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Abstract

Recent progress in machine learning is driven by large-scale foundation models,
where scaling laws and finding optimal scaling prescriptions for architecture, data,
and hyperparameters are key in advancing the state-of-the-art. Therefore, it is
surprising that no systematic study evaluates the methodology to obtain scaling
laws and prescriptions across different model types. To shed light on this crucial
blind spot and facilitate future research, we introduce the surrogate benchmarks
ScAn-Bench-LLM and ScAn-Bench-VLM based on 4524 and 8024 checkpoints of
language and vision-language model pipelines. On our benchmarks, we perform the
first systematic evaluation of both data acquisition and extrapolation methodology
for scaling analysis across different data modalities.

1 Introduction

The rapid advancement of foundation models has reshaped approaches to machine learning, driving
progress in natural language processing [1—4], computer vision [5, 6], and other fields. As training at
target scales is prohibitively expensive, researchers increasingly rely on scaling analysis (ScAn) [7—
11] to model empirical relationships between architecture, data, hyperparameters, compute, and
loss in order to extrapolate performance, predict optimal training configurations, and derive scaling
prescriptions. Determining which configurations to evaluate, how to allocate compute across scales,
and how to extrapolate reliably to larger regimes remains a central open problem for ScAn. This
challenge is especially acute for less-researched or emerging foundation-model families, where,
unlike for large language models (LLMs), established rules of thumb are largely absent.

While recent studies have attempted to compare different ScAn methodologies, these evaluations are
overwhelmingly focused on LLMs. More critically, these comparisons often suffer from empirical
biases due to inconsistent meta-choices during model training, leading to discrepancies in the reported
results even when using the same underlying methodology [12-14]. Existing evaluations also largely
study extrapolation on static scaling datasets, while evaluating data acquisition strategies requires
interactive and reproducible benchmarks.

In other meta-algorithmic fields such as neural architecture search (NAS) and hyperparameter
optimization (HPO), which face similar challenges [15], tabular and surrogate benchmarks have
emerged as key enabling research artefacts for efficient evaluation. By collecting a representative
dataset of trained configurations, one can either precompute outcomes for a small search space
exhaustively or fit a fast surrogate predictor over this data to approximate the outcome of expensive
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training runs in rich search spaces in seconds. A prominent example of the former is NAS-Bench-
101 [16], while surrogate benchmarks have since emerged as a widely adopted approach for large or
continuous domains [17-23].

Thus, to enable the systematic study of ScAn methodology, we introduce the two surrogate bench-
marks ScAn-Bench-VLM and ScAn-Bench-LLM, covering vision-language models (VLMs) and
LLMs respectively. We evaluate 9 scaling and hyperparameter settings over 1,000 training runs for
each benchmark, resulting in 8,024 and 4,524 checkpoints for VLMs and LLMs, respectively, with
model sizes ranging from 2M to 357M parameters for VLMs and from 16M to 1B for LLMs. We fit
this data to our surrogate predictor, modeling the training dynamics and downstream performance,
enabling accurate approximation of training runs in CPU-seconds rather than GPU-hours.

We demonstrate that our benchmarks make it possible to study ScAn methods under reproducible
conditions, presenting the first apples-to-apples comparison between existing methods across multiple
data modalities and foundation model families. Beyond our evaluation, our benchmarks will allow
even researchers without access to large-scale GPU clusters to advance ScAn methodology.

Our main contributions are:

* Scaling analysis framework: We develop a systematic view on scaling analysis to guide
benchmarking and evaluation (Section 2).

* Surrogate benchmarks: We introduce the first surrogate benchmarks (ScAn-Bench-LLM
and ScAn-Bench-VLM) suitable for research on scaling analysis methodology (Section 3).

» Evaluation of scaling analysis methodology: We provide the first controlled evaluation
of both sequential data acquisition and extrapolation strategies across multiple foundation
model families (Section 4).

For our code see: https://github.com/automl/scan_bench.

2 A systematic view on scaling analysis

Existing scaling analysis methodologies differ not only in their extrapolation models, but also in
how training configurations are sampled, compute is allocated, and optimization hyperparameters are
chosen, and even what quantities are extrapolated [8, 24, 25]. Recent studies have shown that these
implementation choices can substantially affect empirical scaling conclusions [12, 13]. To enable
systematic evaluation, we introduce a unified framework that decomposes scaling analysis into a data
acquisition phase under a constrained search budget and an extrapolation phase that predicts optimal
behavior at unseen compute scales.

The scaling problem We consider a pretraining task loss, f, to be minimized at a target compute
budget Ciaree: (typically FLOPs). Given a joint hyperparameter search space A = A, x A,, where
A, is the space of compute-scaling hyperparameters and A, is the space of non-scaling optimization
hyperparameters, our theoretical goal is to find the optimal configuration (A}, A¥) that minimizes the
objective function subject to this final compute constraint. Note that the compute budget is strictly a
function of the compute-scaling hyperparameters, C'(\.). This problem can be formally stated as:

(AL, A;) = argmin  f(Ac, Ay) subjectto C(A:) < Clarger (1
(AesXo)EA

Scaling analysis methodology approximates this theoretical solution through a constrained data
acquisition phase followed by an extrapolation phase.

Data acquisition A data acquisition strategy samples a set of configurations and evaluates them
to yield a dataset D = {(Ac,i; Aoyis f(Acsis Aoi)) 1L, The sampling process is bounded by a total

allotted search budget Zf\il C(A¢i) < Csearch, Which in practice is usually not enough to run
adequate evaluations on the target compute Ciaree. A fundamental challenge in standardizing the
evaluations is decoupling the data acquisition strategy from domain-specific heuristics. For instance,
the original Chinchilla [12] methodologies implicitly rely on heavily tuned prior knowledge for
non-scaling hyperparameters, A\, (e.g., learning rate schedules). To ensure a rigorous, prior-free
comparison of the allocation strategies, we must standardize how these baselines are instantiated.
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Table 1: Runtime comparison for 100 evaluations. Surrogate querying is measured in CPU hours on
AMD EPYC 9655 CPU using 8 cores, while training cost is reported in GPU hours on A100 GPUs.

Model family  Surrogate query (CPU-s) Training (GPU-h)

VLM 29 419.58
LLM 17 3519.42

Loss extrapolation Utilizing the empirically acquired dataset D, the most fundamental layer of
extrapolation applies a predictive technique for the optimal loss. Rather than attempting to model the
entire multi-dimensional loss landscape, the goal is to extrapolate the objective function f along the
empirically observed Pareto optimal frontier, directly predicting the minimal achievable loss for a
given target compute budget Ciarger.

Coarse parameter extrapolation Beyond predicting raw loss, many existing scaling studies reduce
problem complexity by treating the overall model size IV as a single scalar proxy for scale. This
intermediate layer assumes that once the optimal NV is determined, the underlying hyperparameters
can be derived via established domain heuristics [12, 24]. Under this regime, the extrapolation
specifically models the model size N* and consequently optimal token count D*.

Full extrapolation The most fine-grained layer of extrapolation eliminates the reliance on heuristic
priors by providing a direct predictive prescription for the complete configuration. In this underex-
plored setting, the fully-parameterized extrapolation function, Q,, directly models the optimal joint

set of compute-scaling and non-scaling optimization hyperparameters (Xj, 5\:) as a function of the
target compute budget Ciarger-

3 ScAn-Bench-LLM and ScAn-Bench-VLM

Training and evaluating foundation models is computationally expensive, making direct evaluation of
ScAn methods unfeasible for many research labs, hindering progress in this area. To address this, we
construct surrogate benchmarks that approximate the mapping between training configurations and
performance. While surrogate predictions are obtained quickly on CPU, training based evaluation
requires hours on GPUs and is orders of magnitude slower (see Table 1). Unlike static tabular
benchmarks, surrogate benchmarks can be queried outside the collected configurations, allowing for
realistic design spaces and continuous parameters.

Section 3.1 describes the ScAn spaces and data collection pipelines for VLM and LLM settings, while
Section 3.2 presents the surrogate modeling procedure. We provide additional details in Appendix A
and Appendix B.

3.1 ScAn spaces and data collection

We define two training pipelines with corresponding ScAn spaces for the considered model families.
The VLM pipeline trains CLIP [5] models using an open-source implementation [9] on a 60M-
sample subset of LAION-400M [26]. The LLM pipeline trains decoder-only transformers [27] on the
SlimPajama [28] dataset.

ScAn space For each model family, we define a bounded ScAn space spanning both scaling
variables and optimization hyperparameters. Table 2 summarizes the number of continuous and
discrete parameters considered across model families, while Appendix A.1 provides the full parameter
ranges and domains. For VLMs, scaling variables include the vision and text encoder width together
with the number of training samples. For LLMs, we vary the number of layers, number of attention
heads, embedding dimension, and training tokens. Across all model families, we additionally vary
key optimization hyperparameters. For VLMs, these include the learning rate, weight decay, warmup
fraction, and optimizer coefficients (51, 32, €). For LLMs, we vary the learning rate, weight decay,
cooldown steps, and optimizer coefficients (51, 82).



Table 2: Summary of the two surrogate benchmarks. The table reports the number of hyperparameters
(#HPs), scale parameters (#Scale), FLOP ranges, continuous and discrete dimensions, and the number
of downstream tasks (#Down.) modeled by each surrogate benchmark.

Benchmark #HPs  #Scale FLOP Range Cont. Disc. #Down.
ScAn-Bench-VLM 6 3 3.6 x 10" - 7.8 x 1018 7 2 40
ScAn-Bench-LLM 5 4 32x10%-29x%x10*° 6 3 -

Table 3: Comparison of surrogate performance across model families in predicting upstream perfor-
mance, measured by Spearman rank correlation (higher is better) and RMSE (lower is better).

VLM LLM
Surrogate Spearman 1 RMSE | Spearmant RMSE |
TabPFN 0.98 0.21 0.95 0.27
AutoGluon 0.98 0.26 0.91 0.30
Ensemble (XGB) 0.96 0.35 0.85 0.35
Ensemble (Mix) 0.95 0.37 0.86 0.33
Ensemble (LGB) 0.96 0.42 0.87 0.33

Data collection To capture training dynamics and allow queries at intermediate training stages,
we recorded a total of 8024 checkpoints for VLMs and 4524 checkpoints for LLMs. To limit
storage overhead, we employed a controlled checkpointing scheme that avoids excessive checkpoint
density while preserving information of the training trajectory. Details on the checkpointing strategy
are provided in Appendix A.3. For each run, we record upstream and downstream performance,
evaluating on all checkpoints. We provide a complete overview of the recorded metrics and the model
pipelines in Appendix A.4.

3.2 Creating the surrogate benchmarks

We follow existing literature on surrogate benchmark construction [23] for surrogate model candidates
and evaluation procedures.

Surrogate modeling We consider AutoGluon [29], XGBoost [30], LightGBM [31], TabPFN, and
a mixed ensemble consisting of Linear Regression, Ridge Regression [32], Random Forests [33],
XGBoost and LightGBM models. In addition, we also include TabPFN [34] as a recent modeling
approach for tabular setting, which we find to perform best. More information on each surrogate is
provided in the Appendix B.1.

Model selection Model selection is based on each surrogate’s ability to predict upstream perfor-
mance. Table 3 reports surrogate performance on the held out test set in terms of Spearman rank
correlation and RMSE across all model families. TabPFN consistently yields the strongest perfor-
mance across benchmarks and is therefore selected as the default surrogate predictor. Additional
information on data split is provided in Appendix B.2. A more comprehensive evaluation across
additional metrics is provided in Appendix B.3.

Final model and runtime We use TabPFN as the predictor for both model families, trained on
all available data, and model each target metric independently, including upstream and downstream
metrics. Table 2 summarizes the properties of the surrogate benchmarks. In addition to the perfor-
mance surrogate, we train a separate binary surrogate for VLMs that predicts whether a configuration
will diverge. Further details are provided in Appendix B.4. The predictors are integrated into a
broader API that exposes additional configuration-level information (Table 13), with further details in
Appendix C.



4 A systematic evaluation of ScAn methodology

As introduced in Section 2, scaling analysis requires two distinct methodological choices: a data
acquisition strategy to gather data at lower compute scales, and an extrapolation strategy to project
those observations to a target compute regime. To systematically benchmark these components, we
evaluate several standard approaches from the literature for both phases. Using the ScAn-Bench
surrogate benchmarks introduced in Section 3, we conduct a scaling analysis to answer the following
questions:

RQ1: What are the trade-offs during data acquisition among maximizing immediate performance,
broadly exploring the Pareto frontier, and ensuring a highly accurate scaling law fit?

RQ?2: TIs there a combination of loss extrapolation technique and data acquisition that consistently
performs well across benchmarks?

R@3: Is there a combination of coarse parameter extrapolation technique and data acquisition that
consistently performs well across benchmarks?

RQ4: Does the studied full extrapolation approach provide reliable and accurate results?

RQ5: Do different acquisition approaches systematically favor particular extrapolation techniques?

4.1 Evaluated ScAn Methodology

Data acquisition strategies As established in Section 2, decoupling strategies from domain-specific
heuristic is essential to have a valid comparison between strategies across different domains. To this
end, we adapt 4 generalized heuristic-free approaches. From the Chinchilla [8] study, we evaluate Iso-
Parameter Profiling (Chinchilla Approach 1) and Iso-FLOP Profiling (Chinchilla Approach 2), both
of which rely on deterministic, grid-based sampling strategies. To evaluate dynamic sampling, we
include Cost-Aware Robust Bayesian Search (CARBS) [25], which utilizes an adapted EI acquisition
function to sequentially sample configurations based on previous observations. Finally, we include
Random Search as a baseline to isolate the performance gains of the structured allocation strategies.
The design choices for these approaches can be found in Appendix E.

Loss extrapolation The coarsest level, which directly predicts the minimal loss at the target
compute scale using either a Kaplan-style power law fit [12] or a Chinchilla-style parametric loss
function [8].

Coarse parameter extrapolation This level predicts the optimal compute-scaling parameters,
specifically the model size (/N*) and the token count (D*). Here, we evaluate deriving N* and D*
via the Chinchilla parametric loss estimate under cost constraints, as well as via direct power law
fitting between the macro-parameters and total compute.

Full extrapolation The most fine-grained level models both A} and A} at the target scale. As this
setting remains largely unexplored, we include a representative baseline based on independent linear
regression (as in CARBS), leaving more expressive joint approaches for future work.

4.2 Experimental setup

Hyperparameter space Our data acquisition phase is strictly confined to a lower-compute regime
bounded by Chy,. To rigorously evaluate the performance of the extrapolation techniques, we define
the unobserved target compute budget as Carge; = 20 X Crnax. By anchoring Ciareee Within the compute
scale of our benchmark datasets, we ensure the availability of ground-truth evaluations at the target
scale. This prevents reliance on an unverified extrapolative regime, allowing us to precisely measure
the true extrapolation error. While our overall hyperparameter search space A is defined in compliance
with these existing benchmarks, the specific configurations sampled during data acquisition are strictly
restricted to configurations costing less than C,x. Specifically, we establish Cppx = 2 X 1016 FLOPs
for the OpenCLIP benchmark and Cl,x = 1.0 X 10 FLOPs for the LLM benchmark.

Loss function In line with scaling law literature [8, 24], we establish pretraining validation loss as
our objective function, f. While downstream task performance is frequently used for general model



evaluation, standard extrapolation methodologies are predominantly formulated around validation
loss. This is because validation loss provides a monotonically decreasing signal that is well-suited
to power-law fitting and parametric modeling. By strictly isolating validation loss, we ensure our
methodological evaluation is decoupled from the unpredictable dynamics of downstream tasks.

Seed Aggregation To mitigate the impact of variance from our random hyperparameter initializa-
tion, we conducted the experiment in 10 independent seeds. Throughout Section 4.3, we report the
mean performance across these runs, along with the standard error to quantify predictive stability.

4.3 Results

Data acquisition As established at the start of Section 4 the primary objective of this evaluation is
to systematically analyze the trade-offs between different data acquisition strategies and prediction
methodologies. In doing so, we demonstrate how notoriously sensitive scaling law projections are to
underlying design choices. Figure 1 evaluates performance across three metrics: Pareto Estimation
Regret (PER, top) measures the area between the acquired data’s fit and the true Pareto frontier,
Hypervolume (middle) measures broad spatial coverage and Incumbent Loss (bottom) tracks the
best loss achieved over the search trajectory. Observing the results, a clear exploration-exploitation
trade-off emerges. CARBS efficiently exploits high-performing regions, achieving the lowest PER
and superior early-stage Incumbent Loss. However, the deterministic Iso-Parameter approach ensures
broad exploration, yielding the highest Hypervolume. Tracking the best loss found as the compute
budget expands, RS surpasses CARBS across benchmarks. This suggests that while CARBS excels
early, its exploitation bias restricts its search space during later acquisition phases. Figure 2 plots the
scaling law fits and the empirical Pareto frontier for a single seed, directly illustrating the localized
nature of the data acquired via CARBS.
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Figure 1: Standalone evaluation of data acquisition strategies. The performance of 4 different
data acquisition strategies within the search space across three metrics against the cumulative search
budget: PER (top, measuring proximity to the true optimal frontier), Hypervolume (middle, measuring
broad spatial exploration), and Incumbent Loss (bottom, tracking the best loss found).

Loss extrapolation We assess loss-level extrapolation techniques under both Iso-Parameter Pro-
filing (Chinchilla A1) and CARBS data acquisition by examining their predicted loss at Ciarget
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Figure 2: Power law fit across acquisition strategies. Projected power law fits for (a) OpenCLIP
and (b) LLM for a single selected random seed, evaluated at the maximum search budget and plotted
alongside the true empirical Pareto optimal frontier. Notably, while the data points acquired via
CARBS exhibit a highly localized and narrow distribution, the resulting scaling trajectory closely
mirrors the optimal empirical trend.

as a function of cumulative compute. Our findings indicate that no single data acquisition and
extrapolation combination is optimal across all benchmarks.

Under Iso-Parameter Profiling (Figure 3, Chinchilla A1), the parametric loss model (Chinchilla
Approach 3) achieves closer predictions to the empirical target loss, while Kaplan exhibits more
stable, monotonic improvement with increasing compute. Figure 4 illustrates this same comparison
when data is acquired via the CARBS strategy. Chinchilla Approach 3 significantly outperforms
Kaplan in anytime prediction on the OpenCLIP benchmark. Conversely, Kaplan yields more reliable
and accurate predictions on the LLM benchmark under this acquisition regime.
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Figure 3: Comparison of loss extrapolation techniques under Iso-Parameter Profiling (Chin-
chilla A1). Predicted loss trajectories over cumulative FLOPs for the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM
benchmarks. The plots compare the Chinchilla Approach 3 and Kaplan prediction methods against
the empirical true optimal loss (dashed line) at Ciarge;. While the Chinchilla technique generally
achieves better overall performance across the trajectory, the Kaplan method demonstrates a more
stable, monotonic improvement in its predictions as the compute budget scales over time.

Coarse parameter extrapolation Parametric extrapolation models are fundamentally brittle when
their underlying compute assumptions are violated. A primary limitation of using the Chinchilla
Approach 3 to model optimal model size (/N*) is its strict reliance on the standard C' ~ 6/ ND
compute estimation. To strictly evaluate the original formulation without injecting novel correction
heuristics for multi-modal architectures, we held this standard compute estimation constant across all
benchmarks. As demonstrated in Figure 5(a) under Iso-Parameter profiling, this rigid assumption
causes the Chinchilla technique to fail in predicting the optimal OpenCLIP model size. Conversely,
Figure 5(b) confirms that both the Chinchilla and empirical Power-Law projection methods reliably
predict N* for the standard LLM benchmark. This contrast highlights that the purely empirical
Power-Law Fit is a more robust and generalized estimator across diverse architectural domains. We
therefore isolate the performance of the Power-Law approach across data acquisition strategies in
Figure 6. Except for CARBS, which yields poor predictions due to its localized exploitation of the
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Figure 4: Comparison of loss extrapolation techniques under CARBS data acquisition. Predicted
loss trajectories over cumulative FLOPs against the empirical true optimal loss (dashed line) for the
(a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks.

search space, other acquisition methodologies have accurate predictions of N* at the given search
budget.
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Figure 5: Model size extrapolation under Iso-Parameter data acquisition. Trajectories of the
predicted optimal model size (/N *) for the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks. The parametric
Chinchilla approach fails on OpenCLIP due to invalid compute estimation heuristics, whereas the
purely empirical Power-Law fit remains robust across both domains.
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Figure 6: Robustness of Power-Law model size predictions across acquisition strategies. The
y-axis represents the absolute prediction error, calculated as the absolute difference between the
log-scale of the predicted model size and the true empirical optimal model size (|1ogq(Npred) —
logo(Ngee)]) at the target compute budget Ciyrger.  With the exception of CARBS, most of the
profiling strategies facilitate accurate predictions of N* at the given search budget.

Full parameter extrapolation Predicting the full set of hyperparameters for a given compute
budget, Clarger, represents the most direct solution to the scaling law problem. As detailed in Section
4, the specific full parameter extrapolation strategy we evaluate involves fitting independent linear
regression models to each hyperparameter dimension. This regression fits the empirically observed



Table 4: Actual loss at predicted configurations. Evaluation of full-parameter extrapolations using
CARBS and Random Search (RS) at various Ci,e budget ratios.

LILM OpenCLIP
Strategy 0.1x 0.5x Best 0.1x 0.5x Best
CARBS 2.02+0.23 1.76+0.17 131 292+0.41 249+0.14 041
RS 1.71+0.18 1.894+0.37 1.31 2.28+0.29 1.81+0.30 0.41

Pareto optimal points as inputs, a methodology used by CARBS [25]. Table 4 compares the actual
loss achieved by these predicted configurations (A%, A¥) against the best empirical loss at Clarget-

For this extrapolation experiment, we isolate our analysis to CARBS and Random Search acquisition
strategies as they dynamically sample the non-scaling hyperparameters (\,) during the acquisition
phase, whereas the deterministic grid-based methods hold A, fixed across a given experiment. We
evaluate the prediction quality across varying search budgets, specifically Ciearen € {0.1,0.5} X
Clarget- As shown in Table 4, as the search budget increases, the standard error across different
random seeds decreases, indicating more stabilized extrapolation over time. Notably, Random
Search outperforms CARBS across all evaluated budgets. Furthermore, the accuracy of the Random
Search predictions monotonically improves by yielding lower actual losses as more data is acquired.
Crucially, this approach is highly sensitive to the exact composition of the empirical Pareto frontier.
This naive method assumes dimensional independence, ignoring the coupled scaling correlations
between hyperparameters. For example, the predicted OpenCLIP configuration failed to account
for interactions between the text and image tower hyperparameters, resulting in severely degraded
performance.

Interaction between data acquisition and prediction For loss extrapolation, the parametric model
(Chinchilla 3) consistently outperforms empirical Power-Law fits (Figure 14). This advantage stems
from its highly flexible five-parameter formulation, which effectively captures the irreducible loss
and accurately fits the acquired data. However, this flexibility introduces severe identifiability issues:
the optimization can accurately represent the loss surface without identifying the true underlying
data-generating parameters. Consequently, this success does not translate to optimal model size (/N *)
prediction. Because the parametric derivation of N* strictly depends on the precise ratio of specific
fitted coefficients, it is highly brittle under poor identifiability.Instead, the efficacy of N* prediction
is dictated by whether the data acquisition phase explicitly traces a usable compute-optimal frontier.
Structured profiling methods (e.g., Chinchilla A1/A2) are designed to map this envelope, making
the empirical Power-Law approach highly accurate and efficient. Conversely, unstructured methods
like Random Search broadly scatter (N, D) allocations without targeting the envelope, while highly
exploitative methods like CARBS sample too narrowly. These degenerate traces fail to map the
Pareto frontier, making the Power-Law approach ineffective and leaving the parametric fit—despite
its identifiability caveats—as the only remaining viable option (Figure 15).

5 Related benchmarks and evaluations

Benchmarks A large body of work studies benchmarking for architecture search [16, 17, 19,
21, 35-41], hyperparameter optimization [18, 42—45], and joint hyperparameter and architecture
search [20, 22, 46, 47]. These benchmarks typically focus on smaller MLP or CNN architectures,
often assume fixed training budgets, or do not provide suitable scaling parameters. Recent work has
explored transformer-based models, but does not model independent training runs or hyperparameter
variation [23]. To support benchmarking ScAn methods, we provide rich scale and hyperparameter
spaces for VLM and LLM settings, support querying upstream metrics, downstream task performance,
and report other necessary statistics such as FLOPs and parameter count.

Evaluations in the language domain For LLMs, recent efforts have begun to evaluate the methods
used to derive scaling laws. For instance, Porian et al. [13] reveal that discrepancies in optimal
scale predictions often stem from inconsistent parameter and compute counting heuristics. Similarly,
Choshen et al. [48] highlight the high variance and methodological pitfalls of extrapolating scaling
laws from intermediate training checkpoints rather than fully converged models. Muennighoff et al.



[49] isolate the data axis, demonstrating that training under data-constrained regimes with repeated
corpora yields similar power-law dynamics, albeit with diminishing returns. Moving beyond scalar
model size, McLeish et al. [50] investigate the impact of architectural shape over the compute horizon,
however, their evaluation remains restricted to a highly constrained pool of model sizes.

6 Conclusion

To facilitate the systematic study of ScAn methodology and make it computationally feasible, we
introduced the two surrogate benchmarks, ScAn-Bench-VLM and ScAn-Bench-LLM, and evaluated
existing scaling methodologies. We hope ScAn-Bench enables the community to develop and evaluate
new ScAn methodology in a more systematic and reproducible manner, and that the benchmarks we
provide serve as a template and encourage others to create additional benchmarks.

Limitations Our benchmarks provide an initial framework for studying the scaling problem,
the compute scales, however, remain substantially smaller than current state-of-the-art models.
Consequently, the observed trends may not fully transfer to significantly larger-scale regimes. We do
not evaluate the sensitivity of the ScAn methods to their hyperparameters. VLM and LLM pipelines
have substantially different characteristics, so, where results align across these settings, this provides
some evidence that the finding may extend beyond a single pipeline. However, as our evaluation
also shows, results do not always align, and they may not even align across different architectures
and training recipes for the same data modality. Since evaluations of ScAn methodology typically
consider only a single setting, this highlights the risk of drawing overly general conclusions from
one pipeline. Similar to how benchmarking progressed in other meta-algorithmic fields, we hope our
work will motivate future benchmarks across additional model families, architectures, and training
recipes. Finally, we restrict our analysis to upstream scaling behavior, but note that extending the
evaluation to downstream tasks is supported by our surrogate benchmarks.
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NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: See Section 2 for the scaling analysis methodology, Section 3 for surrogate
benchmark construction, Section 4 for the evaluation of ScAn methodologies, and Section 4.3
for the experimental results.

Guidelines:

e The answer [N/A] means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A or
[N/A] answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: See Section 6.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper has no limitation while the answer means
that the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

 The authors are encouraged to create a separate “Limitations” section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
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Answer: [N/A]

Justification: The paper does not include theoretical results.

Guidelines:

The answer [N/A| means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: See Section 3, 4 and Appendix A, B, C.

Guidelines:

The answer [IN/A | means that the paper does not include experiments.

If the paper includes experiments, a answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how
to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
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Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The paper does provide open access to the data and code, which are in
synchronization with supplemental material.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

* Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (bhttps://neurips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not

be possible, so is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//neurips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

 The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.
6. Experimental setting/details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyperpa-
rameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer) necessary to understand the results?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: See Section 3 and Appendix A and B.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.
7. Experiment statistical significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Standard error of the mean is shown in figures in Section 4.3, and in Ap-
pendix E.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer [ Yes] if the results are accompanied by error bars, confidence
intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support the
main claims of the paper.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).
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8.

10.

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

e It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

* It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

» For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g., negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, the authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.
Experiments compute resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: See Table 1 and Table 11.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

. Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Our research conforms to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
Guidelines:

e The answer [N/A] means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of
Ethics.

o If the authors answer , they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: See Appendix D.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

o If the authors answer [N/A] or , they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
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11.
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» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate Deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pre-trained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [N/A]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

* Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Existing datasets, codebases, and evaluation suites used in this work are

documented in the released repositories, including references to their respective licenses
and terms of use where applicable.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not use existing assets.
* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

* The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.
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14.

15.

* If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Documentation and implementation details for the released benchmark assets
are provided in the repository: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/scan_bench_
suite-3E3D.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.
Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [N/A]
Justification:
Guidelines:
* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [N/A]
Justification:
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.
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* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

16. Declaration of LLLM usage

Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigor, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: The proposed methodology does not use LLMs as a core methodological
component. They are only one of the benchmarked model families.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

* Please refer to our LLM policy in the NeurIPS handbook for what should or should not
be described.
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A Foundation model pipeline details

A.1 ScAn spaces

The ScAn search space is designed to jointly explore both architectural scale and training hyperpa-
rameters. Below we explain the search space for each family.

All1 LILM

Our space comprises nine dimensions organized into two groups: hyperparameters (learning rate,
weight decay, /31, (B2, cooldown fraction) and scale parameters (embedding size - d,;, 041, number of
layers, number of heads, token budget).

The ranges for each parameter are informed by established scaling law literature. For architectural
dimensions, we follow the model size progressions studied by Hoffmann et al. [8], covering models
from approximately 16M to 1B parameters. The token budget range spans sub-optimal to over-trained
regimes relative to compute-optimal scaling. Hyperparameters are drawn from ranges mentioned
in the Step Law [11], which provides scaling relationships for batch size and learning rate. The
AdamW [51] momentum coefficients (51, B2) and weight decay bounds reflect common practice
in transformer training. Full scaling and hyperparameter ranges are shown in Table 5. Notably,
batch size is not sampled directly, instead we derive it from the token budget using the Step Law’s
prescribed relationship, ensuring compute-optimal throughput for each configuration, with ranges
depicted in Table 6.

Table 5: LLM ScAn Space Configuration

Parameters Type Range / Set Sampling
Learning rate Float [1x107%,1x 1072 Log
Weight decay Float [1x1073,0.2] Log
B1 Float [0.8,0.99] Log
B Float [0.9,0.999] Log
Cooldown fraction Float [0.0,0.3] Linear
Embedding size (dynoqe) Categorical {256, 320,...,1600} Linear
Number of layers Categorical {4,5,...,30} Linear
Number of heads Categorical {6,8,...,40} Linear
Number of tokens Float [2 x 10%,4 x 1019 Log

Table 6: Batch size heuristic ranges derived from Step Law.

Token Budget Global Batch Size
[0,10%) 32768
[10%,10%) 65536
[10%,10'°) 131072
[10'%)2 x 10'%) 262144
X ;4 X
2 x 10*°,4 x 10*° 524288

A.1l2 VLM

Our search space comprises three scale parameters: vision width, text width, and the number of
training samples, along with six optimization hyperparameters: learning rate, weight decay, optimizer
parameters (1, 32, €), and the warmup fraction. Table 7 summarizes the full space and corresponding
ranges(note that training samples is in millions), while the sampling strategy is described in the next
section. The parameter bounds are guided by prior work [5, 9, 10].

In addition to the search dimensions, several design choices are fixed across all configurations,
and results are therefore conditioned on these settings. Table 8 summarizes the fixed choices. All
remaining parameters not listed in the table follow defaults from [9], such as vocabulary size and text
context length. The attention head dimension (marked with * in the table) is set to 64, except for the
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Table 7: VLM ScAn Space Configuration

Parameters Type Range / Set Sampling

Learning rate Float [1x107°,5 x 1072] Log

Weight decay Float [1x1076,2 x 107}] Log

Warmup fraction Float [0.0,0.75] Linear

b1 Float [0.9,0.99] Log

Bo Float 0.95,0.999] Log

€ Float [1x1078,1 x 107°] Log

Training samples (M) Float [0.6,120.0] Warped log (a = 0.5)
Vision width Categorical {32,64,...,512} Weighted categorical (o« = 0.5)
Text width Categorical {32,64,...,512} Weighted categorical (o = 0.5)

smallest models with embedding size 32, where it is reduced to 32. The number of attention heads is
computed as the embedding size of the respective tower divided by 64, with a minimum of one head
for the smallest configurations. This applies to both the vision and text towers.

Table 8: Fixed design choices across all VLM configurations.

Component Choice
Optimizer AdamW

Vision backbone Vision Transformer (ViT)
Image patch size 32

Precision Mixed precision
Layers (vision/text) 12/12

Shared embedding dimension(joint space) 384

Attention head dimension 64"

Learning rate schedule Cosine

The batch size is not fixed. Instead, we derive a heuristic inspired by [10] on their results on Re-
LAION-1.4B [52] dataset. We analyze Pareto-optimal configurations under a cosine learning rate
schedule and observe that global batch size increases consistently with training compute. Based on
this observation, we construct a mapping from the number of training samples to the corresponding
global batch size. Table 9 summarizes the resulting heuristic. An alternative mapping from FLOPs to
batch size was considered but leads to undesirable regimes in our setting with smaller models. In
particular, very small models trained on a large number of samples would receive extremely small
batch sizes, resulting in inefficient and excessively long training times.

Table 9: Batch size heuristic derived from Pareto-optimal OpenCLIP configurations.

Training Samples Global Batch Size

[0, 3.4M) 512
[3.4M, 14.6M) 2,048
[14.6M, 70.4M) 4,096
[70.4M, 145.92M) 8,192
[145.92M, 340.48M) 16,384

A.2 Sampling strategies

Across all model families, most parameters are sampled via random search, with continuous parame-
ters drawn either uniformly or log-uniformly depending on their scale. In addition, some parameters
follow custom sampling strategies, which are described in detail in the following sections. The ScAn
space tables introduced earlier already include a sampling column that provides a brief overview of
these strategies.
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A21 LILM

Configurations are sampled from the search space defined in Table 5 following the general procedure
described above. Each sampled configuration fully specifies the model architecture (embedding size,
depth, number of heads), the training budget (token count), and the hyperparameters (learning rate,
weight decay, 31, B2, cooldown fraction).

A.2.2 VLM

Hyperparameters are sampled according to the general procedure described above (Table 7), with
additional specific strategies detailed below.

The number of training samples NV is drawn from a warped log-uniform distribution:

Nmax
Nmin
where Nyin = 6 x 10°, Npax = 1.2 x 108 , and o = 0.5.

N = Nrnin < > P u ~ Z/{(O, 1)3 (2)

A standard log-uniform distribution would allocate equal probability mass to each order of magnitude,
resulting in half of the configurations being sampled below 6 x 10% samples. This was found to be
overly restrictive. The warped formulation (o < 1) provides a controlled trade-off by relaxing the
equal-per-decade constraint of log-uniform sampling.

Architectural parameters, namely vision and text width, are selected from the discrete set
{32, 64,128,192, 256, 320, 384, 448,512}. To bias sampling toward smaller model sizes, we as-

sign a weight to each candidate based on its index. Let i € {1,..., K} denote the index of a
candidate (ordered from smallest to largest). The weights are defined as

1

/LOL

with a@ = 0.5, such that smaller widths receive higher weights. These weights are normalized to

obtain a probability distribution:
ws
P(i) = —g— @
> j=1Wj

from which the final width is sampled.

A.3 Multi-fidelity modeling and checkpointing

We record intermediate checkpoints for each configuration to enable multi-fidelity modeling in the
surrogate benchmarks. Each checkpoint corresponds to a different stage of training. To capture
this, we define a fidelity variable training_progress € [0, 1], representing normalized training
progress, where 0 corresponds to initialization and 1 to the fully trained model. Each checkpoint is
mapped to a value of training_progress based on its relative position within the training process.
This yields multiple observations per configuration at different fidelity levels, enabling the surrogate
to model performance as a function of both configuration and training progress.

A31 LLM
We determine the number of training steps for each model based on a fixed token budget. Specifically,
T
Ns eps — | & o | (5)
P \Jg . BglobalJ

where T" denotes the target token budget, S = 2,048 is the sequence length, and
Bglobal =micro_batch_size X gradient_accumulation_steps X num_gpus 6)

is the global batch size.

Let Ng(tgsz denote the number of steps for model m, and let :

NIax — max N @)

steps steps
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be the maximum number of steps across all models.

The number of checkpoints assigned to each model is then given by:

(m) NG
chpt =max |2, [10- Nmsx . (8)

Thus, the model with the largest number of training steps is assigned 10 checkpoints, while all other
models receive between 2 and 10 checkpoints, proportional to their number of training steps.

A32 VLM

The number of epochs, which determines the number of recorded checkpoints, is computed as:

N nn
E = max <2, {PIC‘D , ©)
Nmax per epoch
where Npjlanned denotes the planned training budget, defined as the number of training samples. The

constant Npax per epoch controls the frequency of checkpointing, and is set to 6 million. For each
configuration we have 2 to 10 checkpoints.

A.4 Model training and evaluation
A4.1 LILM

Training Every configuration is trained from scratch on a designated subset of the SlimPajama [28]
dataset using a decoder-only transformer with AdamW [51] as an optimizer, SWiGLU [53] activations,
RMSNorm [54], weight tying, a vocabulary size of 50277 and a sequence length of 2 048. Training
follows a warmup-stable-decay (WSD) [55] learning rate schedule. Full training information is
depicted in Table 10. The total number of training steps is determined by the token budget and global
batch size like mentioned above in equation (5).

Table 10: Fixed training choices across all LLM configurations.

Component Choice
Optimizer AdamW
Vocabulary size 50277
Sequence length 2048
Activation function SwiGLU
Learning rate schedule WSD
Normalization RMSNorm
Weight tying True

Evaluation At each evaluation step, upstream performance is measured via validation and test
loss on the respective SlimPajama [28] split, while downstream performance is evaluated on six
benchmarks (HellaSwag [56], PIQA [57], OpenBookQA [58], ARC Easy [59], ARC Challenge [59],
COPA [60]) using the respective few-shot settings.

A42 VLM

Training Models are trained using the AdamW [51] optimizer with a global batch size determined
by the heuristic described earlier and gradient accumulation set to 1. Training is performed in a
distributed setting using local loss computation instead of constructing the full global similarity
matrix.

Evaluation Each trained model is evaluated on separate validation and test sets to obtain per-
formance metrics. Both splits are drawn from pre-training dataset, with 100,000 samples each.
Evaluation is performed with a fixed batch size of 128 to ensure comparability across configurations.
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Table 11: Compute cost (GPU hours) for data collection across different GPU types. The total column
reports the sum of training and evaluation costs across both VLM and LLM benchmarks.

Training Downstream Upstream Total
GPU VLM LLM VLM LLM VLM LLM
RTX2080Ti 11.84 - 731.84 - 11.39 - 755.07
RTX 3080 142.42 - 373.53 - 13.47 - 529.42
L40 0.44 - - - 9.84 - 10.28
A10040GB  3986.02 11042.45 828.75 935.35 198.66 3972.34 20962.55
H10094GB  6653.11 26870.62 859.65 - 159.61 34827 34891.26

For downstream evaluation, we use the DataComp evaluation suite [61], which comprises 40 datasets
evaluated in a zero-shot setting without additional training. The suite spans multiple task cate-
gories, including classification, retrieval, robustness, and fairness benchmarks. As individual tasks
report different evaluation metrics, we model the primary metric specified for each task by [61].
For FAIRFACE [62] and UTKFACE [63], which do not define a single primary metric, we use
acc_race_avg.

B Surrogate modeling details

B.1 Surrogate candidates

We adopt the surrogate modeling setup from HW-GPT-Bench [23], including AutoGluon, XGBoost,
LightGBM, and mixed ensembles, as described in Appendix C.2 of the original work.

We introduce three modifications. First, we exclude the XGBoost learning rate 1.0, as it did not
improve predictive performance in our setting. Second, we use AutoGluon v1.5 with default configu-
rations instead of manually specified hyperparameters, as we observed no meaningful differences in
accuracy. For AutoGluon, we set the training time budget to 30 minutes for LLMs and 4 hours for
VLMs. Third, we exclude FASTAT models in AutoGluon due to training stability issues.

In addition, we include TabPFN [34] v2.5 as an additional surrogate candidate. TabPFN has demon-
strated strong performance on low-data tabular tasks, which aligns with our setting. Moreover, its
in-context learning capability removes the need for explicit training, allowing efficient reuse across
multiple downstream targets without training separate models for each metric.

B.2 Data splitting

The dataset contains multiple checkpoints per configuration. To avoid information leakage, splitting
is performed at the configuration level, assigning each configuration and all its checkpoints entirely
to either the training or test set.

For VLMs, we perform an 80/20 train test split over configurations. To ensure coverage across
different compute scales, configurations are partitioned into four equally sized groups based on their
training compute, and a stratified split is performed within each group. This ensures that both training
and test sets include configurations from all compute ranges. On the LLMs case, we use a 90/10
random split without additional balancing.

Additionally, in VLMs we build an additional failure prediction dataset, where each configuration is
assigned a binary label indicating whether it diverged during training. Configurations are randomly
split into training and test sets using a 80/20 split. This dataset is defined at the configuration level,
and checkpoints are not considered.

B.3 Evaluation metrics

We adopt the accuracy metrics from HW-GPT-Bench [23], including Root Mean Squared Error
(RMSE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Median Absolute Error (MDAE), Mean Absolute Relative
Percentage Deviation (MARPD), coefficient of determination (R?), Pearson correlation (R), and
Spearman rank correlation, and omit calibration metrics to focus solely on predictive performance.
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Table 12: Surrogate performance across model families on held-out final configurations.
Family  Surrogate RMSE| MAE| MDAE| MARPD| R*1 R*t Cormr 1

TabPFN 0.21 0.06 0.02 2.69 096 0.98 0.98
AutoGluon 0.26 0.12 0.07 5.79 094 097 0.98
VLM XGB 0.35 0.20 0.13 9.11 090 095 0.96
Mix 0.37 0.21 0.14 10.11 0.89 0.95 0.95
LGB 0.42 0.29 0.24 14.88 0.86  0.95 0.96
TabPFN 0.27 0.08 0.01 3.02 0.77 0.88 095
AutoGluon 0.30 0.11 0.02 4.66 0.72  0.85 0.91
LLM XGB 0.35 0.15 0.04 6.80 0.63 0.80 0.86
Mix 0.33 0.17 0.07 7.65 0.66  0.82 0.86
LGB 0.33 0.17 0.08 7.97 0.66 0.83 0.87

Table 12 summarizes surrogate performance across model families and metrics, using the respective
train test split and reporting results on upstream performance for each model family.

B.4 Divergence prediction (VLMs)

As described in B.2 data splitting procedure, we construct a dataset for modeling failed runs. Based
on this data, we train a binary classifier that predicts whether a configuration will diverge. Empirically,
divergence is primarily caused by extreme hyperparameter settings, in particular high learning rates.
We therefore use a simple model based on gradient boosted decision trees.

Specifically, we use an ensemble of XGBoost classifiers. Each model in the ensemble is an XGBoost
classifier with tree-based architecture, trained with varying maximum depth {3, 5,9}, number of
estimators {300, 500, 800}, and learning rates {0.01,0.05,0.1}.

At query time, configurations predicted to diverge are filtered out and no performance prediction is
returned.

C Surrogate API

The surrogate API provides a unified interface for querying configurations at arbitrary training
progress. Given a configuration and a training progress value, the API returns upstream and down-
stream metrics predicted by surrogate models, along with predictive uncertainty estimates and addi-
tional quantities computed from the configuration, including cumulative training compute (FLOPs)
and model parameter counts. Table 13 provides an overview of the interface, conditioned on the
configuration not being predicted to diverge in the VLM case. Configurations predicted to fail do not
return performance outputs, but only auxiliary quantities such as FLOPs and parameter counts.

C.1 Predictive uncertainty

The API encodes predictive uncertainty via TabPFN’s quantile outputs, defined as the difference
between the 90th and 10th percentiles of the predictive distribution.

C.2 Parameter count

LLMs The total number of trainable parameters N is computed as:
N = L(4d* + 3dh + 2d) + 2dV +d, (10)

where L is the number of layers, d the model embedding dimension, V' the vocabulary size, and h the
hidden dimension of the feed-forward network, defined as:

8d/3

h:2%[2%w. (11)

VLMs Model parameter counts are computed as the total number of trainable parameters. We
further report separate parameter counts for the vision encoder and the text encoder. For the text
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Table 13: Surrogate API query interface. Given a configuration and a fidelity value, the API returns
performance predictions and additional metadata.

Category Field Description
Configuration Sampled from ScAn space A.1

Input Training progress Fidelity in [0, 1] indicating training progress
Upstream metrics Validation or test loss
Downstream metrics Defined in A.4

Output FLOPs Cumulative training compute up to queried fidelity
Model parameters Number of model parameters
Uncertainty Surrogate model uncertainty

encoder, we additionally distinguish non-embedding parameters, which comprise the transformer
layers, final layer normalization, and text projection layers, excluding token embeddings.

C.3 FLOPs estimation

LLMs We approximate the total training compute C' in FLOPs by accounting for both forward and
backward passes. Each parameter contributes approximately 2 FLOPs per token in the forward pass,
and the backward pass is estimated as twice the forward pass, yielding an overall factor of 6. The
total compute is thus given by:

C = 6T |L(4d® +25d + 3dh) + V|, (12)

where 1" denotes the total number of training tokens and S the sequence length.

VLMs We follow the OpenCLIP implementation for FLOPs estimation. Specifically, we use the
PyTorch [64] torch.utils.flop_counter profiler to measure the per-sample FLOPs of a forward
pass. Total training compute is then obtained by multiplying the per-sample FLOPs by the total
number of training samples.

D Broader impacts

Our goal is to make scaling law research for VLMs and LLMs more efficient, reproducible, and
comparable. Surrogate benchmarks enable systematic evaluation of scaling methodologies without
repeated large-scale training, reducing computational cost and carbon emissions. In practice, methods
are often compared under different datasets, training procedures, and compute budgets, making it
unclear which method performs better. Our approach enables fair and controlled comparison across
techniques, while lowering the barrier to entry for large-scale model research. To the extent that this
improves scaling laws, it may contribute to the development of more capable foundation models.
Such progress can have both positive and negative societal impacts, as more powerful models can
enable beneficial applications but may also be misused, for example to generate misleading content,
amplify biases, or support large-scale surveillance. These risks arise from the underlying models
rather than the benchmark itself.

E ScAn Methodology

E.1 Chinchilla-based data acquisition design choices

We adapt generalized, heuristic-free baselines. For example, in Chinchilla acquisition approaches,
rather than relying on tuned priors, we evaluate the allocation strategy across 10 random seeds,
where each seed operates under a fixed A, uniformly sampled from A,. Furthermore, because
the original work lacks a formal prescription for generating the discrete grid of evaluated models,
we systematize this generation process. We construct a monotonically increasing sequence of
configurations, A, ¢, < Acy,,,, utilizing Sobol sampling to iteratively select which specific dimension
7 of the scaling parameters ). is augmented at each step. The corresponding pseudo-code in more
detail exists in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2.
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E.2 CARBS data acquisition design choices

We apply this same strict, prior-free constraint to the CARBS baseline. While we maintain the core
acquisition behavior, the standard CARBS implementation relies on a manually specified, prior-
informed search center. To eliminate this human bias, we replace it with a systematic, automated
initialization protocol, ensuring a completely equitable comparison against the Chinchilla baselines.
We set most of the hyperparameters to the defaults used in their original source code, providing only
the search center. If a hyperparameter is in LogSpace, we use the v/ min - max value of its domain
for the search center; otherwise, we get the mean of the min and max and use it as the center, along
with defining the initial search radius.

Algorithm 1 Systematized Iso-Parameter Acquisition (Single Experiment)

Require: Random seed k, non-scaling parameter space A,, compute budget [Ciin, Cinax)
Require: Token scaling multipliers M (e.g., {5, 30, 60, 80} for LLM)
1: Initialize experiment environment with random seed k
Initialize acquired dataset D < ()
Sample fixed hyperparameters uniformly: A, ~ Uniform(A,)
Initialize configuration sequence S, <+ ) and base model size A ¢,
> Phase 1: Generate monotonically increasing model size grid
5: while grid size < target horizon (e.g., 16) do
6: Use Sobol sampling to select dimension j of A\, to augment
7: Aetir, < Augment(A. ., , dim = j)
8:
9

ser

: Se — ScU{Actip1 )
: end while
> Phase 2: Evaluate combinations across fixed token multipliers
10: for each model configuration A, € S, do

11: for each multiplier m € M do

12: Compute token count D <+ m x Size(\.)

13: Estimate total compute cost C' for (\., D)
> Phase 3: Filter by compute bounds and execute

14: if Chin < C < Cax then

15: L <+ TrainAndEvaluate( ., \,, D)

16: D+ DU{(C, ;)\, D, L)}

17: end if

18: end for

19: end for

20: return D

E.3 Loss Extrapolation

Looking at the performance of each data acquisition strategy with the Kaplan and Chinchilla 3
approaches in Figures 7 and 8, we show that the Chinchilla 3 approach models the optimal trajectory
better in the OpenCLIP benchmark across all acquisition methods. However, the regret ranges for both
approaches in the LLM benchmark are comparable, demonstrating the overall superior performance
of Chinchilla 3 in modeling optimal loss.

E.4 Coarse Extrapolation

Here, we demonstrate the model size prediction regret of different data acquisition strategies using the
Chinchilla 3 extrapolation technique, highlighting its superior performance on the LLM benchmark
due to the compute cost estimation embedded within its parametric loss function.

E.5 Robustness of Extrapolation at 10x Target Scale

We have already observed the prediction performance given the 20 x Cy,qz. In Figures 10, 11,
12, and 13 we illustrate a consistent prediction for 10x setting compared to 20x setting which is
theoretically expected. Because the underlying prediction techniques model scaling behavior using

power laws of the form C,, increasing the target compute budget by a scalar multiple effectively
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Algorithm 2 Systematized Iso-FLOP (Chinchilla 2) Acquisition

Require: Random seed k, non-scaling parameter space A,, compute bounds Ciyin, Chax
Require: Number of target FLOP steps N, compute cost tolerance e
1: Initialize experiment environment with random seed &
2: Initialize acquired dataset D < ()
3: Sample fixed hyperparameters uniformly: A, ~ Uniform(A,)
4: Generate model configuration pool S, via Sobol sampling
> Phase 1: Generate logarithmic compute budget grid
5: Caia < LogSpace(logy (2 - Ciin),10810(Cinax ) Nsteps)
> Phase 2: Iterate over fixed target budgets and model sizes
6: for each target compute budget Ciarger € Cria do
7: for each model configuration A\, € S, do
> Phase 3: Binary search for required token count D

8: Dlow — 17 Dhigh <~ Dlimit

9: Drnaten < (Z)

10: while Dy, < Dhigh do

11: Duig < [(Diow + Dhign) /2]

12: Ceurr < EstimateCost( ., Dyniq)

13: if |Ceurr — Clarget| < € then

14: Dmatch — Dmid

15: break > Match found within tolerance
16: else if Cour < Clarger then

17: Diow ¢ Dpig + 1

18: else
19: Dhigh < Dpia — 1
20: end if
21: end while

> Phase 4: Execute if a valid configuration is resolved

22: if Dyacn # () then
23: L + TrainAndEvaluate( ., Ao, Dmatch)
24: D+ DU {(Cla.rgeta)\ca)\omeatchaL)}
25: end if
26: end for
27: end for

28: return D

(a) OpenCLIP (b) LLM
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Figure 7: Loss extrapolation regret over trajectory using Kaplan strategy: Illustrating the loss
prediction regret for all the data acquisition strategies using Kaplan extrapolation approach.
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Figure 8: Loss extrapolation regret over trajectory using Chinchilla 3 strategy: Illustrating the
loss prediction regret for all the data acquisition strategies using Chinchilla 3 extrapolation approach.
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Figure 9: Model size extrapolation regret over trajectory using the Chinchilla 3 strategy. The
plots display the absolute logarithmic regret, defined as |log N — log N*|, which measures the
deviation between the predicted optimal parameter count (V) and the true empirical optimum (N *)
as a function of cumulative profiling FLOPs. Results are shown for (a) the OpenCLIP and (b)
LLM benchmarks. Shaded regions denote the standard error across independent seeds. Notably,
the CARBS acquisition strategy achieves the lowest final parameter prediction regret across both
modalities.

induces a uniform shift along the prediction trajectory in log-log space. Consequently, the relative
ranking of the extrapolation techniques remains preserved, provided this shift is synchronous with
the shift of the empirical optimal loss to the new target scale. To provide greater transparency for
large-scale predictions, we have added new plots detailing the loss and optimal parameter (N *)
prediction trajectories at 10x extrapolation to this section.

E.6 Robustness and Generalizability of the Surrogate Model

Building upon the acquisition-prediction dynamics established in Section 4.3, we conduct two targeted
ablation studies to rigorously evaluate the generalizability of our framework. Our objective is to
verify that the core findings, specifically the relative method rankings and the interactions between
acquisition and extrapolation strategies, are intrinsic to the scaling methods themselves, rather than
artifacts of the chosen surrogate model or the training data distribution.

First, we evaluate sensitivity to the surrogate architecture. Figures 16 and 17 illustrate the loss
and coarse parameter extrapolation trajectories using an XGBoost surrogate in place of the primary
TabPFN model. Evaluated at a highly scaled 20 extrapolation budget, the XGBoost surrogate yields
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(a) OpenCLIP (b) LLM
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Figure 10: Loss extrapolation trajectories at 10x target scale using the Kaplan prediction
strategy. This plot illustrates the predicted loss trajectories over cumulative FLOPs across varied
acquisition strategies evaluated at (10 x Cj,). Consistent with baseline findings, extending the target
budget induces a uniform shift in the prediction trajectory in log-log space, preserving the stable,
monotonic improvement characteristic of the Kaplan method.
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Figure 11: Loss extrapolation trajectories at 10 x target scale using the Chinchilla Approach 3
strategy. Predicted loss is evaluated at target compute budget of 10 x Chax. While the large extrapo-
lation gap naturally shifts the prediction trajectory, the comparative behavior and relative ranking
of the Chinchilla Approach 3, including its stronger localized predictions on specific benchmarks,
remain preserved and synchronous with the empirical loss trajectory.

remarkably comparable performance trends and interaction effects, confirming that our conclusions
are agnostic to the underlying surrogate mechanism.

Second, we assess robustness to data variance. Figures 18 and 19 present the extrapolation results
when the TabPFN surrogate is trained independently on two disjoint subsets of the data corpus.
Despite the shift in the empirical training distribution, the relative rankings and scaling behaviors
remain strictly preserved. Together, these ablations demonstrate that the benchmarking framework’s
conclusions generalize reliably across both architectural substitutions and data variations.
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Figure 12: Robustness of Power-Law model size (/N *) predictions at 10 x target scale. Trajectories
of the predicted optimal model size are evaluated against a 10X extrapolation gap across acquisition
strategies. The purely empirical Power-Law fit continues to demonstrate strong robustness across
diverse architectural domains. The relative ranking of acquisition methods remains entirely consistent
with baseline scale results, including the degradation of CARBS due to its localized exploitation bias.
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Figure 13: Model size (/V*) predictions at 10x target scale using the Chinchilla Approach 3
strategy. This figure highlights the extrapolation of optimal model size. The parametric limitations
of Chinchilla Approach 3 persist at this scale; specifically, its rigid reliance on standard compute
estimation heuristics continues to cause structural prediction failures on multi-modal architectures
like OpenCLIP.
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Figure 14: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and loss prediction methods. This
figure illustrates the interplay between acquisition strategies and prediction techniques (Chinchilla
Approach 3 and Kaplan) across the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks, alongside (c¢) their
relative performance rankings.
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Figure 15: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and model size prediction methods.
This figure illustrates the interplay between acquisition strategies and prediction techniques (Chin-
chilla Approach 3 and Power Law fit) across the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks, alongside
(c) their relative performance rankings.
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Figure 16: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and loss prediction methods using
an XGBoost surrogate. This figure illustrates the same interplay between acquisition strategies
and prediction techniques (Chinchilla Approach 3 and Kaplan) observed with the primary surrogate
across the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks, alongside (c¢) their relative performance rankings.
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Figure 17: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and model size prediction methods
using an XGBoost surrogate. This figure illustrates the same interplay between acquisition strategies
and prediction techniques (Chinchilla Approach 3 and Power-Law fit) observed with the primary
surrogate across the (a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks, alongside (c) their relative performance
rankings.
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Figure 18: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and loss prediction methods using
the TabPFN surrogate trained on disjoint data subsets. This figure illustrates that the interplay
between acquisition strategies and prediction techniques (Chinchilla Approach 3 and Kaplan) remains
consistent when trained on two disjoint subsets of the corpus, evaluated across the (a) OpenCLIP and
(b) LLM benchmarks, alongside (c) their relative performance rankings.
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Figure 19: Interaction between data acquisition strategies and model size prediction methods
using the TabPFN surrogate trained on disjoint data subsets. This figure illustrates that the
interplay between acquisition strategies and prediction techniques (Chinchilla Approach 3 and Power-
Law fit) remains consistent when trained on two disjoint subsets of the corpus, evaluated across the
(a) OpenCLIP and (b) LLM benchmarks, alongside (c) their relative performance rankings.

36



	Introduction
	A systematic view on scaling analysis
	ScAn-Bench-LLM and ScAn-Bench-VLM
	ScAn spaces and data collection
	Creating the surrogate benchmarks

	A systematic evaluation of ScAn methodology
	Evaluated ScAn Methodology
	Experimental setup
	Results

	Related benchmarks and evaluations
	Conclusion
	Foundation model pipeline details
	ScAn spaces
	LLM
	VLM

	Sampling strategies
	LLM
	VLM

	Multi-fidelity modeling and checkpointing
	LLM
	VLM

	Model training and evaluation
	LLM
	VLM


	Surrogate modeling details
	Surrogate candidates
	Data splitting
	Evaluation metrics
	Divergence prediction (VLMs)

	Surrogate API
	Predictive uncertainty
	Parameter count
	FLOPs estimation

	Broader impacts
	ScAn Methodology
	Chinchilla-based data acquisition design choices
	CARBS data acquisition design choices
	Loss Extrapolation 
	Coarse Extrapolation
	Robustness of Extrapolation at 10 Target Scale
	Robustness and Generalizability of the Surrogate Model


