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Abstract—This paper introduces the problem of learning to place
logic blocks in Field-Programmable Gate Arrays (FPGAs) and
a learning-based method. In contrast to previous search-based
placement algorithms, we instead employ Reinforcement Learn-
ing (RL) with the goal of minimizing wirelength. In addition
to our preliminary learning results, we also evaluated a novel
decomposition to address the nature of large search space when
placing many blocks on a chipboard. Empirical experiments
evaluate the effectiveness of the learning and decomposition
paradigms on FPGA placement tasks.

Index Terms—Reinforcement Learning Applications, FPGA
Placement, Electronic Design Automation

I. INTRODUCTION

The relentless advancement in very-large-scale integration,
characterized by the increasing scale and complexity of chips,
intensifies the challenge in Electronic Design Automation
(EDA). Optimizing the arrangement of thousands of circuit
modules within strict design constraints (e.g., the placement
problem) becomes a particularlly challenging task. Low-
quality placement results can lead to challenges for successive
processes, e.g., routing, and can strain the limited capacity of
FPGAs prefabricated routing resources, critically affecting the
design’s final performance. However, FPGA placement is a
more constrained problem than ASIC placement because block
types and wiring patterns are prefabricated (see Fig. 1).

Simulated annealing (SA) [1] has traditionally been the back-
bone algorithm in FPGA placement methods, respecting place-
ment constraints and minimizing routing delays. Combining
analytical placement (AP) and SA [2], [3] is currently the
dominant technique used in placement optimization. For ex-
ample, the commercial Intel Quartus placer [4] uses AP to
determine the initial placement solution and SA to fine tune the
placement. RLplace [5], the current state-of-the-art approach,
enhances SA by allowing a reinforcement learning (RL) agent
to choose from multiple types of directed moves. However,
RLplace still relies on simulated annealing, which can be slow
to converge, particularly for complex FPGAs. Additionally, the
bandit formulation assumes that rewards are based solely on
intrinsic properties, lacking contextual information.

AI has gained traction to accelerate chip design [6]–[9]. RL ad-
dresses placement as a sequential decision-making challenge,
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Fig. 1. The FPGA board is 11 × 11 units in size and incorporates DSP
(Digital Signal Processor), CLB (Configurable Logic Block), I/O, and RAM
(Random Access Memory) blocks, as well as I/O locations of capacity 2.

placing each circuit module at a time, producing chip layouts
that match or surpass those designed by humans or tradi-
tional algorithms, particularly in metrics like wirelength and
congestion. However, these advances have mainly focused on
ASIC, while FPGA placement represents a more constrained
problem. Moreover, in both FPGA and ASIC, RL agents face
significant challenges, including extremely sparse rewards and
vast search spaces. An RL agent may find it difficult to identify
and reinforce beneficial behaviors when feedback is infrequent
and the required exploration is enormous [10].1

This proposes a RL approach to address the FPGA placement
challenge. Distinguishing our approach from RLplace [5], we
model the FPGA placement as a Markov decision process
(MDP), rather than as a multi-armed bandit. Our method does
not rely on conventional heuristic search algorithms, poten-
tially enhancing the efficacy and adaptability of our approach
in the FPGA setting. This paper has two main contributions: 1)

1As pointed out elsewhere [6], the state space of the placement task is larger
than 102500 with only 1000 blocks, while Go (an extremely challenging RL
benchmark) has an estimated state space of 10170.
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we apply RL to FPGA placement by introducing a novel state
definition and model architecture. 2) To tackle the immense
search space inherent in placement tasks, we propose a new
training paradigm that decomposes the full placement problem
into smaller and more manageable subtasks, improving the
agent’s learning efficiency. To the best of our knowledge, we
are the first to introduce a (deep) RL agent for FPGA place-
ment and the first to propose a divide-and-conquer approach to
optimize chip placements, with preliminary results that suggest
the approach’s feasibility. We hope that this paper will attract
more attention to the use of RL in FPGAs by electronic design
automation engineers.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. FPGA Placement

The chip placement problem maps netlist components, a list
detailing a circuit’s components and connections, onto the
chipboard. The number of components to be placed in FPGA
problems can range from hundreds (for simple circuits) to tens
of thousands (for complex, high-density designs), illustrating
the scale and variability of the placement challenge. Circuit
modules positioning, like CLBs and I/Os, must respect two
constraints. 1) Type constraints state that blocks can only
be placed in certian (prefabricated) locations. 2) Capacity
constraints state that blocks can only be placed within capacity
limits per position. For example, in Fig. 1, the next CLB block
can only be placed in a dotted blue square, since only the
blue square positions accept CLB blocks and have additional
capacity. The most common goal in FPGA placement is to
minimize wirelength and critical path delay. We focus on
wirelength as our primary metric to simplifying our assess-
ment. Wirelength refers to the total distance that interconnects
cover on a circuit board, summarizing the cumulative path
lengths of wires needed to connect components. In our case,
the wirelength is generated by VTR (Verilog-to-Routing) [11]
after routing. VTR is an open-source CAD tool that provides a
complete suite of tools for FPGA design, including synthesis,
mapping, placement, routing, and timing analysis.

B. Reinforcement Learning

RL is a machine-learning paradigm where an agent learns
to make decisions by performing actions in an environment,
learning to maximize (discounted) cumulative rewards. This
learning process is often modeled as a Markov decision
process (MDP), which describes a problem in terms of states,
actions, rewards, and state transitions. States represent the pos-
sible situations the agent can encounter. Actions are available
decisions that an agent can execute. Rewards are numerical
values that the agent receives as feedback after taking actions.
State transitions define how actions change the state.

The actor-critic framework is one common method to learn
how to act, integrating the actor for making decisionss and
the critic to evaluates those decisions. The actor learns a
policy, π(a|s; θ), where a is the action chosen in state s
and θ are the weights of the policy neural network (actor).

The critic evaluates the quality of the actions by estimating
a value function, V̂ (s;χ), where s represents the state and
χ indicating the weights of the value neural network (critic).
Learning adjusts the weights of both the actor and the critic
to improve the policy and the value function estimations,
respectively. The actor updates its policy using gradients
estimated from the critic’s evaluation, and the critic updates
its value approximation by minimizing the temporal difference
error.

III. OUR APPROACH

A. Problem Formulation

We have chosen to formulate the FPGA placement problem
as an MDP. Our MDP consists of four components: 1) States
consist of the netlist graph, the current block to be placed,
and the placement status of the current board. 2) Actions are
defined as locations where a given block can be placed without
violating hard constraints (e.g., capacity or block type limits).
3) Rewards are formulated so that intermediate steps receive
a reward of 0 until the full placement is completed, at which
point the final reward is based on the true wirelength generated
by VTR [12] after routing. 4) State transitions are determined
by the new board layout after placing a block.

B. State Construction

We define the state as an image composed of four channels
based on the current state of the board and information from
the netlist graph about the block to be placed. The four
channels are matrices of the same size as the chipboard:

• The capacity channel indicates the remaining capacity of
each grid cell.

• The input channel indicates the number of times the
placed block serves as a source/input in all nets.

• The output channel indicates the number of times the
placed block serves as a sink/output in all nets.

• The wire-mask channel [8] represents how the estimated
wirelength increases if a block is placed in a position.

In addition to the board observations, the netlist graph is
an undirected graph that encodes the connections between
various blocks and the nets that link them. To extract from this
graph, we generate a vector representation for each node by
concatenating node-specific features, encompassing the node’s
type, index, and x and y coordinates.

C. Learning Algorithm

We employ the actor-critic algorithm Proximal Policy Opti-
mization (PPO) [13] to train a neural network (see Fig. 2).
The board layout information is processed through ResNet
[14], while the netlist graph is handled by the Graph Attention
Network (GAT) [15] to embed node representations. The
board observation embedding and the current block embedding
vectors are then concatenated to form the state embedding.
Notably, we need to filter out invalid actions from a proba-
bility action matrix produced by policy networks to adhere
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Fig. 2. Overview of our model structure, which contains two main parts: representation layers and decision layers, including a policy network, and a value
network. The representation layers take board observations, the netlist graph, and the current block index as input, while the decision layers output a probability
distribution over available placement locations (the policy π(at|st)) and an estimate of the expected reward for the current placement (the state value V̂t).

to FPGA placement constraints. Others [16] have examined
the effectiveness of invalid action masking, demonstrating
that it enables agents to learn more efficiently within large
discrete action spaces. Therefore, before sampling actions,
we remove invalid actions by applying invalid action masks.
Over time, PPO updates the policy πθ(at|st) by using an
estimate of the advantage Ât = Gt − V̂t on time step t.
Gt =

∑T−t−1
k=0 γkrt+k+1 denotes the cumulative discounted

reward (to be maximized) and V̂t is the value approximation
produced by the value network.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate our RL agent under the base
and the decomposition setting. We employ the tseng.net
netlist and EArch.xml architecture files from MCNC20
benchmarks [17] included in VTR [11], commonly used in
FPGA design. This setup consists of 56 CLBs and 174
I/O blocks. In our initial experiments, we found that the
agent struggled to place all the blocks, yielding results no
better than random placement. As a result, we decided to
simplify the experiments (see Table I). Assuming VTR-derived
placements are optimal, we start by placing a subset of blocks
based on a VTR optima, but allow the agent to learn to
place 5 CLBs. This allows us to assess the model’s learning
capabilities by examining the performance gap between the
VTR-optima and the RL placement results. A narrower gap
indicates the RL agent’s proficiency in placing the subset of
blocks. This process incrementally expands the subset size
until it can effectively place all blocks. We compare our RL
agent’s placements to VTR’s, as it is the current state-of-the-
art baseline in the placement and routing of FPGAs.

TABLE I
ONE BENCHMARK HAS 56 CLBS AND 174 I/OS BLOCKS [11]. WE

ASSUME VTR-DERIVED PLACEMENTS ARE OPTIMAL, WHICH IS 6489. WE
REMOVE A SUBSET OF BLOCKS FROM THIS OPTIMAL CONFIGURATION

AND ALLOW AN RL AGENT PLACE THEM.

# blocks placed
by RL agent

avg wire-
length

possible configs

5 6398±71 105

15 6531±132 1017

30 6988±98 1039

45 7209±168 1064

56 7591±109 1083

A. 15 Block Decomposition

We found the RL agent had difficulty with the very large state
space and sparse environment rewards. Table I demonstrates
that the RL agent can approach the VTR optima in small tasks.
However, with an increasing number of blocks, the search
space expands exponentially, making the RL agent more prone
to converging to suboptimal solutions. To address this issue,
we propose a divide-and-conquer approach. As evident from
Table I, when placing less than 15 blocks, the agent can
optimize placement to close or even surpass VTR optima.
Therefore, we decompose the full placement problem with a
vast search space into subtasks with smaller search spaces.

Using Fig. 3 as an of placing 30 blocks, the task will be
decomposed into two subtasks with 15 blocks each. One
training iteration includes training procedures of the two
subtasks. Once one subtask is trained, its placement results will
be fixed as the initialization placement for the other subtask
to place the other 15 blocks. For each subtask’s model, we
propose four settings:
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Subtask1, 15 blocks
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𝜋𝜋1

Subtask2, 15 blocks

𝑊𝑊𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝜋𝜋2

𝑊𝑊𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝜋𝜋2

Subtask1, 15 blocks Subtask2, 15 blocks
Iteration 1 Iteration 2

OutputInitialization OutputInitialization 𝑊𝑊𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝜋𝜋1

𝑊𝑊𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝜋𝜋1

𝑊𝑊𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝜋𝜋2

𝑊𝑊𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝜋𝜋2

OutputInitialization OutputInitialization

⋮
𝑊𝑊𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟

𝜋𝜋1 , 𝑊𝑊𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
𝜋𝜋2 : representation layer weights 𝑊𝑊𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑

𝜋𝜋1 , 𝑊𝑊𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑
𝜋𝜋2 : decision layer weights

Fig. 3. The 30-block decomposition training paradigm.

1) Setting 1: multi-policies, reusing all weights
Each subtask has separate model weights to initialize the
policy and all model weights of each subtask are reused
in the next iteration.

2) Setting 2: multi-policies, not reusing decisions layers
weights
Each subtask has separate model weights to initialize
the policy. Only the representation layer weights of the
models are reused in the next iteration.

3) Setting 3: single policy, reusing all weights
All subtasks share the same model weights and all model
weights are reused in the next iteration.

4) Setting 4: single policy, not reusing decisions layers
weights
All subtasks share the same model weights and only the
representation layer weights of the model are reused in
the next iteration.

In our decomposition experiments, we set our RL methodology
without decomposition as the baseline.

B. 30 Blocks Decomposition

In 30 block decomposition experiments, each subtask (placing
15 blocks) undergoes training for 3000 episodes, with the
training process repeated across 5 iterations. In Fig. 4 (a),
when compared to our RL baseline, decomposition exper-
iments exhibit a temporary spike in wirelength each time
a subtask changes, particularly evident in settings 2 and 4.
The wirelength peaks occur as the agent requires a policy
transfer to adapt to the new state transitions and state spaces
following each switch. However, when comparing settings 2
and 4 with settings 1 and 3, we see that settings 1 and 3
tend to have worse performance. Moreover, the wirelength
peaks with each subtask change tend to level off as training
progresses. Fig. 5 (a) reveals that the entropy of settings 1
and 3 progressively reduce over time and ultimately converges
towards 0, which suggests that fully reusing model weights
(policy) can accelerate the convergence speed but does not
ensure convergence to global optima. The reused policy limits
the agent to explore the environment, leading to a negative

TABLE II
THE FIFTH ROW AND THE LAST ROW ARE OUR RL BASELINE FOR 30

BLOCKS AND 56 BLOCKS, RESPECTIVELY. GRANULARITY REFERS TO THE
NUMBER OF SUBTASKS. AVG WIRELENGTH IS THE MEAN AND STANDARD
DEVIATIONS CALCULATED FROM 3 DIFFERENT SEEDS. BEST IS THE TOP
PERFORMANCE AMONG THE THREE SEEDS. THE BOLD ROWS INDICATE
OPTIMAL SETTINGS FOR 30-BLOCK, 56-BLOCK WITH 2 GRANULARITY,

AND 56-BLOCK WITH 4 GRANULARITY DECOMPOSITION, RESPECTIVELY.

#
blocks

# policy Wdecis

reuse
setting granularity avg

wirelength
best

30

2 T 1 2 6974±87 6749
2 F 2 2 6795±160 6546
1 T 3 2 7222±126 7108
1 F 4 2 6852±27 6638
1 NA NA NA 6988±98 6884

56

2 T 1 2 7192±131 7081
2 F 2 2 7308±111 7013
1 T 3 2 7226±234 6971
1 F 4 2 7721±185 7193
4 T 1 4 7499±162 7334
4 F 2 4 7169±90 7075
1 T 3 4 7561±85 7427
1 F 4 4 7299±105 6950
1 NA NA NA 7591±151 7265

policy transfer effect that potentially traps the agent in inferior
local optima.

C. 56 Blocks Decomposition

In a 56 block decomposition, each subtask placing 14 blocks
trains for 3000 episodes, with the training process repeated
across 5 iterations. From Fig. 4 (b) and Fig. 5 (b), the
performance is very similar to that of 30 blocks. In both 30 and
56 block decompositions, reusing all model weights results in
negative policy transfer.

D. Granularity

In our 56 block decomposition experiments, we further explore
the impact of granularity on the performance by conducting
extra experiments with each subtask placing 28 blocks, where
each undergoes training for 4000 episodes, repeated over 5
iterations. Fig. 4 (c) shows that reusing all network weights
performs better than reusing only the representation layer
weights. This finding contrasts with the results of decmposing
56 blocks into 4 subtasks. We hypothesize this is due to the



Fig. 4. The wirelength chart illustrates the policy performance curves during the training process. (a) the wirelength curves in 30-blocks decomposition; (b)
the wirelength curves in 56-blocks decomposition with 4 granularity; (c) the wirelength curves in 30-blocks decomposition with 2 granularity.

Fig. 5. The entropy chart illustrates the policy entropy curves during the training process, highlighting how the policy exploration evolves with 30 blocks (a),
56 blocks with graularity 4 (b), and 56 blocks with granularity 2 (c).

differences in the task difficulties and the learnability of the
model. As shown in Table I, the exploration space of 14
block subtasks is smaller than 28 block subtasks, leading to
a higher risk of policy overfitting after reusing all weights.
This overfitting is the underlying reason for the negative policy
transfer observed in 14 block subtasks, which hinders the agent
from exploring the environment effectively.

Our experiments reveal that both the granularity of subtasks
and the choice to reuse decision layer weights play crucial
roles in performance. Specifically, in subtasks with finer gran-
ularity, not reusing the decision-layer weights promotes agent
exploration. In contrast, subtasks with larger graularity show
that reusing decision layer weights can improve performance.
In general, results in Table II demonstrate that the decompo-
sition training paradigm can improve performance compared
to the baseline.

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

In our decomposition setting, we explored two approaches:
reusing the decision layer weights and not reusing them.
While reusing the decision layer weights introduces more prior
knowledge, it may also increase the risk of overfitting and lim-
ited exploration. On the contrary, not reusing the decision layer
weights fosters exploration, but disregards valuable learned
policy knowledge. Identifying a method to partially reuse de-
cision layer weights to leverage prior policy knowledge while
still encouraging agent exploration may improve performance.

The large search space can lead agents to become trapped in
local optima. Efficient exploration is critical to overcome these

challenges. Others [8] leverage reward engineering by using
incremental estimated wirelength as step rewards, transform-
ing sparse rewards environments to dense ones. This approach
provides agents with frequent feedback, facilitating more
effective policy evaluation and updates. Random Network
Distillation (RND) [7] can also generate intrinsic rewards.
This strategy aims to enhance exploration by rewarding the
agent for discovering new aspects of the environment. We
decompose full placement problems into manageable subtasks,
enabling agents to navigate smaller search spaces more ef-
fectively. These approaches aim to boost the agent’s learning
efficiency within the expansive search space. In the future, we
also plan to combine a divide-and-conquer strategy with better
RL exploration algorithms to facilitate more efficient training
for the agent.

A good placement should not only optimize wirelength but
also account for critical time delays, congestion, and process-
ing time. Recognizing that the definition of an “optimal” place-
ment varies based on different objectives, it often necessitates
considering tradeoffs among these competing metrics. One
could approach this by linearly combining different metrics
or formulating the problem as a multi-objective RL task to
optimize multiple conflicting objectives simultaneously. In
light of this, a significant future direction for our research will
expand our optimization objectives to include time delay and
processing time for FPGA placement. Moreover, we aim to
boost the versatility of our method by conducting experiments
with a wide array of netlists, which will allow us to evaluate its
performance across different scenarios. This step is intended to



provide a more thorough understanding of how our approach
performs in various settings, improving our understanding of
its overall effectiveness.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces an RL model for FPGA placement
problems and a divide-and-conquer approach to optimize
chip placements. This paper formulated the FPGA placement
problem as an MDP and used an RL algorithm to learn a
placement policy. Much of our efforts focused on constructing
an appropriate state representation as the state used for prior
ASIC placement methods was not applicable. To address the
large space and sparse rewards, we proposeed a decomposition
training paradigm. Although our approach may not yet outper-
form VTR, we have achieved promising preliminary results.
Our work represents a significant step forward in leveraging
RL for FPGA placement, and we hope others will contribute
to further advancements in this exciting area.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work has taken place in the Intelligent Robot Learning
(IRL) Lab at the University of Alberta, which is supported in
part by research grants from the Alberta Machine Intelligence
Institute (Amii); a Canada CIFAR AI Chair, Amii; Digital
Research Alliance of Canada; Huawei; Mitacs; and NSERC.
The authors thank Qianxi Li for input on earlier versions of
this work, as well as Peter Chun and Mark Bourgeault for
their guidance throughout this research project.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Kirkpatrick, C. D. Gelatt Jr, and M. P. Vecchi, “Optimization by
simulated annealing,” Science, vol. 220, no. 4598, pp. 671–680, 1983.

[2] M. Gort and J. H. Anderson, “Analytical placement for heterogeneous
fpgas,” in 22nd international conference on field programmable logic
and applications (FPL). IEEE, 2012, pp. 143–150.

[3] G. Chen, C.-W. Pui, W.-K. Chow, K.-C. Lam, J. Kuang, E. F. Young,
and B. Yu, “RippleFPGA: Routability-driven simultaneous packing and
placement for modern FPGAs,” IEEE Transactions on Computer-Aided
Design of Integrated Circuits and Systems, vol. 37, no. 10, pp. 2022–
2035, 2017.

[4] “Intel quartus prime pro edition user guide: Design compi-
lation,” https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/products/details/fpga/
development-tools/quartus-prime/docs.html.

[5] M. A. Elgammal, K. E. Murray, and V. Betz, “RLPlace: Using rein-
forcement learning and smart perturbations to optimize fpga placement,”
IEEE Transactions on Computer-Aided Design of Integrated Circuits
and Systems, vol. 41, no. 8, pp. 2532–2545, 2021.

[6] A. Mirhoseini, A. Goldie, M. Yazgan, J. Jiang, E. Songhori, S. Wang,
Y.-J. Lee, E. Johnson, O. Pathak, S. Bae et al., “Chip placement with
deep reinforcement learning,” Nature 594, 207–212 (2021)., 2021.

[7] R. Cheng and J. Yan, “On joint learning for solving placement and
routing in chip design,” Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, vol. 34, pp. 16 508–16 519, 2021.

[8] Y. Lai, Y. Mu, and P. Luo, “MaskPlace: Fast chip placement via rein-
forced visual representation learning,” Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 35, pp. 24 019–24 030, 2022.

[9] Y. Lai, J. Liu, Z. Tang, B. Wang, J. Hao, and P. Luo, “Chipformer:
Transferable chip placement via offline decision transformer,” in Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2023, 23-29 July 2023,
ser. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, vol. 202. PMLR, pp.
18 346–18 364.

[10] J. Hao, T. Yang, H. Tang, C. Bai, J. Liu, Z. Meng, P. Liu, and
Z. Wang, “Exploration in deep reinforcement learning: From single-
agent to multiagent domain,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks
and Learning Systems, pp. 1–21, 2023.

[11] Verilog-to-Routing (VTR) Project Team, 2022, https://docs.
verilogtorouting.org/en/stable/vtr/benchmarks/?highlight=Benchmarks.

[12] K. E. Murray, O. Petelin, S. Zhong, J. M. Wang, M. Eldafrawy, J.-P.
Legault, E. Sha, A. G. Graham, J. Wu, M. J. Walker et al., “Vtr 8:
High-performance cad and customizable fpga architecture modelling,”
ACM Transactions on Reconfigurable Technology and Systems (TRETS),
vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 1–55, 2020.

[13] J. Schulman, F. Wolski, P. Dhariwal, A. Radford, and O. Klimov, “Prox-
imal policy optimization algorithms,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.06347,
2017.

[14] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun, “Deep residual learning for image
recognition,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition, 2016, pp. 770–778.

[15] P. Velickovic, G. Cucurull, A. Casanova, A. Romero, P. Liò, and
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