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Abstract—Innovative Electronic Design Automation (EDA)
solutions are important to meet the design requirements for
increasingly complex electronic devices. Verilog, a hardware de-
scription language, is widely used for the design and verification
of digital circuits and is synthesized using specific EDA tools.
However, writing code is a repetitive and time-intensive task.
This paper proposes, primarily, a novel deep learning framework
for training a Verilog autocompletion model and, secondarily,
a Verilog dataset of files and snippets obtained from open-
source repositories. The framework involves integrating models
pretrained on general programming language data and finetuning
them on a dataset curated to be similar to a target downstream
task. This is validated by comparing different pretrained models
trained on different subsets of the proposed Verilog dataset using
multiple evaluation metrics. These experiments demonstrate that
the proposed framework achieves better BLEU, ROUGE-L, and
chrF scores by 9.5%, 6.7%, and 6.9%, respectively, compared to
a model trained from scratch. Code and data are made available
at: https://github.com/99EnriqueD/verilog autocompletion.

. Index Terms—automatic programming, design automation,
hardware description language, data acquisition, code generation,
natural language processing

I. INTRODUCTION

The ever-increasing complexity of electronic systems drives
innovation in the electronic design automation (EDA) in-
dustry. Verilog is a hardware description language (HDL)
used primarily for designing and verifying digital circuits [1]
synthesized with EDA tools. Writing custom Verilog modules
and functions is often a time-intensive and repetitive task.
Rule-based automatic Verilog code generation techniques rely
on structured input data and are limited in the types of code
they can generate [2]–[5]. Recent advances in machine learn-
ing (ML)-based language models, particularly the transformer
neural network architecture [6], have led to state-of-the-art
(SOTA) results on code generation tasks [7]–[10]. However,
these works rely on large datasets of code written in general-
purpose programming languages (PLs) that are abundantly
available in open-source repository databases [11], unlike
Verilog.

Therefore, this work presents a novel Verilog dataset and a
deep learning framework for training models for Verilog code
generation tasks. The Verilog dataset was obtained by filtering
anomalous files and removing near-duplicate files from open-
source repositories. The deep learning framework involves
finetuning language models pretrained on large volumes of

Fig. 1. Overview of the problem statement of this study which focuses
on autocompleting Verilog modules and functions. This is working towards
using the proposed framework to automate design and verification, for
example, writing test benches or generating layouts, via automatic Verilog
code generation.

general PL code on Verilog training data similar to the down-
stream task and filtered to improve data quality. Experimental
results for ML-based autocompletion of Verilog modules and
snippets are shown to validate the effectiveness of the proposed
framework. This framework is a practical and promising step
towards improving the productivity of electronic design engi-
neers via Verilog autocompletion and towards more ambitious
downstream EDA tasks such as automating layout generation
and test bench synthesis. An example of a Verilog module
included in the Verilog dataset is shown in Figure 1 as well as
a graphic depiction of the problem statement described above.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next
section details the methodology and results of obtaining a
permissive dataset of Verilog files and snippets. Section IV
presents the proposed deep learning framework to utilize this
dataset optimally for training a Verilog code generation model.
Section V explains the experiments conducted to verify the
proposed framework and Section VI provides the results of
these experiments. Limitations of this study and future work
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are discussed in Section VII before concluding the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

The majority of the previous work on automatic Verilog
generation is heuristics- or rule-based rather than ML-based.
These works essentially translate input data in the form of
high-level descriptions [2], [3] or other PLs [4], [5] to Verilog
code. The advantage of these approaches is that the generated
Verilog code is guaranteed to be compilable or synthesizable
but is limited in the types of programs they can generate or
the types of inputs they can process. Another approach is
evolutionary algorithms which can be used to generate novel
programs by means of a fitness function without the need
for custom heuristics or rules [12]. However, this approach
requires many fitness function evaluations which can often be
very compute-intensive for non-trivial tasks.

ML-based code generation methods can generate code from
a wide variety of input data, such as previous-written code or
documentation, relatively efficiently at the cost of not guar-
anteeing compilability or functional correctness. Transformer
language models, that process source code as a sequence
of tokens, have become especially popular and effective in
code generation tasks [11]. The primary limitation of these
methods is the need for a large amount of source code data
and substantial computing and specialized hardware to train
the models on this data. Most code generation models are
trained on huge datasets of code written in general PLs such
as Python or Java which are abundantly available on open-
source repository databases [11]. SOTA models are usually
trained on a dataset of many different PLs, including the target
PL, to maximize the amount of code data the model can learn
from [10], [13]. Some studies have shown that the quality of
the training data for transformer models is important to get
good code generation results [9], [14]. This should be kept in
mind when working with open-source code as its quality can
be unreliable [11].

To the best of our knowledge, only two studies have used
ML to generate Verilog code. Pearce et al. [15] proposed
a model for generating Verilog code from NL descriptions.
To do this they used a synthetic dataset of pairs of English
descriptions with Verilog code snippets to finetune a GPT-2
model [16]. Contemporaneously to our work, Thakur et al.
[17] benchmarked language models pretrained on general PL
data for solving Verilog programming challenges. They fine-
tuned models on unlabeled Verilog data from books and open-
source repositories. The models were functionally evaluated
on a collection of Verilog programming problems and corre-
sponding test benches. Our work distinguishes itself from that
of Thakur et al. in two ways: (i) we use a larger Verilog dataset
comprised only of open-source code repositories to train and
evaluate our models and (ii) we propose to curate training data
to better finetune for the intended downstream task.

III. DATASET

An integral part of any ML model is the dataset used to
train and evaluate it. Due to a lack of publicly available

Fig. 2. Flowchart of the steps taken to create a reliable Verilog dataset of
files with permissive licenses.

Verilog code datasets, a dataset was created for this study. This
dataset consists of two unlabeled subsets, file-level data and
snippet-level data, and a labeled subset of snippet definition
and body pairs. In this section, the methodology used to create
the dataset is explained. An overview of this methodology as
well as the number of files at each step is shown in Figure 2.

An overview of the dataset creation method is shown in
Figure 2. First, the GitHub API is used to search for open-
source repositories that are identified as containing Verilog
or SystemVerilog files. In the rest of this paper, Verilog and
SystemVerilog are treated as different versions of the same
language, namely, Verilog. Second, repository licenses were
retrieved for all repositories that had them. Then, All repos-
itories with licenses that permit modification and distribution
were cloned. Then, Files that did not have Verilog extensions
were removed. This resulted in a collection of Verilog files.

Inspection of these Verilog files revealed two problematic
types of files. The first type of problematic files are auto-
generated files. These are problematic since they are highly
repetitive and do not reflect human-level Verilog code. The
second type of problematic files are files with non-permissive
license notices. These files seemingly contradict the license
assigned to the repository. Still, an effort was made to remove
these files from the dataset to ensure that the dataset respects
the permissions given by the developers. Both autogenerated
and non-permissive files were removed by means of keyword



searches through the comments of the files. All files where
at least one autogeneration keyword was found were removed
and all files where at least one black-list license keyword and
no white-list license keyword were found were removed.

After applying these previously mentioned filtering steps,
still, some files which were likely autogenerated were found.
These were mainly large files with many lines and/or very
long lines. Through trial-and-error and analysis of the files
that were just chosen for filtering, all files with too many lines
or a maximum line length that is too long (see Figure 2 for
threshold values. Very small files were removed as well as
these files mostly do not contain useful code. The final filtering
step taken was removing files that are empty when comments
are removed.

Studies have shown that (near-)duplicates in code datasets
have negative effects on code generation models [18], [19].
Therefore, exact and near duplicates were removed from the
remaining Verilog files. First, exact deduplicates were removed
by simply checking the equality of strings read from the
Verilog files. For identifying near-deduplicates, the methodol-
ogy proposed by [18] which calculates the Jaccard similarity
between sets of tokens from different files and clusters them
if the similarity is above a threshold was used.

The file-level subset of the dataset consists of all remaining
files after the previously mentioned processing steps. The
snippet-level subset of the dataset consists of all modules
and functions extracted from the file subset using regular ex-
pressions. The final, labeled, subset was obtained by splitting
snippets into their definition (including their identifier, port
list, and return type, where applicable) and body using regular
expressions.

Each of the three subsets was divided into three splits: train,
validation, and test. To further mitigate the problem of code
quality unreliability in open-source repositories [11] for the
evaluation data, only files originating from repositories with
at least one star on GitHub were eligible for the validation and
test splits. Furthermore, since reference outputs are necessary
for many automatic evaluation metrics, only files that had at
least one snippet extracted from them were eligible for the
validation and test splits. Ultimately, 15% and 35% of the
eligible files were chosen at random for the validation and
test splits, respectively. The remaining files deemed eligible
for evaluation were assigned to the test set along with the rest
of the files. Table I shows the number of files and snippets
for each split. The parsable subset of the train split was used
for the experimentation of the deep learning framework as
explained in the next two sections. As elaborated in Section V,
this dataset is small in comparison to the datasets of PLs such
as Python which are used by SOTA code generation models
like CodeGen [10].

IV. DEEP LEARNING FRAMEWORK

In this section, the proposed framework to train deep learn-
ing models to autocomplete Verilog code is presented. The two
main components of the methodology are: (i) using a model
pretrained on a large volume of general-purpose programming

TABLE I
NUMBER OF FILES AND SNIPPETS IN EACH SPLIT OF THE FINAL DATASET.

Split Files Snippets
Train (All) 71,768 102,265

Train (Parsable) 43,236 65,414
Validation 8,627 11,811

Test 20129 28,207
Total 100,524 142,283

Fig. 3. Graphical depiction of the proposed deep learning framework for
Verilog autocompletion.

language data and (ii) finetuning this pretrained model on a
dataset of Verilog code curated to be similar to the intended
downstream task(s). This framework is graphically depicted in
Figure 3.

Pretraining of models is especially important when the task-
specific dataset is small. Even though Verilog is one of the
most popular HDLs, the number of files publicly available is
small relative to the number of files of general PLs such as
Python or Java. To illustrate this point, the multi checkpoint
of the SOTA CodeGen model was first trained on The Pile
[20], an 800GiB dataset consisting mostly of NL data, and
then further trained on 341.1GiB of code from various PLs.
The mono checkpoint of CodeGen was obtained after further
training of the multi checkpoint on 217.3GiB of Python-only
code. In comparison, all the Verilog dataset code saved in
a CSV file is 0.46GiB. Training a model only on a small
volume of Verilog code for many epochs will quickly lead
to overfitting and degenerated code predictions. Therefore, a
model pretrained on data similar to Verilog code is ideal. Until
a large-scale HDL dataset is made available, pretraining on
general PL data is the best option.

Once a pretrained model has been chosen, the model must
be finetuned to generate Verilog code. Finetuning on general
Verilog code is a good option for general-purpose language
modeling. However, usually, there is a target downstream
task for the model. In this study, autocompleting Verilog
modules or functions from their definition is treated as a
downstream task different from general Verilog code gen-
eration which could include statements usually not found
in modules or functions such as package import statements.



Inevitably, curating this training dataset for a downstream task
will remove data from the general training dataset but it should
result in equal or better results on the downstream task using
fewer computations during training. Curating can also involve
filtering for code quality, for example.

V. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

To validate the main components of the proposed frame-
work, experiments were conducted using models pretrained
on different datasets and finetuned on different subsets of the
Verilog dataset training split. All experiments used the same
base architecture, the 350M parameter version of CodeGen
[10], a decoder-only transformer neural network [6] which has
achieved state-of-the-art performance on the HumanEval code
generation benchmark [8].

These models were trained using unsupervised autoregres-
sive modeling on 512 token chunks of the given training
dataset. They were evaluated in an unlabeled manner on the
test split of the file-level data subset using the perplexity
metric [21], a standard metric used for evaluating open-
ended generation tasks which were shown to lower (better) as
functional evaluation scores improved for different CodeGen
models compared [10]. To evaluate the generation of modules
and functions specifically, the models were evaluated in a
labeled manner on the test split of the snippet-level data subset.
More concretely, the model being evaluated was given the
definition of a snippet and the predicted following tokens
generated by the model in a greedy manner are compared to
the snippet body as a reference. This comparison is performed
using the BLEU [22], ROUGE-L [23], and chrF [24] metrics.
The ROUGE-L and chrF metrics were chosen as they were
the automatic metrics that aligned best with human judgments
for code generation in a recent study [25] and the BLEU
metric was chosen due to its popularity [11], [25]. To validate
that models pretrained on general PLs outperform models
initialized from random weights (scratch), the multi and mono
checkpoints of the CodeGen models (see Section IV) are
compared to the same model with random initial weights. To
validate that finetuning models using a curated subset of the
full dataset outperforms models finetuned on the full dataset,
three different subsets of the full training split were used to
finetune the mono CodeGen model. These subsets were: (i)
only snippets, (ii) only files that were parsable by the parsers
of either Icarus Verilog [26] or Verilator [27], and (iii) only
snippets extracted from files that were parsable. The parsability
of a file is used as a proxy metric for code quality. The snippet
subset is the code that should be as similar as possible to the
supervised evaluation task of autocompleting snippet bodies.

The huggingface library [28] was used for the implemen-
tation of the CodeGen models and tokenizer as well as all
training and evaluation scripts. All models were trained using
four P100 NVIDIA GPUs each with 16GB of memory and
a per-device batch size of 4 for one full epoch of the run’s
respective training dataset. The evaluations were performed
using an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3070 GPU.

VI. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Table II shows the evaluation results of different models that
consist of different combinations of pretrained checkpoints and
finetune training data subset. For the different pretrained mod-
els, the model finetuned from the mono checkpoint achieves
the best results for all metrics. This shows that the larger the
PL dataset of the pretrained model, the better knowledge is
transferred to the final model. The most notable improvement
is that the perplexity score of the mono model achieves a
perplexity that is less than half of that achieved by the scratch
model which suggests that pretraining on PL data is especially
useful for general Verilog language modeling. This also results
in better snippet autocompletion results as can be shown by
the 4.7%, 4.5%, and 3.4% improvements in BLEU, ROUGE-
L, and chrF scores, respectively.

TABLE II
EVALUATION RESULTS ON THE FILE-LEVEL TEST SPLIT OF THE VERILOG

DATASET FOR DIFFERENT MODELS IN TERMS OF PERPLEXITY AND
DEFINITION-BODY PAIR TEST SPLIT IN TERMS OF BLEU, ROUGE-L, AND

CHRF METRICS. LOWER PERPLEXITY SCORES ARE BETTER AND HIGHER
SCORES OF THE OTHER METRICS ARE BETTER.

Pretrained
Model

Training
Data Perplexity BLEU ROUGE-L chrF

scratch full files 9166.82 0.0953 0.1538 26.49
multi full files 4654.38 0.0952 0.1566 27.06
mono full files 4387.17 0.0998 0.1608 27.38

mono parsable
files 5625.99 0.1031 0.1608 27.88

mono snippets 5045.47 0.1044 0.1641 28.31

mono parsable
snippets 7310.84 0.1009 0.1615 27.85

Finetuning the mono checkpoint only on Verilog snippets,
the proposed method, gives the best BLEU, ROUGE-L, and
chrF scores of any model. This model achieves improvements
on these metrics of 4.6%, 2.1%, and 3.4%, respectively,
compared to the same checkpoint finetuned on the full file-
level Verilog training subset. This indicates there is a tradeoff
between improving downstream task performance using a
curated dataset and general Verilog modeling performance
using the full Verilog training dataset. Compared to the base-
line approach of training a model with random weights on
the full training split, the proposed method achieves better
BLEU, ROUGE-L, and chrF scores by 9.5%, 6.7%, and 6.9%,
respectively. Tables III and IV show example outputs of this
model on a function and module, sample, respectively, of the
snippet-level test split.

Finetuning using the parsable files data subset resulted in
relatively smaller improvements in snippet autocompletion
metric scores and an even worse perplexity score. This sug-
gests that the potential improvement in data quality by only
including parsable code does not compensate for the reduction
in the variety of having more data. This is further reflected
in the results of the mono model finetuned on snippets from
parsable files which overall achieves poor perplexity with
minimal improvements of the BLEU, ROUGE-L, and chrF
scores.



TABLE III
FUNCTION DEFINITION-BODY PAIR SAMPLE FROM THE TEST SPLIT OF THE

VERILOG DATASET. THE LAST ROW SHOWS THE PREDICTION FROM THE
mono-snippet MODEL WHEN GIVEN THE DEFINITION AS INPUT. NOTE:

SPACING AND INDENTS HAVE BEEN MODIFIED TO IMPROVE READABILITY.
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ut
)

f u n c t i o n vo id s p l i t s t r i n g ( s t r i n g s t r ,
b y t e s t e p , r e f s t r i n g r e s u l t [ $ ] ) ;

B
od

y

(R
ef

er
en

ce
)

s t r i n g t m p s t r ;
i n t i ;
b i t i n q u o t e ;
r e s u l t = {} ;
whi le ( i < s t r . l e n ( ) ) begin

i f ( s t r [ i ] == ”\” ” ) begin
i n q u o t e = ˜ i n q u o t e ;

end e l s e i f ( ( s t r [ i ] == s t e p )
&& ! i n q u o t e ) begin

r e s u l t . push back ( t m p s t r ) ;
t m p s t r = ” ” ;

end e l s e begin
t m p s t r = { t m p s t r , s t r [ i ] } ;

end
i f ( i == s t r . l e n ( ) −1) begin

r e s u l t . push back ( t m p s t r ) ;
end
i ++;

end
endfunc t ion

Pr
ed

ic
tio

n

(M
on

o-
Sn

ip
pe

t
M

od
el

) b i t [ 3 1 : 0 ] tmp ;
i n t unsigned i ;
f o r ( i = 0 ; i < $ s i z e ( s t r ) ; i ++) begin

tmp . push back ({ s t r , i } ) ;
i f ( ! s t r ) begin

r e s u l t . p u s h f r o n t ( tmp ) ;
end e l s e i f ( i == 0) begin

r e t u r n r e s u l t ;
j o i n

end
endfunc t ion

VII. LIMITATIONS & FUTURE WORK

The main limitation of this study is the computation-
intensive nature of ML-based language models such as Code-
Gen [10]. This means that the smallest model size could only
be used for the experiments and training had to be limited to
one epoch. The results reported in Table II could be improved
somewhat trivially in future work by using larger CodeGen
variants (the largest of which is 16B parameters), as shown
by Thakur et al. [17], and training the model for multiple
epochs until the validation loss saturates.

More interesting avenues of future work include using
models pretrained on general-purpose PL code as well as other
HDL such as VHDL which could be transferred better to Ver-
ilog code generation tasks. The relatively low perplexity scores
of models pretrained on the full, file-level Verilog training
dataset suggests that multi-stage finetuning on increasingly
more curated subsets of a dataset could be a data-efficient
way of improving downstream task performance. Towards
automating layout generation, additional input data such as
NL descriptions or structured specifications could be used
in combination with code contexts to guide generation. An
initial step in this direction could be to associate comments in

TABLE IV
MODULE DEFINITION-BODY PAIR SAMPLE FROM THE TEST SPLIT OF THE
VERILOG DATASET. THE LAST ROW SHOWS THE PREDICTION FROM THE

mono-snippet MODEL WHEN GIVEN THE DEFINITION AS INPUT. NOTE:
SPACING AND INDENTS HAVE BEEN MODIFIED TO IMPROVE READABILITY.

D
efi
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tio

n

(I
np

ut
) module c l k d i v i d e r

# ( parameter WIDTH = 24) ( input c l k i n ,
input r s t n , output c l k o u t ) ;

B
od

y

(R
ef

er
en

ce
)

r eg [WIDTH− 1 : 0 ] c n t d i v ;
always@ ( posedge c l k i n or negedge r s t n )
begin
i f ( ! r s t n )

c n t d i v <= {WIDTH{1 ’ b0 }} ;
e l s e

c n t d i v <= c n t d i v + 1 ’ b1 ;
end
a s s i g n c l k o u t = c n t d i v [WIDTH− 1 ] ;
endmodule
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el

)

r eg [WIDTH− 1 : 0 ] d i v i s o r ;
wire [WIDHT−1: 0 ] d i v i s a n d ;
a s s i g n d i v i s a n d [ 0 ] = 1 ’ b0 ;
a s s i g n d i v i d e r [ 0 ] = ˜ d i v i s o r [ 0 ] ;
always @ ( posedge c l k i n

or negedge r s t n ) begin
i f ( ! r s t n i | | ! d i v i s o r ) begin

d i v i s o r <= {WIDTH{1 ’ b0 }} ;
end e l s e i f ( d i v i d e r [ 0 ] ) begin

d i v i s o r <= d i v i s o r + 1 ’ b1 ;
i f ( d i v i s o r == {WIDHT{1 ’ h0 }} ) begin

d i v i s o r <= {WIDH{1 ’ he }} ;
end e l s e begin

d i v i s o r <= {1 ’ b1 , d i v i s o r } ;
i f ( d i v i d e r == {WITDH{1 ’ hd }} ) begin

d i v i s o r <= {2 ’ h3 , d i v i s a n d } ;
( d i v i d e c o u n t > 5 ’ d16 ) begin

d i v i s o r <= { d i v i s o r , 1 ’ bx } ;
e l s e begin
d i v i s o r <= { ˜ d i v i s o r } ;

end
end

end e l s e begin d i v i s a n d <= {WITHD{1 ’ ha }} ;
case ( d i v i d e r ) 5 ’ d4 : d i v i s o r n o t =

{{ (WIIH−1) {1 ’ h1 }} , d i v } ; ; } ; [ WIDTH+ 1 : 1 ]} ;

the Verilog dataset obtained in Section III with nearby code
snippets.

In the experiments described in Section V, code predictions
were generated in a greedy, token-by-token manner. Gener-
ation strategies such as top-k sampling [29] could be used
to generate many, diverse snippets from the language model.
The population of compilable candidate snippets could then
be synthesized using EDA tools to provide feedback on the
quality of the code snippet. This is related to other works
which improved functional correctness metrics by sampling a
large number of outputs and used unit tests to filter candidate
predictions [8], [9].

VIII. CONCLUSION

Increasingly complex electronic circuits have driven the
need for innovation in electronic design and verification.
Automatic generation of hardware description language code,
such as Verilog code, is promising for automating many
downstream design and verification tasks such as layout gen-



eration. In this paper, a deep-learning framework for training a
Verilog code generation model for a target downstream task is
proposed. This framework involves using models pretrained on
large volumes of general programming language data and fine-
tuning them on Verilog data curated for a target downstream
task. To validate this framework, experiments were conducted
where this framework is applied to autocompleting Verilog
modules and functions. The experiments used a novel, custom
Verilog dataset. Promising directions for future work that
could improve the proposed framework include augmented
pretraining strategies and selecting optimal code predictions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We would like to thank our colleagues at IMEC, Victoria
Malacara and Dr. Yasser Sherazi, for the discussion and
feedback on this project. The resources and services used in
this work were provided by the VSC (Flemish Supercomputer
Center), funded by the Research Foundation - Flanders (FWO)
and the Flemish Government.

REFERENCES

[1] Wikipedia contributors, “Verilog — Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia,”
2022, accessed: 2022-11-18. [Online]. Available: https://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Verilog

[2] H. Zeng, C. Zhang, and V. Prasanna, “Fast generation of high throughput
customized deep learning accelerators on fpgas,” in 2017 International
Conference on ReConFigurable Computing and FPGAs (ReConFig),
2017, pp. 1–8.

[3] H. Esmaeilzadeh, S. Ghodrati, J. Gu, S. Guo, A. B. Kahng, J. K.
Kim, S. Kinzer, R. Mahapatra, S. D. Manasi, E. Mascarenhas, S. S.
Sapatnekar, R. Varadarajan, Z. Wang, H. Xu, B. R. Yatham, and
Z. Zeng, “Verigood-ml: An open-source flow for automated ml hardware
synthesis,” in 2021 IEEE/ACM International Conference On Computer
Aided Design (ICCAD), 2021, pp. 1–7.

[4] A. Madorsky and D. E. Acosta, “Vpp - a verilog hdl simulation and
generation library for c++,” in 2007 IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium
Conference Record, vol. 3, 2007, pp. 1927–1933.

[5] S. Takamaeda-Yamazaki, “Pyverilog: A python-based hardware design
processing toolkit for verilog hdl,” in Applied Reconfigurable Comput-
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