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Abstract—Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) workloads are be-
coming increasingly common in science and engineering. They
involve the submission of thousands or even millions of similar
tasks with potentially unpredictable runtimes, where the total
number is usually not known a priori. A static one-size-fits-all
batch script would likely lead to suboptimal scheduling, and na-
tive schedulers installed on High-Performance Computing (HPC)
systems such as SLURM often struggle to efficiently handle such
workloads. In this paper, we introduce a new load balancing
approach suitable for UQ workflows. To demonstrate its efficiency
in a real-world setting, we focus on the GS2 gyrokinetic plasma
turbulence simulator. Individual simulations can be computa-
tionally demanding, with runtimes varying significantly—from
minutes to hours—depending on the high-dimensional input
parameters. Our approach uses the UQ and Modelling Bridge,
which offers a language-agnostic interface to a simulation model,
combined with HyperQueue which works alongside the native
scheduler. In particular, deploying this framework on HPC
systems does not require system-level changes. We benchmark
our proposed framework against a standalone SLURM approach
using GS2 and a Gaussian Process surrogate thereof. Our results
demonstrate a reduction in scheduling overhead by up to three
orders of magnitude and a maximum reduction of 38% in CPU
time for long-running simulations compared to the naı̈ve SLURM
approach, while making no assumptions about the job submission
patterns inherent to UQ workflows.

Index Terms—High-Performance Computing (HPC), Load Bal-
ancing, Task Scheduling, Gaussian Processes, Fusion

I. INTRODUCTION

Efficient scheduling of applications is critical for achiev-
ing high performance on large compute clusters. Traditional
resource and job management software such as SLURM [1],
PBS [2] or LoadLeveler [3] are designed to schedule large,
long-running, homogeneous applications. Ahn et al. [4] note
that on production clusters at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory 48.1% of jobs now involve submission of at least
100 identical jobs within a short time frame. In other words,
workloads consisting of a large number of simple tasks are
quickly becoming the norm. For these types of small tasks,
traditional schedulers require users to manually balance their

workloads, either by submitting large numbers of jobs quickly
or by manually aggregating these tasks. Both approaches
commonly lead to suboptimal resource utilisation.

An area in which these types of workload are particularly
prevalent is Uncertainty Quantification (UQ). Whether it is
uncertainty propagation or Bayesian inference [5], the same
simulation is run thousands of times with different input
parameters. This is true for a wide range of algorithms; to
list just a few Latin hypercube, quasi-Monte Carlo, ADVI,
HMC, and NUTS [6]–[8]. In this paper, we will focus UQ
workloads enabled by the the UQ and Modelling Bridge (UM-
Bridge) framework [9], [10], a universal interface that makes
numerical models accessible from any programming language
or higher-level software, with a main focus on UQ. It consists
of an Hypertext Transfer Protocol (HTTP) that can query the
model for evaluations and several types of derivatives.

As a realistic use-case, we apply our methods to simulations
of plasma micro-turbulence. Plasma turbulence determines
the heat confinement properties of fusion reactors. Direct
numerical calculation of the transport coefficients and the
micro-instabilities that form the turbulence is computationally
expensive and is a significant bottleneck in fusion plasma
modelling [11]. The considerable number of geometric and
thermodynamic parameters, the interactions that influence
these coefficients and the resolutions needed to accurately
resolve these modes, make direct numerical simulation for
parameter space exploration computationally extremely chal-
lenging. The runtime of the simulation varies strongly between
a few minutes up to several hours on a single node with
two AMD EPYC 7702 64-core processors. Furthermore, the
simulation runtime is not easily predicted for a given set
of inputs. Therefore, significant effort is being invested in
the production of machine-learnt surrogate models built from
datasets of thousands of simulations [12]–[17].

The end goal in our use case is the computation of multiple
integrals for a given set of input parameters, as described in
[18]. Such computations are common in UQ workflows, where
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objectives often include evaluating expectations of quantities
of interest or determining the maximum a posteriori prob-
ability point. Efficient evaluation of these integrals requires
numerous forward model evaluations at different integration
points. These evaluations are not always embarrassingly paral-
lel, e.g. due to dependencies between integration points, such
as in adaptive quadrature methods. Additionally, significant
variations in runtime across integration points complicate
scheduling.

On High-Performance Computing (HPC) systems, one ap-
proach to this scheduling problem would be to incorporate
both the physical (forward) model and the UQ algorithm
into one monolithic implementation. This approach can be
facilitated by, e.g. Dask [19] and Ray [20]. Both are Python
libraries for parallel computing which can be embedded as
meta-schedulers within a larger job managed by traditional
HPC schedulers. This allows for fine-grained scheduling of
tasks but requires the user to manually handle resource
allocation by manually creating new SLURM/PBS jobs in
order to utilise more resources. This manual handling may
lead to a worse user experience and resource underutilisation.
Dask and Ray are specific to Python workloads, and do not
work out of the box as a generalised solution for any tasks
written in other languages. In many real world settings, the
main bottleneck of Dask lies in its runtime overhead [21].
Furthermore, these approaches require the UQ specialist and
the application specialist to collaborate throughout the project.
The UQ algorithm and modelling software need to be written
in compatible languages and use compatible parallelisation
techniques, furthering the complexity of incorporating such
an approach.

Alternatively, it is possible to use workflow management
tools such as Snakemake [22] that can aggregate multiple
tasks into groups. This helps reduce the number of jobs
submitted and thereby decreases the overhead introduced by
HPC schedulers such as SLURM/PBS. The main limitation
is that Snakemake performs this grouping eagerly, i.e. prior
to the execution of tasks. This means that tasks are not
dynamically balanced or scheduled in real-time, leading to
sub-optimal node and core utilisation. Merlin [23] also offers
load balancing and automatic task aggregation. However, the
load balancing capabilities is constrained since Merlin requires
users to define task queues with fixed concurrency—meaning
no dynamic resource allocation. This tool is also complicated
to set up, as it has dependencies on multiple external ser-
vices, making it less accessible for many potential users. In
contrast, HyperQueue (HQ) [24] has minimal dependencies,
it is deployable to a large number of systems and allow
for dynamical load balancing across all allocated nodes and
CPU cores. HQ does this by deploying a lightweight server
that manages the task scheduling and distribution across the
computing cluster. This is similar to Kubernetes, where it
coordinates a network of worker nodes that execute these
tasks. These worker nodes can be manually designated or
spawned on demand with a worker allocation—allowing for
the scaling of compute resources with workload demands. This

setup not only improves resource utilisation across the cluster,
but also reduces the overhead and complexity associated with
managing a large number of low-complexity tasks. Similar
tools such as QCG-PilotJob have been proposed in the context
of the VECMAtk project [25] to integrate with the EasyVVUQ
framework.

This paper will address the challenges associated with
effectively distributing a large number of loosely-coupled
tasks across existing HPC environments. In order to simplify
the shift towards better scheduling solutions, we investigate
methods that can function atop existing HPC schedulers
without requiring wide system-level changes or administrative
privileges. We also aim to minimise the technical expertise
required, making utilising HPC resources with low complexity
tasks easier for application specialists, such as engineers or
geophysicists. We use the UM-Bridge framework [10], which
has been designed to improve accessibility of state-of-the-
art UQ methods. It originally provided configurations mainly
for use on smaller, self-administered clusters and cloud-based
scaling using Kubernetes. In this paper we extend its use to
classical HPC systems by introducing a new load balancer that
integrates with SLURM.

We will first introduce the principles behind the UM-Bridge
protocol and the existing cloud-native Kubernetes implemen-
tation as a direct comparison to the work of this paper. We will
then demonstrate a custom load balancer implementation for
UM-Bridge using HQ. To validate the proposed solution in a
realistic setting, we provide a real-world case study involving
evaluations of the gyrokinetic plasma turbulence simulator
GS2, as well as a Gaussian Process (GP) surrogate of the
same simulation.

II. LOAD BALANCERS AND UM-BRIDGE

This section outlines the integration of UM-Bridge with
applications, covering containerisation strategies and our new
load balancing solution which utilises HQ.

A. UM-Bridge

Many UQ algorithms consist of repeated evaluation of a so-
called forward model with different input parameters. These
forward models, which represent complex physical systems,
can be computationally intensive. For example, the most
demanding evaluation of the GS2 model in our experiments
required approximately three hours of computation on 8 cores
of AMD EPYC 7702 processor. However, this runtime applies
to the linear mode of the GS2 simulation, which simplifies
the system by assuming perturbations grow or decay without
coupling to other modes. Nonlinear simulations, which capture
the full dynamics of turbulence and include mode coupling,
are orders of magnitude more computationally expensive.

UM-Bridge [9], [10] was introduced to link such forward
models with UQ software non-intrusively. Through this link
between UQ software and forward models, it is possible to
introduce parallelisation to both the forward model and the
UQ algorithm. The main aim is to provide non-experts a
straightforward starting point for scaling up their applications.
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Fig. 1. Top: Pre-defined Kubernetes configuration for parallel instances of any UM-Bridge model container. Bottom: Load balancer configuration for parallel
instances of any UM-Bridge model container.

In the abstract, we define a model simply as a map

F : Rn → Rm,

taking a parameter vector θ onto a model output F (θ). This
map will be evaluated at a finite set of points {θ}Ni=0. These
points may be known a-priori as in most propagation algo-
rithms or in the construction of surrogate models; or depend
on previous points as in the Bayesian inversion setting. Some
UQ algorithms also require derivatives of F , usually in terms
of a Jacobian or Hessian.

The key idea behind UM-Bridge is to implement the above
abstract mathematical interface directly in software. We treat
UQ algorithms and numerical models as separate applications,
linked only through an HTTP based network protocol as
clients and servers. The role of the load balancer is to then
distribute the evaluation requests {F (θi)}Ni=0 across the avail-
able nodes/CPU cores. Note that the UQ algorithm handles
data dependencies and the load balancer only distributes the
resulting requests.

B. Containerisation

To facilitate reproducibility and system independence, UM-
Bridge uses containerisation. This approach is well suited
to cloud environments, where Kubernetes can orchestrate the
containerised workloads [26]. In particular, the use of Kuber-
netes allows UM-Bridge users to dynamically scale computa-
tional resources as needed, which is particularly helpful for the
variable workload demands of some UQ algorithms [27]. The
most prominent issue with this approach, however, is the cost,
as this can easily skyrocket depending on resource demand and
utilisation. For users who have access to alternative resources
such as a HPC cluster, it is important to be able to utilise these
effectively.

In classical HPC systems, containerisation remains valuable,
as it provides portability and reproducibility by simplifying
deployment across systems. HPC applications often come with
complex software dependencies, sometimes not all required
software dependencies are installed on a given cluster. Even
when users install software locally, such as by building from
source, they may encounter conflicts due to incompatible
software versions. Containers address these challenges by
allowing users to package all necessary dependencies along
with the application into a self-contained environment. This
eliminates the need for manual installation on the cluster.
However, achieving optimal integration often requires adapting
container orchestration to align with the scheduling constraints
and resource management policies of traditional HPC systems,
such as SLURM or PBS.

While Docker stands out as the de facto standard of con-
tainers, it is widely considered unsuitable for HPC usage due
to security concerns [28]. Furthermore, HPC focuses on ap-
plication performance, this means containers must exploit the
underlying hardware efficiently to match the system utilisation
of non-containerised applications. Numerous studies indicate
Singularity containers achieved near baremetal efficiency. This
makes Singularity a good candidate for containerised work-
loads in HPC [29], [30].

The Kubernetes setup is shown at the top of Figure 1. UQ
clients may send multiple concurrent evaluation requests to the
cluster. Through model side load balancing and the abstraction
UM-Bridge provides, the parallelisation strategies of UQ and
model codes are fully separated, and thread parallelism or
asynchronous code will typically suffice on the UQ side [10].
Message Passing Interface (MPI) parallelism across containers
is also supported by this Kubernetes configuration, albeit
with some minor assumptions on how the container images
are constructed. This provides UM-Bridge containers with



full MPI support and an additional shared file system while
running in a (containerised) standard software environment. A
performance study in [10] has shown the Kuberenetes setup
scales well up to 5600 virtual CPUS.

C. SLURM and HyperQueue Integration

HQ was designed to handle the submission of many small
jobs [24], similar to the job array function in SLURM.
However, HQ offers more flexibility in the specification of
resources among jobs, which helps with scheduling efficiency
and usability. In order to use HQ for UQ workflows, we have
written an interface that passes UM-Bridge client requests to
an UM-Bridge model server via HQ. This interface, the load
balancer, is shown at the bottom of Figure 1. It was written in
C++, and dynamically registers and manages a pool of model
servers distributed across a server cluster environment. We
offer SLURM and HQ as two scheduling backends for the
load balancer. This was conceptualised to function similarly
to the Kubernetes load balancer, yet is specifically tailored for
on-premise HPC systems.

In both backends, the load balancer acts as an intermediate
abstraction layer that facilitates the deployment of concurrent
model servers onto HPC compute nodes in the presence of a
parallel client utilising the UM-Bridge interface. Functionally,
it operates like a proxy, dynamically handling incoming client
requests in a first-come, first-served manner. When requests
arrive, the load balancer adaptively spawns model server
instances on the HPC system by submitting jobs to one of the
available backends—either SLURM or HQ—and subsequently
routes evaluation requests to these instances. For the SLURM
backend, this means directly submitting a SLURM job to a
compute node with sbatch. For the HQ backend, the load
balancer utilises HQ for the resource allocation and server task
distribution instead. In a sense, HQ is a “plugin” scheduler
that works on top of SLURM; it manages its own queue
where the jobs are submitted and eventually distributed to
the allocated nodes. The resources requested by HQ does
not necessarily need to be a single large SLURM allocation,
instead multiple shorter allocations may be requested by the
interface and filled with evaluations as needed. We emphasise
none of the backends interfere nor modify the behaviour of
the native scheduler.

In a shared HPC system, spamming the scheduler queue
with many jobs is discouraged because it reduces the schedul-
ing efficiency and bloats the queue. Unfortunately, non-
intrusive UQ methods often involve sampling, which requires
submitting many small to medium jobs in a small time span
[31]. Launching individual SLURM jobs incurs significant
overhead, making this method of submitting jobs less effi-
cient for certain workloads. This happens, for example, when
simulations exhibit irregular or unpredictable runtimes. In
a SLURM script, users typically set the time limit to the
maximum expected runtime, but this can introduce scheduling
inefficiencies due to grossly overstating the required time limit.
When a batch consists of a large number of jobs, only a few
may be computationally expensive, while the majority run

much more quickly. This mismatch results in underutilised
resources, as the scheduler allocates resources for the full time
limit, even for jobs that complete well before the maximum
runtime is reached. HQ is able to bypass this problem by
specifying a job time request in addition to a job time limit.
The time request acts as a guide to the scheduler on how long
each job is expected to run, whereas the time limit does not
impact the scheduling, it only prevents the job from running
indefinitely.

TABLE I
MAIN FEATURE COMPARISON FOR THE THREE CONFIGURATIONS OF LOAD

BALANCERS SUPPORTED IN THE UM-BRIDGE FRAMEWORK AND THE
STANDALONE SLURM SETUP.

UM-Bridge UM-Bridge UM-Bridge SLURM
Kubernetes HQ SLURM only

Containerisation Required Optional Optional Optional
Multi-node ✓ Experimental ✓ ✓
Concurrent
Jobs

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Dependent
Tasks

Experimental ✓* ✓ ✓

Flexible Job
Time

× ✓ × ×

Scheduler HA Proxy HQ SLURM SLURM
* Only available through their Python API.

Table I outlines the key features and capabilities of UM-
Bridge with Kubernetes, HQ, and SLURM configurations,
compared against standalone SLURM. The comparison high-
lights containerisation support, multi-node support, the ability
to run concurrent jobs, and support for dependent tasks. Note
that flexible job times are supported only by the HQ-based
implementation. The scheduler column identifies the primary
tool used in each configuration.

Most HPC codes use MPI to enable inter-node commu-
nication, allowing applications to scale across hundreds or
thousands of compute nodes. For UQ workflows involving
large-scale simulations, schedulers must provide robust multi-
node support. The main challenge for the UQ setting is
allowing another “outer” layer of parallelisation around the
MPI parallel forward model evaluations.

Certain UQ workflows, particularly those with parallelisable
task graphs, significantly benefit from explicitly defining task
dependencies within the algorithm when submitting batch
jobs to a scheduler. For instance, UQ workflows that involve
Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods require a well-defined
dependency structure to manage sequential evaluations, as
each step in the chain depends on the results of the previous
iteration. Table I shows which load balancing approaches take
task dependencies into consideration while scheduling.

D. Configuration example

This section presents brief Python code examples demon-
strating three core features of UM-Bridge: setting up a model
server, connecting a client to the server for making requests,
and configuring a load balancer with HQ for efficient resource
utilisation.



The model server in UM-Bridge handles requests from
the client for model evaluations. Below is an example code
snippet of setting up a simple server for a simulation model:

import umbridge
c l a s s ExampleModel ( umbridge . Model ) :

def i n i t ( s e l f ) :
super ( ) . i n i t ( ” modelname ” )

[ . . . ]
def c a l l ( s e l f , p a r a m e t e r s , c o n f i g ) :

”””
COMMANDS TO RUN SIMULATION
”””

[ . . . ]
model = ExampleModel ( )
p o r t = i n t ( os . g e t e n v ( ”PORT” , 4 2 4 2 ) )
umbridge . s e r v e m o d e l s ( [ model ] , p o r t )

This code sets up a model and serves it on port 4242. The
server listens for incoming evaluation requests.

A client can connect to the model server via HTTP and
send evaluation requests. Here’s an example of a client making
requests:

import a r g p a r s e
p a r s e r = a r g p a r s e . Argumen tPa r se r ( )
p a r s e r . add argument ( ' u r l ' , me tava r = ' u r l ' , type = s t r )
a r g s = p a r s e r . p a r s e a r g s ( )
model = umbridge . HTTPModel ( a r g s . u r l , ” modelname ” )
”””
CODE FOR UQ ALGORITHM
”””
[ . . . ]
model ( inpu t pa ram , c o n f i g )

Each load balancer job begins by executing a bash script
that initialises a model server. This script generates a random
port for the model server to listen on and writes the server’s
network address and port information to a text file. The
load balancer subsequently reads this file to register with the
model server. Once registered, our new load balancer performs
periodic health checks to monitor the server and distribute
client requests according to the configured load balancing
strategy. Below is an example of configuring HQ for load
balancing:

# ! / b i n / bash
hq a l l o c add s lu rm −−time − l i m i t = 0 0 : 1 0 : 0 0 \

−− b a c k l o g 1 \
−−worker −per − a l l o c 1 \
−−max−worker − c o u n t 1 \
−− −p s h a r e d −−mem=4G

This configuration specifies a SLURM-based allocation for a
single worker, limiting the runtime to 10 minutes with 4 GB
of memory. The --backlog option limits the number of
pending requests to one, while --worker-per-alloc and
--max-worker-count ensure each allocation contains a
single worker.

III. GYROKINETIC PLASMA APPLICATIONS

In this section we briefly introduce the GS2 plasma turbu-
lence simulation and a GP surrogate model thereof. Running
a GS2 simulation is a fairly typical HPC usage, involving
large-scale, computationally intensive simulations. The resul-
tant tasks demand significant resources but can still exhibit
embarrassingly parallel characteristics in certain workloads. In

contrast, predictions using the GP surrogate model are compu-
tationally inexpensive, but when executed naı̈vely, overheads
can quickly dominate the total runtime. These examples are
intended to serve as demonstrative use cases. Our proposed
method is suitable for handling problems with similar charac-
teristics across a variety of domains. In many UQ workflows,
both evaluations of the GP surrogate and the full simulation
are needed in dependence of previous evaluations, see e.g.
[27], [31], [32].

A. GS2

GS2 [33] is an implicit gyrokinetic plasma simulator devel-
oped to study low frequency turbulence in magnetised plasma
by solving the Vlasov-Maxwell system of equations. The
equation has the form

∂Fa

∂t
+

∂X⃗

∂t
· ∇Fa +

∂v∥

∂t

Fa

∂v∥
= 0, (1)

where Fa = Fa(x⃗, v∥, µ) is the gyrocenter distribution func-
tion for species a represented in full 5D phase space, x⃗ is the
three-dimensional vector of coordinates of the guiding center
of a particle, v∥ is the velocity coordinate along the magnetic
field line, and µ = v2⊥/2B is the magnetic moment (a con-
served quantity), where v⊥ is the velocity in the perpendicular
direction and B is the magnetic field strength. It is mainly used
for calculating key properties of a turbulent plasma to improve
understanding of microinstabilities in plasmas produced in a
laboratory.

There are two ways to initialise GS2, either as an initial
value solver where the simulation ends the moment an unstable
mode is found or as an eigenvalue solver where it finds all the
eigenvalue pairs for a given parameter set; all of the experi-
ments presented are linear and ran in the initial value solver
mode. Due to this, the runtime depends heavily on the input
parameters as some are more unstable than others—it varies
between the order of minutes to hours using a compute node
with two AMD EPYC 7702 64-cores processor in some cases.
Furthermore, the simulation runtime is not easily predicted for
a given set of inputs. The associated computational challenges
motivated the development of a reliable reduced order model
using a GP [12], [15], [17]. Our GS2 benchmark closely
follows the simulation as it was ran in the cited work, where
the authors varied seven input parameters to find unstable
modes known as micro-tearing modes. The description of the
inputs is shown on Table II. We sample from the same set of
input parameters using the Latin Hypercube sampler. However,
our benchmark converges to a different unstable mode known
as a kinetic ballooning mode. These modes are more relevant
to Tokamak transport modelling and can be run at lower
resolution leading to a decreased computational cost.

B. Gaussian Process Surrogate

A GP is typically used as a surrogate model for complex
and lengthy numerical simulations. This approach has gained
traction recently over other conventional black-box methods



TABLE II
THE INPUT PARAMETERS VARIED IN THE GS2 SIMULATIONS.

Input name Minimum Maximum

Safety factor 2 9
Magnetic shear 0 5
Electron density gradient 0 10
Electron temperature gradient 0.5 6
Ratio of plasma pressure to magnetic pressure 0 0.3
Electron–ion collision frequency 0 0.1
Bi-normal mode wavelength 0 1

(e.g. neural networks) due to its interpretability and rigorous
treatment of uncertainties coming from Bayesian statistics.

Formally, a GP [34], [35] is defined as a stochastic process
(a collection of random variables) such that any finite number
of which have a joint Gaussian distribution, i.e. the function
value f(x) for each input vector x is a random variable
satisfying the above property. Alternatively, identical results
can be reached by considering in terms of a Bayesian linear
regression setting f(x) = ϕ(x)⊤w for some basis function
ϕ(x) with a Gaussian prior placed over its weights w.

In both cases, the GP is written as

f(x) ∼ GP (m(x), cov(x,x′)), (2)

where m is the mean function to provide a-priori structure
from the dataset, and cov(x,x′) is the covariance function
(also known as a kernel) that measures the covariance of pairs
of points in the input space and map them into a semi-positive
definite matrix. These two functions completely specifies a GP,
though the mean function is often set to zero or other constant
for simplicity. On the other hand, the choice of kernel strongly
impacts the quality of the prediction. Once conditioned on ob-
served data, the mean of the posterior probability distribution
f̄(x∗) gives the output prediction at input x∗, whereas the
standard deviation sets the uncertainty away from the mean.
Figure 2 shows an example figure of a GP conditioned on
artificially generated data points. Assuming the observations
y were corrupted by independent and identically distributed
additive Gaussian noise with standard deviation σn, the mean
and variance of the posterior distribution V are given by

f̄(x∗) = k(x,x∗)
⊤(k(x,x) + σ2

nI)
−1y(x), (3)

V[f(x∗)] = k(x∗,x∗)

− k(x,x∗)
⊤(k(x,x) + σ2

nI)
−1k(x,x∗),

(4)

where I is the identity matrix and k(x,x∗) is the kernel
measuring the correlation between data points x and x∗. In
addition to conditioning the GP model to the experimental
data, the dominant computations here are matrix operations
on k, notably matrix inversion.

In a similar spirit to the GS2 benchmark, the GP model we
use for benchmarking is pre-trained and derived from [12],
where it accepts the same 7 input parameters and outputs
2 scalar quantities—namely, mode growth rate and mode
frequency.

C. Computing the Quantity of Interest

The end goal in our use case is the computation of multiple
integrals for a set of high-dimensional input parameters. The
integrals of interest in our application have the form:

Qql,s = Q0Λ
α−1

(
1

ρ∗cs

)
∫

dky
1

θ0,max

∫ θ0,max

0

dθ0
Ql,s(ky, θ0)

Ql(ky, θ0)
Λ̂(ky, θ0), (5)

which calculates a quantity of interest typically found in
nuclear fusion research [36]. This is an example of a quasi-
linear saturation rule where non-linear fluxes are approximated
using the results of linear simulations. More details on this
integral are presented in [18], see equation (3.6).

Fig. 2. Top: Three functions drawn from a GP posterior distribution where ×
are 4 training data points. Bottom: Mean and uncertainty obtained from the
trained GP. Again, × represents 4 training data points, and the shaded blue
region corresponds to the 95% confidence interval.

We can approximate (5) with quadrature rules or Monte
Carlo methods. However, computing (5) can become infeasible
since the accuracy of the numerical solution depends on the
number of evaluated points. By approximating the integrand
with a GP surrogate, we can control the cost by balancing
the prediction uncertainty of the GP and the precision of the
numerics. It is also common to couple the GP surrogate model
with an acquisition function to make informative guesses in
exploring the parameter space to make adaptive update to



the GP. Similar ideas are known as Bayesian quadrature, and
explored in [37], [38].

The purpose of the integral evaluations in our experiments is
to demonstrate how quickly the forward map or GP surrogate
can compute these values, as a proxy for the efficiency of our
scheduling approach. Since this is not a fusion-focused study,
we do not present the final results of the integral computations.
Instead, the evaluations in the results section illustrate the po-
tential speedups that can be obtained by improving scheduling
efficiency of the necessary evaluations of GS2 and the GP
surrogate.

IV. PERFORMANCE TESTING

All benchmarks were run on the Hamilton8 supercomputer
hosted by Durham University. The code and experimental data
are publicly available on GitHub1. The system operates on
Rocky Linux 8, and provides a total of 15,616 CPU cores,
36TB RAM and 1.9PB disk space, spread over 122 compute
nodes (120 standard nodes plus 2 high memory nodes), which
are connected via Infiniband HDR 200GB/s high performance
interconnect, with a 2.6:1 fat tree topology formed of non-
blocking islands of up to 26 nodes. We run our experiments
solely on the standard nodes. Each standard nodes consists
of 128 CPU cores (2x AMD EPYC 7702), 256GB RAM
(246GB available to users) and 400GB local SSD storage. Hy-
perthreading is disabled across all nodes to minimise resource
contention between threads for the consistency and reliability
of results.

The Hamilton8 supercomputer is active with approximately
60 online users and 700 running jobs at the time of testing.
We did not request exclusive access or special priority queues,
ensuring that our jobs were treated the same as any other
submission. The experiments were spread out and performed
over several days to ensure subsequent submissions have the
same priority. This is because the SLURM on our system
deprioritises a user’s submissions once they have reached a
certain number of submissions. At its core, the HQ implemen-
tation relies on the native SLURM installation in the system,
so the deprioritisation of jobs applies there as well.

Additionally, we wish to highlight several issues encoun-
tered on the Hamilton8 system, along with their corresponding
workarounds. Currently, UM-Bridge relies on a text file to
communicate the IP address and port number of the model
running on the compute node to the load balancer. One issue
observed was that the text file, although written, was not
visible to the load balancer. This was found to be due to
the filesystem not updating in a timely manner. To address
this, we manually integrated the sync command into the
load balancer’s source code, ensuring that the filesystem is
refreshed before the file is accessed. These issues are likely
specific to our testbed, possibly related to inadequate filesys-
tem caching or the I/O-intensive nature of the tasks conducted
during the experiments. Our collaborators did not encounter
these problems on the Helix supercomputer at Heidelberg
University, where similar experiments were conducted.

1https://github.com/chun9l/UMBridge Loadbalancer

A. Metrics

The simplest way to compare the performance between
schedulers is by looking at the total execution time of the
respective benchmark. While this clearly indicates which
scheduler yields better performance, it is specific to the
finished benchmark only, i.e. non-transferable, and does not
directly expose the scheduling overhead which is the focus of
this paper.

There are many ways to express this quantity, most of them
involve comparing the CPU utilisation time and a measured
runtime. For simplicity, the total runtime of a job (makespan)
is assumed to be separable into two mutually exclusive additive
parts: scheduling overhead, and CPU time. To clarify, this
CPU time is defined for the job submitted to the scheduler
rather than only at the application, this means the timer begins
when the job starts. Additionally, we deliberately include the
queueing time into the scheduling overhead, but one can argue
that the inclusion of queuing time is inappropriate because
it is dependent on the system utilisation. Indeed, resource
allocation is easier in an empty cluster than one which is
running at full capacity. The scheduler’s responsibility is to
allocate resources to submitted jobs regardless of the system
utilisation, hence we include queuing time as a part of the
overhead.

In [39] a list of useful comparison metrics is presented, one
of which is the Schedule Length Ratio (SLR). We adopt this
metric to compare the efficiency of different schedulers. The
SLR is defined by

SLR =
makespan∑

i Ci
,

where makespan is the length of the output schedule, and
Ci is the compute time of the ith task. SLR represents the
actual elapsed time utilisation as a multiplier of program
CPU time utilisation. For instance, a factor of 1.0 implies
perfect utilisation—i.e. the lower bound with zero scheduler
overhead, whereas a factor of 3.0 implies that the total elapsed
time was 3x longer than expected—i.e. the scheduler took 2x
longer than the total program execution time in its execution
overhead.

B. Benchmarks

As a reference, we use Python scripts to pseudo-load-
balance the job submissions, independent of UM-Bridge,
because this is the predominant method among users of the
fusion simulator GS2 who submit a batch of 1000 jobs at
a time with this method. We chose not to use the SLURM
backend in UM-Bridge to compare directly against the HQ
backend because it was designed as a simpler alternative. Since
it submits individual SLURM jobs without altering the core
scheduling mechanism, there is no performance gains over our
baseline approach and was not included in our performance
evaluation. Nevertheless, we provide some benchmark results
from the SLURM backend in Appendix A.

In addition to the GS2 and GP evaluations, we present a
simpler problem that computes the eigenvalues and the corre-

https://github.com/chun9l/UMBridge_Loadbalancer
https://github.com/chun9l/UMBridge_Loadbalancer


TABLE III
THE RESOURCES REQUESTED BY EACH BENCHMARK.

eigen-100 eigen-5000 gs2 GP

SLURM Allocation Time
(mins)

1 5 240 1

HQ Allocation Time
(mins)

10 60 36000 10

HQ Job Time Request
(mins)

1 5 15 1

HQ Job Time Limit (mins) 5 10 240 5
SLURM/HQ CPUs 1 1 8 1
SLURM/HQ RAM (GB) 4 4 32 4
Expected time to solution
(mins)

0.01 2 [1,180] 0.1

sponding right eigen-vectors of a randomly generated square
matrix. The Numpy [40] function numpy.linalg.eig is
employed to solve the eigenproblem, this function calls the
solver _geev from LAPACK [41] behind the scenes. Note
that this benchmark is memory bound since the matrices are
not sparse. However, these benchmarks are still comparatively
cheap and easy to compute. We refer to the problem of
solving for a size 100 and 5000 system as eigen-100 and
eigen-5000 respectively.

For each example application, we perform two sets of
experiments consisting of 100 evaluations on both schedulers,
where either two or ten jobs were allowed in the queue, i.e.
we maintain a fixed number of jobs in the queue throughout
the course of the experiment. This intends to mimic the
behaviour of a user submitting jobs one after the other, up
to a predefined threshold. For the purpose of clarity, we
refer a benchmark as the set of 100 evaluations performed
on an example application. The series of evaluation in each
benchmark were generated with the same random seed for
repeatability across different runs. For example, matrices in the
eigen-100 benchmark are the same for all 100 evaluations,
and the input parameters for GS2 are sampled from a seeded
Latin hypercube sampler. Hence, runtime variations from any
repeated benchmark do not originate from the benchmark
problem. These fluctuations are related to the hardware itself
as well as the load of the cluster at the time of the experiment.

The resources requested by an application are constant
throughout the benchmarks, doing so enforces fairness of the
experiments. As the time request works differently in SLURM
and HQ, we set the time limit in SLURM to be the expected
maximum runtime. There are 3 time settings in HQ that we
specify: allocation time limit, job time limit, and job time
request, where the latter two were mentioned in Section II.
We pass the total expected runtime (for all 100 runs) as the
allocation time, then the job times are set so that the time
request corresponds to the minimum expected runtime for
each iteration, and the time limit to the maximum expected
runtime. We add a buffer of additional time to these time
requests to allow for runtime variation. Table III shows the
actual resources request submitted to the respective scheduler
for each benchmark.

V. SCHEDULER COMPARISON

We present our experimental results as boxplots in Figures 3
and 4. In each of these figures, results for the four different test
cases are shown. Each application is listed on the x-axis with
the left (blue) boxes representing data collected from SLURM,
while the right (red) boxes represent data from HQ. The six
plots in Figure 3 provide a detailed breakdown of the timings
discussed in Section IV, and Figure 4 displays the SLR for
the two types of experiments conducted, i.e. for the cases of
two and ten jobs filling the queue respectively.

All times were obtained from the native logs recorded by
SLURM and HQ respectively. HQ logs all of its timings
with an accuracy to milliseconds. Unfortunately, SLURM only
records with granularity of up to seconds, with the exception
of CPU time where it is accurate to microseconds. We derive
the scheduler overhead by subtracting the CPU time from the
makespan. Thus, extra checks were needed for logs produced
by SLURM to prevent getting erroneous results such as a
negative overhead. If the run is fast enough that the makespan
is zero, we set it to the CPU time and assume zero scheduler
overhead instead.

On average, the makespans indicate the majority of the
experiments ran with HQ finished first—though most of them
were only quicker by a relatively small margin. The most
significant reduction occurs at eigen-100 with 2 jobs, where
the HQ approach is roughly three times quicker. Although our
claim that the HQ version is better suited for quicker jobs, e.g.
eigen-100, aligns with the experimental outcomes, it is out-
performed by SLURM in terms of CPU time. This is due to the
model initiation overhead accompanied in each HQ job, where
the model server takes approximately 1 second (regardless of
the application) to start up before the load balancer/client can
connect to it. These delays are most obvious when comparing
the CPU time between the schedulers in shorter runs like
eigen-100 where the time to solution is less than 1 second.
In longer jobs, they are masked by the actual computation of
the application. Nevertheless, the HQ version achieves a lower
overall runtime for most test cases.

In the HQ implementation, at least five additional jobs are
consistently submitted due to the load balancer’s design. These
jobs arise from the load balancer querying the model for
information prior to processing the first evaluation request,
with each job incurring approximately one second of server
initialisation overhead. While these jobs do not contribute
directly to the computation of the benchmark, they play a
role in enhancing the reliability of the workflow. By verifying
the readiness of the model server and ensuring both client
and server expect the correct input and output dimensions,
these preliminary jobs help mitigate potential runtime issues
that could otherwise disrupt the execution. For longer-running
applications such as GS2, these additional jobs appear as lower
outliers in the boxplot. In faster applications, however, they
blend into the typical runtime range and are less noticeable.
In contrast, the SLURM implementation does not exhibit this
behaviour, as it operates independently of UM-Bridge.
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Fig. 3. Boxplots showing experimental results with 2 jobs (left column) and 10 jobs (right column) filling the queue. For each application (listed on the
x-axis), the left (blue) boxes represent data collected from SLURM and the right (red) boxes represent data from HQ. The top row shows the makespan, the
middle row the CPU time, and the bottom row shows the scheduler overhead, all measured in seconds.

Interestingly, HQ runs exhibit lower CPU time than SLURM
in longer-running applications such as GS2. This result is
somewhat unexpected, as the CPU time should primarily
reflect the computational workload of the application, which
we expect to be similar across schedulers. Additionally, HQ
incurs the server launch overhead of around one second per
submission, which theoretically places it at a disadvantage.
Upon closer examination, this discrepancy can be attributed
to differences in how the two schedulers allocate and utilise
compute resources. In the native SLURM submission, an
allocation request is made for every job independently, with
no guarantees about how these jobs are distributed across

compute nodes. Consequently, SLURM must reinitialise the
environment for each job, leading to additional overhead that
is reflected in the CPU time. This contrasts with HQ, which
receives distinct nodes in a single allocation request that
persist throughout the length of the experiment, thus avoiding
repetitive setup costs. SLURM’s tendency to assign multiple
jobs to the same node introduces variability. When several jobs
are executed on the same node, simultaneous filesystem access
and resource contention potentially increase CPU time. This
behaviour could also contribute to greater variation in SLURM
runtimes observed in Figure 3. In contrast, HQ’s allocation
strategy leads to a more consistent CPU time.
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Fig. 4. Boxplots showing the SLR for two jobs filling the queue (top) and
10 jobs filling the queue (bottom). For each application (listed on the x-axis),
the left (blue) boxes represent data collected from SLURM and the right (red)
boxes represent data from HQ.

Because HQ only request one SLURM allocation, its pri-
mary overhead is waiting for SLURM to allocate the requested
resources. This is the first job submitted to HQ, these jobs
are consistently the biggest contributor to the scheduling
overheads, as well as the highest valued SLRs on Figure 4.
After that, the job launch overhead diminishes to the order of
milliseconds. On the other hand, SLURM carries considerable
overhead for launching each job after receiving the requested
resources. Thus, the eigen-100 testcase performed better
in HQ because the reduction in scheduler overhead outweighs
the gain in CPU time.

The SLR as a metric clearly accentuates the performance of
HQ because the overhead in each HQ job is insignificant, i.e.
the makespan and CPU time are approximately equal. Note
that this metric only considers overhead from the scheduler
which is not indicative of the overall performance. One may
also argue that we reduced the scheduling overhead but
injected other overheads into the CPU time (as seen in fast
running benchmarks in Figure 3). However, in all but the
fastest running testcases, the overall runtime decreases. In
the case of the costly GS2 simulation, the mean makespan
has decreased by around 38% for both the 2 and 10 jobs
setting. Only in the case of very fast running jobs there is a
slight increase in runtime. This inefficiency could potentially

be removed by introducing persistent servers for fast running
jobs.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we demonstrated the newly developed UM-
Bridge load balancer for classical HPC systems. We tested
this HQ-based load balancer on realistic workloads from a
gyrokinetic plasma application and compared its performance
with the traditional SLURM scheduler on our local HPC sys-
tem Hamilton8. Our results show that the HQ-based approach
either outperforms or is comparable to SLURM for both fast-
running and compute intensive tasks. This is largely due to
SLURM incurring considerable scheduling overhead for each
resource request, whereas HQ minimises this by submitting
one bulk request in the beginning. The latter approach reduced
the scheduling overhead by up to three orders of magnitude.

The load balancing approach introduced in this paper has
all of the necessary core features allowing users to easily scale
their UQ applications across large clusters. We emphasise that
the framework is not restricted to the examples presented and
can be adapted to a wide range of applications with simi-
lar characteristics, including loosely-coupled, parallel tasks.
However, there are several potential areas for architectural
improvement. Recall, the cost of initialising model servers
per job is a bottleneck to achieve higher performance, this
is avoidable by implementing a persistent server that can
be reused repeatedly over the duration of the allocation. To
address issues related to filesystem dependencies, we are
working towards a more robust network-based method to relay
connection metadata of the UM-Bridge model rather than
writing it to a text file.

The main area for future exploration is fully testing the ca-
pability of the framework to handle more complex workflows,
where tasks have interdependencies or dynamic scheduling
requirements. In particular, we are interested in deploying this
framework to compute the integral (5) with an adaptive GP
model. The computational workload in this example varies
vastly as it involves evaluations of a costly simulation and
significantly cheaper predictions from the GP surrogate. Fur-
thermore, the adaptivity of the GP model brings in additional
complexity to the workload by introducing loosely dependent
tasks, which contrasts with the embarrassingly parallel ex-
amples presented in this paper. Successful realisation of this
method will streamline the process of scheduling complicated
task graphs, alongside delegating costly simulation to the
surrogate at points with low uncertainty.

Lastly, we acknowledge that the example applications pre-
sented may not be representative of all UQ workloads, and
may even be cheap compared to more costly simulations. We
chose the GS2 and GP combination since we were primarily
interested in improving the scheduling of tasks with reasonably
varying runtimes. As this framework matures, we would be
interested to incorporate a more diverse application mixture
in a follow-up work.
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processes in machine learning,” Advanced Lectures on Machine Learn-
ing: ML Summer Schools 2003, Canberra, Australia, February 2 - 14,
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APPENDIX A
SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES

We provide additional figures here to complement the main
text.

The experimental outcomes comparing the naı̈ve SLURM
approach and the UM-Bridge SLURM backend (similar to
Figure 3 and 4) are plotted on Figure 5 and 6. Only results
from GS2 are presented in these plots.
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Fig. 5. Boxplots showing the SLR for two jobs filling the queue (top) and 10
jobs filling the queue (bottom). The left (blue) box on the x-axis represents
data collected from SLURM, and the right (purple) box represents data from
the UM-Bridge SLURM backend.
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Fig. 6. Boxplots showing experimental results with 2 jobs (left column) and 10 jobs (right column) filling the queue. For the GS2 application on the x-axis,
the left (blue) boxes represent data collected from SLURM, and the right (purple) boxes represent data from the UM-Bridge SLURM backend. The top row
shows the makespan, the middle row the CPU time, and the bottom row shows the scheduler overhead, all measured in seconds.
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