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Abstract—Workflows are critical for scientific discovery. How-
ever, the sophistication, heterogeneity, and scale of workflows make
building, testing, and optimizing them increasingly challenging.
Furthermore, their complexity and heterogeneity make perfor-
mance reproducibility hard. In this paper, we propose workflow
mini-apps as a tool to address the challenges in building and
testing workflows while controlling the fidelity of representing real-
world workflows. Workflow mini-apps are deployed and run on
various HPC systems and architectures without workflow-specific
constraints. We offer insight into their design and implementation,
providing an analysis of their performance and reproducibility.
Workflow mini-apps thus advance the science of workflows by
providing simple, portable, and managed (fidelity) representations
of otherwise complex and difficult-to-control real workflows.

Index Terms—High-Performance Computing, HPC, Scientific
Workflows, Workflow Management Tools, Mini-apps, Performance
Reproducibility

I. INTRODUCTION

Workflows have become an indispensable part of scientific
research, particularly with the increased availability of high-
performance computing (HPC) platforms and the addition of
artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) [1].
Increased hardware and software heterogeneity [2], scale,
and sophistication make building, testing, optimizing, and
reproducing workflows challenging. Additionally, the added
dependencies on specific libraries and dedicated hardware
complicate deployment to diverse HPC platforms.

Generating workflow mini-apps, i.e., simplified represen-
tations of real-world workflows, contributes to addressing

challenges from complexity and heterogeneity. For example,
the High Energy Physics Center for Computational Excellence
(HEP-CCE) Status and Planning Report [3], [4] promotes
building workflow mini-apps for the ATLAS [5] and DUNE [6]
HEP experiments. According to that plan, workflow mini-apps
will provide key performance metrics for future HPC facilities
and help the experiment easily leverage new architectures.

Scientists use mini-apps [7], [8] to build and test complex ap-
plications. They are either simpler single-purpose versions of an
entire application, or partial versions of the application’s most
critical components. When considering workflow applications,
single-purpose or partial mini-apps cannot represent the various
roles played by tasks within a workflow or the relations among
tasks. As such, there is a need to study workflow mini-apps
and their specific requirements.

Workflow mini-apps have four main requirements: (1)
balancing the trade-off between simplicity and fidelity of rep-
resentation; (2) simplifying workflow tasks by emulation while
maintaining their inter-relationships; (3) enabling portability
across different platforms and environments; and (4) enabling
performance analysis and reproducibility.

In this paper, we introduce, define, and describe workflow
mini-apps. We propose a novel approach to derive mini-
apps from workflow applications, and we show the benefits
of using those mini-apps for developing, testing, deploying,
and optimizing scientific workflows on HPC platforms. We
test and validate our proposed approach by deriving mini-
apps for two real-world applications: the Inverse Problem [9]
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workflow from the ECP ExaLearn project, and an AI-steered
Molecular Dynamics(MD) simulation workflow (refered as
DeepDriveMD) run using DeepDriveMD [10] tool from the
ECP CANDLE project. We chose these two workflows because
the Inverse Problem is a representative example of stationary
workflow, and DeepDriveMD is an example of adaptive
workflow. We experimentally show that our mini-apps correctly
emulate the execution patterns of the original workflow while
requiring lower complexity and fewer resources.

We focus our analysis and experiments on four key aspects
of workflow mini-apps: scaling, portability, execution models,
and performance reproducibility. We scale the execution of
our mini-apps, measuring their performance and cost in terms
of workflow- and task-level makespan, resource utilization
and input/output (I/O). We test our mini-apps portability by
measuring their performance characteristics on various HPC
platforms with different architectures. We evaluate synchronous
and asynchronous execution models for mini-apps, measuring
how they affect performance. Finally, we assess performance
reproducibility by measuring run-to-run variation across multi-
ple runs within the same platform and environment [11], [12].
Together, our analysis and experiments show that workflow
mini-apps have the potential to advance the science and
the engineering of workflows by providing simple, portable,
and faithful representations of otherwise complex real-world
workflows.

This paper offers five main contributions: (1) Providing a
methodology for building workflow mini-apps. (2) Deriving
workflow mini-apps for two real-world workflow applications
(Inverse Problem and DeepDriveMD). (3) Implementing a
Python and C++ library with an application programming
interface (API) specifically designed to allow users to build
emulated tasks more easily, based on understanding the bottle-
neck of the original task. (4) Providing extensive experimental
performance comparisons of the mini-apps and their workflows
on Polaris , Summit and Frontier , three platforms of the
Department of Energy Leadership Class Computing Facilities.
(5) Showing how workflow mini-apps can be utilized in a more
general context for portability and reproducibility.

Analyze original 
workflow

Generate 
Emulated Tasks

Create Workflow 
Mini-app

Fine tune 
parameters

Run/Test 
Workflow 
Mini-app

Workflow 
Mini-app

Fig. 1. Design process of a workflow mini-app

II. RELATED WORKS

Exascale Computing Project (ECP) proxy applications [13],
[14] have been developed and used to show important features
of large applications in the HPC area. There are many proxy
apps, mini-apps, and benchmarks that have been built as part
of ECP, such as ECP CANDLE Benchmarks [15], ExaMin-
iMD [16], and miniVite [17]. However, they all focus on a

single application. In this paper, we focus on workflows instead,
where workflows are a combination of various interrelated
tasks/applications.

Benchmark suites are used for developing or testing scientific
applications or HPC systems. NERSC-10 Benchmark Suite [18]
plays a critical role in evaluating the systems with micro-
benchmarks and workflow component benchmarks. Their
benchmarks represent functions/tasks of the workflows that
are helpful for testing different systems for critical tasks and
their performance. However, benchmarks are not sufficient for
our purposes as they are more problem-specific while mini-
apps have been used for both testing the performance of the
workflow application and for portability.

Mini-apps also played a critical role in scientific computing
in different areas. A molecular docking mini-app is used
to validate the tunable approximation approach proposed in
Ref. [19]. Neural Mini-Apps [20] are used to get a broader
understanding of Neuromorphic computing (NMC). The arch
project [21] provides a suite of mini-apps for evaluating physics
algorithms. Neuromapp [22] is a framework that focuses on
single-functionality mini-apps to improve neural simulators.
In data science [8], mini-apps are used to identify data-
parallel kernels and test different programming models. These
references argue that mini-apps should enable the exploration
of the performance of the original application while providing
simplicity and portability, as we show in this paper.

Our workflow mini-apps have the same common character-
istics as the mini-apps in the literature. However, workflow
mini-apps differ from them as they focus on workflows as a
whole instead of focusing on single-functionality or application.
For example, workflow mini-apps can provide a more realistic
picture of resource competition and communication between its
components (tasks), and the effect comes from task dependency
where regular mini-apps cannot. Workflow mini-apps can
provide needed performance insight of workflow where single-
purpose mini-apps could not.

Performance reproducibility of the workflows is challeng-
ing [11], [23], [24] due to both the nature of workflows
(complex data- and compute-intensive, AI/ML) and the platform
on which they are running (system reliability, unsuccessful
execution, performance fluctuation of the file system and
the network). Performance reproducibility of full applications
is costly and non-trivial to achieve, a challenge addressed
by workflow mini-apps that offer performance fidelity while
providing simplicity and reduced costs.

III. DESIGN WORKFLOW MINI-APPS

We provide a methodology to design workflow mini-apps
for any given workflow. We discussed in § I that scientific
workflows are hard to develop, deploy, or run, and we ask the
following questions: (1) What are the essential characteristics of
a given workflow that should be implemented into its mini-app?
(2) What would we need to enable performance reproducibility
within the workflow mini-apps? (3) What are the target use
cases?



In terms of the workflow characteristics, we focus on per-
formance. Our workflow mini-apps can be used to understand
the performance of the original workflow; however, they will
not provide any scientifically relevant results. While there
are many performance metrics that are useful, we focus on
three main metrics: makespan, resource utilization, and I/O
utilization at both workflow- and task-level. A combination of
these three metrics can be used to understand performance and
find possible bottlenecks [25]–[28]. It is known that memory
(accessing data) is also one of the most significant bottlenecks in
HPC applications [29], [30]. However, we choose not to focus
on memory utilization as one of the metrics for two main rea-
sons. First, memory utilization depends on applications’ access
patterns of the memory (algorithm dependent), which makes
it application (i.e., task) specific. Second, memory utilization
(memory bottleneck) is also architecture (CPU/Accelerator)
specific, which makes it not portable. Instead, we focused on
makespan, which includes any bottlenecks (including memory)
and can be applied to the entire workflow.

While this work focuses on the above three performance
metrics, users are free to add any additional metric into their
own design, as long as the workflow middleware is compatible
with the profiler that collects it. For example, as a future work,
we will integrate metrics of performance anomaly, collected
via Chimbuko [31], a performance anomaly detection system.

Fig. 2. The two workflows used in the Inverse Problem. Here, we take the
#phase to be three as an example. The number inside each task represents
the phase-id the task belongs to, and the dashed line is the boundary of
different stages, while tasks in different stages can not run in parallel. The
arrow represents task dependency: A Task will not start until all tasks that
point to it are finished. [9]

We also consider performance reproducibility as part of our
design. Performance reproducibility is the minimal run-to-run
variation across multiple runs of the same application, using a
consistent set of configurations on the same system [12]. As
reproducing executions of applications on the same architecture
still shows much performance variability [11], workflow mini-
apps can be used to analyze variations and point a direction
toward deeper root-cause analysis. The increased complexity
of workflows is exemplified in workflow patterns, execution on
heterogeneous architectures, hybrid orchestration of numerical
and data-intensive simulations, and execution that is often
non-deterministic (e.g., ML-driven MD simulations [10]).
This complexity introduces new challenges for performance
reproducibility: workflow management systems do not always
have mechanisms to collect workflow behavior, workflow
performance overhead, and application performance. A lack
of metadata and provenance related to access to the original

input data, execution scripts, and runtime environment [11] are
barriers to reproducibility.

With the target use cases explained in § I, in our design,
we focus on the workflow as a whole instead of individual
tasks within the workflow. Fig. 1 shows the design of our
workflow mini-apps, which has a three-step approach. First, we
must analyze and understand the original workflow and collect
performance data (resource utilization, I/O, and makespan).
Second, we generate emulated tasks using our API library [32].
The library provides a large set of simple but representative
kernels and corresponding parameters (Table. I), allowing
users to assemble them to build various tasks with different
bottlenecks. Finally, we built the workflow using emulated tasks
and a workflow middleware, RADICAL Cybertools (RCT) [33],
[34]. We chose RCT simply because both original workflows
were using RCT. In reality, any workflow middleware (e.g.,
PanDA [35], Colmena [36]) can be used for developing the
workflow mini-app, and we highly recommend developers
choose the workflow middleware that they choose to implement
the original workflow, since the implementation of emulated
tasks based on the API library is completely independent of the
workflow middleware (except for the inter-task communication).
To ensure the performance fidelity of the original workflow, we
ran the workflow mini-app and fine-tuned it by adjusting the
parameters we provided. In the next section, we will describe
each step in detail.
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Fig. 3. This figure shows the DeepDriveMD overview for synchronous
execution model [10].

IV. IMPLEMENTATION

As outlined in § III, our design includes three stages shown
in Fig 1. This section explains each stage in detail and the
implementation of both Inverse Problem and DeepDriveMD
workflow mini-apps.

The Inverse Problem workflow, which is part of the ExaLearn
project [9], [37], is designed to assess Neutron diffraction
outcomes, specifically the Bragg profile, to predict the sym-
metry class of a material along with evaluating its unit cell
parameters. To summarize, the process begins by generating
simulation data (the simulation task). This data is then used to
train a deep learning model that predicts both the symmetry
class and unit cell parameters (the training task). This iterative
procedure is repeated multiple times(phases) to refine and
enhance the model’s performance with each phase. Fig.2



illustrates both the sequential (Fig.2a) and parallel (Fig. 2b)
workflows, highlighting their respective dependencies.

DeepDriveMD [10], [38], on the other hand, is a deep-
learning (DL) oriented molecular dynamics (MD) simulation
workflow. MD simulations have broad applications, such as
probing intricate biophysical phenomena like protein folding,
protein-ligand, or small molecule docking and fostering crucial
advancements in areas like drug design. Fig. 3 showcases its
four primary components: (1) MD simulation, (2) ML training
for the generation of ML models, (3) Model Selection, and
(4) Inference, which aids in determining the subsequent set of
simulation starting points.

A. Analyzing Original Workflow

Analyzing the foundational structure and intricacies of the
original workflow is crucial when developing workflow mini-
apps. This involves understanding the workflow’s various
components and their interaction. Our approach to analyzing
the workflow is tri-fold: (1) Identifying and categorizing every
task type in the workflow, (2) understanding the execution
model, focusing predominantly on the dependencies and inter-
communication among tasks, and (3) extracting performance
metrics for every task.

Within the Inverse Problem and DeepDriveMD workflows,
we have two and four distinct task categories, respectively.
Tasks within the same category exhibit similarities: they are
launched from identical binaries or scripts, implying the
same algorithms and consistent operational behavior. Crucially,
tasks of the same category often face identical performance
bottlenecks. Furthermore, tasks within each category are self-
contained, serving a singular purpose, as explained at the
beginning of this section. Consequently, the most optimized
strategy is constructing two and four emulated tasks for the
Inverse Problem and DeepDriveMD workflows, respectively.

The dependencies and communications among tasks will
help us understand the execution models of the workflow and
possibly allow us to improve it. Here, we take the Inverse
Problem as an example. As shown in Fig. 2, in the serial
workflow, a training task in phase_i (train_i) depends on the
simulation task in phase_i (sim_i), and sim_i depends on
train_(i− 1). Because of that, all tasks are running in serial
in this workflow. In the parallel workflow, we make extra
optimization so that sim_i does not depend on train_(i − 1)
anymore, suggesting that sim_i and train_(i − 1) can run in
parallel, but train_i still depend on train_(i− 1), which means
all training tasks have to run in serial.

Finally, collecting performance metrics is essential to under-
stand the execution characteristics of each task. As mentioned
in § III, we collect makespan, resource utilization, and I/O size.
These metrics have proven helpful for generating performance
characteristics of each task within the workflow. In this work,
we use profiling tools, including RADICAL Analytics [39] to
collect resource utilization and makespan, and Darshan [40]
to collect I/O utilization. For ease of use, we also provide the
user with the corresponding analyzing scripts.

B. Generating Emulated Tasks

As explained in §. I and § III, tasks within the workflow
mini-apps should be black boxes that are simple and emulate
original workflow tasks without dependencies on libraries that
require a specific operating system (OS) or Central Processing
Unit(CPU) (e.g., PowerPC, ARM, and x86)/Graphical Process-
ing Unit(GPU) (e.g., NVIDIA and AMD) architectures. Also,
emulated task design must be tunable since different tasks of
the same category could have different configurations, giving
different performance behaviors.

To address the above issues, we designed an open-source
intermediate library, wfMiniAPI [32]. This library provides
users with a set of APIs that target different functionalities,
including various computation kernels on CPU and GPU with
different bottlenecks, MPI communications, data movements,
and I/O operations. Since most tasks are written in Python and
C++, we provide both Python and C++ interfaces. wfMiniAPI
makes it easier for users to build emulated tasks.

TABLE I
WFMINIAPI: SOME OF THE APIS USED IN THIS WORK WITH THEIR

TUNABLE PARAMETERS, AND THE EMULATED TASKS CALLED THEM. API
WITH ^SYMBOL MEANS IT DOES NOT HAVE PYTHON SUPPORT (ONLY C++)

API Parameters Emulated task
used

readNonMPI data_size All tasks
writeNonMPI data_size All tasks
readWithMPI data_size
writeWithMPI data_size
MPIallReduce device, data_size Training
MPIallGather device, data_size
MPIallReduceAsync^ device, data_size
matMulGeneral device, dim_list Training
matMulSimple2D device, dim Simulation
fft device, data_size,

type_in,
transform_dim

RNG device, data_size,
distribution

axpy (y = a · x+ y) device, data_size MD simulation
scatterAdd
(y[idx[i]]+ = x[i])

device, x_size,
y_size

reduction device, data_size
inplaceCompute
(y[i] = f(y[i]))

device, functor,
data_size

dataCopyD2H data_size MD simulation,
Training, Agent

dataCopyH2D data_size MD simulation,
Training, Agent

dataCopyD2HAsync^ data_size
dataCopyH2DAsync^ data_size

As for the implementation of wfMiniAPI, the Python
interface is implemented with packages of Numpy, Cupy,
mpi4py, and h5py, which are currently provided by or can be



easily installed on almost all common HPC clusters. The C++
interface is implemented with MPI and OpenMP offloading to
target CPU and NVIDIA/AMD GPU. Here, we chose OpenMP
offloading instead of other programming models like SYCL
or Kokkos, mainly because it is usually the easiest to deploy
and widely available in most LCF/HPC machines. This makes
emulated tasks that are built with this library portable.

In addition, each API in wfMiniAPI accepts parameters that
allow them to be tunable. Users can choose appropriate APIs
according to the original task, assemble them to build emulated
tasks, and adjust parameters for different task configurations.
For example, the simulation tasks in the Inverse Problem are
MPI applications with one thread per process and negligible
inter-process communication, and each process mainly does
regressions (with a bottleneck of matrix multiplication) and
disk I/O. We can use the code snippet in Listing 1 as
an emulated task for the simulation task. Here, num_data,
read_size, num_mult, mat_size, and write_size are all tunable
parameters. Table. I provides kernels within wfMiniAPI with
most important parameters for each kernel and their use-cases.
Since we design wfMiniAPI to be extendable for a current list
of the kernels we refer the reader to our GitHub repo [32].

for i in range(num_data):
wfMiniAPI.readNonMPI(read_size)
for j in range(num_mult):

wfMiniAPI.matMulSimple2D(mat_size)
wfMiniAPI.writeNonMPI(write_size)

Listing 1. Main component of the emulated simulation task in the Inverse
Problem workflow mini-app.

Since wfMiniAPI is open source, users can contribute by
adding their customized API. With the wfMiniAPI library, users
can easily build emulated tasks without needing to write most
of the code while getting performance metrics comparable to
the original task. It also allows users to have decent code reuse:
One user’s contribution to the API list can be reused by other
users in developing other emulated tasks, and code for building
one workflow mini-app might be used for building another
workflow mini-app that shares similar tasks.

One question people often ask is: Why not use a simple
sleep function with a tunable sleep time as an emulated task?
This is because our workflow mini-app is not simply going to
analyze if the execution model of the original workflow can
run successfully with the workflow middleware the developer
chooses, but we also care about performance analysis of the
original workflow, especially under different setups, including
different problems inputs, and different platform/hardware
architectures. However, with different setups, the running time
of each sub-task could vary a lot, and it is usually hard to
theoretically predict quantitatively how their running time
would vary and use that number as the parameter of the sleep
function. Because of that, using sleep functions as emulated
tasks is no longer an option, and we need to create emulated
tasks that are composed of a small number of kernels that
represent the bottleneck of the original tasks, and it is the only

way to estimate and predict the running time of the workflow
under different setups.

C. Creating Workflow Mini-apps

As mentioned in § III, we use pilot-based execution mid-
dleware (RCT), separating the workflow execution model and
the details of task submission. This simplifies the development
of the mini-apps since many workflows are similar, and users
can use templates, customizing them to generate the workflow
with the desired execution model without implementing a new
workflow mini-app from the beginning.

After building the skeleton of the workflow, the next
step is to fine-tune the parameters introduced when creating
emulated tasks so that the workflow mini-app can generate
performance metrics comparable to the original workflow in
any configuration. Here, comparable means that the original
workflow and the workflow mini-app should have similar
resource utilization, and the ratio between their makespan
and I/O size should be fixed.

We perform fine-tuning by choosing a base configuration
with some specific problem input and architecture, and running
the original workflow once to collect the relevant performance
metrics. We then tune the parameters of the workflow mini-app
so that its performance metrics are comparable to those of
the original workflow base configuration but proportionally
several times smaller. For example, the tuning include kernels
parameters in the API library and the number of kernel calls in
emulated tasks. Usually, most of the parameters of an emulated
task can be fine-tuned based on some domain knowledge.
For example, the number of epochs, the number of matrix
multiplications, the size of matrix multiplication or the size
of data I/O. Completing the fine-tuning requires running the
workflow mini-app 3-5 times for the two examples in this
work.

After fine-tuning, we find the relation of the parameters
between the original workflow and the workflow mini-app, and
generate a mapping between them. In that way, for any other
configurations of the original workflow, we do not need to
repeat the fine-tuning process; we only adjust the parameters
needed for the new configuration, using the mapping generated
during the fine-tuning process. We will show the correctness
of this process in §. V-A.

V. EVALUATION

In this section, we present the evaluation of workflow
mini-apps by performing five sets of experiments with the
DeepDriveMD and Inverse Problem exemplar workflow mini-
apps implemented in § IV. For those two workflow mini-
apps, our experiments: (1) validate their fidelity; (2) prove that
they can enable performance reproducibility; (3) show their
portability across platforms with different architectures; (4)
illustrate how they can facilitate testing scalability; and (5)
show that they can serve as a testbed for workflow optimization.

A. Validation

We validate our workflow mini-apps by measuring and
comparing the three metrics explained in § III (makespan,



TABLE II
VALIDATION EXPERIMENTS SETUP. INVERSE PROBLEM (IP) MINI-APP (M-APP): 3 CONFIGURATIONS V1–3; VARYING INPUT SIZE (DATA COLUMN) AND

NUMBER OF EPOCHS. DEEPDRIVEMD (DDMD) M-APP: 2 CONFIGURATIONS V1–2; VARYING THE MD SIMULATION LENGTH (STEPS COLUMN), AND THE
NUMBER OF EPOCHS AND PHASES. MINI-APPS CONFIGURATIONS REPRESENT THOSE USED FOR SCIENTIFIC MEASUREMENTS (E.G., DDMD DATA

1FME [41]), ENABLING FIDELITY VALIDATION FOR BOTH WORKFLOWS AT DIFFERENT PROBLEM SIZES, I.E., CONFIGURATIONS V1–3.

Execution Model #Node #CPU #GPU #Rank #Epoch Data #Phase #Step
sim ml rest V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V1 V2

IP Serial CPU 4 128 0 128 4 - 100 50 50 X X 2X 3 - - -
m-app Serial CPU 4 128 0 128 4 - 50 25 25 X X 2X 3 - - -
IP Serial CPU+GPU 4 128 16 128 16 - 1600 800 800 X X 2X 3 - - -
m-app Serial CPU+GPU 4 128 16 128 16 - 200 100 100 X X 2X 3 - - -
IP Parallel CPU 8 256 0 128 4 - 100 50 50 X X 2X 3 - - -
m-app Parallel CPU 8 256 0 128 4 - 50 25 25 X X 2X 3 - - -
DDMD 3 96 12 12 1 1 100 150 - 1FME 1FME - 2 3 4k 5k
m-app 3 96 12 12 1 1 100 150 - - - - 2 3 4k 5k

resource (CPU/GPU) utilization, and read and write I/O) for
the actual workflows and for their mini-apps. The validity of
workflow mini-apps depends on having a controlled fixed ratio
between the workflow and its mini-app for each performance
metric for any configuration. This ratio should be determined
based on cost-saving requirements. We used ALCF Polaris
for all the validation experiments because the original Inverse
Problem workflow could only run on that platform.

Table II shows the experimental setup for both workflows.
We validate the Inverse Problem (IP) with the three execution
models shown in Fig. 2: serial CPU, serial CPU+GPU where
the training task runs on GPU, and parallel CPU. For each
execution model, we ran three experiment configurations (V1–
3), toggling the number of epochs and the input data size. We
use the combination of serial CPU and configuration V1 as the
base configuration for tuning the parameters in the workflow
mini-app and adjust the parameters for different configurations
V, based on its mapping.

For DeepDriveMD, we run two experiment configurations
(V1–2) that differ in the number of epochs, length of MD
simulation, and number of phases. We use the first configuration
for tuning parameters in the workflow mini-app and adjust
parameters for the second configuration based on its mapping.
There are, respectively, 13 and 21 tuneable parameters for
the Inverse Problem and DeepDriveMD workflow mini-apps.
We enable reproduction by publishing the full data set in a
dedicated GitHub [32] repository.

Table III summarizes our experiment results. Note that, as
a design choice, we used a fixed ratio between workflow and
mini-app to reduce both the makespan and amount of read and
written data by the mini-app. That reduced the cost of running
the workflow mini-apps, i.e., one of the main reasons to use a
mini-app. When comparing the results in Table III, we focus
on the running time and I/O ratio for each run of the workflow
mini-apps and the original workflows. We define the ratio in
Eq. 1:

Rt
i =

Timeminiapp
confi

Timeworkflow
confi

and R
r/w
i =

Read/Writeminiapp
Confi

Read/Writeworkflow
confi

(1)

Take the “serial CPU” model from the Inverse Problem as
an example. For each configuration, the ratio of the makespan
between the original workflow and its mini-app is Rt

1 = 0.23,
Rt

2 = 0.24, and Rt
3 = 0.23; read I/O ratios are Rr

1 = 0.23,
Rr

2 = 0.23, and Rr
3 = 0.23; and write I/O ratios are

Rw
1 = 0.23, Rw

2 = 0.23, and Rw
3 = 0.24. A constant ratio for

each performance metric with all configurations proves that
our workflow mini-app performs comparably to the original
workflow.

However, looking only at the total makespan, resource and
I/O utilization can be misleading. Consider the following
example: Assume that the total read I/O for both the Inverse
Problem workflow and its mini-app is the same; but that, in
the original workflow, the simulation tasks perform 95% of

TABLE III
RESULTS FOR OUR VALIDATION EXPERIMENTS WITH DIFFERENT EXECUTION MODELS AND EXPERIMENT CONFIGURATIONS IN TABLE II. MULTIPLE

NUMBERS WITHIN EACH CELL REPRESENT DIFFERENT CONFIGURATIONS (THREE FOR THE INVERSE PROBLEM, TWO FOR THE DEEPDRIVEMD).
EXECUTION TIME IS THE TOTAL EXECUTION TIME OF THE WORKFLOWS. SIMILAR TO EXECUTION TIME, CPU AND GPU UTILIZATION IS PROVIDED FOR

THE ENTIRE RUNTIME OF THE WORKFLOWS.

Experiment Makespan (s) CPU (%) GPU (%) Read I/O (GB) Write I/O (GB)
V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V3 V1 V2 V3

IP Serial CPU 1840.3 1336.3 2527.6 100 100 100 0 0 0 560.5 560.8 1115.0 126.2 126.2 252.2
m-app Serial CPU 428.3 327.0 572.8 100 100 100 0 0 0 128.2 128.1 257.0 29.0 29.0 59.6
IP Serial CPU+GPU 2148.9 1316.2 2098.8 100 100 100 62 50 40 679.2 678.8 1348.6 127.0 127.1 252.2.
m-app Serial CPU+GPU 462.2 368.3 571.5 100 100 100 60 50 44 156.8 156.8 313.2 28.9 28.9 59.6
IP Parallel CPU 1503.7 869.7 1748.0 63 72 73 0 0 0 560.5 560.7 1115.0 126.0 125.9 252.3
m-app Parallel CPU 326.0 222.9 395.1 64 70 69 0 0 0 128.9 128.7 257.0 29.0 29.0 59.5
DDMD 1479.0 3062.3 - 39 63 - 39 62 - 368.3 594.7 - 170.6 306.6 -
m-app 780.1 1442.8 - 43 67 - 43 62 - 182.4 294.8 - 84.1 148.3 -



the read I/O while in the workflow mini-apps, the training and
simulation tasks perform 50% of the read I/O each. In that
scenario, the detailed performance (details similar to Fig. 4
and Fig. 5) of the workflow and its mini-app would be very
different. For this reason, we also measure resource and I/O
utilization during the workflow runtime, collecting detailed
utilization and makespan data for each of the experiment runs.
Due to the limited space available, we show the CPU+GPU
serial execution model from the Inverse Problem and the second
configuration of DeepDriveMD (Fig. 4 and Fig. 5). That enables
us to compare their respective workflow mini-apps with the
original workflows. The full results are available in a dedicated
GitHub [32] repository.

When we compare all the results, we can see that the work-
flow mini-apps perform similarly to their original workflows in

terms of both internal components (tasks) and global execution
of the workflow. For example, the resource utilization pattern
of the Inverse Problem workflow V2 (Fig. 4b) and its workflow
mini-app V2 (Fig. 4e) are almost identical. Both the I/O size
and the execution time share the same fixed ratio (of about
0.23) for all the experiments to reduce the cost of running the
workflow mini-apps. Also, for the DeepDriveMD workflow and
its workflow mini-app, both resource utilization (Fig. 4a and
Fig. 4d) and I/O (Fig. 5a and Fig. 5d) holds the same pattern
with a fixed I/O and makespan ratio (of about 0.48). This proves
that our workflow mini-app provides performance fidelity both
at the workflow level and at the level of its components. Here
we remind the reader that the choice of ratio is arbitrary. We
chose the ratios because of (1) the short makespan of two
original workflows (less than an hour) and (2) the makespan
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(a) RU DeepDriveMD original workflow V2
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(b) RU Inverse Problem original workflow V2
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(c) RU Inverse Problem original workflow V3
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(d) RU DeepDriveMD workflow mini-app V2
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(e) RU Inverse Problem workflow mini-app V2
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(f) RU Inverse Problem workflow mini-app V3
Fig. 4. The CPU and GPU resource utilization (RU) as a function of execution time of the original workflow and the workflow mini-app for DeepDriveMD
(column 1) and Inverse Problem with an execution model of CPU+GPU serial (column 2 for configuration V2 and column 3 for configuration V3, respectively).
The top three figures show the RU of original workflows and the bottom three figures show the RU of workflow mini-apps. We compare the original workflow
with the workflow mini-app for each experiment configuration to validate the fidelity of the workflow mini-apps. Note that CPUs and GPUs in y-axis refer to
CPU and GPU id respectively.

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE REPRODUCIBILITY FOR THE WORKFLOW MINI-APPS. PERFORMANCE METRICS ARE COLLECTED FOR EACH TASK AND THE FULL

WORKFLOW. WE COLLECTED DATA FOR BOTH INVERSE PROBLEM AND DEEPDRIVEMD WORKFLOWS. WE SHOWED A DETAILED VIEW WITH THE INVERSE
PROBLEM SERIAL CPU+GPU V1 (FIRST 8 ROWS) AND A SUMMARY OF DEEPDRIVEMD WORKFLOW (LAST TWO ROWS) DUE TO PAGE LIMIT.

Stage Time(s) CPU (%) GPU (%) Read I/O(GB) Write I/O(GB)
IP m-app: Simulation Phase 1 57.2± 4.6 100 0 39.0± 0.5 9.7± 0.0
IP m-app: Training Phase 1 93.8± 7.2 100 100 12.3± 0.0 0.004± 0
IP m-app: Simulation Phase 2 54.4± 3.3 100 0 39.7± 0.0 9.7± 0.0
IP m-app: Training Phase 2 87.2± 4.6 100 100 12.3± 0.0 0.004± 0
IP m-app: Simulation Phase 3 54.6± 2.3 100 0 39.7± 0.1 9.7± 0.0
IP m-app: Training Phase 3 84.7± 0.7 100 100 12.3± 0.0 0.004± 0
IP m-app: Full 456.9± 12.2 100 58± 2 155.3± 0.5 29.0± 0
IP workflow: Full 2129.4± 26.0 100 62± 1 679.2± 0.3 127.0± 0.1
DDMD m-app: Full 1436.1± 10.3 63± 1 62± 1 294.8± 0 148.3± 0.1
DDMD workflow: Full 3054.9± 9.2 67± 1 66± 1 594.7± 1.1 306.6± 0.4



of the individual tasks within the workflow. If the original
workflow takes longer to execute, we can choose a smaller
ratio.

B. Performance Reproducibility

To show that workflow mini-apps can be used for per-
formance reproducibility while requiring less resource and
time, we run workflow mini-apps and the original workflows
eight times on the same platform (ALCF Polaris) with the
same environment. Table IV shows the performance variations
between runs. Our results show that the Inverse Problem
workflow mini-apps had a small performance variation in terms
of the makespan of the workflow < 3%, which is comparable
with the variation of the original workflow of 1.2%. A more
detailed examination shows that each stage was successfully
executed in the intended order, and the performance variation of
each stage was < 8%. When we focus on the I/O and CPU/GPU

utilization, we can see that each task/stage reads and writes
almost the same amount of data and utilizes the same resources
in each execution. Similarly, the makespan and I/O performance
variation for DeepDriveMD and its workflow mini-app is < 1%.
Thus, combining all metrics (I/O, resource utilization, and
makespan) demonstrates that the workflow mini-apps can be
used to test and research performance reproducibility of the
original workflow with a smaller cost (In this example, cost
decreases about a factor of 4 for Inverse Problem and 2 for
DeepDriveMD).

C. Portability

HPC facilities keep improving. OLCF’s Frontier recently
became online, and ALCF’s Aurora is next in the line. Testing
different platforms is essential to understand how the workflow
could perform on them. However, testing each platform with
the original workflow increases cost and generally requires code

(a) I/O DeepDriveMD original workflow V2 (b) I/O Inverse Problem original workflow V2 (c) I/O Inverse Problem original workflow V3

(d) I/O DeepDriveMD workflow mini-app V2 (e) I/O Inverse Problem workflow mini-app V2 (f) I/O Inverse Problem workflow mini-app V3
Fig. 5. The I/O performance of the original workflow and the workflow mini-app for DeepDriveMD (column 1) and Inverse Problem with an execution model
of CPU+GPU serial (column 2 for configuration V2 and column 3 for configuration V3, respectively). Each plot shows the total read/write size of each task in
that workflow during their runtime: Each line segment has its left and right end representing the start and end time of a single emulated task, and its y-value
being the size of I/O of that emulated task. The top three figures show the original workflow, and the bottom three figures show the workflow mini-app. We
compare the original workflow with the workflow mini-app for each experiment configuration to validate the fidelity of the workflow mini-apps.
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(b)
Fig. 6. Portability validation of workflow mini-apps. Figures show the CPU and GPU utilization and performance characteristics of the DeepDriveMD original
workflow (left) and workflow mini-app (right) on Frontier.
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(a) RU of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Polaris
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(b) RU of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Summit
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(c) RU of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Frontier

(d) I/O of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Polaris

(e) I/O of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Summit

(f) I/O of workflow mini-app (CPU+GPU serial v1)
on Frontier

Fig. 7. The performance of the Inverse Problem workflow mini-app on different HPC clusters with an execution model of CPU+GPU serial and experiment
configuration V1 as an example. The first three figures show the CPU and GPU resource utilization (RU) as a function of execution time, and the later three
figures show the total read/write size of each task during their runtime.

modifications due to complicated dependencies of scientific
workflows such as architecture or libraries.

For example, the Inverse Problem workflow relies on the
GSAS-II library, which can only be run on x86 CPU. The
DeepDriveMD workflow relies on openmm, whose deployment
on AMD GPU is not trivial, and rapidsai library, which
currently only supports NVIDIA GPU. Those dependencies
make it difficult to port a workflow from one architecture to
another. In this work, for testing and comparison purposes,
we try to port the original workflow of DeepDriveMD to
the Frontier machine. To do that, we re-implemented the ML
task in DeepDriveMD with Tensorflow to get rid of rapidsai
dependency so that it could run on AMD GPU, and we spent
some effort to deploy everything on Frontier. This takes us
around two weeks to finish.

Unlike the original workflows, our workflow mini-apps are
not dependent on specific libraries and hardware other than
generic Python libraries such as NumPy and CuPy that are used
to implement wfMiniAPI. The workflow mini-app can be used
to test the performance characteristics of the workflow in a new
architecture, thanks to its fidelity and portability. It is important
to note that performance characteristics focus on workflow
execution patterns, bottlenecks, and resource utilization of the
workflow. However, similar to any mini-apps, our workflow
mini-apps are not built to estimate the exact execution time in
a new platform.

We run the workflow mini-apps on three leadership comput-
ing facilities (Polaris, Summit, and Frontier) to show both the
portability of our workflow mini-apps and analyze how their
performance changes in different architectures. We chose these
three machines because they all have different architectures.
Polaris has AMD EPYC Milan 7543P CPUs and NVIDIA

A100 GPUs; Frontier has AMD “Optimized 3rd Gen EPYC”
CPUs and AMD Instinct MI250X GPUs; and Summit has IBM
POWER9 CPUs and NVIDIA V100 GPUs.

For the DeepDriveMD workflow mini-app, we used the
workflow mini-app built on Polaris and ported it to Frontier
by keeping the number of tasks for each stage the same (12
MD simulations, 1 ML, 1 Selection, and 1 Agent task for each
iteration). We changed the number of CPUs assigned to each
task based on available resources and scaled the data size to
one-quarter. We also had to modify the original DeepDriveMD
workflow, as mentioned in the beginning, and run it on Frontier.

Fig. 6 shows the performance characteristics of both work-
flow mini-app and modified original workflow. Our results show
that we can estimate the resource utilization and performance
characteristics correctly by porting workflow mini-app built
on a different platform. This provides researchers with what
to expect in terms of bottlenecks and resource utilization and
helps them to decide whether it is worth modifying the code
to use a new platform.

For the Inverse Problem workflow mini-app (Fig. 7), we
again used the workflow mini-app built on Polaris, where we
used four nodes with the same setup for each platform; however,
nodes in each platform have a different amount of resources
(CPU/GPU). We adjust the number of CPUs and GPUs to
achieve maximum utilization from each node. We can see
that the workflow mini-app mainly holds its execution pattern
and I/O; however, performance characteristics and bottlenecks
change for each platform. Similar to DeepDriveMD, researchers
can use this information to make a decision about porting their
workflows or not.



(a) Running time scalability plot. (b) Read scalability plot. (c) Write scalability plot.

Fig. 8. The strong scaling behavior of running time and I/O of the workflow mini-app and the original workflow. The three metrics are collected with 4, 8, 16,
and 32 nodes. The factors in subplot (a) are the ratio between running time with node k and the base case (with node 4).
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(a) RU of Synchronous
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(b) RU of Asynchronious

(c) I/O of Synchronous (d) I/O of Asynchronious

Fig. 9. The performance of DeepDriveMD workflow mini-app with synchronous and asynchronous execution models. The top two figures show the CPU and
GPU resource utilization (RU) as a function of execution time, and the bottom two figures show the total read/write size of each task during their runtime. This
figure shows that asynchronous execution of the DeepDriveMD can reduce the makespan by around 10% for this specific case. It also implies that optimizing
the training task could benefit mostly the asynchronous execution workflow.

D. Scalability

In HPC applications and workflows, scalability (strong
scaling) is usually one of the most critical attributes. However,
it is costly to evaluate the scaling behavior using the original
workflow. In this section, we validate the usefulness of the
workflow mini-app by comparing its scaling behavior to the
original workflow.

We picked the Inverse Problem workflow as an example, and
the DeepDriveMD workflow gives a similar result. Here, we
choose the CPU+GPU serial execution model, and change the
number of the nodes, hence the number of CPUs and GPUs,
by doubling them while fixing the problem size. We run both
the original workflow and the workflow mini-app to get the
total makespan and I/O size as a function of the number of
nodes.

Fig. 8 shows the performance of the workflow mini-app
versus the original workflow using 4, 8, 16, and 32 nodes,
respectively. We can see that the scaling behavior of the original
workflow and workflow mini-app looks similar, suggesting
that our workflow mini-app could be used to measure the
scaling behavior of the original workflow with high fidelity.
As shown in Fig. 8a, the makespan of both the workflows
improves by roughly a factor of 1.5 from 4 nodes to 8 nodes,
but the performance improvement slows down afterward. The
makespan almost flattens after 16 nodes. If we look at the initial
discussion of the performance of the original workflow [9], the
authors did a scaling test for each task separately and found
that the ML tasks did not have a good strong scaling behavior,
which is consistent with what we found here.



When we look at the effect of the scaling on the I/O (Fig. 8b
and Fig. 8c), we can see that while the write I/O size remains
stable with the increased number of nodes, read I/O increases
linearly concerning the number of the nodes. This is because
each rank of training task would need to read the entire dataset
created from the simulation task, which increases the read
I/O on par with the number of training tasks. In summary,
these suggest our workflow mini-app could be helpful for the
scientists to not only measure but also study the scaling of
the original workflow to get the maximum performance at a
smaller cost.

E. Testing Execution Models

To test a new execution model, we implemented an asyn-
chronous version of the DeepDriveMD workflow mini-app,
which is built based on Ref. [42]. We implement this by
overlapping training and the next set of MD simulations.
We run both synchronous and asynchronous versions of the
DeepDriveMD workflow mini-apps on Frontier. Fig. 9 shows
how makespan, resource utilization, and I/O change. We can
see that with asynchronous execution, we were able to increase
both CPU and GPU utilization by running MD simulation_i
and training_i+1 simultaneously. This by itself improves the
performance of the workflow mini-app by 10%. This detailed
information is helpful in understanding if it is worth the time
to modify the workflow to generate a new execution model and,
if we decide to choose this execution model, which task should
be optimized to improve the overall performance. (For example,
the overlapping regions in Fig. 9b imply that optimizing the
training task contributes most to the overall performance).
Those can be collected with minimal cost (implementation
effort and execution cost).

VI. LIMITATIONS

One limitation of workflow mini-apps is their building
process. Specifically, developers need to be familiar with the
tasks of the actual workflow to build a high-fidelity emulated
version of those tasks. Usually, emulators can be built by
profiling the initial task several times, but sometimes domain
knowledge about the initial task is still needed due to the
intrinsic limitations of a profiler. Automating or at least assisting
in the building of emulated high-fidelity versions of general-
purpose tasks is one of the ongoing research topics of this
project. Nonetheless, while emulating workflow tasks is a
nontrivial process, it enables a great reduction of the time
and resources needed to study the portability, behavior, and
performance of the actual workflow.

Workflow mini-apps can be used to predict the performance
characteristics of their corresponding workflows with a new
configuration, execution model, or on a new system. However,
mini-apps cannot be used to predict performance changes
caused by scientific input changes, especially if they are
triggering scientific calculations-based conditionals. Capturing
the performance based on scientific input changes requires
running actual science which will negate two of the main
ideas of mini-apps, i.e., simplicity and efficiency. However, we

are working alongside the workflow community to extend the
wfMiniAPI to cover more corner cases.

VII. FUTURE WORKS

We are working on reducing the need for domain knowledge
and making our workflow mini-apps more generic. For this
purpose, we are working on automating task emulation by
(1) integrating additional performance monitoring tools that
could provide a larger amount of performance data and (2)
extending the mini-apps API to include more diverse kernels
that can mimic the performance of critical bottlenecks. Together,
granular performance data and the API extensions will help
us to achieve our goal to automate the creation of emulated
tasks.

Our workflow mini-app can represent any type of workflow.
For example, we are working on generating workflow mini-
apps for a complex high-energy physics workflow (DUNE [6])
with more than 16 different types of tasks and complicated
dependencies. To generalize workflow mini-apps even further,
we are looking to integrate more options in the workflow
generation step, such as a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG)
analyzer to assist in building the workflow mini-apps using
emulated tasks.

Finally, we also made our API public and are encouraging
our community to contribute to the wfMiniAPI. With this, we
are aiming to provide a more modular framework.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed workflow mini-apps for addressing
the challenges of building, testing, and optimizing scientific
workflows. We provide a methodology to design workflow mini-
apps and show our implementation for real-world scientific
workflows. Our evaluation shows that the workflow mini-
app can provide simplicity and portability while keeping the
performance fidelity to the original workflow. On top of that,
workflow mini-apps can be used to study the performance
reproducibility of scientific workflows. We show that workflow
mini-apps can be deployed and run on various HPC systems
(Summit, Frontier, and Polaris), CPU architectures (PowerPC
and Intel x86), and GPU architectures (NVIDIA and AMD)
without workflow-specific constraints.

We also introduced our workflow mini-apps library API to
reduce the difficulty of building emulated tasks. Our API is
open source, and we encourage community involvement to
extend its capabilities.

Finally, we mentioned our current limitations and how we
are planning to address them in our future works.
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