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Abstract

AI integration is revolutionizing the landscape of HPC simulations, enhancing the importance, use, and performance
of AI-driven HPC workflows. This paper surveys the diverse and rapidly evolving field of AI-driven HPC and provides a
common conceptual basis for understanding AI-driven HPC workflows. Specifically, we use insights from different modes
of coupling AI into HPC workflows to propose six execution motifs most commonly found in scientific applications. The
proposed set of execution motifs is by definition incomplete and evolving. However, they allow us to analyze the primary
performance challenges underpinning AI-driven HPC workflows. We close with a listing of open challenges, research
issues, and suggested areas of investigation including the the need for specific benchmarks that will help evaluate and
improve the execution of AI-driven HPC workflows.

1 Introduction

Multiple recent publications have demonstrated how AI coupled with traditional HPC simulations can provide practical
performance enhancements of 103 or more [1, 2, 3]. AI-coupled-HPC workflows – as opposed to decoupled AI and HPC
– involve the concurrent, real-time coupled execution of AI and HPC tasks in ways that allow the AI systems to steer or
inform the HPC tasks and vice versa. The real-time coupling and concurrency of HPC and AI tasks are fundamental, as
it allows allows bidirectional influence. The online coupling of an AI system to HPC workflows can be used for a variety
of scenarios, e.g., an AI-surrogate model to substitute part of expensive simulation, an AI system to learn the function
or determine the parameters or the practical fields, and an AI system to guide a campaign using an objective function or
performance Pareto-optimal or resource-optimal experiments (using, for example, Active/Reinforcement Learning).

Driving the need to couple AI systems to traditional HPC simulations is the promise of enhancing the “effective
performance” of HPC workflows, where enhancement is measured by “science for a given amount of computing”. AI-
coupled HPC workflows continue to overcome the limitations of traditional forward simulations in increasingly sophisticated
and pervasive ways. Further, AI-coupled HPC workflows will overcome traditional bottlenecks that prevent greater scale
– physical and temporal or higher resolutions. The integration of AI into a computational workflow is also a sustainable
and scalable way to obtain significant performance gains and present an opportunity to avoid simulation enhancements
that are overly sensitive to processor architecture [4, 5]. Put together, AI-coupled HPC workflows present a promising
paradigm [6, 7, 8] which leverages the ubiquitous interest and wide capabilities being developed for AI but employs them
to overcome performance bottlenecks due to unsustainable approaches.

Integrating AI systems into traditional high-performance computing workflows has demonstrably enabled highly accu-
rate modeling and holds significant promise for accelerating scientific discovery. There exist multiple promising examples
of workflows that couple AI methods with traditional HPC workflows, typically by extending HPC workflows with addi-
tional capabilities to support the concurrent execution of AI modules [9, 10, 11, 12]. Multiple solutions have successfully
coupled AI systems to be either “about” the HPC workflows or “outside” (typically in the outer loop or even possibly
remote from) the main HPC workflow. However, the ability to substitute an AI system “inside” of an HPC simulation
remains challenging, with most solutions being customized to specific simulation software or platforms. Figure 1 shows
a typical science application where AI has advanced simulations and experiments by coupling AI to HPC workflows via
different mechanisms. Furthermore, in molecular science and engineering – which covers a diverse range of domains from
biophysics to materials to chemical engineering – AI has been used to make simulation workflows more efficient and ef-
fective [13]. AI has been used to predict ever more complex properties, such as energetic materials, solid-state materials
properties, and even the structure of complex materials. In addition, several machine-learned potentials that enable access
to quantum-chemical-like accuracies at a fraction of the cost have emerged.
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Figure 1: Example of an AI-coupled HPC workflow using models to replace expensive high-fidelity simulations for steering
instruments

The focus in this paper is on the scientific workflows that involve the online (real-time) coupling and concurrent
execution of AI and HPC, not offline training and inference. In addition to providing an overview of existing AI-coupled
HPC workflows, the primary objectives of this paper are to identify classes of AI-coupled-HPC workflows and to provide
an overview of the software systems used to support them. The paper also discusses performance and systems challenges,
identifying both robust solutions and the lack thereof. Finally, the paper highlights some open research issues to advance
AI-HPC workflows.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews coupling modes between AI and HPC tasks and introduces six
execution motifs that describe the interaction and coordination patterns of AI and HPC components. These motifs are
used to understand a range of AI-driven HPC workflow applications and primary performance challenges underpinning
AI-driven HPC workflows. Execution motifs are important at multiple levels, not the least of which is their influence on
the design of application-level software systems and task runtime systems. For instance, the frequency of interaction in
a given motif informs the performance requirements and the optimizations available to lower-level libraries. Further, the
diversity of AI approaches and model types means intrinsic variation in training and execution times. Section 3 presents
several frameworks and libraries developed to ease the coupling of AI and HPC components in a single workflow and
illustrates how each of these frameworks relates to the proposed high-level modes of execution motifs. Section 4 discusses
various performance issues related to AI-HPC workflows – organized around the motifs – such as load balancing, workload
management, and dataflow performance bottlenecks. We conclude in Section 5 with a discussion of several open issues
and challenges that the field of AI-coupled HPC workflows presents.

2 Execution Motifs

AI systems can be coupled to HPC workflows using different methods at multiple levels. Such AI-coupled HPC workflows,
integrate AI systems with HPC simulations are AI-in-HPC, AI-out-HPC, and AI-about-HPC simulations. These three
modes of coupling [6, 5] correspond to the placement of AI methods relative to HPC simulations. AI-in-HPC represents
the scenario in which an AI system is introduced instead of a component of the HPC simulation, or possibly, instead of
the whole simulation itself, i.e., the AI model serves as a “total surrogate” [14]. AI-out-HPC captures situations where
an AI system resides “outside” of the traditional HPC simulation loop but dynamically controls the progression of the
HPC workflow [15, 16] (e.g., control of computational campaigns via reinforcement learning). Finally, AI-about-HPC
represents the situation where AI systems are concurrent and coupled to the main HPC tasks: analysis and training codes
use the output of the HPC simulation to provide further insights. These three modes are not mutually exclusive; in fact,
we contend [4, 17, 5] that increasingly, scientific applications will achieve performance gains and methodological advances
by combining all three modes. Thus, if not unified, software solutions for managing the execution of each component and
their data transfers for all three modes must be compatible.

Building on the concept of coupling modes (AI-x-HPC, where x could be in, out, or about), we introduce execution
motifs. Whereas modes provide insight into the static coupling of AI systems with HPC simulations, execution motifs cap-
ture and provide information on recurring dynamic interaction patterns between the AI systems and the HPC simulations,
driven by a high-level functional goal.

We define an execution motif using the characteristics the following characteristics:
• The first class of characteristics defines the interaction patterns between the AI and HPC components: (1) data-
flow type (e.g., one-to-one or one-to-many) and direction (i.e., HPC-to-AI or AI-to-HPC or both); (2) control flow
type and direction (e.g., one/many AI components steering one or many HPC simulations, HPC simulation guiding
the AI training process, etc.); and (3) user-involvement in the process.
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Figure 2: Defining characteristics of AI-coupled HPC workflows: (left) Breakdown of the main characteristics used to
define the different behavioral motifs; (right) Main components (boxes) participating in the workflow execution with two
or more components interacting given different control and data flow patterns (arrows).

• The second class defines the coupling patterns between AI and HPC components, namely: (4) concurrency re-
quirements between the AI and HPC components (e.g., real-time interaction or post-mortem analysis); (5) dynamism
requirements in the composition of the workflow (e.g., spawning/terminating new processes or training sequences)
and in the interaction patterns (e.g., data/control flow keeps changing, new connections are spawned/terminated);
and (6) federation requirements (e.g, network requirements between AI and HPC components or heterogeneity in
resources).

• Each motif is associated with a scope which represents its primary purpose (e.g., is AI used to improve or optimize
HPC components, is HPC used to build improved AI models, or both)

These execution motifs serve as identifiers for (groups of) AI-coupled HPC workflows that exhibit similar interaction
and coupling patterns between AI and HPC components, and thus encounter similar performance bottlenecks and require
similar optimizations when deployed on HPC systems.

Figure 2 illustrates (left hand-side) one column for each class of characteristics. Figure 2 (right hand-side) shows the
main components participating in the workflow execution (namely: traditional HPC simulations and codes; AI analysis
and training; instruments; and humans in the loop) together with the interactions between them (dashed lines show the
control flow and uninterrupted lines, the data flow). For each motif, different components will be present, and the control
and data flow will connect them in different ways. In this section, we will use this diagram to further illustrate the specific
interaction and coupling patterns exhibited by each motif.

Based on a literature survey of large-scale workflows, we identify and characterize six primary execution motifs that
couple AI and HPC. Specifically, we identify five common execution motifs wherein AI enhances HPC workflows (#1-5),
two of them improving both HPC and AI (#3-4) and one where HPC workflows are used to develop or improve AI systems
or models (#6). We briefly describe these execution motifs below and summarize their characteristics in Table 1:

1. AI-based steering ensembles of simulations: In this motif, a HPC workflow, such as an ensemble of simulations
are “steered” by an AI system. Sometimes, the AI can terminate or spawn simulations, making the coupling between
components dynamic. In subsequent tables and figures, we refer to this motif as Steering.

2. Multistage pipeline: This motif represents a campaign composed of multiple stages with a typical AI-based
function that reduces/filters simulations to spawn in the next stage based on the output of the current stage.

3. Inverse design: This motif captures the process of calculating, from a set of observations, the causal factors that
produced them (e.g., calculating an image in X-ray computed tomography). AI-driven optimizations are used to iteratively
identify causal factors from observational data that can be fed back into the experiment or simulation. The AI system
can also be improved in the process thanks to the same feedback loop mechanism.

4. Digital replica: This motif includes the concurrent use of simulations and AI digital replicas (e.g., digital twins
or multi-fidelity models) for scientific predictions and health monitoring of experiments or high-fidelity simulations. This
motif can be executed in real-time, completely autonomously, or involve a scientist in deciding to guide future experiments.

5. Distributed models and dynamic data: This motif corresponds to workflows deployed over wide area net-
works. These workflows couple HPC simulations and experiments distributed across multiple remote sites with AI-based
reduction/analysis and visualization. The AI can be used simply for compression, refactoring, or remote visualization of
dynamic data or for steering the simulation or experiments. Workflows in this motif use highly heterogeneous resources,
including edge devices, large leadership facilities, local clusters, or individual laptops for running and connecting different
components. We refer to this motif as Distributed Models in subsequent tables and figures.
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6. Adaptive execution for training large AI models: This motif couples the distributed training of large AI
systems with HPC simulations and experiments. Such workflows can include training components using datasets previously
generated by HPC simulations or real-time model optimization by running the training sequence concurrent with HPC
simulations that are steered to generate the data required to cover the search space more efficiently. In subsequent tables
and figures, we refer to this motif as Adaptive Training.

Table 1 summarizes the distinct patterns of each motif according to the characteristics introduced in Figure 2.
Hereafter, we describe each motif in greater detail and provide examples of existing and future implementations of

these execution motifs.

AI-based steering ensembles of simulations

AI-based steering is used in many fields to improve the performance of large multi-physics, multi-resolution simulations,
experiments, or an ensemble of simulations. Figure 3a presents a typical workflow in this motif where the steering decisions
are informed by an AI system, external to the simulations, that analyzes the generated data in near-real time or adaptively
selects scientifically meaningful simulations or experiments to run next.

• Interaction patterns: Typically, one or many HPC simulations and/or experiments generate data being analyzed by
one AI analysis code. This analysis frequently includes visualization for human-in-the-loop decision-making. Data
thus flows from the HPC to the AI, while control goes from AI to HPC.

• Coupling patterns: Near real-time analysis is typically required but not always necessary, with some analysis codes
steering the configuration of the next ensemble of simulations. Simulations can be terminated, or new instances can
be spawned based on the analysis. If experiments are involved, the AI and HPC components might be executed in
a distributed fashion. However, such workflows are typically executed on a single system.

• Scope: Workflows in this motif usually create models of the simulations offline, based on previous results or synthetic
data, and use the AI inference online to improve the HPC components.

(a) AI system steering (ensembles of) high-fidelity HPC
simulations or experiments to avoid undesired results or
guide the workflow towards better solutions.

(b) Sequential coupling of data-dependent multistage AI-
coupled HPC workflow as a pipeline with filtering/analysis
codes between stages.

Figure 3: Workflow computational patterns for the Steering (a) and Multistage Pipeline (b) motifs

The following literature survey focuses on workflows for the Steering execution motif. These workflows use AI systems
to analyze how “well” (ensembles of) simulations are progressing toward their initial scientific objective. Based on that
analysis, they can change the “trajectory” when exploring the parameter space. This allows them to avoid undesired
results either or increase performance or accuracy. The training of the AI system is done offline before the execution of
the workflow. Workflows in which the steering process is also used to guide the online training of the AI system will be
investigated as part of the Adaptive Training motif.

The AI-based steering execution motifs can be found in workflows designed to solve scientific problems in molecular
dynamics [2, 19], fusion [20], or energy systems simulations [21]. These workflows show orders of magnitude speed-ups
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Motif / Scope Interaction Patterns Coupling Patterns Example Use Case

Steering
AI improving HPC

- Control and data flow in
one direction: data from
HPC to AI, control from AI
to HPC
- One AI to one or many
HPC
- Optionally human in the
loop

- Real-time requirements
- Dynamic composition with
HPC simulations spawned or
terminated on the fly
- Usually running in one fa-
cility

AI-out-HPC
- Command-and-control of
physical experiments and
simulations (e.g. between
shots feedback for plasma
physics)

Multistage
Pipeline
AI improving HPC

- Data flows in one direction
from HPC to one or many
AI or HPC components
- AI filters control many
HPC simulations
- Typically interaction done
without human in the loop

- Real-time requirements
- Dynamic composition with
branching in the workflow
based on filters
- Running in one facility

AI-in-HPC and AI-out-
HPC
- Large-scale MD simula-
tions using AI sampling
of a system with many
degrees of freedom

Inverse
Design
AI improving HPC
HPC improving AI

- Control flow from AI to
HPC
- Multiple HPC simulations
and/or instruments sending
data to AI (one or many)
- Typically interaction done
without human in the loop

- Real-time is optional (AI
can use existing datasets)
- Execution can be concur-
rent or asynchronous
- Running in one facility

AI-in-HPC
- Materials discovery to ad-
dress the problem of data
sparsity and reduce the
need for domain-specific
knowledge

Digital Replica
AI improving HPC
HPC improving AI

- Data/control flow in both
directions combining exper-
iments and/or HPC with
AI
- Multiple HPC to one AI
- Potentially human-in-the-
loop to adjust future runs

- Real-time requirements
with monitoring and visual-
ization
- Static composition with
only visualization started on
the fly
- Components can po-
tentially be executed dis-
tributed

AI-about-HPC
- Digital twin of a fusion
reactor running concurrent
with ITER [18] and moni-
toring
- Digital twin for new in-
sights into disease mecha-
nisms.

Distributed
Models
AI improving HPC

- Data and control flow in
both direction (AI to HPC
and other AI and HPC to
AI)
- One or many HPC and
many AI (analysis, repli-
cas)
- Optional human in the
loop

- Near real-time requirements
- Typically static composi-
tion, dynamic for adapting
to the WAN performance
(e.g. compression accuracy)
- Geographically distributed

AI-out-HPC and AI-about-
HPC
- Edge-to-HPC execution of
large-scale simulations
- Interactive notebook-
based analyses of instru-
ment data and AI output

Adaptive
Training
HPC improving AI

- Data flows from one HPC
simulation to multiple AI
- Control flows from analy-
sis to HPC and AI training
- No human-in-the-loop

- Near real-time requirements
for AI, optional with HPC
- Dynamic composition
- Running in one facility, pos-
sible federated in the future

AI-out-HPC
- Hyperparameter opti-
mization workflows
- Distributed training of
large language models

Table 1: Summary of motif characteristics according to their scope, interaction patterns, and coupling patterns and
example use cases.
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in pursuing their scientific objective. For example, this speed-up can be measured as the gain in terms of simulated
time performed while covering the same parameter space, quantified by the states sampled by the HPC simulation. The
corresponding studies use either custom-designed solutions to couple the codes [19] or workflow management systems,
such as DeepDriveMD [22] for protein folding simulations, or Colmena for electrolyte design [23].

Generally, the steering is done in near real-time, with the AI inference running concurrently and interacting with
the simulations. A human-in-the-loop component can be added to the workflow, as in [24], to enable the interactive
deployment and steering of ensembles of fluid dynamics simulations. This framework provides distributed steering and
visualization through a user interface. It allows for the performant execution of interactive simulations for many scenarios
while increasing their accuracy via hierarchical refinements thanks to inputs from both the analysis codes and scientists.

DeepDriveMD [2] is a general-purpose framework to run an analysis code (as a separate application) that pre-processes
the simulation data (e.g. selecting only a subset of atoms of interest or calculating physical parameters for a protein’s
native state), and then uses machine learning (ML) models on the pre-processed data to decide which simulations to
run next and terminates the less productive MD simulations. By focusing on promising regions of the parameter space,
AI-based steering can efficiently navigate complex, high-dimensional systems that were previously intractable. AI systems
can also significantly reduce the computational resources required to obtain accurate results by steering simulations toward
more relevant configurations.

The aforementioned example is a typical implementation of the Steering motif, but other examples using different
coupling solutions while sharing the characteristics presented in Table 1 exist. The AI system analyzes the output of the
HPC simulation and either steers the existing simulation or triggers new simulations based on the outcome.

Multistage pipeline

Many HPC applications are executed as a pipeline with distinct stages and data dependencies between these stages. The
transition between subsequent stages can be controlled via AI-based logic that decides whether the next stage needs to be
triggered based on reaching some set criteria or meeting a specified objective. A transition can also involve an analysis to
filter out data between subsequent stages. All these patterns are composed into the Multistage Pipeline motif illustrated
by Figure 3b.

• Interaction patterns: Data moves from HPC stages generating data to one or many AI analyses consuming it, but
can also be passed between HPC applications executed in sequential stages. AI controls which HPC stage will be
executed. Thus, data and control flow in one direction in a many-to-many or many-to-one fashion. Most of the
time, the process is automated without requiring humans to analyze the output of the AI codes.

• Coupling patterns: While near real-time interaction is a requirement, processes are not typically spawned or termi-
nated as in the Steering motif. However, the workflow flow is dynamic by definition, with branching based on filters.
Typically, the entire workflow is executed on a single system.

• Scope: AI is primarily used to branch the execution of HPC to guide it toward optimized results. The scope of the
Multistage Pipeline motif is thus to improve HPC.

The following examples are typical implementations of the Multistage Pipeline motif that we identified in the literature.
The AI/HPC stages are either separate applications or integrated into multiple hybrid applications typically deployed on
HPC systems sequentially or pipelined.

High-Throughput Virtual Screening Pipelines are emblematic of this motif. For instance, a virtual drug discovery
pipeline can use AI to improve the effective sampling of individual stages [25]. Integrating multiple workflows, which can
each be an AI-coupled HPC workflow, into a single multistage pipeline is another example of AI-driven discovery [26]. AI
can also be used in workflows composing multiple multi-fidelity simulations to dynamically adjust how many and what
fidelity levels to run based on the desired outcome [27].

Less complex multistage pipelines can be found in neuroscience [28, 29] and cancer research [30]. Both fields employ
workflows composed of a sequence of medical image processing applications that process the same Magnetic Resolution
Image (MRI) or Whole Slide Image (WSI) with the output of one application informing the following decision. Each
image-processing application is typically a mix of HPC and AI codes composed of multiple stages, including cleaning,
standardizing, analysis, and post-processing within one large code or as separate applications. One such workflow is, for
instance, used to identify lesions in the brain [29]. It consists of a 3-stage pipeline, starting with a set of MRI images that
go through a whole segmentation code, followed by a surface reconstruction application, and finally by an application to
create a structure of the brain in MRI space. Based on the output of these three applications, the workflow can further
trigger additional codes depending on the research objectives.
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Similar strategies are used in biological and material sciences [31]. For instance, an AI system can parse the output of a
first simulation to extract the respective starting configurations of an ensemble of simulations, each performed on patches
consisting of multiple lipids and containing one or more proteins [32]. With further advancements in AI algorithms in
these fields, the coupling patterns might also evolve, allowing a closer interaction between the AI and HPC. This can be
done either by having the AI produce new intermediate data on demand or by allowing the AI to integrate data from
various resources to optimize existing ones in the HPC simulations that are executed concurrently.

Inverse design

Deep learning has been used to solve inverse problems, i.e., determining causal factors from a set of observations, in many
scientific fields, including material science [33, 34], nanophotonics [35, 36, 37], or heat transfer [38]. However, the lack of
sufficiently large training data sets is often a crucial issue for these learning algorithms since their accuracy heavily relies on
the amount and the quality of the available data. This is, for instance, the case with material characteristics identification,
which requires a huge amount of user time to acquire observational data. HPC simulations have recently started generating
sufficient noise-free data to train AI models. The new challenge is getting accurate simulation results, often requiring
extensive testing and expertise to fine-tune input parameters. This can also be time-consuming and resource-intensive,
especially for complex simulations since it requires validation over many tests. AI-coupled HPC workflows following
the Inverse Design motif address this data sparsity problem and reduce the demand for domain-specific knowledge in
determining the input parameters of a simulation.

Figure 4a illustrates the typical structure of the Inverse Design execution motif. Inverse Design algorithms usually rely
on gradient-based AI algorithms searching through a high-dimensional design space’s enormous degrees of freedom. They
are coupled with simulations or experiments to guide the simulation towards more efficient designs and may re-train or
update the models online as the simulation and experiment progress.

• Interaction patterns: Workflows in this motif execute multiple HPC simulations (potentially together with instru-
ments), sending data to AI (possibly multiple if online training is used). Control flows from AI to HPC using
iterative refinement of design parameters. Typically, there is no human steering in the loop.

• Coupling patterns: The AI can use data that has been previously generated (in which case real-time interaction is
optional). The execution of the HPC and AI components is static, concurrent, or asynchronous and usually occurs
in the same system.

• Scope: AI models are improved to reflect physical phenomena better, while the model can improve HPC simulations.
Thus, the Inverse Design motif aims at improving both AI and HPC components.

A powerful illustration of this motif is its application to material design [39]. The method determines material behaviors
and consists of three phases: data generation, training, and the inverse phase. The data generation phase uses a set of
HPC simulations, each testing different material properties using various material parameters as inputs. In the training
phase, a Deep Neural Network (DNN) model is trained on the simulation outputs and the material parameters. The
inverse phase compares the prediction and real input values to improve the DNN model and simulation performance.
Based on the model’s output, new simulations are triggered, improving both the HPC simulation’s performance and the
AI system’s accuracy.

Examples of inverse design workflows can be found in several other fields: bioinformatics, biochemistry, material science,
and nanophotonics. Recent breakthroughs in AI-based protein structure prediction (i.e., sequence from the structure) have
set the stage for the use of AI models for solving the inverse problem in molecular sciences (e.g., protein design) [40, 41, 42].
Similarly, in materials science [43, 44] workflows for the inverse design problem have been implemented where the physics
simulation is coupled with different optimization methods (e.g., directional Gaussian smoothing for nanophotonics [43])
to improve the model used.

Digital replica

The Digital Replica motif incorporates workflows that couple the training or usage of AI systems that simulate the behavior
of physical phenomena (e.g., for digital twins [45]) with the HPC simulation and/or a scientific instrument for a variety
of scenarios and situations in a range of disciplines and fields. These workflows typically utilize low-fidelity models or
advanced data-driven AI models to generate insights not possible using traditional high-fidelity simulations or observational
models (given time and computing resource restrictions). Figure 4b presents an overview of the computational pattern
for this motif. The digital replica receives data from the HPC simulation/instrument. It triggers analyses to steer the
simulation (in near real-time automatically or post-mortem using a human-in-the-loop intervention to tune the parameters
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(a) Iterative refinement of design parameters combining ex-
periments with HPC simulations and AI surrogates

(b) Physics-based models combining HPC high-fidelity sim-
ulations and AI reduced order models and/or digital twins

Figure 4: Workflow computational patterns for the Inverse Design (a) and Digital Replica (b) motifs

of the next simulation run). Initial training is typically done offline before the execution of the workflow and re-triggered
to update the model based on discrepancies between what is predicted by the simulation and feedback from the analysis.

• Interaction patterns: Data and control flow in both directions, with the HPC simulation/instrument data being used
to steer the training of AI models and the data generated by the digital replica being used to predict and control
the HPC components. Humans may be involved in monitoring and adjusting current and future runs.

• Coupling patterns: Real-time interaction is required. Typically, the composition of the workflow is static, and the
flow patterns change only when visualization is turned on. The AI and HPC components can run in the same facility
or are geographically distributed (e.g. when instruments are involved).

• Scope: Both AI and HPC components are improved, the AI predictions improve the run of the HPC and the data
generated by HPC improve the digital replica.

Relevant studies that fit this motif come from diverse domains (e.g., bioinformatics / medical domain [46, 47]) where
machine learning and multiscale modeling are combined to create a digital twin, steer expensive analysis codes towards
new insights into disease mechanisms, and help to identify new targets and treatment strategies.

The coupling of HPC simulations with surrogate AI models can be implemented and deployed in HPC systems dif-
ferently with different performance implications [48]. This study explores three coupling schemes: tightly coupled, which
forms a single executable with one-to-one node mapping; semi-tightly coupled, with separate executables mapped in var-
ious ways; and loosely coupled, where separate executables run on different machines using many-to-many mapping. It
also recommends running digital twins on different architectures and with different models. It shows the potential benefits
of these workflows with a use case in materials science.

Fusion energy researchers are turning to digital twins as a promising avenue for efficient whole-device optimization and
virtual component qualification, crucial for successfully designing fusion reactor components under conditions that defy
real-world testing. Digital twin workflows are primed to play a crucial role in ensuring the success of ITER [18], and pave
the way for the future of commercial fusion energy. Several studies [49, 50, 51] presents the vision of the fusion science
community to develop future workflows. They all discuss the design of a workflow combining digital twins of different
parts of the fusion reactor (e.g., the Central Solenoid Converter Power Supply grid [49]) coupled with real-time simulation
strategies to monitor and study the performance of the ITER grid while the reactor is functional.

Distributed models and dynamic data

The data analytics modules (e.g., the AI system) in previous motifs are typically executed using the same computing
resources as the simulation. In some cases (e.g., when visualization is used or instrument data needs to be managed),
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parts of the workflow can be executed on a remote site, including the scientist’s laptop. However, resource management
strategies are usually static, and workflows do not adapt their structure to performance changes. The rapid development
of edge infrastructures and localizing large amounts of potentially unnecessary data have motivated the development of
edge analytics. The corresponding execution motif is illustrated by Figure 5a. Workflows in this motif couple HPC
simulations and instruments with geographically distributed AI digital twins, AI surrogate models, and AI analytics
(including multiple clusters, compute resources on the edge, user laptops, etc.). The workflows dynamically adapt to the
network and compute capabilities from the point of view of task placement and resource management (e.g., triggering
new analysis or compression, adapting the accuracy of the data transfer, allocating new resources, or spawning redundant
computation for better resilience).

• Interaction patterns: Data and control flow in both directions from multiple AI to multiple HPC (e.g., edge AI
monitoring or AI filtering steering, AI digital replicas generating data, HPC simulations generating data, and
updating the AI edge analysis components). For near real-time experiment steering, no human is involved in the
process; however, configuring the execution of future experiments or large-scale simulations typically requires humans
in the loop to monitor the output of the previous analysis.

• Coupling patterns: Near real-time is required to analyze the state of the simulations/digital replicas and the state of
the networks for the workflow to adapt. The workflows typically use static composition in the executed components
but employ dynamic flow paths and configurations to provide good performance regardless of the state of the systems
and applications. The execution is always performed in a federated manner.

• Scope: The main scope of workflows in the Distributed Models motif is to improve the execution and/or productivity
of the HPC simulation or instruments.

Typical examples of this motif include diverse models on the edge-to-exascale continuum [52] and coupled simulations
across multiple HPC centers [53, 54]. The workflows presented in [52] combine resources and services at the center of the
network (in Cloud and HPC data centers) with computing and storage capabilities at the edge and in transit along the
data path.

For coupling simulations across multiple HPC centers, it is possible to rely on a single workspace that provides a global
view of information shared from multiple geo-distributed HPC data centers [53]. The feasibility of distributed workflows
has been shown by coupling the Rosetta-based scientific tools with interactive notebook-based analyses executed outside
the HPC center [54]. Another application of this approach is for neutron scattering science [55], for which the performance
challenges related to the transfer of large files between the HPC center and the experimental facility have been identified
as one of the main performance bottlenecks for the deployment of workflow motif. A complementary work to these studies
investigates the overhead and performance of coupling non-HPC systems (equivalent to edge devices) to handle HPC
workflows [56].

Finally, a survey of the field of federated learning [57] highlights potential performance bottlenecks. The study of
challenges associated with orchestrating complex workflows in geographically dispersed environments [58] also highlights
the lack of efficient mechanisms for managing multistage workflows that dynamically traverse distributed computing
resources, edge devices, and instrument networks. Addressing this gap requires novel paradigms for orchestrating workflow
execution across diverse platforms and geographical boundaries.

Adaptive execution for training large AI models

The previous motifs include training as part of their execution workflow either offline before running the workflow or online
by updating the models based on the discrepancies between the simulation output and the predictions. This last motif
(Adaptive Training) focuses on the training phase as a standalone workflow. It encapsulates all the adaptive methods to
train one or an ensemble of models using an existing dataset or running coupled with the HPC simulation that generates
the required training data (Figure 5b). The training algorithm can interact with the simulation and guide its execution to
guarantee better data coverage for building robust models. This guidance can be done within the training code or through
a separate analysis code (e.g., the figure’s “Data quality” box). The analysis code that verifies the accuracy of the created
models may trigger a new training event (e.g., using different model parameters) or spawn new simulation instances. The
workflow can have a human-in-the-loop component to guide the process towards specialized models.

• Interaction patterns: Data flows from HPC to multiple AI; if surrogates are used to generate data, the data flow is
from AI to AI training. Control flows from the analysis code to the HPC and AI training. Typically, the process is
automatic, and the human controls only the initial configuration of the workflow.
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(a) HPC simulations coupled with experiments and AI sur-
rogate models and AI analytics geographically distributed
using dynamic interaction and resource management

(b) Adaptive methods for training ensemble of models with
large datasets on HPC potentially coupled with simulations
that generate the data needed for training

Figure 5: Workflow computational patterns for the Distributed Models (a) and Adaptive Training (b) motifs

• Coupling patterns: Real-time coupling between AI and HPC is optional since previously generated datasets can be
used. The AI and analysis components require real-time coupling. Dynamic composition is required, with the analysis
code optimizing the training process by terminating low-accuracy models and spawning processes with configurations
likely to increase the accuracy. Typically, the training is done on the same system. However, federating learning
might start using similar workflows in the future.

• Scope: The scope of the Adaptive Training workflows is to train accurate models and to improve AI components.

There have been a variety of HyperParameter Optimization (HPO) approaches in the recent years for designing
hyperparameters for deep learning on HPC, including using Bayesian optimization [59], evolutionary algorithms [60],
or genetic algorithms [61]. These methods have been used in HPC for the development of AI surrogate models and
traditional semi-analytic reduced models (e.g., to build an AI model predictive control for optimal real-time control
landing of spacecraft [62]) or for building AI-based analysis routines (e.g., the MENNDL HPO is used to build models for
cancer pathology to classify tumor-infiltrating lymphocytes [60]). Other examples of this motif include Neural Architecture
Search (NAS) [63, 64], Large Language Model (LLM) searches [65, 66], Adaptive LLM training [67, 68]. Enabling dynamic
interactions between learning agents like HPO, NAS or LLMs, and HPC simulations (with or without human intervention)
is becoming increasingly used in several fields: computational fluids dynamics [69], fusion [20], energy physics [21], and
climate science [70]. These studies combine HPC with AI to optimize the training process by steering the simulation to
generate real-time data. The FASTRAN-IPS [20] workflow is an example of the training being done online in a strongly
coupled fashion. The simulation generates data iteratively that is then used to train a surrogate model. At every step,
the AI algorithm identifies gaps in the parameter space and steers the simulation to generate the missing data. Coupling
AI and simulation with visualization is also used to allow users to interactively explore complex parameter spaces given
by a large number of simulation runs and interactively steer or span new simulations to cover the missing parts in the
parameter space. This is when reduced-form simulations developed through machine learning techniques are coupled with
visualization to allow interactive feedback and steer the simulation to generate new data [21]. Estimates of the results of
the full simulations at a fraction of the computational cost are used to steer the learning process, as the workflow requires
a human to inspect the outcome of the simulation.

Summary: Scientific Workflow Applications Using Multiple Motifs

The motifs presented in this section use different coupling and interaction patterns when executing HPC and AI for different
scopes. These motifs are not mutually exclusive; we expect future large-scale workflows to combine several motifs. One
such example deploys an AI-driven workflow, combining three motifs [71]: (1) it adaptively steer MD simulation ensembles;
(2) it further couples this workflow with AI-based methods in a multistage pipeline fashion; (3) it uses adaptive execution
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to learn which parts of the parameter space have been sampled sufficiently and to trigger simulations from under-sampled
regions. Each component depends on a distinct solution: the steering uses DeepDriveMD, the learning employs a 3D
PointNet-based adversarial autoencoder [72], and the overall integration relies on a custom solution.

Scientific computing infrastructure trends toward an integrated research infrastructure (IRI) [73] that will unite data
resources, experimental user facilities, and advanced computing resources to accelerate the deployment of large-scale
simulations and workflows. Such integrated infrastructures will accelerate the trend of coupling multiple HPC simulations,
surrogate models, and digital twins with AI analysis at multiple levels.

However, while initiatives like the IRI will drastically simplify workflow building and deployment, enabling the efficient
execution of complex workflows that span diverse scientific landscapes and combine multiple AI-HPC coupling motifs is
non trivial. There is currently no solution that fits all requirements across multiple applications and fields and often
specialized solutions are preferred at all levels of the software stack. In the next sections, we present solutions for workflow
management systems targeted at individual motifs and/or specific to certain domains, discuss the performance of current
workflows, and highlight potential directions for this fast-paced changing field.

3 AI-coupled HPC Workflow Management Frameworks

For two decades, automation, simplification, and workflow management optimization have been active research topics in the
HPC and distributed systems communities. This has led to developing many libraries, frameworks, and tools for domain
scientists to advance their scientific agenda. More recently, diverse research communities in both industry and academia
have been working on allowing AI frameworks to go beyond being a standalone black-box operator to facilitate their
inclusion into more complex workflows. While the previous section highlighted that several studies involving AI-coupled
HPC workflows relied on custom solutions with low portability and high maintenance cost, we observe a convergence
of the efforts related to workflow management in both the HPC and AI communities with the recent development of
workflow frameworks specifically targeting AI-coupled HPC workflows. We review some of these frameworks and identify
their connections with the execution motifs identified in the previous section. Then, we identify several challenges related
to the development of those frameworks.

3.1 Overview of Workflow Management Frameworks

Table 2 lists these frameworks and summarizes their main characteristics. When applicable, we also indicate the underlying
workflow technology on which the framework is built. We distinguish frameworks developed with a specific application
domain from more general-purpose tools that address issues shared by several application domains, e.g., optimizing data
access patterns and related I/O operations.

The Cancer-Distributed Learning Environment (CANDLE) [74, 75] application workflow includes data acquisition,
analysis, model formulation, and molecular dynamics simulations. AI is used to develop and test protein binding hypotheses
and better understand proteins’ behavior on cell membranes. This requires performing Hyperparameter optimization
to identify the most effective model implementations efficiently. CANDLE directly incorporates parameter exploration
methods for the efficient exploration of parameter spaces of orders greater than 109. These methods manage large amounts
of data and rely on scalable data parallelism to speed up the AI model.

The DeepDriveMD [76] framework has been designed to effectively reduce the dimensionality of MD simulations to
get insights into how proteins fold. The objectives are to build latent representations that automatically correspond to
biophysically relevant reaction coordinates (RCs) and drive MD simulations to automatically sample potentially novel
conformational states based on these RCs. The AI-coupled HPC workflow underlying DeepDriveMD is composed of
four main steps: (i) A large ensemble of MD simulations generates the initial data needed to (ii) train a Deep Learning
algorithm, (iii) whose inference step identifies new starting points in the ensemble of MD simulations, and (iv) enable the
actual steering of the ensemble. This AI-driven steering may consist of either expanding the pool of initial MD simulations
or pruning simulations that seem to be stuck in meta-stable states.

The objective of the Multiscale Machine-Learned Modeling Infrastructure (MuMMI) [77] is to couple a large-scale
parallel simulation of a macro-scale model based on dynamic density functional theory that spans micrometer length-
and millisecond time-scales with a micro-scale model based on high-fidelity MD simulations. MuMMI completes this
workflow with an AI-driven importance-sampling framework to bridge the resolution gap between the models. It identifies
sub-regions of scientific importance in the results of the macro-scale model, which then serves as candidate inputs to many
thousands of coarse-grained MD simulations. The results of these fast-responding simulations are analyzed in situ to avoid
the cost of storing them on disk and feed a self-healing feedback loop to improve the parameters of the macro model. To
manage such an AI-coupled HPC workflow and steer the framework towards the highest scientific interest simulations,
MuMMI relies on the Maestro workflow conductor [78]. Regarding data management, the coarse-grained MD simulations
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Framework Application Domain Execution Motif(s) Underlying
System

CANDLE [74, 75] Cancer research Steering — Multistage Pipeline
— Adaptive Training

SWIFT/T

DeepDriveMD [76] Biophysics/Molecular
Simulations

Steering — Multistage Pipeline
— Adaptive Training

Radical

MuMMI [77] Biophysics/Molecular
Simulations

Steering — Multistage Pipeline
— Adaptive Training

Maestro [78]

IMPECCABLE [79] Virtual drug discovery
pipeline

Multistage Pipeline — Inverse
Design — Adaptive Training

Radical

Colmena [23] General-purpose steering
of ensembles

Steering — Adaptive Training Parsl

SmartSim [80, 81] A scalable, open-source,
multi-physics simulation
API.

Steering — Multistage Pipeline
— Digital Replica — Adaptive
Training

Redis

Stimulus [82] General-purpose data
management library

Inverse Design — Digital
Replica — Adaptive Training

-

NoPFS [83] General-purpose I/O
middleware for model
training

Inverse Design — Digital
Replica — Adaptive Training

-

Table 2: Characteristics of domain-specific and general-purpose AI-coupled HPC Workflow frameworks.

launched by MuMMI could generate PB of data in over 400 million files, a number to multiply by 10 when AI is added
to the workflow. MuMMI implements several local in situ and data aggregation strategies to reduce the demand on the
filesystem.

The IMPECCABLE [79] project aims at defining an integrated modeling pipeline to identify effective chemical com-
pounds to fight COVID-19, by screening tens of billions of molecules. IMPECCABLE uses AI methods to improve both
the initial sampling of candidate molecules and the design of surrogate models of multi-physics simulations. It also inte-
grates these AI components and HPC simulations into a single unified three-stage pipeline. IMPECCABLE relies on the
Radical-Cybertools [84] to manage the execution of this heterogeneous AI-coupled HPC workflow on leadership computing
facilities.

In addition to these frameworks proposed to address the challenges related to the coupling of AI and HPC in a specific
scientific domain, we detail hereafter, the intents and characteristics of more general-purpose frameworks that propose
solutions applicable to several domains.

Colmena [23] is a framework allowing users to steer simulation ensembles using an AI model. It handles the dispatch
of highly computational simulation runs and model retraining tasks, collating the simulation results and invocating the
AI model. It relies on the Parsl workflow management system to handle the heavy computations and their results.
Colmena also offers a framework called the Thinker to design a decision-making multi-agent process adapted to the users’
needs. Each agent can post task requests, handle results, or react to resource-related events using Redis queues. The AI
component thus serves as the actual pilot of the simulation campaigns, deciding which inputs to select, in what order, and
when to execute each simulation run.

The SmartSim [80, 81] framework, developed by Hewlett Packard Enterprise enables the composition of HPC sim-
ulations and AI models into an in situ workflow. The HPC simulations act as data producers, that generate training
and inference data while the AI component consumes this data either for training or inference. SmartSim relies on an
in-memory database to store any information shared by the HPC simulations and the AI components for the duration
of the run, which allows for interactions without having to pay for expensive file-based accesses on a shared parallel file
system. It also exposes a multi-language communication API based on the publish/subscribe paradigm, which facilitates
the connection of scientific codes, usually written in C, C++, or Fortran, and the Python-based ML frameworks.

Stimulus [82] is a data management library designed to ingest scientific data into popular AI frameworks efficiently
and safely. It aims to address the problem of data format and access pattern incompatibility when HPC simulations and
AI components are combined in one of the motifs introduced in the previous section. Indeed, following a strongly coupled
approach in which HPC simulations and AI components would share the same format is intractable and will duplicate
efforts. The approach followed by Stimulus is to unify several popular scientific data formats (e.g., NetCDF, HDF5,
ADIOS) under a single interface that hides the complexity of each format. Additionally, Stimulus proposes a generic data
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ingestion pipeline that any tensor-operator-based AI framework can execute.
NoPFS (Near-Optimal PreFetching System) [83] is Machine Learning I/O middleware aims to reduce shared filesystem

contention when ingesting data to train a model. To this end, NoPFS leverages the clairvoyance an I/O system can have by
determining how access will be made from the initial seed of a pseudo-random number generator. This clairvoyance allows
NoPFS to efficiently prefetch data, exploiting the whole storage hierarchy available on a compute node and minimizing
access to the shared filesystem. It is not an AI-coupled HPC workflow system per se, but using NoPFS to manage the I/O
model training would free some throughput on the parallel file system, which could then be used by HPC simulations.

Note that the integration of AI components into more complex analysis workflows is not limited to the HPC community.
For instance, the Kafka-ML project [85] aims to connect the Apache Kakfa distributed messaging system to AI models
to get more insight from the continuous data streams from the Internet of Things sensors. Similarly, the Redis NoSQL
database server includes a module, RedisAI, allowing to develop inference servers fed with Redis data streams [81] In
the context of initiatives such as the Integrated Research Infrastructure from DOE that aims to connect experimental
facilities producing such data streams to leadership-class HPC systems, we envision that stream processing frameworks
will become part of complex AI-coupled HPC workflows soon.

3.2 Challenges

Studying these different frameworks highlights two main challenges to developing AI-coupled HPC workflow management
frameworks. The first challenge is the coexistence and communication between HPC and AI tasks in the same workflow.
This communication is mainly impaired by the difference in programming languages used in HPC (i.e., C, C++, and For-
tran) and AI (i.e., Python). One solution to circumvent this language barrier would be to consider that all communications
between HPC simulations and AI models are done through data. However, this raises other issues related to differences
in data format and access patterns [86]. The successful and efficient management of AI-coupled HPC workflows thus call
for a more unified data plane management in which high-level data abstractions could be exposed, and the complexities
of the format conversion and data storage and transport could be hidden from both the HPC simulations and AI models.

The second challenge concerns using the insight provided by AI models in the HPC simulations. For the motifs outlined,
this insight is used to guide, steer, or modify the shape of the workflow by triggering or stopping new simulations. This
implies that the workflow management system must be able to ingest and react dynamically to inputs coming from the AI
models. However, most existing workflow management systems enforce a static description and execution of the workflows.
New methods must be designed to enable more flexible and adaptive workflow executions. Moreover, the more complex
and evolving data transfer patterns associated with such more dynamic workflows may directly impact the performance
of AI-coupled HPC workflows if not managed properly. As feedback loops have additional dependencies between workflow
components, any delay in data production and storage directly impacts the components that consume data, which have
to wait to start their execution and remain idle.

In this section, we considered frameworks developed to automate the execution of AI-coupled HPC workflows in
different scientific domains or designed to address some common challenges from the perspective of their matching with
the proposed execution motifs. However, the sheer amount of data handled by these frameworks (e.g., ”scaling to full
memory (> PB) on the largest supercomputers” [74]), the high level of task concurrency they manage (e.g., 16k concurrent
tasks for DeepDriveMD [76]) or both (e.g., 36k concurrent tasks and several PB of raw data for MuMMI [77]) can have
some important performance implications. In the next section, we focus on these performance considerations of AI-coupled
HPC workflows.

4 Performance

To analyze the performance of AI-coupled HPC workflow executions, we consider its fundamental components and vari-
ous strategies. Furthermore, we discuss each workflow component’s challenges and performance implications and explore
how different coupling strategies affect performance. Then, we review the six execution motifs in the context of these
components and their coupling, addressing the various challenges and bottlenecks. Summarizing the section in Table 3,
we provide a comprehensive overview of the main characteristics of each motif, the associated typical performance bottle-
necks, and coupling strategies. Lastly, we investigate the implications of software implementation and the significance of
benchmarking such workflows.

As we delve deeper into the intricacies of AI-coupled HPC workflows, it becomes evident that several open issues emerge,
particularly regarding interoperability, data handling, and resource allocation. These challenges underscore the importance
of understanding the performance and highlight broader opportunities to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of such
workflows.
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4.1 Workflow Components

Each workflow component has performance implications individually and in their coupling. In general, for AI, especially
for AI raining, there is a trade-off between computation vs. communication [87]. Offloading to AI accelerators requires
data movement and may be largely affected by how the accelerators are integrated into the main supercomputer. GPUs
typically achieve lower latencies for large batch queries, although they incur significant loading overhead; conversely, CPUs
usually exhibit lower loading latencies and excel with smaller batch sizes [88]. This topic has been studied comprehensively
in Ref. [89] for an AI-driven simulation across cross-facility infrastructure performing simulations on a traditional HPC
supercomputer while offloading the AI model to a Cerebras accelerator, a wafer-scale application-specific integrated circuit
(ASIC) device.

Data Ingestion Data Transformation Model Training Model Deployment

(a) Machine learning training and deployment pipeline

Data Ingestion Simulation Data Production

(b) Pipeline for typical HPC applications

Figure 6: The HPC and AI pipelines concurrently running within a workflow typically overlap different stages depending
on the type of workflow they are deployed in

Understanding these performance implications is crucial when considering the entire machine learning training and
deployment pipeline, as shown in Figure 6a [90]. The computation and communication trade-offs inherent in using
accelerators like GPUs or specialized hardware such as Cerebras influence this pipeline at each step. For example, while
GPUs might accelerate the Model Training stage for large batch sizes, the initial Data Ingestion and Data Transformation
stages might still depend heavily on traditional CPU processing. This interplay between different hardware capabilities
emphasizes the need for a nuanced approach in optimizing each pipeline stage for efficient AI model development and
deployment in HPC environments. Note that we do not consider the evaluation of the model in performance analysis, as
it is primarily concerned with the accuracy of the model, while its computational cost will be discussed in the section on
the Model Deployment.

The HPC pipeline illustrated in Figure 6b has typical I/O and communication network performance considerations.
As HPC simulations evolved to include GPU kernels and/or AI in their codes, the trade-offs described in the previous
paragraph are also becoming relevant for the HPC components. When deployed together, the AI and HPC components
will overlap different stages of their respective pipelines and face new performance bottlenecks that are unnecessary during
individual runs. For example, the Data Production phase of the HPC application will typically overlap with Data Ingestion
for the Steering motif, which might cause concurrent read/write access to the same datasets, resulting in performance
penalties due to I/O contention.

4.1.1 Data Ingestion

Traditional HPC simulations rely on I/O libraries highly tuned towards large sequential file access (like ADIOS2 or HDF5),
Deep learning frameworks typically train on mini-batches of data, which tends to perform poorly on parallel file systems
such as Lustre and GPFS [91]. Efforts such as tf.data seek to improve parallel I/O performance by encapsulating the
batches as files [92]. On the HPC side, studies are trying to integrate AI loaders with I/O libraries having different
strategies and performance implications. For instance, Stimulus [82], discussed in Section 3, is a data management library
for ingesting scientific data into AI frameworks such as TensorFlow, PyTorch, and Caffe. Other solutions (like HVAC [93])
use caching mechanisms to exploit the node-local storage or near node-local storage to accelerate read I/O and metadata
lookups for deep learning applications running on HPC systems.

4.1.2 Data Transformation

Before data is used, it typically needs to be pre-processed, which may involve feature scaling, resizing, etc. This is true
both for training and inference. Brewer et al. [94] studied the life-cycle performance of distributed inference requests and
showed that pre-processing on the CPU can be the most expensive component in the inference life-cycle. Recently, there
have been efforts to speed up pre-processing using GPU. For example, Schifferer et al.[95] were able to speed up their
feature engineering pipeline by using a combination of RAPIDS CuDF, Dask, UCX, and XGBoost on a single machine
with multiple V100 GPUs.
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4.1.3 Training

Model training is performed either on a single device or multiple devices in a distributed way, which is generally imple-
mented as data-based parallelism, model-based parallelism, or both. Data-based parallelism methods shard the training
data, such that synchronous parallel processes each use a portion of the training data, and either collective communica-
tion libraries – such as NCCL, MPI, or Gloo – are used to perform an all-reduce to average the gradients during training
[96], or RPC-based methods such as gRPC are used to communicate the gradients. Model-based parallelism may be
required when the memory footprint of the model exceeds the capacity afforded by the GPU. Additional techniques such
as Tensor-parallelism and Pipeline-parallelism extend this approach by partitioning across or within the model’s layers.

The performance of AI models is sensitive to floating point number precision, and there exists support from software
stacks on diverse systems to support various formats such as half-precision to double-precision. Mixed-precision enabled
implementations vary the precision per layer and can be enabled on the fly , such as the Automatic Mixed Precision
(AMP) on Nvidia GPUs. Benchmarks play a pivotal role in evaluating the performance of training such models, which
we will further discuss in Section 5.3.

4.1.4 Model Deployment

Model deployment involves optimizing the model for inference performance, which may involve freezing weights, fusing
network layers, quantization, and calibration [97]. Tools such as TensorRT for NVIDIA accelerators and OpenVINO
for Intel accelerators may perform such optimizations for specific targets. Brewer et al. [98] show a 10X speedup using
TensorRT to deploy a MobileNetV2 model on an NVIDIA T4 GPU. Inference is performed asynchronously parallelly using
in-memory approaches such as TensorFlow C API or distributed inference serving approaches such as TensorFlow Serving
or RedisAI [81].

Large-scale inference, such as required for LLMs as Transformers, poses additional challenges. Pope et al. [99]
studied the inference performance of Transformer models with 500B+ parameters and elucidated the challenges involved
in efficiently scaling inference for LLMs. First, because the models are generative, they proceed sequentially in time,
so subsequent inferences depend on the former ones. Second, models with a large memory footprint, exceeding the
capacity of a single accelerator, need to be partitioned across multiple accelerators, resulting in additional communication
overhead. They study optimal ways of partitioning the models to maximize inference efficiency and demonstrate scaling
the Transformer model across 64 TPU v4 chips.

The speed and efficiency of these inference processes are heavily influenced by how multiple components are coupled
(e.g., how the HPC simulation is coupled to an AI model) and whether the inference is executed in memory or sent to
a remote inference server on a CPU or GPU. The inference latency, a critical factor in these scenarios, is affected by
the network and interconnect performance and the capability of the AI accelerator or GPU. Fast and efficient inference
is thus a culmination of optimized model deployment strategies, appropriate use of hardware resources, and effective
management of network and interconnect systems. Using benchmarks is crucial to assessing these complex challenges in
model deployment and large-scale inference. This aspect, including how benchmarks inform strategies for scaling and
optimizing inference performance, will be elaborated in Section 5.3.

4.2 Coupling Approaches and Protocols

Having discussed the performance implications of individual workflow components, we now focus on the broader context of
AI-coupled HPC workflows. In particular, we will explore various coupling approaches used in AI-coupled HPC workflows,
each utilizing specific protocols and middleware patterns tailored to their use cases. To clarify, an approach refers to
the overall method or strategy used for coupling components, including both the interaction patterns (e.g., data-flow
and control flow types and directions) and coupling patterns (e.g., concurrency and dynamism requirements), whereas
the protocol describes the implementation details of how the data and control messages are exchanged. For instance,
inference deployments often employ request-response type interaction patterns, such as HTTP or gRPC, which facilitate
communication between client applications and server-side inference models. For example, SmartSim deployments of
digital replicas use the the Redis Serialization Protocol (RESP) to perform request-response inference calls. In contrast,
distributed deep learning architectures using in adaptive execution typically rely on ring-all reduce type coupling patterns,
using protocols like MPI, NCCL/RCCL, or Gloo, to efficiently handle gradient averaging across multiple nodes. More
traditional machine learning applications, like those found in data analytics, tend to use map-reduce style interaction
patterns, exemplified by frameworks such as Spark or Hadoop, for processing and analyzing large datasets. Additionally,
distributed models in edge computing or IoT scenarios may adopt publish-subscribe interaction patterns, with protocols
like MQTT (used in systems like KubeEdge), to manage data flow between various distributed devices.
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To exemplify performance differences between types of distributed training implementations, consider that early ver-
sions of TensorFlow, which used the parameter server (request-response) architecture for distributed training, achieved
only 50% parallel scaling efficiency, whereas early versions of Horovod using ring-all reduce achieved 90% parallel scaling
efficiency [96]. In addition, implementations such as MPI can take advantage of InfiniBand, whereas protocols such as
gRPC only support communication over Ethernet.

The critical insight to remember is that the performance of a specific workflow is substantially influenced not only
by the efficiency of its elements but also by the way those elements are interconnected and integrated. Several studies
have attempted to investigate how the coupling of workflow components affects overall performance [100, 101, 102, 103,
104, 105, 106]. Several studies have attempted to investigate how the coupling of workflow components affects overall
performance [100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106].

Regarding protocol performance, Brewer et al. [100] benchmarked inference performance using three different infer-
ence serving techniques: HTTP over InfiniBand via a Python-based HTTP server, gRPC over Ethernet via TensorFlow
Serving, and the Redis serialization protocol (RESP) via RedisAI. They experimented with several different approaches
for load balancing, including using a thread pool, an HAProxy round-robin load balancer, and using MPI. Achieving
good scalability required maximizing the batch sizes, which were on the order of 262k samples, and running a single
load balancer per node, which round-robinned the inference requests to the multiple GPUs on that particular node (i.e.,
strong coupling). They demonstrated one million inferences per second for their model on 192 GPUs on the Summit
supercomputer. Boyer et al. [102] extended this approach to benchmark digital replicas in online inferencing mode. They
noted that näıve methods of integrating the simulation with the AI model caused substantial slow-downs, which were
significantly mitigated by employing the previously mentioned inference server and load balancing techniques.

Regarding coupling strategies, Yin et al. [101] investigated coupling a Monte Carlo simulation to a machine-learned
surrogate model using both TensorFlow C++ API and RedisAI inference server. They studied the effect of coupling on
inference performance by defining three different coupling types: (1) tightly coupled—in-memory inference with one-to-
one mapping between process and accelerator, (2) loosely coupled—distributed inference service on different nodes with
many-to-many mapping between the simulation and the model inference server, and (3) semi-tightly coupled—running on
same node using inference serving approach, which can have one-to-one, many-to-one, or many-to-many mapping. This
is depicted in Fig. 7. They show that tightly coupled deployments are preferred for latency-bound applications, whereas
loosely coupled deployments provide better usability via the easy-to-use SmartRedis API.

Figure 7: Various strategies for AI-HPC coupling [101]. Tightly coupled systems embed the AI inference in-memory with
the simulation. The resource here represents a type of AI accelerator such as GPU or ASIC. The simulation can be
decoupled from the AI model via an inference server. Semi-tightly coupled systems may integrate the components within
a single compute node or across multiple nodes on a single supercomputer. Loosely-coupled integrations distribute the
components across disparate resources, e.g., in the cloud.

4.3 Motif Performance

We now analyze performance issues for each of the motifs introduced in Section 2 regarding their components and coupling
methods. Table 3 summarizes the typical performance bottlenecks for each motif and associated implementation.
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Execution Motif Coupling between HPC sim-
ulation and AI component

Typical Bottlenecks

Steering In-situ coupling, loose or tight
coupling strategies

Data transfer between simula-
tion and AI, latency in decision-
making

Multistage Pipeline Chaining of components, use of
intermediate data storage

Data transfer between stages,
time spent in each stage

Inverse Design Iterative feedback loops,
surrogate-assisted optimiza-
tion

Convergence of optimization al-
gorithm, computationally expen-
sive simulations

Digital Replica Co-training of models, hybrid
modeling approaches

Model integration and communi-
cation, training physics-informed
AI models

Distributed Models MQTT, IoT protocols (e.g., Zig-
Bee), streaming data

Edge-to-HPC network latency,
limited memory and compute ca-
pacity of edge devices

Adaptive Training MPI, NCCL, use of data paral-
lelism or model parallelism

Interconnect performance, net-
work size variability leading to
long-job impediment (NAS)

Table 3: Summary of execution motif characteristics, performance bottlenecks, and coupling strategies [107].

4.3.1 AI-based steering ensembles of simulations

The Steering motif uses machine-learned models to steer ensembles of simulations. Colmena is an example of such
a framework for implementing such a task on HPC and has been demonstrated for molecular design [23]. This type
of architecture is similar to distributed reinforcement learning applications, designed to maximize a reward function by
running many simulations (environments) in parallel [108]. Dataflow performance is the main challenge for these workflows,
especially when a centralized server for task planning that can become a performance bottleneck.

In the Steering motif, data is ingested from parallel simulations, processed, and used to train machine learning models.
These models are then evaluated for effectiveness in guiding simulations and deployed in an HPC environment to steer
ensembles. For example, Colmena has three processes: a thinker, a task server, and a worker. The thinker communicates
with the task server using a request-response architecture, specifically Redis queues, which use the Redis Serialization
Protocol (RESP). Workers are scaled up on the system using Parsl [109].

4.3.2 Multistage pipeline

Campaigns involved in the Multistage Pipeline motif are common when integrating several methods at different scales and
resolutions. For example, the space of possible molecular configurations might be very large, and any single method cannot
explore all possibilities with uniform probability. By using different methods with varying levels of cost and accuracy, the
space of possible configurations can be traversed intelligently.

In addition to dataflow across different “executables”, this gives rise to numerous performance issues. For example, the
concurrent execution of multiple different stages with different computational costs and resource requirements results in a
significant load balancing and workload management challenge. Furthermore, suppose AI models are used in conjunction
with or as a substitute for each stage. In that case, many of the problems intrinsic to other motifs arise (e.g., dataflow
performance bottlenecks in the Steering motif).

Computational campaigns such as IMPECCABLE [25] use a master/worker-type architecture to manage tasks, whereas
MPI is used to scale horizontally across multiple nodes. Inference workloads tend to be I/O bound due to tens of thousands
of compressed files that must be distributed across all the worker nodes.

4.3.3 Inverse design

Inverse design is a technique of calculating the causal factors that produced them from a set of observations. Such
approaches in various domains such as the search for catalysts [110], nanophotonics [111], and material design [112].
Performance in this motif is primarily influenced by how representative the model can capture the causal factors that
produced it. This is prone to vary based on the model architecture, computational cost, and ability to work with high
data rates. High-energy X-ray Diffraction Microscopy (HEDM) relies on the high-precision (sub-pixel) position of Bragg
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diffraction peaks. The computational cost of conventional methods becomes a bottleneck, especially for in-situ experiments
with complex detector technologies. BraggNN [113] is a neural network designed to localize Bragg peak positions more
efficiently than a traditional conventional pseudo-Voigt peak fitting method in extracting the peak information. A key
challenge is enabling trained models to accommodate high data rates from emerging synchrotron facilities [114].

4.3.4 Digital replica

The Digital Replica motif describes the integration of simulations with machine learning models, either in cognitive
simulations (CogSim) or digital twins. The performance depends primarily on how the model is integrated into the
simulation (coupling type) and compute heterogeneity. As mentioned earlier, this falls into two approaches: (1) in-memory
or (2) distributed (via inference server). Jia et al. [115] used an in-memory inference approach via the TensorFlow C API
to integrate a molecular dynamics (MD) simulation with a machine-learned model. Their model can efficiently scale up to
the entire Summit supercomputer, achieving 91 PFLOPS in double precision and 162/275 PFLOPS in mixed-single/half-
precision. For this reason, they won the Gordon Bell Prize in 2020.

Partee et al. [81] investigated coupling a climate-scale, numerical ocean simulation to a machine-learned oceanic
eddy kinetic energy (EKE) surrogate model on a heterogeneous cluster, where the simulation was running on many CPU
compute nodes. In contrast, the AI model was being served on one or more GPU nodes using a RedisAI-based inference
server on a single GPU node with multiple CPU-based compute nodes sending inference requests to the GPU node (i.e.,
weak coupling). Their model achieved 1.86 million online inferences per second.

Boyer et al. [102] tested both in-memory inference and distributed inference using TensorFlow Serving and RedisAI
for three types of physics simulations. They show that using an inference serving approach can outperform in-memory ap-
proaches by enabling multi-threading on the inference server and sending concurrent requests to the same GPU, exploiting
advantages akin to hyper-threading.

4.3.5 Distributed models and dynamic data

The Distributed Models motif describes workflows where components of the workflow are typically distributed across
disparate resources, called the edge-to-cloud continuum, and may be realized as reinforcement learning, distributed deep
learning, online learning, transfer or multi-task learning, federated learning, and lifelong or continual learning workflows
[52].

There are a couple of performance issues to consider for this motif: (1) performing inference at the edge (whether
this will be performed via single-stream, multi-stream, or offline mode), and (2) continually retraining the model to keep
up with data skew and drift. When inferencing at the edge, possible considerations must be taken because edge devices
usually have reduced memory and computing capacity compared with HPC. Such implementations are complicated by
the additional policy considerations for implementation. Tools such as FuncX/Globus Compute[116] lower the barrier to
deployment of such models by exposing endpoints publicly via Globus, where authentication is done in the cloud.

Suhas et al. [117] discuss the challenges of building a federated ecosystem for interfacing experimental facilities with
simulations on HPC. They mention that one of the main challenges in this workflow motif is to “close the latency gap
between computation and instruments”. Yin et al. [55] study an example of this approach applied to neutron scattering
and also note the performance challenges of transferring large files between the HPC and the experimental facilities.

In addition to the considerations outlined, Dube et al. [118] emphasize the evolving landscape of HPC in the context
of distributed models, underscoring the convergence of HPC with AI and data analytics across diverse environments. This
’Internet of Workflows’ highlights the growing need for computational models that efficiently manage data movement and
optimize workflows across cloud, edge, and traditional supercomputers. Understanding and adapting to these trends is
crucial for enhancing performance and scalability in distributed AI-HPC systems.

4.3.6 Adaptive execution for training large AI models

We discuss this motif for three types of implementations: Hyperparameter Optimization (HPO), Neural Architecture
Search (NAS), and training LLMs. HPO is typically used to optimize a set of training hyperparameters, such as batch
size, learning rate, etc.; this is typically performed by training several neural networks in an asynchronous parallel fashion.
Optimization methods generally fall into either random search or Bayesian camps, with novel augmentations such as
Hyperband designed to speed up the evaluations by adaptive resource allocation and early stopping [119]. Tools such as
KerasTuner may be run distributed using a chief-worker strategy to scale such methods across many nodes on HPC [120].

NAS, on the other hand, is primarily concerned with designing optimal neural network architectures. Two popular
methods for NAS include evolutionary algorithms (primarily in the form of genetic algorithms) [121] and reinforcement
learning [122]. Regarding implementing such approaches on HPC, Young et al. [123] present the Multi-node Evolutionary
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Neural Networks for Deep Learning (MENNDL), which was used to design a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) on
the Titan supercomputer at Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Martinez et al. [124] developed a similar approach called
Deep Learning for Evolutionary Optimization (DLEO) and used it to solve a complex compressed sensing problem for
reconstructing vibration spectra. Such implementations are generally map-reduce style architecture implementations,
which map many training events to multiple accelerators on HPC, reduce the model performance, generate a new set
of candidate networks to evaluate, and so on until convergence. Because of such a pattern, researchers have exploited
map-reduce frameworks such as Apache Spark to perform such tunings on HPC [125]. Such implementations become
more complex when the models are so large each candidate must be distributed across multiple GPUs, as in the case of
training LLMs. Such examples of adaptive training utilize asynchronous map-reduce style communications organized by
the job scheduler. Because different architectural candidates may take longer to evaluate, the typical bottleneck is waiting
on a straggling candidate architecture job before proceeding to the next generation in the optimization process. Another
performance implication is the cost of the reduction call for each generation.

LLMs are particularly challenging to train primarily because the models are generally much larger than what can fit
within the memory of a single GPU, and the models need to be trained on colossal amounts of data. For example, GPT-3
has 175 billion trainable parameters and is trained on 499 billion tokens [126]; it has been estimated that it would take
288 years to train GPT-3 on a single V100 GPU [127]. Considerable developments in data and model parallelism have
enabled significant speedup by using data-based parallelism methods, such as Horovod, and a combination of pipeline and
tensor model parallelism [128]. Using such a triad strategy of data, tensor, and pipeline model parallelism along with
DeepSpeed by Microsoft, Narayan et al. [127] have demonstrated the ability to train an LLM with one trillion parameters
at 502 PF/s on 3,072 GPUs. Additionally, with the increasing number of non-traditional AI accelerators, training LLMs
require approaches to leverage the hardware. Emani et al. [129] provided a comparative evaluation of training LLM
models on diverse AI accelerators. Recent studies have also further explored efficient training strategies and performance
implications of up to a trillion-parameter LLMs on leadership-class supercomputers [130, 131]. Achieving such a feat
required overcoming GPU memory limitations and minimizing inter-node communication latencies using a combination
of pipeline and tensor model parallelism.

5 Open challenges and opportunities

In this section, we identify two main challenges in deploying AI-coupled HPC workflows at scale: (i) the need for co-
designing facilities, middleware, and benchmarks that address the performance of both traditional HPC simulations and
emerging AI algorithms and (ii) the need to design efficient interfaces that would allow users to describe their workflow
needs and their AI-HPC interaction. In light of these challenges, this section aims to reveal open opportunities in each
area for the future advancement of AI-HPC workflows.

5.1 Hardware-Software Nexus

One of the main challenges for traditional HPC systems in accommodating AI-HPC workflows is engineering a system
adept at performing both traditional simulations and modern AI tasks. This balance hinges heavily on the performance of
the internal interconnect, which is highlighted by the vast contrast in performance results between the HPL-MxP [132] and
the HPCG [133] benchmarks. The former primarily measures FLOP performance, while the latter measures GPU-CPU
interconnect and GPU memory bandwidth performance.

Recognizing this challenge, innovators like SambaNova, Groq, GraphCore, Untether AI, Tachyum, NextSilicon, Cere-
bras, and Fungible are pushing the envelope, with a central focus on optimizing data movement–a crucial step to boosting
efficiency in modern AI training and inference. One of the main ways this is achieved is by “moving the compute element
directly adjacent to memory cells” (untether.ai). Secondly, special-purpose ASIC chips are designed for inference, such
as tensor processing units (TPU), intelligent processing units (IPU), data processing units (DPU), language processing
units (LPU), tensor cores, etc. Another factor to consider is the exploitation of reduced or mixed-precision training
and inference. Using tensor cores at reduced precision offers order-of-magnitude improvements in inference performance
[100, 98], while GPU CUDA cores support training performance at double precision. There does not always seem to be a
good general understanding of what level of precision is required for such scientific applications; such largely depends on
the type of application.

Understanding diverse AI accelerators is critical to leveraging them for AI-HPC workflows. These accelerators exhibit
great diversity in their hardware and software stacks, which enables them to run a subset of AI models efficiently. For
example, the Cerebras wafer scale engine has massive compute cores. In contrast, the SambaNova SN30 DataScale system
has one terabyte of memory per device, which supports models with large memory footprints, and Groq aims to accelerate
inference-based workloads.
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The performance of AI models is impacted by choice of implementation, such as C++ or Scikit-learn for classical ML
algorithms or frameworks such as Horovod [134], PyTorch DDP [135], DeepSpeed [136], Colossal AI [137], MagmaDNN
[138], TensorRT[139], and ONNX [140]. Each framework provides unique capabilities to run the AI models efficiently
across varying deployment scales such as edge, cloud, and HPC scales. When DL models are run at a large scale, their
performance is impacted by the collective communication overheads, and there exist various algorithms imbibed into these
frameworks, such as AllReduce for DDP and Scatter Gather for DeepSpeed. Specialized libraries such as NCCL provide
tunable parameters to further optimize collective communications.

With the increasing model complexity and memory footprint, distributed implementation of AI models [141] is an
effective way to deploy models at scale. These approaches include techniques such as data-parallel, model-parallel, tensor-
parallel, and pipeline-parallel implementations in currently used frameworks. Ben-nun and Hoefler [142] present a survey
of approaches for parallelizing various DL networks through parallelism in network training and inference. The authors
discuss techniques critical to efficiently running distributed models, such as neural architecture search, asynchronous
stochastic optimization, and collective communication schemes. Mayer and Jacobsen [143] discuss the challenges and
techniques for scalable deep learning on distributed infrastructures, including hardware resource scheduling, methods, and
training and model data management.

5.2 Data and I/O Challenge

HPC platforms have settled on POSIX-compliant parallel file systems as the primary storage engine and interface. Even
for an object-based solution such as DAOS, a POSIX shim layer is still needed to meet the requirement of more traditional
modes in scientific applications. However, large, sequential read-and-write is no longer the dominant workload pattern for
many data-intensive AI-driven workflows. Instead, small, random read/write is much more prevalent – which traditional
POSIX-based parallel file systems have struggled to keep pace with. The nominal approach is to provision a node-local
storage layer, where a small amount of SSD-backed devices are positioned close to the compute blades and generally outside
the storage network used by the parallel file system. The challenge is that decoupling from primary storage necessitates
data staging, which can be achieved through policy-driven data tiering or workflow support to streamline the process. The
current solution space is not mature enough and thus renders this a particular bottleneck to overcome for data-intensive
workflow integration. Projects such as NoPFS and SmartRedis discussed in Section 3 are attempts in the right direction.
More recent OLCF-6 RFP [144] calls for an AI-optimized storage system and highlights the challenges and needs in this
domain.

5.3 Benchmarking

To effectively evaluate the performance of AI-HPC workflows, benchmarking them on diverse use case scenarios/motifs
is essential. Such benchmarks could reveal potential performance bottlenecks and, hence, lead to optimized solutions.
Several efforts in this direction include MLPerf [145], HPCAI500 [146], SAIBench from BenchCouncil [147], and HPL-AI
[132]. MLPerf [145], developed by the MLCommons consortium of industry, academia, and research laboratories, is a
state-of-the-art benchmark suite that includes various machine learning tasks. The MLPerf HPC benchmark [148] has
been developed to represent scientific machine learning workloads typical of traditional HPC environments. There is also
an ongoing effort to include AI-HPC workflow benchmarks in this suite in collaboration with the MLCommons Science
group [149].

In the context of training benchmarks, MLPerf [145] and HPCAI500 [146] are notable for their comprehensive approach.
These benchmarks often utilize metrics such as “training time to convergence” and “time to train to a specified accuracy”,
providing a more nuanced view of performance than traditional metrics like “time per batch” or “number of epochs”.
Recent trends in benchmarking have shifted towards measuring the time required to train models to a certain level of
accuracy, reflecting a more realistic assessment of AI model efficiency in practical scenarios. However, these benchmarks’
major limitations are the smaller dataset sizes and the complexity of the deep learning models in scientific applications,
which do not always represent realistic scenarios in HPC centers. The HPL-MxP (formerly HPL-AI) benchmark [132],
for instance, implements the LINPACK benchmark at a lower precision. Currently, there is a lack of a comprehensive
suite of AI-coupled HPC workflow-based benchmarks covering most of the motifs presented in Section 2. To leverage
these benchmarks effectively, it is important to define performance metrics such as end-to-end execution time, AI model
throughput, and accuracy.

In addition to training benchmarks, evaluating inference performance is equally crucial in AI-coupled HPC work-
flows. Methods such as MLPerf Inference [150] offer a comprehensive framework for this, measuring sequential inference
performance across various modes, including single-stream, multi-stream, server, and offline (batch) modes. Inference
benchmarks like smiBench [100] are particularly useful for studying offline distributed inference performance on HPC
systems. Inference latency is a key metric representing the time taken for a batch of data to be processed, with results
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typically reported in seconds or milliseconds. This metric, along with throughput measured in Hz or samples per second,
provides a detailed view of the efficiency of AI models during the inference phase. The MLPerf Inference benchmark,
for instance, adapts its metrics based on the scenario, using 90th-percentile latency for single-stream inferencing and
throughput for offline batch inferencing [150].

What do the motifs teach us about benchmarking? Most of the current benchmarking efforts consider an application
or model in isolation. There is a gap in incorporating workflows that help measure end-to-end workflows’ performance and
the crucial components to accelerate the workflow. Since it may be expensive to use the workflows with massive datasets,
expensive simulation runs, and complex models, it may be worthwhile to investigate benchmarks that are representative
of the actual production runs besides using synthetic data instead of experimental or simulated datasets.

Understanding the performance intricacies is extremely challenging as we see an increased adoption of workflow tools in
scientific machine learning applications. This challenge could be addressed by leveraging existing benchmarking efforts in
ML and HPC and working to design and develop new benchmarks accordingly. As this benchmarking process is expensive
regarding resources and human effort, it is worthwhile to invest in building benchmark-friendly versions of end-to-end
workflow use cases, which mimic realistic workflow execution with minimal overheads in datasets and the scale of runs.

5.4 Cross-cutting: Interoperability, Energy-Efficiency and Resource Allocation

AI-coupled HPC workflows often require a high-level of interoperability, typically entailing connecting/interfacing with
multiple endpoints for data, AI models, and workflow integration. There are two emerging patterns of choice: (1) REST
API [151] and (2) message queue-based approach [152]. Each has pros and cons; currently, no widely accepted interfacing
mechanisms exist. Further, time-sensitive patterns and long-term campaign patterns, as highlighted by the IRI blueprint
report [73], demonstrate the need for interfacing beyond a single institution’s boundary, which brings a host of related
challenges such as federated IDs, authentication, authorization, access control, etc., to implement a true end-to-end
workflow integration. These challenges are more pronounced in motifs connecting experiments with HPC simulations
(e.g., Distributed Models and Inverse Design) and in supporting Steering and Multistage Pipeline motifs, which is only
partially addressed by specialized frameworks such as MuMMI or DeepDriveMD, and more general frameworks such as
SmartSim (ref. Section 3).

The importance of energy efficiency in high-performance computing (HPC) has intensified due to the hard limits on
maximum power capacity. A critical observation in most AI-HPC workflows is their relatively low utilization of peak
performance, which may be due to data movement or other I/O activities [94]. This sub-optimal utilization prompts
a vital question: what should be the ultimate goal in this context? The answer might lie in optimizing how one could
optimize productivity (Science/Watt) rather than raw performance (FLOP/Watt). This optimization raises a further
dilemma: should the focus be on time-to-solution or throughput? One approach could be accelerating processes through
high concurrency levels and GPU utilization. Alternatively, engaging GPUs less frequently might be more power-efficient,
leading to a trade-off of lower throughput for energy conservation, albeit with longer processing times [153]. Other research
areas for improving the energy efficiency of AI-coupled HPC workflows involve dynamic scheduling policies, data locality,
ensemble pruning of unnecessary runs, and optimizations of convolution implementations [154]. Benchmarking AI-coupled
HPC workflows will be key for understanding how to optimize energy efficiency [155].

The traditional batch-based job scheduling approach to resource allocation in HPC is at odds with scientific workflows’
iterative and interactive nature. These systems, designed for resource efficiency, struggle with the flexibility and on-
demand resource allocation required for modern scientific discovery. Specifically, to meet the requirements of AI-coupled
HPC workflows outlined in this paper, HPC resource management must evolve to accommodate the changing demands
of scientific research. This could involve more adaptive scheduling algorithms, leveraging cloud resources for elasticity,
or creating virtualized environments for better resource control. A shift towards an application-centric approach in
HPC resource allocation is necessary to support scientific workflows’ diverse and evolving patterns. This ensures that
computational resources are used efficiently and infrastructural limitations do not hinder discoveries. Hybrid techniques
such as LSF-Kubernetes [156] and serverless heterogeneous computing [157] seek to address this issue.

6 Summary and Discussion

This paper surveyed the extensive landscape of AI-driven HPC workflows, categorizing them into six execution motifs
commonly used in scientific workflows: Steering, Multistage Pipeline, Inverse Design, Digital Replica, Distributed Models,
and Adaptive Training. We highlighted prominent middleware exemplars of each motif and discussed their respective
performance implications, revealing the performance challenges due to the complexity of integrating workflows across
disparate resources. Moreover, we identify the main challenges of deploying AI-coupled HPC workflows at scale, such as
the need for co-designed facilities and further development of middleware and benchmarks. We also identify opportunities

21



for advancement in each area. Specifically, our survey identified a significant gap in the available workflow benchmarks to
assess the performance of the six execution motifs. As such, we acknowledge one of the weaknesses in our survey is related
to this dearth of benchmarks, which limited our performance discussions to simpler workflows. To address this issue, we
propose a new suite of benchmarks designed to target each execution motif.

As the landscape of AI-enabled HPC workflows continues to evolve, this survey provides a snapshot of the current
state of the art. It serves as a roadmap for developing next-generation workflows. For example, there are three general
categories of how advanced AI systems such as Foundation Models (FM) [158] or generative AI may be used with or as
part of AI-coupled HPC workflows: (1) Workflows to generate the data and train AI systems; (2) Once the advanced AI
system is trained, use those as intelligent ways of steering the simulation; (3) Using advanced AI systems to create the
coupling framework between the AI and the simulation.

AI-coupled HPC workflows also offer benefits for pre-training and fine-tuning of advanced AI systems. For example, in
the context of the Adaptive Training motif, training LLMs at scale on HPC offers potentially more efficient alternatives at
larger scales and lower costs than training in the cloud due to specific performance optimizations at scale. In general, the
deployment of advanced AI systems within AI-coupled HPC workflows will benefit from the robust computational power
of HPC systems.

A significant application of generative AI in AI-coupled HPC workflows is their potential to generate new workflows
and associated job scripts based on specific application needs, user requirements, and the computing infrastructure. By
understanding the objectives and constraints expressed in natural language, LLMs can propose optimized workflows,
tailor job scripts, and suggest resource allocations that align with the desired outcomes. This type of optimal workflow
generation enhances efficiency and ensures that computational resources are utilized most effectively.

Workflows are becoming first-class applications for procuring future DOE HPC systems and implementing the Inte-
grated Research Infrastructure (IRI) [73]. For example, the NERSC-10 RFP technical specifications [159] highlight three
classes of workflows to support scientific research campaigns on the future HPC system: high-performance simulations and
modeling workflows, high-performance AI workflows, and cross-facility workflows for real-time steering of experiments.
These workflows will likely exhibit one or more or a combination of the AI-coupled HPC workflow motifs introduced in
Section 2. Similarly, the technical specifications of OLCF-6 at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory [144] also emphasize
the fact that scientific campaigns are inherently formulated as workflows that include “phases of HPC simulation, high-
bandwidth communication, interleaved AI training with simulation and inferencing, and data processing”. In both cases,
one of the main objectives in explicitly including workflows in the specifications is to move (part of) the management
of such workflows from user space to the software ecosystem operated by the facilities. A closer and hopefully better
integration with the platform should address the performance challenges related to AI-coupled HPC workflows that we
listed in Section 4.

Moreover, ESnet conducted a meta-analysis of workflow patterns across DOE Office of Science programs in the context
of the forthcoming IRI [160]. This report highlights three main science patterns: time-sensitive workflows requiring near-
real-time response across facilities for timely decision-making and steering; data integration-intensive workflows that
combine and analyze data from multiple sources; and long-term campaign workflows that require sustained access to
resources over years or decades to accomplish a well-defined objective. In that context, the integration of AI and HPC
in workflows will likely occur in time-sensitive and data integration-intensive workflows and be an important driver in
designing the IRI framework.

The next step in scientific computing performance, scale, and sophistication will require AI-coupled HPC workflows to
be a central component of future scientific campaigns. A thorough understanding of AI-coupled HPC workflows and the
development of new benchmarks will create a strong foundation for addressing future advancements in the post-exascale
era [161].
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[83] Nikoli Dryden, Roman Böhringer, Tal Ben-Nun, and Torsten Hoefler. Clairvoyant prefetching for distributed machine
learning i/o. In Proceedings of the International Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage
and Analysis, SC ’21, New York, NY, USA, 2021. Association for Computing Machinery.

[84] Matteo Turilli, Vivek Balasubramanian, Andre Merzky, Ioannis Paraskevakos, and Shantenu Jha. Middleware
building blocks for workflow systems. Computing in Science & Engineering, 21(4):62–75, 2019.

[85] Cristian Martn, Peter Langendoerfer, Pouya Soltani Zarrin, Manuel Daz, and Bartolom Rubio. Kafka-ML: Con-
necting the data stream with ML/AI frameworks. Future Generation Computer Systems, 126:15–33, 2022.

[86] Frédéric Suter, Rafael Ferreira da Silva, Ana Gainaru, and Scott Klasky. Driving next-generation workflows from
the data plane. In Proceedings of the 19th IEEE Conference on eScience, 2023.

28

https://doi.org/10.2172/1984466
https://github.com/LLNL/maestrowf


[87] Suchita Pati, Shaizeen Aga, Mahzabeen Islam, Nuwan Jayasena, and Matthew D Sinclair. Computation vs. com-
munication scaling for future transformers on future hardware. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.02825, 2023.

[88] Neeraja J Yadwadkar, Francisco Romero, Qian Li, and Christos Kozyrakis. A case for managed and model-less
inference serving. In Proceedings of the Workshop on Hot Topics in Operating Systems, pages 184–191, 2019.

[89] Anda Trifan, Defne Gorgun, Michael Salim, Zongyi Li, Alexander Brace, Maxim Zvyagin, Heng Ma, Austin Clyde,
David Clark, David J Hardy, Tom Burnley, Lei Huang, John McCalpin, Murali Emani, Hyenseung Yoo, Junqi Yin,
Aristeidis Tsaris, Vishal Subbiah, Tanveer Raza, Jessica Liu, Noah Trebesch, Geoffrey Wells, Venkatesh Mysore,
Thomas Gibbs, James Phillips, S Chakra Chennubhotla, Ian Foster, Rick Stevens, Anima Anandkumar, Venkatram
Vishwanath, John E Stone, Emad Tajkhorshid, Sarah A Harris, and Arvind Ramanathan. Intelligent resolution:
Integrating cryo-em with ai-driven multi-resolution simulations to observe the severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus-2 replication-transcription machinery in action. Int. J. High Perform. Comput. Appl., 36(56):603623,
nov 2022.

[90] Denis Baylor, Eric Breck, Heng-Tze Cheng, Noah Fiedel, Chuan Yu Foo, Zakaria Haque, Salem Haykal, Mustafa
Ispir, Vihan Jain, Levent Koc, et al. Tfx: A tensorflow-based production-scale machine learning platform. In
Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, pages
1387–1395, 2017.

[91] Sarah Neuwirth and Arnab K Paul. Parallel i/o evaluation techniques and emerging hpc workloads: A perspective.
In 2021 IEEE International Conference on Cluster Computing (CLUSTER), pages 671–679. IEEE, 2021.

[92] Derek G Murray, Jiri Simsa, Ana Klimovic, and Ihor Indyk. tf. data: A machine learning data processing framework.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.12127, 2021.

[93] Awais Khan, Arnab K. Paul, Christopher Zimmer, Sarp Oral, Sajal Dash, Scott Atchley, and Feiyi Wang. Hvac:
Removing i/o bottleneck for large-scale deep learning applications. In 2022 IEEE International Conference on Cluster
Computing (CLUSTER), pages 324–335, 2022.

[94] Wesley Brewer, Greg Behm, Alan Scheinine, Ben Parsons, Wesley Emeneker, and Robert Trevino. iBench: a dis-
tributed inference simulation and benchmark suite. In 2020 IEEE High Performance Extreme Computing Conference
(HPEC), pages 1–6. IEEE, 2020.

[95] Benedikt Schifferer, Gilberto Titericz, Chris Deotte, Christof Henkel, Kazuki Onodera, Jiwei Liu, Bojan Tunguz,
Even Oldridge, Gabriel De Souza Pereira Moreira, and Ahmet Erdem. Gpu accelerated feature engineering and
training for recommender systems. In Proceedings of the Recommender Systems Challenge 2020, pages 16–23, 2020.

[96] Alexander Sergeev and Mike Del Balso. Horovod: fast and easy distributed deep learning in tensorflow. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1802.05799, 2018.

[97] Vivienne Sze, Yu-Hsin Chen, Tien-Ju Yang, and Joel S Emer. Efficient processing of deep neural networks: A
tutorial and survey. Proceedings of the IEEE, 105(12):2295–2329, 2017.

[98] Wesley Brewer, Chris Geyer, Dardo Kleiner, and Connor Horne. Streaming detection and classification performance
of a POWER9 edge supercomputer. In 2021 IEEE High Performance Extreme Computing Conference (HPEC),
pages 1–7. IEEE, 2021.

[99] Reiner Pope, Sholto Douglas, Aakanksha Chowdhery, Jacob Devlin, James Bradbury, Anselm Levskaya, Jonathan
Heek, Kefan Xiao, Shivani Agrawal, and Jeff Dean. Efficiently scaling transformer inference. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2211.05102, 2022.

[100] Wesley Brewer, Daniel Martinez, Mathew Boyer, Dylan Jude, Andy Wissink, Ben Parsons, Junqi Yin, and Valentine
Anantharaj. Production deployment of machine-learned rotorcraft surrogate models on HPC. In 2021 IEEE/ACM
Workshop on Machine Learning in High Performance Computing Environments (MLHPC), pages 21–32. IEEE,
2021.

[101] Junqi Yin, Feiyi Wang, and Mallikarjun Shankar. Strategies for integrating deep learning surrogate models with
hpc simulation applications. In 2022 IEEE International Parallel and Distributed Processing Symposium Workshops
(IPDPSW), pages 01–10. IEEE, 2022.

29



[102] Mathew Boyer, Wesley Brewer, Dylan Jude, and Ian Dettwiller. Scalable integration of computational physics
simulations with machine learning. In 2022 IEEE/ACM Workshop on Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learning
for Scientific Applications (AI4S). IEEE, 2022.

[103] Fabian Orland, Kim Sebastian Brose, Julian Bissantz, Federica Ferraro, Christian Terboven, and Christian Hasse. A
case study on coupling OpenFOAM with different machine learning frameworks. In 2022 IEEE/ACM International
Workshop on Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learning for Scientific Applications (AI4S), pages 7–12. IEEE,
2022.

[104] Anass Serhani, Corentin Lapeyre, and Gabriel Staffelbach. PhyDLL - Physics Deep Learning Coupler: An Open-Source High-Performance Coupling Library,
2024. Accessed: 7th March, 2024.

[105] Weishuo Liu, Ziming Song, and Jian Fang. Nnpred: Deploying neural networks in computational fluid dynamics
codes to facilitate data-driven modeling studies. Computer Physics Communications, 290:108775, 2023.

[106] Jared Willard, Xiaowei Jia, Shaoming Xu, Michael Steinbach, and Vipin Kumar. Integrating physics-based modeling
with machine learning: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2003.04919, 1(1):1–34, 2020.

[107] OpenAI. ChatGPT: An AI language model based on GPT-4 architecture. https://www.openai.com/, n.d. Accessed:
[May 3, 2023].

[108] Eric Liang, Zhanghao Wu, Michael Luo, Sven Mika, Joseph E Gonzalez, and Ion Stoica. RLlib Flow: Distributed
reinforcement learning is a dataflow problem. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:5506–5517,
2021.

[109] Yadu Babuji, Anna Woodard, Zhuozhao Li, Daniel S Katz, Ben Clifford, Rohan Kumar, Lukasz Lacinski, Ryan
Chard, Justin M Wozniak, Ian Foster, et al. Parsl: Pervasive Parallel Programming in Python. In Proceedings of
the 28th International Symposium on High-Performance Parallel and Distributed Computing, pages 25–36, 2019.

[110] Jessica G Freeze, H Ray Kelly, and Victor S Batista. Search for catalysts by inverse design: artificial intelligence,
mountain climbers, and alchemists. Chemical reviews, 119(11):6595–6612, 2019.

[111] Qizhou Wang, Maksim Makarenko, Arturo Burguete Lopez, Fedor Getman, and Andrea Fratalocchi. Advancing
statistical learning and artificial intelligence in nanophotonics inverse design. Nanophotonics, 11(11):2483–2505,
2022.

[112] Shuaihua Lu, Qionghua Zhou, Xinyu Chen, Zhilong Song, and Jinlan Wang. Inverse design with deep generative
models: next step in materials discovery. National Science Review, 9(8):nwac111, 2022.

[113] Zhengchun Liu, Hemant Sharma, J-S Park, Peter Kenesei, Antonino Miceli, Jonathan Almer, Rajkumar Kettimuthu,
and Ian Foster. BraggNN: Fast X-Ray Bragg peak analysis using deep learning. IUCrJ, 9(1), 2022.

[114] Zhengchun Liu, Ahsan Ali, Peter Kenesei, Antonino Miceli, Hemant Sharma, Nicholas Schwarz, Dennis Trujillo,
Hyunseung Yoo, Ryan Coffee, Naoufal Layad, Jana Thayer, Ryan Herbst, Chunhong Yoon, and Ian Foster. Bridging
data center AI systems with edge computing for actionable information retrieval. In 3rd Annual Workshop on
Extreme-scale Experiment-in-the-Loop Computing (XLOOP), pages 15–23, 2021.

[115] Weile Jia, Han Wang, Mohan Chen, Denghui Lu, Lin Lin, Roberto Car, E Weinan, and Linfeng Zhang. Pushing
the limit of molecular dynamics with ab initio accuracy to 100 million atoms with machine learning. In SC20:
International conference for high performance computing, networking, storage and analysis, pages 1–14. IEEE,
2020.

[116] Ryan Chard, Yadu Babuji, Zhuozhao Li, Tyler Skluzacek, Anna Woodard, Ben Blaiszik, Ian Foster, and Kyle Chard.
Funcx: A federated function serving fabric for science. In 29th International symposium on high-performance parallel
and distributed computing, pages 65–76, 2020.

[117] Suhas Somnath, Rama K Vasudevan, Stephen Jesse, Sergei Kalinin, Nageswara Rao, Christopher Brumgard, Feiyi
Wang, Olga Kuchar, Arjun Shankar, Ben Mintz, et al. Building an integrated ecosystem of computational and ob-
servational facilities to accelerate scientific discovery. In Smoky Mountains Computational Sciences and Engineering
Conference, pages 58–75. Springer, 2021.

[118] Nicolas Dube, Duncan Roweth, Paolo Faraboschi, and Dejan Milojicic. Future of HPC: The Internet of workflows.
IEEE Internet Computing, 25(5):26–34, 2021.

30

https://www.openai.com/


[119] Lisha Li, Kevin Jamieson, Giulia DeSalvo, Afshin Rostamizadeh, and Ameet Talwalkar. Hyperband: A novel bandit-
based approach to hyperparameter optimization. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):6765–6816, 2017.

[120] Keras Team. Keras documentation: Kerastuner. Keras.[Online]. Available: https://keras. io/keras tuner/.[Accessed:
05-Feb-2022], 2022.

[121] Esteban Real, Alok Aggarwal, Yanping Huang, and Quoc V Le. Regularized Evolution for Image Classifier Archi-
tecture Search. In Proceedings of the 33rd AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, pages 4780–4789, 2019.

[122] Barret Zoph and Quoc V Le. Neural architecture search with reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1611.01578, 2016.

[123] Steven R Young, Derek C Rose, Thomas P Karnowski, Seung-Hwan Lim, and Robert M Patton. Optimizing deep
learning hyper-parameters through an evolutionary algorithm. In Proceedings of the workshop on machine learning
in high-performance computing environments, pages 1–5, 2015.

[124] Daniel Martinez, Wesley Brewer, Gregory Behm, Andrew Strelzoff, Andrew Wilson, and Daniel Wade. Deep learning
evolutionary optimization for regression of rotorcraft vibrational spectra. In 2018 IEEE/ACM Machine Learning in
HPC Environments (MLHPC), pages 57–66. IEEE, 2018.

[125] Moritz Meister, Sina Sheikholeslami, Amir H Payberah, Vladimir Vlassov, and Jim Dowling. Maggy: Scalable
asynchronous parallel hyperparameter search. In Proceedings of the 1st Workshop on Distributed Machine Learning,
pages 28–33, 2020.

[126] Chuan Li. OpenAI’s GPT-3 language model: A technical overview, June 2020.

[127] Deepak Narayanan, Mohammad Shoeybi, Jared Casper, Patrick LeGresley, Mostofa Patwary, Vijay Korthikanti,
Dmitri Vainbrand, Prethvi Kashinkunti, Julie Bernauer, Bryan Catanzaro, et al. Efficient large-scale language model
training on gpu clusters using megatron-lm. In Proceedings of the International Conference for High Performance
Computing, Networking, Storage and Analysis, pages 1–15, 2021.

[128] Lianmin Zheng, Zhuohan Li, Hao Zhang, Yonghao Zhuang, Zhifeng Chen, Yanping Huang, Yida Wang, Yuanzhong
Xu, Danyang Zhuo, Eric P Xing, et al. Alpa: Automating inter-and {Intra-Operator} parallelism for distributed
deep learning. In 16th USENIX Symposium on Operating Systems Design and Implementation (OSDI 22), pages
559–578, 2022.

[129] Murali Emani, Sam Foreman, Varuni Sastry, Zhen Xie, Siddhisanket Raskar, William Arnold, Rajeev Thakur,
Venkatram Vishwanath, and Michael E. Papka. A comprehensive performance study of large language models on
novel ai accelerators, 2023.

[130] Junqi Yin, Sajal Dash, John Gounley, Feiyi Wang, and Georgia Tourassi. Evaluation of pre-training large language
models on leadership-class supercomputers. The Journal of Supercomputing, 79(18):20747–20768, 2023.

[131] Sajal Dash, Isaac R. Lyngaas, Junqi Yin, Xiao Wang, Romain Egele, J. Austin Ellis, Matthias Maiterth, Guojing
Cong, Feiyi Wang, and Prasanna Balaprakash. Optimizing distributed training on frontier for large language models.
In Proceedings of the International Supercomputing Conference (ISC), Hamburg, Germany, May 12–16 2024.

[132] Shuhei Kudo, Keigo Nitadori, Takuya Ina, and Toshiyuki Imamura. Implementation and numerical techniques
for one eflop/s hpl-ai benchmark on fugaku. In 2020 IEEE/ACM 11th Workshop on Latest Advances in Scalable
Algorithms for Large-Scale Systems (ScalA), pages 69–76, 2020.

[133] Michael Allen Heroux, Jack Dongarra, and Piotr Luszczek. Hpcg benchmark technical specification. Technical
report, Sandia National Lab.(SNL-NM), Albuquerque, NM (United States), 2013.

[134] Alexander Sergeev and Mike Del Balso. Horovod: fast and easy distributed deep learning in tensorflow, 2018.

[135] Shen Li, Yanli Zhao, Rohan Varma, Omkar Salpekar, Pieter Noordhuis, Teng Li, Adam Paszke, Jeff Smith, Brian
Vaughan, Pritam Damania, et al. Pytorch distributed: Experiences on accelerating data parallel training. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2006.15704, 2020.

[136] Jeff Rasley, Samyam Rajbhandari, Olatunji Ruwase, and Yuxiong He. Deepspeed: System optimizations enable
training deep learning models with over 100 billion parameters. In 26th ACM SIGKDD International Conference
on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining, pages 3505–3506, 2020.

31



[137] Shenggui Li, Jiarui Fang, Zhengda Bian, Hongxin Liu, Yuliang Liu, Haichen Huang, Boxiang Wang, and Yang You.
Colossal-ai: A unified deep learning system for large-scale parallel training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.14883, 2021.

[138] Daniel Nichols, Kwai Wong, Stan Tomov, Lucien Ng, Sihan Chen, and Alex Gessinger. MagmaDNN: Accelerated
Deep Learning using MAGMA. In Proceedings of the Practice and Experience in Advanced Research Computing
on Rise of the Machines (learning), pages 1–6, 2019.

[139] EunJin Jeong, Jangryul Kim, Samnieng Tan, Jaeseong Lee, and Soonhoi Ha. Deep learning inference parallelization
on heterogeneous processors with tensorrt. IEEE Embedded Systems Letters, 14(1):15–18, 2021.

[140] Open Neural Network Exchange (ONNX). https://onnx.ai.

[141] Peter H Jin, Qiaochu Yuan, Forrest Iandola, and Kurt Keutzer. How to scale distributed deep learning? arXiv
preprint arXiv:1611.04581, 2016.

[142] Tal Ben-Nun and Torsten Hoefler. Demystifying parallel and distributed deep learning: An in-depth concurrency
analysis. ACM Comput. Surv., 52(4), aug 2019.

[143] Ruben Mayer and Hans-Arno Jacobsen. Scalable deep learning on distributed infrastructures: Challenges, tech-
niques, and tools. ACM Comput. Surv., 53(1), feb 2020.

[144] Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Technical requirements document for OLCF-6 version 1.0. [Online] https://www.
olcf.ornl.gov/draft-olcf-6-technical-requirements, September 2023. Accessed: 2023-12-17.

[145] Peter Mattson, Christine Cheng, Gregory Diamos, Cody Coleman, Paulius Micikevicius, David Patterson, Hanlin
Tang, Gu-Yeon Wei, Peter Bailis, Victor Bittorf, et al. Mlperf training benchmark. Proceedings of Machine Learning
and Systems, 2:336–349, 2020.

[146] Zihan Jiang, Wanling Gao, Lei Wang, Xingwang Xiong, Yuchen Zhang, Xu Wen, Chunjie Luo, Hainan Ye, Xiaoyi
Lu, Yunquan Zhang, et al. Hpc ai500: a benchmark suite for hpc ai systems. In Benchmarking, Measuring, and
Optimizing: First BenchCouncil International Symposium, Bench 2018, Seattle, WA, USA, December 10-13, 2018,
Revised Selected Papers 1, pages 10–22. Springer, 2019.

[147] Yatao Li and Jianfeng Zhan. Saibench: Benchmarking ai for science. BenchCouncil Transactions on Benchmarks,
Standards and Evaluations, 2(2):100063, 2022.

[148] Steven Farrell, Murali Emani, Jacob Balma, Lukas Drescher, Aleksandr Drozd, Andreas Fink, Geoffrey Fox, David
Kanter, Thorsten Kurth, Peter Mattson, et al. Mlperf hpc: A holistic benchmark suite for scientific machine learning
on hpc systems. In 2021 IEEE/ACM Workshop on Machine Learning in High Performance Computing Environments
(MLHPC), pages 33–45. IEEE, 2021.

[149] Jeyan Thiyagalingam, Gregor von Laszewski, Junqi Yin, Murali Emani, Juri Papay, Gregg Barrett, Piotr Luszczek,
Aristeidis Tsaris, Christine Kirkpatrick, Feiyi Wang, Tom Gibbs, Venkatram Vishwanath, Mallikarjun Shankar,
Geoffrey Fox, and Tony Hey. Ai benchmarking for science: Efforts from the mlcommons science working group.
In Hartwig Anzt, Amanda Bienz, Piotr Luszczek, and Marc Baboulin, editors, High Performance Computing. ISC
High Performance 2022 International Workshops, pages 47–64, Cham, 2022. Springer International Publishing.

[150] Vijay Janapa Reddi, Christine Cheng, David Kanter, Peter Mattson, Guenther Schmuelling, Carole-Jean Wu, Brian
Anderson, Maximilien Breughe, Mark Charlebois, William Chou, et al. Mlperf inference benchmark. In 2020
ACM/IEEE 47th Annual International Symposium on Computer Architecture (ISCA), pages 446–459. IEEE, 2020.

[151] Bjoern Enders, Debbie Bard, Cory Snavely, Lisa Gerhardt, Jason Lee, Becci Totzke, Katie Antypas, Suren Byna,
Ravi Cheema, Shreyas Cholia, et al. Cross-facility science with the superfacility project at lbnl. In 2020 IEEE/ACM
2nd Annual Workshop on Extreme-scale Experiment-in-the-Loop Computing (XLOOP), pages 1–7. IEEE, 2020.

[152] Christian Engelmann, Olga Kuchar, Swen Boehm, Michael J Brim, Thomas Naughton, Suhas Somnath, Scott
Atchley, Jack Lange, Ben Mintz, and Elke Arenholz. The INTERSECT open federated architecture for the laboratory
of the future. In Smoky Mountains Computational Sciences and Engineering Conference, pages 173–190. Springer,
2022.

[153] Wesley Brewer, Greg Behm, Alan Scheinine, Ben Parsons, Wesley Emeneker, and Robert P Trevino. Inference
benchmarking on HPC systems. In 2020 IEEE High Performance Extreme Computing Conference (HPEC), pages
1–9. IEEE, 2020.

32

https://onnx.ai
https://www.olcf.ornl.gov/draft-olcf-6-technical-requirements
https://www.olcf.ornl.gov/draft-olcf-6-technical-requirements
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