arXiv:2209.07356v1 [hep-ex] 15 Sep 2022

Experimental Algorithm

Parallelization

Conveners: G. Cerati, K. Heitmann, W. Hopkins

Contributing Authors: J. Bennett, T.Y. Chen, V.V. Gligorov, O. Gutsche, S. Habib, M. Kortelainen, C. Leggett, R. Mandelbaum, N. Whitehorn, M. Williams

September 16, 2022

1.1 Executive Summary

The substantial increase in data volume and complexity expected from future experiments will require significant investment to prepare experimental algorithms. These algorithms include physics object reconstruction, calibrations, and processing of observational data. In addition, the changing computing architecture landscape, which will be primarily composed of heterogeneous resources, will continue to pose major challenges with regard to algorithmic migration. Portable tools need to be developed that can be shared among the frontiers (e.g., for code execution on different platforms) and opportunities, such as forums or cross-experimental working groups, need to be provided where experiences and lessons learned can be shared between experiments and frontiers. At the same time, individual experiments also need to invest considerable resources to develop algorithms unique to their needs (e.g., for facilities dedicated to the experiment, such as online farms), and ensure that their specific algorithms will be able to efficiently exploit external heterogeneous computing facilities. Common software tools represent a cost-effective solution, providing ready-to-use software solutions as well as a platform for R&D work. These are particularly important for small experiments which typically do not have dedicated resources needed to face the challenges imposed by the evolving computing technologies. Workforce development is a key concern across frontiers and experiments, and additional support is needed to provide career opportunities for researchers working in the field of experimental algorithm development. Finally, cross-discipline collaborations going beyond high-energy physics are a key ingredient to address the challenges ahead and more support for such collaborations needs to be

2 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

created. This report targets future experiments, observations and experimental algorithm development for the next 10-15 years. In summary, experimental algorithms will be faced with a range of challenges and the need to invest in a range of possible solutions:

• Challenges

– Substantial increase in data volume and complexity from future experiments – Finite amount of compute resources – Changing computing architecture landscape and algorithm migration – Support for small-scale experiments

• Recommended Investments

– Development of portable solutions and common software tools – Work force development – Career opportunities in the area of experimental algorithm developments – Support of cross-discipline collaborations going beyond high-energy physics

1.2 Introduction

The computational landscape has changed dramatically over the last 15 years. In 2008, the petascale barrier was broken for the first time by the Roadrunner supercomputer at Los Alamos, a hybrid machine with CPUs and local computational accelerators. Since then, hardware-accelerated designs have dominated High Performance Computing (HPC) architectures. At the same time, the demand from the high energy physics community for computing resources for experiments continued to steadily increase, but with a focus on highthroughput computing (HTC), in many cases provided by grid and local computing clusters. As the hardware evolution continues, there is a question of how the HEP community should address possible opportunities in both of these computational paths. Given the importance of the questions, reports have been written by different groups, e.g. Ref. [1] discusses tools and software relevant for HL-LHC, Ref. [2] includes also discussions about DUNE and Belle-II, and Ref. [3] provides comprehensive information for the field of astronomy.

Experimental algorithms include algorithms that calibrate measurements, process observational data to reconstruct physics objects (e.g., electrons, photons, muons, etc). These algorithms are developed by large collaborations over long periods of time and are often embedded in complex software ecosystems, and then further developed and maintained by the collaborations. Due to this complexity, the evolution is usually rather slow and often cannot keep pace with developments in the computing hardware landscape and associated

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.2 Introduction 3

programming models. Also, experiments typically have access to a broad range of hardware in operation at any given time, so they can’t optimize their software just for the latest hardware. These three challenges, rapidly evolving hardware and programming models, ever increasing demands on computing resources, and relatively slow development cycles of experimental software by large teams, has led to several desiderata:

• Performance portability libraries to support multiple computing architectures without significantly impeding performance and minimizing platform-specific code;

• Enabling the use of HPC resources in addition to the traditional HTC approach to increase the pool of available computational resources;

• Construction of computational frameworks that allow for collaborative software development and code reuse;

• Sophisticated new algorithmic approaches and integration of AI/ML methods to tackle the analysis of complex data sets and to reduce computational costs.

In addition to the challenges that affect all HEP programs, experimental and observational sciences exhibit a major difference in that energy and intensity frontier experiments carry out controlled experiments while in the cosmic frontier the experiments are observations of the Universe, whose modeling is still affected by large uncertainties. Therefore, experimental algorithms for the Energy, Neutrino Physics and Rare Processes and Precision Frontiers, while still complex, present events and signals that are better defined than in the Cosmic Frontier, where signals are often more subtle and difficult to protect from systematics.

The typical model for experimental parallelization work relies on funding for software and computing R&D projects, targeting investigation of new technologies for HEP. R&D projects however often result in demonstrations of applicability, thus not guaranteeing support for additional steps of vital importance such as integration in the experiments’ software and maintenance over the experiment lifetime.

A common theme across all frontiers is the design of experimental algorithms and efforts to make them run efficiently on modern parallel architectures, and is typically separate from the design process of the detectors. As a result, choices in terms of detector technology or configuration may be suboptimal from the point of view of the computational efficiency of algorithms used to process the data they collect. A unified design of the detector and the associated software may lead to a cost optimization when both the hardware and computing costs are taken into account [4].

In this report, we will first discuss challenges and opportunities across the physics frontiers that arise from the new HPC architectures, including the role of software frameworks. Next we will discuss experimental algorithms in the context of AI/ML methods. We will then

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

4 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

highlight challenges and opportunities unique to each of the physics frontiers. Finally, we provide a set of recommendations.

1.3 Experimental Algorithm Developments on HPC Architectures: Challenges and Opportunities

The computational resource requirements have grown rapidly in recent years and will continue to grow in the future. Experiments are expected to generate significantly more data and new experiments across the frontiers are beginning to demand large computing allocations to enable data processing and analysis. This increase in demand poses challenges to providing sufficient resources across the frontiers. In the last few years, HPC resources have been suggested to aid in satisfying the needs of the community. They provide an outstanding opportunity to tap into new compute resources and provide relief for the experiments. However, in particular for experimental algorithm development, they pose key technological challenges that need to be overcome to enable the usage of these more powerful and more diverse computing resources and architectures. There are examples in the literature that show successful use of HPC resources, focused on specific tasks, e.g. optimal parallel execution of algorithms [5], but in general, these implementations require a significant commitment from developers. Challenges in preparing experimental algorithms for HPC resources include the effort and expertise required to rewrite complex experimental algorithms to make use of new types of architectures (e.g., GPUs) and preparing these algorithms to run on multiple types of processing units (e.g., CPUs, FPGAs, GPUs). It is very likely that such focused efforts will continue in the future but will be restricted to a small number of algorithms that can be easily adapted to HPC resources. To address these challenges, investment in workforce development is crucial. Members of the community need to be trained in how to optimally use and program these resources. It will also require training in algorithm design and implementation to take advantage of new hardware solutions.

A more practical way to enable the use of HPC resources more broadly, is via the implementation of experimental algorithms using portability tools. This often means sacrificing optimal performance but reduces the effort needed to optimize algorithms for each architecture separately. There are still many questions that need to be answered, e.g. which tool to use and how much performance is lost, but steady progress is being made in this direction.

Finally, software frameworks play an important role with regard to experimental algorithm development as well. Usually, the algorithms are deeply embedded in such frameworks and they need to support different platforms.

It’s important to note that, while experimental algorithms are being optimized for modern architectures, experiments should develop a roadmap to advance their computing needs,

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.3 Experimental Algorithm Developments on HPC Architectures: Challenges and Opportunities 5

techniques, and facilities to the evolving computing environment. In this respect, a notable example is the trend to bring the CPU compute pattern closer to the one of GPUs, for instance with respect to memory access, or even to physically share the same socket. Such developments may prove beneficial for experimental workflows with low compute intensity that will thus reduce overheads from memory access.

In the following, we discuss first the parallelization efforts for specific algorithms, then portability solutions and finally the role of software frameworks in more detail. All of these approaches aim in different ways to enable the use of new architectures and have different advantages and disadvantages.

1.3.1 Parallelization of Specific Algorithms

In recent years many R&D projects or efforts within experiments have focused on the redesign of existing algorithms, or the development of new algorithms, that specifically target a given architecture or set of architectures. These include both algorithms that are executed in the offline reconstruction workflows, as well as algorithms that are part of software triggers. Some examples, divided by frontier, are listed in Sec. 1.5.

This approach presents clear advantages as well as several disadvantages. The main advantage is that it allows the experiment to focus on and speed up specific algorithms which constitute the main consumers of the total computing time. On the other hand, these efforts require significant work by a team of physics and software experts, which cannot necessarily be directly applicable to other algorithms. Another advantage is that, if the algorithms are optimized for the architecture on which most of the experiment’s processing takes place (e.g. an online farm for triggering, or a T0/T1 site for offline, or a specific HPC center), the benefits in terms of throughput are maximized. However, these speedups are not necessarily portable to other computing sites, which may feature different architectures.

In summary, this is likely the optimal option for specific time consuming algorithms, but it is not a viable way for parallelization of full workflows that need to run on heterogeneous computing centers since these workflows tend to be comprised of hundreds of algorithms.

1.3.2 Portability Solutions

Portable software solutions that enable the execution of experimental algorithms on a range of different architectures without or with very minimal changes to the code infrastructure are essential for the continuing scientific success of our experiments. Additionally, portability solutions or standardized parallelization schemes (e.g., including parallelization in the C++

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

6 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

standard) will facilitate the training of the HEP workforce to make use of future heterogeneous computing resources. In this section we summarize the findings of the Snowmass White Paper ”Portability: A Necessary Approach for Future Scientific Software” [6].

In the past and mostly still today, experimental algorithms for HEP have been designed to efficiently run on x86 platforms. The codes literally ran (and still run) everywhere, from computing centers to our own laptops without requiring any tweaks to the codes themselves. With the advent of new hardware solutions to provide increased performance this scenario has changed. The heterogeneity of the available computing hardware requires tailored solutions to achieve high performance. Given the large code and user bases for HEP experimental algorithms, implementing such tailored solutions is often very difficult and sometimes impossible given the effort required.

As mentioned before, investing effort on platform-specific parallelization of targeted algorithms is often not cost-effective. A better strategy, championed by the High Energy Physics Center for Computational Excellence (HEP-CCE) [6], involves performance studies of candidate portability tools (Kokkos, SYCL, Alpaka and others) on HEP-relevant test beds.

The HEP-CCE focuses on the evaluation of portable solutions and aims to provide guidance to the broader community to tackle this challenge. As part of the HEP-CCE, the Portable Parallelization Strategies project has been initiated which consists of the following components:

• Identification of plausible portability solutions, including Kokkos, SYCL, Alpaka, OpenMP/OpenACC and std :: execution :: parallel

• Identification of a small number of HEP relevant test beds

• Definition of a set of metrics to evaluate the different solutions

This set-up is extremely useful for evaluating different approaches for real-life applications. The approach not only provides the community with guidance about the pros and cons for the different solutions but also derives a set of metrics used to make a decision on what tool to adopt. The paper provides two major take-away messages: (i) workable portability solutions are extremely important to ensure the continued scientific success of our experiments by enabling access to a wide range of computing resources; (ii) approaching this problem as a community rather than separately for each experiment is the best strategy to deliver optimal technical solutions without duplication of effort.

The report [6] lists fourteen metrics to evaluate different solutions, documented on GitHub^1. They include, e.g., ease of learning, feature availability and long term sustainability and

1https://hep-cce.github.io/Metric.html

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.3 Experimental Algorithm Developments on HPC Architectures: Challenges and Opportunities 7

code stability. While all of these metrics are very relevant, the overriding consideration is the overall cost that would arise, including hardware and electricity, if we are not able to exploit the new architectures available to the community. Balancing all these considerations and developing a roadmap that describes suitable and affordable approaches going forward to ensure that computational resources are available and accessible to process and analyse the very large data sets that will be collected over the next decades is of utmost importance.

1.3.3 Common Tools

Several examples exist of tools that provide functionalities for more than a specific experiment. These common tools include software frameworks, such as art [7] or Gaudi [8], as well as shared repositories for algorithms, such as LArSoft [9] and ACTS [10, 11]. By collecting experiment-independent implementations of algorithms through generic interfaces, these tools provide an infrastructure that gives access to knowledge and functionalities that is available to a broad set of experiments. For instance, LArSoft develops and supports a shared base of simulation and reconstruction software across liquid argon time projection chamber (LArTPC) neutrino experiments, while ACTS is a toolkit for charged particle track reconstruction in high energy physics experiments.

In order to make use of these tools, experiments typically need to implement detector-specific descriptions (such as geometry, material, magnetic field) and couple them with the generic interface provided by the tool. This can significantly decrease the cost and time to results for new efforts, especially for small experiments [12] that may not have the resources to build from ground-up their entire software stack in the ever-evolving current computing landscape. In addition to providing access to ready-to-use software solutions, shared tools also serve as platforms for R&D developments, thus providing common benchmarks and data sets for evaluation of different approaches [13], and give early access to innovative solutions to a large spectrum of experiments. R&D work accessed through these tools may span the usage of AI methods, algorithm parallelization, and deployment on HPC resources, which can significantly reduce the required workload for smaller experiments. The main drawbacks are that experiment-specific tuning of algorithms will still be needed to be performed by each experiment, and specific handles available to a given experiment (e.g. due to innovative detector features) may not be immediately supported by the common tool. In addition, usage of common tools requires a buy-in to the choices of software architecture and conventions of the tool, which need to be carefully evaluated by each experiment and use-case.

Despite these drawbacks, common tools can represent the most cost-effective solution for the needs of many experiments. Their development thus needs to be promoted, and support for them needs to be provided in the long term to guarantee that efficient usage of the tools can be made by many experiments over their full life cycle.

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

8 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

1.3.4 Role of Software Frameworks

Experimental algorithms are typically run as part of data processing workflows executed within the software framework of the experiment. It is therefore required that the desired level of parallelism, and its specific implementation within the algorithms, are supported at the framework level. In addition to parallelism on multi- or many-core CPUs, frameworks also need to support execution of algorithms on heterogeneous platforms, including for instance CPUs, GPUs, and FPGAs. The evolution of software frameworks needed to face these challenges is described in Ref. [14].

Traditionally, collider based HEP software frameworks partition the data in independent units (events) corresponding to a single detector readout. This requirement needs to be revisited for several reasons. On one side, for collider experiments the data from a single event is not enough to keep computational accelerators fully occupied, so concurrent processing of multiple events is needed. On the other side, large homogeneous detectors such as DUNE produce very large size raw event data, such that the memory needed to process one event exceeds the nominal per-core value, so dividing the event data in sub-units may allow for better optimizations.

In addition, modern frameworks typically organize data as arrays of structures (AoS) where structures (or classes) make extensive use of object-oriented features such as multiple levels of polymorphic inheritance in their event data models (EDMs). This ensured a consistent usage of conceptually similar data objects (e.g. pixel and silicon strip hits) through unique interfaces in C++/CPU programs, while at the same time preserving the specific features of each object type. However, computational accelerators prefer flat structures (e.g. structures of arrays, or SoA) where threads access sequential or regularly stepped memory locations and cannot use objects of the type mentioned above efficiently. Therefore data objects need to be redesigned for performant access on accelerators, either by modifying the EDM, thus requiring propagating changes to a large amount code, or by converting them when they are transferred at run-time to and from the accelerator, thus potentially becoming a limiting factor in terms of performance. Further development is needed in this area to find the best trade-offs between performance and usability, requiring investigations of alternative EDMs, intermediate event data storage layers for efficient processing at HPC [15], or innovative methods for faster data conversions.

Optimal execution of specific algorithms or at specific computing centers may require compiling the code with specific compiler versions or directives. This approach runs the risk of leading to many variants of an experiment’s code base which will have to be managed and distributed, which is impractical given the O(100) GB size of the full software stack builds. Mitigation strategies need to be explored and implemented, and may include fat binaries, selective optimizations, or on-site builds. Additionally, physics validations will need to be carried out for all configurations, which is a non-trivial task.

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.3 Experimental Algorithm Developments on HPC Architectures: Challenges and Opportunities 9

As an example for the degree of parallelism available in software frameworks, we consider here the CMS experiment’s framework (CMSSW) [16], which has been on the front line in terms of enabling parallelism within its code. Similar features have been implemented or are being considered by other software frameworks, including Gaudi and art. As of 2022, CMSSW supports the following levels of concurrency:

• Independent framework modules (algorithms) that process independent subsets of the data of the same event can be run concurrently [17].

• Individual framework modules are allowed to parallelize their work with multi-threading using Intel Threading Building Blocks (TBB) primitives [18], or with vectorization.

– Only a few modules currently attempt parallelization with TBB.

– Vectorization level in production is still SSE3. Nevertheless, an option for building the same library for multiple vector architectures and picking the proper one at run time is supported, although not used in production yet.

• Data from different events can be processed concurrently [19, 20].

– Events from different recorded data units (“LuminosityBlocks”) can be processed concurrently [21].

– Events from different Intervals-of-Validity (IOV) of calibrations can be processed concurrently [22].

– Support for processing Events from different Runs concurrently is being worked on. This development leaves the processing of Events from different input files as the remaining synchronization point.

Note that some of these features impose certain requirements on the framework module code, and therefore the extent to which specific applications (like simulation, reconstruction, or data quality monitoring) make use of those, depends on the application. For instance, in order to process different IOVs concurrently, the module code needs to avoid caching the IOV-dependent objects it uses and instead passes them as arguments to the relevant function calls; modules that do not comply with this requirement cannot be used to process different IOVs concurrently, but may still be able to exploit other parallelization features enabled by the framework.

The CMSSW framework has a generic ability to “offload” work to any external processing system [23]. The offloading is asynchronous, i.e. the CPU thread offloading the work can continue to work on other tasks while the offloaded work is being run elsewhere. Using this generic mechanism offloading to NVIDIA GPUs on the same node as the CPU process is supported. Note that strictly speaking this support is not part of the framework itself, but

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

10 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

it is an additional layer between the framework and the user code. In addition, the Services for Optimized Network Inference on Coprocessors (SONIC) [24, 25] approach for remote ML inference has been integrated in CMSSW and its usage is being considered for CMS in HL-LHC. CMSSW is also phasing in support for portable code implementations with Alpaka [26], allowing for portability across CPU and NVIDIA GPUs; this initial support can be extended to other tools (such as those discussed in Sec. 1.3.2) and to support AMD and Intel GPUs.

1.4 Experimental Algorithms and their Connection to AI/ML: Challenges and Opportunities

AI/ML is playing an increasingly important role in HEP and could be a significant resource when developing experimental algorithms. AI/ML methods, such as Graph Neural Networks [27], have been studied for track reconstruction, object identification, and pileup rejections at LHC experiments, reconstruction at NOvA, and at cosmic frontier experiments. Not only can AI/ML improve on current experimental algorithms, but it can also serve as a portability solution. The AI/ML frameworks have in the past supported both CPUs and GPUs and are expected to support GPUs from multiple vendors (e.g., NVIDIA, Intel, AMD, etc). Thus, AI/ML algorithms together with common AI/ML frameworks, e.g., TensorFlow [28], PyTorch [29], could be used as a surrogate to allow experimental algorithms to run on a large range of different hardware.

Additionally, certain experimental algorithms may require fast inference (e.g., in LHC trigger applications). This is only a challenge if a limited buffer is available, making the batch size for inference small. Work is ongoing to address this [30] and could expand the use of AI/ML as a surrogate for more experimental algorithms.

The use of AI/ML, however, comes with challenges. Traditional non-AI/ML experimental algorithms are usually transparent and can be easily interpreted as to what physics knowledge and information is used to achieve a certain goal. AI/ML algorithms can be black boxes for which the inner workings are difficult to interpret which in turn could lead to unexpected results. Additionally, AI/ML can be sensitive to the training set that is used and may require significantly more data to optimize than traditional physics-inspired algorithms which make use of physicists’ knowledge (e.g., Lorentz symmetries, known detector features/limitations). Thus AI/ML surrogate experimental algorithms need to both better incorporate domain knowledge for more efficient and robust learning but also need to be validated to ensure high-quality outputs of the algorithms.

Finally, the use of common ML frameworks and algorithms with similar structures, e.g., convolutional neural networks, could offer an opportunity to co-design hardware and software

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.5 Algorithms in the Experimental Frontiers 11

with chip vendors that most closely meets the demands of experiments. These designs would need to be usable across experiments/frontiers given the significant investment needed for a more application specific hardware design.

1.5 Algorithms in the Experimental Frontiers

So far, we have focused the discussion on opportunities and challenges with regard to experimental algorithms that exist across the frontiers. Next we provide an overview of notable algorithms and developments, split by physics frontier.

1.5.1 Energy Frontier

The energy frontier (EF), with the start of the High-Luminosity (HL) LHC, will be entering an era where unprecedented data volumes need to be processed and stored. Future experiments will not only have their data volumes increase but will also increase in complexity which will require novel algorithms to extract their full discovery potential. Finally, the changing computing architecture landscape will require significant changes in how experimental algorithms are implemented.

Experimental algorithms within the EF consist of algorithms that reconstruct physics objects, e.g., electrons, muons, the products from quarks (jets), from either detector simulations or detector readouts. Additionally, these algorithms can be classified as “online”, which are part of the data taking process and require low latency due to the rate of collisions, and “offline” which are run on already stored data, are more refined, and are not bound to the same time constraints as online. These reconstruction algorithms are developed by many different experts with greatly varying expertise, i.e., in a particular detector subsystem, and have been optimized for use on x86-based CPUs. Due to the sheer number of algorithms and the limited person power with the required expertise, both in the subsystem and software engineering, portability between different platforms and vendors is absolutely necessary for future experimental algorithms.

The main challenge for future collider experimental algorithms is to maintain the current physics performance in spite of the significant increase of pileup (i.e. the number of protonproton interactions per bunch crossing, going from 20-60 at the LHC to 140-200 at the HL-LHC). There are many reconstruction algorithms but charged particle trajectory reconstruction (tracking) requires significant computational improvements for the HL-LHC [1] and beyond. In fact, tracking algorithms are typically based on combinatorial searches whose complexity and timing scales poorly (i.e. quadratically or worse) with increased detector occupancy as those resulting from the HL-LHC pileup. The HEP community has already

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

12 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

made progress in improving tracking and preparing to make use of more parallelism and heterogeneous computing both with AI/ML (e.g., Exa.TrkX [31]) and without AI/ML (e.g., ACTS [10, 11], mkFit [32], Patatrack [33], and Allen [34]). These efforts not only need to be brought to maturity to have experimental algorithms ready for the HL-LHC and other future colliders but person power also needs to be allocated to maintain and improve the algorithms.

In addition to ensuring that the performance of reconstruction algorithms remain relatively constant, EF experiments also require improved triggers which can capture interesting events in a high pileup environment. These online algorithms are typically cruder and faster versions of offline reconstructions algorithms. There are efforts to make the online algorithms be more similar to the offline reconstruction algorithms. This would improve the sensitivity of future physics analyses by allowing for finer grained information, e.g., using the full calorimeter granularity rather than collections of them, to be used at the trigger level which in turn would result in higher resolution for physics object properties used for triggering (e.g., jet transverse momentum). An additional benefit to having closely related online and offline reconstruction algorithms is that both systems could benefit from heterogeneous computing resources with minimal rewriting of code.

To maintain physics performance in future EF experiments, which will be more complex and see significantly higher data volumes, experimental algorithms need to be adapted for a heterogeneous computing environment. Due to the complexity of the experiments and due to budget and computing constraints, future algorithms need to be portable so they can be run on multiple processor types.

1.5.2 Cosmic Frontier

The field of cosmology has undergone a major transformation over the last two decades due to the advent of large sky surveys that provide detailed information about the make-up and evolution of the Universe. The data sets collected by the surveys have required a sea change in the development of experimental algorithms in the field, spanning data processing algorithms as well as data analysis algorithms. For optical surveys, the algorithms can be broadly classified as falling into two classes: algorithms for static science where the data is collected over a long span of time, usually at least a year, and time domain science, where algorithms are needed to find events quickly, classify them and provide guidance for further follow-up actions. In both cases, AI/ML algorithms and heterogeneous computing can play an important role. Ref. [3] provides an excellent overview of the challenges and opportunities with regard to algorithm and software development.

In addition to the image processing algorithms, substantial analysis software infrastructure must be developed and demonstrated to work robustly and at scale: key algorithms and code

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.5 Algorithms in the Experimental Frontiers 13

needed to extract knowledge from the data, frameworks to enable petabyte-scale analyses, and mechanisms to search for one-in-a-million or one-in-a-billion events in continuous streams of data. Fortunately, diverse science objectives of surveys like Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) share many common traits and computational challenges. Algorithms and analysis frameworks developed to answer one particular question can, if designed with forethought and using professional software engineering practices and industry tools where appropriate, enable many core science objectives. Doing so requires resources and community support for software development that is coordinated across individuals with a range of levels of computing expertise, from the traditional groups of scientists to computational scientists, including dedicated long-term personnel. Moreover, development of algorithms and approaches to effectively make use of the evolution of computing architecture at supercomputing facilities (e.g., adopting algorithms that are amenable to GPU acceleration) requires some forethought and support.

The algorithmic challenges for Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) experiments are also growing rapidly. In particular with the advent of CMB-S4 in the late 2020s, data volumes will increase more than an order of magnitude from current experiments, reaching 100-petabytescale data volumes by the end of the survey (∼ 50TB/day). The primary computational challenge is reduction of these raw detector data to intensity and polarization maps, and then simulation of the instrument and map-making strategy. Handling these unprecedented data volumes will require substantial new development of software and stress data-transport and storage systems given the relatively high data volume per cycle of most CMB data processing. Minimizing this computational load will require use of computational accelerators, historically rarely used in CMB analyses because of data-throughput limitations and strongly heterogeneous manipulations not dominated by a single operation, organizational efforts to minimize duplication of data processing, and exploitation of a variety of computing systems, including supercomputing centers, distributed resources, and field computation, for example at the South Pole. Some, though not all, of the algorithms currently used in the field are embarrassingly parallel and able to run on widely distributed, shared-nothing systems, while others require tightly-coupled architectures operating on large fractions of the instrument data; a mixture of these will likely be involved in CMB-S4 data processing.

Direct dark matter detection experiments face a different set of challenges with regard to experimental algorithms than the cosmological surveys. The Snowmass White Paper [35] on “Modeling, statistics, simulations, and computing needs for direct dark matter detection” provides an excellent overview. They state that their current experiments are approaching data volumes of ∼1 PB/year, see, e.g., Ref. [36]. This poses a significant challenge since the development of a scalable computing infrastructure has not been a priority for the experiments so far. They report challenges specifically with regard to data management and archiving, event processing, reconstruction and analysis, software management, validation and distribution. In the context if this Snowmass report, event processing and reconstruction are particularly relevant. Their challenges closely mirror those of particle physics exper-

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

14 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

iments. They discuss the evolution of computing models in the view of HPC resources and the usage of scalable HEP frameworks, a topic central to this report. The White Paper also discusses the use of machine learning techniques and point out early success but also remaining challenges. The importance of cross-discipline collaborations is highlighted. Finally, they stress the importance of workforce development, a topic highlighted in basically every overview on computing in HEP experiments.

1.5.3 Neutrino Frontier

Experimental algorithms for neutrino experiments, and in particular for liquid argon time projection chambers (LArTPC) detectors, can be divided in two major categories: signal processing and high-level algorithms. Signal processing algorithms include several steps operating on the waveform signal from the TPC: noise filtering, deconvolution, hit (or region of interest) finding. Higher level algorithms rely on the signal processing for physics object clustering and identification, including tracking, calorimetry, and particle identification tasks. Different methods are being employed by experiments or explored by R&D projects, using techniques which range from traditional algorithms to deep learning networks.

Large neutrino detectors such as DUNE produce a large amount of raw data for a full event readout, imposing stringent limits on memory usage by data processing applications (as well as disk space). In addition, they require long processing times for both simulation and reconstruction tasks. The largest requirements on data processing are imposed by the need to be alert to supernova neutrino burst events [37], and quickly transfer and process the data in order to provide a pointing signal to optical astronomers. For example, a supernova event readout of all four DUNE modules after data compression will be of order 184 TB in size and will take a minimum of 4 hrs to transfer over a 100 Gb/s network. It will then take about 130,000 CPU-hrs for signal processing at present speeds so that, requiring processing to take the same time as transfer, a peak of 30,000 cores would be needed [38]. Signal processing algorithms operate on the waveform data read out from the detector. The regular data format and the modular structure of large homogeneous detectors present the opportunity of large speedups from parallelization at multiple levels (module, TPC, plane, wire), possibly exploiting accelerated computing hardware.

Challenges for DUNE data processing are described in a Snowmass White Paper using the Wire-Cell toolkit as test case application [39]. Wire-Cell [40] is a reconstruction technique for wire-based LArTPC detectors based on a tomographic approach for native 3D event reconstruction. New parallel processing patterns are being and must continue to be employed at many levels of scale: loop level, task level, data flow level, between processes and between host computers. Jobs above a certain scale must become a distributed collection of heterogeneous parts. Distribution paths include file input/output, inter-graph data flow

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.5 Algorithms in the Experimental Frontiers 15

and GPU task servicing. Though introducing multi-threaded execution solves problems from memory limitations of HTC (grid) nodes, a new one arises due to competing thread pools and corresponding stalls. The pattern of these problems are seen both in use of CPU-only resources and with mixed CPU-GPU systems. Flexible ways to configure jobs to match the limitations of any given hardware allocation are needed. From its start, the Wire-Cell Toolkit was designed to solve some of these problems. It allows for highly multi-threaded operation and works in a synergistic manner with any TBB based application such as those based on the art event processing framework. In particular, the art multi-threading support provides potentially well matched solutions when coupled with the Wire-Cell Toolkit.

Optimization for specific algorithms is also a viable solution for neutrino experiments. The hit finder algorithm has been optimized for execution on modern CPU architecture, exploiting both vectorization and multi-threading [41]. This development has been integrated in LArSoft, the shared software repository for LArTPC experiments (see Sec.1.3.3), and is being used in production by multiple experiments. Although the impact on the total processing time is small, this demonstrates the potential for large speedups using parallel computing techniques for LArTPC data processing.

Continued support for common repositories such as LArSoft is vital to enable direct sharing of developments across currently operating LArTPC experiments [12], and to guarantee long term maintenance of such developments towards utilization in DUNE. Integration of algorithms in a common repository, as well as solutions for efficient usage of different architectures as well as HPC resources, guarantees that these tools are usable and maintained over time potentially beyond the lifetime of R&D projects, at least to the extent that the core team (e.g. SciSoft team maintaining art and LArSoft) and the experiments are able to do so.

Workflows for running data processing tasks for neutrino experiments at HPC centers have been successfully developed, and new approaches are being developed. Early applications relied on generic container solutions so that central software builds could be used on the HPC nodes. While successful in terms of excellent scaling over multiple nodes, the main limitation of these approaches is that they were not able to exploit optimization features at node level, such as vectorization and multi-threading. New developments [42] are exploring the utilization of native builds for a specific HPC center using Spack [43] as a build system that can allow for specific compilation of modules that can be optimized for the compute node architecture. These approaches are also exploring new tools for workflow management and object-store based data storage.

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

16 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

1.5.4 Rare Processes and Precision Frontier

Allen [34] is a general framework for heterogeneous processing, whose first concrete implementation is the first-level trigger of LHCb—the first high-throughput trigger fully executed on GPUs in an HEP experiment. Allen is a natively cross-architecture framework in which developers write CUDA/C++ and a thin portability layer then reinterprets the CUDA-specific parts as required. Compilation for x86 and AMD architectures is currently supported, while support for SYCL/OneAPI is work in progress. Allen achieves good compatibility of physics results across different architectures, generally at the per-mille level or better, and is fast enough when compiled for x86 so as to introduce no visible overhead in LHCb’s offline data processing. Algorithms implemented in Allen include finding the trajectories of charged particles, finding proton-proton collision points, identifying particles as hadrons or leptons, and finding the displaced decay vertices of long-lived particles. Allen is currently used in Run3 data taking [44] as first trigger step, where GPU cards connected to event builder nodes perform the initial event reconstruction and selection. Adopting Allen for its first trigger stage led to significant architectural simplifications of the LHCb online system, and the cost savings of the reduced networking requirements was more than the cost of the GPUs that run Allen. In addition, choosing Allen was motivated by an expected more rapid increase in performance for GPUs, which represents an opportunity to do more physics in Run 3 and beyond. Plans for GPU-based triggers are being explored also for other experiments in the rare events frontier, such as Mu2e-II [45].

Experiments in the Rare Processes and Precision Frontier (RPF) rely on massive data samples to search for suppressed or forbidden processes. Working with ever growing data sets with similar or fewer resources presents significant challenges for these experiments. The Belle II experiment is expected to collect 50 ab^{−1} of data, about 50 times that collected at the first generation B-factories, Belle and BaBar, through the 2030s. Experimental algorithms for calibration, processing, storage, and analysis of these data sets will require careful planning and execution. The Belle II software [46] uses a declarative style that is promising for accurately capturing high-level concepts and factorizing them from low-level implementations, hiding the implementation details and allowing rapid prototyping as underlying computing architectures (e.g. GPUs) and computing models (e.g. the elimination of intermediate data products) evolve. The software was designed to enable parallel processing via forking processes, thereby avoiding issues related to memory sharing and preventing the need for software developers to understand how to write thread-safe code. Effective implementation of parallel processing has not yet been achieved and may require additional effort, particularly to achieve the proposed scalability. To handle the massive data sets expected at Belle II, the collaboration leverages heterogeneous, distributed computing resources using a computing model based on those of the World-wide LHC Computing Grid (WLCG) and the LHC experiments. While centralized software and tools are well supported in the field, experiments like Belle II rely on a core team of distributed computing experts who monitor the diverse

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

1.6 Recommendations 17

computing resources, develop experiment-specific user tools, and otherwise enable efficient processing and analysis of data sets on the grid. Training and mentorship of new experts is essential to the efficient use of grid resources that enable the physics programs of RPF experiments.

1.6 Recommendations

• Heterogeneous computing platforms provide opportunities for significantly increased efficiency and performance for experimental algorithm deployment, provided certain challenges can be overcome. To ensure the continued success of our experimental programs and avoid steeply rising costs for computational infrastructure, workable solutions must be found to exploit these resources efficiently. This will require increased investment in software development. Targeted optimizations of key algorithms for experiments will likely give the largest speedups so they need to be supported until deployment in the experiment’s workflows.

• Portability solutions are of vital importance to the broad adoption of heterogeneous computing platforms, and it is imperative to provide continued support to develop and evaluate such solutions. These solutions must fulfill certain metrics such as ease of learning and long-term sustainability. Standardized approaches for portability (even in C++ standard) will provide an important step in this direction and should be supported.

• Software frameworks and common tools play a key role in enabling experimental data processing both in large and small experiments. Software frameworks provide the infrastructure and the programming model for the implementation and execution of algorithms on the experimental data. Common tools are community-authored resources providing algorithm implementations that are applicable to multiple experiments, and often represent the most cost-effective solution. Support for continuing operation and evolution of these resources to adapt to the new computing landscape is critical for enabling the usage of parallel algorithms in production environments of the experiments.

• Interdisciplinary collaborations and programs are critical to develop the most impactful algorithmic approaches that can take full advantage of new hardware and software developments. The support of such programs needs to be strengthened considerably and will be extremely valuable for the HEP community.

• Training opportunities are essential to ensure that the experiments implement optimal algorithms that can take full advantage of new hardware and software developments. The computational landscape has become very complex in the last few years

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

18 Experimental Algorithm Parallelization

and extensive training is essential to successfully navigate it. Standardized approaches for portability (even in C++ standard) may lower the bar for training/specialization of workforce

• Career opportunities need to be provided for researchers who focus on experimental algorithm development. The field has become very complex and requires deep knowledge of diverse computational approaches. The High Energy Physics community often does not recognize the scientific value in this work when faculty positions are competed; scientific research positions at university have almost disappeared. While there are opportunities at the national laboratories, they are clearly too few and the field is losing very talented researchers to industry at an alarming rate.

• Project support has to be provided to enable long-term sustainability of software developments and to offer job security for early-career researchers. In a similar way that detector development is supported by projects, software development has to be treated in a similar way. Establishing synergies between detector design and data processing algorithm design will likely provide optimal physics results and overall cost effectiveness.

• Resource allocations need to be sufficient to go beyond the R&D phase of algorithm and software development to production ready software. Often, funding is provided to demonstrate that a new idea or algorithm in principle works, however, follow-up funding to take the very important step to go from proof-of-concept to fully production ready and maintenance is often not available. The funding agencies have to consider long-term commitment for mission-critical software products.

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

BIBLIOGRAPHY 19

Bibliography

[1] HEP Software Foundation collaboration, HL-LHC Computing Review: Common Tools and Community Software, 2008.13636.

[2] S. Campana, A. Di Girolamo, P. Laycock, Z. Marshall, H. Schellman and G.A. Stewart, Hep computing collaborations for the challenges of the next decade, 2022. 10.48550/ARXIV.2203.07237.

[3] A.E. Bauer, E.C. Bellm, A.S. Bolton, S. Chaudhuri, A.J. Connolly, K.L. Cruz et al., Petabytes to Science, arXiv e-prints (2019) arXiv:1905.05116 [1905.05116].

[4] V. Krutelyov, G. Cerati, M. Tadel, F. Wuerthwein and A. Yagil, Impact of tracker layout and algorithmic choices on cost of computing at high pileup, PoS ICHEP2016 (2016) 194.

[5] J.T. Childers, T.D. Uram, T.J. LeCompte, M.E. Papka and D.P. Benjamin, Adapting the serial Alpgen parton-interaction generator to simulate LHC collisions on millions of parallel threads, Comput. Phys. Commun. 210 (2017) 54 [1511.07312].

[6] M. Bhattacharya et al., Portability: A Necessary Approach for Future Scientific Software, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, 3, 2022 [2203.09945].

[7] C. Green, J. Kowalkowski, M. Paterno, M. Fischler, L. Garren and Q. Lu, The art framework, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 396 (2012) 022020.

[8] M. Clemencic, D. Funke, B. Hegner, P. Mato, D. Piparo and I. Shapoval, Gaudi components for concurrency: Concurrency for existing and future experiments, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 608 (2015) 012021.

[9] E.L. Snider and G. Petrillo, LArSoft: Toolkit for Simulation, Reconstruction and Analysis of Liquid Argon TPC Neutrino Detectors, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 898 (2017) 042057.

[10] ACTS Developers collaboration, Acts: A common tracking software, in Meeting of the Division of Particles and Fields of the American Physical Society, 10, 2019 [1910.03128].

[11] C. Gumpert, A. Salzburger, M. Kiehn, J. Hrdinka and N.C. and, ACTS:

from ATLAS software towards a common track reconstruction software, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 898 (2017) 042011.

[12] FASER, ATLAS, LZ, Fermi-LAT, H1, T2K, SBND collaboration, Software and Computing for Small HEP Experiments, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, D. Casper, M.E. Monzani, B. Nachman and G. Cerati, eds., 3, 2022 [2203.07645].

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

20 BIBLIOGRAPHY

[13] S. Amrouche et al., The Tracking Machine Learning challenge : Accuracy phase, in The NeurIPS ’18 Competition: From Machine Learning to Intelligent Conversations (2019), DOI [1904.06778].

[14] C.D. Jones, K. Knoepfel, P. Calafiura, C. Leggett and V. Tsulaia, Evolution of HEP Processing Frameworks, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, 3, 2022 [2203.14345].

[15] EP-CCE IOS Group collaboration, Data Storage for HEP Experiments in the Era of High-Performance Computing, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, 3, 2022 [2203.07885].

[16] C.D. Jones, M. Paterno, J. Kowalkowski, L. Sexton-Kennedy and W. Tanenbaum, The new CMS event data model and framework, in Proceedings of International Conference on Computing in High Energy and Nuclear Physics (CHEP06), 2006.

[17] C.D. Jones, CMS event processing multi-core efficiency status, J. Phys.: Conf. Series 898 (2017) 042008.

[18] N. Popovici and T. Willhalm, Putting intel® threading building blocks to work, .

[19] C.D. Jones and E. Sexton-Kennedy, Stitched together: Transitioning CMS to a hierarchical threaded framework, J. Phys.: Conf. Series 513 (2014) 022034.

[20] C.D. Jones, L. Contreras, P. Gartung, D. Hufnagel and L. Sexton- Kennedy, Using the CMS threaded framework in a production environment, J. Phys.: Conf. Series 664 (2015) 072026.

[21] CMS collaboration, Implementing Concurrent Non-Event Transitionsin CMS, in 23rd International Conference on Computing in High Energy and Nuclear Physics, 10, 2018.

[22] D. Dagenhart, Concurrent conditions access across validity intervals in CMSSW, in 24th International Conference on Computing in High Energy and Nuclear Physics, 2, 2020.

[23] A. Bocci, D. Dagenhart, V. Innocente, C. Jones, M. Kortelainen, F. Pantaleo et al., Bringing heterogeneity to the cms software framework, EPJ Web Conf. 245 (2020) 05009.

[24] J. Krupa, K. Lin, M.A. Flechas, J. Dinsmore, J. Duarte, P. Harris et al., GPU coprocessors as a service for deep learning inference in high energy physics, Machine Learning: Science and Technology 2 (2021) 035005.

[25] D. Rankin, J. Krupa, P. Harris, M. Flechas, B. Holzman, T. Klijnsma et al., Fpgas-as-a-service toolkit (faast), in 2020 IEEE/ACM International Workshop on Heterogeneous High-performance Reconfigurable Computing (H2RC), (Los Alamitos, CA, USA), pp. 38–47, IEEE Computer Society, nov, 2020, DOI.

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

BIBLIOGRAPHY 21

[26] A. Matthes, R. Widera, E. Zenker, B. Worpitz, A. Huebl and M. Bussmann, Tuning and optimization for a variety of many-core architectures without changing a single line of implementation code using the alpaka library, Jun, 2017, https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.10086 [1706.10086].

[27] S. Thais, P. Calafiura, G. Chachamis, G. DeZoort, J. Duarte, S. Ganguly et al., Graph neural networks in particle physics: Implementations, innovations, and challenges, 2022. 10.48550/ARXIV.2203.12852.

[28] M. Abadi, P. Barham, J. Chen, Z. Chen, A. Davis, J. Dean et al., TensorFlow:

Large-scale machine learning on heterogeneous systems, 2015.

[29] A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, G. Chanan et al., Pytorch:

An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc, E. Fox and R. Garnett, eds., pp. 8024–8035, Curran Associates, Inc. (2019).

[30] P. Harris, E. Katsavounidis, W.P. McCormack, D. Rankin, Y. Feng, A. Gandrakota et al., Physics community needs, tools, and resources for machine learning, 2022. 10.48550/ARXIV.2203.16255.

[31] X. Ju et al., Graph Neural Networks for Particle Reconstruction in High Energy Physics detectors, in 33rd Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, 3, 2020 [2003.11603].

[32] S. Lantz et al., Speeding up particle track reconstruction using a parallel Kalman filter algorithm, JINST 15 (2020) P09030 [2006.00071].

[33] A. Bocci, Heterogeneous online reconstruction at cms, Nov., 2019. 10.5281/zenodo.3598824.

[34] R. Aaij et al., Allen: A high level trigger on GPUs for LHCb, 1912.09161.

[35] Y. Kahn et al., Snowmass2021 Cosmic Frontier: Modeling, statistics, simulations, and computing needs for direct dark matter detection, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, 3, 2022 [2203.07700].

[36] B.J. Mount et al., LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) Technical Design Report, 1703.09144.

[37] DUNE collaboration, Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE), Far Detector Technical Design Report, Volume II: DUNE Physics, 2002.03005.

[38] DUNE collaboration, Computing for the DUNE Long-Baseline Neutrino Oscillation Experiment, EPJ Web Conf. 245 (2020) 11002 [2004.09037].

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021

22 BIBLIOGRAPHY

[39] B. Fleming, K. Knoepfel, M. Lin, X. Qian, Y. Ren, B. Viren et al., DUNE Software and High Performance Computing, in 2022 Snowmass Summer Study, 3, 2022 [2203.06104].

[40] X. Qian, C. Zhang, B. Viren and M. Diwan, Three-dimensional Imaging for Large LArTPCs, JINST 13 (2018) P05032 [1803.04850].

[41] S. Berkman, G. Cerati, K. Knoepfel, M. Mengel, A.R. Hall, M. Wang et al., Optimizing the hit finding algorithm for liquid argon TPC neutrino detectors using parallel architectures, JINST 17 (2022) P01026 [2107.00812].

[42] S. Berkman, G. Cerati, J. Kowalkowski, M. Paterno, S. Sehrish, T. Peterka et al., Hep reconstruction at hpc centers: an approach for efficient utilization of resources,

https: // www. snowmass21. org/ docs/ files/ summaries/ compf/ snowmass21-compf1_ compf4-nf0_ nf0-056. pdf ,

2020.

[43] T. Gamblin, M. LeGendre, M.R. Collette, G.L. Lee, A. Moody, B.R. de Supinski et al., The spack package manager: bringing order to hpc software chaos, in SC15: International Conference for High-Performance Computing, Networking, Storage and Analysis, (Los Alamitos, CA, USA), pp. 1–12, IEEE Computer Society, nov, 2015, DOI.

[44] LHCb collaboration, A Comparison of CPU and GPU Implementations for the LHCb Experiment Run 3 Trigger, Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 6 (2022) 1 [2105.04031].

[45] N.H. Tran, B. Echenard, D.G. Hitlin, F.C. Porter, R.T. Chislett, R.A. Rivera et al., Mu2e-II: TDAQ based on GPU co-processor letter of interest for Snowmass 2021,

https: // www. snowmass21. org/ docs/ files/ summaries/ rf/ snowmass21-rf5_ rf0-if4_ if0_ gianantonio_ pezzullo-041. pdf ,

2020.

[46] Belle-II Framework Software Group collaboration, The Belle II Core Software, Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 3 (2019) 1 [1809.04299].

Community Planning Exercise: Snowmass 2021