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(ABSTRACT)

This thesis addresses the partitioning problem for configurable computing

machines. Specifically, this thesis presents algorithms to partition chain-structured task

graphs across configurable computing machines. The algorithms give optimal solutions

for throughput and total execution time for these problems under constraints on area, pin

count, and power consumption. The algorithms provide flexibility for applying these

constraints while remaining polynomial in complexity. Proofs of correctness as well as an

analysis of runtime complexity are given. Experiments are performed to illustrate the

runtime of these algorithms.
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