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Abstract—Design space exploration (DSE) is critical for de-
veloping optimized hardware architectures, especially for Al
workloads such as deep neural networks (DNNs) and large
language models (LLMs), which require specialized acceleration.
As model complexity grows, accelerator design spaces have
expanded to O(10'7), becoming highly irregular, non-convex,
and exhibiting many-to-one mappings from design configurations
to performance metrics. This complexity renders direct inverse
derivation infeasible and necessitates heuristic or sampling-
based optimization. Conventional methods—including Bayesian
optimization, gradient descent, reinforcement learning, and ge-
netic algorithms—depend on iterative sampling, resulting in long
runtimes and sensitivity to initialization. Deep learning-based
approaches have reframed DSE as classification using recom-
mendation models, but remain limited to small-scale (0(103)),
less complex design spaces. To overcome these constraints, we
propose a generative approach that models hardware design as
1-D image synthesis conditioned on target performance, enabling
efficient learning of non-differentiable, non-bijective hardware-
performance mappings. Our framework achieves 0.86% lower
generation error than Bayesian optimization with a 17,000
speedup, and outperforms GANDSE with 30% lower error at
only 1.83x slower search. We further extend the method to
a structured DSE setting, attaining 9.8% lower energy-delay
product (EDP) and 6% higher performance, with up to 145.6x
and 1312x faster search compared to existing optimization
methods on O(10'7) design spaces. For LLM inference, our
method achieves 3.37x and 7.75x lower EDP on a 32nm ASIC
and Xilinx Ultrascale+ VPU13 FPGA, respectively, compared to
the state-of-the-art DOSA framework.

Index Terms—Denoising diffusion probabilistic model, design
automation, design space exploration, DNN accelerator, latent
space representation.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE rapid advancement of Al applications has led to an
unprecedented demand for specialized hardware capable
of efficiently accelerating deep neural network (DNN) infer-
ence. As workloads grow increasingly complex and pervasive,
spanning domains from data centers to edge devices, designing
application-specific hardware becomes essential to achieve
optimal power-performance tradeoffs [1], [2]. This has created
an urgent need for fast hardware architecture generation and
design space exploration tools that can keep pace with the
evolving landscape of Al workloads, while balancing tight
constraints on power, performance, and area.
Al accelerators are specialized hardware optimized for DNN
inference across platforms, from cloud to IoT [1], [3]. A

All authors are with the Department of Electrical Engineering, Yale
University, New Haven, CT 06520 USA (e-mail: arkapravo.ghosh@yale.edu).

TABLE I
ACCELERATOR DESIGN PARAMETERS

Design Parameter
MAC array size (R, C)
Buffer Size (IPSz, WTSz, OPSz)
DRAM Bandwidth (BW)
Loop Order
Total design space

Typical Range
4 — 128 (integers only)
4-1024 kB (step: 128 B)
2 — 32 Bleycle (step: 1 B/cycle)
mnk, nmk, knm, nkm, mkn, kmn
1.5 x 108

typical single-core accelerator design (Fig. 1(a)) uses systolic
arrays of multiply-and-accumulate (MAC) units with on-chip
buffers for streaming data to and from off-chip DRAM.
Inference involves tiled matrix multiplications between inputs
and weights. In this work, we define an Al workload as a
general matrix multiply (GEMM) operation, which dominates
the computation in LLMs and Vision Transformers (ViTs).
Performance is primarily measured by runtime and unless
stated otherwise, we refer to the inference runtime as the per-
formance. The performance p depends both on the harwdare
design HW and the GEMM workload (w). More formally, we
can write p = f(HW,w), where f is the mapping between
performance and the (hardware, workload) pair. The hardware
design can be expressed in terms of the following seven key
design parameters—array size, loop order (or dataflow), buffer
size, and DRAM bandwidth (refer to Table I). We formally
define the accelerator design space D as the set of all possible
unique combinations of these design parameters. In other
words, the total design space size |D| can be expressed as
|D| = |R| x |C| x |[IPSz| x [WTSz| x |OPSz| x |BW| x
|LoopOrder|, where |.| refers to the cardinality or possible
design choices for each of the parameters. These hardware
parameters have been found to jointly affect the performance
of deep learning accelerators (DLAs) such as Eyeriss [4]
and Simba [5], forming a vast hardware design space of
O(1013-17) [6].

Fig. 2 illustrates two critical aspects of the performance
landscape for accelerator microarchitecture. First, the infer-
ence runtime for a given Al workload is a many-to-one
function of the hardware parameters. Fig. 2(a) demonstrates
this behavior for the QKV layer of the DeiT-B model [7]
across 7.7 x 10* design points, which represent a subset of
the design space described in Table I. Secondly, the runtime
is a non-differentiable, non-convex and highly discontinuous
function of the hardware parameters. As shown in Fig.2(b),
the principal component analysis (PCA) of the runtime across
the 7.7 x 10* design points for DeiT-B QKV layer repre-
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Fig. 1. (a) An R x C systolic-array based Al accelerator architecture:

PE; ; denotes the MAC unit at row 7, column j. IPSRAM, WSRAM, and
OPSRAM are on-chip buffers for inputs, weights, and outputs, respectively.
These buffers interface with off-chip DRAM over a link with bandwidth BW
bytes/cycle. (b) Component-wise power consumption of an Al accelerator
at 32nm technology: DRAM dominates at low compute densities, whereas
compute units become the primary contributors at higher compute intensities.

sents significant irregularities in the performance function that
maps the microarchitecture to the inference runtime. While
the first challenge implies the non-existence of an inverse
function to directly obtain an accelerator design achieving
a target performance, the second further precludes solutions
based on differential approximation [8] and gradient-descent
techniques [8]-[10]. This underscores the necessity for rapid,
performance-driven hardware generation and DSE methodolo-
gies for accelerators, aimed at minimizing time-to-deployment.
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Fig. 2. (a) Many-to-one mapping of hardware configuration to runtime:

different hardware designs achieve the same runtime for executing the QKV
layer of DeiT-B model (decode stage). (b) Irregular and non-convex nature of
the hardware to runtime mapping function for the DeiT-B QKV layer (decode
stage).

Current state-of-the-art DSE methods for accelerator de-
sign can be broadly categorized into: (1) heuristic-based
approaches, (2) black-box optimization, (3) deep learning
(DL)-based recommendation models, and (4) generative Al
for electronic design automation (EDA). Heuristic methods
leverage performance simulators such as TimeLoop [11],
Accelergy [12], and Scale-Sim [13] to exhaustively evaluate
design points, but are computationally intensive. Black-box
optimization techniques including gradient descent (GD) [6],
[8]-[10], reinforcement learning (RL) [14], genetic algorithms

[15]-[17], and Bayesian optimization (BO) [6], [18], [19]—of-
fer reduced search times while maintaining comparable perfor-
mance, but still require several hours. For instance, GAMMA
[15] and ConfuciuX [14] take 6-10 hours for large design
spaces, while BO and GD-based methods [8], [19] report 3—6
hour runtimes for spaces of size ~ O(107). Additionally, their
efficiency is sensitive to sampling strategies and initialization
[20].

DL-based methods such as AIRCHITECT [21] and
AIRCHITECT-v2 [20] train a recommendation model to pre-
dict the most optimal accelerator design for a target Al work-
load. AIRCHITECT employs a classification-based approach
to predict the optimal design across a design space of 768
points. However, this method does not scale to larger design
spaces, as the number of neurons in the output layer of the
recommendation model grows prohibitively large, making it
impractical. AIRCHITECT-v2 solves this partially by allowing
a classification+regression policy. Although these methods
have demonstrated good generalization across a diverse set of
Al workloads, they operate on an extremely small (fewer than
0O(10%)) and simple design space consisting of only two design
parameters: the number of MAC units and the total buffer
size. Furthermore, these methods are limited to predicting
only the optimal design, rather than generating performance-
conditioned accelerator designs, thereby restricting their func-
tionality.

While Al for EDA tools have shown promise in tasks such
as High-Level Synthesis (HLS) for accelerators—evident in
systems like BlockLove [22] and GPT4AIGChip [23]—and
in emerging areas like in-memory computing [24], quan-
tum circuits [25], and VLSI design specification [26], these
methods primarily operate at higher abstraction levels. They
often rely on predicting PPA metrics from RTL specifications
[27]-[30], without engaging in fine-grained microarchitecture-
level optimization. Although GPT4AIGChip [23] generates
HLS code snippets tailored to user-defined latency and energy
goals, it relies on a tournament selection-based evolutionary
algorithm [31] for obtaining the optimal design parameters.
While effective in some cases, this approach can be sample-
inefficient and time-consuming. This highlights a critical gap:
the lack of Al-driven tools that can assist in design space
exploration and optimization at the architectural level for DNN
accelerators. Addressing this gap is essential to enable rapid
and effective co-design of Al models and their underlying
hardware.

In contrast to conventional methods, GANDSE [32], a
generative adversarial network (GAN)-based approach, can
produce accelerator designs for a given target performance
within milliseconds—highlighting the potential of generative
models to dramatically reduce search time in design space
exploration. GANDSE trains its generator by minimizing the
difference between the generated design’s performance and the
user-specified target, using a surrogate differentiable function
to approximate the true performance landscape. Although
GANDSE is trained using gradient descent (GD), it bypasses
GD during inference by directly generating hardware designs
for a target performance. It leverages CUDA parallelism on
GPU to produce diverse configurations within milliseconds,



eliminating the need for time-consuming, sample-dependent
optimization. However, this approximation introduces signif-
icant error, with an average performance gap of 35% across
various Al workloads. Additionally, GANDSE is limited to a
relatively small design space (around O(10%)) and targets a
narrow set of convolutional neural network (CNN) workloads,
which lack diversity in key architectural parameters such as
stride, channel sizes, and kernel dimensions [33]. While gener-
ative models show promise due to their speed, there remains
a gap in applying them to generate hardware accurately for
diverse workloads and larger design spaces.
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Fig. 3. Overview of DiffAXE: Hardware configurations (H W) are encoded
into a latent space (vo) using an autoencoder with a performance-aware
latent structure. A diffusion model is trained on these vectors, conditioned
on hardware performance (p) and workload (w). w refers to the activation
M, K) and weight (K, N) dimensions. At inference, hardware is generated
in latent space based on target p and w, then decoded back to the original
space via the autoencoder’s decoder.

To this end, we propose DiffAXE, a diffusion-based gen-
erative framework that overcomes the limitations of prior
approaches, including slow and sampling-dependent search
[6], [14], [15], [19], constrained and less comprehensive design
spaces [20], [21], and substantial errors between the target and
generated performance [32].

Key idea: Train a conditional diffusion model on a coarse-
grained, smaller subset of the target design space to learn the
mapping between performance and the hardware. The trained
model is then used to generate newer configurations in the
targeted design space meeting the target performance which
is passed as the condition.

As illustrated in Fig. 3, DiffAXE begins by encoding hardware
configurations into a performance-aware latent space using a
performance predictor (PP) and an autoencoder (AE), which
is an encoder (ENC)-decoder (DEC) network. Subsequently,
a conditional denoising diffusion model (DDM) is trained on
this latent space, conditioned on two factors: the performance
of the hardware configuration (p, denoted as cond; in Fig.
3) and the workload (w, denoted as conds) for which the
hardware design achieves the performance p. In this context,
the workload can be fully described in terms of the GEMM
dimensions (M, K, N), where (M, K) is the activation shape
and (K, N) is the weight shape. After training, the DDM
is employed to generate latent representations of hardware
designs that satisfy user-specified performance constraints

for a given workload, which are subsequently decoded into
complete hardware configurations via the DEC module. By
modeling the conditional distribution in latent space, DiffAXE
supports diverse configurations for the same target, addressing
the non-invertibility of performance mappings (Fig. 2(a)) and
smoothening the design space for stable DDM training (Fig.
2(b). Our contributions are summarized as:

1) DiffAXE first leverages a diffusion model for
performance-conditioned  microarchitecture  design
automation in Al accelerators. By learning a surrogate
inverse of the many-to-one performance function, it
enables direct generation of hardware configurations
meeting target performance within +5.45% tolerance
in a design space of O(10'7) at 1.83 milliseconds
per configuration—a 17322 X speedup over black-box
optimization methods.

2) DiffAxE is validated on 600 DNN workloads (vs. ~
70 in prior works like VAESA [6], Polaris [19] and
DOSA [8]). Trained on O(10%) samples per work-
load, it explores design spaces of size O(10'7) using
a lightweight 3.4 million parameter diffusion model
trained in 7 hours on a single NVIDIA V100 GPU.

3) DiffAxE, when extended to a structured DSE, achieves
9.8% average EDP reduction compared to VAESA [6]
with 145.6x faster search (16.5 seconds). For LLM
inference, it delivers up to 4.3 and 5.6 X lower EDP
than NVDLA [34] and DOSA [8] designs, respectively.

4) When conditioned to generate extremely low EDP de-
signs, DiffAXE discovers designs with up to 16%, 10%
and 14% higher performance than AIRCHITECT v2
[20], VAESA [6] and the training data respectively, using
32% fewer parameters than AIRCHITECT v2 [20] and
1312 X% faster search than VAESA [6].

II. BACKGROUND OF DIFFUSION MODELS
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Fig. 4. Basic mechanism of denoising diffusion models (DDMs): forward
diffusion iteratively adds noise to the original image, while reverse diffusion
involves conditional iterative denoising to generate an image from a Gaussian
noise.

Diffusion models are generative models that learn complex
data distributions via a two-stage process: a forward pass
that gradually adds noise, and a reverse pass that denoises to
reconstruct realistic samples as shown in Fig. 4. Unlike GANS,
they offer stable training and effectively capture multimodal



outputs, achieving state-of-the-art results in image [35], au-
dio [36], and structured data generation. The diffusion model
can be described with the following processes:

Forward Diffusion: The forward diffusion process gradually
perturbs a data sample Xo ~ pgaa(X) over T time steps by
adding Gaussian noise. This produces a sequence of latent
variables x1, X2, ...,x7, where each x; is sampled as:

x; =+Vagxg+vV1—are, e€~N(0]I). (1)

with a; = HZ:1 as and oy = 1 — B, where {$;}]_ is a
predefined noise schedule.
Training Objective: As proposed in [37], the training loss is
simplified to a denoising score matching objective. The model
is trained to predict the added noise € using the following
objective:

Lsimple = HG - EQ(Xtv t)H2 2

where, €y is the predicted noise.

Reverse Diffusion: The reverse diffusion process aims to
iteratively denoise a sample over 1" steps to recover data from
Gaussian noise. Since the true reverse conditional q(x;_1|x:)
is intractable, it is approximated by a parameterized Gaussian
distribution:

po(xe—1]x¢) = N (Xe—15 g (x4, 1), B (x4, 1)) . (3)

The variance Xy is typically fixed as o2 = ;. In practice, the
model is trained to predict the noise €g(x;,t) added during
the forward process, from which the mean is computed as:

1 1— Qg
X, —
v/ Ot ¢ vV 1-— O7t
At inference time, sampling begins from noise xp ~
N(0,1) and proceeds via:

Mo (Xs, 1) = €o(xt, t)) N G

N(O,T) ift>1,

5
0 ift =1. ©)

Xt—1 Z/,LQ(Z‘t,t)+O'tZ, Z ~ {
This iterative denoising process continues for T steps to yield
the final generated sample. Given the demonstrated effec-
tiveness of diffusion models in conditional image generation
tasks [35], [37], [38], we employ a denoising diffusion model
(DDM) that conditions on the desired performance to generate
accelerator designs. Recognizing that an accelerator design
encodes the relationships between design parameters as a
graph structure, we represent this design as a one-dimensional
image sequence, which is then generated by the diffusion
process conditioned on the performance criteria.

III. METHODOLOGY

Design rationale: Our goal is to learn the mapping f between
hardware-workload pairs and performance using a conditional
denoising diffusion model (DDM). The model is trained on
hardware designs, conditioned on the workload (w) and cor-
responding performance (p). Once trained, the DDM receives
a random noise input and iteratively denoises it based on these
conditioning signals, as described in Eqgs.(3)—(5), to generate
a hardware design achieving the target performance for the
given workload. To facilitate learning of this complex map-
ping, we employ a performance-guided encoding mechanism

using an autoencoder (AE) and a performance predictor (PP)
inspired from [6], [19]. This leads to projecting hardware
configurations into a latent space where designs with similar
performance exhibit a higher cosine similarity. This structured
latent space enhances the DDM’s capacity to model the
complex hardware—performance relationship, thereby improv-
ing performance-conditioned design generation, analogous to
image synthesis through stable diffusion [35]. To enable this,
we adopt a two-phase approach as shown in Fig. 5. In Phase
1 (¢1), the AE and PP are jointly trained to construct a
performance-aware latent space that can be decoded back to
the original hardware design. In Phase 2 (¢3), the DDM is
trained on latent hardware vectors (v), learning to predict the
injected noise in the perturbed latent v;, conditioned on the
timestep (t), workload (w), and performance (p). Once trained,
the DDM generates latent vectors meeting the performance
requirements for the target workload, which are decoded to
recover the corresponding hardware design parameters (refer
to Table I). The detailed methodology is described below.

A. Phase 1: Performance-guided encoding

As shown in Fig.6, we represent the accelerator hardware
design as a 7-dimensional vector comprising the design pa-
rameters listed in Table I. Among these, all parameters are
numerical except loop order, which is categorical. To unify the
representation, we embed the loop order into an 8-dimensional
continuous vector using a learnable linear embedding (Emb, ),
and concatenate it with the remaining numerical features to
form a 14-dimensional input vector. This concatenated vector
is passed through a 3-layer multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
encoder (ENC): Linear(14,512) — Linear(512,256) —
Linear(256,128). A symmetric decoder maps the latent vec-
tor v back to R', and the embedded loop order segment
is further processed by a second embedding layer (Embs)
to recover the original categorical loop order. All the layer
dimensions are chosen heuristically and in power of two, a
standard practice in deep learning. If trained with the standard
reconstruction loss of L, econ = ||[HW — HW\ 2, this creates
a reconstructible latent space representation of the hardware
designs.

While the autoencoder (AE) and embedding layers create a
reconstructible latent representation of the hardware features,
it lacks semantic organization with respect to performance. We
introduce a performance predictor (PP) trained jointly with the
AE. The PP is trained to predict the hardware performance
from the latent vectors, thereby inducing a performance-
aware latent space representation. The PP comprises of two
branches: (1) a workload processor and (2) a latent per-
formance processor. The workload processor is a 4-layer
MLP that maps the 3-dimensional workload vector w to a
scalar, with the following architecture: Linear(3,256) —
Linear(256,256) — Linear(256,128) — Linear(128,1).
The performance processor is a linear embedding that projects
the latent vector v to a 1D scalar (n, = 1 in Fig. 5). The
final predicted performance p is obtained by summing the
outputs of the two branches. Thus, the PP learns a differential
function g(v,w) =~ f(HW,w), trained via the mean squared
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Fig. 5. End-to-end DiffAXE framework: In Phase 1 (¢1), the 7-dimensional hardware configuration (H W) is encoded into a 128-dimensional latent space
using an autoencoder (AE) and a performance predictor (PP). Categorical features such as loop order are projected into an 8D continuous space via a learnable
embedding. A semantically organized latent space (v), structured by performance, is constructed. In Phase 2 (¢2), noise is injected into v to create a noisy
latent v and a conditional denoising diffusion model (DDM) is trained to predict this noise, conditioned on hardware performance (p) and workload (w).
During generation, the DDM generates a latent vector © from random noise, guided by user-specified target (p, w) through iterative denoising via reverse
diffusion. Finally, ¥ is decoded via the AE’s decoder (DEC) to obtain the corresponding hardware configuration HW'.
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Fig. 6. Phase-1 of DiffAXE: performance-guided encoding of hardware

designs into a latent space. The AE ensures reconstruction to the original space
while the PP organizes the latent space to encourage lower Euclidean distance
between latent vectors with similar performances. O denotes the trainable
modules.

error (MSE) loss: Lyed = |[p—p||*. The AE, embeddings, and
PP are jointly trained to minimize the total loss:

Etotal = Erecon + Epreda (6)

resulting in a performance-aware latent space. Fig. 7 shows
the performance-clustered latent space for a subset of the
hardware designs from the design space defined in Table
I, for the MLP2 layer of the GPT-2 model [39] during
the decode stage. After Phase-1 training, the latent space
exhibits a smooth performance gradient varying along two
nearly orthogonal directions, with designs clustered coherently
according to performance. Although this formulation uses
runtime as the performance target, it can be readily extended to
multi-dimensional objectives such as [runtime, power], where
n, > 1.

B. Phase 2: Diffusion model training

In Phase-2, we train the DDM on the latent space data to
predict the noise present in the noisy latent vectors conditioned
on the diffusion timestep (¢) and the conditioning variables (w
and p, as shown in Fig. 8). The DDM consists of two sub-
modules, namely the (1) signal processor and the (2) denoising
network. The signal processor combines the information from
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Fig. 7. Latent space (v in Fig. 5(a)) visualization for MLP2 layer of GPT-2
(decode stage) through PCA. PC1 and PC2 refer to the first and the second
principal components respectively. Runtime (T) varies continuously along two
orthogonal directions, smoothening the highly irregular performance function
of Fig. 2(b).
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Fig. 8. Phase-2 of DiffAXE: training the DDM conditioned on the workload
w and the performance p to predict the noise injected in the noisy latent vt
during forward diffusion. The inset shows how the timestep (¢), v+ and the
conditioning signals are processed before passing to the denoising network.

the noisy input (v;), diffusion timestep, and the conditioning
variables (w, p) to create a unified representation. This repre-
sentation is then used as an input to the denoising network



which predicts the amount of noise (ep in Fig. 8) in the
noisy input. The signal processor consists of the following
components:

Time Embedding: We use sinusoidal positional embeddings
of dimension 128 to encode the diffusion timestep, which is
a 1D scalar quantity. These embeddings are projected to a
hidden dimension of 512 via a linear layer.

Condition Embedding: The target performance p and the
workload vector w € R3 are processed independently via
two separate MLPs, each with two linear layers of hidden
size 64, ReLU activation, and dropout. The outputs of these
condition processors are concatenated and linearly projected
to a dimension of 512.

Input Projection: The noisy latent input v; € R'28 is linearly
projected to a hidden dimension of 512 to match the shape of
the above mentioned processed signals.

The dimensions of the embedding and the projection layers
are chosen heuristically. Next, we describe the denoising net-
work. The denoising network is implemented as an asymmetric
U-Net that processes a concatenated input vector of size
1536—formed from the projections of the noisy latent vector,
the sinusoidal time embedding, and the conditioning signals
(performance and workload). The input is processed through a
series of downsampling and upsampling blocks interconnected
via skip connections. A three-layer MLP downsampling path
reduces features from 1536—256 with LayerNorm, ReLU,
and dropout, followed by a central 256-dim MLP, then an
upsampling path with skip-connected MLPs projecting back to
512 dims. This asymmetric U-Net structure is similar to prior
conditional diffusion architectures used in generative modeling
[35]. The final hidden vector € R>'? is passed through a linear
layer to output the noise prediction ey € R'?®, with the same
shape as that of the noisy input v;.

We use a denoising diffusion probabilistic model (DDPM)-
style noise scheduler [37] with a linear S-schedule over T' =
1000 timesteps. During training, each data point is noised at
a randomly sampled timestep, and the model learns to predict
this noise via MSE loss, enabling denoising across all diffusion
stages.

C. Workload & performance-conditioned hardware genera-
tion

After training all modules in DiffAXE, we use the DDM
to generate latent hardware configurations conditioned on a
target performance and workload. As illustrated in Fig. 9, the
generation begins by sampling a noise vector vy ~ N (0, 1) at
the final timestep 71'. At each step ¢, the DDM—conditioned
on the timestep ¢, target performance, and workload——predicts
the noise to remove and computes the mean (v, t) using the
mean computation block (Eq. 4). A small Gaussian noise term
oz is added to this mean (Eq. 5) to obtain the input for the
next timestep ¢ — 1. This reverse denoising process continues
iteratively until ¢ = 1. At the final step, the computed mean
is passed to the pretrained decoder (DEC) of the autoencoder
from Phase-1, which reconstructs the complete hardware de-
sign from its latent representation. Since, we always normalize
data before feeding into a neural network, the decoded hard-
ware design is in the normalized domain. Thus, we need to

HWgen -- t =1, terminate reverse diffusion
Loon Mean
Order e .
| computation
R i Ve P
= V¢—
c D | i ®__.t !
1
IPSz E [« T DDM  —ey(v,t)
WTSz < 0z 5 5
c S |Initialization
t o) Q |
OPSz o1 (&) o v ~ N(O, I)
Y P w t=T

Fig. 9. Conditional hardware generation that achieves a performance p for a
workload w. Initially starting with a random noise at timestep 7", the DDM
predicts the noise €y which is fed to the mean computation block (refer to Eq.
4). A small Gaussian perturbation is added to this computed mean (refer to Eq.
5) to obtain the partially denoised input for the next timestep t = 7' — 1. The
process repeats iteratively until ¢ = 1, when the computed mean is the fully
denoised latent hardware design, which is decoded through the DEC of the
AE module to obtain the generated hardware design HWgen. * represents
frozen modules.

apply inverse transformation to get meaningful values of the
design parameters. The inverse transformed design parameters
are then rounded off to their nearest allowed state depending
on the target design space granularity.

D. DSE for EDP optimization

We extend DiffAXE for performing EDP optimization by
exploring the power-performance landscape in the design
space. Fig. 10 shows the runtime (performance)-power scatter
plot for executing the GEMM operation: (M, K) x (K, N)
with (M, K, N) = (128,4096, 8192) on a 32nm ASIC imple-
mentation across a subset of the design space defined in Table
L.
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Fig. 10. Performance-power scatter plot for executing the GEMM operation
with (M, K, N) as the GEMM dimensions on a 32nm ASIC implementation
across 7.7 x 104 hardware designs sampled from the design space defined in
Table 1.

Different hardware designs can exhibit diverse power and
performance characteristics while yielding similar energy-
delay product (EDP) values. This motivates conditioning the
design space exploration on a variety of (power, performance)



targets, enabling the discovery of novel hardware configura-
tions unseen during training, that achieve lower EDP. To enable
this, we modify the performance predictor in Phase-1 to jointly
predict power and performance. The loss function is defined
as:

Lpp = (power — poiwer)? + (perf — perf)? @)

where, ~ denotes the predicted metric using the PP. This
encourages the autoencoder to cluster hardware designs with
similar power-performance characteristics in the latent space.

Next, for each workload, we discretize the power and
performance metrics into Nyower and Nperr percentile-based
bins, respectively. We define the combined class label for each
hardware design as:

class = classpower + Npower * ClasSpert ®)

where classpower and classpe denote the respective bin in-
dices for power and performance. Fig. 11 shows that joint
AE+PP training in Phase-1, using both power and perfor-
mance supervision, yields a semantically structured latent
space organized by power-performance categories. In Phase-
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Fig. 11. PCA of latent space (v) from the MLP2 layer (decode stage) in

GPT-2 after Phase-1 training with joint power and performance supervision
(Eq. 6). Runtime-power classes are percentile-based (Section IV(D)). While
the original hardware space (left) lacks semantic structure, the learned latent
space (right) exhibits clear clustering by power-performance characteristics.

2, instead of conditioning the diffusion model on continuous
performance values, we condition it on the discrete class label
defined in Eq. 8. This enables the diffusion model to learn
the mapping between latent hardware representations and their
associated power-performance classes. Finally, we generate
Neonfig hardware designs for each of the Npower X Nper classes
and report the lowest EDP discovered.

E. DSE for performance optimization

Fig. 10 shows that lower EDP values are strongly correlated
with higher performance (i.e., shorter runtime). This insight
motivates the conditional generation of low-EDP designs to
discover high-performance configurations using the DiffAXE
framework. In Phase-1 of training, we use EDP as the su-
pervision signal, resulting in a latent space that is structured

according to EDP. We then divide the full EDP range into
Ngpp percentile-based classes for each (M, K, N) workload.
These discrete EDP classes serve as the conditioning input
during Phase-2 diffusion model training. Once trained, we
generate hardware designs conditioned only on class 1 (i.e.,
the lowest-EDP class) and obtain high-performance designs
beyond those seen during training.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Dataset

Each hardware configuration is represented as a 7-
dimensional vector comprising the design parameters listed
in Table I. We define two key terms to clarify the scope of
design generation in DiffAXE: (1) the training design space,
and (2) the target design space. The training design space
encompasses the set of accelerator configurations used during
training to learn the mapping from performance to hardware.
In contrast, the target design space represents the full set of
practically deployable hardware configurations. As shown in
Table II, the target design space permits finer-grained choices
for systolic array dimensions and buffer sizes, whereas the
training design space is a coarser subset that spans the full
range of each parameter. The key idea is to train the DiffAxE
framework on the coarser training design space (O(10%)), but
use the knowledge developed to generalize to even finer design
spaces (O(1017)).

TABLE I
DESIGN PARAMETER RANGES IN TRAINING AND TARGET SPACES:
ALLOWED VALUES OF DESIGN PARAMETERS FOR BOTH THE DESIGN

SPACES
Parameter Training design space Target design space
R, C {4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128} 4-128 (integers)
IPSz, WTSz, {4, 64, 128, 256, 512, 4-1024 kB (step: 128
OPSz 1024} kB bytes)
BW {2,4,8,16,32} Blcycle  2-32 Blcycle (step: 1
Blcycle)
Loop Order mnk, nmk mnk, nmk
Design space 7.76 x 10* 5.26 x 1017

Next, we define the Al workloads (w) that we consider
in this work. We consider 600 distinct workloads with the
GEMM dimension ranges as M : 1-1024, K : 1-4096, and
N :1-30,000. The (M, K, N) distribution of the workloads
under consideration is shown in Fig. 12. For each workload,
we define a coarse-grained training design space of size
7.76 x 10* as described in Table II. In this work, we only
consider the two possible loop orders for an output stationary
dataflow (OS) [40] as it has been shown to be the most optimal
dataflow across a wide variety of GEMM workloads [21]. The
performance labels such as runtime, power and EDP are gen-
erated for each of the { HW, w} tuple to constitute the entire
training data of 600 x (7.76 x 10*) = 46.7M data points. We
use Scale-Sim [13], an open-source cycle-accurate simulator
that provides inference runtime for a GEMM operation along
with the associated memory access traces at different memory
hierarchy. We use CACTI 7 [41] to obtain the DRAM and on-
chip buffer energy from the Scale-Sim generated traces for a



32nm process technology. The compute energy is estimated
using the MAC energy models defined in NeuroSim [42].
The dataset is made available in the IEEE DataPort repository
[DOL: https://dx.doi.org/10.21227/w2hh-vb37].
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Fig. 12. Workload distribution in the training data. A workload is defined
as w = (M, K,N) which denotes the (M, K) x (K, N) matrix-matrix
multiplication.

All numerical features in AW are min-max normalized. The
categorical loop order is one-hot encoded and passed through
a learnable linear embedding within the encoder (see Fig. 5,
Section III). To ensure DiffAXE generalizes across diverse
workloads, we address the high runtime variability. As shown
in Fig. 13, runtimes can span three orders of magnitude within
a single workload and vary significantly across workloads. To
mitigate this, we apply a logarithmic transformation followed
by workload-wise min-max normalization of runtimes to [0, 1].
The workload dimensions (M, K, N) are also min-max normal-
ized. Power values, ranging from 0.17W to 3.3 W (Fig. 10),
are similarly min-max normalized.

M=32, K=32, N=32 M=512, K=3072, N=16384
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Fig. 13. Runtime distribution of two distinct workloads in the dataset: (a)
M, K, N)=(32, 32, 32) and (b) (M, K, N)=(512, 3072, 16384). Runtimes for
each (M, K, N) span over 3 orders of magnitudes, and the range varies across
different workloads.

B. Experimental Setup

We evaluate DiffAXE through three key experiments: (1)
generating hardware configurations for a target performance
p given a workload w, (2) discovering low-EDP designs via
power-performance conditioned generation, and (3) generating
high-performance designs by conditioning on low-EDP targets.
Setup, metrics, and baselines are detailed below.

1) Performance-specific hardware generation: In this ex-
periment, we evaluate DiffAXE’s ability to generate hardware
designs that match specified target runtimes across 600 work-
loads. For each workload, we uniformly sample 20 target
runtimes between its minimum and maximum observed values,

yielding 600 x 20 = 12,000 targets. For each target, 1,000
designs are generated using DiffAXE and evaluated with Scale-
Sim [13], resulting in a total of 1.2 x 107 designs. We use the
relative generation error as the evaluation metric:

Tyen — T
T*
where T™ is the target runtime and Ty, is the runtime
of a generated design. We report the average error across
all generated designs. We also adapt two optimization-based
baselines—Bayesian Optimization (BO) and Gradient Descent

(GD)—by minimizing the following objective:

€))

ETrTOTgen =

min (Tyen, — T*) (10)

We compare DiffAXE against five baselines: vanilla GD
(similar to DOSA [8]), vanilla BO, latent-space BO (similar
to VAESA [6]), latent-space GD (similar to Polaris [19]), and
GANDSE [32]. The vanilla BO and GD baselines operate
directly on the hardware design parameters, while the latent-
space BO and GD baselines optimize over the continuous
and structured latent space obtained after Phase-1 of DiffAXE
(refer to Fig. 6). To ensure robust comparisons, all evaluations
are conducted over the full set of 600 workloads. For each
workload, we report the average search time and genera-
tion error (errorger), defined in Eq. (10). To account for
stochasticity in initialization, we repeat each experiment using
10 different random seeds. All reported metrics are averaged
over these 10 runs. The baselines along with their respective
average generation errors and search times are provided in
Table III.

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF DIFFAXE WITH BASELINES FOR RUNTIME-SPECIFIC
HARDWARE GENERATION

Method Search Time (s) errorgen
Vanilla GD (DOSA [8]) 31.54 31.59%
Vanilla BO 150.19 17.14%
Latent GD (Polaris [19]) 30.80 10.08%
Latent BO (VAESA [6]) 31.70 6.31%
GANDSE [32] 1073 34.27%
DiffAXE (ours) 1.83 x 103 5.45%

2) DSE for EDP optimization: This experiment evaluates
the optimality of designs generated by DiffAXE based on
Energy-Delay Product (EDP), where lower EDP indicates
higher efficiency. We introduce Search Performance (SP) as
a metric to compare design space exploration (DSE) strategies,
defined as the ratio of EDP from random search to that
from a given method as SP = EDP,andom/EDPpiffazk-
Higher SP indicates better design quality. We also report
search time to measure computational efficiency. We partition
power and performance into 3 percentile-based bins each,
yielding 9 power-performance classes. For each class, we
generate 1000 designs using DiffAXE, totaling 9000 designs
per workload. These are evaluated for EDP using Scale-Sim
[13] and CACTI 7 [41]. We compare against five baselines:
random search, vanilla BO, VAESA [6] (latent BO), DOSA
[8] (vanilla GD), and Polaris [19] (latent GD). For fair



comparison, 9000 designs are randomly sampled from the full
design space (O(10'7)) for the random baseline. Minimum
EDPs per workload are used to compute SP, averaged over
all workloads and 10 random seeds to mitigate effects of
stochasticity. Table IV summarizes the results.

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF DIFFAXE WITH BASELINES FOR EDP-ORIENTED DSE.
SP: RELATIVE SEARCH PERFORMANCE NORMALIZED TO RANDOM
SEARCH (T BETTER).

Baseline Design Space SP (1)  Search Time (])
Random Search 0(10'7) 1.00 3 milliseconds
Vanilla BO O(10'7) 0.98 2 hours
VAESA [6] O(10'7) 1.02 40 minutes
DOSA [8] ~ 0(107) 0.20 18 minutes
Polaris [19] ~ O(107) 0.54 10 minutes
DiffAXE (ours) 0(10'7) 1.12 16.5 seconds

3) DSE for performance optimization: We compare the
performance of designs generated by DiffAXE against three
baselines: AIRCHITECT [21], AIRCHITECT v2 [20], and
VAESA [6]. While AIRCHITECT v2 searches over a fixed
space of 768 configurations, both VAESA and DiffAxE ex-
plore a significantly larger space of O(10'7) designs. We set
Ngpp = 10 (see Section III(E)) and generate designs using
DiffAxE exclusively from class 1 (top 10% lowest EDP). From
this set, we select the highest-performing design and use it to
normalize the performance of all baselines. Reported values
are averaged over all workloads (Section IV(A)) and over 10
random seeds to reduce stochasticity.

V. RESULTS & ANALYSIS

A. Performance-specific hardware generation
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Fig. 14. Training loss curves for Phase-1 training of DiffAXE: (a) Autoencoder
loss representing quality of reconstruction (b) Performance predictor loss
representing performance prediction capability.

Fig. 14 shows the training curves for AE and PP during
Phase-1 training of DiffAXE. The objective is to map the hard-
ware designs into a latent space organized according to their
performance. We train the AE and PP in tandem for 5 epochs,
with an initial learning rate of 0.0001, AdamW optimizer [43]
with a weight decay of 0.001, and a ReduceLROnPlateau
learning rate scheduler with a patience of 2 epochs. We use
an NVIDIA V100 GPU for training and generation. We select

a batch size of 512, which does not lead to CUDA out-of-
memory (OOM) errors due to the low-dimensional nature of
the data (7D compared to a standard 224 x 224 x 3 ImageNet
sample [44]).

Diffusion Model Training Loss

DiffAxE size = 3.4 Million

1 23 456 7 8 910
Epoch
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Fig. 15. (a) Training loss curves for Phase-2 training of diffusion model (b)
Model size of DiffAXE and component-wise breakdown.

Fig. 15(a) shows the training loss curves for the diffusion
model, when trained on the latent space data during Phase-2.
We train the diffusion model for 10 epochs with an initial
learning rate of 0.0001 with an AdamW optimizer having
weight decay as 0.01 and a ReduceLROnPlateau learning
rate scheduler with a patience of 2 epochs. We select a batch
size of 128. Also, DiffAXE is a lightweight model consisting
of only 3.4 million trainable parameters as shown in Fig. 15.
Further, the training cost is also low as it requires < 7 hours to
train with 46.7M training data samples on a single NVIDIA
V100 GPU.
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Fig. 16. Comparison of errorgen (lower is better) and search time (lower
is better) of DiffAXE with baselines defined in Section V(B)-I.

Fig.16 compares DiffAXE against the baselines defined in
Tablelll. The vanilla gradient descent (GD) approach exhibits
a high average generation error (errorge, > 30%), indicating
that the differential approximation of the performance function
f is insufficiently accurate. Since Bayesian optimization (BO)
operates as a black-box optimizer, applying BO directly in the
hardware space reduces the average generation error by 13%
compared to vanilla GD, but at the cost of around 150 seconds
of larger search time.



In contrast, latent space methods—both GD and
BO—significantly outperform their vanilla counterparts,
achieving average generation errors within +10% in under
30 seconds. This shows the efficacy of applying optimization
in the performance-guided latent space, and is in accordance
with VAESA and Polaris. GANDSE [32] offers substantial
speedup over vanilla GD (approximately 32000x), but its
generation quality remains comparable. This is because
GANDSE, like vanilla GD, relies on the assumption of
differentiability in the performance model, resulting in a
similar errorge,. Nevertheless, GANDSE benefits from
its GAN-based generator, which enables one-shot design
generation without iterative optimization, thus achieving
significant runtime gains. DiffAXE not only achieves lower
average generation error than the best-performing baseline
(latent BO), but also does so with an average generation
time of just 1.83 milliseconds—yielding over 17000x
speedup compared to latent BO. This proves that employing
a diffusion model to learn the hardware to performance
mapping in the latent space leads to generation of more
accurate performance-aware hardware designs over the
traditional optimization techniques of GD and BO.

B. DSE for EDP optimization

As presented in Table IV, DiffAXE achieves a search
performance (SP) that is 9.8% higher than VAESA [6], the
most competitive baseline employing latent space Bayesian
Optimization (BO) within a design space of comparable size
and complexity (O(10'7)). Importantly, DiffAXE attains this
superior SP within a fixed search time of only 16.5 seconds
using Npower = Nperr = 3 classes, resulting in a 145.6x
improvement in search speed. In contrast, DOSA [8] and
Polaris [19], which rely on vanilla and latent space gradi-
ent descent (GD) respectively, yield significantly suboptimal
designs—exhibiting lower SP (i.e., higher EDP) than even
random search. This underperformance is primarily attributed
to their application over a much coarser design space granu-
larity (approximately O(107)), which limits their optimization
effectiveness.

C. DSE for performance optimization

Fig. 17 presents
a comparison of the
runtimes of designs
generated by the
baseline methods
and those produced
by DiffAxE.
When compared
to VAESA, which
employs latent-space
BO  within the
same design space,
DiffAXE achieves a
10% improvement in
performance  while
reducing search time by a factor of 1312x. Relative to the
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Fig. 17. Normalized runtime (lower is better) and GPU search time (lower is
better) of baselines (AIRCHITECT [21], AIRCHITECT-v2 [20] and VAESA
[6]) compared to DiffAXE.

DL-based classification approach used in AIRCHITECT,
DiffAXE delivers an average performance gain of 2.51x.
Furthermore, in comparison to AIRCHITECT v2 [20],
DiffAXE achieves a 16% improvement in performance.
Further, DiffAXE requires 32% lower parameters (and thus,
training cost) compared to AIRCHITECT v2 as shown in
Fig.18. We now analyze the hardware designs generated by
DiffAXE in greater detail.

Fig. 19 shows a
power-runtime  scatter
plot of configurations
e | produced by DiffAxE
for a given workload,
conditioned on class 1
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training dataset of size
O(10%). Configurations
identified by DiffAxE
that surpass this baseline
are highlighted in red.
Table V  compares
the fastest DiffAXE-
generated designs with the best training-set configurations
for each workload. DiffAXE consistently allocates 4x more
compute resources and significantly larger input and weight
buffers. Using an mnk loop ordering, it emphasizes increasing
the weight buffer size (WTSz), enabling the entire weight
tensor to remain on-chip. This eliminates the need to re-fetch
weight tiles from DRAM—normally incurred by a factor of
[%W—and results in substantial runtime reduction despite
identical DRAM bandwidth.

Fig. 19. Power vs. runtime scatter plot
of DiffAXE-generated configurations that
outperform the training dataset (O(10%))
for (M, K, N) = (544, 105, 1856), showing
a 1.67x speedup.

VI. INFERENCE OPTIMIZATION OF LLMS

In this section, we demonstrate how the DiffAXE framework
can be extended to minimize the energy-delay product (EDP)
during LLM inference. In chiplet-based systems [45]-[48],



TABLE V
HARDWARE COMPARISON OF FASTEST CONFIGURATIONS FROM DIFFAXE
AND TRAINING DATA FOR (M, K, N) = (544, 105, 1856)

Parameter DiffAXE  Training Data
R 121 32

C 128 128

IPSz (kB) 568 208
WTSz (kB) 1024 4

OPSz (kB) 27 4

BW (B/cycle) 32 32

Loop Order mnk nmk

different chiplets can be specialized for distinct inference
phases—prefill and decode—and dynamically selected at run-
time. Prefill benefits from high-throughput chiplets, while de-
code favors low-latency, memory-efficient designs. This flexi-
bility allows tailored accelerator configurations across stages,
improving overall EDP. Our framework can interface with such
heterogeneous accelerators, dynamically routing computation
to the most appropriate chiplet for each phase, thus achieving
better EDP tradeoffs. Fig. 5 illustrates our methodology using
a single GEMM operation, (M, K) x (K, N), as the workload.
We begin by explaining how this approach generalizes to
deep neural networks (DNNs), which involve sequences of
such GEMM operations. Rather than a single workload of
the form (M, K, N), a DNN comprises a sequence of op-
erations: [(Ml, K17 N1)7 (]\427 KQ, ]\fg)7 ey (Ml, Kl, Nl)] for
an [-layered model. To handle this sequence, we replace the
original multi-layer perceptron (MLP)-based performance pre-
dictor (PP)—designed for individual GEMM workloads—with
an attention-based sequence encoder that captures inter-layer
dependencies across the [ layers.

Systolic-array parameters I-length sequence

| R [ c [ IPsz [ wrsz | oPsz | BW | Loop Order Sequence |

Fig. 20. Data structure of HW in Fig. 5(a) for sequence of | GEMM op-
erations as workload for DNN inference. The loop order sequence represents
the independent mapping of each layer in the DNN.

Furthermore, #Parameters = 5.4 Million
the hardware data
representation (denoted = AE = PP = Diffusion Model
as HW in Fig.5(a)) must 6%
support the  generation

of layer-wise loop orders
across the entire DNN,
while maintaining fixed
systolic array parameters

for each layer. Fig. 20

illustrates  the  structure  Fig. 21. Model size of DiffAxE
of the HW data used for GEMM sequence workloads and
to represent Wo rkloads ~ component-wise breakdown.

comprising sequences of GEMM operations. The rest of
the methodology remains unchanged. While this extension
increases the complexity of the PP and results in a larger
model size, as shown in Fig. 21, it does not impact generation

time since the diffusion model size and the number of
denoising steps (7, see Section II) remain constant. We
evaluate the hardware designs generated by DiffAxE for three
widely used large language models (LLMs)—LLaMA-2 7B
[49], OPT-350M [50], and BERT-base [51]—and compare
them against several representative accelerator baselines:
Eyeriss [4], NVDLA [34], ShiDianNao [40], and DOSA [8],
a differential optimization framework designed to minimize
the energy-delay product (EDP) of model inference.

TABLE VI
HARDWARE PARAMETERS OF FIXED DNN ACCELERATOR
ARCHITECTURES

Parameter Eyeriss [4] ShiDianNao [40] NVDLA [34]
PE Array (R x C) 12 x 14 16 x 16 32 x 32
IPSz (kB) 108 32 64
WTSz (kB) 108 32 512
OPSz (kB) 8 8 32
DRAM BW (B/cycle) 16 8 16

Table VI shows the hardware configurations for the three
fixed architectures. Fig. 22 presents the EDP of the fixed
architecture designs in comparison with designs generated
by DOSA and DiffAxE, across both the prefill and decode
stages for three representative LLMs. Both DOSA and Dif-
fAXE consistently outperform the fixed architectures, with
the performance gap being particularly significant during the
prefill stage. This is attributed to the greater flexibility in
processing element (PE) array sizing—DOSA and DiffAxE
support configurations up to 128 x 128, whereas the fixed
architectures are constrained to a typical compute capacity of
approximately 256-1024 MAC units. For example, compared
to NVDLA, DOSA and DiffAXE offer up to a 16X increase
in available compute resources. Also, DOSA and DiffAxE
offer upto 32 bytes/cycle of DRAM bandwidth, which is
twice as compared to NVDLA. This substantial disparity
leads to higher runtimes and consequently elevated energy
consumption in the fixed architectures, culminating in a higher
EDP. Notably, DiffAXE achieves more than a 2x reduction
in EDP relative to DOSA across all evaluated scenarios.
To further understand the architectural advantages, we next
examine the designs generated by DOSA and DiffAxE in
greater detail. Table VII compares the hardware design and
mapping generated by DiffAXE compared to DOSA for the
BERT-base model across both prefill and decode stages.

During the prefill stage, DiffAXE predominantly selects the
nmk loop ordering. This choice leads to a potential repetition
in input activation loads by a factor of {%] for the (M, K, N)
GEMM operation. To mitigate this, DiffAXE allocates the
maximum permissible input buffer size—1 MB in this case—
to avoid redundant memory accesses. In contrast, DOSA
assigns comparatively smaller buffer sizes to both input and
weight operands, resulting in a significantly higher frequency
of redundant data fetches. These additional DRAM accesses—
limited by relatively low bandwidth—introduce substantial la-
tency, leading to over 2x longer runtimes for DOSA relative to
DiffAXE. Consequently, DOSA incurs nearly a 6 x higher EDP
during prefill. In the decode stage, token generation follows an
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Fig. 22. Energy-delay product (EDP) of baseline accelerators including Eyeriss [4], NVDLA [34], ShiDianNao [40] and DOSA [8]-optimized Gemmini,
compared to DiffAXE for 32nm ASIC implementation. Prefill represents a default sequence length of 128 tokens. Bar labels represent EDP normalized to

DiffAXE.
TABLE VII
HARDWARE DESIGN COMPARISON: DOSA vs. DIFFAXE ON BERT WORKLOADS. LOOP ORDER SHOWN FOR EACH LAYER IN [].

Workload Method R C IPSz  WTSz OPSz BW Loop Order Runtime EDP
(kB) (kB) (kB) (Blcycle)  [gkv, gkT', pv, attn_proj, mlp1, mlp2] (cycles) (uJ-cycles)
BERT-Base-prefill DOSA 128 128 128 128 64 32 [mnk, mnk, mnk, mnk, mnk, mnk] 1.42e+07 2.80e+12
P DiffAXE 128 63 1024 4 8.5 32 [nmk, mnk, mnk, nmk, nmk, nmk] 6.90e+06 5.02e+11
BERT-Base-decode DOSA 128 128 96 128 32 32 [nmk, mnk, mnk, nmk, nmk, mnk] 5.82e+06 4.71e+11
DiffAxXE 4 64 4 4 8.9 32 [mnk, mnk, mnk, mnk, mnk, nmk] 5.47e+06 1.75e+11

auto-regressive pattern, reducing the matrix row dimension to
M =1 across all layers. DiffAXE’s diffusion model identifies
this characteristic and accordingly selects a much smaller PE
array row count (R), avoiding configurations where R > M,
which would otherwise lead to severe under-utilization and
introduce an additional (R — M) cycle overhead in output-
stationary (OS) dataflow due to output draining. Furthermore,
DiffAXE predominantly employs the mnk loop ordering across
most layers, which, in conjunction with the smaller R values,
substantially reduces input buffer requirements. This results
in lower dynamic power and reduced SRAM access energy
compared to DOSA, which utilizes significantly larger buffers.
Although DOSA and DiffAXE achieve comparable runtimes in
the decode stage, DOSA suffers from higher on-chip power
consumption due to PE under-utilization and inefficient buffer
provisioning, resulting in nearly a 3x higher EDP.

FPGA Implementation: Next, we implement the accelerator
designs for BERT-base prefill stage on a Xilinx Virtex Ultra-
Scale+ VUI13P FPGA. The Xilinx Virtex UltraScale+ VU13P
is a high-performance 16,nm FPGA with 3.78 million logic
cells, 12,288 DSP48E2 slices, 455,Mbit on-chip memory, up

to 128 GTY transceivers, and 832 general-purpose I/Os for
high-bandwidth interfaces [52], [53]. Each DSP slice supports
fixed-point and floating-point operations, making it ideal for
compute-intensive DL applications [54]. Fig. 23 shows the
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Fig. 23. Power consumption of different architectures on Xilinx Virtex

UltraScale+ VUI13P FPGA board. The DOSA and DiffAXE designs are for
BERT-base prefill stages as in Table VII.

power consumption of various accelerator designs for the



BERT-base prefill stage (see, Table VII). Table VIII shows the
component-wise resource utilization for different accelerator
designs on this FPGA. For DOSA [8] and DiffAxE, we
report utilization for the architectures generated for BERT-
Base prefill stage (see Table VII). As expected, DOSA and
DiffAXE designs require much larger DSPs due to higher
number of MAC units compared to the fixed architectures like
NVDLA. Also, DiffAXE consumes highest amount of URAM
(UltraRAM) due to largest aggregate on chip buffer size as
shown in Table VIIL.

TABLE VIII
RESOURCE UTILIZATION OF VARIOUS DNN ACCELERATOR
ARCHITECTURES
Architectures #DSP #LUT #FF #BRAM #URAM
Eyeriss [4] 84 45696 71,544 10 6
ShiDianNao [40] 128 47,632 74,448 26 0
NVDLA [34] 512 64,528 99,792 31 15
DOSA [8] 8192 360,448 540,672 23 8
DiffAxE 4032 232408 352,112 11 29
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Fig. 24. EDP and runtime of different architectures for BERT-base (a) prefill
and (b) decode stages on Xilinx Ultrascale+ VU13P FPGA: DiffAXE achieves
the lowest EDP across three fixed accelerators—Eyeriss [4], ShiDianNao [40],
NVDLA [34] and an optimization framework DOSA [8].

Fig. 24 shows the EDP of BERT-base prefill and decode
stages during inference using the three fixed architectures,
and two optimization based strategies—DOSA and DiffAxE.
Clearly, DiffAXE achieves the lowest EDP among all the
designs, with a 7.5x and 8x improvement over DOSA during
prefill and decode stages respectively.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced DiffAXE, a generative frame-
work for performance-conditioned Al accelerator design and
design space exploration (DSE). DiffAXE scales to massive
design spaces (O(10'7)) while training on just O(10*) sam-
ples per workload, showing strong generalization. Validated
across a comprehensive suite of 600 diverse DNN workloads,
DiffAXE generates hardware designs within +5.45% of the
target performance in just 1.83 milliseconds per configuration,
outperforming traditional optimization frameworks by over
four orders of magnitude in search speed. We further extended
our framework to structured DSE for EDP optimization using
joint power-performance conditioning. Our approach yields up
to 9.8% lower EDP compared to state-of-the-art methods such
as VAESA [6], while achieving more than 145 x faster search.
In the context of LLM inference, DiffAXE delivers 3.37x and
15.95x EDP improvement over existing optimization method
DOSA [8] and the NVDLA [34] accelerator respectively on a
32nm ASIC implementation. When implemented on a Xilinx
UltraScale+ VUI13P FPGA, DiffAXE outperforms DOSA by
generating hardware with 7.75x lower EDP across different
LLMs. Additionally, DiffAXE also discovers designs that out-
perform AIRCHITECT v2 and VAESA in both performance
and search speed, despite requiring 32% fewer parameters than
the former and 1312x lower search time than VAESA. Over-
all, DiffAxE automates performance-driven hardware genera-
tion and fast design exploration, cutting deployment time and
enabling software developers to create efficient accelerators
without hardware expertise.
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