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Abstract—In-memory Computing (IMC) using emerging devices
has shown immense potential. Among these devices, memristors
have emerged as one of the most popular for performing digital
IMC. While several methods exist for digital IMC using memris-
tors, most require expensive write operations in terms of energy,
latency, and endurance. Hence, READ-based IMC techniques have
been proposed to reduce the number of writes to the memristor
crossbar. However, existing techniques rely on simple gates that can
be mapped to the memristive crossbar, making them non-optimal,
and they suffer from unwanted sneak paths causing undesired
behavior. In this work, we alleviate these limitations and propose
an optimized synthesis methodology for 1T1IM crossbars called
RIVER. RIVER supports more complex gates and is sneak-path
aware. When comparing RIVER with the state-of-the-art using
ISCAS’ 85 and EPFL benchmarks, we achieve 33% less gate
utilization on average while reducing the average staircase length by
37%. Moreover, these enhancements result in a 58% reduction in
the required crossbar area. After eliminating sneak paths, RIVER
still shows 38% less area usage on average as compared to the
state-of-the-art.

I. INTRODUCTION

IMC has gained immense popularity in recent years owing
to the large benefits it provides in power and performance [1].
IMC using emerging devices, in particular memristors, have
seen a lot of focus as they are capable of both analog and
digital computations [2], [3]. Memristors are two terminal de-
vices that can be configured to be in a High Resistance State
(HRS) or a Low Resistance State (LRS), depending upon the
magnitude and the direction of the applied voltage [4]. The
LRS and HRS are used as logic ‘1’ and logic ‘0’ in digital
computations, respectively. In this work, we focus on digital
computation, i.e., implementing IMC using memristors. Various
approaches for implementing IMC using memristors have been
developed over the years. Methods like IMPLY [5], MAGIC [6],
FELIX [7], Majority Logic [8], PATH [9], etc., are effective
in performing IMC using memristors. These Logic-in-Memory
(LiM) techniques require the memristors to be written while
evaluating the Boolean function. However, writing operations
for the memristors require a lot of energy, as the state of the
memristor needs to be changed. The write operation is also a
slow process, thus the latency also increases significantly [10].
Repeated writing to the memristors also reduces their lifetime,
as they have a limited endurance [11].

Recently, there has been a method proposed for perform-
ing IMC using only READ operations [12], called STREAM.
However, this methodology requires a staircase of memristors,
i.e., the memristor crossbars need to be connected in series.
The memristors are written only once at the start, when the
mapping of the Boolean function is done to the memristor
crossbar. The inputs are then applied as voltage signals to the
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Fig. 1: Layout of a a) Passive Crossbar, b) 1TIM Crossbar

crossbars to perform the Boolean operation. Since there are no
write operations to the memristors during the Boolean function
evaluation, it results in significant energy savings as well as
improved latency. While this work showed that we can perform
digital IMC using only READ operations, the work was limited
to using OR and NOR gates, which led to suboptimal designs.
Additionally, they do not consider the sneak paths that can
cause undesired behavior in the memristor crossbar and lead
to incorrect outputs [13], [14].

In this work, we alleviate the limitations of the prior work
and propose an efficient READ-based IMC methodology called
RIVER. Since STREAM is based on passive crossbars, it was
only capable of implementing OR-NOR operations. In RIVER,
we exploit the architecture of the 1T1M crossbar to support
AND-OR gates in addition to one supported by STREAM.
We show for the first time that AND-OR operations like
F = ip A (i1 Vig V ...) can also be effectively mapped to
the 1TIM crossbar staircase. Other methods that require writes
to the memristors have previously shown AND-OR operations.
However, we show this for the first time for the READ-based
IMC using flow-based computing. Other works have shown
AND implementation but they are not based on flow-based
computing [15]. Implementing AND-OR gates is crucial as it
leads to a more optimized synthesis of the Boolean function.
We also show that STREAM does not consider sneak paths
while mapping even though they exist and can cause incorrect
outputs. In the RIVER methodology, we also show a technique
of mitigating the sneak paths. Following are the contributions
of our work. First, we propose a novel methodology called
RIVER for performing READ-based IMC using 1T1M crossbar
staircases. Second, we show for the first time that AND-OR
operations can be effectively mapped to the 1TIM crossbar
in the RIVER methodology. Third, we propose an effective
synthesis and mapping algorithm for the RIVER methodology
that eliminates the sneak paths in READ-based IMC. Last, we
evaluated the RIVER methodology on the ISCAS’ 85 and EPFL



benchmarks and achieved 33% less gate utilization and 37%
reduction in the memristor crossbar staircase length.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section II,
we discuss the necessary background. In Section III, we discuss
the related works and their limitations. In Section IV, we discuss
the proposed RIVER methodology. In Section V, we discuss the
results, and conclude the paper in Section VI

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Memristor Crossbar Architectures

The memristor crossbars can be either passive or active, as
shown in Fig. 1 [16]. The passive crossbar is a crossbar of wires,
where each word line W = {wy,...,w,} and bit line B =
{bo,...,bm} is connected via a memristor M = {m, ,»} (0 =
row and m = column) [17]. For the current to flow between a
word line wpy and a bit line by, the respective memristor mg o
must be in the LRS. However, in some cases, undesired sneak
paths can occur that can connect the bit line to the word line.
For our example, the wy and a bit line by can be connected if
the following memristors mg 1,m1,1,m1,0 are in LRS. Active
crossbars, specifically the 1TIM crossbars, contain additional
selector lines S = {sq,...,Sn} parallel to the bit lines, and
a transistor in series with the memristor [18] [19]. In contrast
to a passive crossbar, in a 1TIM crossbar, a word line w; and
bit line b; are connected via the function s; A m;j, i.e, the
memristor needs to be in LRS and the selector corresponding to
the memristor needs to be ON.

B. Staircases

In the context of memristor crossbars, a staircase describes
a series of memristor crossbars in levels L = {lg,l1,...l;},
where some wires of each staircase level /;>1 are connected to
the wires of the previous staircase level /;_; [12]. This is done to
enable the synthesis of larger Boolean functions across multiple
crossbars. Depending upon the Boolean functions, the connec-
tions are decided for the crossbars to generate the staircases.
Fig. 2 shows an abstract representation of a crossbar staircase.
Each staircase level is represented by a grid containing white or
black dots, where the columns and rows of the grid represent the
word lines and bit lines of the crossbar, respectively. White dots
denote memristors in HRS, and black dots denote the memristors
in LRS. Interconnects between staircase levels are represented
by arrows originating from the bit line of the previous staircase.
A black dot at the beginning of an arrow indicates a negation,
while an arrow going into the top of a crossbar (like in the
second level in Fig. 5) shows a connection to the selector line.

C. READ-based Computing

READ-based computing is an emerging direction in the area
of IMC that uses flow-based computing. Most design styles
require write operations to be performed on the memristors
while implementing the Boolean function. This can happen as
some values in the memristor crossbars are rewritten during
the function evaluation or the inputs of the computation are
encoded as memristor states. However, write operations to the
memristor crossbar are expensive in terms of energy, latency, and
endurance. READ-based computing mitigates this by keeping
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Fig. 3: Example of Sneak Path Elimination

the state of the memristors in the crossbar the same throughout
the computations, and inputs are fed to the crossbar using only
bit lines, word lines, and selector lines. Writing to memristors
consumes a lot of energy and takes time. On the other hand,
reading from a memristor consumes almost no energy at all.
Hence, READ-based IMC drastically improves the energy con-
sumption and latency of the operations [12].

III. RELATED WORK AND LIMITATIONS

Flow-based computing has received significant attention in
recent years [12], [20]-[22]. Some of the state-of-the-art tech-
niques that are based on flow-based computing are called
COMPACT [22] and Stream [12]. COMPACT [22] encodes
the input values and logic within the states of memristors in
a passive memristor crossbar. A low resistance path between
predefined points on the crossbar then indicates the result of the
function. However, since the input of the function is encoded
in the state of the memristor, COMPACT requires writing to a
set of memristors for each operation, which consumes a large
amount of energy. Additionally, COMPACT only uses a single
large crossbar, which is impractical to implement [23].

STREAM [12] uses staircases of passive Memristor cross-
bars to implement flow-based computing based on OR-plane
logic. There are two techniques proposed in STREAM, namely
STREAM-O and STREAM-M. More specifically, STREAM-O
implements n-input OR and NOR gates by applying the inputs
of these gates to the word lines of a memristor crossbar.
Memristors are then used to connect the word lines of the gate’s
input to the bit line of the gate’s output, and the interconnections
between the crossbars are used to implement the negation. An
example of such a mapping can be seen in Fig. 2, which maps
the function a & b & c¢ into four staircase levels. It can be seen
from Fig. 2, that the first crossbar maps six inputs to the rows
(a,—a,b,—b, c,—c) to four outputs to the column, two of which
are negated, as indicated by the black dot on the bottom of the
crossbar. The four outputs of the first staircase map the functions
=(bV —¢), =(=bV ¢), a and —a. STREAM-M [12] also uses
passive memristor crossbars, although instead of a tree-covering
algorithm, the logic tool SIS is used to map logic functions into a
hierarchy of Sum-Of-Products (SOP) terms [24]. These are then
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converted into OR-gates using De Morgan’s theorem. However,
STREAM has the following severe limitations.

A. Limitation 1: Sneak Path

The mapping algorithm in STREAM does not take into
account the undesired sneak paths [13], [25]. Hence, sneak
paths are an issue within STREAM when mapping to passive
memristor crossbars. Fig. 3 demonstrates this issue: The crossbar
mapping is intended for f = bV ¢, g = a Vb, but the highlighted
sneak path allows current to flow through f even if only a is
true. The same sneak paths also exist for g, distorting the mapped
functions to f = g = aVVbVc. We will discuss how our proposed
methodology handles sneak paths in detail in Section IV-C using
additional rows. An example to mitigate the sneak path is shown
in Fig. 3.

B. Limitation 2: Non Optimality

STREAM uses a passive crossbar and is limited to OR-Plane
logic. With 1TIM crossbars, we show that the AND-OR gate
can be effectively implemented. We show that the selector line
can be used to implement the logic function f = aA(boVb1 VbV
...). This gate allows for a significantly smaller representation
of some logic functions. An example of this is the function
a® b c. Fig. 2 shows a mapping of this function with OR and
NOR gates, which STREAM-O uses. Fig. 5 shows a mapping
made possible through the use of one AND-OR gate in the
second crossbar. The AND-OR operation is represented by the
arrow going into the top of the second crossbar, which uses the
layout of the 1T1M crossbar to model the function ig A (i1 Viz),
which, in this case, is a A ((=(bV —¢)) V (=(=bV¢))) using only
a single crossbar column. This decreases both the length of the
staircase and the size of the crossbar at each staircase level.

Hence, we see that the RIVER methodology effectively han-
dles both limitations, the undesired sneak paths, and gives a
more optimum mapping as compared to STREAM.

IV. RIVER METHODOLOGY

In this work, we propose RIVER, an efficient methodology
based on READ-based computing on 1TIM that has the ca-
pability to a) eliminate undesired sneak paths and b) exploit
the 1T1M crossbar to enable support for complex gates. These
complex gates, allow for better synthesis of the Boolean function
and enable a more optimal mapping as compared to STREAM.
The overall RTIVER methodology is shown in Fig. 4. The RIVER
methodology consists of three steps. 1) We use the ABC tool
to map the input to a set of logic gates. These logic gates are
chosen such that they can be efficiently mapped to a 1TIM
crossbar (Section IV-A). We then generate an acyclic-labeled
graph encoding the behavior of these gates. 2) We apply a series
of graph transformations that gives an effective mapping to a
crossbar staircase. 3) We detect the sneak paths and eliminate
them to obtain the final mapping (Section IV-C).

A. Netlist Generation with ABC

First, the input functions need to be optimized and mapped
to a set of logic gates that can be represented using a 1TIM
crossbar. We achieve this using the ABC tool.

Unlike STREAM-O which can only support OR- and NOR-
gates, we allow the mapping using additional gates. This is
enabled by the use of 1TIM crossbars. In RIVER methodology,
the gates that we have used for the mapping are as follows:

e OR (tg Vi1 V..)),

e NOR (—(ip Vi1 V...)),

e AND-OR (ig A (i1 Vi2 V...)), and

e NOT-AND-OR (—(ig A (i1 Via V ...))),

We limited the number of inputs of the OR-gate to 5 in both
AND-OR-gates and NOT-AND-OR-gates. This was done as
we observed that the ABC tool does not utilize larger gates
when mapping. However, in the next section, we will show how
to merge smaller gates to improve the mapping. Additionally, we
also define two gates: A buffer gate, which has a single input
and forwards it to the output, and an inverter gate, which inverts
the input. To allow for easier notation later on, we will name
the buffer and inverter gate OR; and NOR;, respectively.

To convert the input function, we repeatedly apply resyn,
resyn2, and resyn2rs followed by balance. The output
gates are written into a Verilog file. We then parse the output
gates to generate an acyclic-labeled graph. We label all the
edges from the AND-OR and NOT-AND-OR gates with «a,
and all other edges with o, to represent whether they belong to
an AND or an OR operation. Additionally, nodes are labeled
with O, O, A, A for the gates OR, NOR, AND-OR, and NOT-
AND-OR, respectively. Fig. 6 shows an example of such a
graph for the input function f = (aVb)A(c®d). We will use this
as an example to explain the steps of the RIVER methodology.
Each node is described by a number n;, which is shown at the
top or bottom right side of a node in the tree. Each egde ¢; ;
is defined by the nodes that it connects. We also introduce the
expression f; to describe the function of the node ¢ in the tree.
For example, node 7 in Fig. 6 describes the following function:

fr==(f1V fa)



Fig. 6: The acyclic labelled graph during the mapping of f =
(a VD) A (c@®d), derived from an ABC netlist

Fig. 7: The acyclic labelled graph during the mapping of f =
(aVb) A (c®d) after the Merge-Up operation

B. Hierarchical Mapping

The staircases are hardwired, and only the first crossbar in
a staircase can receive the primary inputs. We want all outputs
to be on the last crossbar of the staircase, therefore the path
length for each node needs to be the same. Also, since ABC
does not map gates with more than 5 inputs, we want to merge
gates wherever possible for better mapping. Hence, we need to
modify the graph from Section IV-A to allow it to be mapped
to a crossbar staircase efficiently. For this, we apply a set of
four graph transformation steps: Merge Up, Equalize Length,
Push Down, and Crossbar Mapping. Here, it is important to
respect the input mapping of each node, since not all the mapped
operations are associative.

1) Merge Up: We want to reduce the length of the graph as
much as possible, since longer staircases require more buffer
nodes to carry results into later staircase levels. We want to
remove gates without modifying the value of the function. This
is done by evaluating operations as late as possible (by pushing
up arguments). If there are two OR-operations in sequence,
where the first is not negated, we can remove the first OR-
node and attach its inputs to the second OR-operation. For such
an operation, all paths that are affected must only be labeled
with o, since any a-labelled graph would be part of an AND-
OR-gate, which cannot receive more than one a-labelled input.
An example of this transformation can be seen in Fig. 6. Here,
we can see that there is one OR-operation in sequence, which
is described by the edges es 9, e 9 and eg 11. Note that all of
these are marked with o. The merge up operation now removes
ng and eg 11, and attaches the edges from nodes 5 and 6 to node
11 directly. This changes f11 from (foA f10) to ((f5V f6) A f10),
which does not change the result, since fo = (f5V fs). The result
of this operation can be seen in Fig. 7.

2) Equalize Length: Next, we insert additional nodes to make
sure the path of each node to each of its roots is the same. This

Fig. 8: The acyclic labelled graph during the mapping of f =
(aVb) A (c®d) after the Equalize Length operation

Fig. 9: The acyclic labelled graph during the mapping of f =
(aVb) A (c®d) after the Push Down operation

can be done by going through every node from the bottom up,
counting the length of each of its incoming edges, and adding
OR;-nodes (buffer) to shorter edges. Here, the incoming edge
label to the original node must be preserved. If we look at nq;
in Fig. 7, we can see that the paths ns it n11 and ng RS n11,
which have a length of 2, are shorter than the path n; Lo, T
n10 o ni11, which has a length of 4. We apply the equalize
length operation by inserting two buffer nodes (b; and b3 as
well as by and by) to the end of both paths. The result of this
is demonstrated in Fig. 8.

3) Push Down: Even though we minimized the number of
gates in the merge up step, after we have equalized the path
length, grouping these larger gates is not always optimal. If,
for example, a gate has 3 OR-inputs, where two of these nodes
have had buffer nodes inserted to equalize the path length, we
can minimize the number of forwarded nodes by evaluating
those two inputs with an OR; operation lower in the tree, and
then forwarding only the result. We can observe such a situation
in Fig. 8, where n; has b3 and b, as OR-inputs. We can apply
push down by merging b3 and b4 into a new node bg. We can
then observe the same situation for the newly created bg, b1, and
ba, which can be merged into b5. The result of this operation is
shown in Fig. 9.

Additionally, although not the case in the example, the Equal-
ize Length operation may introduce unnecessary parallel paths
when forwarding an input to multiple different operations. We
can merge such paths originating from the same node together,
as long as none of the path nodes depend on more than one
operation.

4) Crossbar Mapping: To map the resulting graph to the
crossbar, we first associate each node of the graph with a
staircase level. For this, we count the length to each node from
any of the graph’s roots. We can choose any path since they



all have equal length. This length is then associated with the
staircase level (I;) where, e.g., a node with path length 1 is
associated with the staircase level /1. For example, in Fig. 10 (a),
we can see a reduced graph where nodes 1, 2, and 3 belong to
a level /;_; and nodes 4 and 5 belong to [;.

To map level [;, we first connect each word line w; to the
corresponding hardwired bit line b; of the previous staircase
l;—1. An example of this can be seen in Fig. 10 (b). If a node is
mapped to a bit line b; in [;_; and has an edge marked with a to
a node in [;, the corresponding selector line s; is also connected
in addition to the word line. The bit line corresponding to that
selector line b; is assigned to the node with the incoming edge.
This is shown in Fig. 10 (c), where the a-edge from node 1 to
5 is mapped via an additional arrow, and node 5 is associated
with the corresponding bit line by of I;. All other nodes on
that level are assigned to any of the remaining bit lines. Each
memristor is then programmed to the LRS, if an ’o’-labeled
edge exists between the node assigned to the word line and the
node assigned to the bit line, otherwise they are programmed to
HRS. An example of this can be seen in Fig. 10 (d).

YYY
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Fig. 10: Example of Staircase Mapping for /;>1. (a): Subgraph
with the nodes relevant to mapping. (b): Crossbars after word-
line assignment. (c): Crossbars after selector line assignment.
(d): Crossbars after mapping is complete.

C. Unwanted Sneak Path Elimination

In the proposed hierarchical mapping in Section IV-B, we
introduce a lot of sneak paths. As can be seen in Fig. 3,
these sneak paths occur every time two outputs, that are not
functionally equivalent, of the same crossbar share the same
input variables. To eliminate sneak paths, additional inputs are
added such that two outputs never share the same input variable.
This requires creating a new output in the previous crossbar
(if the crossbar is not the topmost crossbar of a staircase). An
example of this can be seen in Fig. 3. Here, the sneak path
marked in red is eliminated by adding a new input (marked
with the blue arrow), which removes the shared input between
f and g. To allow for this input, another output is added to the
previous crossbar, which copies its information from the original
1nput.

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

To evaluate the RIVER methodology, we compare our ap-
proach with STREAM-O [12] on two sets of benchmarks. As

TABLE I: Comparison of RIVER and STREAM-O for number of
gates and run time. (N)AO is the number of (Not-)And-Or gates,
Agates is the relative difference from RIVER to STREAM-O.

Benchmark STREAM-O [12] RIVER

Name Inputs | Outputs Gates | Buffer | Time [s] Gates | Buffer | (N)AO | Time [s] AGates
c432 64 7 594 440 0.7 461 294 51 32 -22%
c499 82 32 1646 1204 2.1 1062 648 40 42 -35%
c880 117 26 999 646 1.3 631 261 112 39

c1355 82 32 1651 1209 2.1 1063 648 40 4.4

c1908 64 25 2059 1699 6.6 1046 665 81 4.5

€2670 303 139 1675 910 29 1252 487 201 52

¢3540 99 22 2371 1590 125 1433 608 308 8.7

c5315 290 123 4359 2983 228 2576 1237 499 14.3

bar 270 128 3078 300 167.9 2273 24 1598 71.3

cavle 20 11 1213 671 5.6 813 310 251 6.4

ctrl 13 25 162 73 0.4 127 27 40 34

i2c 252 141 2331 1309 1.1 1957 961 361 9.5

square 128 127 71363 | 55443 7046.4 39207 | 24386 3841 31982

int2float 22 7 445 265 0.9 312 138 72 4.0

adder 512 129 || 49417 | 48012 2890.5 || 32979 | 31454 253 1079.6

Average

TABLE II: Comparison of the staircase length between RIVER
and STREAM-O. A is the relative difference from RIVER to
STREAM-O.

Benchmark STREAM-O [12] | RIVER Alength
c432 15 3 -13%
c499 17 12 -29%
c880 17 11 -35%
c1355 17 12 -29%
c1908 26 15 -42%
c2670 17 11 -35%
3540 35 20 -43%
c5315 27 16 -41%
bar 11 7 -36%
cavle 17 11 -35%
ctrl 8 5 -38%
i2c 15 9 -40%
square 245 125 -49%
int2float 17 9 -47%
adder 256 130 -49%
Average -37%

the source code for STREAM-O is not yet publicly available,
we have implemented the algorithms as described in [12]. Our
implementation differs only slightly from the original in terms
of the gate count. However, we believe that it closely replicates
the original STREAM-O implementation.

For a comparison between RIVER and STREAM-O, we used
the ISCAS’ 85 [26] and EPFL [27] benchmark suites. In this
evaluation, we compare the results regarding the sizes and
layouts of the resulting crossbar staircases, the mapping time and
lastly, discuss the impact of our proposed sneak path mitigation
technique. All experiments were carried out on an AMD FX-
8350 with 8 cores @ 4 GHz with 32GB of RAM running
Ubuntu 22.04 LTS.

A. Results

At first, Tab. I shows the number of gates and run time
between STREAM-O and RIVER. The table is separated into four
parts. The left part shows each benchmark from the ISCAS’ 85
suite (top half of the table) and the EPFL suite (bottom half
of the table). For brevity, we choose to show subsets of these
benchmark suits. Each benchmark is shown with its number of
inputs and outputs. The two middle columns show the resulting
gates, buffer nodes, and run time in seconds for STREAM-
O and RIVER, respectively. There is an additional column in
RIVER for the number of utilized (Not-)And-Or-gates. The last
column shows the relative difference between the number of
gates obtained through STREAM-O with respect to the number
of gates from RIVER. In all cases, we observe a reduction in
the number of gates, with the smallest difference of 22 % for
the c432 benchmark, and the biggest difference of 49 % for the



c1908 benchmark. On average, we observe a reduction in gates
of 33 %.
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Fig. 11: Total crossbar area in STREAM-O and RIVER a) before
sneak path elimination and b) after sneak path elimination

Next, Tab. II shows the staircase length for each benchmark.
The first column shows the benchmark, the middle columns
show the staircase length for STREAM-O and RIVER, and the
last column shows the relative difference in staircase length
between RIVER and STREAM-O, respectively. For every bench-
mark, we observe an improvement in staircase length, with the
smallest difference being 13 % for the c432 benchmark and
the biggest difference being 49 % for the adder benchmark. On
average, the staircase lengths were improved by 37 %.

At last, we evaluated the impact of the sneak path elimination
applied to the crossbar mappings for STREAM-O and RIVER.
For this, we utilize the previously obtained results for the
benchmark circuits and apply the same sneak path elimination
technique to both, STREAM-O and RIVER, respectively. Since
sneak path elimination changes both the width and height of
crossbars, we used the crossbar area as the sum of all the
widths multiplied by the sum of all the heights for all the
staircase levels. Fig. 11a shows the total crossbar area before
sneak path elimination. The x-axis shows each benchmark for
STREAM-O and RIVER with light gray hatched bars and dark
gray hatched bars, respectively. The last set of bars shows
the average area for both methodologies. We observe that for
each benchmark, RIVER has less area than STREAM-O. On
average, RIVER performs 58 % better than STREAM-O prior
to sneak path elimination. Fig. 11b shows the total crossbar
area after sneak path elimination. When comparing the crossbar
area before and after the elimination of sneak paths, we observe
an average increase in the crossbar area for both STREAM-O
and RIVER, respectively. However, even after the sneak path
elimination, RIVER still performs 38 % better than STREAM-O.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have proposed a methodology for doing READ-based
computation on the 1TIM crossbars called RIVER. RIVER
exploits the 1TIM crossbars to show that complex gates can
be effectively mapped, which leads to a more optimized design.
In addition to this, in the RIVER methodology, we also show that
method of eliminating the sneak paths. We were able to show
that our mapping algorithm, which exploits the way complex
gates map to 1T1M crossbars, is an improvement over the state-
of-the-art mapping algorithm STREAM-O, with an improvement
of 33% in area and 37% in delay on average. In the future, we
will explore methods to better our proposed approach further

by exploring the mapping of other complex gates and tailoring
optimal synthesis for staircase representations.
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