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Abstract
This work proposes a method and optimized implementation for exascale simulations of high-speed compressible fluid
flows, enabling the simulation of multi-engine rocket craft at an unprecedented scale. We significantly improve upon
the state-of-the-art in terms of computational cost and memory footprint through a carefully crafted implementation of
the recently proposed information geometric regularization, which eliminates the need for numerical shock capturing.
Unified addressing on tightly coupled CPU–GPU platforms increases the total problem size with negligible performance
hit. Despite linear stencil algorithms being memory-bound, we achieve wall clock times that are four times faster than
optimized baseline numerics. This enables the execution of CFD simulations at more than 100 trillion grid points,
surpassing the largest state-of-the-art publicly available simulations by an order of magnitude. Ideal weak scaling is
demonstrated on OLCF Frontier and CSCS Alps using the full system, entailing 37.8K AMD MI250X GPUs (Frontier)
or 9.2K NVIDIA GH200 superchips (Alps).
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1 Introduction

The 21st century witnesses a “new space race”30 driven
by private companies replacing government agencies
in providing launch services. The resulting drop in
launch cost enabled a wide range of business models,
ranging from satellites to space manufacturing2,14. The
new emphasis on scale and cost efficiency motivated
innovations in rocket design, most notably the reuse of
rocket stages and the leveraging of economies of scale.
An example of innovations motivated by industrial

space exploration is the use of rockets with many
engines. Five large F-1 engines powered the first
stage of the Saturn V rocket. The width of the 3.7
by 5.6 meter F-1 engines was not constrained by
road width or transportation logistics but primarily
dictated by engineering requirements, such as thrust
production, fuel flow rates, and structural integrity.
As a result, they were transported using specialized
equipment, including barges and oversized transport
vehicles. Instead, SpaceX Super Heavy, the first stage
of Starship, is powered by 33 smaller Raptor engines.
This has multiple advantages. The economy of scale
benefits the production of a larger number of smaller
engines. The Raptor engine’s relatively compact size,
with a nozzle diameter of approximately 1.3 meters
(4.3 feet), allows it to be transported via standard road
infrastructure. The multitude of engines also provides a
degree of redundancy, allowing a small number of engine
failures to be compensated for without compromising
mission success. Upon reuse, the defective engines can be
replaced. Further, when landing the Super Heavy after

flight, thrust can be reduced by turning off individual
engines.

For all their advantages, using large arrays of small
engines creates new design challenges. When closely
packed, large numbers of engines can interact with their
exhaust plumes, propelling hot gas upward toward the
rocket’s base, thereby heating it. This so-called base
heating can lead to mission failure29, mandating the
installation of heat shields on the rocket base. This
requires heavier or more expensive materials for the
base, motivating the search for a targeted design.

Mitigating base-heating problems most cost-
efficiently, in terms of both dollars and weight, requires
appreciating the mechanism by which engine exhaust
is reflected back to the rocket and which parts of the
rocket are most affected. A key difficulty in experimental
approaches to understanding plume recirculation is that
it depends on numerous parameters, including varying
ambient pressure as the rocket traverses the atmosphere
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and engine thrust vectoring for steering. Numerical
simulations are the only feasible means of obtaining a
detailed characterization of the entire flow field under
a broad range of conditions. They even allow probing
the impacts of changes to the rocket design. Prior
work on the numerical simulation of interacting rocket
plumes was limited to small numbers (up to 7) of rocket
engines and limited resolution (up to ≈ 10 million grid
points)29,33,42,43. Our work addresses this limitation
via the latest flagship exascale systems, leveraging
their hardware design and coupling novel algorithms,
computational methods, and the optimizations they
enable. With this, we can simulate the interaction of
rocket engine plumes at unprecedented scales.
In this work, we 1. use information geometric

regularization to forego nonlinear viscous shock
capturing, enabling the use of linear numerics with
drastically reduced memory footprint. 2. use unified
addressing on tightly coupled CPU–GPU platforms
to increase the total problem size with negligible
performance hit. 3. show that our approach is up
to 5.7 times as energy efficient as an optimized
implementation of state-of-the-art nonlinear numerical
methods (WENO+HLLC), measured in the same
codebase. 4. improve the time to solution by a factor of
4. 5. achieve the first, to the authors’ knowledge, public-
domain CFD simulation of over 100 trillion grid points,
exceeding the largest previous compressible simulation
by an order of magnitude and the largest previous
incompressible simulation by a factor of 3.5.
The model equations solved in this work are

outlined in section 2. Related work and state-of-the-art
methodologies are reviewed in section 3. Our strategy
for enabling large-scale, high-fidelity simulations is
detailed in section 4. The flagship computers used
for this study are introduced in section 5. Results on
performance and energy usage are presented in section 6,
while simulation outcomes are discussed in section 7.
Finally, a summary of the work is provided in section 8.

2 Physical model equations

As a model, we represent the exhaust via compressible
Navier–Stokes equations

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρu) = 0, (1)

∂(ρu)

∂t
+∇ · (ρu⊗ u+ pI− τ ) = 0, (2)

∂E

∂t
+∇ · [(E + p)u− u · τ ] = 0, (3)

with the ideal gas law equation of state

p = (γ − 1)ρe, for e := E/ρ− ∥u∥2/2. (4)

We denote as µ and ζ the shear and bulk viscosity, and
use the constitutive law

τij = µ

(
∂ui

∂xj
+

∂uj

∂xi

)
+ (ζ − 2µ/3) δij

∂ui

∂xj
. (5)

Equations (1) to (3) describe the conservation of mass,
momentum, and energy, τ is the viscous stress tensor,

and p is the pressure. Tracking mixture ratios of different
gases/fluids and their chemical reactions would be a
natural extension, though they are not necessary for this
work. For the purpose of demonstrating our solution, we
focus on eqs. (1) to (5).

3 Challenges and existing solutions

3.1 Shock capturing

3.1.1 Shock waves are the dominant concern in the
simulation of high-speed compressible fluid dynamics.
They arise in numerous natural and man-made
phenomena, including supernovae, air, and spacecraft.
The velocity and density fields of compressible high-
speed flows sharpen over time, eventually forming
macroscopic discontinuities or shock waves. However,
on the microscopic scale, the gas viscosity balances the
steepening of shock waves, resulting in smooth profiles.
In practice, this happens on the scale of the mean free
path of gas particles, orders of magnitude smaller than
the scale of typical quantities of interest.

3.1.2 Computation with shocks: A multiscale problem.
Higher-order numerical methods exploit the target
solution’s regularity to approximate it with smooth
functions, most frequently polynomials. The mean-
free path is many orders of magnitude shorter than
a realistic computational grid spacing. Thus, shocks
appear as discontinuities on the grid scale, and the
direct application of higher-order methods leads to
Gibbs–Runge oscillations and subsequent simulation
failure. Shock capturing modifies either the equation
or its discretization to obtain an object that is well-
behaved on the grid scale. It amounts to coarse-graining
the microscopic shock and correctly representing its
macroscopic effects without grid-resolving it. Crucially,
the resulting coarse-scale model should preserve smooth
grid-scale oscillations due to turbulence, reactions, or
acoustic effects.

3.1.3 Existing approaches. Artificial viscosity mitigates
Gibbs–Runge oscillations at the cost of excessive
dissipation of fine-scale features. To remedy the
latter, numerous approaches apply artificial diffusivity
adaptively, in the vicinity of the shock3,4,12,18,19,23,28,31.
This is challenging in practice: A lack of viscosity
creates spurious oscillations, while excessive viscosity
dissipates the solution. Common choices, such as the
localized artificial diffusivity of Cook and Cabot 12 ,
struggle with three main challenges (fig. 2). First,
while they allow spreading the shock over multiple
grid points, the resulting shock profile is not smooth
to higher order. In practice, this can lead to Gibbs–
Runge oscillations overcoming the artificial viscosity,
resulting in a breakdown of the simulation. Second,
increasing the width of the shock requires increasing
the strength of the artificial viscosity, which smears
true physical features that are critical to representing
the flow field, such as turbulent eddies. Lastly, in
the presence of sufficiently strong shocks, the required
artificial viscosity affects the CFL numbers of the
explicit time steppers considered state-of-the-art for
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such hyperbolic problems. Limiters are an alternative
to artificial viscosity. They adaptively lower the order
of the numerical method near shocks21,24,27,36,38,41.
They are more robust but also risk dissipating fine-
scale features. Riemann solvers attempt to mitigate this
problem, at additional computational cost22,34,39,40.

3.2 GPU memory

The evolution of GPU memory over the past decades,
in terms of capacity and bandwidth, has been
highly beneficial for the memory-bound computation
typical for CFD applications. The spatio-temporal scale
separation in fluid flows requires a high resolution, which
necessitates large amounts of memory that must be
accessed at high speeds. Both NVIDIA and AMD have
blurred the lines between GPU and CPU memory by
introducing coherent CPU-to-GPU interfaces, 900GB/s
for the NVIDIA Grace-Hopper superchip. At the
same time, AMD has implemented InfinityFabric at
8x36 GB/s for the AMD Trento+4 MI250X in the
HPE Cray EX255a. These fast interconnects, along
with technologies such as NVIDIA’s unified virtual
memory (UVM), allow the use of CPU memory for GPU
computations and even (in the case of Grace–Hopper)
allow the GPU to saturate the host memory bandwidth.

3.3 Floating point computation

The advent of artificial intelligence and machine
learning has fueled the development of algorithms with
reduced and mixed precision. Yet, their adoption in
HPC applications remains limited. The majority of
traditional scientific applications to date rely on FP64
computation and storage. FP64 is the current standard
for solving compressible, shock-laden flows. However,
recent advances in software, hardware, and algorithms
demonstrate great potential, as shown, for instance, in
the iterative refinement of solving linear systems (see,
e.g., Dongarra et al. 15 , Haidar et al. 20 or the HPL–MxP
benchmark25). We show that lower precision storage is
viable for this work’s regularized flow model.

3.4 The need for scale

Current CFD simulations struggle to resolve phenomena
across vastly different space and time scales. Fluid
dynamics inherently involves multiscale interactions,
such as large coherent structures and small turbulent
eddies. Ultra-large simulations can broadly extend
current scientific capabilities. In this case of this work,
expanding from the current state-of-the-art ≈ 1 trillion
grid points to 100 trillion enables scale-resolved flow
features of rocket exhaust.
For external aerodynamics, such as the jets we

focus on in this study, the interaction between
large-scale wake structures and small vortices is
crucial for high-fidelity predictions. Current methods
force compromises. Large simulations are required to
represent shock waves, acoustic phenomena, and their
turbulent interactions. Current state-of-the-art methods
suffer from numerical dissipation, smearing critical
flow features. By combining high resolution with low
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Figure 1. Schematic of the chip-to-chip (C2C) transfers of
intermediate time-step variables between the on-node CPU
and GPU devices. The time sub-steps are q1,2 and the full
step integration is q3.

walltime cost per grid point and leveraging an inviscid
regularization (IGR), we reduce cell sizes relative to flow
feature scales, thereby overcoming these challenges.

Large-scale CFD simulations have progressed from
CPU-based runs, such as the 10T grid point simulation
on IBM BlueGene/Q35, which benefited from large
CPU memory but was limited by slow processing
speeds, to recent GPU-based efforts where compressible
problems of similar scale have been solved on systems
like OLCF Frontier37. The largest GPU simulations
for incompressible flows now reach approximately 34T
grid points45, though their performance relies on costly
all-to-all communication. Lattice Boltzmann methods,
suitable for near-incompressible flows and run in
FP16, could reach 25T lattice points on Frontier (not
demonstrated), albeit with lower accuracy compared to
high-order accurate CFD methods26.

4 Computational Methodology

4.1 Shock treatment with information
geometric regularization

4.1.1 Information geometric regularization. We over-
come the limitations of conventional approaches to
shock capturing by utilizing the inviscid information
geometric regularization recently proposed by Cao and
Schäfer 8 . Cao and Schäfer 8 first derive IGR in the
pressureless (infinite Mach number) case, where shocks
amount to a loss of injectivity of the flow map x 7→ ϕt(x)
that maps gas particles from their initial position to
their position at time t. They modify the geometry
according to which the flow map evolves, such that
particle trajectories t 7→ ϕt(x0) never cross but instead
approach each other asymptotically as shown in fig. 3.
It preserves the nominal long-time behavior of solutions
while avoiding the formation of singularities, recovering
the nominal vanishing viscosity solutions in the limit. In
the unidimensional, pressureless case, Cao and Schäfer 9

proves this result rigorously. The modified geometry
on flow maps arises from the information geometry
of the mass density1, accounting for its meaning as a
probabilistic density estimate of particle positions. Cao
and Schäfer 8 refers to this perspective as information
geometric mechanics.
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Figure 2. Inviscid regularization. Localized artificial diffusion
(LAD) spreads shocks over a user-defined width (top left).
SoA indicates state-of-the-art. The resulting profile is not a
high-order smooth curve. Furthermore, increasing the width to
account for coarser discretizations yields the physically
meaningful dissipation of oscillatory solutions (top right).
Information geometric regularization replaces shocks with
smooth profiles at the grid scale and preserves oscillatory
features (bottom row).

Following Cao and Schäfer 8 , IGR for the compressible
Euler equations is obtained by adding the so-called
entropic pressure Σ to p, resulting in the modified
conservation law:

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρu) = 0, (6)

∂(ρu)

∂t
+∇ · (ρu⊗ u+ (p+Σ)I− τ ) = 0, (7)

∂E

∂t
+∇ · [(E + p+Σ)u− u · τ ] = 0, (8)

α
(
tr (∇u)2 + tr2 (∇u)

)
=

Σ

ρ
− α∇ ·

(
Σ

ρ

)
.

(9)

As shown in fig. 2, this inviscid regularization yields
smooth solutions without damping fine-scale features.
The parameter α determines the width of the smoothly
expanded shocks, which is on the order of

√
α.

Computing the flux requires solving the auxiliary elliptic
eq. (9), but

√
α is proportional to the mesh size.

Hence, the resulting discrete system is uniformly well-
conditioned and grid-point-local. With the previous
solution as a warm start, ⪅ 10 Jacobi sweeps per flux
computation suffice at negligible computational cost.

4.1.2 Discretization. IGR enables us to bypass shock
capturing and instead employ a fifth-order accurate
finite volume method with Lax–Friedrichs numerical
fluxes for the hyperbolic part of the equation. Due
to the high Reynolds number of the problem under
consideration, we find that a second-order accurate
approximation of the derivatives of u suffices to compute
the viscous stress tensor. We reuse the same derivatives
to compute the left-hand side of eq. (9) and discretize

x1 x2

0

ϕ(x)

t

α = 0.0 (nominal trajectory) α = 10−5

α = 10−4 α = 10−3

ϕt(x)

Figure 3. Information geometric regularization regularizes
shocks by changing the geometry according to which the flow
map ϕt evolves in time. When tracing two particles x1 and x2,
we see that in the modified geometry, their trajectories
t 7→ ϕt(x1), ϕt(x2) no longer cross but instead converge
asymptotically. The rate of convergence is determined by the
parameter α modulating the strength of the regularization.
The limit α→ 0 recovers the nominal vanishing viscosity
solution of the problem. Figure reproduced from Cao and
Schäfer 8 , with author permission.

the elliptic operator on the right using a standard 6-
point stencil. For each computation of the hyperbolic
flux, we solve eq. (9) using up to ten sweeps of Jacobi
iteration, with the previously computed Σ as an initial
guess. Following Coralic and Colonius 13 , we use a
third-order accurate Runge–Kutta method for time
stepping17. For a single fluid case, the total number of
floating point numbers stored by our scheme is 13N +
o(N), where o(N) is the number of grid points. This
includes 5 arrays for the solution (density, energy, and
three momenta), 5 arrays for the intermediate Runge–
Kutta step, one array for Σ, one for the left-hand side
of eq. (9), and one that serves as intermediate storage
holding derivative reconstructions.

4.2 The algorithm

The key algorithmic kernel of our method computes
the right-hand side of the ordinary differential equation
obtained from the spatial discretization. It is presented
in algorithm 1. We advance the conservative variables
(line 1) at the cell centers using a 3rd-order accurate
Runge–Kutta time stepper, which requires 2 copies
of state variable buffers. The flux calculations at
the cell boundaries are split dimensionally across the
three coordinate directions (line 12). The conservative
variables are reconstructed at the cell boundaries
using a 5th-order accurate polynomial interpolation
scheme (lines 23 to 28). In addition, the viscous
fluxes require the calculation and reconstruction of
velocity gradients (lines 16 to 18). A conversion of the
reconstructed conservative variables to their primitive
form is performed at the cell boundaries (lines 25
and 29). The Riemann problem at the interface is then
solved using a Lax–Friedrichs approximate Riemann
solver (lines 26 and 34). The net flux at the cell center
is an input to the time stepper (line 4) via the right-
hand side. The entropic pressure Σ is calculated at
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Algorithm 1: Compute right-hand side (RHS)

1 (ρ, ρu, E, α)← Conservative variables
2 (u, p)← Primitive variables
3 Σ← Entropic pressure
4 rhs← Time stepper RHS
5 vflux← Temp. array for viscous flux
6 coeff← Reconstruction coefficients
7 igr rhs← RHS for elliptic solve
8 igr func()← Routine to calculate igr rhs
9 viscous()← Routine for viscous flux

10 flux()← Routine for inviscid flux
11 for t = 1 to T do // Loop over time steps

12 for idir ← (x, y, z) do // Loop over domain

13 foreach (i, j, k) in cells do
14 for q ← −2, 3 do // Reconstruction

15 for n← (x, y, z) do
16 compute du

dn

17 vfluxL ← vfluxL + coeffL(q) · dudn
18 vfluxR ← vfluxR + coeffR(q) · dudn
19 if idir == x & q == 0 then
20 store du

dn

21 if idir == x & q == 0 then
22 igr rhs← igr func( du

dx
du
dy

du
dz

)

// Recon. density, velocity

23 ρL, ρR ← ρ(−2 : 3) along idir
24 ρuL, ρuR ← ρu(−2 : 3) along idir

// Convert to primitive

25 uL,uR ← ρuL, ρuR

// Viscous fluxes

26 rhs← viscous(vfluxL, vfluxR,uL,uR)
// Recon. remaining variables

27 EL, ER ← E(−2 : 3) along idir
28 αL, αR ← α(−2 : 3) along idir

// Convert to primitive

29 pL, pR ← EL, ER

30 ΣL,ΣR ← 0
// IGR contribution in y,z

31 if idir == y or idir == z then
32 ΣL,ΣR ← Σ(−2 : 3) along idir

33 for d← L,R do // Inviscid fluxes

34 rhs← flux(ρd,ud, Ed, pd, αd, σd)

35 if idir == x then
// IGR elliptic solve

36 Σ← igr rhs
37 for d← L,R do // IGR x contrib.

38 ρuL, ρuR ← ρu(−2 : 3) along idir
39 uL,uR ← ρuL, ρuR

40 ΣL,ΣR ← Σ(−2 : 3) along idir
41 rhs← flux(ud, σd)

42 (ρ, ρu, E, α)← (ρ, ρu, E, α) + dt · rhs

the cell centers by solving the elliptic PDE (line 36)
in eq. (9) and incorporated into the right-hand side
(lines 34 and 41). The right-hand side of eq. (9) also
requires velocity gradients, which are reused from the
viscous flux calculations (lines 20 to 22).

4.3 Optimizations

Our implementation eliminates the storage of the
reconstructed states (lines 23 to 29), velocity gradients
(lines 16 to 20), and fluxes (lines 26, 34 and 41) and

keeps all operations in a single kernel (algorithm 1). The
memory footprint is reduced by storing the intermediate
variables as thread-local temporary arrays within this
kernel. The algorithm only requires storing 2 copies
of the conservative variables, the net flux at each grid
point, and the solution and right-hand side of the elliptic
PDE in eq. (9).

Each thread solves an approximate Riemann problem
at the grid cell–cell interface and accumulates its
contribution to the right-hand side at overlapping cells
via atomic operations to prevent race conditions. During
the reconstruction along the 1st coordinate dimension
(x, here), the contributions to the right-hand side of the
elliptic solve accumulate after computing the velocity
gradients for the viscous fluxes (line 22).

The elliptic PDE is solved after the right-hand
side computation is complete (line 36)∗, enabling
reconstruction and flux computation of the entropic
pressure in the 2nd and 3rd dimensions (lines 31 to 32).
The flux contribution of the entropic pressure in the first
dimension is completed separately after the elliptic solve
(lines 36 to 41). This structuring results in a 20-fold
decrease in memory use compared to an optimized 5th-
order accurate WENO+HLLC implementation in the
same codebase44.

4.4 Unified Memory

The unified memory approach uses the NVLink C2C
connection on Grace–Hopper (Alps) and the Infinity-
Fabric for AMD CPU–GPU connections on Frontier.
This strategy is depicted in fig. 1 and uses the full capac-
ity of the compute node, expanding beyond the GPU
memory capacity without compromising performance.

4.4.1 NVIDIA approach for Alps. The compute nodes
on Alps contain four NVIDIA GH200 superchips. This
is a hardware-coherent system that couples a Grace
CPU and a Hopper GPU using a 900GB/s NVLink-
C2C connection. This allows both processors to access
all system memory at high speeds coherently and
consistently. In addition to the usual CUDA allocators,
GPU memory can also be allocated using system
allocators such as malloc. The unified memory concept
maps to the Grace–Hopper device and is used herein.

To realize out-of-core GPU computations, we compile
and link via -gpu=mem:unified, instructing the compiler
to use CUDA Unified Memory. This provides a single
unified address space for the CPU and GPU. Our
optimizations leverage this infrastructure via a zero-
copy strategy, where the most frequently accessed data
is hosted in GPU memory and the least frequent is
in CPU memory. We avoid any data movement during
the simulation and only perform local or remote direct
accesses. This strategy eliminates the duplication of
host and device buffers, maximizing simulation size. To
fine-tune data placement, we provide memory hints to
the CUDA driver via cudaMemAdvise. We use pinned
allocation for buffers that stay on the CPU for the

∗For typographic reasons, “right hand side” is on the left in eq. (9).
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simulation lifetime. This results in a minimally intrusive
out-of-core implementation that does not sacrifice GPU
performance. Any potential data movement between the
two physical memories is left to the CUDA driver.

The time step updates in the Runge–Kutta scheme
are rearranged so only the current substep is passed
to the right-hand side routine. The buffer holding the
previous state is only used to update the current Runge–
Kutta state. With this rearrangement, we only store
one sub-step and the right-hand side buffer in GPU
memory. Thus, the intermediary substep is always in
CPU memory, freeing GPU memory and increasing the
simulation size without sacrificing performance. The
timestep updates access the Runge–Kutta substeps from
their physical locations via zero-copy, simultaneously
accessing data from GPU memory and CPU memory
through the C2C connection.

We communicate via CUDA-aware MPI and GPUDi-
rect, avoiding staging on host memory. We allocate the
send and receive buffers on the GPU using OpenACC
captures to guide MPI in selecting the GPU path.

4.4.2 AMD approach for Frontier The vendor compilers
available on OLCF Frontier do not support an
equivalent of unified memory for OpenACC, although
both HPE’s CCE compiler and AMD’s ROCm
compiler support OpenMP’s unified shared memory
mode. CCE allows users to allocate device-accessible
memory and request that the OpenACC runtime
omit a separate device copy. The AMD heterogeneous
system architecture (HSA) requires that GPU memory
be accessible by the host. To reduce the memory
footprint on Frontier, we thus allocate a single time-
step stage as device-resident memory (hipMalloc)
and the second as pinned host memory. We set
CRAY_ACC_USE_UNIFIED_MEM=1, so the CCE OpenACC
runtime detects that these arrays need not be
mapped and uses them via zero-copy across the
AMD Trento–MI250X InfinityFabric. Otherwise, the
Frontier implementation follows the NVIDIA strategy,
decreasing memory use on both the host and device
without impacting performance. Following the NVIDIA
implementation, the buffers passed to MPI are mapped
to device memory by the OpenACC runtime. We
therefore enable GPU-aware MPI to use the GPU
buffers directly for on- and off-node communication.

4.5 Mixed precision

On GH200, we implement a mixed-precision strategy,
where all computations are performed in FP32 but
utilize FP16 storage. This doubles the maximum
simulation size while increasing effective bandwidth.
While most OpenACC constructs are readily applicable
for half-precision, the NVHPC SDK does not natively
support the atomic updates required by our algorithm.
Instead, we implement a CUDA function called from
OpenACC kernels.

5 HPC platforms and software
environment

We performed calculations on OLCF Frontier and CSCS
Alps. OLCF Frontier features 9,856 nodes, each with
a 64-core AMD EPYC CPU and four AMD MI250X
GPUs (each GPU with two GCDs and 128GB HBM2E),
delivering 1.353EFLOP/s on HPL and a theoretical
peak of 2.1EFLOP/s, with a total memory capacity
of 9.6PB split between HBM and DDR4. CSCS Alps
comprises 2,688 nodes, each with four NVIDIA Grace–
Hopper GH200 superchips (10,752 total), achieving
434.9PFLOP/s on HPL and a theoretical peak of
574.84 PFLOPs; each superchip integrates a Hopper
GPU (96 GB HBM3) and a Grace CPU (72 Arm cores,
120 GB LPDDR5).

5.1 Software environment and performance
baseline

We base our implementation on MFC7,44, an exascale-
capable compressible flow solver that ideally scales to
100% of OLCF Frontier, LLNL El Capitan, among other
previous and existing flagship supercomputers16,32.
MFC can offload computation onto GPU devices via
OpenACC and uses metaprogramming to abstract away
and automate vendor-specific or burdensome optimiza-
tions. MFC has a history of being used to simu-
late compressible multi-species, phase, and chemically
reacting fluid flows5,6,10,11. We use MFC’s optimized
implementation of WENO nonlinear reconstructions
and HLLC approximate Riemann solves as a baseline
for performance comparisons44.

On Frontier, we use the HPE Cray Program-
ming Environment (CCE) 24.03 release and AMD’s
ROCm 6.3.1. We compile with the flags -O3 -haggress.
On Alps we use the NVIDIA HPC SDK 25.1 and HPE
Cray MPICH 8.1.30 for messaging. We compile with
the flag -gpu=fastmath, yielding 2-4 times improvement
in performance across NVIDIA architectures. Perfor-
mance results are measured using a representative three-
dimensional, two-fluid problem simulating the exhaust
plume of a single Mach 14 jet.

5.2 Instrumentation

We measure execution time with application inter-
nal timers using Fortran standard cpu_time and
system_clock procedures. On Frontier, we use HPE’s
Cray Performance Analysis Tool (CrayPat) to read the
Cray Power Management (PM) counters, gather the
total energy consumed by the entire compute node for
the time-stepping routine that aligns with the code
internal timers, and divide by the number of time steps
taken to find the energy per timestep. On Alps, we use
nvidia-smi to record the module power draw and post-
process the results such that we only account for power
draw during time-stepping, which is then averaged and
multiplied by the average time per time step. For both
Frontier and Alps, we then normalize by the number
of grid points to measure energy use per grid point per
time step.
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6 Performance results

6.1 Time step cost

Table 1 shows the normalized grind times for a two-fluid
problem solved using WENO reconstructions and HLLC
approximate Riemann solves with in-core computation
(current state of the art, optimized implementation
in MFC44), IGR with in-core computation, and IGR
with unified memory on one GH200 on Alps and one
MI250X GCD on Frontier. The grind time is defined
as nanoseconds per grid cell per timestep to normalize
against the different problem sizes that fit within
memory on the different hardware. Smaller grind times
indicate shorter time to solution. Performance impacts
of less than 5% are observed when moving from in-
core to unified computation on the GH200 architecture.
When transitioning from in-core computation to
unified memory computation on Frontier, performance
improvements of 20% and 42% are observed, which is
a result of the non-native implementation of unified
memory with OpenACC employed on Frontier. The
increased grind time in calculations that utilize unified
memory to increase problem size per device results from
the exchange of conservative variable buffers between
the CPU and GPU at each Runge–Kutta update. On
both devices, the time to solution for IGR is reduced by
a factor of approximately four in FP64.

Table 1. Grind time measurements for our simulations. The
units are nanoseconds per grid cell per time step. We compare
our baseline (WENO + HLLC in MFC) with in-core
computation (current state of the art), IGR with in-core
computation, and IGR with unified memory. Measurements for
IGR are presented for both double (FP64) and single (FP32)
precision computations. ∗N/A indicates baseline simulations
that could not be executed due to the instability of the
baseline for sub-FP64 floating point computation.

Device Baseline IGR IGR
(in-core) (unified)

GH200 21.73 5.41 5.65

F
P
6
4MI250X GCD 76.25 18.23 25.90

GH200 ∗N/A 4.27 4.46
MI250X GCD ∗N/A 14.60 17.61

F
P
3
2

6.2 Scaling

Figure 4 shows the weak scaling performance on CSCS
Alps and OLCF Frontier for a compressible two-fluid
problem. GPU-direct MPI, unified memory, and FP32
compute and storage are used to maximize the problem
size per device. A weak scaling efficiency of 98% is
observed when scaling from 64 to 9.2K GH200s on
Alps. On Frontier, a weak scaling efficiency of 96%
is observed when scaling from 64 to 37.8K MI250X
GPUs (128 to 75.6K GCDs). Unified memory and single-
precision compute and storage enable a problem size of
12.2T grid cells on Alps (10983 per GH200) and 65T
grid cells (9513 per GCD) on Frontier.
We successfully reach 100.1T grid cells on Frontier

in the single-fluid case using 37.8K MI250X GPUs
(9450 nodes), accommodating 10983 grid points per
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Figure 4. Weak scaling performance for a representative
two-fluid problem on CSCS Alps (number of GH200s) and
OLCF Frontier (number of MI250Xs). Unified memory,
GPU-direct MPI, and FP32 compute and storage are used in
both weak scaling runs. A weak scaling efficiency of 98% is
observed when scaling from 64 to 9.2K GH200s on Alps, with
a maximum problem size of 12.2T grid cells. A weak scaling
efficiency of 96% is observed when scaling from 64 to 37.8K
MI250X GPUs (128 to 75.6K GCDs), with a maximum
problem size of 65T grid cells.
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Figure 5. Strong scaling performance for a two-fluid
configuration on CSCS Alps and OLCF Frontier.

GCD. On Alps, a problem size of 16113 is used per
GH200, with FP16 storage and FP32 computation.
This results in 45T grid point simulations on Alps, or
100.3T points on JSC JUPITER upon weak scaling
extrapolation, despite its smaller memory capacity
compared to OLCF Frontier.

Strong scaling results for a two-fluid compressible flow
on Alps and Frontier are shown in fig. 5. The base
case uses 8 MPI ranks arranged in a 23 rectilinear
configuration, with each rank holding either 8003

grid cells within device memory or 10003 grid cells
in the unified memory case. GPU-direct MPI and
single precision compute and storage are used in all
runs. Strong scaling efficiencies greater than 70% are
observed for a 32-fold increase in device count in both
configurations and systems. Remarkably, we are able to
strong scale well to nearly the entire CSCS Alps system.

6.3 Energy efficiency

Measured energy consumption per grid cell is tabulated
in table 2 for a single time step of the IGR and prior-
state-of-the-art WENO+HLLC implementations. The
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(a) Rendering of internal energy. It increases
from orange to gray, and the internal energy
peaks jet-centered shock front.

(b) Negative heat flux at the engine outlet
plane. Darker colors indicate larger negative
heat fluxes and back heating.

(c) Heat flux between two rows of jet. Reds
are negative heat fluxes, blues are positive,
and darker colors indicate larger magnitudes.

Figure 6. Simulation results near the corner of a large hexagonal array of engines with Mach 14 exhaust plumes. The very large
engine array is chosen to show the ability to scale to multi-engine rockets of any conceivable size. We show that the heating
encountered on the base is highly location-dependent. These results demonstrate that our approach can simulate problems at
scales far exceeding that of present-day spacecraft.

Table 2. Energy results in µJ per grid cell per time step for
MFC WENO against MFC IGR on a single node of Frontier
and Alps. The MFC WENO+HLLC implementation is also
heavily optimized for the systems benchmarked, and its
performance matches current state-of-the-art
implementations.

Energy (µJ) Frontier Alps

Baseline (WENO + HLLC) 165.76 49.88
IGR 48.08 8.80

problem size is adjusted to exhaust the total GPU
memory on a single node. Our IGR implementation
shows a 3.4-times improvement in energy utilization
on Frontier in the CrayPat profiled runs. For these
profiled runs, the MFC internal timers reported different
times than those shown in table 1 with an IGR to
WENO speedup of 3.6-fold, consistent with the energy
consumption. This discrepancy suggests uneven profiler
overhead between the two implementations. On Alps,
owing to higher power draw for WENO, we observe
that energy savings exceed what is expected from pure
grind time speedup, yielding a 5.7-times improvement
in energy utilization.

7 Simulation results

7.1 Many-rocket configuration

Figure 6 shows visualizations of internal energy and
negative heat flux for a simulation run on CSCS
Alps. The simulation shows the interactions between an
array of ∼1500 Mach 14 rocket engines organized in a
hexagonal grid, each resolved by 600 grid cells across
its diameter. The simulation uses a Cartesian grid of
3.5 trillion (3.5T) grid cells and ran for seven hours on
9.2K GH200 superchips (2300 nodes).

(a) FP16 (b) FP32 (c) FP64

Figure 7. Simulation results showing the engine plume in
white and backward heat flux in red for an array of seven
engines with (a) FP16, (b) FP32, and (c) FP64 storage. FP32
and FP64 yield visually indistinguishable results. The
differences in the FP16 case can arise from numerical noise,
which causes a faster growth of flow instabilities and modestly
larger engine plumes and backward heat flux.

7.2 Mixed precision computations

Figure 7 shows a comparison between the engine plumes
and negative heat fluxes for simulations performed
with FP16, FP32, and FP64 storage. Using FP16,
we enable NVIDIA-based mixed-precision simulations
exceeding 100T grid points by extrapolating our results
from Alps to the upcoming JSC JUPITER, which has
the same primary architecture. FP32 and FP64 yield
visually identical results. We suspect that the differences
in FP16 are introduced through the low-precision
accumulation of numerical errors, which can trigger
physical flow instabilities. In this case, it produces larger
engine plumes and backward heat fluxes, although the
differences appear modest.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we have provided a highly scalable
code for supersonic compressible CFD and showcased
its capabilities at simulating plume–plume interactions
in multi-engine rockets. On the application side, this
provides proof of concept that fully resolved simulations
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of these systems are possible, even at scales far exceeding
the sizes of present-day spacecraft. This advance paves
the way for the computation-driven design of this crucial
component of modern space exploration.

In terms of numerical methods, we have provided
the first large-scale application of information geometric
regularization (IGR). The resulting algorithmic simplifi-
cations greatly improved the efficiency of our approach,
as measured by time to solution, memory cost, and
power efficiency. Thus, this work demonstrates how IGR
can enable state-of-the-art compressible CFD.

In terms of HPC, we have provided a prototype
and proof of concept for combining unified memory
and low/mixed-precision computation. The resulting
computational savings enabled us to perform the first
CFD simulations with more than 100 trillion grid
points, exceeding current state-of-the-art by an order of
magnitude while still improving the wall-time cost per
grid point.

While this work focuses on one- and two-fluid (or
species) cases, MFC is designed to handle more general
multiphase and multicomponent flows. Our work thus
has the potential to aid the numerical understanding of
a wide range of physical phenomena, including reacting
flows and shock-bubble interactions. We also emphasize
that the IGR used in this work is entirely agnostic
to the choice of discretization since it regularizes the
momentum balance equation of the underlying PDE.
The spatial discretizations employed in this work adhere
to traditional algorithmic design patterns commonly
used in compressible CFD. The removal of the need
for numerical shock capturing by IGR opens up a
largely unexplored design space for numerical methods
for compressible and high-speed flows.
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