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The sudden arrest of flow by formation of a stable arch over an outlet is a unique and charac-
teristic feature of granular materials. Previous work suggests that grains near the outlet randomly
sample configurational flow microstates until a clog-causing flow microstate is reached. However,
factors that lead to clogging remain elusive. Here we experimentally observe over 50,000 clogging
events for a tridisperse mixture of quasi-2D circular grains, and utilize a variety of machine learn-
ing (ML) methods to search for predictive signatures of clogging microstates. This approach fares
just modestly better than chance. Nevertheless, our analysis using linear Support Vector Machines
(SVMs) highlights the position of potential arch cornerstones as a key factor in clogging likelihood.
We verify this experimentally by varying the position of a fixed (cornerstone) grain, and show that
such a grain dictates the size of feasible flow-ending arches, and thus the time and mass of each
flow. Positioning this grain correctly can even increase the ejected mass by over 50%. Our findings
demonstrate that interpretable ML algorithms like SVMs can uncover meaningful physics even when
their predictive power is below the standards of conventional ML practice.

I. INTRODUCTION

Granular flows occur across natural and designed sys-
tems at a variety of length scales. Whether the con-
stituent grains are pharmaceuticals [1], pedestrians [2],
electron vortices in superconductors [3] or agricultural
grains [4], the flows are prone to clogging. When the
constituent grains pass through an outlet smaller than a
few grain sizes, a stabilizing arch structure may sponta-
neously form, preventing further flow. Clogging has been
studied extensively in controlled settings (hoppers) [5–
12], varying parameters such as grain shape, friction,
and mechanical stiffness, as well as outlet angle and
shape [10, 13–16]. Nevertheless, signatures of imminent
clog formation remain elusive.

There is substantial evidence that flow microstates in-
volving (D/d)n relevant grains near the outlet are sam-
pled randomly until one deterministically leads to a
clog [11, 12]. Here, D/d is the ratio of the outlet diameter
to the grain diameter, and n is the dimensionality of the
system, indicating that these grains are contained in an
area (n = 2) or volume (n = 3) above the outlet, not only
in the arch. This model predicts a non-diverging form of
average mass ejected per flow event ⟨M⟩ ∝ exp[(D/d)n],
as well as an exponential distribution of ejected masses,
both of which match experimental data well [11, 12, 17–
19]. The form of these clog-forming flow microstates re-
mains unknown, but minimal differences between clog-
ging in air and water suggest that they are primarily
determined by grain positions, rather than momenta and
contact forces [12].

This picture suggests that the structure of clogging mi-
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crostates is important to the clogging process. Machine
learning has been successful in identifying a link between
local structure and dynamics in disordered systems such
as glassy liquids and granular materials [20], and several
types of disordered solids [21, 22]. In these works, how-
ever, structure was used to predict localized grain-scale
rearrangements, which occur frequently throughout the
system. In contrast, clogging involves a larger number
∼ (D/d)n of grains, and occurs only once per flow event.
This makes the problem both less spatially localized and
more difficult to adequately sample.

Here we use machine learning tools to predict clogs
from a dataset of over 50,000 flow-to-clogging events ob-
tained using an automated hopper. We analyze posi-
tional and momentum flow microstates and find that non-
linear deep learning methods or those that include grain
momenta perform only marginally better than linear,
grain-position-only methods. All methods completely fail
to predict clogging until only a short time prior to clog-
ging, supporting the picture of Poissonian sampling of
flow microstates.

Within that short time, the predictive accuracy of our
simplest model, a linear Support Vector Machine (SVM)
given solely positional information, is 58%. This is only
marginally higher than random guessing (50%), an un-
satisfactory result by prediction and benchmarking stan-
dards. Nevertheless, this model identifies the precise lo-
cation of potential cornerstones of an arch as an impor-
tant predictor of clogging. We confirm that this cor-
relational observation is causal using experiments with
a fixed cornerstone grain. This key grain controls the
ejected mass by dictating the range of possible flow-
ending arches.
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II. METHODS

A. Data Collection

We construct an automated quasi-2D hopper (‘auto-
hopper’), drawn schematically in Fig. 1a, to directly
observe the configurations of grains throughout a flow.
The transparent vertical hopper is filled with a single
layer of tri-disperse discs of diameters dS = 6.0 mm,
dM = 7.4 mm, dL = 8.6 mm, which we will refer to
as ‘grains’. These grains are laser-cut from anti-static
Ultra High Molecular Weight Polyethylene (UHMU PE)
sheets of mass density ρ = 0.94 g/cm3 and thickness
h = 3.18 mm. The spacing between front and rear panes
of plexiglass is 4.4 mm so that the grains are free to move
but form a monolayer with minimal out of plane displace-
ment. The hopper itself is 22.7 cm wide and 50 cm tall,
with fill height of approximately 35 cm.

To begin an experiment, an exciter (green in Fig. 1) sit-
uated near the outlet vibrates the hopper, dislodging the
arch and initiating flow. The grains then flow freely un-
der gravity until a clog spontaneously forms. The region
near the outlet is monitored by a digital camera (yel-
low) at 130 frames per second. The system is considered
stably clogged when no grains have exited the hopper
for 5 continuous seconds. For each image taken, custom
MATLAB code tracks each grain’s size (small, medium,
large) and location through time to ±σtracking = 0.14 mm
precision (0.016dL). This is accomplished prior to start-
ing the next flow, so that tracking data rather than raw
video may be written to file to minimize storage require-
ments. A representation of this process, as well as a
stable arch of grains, is shown in Fig. 1b.

Grains that pass through the outlet are directed into
a closed loop chute with a blower attached at the base
(red in Fig. 1a). An upward airflow recirculates grains
to the top of the hopper, removing the need for refilling,
and allowing the experiment to continue autonomously
without intervention. The air flow is placed sufficiently
far and shielded from the outlet such that air currents
do not disturb grains in our region of interest, and vents
(see Fig. 1a) are placed at the top and sides of the hop-
per to prevent circulating currents. We perform over
35,000 experiments in this manner for a single outlet size,
D = 3.86dL, and at least one thousand experiments each
for D = {3.61, 3.74, 3.98, 4.15}dL, over 7,000 total. We
additionally perform over 13,000 experiments with a fixed
particle and outlet size D = 3.86dL (Fig. 4).
We confirm a variety of standard granular flow behav-

iors in Appendix A: the distribution of flow events in
exponential (Poissonian), the average event size grows
exponentially in (D/d)2, and the average discharge rate
follows the 2D Beverloo law. The large quantity of data
captured with the autohopper presents a wide range of
analysis opportunities. For instance, the dataset con-
tains enough flow events to inform a multiplicative noise
model that captures the dynamics of the flow rate and
the relative stability of arches [23]. However, for analysis

Exciter

Image Reconstruction
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(a) (b)

Field of View

FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of the automated hopper contain-
ing a tridisperse mixture of quasi-2D circular grains (black).
Stable arches are broken by an exciter (green) placed behind
and below the outlet (raised slightly for visualization, see (b)
for exact placement). Grains fall under gravity and are re-
circulated to the top of the hopper by upward airflow (red)
along the left channel. The entire process is recorded by a
camera (yellow) at 130 frames per second. (b) Close up of
the system near the outlet (left) and schematic of data recon-
struction (right). The data recording field of view (yellow)
extends beyond the top of this image. D indicates the width
of the outlet, which can be varied.

in this work, we restrict our machine learning dataset to
a one outlet size, D = 3.86dL, and use the 29, 000 flows
that last at least 0.23 seconds, or 10% of the average flow
length. The data for all flows and all outlet sizes is ac-
cessible on the Dryad repository [24]. We also provide a
Python script to automatically create folders of the ex-
pected classes described in the following section [25].

B. Classifying Microstates

We approach clogging prediction as a classification
problem. To do so, we introduce four classes of flow
microstates, and construct a labeled dataset as a ground
truth. These classes are Flowing, Clogging (flow states
leading to a clog), Clogged (a stable arch has formed),
and Emptied (all grains have stabilized). By definition
these microstates are always experienced in the listed or-
der, though the time spend in each category varies widely.
We define these states starting with the emptied state
and working backwards. This procedure is described in
detail in Appendix C, and briefly, along with six example
flows, in Fig. 2. The machine learning task is to classify
microstates correctly into these four categories.
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FIG. 2. Still images of six example flow events (rows), labeled by microstate type, which are identified in reverse-chronological
order. The in final frame of each experiment, which we label as Emptied (black, left), we identify final arch grains (highlighted).
Moving back in time, the clogged frame (red) is the moment in which the arch grains reach their final positions to within tracking
precision. The clogging frame (yellow) is the last moment in which the sum of gaps between final arch grains is greater than
a small grain diameter dS . All states before the clogging frame are considered flowing (green). The clogging microstate in the
bottom row is 9 τ to the right, where τ is the average time needed for flow microstates to decorrelate.

C. Machine Learning Analysis

To be precise, our aim is to use only instantaneous in-
formation contained in the microstate (positions, sizes,
and momenta of grains) to perform 3 binary classifica-
tions to distinguish the flowing state from the clogging,
clogged and emptied states, respectively. Thus, our goal
is to produce a binary classification function that takes
a microstate Ωi as input, and produces a single num-
ber Ci, which distinguishes between two classes of mi-
crostates (e.g. Ci < 0 for clogging, clogged or emptied,
and Ci > 0 for flowing). We compose a function f with

many adjustable parameters θ⃗, which we optimize for this
purpose using supervised machine learning. Here we as-
sume familiarity with this process, but for an expanded
description, see Appendix B.

Our trainable functions f in this work are primarily
linear Support Vector Machines (SVMs) [26], but we also
train a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) [27, 28] for
comparison. We use hinge loss [26, 29] for the SVMs and
crossentropy loss [27, 28, 30] for the CNN, with further
training details given in Appendix D. We also briefly dis-
cuss analysis using Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) in
Appendix E 7.

In linear SVMs, f takes the form

f(Ωi)θ⃗ = θ⃗ · G⃗(Ωi) (1)

where each element of G⃗(Ωi) represents a pre-defined
feature of microstate i. We have investigated several
choices of G and present the most informative, GDG

(Density Grid), below, with other choices described in
Appendix E. In short, each GDG measures the grain den-
sity in circular windows arranged on a hexagonal grid, as
shown in Fig.3a. More precisely,

GDG
n =

∑
grains

Agrain ∩An

An
, GDG

0 = 1 (2)

with An = πr2window, and ∩ An indicates the intersection
with the n-th circular window. GDG

0 = 1 gives the system
an adjustable offset. We calculate Gn independently for
each grain size (small, medium, large), but ultimately
find very similar weights assigned for each species. As
such, we average significance and feature maps across
grain size when displayed in this work. We find varying
the spacing and size of circular windows to have negligible
effect. For each binary classification, we train our SVM
using approximately 20,000 labeled microstates for each
class, and report accuracy of classification on a separate
test set of approximately 5,000 microstates for each class.
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FIG. 3. Density Grid feature (GDG
j ) locations (a) and their significance αj for each of the three binary classification tasks: (b)

Flowing vs Emptied, (c) Flowing vs Clogged, and (d) Flowing vs Clogging. Features in blue (red) indicate presence of grains
in that region is predictive of a flowing (emptied/clogged/clogging) state. The intensity of the color indicates the magnitude
of the effect. The areas where individual grain positions matter most are where the gradient of these feature contributions in
space is sharpest, as in the the region immediately next to the outlet in (c) and (d).

TABLE I. Binary classification accuracy of four machine
learning methods distinguishing Clogging, Clogged, and Emp-
tied states from Flowing states. Superscripts DG and BP are
for Density Grid and Behler-Parrinello structure functions,
respectively.

Method Clogging Clogged Emptied

Linear SVM, GDG 58% 70% 95%
Linear SVM, GBP 57% 68% 95%

Linear SVM, GDG (+ Velocity) 59% 78% 99%
Convolutional Neural Network 61% 84% 99%

III. RESULTS

A. ML Predictions

By conventional metrics, our methods perform well
separating Flowing states from Emptied states. How-
ever, separating Flowing states from either Clogged or
Clogging states proves difficult, reaching classification ac-
curacies only modestly above chance for the latter. Each
of these accuracies are listed in Table I, along with results
using other structure functions (GBP ), and with added
velocity information. We also include results using a far
more flexible, nonlinear method, an 830,000 parameter,
35 layer CNN. The details of these additional methods
(and several more) are included in Appendix E. Even
the most successful method (CNN), the accuracy for the
most difficult and important task, distinguishing between
Flowing vs Clogging, is unable to consistently to predict
individual clogs, with a test accuracy of only 61%, which
we discuss in detail in Appendix F. Strikingly, accura-
cies for this task vary by only 4% across these methods.
Given this similarity of test accuracy, we focus on the lin-
ear SVM that characterizes structure using the density
grid. Its simplicity allows us to interpret solutions, and
to directly identify structural factors important in clog
formation.

The final weights θ⃗ in the linear SVM have specific spa-
tial importance, that is, they denote where the presence
of grains anti-correlates with increased clog likelihood.

However to understand our solutions, we must visualize
not simply the weights, but the average effect this weight
has when applied to the training data. Put another way,
the features with greatest variance in their contributions
σ2
j = var[θj ×GDG

j (Ωi)]training set are those with greatest
impact on the decision function, and therefore the most
important. We plot feature significance αj = sign(θj)σ

2
j

spatially in Fig. 3b-d. A direct comparison between fea-
ture weights θ and feature significance α can be found in
Appendix D.
Despite modest predictive accuracy of the SVM, the

feature contributions still give insight into spatial fac-
tors of clog formation. First, the prediction of Emptied
vs Flowing states gives an unsurprising feature map in
Fig. 3b, where grains (likely falling) in the outlet suggest
an Emptied state is extremely unlikely. The Clogged vs
Flowing feature significance map in Fig. 3c suggests a
relevance of the overall grain density gradient. This may
be a means of sensing a slowing flow, occurring at this
stage. The fact that velocity information significantly
improves the accuracy only of the Clogged prediction fits
nicely with this interpretation (see Table I).
Notably, when predicting clogging states (Fig. 3d) we

see high-valued blue and red regions next to each other
at the edges of the outlet. This indicates that moving a
cornerstone grain slightly to the right or left might change
the prediction drastically. These results suggest that the
lateral movements of a single grain in this location may
have out-sized importance in clog formation. It is this
mechanism that we confirm experimentally in the next
section. Further discussion of these significance maps,
as well as those using the alternative (Behler-Parrinello
[31]) structure functions are included in Appendix E and
Fig. 8.

B. Experimental Verification of Interpretations

Guided by our machine-learned solutions, we experi-
mentally measure the impact of ‘cornerstone’ grain po-
sition. We place a fixed grain (magnet) of diameter
dFG = dM on the floor of the hopper near the outlet, as
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FIG. 4. Effect of fixed grain. (a) Mean ejected mass ⟨MFG⟩
as a function of fixed grain position x relative to the outlet
edge. Mass and position are normalized by average ejected
mass without a fixed grain ⟨M∞⟩ and diameter of the fixed
grain dFG = dM , respectively. Numbered datapoints corre-
spond to maps in (b). (b) Averaged final arches for several x
values, as well as with no fixed grain (last panel). The rele-
vant fixed grain location is drawn in solid color, and vertical
lines are guides for the eye. (c) Normalized ejected mass vs
averaged arch width (horizontal distance between cornerstone
centers) normalized by outlet size D. (d) Arch height vs arch
width, both normalized by outlet size D. Height is calculated
as the vertical distance from the outlet to the highest grain
center.

shown by the drawings in Fig. 4a. This grain is held in
place by another magnet on exterior of the hopper. We
vary its position x over approximately 7500 experiments,
and exclude from analysis any flows where we detect any
movement of this grain (fewer than 200).

We find a strong and non-monotonic relationship be-
tween the position of the fixed grain x and the resulting
average mass flow ⟨MFG⟩, as shown in Fig. 4a. Strik-
ingly, even when the grain does not obscure the outlet
(x > 0.5dFG), its placement may change the average
ejected mass by a factor of almost three, including in-
creasing the flow above the no fixed-grain case (dashed
line in Fig. 4a). The mechanisms underlying these effects

can be understood by visualizing the average final arch
grains at several values of x, as shown in Fig. 4b.
When obscuring the outlet (small x, Fig. 4b1), the

fixed grain serves as the cornerstone of the final arches,
which are relatively narrow. As x is increased, the re-
gion between the cornerstone and outlet becomes ex-
cluded space, unable to stably admit another grain, re-
sulting in wider and wider arches (Fig. 4b2) and in-
creased ejected mass. At larger distances from the outlet
x > (dFG+dS)/2 ∼ 0.9dFG, the fixed grain allows for free-
flowing grains to act as a stable cornerstone, resulting in
narrower arches (Fig. 4b3) and reduced ejected mass once
again. As x increases further, the fixed grain continues
to indirectly dictate cornerstone position, even when it
is multiple diameters away from the outlet (Fig. 4b4 and
5). At this stage, the effect of x is reduced, which we
attribute to the random availability of differently-sized
cornerstones. Overall, we find a clear correlation be-
tween average arch width Ax, and the average ejected
mass, as shown in Fig. 4c. This observation dovetails
nicely with the Thomas and Durian model [11], as wider
arches require a larger area of grains to cooperate. As a
result, there is a smaller likelihood of clogging per sam-
pling time. We find that arches formed in the presence
of a fixed grain are slightly wider and significantly taller
than those generated without one, as shown in Fig. 4d,
perhaps a result of the additional stability of the fixed
grain.

IV. DISCUSSION

We have constructed an automated quasi-2D hopper,
and performed and analyzed tens of thousands of clog-
ging experiments. By defining four classes of states (flow-
ing, clogging, clogged, emptied), we cast clogging predic-
tion as a machine learning (ML) classification problem.
We found that even sophisticated nonlinear methods like
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), do not produce
reliable identification of clogging vs flowing states. By
usual prediction or benchmarking standards, the test ac-
curacy (61% for CNNs) is too close to random guessing
(50%) for the prediction to be useful. Classification ac-
curacy, however, is not the same as physical insight.
We have shown that even with low test accuracy we

have uncovered new physics using ML. In particular, by
inspecting the features of greatest significance in a sim-
pler method, a linear Support Vector Machine (SVM),
we were able to identify the region immediately adjacent
to the outlet as potentially critical to the onset of clog
formation. Guided by this ML analysis, we performed a
series of experiments with fixed grains in this key posi-
tion, and showed that the position of the ‘cornerstone’
grain has a large effect on ejected mass, potentially in-
creasing it by over 50%. Finally, we showed that this
relationship stems from the cornerstone grain’s ability
to dictate the size of final arches, and thus the clogging
likelihood. These results have implications for practical
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hopper design, and provide an object lesson for utilizing
machine learning for scientific exploration.

Our findings suggest a rich set of open questions about
this and other granular-flow systems. Our system (and
others like it) encounters meta-stable arches frequently,
only to spontaneously resume flow [23]. Might portions
of the outlet region be continually finding rigid substruc-
tures, only to have them fall apart due to lack of coopera-
tion? In a larger view, what is the relative importance of
microstate sampling (finding an arch) vs arch stability?
Further work with fixed grains might prove useful here,
by limiting the arch structures available.

In this work we have attempted a wide variety ML
methods, including many variations of SVMs, high-
dimensional linear regression, several CNNs, Graph Neu-
ral Networks (GNNs). We also included velocity informa-
tion, modified the scale of binning of features, and more.
The methods not included in the main text are described
in detail in Appendix E. None of these attempts yielded
appreciably better Flowing vs Clogging classification ac-
curacy than our linear SVM. Of course, our numerous
attempts do not prove there is no better solution, and we
encourage other researchers to try their hand in improv-
ing upon our benchmarks. To facilitate such a competi-
tion we make our data available at [24]. Additionally, we
have detailed a variety of alternative analyses on this data
and potential pitfalls in Appendix H. One notable pitfall
is the imposition of too much coarse-graining, including
prematurely enforcing symmetries, even those imposed
by the boundary conditions (such as left/right symme-
try). In optimization problems it is often helpful to have
additional degrees of freedom to find the solution, even
if they are ultimately not required [32].

For any practical purposes, our current results fail to
accurately predict imminent clogs. However, our success
in leveraging these ‘bad’ solutions to uncover the impor-
tance of cornerstones highlights the usefulness of inter-
pretable ML methods. Because our ML analysis (Fig. 3)
is correlational, however, it alone provides an insufficient
basis for any causal claims. Solution weights may not
have obvious meaning. This is a thorny aspect of ML or
any optimization process, as finding good solutions often
requires over-parameterization [32], which by definition

permits meaningless variation in the solution weights θ⃗.
As a result, ML analyses are typically restricted to claim-
ing that predictive information is present in the data.
This type of claim is not without its scientific uses [33],
however it does not provide mechanistic understanding.

In contrast, we have employed an ‘unsuccessful’ ML
analysis as a compass needle to guide experiments. The
result was causal insight into a rare, nonlinear, collective
event (clog formation) that depends on a huge number
of degrees of freedom and is influenced by poorly under-
stood processes like frictional aging [33]. ML methods
do not replace causal scientific reasoning and experimen-
tal verification. However, our results do suggest that the
ability of ML methods to find high-dimensional correla-
tions in messy data can be harnessed, even when they

fail to make accurate predictions, to guide experiments
studying a broad range of complex phenomena across
many fields.
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Appendix A: Hopper Phenomenology

Using our automated data, we confirm standard hop-
per behavior, as shown in Fig. 5. For each flow we calcu-
late the ejected mass, M as the total mass of grains that
pass a semi-circular boundary spanning and centered on
the outlet prior to clog formation. This boundary choice
permits ignorance of fast-moving grains in the center of
the outlet, which are the most difficult to track.
For each outlet size D we calculate the average flow

rate, and find they collapse to the expectation given by
the Beverloo equation:

W = Cσ
√
gd3L(D/dL − k)3/2

as shown in Fig. 5a, where C and k are dimensionless fit
parameters of order unity, σ = ρh is mass/area of the
grains, and g = 9.80 cm/s2 is the acceleration due to
gravity. We include measurements of significantly larger
outlet sizes, including those that do not clog, in this plot
as gray circles.
We find also that the average ejected mass scales as an

exponential of the outlet size raised to the dimensional-
ity of the system ⟨M⟩ ∝ exp[(D/dL)

2], as shown in in
Fig. 5b for five outlet sizes with > 1000 flow experiments
each. Finally we demonstrate the expected exponential
distribution of discharged masses for all outlet sizes, as
shown in Fig. 5c. Thus our autohopper displays the three
hallmark features of a system with granular clogging.
For simplicity of machine learning analysis, we limited

our analysis to a single outlet size, D = 3.86dL, shown
in black in Fig. 5. This outlet has an average flow dura-
tion of ⟨tflow⟩ = 2.26 seconds and average ejected mass
of ⟨M⟩ = 134mL. To avoid transient effects at the initi-
ation of flow, we exclude flows shorter than 10% of the
average flow time, tflow < 0.23 seconds. Thus our ma-
chine learning data set uses approximately 25,000 flow
events for this single outlet size.



7

(a)
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Clogging Observed

C k

FIG. 5. Characteristic behaviors for hopper flow. (a) Flow
rate follows the Beverloo equation. Linearized flow rate pre-
diction from the Beverloo equation vs outlet size. Colored
squares are averages of > 1000 flows each taken by our auto-
mated hopper, and correspond to data in (b) and (c). Gray
circles are each single experiments taken by hand. The shaded
region is the approximate regime where we observe clogging.
(b) Average ejected mass prior to clog formation versus outlet
size squared. We plot the expected exponential relationship
with a best fit line. (c) Cumulative Distribution Function
(CDF) of the ejected mass, from initiation of flow to clog for-
mation, versus outlet size. In each case the data matches the
expected exponential distribution.

Appendix B: Supervised Machine Learning

We train a flexible function f with adjustable parame-

ters θ⃗ to distinguish between two classes of microstate by
producing a scalar output C. For example, distinguishing

Flowing vs Clogging states would mean

fθ⃗(Ωi) = Ci

{
< 0 if Ωi is Flowing

> 0 if Ωi is Clogging
(B1)

Where Ωi is flow microstate i, as specified for example
by the positions of grains near the outlet. To find values

of θ⃗ that best classify a microstate, we define a a loss
function L(Ci, Li) that quantitatively evaluates the per-
formance of fθ⃗ using its output Ci (which we refer to as
Clogginess) and our labels Li. The essential feature for
a cost function is that it monotonically decreases as our
function’s output improves. For the example in Eq B1,
this would equate to

d

dCi
L(Ci, Li)

{
≤ 0 if Ωi is Flowing

≥ 0 if Ωi is Clogging
(B2)

Simply put, if we lower the cost function summed across
our entire training (labeled) dataset, we improve the
quality of our classification function. Therefore, our aim

in training f is to find the parameters θ⃗∗ that minimize
our cost function summed over the training dataset of
labeled microstates [Ωi, Li]:

θ⃗∗ = arg minθ⃗

∑
i

(
L(f(Ωi)θ⃗, Li)

)
(B3)

This is the supervised learning paradigm, and may be
accomplished using many optimization methods, for ex-
ample stochastic gradient descent [34, 35], or even explicit
minimization for simple forms of f . Ultimately, we eval-
uate and report the performance of our trained functions
by the fraction of microstates they label correctly in a re-
served test dataset not used during training. In this work
we utilize two forms of f , linear kernel Support Vector
Machines (linear SVMs) [26] and (nonlinear) Convolu-
tional Neural Networks (CNNs) [27, 28]. We use two loss
functions L, hinge loss [26, 29] for the SVMs and crossen-
tropy loss [27, 28, 30] for the CNNs. Both loss functions
are standard choices in machine learning classification
problems.

Appendix C: Labeling and Cleaning Data

We restate the labeling process below, with added de-
tails. The emptied state is the final recorded frame of the
flow, well after all grains that will leave the hopper have
left. From the emptied state, we identify the grains that
compose the final arch by tracing the shortest path from
left outlet edge to right outlet edge through the nearest
neighbor network of grains. We then define the clogged
state as the first frame wherein the final arch grains fall
within 0.3 mm ∼ 0.035dL of their final positions, which
is our tracking precision.
Following prior work [11] we expect that the ‘clogging’

state will be one sampling time τ = d/voutlet ≈ 3 frames
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before the clogged state. However, because of the inter-
mittent nature of flow, we find that 3 frames before the
clogged state is occasionally a nearly-identical configu-
ration. An example of this scenario is shown in row 5
of Fig. 2. Here a meta-stable arch is created that tem-
porarily halts flow but ultimately fails without external
forcing. Therefore to create a consistent label we define
the clogging state as follows. We conceptualize the final
arch grains like a fence, fully contacting in the clogged
case and only just ‘closing’ in the clogging case. The
clogging state is thus the earliest configuration where
the total sum of spaces between all final arch grains is
not enough to admit another (small) grain to pass be-
tween them. We define flowing states as any state prior
to Clogging, but exclude states that occur within three
sampling times (nine frames) of the clogging state from
our classification analysis. We also exclude momentar-
ily static ‘flowing’ states (meta-stable arches) that occur
in the middle of flow, as in this work we are interested
primarily in distinguishing between actively flowing and
permanently clogged states.

Appendix D: SVM Cost Minimization

The cost function L for the soft-margin linear SVM we
have used in this work contains two parts,

L(Ci, Li) =
∑
i

max[0, 1− CiLi]︸ ︷︷ ︸
hinge loss

+ λ
∑
j

θj︸ ︷︷ ︸
regularization

(D1)

where i and j are indices of training set microstates and
of tunable weights θ respectively, and λ is a regularization
coefficient. The hinge loss term penalizes data for which
the output is incorrect or incomplete, i.e. the product of
the Clogginess value Ci and the label Li = ±1 is below 1.
The regularization term promotes sparse weights, while
also preventing the system from simply spreading out its
output values to lower the cost (as doubling all θ doubles
all C.) As a result, λ controls the trade off between the
cost of misclassification and the spreading of C values.

To prevent features of different scales, e.g. the inner
most and outermost rings of the Behler-Parrinello func-
tions in Figure 8a, from unevenly affecting the decision
function, we standardize the feature functions to have a
mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1. This method ad-
dresses mismatched scales, but assumes a roughly Gaus-
sian distribution of values for each feature. If this isn’t
the case, it may incidentally inflate or contract the avail-
able values of a feature to the cost minimization. For this
reason we avoid standardizing our circular window func-
tions; these functions are already area fractions, bounded
between 0 and 1 and of generally similar scale.

In either case, the weights fail to capture the full contri-
bution of a feature dimension to the final result. This mo-
tivated the construction of the feature significance, α. We
observe the difference in Figure 6 by plotting the linear

and signed squared feature weights, θ and θ2, as well as
feature significance, α, for clogging- and clogged-trained
models. The colormap is logarithmic, as in Fig. 3, how-
ever each plot is normalized independently as the scales
are different.
Raw weights θ seem to show large range features with

the most apparent points of interest being the transitions
in the sign of θ rather than individual areas of import.
The squared feature weights isolate only the features of
largest weight, primarily along the bottom of the hopper.
However, we note that these windows are also partially
occluded; the maximum area overlap is lower than win-
dows higher in the system. Thus is the larger weight
given by the SVM compensating for the smaller values,
or is there additional value of the information in that re-
gion? This was the motivating question for feature signif-
icance. Notably, the the signed squared feature weights
is a special case of the feature significance, wherein all
features have the same variance. Because the two val-
ues are not the same, we can immediately see there was
structural information absent when looking only at the
weights themselves. In particular, some of the large range
information returns, and we can confidently say the re-
gions along the bottom edge of the hopper are more sig-
nificant than those in the bulk.

Appendix E: Alternate Analyses

In addition to the work presented above, we investi-
gated a variety of alternative analyses that were less accu-
rate or interpretable in their results. We first present the
Behler-Parrinello inspired functions, which showed agree-
ment with theoretical predictions of where information is
located spatially, but gave no additional insight. We then
describe alternative structure functions that were not as
effective, and finally entirely different machine learning
models that failed to improve on the accuracy presented
above.

1. Behler-Parrinello Functions

An alternative set of successful structure functions are
written as:

GBP
n =

∑
grains

e−(|r⃗|−µn)
2/L2

, GBP
0 = 1 (E1)

where GBP
n calculates the radial density of grain centers r⃗

over Gaussian rings of constant width L, and GBP
0 again

gives the system an adjustable offset. Each GBP
n calcu-

lated from a microstate corresponds to a density at dis-
tance µn relative to the center of the outlet. µn values
are spaced evenly by ∆µn. These functions are adapted
from Behler and Parrinello [31] (hence BP ), have been
useful in identifying structural properties of other par-
ticulate systems [20, 36], and are pictured in Fig. 8a.
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FIG. 6. Comparison of linear and signed squared feature weights, θj and θ2j , with feature significance, αj = sign(θj)var[θj ×
GDG

j (Ω)]training set, for clogging- and clogged-trained models. For both training sets, the three visualizations show different
features. Color scales are logarithmic, as in Fig. 3, with color map limits determined by the maximum absolute value of each
plot independently. We note that varying window size between one quarter and twice the area, dwind = [.5dS,

√
2dS], yielded

qualitatively identical pictures.

neighbors
contacts

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 7. Three independent methods of parameterizing configurations that performed worse than the methods presented above.
(a) A schematic for calculating modified versions of the Behler-Parrinello angular distribution functions. These functions bin
grains by their distance from the center of the outlet, µ, and only calculate the angles between grains that are in or near
contact. (b) An example of the Delaunay triangulation used to define local neighbor network metrics. Green connections are
considered near contact, while orange connections are only neighbors. The sum of triangular areas for which grain i are a vertex
are considered the free area of that grain. (c) An example radius of hopper symmetric functions. Area overlaps are calculated
for each window, and windows symmetric about the vertical axis bisecting the outlet (windows of the same color) are summed
together.

Much like the DG structure functions, varying the hy-
perparameters for these BP functions (∆µn and L) over
the range [0.5dS , 1.0dL] had no impact on final accuracy.

These Behler-Parrinello-inspired features (GBP) are
calculated relative to the hopper geometry, and thus are
effective for identifying system scale features of clogging.
We show the feature signficance for Flowing vs Clogging,
Clogged, and Emptied states in Fig. 8(b-d) respectively.

We see two clear length scales emerge, rring = D/2 and
rring = D. Our machine-learned solutions find no rele-
vant contributions outside this larger radius, consistent
with the modelling of Thomas and Durian [11] of the scale
of the region relevant for clogging, ∝ D2 in the case of a
quasi-2D hopper. Note that we have purposely identified
clogging states in such a way that they cannot be identi-
fied by the lack of grains within the outlet, as this would
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be trivial. However, in predicting clogged and emptied
states (Fig. 3b and c) this becomes a useful metric, as
denoted by the small blue rings.

2. Alternate Structure Functions

During the linear SVM analysis, we experimented with
a wide array of structure functions. We describe three
additional structure function families to those mentioned
above, as they either performed the same or worse on the
data set without offering any additional insight.

a. Angular Distribution Functions

We also attempted an extended version of the Behler-
Parrinello structure functions. Above, we adapted the
density functions for use relative to the hopper geometry
rather than surrounding a single grain. In the original
description by Behler and Parrinello [31] and the later
applications to glassy systems [37] there are also angular
functions of the form:

Rijk = e((r
2
ij+r2jk+r2ki)/ξ

2

Φijk = (1 + λcos(Θijk))
ζ

ψi(ξ, λ, ζ) =
∑
i

∑
j

∑
k

RijkΦijk (E2)

Where ξ, λ and ζ are all varied over different ranges.
These functions, as indicated by the subscript on ψi,
would be calculated relative to grain i, with Θijk rep-
resenting the angle subtended by the vectors r⃗ij and r⃗ik.
All three grains must be within some mutual length scale
set by ξ. As we noted with the grain densities, clogging
is a function of an entire state rather than a single grain
and so these functions needed to be calculated relative
to the geometry, in particular we chose the center of the
outlet. Thus we added the same radial binning as the
density functions above as a prefactor, gi:

gi = e((ri−µ)/L)2

ψµ(L, ξ, λ, ζ) =
∑
i

∑
j

∑
k

gigjgkRijkΦijk (E3)

Thus our angular functions are now binned by radial dis-
tance µ, as in in Fig. 8a, and summed over each grain
(i, j, k). Instead of varying the mutual length scale be-
tween grains, ξ, we were primarily interested in three
grains near contact and the angular distribution of those
structures. Thus we set ξ = dL to keep the summa-
tion dominated by neighbor interactions. Unfortunately,
these functions failed in a variety of ways. Not only were

they difficult to interpret physically, but also were given
little weight by the SVM. In fact the accuracy remained
unchanged when these angular functions were removed.
It is possible that binning these functions by distance av-
eraged the information we were looking for over so many
permutations as to no longer be discriminating.

b. Local Neighbor Network Functions

The second family of structure functions we con-
structed described the local network of contacts and area
available to each grain. We calculated the Delaunay tri-
angulation of the grains to approximate the edges of the
neighbor network. Edges that were larger than 2dL were
pruned for being too far to be neighbors. Edges within
10% of the sum of the connecting grains, r⃗ij ≤ 1.1∗(ri+rj
are considered ‘near contact’. Finally, the Voronoi tesse-
lation is used to calculate the free area surrounding each
grain. The number of neighbors, number of contacts, and
free area are calculated for each grain and then binned
by distance. These functions again yielded no difference
over randomness, and we suspect the binning the infor-
mation by distance may have averaged the discrepant
information away.

c. Hopper Symmetric Area Overlap Functions

The third family of structure functions can be thought
of as a subset of the area overlap functions presented
above. We constructed functions that reflected the sym-
metry of the hopper geometry; area overlaps were calcu-
lated over arch shaped windows instead of circular ones.
In addition, windows placed symmetrically about the ver-
tical line that bisects the outlet were summed together.
These functions were found to perform worse than the
grid of circular windows we present in this work. We
expect this is due to the a priori summation of symmet-
rically placed windows; we expect the final weights to
be symmetric about the outlet but individual states are
not. Thus, like the other structure function families that
failed, the discriminating asymmetries were averaged out.

3. Inclusion of Velocities

Previous work has suggested that grain momenta do
not affect whether a clog will form from a given posi-
tional microstate [12]. To test this hypothesis we add
velocity information to our SVM analysis. We calculate
the velocities of grains in both x̂ and ŷ, weighted by the
area fraction GDG

n . We do this also by size, resulting
in a further tripling of our structure functions from the
area-only case. Consistent with previous work, we find
minimal benefit of including velocities when predicting
Clogging states, as shown in Table I.
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FIG. 8. Example structure function windows (a) and feature significance αj (signed variance of feature contributions across
training data) (b-d) for the Behler-Parrinello inspired features for each of the three binary classification tasks: Clogging,
Clogged, or Emptied vs Flowing. Features in blue (red) indicate additional (reduced) density in that region makes a Flowing
prediction more likely, and the intensity of the color indicates the magnitude of the effect. Feature significance is narrowly
restricted between two length scales determined by the outlet size, [D/2, D]. The density grid functions (e) and weights (f-h)
are shown again for comparison.

4. CNN Reconstruction

We also identify states using a Convolutional Neural
Network (CNN). In this method the function fθ⃗ has a
complex nonlinear form and receives an image of the mi-
crostate I(Ωi) as its input. To speed processing, we both
restricted the field of view of this image to the same re-
gion as the SVM functions and represented grains as 2x2
pixel regions of color with Gaussian weighted intensity.
Grain sizes were represented by independent color chan-
nels making each reconstruction a 3-channel image 32x32
pixels large. Our peak validation accuracies, reported
in Table I, use this representation in a 830,000 parame-
ter, 35 layer convolutional neural network. Alternate re-
construction techniques and network architectures were
implemented and are described in the following section,
however most were within 2% of the values in Table I and
thus we do not believe the differences are significant.

5. Alternate CNN Reconstruction

In addition to the Gaussian regions we utilized in the
CNN above, we also attempted a direct downsampling
of the full size black and white reconstruction. This
downsampling was 64x64 pixels large, twice the size of
the RGB reconstruction, with each grain being drawn to
scale using the midpoint circle algorithm. Circles were
drawn with uniform brightness, as well as linearly in-
creasing brightness towards the center, with the latter

(a)
Original

(b)
RGB Square

(c)
BW Circle

FIG. 9. Example reconstructions used in the CNN analysis.
The original reconstruction (a), 2x2 Gaussian squares (b), and
the direct black and white downsampling (c) are all shown for
the same microstate with the same field of view as the linear
SVM structure functions.

having a higher validation accuracy. A comparison of
the different reconstructions can be found in Figure 9.
We also implemented a variety of methods for represent-
ing the bottom of the hopper in both reconstructions,
however this never resulted in an observable difference in
validation accuracy.

We also implemented several CNN architectures. The
number of convolutional layers and the number of filters
in each layer were independently varied over an order
of magnitude. The size of the kernel as well as the fre-
quency of skip connections and max/average pool layers,
presence and severity of dropout, the number of nodes
in each dense layer was varied between [8, 128] and the
number of layers varied between [1, 10].
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6. Configuration Time and Support Vector
Regression

As we note above, clogging is a Poisson process wherein
the flow randomly samples states at a constant rate until
one that forms a clog is found. We also note that this is
true macroscopically, but for any given flow the flowrate
fluctuates substantially around the average value, which
makes the definition for the clogging state challenging. A
previous definition for identifying unique configurations
involved a quantity we defined as configuration time,
tconfig. The configuration time specified how long from
a given state until the 2D autocorrelation function de-
creases by 1/e towards its steady state value. The me-
dian value for configuration time matched the sampling
time of the system, but was also dynamic to capture any
conditions that may alter how long a given configuration
is present.

One benefit of configuration time being a dynamic vari-
able attached to each state is it allowed for a different
method of linear Support Vector Machine, Support Vec-
tor Regression. We would still characterize our configu-
rations the same as outlined above, in particular using
the Behler-Parrinello functions. However, instead of la-
belling states by class and finding the hyperplane (that
is the equation for C = 0) that best separates two classes,
we simply fit a variable, tconfig to a line. This had several
possible benefits for our system. Because clogging is a
rare event in the flow, collecting data naturally yielded
approximately 100 flowing states for every clogging state.
We could also include meta-stable arches, excluded in all
the above analysis, as they would simply be more points
near clogging to fit.

However, our core question is still classification, so we
broke down this approach into two parts. First, we per-
formed linear regression against the configuration time of
the next state; flowing states lead to more flowing states
with finite configuration times but clogging states lead to
the clogged state with functionally infinite configuration
time. For our purposes we set this as a finite number 2 or-
ders of magnitude larger than our largest times. We also
tried regressing to inverse configuration time, 1/tconfig, so
the arbitrary choice tconfig would converge to 0 instead of
diverge.

In either case, we weren’t interested in the final re-
gressed values as the accuracy of a linear regression in
this system struggled to give accurate results. However,
following the work of Rocks, Ridout and Liu [38], we
hoped the hierarchy of values would be preserved and
could be used for classification. Effectively we wish to
calculate the cumulative distribution of regressed tconfig
or 1/tconfig values, wherein we expect the clogging state
to be an extrema, either the greatest (for tconfig) or the
least (for 1/tconfig). We found the median percentile of
clogging states was only slight different than 50 (60th
percentile for tconfig, 34th percentile for 1/tconfig). There
were a few factors that could contribute to this muddled
result. First, and most prominently, this was a much

smaller data set of ≈ 1500 flows using metal bearing balls
rather than quasi-2D grains. There were concerns of the
smaller radius bearing balls having a quasi-3D effect de-
pending on whether they were at the forward or rear
edge of the hopper. But ultimately this method involves
much of the same tools as the SVM’s presented above,
but through the lens of a newly quantified quantity that
may not be possible to predict. If a different, directly
measured quantity of the system could be used, perhaps
this method might prove a useful way to extrapolate from
the large amount of unused flow data.

7. Graph Neural Networks

Following the work in Ref. [39], Graph Neural Net-
works (GNN’s) offer a seemingly-natural approach to
the problem of clogging. The node and edge struc-
ture are well suited to describe the contact network
we believe to be crucial to the understanding of how
clogs form. While we experimented with many rep-
resentations of which data to include, the most com-
plete was as follows. Most nodes represents an indi-
vidual grain and encode the properties for that grain:
{x, y, r, dleft outlet, dright outlet, vx, vy}. In addition to the
nodes representing grains, we included two nodes of a
different size to represent the edges of the outlet, and a
third node to represent the bottom edge of the hopper.

To identify edges, a Delaunay triangulation was used
to identify spatially-neighboring nodes. Edges of greater
than 2 dL were pruned for being too far to consider ‘near
contact’. This neighbor network then formed a bidirected
graph wherein each neighbor pair was represented twice
as two directed edges in opposite directions. Additional
edges were then added for all the grains in the neigh-
borhood of the outlet edges, and any grain in contact
with the hopper bottom, with edges only going in the
direction of the hopper geometry out to the grains. Each
edge encoded the absolute, signed displacement of from
source to target (so edges of opposite direction would
have opposite sign) as well as the gaps between grains,
gapij = displacementij − ri − rj . As noted in the dis-
cussion above, we suspect these gaps or voids may be
critical to understanding clogging at the microstate level.
Finally, for training tasks where we attempted to identify
flowing from clogging as a global state, a global variable
was also included to represent this binary classification.

We attempted multiple training targets, listed in Ta-
ble II. The core question presented in this work, flowing
vs clogging, received similar results in the GNN as in the
linear SVM, approximately 57% classification accuracy
when training flowing vs clogging, and 99% accuracy for
flowing vs clogged. Given this is worse than the accura-
cies we find with the Convolutional Neural Nets, we are
unsure where the discrepancy lies. We speculate that a
different data representation may improve performance
as perhaps a symmetric representation of all contacts be-
lies the fundamental asymmetries that make clogging an
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TABLE II. The different training targets and their test set
accuracies using Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)

Training Goal Test Set Accuracy
Flowing vs Clogging (Global) 57%

Flowing vs Emptied Arch (Global) 99%
Flowing vs Clogging (Nodes) 50%

Binned Grain Velocities (Nodes) 22%
Sign of Grain Acceleration (Nodes) 66%

interesting phenomena in the first place.
Next we investigated a variety of per-grain training

protocols. First, we trained for whether individual grains
were flowing or clogging, as was originally outlined by
Thomas and Durian [11]. Unfortunately, this presents
difficulties since we expect many grains that are individ-
ually in a clogging state will continue flowing, as clogging
is a collective phenomenon when all the grains the region
of the outlet are clogging. When we labeled nodes as flow-
ing or clogging by the global state, we are accidentally
mislabeling many clogging grains as flowing. Whether
because of this approximation or other limitations, this
method yielded no increase in accuracy from the baseline
50% expected for a binary classification task.

We also attempted to predict node-based dynamic
quantities that could be proxies for clogging. We at-
tempted to predict binned grain velocities; we separated
the velocities present in our system into 10 bins and at-
tempted a 10 state classification task. We found a 22%
accuracy, which is an improvement over the baseline 10%.
Approximately 50% of grain velocities were within one
bin of the correct label, so one might consider a more
coarse-grained binning protocol, but ultimately it was
unclear what information could be gleaned from veloc-
ities that uncertain. Finally we attempted to predict
the sign of a grain’s acceleration, whether it was slowing
down or speeding up, which we were able to do with 66%
accuracy. Similar to the velocities, given the relatively
small increase above baseline 50%, we didn’t think this
warranted further investigation for what was ultimately
a proxy metric for the core investigation.

Appendix F: Predicting Individual Clog Formation

We next investigate the ability of the above methods
to predict a single clog event as a flow progresses. That
is, we observe the state prediction from each flow mi-
crostate over time C(t). We do this for the clogging- and
clogged-trained models, conceptualizing the latter as an
extreme case of our core investigation. In previous work
on particulate systems [20], a machine-learned quantity
(‘Softness’) was used to predict structural changes. Thus
we refer to any of our machine-learned outputs C(t) as
‘Clogginess,’ though unlike the above referenced work we
use both linear and nonlinear methods for manifesting
this prediction. We normalize the Clogginess values from
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FIG. 10. Signed distance from the hyperplane, Cloggi-
ness, versus flow time for clogging- and clogged-trained mod-
els aligned by the clogging frame. (a,b) Clogginess values are
averaged over 2000 flow events excluded from the training set
for the (a) clogging-trained and (b) clogged-trained models.
The standard deviation, not shown, is ≈ 5 for each curve.
(c,d) Clogginess versus flow time for a single example flow is
plotted for the (c) clogging-trained and (d) clogged-trained
models. In all plots the dashed black lines are plotted at 0
values as a guide to the eye.

each model to have a range of 2 as the overall magnitude
of this range is arbitrary. In Fig. 10, we plot the average
Clogginess value for each model vs time over 2000 flows,
aligned by the clogging frame.
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These results demonstrate a clear signal: the states be-
fore tclogging have a consistently negative average Cloggi-
ness value, and states of t ≥ tclogging have positive aver-
age Clogginess, with a rapid transition in between. This
transition occurs in one to four sampling times τ , in qual-
itative agreement with the Poissonian dynamics of previ-
ous work[11]. Of note, the models trained for flowing vs
clogged (Fig. 10b) have similar average Clogginess curves
but very different test-set accuracy, stemming from their
variation in fluctuation magnitude (Fig. 10d). The mod-
els trained for flowing vs clogging (Fig. 10a) have similar
test-set accuracies, while their average curves differ sig-
nificantly. We are at present unsure if the distinction
in average curves is a function of the choice of struc-
ture function, choice of normalization, or something else
entirely, but the discrepancy motivates a more direct ex-
amination of the structure function as is shown later in
this paper.

These results show that Clogginess is -on average- pre-
dictive of the onset of a clog, but does not translate to
the scale of a single flow event. The Clogginess values
for a single flow, as in Fig. 10c, lose the characteristic
features outlined above. For each case, the variance from
state to state is an order of magnitude higher than the
average signal, making individual predictions not useful.

Appendix G: Insensitivity to Particle Tracking
Uncertainties

In static stable packings grain-grain contact forces play
a major role, and hence there is a significant different
between grains that are in contact and those that are
infinitesimally away from contact. So it is natural to
wonder if inevitable limitations on experimental preci-
sion are the source of poor classification accuracies. To
investigate this we repeated our density grid SVM anal-
ysis on the same data but with artificial noise added
to each grain position in each microstate. Specifically,
we add Gaussian noise to the x and y positions of each
grain with zero mean and different standard deviations
σ0. We report the prediction accuracy for each noise level

with an effective noise strength σnoise ≡
√
σ2
0 + σ2

tracking.

σtracking = 0.14 mm ≈ 0.01dL represents the measured
uncertainty in our grain tracking, calculated from the
standard deviation in grain positions filmed under static
conditions.

We find that with noise that does not exceed the ex-
perimental uncertainty by over an order of magnitude
(σnoise ≤ 0.1dL), the accuracy does not substantially de-
crease, as shown in Figure 11. Over this range, we see
the feature weights in the cornerstone region reduce in
intensity as the noise increases, but remain the same in
sign and position, as shown in Fig. 11a to b. This sug-
gests that the same features remain available, but are re-
duced in salience (as expected). This also indicates that
our experimental uncertainty is likely not a limiting fac-
tor for the observed classification accuracies. For larger

noise, σnoise > 0.1dL, the accuracy degrades until it com-
pletely eliminates any relevant features and the system
cannot predict above random chance (50%). Comparing
the feature weights before (Fig. 11b) and after (Fig. 11c)
the change in accuracy, we see that the prediction moves
from small-scale grain positions at the outlet to (faint)
bulk densities. Overall, the addition of noise strengthens
the conclusion that the availability of potential corner-
stones is critical to differentiating clogging vs flowing,
and the model is sensitive to the cornerstone locations to
a length scale near 0.1dL.

Appendix H: Possible Future Directions

Given the wide range of possible machine learning al-
gorithms, we believe there are still many avenues to con-
tinue the investigation of clogging at scale. Using the
knowledge we gained in the development of the SVM’s
and CNN’s utilized in this paper, we believe one or more
of the following analyses may be fruitful.

1. Autoencoder for determining minimal space
representation of data

This work presents the first models we are aware of
that classify whether a state is going to continue flow-
ing or cause a clog. As such, it is difficult to identify
potential bottlenecks to our accuracy. In particular for
the nonlinear methods, are we limited by the data quan-
tity, variable representation, or the network complexity?
One possibility for restricting the phase space of possi-
ble analyses is an autoencoder. An autoencoder takes
in a representation of a state and attempts to reproduce
that state after being forced into a dimensionally-reduced
space. An autoencoder that successfully reconstructs the
input state could inform the minimal neural network ar-
chitecture required to describe a state in a CNN, for ex-
ample. Additionally, the dimensionally-reduced space,
or latent space, that input data is transformed into can
characterize the dimensionality of information included
in the state. How this latent space changes for con-
trolled changes in the input information could inspire
future choices of state description.

2. CNN using Gaussian density kernels of different
size

In this work we found nonlinear methods presented a
modest improvement over the more interpretable linear
SVM for classifying flowing and clogging states. How-
ever, we acknowledge our exploration of non-linear meth-
ods is nowhere near exhaustive. One avenue we would
explore in the future is alternate methods of data rep-
resentation for the CNN. We tried two methods: down-
sampling the full reconstruction and an abstract recon-
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FIG. 11. Effect of added noise to grain positions on SVM decision accuracy. (Left) SVM test set accuracy versus effective noise,

σnoise ≡
√

σ2
0 + σ2

tracking for clogging-trained (yellow circles) and clogged-trained (red squares) models. (a-d) Visualizations of

feature significance α maps for increasing added noise σ0. As we increase the injected noise from baseline (a), we initially see
no loss in test set accuracy and feature significance retains its overall structure but loses intensity (b). If the total noise exceeds
≈ 0.1dL the classification begins to lose accuracy. The largest magnitude features, those near the edges of the outlet, disappear
entirely (c) and as the noise is further increased all features lose significance (d).

struction where grains of different sizes were on different
layers. In both cases, the CNN only has access to local
length scales set by the size of the convolutional layers.
An alternate reconstruction method would using Gaus-
sian kernels of different sizes on the full reconstruction as
the layers of a single image. This might make features of
different sizes more accessible to the CNN.

3. Alternate Structure Functions: Gaps between
grains, Consistent Final Arch Placement

We believe the contact network throughout the hopper
could be invaluable to understanding how stable arches
form. Unfortunately, the contacts in our system are
frictional and our grains are not photoelastic, meaning

whether grains are in contact and whether those contacts
are loaded is not information we can access. That said,
one could consider directly parameterizing the gaps be-
tween grains as an approach to this subject. In combina-
tion with parameterizing the contact network, one could
consider spatially localizing parameters by the ‘arch’ field
of view. One explanation for why the cornerstones are
highlighted by the linear SVM, rather than keystones, is
the keystone for any given arch may exist in a wide va-
riety of locations, whereas the cornerstones were found
to be consistently located. For a linear combination of
area overlap functions, a signature of clogging appearing
in different locations is impossible to identify. If a ref-
erence point was chosen that should always include the
final arch, such as the shortest path from one cornerstone
to the other, then perhaps the linear SVM may still suc-
ceed.
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