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INTRODUCTION

Over the past decade, the investigation of machine learn-
ing (ML) within the field of nuclear engineering has grown
significantly. Nuclear engineering applications for ML range
from the prediction of fuel lattice parameters to anomaly de-
tection in power plant equipment. Most of the previous ML-
related work investigating these solutions has been performed
on a research scale with carefully designed ML experiments.
Many of the methods developed from this ML research are
approaching maturity [1], so studies will shift toward prac-
tical application. This next phase of investigation will help
determine the feasibility and usefulness of ML model imple-
mentation in a production setting.

Before these ML models are implemented within a nu-
clear code, a basic assessment of direct compatibility is first
required. Several of the codes used for reactor design and
assessment—including MCNP [2], CASMO/SIMULATE [3],
RELAP5 [4], and CTF [5], among others—are primarily writ-
ten in the Fortran language. Conversely, most ML model
design, training, testing, and manipulation is performed in
Python using either TensorFlow or PyTorch. The trained mod-
els are saved in a user-defined file format, such as HDF5 or
ONNX, to allow for rapid loading in other ML frameworks. A
custom framework is necessary to read these files and effec-
tively “load” a model’s architecture within Fortran.

This work presents a public framework that enables the
direct implementation of TensorFlow-trained models within
Fortran using the HDF5 file format to store the model. This
framework provides a fully native solution for deep neural net-
works (DNNs) [6] and Bayesian neural networks (BNNs) [7]
within Fortran without the dependence on Python runtime
environments, TensorFlow’s C API, or ONNX conversion.
This simple and lightweight implementation is suitable for
applications that require a large volume of predictions (e.g.,
within iterative solvers). The computational efficiency aspect
also provides the opportunity to effectively implement DNN
ensembles, which support uncertainty quantification (UQ) in
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addition to the BNN outputs’ inherent UQ capabilities. This
allows for confidence information to be provided for every pre-
diction, better informing on their qualities. Although this work
was originally developed to be used in CTF, it is completely
code agnostic and can be used in any Fortran deployment.

In this summary, the framework is described in detail, and
this description is followed by verification comparing the For-
tran predictions with those made in Python with TensorFlow.
This verification was accomplished with two demonstration
problems: (1) a noisy sinusoid and (2) the prediction of critical
heat flux (CHF) values.

IMPLEMENTATION

This framework is designed for simplicity in its implemen-
tation within the intended application. In this spirit, all compo-
nents related to model loading, data preprocessing, and predic-
tion are located within a single module—dnn_module.f90 in
the case of DNNs, or bnn_module.f90 in the case of BNNs.
In terms of files, the TensorFlow output HDF5 model file is
required. Because the training data was standardized in most
cases, the inputs used to create a prediction must also be stan-
dardized. The information associated with standardization
(x_mean, x_std, y_mean, and y_std) can easily be placed in
a metadata.h5 file from the TensorFlow script used to train
the model. Making a prediction involves four steps:

• Define the model structure (layers, neurons, activations)

• Load the weights and biases from the model file

• Load the standardization parameters from the meta-
data file

• Standardize the data and make a prediction

In the section of the target script that will call
dnn_module.f90 to make predictions, the user defines criti-
cal aspects of the model and directs the flow of data through
the prediction process. The model initializer is first called to
define the model’s architecture, initialize([N(l), N(l+1),
..., N(L)]), where N denotes the number of neurons for
each layer starting at the input layer l and ending at the out-
put layer L. The actual weights and biases are then loaded
by calling load_weights(model_path). The final step of
configuring the model is simply assigning the activation func-
tions. This step is accomplished by associating a proce-
dure pointer within the derived type for activations, as in
layer_activation(l)%func => relu_fn. The relu_fn
is one of five pre-included activation functions, along with
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elu_fn, selu_fn, softplus_fn, and tanh_fn. Other acti-
vation functions may be added at the discretion of the user.

If standardization is necessary, then the metadata file is
loaded by calling load_metadata(metadata_path). Once
the metadata file has been loaded, standardize(x_data,
x_mean, x_std) may be called for each input value (or
vector if the user is making multiple predictions from a
single call instead of calling for each prediction). This
function returns x_data after performing the standardiza-
tion. Finally, the prediction may be obtained by call-
ing y_pred = predict(x_data). Depending on whether
the model was trained with a standardized target, calling
unstandardize(y_data, y_mean, y_std) may be nec-
essary. Listing 1 is an example of what this workflow could
look like.

Listing 1. Example code in function form for the sinusoid
problem (with inputs x1 and x2). In practice, all initializa-
tion and model configuration would occur once in the main
program to avoid repeating for every function call.

1 real function predict_sinusoid_y(x1, x2, x_mean,
x_std, y_mean, y_std) result(y_pred)

2 real, intent(in) :: x1, x2
3 real, intent(in) :: x_mean(2), x_std(2),

y_mean(2), y_std(2)
4 real :: x_data(2) ! Hardcoded for two inputs
5 real :: y_temp
6

7 ! Neurons in each layer [Input, Hidden1, ...,
Output]

8 call initialize_network([2,16,16,1])
9

10 ! Read in weights, biases, and scaler info
11 call load_weights(model_path)
12 call load_metadata(metadata_path , x_mean,

y_mean, x_std, y_std)
13

14 ! Assign activations , defaults to ReLU
15 layer_activations(1)%func => relu_fn
16 layer_activations(2)%func => relu_fn
17 layer_activations(3)%func => no_activation
18

19 ! Combine input data into a single array
20 x_data(1) = x1
21 x_data(2) = x2
22

23 ! Standardize input vectors if needed
24 call standardize(x_data(1), x_mean(1), x_std

(1))
25 call standardize(x_data(2), x_mean(2), x_std

(2))
26

27 ! Make and collect prediction
28 y_temp = predict(x_data)
29

30 ! Transform output back to physical dimensions
31 call unstandardize(y_temp, y_mean(1), y_std(1)

)
32

33 ! Final prediction
34 y_pred = y_temp
35 end function predict_sinusoid_y

VERIFICATION

Verification is necessary to ensure that the predictions
made by the Fortran implementation accurately match those
produced in the Python TensorFlow environment. In this study,
verification was conducted using two reasonably complex test
cases followed by a nuclear engineering application. The
first test case involved a transformed sinusoidal function with
random Gaussian noise, taking two inputs and predicting the
corresponding y-value. Another test case featured a highly
nonlinear function with three inputs, again using the y-value
as the target. The nonlinear regression case is included in the
public repository but is omitted here for space considerations.
These cases were specifically designed to introduce sufficient
complexity, ensuring that agreement between the Fortran and
TensorFlow predictions is not merely due to simplicity (e.g.,
trivially predicting a linear function).

Test Case 1: Noisy Sinusoid

In the case of the noisy sinusoid, a dataset composed of
5,000 points was generated with 80% used for training and
20% used for testing. Although the goal of these test cases is
to assess the agreement between the Fortran and TensorFlow
implementations (which could be achieved regardless of the
accuracy of the model itself in predicting the test set), the
architectures were still optimized prior to training to achieve
reasonable error metrics. This was done using a traditional
random search space with 1000 prospective configurations.
The DNN model used two hidden layers, the BNN model used
three hidden layers, and both were trained to 500 epochs.

Deep Neural Networks

The results from the DNN model were first considered by
comparing 9 relevant error metrics between the implementa-
tions, along with the inference timing statistics. Because 20%
of the generated dataset was allocated for testing, predictions
were made for a total of 1000 input combinations. The Fortran
implementation was able to accomplish this in 5.1% of the
time that the TensorFlow counterpart used. This difference
represents a speedup factor of 19.6. A complete listing of the
9 performance metrics is provided in Table I. Both implemen-
tations show good agreement with only small differences. AE
denotes the absolute error, APE denotes the absolute percent-
age error, rRMSE denotes the relative root-mean-square error,
and Ferror > 10% denotes the fraction of relative error values
above 10%.

The residuals between the Fortran- and TensorFlow-based
predictions were then collected and plotted via histogram and
kernel density estimation (KDE), as shown in Fig. 1. Both
are centered close to zero, suggesting that systematic bias is
unlikely; in the absence of systematic bias, residuals are often
expected to exhibit a symmetric distribution around zero. The
spread is also relatively tight; nearly all residuals are enclosed
by ± 1.0 × 10−4 on a test set with bounds of 273.6 and 626.3.

Bayesian Neural Networks

Comparing the BNN model implementations is less
straightforward than comparing the DNN cases because sam-



TABLE I. Comparison of Fortran-based and TensorFlow-
based DNN predictions on the noisy sinusoid problem.

Metric Fortran TensorFlow Diff.

Mean AE 3.006936 3.006934 0.000002
Max AE 18.713116 18.713146 −0.000031
Min AE 0.002058 0.002068 −0.000010

Mean APE (%) 0.670924 0.670924 0.000000
Max APE (%) 3.950175 3.950181 −0.000006
Std APE (%) 0.614194 0.614194 0.000000

rRMSE (%) 0.009094 0.009094 0.000000
Ferror > 10% (%) 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
R2 0.998099 0.998099 −0.000000

Total predictions 1,000 1,000 –
CPU time (s) 0.006927 0.136597 −0.129670
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Fig. 1. Histogram and KDE plot of the Fortran–Tensorflow
DNN residual distribution.

pling of the posterior distribution is required. This sampling
requires randomness, meaning that a reliable random num-
ber generator (RNG) is needed. Although RNGs themselves
are not conceptually complicated, TensorFlow’s default RNG
implementation is more complex because of its underlying
algorithm and seeding mechanisms. For this reason, obtain-
ing identical values from the custom Fortran and TensorFlow
RNGs is not feasible, which can lead to differences between
predictions. To mitigate the effect of RNG variability and
to ensure a well-approximated posterior distribution, 20,000
samples were taken for each prediction. Totaling 20 million
samples, the Fortran implementation took 2.53 min, whereas
the TensorFlow counterpart took 20.26 min, meaning that the
speedup factor is 8.0. In practice, predictions could be well
converged at just 100 samples. In this case, the time elapsed
per sample-mean prediction would be 0.76 ms.

The same set of performance metrics from the DNN
model’s case is provided for the BNN model predictions in
Table II. Although the difference values are larger than those
of the DNNs, this is likely due to the different RNGs used,

despite the large volume of samples taken. Nonetheless, dif-
ferences are small and do not indicate any fundamental issues
within the backend mathematics.

TABLE II. Comparison of Fortran-based and TensorFlow-
based BNN predictions on the noisy sinusoid problem.

Metric Fortran TensorFlow Diff.

Mean AE 1.215148 1.214302 0.000846
Max AE 12.217185 12.298230 −0.081045
Min AE 0.000817 0.000489 0.000328

Mean APE (%) 0.261509 0.261255 0.000254
Max APE (%) 2.037004 2.049694 −0.012690
Std APE (%) 0.294219 0.294237 −0.000018

rRMSE (%) 0.003935 0.003934 0.000002
Ferror > 10% (%) 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
R2 0.999591 0.999591 0.000000

Total predictions 1,000 1,000 –
Samples/pred. 20,000 20,000 –
CPU time (s) 151.9441 1,215.8487 -1,063.9046

The histogram and KDE plots for the residuals are pro-
vided in Fig. 2. Both are well centered at zero with the ex-
pected shape. The spread is relatively larger than that of Fig. 1
but is still small compared with the magnitudes of the actual
predicted values, which also range from 273.6 to 626.3.
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Fig. 2. Histogram and KDE plot of the Fortran–Tensorflow
BNN residual distribution.

Test Case 2: Critical Heat Flux

The second test considers CHF, the point in a boiling
system at which there is a regime change from nucleate to
transition boiling. CHF is a safety-related parameter in nu-
clear systems. This test was chosen as a final verification prior
to the deployment of this framework within the CTF thermal-
hydraulics code to support study of CHF surrogate modeling.
To predict a CHF value, five inputs describing a tube channel



are used: diameter, heated length, pressure, mass flux, and
inlet subcooling. The dataset used for this experiment was a
filtered version of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission CHF
database used to construct the 2006 Groeneveld lookup ta-
bles [8] to only contain instances of dryout. This database was
previously shown to yield satisfactory results when used to
train a DNN [9].

Both DNN and BNN models were trained in the Tensor-
Flow environment, which achieved favorable error metrics on
the test set: 2.18% and 3.05% relative errors with less than
3% of all values greater than 10% error. Both of these mod-
els are more complex than those used for the noisy sinusoid
case. The DNN is structured with seven hidden layers, and the
BNN is structured with four. Time per prediction is increased
simply because of a larger number of calculations needed with
increasing complexity. Once these models were confirmed
to be well trained, they were exported and implemented with
the Fortran framework to make predictions on the same test
set (10% of the filtered dataset). This implementation was
configured identically to that which was later put into an ex-
perimental branch of CTF. As with the noisy sinusoid test case,
the differences between the Fortran-based predictions and the
TensorFlow-based predictions were taken in 9 key metrics,
which are presented in Table III.

TABLE III. Fortran-based and TensorFlow-based implementa-
tion difference values on the CHF verification problem.

Metric DNN BNN

Mean AE (kW m−2) 0.000011 −0.009558
Max AE (kW m−2) −0.000244 −0.309853
Min AE (kW m−2) −0.000244 −0.067495

Mean APE (%) −0.000001 −0.000195
Max APE (%) 0.000046 −0.011867
Std APE (%) 0.000002 0.004147

rRMSE (%) 0.000000 0.000027
Ferror > 10% (%) 0.000000 0.000000
R2 0.000000 −0.000001

Total predictions 919 919
Samples/pred. – 20,000
Speedup factor 13.576 4.795

CONCLUSIONS

This study presents a framework for implementing DNN
and BNN models in Fortran, allowing for native execution
without TensorFlow’s C API, Python runtime, or ONNX con-
version. Designed for ease of use and computational efficiency,
the framework can be implemented in any Fortran code, sup-
porting iterative solvers and UQ via ensembles or BNNs.

Verification was performed using a two-input, one-output
test case composed of a noisy sinusoid to compare Fortran-
based predictions to those from TensorFlow. The DNN pre-
dictions showed negligible differences and achieved a 19.6×
speedup, whereas the BNN predictions were observed with
minor disagreement, plausibly because of differences in ran-

dom number generation. An 8.0× speedup was noted for BNN
inference. The approach was then further verified on a nuclear-
relevant problem predicting CHF, which demonstrated similar
behavior along with significant computational gains. Discus-
sion regarding the framework’s successful integration into the
CTF thermal-hydraulics code is also included, outlining its
practical usefulness.

Overall, this framework was shown to be effective at im-
plementing both DNN and BNN model inference within For-
tran, allowing for the continued study of ML-based methods
in real-world nuclear applications. Future work will include
expanding support for Gaussian processes, enhancing UQ,
and improving automation and compatibility with additional
model formats.
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