second machine needs to be prepared for operation. Once the [rst runs
out of co [ed, the second is ready to take over, such that a steady rate of co [ed is guar-
anteed.
Our TDM arbiter uses the same principle that the co [ed drinkers applied in the anal-
ogy to ensure that moving slots does not lead to a reduction of the service guarantee.
It knows that slots will be removed at some time in the future due to recon [guration,
and compensates by activating the slots that will replace them early enough. The key in-
sights are that moving slots should not be an atomic action, but should instead be broken up
in the removal and subsequent addition of slots, and that these operations can be reversed.
Section 7.4.4 derives what the minimum amount of time between these operations has
to be in order to retain the original LR guarantees during recon [guration.

7.4.3 Arbiter architecture

A schematic representation of the TDM arbiter architecture we propose is shown in
Figure 7.5. It contains of a set of registers that represents the active TDM slot tableEach
slot contains the bus-port id of the client to which the slot belongs. An incrementing
wrapping index counteselects the next client to be scheduled from the slot table. The
wrap-around value is con [gurable, such that multiple table lengths can be implemented
by the same hardware.

A copy of the slot table is kept in the shadow tablewhich can be reprogrammed
through a (DTL) con [guration port. All slot recon [gurations are [rst applied to the
shadow table. One con [guration message can reassign a contiguous slot range in the
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Figure 7.6: Splitting the recon [guration in two steps that take place in separate table iterations
guarantees that the provided service is always greater than the guaranteed service.

shadow table to a di Cerknt client. The shadow table is locked from further updates after
each con [gidration message until its contents is copied to the slot table. While it is
locked, the recon [guration module does not accept new recon [guration messages.

The purpose of the recon guration modulas to implement our safe recon [guration
protocol. It delays the actual recon [guration of the slot table until the index counter
wraps around. Only then is the content of the shadow table copied to the slot table, and
hence the new con [guration immediately takes e [edt. If a predictable client is recon [g4d
ured to a di [erknt set of contiguous slots, then two con [giiration messages are used: the
[rst one enables the new slots, while the second one disables the old slots. As a result,
the module forces the transition phase where both the new and old allocation are given
to be at least one table iteration. Figure 7.6 shows what this mechanism looks like in an
example. For arbitrary allocations, two con [guration messages are required to add and
remove each contiguous block of slots.

7.4.4 Latency-rate guarantees during recon guration

We evaluate recon [gdration e [edts at the slot granularity. We formally prove that the
LR guarantees at this level of abstraction are not invalidated if our recon [giration
protocol is used. This is a su [cieht condition to guarantee that the LR bound expressed
in clock cycles is also valid, since the transformation function from slots to clock cycles
is monotonically increasing [2].

A LR server olerk a linear lower bound on the provided service within a busy pe-
riod [132], and is de [néd as follows:

De [nition 1 (LR server). Let be the starting time of a busy peripd 9 for serves
with a service latency; and allocated rate;. For all timeg during this busy period, a
lower bound on the provided servicehg given by:

w; (t) = max (0, i (t ) 8t2[, 9 (7.3)

The lower bound on provided service by a LR server is maximal if the client keeps
the server continuously busy. If recon [guration does not lead to a violation of the bound
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Figure 7.7: Example of the latency-rate guarantees during recon [guration.

under this condition, then it is also safe in all other cases. If a LR server is recon [gured,
for example by changing the underlying TDM slot allocation, its and may change.
We assume the allocations before and after recon [guration are chosen such that they
satisfy the LR requirements of the client, as mentioned earlier in Section 7.3.

De [nikion 2. The required R service bound of the client, (t), in a busy periofl , I
is given by:

wr (t) = max(0, r (t D) 8t2[, 9 (7.4)
where( , ) represent the clienttsR requirements.

We model recon [guration as the handover of a client between two independent LR
servers. The [rst and second server are characterized by the allocation before and after
recon [guration, respectively.

135

De [nition 3. Letc; andc, be two independent and distinct allocations for a client. The

correspondingR parameters for allocatian andc; are denoted by 1, 1) and( 2, 2),

respectively. Both of these parameter sets satisfy the dlientesquirements, such that

¢ min( g, 2)and ;  max( 1, »2).

The important words in this de [nikion are independent and distingt should be possi-
ble to enable or disable one of the LR servers corresponding to these allocations without
a [edting the other’s service bound (their respective worst-case performance guarantees
should be independent). For a TDM arbiter this implies that ¢; and ¢, may not have over-
lapping slots. We will relax this requirement later.

We assume that c; is initially active, and through recon [giration, the client is handed
over to ¢;. To model this behavior, we de [n8 two time instances: ta is the time at which
allocation c; is fully enabled in the slot table, and tg is the time at which allocation ¢; is
fully disabled in the slot table.

The total service guaranteed to a TDM client is conservatively bounded by the sum
of the service provided by each slot that is allocated to it, because and monotoni-



136

reconfiguration

cally increase and decrease, respectively, with the number of allocated slots (see Equa-
tion (7.1) and Equation (7.2)). This property allows us to (lower) bound the guaranteed
service during recon [guration as the sum of the service provided by allocations ¢; and
¢, (because there are no overlapping slots). Combining De [nition 1 and 3 yields:

De [nikion 4. For a time during a busy periofl, 9, the service guaranteg (t) of a
server that is recon gured from to ¢, is given by:

+max(0, » (t max(.,ta) ) 8t2[,
The required LR service bound may not be violated before, during or after recon [gd

uration. In other words, wg (t) has to be larger than or equal tow; (t) forallt 2 [, 9.
This is formally proven in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Iftx ta max( 1, 2)then8t 2[, 9Q,wg(t) w;(t).

Proof.We have to conservatively assume there is no over-allocation, such that ; =
» = . We can also conservatively substitute 1 and , by ©= max( 1, ). This
means that:

max 0, ;, min(t tgr) o 4+ (7.5)
max 0, ; t max( ,ta) °©° (7.6)
max 0, ; t 0 (7.7)

has to hold for all t. There are 4 cases that can be distinguished. Case 1, 3 and 4 are
visualized in Figure 7.7:

1 t tr

As long as ¢ is not disabled, then Equation (7.5-7.7) is satis [ed by c;’s contribution
to the total service, expressed by Equation (7.5). In Figure 7.7, the requirement line
W (t) overlaps with ¢;’s contribution whilet  tg.

2. ta

Similarly, if the busy period starts after allocation c; is enabled, then Equation (7.5-
7.7) is satis [ed by c,’s contribution, expressed by Equation (7.6).

3. t + O

Aslongasw; (t) is0, i.e. before the rate phase of the server begins, then Equation (7.5-
7.7) is also trivially satis[ed. In Figure 7.7, this corresponds to the [aflline portion
of wy (t) marked with 1.
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4.t> andt>tgrandta > andt> + ©

This only leaves the complement of the union of the previous three cases: ¢; has
been removed, ¢, is activated after the start of the busy period, and the rate phase
of the server has started. Applying these case constraints to Equation (7.5-7.7), and
dividing by | yields:

max 0,tgr O +max 0t ta O t 0 (7.8)

Because t > tg in this case, the [rst max-term alone does not satisfy the inequality,
and hence the second max-term needs to contribute, so we additionally require:

t>ta+ O (7.9)

to hold. Eliminating common terms in Equation (7.8) given Equation (7.9) yields:

0

max 0,tg ta (7.10)

Becauseta > inthis case, we now know the left-hand side should yield a non-zero
result and hence:

tg> + © (7.12)
has to hold. Removing the common terms from Equation (7.10) and rearranging
leaves:

tr A 0= max( 1, 2) (7.12)

If we assert that Equation (7.12) holds, then wg(t)  wy (t) holds in Case 4 given
that (7.9) and (7.11) are true. Combining Equation (7.12) with case constraintt > tg
yields (7.9), and combining Equation (7.12) with case constraintta > vyields (7.11),
con [rmhing these assumptions.

This means that if Equation (7.12) holds, then wg(t)  w; (t) holds forall't 2 [, 9
which concludes the proof.

Equation (7.12) enforces a minimum interval of max( 1, ;) where boththec; andc;
have to be provided by the server. During that transition period, the server temporarily
assigns both slot allocations to the client. Figure 7.6 and 7.7 illustrate this. Considering
what happens when tg moves further to the left (i.e. removing the original allocation
earlier), we see the interval in which wy is larger than w, get smaller until tr  ta =
max( 1, 2), where the guarantee completely overlaps the requirement.
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7.4.4.1 Overlapping slots

De [nikion 3 stated that ¢; and ¢, had to be distinct allocations, and re-using slots in
the TDM table across the corresponding con [gurations was hence not allowed. The
reason for this limitation is that we sum the contribution of ¢; (Equation (7.5)) and ¢,
(Equation (7.6)) in Equation (7.7). If we relax this requirement, and allow ¢; and c; to
have overlapping slots, then we need to make sure we only count each slot once in all
cases. At tg, we now only remove the non-overlapping slots of ¢;.

De [nition 5. Let  be the number of overlapping slots in allocatipmandc,. The
corresponding rate of those slots is denoted yith

Theorem 2. If ¢; andc, contain  overlapping slots, thep ta 04 —°r' (tr ta
9 should be satis ed to assert t@it2 [ , 9, wg(t) w(t).

Proof. The [rst three cases of Theorem 1 remain unmodi [ed, since only ¢; or c; is ac-
tive in those cases, leaving only Case 4. We can narrow down Case 4 further by using
tr > ta, as required by Theorem 1 for safe recon [guration when there are no overlap-
ping slots. Case 4 then turns into: t > tg > ta > andt > + © The contribution
of the overlapping slots is counted twice in the interval [ta,tr], and for that we need
to compensate by subtracting o (tr ta 9 service units from wg (t). Adding this
term to Equations (7.5-7.7) yields:

rtr O+t ota o tR ta 0 ot 0
(7.13)

Dividing both sides of Equation (7.13) by  and removing common terms yields:

tr ta 0y o tr ta 0 (7.14)
r

This result is similar to Equation (7.12), although it constrainstg  ta further, since there
is an extra term on the right-hand side accounting for the overlap.
7.4.4.2 Application to our arbiter

The arbiter we introduced in Section 7.4.3 forces the transition phase where both the
new and old allocation are given to be at least one table iteration, sotg ta T .

Theorem 3. Iftg ta T ,thenrecon guration is guaranteed not to violate the latency-
rate guarantees of the client for GubM arbiter.

Proof.Recon [gdration is guaranteed to not violate the latency-rate guarantees of the
clientiftr ta O+ o (tr ta 9, satisfying Equation (7.14). Substituting °
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with the service latency equation for TDM arbiters (Equation (7.2)), andtg  ta with T
in this equation yields:

T T min(y 2)+1+W"'112) (T (T min( 4 2)+1) (715

After removing the common terms and rearranging, we have:

ol

min( 1, 2) 1+m

(min( 1, 2) 1) (7.16)

The allocated rate in a slot-based TDM arbiter is equal to the number of allocated slots

divided by the table length, & = TC (Equation (7.1)). Applying this to Equation (7.16):

' tdm

ol

. _ ol
mnt 1 2) (min( 1, 2) 1)=1+ o ——F—— (1.17)

min( 1, 2) 1+ min( 1, 2)

We distinguish three cases:

1. ol — 0.
In cases where o = 0, we use the fact that the minimum allocation is 1 slot, so
min( 1, 2) 1, which satis [ed Equation (7.17).

2. o =min( 1, 2):

In this case, all slots from the [rst con [guration are also used in the second, meaning

we are removing or adding over-allocatedlots, since ; min( 1, ;) (De [nition 3).

This can not violate the latency-rate guarantees of the client. Applying this case
constraint in Equation (7.17) con [rmhs this.

3 mn(qg 2)> >0

The number of allocated slots cannot be negative, and the overlap can at most be
as large as the minimum number of allocated slots, so for the rightmost term of
Equation (7.17) we know:

ol
i 1 7.18
min( 1, 2) (718)
In cases not captured by case 1 and 2, min ( 1, »2) is at least one slot larger than ),
satisfying Equation (7.17).

With this proof, we have shown that the LR guarantees of the arbiter are una [edted
when it is recon [gured, and therefore the WCRT guarantees derived in Section 3.2 that
are based on these guarantees remain valid.
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Figure 7.8: Experimental setup for Section 7.5.1. Labels on the arrows correspond to the client
name(s) that use the connection.

7.5 evaluation

This chapter presented the various recon [giration options o Lerkd by our memory con-
troller and showed in which context they can be used. It also presented a TDM recon-
[guration protocol and associated arbiter architecture that enable moving the slots of
persistent predictable clients, while asserting their performance guarantees are not vio-
lated. The cost of the recon [guration-related hardware has been evaluated in Section 3.4,
which showed the relative overhead is negligible. In the current section, we evaluate the
performance guarantees o Lerkd during recon [guration by means of two experiments.
The [rst experiment, Section 7.5.1, uses the SystemC model of the controller, while the
second experiment, Section 7.5.2, uses the VHDL instance.

7.5.1 Predictable performance during recon guration

In this experiment, we demonstrate that the controller o [erk predictable performance
to its clients during recon [guration through simulations with the SystemC model. The
experimental setup is shown in Figure 7.8. A four-port instance of the controller is used,
connected to a model of a 32-bit DDR3-800 device using a (default) 400 MHz command
clock.

Seven synthetic clients (denoted A  G) share the SDRAM resource in this experiment.
Figure 7.9 shows the compositions of active clients and their properties over the course
of the experiment. Each bar represents a client and is annotated with its name, band-
width requirement, and the type of performance it requires (either predictable, or pre-
dictable and composable). The controller uses composable patterns and TDM arbitration
to provide composable performance. For simplicity of the example, we assume all clients
have a relaxed WCRT requirement of 2000 ns. Clients generate requests of 128 bytes, half
of these are reads, and half are writes.
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Figure 7.9: Active clients over time. Three use-cases are visited: U1 (A, B,C,D), U2 (A,D,F,G),
andU3 (A E F,G).

Figure 7.10: Slot allocation results.

Four synthetic tra Cc_generators represent the clients. Each is connected to sepa-
rate ports on the memory controller. The generators can have an unlimited number
of outstanding requests, and will hence issue requests at the rate dictated by their band-
width requirement, as long as no back-pressure is applied by the memory controller.
The atom bu Cerk in the controller are over-dimensioned, such that they do not cause
back-pressure during normal operation, and hence the arrival times of requests are in-
dependent from the memory controller’s behavior. This allows us to focus purely on
the variations in the response time of each individual atom, without having to take the
e [edt on the arrival times of later requests into account.

Clients on the same horizontal line in Figure 7.9 are mutually exclusive and share a
port and tra [c_gknerator. Clients on the same vertical line are active simultaneously,
resulting in three distinct use-cases, annotated with U1 (A, B,C, D), U2 (A, D, F,G) and
U3 (A E F,G). At T1 and T2, use-case transitions take place.

The controller uses a (Bl 1, BC 4) pattern con [guration with a worst-case bandwidth
(bwc) of 1862 MB/s. The conversion to composable patterns does not impact the memory
e Lciehcy for this con [guration, because it is write-dominant (Section 4.3.2). The slot
table size T in the arbiter is set to 20 slots, such that each slot corresponds to 1862/ 20 =
93 MB/s.

Slots are assigned to clients in contiguous blocks using a greedy allocation algorithm,
considering one use-case at a time. Because clients A and D require composable per-
formance, they require the same slot allocation in all use-cases where they are active,
and are allocated [rst, similar to [61]. This is re [edted in the allocation algorithms’ out-
put, which is shown in Figure 7.10. Note that without recon [guration support, the slots
for client F and G would not be movable and client E would be unmappable due to
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Figure 7.11: Response times with and without predictable recon [gdration, generated by the Sys-
temC simulation.

fragmentation, although one could argue this is a limitation of the allocation algorithm.
Several more advanced slot-allocation strategies that consider real-time constraints ex-
ist [10, 130, 135]. The [eXibility to move slots, as o Lerkd by our arbiter, enables the use
of such algorithms in case they are not capable of considering multiple use-cases at once.
In general, it reduces the number of constraints they have to take into account, which
may lead to more successful allocations. However, for the purpose of this experiment,
we stick to our basic greedy algorithm.

Figure 7.11 shows the temporal behavior of read requests at the atom bu [erk for
clients B and F. The position on the x-axis of the bars corresponds to the time at which
a read atom arrives in the atom bu [erl of the client. The height of the bar corresponds
to the measured response time, i.e. the time until the data corresponding to the atom is
fully received by the atom bu [erl Two runs of the experiment are shown, drawn with
black and white bars, respectively. The white bars are mostly hidden behind the black
bars, and equal in size in those cases. Based on the LR guarantee resulting from the slot
allocation (Equation (7.1) and Equation (7.2)), we determine a WCRT bound per request,
which is drawn as x-markers in the graph. It varies slightly due to self-interference (i.e.
the client having to wait on its own previous request(s)).

Initially, client B is active, shown in the interval from 20 to 30 s. At approximately
31 s(T1),the [rstuse-case transition and associated recon [guration takes place. Client
F, becomes active now, which requests at a lower rate, and hence the bars are spaced
further apart from here on.
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In the [rst experiment (white bars), the safe recon [gdration mechanism in the TDM
arbiter is switched o [-and transitions between di Lerknt con [gurations happen instan-
taneously, i.e. new slots are added and old slots are removed at the same time. At68 s
(T2), the transition from U2 to U3 takes place. The WCRT bounds of some requests are
violated as a consequence of recon [guring the arbiter, which is unacceptable. It shows
that unconstrained recon [guration is not safe.

A second run (black bars) is performed with the safe recon [guration mechanism
switched on. Here the WCRT bound is valid during recon [giration, and the measured
response times are slightly lower, since the client temporarily gets more slots. This ex-
periment suggests that our recon guration protocol is safe.

7.5.2 Composable performance during recon guration

The second experiment demonstrates that the controller o [erk composable performance
using composable patterns and TDM arbitration to clients that require this, even while
the arbiter is recon [gured. This is contrasted to a run where predictable patterns are
used, where we demonstrate that the inter-application interference changes as a result
of recon [guration.

We use a two-port VHDL instance of the (Raptor) controller, and hence perform the
experiments on our FPGA. A pattern set with (BI 1, BC 2) is used, which guarantees a
worst-case bandwidth (by,c) of 933 MB/s. The TDM slot table size is set to 8 slots.

Two MicroBlaze processors (MB1 and MB2) are connected to our memory controller
through a DMA. Each MicroBlaze runs one application, referred to by the name of the
MicroBlaze. The applications consist of a simple loop that generates bursts of memory
requests at an average rate of 90 MB/s. Each application maps to a single client and thus
single port on the memory controller.

The atom bu Lerk are instrumented with timers that keep track of the arrival and re-
sponse times of the requests, similar to the SystemC setup from the previous experiment.
These timestamps are recorded and read out after the experiment. For each experiment,
we wait until the PHY [nikhes its initialization, and then program the initial con [gu-
ration in the memory controller. For the purpose of this experiment, the start of the
refresh timer and the [rst arbiter iteration are synchronized, making behavior across
multiple runs more likely to be repeatable, although some non-determinism remains,
as discussed earlier in detail in Section 4.4.3.2. We plot the most commonly observed
timestamp series per run.

Six di [erknt runs are performed, divided into two groups, one using predictable pat-
terns and the other using composable patterns, doing three runs per group. In all runs,
MBL1 gets 4 slots in the table.

1. Reference run: Only MBL1 runs its application, while MB2 remains idle.
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Figure 7.12: Predictable patterns runs. Note how the response times in the MB1 interference and
recon [guration runs are di Cerknt with respect to the reference run, indicating MB2
in [uénces the (actual-case) performance of MB1.

Figure 7.13: Composable patterns runs.
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2. Interference run: Both MB1 and MB2 are active. MB2 generates an interfering stream
of write requests and gets 4 slots in the TDM table.

3. Recon [guration run: Both MB1 and MB2 are active. MB2 initially has 1 slot in the
TDM table, but is recon [gured to 2 slots after 32 s.

Figure 7.12 shows the measured arrival and response times of the MicroBlazes in the
[rst three runs. Predictable patterns are used, i.e. the slot length varies with the request
that is executed. Even though application MB1 is not changed across the three runs,
practically none of its timestamps overlap. Its behavior is hence a [edted by the interfer-
ence from MB2. In the recon [guration run, there is a di Cerknce in the behavior of MB1,
even though we only change the allocation of MB2.

The second group of runs uses composable patterns (Figure 7.13) to e [edtively elim-
inate all interference across the two applications in a use-case, and during use-case
switches. The [gdre illustrates that MB1 is not a [edted by any of the actions of MB2,
nor by the recon [guration of the arbiter, and its behavior is constant. The reference
run is thus representative for the behavior after integration, thus enabling independent
veri [cation of the application in isolation.

7.6 conclusion

This chapter showed that our memory controller has a [exXible architecture with various
recon [gurable components. There is, however, a crucial di Lerknce between its con [gu-
ration options at boot time, and its recon [gurability at run-time. In the latter case, we
need to make sure that state that was built up in the SDRAM and controller by persistent
clients is retained, and that the new con [guration is consistent with it, which limits the
options. Resisting timing variations is an inherent part of predictable and composable
performance guarantees. Recon [guring the very components that facilitate these guar-
antees is hence often not possible in the presence of persistent clients, although the re-
source arbiter remains recon [gurable under certain conditions. We showed how a TDM
arbiter can satisfy these conditions, and prove that safely recon [gdring it between valid
con [gurations without degrading its LR guarantees is possible. An implementation of
this arbiter and recon [guration scheme, both in SystemC and VHDL, demonstrated its
e [edtiveness.
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Every procedure for getting a cat to take a pill works ne once.
Like the Borg, they learn...

— Terry Pratchett, alt.fan.pratchett

RELATED WORK

This related work chapter is split into three main sections. The [rst one, Section 8.1, dis-
cusses various approaches towards the construction and analysis of SDRAM controllers.
Section 8.2 considers performance-overviews for SDORAM memories, while Section 8.3
discusses other approaches towards run-time recon [guration of (shared) resources un-
der real-time constraints.

8.1 sdram controllers

Many SDRAM command schedulers and/or controllers have been proposed in related
work, employing a range of methods to improve di Lerknt performance aspects. First,
we discuss the works that focus on average-case performance in Section 8.1.1. We dis-
tinguish papers that introduce new techniques or hardware, and those that analyze ex-
isting (COTS) memaory controllers. Later, in Section 8.1.2, we show an extensive overview
of controllers that are speci [cally constructed to be analyzable, or are otherwise meant
to be used in a (mixed-)real-time application area.

8.1.1 Average-case oriented controllers

Methods that improve average-case performance of SDRAM are abundant, exploiting
locality [41, 119], grouping requests per thread [105], exchanging more information
with the cache [134] and even using reinforcement learning to adapt the scheduling
policy at run-time [66]. These techniques interact with the command scheduling in
complex ways, relying on unpredictable request reordering schemes that are e Ledtively
impossible to analyze, which means no useful bounds on the real-time performance can
be derived. This makes it very challenging to use them in a real-time context.

Certain works analyze COTS memory controllers, in order to derive the worst-case
performance estimates for them. These approaches are by design fairly coarse-grained
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in terms of the guarantees they can satisfy, since the visibility on the cycle-by-cycle
hardware behavior is limited. [125] shows a technique to bound the WCET of applica-
tions that use the SDRAM. The technique is tested on an Altera FPGA platform, where the
worst-case parameters of the associated memory controller are empirically determined.
Each request is interleaved over all banks in the memory device. [155] [rst measures
the worst-case bandwidth, and then applies an OS-based bandwidth reservation system

to distribute it amongst di Lerknt cores. The focus of [82] is First-Ready First-Come First-

ServedRR-FCRSarbitration, where the authors perform a WCRT analysis based on a
parameterizable system model. The model requires assumptions on the per-bank arbi-
tration policy, the command scheduler, and a maximum number of outstanding requests
per core. It furthermore assumes each request maps to only a single memory burst, and
that the number of re-orderings by the “ [rst ready” mechanism is known and [nite. If
the used COTS cores are timing compositional [145], and used for sporadic tasks with
constrained deadlines, then it may be possible to calculate conservative WCRT bounds.
As a necessary requirement, the right numbers should be fed into the system model such
that it corresponds to the actual hardware implementation in the investigated COTS sys-
tem. Often this may not possible, since the exact properties of a COTS component are
generally not disclosed by the manufacturers.

8.1.2 Real-time oriented controllers

In this section, we take a closer look at the works on real-time and mixed-time-criticality
SDRAM controllers. First, we focus mostly on the back-ends of these controller. We iden-
tify 8 basic properties are shared by practically all of them. These traits are then used as
a coarse-grained characterization system, shown in Table 8.1. We consider the following
properties in its columns:

1. The target memory or targSBRAMype of the workthe authors of the publication
usually have a certain type of memory in mind when they design or evaluate a
memory controller. Although the di [erbnces between SDRAM generations are usu-
ally small, they are relevant when it comes to the quanti [cation of the performance
of the proposed controllers. For example, the designer of a controller that is focused
on slow devices is less concerned about write-read switching overhead compared to
someone considering fast devices. The reason being that the relative size of the WR-
to-RD timing constraint compared to one data burst is much smaller®. These kinds
of di Cerknces in [uénce which design decisions are reasonable.

2. Page policyA memory controller may use a close-page policy, an open-page policy,
or a hybrid policy, like a conservative open-page policy (Chapter 6) for example. The
values in this column of Table 8.1 refer to the implementation of the controllers, but

1 WR-to-RD in the same bank requires 11 cycles for DDR2-800, or the equivalent time of 2.75 bursts, vs. 29 cycles
or 7.25 bursts for a DDR4-2400 (Section 4.1, Appendix B), assuming a data burst takes 4 cycles.
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not necessarily their worst-case analysis. [71] for example uses an open-page policy,
but assumes all requests are misses in its analysis.

. Device obIMM focusedSome works on memory controllers use individual SDRAM

devices. The interface width of the SDRAM is then relatively small, equal to the data
bus width of a one or two devices, as discussed in Section 2.1.4. As a result, the
amount of data per burst is also relatively small compared to the size of the requests
they process. This allows them to work at access granularities larger than one burst.
Works that focus on DIMMs assume the interface width is much wider. As a result,
they can usually [Idn entire request into just one burst. This makes it practically
impossible to exploit bank-level parallelism within requests for such controllers in
the worst case, which impacts the design of their command and request-level sched-
ulers.

. Command scheduler granularifi:memory controller has a component that sched-

ules commands. In our work, the smallest granularity at which commands are sched-
uled at run-time is a pattern. Some related controllers also use pre-scheduled se-
guences in the implementation or analysis of their scheduler. Other controllers make
all scheduling decisions at run-time, on a per-command basis. We refer to such con-
trollers as being dynamically scheduled

. Burst orderSome controllers limit or enforce to which banks consecutive bursts are

directed to improve the memory e Lciehcy, as discussed conceptually in Section 2.3.
Other controllers direct bursts to distinct ranks [43, 88, 117], improving e Lciehcy
when read and write bursts are interleaved at a small granularity.

. Refresh mechanis$DRAM controllers need a way to handle refresh. In this the-

sis, refresh is assumed to be triggered automatically by an internal refresh timer,
which inserts a refresh pattern in the schedule when required. Variations on this
scheme [19, 117] aimed at reducing the cost of refresh within a worst-case analysis
are used by some of the mentioned controllers.

. Predictable and/or composable performakhoeemory controller can be built to of-

fer predictable and / or composable performance. Note that the addition of a delay
block [6] can make most predictable controllers composable under the assumption
that a suitable latency-rate abstraction of their performance can be derived.

Note that when we label a memory controller “non-composable”, it sometimes con-
tradict what is stated in the related paper, due to di Cerknces in the interpretation of
what composability means. In particular, many papers use isolation of WCETs (com-
positionality) rather than the de [nition we described in Section 1.4.4 [8], which
implies isolation of actual-case execution times.

. (Smallest) spatial mapping granularityhen the SDRAM is shared amongst multiple

clients, they are each assigned a certain fraction of the memory space. The memory
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controller design in[uénces the minimum granularity at which this space can be
distributed. We assume assignment of space is done in multiples of memory rows (1-
2KiB), i.e. column-level distribution is not considered. Taking our Raptor controller
as an example, we interleave a request over Bl banks, and hence the smallest possible
mapping granularity is a single row in BI banks.

The following sections discuss the controllers in mentioned in Table 8.1 in more de-
tail. We categorize these controllers further by the command scheduler granularity they
use, starting with very coarse-grained static command schedulers, and ending with dy-
namically scheduled solutions.

8.1.2.1 Static command schedulers

Bayliss

Within the group of real-time oriented controllers we consider, the amount of a priori
information that is assumed to be available and exploitable by the command scheduler
varies. Bayliss [16] requires every single request to be known at design time to compute
a static command schedule at design time. It is hence completely analyzable, but has
limited [exXibility, since obtaining this information in a multi-core system is not possible
in the general case due to non-determinism (Section 4.4.3.2) and dynamism in use-cases,
leading to unpredictable interleaving of request from independent applications.

SMC

The Streaming Memory Controll@NIQ [23] focuses on real-time steaming tra [c,\hich
allows the memory controller to deal with relatively large requests, up to the size of an
entire page (1 KB for their device). This is equivalent to choosing BC such that the ac-
cess granularity is 1 page, with BI 1. Their target device is a DDR1 memory, which we
did not consider in this thesis, but their results relating a larger access granularity to
lower power usage are in line with the trends we observed in Chapter 5. Arbitration
across streams is done through a credit-based system, which guarantees a certain num-
ber of requests within a [xdd period is processed for each client. This suggest that the
controller is predictable, although a detailed analysis is not provided. It is grouped here
with [16] since its large scheduling granularity e [edtively also gives it a static command
schedule, even though it is not pre-computed.

8.1.2.2 Semi-static (pattern-like) command schedulers

Predator

The Predator controller [4] dynamically schedules precomputed sequences of SDRAM
commands (patterns) according to a [xdd set of scheduling rules, creating a predictable
pattern-based memory controller, implementing a close-page policy. Through a design-
time analysis, a latency-ratebound [132] on the performance provided to each appli-
cation is determined. [2] combines the controller with a front-end containing delay
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Table 8.1: Related memory controllers (in chronological order of publication).

Name 1. Target 2. Page 3. Device/ 4. Schedule granularity 5. Burst order 6. Refresh 7. Predictable / 8. Mapping granularity
policy DIMM mechanism composable
[23] SMC DDR(1) close Device Static, 1 page Consecutive columns Not published Predictable (analysisis 1 row
inarow super [cihl)
[2, 4] Predator DDR2/DDR3 close Device Semi-static, 1-n bursts  Interleave all banks, Internal timer Predictable, 1 row in all banks
to all banks n-bursts per bank composable with delay
block
[16] (Bayliss) DDR2-533 - Not Static, 1 application Fully static schedule Not published Predictable and Not applicable
published composable
[111, 112] AMC, DDR2/DDR3 close Device Semi-static, 1 burst to Interleave all banks Internal timer Predictable 1 row in all banks
RTCMC all banks
[117] PRET DDR2-400 close DIMM Semi-static, 1 burst to Interleave independent  Manual Predictable within,and 1 row inan
half the banks resources, interleave composable across independent resource
ranks independent resources (2 banks)
[148] (Wu) DDR2/DDR3 open DIMM Dynamic No enforcement Internal timer Predictable 1 bank
[43] MCMC DDR3-1333H close DIMM Semi-static, 1 burst to Interleave virtual Manual (like [117]) Composable across 1 row in a virtual
half of all banks devices, interleave virtual devices device (2 banks)
ranks
[71] DCmc DDR2-667 open DIMM Dynamic No enforcement Not fully speci [ed. Predictable 1 row in a bank
Refers to [19]
[88] ROC DDR2/DDR3 open DIMM Dynamic Interleave ranks Refers to [148] Predictable 1 bank
[90, 91] RTMem-  DDR3 close Device Dynamic (single Interleave over Bl Internal timer Predictable 1 row in BI banks
Controller request gets banks with BC bursts
consecutive bursts) per bank. Bl and BC
may vary per request
[64] PMC DDR3-1333 hybrid Semi-static (single Interleave over all Refers to [82] Predictable 1 row in all banks
request gets banks, 1 burst per bank
consecutive bursts)
[83] DDR2/LPDDR2  open DIMM Dynamic No enforcement Internal timer Predictable 2Ki rows for critical
(cmd-priority) tasks, 1 row in a bank
for non-critical tasks
This work DDR2/3/4 hybrid Device Semi-static, BC bursts Programmable BI, BC Internal timer Predictable, 1 row in BI banks
(Raptor) LPDDR1/2/3 to BI banks composable with delay

block or composable
patterns
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blocks [6], turning it into composable controller. The combined template is documented
in [3], and forms the jumping-o Cpbint of the controller proposed in this thesis, as men-
tioned earlier in Section 2.2.

AMC and RTCMC

The Analyzable Memory ControlleANC) [111] or, by its new name, Real-time Capable
Memory ControllerRTCM@ controller [112] dynamically schedules commands at run-
time, but is e [edtively semi-static in its worst-case analysis. It interleaves requests over
all (4) banks in the devices it considers, issuing one burst per bank (i.e. like a (4,1) con-
[guration). The work distinguishes HRT and Non Hard Real-time TasksHRT (tasks
map to clients in our terminology, and NHRT maps to SRT or best-e [art). Arbitration
across tasks is done through a round-robin arbiter, which [rst considers all HRTs before
the NHRTs. A request from a HRTs can preempt an executing NHRT request by taking
over its remaining bursts. The NHRT request is continued once the HRT’s request is com-
pleted. Both the arbiter type (round-robin) and this preemption mechanism make the
controller non-composable, since the presence or absence of requests from competing
clients in [uénces the timings of other clients.

The worst-case behavior of the controller is bounded by evaluating what command
schedules it uses in the worst case. This analysis is very similar to the pattern-based
analysis that we applied in this work, since it essentially involves scheduling access pat-
terns and switching patterns, and then using their (worst-case) concatenated lengths.
The controller in [111] has a special mode where request of a task running in isolation
can be delayed until their (analytical) worst-case starting time. This mode is used when
estimating the WCET of a task by simulation, under the assumption that the process-
ing platform is performance monotonic. However, as illustrated in Section 4.4.3.2 and
Section 7.5.2, real applications and systems are not (by default) performance monotonic.
It can only be guaranteed by adhering to many restrictions in terms of programming
model and system architecture such as done in CompSOC [53], for example.

PRET and MCMC
The PREcision Time8REY memory controller [117] partitions the SDRAM into pairs of
banks which they call independent resourcesch consisting of two banks in the same
rank. The controller executes a static periodic command schedule, in which banks are
accessed with one burst at a time (i.e. with a BC of 1), and all independent resources are
visited once. Consecutive bursts are guaranteed to be interleaved across di[erent in-
dependent resources and ranks, and a close-page policy is used. This paper e [edtively
introduces the concept of bank privatization(partitioning), where the independent re-
sources o [erlcomposable performance as long as they are not shared.

Another novel feature in [117] is the application of a manual refresh scheme. The
controller periodically uses its regular command schedule to activate and precharge a
row in each bank, which refreshes those rows, as described in Section 2.4.
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PRET uses a relatively slow DDR2 device that has a relatively small read-write switch-
ing timing constraint. When combined with rank interleaving, it allows read and write
burst to be alternated every 2 bursts without prohibitively large penalties. This does not
scale well to faster memories as the read-to-write and write-to-read constraints grow
and start to dominate the schedule length. The rrd (ACT-to-ACT) constraint for these
memories is also small enough, such that even with BC = 1 the e [Ciehcy is still reason-
able, but this again changes when faster memories are considered. An implementation
of the PRET controller on a Xilinx Virtex 5 FPGA is shown in [92].

The Mixed Critical Memory ControllemMCMQ [43] is similar to PRET in almost every
aspect, although the independent resources have been renamed to virtual devicesPRET
allowed its independent resources to be optionally shared through round-robin arbi-
tration, while MCMC allows two clients, one critical and the other non-critical to share
one of its virtual devices through a [xdd-priority arbiter. The critical client is prioritized
over the other non-critical client it shares a virtual device with. This allows the critical
client to have a relatively low WCRT, while slack can be used by the non-critical client.
The non-critical client receives non-predictable performance, since it can be blocked by
the critical client inde [nikely, causing starvation. The critical client receives composable
performance.

PMC

The Programmable Memory ControlleMQ [64] uses a variation on the conservative
open-page patterns we introduced in Chapter 6. The controller generates statically
scheduled command sequences, which are very similar to the conservative open-page
patterns. In the terminology of [64], patterns are called bundlesBundles e [edtively im-
plement the access patterns? corresponding to the four modes we de [Rdd in Chapter 6.
Each bundle always interleaves bursts over 8 banks (an (8,1) equivalent). Our patterns
implement just 1 [Xdd granularity under the assumption all clients produce the same
size requests, or are atomized down to this [xdd size. Large request from di Lerknt clients
may thus be chopped up and interleaved by the arbiter, destroying their inherent local-
ity, and hence the worst-case analysis has to assume no locality is present. PMC allows
large requests to stay mostly intact even after arbitration (up to a certain threshold),
preserving the locality. It issues a concatenation of bundles to execute the required com-
mands for such a variable sized request.

The e[edt this has is comparable to the multi-tdm-2 experiment in Section 6.4.2.3,
where we provide more than one consecutive TDM slot to a client, assuming clients gen-
erate requests that are larger than an atom. The di [erknce is that, in order to guarantee
arequest is served as consecutive patterns, it should be fully bu Cered before the arbiter
may schedule it, where previously we only had to bu [eflan atom worth of data. PMC
(presumably) guarantees this behavior, and can hence use the reduced request WCRT
this creates in its analysis. The trade-o [[id that each interfering client potentially oc-

Data bus switches are taken into account separately in their worst-case analysis, but it not clear from [64] if
there are bundle counterparts of switching patterns.
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cupies the back-end for a longer time in this scheme, proportional to the maximum
request size instead of a [Xdd (typically smaller) atom size. The experiments in [64]
show improved bandwidth and reduced latency when requests are very large (512 B
and up), while the gains for typical requests (64 B) are modest compared to a solution
with close-page patterns.

The name PMC refers to the programmability of its TDM arbiter. Programming is done
at boot time, and recon [gdration is not considered. It is combined with a slot-allocation
algorithm that guarantees periodicity within the TDM table it generates, allowing them
to be stored e Lciehtly, while still implementing a relatively large frame size.

8.1.2.3 Dynamic command schedulers

Statically or semi-statically scheduled controllers reduce the number of variables on
which the (run-time) command schedule depends. This acts as an abstraction layer for
the worst-case analysis, simplifying it. Dynamically scheduled controllers do not do
this. Instead, the sequences of commands they can execute emerge directly from the
interaction of the SDRAM timing constraints with the incoming request streams. Their
worst-case analyses rely purely on knowledge of the behavior that the controller is
capable of exhibiting based on its architecture.

Wu and ROC

Wu et al. [148] propose an analysis model for a dynamically scheduled memory con-
troller. The focus is on analysis and not on architecture, but the paper does explain the
hardware structure of the memory controller it assumes. Its main feature is that it is
an open-page controller using bank privatization. When multiple clients share a bank,
their requests are interleaved in an (at design time) unpredictable manner, due to the
interaction between the client arbiter and the arrival times of requests, as discussed
earlier in Chapter 6. When an open-page policy is used in such a system, each new
request [nds its bank(s) in a potentially di [erknt state than the client left it in, since
another client might have used it in the mean time. Any locality information obtained
at the client side is hence not usable in a worst-case analysis. However, private banks
have consistent state from the client’s point of view, which allows [148] to incorporate
hit / miss information in the worst-case analysis, when it is available. Bene [fihg from
the use of an open-page policy in terms of lower worst-case bounds is only possible
when bank privatization is used, as far as we are aware. RTCMC [112] analyses a similar
privatization-based open-page approach, but concludes that giving a complete bank to
each application (or thread) leads to scalability issues (the number of banks is limited),
and therefore drops the idea in favor of a close-page (4,1) con [gdration.

The Rank-switching Open-row Controll&QQ [88] builds upon the work in [148],
adding an enforced rank-interleaving mechanism. Similar to [43, 117], this (partially)
hides the data bus direction-switching overhead of one rank with accesses to another
rank.
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The underlying assumption in [88, 148] is that hit/miss information can be derived
foraclient’s tra Ccslream. This requires a bank-aware mapping of data for clients [156],
and static analysis or measurements of the request address sequences after address map-
ping. This analysis may not always be possible, especially if the application is dependent
on inputs that are unknown at design time. Another assumption is that distributing the
memory capacity (space) across cores at the granularity of banks is feasible, i.e. that
over-allocation is limited. Sharing data across cores is also non-trivial in this privatized
scheme: when two clients communicate through a shared bank, the worst-case analysis
problem for a general open-page policy emerges again. The authors suggest designating
a separate set of banks for shared data might be an option.

Rank interleaving is used in [43, 88, 117] to limit read-write switching overhead. A
hypothetical extension of our controller could apply rank interleaving, for example by
ensuring the [rst burst in a pattern maps to a di [erknt rank than the last burst. This
would make it easier to satisfy read-write switching constraints across patterns. How-
ever, we estimate the bene [islof such a scheme would be limited. The reason is that
switching patterns do not contribute to the worst-case pattern sequence when a close-
page policy is used in 70% of the con [gurations that were evaluated in Section 5.2, and
is hence not relevant for worst-case performance in those cases. In the remaining 30% of
the con [gurations, the average overhead (in terms of worst-case bandwidth) is 5%, with
a maximum of 16% for the slowest LPDDR memory. Taking into account that switching
ranks has a penalty of about 2 cycles, which replaces a switching pattern with a length
of the same order of magnitude, we estimate the e Lciehcy improvement obtained from
applying rank interleaving is only 2 to 3% on average, within the 30% of the con [gd
urations that would bene [Tt all. The main reason [43, 88, 117] derive bene [Zfrom
rank-interleaving is their focus on DIMMs. Using more than one burst per request in
such controllers is not possible, since a single burst typically ful [1I3 the data needs of
a (reasonable sized, i.e. 64 byte) request. Consecutive bursts hence potentially originate
from di Lerknt clients for them, and swap the bus direction every other burst in the worst
case, which is very expensive.

RTMemController

The memory controller proposed by [90, 91] uses a close-page policy and uses dynamic
command scheduling. The [eXibility this o [erk is used to e [ciehtly serve requests of
variable sizes. A (BI, BC) combination for a range of request sizes is stored in a LUT,
which is used at run time to steer the bursts into banks. The selection of Bl and BC is
based on our work in [56]. [90] focuses only on the back-end, while [91] also describes
the interaction with a TDM arbiter in the front-end.

Similarly to Predator, RTCMC, PMC, and our work, the RTMemController keeps the
bursts that belong to one request (or atom) together as one scheduling unit. However,
it works actively towards completing multiple requests at the same time by using bank
parallelism to pipeline ACT and PRE commands across requests.
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The controller is characterized in great detail, and the appropriate worst-case situa-
tions are derived in a traceable manner. This forms the basis of the (analytical) WCRT
analysis. [91] compares the performance of RTMemController with a (BI, BC)-aware ver-
sion of Predator, which is comparable to our work. When serving requests of [xdd size,
the execution times of Predator and RTMemController are found to be identical, while
RTMemController deals better with variable request sizes.

DCmc and CMD-Priority

The Dual-Criticality Memory ControlleDCmq [71] aims to o [er high performance to
some clients, while giving real-time guarantees to others. It uses an open-page policy,
but when deriving worst-case bounds, it assumes all requests are misses. Banks pri-
vatization separates the high-performance clients from the real-time clients. Multiple
clients of the same class can share a bank. For high-performance banks, the inter-client
arbitration is based on FR-FCFS, while the real-time banks are shared through round-
robin arbitration. Commands are generated per bank and forwarded to the memory in
a round-robin-like fashion, although commands from real-time banks get priority over
the high-performance banks. The WCRT of requests from real-time clients is analytically
determined.

The most recent work we discuss here is the CMD-Prioritycontroller from [83], which
has many similarities with DCmc. Requests are [rst split into per-bank queues. As the
name suggests, this controller incorporates a priority-based arbitration mechanism. Re-
quest that are critical, can always take a priority slot at the head of the bank queues.
Non-critical requests are reordered using a FR-FCFS arbiter, just like in DCmc. Commands
in [83] are generated for the requests that are at the head of the queue for each bank.
Critical request can overtake non-critical requests mid-way through their service, for
example after their ACT command already has been scheduled but before the associated
RD or WR command (the then useless ACT command of the non-critical request has to
be repeated later). Banks forward their command to the SDRAM when they are selected
by a round-robin-like arbiter, which prioritizes commands from critical requests above
non-critical request, just like DCmc does. Both [71] and [83] potentially starve their re-
spective high-performance and non-critical clients due to this mechanism. The WCRT
analysis for critical requests involves a full search of the possible interfering command
combinations and their associated latency as a function of the number of critical clients.
Scalability may be an issue, but at least up until 8 critical clients the run-time is reason-
able (several hours), as shown in their paper.

[83] compare their work with a version of our pattern-based back-end paired with
both a non-work-conserving and work-conserving TDM arbiter, loosely based on [59].
Since composability is not considered, the work-conserving version is the most appro-
priate comparison. The patterns that are used have a (8,1) con [giiration®. WCRT bounds
of the two approaches are derived. [83] does slightly better in cases with 1-3 critical
clients, while our approach produces slightly smaller bounds for 4-8 critical clients (each

3 Based on Chapter 5, a (4,2) or (2,4) con [gdration would be preferable for the DDR2-800 memory that is used.



156 related work

client receives 1 slot in the TDM arbiter, and there is a single slot for all non-critical
clients). In a trace-based experiment, the average response time for high-performance
clients is smaller for [83]’s controller, which is mainly attributed to use of an open-
page policy and the associated FR-FCFS arbitration. We estimate that the conservative
open-page version of our controller would be more competitive, although it might still
struggle to keep up. The limiting factor is the [nite time-window in which locality can
be exploited, and the single address windows in which hits can be found. In contrast,
[83] has 8 individual windows (one for each bank) and a (practically*) unlimited time-
window that has at its disposal.

8.1.2.4 Distinguishing aspects of our work

None of the related memory controller we discussed (except [23]) take power into ac-
count, despite it being an important design constraint [67]. Also, the (BI, BC) trade-o [
is usually not explored ([90, 91] of our colleagues is the exception), and the analysis
in each of the papers is limited to one or two memory generations, while we show a
much broader range of memories and a suitable abstraction to deal with their relative
di Lerknces. The real-time implications of the introduction of bank groups in DDR4 have
also not been evaluated in related work. The conservative open-page policy predates
the other works in Table 8.1 that apply open-page policies in a mixed-real-time context.

Furthermore, we have demonstrated our controller in a full system implementation
through our FPGA prototype, in contrast to the works in Table 8.1 (except for PRET [117]),
which at most show VHDL simulation results. Our controller is integrated into the
CompSOC platform [53] and the associated design [aw [58], where it o [erk predictable
and composable performance to its clients.

8.2 sdram performance overviews

A few memory-generation overview papers, comparable to Chapter 5 exist. [101] dis-
cusses some of the di [erknces in memory timings across DDR2/3/4, but does not show
the e [edt on worst-case performance. The authors in [94] shows the bandwidth/energy
e [ciehcy trade-o [Sfor diLerknt SDRAM when applied in data centers, but it consid-
ers a smaller set of memory generations compared to Chapter 5, and does not focus
on worst-case performance. Power is estimated based on Micron’s power model, which
is less accurate than the DRAMPower model we use [26]. However, they show DIMM
level power usage and thus include I/O power in their comparison. We show power
at the device level. [36] compares several (asynchronous) DRAM architectures and con-
siders SDRAM as one special case within this family, but does not zoom in further. In
[51], the focus lies on selecting a suitable memory for a design rather than giving a gen-

4 Banks have to close occasionally for refresh.
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eral performance overview, and it only considers LPDDRx and pre-datasheet WIDE 1/0
memories.

8.3 reconfiguration

Related work on the recon [gurability of memory controllers is scarce. Even though it is
quite common for COTS [48] and custom [144] memory controllers to have con [gurable
registers that control SDRAM timings, they are generally only meant to be programmed
at boot time, and o [erlimited control over the behavior of the controller.

The PARDISrogrammable memory controller [21] is recon [gurable in several re-
spects. Two small processors with custom instruction set architectures take the role of
memory controller, their [rohware determining the command scheduling policy, address
mapping, refresh scheduling and power management. However, no bounds on perfor-
mance are given, so it is not clear how to apply it in a real-time system. This holds for
most best-e [art memory controllers.

Focusing on high-level problem of recon [giration of resources with real-time per-
formance guarantees, two strategies can be distinguished. The [rst strategy requires
knowledge of the frequency of recon [giration events to analytically bound their inter-
ference [49, 107]. The second strategy constrains the recon [guration process such that
the guaranteed performance during recon [gidration is not worse than during regular
operation [133].

In [107], task-level WCRT analysis for multi-mode applications that share resources
in multi-core systems is discussed. Mode changes are de [ndd as changes in the set of
active tasks or applications, which we refer to as use-cases switches in this thesis. The
resource arbitration mechanism that is used involves software-based critical sections
combined with priorities. Interference due to recon [guration is bounded by limiting
the number of simultaneous mode changes to one.

[49] presents a recon [gdration method for soft real-time applications. Recon [gura-
tion is interpreted as a change of the active set of tasks, or a change in their con [gd
uration in the resources they are using. The hardware o [erk no performance during
recon [guration, but the recon [guration time is bounded at design time. This suggests
that predictable performance bounds can be derived based on this technique, but it can
not be composable, since recon [guration in [uénces all running applications.

The work presented in [133] describes recon [guration algorithms for TDM-based
servers while guaranteeing schedulability of the client applications. The algorithms as-
sume server time can be continuously allocated, and by carefully choosing the location
of the unallocated server time and the length of transition periods, predictable perfor-
mance bounds are given. The algorithms are not applicable to composable resources
that rely on constant slot times, because the starting time of all slots varies as a result
of recon [guration.
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The recon [giirable TDM-based network-on-chip proposed in [61] provides compos-
able performance to selected clients during recon [giration, basically by not changing
their time-slots and the frame size, similar to our approach in Chapter 7. However, the
notion of predictable (but not composable) performance during recon [guration does
not exist in [61]. Our TDM arbiter recon [guration strategy provides an additional pre-
dictable performance level with worst-case bounds even during recon [guration.

In contrast to related work, this thesis presented a recon [gurable SDRAM controller
suitable for mixed time-criticality systems. By programming new patterns into the pat-
tern memory, a suitable (BI, BC) combination can be selected based on the active use-case.
We analyzed which con [giiration parameters can be adapted under the assumption that
some clients continuously use the memory controller. Both predictable and composable
performance can be o Lerkd during recon [guration when a TDM arbiter is used. The
SDRAM resource is modeled as a latency-rate server, and we formally prove that behav-
ior during recon [guration is not worse than during regular operation.



Segal's law: A man with a watch knows what time it is.
A man with two watches is never sure.

— Arthur Bloch, Murphy's Law 2003

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this chapter, we look back at what we have done in this thesis. Section 9.1 brie L]
discussed the motivation behind the work, and lists the main contributions from Chap-
ter 3-7. Additionally, we provide a slightly broader perspective on the presented content

and its relation to the research [eltl in which we operate. This leads to suggestions for

future research directions in Section 9.2.

9.1 conclusions

The improvements in CMOS technology enabled the creation of large, and typically
power-constrained SoCs that host many diLerknt applications. Typically, these appli-
cations load and store data on an SDRAM. Since the SDRAM interface is a scarce re-
source that cannot be replicated without signi [cant expenses, more and more applica-
tions share the same SDRAM controller. Resource sharing leads to undesired interaction
between otherwise unrelated applications in the form of interference, which changes
their performance in unpredictable ways. This is problematic for real-time applications,
that require their timing constraints to always be satis [ed, regardless of the co-running
applications. At the same time, there are applications that use the (same) SDRAM, and
bene [ from improved average-case (typical) performance. Therefore, a memory con-
troller should deliver su [cieht real-time performance, while improving the average
case as much as possible.

The mix of active applications using the memory controller changes over time, as
they are started and stopped. To e [edtively deal with these varying requirements, the
controller’s con [guration needs to be adaptable to the di [erknt use-cases it is subjected
to. At arelatively larger timescale, we observe another type of variation, as SDRAM tech-
nology rapidly evolves with the development of new standards. A memory controller
should be [exible enough to keep up with these changes, such that the best SDRAM for
a speci [cbroducts can be selected. This thesis showed what a mixed-time-criticality
controller that satis [ed these requirements could look like.
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Chapter 3 presented an SDRAM controller architecture template, capable of delivering

predictable and composable performance. It can hence guarantee that the worst-case
or actual-case behavior of real-time applications is una [edted by interference. In some
sense, this controller is a major update of the pattern-based memory controller from [3],
with a strong focus on enabling recon [gurability and the design of the controller’s back-
end, which was previously unexplored.
The development of Raptor the instance of the controller which is currently a part of
the CompSOC platform [53] and design [ow [58], provided valuable insights into the
inner workings of SDRAM controllers. Some of these re [edted back onto its worst-case
performance analysis. For example, the realization that the parallel read / write port
on the back-end, in combination with non-equal read and write latencies may lead to
cases where service accumulates non-intuitively fast, as shown in Figure 3.8, is obvious
when considering a real implementation, but easily missed in an analysis model. As
another example, consider that the PHY introduces a variable latency component as a
consequence of the calibration process that ensures byte-alignment at boot-time, and
we should take into account in the WCRT. As a memory controller that o [erk very [na-
grained software-controlled con [gurability of the commands it schedules, Raptor has
been used to research SDRAM power consumption [26], timing process variation [30],
and retention time [143].

Chapter 4 discussed memory patterns, which are pre-scheduled sequences of SDRAM
commands. These patterns are programmed into in the back-end, and scheduled at run-
time by the controller. Patterns serve as an abstraction layer, both at the (worst-case)
analysis level, and within the hardware architecture. Both become less complex, since
they do not have to consider the low-level command-to-command constraints, but in-
stead deal with (far fewer) pattern-to-pattern constraints.

Chapter 4 introduced a pattern generation heuristic that is straight-forwardly applica-
ble to a large range of contemporary SDRAM generations. To achieve this generality,
we proposed a new abstraction layer that can sit before any command scheduling al-
gorithm. It converts SDRAM timings and timing constraints, which are generation spe-
ci [cJinto command-to-command constraints, which are not. The scheduling algorithm
only has to refer back to these high-level constraints, and can hence remain generation-
agnostic. DDR4 is exceptional, in the sense that an architectural change with respect
to the other considered SDRAM generations, in the form of bank groups, impacts the
command scheduling process. A small modi [cation of our heuristic allows us to exploit
this new feature to generate more e [cieht patterns.

The pattern generation heuristic is parameterized with Bank Interleavinggl) and Burst
Count 80, which describe the mapping of consecutive bursts to the di Lerent banks in
the memory. Especially the notion that Bl is not necessarily either “one” or “all banks of
the SDRAM” is innovative with respect to related work. Varying both Bl and BC reveals
a spectrum of possible command scheduler con [gdrations, and we found that both pa-
rameters are useful in describing the behavior of both our own controller and (perhaps
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unexpectedly) those of others, as demonstrated in Chapter 8. A comparison with an ILP
pattern generator showed that our heuristic creates near-optimal results.

Chapter 5 puts the pattern generation heuristic to work on 12 di [erknt memories

from 6 SDRAM generations. Combined with the power model from [31], it shows the con-
[guration trade-o [s1in terms of worst-case bandwidth, power (energy e [ciehcy), and
(indirectly) the WCRT as a function of Bl and BC for each of these memories. Figure 5.1,
which plots worst-case power versus worst-case bandwidth, shows that the shapes of
the plotted constellations across di [erknt generations are very similar. This indicates
that an understanding of the in [ugnce of Bl and BC on the relative performance of an
SDRAM device is useful and generally applicable to identify e [cieht command scheduler
con [gudrations.
We observed that newer memory generations typically use less power and deliver higher
worst-case bandwidth. These e [edts can be attributed to the growth of their data bus
width and the increase in operating frequency. The latency components that feed into
the WCRT analysis are a [edted to a much smaller degree. This underlines the memory-
wall problem in the context of worst-case performance: handling a series of page misses
simply has not gotten much faster over the years.

In Chapter 6, we introduced the conservative open-page policy. From a worst-case
perspective, it is a close-page policy, but with a twist: the controller can change its
mind about precharging when it is certainly bene [cial to keep the row open. Where
possible, we substitute auto-precharges by explicit precharge commands to postpone
the precharge decision, increasing the size of the time-window in which locality can be
exploited. The presented policy ensures that worst-case guarantees are una [edted.
The conservativeness of this approach comes at a price: the latency (stall-time) reduc-
tion the policy achieves is modest, and relies on non-blocking processors and coopera-
tion from the client-level arbiter in multi-application scenarios to be e [ective. When a
slight WCRT penalty is tolerable, a speculative policy might be signi [cantly more e [ed-
tive at improving average-case performance, as explored more recently by [71, 83, 88],
for example.

Finally, in Chapter 7, we investigated how the memory controller’s behavior can be
adapted when its set of active clients changes, by recon [guring the various recon [gd
urable components its architecture exposes. At boot-time, when no clients are active
yet, its [exibility de [nikely pays o [in the sense that both the patterns and all arbiter
settings can be freely customized for the use-case in which the controller will be used.
This means it can be customized for di Cerent memories, and for di [erknt power / per-
formance operating points (in the form of (Bl, BC) con [gurations) and application sets.
Maintaining predictability and composability for running clients while recon [guring
to accommodate others is signi [cantly harder, and hence only possible in a more re-
stricted fashion. The direct link between the patterns and the memory-map prohibits
(useful) changes in the patterns, since they would scramble the data clients stored be-
fore recon [guration. This means we are limited to recon [guration of the arbiter. We
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demonstrated a TDM arbiter and associated safe recon [guration protocol, allowing us
to move slots of an active application without violating its Latency-ratel(R ) guaran-
tees. The memory controller provides predictable performance before, during, and after
recon [guration to the target of the recon [guration as a result, while composable clients
are completely una [edted by the process. Repeating this e [arit for di Lerknt (more state-
ful) arbiters, like CCSP for example, does not seem to be fundamentally impossible, but
could be signi [cantly harder.

9.2 future work

This section highlights three concrete opportunities for extensions of the pattern-based
controller concept, based on the lessons learned through this thesis.

Dealing with large interface widths

The request size limits the range of usable (BI, BC) con [gurations, and with that, the
attainable memory e [ciehcy, as shown in Chapter 5. If the SDRAM has a large interface
width, in cases where a DIMM is used for example, one request may only be big enough
to [Ila single burst, limiting Bl and BC to 1, which is not desirable. Sub-dividing the
interface width of a DIMM into smaller ranks has been considered in the context of
power saving [45], and would help to alleviate the issue. Unfortunately, this requires
changes in the SDRAM architecture, and is hence not much more than [cfion at the
moment, so we consider a di [erent solution at the controller level.

A viable strategy could be to share a single pattern amongst multiple atoms at the
granularity of banks, for example by scheduling (4,1) patterns, but [lihg each burst
with a di [erent request (from potentially a di [erent client). This leads to a scheduling
scheme that looks somewhat similar to PRET [117] or MCMC [43], the di [erknce being
that commands for di Cerknt banks can still be interleaved within the pattern, as opposed
to PRET and MCMC which use a strict TDM arbitration of the command bus across banks.
One of the challenges in this scheme is dealing read-write switches, which preferably
should happen per pattern as opposed to per burst to reduce their overhead [88].

Conservative open-page policy with improved slack exploitation
The conservative open-page policy might be too conservative for the reasons we high-
lighted earlier. It is possible to leave banks in an open state at the end of a pattern, if
we accept an increase in WCRT. Page hits would result in NANP patterns, while misses
would require a new Precharge and ActivateA) pattern. The PA pattern is potentially
longer than the AP patterns we currently use, since the precharges are no longer exe-
cuted in a pipelined fashion across pattern boundaries. Other than the e [edts on the
worst-case performance, operation should be relatively similar to the current approach.
The conservative open-page policy tried to improve average-case performance while
retaining a clean separation between the front-end and back-end. Letting go of this re-
striction can result in better average-case performance by borrowing ideas from FR-FCFS
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arbiters. Pattern lengths are known at design time, so we know exactly how many cy-
cles are saved when a NANP pattern is issued, compared to a PA pattern. This (proven)
slack can be used to schedule additional atoms that are also page hits from best-e [arit
clients, as long as the arbiter is made aware of the amount of time that is available.

Verification of the Raptor instance to the WCRT model, CompSOC integration
The LR -based WCRT model that was presented in Section 3.2 covers the presented con-
troller architecture template. However, the veri [cation of the model with respect to the
Raptor instance of the controller only covers the worst-case bandwidth (Section 5.4),
but not the WCRT. A logical next step is to characterize the Raptor instance, to extract
the various parameters that the model requires, and then experimentally check that
the delivered performance is bounded by it. The model can then be integrated in the
larger CompSOC platform model [109] to derive (more) accurate application-level WCRT
guarantees.
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