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ABSTRACT

Placement Optimization is an important problem in systems and
chip design, which consists of mapping the nodes of a graph onto
a limited set of resources to optimize for an objective, subject to
constraints. In this paper, we start by motivating reinforcement
learning as a solution to the placement problem. We then give an
overview of what deep reinforcement learning is. We next formu-
late the placement problem as a reinforcement learning problem,
and show how this problem can be solved with policy gradient
optimization. Finally, we describe lessons we have learned from
training deep reinforcement learning policies across a variety of
placement optimization problems.
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1 INTRODUCTION

An important problem in systems and chip design is Placement
Optimization, which refers to the problem of mapping the nodes of
a graph onto a limited set of resources to optimize for an objective,
subject to constraints. Common examples of this class of problem
include placement of TensorFlow graphs onto hardware devices to
minimize training or inference time, or placement of an ASIC or
FPGA netlist onto a grid to optimize for power, performance, and
area.

Placement is a very challenging problem as several factors, in-
cluding the size and topology of the input graph, number and
properties of available resources, and the requirements and con-
straints of feasible placements all contribute to its complexity. There
are many approaches to the placement problem. A range of algo-
rithms including analytical approaches [3, 12, 14, 15], genetic and
hill-climbing methods [4, 6, 13], Integer Linear Programming (ILP)
[2, 27], and problem-specific heuristics have been proposed.

More recently, a new type of approach to the placement prob-
lem based on deep Reinforcement Learning (RL) [16, 17, 28] has
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emerged. RL-based methods bring new challenges, such as inter-
pretability, brittleness of training to convergence, and unsafe ex-
ploration. However, they also offer new opportunities, such as the
ability to leverage distributed computing, ease of problem formu-
lation, end-to-end optimization, and domain adaptation, meaning
that these methods can potentially transfer what they learn from
previous problems to new unseen instances.

In this paper, we start by motivating reinforcement learning as
a solution to the placement problem. We then give an overview
of what deep reinforcement learning is. We then formulate the
placement problem as an RL problem, and show how this problem
can be solved with policy gradient optimization. Finally, we describe
lessons we have learned from training deep RL policies across a
variety of placement optimization problems.

2 DEEP REINFORCEMENT LEARNING

Most successful applications of machine learning are examples of
supervised learning, where a model is trained to approximate a
particular function, given many input-output examples (e.g. given
many images labeled as cat or dog, learn to predict whether a given
image is that of a cat or a dog). Today’s state-of-the-art super-
vised models are typically deep learning models, meaning that the
function approximation is achieved by updating the weights of a
multi-layered (deep) neural network via gradient descent against a
differentiable loss function.

Reinforcement learning, on the other hand, is a separate branch
of machine learning in which a model, or policy in RL parlance,
learns to take actions in an environment (either the real world or a
simulation) to maximize a given reward function. One well-known
example of reinforcement learning is AlphaGo [23], in which a pol-
icy learned to take actions (moves in the game of Go) to maximize
its reward function (number of winning games). Deep reinforce-
ment learning is simply reinforcement learning in which the policy
is a deep neural network.

RL problems can be reformulated as Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs). MDPs rely on the Markov assumption, meaning that the
next state s;+1 depends only on the current state s;, and is condi-
tionally independent of the past.

P(st+1ls0...5¢) = P(sz+1ls¢)

Like MDPs, RL problems are defined by five key components:

e states: the set of possible states of the world (e.g. the set of
valid board positions in Go)

e actions: the set of actions that can be taken by the agent (e.g.
all valid moves in a game of Go)

e state transition probabilities: the probability of transitioning
between any two given states.
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Figure 1: In Reinforcement Learning, an agent explores the
environment and finds actions to maximize cumulative re-
wards.

e reward: the objective to be maximized, subject to future
discounting as defined below (e.g. 1 if you win the game of
Go, 0 otherwise)

o discount for future rewards: how much to discount the value
of future reward, due to its relative uncertainty (e.g. a dis-
count factor of .95 would mean that 95 dollars today is equiv-
alent to 100 tomorrow).

At each time step t, the agent begins in state (s;), takes an action
(at), arrives at a new state (s;+1), and receives a reward (r;) from
the environment, as shown in Figure 1.

Through repeated episodes (sequences of states, actions, and
rewards), the agent learns to take actions that will maximize cumu-
lative reward.

Reinforcement learning approaches can be divided into two
broad categories: model-free and model-based. In model-free rein-
forcement learning, we train a policy to take actions that maximize
reward from a black-box environment. In model-based reinforce-
ment learning, we train a policy to take actions that maximize
reward, while also training an explicit model of the world, which
learns to predict the reward and state transitions of the environ-
ment. Most existing work on reinforcement learning for systems
problems has taken a model-free approach, as it is generally eas-
ier to train to convergence. However, model-based reinforcement
learning has been shown to be more sample efficient in other do-
mains [11], so it may be a viable direction to take in future work,
especially in situations where the reward function is very expensive
to evaluate.

Since the agent’s goal is to maximize cumulative reward, one
approach is to learn a value function that can predict the reward
given a state, v(s), and then take the action which will bring the
agent into a state that yields the highest reward. However, a more
common approach in recent years is to use policy gradient methods,
which seek to directly learn the policy z(als) that predicts the
optimal action given the current state. Popular policy gradient
methods include REINFORCE [25], A3C [18], TRPO [21], and PPO
[22].

RL is helpful in cases where we do not have sufficient labeled data
(input-output examples) to take a supervised learning approach
or when the objective function is not differentiable. It is also well-
suited to massive search problems, where exhaustive or heuristic-
based methods cannot scale, such as AlphaGo [23], AlphaStar [24],
and OpenAlI Five DOTA [19].

Reinforcement learning policies are famously difficult to train,
as they tend to be brittle with respect to their hyperparameters,

hard to interpret and debug, and prone to catastrophic failures
and unsafe exploration. This area of machine learning is not yet
as well understood, with few educational resources available, as
compared to more established areas like deep learning. This is part
of our motivation for writing this paper, to demystify this area and
empower more systems experts to move into this promising, but
challenging area.

3 DEEP REINFORCEMENT LEARNING FOR
PLACEMENT OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we first start by formulating the placement problem.
We will then show how RL can be applied to solve this problem.

3.1 Placement Problem Formulation

Let us assume the input graph g has nodes vy, vy, ..., vn7. We want
to place these nodes onto placement locations Iy, Iy, ..., [y. In this
set up, we use RL to find a mapping
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that maximizes a reward function R subject to constraints. Here,
there is a unique placement location for each node v;, but each
location I; can be assigned to multiple nodes. The constraints vary
by problem, but a common constraint is limited capacity for each
placement location, meaning that there is a limit on how many
nodes can be assigned to each location. In the next section, we
will discuss some case-specific constraints and ways to incorporate
them.

To formulate placement as a policy optimization problem, [17]
proposed relaxing the objective function. Instead of finding the
absolute best placement, one can train a policy that generates a
probability distribution of nodes to placement locations such that
it maximizes the expected reward generated by those placements.

Let us denote the policy 7 parameterized by 8 as 7g. 0 represents
the weights of a deep network architecture. Here, we describe the
objective, which is to train parameters 6 such that the network
predicts placement decisions for the nodes of the input graph g,
and as a result, the placement reward R; 4 is maximized. We can
write the cost function we are optimizing for as follows:

J(6.9) = Eginy [Rigl = " mo(llg)Ryg (1)
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We can then train this policy (optimize parameters 6) using a
policy gradient based method, which we will discuss in this section.

Here, we provide an overview of the state and action space, re-
ward function and the neural network architecture of the policy
by delving into example placement problems, namely TensorFlow
device placement, ASIC netlist placement, and FPGA netlist place-
ment. As shown in Figure 2, all of these placement problems require
mapping the nodes of a graph onto placement locations such that
their corresponding reward metrics are optimized. Target place-
ment locations for TensorFlow graphs, ASIC netlists, and FPGA
netlists are the computing devices (e.g., TPU or GPUs), grid cells
of the chip canvas, and FPGA Configurable Logic Blocks (CLBs),
respectively.

For each of these problems, the neural network policy receives
a state as input, and outputs an action for that state. In general,
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Figure 2: Placement optimization overview. Target placement locations for TensorFlow graphs, ASIC netlists, and FPGA
netlists are the computing devices (e.g., TPU or GPUs), grid cells of the chip canvas, and FPGA Configurable Logic Blocks

(CLBs), respectively.

the state should represent the information that the policy needs
for prediction, such as node ID, type, and adjacency matrix. The
network then outputs a probability distribution representing the
probability of assigning an input node onto each placement location.
The action is selected by sampling or taking the argmax of the
output probability distribution.

The reward function varies for different problems. For example,
for TensorFlow graph placement, we use negative runtime of a
training step of the placed deep network model. For ASIC and
FPGA netlists, the reward is more complex and should include
various metrics related to power and timing (e.g. total wirelength,
routability congestion, and cell density).

3.2 Graph Convolutional Neural Networks

As discussed, many placement problems take input in the form of
graph. The way in which these input graphs are represented has
great impact on the ability of machine learning models to generate
high-quality placements. More meaningful representations also
help models to learn patterns that generalize to new unseen graphs,
as opposed to merely memorizing the graphs that they encounter.
We therefore describe some of the recent advances in neural graph
representations, such as Graph Convolutional Networks.

Graph neural networks can be divided into four high-level cate-
gories [26]: recurrent graph neural networks (RecGNNs) [7, 8, 20],
convolutional graph neural networks (ConvGNNs) [1, 5, 10], graph
autoencoders (GAEs), and spatial-temporal graph neural networks
(STGNNSs). RecGNNs preceded ConvGNNs and pioneered the idea
of message passing, or representing a node as an iterative aggre-
gate of its neighbors. Each iteration of message passing results
in one additional hop (e.g. running the algorithm for k iterations
would result in each node being influenced by all neighbors within
a k-hop radius). As such, these methods better encode the overall
topology of the graph, enabling domain adaptation, as described in

the following section. Most graph neural network methods used
in systems today are ConvGNNSs, which generalize the concept of
convolution. After all, images are merely a special case of graphs, in
which pixels are nodes connected to the pixels (nodes) immediately
surrounding them. ConvGNNSs use deep convolutional networks to
capture even distant relationships within the graph.

3.3 Domain Adaptation

Domain adaptation in placement is the problem of training policies
that can learn across multiple graphs and transfer the acquired
knowledge to generate more optimized placements for new unseen
graphs. In the context of the three examples we discussed in this
work, domain adaptation means we train a policy across a set of
TensorFlow graphs, ASIC or FPGA netlists and apply the trained
policy to an unseen TensorFlow graph, ASIC or FPGA netlist. [28]
proposed the problem formulation for a domain adaptive policy as
follows:

J0.6)= 2 3 Egroy Rl @)
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In this case, G is a set of K training graphs. The training pro-
cedure can be similar to that of traditional machine learning (e.g.,
using a holdout validation set or cross validation).

3.4 Solving the Placement Objective with
Policy Gradient Optimization

Now that we have defined an objective function, we will explain

how to use policy gradient optimization to learn the parameters 0

of the policy. We can write the derivative of the objective function

in Equation 1 as follows:
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The equation above is the basis of various policy gradient opti-
mization methods, such as REINFORCE [25], PPO [22], and SAC
[9].

4 INGREDIENTS FOR RL SUCCESS

In this section, we will share some of the lessons that we have
learned in training deep reinforcement learning policies to solve
placement problems in computer systems and chip design.

Reward Function: Designing the right reward function is one
of the most critical decisions. Some properties of effective reward
functions are as follows:

1) Reward functions should be fast to evaluate; RL training often
requires 10-100s of thousands of iterations of reward evaluation
before reaching convergence. While the exact timing that makes a
tractable reward function depends on the complexity of the problem,
a sub-second reward function would be effective in nearly any
scenario.

2) Reward functions should be strongly correlated with the true
objective. In many real-world scenarios, we need to use simula-
tors or proxy reward functions to approximate the true objective,
which may be prohibitively expensive to calculate. If the proxy
reward is not well-correlated with the true objective, we are solv-
ing the wrong problem and the learned placement is unlikely to
be useful. While designing a good simulator or approximate func-
tion is a challenging task in its own right, it is helpful to build a
reward function by combining various approximate metrics that
each independently correlate with the true reward. For example,
for TensorFlow placement, the proxy reward could be a composite
function of total memory per device, number of inter-device (and
therefore expensive) edges induced by the placement, imbalance of
computation placed on each device. By incorporating a weighted
average of multiple proxy rewards, the total variance of the reward
error is reduced and over-fitting to a particular proxy metric is
avoided.

3) Another important factor is correctly engineering the reward
function. This could be as simple as normalizing the reward or
applying more complex functions to change the shape of the re-
ward. For example, for the device placement problem, measuring
the runtime of one step of the TensorFlow graph was the true re-
ward function. Due to the runtime varying widely across different
placements, using the runtime directly would interfere with learn-
ing and gradient updates. We chose to instead use the square root
of the runtime, which effectively dampened the range of values.

Action Space: Another key ingredient is designing the appro-
priate action space. For example, the problem could be formulated
as placing the nodes of the netlist one at a time onto the chip netlist,

or as placing all of the nodes and then deciding which perturbation
(e.g. swap, shift, rotate, etc.) to apply to each of the nodes in a fixed
sequence. In device placement, we chose to place all of the Tensor-
Flow nodes onto hardware devices before evaluating the reward
for that placement, because otherwise measuring the reward of
a partial placement would be very difficult, if not impossible. For
ASIC placement, on the other hand, one can define partial reward
functions, because it is possible to measure changes in metrics, such
as wirelength and congestion, as nodes are being placed.

Managing Constraints: The constraints for feasible placements
vary across placement problems. For example, a common constraint
is the capacity of placement locations, which limits the number of
nodes that can be placed onto that location. For example in device
placement, the memory footprint of the nodes placed onto a single
device should not exceed the memory limit of that device. Another
constraint is that certain nodes cannot co-exist on the same location.
For example, in ASIC placement, two macro blocks cannot overlap
on the chip canvas.

There are many approaches to enforcing these constraints to
avoid or reduce the number of infeasible placements generated by
the policy. Perhaps the most straightforward way to handle the
constraints is to penalize the policy with a large negative reward
whenever it generates infeasible placements. A challenge with this
solution is that the policy does not gain any information about
how far this placement was from a feasible placement. In the most
extreme case, if all of the initial placements generated by the policy
are infeasible, there will be no positive signal to teach the policy how
to explore the environment and training will fail. Thus, creating a
reward function that penalizes the infeasible placements relative to
how far they are from viable placements becomes critical.

Another approach is to force the policy to only generate feasible
placements. This can be accomplished via a function that masks
out the infeasible placements. For example, a mask can be updated
given the partial placement of the graph nodes. Each time a new
node is placed, the density of all the locations is updated (based
on the locations of the nodes that are already placed). The action
space then becomes limited to those locations that have enough
free capacity to accept the new node. This approach has its own
challenges as calculating the mask, similar to calculating the reward,
must be done efficiently.

Representations: Finally, the way in which state is represented
has significant impact on the performance of the policy and its
ability to generalize to unseen instances of the placement problem.
For example, in the earlier TensorFlow device placement papers [16,
17], we represented the computational graph as a list of adjacencies,
indices of the node operations, and sizes of the operations. This
approach was effective when the policy was trained from scratch
for each new TensorFlow graph, but was unable to generalize or
transfer what it learned to new graphs. On the other hand, [28] used
graph convolutional neural networks to learn better representations
of the computational graph structure, and were able to transfer
knowledge across graphs.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper we discuss placement optimization with deep rein-
forcement learning. Deep RL is a promising approach for solving



combinatorial problems, and enables domain adaptation and direct
optimization of non-differentiable objective functions. Training RL
policies is a very challenging task, in part due to the brittleness
of gradient updates and the costliness of evaluating rewards. In
this work, we provide an overview of deep RL, formulate the place-
ment problem as a RL problem, and discuss strategies for training
successful RL agents.

We predict a trend towards more effective RL-based domain
adaptation techniques, in which graph neural networks will play a
key role in enabling both higher sample efficiency and more optimal
placements. We also foresee a future in which easy-to-use RL-based
placement tools will enable non-ML experts to harness and improve
upon these powerful techniques.
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