arXiv:2111.08995v3 [cs.LG] 26 Jan 2022

Self-Learning Tuning for Post-Silicon Validation
Peter Domanski, Dirk Pflüger
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Abstract—Increasing complexity of modern integrated circuits
makes design validation more difficult. Existing approaches
are not able anymore to cope with the complexity of tasks
such as robust performance tuning in post-silicon validation.
Therefore, we propose a novel learn-to-optimize approach based
on reinforcement learning in order to solve complex and mixedtype tuning tasks in an efficient and robust way.
Index Terms—Post-silicon validation, Robust performance tuning, Learn-to-optimize, Reinforcement learning

I. I NTRODUCTION
Studies suggest that validation is a major bottleneck in
semiconductor integrated circuit (IC) design that occupies up
to 70% of the time, efforts, and resources that are used during
the design process [1]. In general, design validation can be
divided into three main stages [2]: pre-silicon validation,
post-silicon validation (PSV), and in-field debugging. In the
following, we focus on PSV. More specifically, we describe
the task of robust performance tuning and our motivation for
a novel approach to this task.
Today, PSV is largely considered as an art offering only
few systematic solutions. Moreover, the rising complexity
of modern ICs increases the difficulty of PSV even further.
Existing approaches are not able to cope with the complexity
of future systems, especially given a limited time budget.
Therefore, PSV is an exciting research field offering
novel opportunities and challenges [3]. Ensuring functional
correctness, checking security properties, and meeting
performance constraints are important tasks in PSV. Besides,
robustness, e.g., against process variations, is crucial. In
order to ensure the best possible performance and robustness,
designs rely on tuning to compensate impacts of process
variations and of non-ideal design implementations. Tuning
consists in setting variables and registers, so-called ”tuning
knobs” such as bias settings or adjustable currents and
voltages, which may be adjusted as a function of given
(operating) conditions, e.g., temperature or operating mode of
an IC. In addition, the number of tuning knobs on ICs is rising
because affordability is increasing in modern technologies.
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Setting tuning knobs such that device parameters stay
within specification limits and optimize performance goals
still remains a complicated, bound-constrained, mixed-type
optimization task. Depending on the different data types of
the variables, a first naive approach is to use either gradient
methods or more flexible derivative-free optimization strategies. These strategies are important in PSV because there
is no analytical expression describing the true behavior of
manufactured ICs (similar to black-box functions). Thus, we
have no access to higher-order moments of the underlying
function. Applying state-of-the-art optimization strategies to
solve mixed-type optimization problems results in approximate, point-wise solutions because exact solutions are intractable. Given the tight schedule in PSV, point-wise solutions
remain very inefficient. To avoid these pitfalls, we propose a
new self-learning tuning approach that aims to learn a mapping
from conditions to tuning knobs, which we call tuning law.
Such a tuning law is flexible, robust, and efficient as it can be
applied either in IC-specific or IC-independent setups. In the
following sections, we show how our novel approach relates
to existing work and describe how to learn a tuning law
with a runtime fast enough even in high-dimensional setups
and with the increasing complexity of modern ICs. Finally,
we show preliminary results of our approach and discuss the
experiments and future work.
II. R ELATED WORK
Learn-to-optimize
Learn-to-optimize is a data-driven
approach to learn a model that aims to replace hand-crafted
optimization algorithms (e.g., SGD, RMSprop, and Adam).
Many existing works, e.g., [4]–[9] leverage Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNN) as (coordinate-wise) optimizers and rely
on gradient information of the objective function to output
parameter updates. Architectural details of the learned
optimizer model (e.g., Long Short Term Memory (LSTM)
networks, and hierarchical RNN [7]), training methods (e.g.,
Truncated Backpropagation Through Time, reinforcement
learning [5], [8], and meta-learning), and input features can
differ, but the main focus is on continuous optimization
problems, especially on training of Deep Neural Networks.
Besides learning the full update rule, learn-to-optimize was
customized to automatic hyperparameter tuning (auto-tuning),
neural architecture search, and adversarial attack scenarios.

Hyperparameter tuning
A large number of hyperparameter optimization methods have been proposed to improve
the performance of learning algorithms. Many frameworks,
e.g., [10]–[12] exist that support most common methods
like Grid Search, Random Search, Bayesian optimization,
Gradient-based optimization, as well as Evolutionary- and
Population-based optimization. These methods differ in efficiency and assumptions with respect to properties of the
objective function. In PSV, methods like Grid- or Random
Search are too inefficient to be used in practice. Likewise,
Bayesian- and Gradient-based optimization are difficult to use
due to assumptions like smoothness or differentiability of the
objective function. Such assumptions do not necessarily hold
in PSV, neither are properties of the objective function known
beforehand.
III. M ETHODOLOGY
In order to learn a tuning law, we are following the path
of learn-to-optimize and leverage reinforcement learning
methods as in [5], [8] to train an optimization algorithm. In
contrast to hand-crafted methods, this data-driven approach
automatizes the design of efficient optimization methods by
observing their own execution performance. Whereas most
investigations focus on continuous optimization, we make
use of reinforcement learning in the training procedure to
enable learning of optimization methods for mixed-type
problems. Similar to [5], the objective function is a black
box. In our application, the objective is solely described by
the given data set. Instead of optimizing network parameters,
we aim to find inputs that produce the best outputs (in
terms of device performance) without relying on gradients
or approximations of gradients. This resembles the scenario
of black-box adversarial attacks, e.g. in [13]. Fig. 1 shows
an overview of the proposed approach. As illustrated, we
iteratively train an optimization algorithm on a surrogate
model in the outer reinforcement learning loop. The learned
optimizer itself (iteratively) improves the performance
measure of the surrogate in the inner loop. The performance
improvement is used as feedback to the outer training
loop. The surrogate model allows us to formulate tuning as
an iterative optimization process and train the tuning law
efficiently within the reinforcement learning loop.
The general reinforcement learning setting of learn-tooptimize is shown in Fig. 2. In this setting, an agent chooses an
action, e.g. optimization parameter values ~xt at each iteration
t, which changes the environment, e.g., the objective function
value f (~xt ). The agent receives feedback, typically in the form
of a reward, based on the consequences of the action. The
goal of the agent is to choose a sequence of actions based on
observations of the environment’s state in a way that the agent
maximizes the cumulative reward over all iterations [9]. The
final goal is to find ~x∗ = arg max f (~x). The reward definition
we use reflects these optimization goals. The computations of
our methodology can be summarized by the following steps:

1. Given current state ~st,NN := {(~xt−1 , f (~xt−1 ))} or
~st,RNN := {(~xt−1 , f (~xt−1 ), ~ht−1 )}
propose update ~xt
(~ht−1 : internal state of RNN at time step t − 1)
2. Observe response of environment, e.g., f (~xt )
3. Update internal statistics to produce ~st+1 and rt+1
The update rule (e.g., agent) in 1. is defined by a
(Recurrent) Neural Network parameterized by θ, such as
fθ,(R)NN := ~st → ~xt . The architecture consists of a two-layer
LSTM network with tanh activation units. The parameters θ
are updated by applying reinforcement learning algorithms,
e.g., REINFORCE to maximize cumulative reward.
Given a similar computing budget, our approach can have
superior performance showing much faster convergence speed
compared to classical methods, in particular for difficult
(e.g. non-convex) optimization problems. Thus, learning to
optimize has the potential to overcome the limits of the actual
analytical methods in PSV. Another benefit is that the solutions
of reinforcement learning can be directly used as a tuning law.
IV. E XPERIMENTS
In this section, we provide preliminary results of our
methodology. In particular, we use a real-world data set
provided by Advantest that consists of data from multiple
devices. The objective function f we aim to optimize is an
aggregation of device-specific models, e.g., Neural Networks
that describe the input-output behavior of each device. The
aggregation is designed to cover the behavior across devices.
The parameter ~x we optimize are integer values, namely the
tuning knobs of the devices. The goal is to find the best value
~x∗ which corresponds to the best possible configuration of
the tuning knobs. In this preliminary experimental setup, we
have not specified any tuning conditions. Thus, the tuning
law we aim to learn is a constant function. However, our
methodology can be extended to support arbitrary data types
and condition-dependent tuning laws.
Fig. 3 shows the objective function value f (~x∗ ) of the
described experimental setup after training. We compare our
approach (L2O) with a state-of-the-art optimization algorithm
called Powell’s method. In previous experiments, this method
has proven to be the best in our experiments compared to
other applicable (hyperparameter tuning) algorithms, e.g.,
Evolutionary- and Population-based approaches. Here, we
compare two versions of Powell’s method, a version with
default hyperparameters and another with a comparable
computational budget to our approach. As a baseline, we
use the Tree-structured Parzen Estimator (TPE) algorithm
[15] with a median pruner (early stopping of unpromising
trials) as implemented in Optuna [10]. Similar to both
versions of Powell’s method, we set the number of maximum
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Fig. 1. Proposed approach to self-learning tuning in PSV. The tuning law for the surrogate objective function (yellow) is learned iteratively within the
reinforcement learning loop (orange). In this application, we use a performance measure (aggregated from measurement outputs) of the device to train and
evaluate a (device-specific) tuning algorithm in form of a (Recurrent) Neural Network (blue) on the surrogate model. After training, the tuning algorithm runs
on real-world devices. Note that the complexity of surrogate models for the objective function could be heavily reduced by using variable selection methods
(e.g., [14] a recent work from the GS-IMTR) due to high dimensional input data in PSV.

action

at iteration

Environment
(objective
function
)

Agent

L2O
TPE (Optuna)
Powell (default)
Powell (approx.)

Computation time (avg.)
1.118 s
108.237 s
129.684 s
39.196 s

TABLE I
T IME TO OPTIMIZE ( WITHOUT TRAINING TIME ).

V. C ONCLUSION

,
state of environment at
iteration

reward at
iteration

Fig. 2. Learn-to-optimize approach. The visualization shows key components
(agent, environment, state- and reward definitions) in the reinforcement
learning loop (orange).

trials for TPE such that computational budgets are comparable.

For both versions of Powell’s method, we observe a constant
variability in the objective function value caused by different
initial values. Moreover, the average performance does not
improve with time. The TPE baseline looks similar but shows
a much larger variability in the objective function value. In
contrast, our approach benefits from additional effort during
training and improves over time, see Fig. 4. Thus, our methodology results in a very stable tuning law almost independent
of initial parameter values and reaches a high performance.
Tab. I shows the improvements in computation time.

To summarize, the learn-to-optimize approach has appealing
properties and opportunities that match the characteristics of
the tuning task in PSV very well, e.g., the high-dimensional
mixed-type problems. First solutions outperform state-of-theart, point-wise optimization results in final performance, efficiency, and convergence speed. Finally, our approach allows
us to learn the tuning on actual devices by taking advantage
of the data related to the objective function of interest. There
is no need to introduce new a priori assumptions regarding
the objective nor additional hyperparameters of the resulting
optimization algorithm. In the future, we aim to study more
complicated objective functions (e.g., min-max) and to learn
tuning laws that depend on given conditions. The latter means
that we aim to optimize tuning parameters as a function of
conditions, such as currents, voltages or, the operating mode
of devices. With state-of-the-art optimization methods, this
gets infeasible as we have to re-run the entire optimization
procedure for all possible values of the conditions, which
results in very high time and memory consumption.

Fig. 3. Box-plot visualization of the distributions of achievable objective
function values. We compare Powell’s method with default hyperparameters,
Powell’s method with a comparable computational budget, TPE (Optuna), and
learn-to-optimize (our method). For each evaluation of the objective function
values, we use 16 random initial parameter values.
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Fig. 4. Performance (objective value) of the agent (RNN that we use as tuning
law) over the reinforcement learning process. Training the agent for 2000 steps
with the learn-to-optimize approach took 1.5 hours on our hardware. For each
evaluation, we use 16 random initial parameter values.
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