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Read disturbance in modern DRAM is an important robust-
ness (security, safety, and reliability) problem, where repeatedly
accessing (hammering) a row of DRAM cells (DRAM row) in-
duces bitflips in other physically nearby DRAM rows. Shrinking
technology node size exacerbates DRAM read disturbance over
generations. To help mitigate read disturbance, the latest DDR5
specifications (as of April 2024) introduced a new RowHam-
mer mitigation framework, called Per Row Activation Counting
(PRAC). PRAC 1) enables the DRAM chip to accurately track
row activations by allocating an activation counter per row and
2) provides the DRAM chip with the necessary time window
to perform RowHammer-preventive refreshes by introducing a
new back-off signal. Unfortunately, no prior work rigorously
studies PRAC’s security guarantees and overheads. In this
paper, we 1) present the first rigorous security, performance,
energy, and cost analyses of PRAC and 2) propose Chronus, a
new mechanism that addresses PRAC’s two major weaknesses.

Our analysis shows that PRAC’s system performance over-
head on benign applications is non-negligible for modern
DRAM chips and prohibitively large for future DRAM chips
that are more vulnerable to read disturbance. We identify two
weaknesses of PRAC that cause these overheads. First, PRAC
increases critical DRAM access latency parameters due to the
additional time required to increment activation counters. Sec-
ond, PRAC performs a constant number of preventive refreshes
at a time, making it vulnerable to an adversarial access pattern,
known as the wave attack, and consequently requiring it to be
configured for significantly smaller activation thresholds.

To address PRAC’s two weaknesses, we propose a new
on-DRAM-die RowHammer mitigation mechanism, Chronus.
Chronus 1) updates row activation counters concurrently while
serving accesses by separating counters from the data and
2) prevents the wave attack by dynamically controlling the
number of preventive refreshes performed. Our performance
analysis shows that Chronus’s system performance overhead
is near-zero for modern DRAM chips and very low for future
DRAM chips. Chronus outperforms three variants of PRAC
and three other state-of-the-art read disturbance solutions. We
discuss Chronus’s and PRAC’s implications for future sys-
tems and foreshadow future research directions. To aid fu-
ture research, we open-source our Chronus implementation at
https://github.com/CMU-SAFARI/Chronus.

1. Introduction
To ensure system robustness (security, safety, and reliability),
it is critical to maintain memory isolation: accessing a mem-

ory address should not cause unintended side-effects on data
stored in other addresses [1]. Unfortunately, with aggressive
technology scaling, DRAM [2], the prevalent main memory
technology, suffers from increased read disturbance: accessing
(reading) a row of DRAM cells (i.e., a DRAM row) degrades the
data integrity of other physically close but unaccessed DRAM
rows. RowHammer [1] is a prime example of DRAM read dis-
turbance, where a row (i.e., victim row) can experience bitflips
when at least one nearby row (i.e., aggressor row) is repeat-
edly activated (i.e., hammered) [1,13,38,45,49,53,68,82–142]
more times than a threshold, called the minimum hammer count
to induce the first bitflip (NRH). RowPress [143] is another
prime example of DRAM read disturbance that amplifies the
effect of RowHammer by keeping an aggressor row open for
longer, thereby causing more disturbance with each activation
and consequently reducing NRH .

A simple way of mitigating DRAM read disturbance is to
preventively refresh potential victim rows before bitflips occur.
Unfortunately, a preventive refresh blocks accesses to thou-
sands of DRAM rows that are in the same DRAM bank for a
non-negligible time window (e.g., 350ns [144]), in which the
memory controller should not issue any other DRAM command
to the bank. As DRAM chips become more vulnerable to read
disturbance with technology node scaling, preventive refreshes
can significantly reduce system performance [1, 4–7, 11, 17, 20–
22, 24, 35, 42, 44, 47–49, 55, 59, 68, 79, 145–147]. Therefore, it
is important to accurately identify when a preventive refresh is
needed and perform it in a timely manner.

To provide DRAM chips with the necessary flexibility to
perform preventive refreshes in a timely manner, recent DRAM
standards (e.g., DDR5 [144, 148]) introduce 1) a command
called refresh management (RFM) [148] and 2) a framework
called Per Row Activation Counting (PRAC) [144]. RFM is a
command that provides the DRAM chip with a time window
(e.g., 195 ns [144]) to perform preventive refreshes. Specifica-
tions before 2024 (e.g., earlier DDR5 [148]) advise the memory
controller to issue RFM when the number of row activations
in a bank or a logical memory region exceeds a threshold (e.g.,
32 [144]), a mechanism we call periodic RFM (PRFM).

A recent update (as of April 2024) of the JEDEC DDR5
specification [144, 149] introduces a new on-DRAM-die read
disturbance mitigation framework called PRAC. PRAC has two
key features. First, PRAC maintains an activation counter per
DRAM row [1] to accurately identify when a preventive refresh
is needed. PRAC increments a DRAM row’s activation counter
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while the row is being closed, which increases the latency of
closing a row, i.e., the precharge latency (tRP) and row cycle
time (tRC) timing parameters. Second, PRAC proposes a new
back-off signal to convey the need for preventive refreshes from
the DRAM chip to the memory controller, similar to what prior
works propose [5, 9, 20, 36, 147, 150]. The DRAM chip as-
serts this back-off signal when a DRAM row’s activation count
reaches a critical value. Within a predefined time window (e.g.,
180 ns [144]) after receiving the back-off signal, the memory
controller has to issue an RFM command so that the DRAM
chip can perform the necessary preventive refresh operations.
PRAC aims to 1) avoid read disturbance bitflips by performing
necessary preventive refreshes in a timely manner and 2) mini-
mize unnecessary preventive refreshes by accurately tracking
each row’s activation count. Unfortunately, no prior work rigor-
ously investigates PRAC’s security, performance, energy, and
storage cost implications for modern and future systems.

In this paper, we 1) present the first rigorous security, per-
formance, energy, and storage cost analyses of PRAC, which
identifies PRAC’s two major weaknesses and 2) propose a new
mechanism, Chronus, which addresses those weaknesses.
PRAC Analysis. We analyze PRAC in three steps. First, we de-
fine a security-oriented adversarial access pattern that achieves
the highest possible activation count in systems protected by
PRAC. Second, we conduct a security analysis by evaluating
the highest possible activation count that a DRAM row can
reach under different configurations of PRAC. Our security
analysis shows that PRAC can be configured for secure opera-
tion against an NRH value of 20 or higher. Third, we conduct a
system performance analysis using cycle-accurate simulations
with an open-source simulator, Ramulator 2.0 [151, 152]. Our
system performance results across 60 different four-core multi-
programmed workload mixes show that: At modern NRH values
higher than 1K, PRAC’s overheads are mainly dominated by the
increased critical DRAM timing parameters where PRAC incurs
high average (maximum) 5.8% (8.9%) system performance and
10.7% (13.5%) DRAM energy overheads. For the lowest secure
NRH value of 20, these overheads increase to 78.5% (90.7%)
and 6.6x (7.1x), respectively.1

We attribute these large overheads to two key weaknesses in
PRAC. First, PRAC increases critical DRAM timing parame-
ters due to the additional time required to increment activation
counters. Second, PRAC performs a fixed number of preventive
refreshes at a time and enforces a delay period during which
preventive refreshes cannot be requested, making it vulnerable
to an adversarial access pattern known as the wave attack.
Chronus. To address PRAC’s two major weaknesses, we pro-
pose Chronus. Chronus 1) updates row activation counters
concurrently while serving accesses by physically separating

1Our analysis rigorously sweeps NRH to extremely low values (e.g., 20).
This is because a mitigation mechanism that securely scales to low NRH values
with low performance and energy overheads provides two benefits: 1) activation
counters maintain fewer bits, resulting in smaller hardware complexity and
2) read disturbance profiling becomes significantly shorter as each DRAM row
can be tested for a smaller hammer count (e.g., hammering the row 64 times
takes 16× shorter than hammering the row 1024 times).

counters from the data and 2) prevents the wave attack by dy-
namically controlling the number of preventive refreshes per-
formed by the memory controller and removing the delay period
after the memory controller performs preventive refreshes.2

Key Results. We compare Chronus to 1) three variants of
PRAC, as the state-of-the-art industry solutions, and 2) three
other state-of-the-art academic proposals, i.e., Graphene [4],
Hydra [24], and PARA [1]. Our performance analysis shows
that Chronus outperforms all six evaluated mechanisms across
all studied workloads and NRH values. Chronus incurs near-
zero system performance (<0.1% on average) and relatively
low (compared to PRAC) DRAM energy (10.3% on average)
overheads for modern DRAM chips (NRH = 1K) and low system
performance (8.3% on average) and DRAM energy (17.9% on
average) overheads for future DRAM chips (NRH = 20).

We make the following contributions:
• We present the first security analysis of industry’s state-of-

the-art read disturbance solution, PRAC, and provide robust
configurations against its worst-case access pattern.

• We rigorously evaluate the performance, energy, and cost
implications of PRAC’s different configurations for modern
and future DRAM chips. Our results show that PRAC incurs
non-negligible overheads due to two major weaknesses: 1)
increased critical DRAM timing parameters, and 2) wave
attack vulnerability due to allowing only a fixed number of
preventive refreshes.

• We propose Chronus, which addresses the weaknesses of
PRAC through 1) updating row activation counters concur-
rently while serving accesses by separating counters from the
data and 2) preventing wave attacks by dynamically control-
ling the number of preventive refreshes as needed. We show
that Chronus’s system performance overhead is near-zero
(very low) for modern (future) DRAM chips.

• We compare Chronus against three variants of PRAC and
three state-of-the-art mitigation mechanisms. Our results
show that 1) Chronus outperforms all evaluated mitigation
mechanisms at all evaluated NRH values and 2) PRAC variants
underperform against three of the four (including Chronus)
mitigation mechanisms for modern DRAM chips with rela-
tively high (i.e., ≥1K) NRH values.

• To aid future research in a transparent manner, we open-
source our implementations with Ramulator 2.0 [154].

2. Background
2.1. DRAM Organization and Operation
Organization. Fig. 1 shows the hierarchical organization of a
modern DRAM-based main memory. The memory controller
connects to a DRAM module over a memory channel. A mod-
ule contains one or multiple DRAM ranks that time-share the
memory channel. A rank consists of multiple DRAM chips.

2In Greek mythology, Cronus is renowned for separating heaven and
earth [153], and Chronos for controlling time [153]. We chose their blended
name, Chronus, which resembles our proposal: separating counters (similar to
Cronus separating worlds) and dynamically controlling the number of preven-
tive refreshes (similar to Chronos controlling time).
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Each DRAM chip has multiple DRAM banks each of which
contains multiple subarrays. A DRAM bank is organized as a
two-dimensional array of DRAM cells, where a row of cells
is called a DRAM row. A DRAM cell consists of 1) a storage
capacitor, which stores one bit of information in the form of
electrical charge, and 2) an access transistor.

Figure 1: DRAM organization

Operation. To access a DRAM row, the memory controller
issues a set of commands to DRAM over the memory channel.
The memory controller sends an ACT command to activate
a DRAM row, which asserts the corresponding wordline and
loads the row data into the row buffer. Then, the memory
controller can issue RD/WR commands to read from/write into
the DRAM row. An access to the row that is already in the row
buffer causes a row hit. To access a different row, the memory
controller must first close the opened row and prepare the bank
for a new activation by issuing a PRE command. Therefore,
accessing a different row from the one in the row buffer causes
a row conflict in the row buffer.

DRAM cells are inherently leaky and lose their charge over
time due to charge leakage in the access transistor and the
storage capacitor. To maintain data integrity, the memory con-
troller periodically refreshes each row in a time interval called
refresh window (tREFW ) (32ms for DDR5 [155] and 64ms for
DDR4 [156]). To ensure all rows are refreshed every tREFW , the
memory controller issues REF commands with a time interval
called refresh interval (tREFI) (3.9µs for DDR5 [155] and 7.8µs
for DDR4 [156]).
Timing Parameters. To ensure correct operation, the memory
controller must obey specific timing parameters while accessing
DRAM. In addition to tREFW and tREFI , we explain three timing
parameters related to the rest of the paper: i) the minimum time
interval between two consecutive ACT commands targeting
the same bank (tRC), ii) the minimum time needed to issue a
PRE command following an ACT command (tRAS), and iii) the
minimum time needed to issue an ACT command following a
PRE command (tRP). Detailed explanations of these parameters
can be found in [157–159].

2.2. DRAM Read Disturbance
As DRAM manufacturing technology node size shrinks, interfer-
ence across rows increases, exacerbating circuit-level read dis-
turbance mechanisms. Two prime examples of read disturbance
mechanisms are RowHammer [1] and RowPress [143], where
repeatedly activating (i.e., hammering) a DRAM row (i.e., ag-
gressor row) or keeping the aggressor row active for a long time
(i.e., pressing) induces bitflips in physically nearby rows (i.e.,
victim rows), respectively. To induce read disturbance bitflips,
1) an aggressor row needs to be hammered more than a thresh-
old value called NRH [1] or 2) an aggressor needs to be pressed

for long enough [135–137, 143]. Various characterization stud-
ies [1,13,30,38,49,62,76,103,110,121,124,129–143,160–171]
show that as DRAM technology scaling continues to smaller
technology node sizes, DRAM chips are becoming more vul-
nerable to read disturbance (i.e., newer chips have lower NRH
values). For example, one can induce RowHammer bitflips
by activating two aggressors that are physically adjacent to a
victim row (i.e., double-sided RowHammer) 4.8K times each in
the chips manufactured in 2020 while a row needs to be ham-
mered 69.2K times in older chips manufactured in 2013 [135].
To make matters worse, RowPress [143] reduces NRH by 1-2
orders of magnitude.
DRAM Read Disturbance Mitigation Mechanisms. Many
prior works propose mitigation techniques [1, 3–26, 30, 31, 35–
38,40–51,53,55–81,147,156,172–175] to protect DRAM chips
against RowHammer bitflips leveraging different approaches.
These mechanisms perform two tasks: 1) execute a trigger algo-
rithm and 2) perform preventive actions. The trigger algorithm
observes the memory access patterns and triggers a preventive
action based on the result of a probabilistic or a deterministic
process. The preventive action is one of 1) preventively re-
freshing victim row [1, 4–7, 11, 17, 20–22, 24, 35, 42, 44, 47–49,
55, 59, 68, 79, 145–147], 2) dynamically remapping aggressor
rows [3, 12, 57, 69], and 3) throttling unsafe accesses [18, 19].
Existing RowHammer mitigation mechanisms can also prevent
RowPress bitflips when their trigger algorithms are configured
to be more aggressive, which is practically equivalent to con-
figuring them for sub-1K NRH values [143]. Unfortunately, ex-
isting RowHammer mitigation mechanisms incur prohibitively
large performance overheads at low NRH values (i.e., sub-1K)
because they more aggressively perform preventive actions.
Given that DRAM read disturbance worsens with shrinking
technology node size, NRH values are expected to reduce even
more [1,34,136]. Therefore, reducing the performance overhead
of existing RowHammer mitigation mechanisms is critical.
PRAC. Various prior works discuss the use of per-row activa-
tion counters to detect how many times each row in DRAM
is activated within a refresh interval [1, 36, 47, 61, 147]. A
recent update (as of April 2024) of the JEDEC DDR5 spec-
ification [144, 149] introduces a similar on-DRAM-die read
disturbance mitigation mechanism called PRAC (explained in
§3), which aims to ensure robust operation at low overhead by
preventively refreshing victim rows when necessary. Although
PRAC is a promising DRAM specification advancement, no
prior work rigorously analyzes PRAC’s impact on security, per-
formance, energy, and cost for modern and future systems.3

3. A Brief Summary of RFM and PRAC
This section briefly explains the RFM command, PRAC mecha-
nism, and assumptions we use for our evaluations.
RFM Command. RFM is a DRAM command that provides
the DRAM chip with a time window (e.g., 195 ns [144]) so that
the DRAM chip can preventively refresh potential victim rows.
The DRAM chip is responsible for identifying and preventively

3An earlier version of this paper was presented at DRAMSec 2024 [176].
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refreshing potential victim rows, and the memory controller is
responsible for issuing RFM commands.
PRAC Overview. PRAC [144], as described in the JEDEC
DDR5 standard updated in April 2024 [144], implements an
activation counter for each DRAM row, and thus accurately
measures the activation counts of all rows. When a row’s ac-
tivation count reaches a threshold, the DRAM chip asserts a
back-off signal which forces the memory controller to issue
an RFM command. The DRAM chip preventively refreshes
potential victim rows upon receiving an RFM command.
Assumptions About PRAC. We make two assumptions:
1) PRAC always refreshes victims of the row with the maximum
activation count during each RFM command and 2) physically-
adjacent DRAM rows can experience bitflips when a DRAM
row is activated at least NRH times.
PRAC’s Operation and Parameters. PRAC increments a
row’s activation count during a precharge command. When a
bank receives a precharge command, the bank internally reads,
modifies, and writes the open row’s counter before de-asserting
the wordline. As such, PRAC’s counter update affects several
DRAM timing parameters around row accesses. Table 1 summa-
rizes DRAM timing parameter changes when PRAC is enabled
for the DRAM 3200AN [144] speed bin.

Table 1: DRAM Timing Parameter Changes with PRAC

Parameter Description
DDR5

without PRAC
DDR5

with PRAC

tRAS
minimum time for a PRE
after an ACT to the same bank 32 ns 16 ns

tRP
minimum time for an ACT
after a PRE to the same bank 15 ns 36 ns

tRC
minimum time for two ACT s
to the same bank 47 ns 52 ns

tRT P
minimum time for a PRE
after a RD to the same bank 7.5 ns 5 ns

tWR
minimum time for a PRE
after a WR to the same bank 30 ns 10 ns

We make two observations from Table 1. First, the tRP and
tRC timing parameters increase because of the additional time
needed to update the counter before the wordline is de-asserted.
Second, the tRAS, tRT P, and tWR timing parameters likely reduce
to account for the additional time the row stays open as the
counter is updated. We note that PRAC timing parameters can
also be better utilizing the aggressive guardbands existing in
modern DRAM chips as shown in [137,159,177–182] to reduce
one or more of the latter three timing parameters.

The DRAM chip asserts the back-off signal when a row’s
activation count reaches a fraction of NRH , denoted as the back-
off threshold (NBO), where the fraction can be configured to
either 70%, 80%, 90%, or 100% [144]. The memory controller
receives the back-off signal shortly after (e.g., ≈5 ns [144])
issuing a precharge (PRE) command. The memory controller
and the DRAM chip go through three phases when the back-off
signal is asserted. First, during the window of normal traffic
(tABOACT ) [144], the memory controller has a limited time win-
dow (e.g., 180 ns [144]) to serve requests after receiving the
back-off signal. A DRAM row can receive up to tABOACT /tRC

activations in this window. Second, during the recovery pe-
riod [144], the memory controller issues a number of RFM
commands, which we denote as NRe f (e.g., 1, 2 or 4 [144]). An
RFM command can further increment the activation count of
a row before its potential victims are refreshed. Third, during
the delay period or the delay until a new back-off can be initi-
ated (tBackO f f Delay) [144], the DRAM chip cannot reassert the
back-off signal until it receives a number of activate commands,
which we denote as NDelay (e.g., 1, 2 or 4 [144]).4 Taking into
account these three phases, §5 calculates the highest achievable
activation count to any row in a PRAC-protected system.
Determining Rows to Refresh During an RFM Command.
PRAC maintains a large number of counters in each DRAM
bank. As such, it is not practical for the DRAM bank to search
for the row with the maximum activation count during an RFM
command. To track the rows with the highest activation counts,
our PRAC implementation uses a relatively small per-bank table
(e.g., 4 entries store enough rows for each RFM command to
refresh during the recovery period) that we call the Aggressor
Tracking Table (ATT). The table starts empty (i.e., all entries
are invalid). When a row is precharged, the table is updated
with the precharged row’s counter value if 1) the precharged
row exists in the table, 2) an entry in the table is invalid, or 3)
the precharged row’s counter value exceeds the table entry with
the lowest activation count. When a DRAM bank receives an
RFM command, the bank invalidates and refreshes the potential
victims of the table entry with the maximum activation count.
RFM and PRAC Implementations. We analyze three different
RFM and PRAC implementations: 1) Periodic RFM (PRFM),
where the memory controller issues an RFM command periodi-
cally when the total number of activations to a bank reaches a
predefined threshold called bank activation threshold to issue
an RFM command (RFMth) with no back-off signal from the
DRAM chip, as described in early DDR5 standards [148]; 2)
PRAC-N, where the memory controller issues N back-to-back
RFM commands only after receiving a back-off signal from
the DRAM chip, as described in the latest JEDEC DDR5 stan-
dard [144,149]; 3) PRAC+PRFM, where the memory controller
issues an RFM command when i) the total number of activations
to a bank reaches RFMth = 75 or ii) it receives a back-off signal
from the DRAM chip.5 As shown in §5, PRAC-N implemen-
tations are not secure at NRH values lower than 20. Therefore,
combining PRAC and PRFM enables security at lower NRH val-
ues at the cost of potentially refreshing the victims of aggressor
rows whose activation counts are not close to NRH .

4. Adversarial Access Pattern: The Wave Attack
We describe our threat model and the adversarial access pattern,
known as the wave attack [20, 147] or the feinting attack [35].
Threat Model. We assume that the attacker 1) knows the phys-
ical layout of DRAM rows (as in [18]), 2) accurately detects

4Current DDR5 specification [144] notes that NRe f and NDelay always have
the same value. To comprehensively assess PRAC’s security guarantees, we
also consider different values in our security analysis (§5).

5The RFMth of 75 is provided in the example PRAC+PRFM configuration
in the latest (as of April 2024) JEDEC DDR5 standard [144].
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when a row is internally refreshed (preventively or periodically,
as in U-TRR [68]), and 3) precisely times all DRAM commands
except refresh (REF) and RFM commands (as in [18, 68]).
Overview. The wave attack aims to achieve the highest acti-
vation count for a given row in an RFM and PRAC-protected
DRAM chip by overwhelming the mitigation mechanism using
a number of decoy rows. Fig. 2 visualizes the buildup of a wave
attack against a periodic read disturbance mitigation mechanism
(e.g., PRFM) that refreshes the potential victims of an aggressor
for every three row activations.

Figure 2: Wave attack buildup visualization

In this access pattern, the attacker hammers several rows in
a balanced manner, such that the mitigation mechanism can
perform preventive refreshes only for a small subset of the
hammered rows when a preventive refresh is issued. When
an aggressor row’s victims are refreshed, the attacker excludes
the aggressor row in the next round of activations. By doing
so, this adversarial access pattern achieves the highest possible
activation count for the row whose victims are preventively
refreshed last. More details and analyses of the attack can be
found in [20, 35, 147].

5. Configuration of PRAC and Security Analysis
This section investigates different RFM and PRAC configura-
tions and their impact on security under the wave attack.
Key Parameters. We assume a blast radius of 2 [120], a tRC
of 52 ns [144], and a refresh management latency (tRFM) of
350 ns [144], which allows an RFM command to refresh four
victim rows of one aggressor row.
Notation. Ri is the set of rows that the wave attack hammers in
round i and |Ri| is the number of rows in Ri.
PRFM. In round 1, the wave attack hammers each row in R1
once, causing the memory controller to issue ⌊(|R1|/RFMth)⌋
RFM commands, each refreshing four victims of one aggressor
row. In round 2, the wave attack hammers the non-mitigated
rows R2, where |R2| = |R1| − ⌊(|R1|/RFMth)⌋. By repeating
this calculation i times, Equation 1 evaluates the number of
non-mitigated rows at an arbitrary round i (|Ri|).

|Ri|= |R1|−
⌊

∑
i−1
k=1 |Rk|
RFMth

⌋
(1)

To cause bitflips, the wave attack must make sure that 1)
at least one aggressor row is not mitigated (i.e., its victims
are not refreshed by an RFM command until the end of round
NRH , i.e., |RNRH | > 0), and 2) the time taken by the attacker’s
row activations and RFM preventive refreshes do not exceed
tREFW , i.e., aggressor’s victims are not periodically refreshed
before being activated NRH times. We rigorously sweep the

wave attack’s parameters and identify the maximum hammer
count of an aggressor row before its victims are refreshed.
PRAC-N. We adapt our PRFM wave attack analysis to PRAC-N
by leveraging two key insights. First, PRAC-N mechanism will
not preventively refresh any row until a row’s activation count
reaches NBO (i.e., the back-off threshold). We prepare rows in
R1 such that each row is already hammered NBO-1 times. Doing
so, the number of rounds necessary to induce a bitflip is reduced
by NBO-1. Second, at least one row’s activation counter remains
above NBO across all rounds after initialization until the end of
the wave attack. This causes PRAC-N to assert the back-off sig-
nal as frequently as possible, i.e., with a time period containing
a recovery period (NRe f × tRFM), a delay period (tBackO f f Delay),
and a window of normal traffic (tABOACT ) [144]. Leveraging
these insights, we update Equation 1 to derive Equation 2.

|Ri|= |R1|−NRe f ×
⌊

∑
i−1
k=1 |Rk|

(NDelay +(tABOACT /tRC))

⌋
(2)

For a PRAC-N system to be secure, an attacker should not
be able to obtain |RNRH−NBO |> 0 within tREFW for any R1. We
analyze the maximum hammer count of an aggressor row before
its victims are refreshed in a PRAC-N-protected system for a
wide set of NBO and |R1| configurations.
Configuration Sweep. Fig. 3 shows the maximum activation
count an aggressor row can reach before its victims are refreshed
(y-axis) for PRFM and PRAC-N in Figs. 3a and 3b, respectively.
Fig. 3a shows the bank activation threshold to issue an RFM
command (RFMth) on the x-axis and starting (i.e., round 1) row
set size (|R1|) color-coded. Fig. 3b shows the back-off threshold
(NBO) on the x-axis and NRe f color-coded. In Fig. 3b, each bar
depicts the worst-case starting row set size (i.e., |R1| that yields
the highest activation count).
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Figure 3: Maximum activations to a row allowed by (a) PRFM and
(b) PRAC-N

From Fig. 3a, we observe that to prevent bitflips for very low
NRH values (e.g., 32 on the y axis), RFMth should be configured
to very low values (e.g., <4), as only such RFMth values result
in activation counts less than NRH for all |R1| values. From
Fig. 3b, we observe that PRAC-N provides security at NRH
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values as low as 20 (because a row can receive 19 activations as
annotated) when configured to 1) trigger a back-off as frequently
as possible (NBO = 1) and 2) issue four RFMs in the recovery
period (i.e., PRAC-4). For the remaining sections, we configure
PRFM and PRAC using these secure thresholds.6 We also
assume that PRAC borrows time from periodic refreshes to
transparently refresh the potential victims of one aggressor row
every other periodic refresh command (an operation we call
borrowed refresh, as shown to be possible in modern DRAM
chips [68]), thereby reducing the number of back-offs needed.
We do not consider periodic refreshes in our security analysis
because the memory controller can potentially delay a periodic
refresh up to 4 times [144]. These delays result in a maximum
time between two consecutive REF commands of 5∗ tREFI (i.e.,
19500 ns or 414 row activations for a single DDR5 bank with
tRC = 47 ns). This large window where the DRAM cells cannot
be protected with a periodic refresh significantly reduces the
security of mechanisms that rely on borrowed refreshes.

6. Overhead Analysis of PRAC
We evaluate PRAC’s performance overheads for existing and
future DRAM chips, by sweeping NRH from 1K down to 20
(lowest secure NRH value for PRAC). To evaluate performance,
we conduct cycle-level simulations using Ramulator 2.0 [151,
152] (which builds on the original Ramulator [187, 188]). We
extend Ramulator 2.0 with the implementations of PRAC, RFM,
and the back-off signal. We evaluate system performance using
the weighted speedup metric [189, 190].

Table 2 shows our system configuration. We assume a real-
istic quad-core system, connected to a dual-rank memory with
eight bank groups, each containing four banks (64 banks total).
The memory controller employs the FR-FCFS memory sched-
uler [191, 192] with a Cap on Column-Over-Row Reordering
(FR-FCFS+Cap) [193] of four. We extend the memory con-
troller to delay requests that cannot be served within tABOACT .

Table 2: Simulated System Configuration
Processor 4.2 GHz, 4-core, 4-wide issue, 128-entry instr. window
Last-Level Cache 64-byte cache line, 8-way set-associative, 8 MB

Memory Controller 64-entry read/write request queues; Scheduling policy: FR-
FCFS+Cap of 4 [193]; Address mapping: MOP [194]

Main Memory DDR5 DRAM [152], 1 channel, 2 ranks, 8 bank groups, 4
banks/bank group, 64K rows/bank

Workloads. We evaluate applications from five bench-
mark suites: SPEC CPU2006 [195], SPEC CPU2017 [196],
TPC [197], MediaBench [198], and YCSB [199]. We group all
applications into three memory-intensity groups based on their
row buffer misses per kilo instructions (RBMPKIs), similar
to prior works [32, 33]. These groups are High (H), Medium
(M), and Low (L) for the lowest MPKI values of 10, 2, and 0,
respectively. Then, we create 60 workload mixes with 10 of
each HHHH, MMMM, LLLL, HHMM, MMLL, and LLHH
combination types. We simulate each workload until all cores
execute 100M instructions each.

6In this study, we assume that we can accurately determine NRH . How-
ever, that is a difficult problem, as determining NRH for every row has many
challenges and a time-consuming process [1, 16, 135, 136, 143, 183–186]).

6.1. Performance Evaluation
Fig. 4 presents the performance overheads of the evaluated read
disturbance mitigation mechanisms as NRH decreases. Axes re-
spectively show the NRH values (x axis) and system performance
(y axis) in terms of weighted speedup [189, 190] normalized to
a baseline with no read disturbance mitigation (higher y value
is better). Different bars identify different read disturbance
mitigation mechanisms and the red edge color indicates unsafe
(i.e., read disturbance vulnerable) configurations. We make six
observations from Fig. 4.
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Figure 4: Performance impact of evaluated PRAC and RFM con-
figurations on 60 benign four-core workloads

1. Reducing NNNRH increases performance overheads. As
NRH decreases, performance overheads of all studied mitigation
configurations increase, as expected, due to the more frequent
mitigating actions (i.e., preventive refreshes) performed.
2. PRAC has non-negligible performance overheads. At
NRH = 1K, PRAC-4 incurs an average (maximum) system per-
formance overhead of 5.8% (8.9%) across all workloads. We
attribute PRAC’s non-negligible overhead at relatively high NRH
values to PRAC’s increased DRAM timing parameters [144]
(§3) as PRAC-4 sends only 6 back-offs (1.9×10−8 back-offs
per million cycles) on average across all workloads.
3. PRAC overheads slightly increase until NNNRH === 64. When
NRH decreases from 1K to 64, PRAC-4’s system performance
overheads slightly increase (i.e., ≈2%). We attribute the steady
system performance as NRH decreases to PRAC accurately track-
ing aggressor row activations and refreshing rows by borrowing
time from periodic refreshes.
4. PRAC becomes prohibitively expensive at NNNRH ≤≤≤ 64. Be-
tween NRH values of 64 and 20, PRAC-4’s average (maximum)
system performance overheads across all workloads signifi-
cantly increase from 8.1% (11.8%) to 78.5% (90.7%). We
attribute the significant increase in system performance over-
head to PRAC performing more frequent preventive refreshes.
For example, with PRAC-4 at NRH values of 64 and 20, the
four-core benign workload of 523.xalancbmk, 435.gromacs,
459.GemsFDTD, and 434.zeusmp trigger 13.4 and 125.5 back-
offs per million cycles, resulting in 15.5% and 87.4% system
performance overhead, respectively.
5. PRFM performs poorly. When NRH decreases from 1K
to 20, the average (maximum) system performance overhead
of PRFM increases from 2.1% (3.7%) to 51.8% (68.7%). We
attribute this significant overhead increase to PRFM’s configura-
tion against the wave attack drastically increasing the frequency
of preventive refreshes as NRH decreases, similar to PRAC.
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6. PRAC+PRFM performs poorly. Pairing PRAC-4 with
PRFM increases PRAC’s system performance overhead by an
average (maximum) of 21.0% (27.9%) across all NRH values.
This is because 1) PRAC’s secure configurations (§5) already
preventively refresh all rows before they reach a critical level
and 2) pairing PRAC with PRFM causes performance degrada-
tion due to unnecessary preventive refreshes.

We conclude that 1) PRAC’s increased DRAM timing pa-
rameters incur significant overheads even under infrequent pre-
ventive refreshes for modern DRAM chips (i.e., NRH = 1K),
2) PRAC’s system performance overheads slightly increase as
NRH decreases until 32, where PRAC starts performing signifi-
cantly worse, 3) PRFM incurs significant system performance
loss with decreasing NRH , and 4) pairing PRAC with PRFM
provides no system performance advantage.

6.2. PRAC’s Two Major Outstanding Problems
We identify two major outstanding problems with PRAC. First,
PRAC counters are incremented while a DRAM row is closed.
Doing so increases some timing parameters and degrades sys-
tem performance. Second, PRAC allows a fixed number of
preventive refreshes with each back-off and forces the mem-
ory controller to send the same number of activations as re-
freshed rows before new preventive refreshes can be requested.
The possible number of row activations exceeds the number
of preventive refreshes performed with PRAC’s preventive ac-
tions. Thus, PRAC is vulnerable to the wave attack [20, 147],
which significantly reduces the necessary thresholds to mitigate
read disturbance and makes mounting memory performance
attacks [193] easier (§11).

7. Chronus: Alleviating Counter Access Latencies
and Back-Off Delays

We propose Chronus, a new mechanism that addresses PRAC’s
two major weaknesses. Chronus implements two key compo-
nents to address these weaknesses: Concurrent Counter Update
(CCU) and Chronus Back-Off . First, CCU updates row acti-
vation counters concurrently while serving accesses. Chronus
achieves this by physically separating counters from the data
stored in the DRAM array. As such, Chronus prevents the
increase in DRAM timing parameters due to PRAC. Second,
Chronus Back-Off extends PRAC’s back-off policy such that
Chronus performs as many preventive refreshes as needed when
a back-off is triggered as opposed to PRAC’s policy of only
allowing a fixed number of preventive refreshes and enforcing a
delay between consecutive back-offs to serve memory accesses.
By doing so, Chronus prevents an attacker from maliciously
using the back-off delay for a wave attack.

7.1. CCU: Concurrent Counter Update
The latest JEDEC DDR5 DRAM specification (as of April
2024 [144]) allows manufacturers to extend DRAM rows with
counter bits. These row activation counters are incremented
while the row is being closed, which increases critical DRAM
timing parameters (§3) and degrades system performance even
at relatively high read disturbance thresholds, e.g., NRH = 1K, as

we show in §6. These performance overheads can be eliminated
by updating counters concurrently while serving accesses, i.e.,
Concurrent Counter Update (CCU). To achieve this, we propose
physically separating counters from data by leveraging subarray-
level parallelism [8, 157, 200, 201].
High Level Explanation. Fig. 5 depicts a high-level overview
of Chronus’ separate counters. We propose leveraging subarray-
level parallelism by storing row activation counters of a DRAM
bank in a sufficiently small (e.g., 64-row) additional subarray,
which we call the counter subarray 1 , within each bank. The
counter subarray 1) stores the row activation counts of all data
rows in the bank, 2) implements custom circuitry to update 2
(read – increment by 1 – write back) an activation count when
a row is activated, and 3) employs a mechanism to prevent
bitflips within the counter subarray 3 . As the counter subarray
can be accessed concurrently with regular subarrays that store
data [8, 157, 200–202], the latency of reading, updating, and
writing a counter can be hidden by the latency of opening,
accessing, and closing the corresponding row.7

Storing the Counters 1 . Chronus leverages the high den-
sity of the DRAM array by storing the activation counters in
a set of DRAM rows, located in the counter subarray. As-
suming a realistic implementation, where 1) each row has an
8-bit row activation count,8 2) a DRAM bank contains 128K
DRAM rows [144], and 3) each DRAM row contains 16Kbit
in a DRAM chip [144], Chronus maintains 128KB (128K rows
× 8-bits) of activation count metadata for a DRAM bank of
256MB (128K rows × 16Kbit), which fits into 64 DRAM rows
(128KB / 16Kbit). As such, the counter subarray incurs only a
0.05% of capacity overhead.
Updating the Counters 2 . When a DRAM row is activated,
Chronus updates the corresponding activation counter in five
steps. First, Chronus activates the row that contains the cor-
responding activation count in the counter subarray. Second,
Chronus reads the column that contains the corresponding acti-
vation count. Third, Chronus reads the activation count by pars-
ing the corresponding bits in the read column. Fourth, Chronus
updates the activation count. Fifth, Chronus writes the updated
counter back. To read/write the counter, Chronus parses three
sets of bits from the externally provided row address and iden-
tifies the row, column, and byte addresses used in the counter
subarray. To achieve low hardware complexity, Chronus uses
custom circuitry to decrement the counter for a row by one
(we call this circuit the decrementer circuit) when the row is
activated and triggers a back-off when the counter reaches zero
(e.g., every 256 activations). For NRH values smaller than 256,
Chronus compares the counter against 256−NRH and triggers
a back-off accordingly.

We implement the decrementer circuit using NAND, NOR,
NOT, and MUX gates (gates that are already implemented in

7We propose using subarray-level parallelism [157] only between the counter
subarray and regular subarrays. Chronus can also be combined with exploiting
subarray-level parallelism between regular subarrays [157]. We leave the
exploration of the benefits and challenges of such design to future work.

8Chronus’s performance and energy overheads are reasonably low (<0.1%)
for an NRH of 256 (§10). Therefore, we assume a counter width of 8 bits.
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Figure 5: Overview of Chronus’ Concurrent Counter Update
technique

the local sense amplifiers). Our design consists of 21 gates and
can be implemented with 96 transistors. We evaluate the critical
path delay of the decrementer circuit to be 0.627 ns,9 which is
significantly smaller than the row cycle latency (tRC) of 47 ns
and hence can be completed concurrently with an access to an-
other subarray. Appendix A provides a detailed implementation
of the decrementer circuit.
Avoiding Bitflips in the Counter Subarray 3 . The counter
subarray consists of DRAM cells and thus it is also vulnerable
to read disturbance bitflips. To avoid bitflips in the counter
subarray, we recommend implementing one of three effective
countermeasures: 1) tracking the activation counts of rows in the
counter subarray in a separate SRAM array and refreshing them
when necessary, similar to the Silver Bullet technique [20, 147],
2) refreshing potential victim rows in the counter subarray
frequently in parallel to accessing other rows by latching the
fetched row in a redundant array of sense amplifiers, similar to
REGA [175], and 3) allocating guard rows in between consec-
utive rows in the counter subarray, similar to GuardION [45]
and ZebRAM [94]. Although these can be costly solutions for
protecting all rows, their costs can be reasonable when limited
to the counter subarray (equivalent to protecting only 0.05% of
a DRAM bank). Our CACTI [206] and mathematical evalua-
tions show that applying any of these solutions incur near-zero
(<0.1%) area overhead per DRAM bank.
Resetting the Counters. As DRAM cells are periodically
refreshed to retain their data, DRAM read disturbance mecha-
nisms periodically reset activation counters to reduce the num-
ber of preventive actions taken [4, 17, 24, 32, 33]. Doing so also
prevents an adversarial access pattern that can hog a significant
amount of DRAM bandwidth availability due to preventive ac-
tions. This adversarial pattern 1) hammers many rows close
to the preventive action threshold and 2) triggers preventive

9We use the Synopsys Design Compiler [203] with a Global Foundaries
22nm technology [204], configured to take into account the performance degra-
dation of implementing logic using the DRAM process. We set the output load
of the decrementer circuit to be 1000fF and apply a latency penalty factor of
22.91% used in prior work [205].

actions on each row quickly.10 To reduce the number of pre-
ventive actions (i.e., back-off) and to mitigate the adversarial
access pattern, Chronus borrows time from periodic refreshes
(similarly to PRAC, as we describe in §5). As such, Chronus
periodically refreshes the victims of a recently accessed row
with a relatively high activation count, thereby 1) resetting the
counter of the row before it is activated enough times to trigger a
back-off and 2) preventing the build-up of an adversarial access
pattern that could hog DRAM bandwidth availability.
DRAM Energy Overhead of the Counter Subarray. A row
activation in the counter subarray (which is concurrent with
an activation of a row in a regular subarray) does not signifi-
cantly increase DRAM power consumption, as shown by two
independent prior studies [181, 202]. First, real DRAM chip
measurements with multiple row activations [202] show that
additional row activations introduce marginal additional power
consumption, e.g., simultaneously activating 32 rows consumes
21.19% less power than a periodic refresh operation. Second, a
separate prior work [181] shows that power consumption largely
comes from driving the peripheral circuitry instead of asserting
wordlines. For our evaluations, we conduct SPICE [208] simu-
lations using prior state-of-the-art open-source DRAM subarray
models [37] to estimate Chronus’ power and energy overheads.
Our SPICE simulations show that the row activation in the
counter subarray and the counter update increase the DRAM
energy consumption of a DRAM row access (i.e., opening and
closing a row) by 19.07%.

7.2. Chronus Back-Off
The wave attack is only possible if an attacker can perform
row activations more quickly than the read disturbance mitiga-
tion mechanism refreshes victims. Fig. 6 visualizes the wave
attack buildup for four classes of mitigation mechanisms: (a)
Memory Controller Based [1, 3–24, 38, 40–81], (b) Refresh
Management [144], (c) PRAC Back-Off [144], and (d) Chronus
Back-Off (this work).

The memory controller based mechanisms control the flow
of traffic to DRAM. Therefore, these mechanisms can stop serv-
ing DRAM accesses and freely refresh all potential victims of
aggressor rows that reach a critical activation count (e.g., 32 in
Fig. 6). Refresh Management, as described in the JEDEC stan-
dard [144], requires RFM commands to be issued periodically
based on the number of activations to a bank. Therefore, the
activations between periodic preventive refreshes enable a wave

10An attacker can also hog a significant amount of DRAM bandwidth avail-
ability with different adversarial access patterns at future NRH values, as shown
by prior work [207]. We perform a similar study by analyzing Chronus and
PRAC’s vulnerability to memory performance attacks [193] in §11.
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attack. PRAC Back-Off suffers from three limitations that both
reduce performance and enable a wave attack: L1) The memory
controller can issue activations (with a maximum number of
180 ns/tRC) after a back-off is triggered (during the window of
normal traffic), L2) the memory controller inefficiently sends
a fixed number of preventive refresh commands (NRe f ) with
each back-off (regardless of the number of preventive refreshes
needed to refresh all potential victims), and L3) the DRAM
module cannot trigger another back-off (delay period) until the
DRAM module receives a certain number of activations (NDelay).
In contrast, Chronus Back-Off securely prevents a wave attack
(and performance loss due to unnecessary preventive refreshes)
by solving two key weaknesses (L2 and L3)11 of PRAC Back-
Off. First, Chronus keeps the back-off signal asserted until
the DRAM module refreshes the last aggressor row with an
activation count that exceeds NBO. While the back-off signal is
asserted, the memory controller continues to send preventive
refreshes. Second, Chronus does not enforce a delay period.
Doing so prevents unnecessary refreshes by allowing Chronus
to dynamically adjust the number of preventive refreshes.
Challenges of Enabling Chronus Back-Off. We discuss two
design considerations to enable Chronus Back-Off: 1) latency of
the back-off signal and 2) re-asserting the back-off signal with-
out a delay period. First, the latency of the back-off signal is low
enough to provide dynamic control over the number of RFM
commands because an RFM command has a relatively high
duration (e.g., 350 ns [144]). This high duration is enough for
the memory controller to acknowledge the de-asserted back-off
signal and stop sending RFM commands; The JEDEC DDR5
standard [144] already utilizes the pin used by back-off signals
(i.e., alert_n pin) at a lower latency in two places: 1) Write
CRC Error Handling [144] requires alert_n to be asserted for
12 to 20 command clock cycles with a potential delay of 3 ns
to 13 ns and 2) PRAC Back-Off [144] requires the memory con-
troller to acknowledge alert_n with a latency of 180 ns (i.e.,
duration of normal traffic). Second, PRAC Back-Off already
allows the alert_n to be asserted during the delay period due
to other causes (e.g., Write DQ CRC errors [144]). We conclude
that there are no fundamental limitations in the JEDEC DDR5
standard [144] against enabling Chronus Back-Offs.

8. Security Analysis of Chronus
We analyze the security of Chronus against read disturbance
bitflips. We base our analysis on Chronus’s three key properties:
P1) Chronus accurately tracks the activation count of all rows
(as it employs per row activation counters); P2) Chronus can
trigger a back-off at any time (as it does not enforce a delay
period); and P3) Chronus back-offs remain in effect until all
rows that reach the back-off threshold have been refreshed.

Let A(i) denote the activation count of row i and NBO denote

11We do not propose reducing or removing the window of normal traffic
(L1) because such a change requires 1) the alert_n to be a fast signal and 2)
the memory controller to react to a back-off more quickly, thereby potentially
increasing memory scheduling complexity. We leave a rigorous analysis of
using a more intelligent DRAM interface and protocol (such as [150]) together
with Chronus to future work.

the back-off threshold. We assume that a read disturbance
bitflip is only possible if a row can be activated at least NRH
times before its victims are preventively refreshed. Therefore,
a system is secure if and only if A(i)< NRH holds for all rows
i at all times. We prove that Chronus is secure against read
disturbance bitflips by investigating the system state in four
phases: 1) before a back-off is triggered, 2) during the window
of normal traffic, 3) during the recovery period, and 4) after the
recovery period.

First, before a back-off is triggered, the maximum number of
activations to a single row can be at most NBO −1 (following
from property P1 and property P2). Second, during the window
of normal traffic (after a back-off is triggered), a single row
can be activated at most Anormal = 180ns/tRC times before the
first preventive refresh is issued. Therefore, the total number of
activations to a row i before the memory controller issues the
first preventive refresh is A(i) = NBO +Anormal (because NBOth
activation triggers the back-off). Third, during the recovery
period, Chronus preventively refreshes the potential victims
and resets the activation counts of all rows i where A(i)≥ NBO
(following from property P1 and property P3). Fourth, after the
recovery period, a row has at most NBO −1 activations (which
is the same as step one).

These four phases show that Chronus performs preventive
refreshes in a way that A(i)≤ NBO+Anormal for all i at all times.
Therefore, Chronus is secure against read disturbance bitflips
in configurations where NBO < NRH −Anormal .
Determining a Secure Aggressor Tracking Table Size. An
attacker can try to overwhelm the Aggressor Tracking Table
(ATT, see §3) by forcing many rows to reach NBO activations.
Our proof shows that an attacker can perform at most Anormal
additional activations after triggering a back-off. The attacker
can maximize the number of rows that require a refresh in three
steps. First, the attacker activates Anormal + 1 rows NBO − 1
times each without triggering a back-off. Second, the attacker
activates one of the rows for the NBOth time, which triggers a
back-off. Third, the attacker activates the other Anormal rows
that did not trigger the back-off for the NBOth time during the
window of normal traffic. By doing so, an attacker can force
at most Anormal +1 rows to reach NBO activations. Therefore,
ATT should be able to hold at least Anormal + 1 entries (e.g.,
⌊180ns/tRC⌋+1 = 4 entries for a tRC of 47 ns).

9. Experimental Methodology
We evaluate Chronus’s overheads on performance and DRAM
energy consumption for existing and future DRAM chips, by
sweeping NRH from 1K down to 20. We consider two Chronus
variants to separately assess the effects of Concurrent Counter
Update (CCU) and Chronus Back-Off: 1) Chronus, our com-
plete proposal that implements both CCU and Chronus Back-
Off and 2) Chronus with PRAC Back-Off (Chronus-PB), which
implements only CCU and, like PRAC, always sends four pre-
ventive refreshes with a delay period (i.e., PRAC-4 with CCU).
Comparison Points. We compare Chronus to PRAC [144],
PRFM [144], and three state-of-the-art read disturbance mit-
igation mechanisms: 1) Graphene [4], a deterministic mech-
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anism that uses the Misra-Gries frequent item counting algo-
rithm [209] and maintains frequently accessed row counters
completely within the memory controller; 2) PARA [1], a proba-
bilistic memory-controller-based mechanism that does not main-
tain any counters; and 3) Hydra [24], a deterministic mechanism
that maintains counters in the DRAM chip and caches them
in the memory controller. Appendix C compares Chronus to
ABACuS, a storage-optimized deterministic mechanism that
maintains counters in the memory controller.12 To evaluate per-
formance and DRAM energy consumption, we conduct cycle-
level simulations using Ramulator 2.0 [151, 152], integrated
with DRAMPower [210]. We extend Ramulator 2.0 [151, 152]
with the implementations of Chronus and open source all of our
code and scripts [154]. We use the same system configuration
and workloads in §6.

10. Experimental Evaluation
Single-core Performance. Fig. 7 presents the performance
overheads of the evaluated read disturbance mitigation mech-
anisms for different single-core applications at NRH values of
1K (top) and 32 (bottom). Axes respectively show the single-
core applications (x axis) and system performance (y axis) in
terms of weighted speedup normalized to a baseline with no
read disturbance mitigation. Different bars identify different
read disturbance mitigation mechanisms. geomean depicts the
geometric mean of each mechanism across 57 single-core appli-
cations and error bars show the standard error of the mean [211].

We make two observations from Fig. 7. First, at NRH = 1K,
Chronus incurs the lowest system performance overhead
(<0.1% on average) across all evaluated mitigation mechanisms.
We attribute the low system performance overhead of Chronus at
relatively high NRH values (i.e., NRH ≥ 1K) to the CCU mecha-
nism of Chronus because Chronus-PB (which implements CCU
but not Chronus Back-Off) performs similarly well at these
thresholds. Second, Chronus outperforms all mitigation mech-
anisms even at very low NRH values. At NRH = 32, Chronus
induces only 6.8% average system performance overhead. In
contrast, Graphene, Hydra, and PRAC-4 induce 28.1%, 30.6%,
and 42.5% average system performance overhead, respectively.
We attribute the low system performance overhead of Chronus

12We evaluate ABACuS separately because ABACuS performs best with
ABACuS’s own DRAM address mapping configuration (as described in [33]).

at relatively low NRH values (i.e., NRH ≤ 32) to securely prevent-
ing a wave attack and thereby having a less aggressive back-off
threshold because Chronus-PB and PRAC, mechanisms that are
vulnerable to a wave attack due to using PRAC Back-Off, both
induce high system performance overheads (respectively 32.2%
and 42.5%) for these same thresholds.

We conclude that 1) Chronus incurs the lowest system per-
formance overhead to single-core applications at NRH values
similar to current DRAM chips (e.g., NRH = 1K) and 2) Chronus
is the best performing mechanism with <6.8% system perfor-
mance overhead at future NRH values (e.g., NRH < 64).

Multi-core System Performance. Fig. 8 presents the perfor-
mance overheads of the evaluated read disturbance mitigation
mechanisms across 60 benign four-core workloads for NRH val-
ues from 1K to 20. x and y axes respectively show the NRH
values and system performance in terms of weighted speedup
normalized to a baseline with no read disturbance mitigation
(higher y value is better). Each colored bar depicts the mean
system performance of a mechanism across 60 four-core work-
loads and error bars show the standard error of the mean across
60 four-core workloads.
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We make four observations from Fig. 8. First, across all
evaluated NRH values, Chronus outperforms all evaluated read
disturbance mitigation mechanisms. Second, across all eval-
uated mechanisms, Chronus’s system performance scales the
best as the concurrently running application count in a workload
increases. For example, as the concurrently running applica-
tion count increases from one (57 single-core workloads total
in Fig. 7) to four (60 four-core workloads total in Fig. 8) at
NRH = 32, Chronus’s average system performance improves re-
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spectively over PRAC-4 by 18.0%, Graphene by 14.8%, Hydra
by 5.0%, and PARA by 64.4%. Third, as NRH decreases, the
system performance overhead of all evaluated mitigation mech-
anisms increases. Fourth, PRAC-4 underperforms against all
evaluated mitigation mechanisms at NRH = 20. This is because
PRAC-4 inefficiently performs 4 preventive refreshes with each
back-off and requires conservative configuration against a po-
tential wave attack. In contrast, Chronus’s performance does not
get drastically (i.e., ≥10% overhead) exacerbated at NRH = 20
for two reasons: Chronus 1) dynamically adjusts the number of
preventive refreshes as necessary and 2) can be less aggressively
configured due to its mechanism securely preventing a potential
wave attack.

We conclude that 1) Chronus incurs low system performance
overhead on evaluated multi-core workloads at NRH values sim-
ilar to current DRAM chips (e.g., NRH = 1K) and 2) Chronus
scales the best to future NRH values (e.g., NRH < 64) with
<8.3% system performance overhead.
Sensitivity to Workload Memory Intensity. We further study
the system performance overhead of each mechanism at differ-
ent memory intensity levels. Fig. 9 presents the performance
overheads of the evaluated read disturbance mitigation mech-
anisms for four-core workload types of varying intensities at
NRH = 32. Axes respectively show the workload types (x axis)
and system performance (y axis) in terms of weighted speedup
normalized to a baseline with no read disturbance mitigation
(higher y value is better). Each letter in the workload type
identifies the memory intensity of an application as High (H),
Medium (M), or Low (L). In each workload type, colored bars
show the mean system performance of a mechanism across 10
workloads and error bars show the standard error of the mean
across 10 workloads. geomean depicts the geometric mean of
each mechanism across 60 four-core workloads.
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Figure 9: Performance impact of evaluated read disturbance mit-
igation mechanisms on six workload types of varying memory
intensities

We make two observations from Fig. 9. First, Chronus outper-
forms all evaluated mitigation mechanisms across all workload
intensity types. Second, the system performance overhead of
evaluated mitigation mechanisms increases with the memory
intensity of the workloads. We conclude that Chronus’s system
performance stays the best with varying memory intensity.
DRAM Energy. We study the DRAM energy overheads of read
disturbance mechanisms. Fig. 10 presents the energy consump-
tion of the evaluated read disturbance mitigation mechanisms
(y axis) normalized to a baseline with no read disturbance miti-

gation mechanism as NRH (x axis) decreases. Each colored bar
depicts the mean energy consumption of a mechanism across
60 four-core workloads and error bars show the standard error
of the mean across 60 four-core workloads.
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Figure 10: Energy impact of evaluated read disturbance mitigation
mechanisms on 60 benign four-core workloads

We make seven observations from Fig. 10. First, as NRH de-
creases, the energy overheads of all evaluated mitigation mech-
anisms increases. Second, at NRH = 1K, Chronus increases
the average (maximum) energy consumption by 10.3% (10.7%)
over a baseline with no read disturbance mechanism. At this
threshold, Chronus has 3.5% lower energy overhead than PRAC-
4. This is because Chronus’s CCU mechanism introduces less
energy overhead than PRAC’s energy overheads, which are
high due to higher DRAM timing parameters and consequently
slower execution. Third, when NRH decreases from 1K to 20,
Chronus’s average (maximum) energy overhead increases from
10.3% (10.7%) to 17.9% (20.7%). Fourth, Chronus leads to
lower energy consumption than all evaluated mitigation mecha-
nisms at NRH ≤ 64. Fifth, when NRH decreases from 1K to 20,
PRFM’s average energy overhead increases from <1.1x to 4.8x.
Sixth, when NRH decreases from 1K to 20, PRAC-4’s average
energy overhead significantly increases from 1.1x to 6.6x. We
attribute the high increases in energy consumption overheads of
PRFM and PRAC-4 as NRH decreases to 1) their conservative
preventive refresh thresholds against a potential wave attack
and 2) benign applications triggering many preventive refreshes.
Seventh, as NRH decreases from 1K to 20, average energy over-
heads of Graphene and Hydra increase greatly, from <0.1%
and 0.3% to 33.0% and 62.0%, respectively.

We conclude that 1) Chronus consumes lower DRAM energy
compared to PRAC at NRH values similar to current DRAM
chips (e.g., NRH = 1K) and 2) Chronus is the lowest energy-
overhead solution at future NRH values (e.g., NRH < 64).
Storage. Fig. 11 shows the storage overhead in MiB (y axis)
of the evaluated read disturbance mitigation mechanisms as
NRH decreases (x axis). We evaluate the storage usage of
Chronus (DRAM), Graphene (CAM), Hydra (DRAM+SRAM),
PRAC (DRAM), and PRFM (SRAM) as a function of NRH for
a DRAM module with 64 banks and 128K rows per bank.13

We make four observations from Fig. 11. First, as NRH
decreases from 1K to 20, Chronus’s storage overhead in DRAM

13PARA [1] is stateless (i.e., does not track or store row activation history)
and only requires a random number generator. Therefore, we do not include
PARA in our storage overhead evaluation.
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Figure 11: Storage used by Chronus (DRAM), Graphene (CAM),
Hydra (DRAM+SRAM), PRAC (DRAM), and PRFM (SRAM) as
a function of RowHammer threshold for a DRAM module with 64
banks and 128K rows per bank

is the same as PRAC’s as they both employ a counter per DRAM
row. Second, as NRH decreases from 1K to 20, Graphene’s
storage overhead in CPU increases significantly (by 50.3x) due
to the need to track many more rows. Third, as NRH decreases
from 1K to 20, Chronus and Hydra’s storage overheads in
DRAM reduce by 45.5% and 50.0%, respectively. We note
that while Hydra’s cache structure in CPU does not change,
the overall cache size reduces with NRH (by 43.9% from 1K to
20) as smaller cache entries are sufficient to track activations.
Fourth, PRFM incurs the least storage overhead in the CPU
among the evaluated mitigation techniques as it requires only
one counter per bank.

We conclude that Chronus, PRAC, PRFM, and Hydra in-
cur low storage overheads and scale well with decreasing NRH
values as they either i) keep counters in DRAM where a large
amount of storage is available at high density or ii) require only
a small set of counters.

11. Performance Degradation Attack
An attacker can take advantage of Chronus and PRAC to
mount memory performance (or denial of memory service) at-
tacks [212] by triggering many back-offs. This section presents
1) the worst-case access pattern that causes the maximum theo-
retical DRAM bandwidth consumption in a Chronus and PRAC-
protected system and 2) simulation results.14

PRAC Theoretical Analysis. We calculate the maximum pos-
sible fraction of execution time that preventive actions take in
a PRAC-protected system. Triggering a PRAC back-off signal
takes NBO × tRC, which causes NRe f RFM commands, blocking
the bank for a time window of NRe f × tRFM .15 Therefore, an
attacker can block a DRAM bank for (NRe f × tRFM)/(NRe f ×
tRFM + NBO × tRC) of time. We configure NBO, NRe f , tRFM ,
and tRC as 1, 4, 350 ns, and 52 ns for NRH = 20, based on the
DDR5-3200AN speed bin in the JEDEC standard [144]. We ob-
serve that an attacker can theoretically consume 94% of DRAM
throughput by triggering PRAC back-offs.
Chronus Theoretical Analysis. We calculate the maximum
possible fraction of execution time that preventive actions take

14We prove the worst-case property of the adversarial pattern in Appendix D.
15Attacking rows concurrently in different banks does not increase attack

efficiency because the memory controller issues all-bank RFM commands
(RFMab) after a back-off, thereby refreshing the potential victim rows of all
concurrent aggressor rows without additional overhead.

in a Chronus-protected system. Triggering a Chronus back-off
signal takes NBO × tRC, which causes one16 RFM command,
blocking the bank for a time window of tRFM . Therefore, an
attacker can block a DRAM bank for (tRFM)/(tRFM +NBO ×
tRC) of time. We configure NBO, tRFM , and tRC as 16, 350 ns,
and 47 ns for NRH = 20, based on the DDR5-3200AN speed
bin in the JEDEC standard [144]. We observe that an attacker
can theoretically consume up to 32% of DRAM throughput
by triggering Chronus back-offs, which is significantly smaller
than PRAC’s theoretical overheads (94%).
Simulation. To understand the system performance degrada-
tion an attacker could cause by hogging the available DRAM
throughput with preventive refreshes, we simulate 60 four-core
workload mixes of varying memory intensities where one core
maliciously hammers 8 rows in each of 4 banks.17

Our system performance (weighted speedup [189, 190]) and
maximum slowdown of a single application [213] results for
NRH values of 128 and 20 show that 1) PRAC-4 reduces sys-
tem performance on average (maximum) by 15.2% (26.3%)
and 84.1% (93.5%) with a maximum slowdown of 63.3% and
97.5%, respectively and 2) Chronus reduces system perfor-
mance on average (maximum) by 13.3% (24.9%) and 25.9%
(39.3%) with a maximum slowdown of 62.3% and 69.9%, re-
spectively. We conclude that Chronus significantly reduces the
memory performance attack vulnerability compared to PRAC.

12. Future Research Directions
Although Chronus addresses major weaknesses of PRAC, we
believe there is still significant room for improvement in read
disturbance solutions (including Chronus and PRAC). In this
section, we discuss five directions to improve read disturbance
solutions.

A first direction is to determine read disturbance thresh-
olds more accurately. Read disturbance mitigation mecha-
nisms provide security under the assumption that a safe NRH
value is known. However, determining a safe NRH value
to cover all rows is not easy due to the need to identify
the lowest NRH in the presence of NRH variation across data
patterns [1, 135, 137, 143, 186], temperature [121, 135], ac-
cess patterns [120, 136, 143, 214], voltage [137], physical row
locations [34, 136], and time [186], as shown by multiple
works [1, 16, 121, 135–137, 143, 182, 183, 185, 186, 214]. A
second direction to explore is to implement Chronus and PRAC
counters more efficiently. Future work can improve the effi-
ciency with i) counter update policies against different read
disturbance attacks (e.g., RowPress [143])18 and ii) different
architectures that improve area and DRAM energy overheads of
both Chronus and PRAC. A third direction is to leverage the sig-
nificant variation in read disturbance vulnerability across rows

16An attacker should not trigger more than one RFM command per back-off
as it takes NBO × tRC per additional RFM command (time to increase another
rows activation count), significantly decreasing attack efficiency.

17We experimentally found these values to yield the highest performance
overhead for Chronus and PRAC in our system configuration.

18One way to mitigate RowPress is to configure RowHammer solutions at
lower thresholds (e.g., <500) [143]. We already show that Chronus outperforms
state-of-the-art RowPress solutions [1, 4, 24, 144] at such low thresholds.
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to avoid overprotecting the vast majority of the rows [34, 136].
For example, Svärd [34] enhances existing RowHammer solu-
tions to become spatial RowHammer threshold aware. Chronus
could similarly be combined with Svärd to improve system
performance by extending the counter subarray to store the nec-
essary meta-data about the read disturbance vulnerability (e.g.,
very low, low, average, high) of each row. Chronus already
has relatively low performance overheads (e.g., <0.1%) with-
out spatial variation awareness even at very low RowHammer
thresholds (e.g., <100) and we expect Chronus’ performance
overheads would further reduce with spatial variation awareness.
A fourth direction is to defend against malicious attackers that
exploit preventive refreshes. Attackers can trigger increasing
amounts of preventive refreshes as NRH decreases, allowing a
new attack vector to conduct memory performance attacks [212].
Preventing these performance attacks may be possible by ac-
curately detecting and throttling workloads that trigger many
preventive refreshes [18, 207]. A fifth direction is to explore a
more flexible DRAM interface design and protocol (as in [150]).
Improving the flexibility of the interface and intelligently di-
viding the work between the memory controller and DRAM
by separating the responsibility of handling/controlling access
operations (e.g., reading and writing data) and maintenance op-
erations (e.g., DRAM refresh and read disturbance mitigation,
like Chronus) can significantly improve system performance
and energy, as shown by Self-Managing DRAM [150].

13. Related Work
This is the first work that 1) rigorously analyzes the security
and performance and 2) solves the major problems of PRAC,
a key feature introduced in the latest JEDEC DDR5 DRAM
specification [144] to prevent read disturbance bitflips [1, 143].
An earlier version of this paper [176] analyzes the security and
performance benefits of PRAC, but [176] does not propose or
evaluate a mechanism that solves PRAC’s major weaknesses.

We propose Chronus, which addresses the major weaknesses
of PRAC by 1) reducing the latency of its counter mainte-
nance operations and 2) preventing adversarial access patterns.
§10 and §11 already qualitatively and quantitatively compare
Chronus to PRAC and three prominent read disturbance mitiga-
tion mechanisms: Graphene [4], PARA [1], and Hydra [24]. We
demonstrate that Chronus outperforms these evaluated mecha-
nisms for modern and future DRAM chips. In this section, we
discuss other read disturbance mitigation techniques.
Per-Row Activation Tracking. Per-row activation counters
were already discussed close to a decade ago in the original
RowHammer paper [1] and other works [42, 47, 59, 147]. Build-
ing on these works, our paper implements these counters without
inducing high performance and hardware complexity overheads
to modern and future DRAM chips. Panopticon [36] proposes
implementing separate per-row counters in a counter mat and us-
ing the alert_n signal to request time for preventive refreshes.
Panopticon does not discuss performance, energy, or hardware
complexity overhead. On the other hand, Chronus replicates an
existing DRAM bank structure (i.e., a subarray) and quantifies
the performance, energy, and hardware complexity overheads.

Hydra [24], a memory controller-based mechanism, proposes
storing per-row tracking entries in DRAM and caching the en-
tries in the memory controller. Hydra does not perfectly track
per-row activations and does not propose a way to update in-
DRAM counters concurrently while serving memory requests.
In §10, we show that Chronus greatly outperforms Hydra.
Other On-DRAM-Die Mitigation Techniques. DRAM man-
ufacturers implement read disturbance mitigation techniques,
also known as Target Row Refresh (TRR) [49, 68, 148, 156],
in commercial DRAM chips. The specific designs of these
techniques are not openly disclosed. Recent research shows
that custom attacks can bypass these mechanisms [14, 49, 68,
92, 117, 118] and cause read disturbance bitflips.
Hardware-based Mitigation Techniques. Prior works propose
hardware-based mitigation techniques [1, 3–39] to prevent read
disturbance bitflips. Some of these works [1,6,8,11,16,39,215]
propose probabilistic preventive refresh mechanisms to miti-
gate read disturbance at low area cost. These mechanisms do
not provide deterministic read disturbance prevention and thus
cause high system performance overhead as NRH decreases (as
they need to generate many more preventive refreshes). Three
prior works [22, 23, 26] propose machine-learning-based mech-
anisms. These mechanisms are not fully secure because they
have increasing bitflip probability with lower read disturbance
thresholds [22, 23] or they require error-correction codes to
correct a small number of bitflips [26]. Another group of prior
works [3–5, 7, 12, 17, 25, 28, 29, 33, 35] propose using the Misra-
Gries frequent item counting algorithm [209]. Misra-Gries-
based mechanisms use a large number of counters implemented
with content-addressable memory for low NRH values [32, 33],
thereby inducing high hardware area overheads (as we showed
for Graphene [4] in §10). In contrast, Chronus provides deter-
ministic security guarantees at low NRH values with low system
performance and hardware overheads.
Software-based Mitigation Techniques. Several software-
based read disturbance mitigation techniques [44, 45, 53, 64, 70,
79, 216] propose to avoid hardware-level modifications. How-
ever, these works cannot monitor all memory requests and
thus, many of them are shown to be defeated by recent at-
tacks [93, 100, 105, 108, 112, 115, 217].
Integrity-based Mitigation Techniques. Another set of mit-
igation techniques [60, 65, 66, 218–222] implements integrity
check mechanisms that identify and correct potential bitflips.
However, it is either impossible or too costly to address all read
disturbance bitflips with these mechanisms.

14. Conclusion
We presented the first rigorous security, performance, energy,
and cost analyses of PRAC and proposed a new mechanism,
Chronus, which addresses PRAC’s two major weaknesses. Our
analyses show that PRAC increases the critical DRAM access
latency parameters due to the additional time required to in-
crement activation counters and performs a fixed number of
preventive refreshes at a time, making it vulnerable to an ad-
versarial access pattern, known as the the wave attack or the
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feinting attack. These two weaknesses of PRAC cause signifi-
cant performance overheads at current and future DRAM chips.
Our mechanism, Chronus, solves PRAC’s two major problems
by 1) updating row activation counters concurrently while serv-
ing accesses by physically separating counters from the data and
2) dynamically controlling the number of preventive refreshes
performed. Our evaluation shows that Chronus outperforms
PRAC and PRFM, the state-of-the-art industry solutions to read
disturbance, and three other state-of-the-art read disturbance
mitigation proposals in terms of both system performance and
DRAM energy, especially for future DRAM chips with higher
read disturbance vulnerability. We believe Chronus provides
a robust and efficient solution to read disturbance for current
and future DRAM chips at low area, performance, and energy
costs. We hope that future research continues to improve read
disturbance solutions with new ideas, interfaces, and even more
efficient techniques.
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[147] A. Giray Yağlıkçı, Jeremie S. Kim, Fabrice Devaux, and Onur Mutlu. Security Anal-

ysis of the Silver Bullet Technique for RowHammer Prevention. arXiv:2106.07084
[cs.CR], 2021.

[148] JEDEC. JESD79-5: DDR5 SDRAM Standard, 2020.
[149] Stefan Saroiu. DDR5 Spec Update Has All It Needs to End Rowhammer: Will It?

https://stefan.t8k2.com/rh/PRAC/index.html.
[150] Hasan Hassan, Ataberk Olgun, A. Giray Yağlıkçı, Haocong Luo, and Onur Mutlu.
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A. Decrementer Circuit of Chronus
Chronus uses custom circuitry to update row activation coun-
ters. To do so, we implement a circuit that decrements an 8-bit
number (i.e., size of a Chronus activation counter, as explained
in §7) by 1. Table 3 shows the pseudo hardware description
of the decrementer and the resources to implement the circuit.
In the table, x and y respectively show the 8-bit row activation
counter as input and 8-bit updated value as output of the circuit,
where y = x−1. The subscripted numbers denote the bit index
of the input and the output, e.g., x1 and y1 respectively show the
first bit of the 8-bit input and 8-bit output of the circuit. Rows
of the table show 1) the logical expression to obtain each bit of
y, 2) the logic gates needed to implement the expression, and 3)
the number of transistors needed to implement the logic gates.

Table 3: Gate-level implementation of the circuitry that decre-
ments an 8-bit number by 1

Logical expression NOT MUX NAND NOR #Ts
y0 = x0 1 0 0 0 2
y1 = x0 ? x1 : x1 1 1 0 0 10
y2 = nor(x0, x1) ? x2 : x2 1 1 0 1 14
for i = 3 → 7:

yi = nand(yi−1, xi−1) ? xi : xi 1 1 1 0 14
Total: 8 7 5 1 96

B. Artifact Appendix
B.1. Abstract
Our artifact contains the data, source code, and scripts needed
to reproduce our results. We provide: 1) the source code of
our simulation infrastructure based on Ramulator2 and 2) all
evaluated memory access traces and all major evaluation results.
We provide Bash and Python scripts to analyze and plot the
results automatically.

B.2. Artifact Check-list (meta-information)

Parameter Value
C++ program

Program Python3 scripts
Shell scripts

Compilation C++ compiler with c++20 features
Ubuntu 20.04 (or similar) Linux
C++20 build toolchain (tested with GCC 10)

Run-time environment Python 3.10+
Podman 4.5+
Git

Metrics Weighted speedup
DRAM energy

Experiment workflow Perform simulations, aggregate results, and
run analysis scripts on the result

Experiment customization Possible. See §B.6
Disk space requirement ≈ 30GiB
Workflow preparation time ≈ 30 minutes
Experiment completion time ≈ 1 day (on a compute cluster with 250 cores)

Benchmarks (https://zenodo.org/record/14281771)
Publicly available? Zenodo (https://zenodo.org/record/14741186)

GitHub (https://github.com/CMU-SAFARI/Chronus)

B.3. Description
We highly recommend using Slurm with a cluster that can run
experiments in bulk.
How To Access. Source code and scripts are available at https:
//github.com/CMU-SAFARI/Chronus.

Hardware Dependencies. We recommend using a PC with 32
GiB of main memory. Approximately 30 GiB of disk space is
needed to store intermediate and final evaluation results.
Software Dependencies.
• GNU Make, CMake 3.20+
• C++20 build toolchain (tested with GCC 10)
• Python 3.9+
• pip: matplotlib, pandas, seaborn, pyyaml, wget, scipy
• Ubuntu 22.04
• (Optional) Slurm 20+
• (Optional) Podman 4.5+
Benchmarks. We use workload memory traces collected from
SPEC2006, SPEC2017, TPC, MediaBench, and YCSB bench-
mark suites. These traces are available at https://zenodo.
org/records/14281771. Install scripts will download and ex-
tract the traces.

B.4. Installation
The following steps will download and prepare the repository
for the main experiments:
1. Clone the git repository.

$ git clone \
git@github.com:CMU-SAFARI/Chronus.git

2. (Optional) Build the Podman container to run the scripts.

$ podman build . -t chronus_artifact

The following command runs a script using the container:

$ podman run --rm -v $PWD:/app \
chronus_artifact <script>

3. Install Python dependencies, compile Ramulator2, download
workload traces, and run a small sanity check.

$ ./run_simple_test.sh

B.5. Evaluation and Expected Results
Claim 1 (C1). Latest industry solutions to read disturbance
induce prohibitively large system performance overhead for
both modern (i.e., NRH=1K) and future (i.e., NRH≤1K) DRAM
chips. This property is proven by evaluating the effect of state-
of-the-art read disturbance mitigation mechanisms on system
performance (E1) as described in §6 whose results are illustrated
in Fig. 4.
Claim 2 (C2). Chronus outperforms both 1) state-of-the-art
industry solutions to read disturbance (i.e., PRAC [144] and
PRFM [148]) and 2) state-of-the-art academic solutions to
RowHammer (i.e., Graphene [4], Hydra [24], and PARA [1]) in
terms of system performance (Figs. 7, 8, and 9), DRAM energy
(Fig. 10), and storage (Fig. 11). This property is proven by
evaluating and comparing the impact of Chronus and prior state-
of-the-art read disturbance mitigation mechanisms on system
performance and DRAM energy on single-core and multi-core
workloads (E2) as described in §9.
Experiments (E1 and E2). [Ramulator2 simulations] [10
human-minutes + 20 compute-hours (assuming ∼500 Ramula-
tor2 simulations run in parallel) + 30GiB disk]
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We prove our claims in two steps: 1) Execute Ramulator2
simulations to generate data supporting C1 and C2; 2) Plot all
figures that prove C1 and C2.
1. Launch all Ramulator2 simulation jobs.19

$ ./run_with_personalcomputer.sh
(or ./run_with_slurm.sh if Slurm is available)

2. Wait for the simulations to end. The following displays the
status and generates scripts to restart failed runs:

$ ./check_run_status.sh

3. Parse simulation results and collect statistics.

$ ./parse_results.sh

4. Generate all figures that support C1 and C2.

$ ./plot_all_figures.sh

B.6. Experiment Customization
Our scripts provide easy configuration of the 1) evaluated read
disturbance mitigation mechanisms, 2) tested read disturbance
thresholds, 3) simulation duration, and 4) simulated workload
combinations. The run parameters are configurable in script-
s/run_config.py with 1) mitigation_list, 2) tRH_list, and 3)
NUM_EXPECTED_INSTS or NUM_MAX_CYCLES, respec-
tively. Simulated single-core and multi-core workload combina-
tions can be updated in mixes/hpcasingle.mix and mixes/h-
pcabenign.mix, respectively.

B.7. Methodology
Submission, reviewing and badging methodology:
• https://www.acm.org/publications/policies/
artifact-review-and-badging-current

• https://cTuning.org/ae

C. Comparison to ABACuS
We compare Chronus to ABACuS [33], a storage-optimized de-
terministic mechanism that uses the Misra-Gries frequent item
counting algorithm [209] and maintains frequently accessed row
counters completely within the memory controller. ABACuS
makes a key observation that many workloads (both benign
workloads and RowHammer attacks) tend to access DRAM
rows with the same row address in multiple DRAM banks
at around the same time because i) modern memory address
mapping schemes interleave consecutive cache blocks across
different banks and ii) workloads tend to access cache blocks
in close proximity around the same time due to the spatial lo-
cality in their memory accesses [33]. ABACuS exploits this
observation by maintaining a single counter across all banks
instead of maintaining a counter per bank (e.g., [4, 32]). By
doing so, ABACuS accurately tracks activation counts at signif-
icantly reduced area overhead [33]. We implement ABACuS

19Slurm job partition and the maximum number of jobs are configurable via
the AE_SLURM_PART_NAME variable in ./run_with_slurm.sh and MAX_-
SLURM_JOBS variable in scripts/run_config.py, respectively.

in Ramulator 2.0 [152, 154] and follow the same methodology
in §9. We use the address mapping described in the ABACuS
paper (see §9 of [33]) instead of RoBaRaCoCh used in §10.
System Performance. Fig. 12 presents the performance over-
heads of Chronus and ABACuS across 60 benign four-core
workloads for NRH values from 1K to 20. x and y axes respec-
tively show the NRH values and system performance in terms
of weighted speedup normalized to a baseline with no read dis-
turbance mitigation (higher y value is better). Each colored bar
depicts the mean system performance of a mechanism across
60 four-core workloads and error bars show the standard error
of the mean across 60 four-core workloads.
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Figure 12: Performance impact of Chronus and ABACuS on 60
benign four-core workloads

We make three observations from Fig. 12. First, Chronus
outperforms ABACuS across all evaluated NRH values. Second,
as NRH decreases from 1K to 20, ABACuS’s performance over-
head increases from 1.7% to 26.4%. In contrast, Chronus’s per-
formance overhead increases from <0.1% to only 3.2%. Third,
Chronus’s system performance overhead decreases with ABA-
CuS’s address mapping. For example, at NRH = 20, Chronus’s
performance overhead decreases from 17.9% (shown in Fig. 8)
to 3.2% when the address mapping changes from RoBaRaCoCh
to ABACuS’s mapping. This is likely due to ABACuS’s map-
ping leading to a lower row conflict rate by better interleaving
rows across banks.20

Storage. Fig. 13 shows the storage overhead in MiB (y axis) of
the evaluated read disturbance mitigation mechanisms as NRH
decreases (x axis). We evaluate the storage usage of Chronus
(DRAM) and ABACuS (CAM+SRAM in CPU) as a function
of NRH for a DRAM module with 64 banks and 128K rows per
bank.

We make two observations from Fig. 13. First, ABACuS’s
storage overhead in CPU is significantly lower compared to
Chronus’s storage overhead in DRAM. However, Chronus over-
head is completely within the DRAM chip where the per-bit
storage hardware complexity is relatively low. Second, as NRH

20Reduced row conflict rate in ABACuS’s mapping increases baseline system
performance. When a read disturbance mitigation mechanism is present, the
benefits can be further improved because DRAM rows are activated fewer times
on average, and thus the mitigation mechanism can perform fewer preventive
refreshes. We do not use ABACuS’s mapping in our main evaluation (§10)
because each mapping differently affects different read disturbance mechanisms.
For example, Hydra’s [24] system performance overhead significantly (>10%)
increases with ABACuS’s mapping compared to RoBaRaCoCh (not shown).
We leave a rigorous evaluation of the memory address mapping’s effect on
different read disturbance mitigation mechanisms to future work.
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Figure 13: Storage used by Chronus (DRAM) and ABACuS
(CAM+SRAM in CPU) as a function of RowHammer threshold
for a DRAM module with 64 banks and 128K rows per bank

decreases from 1K to 20, ABACuS’s storage overhead in CPU
increases from 8KB to 324KB. This is because as NRH de-
creases, ABACuS needs to track many more rows and thereby
requires more counters (implemented as CAM and SRAM).

D. Worst-Case Access Pattern Analysis
We prove that the access pattern used in §11 yields the maxi-
mum theoretical DRAM bandwidth consumption of preventive
refreshes in a Chronus- or PRAC-protected system.
Properties. We build our proof on three properties of PRAC and
Chronus: P1) a row’s activation count increases by one when
the row is opened and closed; P2) a back-off is triggered when
a row’s activation count reaches NBO; P3) a back-off refreshes
i) NRe f rows with the highest activation count in PRAC and
ii) all rows that exceed NBO in Chronus for each bank.
Maximum Bandwidth Consumption of Preventive Re-
freshes. For a given access pattern, we calculate the fraction
of DRAM bandwidth consumed for performing preventive re-
freshes. Our DRAM Bandwidth Consumption (DBC) function is
formally defined as DBC : P → [0,1], where P denotes the set of
all possible access patterns and [0,1] is the fraction of DRAM
bandwidth consumed by preventive refreshes. For example, the
worst-case access pattern evaluated in §11 triggers a preven-
tive refresh operation NRe f times and each refresh operation
takes tRFM (i.e., NRe f × tRFM). To trigger a refresh, this access
pattern includes NBO row activations, each of which takes at
least tRC (i.e., NBO× tRC). As such, the adversarial pattern evalu-
ated in §11 (i.e., PADV) has the DRAM bandwidth consumption
presented in Expression 3.

DBC(PADV) =
(NRe f × tRFM)

(NRe f × tRFM)+(NBO × tRC)
(3)

Proof Overview. We prove that PADV yields the maximum
DRAM bandwidth consumption in four steps using proof-by-
contradiction [226]. First, we assume that there exists an ad-
versarial pattern PHYP (i.e., hypothetical adversarial pattern)
that yields a greater DRAM bandwidth consumption than PADV
within an arbitrary time window T .21 Second, we calculate
the number of back-offs triggered by PADV within T as a lower
bound for PHYP. Third, we calculate the time needed to perform
the preventive refreshes of back-offs caused by PHYP. Fourth,

21We choose an arbitrary T with no assumptions. Therefore, the following
steps of the proof apply for all T by the Universal Introduction rule [227].

we show that time remaining after PHYP’s preventive refreshes
cannot be used to trigger PHYP’s back-offs within T . There-
fore, a pattern that yields greater DRAM bandwidth availability
cannot exist within the constraints of PRAC and Chronus.
Step 1: Adversarial memory access pattern. Assume there
exists an adversarial access pattern PHYP that yields a greater
DRAM bandwidth consumption than PADV within an arbitrary
time window T (i.e., DBC(PHYP) > DBC(PADV)). Since PHYP
consumes more DRAM bandwidth than PADV, PHYP must trigger
at least one more back-off than PADV. For a given access pattern
P, we calculate the Back-Offs Triggered (BOT) within a time
window of length T . To do so, we find the DRAM bandwidth
consumed by access pattern P (i.e., T ×DBC(P)) and divide
it by the duration of a back-off (i.e., NRe f × tRFM) as shown in
Expression 4.

BOT(P,T ) = T ×DBC(P)/(NRe f × tRFM) (4)

Step 2: Lower bound of the number of back-offs. Based on
the assumption in Step 1, BOT(PHYP,T ) should be larger than
BOT(PADV,T ). By placing Expressions 3 and 4 in the restriction
BOT(PHYP,T )> BOT(PADV,T ), we derive Expression 5.

BOT(PHYP,T )>
T

NRe f × tRFM +NBO × tRC
(5)

Step 3: Time taken to perform preventive refreshes. By
knowing the lower bound for the number of back-offs triggered
by PHYP, we calculate the time taken to perform the preventive
refreshes of PHYP’s back-offs (i.e., PRHY P) by multiplying the
number of back-offs (i.e., BOT(PHYP,T )) with the duration of a
back-off (i.e., NRe f × tRFM) in Expression 6.

PRHY P >
T ×NRe f × tRFM

NRe f × tRFM +NBO × tRC
(6)

Step 4: Remaining time after the preventive refreshes. The
time taken to both trigger and perform the preventive refreshes
of PHYP should fit within T . We calculate the remaining time
after performing the preventive refreshes of PHYP’s back-offs
(i.e., RTHY P). Expression 6 provides a lower bound for PRHY P.
Therefore, subtracting PRHY P from T yields an upper bound
for RTHY P (i.e., RTHY P < T −PRHY P). Solving this expression
for RTHY P, we derive Expression 7.

RTHY P <
T ×NBO × tRC

NRe f × tRFM +NBO × tRC
(7)

Triggering a back-off with a single bank takes NBO × tRC
(following from P1 and P2) and concurrent aggressors can-
not be used to trigger a back-off more quickly (following
from P3). Given P1, P2, and P3, we calculate time needed
to trigger PHYP’s back-offs in a PRAC or Chronus protected
system (TBOHY P). Expression 5 presents a lower bound for
BOT(PHYP,T ). Multiplying BOT(PHYP,T ) with the time taken
to trigger a single back-off yields a lower bound for TBOHY P
(i.e., TBOHY P > BOT(PHYP,T )×NBO × tRC). Solving this ex-
pression for TBOHY P, we evaluate Expression 8.

TBOHY P >
T ×NBO × tRC

NRe f × tRFM +NBO × tRC
(8)
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By comparing Expressions 7 and 8, we see that the time
necessary to trigger PHYP’s preventive refreshes (TBOHY P) ex-
ceeds the time remaining after PHYP’s preventive refreshes are
performed (RTHY P), i.e, RTHY P < TBOHY P. This means that
no PHYP exists that obey the three properties of PRAC and
Chronus (i.e., P1, P2, and P3). Therefore, PADV (as used in §11)
yields the maximum DRAM bandwidth consumption, and thus
represents the worst possible access pattern.

E. Errata and New Results
A new study [224] pointed out a bug where the tRAS, tRT P, and
tWR DRAM timing parameters for PRAC-enabled systems were
not being reduced correctly in the evaluations of our paper’s
previous version [223]. We thank the authors of [224] for pro-
viding us with the feedback. We fixed the bug, and updated
all affected results and figures in this version of our paper. All
results presented in this paper are collected with the bug fix in-
cluded. We also updated Chronus’ open-source repository [154]
with the bug fix.

We now evaluate the effect the bug fix had on the perfor-
mance and energy overheads of PRAC. Table 4 presents how
the bug has changed the system performance and DRAM en-
ergy overheads of PRAC in our evaluations (see §6 and §10 for
all results with the bug fix). Columns labeled as Old and New
respectively present 1) the results with the bug in the previous
version of the paper [223] and 2) the results after fixing the bug
in this current version of the paper. We report that the difference
in PRAC’s results after the bug fix is not significant enough to
change any of our claims or conclusions in this work (or the
previous version [223]).

Table 4: Changes in Four-Core Results for PRAC Performance
and Energy Overheads After Fixing the Bug. Old: Results with
the bug (previous version of the paper [223]). New: Results after
fixing the bug (this current version of the paper).

Single-Core Perf.
Overhead

Four-Core Perf.
Overhead

Four-Core Energy
Overhead

NRH Old New Old New Old New

1K 22.0% 14.0% 9.7% 5.8% 18.4% 10.7%
512 22.0% 14.0% 9.7% 5.8% 18.4% 10.7%
256 22.1% 14.1% 9.7% 5.9% 18.5% 10.8%
128 22.3% 14.4% 9.9% 6.1% 18.6% 10.9%
64 26.2% 19.1% 11.7% 8.1% 20.4% 12.8%
32 46.1% 42.5% 30.4% 29.1% 48.0% 40.8%
20 90.9% 90.3% 81.2% 78.5% 6.9x 6.6x

From Table 4, we observe that the bug caused a smaller over-
head difference at low NRH values (e.g., <128) compared to
high NRH values (e.g., =1K). This is because PRAC causes
more back-offs as NRH decreases and those back-offs domi-
nate PRAC’s performance overhead. As a result, the effect of
increased precharge and row cycle latencies on performance
degradation become less significant.

The mentioned recent study [224] further argues that PRAC’s
system performance overhead on real hardware is lower than
what our simulations show. We identify two key methodolog-
ical differences between our study and [224] that cause the
lower PRAC performance impact. First, [224] evaluates a

relatively small set of homogeneous workloads (i.e., only 23
SPEC 2017 workloads with mostly low memory-intensity) com-
pared to our 60 heterogeneous workloads with varying memory
intensities chosen from five major benchmark suites (SPEC
CPU2006 [195], SPEC CPU2017 [196], TPC [197], Media-
Bench [198], and YCSB [199], see §6). Second, [224] evaluates
systems with much larger caches. For example, the last-level
caches of systems in [224] is 4.5x larger than our simulated
system (see §6). The increased cache size makes SPEC 2017
workloads mostly cache-resident [228]. Therefore, PRAC does
not induce performance overhead on a system that is not bottle-
necked by memory. In contrast, our simulation methodology im-
plements smaller caches as a best-effort to account for memory-
bottlenecked systems which is standard practice in literature
(see, e.g., [3,4,8,12,17,18,24,32,33,35,37,135,175,229,230]),
using publicly available well-established benchmark suites.

We now experimentally demonstrate that these two method-
ological choices lead to the discrepancy in PRAC’s performance
overheads between our work and [224]. To do so, we repeat
our simulation-based evaluation using the same system config-
uration and same workloads used in [224]. Fig. 14 presents
the performance overhead of PRAC across 23 eight-core ho-
mogeneous SPEC 2017 workloads for NRH values from 1K to
20 (these are the same 23 workloads evaluated in [224]). x and
y axes respectively show the NRH values and performance in
terms of weighted speedup normalized to a baseline with no
read disturbance mitigation (higher y value is better). Each bar
depicts the geomean system performance of PRAC-4 across 23
eight-core workloads and error bars show the 100% confidence
interval across 23 eight-core workloads.
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Figure 14: Performance impact of PRAC on 23 eight-core homo-
geneous SPEC 2017 workloads, normalized to a baseline with no
read disturbance mitigation

We make two observations from Fig. 14. First, at NRH = 1K,
PRAC-4 induces an average (maximum) system performance
overhead of 2.4% (4.6%), which is similar to the average (maxi-
mum) numbers of 1.3% (3.8%) reported in [224] for a similarly
configured real system. Second, when NRH decreases from 1K
to 20, PRAC-4’s average (maximum) system performance over-
head increases to 78.8% (85.9%). Kim et al.’s real system-based
evaluation methodology limits their tests to only an NRH value
of 1K. Therefore, we cannot compare our simulation results for
sub-1K NRH values against [224].

We conclude that the discrepancy in PRAC’s performance im-
pact across our work and [224] is very likely an artifact of [224]
adopting a different system configuration and different work-

21



loads, as opposed to simulation-based evaluations that “often
fall short of accurately modeling the performance characteris-
tics of real-world memory systems” (as claimed very generally
by [224] without providing commensurate evidence).

We also evaluate the DRAM energy overhead of PRAC using
the DRAMPower [210] integration of Ramulator 2.0 under
the same system configuration and same workloads used in
[224]. Fig. 15 presents the energy consumption of PRAC across
23 eight-core homogeneous SPEC 2017 workloads for NRH
values from 1K to 20. x and y axes respectively show the NRH
values and energy consumption normalized to a baseline with no
read disturbance mitigation (lower y value is better). Each bar
depicts the geomean energy consumption of PRAC-4 across 23
eight-core workloads and error bars show the 100% confidence
interval across 23 eight-core workloads.
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Figure 15: DRAM energy impact of PRAC on 23 eight-core homo-
geneous SPEC 2017 workloads, normalized to a baseline with no
read disturbance mitigation

We make two observations from Fig. 15. First, at NRH = 1K,
PRAC-4 induces an average (maximum) energy consumption
overhead of 8.9% (14.1%). Second, when NRH decreases from
1K to 20, PRAC-4’s average (maximum) energy consumption
overhead increases to 5.46x (5.72x). We cannot compare our
simulation results values against [224] because Kim et al.’s real
system-based study does not include energy evaluations.

We conclude that PRAC’s energy overhead is 1) non-
negligible (≥8%) at high NRH values (i.e., NRH = 1K) and
2) prohibitively large (≥5x) at low NRH values (i.e., NRH <
32) even under system configuration and workload combina-
tions that observe relatively lower PRAC system performance
overhead (e.g., [224]).
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