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Abstract—Traditional digital implementations of neural accel-
erators are limited by high power and area overheads, while
analog and non-CMOS implementations suffer from noise, de-
vice mismatch, and reliability issues. This paper introduces a
CMOS Look-Up Table (LUT)-based Neural Accelerator (LUT-
NA) framework that reduces the power, latency, and area
consumption of traditional digital accelerators through pre-
computed, faster look-ups while avoiding noise and mismatch
of analog circuits. To solve the scalability issues of conventional
LUT-based computation, we split the high-precision multiply and
accumulate (MAC) operations into lower-precision MACs using
a divide-and-conquer-based approach. We show that LUT-NA
achieves up to 29.54× lower area with 3.34× lower energy per
inference task than traditional LUT-based techniques and up
to 1.23× lower area with 1.80× lower energy per inference
task than conventional digital MAC-based techniques (Wallace
Tree/Array Multipliers) without retraining and without affecting
accuracy, even on lottery ticket pruned (LTP) models that
already reduce the number of required MAC operations by
up to 98%. Finally, we introduce mixed precision analysis in
LUT-NA framework for various LTP models (VGG11, VGG19,
Resnet18, Resnet34, GoogleNet) that achieved up to 32.22×-
50.95× lower area across models with 3.68×-6.25× lower energy
per inference than traditional LUT-based techniques, and up to
1.35×-2.14× lower area requirement with 1.99×-3.38× lower
energy per inference across models as compared to conventional
digital MAC-based techniques with ∼1% accuracy loss.

Index Terms—energy efficiency, neural acceleration, look-up
table (LUT), scalable

I. INTRODUCTION

The surge in data-intensive applications and the need for
faster processing have challenged traditional computing archi-
tectures, especially during the last decade. Machine learning
(ML) applications rely on huge amounts of data for training
and inference. Training deep neural networks (DNNs) and
handling large datasets entail significant computational power,
chip area, and memory bandwidth. As the complexity of neural
network models increases, the demand for faster processing
and efficient memory usage becomes even more critical. To
tackle these challenges, recent work has proposed domain-
specific accelerators to enable energy-efficient processing of
deep neural networks. The energy, area, and latency costs
become even more important for complex DNN workloads that
require millions/billions of MAC operations, especially with
traditional SRAM-based implementations. This limits their
scalability to accelerate relatively large DNN workloads [1].
This challenge is further amplified when we require energy-

efficient computation on resource constrained nodes such as
biomedical implants and wearables [2], [3], [4], [5].

To address these challenges of energy and area efficiency,
in this work, we propose a highly programmable look-up table
(LUT) based framework for neural acceleration, to be termed
as LUT-NA in the rest of the paper. The LUT-NA framework
uses a fast, flexible processing architecture using pre-computed
results, supported by a novel mapping scheme to overcome the
scalability and energy efficiency challenges of existing LUT-
based architectures. We then show an approximate computing
technique with layer-dependent mixed-precision analysis that
further reduces the energy and area consumption without
losing accuracy (∼1% degradation). All of these are achieved
on networks with Lottery-Ticket-Pruning (LTP) that maxi-
mally prunes the weights without any significant accuracy loss
(<1%) but reduces the number of MAC operations by up to
98%. Thus, LTP further improves the scalability of LUT-NA
to larger DNN workloads. Overall, we achieve a 3.37× better
energy efficiency even in the Pruned Resnet34 model w.r.t. the
traditional array multiplier with <1% accuracy loss. The main
contributions of this work are:

• We demonstrate programmable and scalable LUT-based
MAC for neural acceleration (LUT-NA) using a novel
divide & conquer approach that makes LUT-based ar-
chitectures scalable over several DNN models and bit-
resolutions.

• We analyzed the data and weight resolution requirements
for different LTP pruned deep-learning models and, for
the first time, analyzed the combined effect of weight
pruning (LTP) and LUT-NA on the required number of
MAC operations and the model accuracy.

• We introduce the notions of mixed precision analysis and
approximate computing in the LUT-NA framework that
further reduce the energy and area consumption with the
help of an optimally chosen mixed-precision approximate
computing architecture with only ∼1% accuracy loss.

• We analyzed the hardware efficiency (energy per
inference and area consumption) for LUT-NA and
approximate/mixed-precision LUT-NA for different deep-
learning models.

In essence, we develop a scalable fabric for neural accel-
eration, with fully programmable weight and data on several
DNN models, that achieves up to 29.54× benefit in area and up
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to 3.34 × benefit in energy per inference than traditional LUT
based techniques without accuracy loss. With mixed-precision
analysis, we achieve 32.22× (VGG11) to 50.95× (Resnet34)
lower area with 3.68× (VGG11) to 6.25× (Resnet34) benefit
in energy per inference than traditional LUT based techniques,
with only ∼1% accuracy loss.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section
2 summarizes the related work; Sections 3 and 4 explain the
proposed methodology and the bit resolution requirement for
activations and weights; Section 5 shows the experimental re-
sults; finally, the conclusion and future directions are presented
in Section 7.

II. RELATED WORK

The contributions and limitations of state-of-the-art (SoA)
LUT-based machine learning accelerators and mixed precision
analysis on the deep learning models are listed below:

An LUT based framework for energy-efficient processing in
cache support for neural network acceleration was proposed in
[6]. This work achieves 1.72× higher performance and 3.14×
lower energy consumption than SoA processing-in-cache so-
lution with the inception V3 model. However, the authors did
not provide the area overhead and details of the performance
metrics on their machine-learning models. A LUT-based multi-
plier for a systolic array-based Convolutional Neural Network
(CNN) accelerator was proposed in [7]. Compared to the
reference designs with various conventional multipliers, this
work achieves up to 23.34% and 33.26% reduction in power
consumption and power area product (PAP). However, the
authors did not provide much detail about the area overhead
and the bit resolution for weights and activations. The perfor-
mance metrics of the CNN model were also not provided.
A programmable LUT-based Processing in Memory (PIM)
architecture capable of performing massively parallel Data
Encryption using the Advanced Encryption Standard (AES)
algorithm was proposed in [8]. Though the authors built their
LUT-based technique for encryption purposes, the method
shown achieves 1.8× higher maximum throughput than an
SOA GPU Computing Processor for 17.2× lower maximum
power consumption. However, the area overhead was not
provided. Also, the authors did not offer details about the ML
models used to evaluate the techniques and performance met-
rics results. In [9], an activation density-based mixed precision
quantization with pruning was proposed for energy-efficient
neural networks, which achieves approximately 198× and 44×
energy reductions for VGG19 and ResNet18 architectures,
respectively, compared to baseline 16b precision, unpruned
models. This approach of activation density-based quantization
coupled with pruning in the individual layers of the model
has approximately 4-5% test accuracy loss w.r.t. the full
precision for all layers. Also, the authors did not offer the area
overhead for their proposed method, for the reported VGG19
and Resnet18 models.

Our proposed method achieves the baseline accuracy of the
traditional LUT-based methods and the conventional digital

MAC-based techniques without affecting accuracy, while sig-
nificantly reducing the energy and area overhead compared
to the conventional LUT and digital MAC-based methods.
To evaluate the efficacy of the proposed method across var-
ious deep learning models, LTP-pruned VGG11, VGG19,
Resnet18, Resnet34, and GoogleNet models were used, and
the performance metrics were provided.

III. PROPOSED LUT-NA FRAMEWORK

Our proposed method of LUT-based neural acceleration
(LUT-NA) utilizes a divide and conquer (D&C) technique to
improve the scalability in terms of bit-resolution [10]. The
hardware cost of traditional LUT-based MAC increases super-
linearly with increasing size of the multipliers. In fact, if
we have two n-bit inputs to the multiplier, the number of
traditional LUT entries needs to be 22n. However, since one
of the inputs (the weight) in a trained DNN is a constant,
the number of required LUT entries become 2n. Using D&C,
the complex multiplications with higher bit-resolution are
broken down recursively into smaller multiplications with low-
enough resolution and complexity (in terms of hardware and
latency). Finally, the solutions of the smaller multiplications
are combined to get the desired output of the intended MAC
[10]. However, to ensure acceptable accuracy, the required
bit-resolution of the system needs to have a minimum value.
In the LUT-NA framework presented in this paper, we also
explore the effect of approximate MAC operations while
preserving the accuracy of the system (∼1% degradation
w.r.t. the baseline accuracy). For evaluation, we consider LTP-
pruned VGG11, VGG19, Resnet18, Resnet34, and GoogleNet
models on the CIFAR-10 dataset [11].
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Fig. 1: Example 4b × 4b LUT based multiplier using D&C

A. LUT-NA using D&C approach

As an example scenario shown in Fig. 1, we explain the
LUT based multiplier using D&C approach for 4b weight (w)
and 4b data (d), while 1b is reserved extra for the sign bit (we
assume a signed magnitude representation). We first partition
the 4b × 4b, w × d multiplication into two independent 4b
× 2b multiplications. The most significant two bits of d (the
MSB side) are used in the first multiplication, while the least



significant two bits of d (the LSB side) are used in the second
multiplication. The outcome of the MSB side multiplication
(ZMSB) is shifted by two bits to the left. The multiplication’s
final result is then obtained by adding this left-shifted ZMSB

to the LSB side multiplication result (ZLSB). Note that the
shifting in ZMSB requires no additional hardware, as the adder
can inherently be implemented with its input bits shifted to the
corresponding locations to represent the shift operation. The
multiplication operation yields the desired result by combining
these two partial results. The sign bits are fed into an xor
gate and combined into the main result. For each smaller (4b
× 2b) multiplication, a total of 24b (4 possible 6b results,
each requiring 4 × 6b of storage) is required. Furthermore, a
4:1, 6b Mux would be employed, equivalent to either three
2:1, 6b Mux instances or eighteen 2:1, 1b Mux instances.
Additionally, because of the 2b left shift operation in ZMSB

before the addition, the addition of the 6b ZMSB and ZLSB

necessitates the use of 3 instances of 1b half adders (HA) and
three instances of 1b full adders (FA).

B. LUT-NA using storage-optimized and approximated D&C
approach

To simplify the hardware, LUT-NA uses a storage-optimized
structure on the MSB/LSB side. Furthermore, approximate
computing concepts are particularly appealing in neuromor-
phic applications as neural networks have an inherent error
tolerance due to multiple parallel connections from the inputs
to outputs [12].

In our approximated D&C approach in LUT-NA (termed as
A-LUT-NA in this paper), if the MSB side is non-zero, the
result of the LSB-side multiplication can be approximated to
a fixed value, thereby removing the need for any computing
hardware for the LSB-side multiplication. Selecting a fixed
ZLSB in this scenario entails determining a specific value
that reduces the Hamming distance between the chosen ZLSB

and the original/all possible ZLSB values. This selection
procedure aims to minimize precision loss while maximizing
approximation accuracy. The total hardware requirements can
be minimized because the LSB side operation only requires
a fixed combination of 0s and 1s that does not require
any computation/look-up. To be more precise, the LSB side
requires just two bits of storage and does not need any Mux.
For calculating ZMSB , w is multiplied with the 2 MSB bits
of the input. The combinations of the 2 MSB bits can be 00,
01, 10, and 11. When w is multiplied by 00, the result will
be 0, and for that case, only 1 bit (0) is needed for storing
the results, which will be connected to all six bits of one of
the inputs of the 4:1 Mux. When w is multiplied by 01, the
result will be w. So, storing the four bits of w connected to
the 4 LSBs of another distinct 6b input of the 4:1 Mux is
sufficient, and the two MSBs will be connected to 0. When
multiplying w × 10, just a 0 will be concatenated to the LSB
side of the w. Hence, there is no need for any storage, as
the stored 4b result of w × 01 can be directly connected
to bits b4-b1 of another distinct 6b input of the 4:1 MUX.
Meanwhile, this input’s MSB and LSB will be connected to

0, representing the 1b left shift of w × 01 to obtain w × 10.
Finally, when multiplying w × 11, it is only necessary to store
the 5 MSB of the result. These 5 MSBs will be connected to
the corresponding 5 MSBs of the final distinct 6b input of the
4:1 MUX, and the LSB of the 6b input will be connected to the
LSB of w. This simplified LUT-NA version requires only 12
SRAM cells, 18 instances of a 2:1 1b MUX, 3 HAs of 1b and 3
FAs of 1b. Interestingly, the 6b product of (4b × 2b) LSB-side
multiplication cannot produce some specific values between 0-
63 and is probabilistically more inclined toward certain other
values. Fig. 2a illustrates the distribution of activation values
(4b resolution) for all the LTP pruned VGG11 model layers for
the CIFAR-10 dataset. The number 0 has a significantly higher
number of occurrences than other possible activation values.
Also, most activation values lie close to the 0 value. Fig. 2b
illustrates the probability distribution for all possible (4b × 2b)
multiplications, where the distribution of the operands follow
Fig. 2a. Fig. 2b shows that the number 0 has the highest
probability of being the 6b product, which motivates us to
select ZLSB=0. Now, setting ZLSB to 0 results in having no
extra storage or muxing for ZLSB . Furthermore, nothing needs
to be added to ZMSB because ZLSB is estimated to be 0,
which obviates the need for any HA or FA.

Contrary to all of this, if the MSB side is all zeros, we
will consider only the LSB side multiplication. The hardware
requirement for this scenario will be the same as that with
a non-zero MSB side. As the ZMSB is 0, no extra storage
or muxing is required for ZMSB , and nothing needs to be
added to ZLSB . The final storage optimized and approximated
D&C approach requires only 10 SRAM cells and 18 instances
of a 2:1 1b MUX. Fig. 3 illustrates the 4b example for the
LUT-NA platform using the optimized and approximated D&C
approach.

C. Lottery Ticket Pruning

Pruning is a well-known method aimed at significantly
reducing the size of deep neural networks (such as CNNs)
without compromising their accuracy [13] [11]. This process
typically involves identifying and removing redundant or less
important weight parameters from a network. Hence, this leads

10 0 10
4b resolution activation value number

103

105

107

N
um

be
r 

of
 c

ou
nt

s

(a) Activation value counts for
all layers of VGG11 model

0 20 40 60
Results of Product

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

Pr
ob

ab
ili

ty

(b) Probability distribution for
(4b × 2b) LSB side multiplication

Fig. 2: The number 0 has a significantly higher probability
of occurrence w.r.t. other possible activation values. Hence,
the number 0 also has the highest probability of being the 6b
product in the LSB side multiplication.
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Fig. 3: Proposed LUT-NA framework using the storage-
optimized and approximated D&C approach (A-LUT-NA)

to less network parameters w.r.t. their unpruned version, which
results in a reduction of the required number of MAC oper-
ations involved in the neural network. These pruned models
can then be deployed on a resource-constrained platform (e.g.,
LUT-NA) without losing their predictive power. In this work,
we leverage a state-of-the-art model pruning technique known
as Lottery-Ticket-Pruning (LTP) [14] to improve the scalability
of LUT-NA for deep neural networks. The LTP method is
an iterative pruning approach that finds highly sparse CNN
models with similar or even better test accuracy compared
to their unpruned counterparts [15][13]. Traditional pruning
techniques usually remove weights after training, which may
result in information loss, and require more training to recover
the accuracy. LTP overcomes this challenge by pruning the
model before training, and the pruned model can then be used
for inference. Moreover, unlike other pruning methods, models
pruned with LTP can be transferred to new datasets, thereby
having better generalization [16].

LTP iteratively trains, prunes, and resets the CNN weights
(θ) over N rounds. Each round prunes p% of the weights
that survived the previous round. Algorithm 1 presents the
high-level details of the LTP strategy for CNNs used in
this work. We start by initializing the CNN weights using
Xavier initialization (line 1) [17], and train the CNN for E
epochs. On each iteration, p% of the CNN weights are pruned
based on their magnitude with negligible accuracy drop (<1%)
compared to its unpruned version (lines 2-4). Finally, the
pruned and trained CNN model (line 6-7) is mapped to the
LUT-NA platform for inferencing. Consequently, this yields
a significant improvement in energy and area-efficiency, as
well as the scalability of LUT-NA to large CNN models by
significantly reducing the number of MAC operations. In this
work, we achieve up to 98% sparsity for the VGG19 model
trained using the CIFAR-10 dataset [11], and an average of
68% sparsity across all 5 CNN models. Consequently, this
leads to a corresponding reduction in the total number of MAC

operations when executed on LUT-NA, thereby enabling more
energy-efficient CNN inference compared to their unpruned
counterparts. However, in this paper, we report the additional
energy and area benefits that we obtain because of LUT-NA to
emphasize the efficacy of the LUT-NA framework in already
pruned models.

Algorithm 1: Lottery Ticket Pruning (LTP)
Input : Unpruned CNN model, prune percent (p%)
Output: Trained Sparse CNN model

1 Initialize θ ← θinitial;
2 while itr < N and accuracy drop < 1% do
3 Train CNN for E epochs;
4 Prune p% of θ based on magnitude;
5 Reinitialize remaining θ as the new θinitial;
6 end while
7 Train sparse CNN for E epochs;
8 Return Trained sparse CNN model
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Fig. 4: Bit-resolution requirement for activations and weight
on the LTP pruned VGG11 and Resnet18 models, which
illustrates that 8b activations and 9b weights (1 sign bit) are
needed to reach the baseline accuracy of the models.

26w3w2w1w0 d3 d2 d1 d0 d7 d6

w=weights d=input data

Total requirement:

40 SRAMs; 

120×2:1,1b Muxes;

9×1b HA, 21×1b FA

w8 d8

Sign Bits

w7w6w5w4 d7 d6 d5 d4 w3w2w1w0w7w6w5w4
24d5 d4w3 w2 w1 w0w7 w6 w5 w4 22d3 d2w3w2w1w0w7w6w5w4 d1 d0w3 w2 w1 w0w7 w6 w5 w4

26 24 22

d9 d8 d7 d6 d5 d4 d3 d2 d1 d0 c9 c8 c7 c6 c5 c4 c3 c2 c1 c0 b9 b8 b7 b6 b5 b4 b3 b2 b1 b0 a9 a8 a7 a6 a5 a4 a3 a2 a1 a026 24 22

(Z3)

w4

HAHAHA FAFAFA

d9 d8 d7 d6 d5 d4 d3 d2 d1 d0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FA FA FA FA

HAHAHA FAFAFA FA FA FA FA

HAHAHA FAFAFA FA FA FA FA

0 0 c9 c8 c7 c6 c5 c4 c3 c2 c1 c0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 b9 b8 b7 b6 b5 b4 b3 b2 b1 b0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 a9 a8 a7 a6 a5 a4 a3 a2 a1 a0

(Z2)

(Z1)

(Z0)

d4

X15 X14X13X12X11X10 X9 X8 X7 X6 X5 X4 X3 X2 X1 X0X16

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z1)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z0)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z1)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z1)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

Select = d7d6
Select = d5d4 Select = d3d2

Select = d1d0

(a) 8b LUT-NA using D&C approach
26w3w2w1w0 d3 d2 d1 d0 d7 d6

w=weights d=input data

Total requirement:

18 SRAMs;

60×2:1, 1b Muxes;

3×1b HA, 7×1b FA

w8 d8

Sign Bits

w7w6w5w4 d7 d6 d5 d4 w3w2w1w0w7w6w5w4
24d5 d4w3 w2 w1 w0w7 w6 w5 w4 22d3 d2w3w2w1w0w7w6w5w4 d1 d0w3 w2 w1 w0w7 w6 w5 w4

26 24 22

d9 d8 d7 d6 d5 d4 d3 d2 d1 d0 c9 c8 c7 c6 c5 c4 c3 c2 c1 c026 24 22

(Z3)

w4

HAHAHA FAFAFA

d9 d8 d7 d6 d5 d4 d3 d2 d1 d0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FA FA FA FA

0 0 c9 c8 c7 c6 c5 c4 c3 c2 c1 c0 0 0 0 0
(Z2)

d4

X15 X14X13X12X11X10 X9 X8 X7 X6 X5 X4 X3 X2 X1 X0X16

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z1)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

4:1 Mux = 3 x 2:1 

Muxes, each of 10b

(Z1)

w x 00 w x 01 w x 10 w x 11

Approximate Z1: “0” Approximate Z0: “0”

0 0

Select = d1d0Select = d3d2

(b) 8b LUT-NA using storage-optimized and approximated D&C

Fig. 5: 8b LUT-NA used in this paper, utilizing the D&C
approach and storage-optimized and approximated D&C ap-
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IV. BIT-RESOLUTION REQUIREMENT FOR ACTIVATIONS
AND WEIGHTS

We analyzed the LTP-based pruned models with different
activation and weight bits. For this experiment, we used the
CIFAR-10 dataset [18]. Fig. 4a and 4b show the VGG11 and
Resnet18 pruned model accuracy with different bit-resolutions
of activations and weights, respectively. Fig. 4a and 4b depict
that only 8 bits of activations, including the input and 9
bits of weights, are sufficient to get the baseline accuracy.
In this paper, we worked with 9b floating point activations
and 9b floating point weights, including the sign bit. Our
proposed architecture for an 8b D&C LUT-NA is shown in
Fig. 5a, and the LUT-based multiplier using the optimized
and approximated D&C approach is shown in Fig. 5b.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. LUT-NA vs. traditional techniques

Using the LTP pruned VGG11, VGG19, Resnet18,
Resnet34, and GoogleNet models for the CIFAR-10 dataset,
we compared the LUT-NA framework results with conven-
tional methods. Table I shows that the LUT-NA framework
can be used with only 8b resolution to achieve the accuracy
of 32b resolution in traditional digital MAC-based techniques
where 1 bit is reserved for the sign bit. Fig. 6a and 6b compare
the area and energy consumption (in a standard 45nm CMOS
implementation) of 8b LUT-NA with conventional methods.
The LUT-NA framework with 8 bit-resolution offers up to
1.23× lower area with 1.80× lower energy consumption than
conventional digital MAC-based techniques like Wallace tree
(WT) and array multipliers (AM) and a 29.54× lower area
with 3.34× lower energy consumption than traditional LUT
(T-LUT) based techniques. Table I’s 4b LUT-NA fails to reach
the baseline accuracy for all models. However, 4b LUT-NA
achieves >2-3× lower power for all models, which is why it
is extremely important to investigate approximated D&C/A-
LUT-NA architectures while preserving accuracy as much as
possible, which is covered in the next subsection.

B. Storage-optimized and approximated LUT-NA

Table II shows the findings for storage-optimized and ap-
proximated A-LUT-NA framework, which demonstrates that
the approximate 8b LUT-NA implementation results in 5.7%
(GoogleNet) to 26.75% (Resnet34) loss of accuracy compared
to traditional techniques where 1 bit is reserved for the sign
bit. However, this approximate 8b LUT-NA implementation
(which has slightly higher amount of hardware as that of 4b
LUT-NA) provides a 15.85% (VGG11) to 38.55% (VGG19)
improvement in accuracy over the 4b LUT-NA implemen-
tation, while the energy consumption in the 8b A-LUT-NA
implementation is >2× better than the original 8b LUT-NA.
Fig. 7a and 7b compare the area and energy consumption
of A-LUT-NA to LUT-NA and conventional methods. The
approximate 8b LUT-NA framework offers up to 2.64× lower
area with 4.38× lower energy consumption than conventional
digital MAC-based techniques like WT and AM, and up
to 62.85× lower area with 8.1× lower energy consumption

T-LUT AM WT LUNA

29.54X

100

S
c
a

le
d

 A
re

a

10-1

10-2

(a) Area consumption analysis

T-LUT AM WT LUNA
VGG11 VGG19 Resnet18 Resnet34 GoogleNet

3.34X

103

102

E
n

e
rg

y
 (

µ
J
)

101

100

10-1

(b) Energy/Inference

Fig. 6: 8b LUT-NA achieves 1.23× lower area and 1.80×
lower energy consumption than conventional digital MAC-
based methods, as well as 29.54× lower area and 3.34×
lower energy per inference than traditional LUT (T-LUT)-
based methods.
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Fig. 7: 8b Approximate LUT-NA achieves 2.64× lower area
and 4.38× lower energy consumption than conventional digital
MAC, with 62.85× lower area and 8.1× lower energy per
inference than traditional LUT (T-LUT)-based techniques.

than T-LUT techniques. However, A-LUT-NA still has 5.7%
(GoogleNet) to 26.75% (Resnet34) accuracy loss as compared
to the baseline, as shown in Table II. Interestingly, the accuracy
loss occurs in various different layers of the network, as a
function of the network. That’s why we demonstrate a mixed-
precision based approach in the next section - where certain
layers in the network use the full 8b resolution, and certain
other layers use approximated D&C based LUT-NA to reduce
the hardware cost.
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Fig. 8: Depending on the layer-wise Cumulative no. of MACs
for different CNNs, the boundary between full precision (8b)
and approximate operations are selected.

C. Mixed precision with LUT-NA and A-LUT-NA

Fig. 8a illustrates the cumulative percentage of MACs as
a function of the CNN layers in the LTP pruned VGG11,
VGG19, Resnet18, Resnet34 and GoogleNet models. The LTP
pruned VGG11, VGG19, and GoogleNet models have more



TABLE I: Resolution, Accuracy, and Energy per Inference in LUT-NA framework: 8b LUT-NA achieves the baseline accuracy
of 32b traditional digital MAC-based techniques on the LTP pruned deep learning models where 1 bit is reserved for the sign.

Model Name Baseline: 32b traditional
digital MAC accuracy (%)

8b LUT-NA
accuracy (%)

8b LUT-NA
energy/inference (µJ)

4b LUT-NA
accuracy (%)

4b LUT-NA
energy/inference (µJ)

VGG11 82.79 82.73 0.658 55.93 0.197
VGG19 87.17 86.73 3.67 37.93 1.10

Resnet18 83.28 83.13 19.6 24.39 5.87
Resnet34 84.66 84.98 36.1 36.13 10.8

GoogleNet 80.75 80.58 8.51 58.99 2.54

TABLE II: Accuracy and Energy per Inference in Approximate 8b LUT-NA (A-LUT-NA) and Mixed-Precision LUT-NA:
A-LUT-NA achieves 5.7%-26.75% lower accuracy than a 32b traditional digital MAC, with ∼2.4× lower power than 8b
LUT-NA. Mixed-Precision (8b LUT-NA for certain layers, A-LUT-NA for certain other layers) achieves ∼1% accuracy loss
than baseline.

Model
Name

8b A-LUT-NA
accuracy (%)

8b A-LUT-NA
energy/Inference (µJ)

8b A-LUT-NA
accuracy loss

w.r.t. baseline (%)

Mixed-Precision
LUT-NA

accuracy (%)

Mixed-Precision
LUT-NA energy/

Inference (µJ)

Mixed-Precision
LUT-NA accuracy loss

w.r.t. baseline (%)

VGG11 71.78 0.271 11.01 82.27 0.6 0.52
VGG19 76.48 1.51 10.69 85.98 2.61 1.19

Resnet18 56.53 8.10 26.75 82.61 11.2 0.67
Resnet34 63.4 14.9 21.26 83.55 19.3 1.11

GoogleNet 75.05 3.51 5.7 79.21 5.18 1.54
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Fig. 9: Mixed-Precision LUT-NA achieves 1.35×-2.14×lower
area and 1.99×-3.38× lower energy consumption than con-
ventional digital MAC, with 32.22×-50.95× lower area and
3.68×-6.25× lower energy consumption than traditional LUT
(T-LUT)-based techniques.

%-of MACs in the initial layers compared to the Resnet18 and
Resnet34 models. Hence, for Resnet18 and Resnet34, it makes
sense to use full precision LUT-NA in the initial ‘n’ layers,
and A-LUT-NA in the later layers to save more hardware. As
we plot the accuracy of these models as a function of the
boundary layer between LUT-NA and A-LUT-NA in Fig. 8b,
the accuracy keeps increasing as a function of ‘n’. On the other
hand, for VGG11, VGG19, and GoogleNet models, it is more
useful to employ A-LUT-NA in the initial ‘n’ layers and full-
precision LUT-NA in the later layers to save hardware. The
accuracy keeps decreasing for these models as a function of
‘n’ in Fig. 8b. In fact, if we employ 8b LUT-NA for the initial
36 and 48 layers for the Resnet18 and Resnet34 models and
8b A-LUT-NA for the subsequent layers, and if we employ 8b
A-LUT-NA to the initial 1, 4, and 69 layers for the VGG11,
VGG19, and GoogleNet models, respectively, and 8b LUT-
NA to the subsequent layers, we can achieve ∼1% accuracy

loss w.r.t. 32b traditional digital MAC as shown in Table
II. Fig. 9a and 9b compare the mixed precision implementa-
tion’s area and energy consumption to LUT-NA and conven-
tional methods. The mixed precision implementation achieves
1.35× (VGG11) to 2.14× (Resnet34) lower area requirements
than conventional digital MAC-based techniques and 32.22×
(VGG11) to 50.95× (Resnet34) lower area requirements than
traditional LUT-based techniques. Also, this mixed precision
implementation obtains 1.99× (VGG11) to 3.38× (Resnet34)
lower energy consumption than conventional digital MAC-
based techniques and 3.68× (VGG11) to 6.25× (Resnet34)
lower energy consumption than T-LUT techniques. Note that
for LUT-NA or A-LUT-NA implementations, all models scale
in the same manner (that is why for Fig. 6 and 7, the area
plots are not shown separately for each model). On the other
hand, for mixed-precision analysis, since each model will have
a different percentage of layers implemented using LUT-NA
and A-LUT-NA, each model will benefit by a different amount.

Resnet18, and Resnet34 models benefit the most in terms
of accuracy from the mixed-precision analysis, since these are
larger models that had significant accuracy degradations in
the A-LUT-NA implementation. Interestingly, Resnet18 and
Resnet34 also exhibit 43% and 47% lower energy per infer-
ence with mixed-precision as compared to full 8b precision,
as these models benefited from implementing A-LUT-NA on
a higher concentration of MACs toward the later part of the
network (please refer to Fig. 8a).

VI. CONCLUSIONS & FUTURE WORK

We present a fully programmable LUT-based Neural Ac-
celerator (LUT-NA) framework that employs a divide and
conquer technique by splitting high-precision MAC opera-



tions into lower-precision MACs, to improve the scalabil-
ity of traditional LUT-based methods. LUT-NA demonstrates
29.54× lower area and 3.34× lower energy per inference
than traditional LUT-based techniques, and 1.23× lower area
with 1.80× lower energy per inference w.r.t. conventional
digital MAC due to simple, scalable look-up based hardware.
Utilizing the layer-wise information of the number of MAC
operations in a network, we introduced mixed precision anal-
ysis in the LUT-NA framework that employs approximate
computing in the highest possible number of MACs with only
∼1% accuracy loss. This method achieves 32.22×-50.95×
lower area across various CNN models (VGG11, VGG19,
Resnet18, Resnet34 and GoogleNet), with 3.68×-6.25× lower
energy per inference than traditional LUTs, and 1.35×-2.14×
lower area with 1.99×-3.38× lower energy per inference
across models w.r.t. digital MACs. In future, along with
image classifications, we will investigate the proposed LUT-
NA framework on language models, as well as multivariate,
numerical, and categorical datasets. We will also explore
the effects of bit-level operations (such as masking) on the
individual neuron output in the LUT-NA framework, and shall
explore extending the LUT-NA concepts to SRAM as well as
non-volatile memory based processing in-memory.
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