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Abstract

We present a novel application of the machine learning / artificial intelligence method called
boosted decision trees to estimate physical quantities on field programmable gate arrays (FPGA).
The software package fwXmachina features a new architecture called parallel decision paths
that allows for deep decision trees with arbitrary number of input variables. It also features
a new optimization scheme to use different numbers of bits for each input variable, which
produces optimal physics results and ultraefficient FPGA resource utilization. Problems in
high energy physics of proton collisions at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) are considered.
Estimation of missing transverse momentum (𝐸missT ) at the first level trigger system at the High
Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) experiments, with a simplified detector modeled by Delphes, is
used to benchmark and characterize the firmware performance. The firmware implementation
with a maximum depth of up to 10 using eight input variables of 16-bit precision gives a
latency value of O(10) ns, independent of the clock speed, and O(0.1)% of the available FPGA
resources without using digital signal processors.

Keywords: Data processing methods, Data reduction methods, Digital electronic circuits, Trigger
algorithms, and Trigger concepts and systems (hardware and software).
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1 Introduction
Fast, accurate estimation of physical quantities from detector information is indispensable at high
energy physics experiments, especially ones with high data-taking rates. At the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) [1], for example, bunches of protons collide at 40MHz that produce approximately
60TB of data each second. At detectors such as those at the ATLAS [2] and CMS [3] experiments,
an online trigger system saves a tiny fraction of the LHC collision events—often those deemed
interesting—for follow-up analysis offline. The data may include rare known physical processes
sensitive to the effects from undiscovered laws of physics.
The trigger system must be capable of identifying such rare events to be saved offline while

simultaneously rejecting the orders-of-magnitude larger background processes. ATLAS and CMS
experiments employ a two-level trigger system [4–6]. The first level systems [7–11], called level-0
or level-1 depending on the context, have a latency requirement of a few microseconds per event to
decide whether to save or reject the event [12–14]. Because of this strict requirement, traditional
algorithms often utilize simplified estimates, relative to the offline algorithms, at level-0 / level-1.
Variables such as energy and momentum of a final state particle or invariant mass and angular
correlations of a group of final state particles are typically considered.
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For low latency implementation the firmware algorithms are used on custom electronic devices
such as those that employ field programmable gate arrays (FPGA) and application-specific integrated
circuits (ASIC). A few thousandths of the incoming events pass the level-0 / level-1 algorithms, and
pass on a rate of O(100) kHz of data to the software-based trigger system called high level trigger
(HLT) or event filter (EF) depending on the context. The HLT / EF uses a farm of CPUs to further
evaluate events with more advanced algorithms within latency of a fraction of a millisecond.
Machine learning (ML) / artificial intelligence (AI) methods allow for improved estimates. In

particular, regression models have been used for 𝐸missT [15], tau energy estimation [16], electron and
photon energy [17, 18], pileup mitigation [19], and pion energy calibration [20].
In the past few years, progress in FPGA firmware design for signal-background classification

have allowed for the use of more advanced algorithms using ML /AI at level-0 / level-1 [21–33],
typically relegated to the HLT / EF or offline analysis. FPGA firmware design for regression estimates
have been developed for experiments at level-0 / level-1 [34–38].
In this paper, we present an alternative and novel FPGA firmware implementation of BDT

algorithms that allows for deeper decision trees. We expand on our previous BDT classification
design [31] with 10 ns latency and sub-percent-level resource usage and use it as a blueprint for
regression. We utilize the new design to perform regression to estimate physical quantities, such as
𝐸missT , that may be of interest at the LHC.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the regression problem and the machine

learning training and setup. Section 3 describes the nanosecond optimization, which is the pre-
processing step prior to the final firmware design. Section 4 describes the firmware design. Section
5 presents the results. Section 6 concludes.

2 ML training
We consider the physics problem of the missing transverse momentum (𝐸missT ). The 𝐸missT trigger
serves as one of the primary means for identifying and saving high momentum particles that are
invisible to the detector, such as particles without strong or electromagnetic interactions. Such
particles include neutrinos as well as those from hypothesized “beyond” the standard model (BSM)
scenarios such as supersymmetry and dark matter (see, e.g., [39, 40] and the references therein).
One particularly relevant example at ATLAS and CMS is the invisible decay of the Higgs bosons

that are produced in vector boson fusion (VBF) during proton collisions [41, 42]. In these cases the
distribution of 𝐸missT decays relatively quickly above around 70GeV [43], which makes it critical to
maintain as low a trigger threshold as possible. The experimental challenge is that the calorimeter
noise level due to the high amount of “pileup” 〈𝜇〉, or simultaneous proton-proton collisions per
bunch crossing, drives the trigger thresholds to higher values to maintain a low event rate. The
pileup dependence of the 𝐸missT trigger has plagued ATLAS [44] and CMS [45, 46] during previous
runs, as the luminosity has rapidly increased and may continue to be problematic in future runs
without new techniques to reduce pileup. BDT regression is applied to estimate 𝐸missT defined below.
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The calculation of 𝐸missT at the level-0 / level-1 trigger system at the LHC is challenging because
of the constraints imposed by the collider. Examples of constraints include the strict timing between
proton bunch crossings and the availability of detector information. In 𝑝𝑝 collisions, the vector
sum of momenta of the decay products in the plane normal to the beam should be zero. In some
collisions, however, momentum appears to not be conserved due to non-interacting decay products,
mismeasurement, or a combination of both, to produce a non-zero value of

MET𝐼 ≡ 𝐸missT,𝐼 ≡
���∑︁
𝑖 ∈ 𝐼

®𝑝T, 𝑖
���,

where the sum is over the decay products. For notational simplicity we also denote 𝐸missT as MET.

Samples

We created three samples [47], two samples with non-zero distributions (items A1 and A2 below)
and one sample with zero distribution (item B below) of true 𝐸missT at the generator level, i.e.,
METtruth. All three samples contain non-zero distributions of reconstructed MET.

A1. Sample of Higgs bosons produced by VBF, with the Higgs subsequently forced to decay to
neutrinos via 𝐻 → 𝑍𝑍∗ → 4𝜈, producing non-zero METtruth. The VBF process produces at
least two highly energetic hadronic jets that are widely separated in polar angle with respect to
the collision axis. The Higgs decay to neutrinos ensures that the majority of the signal events
would have a high value of MET at the generator level relative to the B sample below.

A2. Sample of leptonic 𝑡𝑡̄ decays with non-zero METtruth.

B. Sample of the QCD multĳet process with no METtruth.

We note that samples A1 and B are merged into one training sample for the ML. However, for
the evaluation of ROC curves where “signal” and “background” needs to be defined sample A1 is
taken as the signal and sample B as the background. An alternate choice of sample A2 as signal is
considered to validate the training, but we do not train with A2.
Each sample contains 100𝑘 events, produced using MadGraph5_aMC 2.9.5 [48] for the matrix

element calculation, Pythia8 [49] for the hadronization, and Delphes 3.5.0 [50, 51] for the detector
simulation and object reconstruction. The last step uses the ATLAS card with a mean pileup of
〈𝜇〉 = 40.
For the input variables described next, the following objects are used. Tracks from charged

particles are reconstructed with a 𝑝T threshold of 100MeV. Tracks have an efficiency applied as a
function of their 𝑝T and location in 𝜂. We use the default efficiency formulae from the ATLAS card
with pileup in Delphes. Neutral hadrons are summed into projective towers, which are referred to as
neutral hadron towers. Electrons and photons with a 𝑝T of at least 10GeV are reconstructed with an
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efficiency of 95% within |𝜂 | < 1.5 and 85% within −2.5< 𝜂 < − 1.5 and 1.5< 𝜂 < 2.5. The muons
are the characterized similarly with the external 𝜂 boundary at 2.7 instead of 2.5. Hadronic jets
are reconstructed with the anti-𝑘𝑡 algorithm [52] with a radius parameter 𝑅 = 0.4 and a minimum
𝑝T of 20GeV. For tracks, the charged hadron subtraction method is used to remove pileup before
jet reconstruction, while the neutral component applies a residual correction to the reconstructed
jet [53, 54]. The hadronic decays of tau leptons are reconstructed as jets. A calorimeter with
electromagnetic (EM) and hadronic (HAD) projective towers are formed, with fixed 𝜂-𝜙 boundaries,
are distributed with a higher granularity in the central region |𝜂 | < 2.6 than in the forward region,
inspired by the granularity implemented in ATLAS [55]. Electrons and photons deposit all of their
energy in the EM calorimeter, while the energy from hadrons is split between the EM and HAD
calorimeters. Subsequently, a detector energy resolution term is added separately for EM and HAD
towers, inspired by ref. [56, 57]. For the purpose of computing 𝐸missT , the energies from the EM and
HAD towers are summed into a single tower. The plots also show the tower energy distributions for
a typical signal and background event.

Variables

We consider several algorithms for computingMET, which are modeled after those in use by ATLAS
and CMS experiments during the Run 1 (2010–2012) and Run 2 (2015–2018) periods [58, 59], as
input variables to the regression BDT. We hypothesized that training a regression BDT on these
inputs, similar to a regression constructed by CMS [15], to target the generator-level MET, also
called METtruth, would yield a better approximate than any one input variable.
The input variables are four flavors of 𝐸missT (METreco, METtowers, METtracks, METjets), one flavor

of Σ𝐸T (SETjets), and three energy densities (𝜌fwd-A, 𝜌barrel, 𝜌fwd-B). The “reconstructed” 𝐸missT
computed using objects with the 𝑝T thresholds described above (electrons, muons, photons, hadronic
jets) is METreco. The calorimeter tower-based 𝐸missT is METtowers. The track- and neutral hadron
tower-based 𝐸missT isMETtracks. The jet-based 𝐸missT isMETjets; this is sometimes referred to as MHT
in the literature. The jet-based Σ𝐸T is SETjets. The energy density 𝜌 is computed from calorimeter
towers in the forward regions and the barrel region of the calorimeter.
Table 1 lists the input, output, and target variables for the regression BDT. As mentioned

previously, the training is performed using one merged sample of sample A1 and sample B. The
input variable distributions are shown in figure 1. The plot on the left shows the various MET
variables whereas the plot on the right shows the SET variable.

ML configuration

The parameters of the regression BDT is determined by the TMVA [60] library using the adaptive
boosting (AdaBoost) method of regression variance separation. It is configured with 40 trees at a
maximum depth of 5 for the figures featuring ML results and the physics performance.
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Table 1: List of variables for the 𝐸missT estimation. The regression takes eight input variables and optimizes to
the target variable. The output is the result of the regression.

How used Variable Description
Target METtruth 𝐸missT based on generator quantities due to, e.g., neutrinos
Input 1 METreco 𝐸missT based on reconstructed objects, e.g., 𝑒, 𝜇, 𝛾, jets 𝑗

′′ 2 METtowers 𝐸missT based on calorimeter towers
′′ 3 METtracks 𝐸missT by Delphes based on charged tracks and neutral hadron

towers
′′ 4 METjets 𝐸missT based on reconstructed hadronic jets
′′ 5 SETjets Σ𝐸T of reconstructed hadronic jets
′′ 6 𝜌fwd-A Energy density for −4.9 < 𝜂 < −2.5
′′ 7 𝜌barrel Energy density for |𝜂 | < 2.5
′′ 8 𝜌fwd-B Energy density for 2.5 < 𝜂 < 4.9
Output OBDT 𝐸missT estimation from the regression
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Figure 1: Input variable distributions. The reconstructed MET distributions (left) are given for background
process for various estimations that all peak around 30GeV and the signal process that is broader that all
peaks similarly at higher values. The truth MET distributions are also shown for the background process
that peaks at 0 and for the signal process that is similar to the reconstructed values. The reconstructed Σ𝐸T
distributions (right) are shown for the background process and the signal process.
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As is common with ML applications in the trigger system, the training procedure is performed
one time to determine the ML parameters. The resulting setup is incorporated in the firmware design
to evaluate the collision events in real-time. The training step itself typically takes O(1) minute on a
modern off-the-shelf laptop, even for relatively deep networks.
The training step is performed on half of the events, both VBF Higgs signal and multĳet

background samples together, without pre-selection. The other half is used to test the result of the
training, discussed in the next section.

3 Nanosecond Optimization
Our BDT regression design is built on the framework of fwXmachina [31]. The workflow is
identical to the classification design with many components (Tree Flattener, Forest Merger,
Score Finder, Score Normalizer, Tree Remover, and Cut Eraser) re-used for regression. The
new parallel decision path architecture is discussed in section 3.1.
The treatment of the number of bits for variables is different than our previous design and is

specific to the regression problem. This is discussed later in 3.2 and in appendix A.

3.1 Parallel decision path architecture
The depth of the decision tree determines the granularity of the partitions of the input hyperspace:
the deeper the tree, the finer the granularity. We present a new non-iterative design of the deep
decision tree with a complexity scaling with the depth and independent of the number of variables.
A comparison to our previous flattened design is given at the end of the section.
Consider a decision tree of maximum depth 𝐷 with 𝑁bin = 𝐵 terminal nodes, or bins. By

construction, 𝐵 is at most 2𝐷 . The set of bins are labeled as {𝑏0, 𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝐵−1}. Each terminal node
is logically connected to the initial node by a set of comparisons that define the intermediate nodes.
For example, a terminal node at depth 2 corresponds to a set of 2 comparisons. More generally,
a terminal node 𝑛 at depth 𝑑 corresponds to a set of 𝑑 comparisons, i.e., 𝑄𝑛 = {𝑞𝑛0, 𝑞

𝑛
1, . . . 𝑞

𝑛
𝑑−1},

where 𝑞𝑛
𝑖
is the result of the comparison at node 𝑖. For a given terminal node 𝑛, the logical and of

the associated set of comparisons is called a parallel decision path (PDP), i.e., PDP𝑛 = ∩𝑄𝑛. Figure
2 works out an example of one decision tree with two variables and maximum depth of three.
The advantage of the deep decision tree is that the set of decision paths can be evaluated

simultaneously. A fully populated tree with 2𝐷 terminal notes has 2𝐷 PDP and requires 𝐷 · 2𝐷
comparisons. We find that in our use cases, deep trees are often not fully populated, and thus scaling
is often softer than 2𝐷 (figure 3). A comparison to the 2𝐷 scaling for 𝐷 = 10 can be made with
the vertical axis on the right. We see that it ranges from 10 to 25% of a fully populated tree, with
density decreasing with 𝑁tree.
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b11b10

b2qii: xb > 23

qiii: xa > 40b0

Decision tree structure

Destination bin	 Depth i Depth ii Depth iii Decision path Path #

b0 not(qi) not(qii) N/A not(qi) and not(qii) 0

b2 qi N/A N/A qi 1

b10 not(qi) qii not(qiii) not(qi) and qii and not(qiii) 2

b11 not(qi) qii qiii not(qi) and qii and qiii 3

Worked example

55 xa

xb

23

b0

b2

b10

2d plane: xa vs. xb

b11

40

Decision paths

Path 0

Path 1

Path 2

Path 3

qi: xa > 55

Figure 2: Deep decision tree with parallel decision path (PDP) structure. An example is shown in the leftmost
diagram for a decision tree using two variables (𝑥𝑎, 𝑥𝑏) with a depth of 3. The equivalent representation in
the two-dimensional 𝑥𝑎 vs. 𝑥𝑏 space is given in the middle. The PDP perspective is given on the right. The
table at the bottom lists the logical comparisons per PDP.
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Figure 3: Average number of bins per tree 〈𝑁𝑏𝑖𝑛〉 vs. maximum tree depth 𝐷. The right vertical axis shows
the 〈𝑁bin〉 fraction with respect to the exponential scaling of 2𝐷 to compare the points at 𝐷 = 10.
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Comparison to flattened trees architecture

We compare the design in this paper with the non-iterative flattened architecture of ref. [31].
One major limitation of the flattened architecture is that the number of bins 𝐵 scales with product

of the number of cuts 𝑐𝑣 for each variable 𝑣 for 𝑉 total variables. For even relatively shallow trees,
this quickly results in a prohibitive number of bins. More formally, one can get an idea of the scaling
by considering the quantity 𝐵 =

∏𝑉
𝑣=1 𝑐𝑣 with some assumptions. Each 𝑐𝑣 is bounded by 2

𝐷 since∑𝑉
𝑣=1 𝑐𝑣 = 2𝐷 − 1. So if we suppose that each variable has the same number of cuts then, we have

𝑐𝑣 ≈ 𝑐 where 𝑐 ≡ 2𝐷/𝑉 . In this scenario, we have 𝐵 that scales exponentially with 𝐷 and 𝑉 . In
comparison, PDP scales at worst exponentially with 𝐷 and independent of the number of variables
𝑉 . Moreover, we saw a much softer scaling vs. 𝐷 in figure 3 in our examples.

3.2 Variable number of bits
Number of bits used per variable is an important aspect of resource optimization. There are
approaches that optimize prior to training [31] or during training [61]. We take the former approach
in optimally distributing the total numbers of bits to achieve the variable resolution at hand. Some
examples that are relevant to the problems at the LHC are discussed in appendix A.
In some applications of ML on FPGA, it is beneficial if different variables can be represented

with different bit integer precision. For instance, consider a sample BDT that uses two variables:
one with many cuts requiring exact precision, and one with few cuts requiring less precision. To
minimize resource usage on the board, it is useful if the variable with fewer cuts can be expressed
with fewer bits. In ref. [31], we introduced the ability to use a different precision for the input
variables than the BDT output score. Here, we add support for different variable precision for each
input variable. The bit-optimized configuration gives the same timing results, but with ultraefficient
FPGA implementation, with respect to the unoptimized configuration.
We present the following comparison to illustrate the difference. In the unoptimized configuration

we use a total of 144 bits with 16 bits for all input and output variables. In the optimized configuration
we use a total of 87 bits with either 12 or 5 bits per variable depending on the variable. In terms
of physics results, both configurations yield the same area under the ROC curve. In terms of
FPGA cost, both configurations result in the same latency and interval measurements. However,
the resource usage in look up tables (LUT) and flip flops (FF) are reduced by a factor of about 4.
Table 2 summarizes the results.
We expect similar significant reduction in resource usage when applied to the classification

problems of ref. [31].
There are subtleties and technical challenges for the implementation. The discussion can be

found in appendix A.
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4 Firmware design
The firmware implementation of regression is built on fwXmachina [31]. The only substantial
difference of the existing pieces is in the Score Processor for the gradient boost (GradBoost).1 A
new Engine is introduced next for the parallel decision paths. Firmware verification and validation
is given in section 4.2.

4.1 Deep Decision Tree Engine
Deep decision tree is implemented with a Deep Decision Tree Engine (DDTE); see figure 4.
DDTE makes 𝐵 duplicates of the set of input variables and feeds each one to the One Hot Decision
Path (OHDP) to process each parallel decision path. The OHDP results are collected by a look up
table (LUT) that converts the one-hot vector into an regression estimate 𝑂BDT.

One Hot Decision Path
OHDP0


x
...

x

x

Deep Decision Tree Engine (DDTE)

OHDP1

OHDPB-1

OBDT

for b = 0 .. B-1 terminal bins

x

O0

O1

OB-1

 in0

 in1

 inB-1

...

out

LUT
active input array
 → output array

bus tap

Figure 4: The block diagram of the Deep Decision Tree Engine (DDTE). The input x is a vector of 𝑉
variables and the output 𝑂BDT is the regression estimate. For each 𝐵 bin (terminal node) of the decision tree,
there is a corresponding One Hot Decision Path (OHDP).

Each OHDP implements the parallel decision path logic with a pair of comparisons for each
variable, comparing to a user-configured upper bound and a lower bound; see figure 5. The output
of each comparison feeds in to one and operator to yield a binary result.

1This component is intended to normalize the score provided by the BDT into a more useful form. The transformation
for AdaBoost is still trivial, so this went unchanged. The GradBoost option now adds a supplied constant to the sum of
the individual scores. The processor for GradBoost previously applied a piecewise approximation of the tanh function
to the sum of the individual scores; however, this normalization method is no longer desirable. If no constant is provided
when using GradBoost, then the constant is set to 0 by default.
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demux

One Hot Decision Path (OHDP)

and
x0

x1

xV-1

>
αlow

<
αhigh

x0

x0

>
βlow

<
βhigh

x1

x1

>
γlow

<
γhigh

xV-1

xV-1

...

Not 


explicitly used,
may be used

indirectly

LUT / BRAM

OPDPx

for v = 0 .. V-1 input variables

Figure 5: The block diagram of the One Hot Decision Path (OHDP). Each variable 𝑥𝑣 is compared to pair of
“low” and “high” constants 𝛼 to check if it is within the range defined by the constants, i.e., 𝛼low < 𝑥𝑣 < 𝛼high.
The collection of pairs of comparisons for each variable defines a particular parallel decision path (PDP). The
output of OHDP is a boolean and is one-hot encoded.
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4.2 Checks and comparisons
We report the results for the benchmark point of 40 trees and a maximum depth of 5 in this section.

Verification and validation

For verification of the firmware against physical FPGA, an RTL design is programmed onto the Xilinx
Virtex UltraScale+ FPGA VCU118 Evaluation Kit and the Xilinx Artix-7 FPGA on Zynq-7020
System on Chip (SoC). The Ultrascale+ is run on three clock speeds—320MHz, 200MHz, and
100MHz—while the Artix-7 is run on 100MHz. In all scenarios, a test vector is evaluated on the
FPGA and the resulting output is compared to the output received from co-simulation. No difference
is observed.
Our firmware design produces latency values that are independent of the choice of clock speed,

as was also the case for ref. [31]. The same configuration is executed using the three clock speeds
noted above on the Ultrascale+. The results produced latency values of 6 clock ticks (18.75 ns), 4
clock ticks (20 ns), and 2 clock ticks (20 ns), respectively. They all produce the same latency values
of about 20 ns within the resolution of the clock period. The interval remains at one clock tick for
all clock speeds.
The latency for the Artix-7 was about 4-fold higher, in absolute terms using the same clock speed,

than for the Ultrascale+ as was seen previously for our flattened tree architecture [31]. Resource
cost was generally higher as well on the Artix-7 with over 6-fold the resource usage compared to the
Ultrascale+. As is seen for the Ultrascale+ results, the interval is one clock tick and no DSP is used.
Validation of the firmware against software simulation is done with 100 000 input test vectors for

around 200 different BDT configurations. Inputs are processed through software simulation as well
as co-simulation. Other than rounding discrepancies, no difference is observed for the BDT output.

Comparison of estimated and actual FPGA cost

We compare the actual FPGA resource utilization and timing results to the estimated values we
obtain from C synthesis. The actual values can be measured in Xilinx Vivado after the RTL design
is generated and uploaded to the FPGA. Timing is measured using the ILA, while the resource
utilization is directly reported by the software. We refer to figure 24 in ref. [31] for the illustration
of the definitions.
For the timing, we see no difference between the estimated and actual values in all of the

configurations that we considered in this paper.
For the resources, the resource utilization on the FPGA was consistently lower than C synthesis

values. Figure 6 shows the LUT and the FF comparisons for the configuration using 𝑁tree = 10
and otherwise the same setup as in table 3. It is notable that the actual values are lower than the
estimated values by a factor of about 20 for the LUT and about 5 for the FF. We repeated the exercise
for 𝑁tree = 20 and the scale factors are about 10 for the LUT and about 2.5 for the FF. The actual
values are scaled up by the stated factor, which shows that the scaling vs. tree depth follows the trend
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presented by the estimated curve. For this reason we report the actual FPGA resource utilization,
rather than the estimated version, in section 5.
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Figure 6: Comparison of estimated usage and actual usage for LUT (left column) and FF (right column) for
𝑁tree = 10 (top row). and 𝑁tree = 20 (bottom row). Estimated values are obtained with HLS C synthesis and
the actual values are obtained by RTL synthesis and implementation.

5 Results
We present the physics performance followed by the FPGA cost (timing and resource utilization) for
the 𝐸missT problem.

Physics performance

Physics performance is evaluated with ROC curves, turn-on curves, and MET resolution.
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ROC curves are shown in left plot of figure 7, showing the background rejection factor vs. signal
acceptance. The former is defined as the inverse of the background efficiency 1/𝜀𝐵, where 𝜀𝐵 is the
false positive rate (FPR) or type I error (𝛼). The latter is defined as the signal efficiency 𝜀𝑆, also
called the true positive rate (TPR). The efficiencies for category 𝑐 = 𝑆, 𝐵 are defined as the ratio
of the number of events category 𝑐 passing the MET threshold with respect to the total number of
events of category 𝑐, i.e., 𝜀𝑐 ≡ 𝑁

pass
𝑐 /𝑁 total𝑐 . A scan of the MET thresholds correspond to a point in

the (𝜀𝑆, 1/𝜀𝐵) plane; the collection of points define the ROC curve shown in the figure.
The right plot of figure 7 shows the ratio of background rejection factors with respect toMETtowers.

Plots in figure 7 impose a selection ofMETtruth > 100GeV for the signal events to better illustrate the
impact of the BDT for larger values of background rejection, closer to a more realistic experimental
threshold.
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Figure 7: ROC curves of background rejection factor vs. signal acceptance (left) and the ratio of rejection
factors with respect to METtowers vs. signal acceptance (right). The background and signal are trained and
evaluated using the QCD multĳet and the VBF Higgs to 4𝜈 sample. The scan is done over the full MET range
from 0 to 1.5TeV. The order of the legend follows the curves. A subset of events for which the signal sample
has the pre-selection METtruth > 100GeV applied is shown. The BDT values are using 16-bits.

For an operating point on the ROC curve—say, at a background efficiency of 𝜀𝐵 = 10−3—the
signal efficiency can be read off of figure 7. For a signal efficiency value of, say 85%, the background
rejection is approximately 150% lower than the same efficiency computed using MET formed only
with calorimeter towers. More information can be obtained at that operating point by scanning the
METtruth threshold given an algorithm on the signal process. This produces the so-called turn-on
curve in the left plot of figure 8.
The turn-on curve is evaluated by identifying a selection of the MET variable (e.g., OBDT >

75GeV), and for each bin of METtruth evaluate the fraction of events that satisfy the selection. The
BDT outperforms other curves by reaching full efficiency the quickest, i.e., the turn-on curve is
“sharper.”
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In order to verify the performance of an alternate sample with non-zero METtruth with a larger
jet multiplicity, including jets in the central region unlike for VBF processes, we consider leptonic 𝑡𝑡̄
decays in the right plot of figure 8. The same BDT trained on the merged sample of sample A1 and
B is used to evaluate sample A2 for 𝑡𝑡̄. We see that that turn-on curve for the BDT is sharper than
the input MET variables.
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Figure 8: Efficiency turn-on curves for the VBF Higgs sample (left) and 𝑡𝑡̄ samples (right) as signal on the
vertical axis and QCD multĳet for background on the horizontal axis. The signal efficiency of the BDT is
improved for both VBF Higgs and 𝑡𝑡̄ samples as signal, demonstrating that the regression is robust for a
wide range of topologies.The threshold corresponding to the operating point of background efficiency of
𝜀𝐵 = 10−3 is chosen. For each histogram a line is drawn between the data points as a visual guide.

Finally, we consider MET resolution. If the algorithm rejects more background events while
retaining a similar amount of signal events, the BDT regression is worth pursuing. We will see
that this is the case. The MET distribution for events without true 𝐸missT , i.e., background events,
is shown in the left plot of figure 9. As the training sample includes background events without
true 𝐸missT , these events tend to be reconstructed with low values of MET by the regression model,
as expected. To highlight the improved rejection, subset of events with non-zero reconstructed
MET, taken to be METtowers > 60GeV are selected. For this subset of events, the BDT estimate
outperforms the input MET variables for accurately estimating the null MET value.
The MET resolution for events with true 𝐸missT , i.e., signal events, is shown in the right plot of

figure 9. For the subset of events with non-zero reconstructed MET in the range at which a MET cut
might be placed in a trigger system, taken here to be 150 < METtruth < 200GeV, the BDT estimate
performs comparably to the input MET variables.
We now discuss the trade-off between physics and engineering performance. As can be seen in

figure 10 the area under the ROC curve (AUC) is plotted vs. maximum tree depth 𝐷 and number of
bits for input variables.2 An AUC of 0.5 corresponds to the worst possible performance, while an

2AUC is defined to be the area under the curve when plotting 𝜀𝑆 vs. 𝜀𝐵.
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Table 2: Comparison of our benchmark configuration (details in table 3) and the bit optimized configuration.
The setup is given in the top; the physics performance in the middle; the FPGA cost in the bottom.

Parameter Benchmark (table 3) Bit optimized Ratio
Setup: no. of bits
MET𝑘 , where 𝑘 = reco, towers, tracks, jets 16 bits each 12 bits each 1.3
SETjets 16 bits 12 bits 1.3
𝜌𝑘 , where 𝑘 = fwd-A, barrel, fwd-B 16 bits each 5 bits each 3.2
OBDT 16 bits 12 bits 1.3
All variables 144 bits in total 87 bits in total 1.7

Physics performance
Area under the ROC curve2 (AUC) 0.90 0.90 1

FPGA cost for 40 trees, 5 depth
Latency 6 clock ticks 6 clock ticks 1
Interval 1 clock tick 1 clock tick 1
Look up tables 1675 374 4.5
Flip flops 1460 352 4.1
Block RAM 0 0 Same
Ultra RAM 0 0 Same
Digital signal processors 0 0 Same
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Figure 9: 𝐸missT distributions for background events (left) and 𝐸missT resolution for signal events (right).
Background events (left) with METtowers > 60GeV shows how the higher MET values get remapped. Signal
events (right) with 100 < METtruth < 200GeV shows the resolution with METtruth values of interest. The
input variable distributions are shown using floating point values. The output estimate OBDT distributions are
shown using 16-bit as is done in firmware.
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AUC of 1.0 corresponds to a perfect discrimination between signal and background. For the former,
the quick rise is followed by a plateau starting around 𝐷 = 7. For the latter, the plateau begins at
around 5.
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Figure 10: Physics performance vs. maximum tree depth 𝐷 (left) and vs. number of bits for input variables
(right). The performance is given by area under the ROC curve2 (AUC) for each configuration.

FPGA cost and parameter scanning

FPGA cost denotes the timing results, consisting of latency and interval, and resource usage.
Starting from our benchmark configurations listed in table 3, BDT parameters are varied, one at

a time, to investigate cost dependencies on tuneable parameters. We focus on the maximum tree
depth 𝐷, and also show dependencies on the number of bits. We note that the maximum BDT
complexity scales with 2𝐷 , but, as discussed previously in section 3, figure 3 showed that the scaling
is much softer, especially at high 𝐷 values.
The resource usage and latency scaling follows a similar pattern. The number of look-up tables

and flip-flops used vs. 𝐷 for several values of 𝑁trees is shown in figure 11. DSP usage is at 0 for all
configurations and BRAM is minimal as shown in figure 12.
The latency dependency on the maximum tree depth shows a similar pattern in figure 13, Notably,

this figure also demonstrates that the number of trees does not seem to have a large significant
impact on the latency, with configurations from 1 to 40 trees all remaining within a single clock tick
of each other at each maximum depth. As in our previous firmware design, the interval is only one
clock tick for all configurations.
The latency dependency on the number of bits used in the input variable representations is shown

in figure 14. Less precise variable representations result in lower latency. As is shown previously in
ref. [31], less precise variable representations often result in degraded ML performance. Appendix A
includes a more in-depth discussion of dependency on integer precision and this trade-off.
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Table 3: Benchmark configuration and the FPGA cost. Three groups of information are given. The top-most
group defines the FPGA setup. The second group defines the ML training used for the MET problem and the
Nanosecond Optimization. The third group gives the actual results measured on the FPGA for four tree-depth
combinations of 40-5, 40-6, 20-7, and 10-8.

Parameter Value Comments
FPGA setup
Chip family Xilinx Virtex Ultrascale+
Chip model xcvu9p-flga2104-2L-e
Vivado version 2019.2
Synthesis type C synthesis
HLS or RTL HLS HLS interface pragma: None
Clock speed 320MHz Clock period is 3.125 ns

ML training configuration & Nanosecond Optimization configuration
ML training method Boosted decision tree Regression, Adaptive boosting
No. of input variables 8
Bin Engine type Deep Decision Tree Engine (DDTE)
No. of bits for all variables 16 bits for each binary integers

FPGA cost for 40 trees, 5 depth
Latency 6 clock ticks 18.75 ns
Look up tables 1675 out of 1 182 240 0.1% of available
Flip flops 1460 out of 2 364 480 < 0.1% of available

FPGA cost for 40 trees, 6 depth
Latency 9 clock ticks 28.125 ns
Look up tables 4566 out of 1 182 240 0.4% of available
Flip flops 2516 out of 2 364 480 0.1% of available

FPGA cost for 20 trees, 7 depth
Latency 15 clock ticks 46.875 ns
Look up tables 4568 out of 1 182 240 0.4% of available
Flip flops 2697 out of 2 364 480 0.1% of available
Block RAM 4.5 out of 4320 0.1% of available

FPGA cost for 10 trees, 8 depth
Latency 21 clock ticks 65.625 ns
Look up tables 2556 out of 1 182 240 0.2% of available
Flip flops 2299 out of 2 364 480 0.1% of available
Block RAM 5 out of 4320 0.1% of available

Common values for the above configurations
Interval 1 clock tick 3.125 ns
Block RAM 0 out of 4320 If not listed above
Ultra RAM 0 out of 960 Same for all trees and all depth
Digital signal processors 0 out of 6840 Same for all trees and all depth
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Figure 11: Actual LUT usage (left) and actual FF usage (right) as a function of the maximum depth. Absolute
usage is shown on the left axis and percentage of our FPGA resources is shown on the right axis, both using
the setup in table 3.
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Figure 12: Actual DSP usage (left) and actual BRAM usage (right) as a function of the maximum depth.
Absolute usage is shown on the left axis and percentage of our FPGA resources is shown on the right axis,
both using the setup in table 3. No DSP usage is seen.
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Figure 13: Algorithm latency (left) and interval (right) as a function of the maximum depth. Clock ticks are
shown on the left axis and nanoseconds are shown on the right axis, both using 320MHz clock speed. Data
series for the a given number of trees are connected. The interval is unity for all data points. Eight input
variables of 16-bit precision are used.
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on the left axis and nanoseconds are shown on the right axis, both using 320MHz clock speed. For the other
parameters, Eight input variables of 40 trees with a maximum depth of 5 are used.
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6 Conclusions
We present a novel implementation of boosted decision trees on FPGA within the fwXmachina
framework [31] that allows for deep decision trees. In this paper, we demonstrate the use case for
the deep tree structure for regression problems. The new firmware design makes use of parallel
decision paths (PDP) to allow for deeper trees as well as arbitrarily many variables: two limitations
of the flattened decision tree structure of ref. [31]. Finally, support for varying bit integer precision
per variable is implemented, allowing for further resource usage optimization.
The performance is shown for the problem 𝐸missT estimation. It is shown that combining several

conventional MET calculations with a regression BDT provided a better signal efficiency and
background rejection for reasonable operating point for level-0 / level-1 trigger systems at the LHC.
FPGA implementation details are provided for hundreds of configurations, We find that latency
results are O(10) ns. The resource usage is O(0.1)% of those available on our FPGA with the
important exception that no DSP resources are used. Results for various configurations by scanning
the BDT parameters—such as the number of trees, the maximum tree depth, and the number of
bits—show that our implementation can be adapted for a variety of use cases
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A Variable number of bits
One subtle difference between the classification and regression implementation is the effect of bit
integers on output scores. Due to the advantage of pre-computing and pre-normalizing bin values to
their trees’ boost-weights, it is important that the conversion of floating point target variable outputs
to integers respects addition, i.e., 𝑓 (𝑥1 + 𝑥2) = 𝑓 (𝑥1) + 𝑓 (𝑥2). This requirement only applies to the
target variable, not the input ones. This is discussed in ref. [31].
For our classification application in ref. [31], the mapping is relatively straight forward. The

purity values ranging from [0, 1] could be scaled to a 𝐵-bit integer by multiplying by 2𝐵 − 1 to
achieve a range of [0, 2𝐵 − 1]. The same scaling was applied to Yes/No Leaf outputs of [−1, 1] to
achieve the range of [−(2𝐵 − 1), 2𝐵 − 1]. Such simple scaling is closed under addition, allowing for
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the summation of output scores from a forest of trees.
However, in regression we are not promised such neat outputs. In principle, the target variable

can be bounded between any two values or even be unbounded. Luckily in high energy physics,
physical variables are often either conveniently bounded below by zero or be symmetrical. Energy
can range from [0, 𝐸max] to be scaled to [0, 2𝐵 − 1] as before. Momentum can range [−𝑝max, 𝑝max]
to be scaled to [−(2𝐵 − 1), 2𝐵 − 1]. If a given variable are not bounded or symmetric, we adjust the
range accordingly; see table 4 for examples.

Table 4: Bit integer conversion methods used for the target training variable. Four representative examples
are given.

Adjustment method Initial range Adjusted range Adjusted bit range
Positive [0, 22] [0, 22] [0, 2𝐵 − 1]
Positive [50, 450] [0, 450] [0, 2𝐵 − 1]
Symmetric [−120, 70] [−120, 120] [−(2𝐵 − 1), 2𝐵 − 1]
Symmetric [−50, 70] [−70, 70] [−(2𝐵 − 1), 2𝐵 − 1]

In some cases these methods may necessitate a very high precision. For instance, if a variable
ranges between [1 000 000, 1 000 001], after the conversion there will be many excess bit integers
between [0, 1M], and so a very high precision will be necessary to capture the range of interest. A
similar issue will arise with asymmetric ranges such as from [−0.5, 6000]. While we claim that, in
most physics applications, variables and their ranges are well defined so that such problems will not
arise, we recognize that this may not be generally true for every application. Therefore, in some
cases clever unit manipulation or variable definition may be necessary.

Table 5: Bit integer example for variables used at the LHC. Two scenarios are considered. The first set
distributes 24 bits evenly among three variables. The second set distributes 22 bits more optimally considering
that the angular resolution at the first level is not < 0.1 and that the energy resolution is higher.

Evenly distributed Optimally distributed
Variable Range Bits Resolution Bits Resolution
𝑝T [−10, 1023] GeV 8 4GeV 12 250MeV
𝜙 position [−3.14, 3.14] 8 ≈ 0.025 5 ≈ 0.20
𝜂 position [−4.9, 4.9] 8 ≈ 0.04 5 ≈ 0.15
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