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Abstract

We present an end-to-end open-source compiler toolchain that
targets synthesizable SystemVerilog from ML models written in
PyTorch. Our toolchain leverages the accelerator design language
Allo, the hardware intermediate representation (IR) Calyx, and the
CIRCT project under LLVM. We also implement a set of compiler
passes for memory partitioning, enabling effective parallelism in
memory-intensive ML workloads. Experimental results demon-
strate that our compiler can effectively generate optimized FPGA-
implementable hardware designs that perform reasonably well
against closed-source industry-grade tools such as Vitis HLS.

1 Introduction

High-level synthesis (HLS) is a promising approach for designing
accelerators for ML applications [3, 7, 9, 11]. HLS allows us to com-
pile high-level functional specifications from software (typically
written in C or C++) to synthesizable RTL suitable for hardware
implementation. However, few HLS approaches exist for compil-
ing directly from the languages and frameworks that express ML
models, such as PyTorch. Moreover, the prior work relies heavily
on closed-source commercial HLS toolchains, such as Xilinx Vitis
HLS. Recent MLIR-based HLS systems demonstrate the potential
for open-source compiler stacks for accelerator design [12].
Building such a system introduces several challenges. ML models
are typically written in Python and rely heavily on floating-point
arithmetic, complex tensor operators, and multi-module execu-
tion patterns, none of which map cleanly onto low-level hardware
descriptions. Supporting these workloads requires a compilation
flow that can translate high-level tensor programs into hardware-
oriented IRs while preserving enough structure to enable parallel ex-
ecution and aggressive memory optimizations. However, traditional
HLS approaches are limited, as high-level software programming
languages are not well-suited for direct translation to hardware
semantics. Additionally, modern ML accelerators must exploit fine-
grained parallelism, but parallel execution introduces hazards such
as memory port contention that require careful program analysis.
Therefore, we introduce an end-to-end open-source compiler
toolchain that generates synthesizable SystemVerilog from PyTorch
models through a structured compilation flow. Our system uses Allo
[1] to translate PyTorch programs into MLIR, leverages domain-
specific MLIR dialects [10] to preserve high-level tensor structure,
and relies on the CIRCT [2, 6] infrastructure to perform hardware
lowering. The resulting program is expressed in Calyx, whose ex-
plicit separation of control and hardware structure allows us to
encode accelerator architectures and optimizations cleanly. Finally,
we compile Calyx to SystemVerilog and use standard FPGA vendor
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tools such as Xilinx Vivado to synthesize, place-—and-route, and
deploy accelerators. Our contributions are as follows:

e An end-to-end open-source compiler stack from PyTorch to
synthesizable SystemVerilog using Allo, CIRCT, and Calyx.

e Memory banking and partitioning analyses in Calyx en-
abling safe and efficient parallel access patterns.

e FPGA evaluation showing performance gain up to 2.21x
Vitis HLS.

2 Background
2.1 Allo

Allo [1] is a compiler for constructing large-scale, high-performance
hardware accelerators. Its lowering pipeline translates PyTorch pro-
grams into MLIR while preserving tensor semantics, control flow,
and data-layout information. The resulting structured MLIR pro-
gram integrates cleanly with downstream dialects and compiler
infrastructures, forming a bridge between high-level ML frame-
works and hardware generation backends.

2.2 Calyx

Calyx [8] is an IR and compiler infrastructure designed for generat-
ing hardware accelerators from high-level programming languages.
It explicitly separates control flow from structural hardware de-
scriptions, enabling optimizations that leverage both perspectives.
The Calyx compiler then lowers the program into synthesizable
RTL through a series of transformation and optimization passes.

2.3 CIRCT

Circuit IR Compilers and Tools (CIRCT) [6] is an open-source,
LLVM-based infrastructure for building hardware compilers. Built
atop MLIR [5], CIRCT provides a suite of hardware-specific dialects
and transformation passes to support the development of custom
compilation flows, hardware synthesis pipelines, and IRs.

Calyx is integrated into CIRCT as one of its dialects and is par-
ticularly valuable because CIRCT provides an MLIR-native path
down to a hardware-oriented dialect, and Calyx is the natural end-
point of that lowering because it retains both structural hardware
description and software-style control, giving us a unified space to
express accelerator-specific rewrites before RTL generation.

3 Contribution

3.1 Overview

The goal of this work is to run PyTorch programs on custom hard-
ware accelerators. We use FPGAs as the prototyping platform and
develop a fully open-source compilation pipeline that transforms
high-level Python programs into synthesizable hardware designs.
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Figure 1: Compilation pipeline from PyTorch through Allo
to Calyx.

Our toolchain is composed of several open-source components.
We begin by using the Allo framework [1] to compile PyTorch
models into MLIR programs. These MLIR programs are then pro-
gressively lowered via native MLIR passes to dialects supported by
CIRCT. During this stage, we also apply high-level optimizations
to improve performance and hardware compatibility.

Once the program reaches a form compatible with Calyx, we emit
code in the Calyx IR. The Calyx compiler then performs hardware-
specific transformations and generates synthesizable SystemVerilog.
This hardware design is finally deployed to an FPGA, completing
the software-to-hardware compilation path.

3.2 Lowering to Calyx

Figure 1 shows the compilation flow we developed and orchestrated
to lower PyTorch to Calyx. We leverage Allo to lower to the MLIR
Linalg dialect. We then lower to the MLIR Affine dialect, and then
the Memref and SCF dialects. We use CIRCT to produce Calyx, and
Vivado HLS to execute the design on an FPGA.

Building upon [10], which developed initial lowering support
for structured control flow (SCF) constructs (e.g., for, while), we
expanded this work by supporting additional SCF operations, in-
cluding if and parallel. We also implemented the translation
of software-level functions into Calyx components: each function
becomes a hardware module with ports for scalar arguments and
instantiated memories for tensor arguments, while function calls
become component instantiations. We developed a full, general
floating-point library for Calyx to provide floating-point support in
CIRCT, including the integration of the Berkeley HardFloat [4] com-
ponents. We also implemented bit-level IEEE-754 constant handling
and human-readable attribute representations to enhance visibility
and debuggability in CIRCT.

Collectively, these contributions form the foundation of our
compiler stack, enabling high-level MLIR programs to be lowered
into the Calyx IR and synthesized into RTL.
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3.3 Memory and Parallelism Optimizations

To optimize the forward pass of the model, we leverage parallelism
to increase hardware throughput. Calyx supports parallel execution
as a first-class control construct, allowing us to explicitly model
concurrent computation. Our task, then, is to expose and maxi-
mize parallelism - particularly in memory access patterns - while
adhering to hardware constraints.

We base our approach on data parallelism: we partition memories
into multiple banks so that different operations can access data
concurrently. Since Calyx assumes each memory supports only
a single read or write per cycle, banking allows us to duplicate
storage and route accesses to different banks.

Our data-parallel strategy must avoid bank conflicts: memory
banking increases the number of ports and introduces control logic
to select which bank to access, often resulting in nested conditionals.
If not optimized, these additional control paths increase latency
and resource usage.

Our implementation supports cyclic memory partitioning, and
we assume this scheme throughout. To route accesses to the correct
bank, we use a switch statement (or nested if-else chains when
switch is unavailable). A naive implementation that directly emits
control branches for each bank leads to code-size blow-up. For a
memory with d dimensions and a partition factor ¢, the number of
unique control branches scales as c. In Calyx, these branches are
all instantiated as hardware, even if only one is active at runtime.
This not only increases area usage but also results in deeper control
finite state machines (FSMs), which hurt performance.

To illustrate the problem concretely, consider the following sim-
ple loop writing to a four-element memory with a memory banking
factor of 2:

for (int i = 0; i < 4; ++i) {
if (i % 2 == 0) {
mem_bank_0[i / 2] = i;
} else {

mem_bank_1[i / 2] = i;
}

To parallelize this loop, we materialize it with a factor of 2 using

nested seq and par:

seq for (int i = @0; i < 2;

++i) {

par for (int j = @; j < 2; ++j) {
int new_index = 2 x i + j;
if (new_index % 2 == 0) {

mem_bank_@[new_index / 2] =
} else {
mem_bank_1[new_index / 2] =

new_index;

new_index;
3
}

However, each par block must be unrolled into separate arms
with statically known indices. In our example, this produces two par-
allelarms—j = @and j = 1—each computing a distinct new_index.
Although each arm activates only one side of the banking condition
at runtime, Calyx still instantiates both sides of the if-else be-
cause the predicate cannot be folded symbolically. As a result, even
conflict-free access patterns may lead to multiple arms writing to
the same physical bank, creating write hazards that Calyx cannot
eliminate statically.
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We implement two techniques to ensure safe and efficient mem-
ory parallelism: (1) we express banking by embedding the bank
index into the memory’s dimensional layout instead of guarding
accesses with conditional logic; and (2) we rewrite loop nests whose
structure would otherwise duplicate sequential controllers when
executed in parallel.

For the first, rather than emitting branch logic per access, we
raise the memory’s dimensionality and bake the bank index into

the first dimension. For instance:

i < 2; ++i) {

par for (int k = 0; k < 2; ++k) {
mem[kJ[i] = 2 » i + k;

}

Unrolling this loop yields:
i < 2; ++i) {
parallel execution {
execute par-arm-0 {
mem[@J[i] = 2 *x i + 0;
}
execute par-arm-1 {
mem[1J[i] = 2 *x i + 1;
}
¥

Here, the bank index is a compile-time constant in each parallel
arm, ensuring that memory accesses are disjoint and contention-
free. This approach enables us to preserve parallelism without
incurring the cost of unnecessary control overhead.

The second transformation operates at the level of loop structure.
This example also highlights a broader point: loop transformations
that are semantically equivalent in software do not necessarily yield
equivalent hardware. Consider two nestings: one where seq(i) sur-
rounds par(j), and another where par(j) surrounds seq(i). Al-
though they are semantically equivalent to par (j) around seq(i)
in software, they behave very differently in hardware. In the first
form, there is a single sequential controller that iterates over i, and
each iteration triggers a parallel group over j. In the second form,
however, each parallel arm receives its own private sequential con-
troller for iterating over i, effectively duplicating the entire FSM.
This replication inflates the hardware area and increases control
overhead. To prevent such unnecessary duplication, our compiler
detects these patterns and rewrites parallel-sequential loop nests
into schedules that share control logic while preserving the in-
tended parallelism.

Through these memory and loop-aware transformations, our
compiler produces parallel Calyx programs that are both correct
and efficient for hardware execution.

4 Results and Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate our Calyx-based flow against Vitis
HLS under two configurations. In Section 4.2, we compare baseline
designs with no data parallelism: neither toolchain applies any
banking strategy. In Section 4.3, we enable memory banking for both
flows using matched partitioning factors, schemes, and dimensions,
allowing a direct comparison of parallelized configurations.
Before presenting results, we note that Vitis HLS incorporates
many mature and often implicit optimizations that are not currently
implemented in our Calyx-based flow and cannot be disabled or

inspected through pragmas. Thus, we do not expect Calyx to out-
perform Vitis in baseline latency or resource usage. Instead, our
goal is to assess how competitive Calyx can be and whether our
targeted banking transformations meaningfully narrow the gap. As
shown below, while Vitis maintains an advantage in baseline con-
figurations, Calyx becomes competitive once banking is enabled,
offering an open-source and compiler-controlled foundation for
further optimization.

4.1 Benchmark Models

We evaluate the performance and resource usage of our compiler by
benchmarking three representative ML models and comparing them
against a commercial HLS toolchain, Xilinx Vitis HLS. The models
include a feed-forward neural network (FFNN), a convolutional
neural network (CNN), and a multi-head attention (MHA) module.

The FFNN model takes an input of 64 features, followed by a
fully connected layer of size 64 x48, a ReLU activation, and a second
fully connected layer of size 48 x 4.

The CNN model processes a 80 X 60 color image with 3 channels.
The first layer performs a 2D convolution with 55 kernels, 3 input
channels, and 8 output channels using unit strides. This is followed
by a ReLU activation and a max-pooling layer with a 2 X 3 window.
The resulting feature map is flattened and passed through a fully
connected layer for binary classification.

The MHA model is derived from the Transformer architecture
and uses 2 attention heads. Each head operates on a 21-dimensional
subspace of a 42-dimensional embedding, with causal masking for
autoregressive decoding.

4.2 Comparison Across Models

For comparison, we use Vitis HLS, a widely used commercial HLS
tool. The Allo project provides a shared frontend that lowers Py-
Torch models to MLIR, which is then further compiled to either
HLS C++ for Vitis or Calyx for our flow. To ensure fairness, the
MLIR input is held constant across both paths. All HLS pragmas
are disabled except for #pragma ARRAY_PARTITION, which is used
to compare against our memory banking configuration. We ensure
consistent banking factors, schemes (cyclic), and dimensions across
both flows.

Wall-clock latency is computed from each design’s cycle count
and its maximum post-place-and-route frequency that meets tim-
ing, obtained by sweeping the timing constraint and selecting the
implementation that achieves the lowest overall latency.

Figure 2 shows the wall-clock latency of each model across the
two toolchains. Vitis outperforms our Calyx-based flow in all cases,
particularly on the CNN model. This performance gap is largely due
to limitations in Calyx’s memory model: Calyx only supports single-
dimensional memories, requiring us to flatten multi-dimensional
tensors. As a result, access indices—often affine expressions of
loop variables—are lowered to hardware as expensive arithmetic
operations like multiplication and modulo, which introduce latency.
Furthermore, the CNN model’s convolution and pooling layers
naturally lead to deeper loop nests, amplifying this cost.

Table 1 reports resource utilization across the same models. We
observe that Vitis uses more BRAMs for storing weights and biases,
while Calyx consumes significantly more LUTs and FFs due to
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Figure 2: Wall-clock latency comparison across models.

Table 1: Resource usage across models.

MHA CNN FFNN
Resource
Vitis  Calyx Vitis Calyx Vitis Calyx
LUTs 7846 33312 3136 4574 2011 3730
FFs 4017 5561 1815 1223 1281 742
BRAMs 194 71 213 43 43 9
DSPs 19 67 5 14 5 6

its use of explicit FSMs for control. Overall, Calyx incurs higher
resource usage—particularly LUTs—because of its verbose control
modeling and lack of aggressive scheduling.

4.3 FFNN Memory Partitioning

To further understand the impact of memory banking, we con-
sider the FFNN model. In this study, every memory is partitioned
cyclically along each dimension. In Vitis, this is done via #pragma
ARRAY_PARTITION, while in Calyx the partitioning is implemented
via our compiler pass. We compare both latency and resource usage
across varying banking factors.

Figure 3 shows the latency across different partition factors.
For factor=1 and factor=2, Vitis performs better. However, at
factor=4, Calyx becomes faster. Moreover, the relative speedup
for Vitis is modest: increasing the banking factor from 2 to 4 yields
diminishing returns, with a speedup of only 7908/6813 ~ 1.16.
Given that all matrices are two-dimensional, the theoretical max-
imum speedup is 22 = 4 under ideal conditions. The limited gain
suggests that other bottlenecks remain.

In contrast, the Calyx-based flow shows significant improve-
ment with higher partitioning. The speedup from factor=1 to
factor=2 is 22475/9378 ~ 2.40, and from factor=2 to factor=4
is 9378/3078 ~ 3.05. This demonstrates the effectiveness of our
memory banking analysis and transformation passes, which allow
Calyx to unlock more parallelism at the memory level.

Table 2 shows the resource usage corresponding to these ex-
periments. DSP usage is comparable across both toolchains. Vitis
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Table 2: Resource usage vs. partition factor for the FFNN
model

Partition 1 Partition 2 Partition 4
Resource
Vitis Calyx Vitis Calyx  Vitis Calyx
LUTs 2011 3730 6021 13197 13799 49121
FFs 1281 742 4036 3145 15083 10657
BRAMs 43 9 39 10 64 20
DSPs 5 6 7 20 80 69

uses slightly more BRAMs and FFs, while Calyx consumes signifi-
cantly more LUTs, particularly at factor=4, due to the additional
control logic needed for managing multiple memory banks. These
results illustrate the tradeoff between performance and hardware
complexity introduced by fine-grained memory partitioning.

5 Conclusion

This work presents a complete open-source compilation toolchain
that transforms PyTorch programs into synthesizable hardware
designs using Allo, MLIR, CIRCT, and Calyx. We bridge the gap be-
tween software-level ML programs and FPGA-executable hardware
accelerators by implementing support for structured control flow,
function modeling, floating-point arithmetic, and memory layout
transformations.

We focus in particular on optimizing memory access concur-
rency through static memory banking and control restructuring.
We leave hardware pipelining, resource sharing, and compilation
of the backward pass for future work. Our evaluation on repre-
sentative ML models shows that while the Calyx-based flow trails
behind commerecial tools like Vitis in general-purpose scheduling
and resource efficiency, it demonstrates promising performance
gains when aggressive memory partitioning is applied. These re-
sults highlight the potential of Calyx as a research and prototyping
platform for hardware accelerator compilation, especially in set-
tings where open-source and customization are prioritized.
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