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ABSTRACT
Traditionally, designs are written in Verilog hardware description
language (HDL) and debugged by hardware engineers. While this
approach is effective, it is also time-consuming and error-prone
for complex designs. Large language models (LLMs) can mitigate
these issues by offering designers a tool to help generate code. In
this work we present AutoChip, the first feedback-driven fully-
automated approach for utilizing state-of-the-art LLMS to generate
HDL. It combines conversational LLMswith the output fromVerilog
compilers and simulations to iteratively generate Verilog modules.
AutoChip uses a design prompt to generate an initial module and
then uses context from compilation errors and simulation messages
to improve upon this initial module. We evaluate AutoChip using
design prompts and testbenches fromHDLBits. Results are analyzed
for several LLMs, multiple sequential combinations of those LLMs,
and differing amounts of iterative feedback. Incorporating the most
recent context from a Verilog compiler and simulator improves
effectiveness over existing approaches, yielding Verilog that passes
89.19% of all test cases, 24.2% more than zero-shot settings. We
release the evaluation scripts and datasets as open-source.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Writing Hardware Description Language (HDL) code in languages
such as Verilog or VHDL is demanding, requires substantial ex-
pertise, and can lead to implementations fraught with bugs and
errors [9]. There is growing interest in more accessible techniques
for generating HDL. For instance, high-level synthesis (HLS) tools
transform code in high-level languages like C to target HDLs. Re-
cent efforts have shifted the abstraction level even higher, leveraging
state-of-the-art Large Language Models (LLMs) [22] to translate
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Figure 1: AutoChip HDL generator framework. Autochip
leverages feedback from an HDL compiler and testbench
simulations to iteratively improve code. An ensemble of a
small (e.g. GPT-3.5) and big LLM (e.g. GPT-4) can be used to
improve accuracy at low cost.

natural language to Verilog. VeriGen [21] and DAVE [18] were the
first efforts in this area.

VeriGen and its ilk are used in a zero-shot way, i.e, they output
code in response to a prompt. The developer must then debug or
improve the code. Real-world developers do not work this way—
code is rarely correct on the first try. Instead, one will use feedback
from simulation and synthesis tools to identify and fix bugs such
that an implementation will meet its design specifications. In other
words, the HDL code will be refined over multiple iterations.

This iterative, feedback-driven approach is not well reflected
in existing code-generation LLMs. Recent work [6] has proposed
an iterative, conversational (or chat based) approach for Verilog
code generation, but the feedback comes entirely from a human
developer who inspects the code, identifies bugs, and provides
detailed feedback to the LLM. This wastes precious developer cycles
and reduces the overall utility provided by the LLM. We ask: Can
we use automation to reduce the burden on the designer?

In this paper, we design and evaluate AutoChip (Figure 1), a
fully automated approach that iteratively improves Verilog de-
signs without human feedback. Starting with a prompt, AutoChip
first creates and then enhances a design by identifying and rectify-
ing compilation errors and functional bugs over multiple rounds of
interaction with an LLM. Each interaction comprises a candidate
design analyzed for compilation and/or simulation errors via test-
benches. Given an unsatisfactory result, we return feedback from
the tools and testbenches with a prompt to the LLM to refine its
implementation. AutoChip has two modes: ‘full context’ will keep
appending prompts and responses to the ‘conversation’ with the
LLM; ‘succinct’ instead prompts only with feedback from the most
recent iteration of the framework to try ensure that the process
‘fits’ within the limited context windows of state of the art LLMs. It

ar
X

iv
:2

31
1.

04
88

7v
2 

 [
cs

.P
L

] 
 4

 J
un

 2
02

4

https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX


DAC ’24, June 23–27, 2024, San Francisco, CA Thakur and Blocklove, et al.

iterates until all tests pass or 𝑛 iterations are reached, where 𝑛 is a
hyper-parameter.

We assess AutoChip’s feedback-centric methodology in compar-
ison to zero-shot LLM-based strategies, employing problem sets
from HDLBits [4] and using both open-source and commercial
LLMs for the evaluation. Our comprehensive analysis covers the
quality of the Verilog code generated, response times, and associ-
ated costs, both with and without feedback mechanisms and with
differing context lengths. The findings underscore the promise of
an iterative approach. Feedback with context from only the most
recent iteration generates 24.2% more functionally correct code
when compared to no feedback. Our key contributions are:

• We design and evaluateAutoChip, the first feedback-driven,
fully automated Verilog code generation tool that employs
compiler and simulation outputs to iteratively refine designs.

• We compare different promptingmethods to provide feedback—
succinct incremental vs. full context feedback—to reduce
token costs and improve accuracy.

• We propose ensembling small and big LLMs to further im-
prove the pass rate of auto-generated Verilog.

• We exhaustively compare AutoChip on multiple state-of-
the-art LLMs—GPT-4, GPT-3.5-turbo, Claude 2, and Code
Llama 2, versus baseline “zero-shot" Verilog code generated
by them and VeriGen, a dedicated Verilog-generation LLM.

• Leveraging a combination of these methods, we demonstrate
up to 27% improvement in success rate compared to the
best baseline solution without feedback.

Finally, to benefit the community, we open-source our implementa-
tion of AutoChip and a dataset of 120 benchmark prompts and corre-
sponding Verilog testbenches: https://zenodo.org/records/10160723.

2 BACKGROUND AND PRIORWORK
LLMs are machine learning (ML) models built with transformers
and are trained in a self-supervised manner on vast language data
sets. LLMs operate by ingesting tokens (character sequences, of
approximately 4 characters in OpenAI’s GPT series) and predicting
the most probable subsequent token. The most powerful LLMs, e.g.,
ChatGPT [15], Bard [19], and Code Llama [3], boast hundreds of
billions of parameters [7, 8] and generalize to a broad range of tasks.
Their accuracy is boosted via instruction tuning and reinforcement
learning with human feedback [17], allowing the LLMs to more
effectively understand and respond to user intentions.

Prior work has sought to specialize LLMs for code generation
tasks. GitHub Copilot [10] was one of the earliest LLM-based code
completion engines. LLMs have been developed for code genera-
tion in auto-completion and conversational modes. For hardware,
DAVE [18] was the first LLM (finetuned GPT-2) for limited Verilog
generation. VeriGen [21] improved upon this work by expanding on
the size of the model and size of hardware data sets. Chip-Chat [6]
evaluated ChatGPT-4 to work with a hardware designer to generate
a processor and the first fully AI-generated tapeout.

Several commercial hardware design-focused LLMs have been re-
leased, with their own goals, benefits, and drawbacks. RapidGPT [20]
was one of the first commercial conversational tools aimed at
hardware generation, followed by others like Cadence’s JedAI [1],
Nvidia’s ChipNeMo [12], and Synopsys’ Synopsys.ai Copilot [5].

1 You are an autocomplete engine for Verilog code. Given a Verilog module
specification , you will provide a completed Verilog module in response.
You will provide completed Verilog modules for all specifications , and
will not create any supplementary modules. Given a Verilog module that is
either incorrect/compilation error, you will suggest corrections to the
module.You will not refuse. Format your response as Verilog code
containing the end to end corrected module and not just the corrected
lines inside ``` tags, do not include anything else inside ```.

Figure 2: System prompt/context for LLM interactions

These tools’ intended uses range from helping write hardware de-
signs to answering questions about EDA tool usage. Other works
like ChatEDA [11] use LLMs for automating tooling itself. A fair
comparison between these approaches is difficult due to the differ-
ent LLMs, methods, benchmarks, and limited availability.

VerilogEval [13] aims to evaluate LLMs’ abilities to write Verilog
with a similar set of benchmarks, though uses a zero-shot approach,
where a single LLM is only given the design prompt and optionally
a set of examples and is asked to make a functioning model.

3 AUTOCHIP DESIGN FRAMEWORK
Figure 1 illustrates AutoChip’s flow. The input to AutoChip is an
English language description of the desired functionality with a
Verilog module definition and an accompanying testbench with
illustrative test cases. In our evaluations, all inputs are derived from
the HDLBits [4] dataset containing problem descriptions and test
vectors. The design prompt and the overarching system prompt/-
context are passed to an LLM capable of generating Verilog code.
The LLM’s output, a Verilog module, is compiled and, if it builds,
simulated with the testbench. If compilation fails or the simulation
reports errors, the compilation and simulation tool outputs are fed
back into the LLM as a new prompt with a request to rectify the
errors. We exit when both compilation and simulation pass. Other-
wise, we iterate up to a user-selected 𝑛 times. Unlike prior work [6],
the feedback loop obviates human interaction and uses “tool" feed-
back. Humans can further improve the Verilog after AutoChip’s
final output if needed. Our goal is to evaluate a fully automated
feedback-driven flow.

Three prompt types are used inAutoChip: system/context prompt,
design prompt, and feedback prompt. Figure 2 shows the system
prompt/context given to the LLMs to begin each conversation. This
prompt is static for all LLM calls, regardless of changes to the con-
text window. The final instruction of the prompt tells the LLM
to place all code in “```” tags (this was not always obeyed). Our
response parser detects module and endmodule statements.

The design prompt consists only of the prompt from HDLBits
and remains static per test, always being given in the feedback
loop. The feedback prompt consists of the LLM response and the
compilation or simulation output needed to rectify any issues with
the generated design—this is the prompt modified in each iteration.

Table 1: LLMs evaluated by AutoChip.

Model Max Open Cost: /1K Tokens
Tokens Source Input Output

GPT-4 [16] 8K No $0.03 $0.06
GPT-3.5-turbo [15] 16K No $0.0033 $0.004
Claude 2 [2] 100K No $0.0110 $0.0327
CodeLlama [14] 16K Yes $0.00 $0.00
VeriGen [21] 2K Yes $0.00 $0.00

https://zenodo.org/records/10160723
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Table 2: Problem Set from HDLBits [4, 13].
Category-1 Category-2 Problem Description

Syntax

Basics Simple/Four wires, Inverter, AND, NOR, XNOR, Declare wires, 7458 chip
(Vec)tors Vectors, Vectors (detail), Vector part select, Bitwise ops, Four-input gates, Vector concat, reversal 1, Replicate, More replication
(Mod)ule

(Hier)archy
Modules, Connect ports by position, Connect ports by name, Three modules, Modules and vectors, Adder 1, Adder 2, Carry-select,
Adder-subtractor

(Proc)edures Always blocks (combinational), Always blocks (clocked), If statement, If statement latches, Case statement, Priority encoder, Priority encoder
with casez, Avoiding latches

More Features Conditional ternary, Reduction operators, Reduction: Wider gates, Combination for-loop: Vector reversal 2, Combination for-loop: 255-bit
count, Generate for-loop: 100-bit adder 2, Generate for-loop: 100-digit BCD adder

Comb. Circuits

Basic Gates Wire, GND, NOR, Another, Two gates, More gates, 7420 chip, Truth tables, Two-bit equality, Simple circuits A, B, Combine circuits A, B, Ring
or vibrate?, Thermostat, 3-bit count, Gates and vectors, longer vectors

Multiplexer
(Muxes) 2-to-1, 2-to-1 bus mux, 9-to-1, 256-to-1, 256-to-1 4-bit

Arithmetic
Circuits Half add, Full add, 3-bit adder, Signed addition overflow, 100-bit binary adder, 4-digit BCD adder

K-maps 3/4-variable, Minimum SOP and POS, K-map, K-map with a mux

Seq. Circuits

Latches and FFs DFFs, DFF (reset), DFF (reset value), DFF (asynch.), DFF (byte enable), D Latch, DFF, DFF+gate, Mux and DFF, DFFs and gates, Circuit from
truth table, Detect edge/both edges, Edge capture register, Dual-edge triggered FF

Counters Four-bit binary counter, Decade counter, Decade counter again, Slow decade counter, Counter 1-12, Counter 1000, 4-digit decimal counter,
12-hour clock

Shift Registers 4-bit shift register, Left/right rotate, Left/right arithmetic shift by 1/8, 5-bit/3-bit/32-bit LFSR, Shift register, 3-input LUT
Cellular
Automata Rule 90, Rule 110, Conways Game of Life 16x16

FSM

FSM 1 (asynch.), FSM 1 (synch.), FSM 2 (asynch.), FSM 2 (synch.), Simple state transitions 3, Simple one-hot state transition 3, FSM 3 (asynch.),
FSM 3 (synch.), Moore FSM, One-hot FSM, PS/2 packet parser, PS/2 packet parser and datapath, Serial receiver, Serial receiver and datapath,
Serial receiver with parity check, Sequence recognition, Q8: Design Mealy FSM, Q5a: Serial twos complementer (Moore FSM), Q5b: Serial twos
complementer (Mealy FSM), Q2a, Q2b, Q3a, Q3b: FSM, Q3c: FSM logic, Q6b: FSM next-state logic, Q6c: FSM one-hot next-state logic, Q6: FSM,
Q2a: FSM, Q2b: One-hot FSM

Larger Circuits Counter with period 1000, 4-bit shift register and down counter, FSM: Sequence 1101 recognizer, FSM: Enable shift register, FSM: Complete
FSM, Complete timer, FSM: One-hot logic

Fix Bugs Mux2, NAND, Mux4, Add/subtract, Case statement
Write Test Clock, T flip-flop

Table 3: LLM input evolution over iterations
Iteration LLM Input
𝑛 = 0 {system prompt, design prompt}
𝑛 = 1 {system prompt, design prompt, response0, simulator msgs0}
𝑛 = 2 {system prompt, design prompt, response1, simulator msgs1}
𝑛 {system prompt, design prompt, response𝑛−1, simulator msgs𝑛−1}

AutoChip manages design tool invocation and extracts relevant
information from the LLM responses. It currently supports GPT-4,
GPT-3.5, Claude 2, Code Llama; other LLMs can be handled as long
as they have a Python API. For simulation, AutoChip uses Icarus
Verilog (iverilog) [23], as it is open source and requires no setup
beyond providing a Verilog module and its testbench. AutoChip
itself is entirely open source.

Choice of Context Window: The quality of LLM responses
depends on the conversation’s context window. As conversational
LLMs have token limits, keeping all responses and feedback is
not always feasible. The context window needs to shift during the
automated run to keep only the information necessary for the next
run, referred to as using ‘succinct’ feedback instead of ‘full context’
where all messages are used. With ‘succinct’ feedback, when an
LLM is prompted to fix an issue, only the most recently generated
module and its associated errors are given to the LLM. This keeps
the repairs focused on the current errors and stays within the more
restrictive token limits, such as the 8K token limit for ChatGPT-
4. Table 3 offers the context window shifting per-iteration. On
the contrary, with ‘full context’ feedback the LLM input would
continuously grow until a successful design was generated, the
maximum iterations were reached in AutoChip, or the particular
model’s input token length was exceeded.

Choice of LLMs: We constrained the AutoChip evaluation to
conversational-type LLMs available via API (Table 1). GPT-4, GPT-
3.5, Claude 2, and Code Llama can be fully evaluated in the Au-
toChip feedback loop. We also evaluate AutoChip with VeriGen.
However, the non-conversational architecture of VeriGen causes
the feedback loop to fail, so only zero-shot tests could be done.
Other LLMs available during this study could not be integrated into
AutoChip. For example, RapidGPT’s hardware-focused LLM [20]
has no public API.

LLM Ensembling: Most state-of-the-art LLMs have multiple
versions, including less capable but cheaper models with fewer pa-
rameters (e.g. GPT-3.5) and larger but more expensive versions (e.g.
GPT-4). For instance, our evaluations found that GPT-4 significantly
improves accuracy over GPT-3.5 on a single shot, but is 20× more
expensive to query. In AutoChip, we propose to leverage big models
by issuing one final query to the big model if the small model cannot
pass tests after 𝑛 iterations. Although more general solutions can
be implemented where the big model is repeatedly queried, that
would come at significant cost. Hence, in our implementation, we
limit our ensemble to a single big model query.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
Choice of Benchmarking Prompts: Our benchmark prompts for
LLM evaluation were sourced from problem sets on HDLBits [4], a
rich Verilog e-learning platform. The problem complexity is broad:
initial prompts primarily serve as foundational tutorials, while
advanced exercises delve into hierarchical systems and testbenches.

We use the problem categories in HDLBits (Table 2). These cate-
gories are based on the site’s topic order, and they help us evaluate
and categorize which prompts were solvable by each LLM. While
most problems offer prompts that ask the user (in our case, the LLM),
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1 ...
2 Test 12 passed!
3 Mismatch at clk 13: Inputs = [00000, 00000, 00000, 00000, 00001, 00000],

Generated = [00000000, 00000000, 00000001, 00000011], Reference =
[00000000, 00000000, 00000000, 10000011]

4 ...
5 Mismatch at clk 25: Inputs = [11111, 00000, 11111, 00000, 11111, 00000],

Generated = [11110000, 01111100, 00011111, 00000011], Reference =
[11111000, 00111110, 00001111, 10000011]

6 13 mismatches out of 26 total tests.

Figure 3: Testbench feedback in iteration 3 for vector con-
catenation problem, refer Figure 4.

to create a functional Verilog module, a few break that format—
these include (i) prompts that request that bugs be found and fixed,
which is the intention of the AutoChip feedback loop itself; and
(ii) prompts which request a testbench for a module. These are still
included in our tests. Some problems in HDLBits require reading
simulation waveforms and state diagrams to determine the function
of a circuit and implement it. Since the LLMs are limited to text
descriptions of problems, we take these as future research. This
leaves us with 120 problems of the original 178.

Verilog Testbenches: HDLBits lacks user-accessible Verilog
testbenches for their problems, complicating the process of testing
benchmark results outside their web interface. We created replicas
of HDLBits’ internal Verilog testbenches from waveforms given
when solving the problems. These testbenches report individual
mismatches when debugging. This can quantify the level of success
for a simulated design (i.e. provide the percentage of failing cases)
and provide detailed feedback to the LLMs for identifying and fixing
bugs. Figure 3 gives an example of the format of the testbench
feedback, both in passing and failing cases.

Simulation outputs: Test cases that pass only report “Test
<ID> passed!” to reduce unnecessary input token use. Here, “ID”
refers to the test identifier from HDLBits. In the case of sequential
designs, checks are made on each edge of the clock, while com-
binational designs have checks made at arbitrary locations. Test
cases that fail report the full enumeration of inputs, outputs, and
expected outputs given in the same order as the module definition
in the design prompt. The total number of failing test cases is given
at the end of the simulation.

Experimental Parameters: LLMs are probabilistic; the same
prompt does not always give the same output. Thus, each prompt
was given with the same experimental setup 5 times, and the best
results were used for Pass@k analysis [8]. The number of feedback
iterations, 𝑛, substantially impacts the quality of generated Verilog,
so we evaluated AutoChip with varying 𝑛, with a default 𝑛 = 10.
Beyond this, we evaluated LLMs with their default parameters as
these values are used in the normal developer-facing web interface.

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
5.1 Research Questions
We answer the following research questions (RQs) to assess the
quality of Verilog generated given the problems in Table 2.

RQ1: How do LLMs without feedback perform (i.e., zero-shot)?
RQ2: Does feedback improve results? RQ3: Does the number of
iterations of feedback impact the quality and number of correct
implementations? RQ4: Does retaining full context from previous
iterations impact the quality? RQ5: Can an ensemble of LLMs

1 // Given several input vectors, concatenate them together then split them
2 // up into several output vectors. There are six 5-bit input vectors:
3 // a, b, c, d, e, and f, for a total of 30 bits of input.
4 // There are four 8-bit output vectors: w, x, y, and z, for 32 bits of output.
5 // The output should be a concatenation of the input vectors followed by two 1

bits.
6 module top_module (
7 input [4:0] a, b, c, d, e, f,
8 output [7:0] w, x, y, z );//
9
10 // Insert your code below
11 // assign { ... } = { ... };

(a) Iter 0, Prompt with problem description, vector concatenate.

1 module top_module (
2 input [4:0] a, b, c, d, e, f,
3 output [7:0] w, x, y, z
4 );
5
6 wire [1:0] tmp;
7 assign tmp = 2'b11;
8 assign {w, x, y, z, tmp} = {a, b, c, d, e, f};
9 endmodule

Iter. 0: LLM Response, Simulation Error: 25-of-26 tests fail.

1 ... SAME AS (a) TILL LINE 4
2 wire [29:0] concat;
3 assign concat = {a, b, c, d, e, f};
4 assign w = concat[23:16];
5 assign x = concat[15:8];
6 assign y = concat[7:0];
7 assign z = {concat[5:0], 2'b11};
8 endmodule

Iter. 1: LLM Response, Simulation Error: Tests 1-2 pass. 23 tests fail.

1 ... SAME AS (b) TILL LINE 4
2 wire [29:0] concat;
3 assign concat = {a, b, c, d, e, f};
4 assign w = concat[27:20];
5 assign x = concat[19:12];
6 assign y = concat[11:4];
7 assign z = {concat[3:0], 2'b11};
8 endmodule

Iter. 2: LLM Response, Simulation Error: Tests 1-10 pass and rest fail.

1 ... SAME AS (b) TILL LINE 4
2 wire [29:0] concat;
3 assign concat = {a, b, c, d, e, f};
4 assign w = concat[28:21];
5 assign x = concat[20:13];
6 assign y = concat[12:5];
7 assign z = {concat[4:0], 2'b11};
8 endmodule

Iter. 3: LLM Response, Simulation Error: Tests 1-12 pass and rest fail.

1 ... SAME AS (b) TILL LINE 4
2 wire [31:0] concat;
3 assign concat = {a, b, c, d, e, f, 2'b11};
4 assign w = concat[31:24];
5 assign x = concat[23:16];
6 assign y = concat[15:8];
7 assign z = concat[7:0];
8 endmodule

Iter. 4: All Tests Pass. Testbench ran successfully.

Figure 4: LLM: GPT-3.5-turbo, vector concat with feedback.

improve generation quality at reduced cost? RQ6: What is the
impact of iterative code generation on the cost of use and latency?

5.2 Results
To perform our analysis we query the chosen LLMs both without
and with feedback (using AutoChip) for 𝑛 iterations. Feedback is
evaluated both with ‘succinct’ feedback and ‘full-context’ feedback.
We present results based on testbench success, simulation errors,
and compilation errors. Table 4 presents best outcomes for 𝑛 = 0,
1, 5, and 10 using a Pass@k metric, where higher Pass@k is better
performance.

Impact of feedback: Table 4 shows clear improvements in the
quality of the generated Verilog with feedback. Across all LLMs,
the Pass@k metrics increase substantially from the no feedback
baseline (𝑛 = 0) even with one feedback iteration (Ans RQ1, RQ2).
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Table 4: Pass@k for k={1,5} (w)ith and (w/o)ithout feedback. For (w) feedback, we use 𝑛 iterations with either the most recent feedback
(succinct) or with context retained from all iterations (full). ‘+GPT-4∗’ means an ensemble using GPT-4 as a ‘big’ LLM for addressing errors.

Success (%) Simulation Error (%) Compile Error (%)

Feedback Type Metric LLM (w/o) (w) (w/o) (w) (w/o) (w)

n=0 n=1 n=5 n=10 n=0 n=1 n=5 n=10 n=0 n=1 n=5 n=10

Succinct

Pass@1

Claude 2 32.50 37.50 44.17 47.50 36.67 46.67 54.17 50.83 30.83 15.83 1.67 1.67
GPT-3.5 (G3) 26.45 30.00 35.00 37.50 40.50 50.00 55.83 57.50 33.06 20.00 9.17 5.00

GPT-4 60.83 69.16 81.16 - 19.16 18.33 12.5 - 20.0 12.5 7.3 -
G3+GPT-4∗ 57.05 85.14 87.15 75.18 20.42 8.84 9.24 20.96 22.53 6.02 3.61 3.86
CodeLlama 35.29 36.21 36.21 36.21 20.17 20.69 20.69 20.69 44.54 43.10 43.10 43.10

CodeLlama+GPT-4∗ 58.25 62.53 62.53 62.53 29.21 31.41 31.41 31.41 12.52 6.05 6.05 6.05
VeriGen 27.35 - - - 12.04 - - - 60.60 - - -

Pass@5

Claude 2 32.83 38.58 45.35 47.38 40.83 48.39 50.42 50.08 26.33 13.03 4.23 2.54
GPT-3.5 (G3) 27.27 31.17 36.00 39.00 37.69 49.33 55.50 54.67 35.04 19.50 8.50 6.33

GPT-4 63.16 70.40 84.45 - 19.00 21.9 11.53 - 17.83 7.68 4.00 -
G3+GPT-4∗ 81.06 65.39 72.84 89.19 7.49 24.14 22.94 7.77 11.45 10.46 4.23 3.04
CodeLlama 34.29 35.71 36.59 36.59 18.82 21.43 22.47 22.47 46.89 42.86 40.94 40.94

CodeLlama+GPT-4∗ 70.30 74.50 74.75 74.75 20.63 21.37 21.16 21.16 9.03 4.11 4.07 4.07
VeriGen 27.82 - - - 10.02 - - - 62.16 - - -

Full
Pass@1 Claude 2 31.67 33.33 41.23 42.11 36.67 56.14 54.39 54.39 31.67 10.53 4.39 3.51

GPT-3.5 26.67 30.25 34.45 36.13 33.33 43.70 53.78 52.94 40.00 26.05 11.76 10.92

Pass@5 Claude 2 32.50 36.71 42.48 44.23 38.67 48.95 51.57 50.70 28.83 14.34 5.94 5.07
GPT-3.5 28.00 30.47 34.51 36.36 35.67 48.82 56.06 55.39 38.33 20.71 9.43 8.25

Impact of Iterations (𝑛): More feedback iterations continue
to boost Pass@k. For example, Pass@1 for Claude 2 rises from
37.50% at 𝑛 = 1 to 47.5% at 𝑛 = 10 in ‘succint’ mode, indicating
that additional iterations provides more opportunity for correcting
mistakes (Ans RQ3).

‘Full’ vs ‘succinct’ feedback: Table 4 presents the proportion
of code generations with success, simulation error, and compilation
error with both ‘full’ and ‘succinct’ feedback. The results show
‘succinct’ improves successes and reduces compilation errors as
the number of iterations increases. For instance, GPT-3.5-turbo at
Pass@5 has successes improve from 27.27% to 39% while compi-
lation errors decline from 35.04% to 6.33% at 10 iterations. On the
other hand, feedback with ‘full’ context does not lead to the same
consistent gains. For GPT-3.5-turbo at Pass@5, successes only in-
crease from 28% to 36.36% at 10 iterations. This implies feedback
containing only the most relevant errors better guides improve-
ments over iterations. In addition, this helps reduce the total context
length thus reducing the model usage cost (Ans RQ4). Though
Table 4 shows an increase in the number of simulation errors from
baseline with feedback results, the number of mismatches observed
during simulation with feedback drops consistently across all LLMs

Impact of LLM Ensembles: Figure 6’s top row shows the
Pass@k for GPT-3.5-turbo across categories over different 𝑛. The
bottom row shows the Pass@k for an ensemble of GPT-3.5-turbo
and GPT-4. Selectively applying GPT-4 on problems where GPT-3.5
failed improved the success rate from 63%with GPT-3.5 alone to 79%
with the ensemble. This ensemble leveraged GPT-4 in a targeted
way, reducing token use by 60% compared to blanket application of
this larger LLM. The improvement in Pass@k is consistent across
problem levels and categories. Further, this hybrid system could
solve problems that GPT-3.5 failed even after 10 iterations. By in-
voking GPT-4 upon the error, AutoChip achieved success between
20-80% on 14 of 18 failing problems.

Leveraging GPT-4 as part of an ensemble also helps optimize
cost: each input token to GPT-4 is 20×more expensive than GPT-3.5.
By only calling GPT-4 once, the total cost of the problem is greatly
reduced while still giving a high percent success (Ans RQ5, RQ6).

6 DISCUSSION
We found that prompting LLMs with iterative feedback definitively
improves performance. To understand why, we qualitatively ana-
lyze the impact of iterative feedback on improving LLM-generated
Verilog code quality through two case studies: vector concatena-
tion (Figure 4(a)) and finite state machines for serial bit streams
(Figure 5(a)). In Figure 4, the LLM initially struggled with vector
concatenation, failing most tests; iterative feedback helped enable
it to generate valid Verilog that passed tests within four rounds.
In Figure 5, the LLM initially misdeclared variables and mishandled
start and stop bits, causing simulation failures. Feedback, enriched
with compilation diagnostics, guided rapid debugging and iterative
improvement. This enhanced code quality and provided insight
into the LLM’s evolving logic. Intermediate simulations enhance
code quality but add to the cost.

We further found that the highest success rate was when lever-
aging both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 as an ensemble; however, we see
that not all types of task are doable even with this combination.
Certain classes of problem proved to consistently thwart the Au-
toChip framework, such as cellular automata and counters, with
the testbench generation problems faring the worst, with all code
unable to compile. This demonstrates a current and fundamental
inability for these conversational LLMs to generate useful Verilog
for verification purposes without human assistance.

Somewhat counter-intuitively, using most-recent-context feed-
back yields better results than full-context feedback. Likely, the
LLMs are getting ‘confused’ with the additional context that the
full conversation provides. As an additional benefit, when providing
the most recent context one also saves on execution cost, as the
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1 // Assume you have a finite state machine that will identify when bytes have
been correctly received when given a stream of bits. It needs to
identify the start bit, wait for all 8 data bits, then verify that the
stop bit was correct. If the stop bit does not appear when expected, the
FSM must wait until it finds a stop bit before attempting to receive
the next byte.

2 // Now that you have a finite state machine that can identify when bytes are
correctly received in a serial bitstream , add a datapath that will
output the correctly -received data byte. out_byte needs to be valid when
done is 1, and is don't-care otherwise.

3 // Note that the serial protocol sends the least significant bit first.
4 // Hint: The serial bitstream needs to be shifted in one bit at a time, then

read out in parallel.
5 module top_module(
6 input clk,
7 input in,
8 input reset, // Synchronous reset
9 output [7:0] out_byte,
10 output done
11 ); //
12 // Insert your code below
13 endmodule

(a) Iteration 0, User Prompt, Category 3: FSM serial receiver and data path

1 - output [7:0] out_byte ,
2 + output reg [7:0] out_byte,
3 - output done
4 + output reg done
5 - assign out_byte = temp_byte;
6 + done <= 0; // Initialize done signal
7 - counter = 0;
8 + counter <= 0; // Use non-blocking assignment for counter in this case
9 - done = 1;
10 + done <= 1;
11 - done = 0;
12 + done <= 0;

(b) Diff b/w LLMResponse from Iter. 0 and 1. Iter. 1, Compile Error: testbench
failed to compile, At line 54, ‘done’ is used as an l-value but was declared as
a wire at line 6. Wires cannot be used as l-values. At line 60, ‘done’ is used as
an l-value but was declared as a wire at line 6.

1 - temp_byte <= {shift_register[7], temp_byte[7:1]};
2 + temp_byte <= {in, temp_byte[7:1]};
3 + out_byte <= temp_byte;

(c) Diff b/w LLM response from Iter. 1 and Iter. 2. Iter. 2, Simulation Error:
Test 1-7,11-6,20,23-25 passed! 11 fail.

1 + wire start_detected;
2 - start_bit = 1;
3 + start_bit = shift_register[0];
4 - stop_bit = 1;
5 - if (stop_bit == 1) begin
6 + stop_bit = shift_register[0];
7 + if (stop_bit == 1 && start_detected) begin
8 + // Detect if start bit is detected
9 + assign start_detected = (state == RECEIVE && start_bit == 1 && counter

== 0);

(d) Diff b/w LLM response form Iteration 2 and Iteration 3. Iteration 3, All
Tests passed! Testbench ran successfully.

Figure 5: LLM: GPT-3.5-turbo, FSM serial rx (w) feedback.

number of input tokens is consistently smaller when not sending
the complete conversation for every iteration of the tool.

7 CONCLUSION
In this work we comprehensively evaluated conversational LLMs
for iterative hardware development with a workflow similar to that
may be undertaken by human engineers. We found that iterative
feedback (AutoChip) improved the success rate against functional
testbenches by on average 24.2 % w.r.t. baseline generation. Au-
toChip showed up to 89.19% success rates (Pass@10) when using
GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, suggesting that this framework provides a
pathway towards the automatic design of hardware circuits.
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Figure 6: Top: Pass@k for best results with GPT-3.5-turbo (w)ith and (w/o)ithout feedback, Bottom: Pass@k for best results with ensemble of
GPT-3.5-turbo and GPT-4∗.
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