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Modern large-scale physics experiments create datasets with sizes and streaming rates
that can exceed those from industry leaders such as Google Cloud and Netflix. Fully
processing these datasets requires both sufficient compute power and efficient workflows.
Recent advances in Machine Learning (ML) and Artificial Intelligence (AI) can either
improve or replace existing domain-specific algorithms to increase workflow efficiency. Not
only can these algorithms improve the physics performance of current algorithms, but
they can often be executed more quickly, especially when run on coprocessors such as
GPUs or FPGAs. In the winter of 2023, MIT hosted the Accelerating Physics with ML
at MIT workshop, which brought together researchers from gravitational-wave physics,
multi-messenger astrophysics, and particle physics to discuss and share current efforts to
integrate ML tools into their workflows. The following white paper highlights examples of
algorithms and computing frameworks discussed during this workshop and summarizes the
expected computing needs for the immediate future of the involved fields.
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1 Introduction

Machine learning (ML) and artificial intelligence (AI) is a rapidly developing field that

has given rise to physics-relevant techniques such as classification, tagging, noise reduction,

event reconstruction, and anomaly detection. As workflows in experimental physics become

increasingly saturated by ML, it is important to maximize computational efficiency to reduce

both processing latency and computing demands. One way to increase the efficiency of

ML algorithms is to use heterogeneous computing frameworks that incorporate coprocessor

hardware such as GPUs and FPGAs.

While large-scale computing facilities in the US have provisioned modern hardware

dedicated for scientific analysis, there is a lack of standardization of tools to efficiently use

these heterogeneous resources. High performance computing centers (HPC centers), such

as those present at the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center (NERSC) or

the San Diego Supercomputer Center (SDSC), have large GPU allocations capable of very

significant compute. Despite that, much of the computing infrastructure has been focused

on the deployment of large-scale simulations and calculations in domains including Lattice

QCD and astrophysical modeling. While HPC centers have enabled enormous advancements

in those domains, there has been little use of these systems for real-time operations of

big physics experiments. Recent advancements in the use of AI within physics workflows

have demonstrated enormous speedups and improved algorithm performance. As a result,

there is a growing interest in utilizing large-scale heterogeneous computing resources where

substantial computational speedups are possible. A potential synergistic opportunity has

emerged where the large-scale deployment of physics workflows on heterogeneous HPC

systems can substantially enhance the computational abilities of next-generation physics

experiments, leading to a wealth of possibilities.

There are, however, some hurdles to the use of HPC centers for real-time physics

experiments. The dynamic balancing of CPU to GPU resources, the deployment of different

algorithms to different GPUs, and the use of industry tools to control large-scale computation

have had limited use in HPC centers. But with a few adjustments in the design and use

of current and next-generation HPC centers, there is a large potential to harness these

HPC centers for the large-scale deployment of AI-enhanced real-time and data processing

workflows for physics experiments. To increase community awareness of these ML/AI and

computational tools, workshops, such as “Accelerating Physics with ML at MIT”, and

institutions, such as the Institute for Accelerated AI Algorithms for Data Driven Discovery

(A3D3), have brought together researchers from different fields to share experiences with

various algorithms and computing frameworks. In this white paper, we highlight the many

algorithms that are being developed and their impact in the domains of electromagnetic

(EM) astronomy, gravitational wave (GW) astronomy, and high energy physics (HEP). We

then discuss the computational demands of these algorithms and build a path towards the

computational resources that will enable the large-scale adoption of HPC centers for large

physics experiments.
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1.1 EM Summary
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Figure 1. Throughput and CPU (left) and GPU (right) core hours per event for highlighted EM
workflows. The size of the circles represents typical event sizes, and their colors represent latency
requirements (per event) for the workflows. The computational requirements were estimated using
the following sources: parameter estimation for kilonovae [1], parameter estimation for supernovae
[2, 3], anomaly detection [4], variable star classification [5], GP regression [6], classification [7],
real-bogus detection [8], difference imaging [9].

Time-domain astronomy is entering a data revolution as new electromagnetic optical

observatories begin to observe more data than ever before. Upcoming large-scale optical

surveys such as the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST),

scheduled to begin observations in 2025, will observe transient alerts at a rate more than

an order of magnitude larger than any previous survey [10]. Ongoing surveys, such as the

Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF) [11], Transiting Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS) [12],

and the Panoramic Survey Telescope and Rapid Response System (PanSTARRS) [13], are

already recording millions of transient alerts. To deal with these current data streams, and

in preparation for the much larger data stream from LSST, a range of machine learning

algorithms are being developed to process, classify, and characterize the transients in these

alert streams.

LSST is expected to record 20 TB of images per night, corresponding to over ten million

transient alerts each night. These alert packets will be made available to the community

with a latency of 60 seconds. To manage these data volumes, seven Alert Brokers are being

actively developed (ALeRCE [14], AMPEL [15], ANTARES [16], BABAMUL, Fink [17], Lasair [18],

Pitt-Google). These brokers are responsible for processing the alert streams from multiple

surveys, building a data lake, and providing science-ready access to data for the scientific

community. While the brokers will have some machine learning capabilities, they have no

requirement for any computational backend, and are not necessarily capable of dealing with

large computational algorithms. Currently, there is no standardized platform for computing

resources.
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For many transient phenomena, it is critical that follow-up observations happen quickly

to improve understanding of an object’s physical mechanisms. Obtaining detailed follow-up,

such as spectroscopy and multi-wavelength photometry shortly after a transient’s explosion,

provides insights into the progenitor systems and central engine that powers the events.

Events such as the shock breakout of a supernova occur on a timescale of seconds to hours,

while kilonovae require follow-up observations at timescales less than a day, and longer-lived

transients require follow-up within less than a week to understand the physics behind the

event.

In Fig. 1, we plot the computational requirements for some key algorithms in time-

domain optical astronomy that may benefit from real-time use of HPC facilities. We discuss

some of these key algorithms in the following paragraphs. They follow a typical chain of

Alert preparation to identify transients, followed by classification of the transients, and

concluding with parameter estimation of the identified transients.

Alert Preparation: Processing the images from survey telescopes to discover transient

sources requires difference imaging analysis. These computationally-intensive algorithms

have been sped up using GPU acceleration [9] and require HPC centers to handle the

terabytes of images being observed each night. Real-bogus classification algorithms are

then run to identify which of the detected transients are real and which are artifacts of

instrument noise or other non-astrophysical phenomena [8].

Classification: A range of machine learning algorithms are currently being used to

classify the different types of alerts coming from real-time data streams. In particular,

neural network architectures such as Recurrent Neural Networks and Transformers have

shown promise for the classification and anomaly detection of transients (e.g. [4, 7, 19–23]).

These algorithms can be run in real time on GPUs. However, many of these algorithms

first perform Gaussian Process Regression on CPUs for interpolation or data augmentation

of the time series before classification [6]. Many transient phenomena need to be identified

within minutes to days so that follow-up observations can be made with other telescopes

while the transient variability is still active. Conversely, variable stars and exoplanets are

often periodic and thus do not have the same time-sensitivity for follow-up. Variable star

classification typically requires computationally-intensive feature extraction processes run

on parallel CPUs before running machine learning algorithms (e.g. [5]). The expected CPU

and GPU computational needs for the classification and anomaly detection of transients

and variable stars are plotted in Fig. 1.

Parameter Estimation: Once a candidate transient has been identified by a machine

learning classifier, real-time parameter estimation can help to identify key physical param-

eters that enable scientists to make decisions in real time about which events to follow

up. Parameter estimations of supernovae (SNe) typically involve costly MCMC analyses

(e.g. [24]); however, recent approaches use machine learning algorithms such as normalizing

flows and neural network autoencoders to significantly speed up the inference of physical

parameters (e.g. [2, 3]). Kilonovae (KNe) are extremely rare phenomena, and estimating

their parameters currently uses a combination of optical, gravitational wave, and gamma-ray

datasets. The combined modeling of these datasets is very computationally expensive [1]

and can thus only be run on a subset of candidate events when a kilonova alert occurs.
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1.2 GW Summary
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Figure 2. Timescale, compute, and throughput involved in GW low-latency science. Note that for
online purposes, gravitational-wave data is streamed in chunks of ∼ 1 second, which sets throughput
for most searches. Given current astrophysical rates for compact binaries, high-significance triggers
are expected ∼ 1 day, which sets the throughout of parameter estimation algorithms. A significant
discovery is reported and updated in ≈ 3− 4 alerts, which comprise of annotations that help in the
EM followup of the candidates.

The direct observations of gravitational waves (GWs) in 2015 [25] was a landmark in

physics, leading to the 2017 Nobel Prize and marking another triumph of general relativity

(GR) [26]. The field has made significant progress since then, with the number of GW

events increasing from 3 to 90 over the last three observing runs [27]. The trend is expected

to continue in the next LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA observing run which started in May 2023.1

Combined with the increased GW discoveries, the scope of multi-messenger astronomy is

one of the most interesting and simultaneously challenging topics in astronomy today, as

highlighted in the New messenger, New physics theme of the Astro2020 Decadal survey [28].

The unprecedented increase in discovery rate poses a challenge in terms of algorithms

and compute necessary to scale for future observing runs and next-generation facilities.

In addition, the increasing number of “interesting” candidates is overwhelming the joint

searches for exotic objects like kilonovae; there has been no confirmed success since the first

binary neutron star, GW170817 [29].

Looking at the GW landscape over the last five years, it is clear that new algorithms

are needed to keep up with discovering novel signatures in the increasing data volume. The

compute requirements for searching, classifying, and cataloging GW events in the third

observing run (O3) era was already ∼ 0.5 billion CPU core-hours. The upcoming fourth

observing run is likely to find more sources than the cumulative total discovered until

1https://observing.docs.ligo.org/plan/;
https://emfollow.docs.ligo.org/userguide/capabilities.html
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now. Additionally, the sources being discovered are beyond the “garden variety”, requiring

more accurate, and hence more expensive models. It is becoming progressively difficult

to meet the requirements for the next-generation instruments without a paradigm shift

in algorithms. Machine learning brings promise in various aspects, from noise removal to

discovering unmodeled physics. Several avenues, starting from data cleaning to searches

and parameter inference, were discussed in the workshop. In Fig. 2, a ballpark estimate

of the throughput vs. compute resource required for core aspects of GW data analysis

is shown. The analyses are divided based on their CPU or GPU resource requirements,

comparing established workflows to ML-based analyses. The latter predominantly use

GPU resources or hybrid architectures with GPUs handling the compute-intensive portion.

Analyses that take advantage of coprocessors like GPUs can achieve orders of magnitude

improvement in terms of inference latency. This will be necessary for the next generation of

ground-based instruments like Cosmic Explorer [30], and eventually LISA [31]. However,

benchmarking the results and assessing robustness, especially in an online setting, and

having the infrastructure to efficiently use coprocessors to accelerate analyses is necessary

for adoption into routine real-time GW data analysis. Below is an overview of the broad

areas where ML algorithms have shown promise:

Noise subtraction: Environmental effects couple to the GW detector response in

non-trivial ways. An example is the non-linear coupling of the 60 Hz power line, which

results in secondary bands around the 60 Hz line that are difficult to remove via linear

subtraction. However, the DeepClean algorithm [32], a variational autoencoder, has been

demonstrated to remove the non-linear couplings effectively, resulting in an increased range,

especially for stellar mass binaries, without any negative impact on the parameter estimation.

The cost of training the network is O(hours) on a single GPU, and inference is O(ms).

Searches: Matched filtering is the established technique to discover GWs, relying on

O(million) templates and compute resources ranging from several hundred to thousands of

CPU cores. In this domain, the SPIIR team has shown that the use of temporal networks

(CNN + LSTM) can lead to better detection statistics [33] and can be used for waveform

extraction from detector data [34]. Similarly, construction of low-latency data products

such as skymaps using normalizing flows has also been demonstrated [35, 36]. The Aframe

project2 takes a different approach, using a ResNet architecture to directly construct a

streaming detection statistic starting from the strain data. The presence of detector glitches

is known to cause false alarms in the search for compact binaries. The training scheme of

Aframe employs real detector noise with glitch injections as well as signals. Inference-as-

a-service (IaaS) enables efficient use of hardware during inference. Regarding unmodeled

searches, the MLy search, trained on white noise bursts, has been shown to recover signals

of different morphologies. Preliminary adoption of IaaS has been carried out for validation

and production purposes. These algorithms typically take ∼ hours to train on O(1) GPU(s).

Streaming inference, depending on the rate, may require O(1− 10) GPU(s).

Other problems, such as anomaly detection, take an entirely different approach by

considering unmodeled signals as anomalies. Preliminary work has demonstrated that core-

2https://github.com/ML4GW/aframe
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collapse supernova signals can be discriminated effectively from other known signals and

glitch morphologies in a lower-dimensional embedding. Likewise, distinguishing black hole

captures from high-mass, short-lived signals has also been shown to work using variational

autoencoders [37].

Parameter Estimation: Amortized simulation-based inference has been successfully

demonstrated in several areas of physics, such as cosmology and high-energy physics [38–40].

The DINGO algorithm [41–43] performs amortized neural posterior estimation of binary

parameters from observed GW events. DINGO uses normalizing flows to estimate the

posterior distribution at similar accuracy as stochastic sampling techniques. Moreover,

DINGO combined with importance sampling [43] (assuming a GW likelihood) corrects for

potential neural network inaccuracies, outputs the sample efficiency to directly assess the

robustness of results, and provides an unbiased estimate of the Bayesian evidence. Given

the growing number of discoveries, amortized simulation-based inference offers a pathway

toward avoiding the increasing compute costs associated with stochastic sampling. Training

a DINGO BBH network for existing methods takes ∼ 200 GPU hours. Improvements

strategies in training is proposed in Ref. [44]. However, inference can be performed within a

few minutes. The cost of optional importance sampling is ∼ 10 hours on O(100) CPU cores,

depending on the complexity of the GW waveform model. Other applications involving

low-latency inference on mass parameters directly from time-domain data have been shown

to work with an autoencoder network [45].

1.3 HEP Summary
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Figure 3. Throughput and CPU (left) and GPU (right) core hours per event for highlighted HEP
workflows. The size of the circles represents typical event sizes, and their colors represent latency
requirements (per event) for the workflows.

Computing demands in high energy physics (HEP) are rapidly growing, as experiments

increase data-taking rates and detector complexity. For example, as the Large Hadron

Collider (LHC) [46] transitions to the High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) era, the data-taking
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rates for the CMS [47] and ATLAS [48] experiments are expected to increase by a factor of

7–10. To address concerns that demand for computing resources would outstrip availability,

both experiments have launched R&D efforts to increase computational efficiency of their

workflows [49, 50].

One pathway to reducing the need for CPUs is to employ coprocessors, such as GPUs

and FPGAs, and to create algorithms that efficiently take advantage of these coprocessors’

large numbers of processing units and inherently parallelized designs. In particular, these

architectures are becoming increasingly popular for accelerating calculations in ML algo-

rithms. Within HEP, ML algorithms are widely used for regression and classification tasks,

and coprocessors can eliminate the need for CPU resources to perform inference for these

algorithms. Several applications of ML and coprocessor-based acceleration are highlighted

in the following paragraphs.

Offline refinement of LHC data: An example workflow used by the CMS experiment

that can take advantage of GPU acceleration is MiniAOD production. MiniAOD production

is a data slimming and enhancement step executed for the full dataset typically a few times

per year, because various algorithms within the workflow are occasionally updated [51].

Within this workflow, three main algorithms can be easily ported to run on GPUs:

• ParticleNet [52], which is a graph neural network for jet tagging and regression that

represents jets as “particle clouds”.

• DeepMET [53], which is a deep neural network model that estimates the pmiss
T in an

LHC event.

• DeepTau [54], which is a deep neural network model to identify hadronically decaying

tau leptons from jets.

Normally, a full MiniAOD processing takes about 2 days and occupies about 200,000 CPU

cores as it runs over the full dataset, which consists of more than 10 billion LHC events.

The algorithms cited above constitute about 10% of the total per-event latency, which is

about 1 second per event. When these algorithms run on GPUs, they execute about 10

times faster, effectively eliminating this latency from the workflow. The models discussed

here generate about 10-20 GB/s of network traffic when SONIC (Section 2) is used with a

compute farm of 40,000 CPU threads.

Online and offline LHC event reconstruction: One of the most important

aspects of event reconstruction at the LHC is charged particle trajectory reconstruction,

or “tracking”. When processing events at the LHC, tracking can consume about half of

the per-event latency, and this latency increases dramatically with the tracking detector

occupancy, as traditional algorithms compare all allowed hit combinations, naively O(n2).

A graph neural network called Exa.TrkX [55] has been introduced to rapidly find correct

combinations of hits to create tracks; this algorithm runs about 20 times faster on a GPU

and has close to linear scaling. The ATLAS experiment is exploring the integration of

versions of Exa.TrkX into both local reconstruction, which is the first offline step of analysis,

and their triggering workflow. This is especially relevant to tracking in the HL-LHC era,

where the number of tracks will increase by roughly an order of magnitude.
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In addition to applying ML for tracking, recent efforts have been made to apply ML

algorithms to calorimeter clustering. Calorimeters are designed to capture and measure the

energy of incident particles, and when a particle interacts with the calorimeter, it typically

creates a “shower” as it deposits energy, resulting in measurable energy in many sensitive

elements of the calorimeters (“cells”). Clustering algorithms are designed to link multiple

cells together, such that the sum of the cells’ energy measurements approximates the

energy deposited by the original particle. Traditionally, these are domain algorithms that

perform loops over calorimeter cells, considering adjacency and energy patterns, potentially

involving multiple steps. In the HL-LHC era, it is unclear if these traditional algorithms

can achieve adequate physics performance while satisfying computing constraints. Because

of this, recent efforts have been made to create ML-based clustering algorithms that can

take advantage of modern hardware acceleration. For example, a graph neural network for

clustering that also comprises a noise filter has demonstrated good performance for the

CMS upgrade High Granularity Calorimeter (HGCAL) [56], which has much finer spatial

resolution than the current CMS calorimeters. ATLAS has also developed a GPU-based

porting of topological clustering for calorimeters, which can execute clustering about 4

times faster than CPU-based clustering and could be deployed in their online high-level

trigger [57].

Full data processing is typically performed about once per year, occupying hundreds of

thousands of CPU cores for several days. Per-event latency could be as high as about 3

seconds for HL-LHC events, which could be dramatically reduced by running tracking on

GPUs. Similarly, the CPU-based component of the trigger will have to process over 500,000

events per second. Executing this component of the trigger takes on the order of 100,000

CPU threads, so each thread should process an event in roughly 200 ms. The algorithms

run in the trigger step are reduced in complexity relative to offline processing in order to

improve latency. Adding computational power through the use of GPUs and ML algorithms

would improve the overall complexity of the trigger system allowing for algorithms that

more closely replicate the offline computing system.

Particle classification at DUNE: Of course, the use of ML algorithms is not

unique to LHC-based experiments. In the data-processing workflow of the ProtoDUNE-SP

experiment, which is a liquid argon time projection chamber prototype of the DUNE far

detector, a convolutional neural network (CNN) is used to identify track– and shower–like

particles and Michel electrons [58]. This CNN takes an image with a typical size of 4 GB

as input, and it consumes about two-thirds of the ProtoDUNE reconstruction latency per

event when the whole workflow is run on CPUs [59]. When the CNN is run on GPUs, it is

18 times faster and its latency is reduced to 10% of the whole workflow [60]. DUNE data

processing is an offline reconstruction workflow that is planned to be run for the full dataset

once per year. This whole-dataset reprocessing requires several days to complete, with

one event taking about 25 seconds to process when heterogeneous computing resources are

used. The workflow takes advantage of remote GPU resources using the SONIC framework

discussed in Section 2. Roughly 1000 CPU threads are used in DUNE data processing,

which generates about 100 GB/s of network traffic into model hosting servers.

Data processing and simulation for IceCube: IceCube is a kilometer-scale
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neutrino detector in Antarctica that detects the Cherenkov radiation produced by particle

collisions within Antarctic ice sheets [61]. The major background to neutrino events in

IceCube are cosmic rays, which are about 500,000 times more prevalent, occuring at a

rate of 1010 per year [62]. IceCube runs with an event rate of about 3000 Hz, taking

in about 1 TB of information per day (at about 20 kB per event) and reducing this to

about 100 GB, with much of the data processing compute power dedicated to neutrino vs.

cosmic ray discrimination. This processing occurs on 300 CPU cores located in Antarctica

and 100 cores located in Wisconsin. There is also a data stream dedicated to identifying

astrophysical phenomena, such as supernovae [63, 64]. When IceCube detects such events, it

can coordinate with other observatories (thus contributing to the multi-messenger astronomy

scheme discussed previously), so processing of these events must be completed promptly,

typically within seconds. There are about 100,000 events per year that are processed in this

data stream. Currently, ML algorithms are not used in IceCube’s online data processing,

though such algorithms are currently being developed. By running photon propagation

algorithms on GPUs, IceCube events can be simulated in 3.7 ms, representing acceleration

by a factor of 200 relative to running on CPU alone [65]. With these improvements, IceCube

can simulate events at a rate that matches the incoming data of about 3000 Hz.

Anomaly detection: A final example where ML can play a major role in HEP is in

anomaly detection. In recent years, many ML-based algorithms have emerged to try to

detect Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) physics events [66–72]. Many of these either

train a neural network to distinguish events in a signal region from events in a sideband

region or attempt to encode Standard Model physics into an autoencoder, such that BSM

events would not be well reconstructed from the latent space. In particular, there are

ongoing efforts to deploy autoencoder algorithms on FPGAs [73]. Because FPGAs perform

inference so quickly, it is possible that these anomaly detection algorithms could be run at

trigger-level for LHC experiments (in the hardware-based trigger component, rather than

the CPU-based component discussed earlier), allowing them to comb through a much larger

dataset than only events that have already passed the trigger system.

– 11 –



2 Software

A major concern when deploying workflows on heterogeneous architectures is efficient use

of resources. The most straightforward approach for efficient coprocessor usage would be to

purchase or reserve machines with the “correct” amount of coprocessor resources, such that

the coprocessor will not be saturated when the target workflow runs. Each CPU in the

machine will communicate with the coprocessor, and for a given coprocessor and CPU type,

there will be some optimal ratio of CPU to coprocessor where the coprocessor is almost,

but not completely, saturated.

While this approach is easy to conceptualize, it has a few drawbacks. First, workflows

change as a function of time, so the optimal CPU to coprocessor ratio is likely to change as

algorithms evolve. Thus, if machines are purchased with a particular specification, they

can quickly become outdated. Furthermore, those machines would have been optimized

for a single workflow, and when that workflow is not running, those machines will either

sit idle or be used inefficiently by another workflow. On the other hand, machines can be

reserved through various services, such as Google Cloud or Amazon Web Services. While

these services do provide highly customizable machines, they can incur significant recurring

costs depending on how frequently the workflow must be run, as well as data ingress or

egress needs. It would also likely be difficult to use cloud resources for online workflows

that require low latency, as data transfer between the detector site and the cloud site could

simply take too long or consume too much network bandwidth.

An alternate paradigm, Inference as a Service (IaaS), has recently gained some traction

in HEP and GW physics experiments. In the IaaS scheme, coprocessor resources are

factorized out of CPU machines: CPU-based clients send inference requests with necessary

input and metadata to coprocessor-providing servers via network calls. Algorithm execution

is performed on the server, and inference results are sent back to the client again via a

network call. In this way, a coprocessor can communicate with any number of client CPUs,

making it highly flexible, as the optimal CPU to coprocessor ratio can be achieved for any

workflow, assuming there is a sufficiently large pool of coprocessor resources. It also has

the simple benefit of allowing CPU-only machines to take advantage of coprocessor-based

acceleration.

In HEP, an IaaS design pattern called “Services for Optimized Network Inference on

Coprocessors” (SONIC) has been introduced [74], and has already been incorporated into

the CMS software framework, CMSSW, and the LArSoft framework used by protoDUNE.

SONIC takes advantage of pre-existing industry efforts, and, for example, uses the NVIDIA

Triton Inference Server [75] to host models and provide inference. Depending on the workflow

and the experiment software framework capabilities, SONIC can run with asynchronous non-

blocking calls or synchronously. In CMSSW, SONIC can make asynchronous non-blocking

calls, and any latency introduced by remote calls has been shown to be negligible for client

to server distances of at least 100 miles. SONIC has also been introduced into the DUNE

workflow, but this implementation is synchronous. Here, the advantages of running on GPU

are so significant that latency from call time is unimportant. It is generally true that latency

from remote calls is small, but one can still factor this effect into performance projections.
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Both CMS and DUNE have deployed SONIC for large-scale production workflows in the

cloud. In particular, groups from both experiments started server clusters of 100 GPUs each

(behind Kubernetes load balancers), and observed expected speed-ups in their workflows.

In GW physics, recent developments have been made for streaming inference on time-

series data, with tools like hermes.3 It also adopts the IaaS paradigm, using NVIDIA Triton

Inference Server infrastructure with efficient data snapshotting to perform inference on

only new time points in an overlapping time window. This has been shown to demonstrate

millisecond time inference for data cleaning using DeepClean in an online setting [76]. The

hermes infrastructure is also adopted in generic deep learning-based online searches like

Aframe and MLy [77].

Currently, SONIC and hermes rely on the use of containers, in particular Singularity

or Docker, so it is important that any computing site where workflows will be deployed

supports the required software. Many groups looking to use SONIC also plan on using

Kubernetes for automating deployment and scaling, as it naturally integrates with SONIC’s

containers. For many fields, support for package management systems, like Conda is useful.

Similarly, support for mainstream ML backends, such as TensorFlow, PyTorch, and ONNX

are also needed. Many HEP and GW workflows also rely on CernVM-File System (CVMFS)

for software distribution and Globus, Rucio, etc. for data distribution, so it is useful when

this is available on worker nodes. Lastly, a batch job deployment framework, such as Slurm

or HTCondor, is also needed for large-scale job deployment.

In the case of EM and GW, communicating discovery alerts and data products be-

tween observatories is crucial for the success of multi-messenger astronomy. To this end,

streaming tools based on Apache Kafka 4 have been developed by efforts such as SCiMMA

HOPSKOTCH 5. HOPSKOTCH is a scalable, high-throughput and low-latency platform

for handling real-time data streams for multi-messenger astronomy. While alert brokers can

ingest this data, and toolkits such as TOM 6 and Treasure Map 7 can help to coordinate

follow-up resources, prioritizing follow-up relies on algorithms run on high-performance

computers. Efforts such as LINCC 8 are helping to develop the necessary software infras-

tructure for processing the data streams. Provisioning the necessary software on HPC

systems to ingest, perform the inference, publish, and archive results will be crucial in the

future of joint follow-up from multiple observatories.

As mentioned in Section 1.3, there are ongoing efforts to deploy ML algorithms on

coprocessors other than GPUs, such as FPGAs. Technologies such as FPGAs and application-

specific integrated circuits (ASICs) can provide high inference speeds in an energy-efficient

manner, but it can be more difficult to implement algorithms on these platforms. To simplify

deployment, the hls4ml9 (“high level synthesis for machine learning”) framework has been

introduced, which provides many tools to make algorithms compatible with hardware

3https://github.com/ML4GW/hermes
4https://kafka.apache.org/
5https://scimma.org/
6https://lco.global/tomtoolkit/
7http://treasuremap.space/
8https://www.lsstcorporation.org/lincc/
9https://github.com/fastmachinelearning/hls4ml
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constraints [78]. FPGAs have been used via an IaaS scheme through the FPGAs-as-a-

Service Toolkit (FaaST) [79], demonstrating the dramatic acceleration of a small neural

net for calorimeter energy regression and a much larger ResNet-50 algorithm. In this case,

hls4ml was used to write the FPGA kernels.

3 Computing

In order to achieve workflow acceleration via heterogeneous computing, it is necessary to

have access to appropriate coprocessor resources. While some large-scale experiments have

sufficient budgets to make large-scale coprocessor purchases, this is not the case for all

experiments. Additionally, if workflows that use coprocessors are not run frequently enough,

it may not be justified to acquire coprocessors in the first place. R&D for large-scale

heterogeneous workflows is typically performed before any purchase and often requires

access to large-scale resources to test scaling behavior.

Two possibilities for ephemeral large-scale coprocessor access are the cloud and high-

performance computing centers (HPC centers). Cloud resources are generally highly

configurable, and with some effort, virtual machines can be configured to run most software

and have personalized batch submission clusters. However, this requires expertise and time

from researchers, which is not always desirable.

At HPC centers, there is usually less configurability, as external researchers are not

granted root access and there are networking firewalls because of justifiable security concerns.

HPC centers also typically have their own batch submission systems and only support

certain container software.

If a future physics-oriented computing cluster were to be created, the following outline

would meet the needs of the algorithms highlighted in this white paper.

• Compute scale: A cluster with roughly 300,000 CPU threads would be able to service

offline and online data processing needs of many experiments. This would match

current distributed computing core availability for a large-scale experiment, such as

CMS or ATLAS [80], and should provide adequate resources as long as experiments

are able to stagger large-scale processing campaigns.

• Heterogeneous compute power: About 1,000 GPUs would be needed to meet the

needs of these workflows. As a current scale reference, the CMS experiment recently

acquired a high-level trigger (HLT) farm consisting of 200 dual processor servers, each

equipped with two AMD EPYC “Milan” 7763 CPUs and two NVIDIA Tesla T4 GPUs,

thus totaling 400 GPUs [81]. This farm is designed to handle online processing of the

HLT for LHC Run 3. It has a ratio of hyperthreaded CPU cores to GPUs of 128:1.

The proposed physics-oriented cluster should be able to provide adequate coprocessor

resources for many large and small scale experiments, and the proposed scale should

be sufficient for the current online processing projects of experiments discussed in

Sections 1.1–1.3, with some resources left over for other offline work. As workflows

evolve in the future, it is possible that the number of GPUs at the cluster will need

to increase. Similarly, large-scale data processing that occurs approximately annually
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for many experiments may need to be staggered and scheduled during downtimes for

other experiments, when online demands are lower.

• Flexibility for future architectures: The IaaS paradigm allows for the use of coproces-

sors other than GPUs, such as FPGAs or IPUs. As architectures are developed to

accelerate particular algorithm classes, it would be beneficial if the cluster retains the

capability to add resources with new and unique architectures.

• Node-to-node networking: An internal network capable of handling at least 200 GB/s

is required to enable inference as a service at large scale. The higher the bandwidth,

the more workflows could be executed simultaneously.

• External networking: For online workflows, experimenters must stream data into and

out of the computing site, making this a critical consideration for a physics computing

cluster.

• Software support: The software requirements for the communities included in this

white paper are addressed at the end of Section 2.

• Data availability: While this has already been somewhat achieved in HEP and GW,

the analysis workflows are not immediately portable from one computing center

to another. Developing new tools or improving upon existing tools to enable this

portability will be necessary for future large-scale experimental physics.
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4 Outlook

The incorporation of ML and AI algorithms into workflows and the use of heterogeneous

computing are increasingly common features in modern experimental physics, especially as

collaborations strive for greater computing efficiency. Across and within disciplines, there is a

wide diversity of computing needs, spanning many orders of magnitude in core requirements,

latency requirements, bandwidth, and volume. This diversity is illustrated in Figs. 4 and 5.

A computing site with sufficient hardware capabilities and appropriate software libraries that

can meet the needs of the different experimental communities highlighted in this white paper

would serve to benefit this community and the wider scientific community. With no single

computing site capable of satisfying the current needs of all the experiments outlined in this

whitepaper, individual experiments have been deploying their own specialized computing

clusters, incurring significant financial and labor costs. If a large-scale, physics-dedicated

HPC center were to be established in the future, it would facilitate cross-disciplinary

synergies, enable rapid workflow research and development, and provide resources for

cutting-edge experiments conducting large-volume data processing. Ultimately, we believe

that such a development would bring substantial benefits to the physics community as a

whole.
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The size of the circles represents typical event sizes, and their colors represent latency requirements
(per event) for the workflows.
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