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ABSTRACT

Building efficient neural network architectures can be a time-consuming task requiring extensive
expert knowledge. This task becomes particularly challenging for edge devices because one has to
consider parameters such as power consumption during inferencing, model size, inferencing speed,
and CO2 emissions. In this article, we introduce a novel framework designed to automatically discover
new neural network architectures based on user-defined parameters, an expert system, and an LLM
trained on a large amount of open-domain knowledge. The introduced framework (LeMo-NADe) is
tailored to be used by non-AI experts, does not require a predetermined neural architecture search
space, and considers a large set of edge device-specific parameters. We implement and validate this
proposed neural architecture discovery framework using CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and ImageNet16-
120 datasets while using GPT-4 Turbo and Gemini as the LLM component. We observe that the
proposed framework can rapidly (within hours) discover intricate neural network models that perform
extremely well across a diverse set of application settings defined by the user.

1 Introduction

Neural networks have found extensive application across various fields such as healthcare [1, 2, 3], surveillance [4, 5],
Industry 4.0 [6, 7, 8], and Internet of Things (IoT) [9, 10, 11]. A neural network can be composed of a large number
of layers of different types while sporting diverse hyperparameters. Hence, for a given task: (1) finding the right set
of neural layers; (2) connecting them in the right topology; and (3) selecting the most optimal hyperparameters for
each layer can be a daunting task requiring a large amount of computation resources, human expert involvement, and
time. Requiring a given neural network to perform under specific resource-constrained conditions (a case for many
IoT/Edge devices) can add to the complexity of the neural architecture search process. For example designing a neural
network to have more than x% accuracy for a given task is a hard problem to solve but it becomes harder if we further
constrain the problem with additional parameters such as frames-per-second requirements during inferences and power
consumption limits.

Traditional neural architecture search (NAS) frameworks are typically designed to identify the optimal architecture
within a specified search space. This approach, although powerful, is limited by the said pre-defined search space
failing to innovate and create wildly new architectures. Traditional NAS techniques are designed to primarily focus on
improving task accuracy with very little emphasis on additional parameters such as frames-per-second (FPS), power
consumption, and green house gas emission that have become more relevant in recent years.

To mitigate these concerns we propose a Large Language Model guided Neural Architecture Discovery (LeMo-NADe)
framework that can allow the discovery of novel neural network architecture without relying on a pre-defined search
space. This will be achieved through an iterative approach utilizing a large language model (LLM) and an expert system
for driving the LLM towards the target discovery. The expert system will use a set of configurable rules and several
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user-defined metrics to generate a set of instructions for the LLM leading to progressive refinement of the generated
neural architecture.

To validate the LeMo-NADe framework, we perform extensive experimentation using the CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and
ImageNet16-120 datasets. We use the framework to generate many different neural networks for diverse application
requirements and priorities. Neural networks generated using LeMo-NADe for CIFAR-10 (89.41% test accuracy) and
CIFAR-100 (67.90% test accuracy) showed near state-of-the-art level performance. For ImageNet16-120 LeMo-NADe
was also able to generate fairly competitive architectures (31.02% test accuracy). LeMo-NADe is also very efficient
(time, energy consumption, and CO2 Emissions) in terms of model generation/training. While using GPT-4 Turbo1

[12] (as the backend LLM), LeMo-NADe was able to generate and train CIFAR-100 models in about 4.81 hours
consuming only about 0.50 kWh-PUE energy. LeMo-NADe is also capable of prioritizing other metrics (besides
accuracy) towards creating neural architecture that are optimal for different IoT/Edge requirements (e.g. high speed
low accuracy inferencing) and more importantly, has created novel neural architectures from scratch creating a new
opportunity for search-space agnostic neural architecture search research.

To summarize, we offer the following contributions:

1. Formalize and design a search-space agnostic neural architecture discovery framework (LeMo-NADe) leverag-
ing Large Language Models (LLMs).

2. Propose an expert system with associated rules and relevant metrics that is capable of driving a given LLM
towards discovering different neural architectures.

3. Implement LeMo-NADe as a highly configurable/efficient tool for immediate application and easy future
extensions.

4. Qualitatively and quantitatively evaluate LeMo-NADe using CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and ImageNet16-120
datasets for diverse settings and application requirements.

2 Background and Motivation

In this section, we briefly describe the recent advances in the domain of neural architecture search. We also highlight
the motivation behind our work stemming from different shortcomings of traditional NAS frameworks.

2.1 Neural Architecture Search

Methods of Neural Architecture Search (NAS) extensively applied across various research areas, such as image
processing [13, 14, 15], signal processing [16, 17, 18], object detection [19, 20], and natural language processing[21, 22].
It involves identifying the best neural network (judged traditionally based on only accuracy) for a given task through
repeated trials. The early NAS techniques worked mainly based on the evolutionary algorithms (EA) [23] and
reinforcement learning (RL) [24]. Although these methods showed promising result by building quality networks
they require high computing power and time. To solve this issue, weight-reusing [25] approaches were proposed that
avoids the necessity of training each design from the beginning resulting in low computation cost. One-shot approaches
for NAS [26] were also proposed which involves training a large network called SuperNet that incorporates every
conceivable architecture within the search domain. DNAS [27] is another weight re-using approach where all the
SubNet parameters are optimized by gradient decent.

NAS is hard to reproduce due to its high computational power and time. To limit this issue researchers proposed NAS
benchmark dataset that contains all the possible architecture with corresponding evaluation results. One NAS dataset
is NAS-Bench-101 [28] that contains 5 million distinct neural architectures and is trained on CIFAR-10 dataset. The
NAS-Bench-201 [29] dataset has 15625 cell layouts and is derived from a cell-based search technique and is trained
on CIFAR-10 [30], CIFAR-100 [30] and ImageNet16-120 [31] datasets. In [32], the authors proposed a NAS method
named as β-DARTS to solve weak generalization ability found in DARTS method. They used the NAS-Bench-201 to
evaluate their framework. In another research work [33], authors suggested Λ-DARTS as a solution for the structural
flaws caused by the weight sharing approach in DARTS. In a recent work [34], authors proposed a framework named
GENIUS where they used LLM to solve the NAS problem while utilizing pre-defined search spaces.

2.2 Shortcomings of NAS

Traditional NAS algorithms typically focuses on improving accuracy and give little priority to parameters such as
inferencing speed, training power consumption, and CO2 emissions. However, in recent years, it has become important

1gpt-4-1106-preview
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to consider these parameters during the neural network design process due to: (1) an increase in the number of
resource-constrained edge devices; and (2) environmental concerns arising from excessive AI-related power utilization
and CO2 emissions. Most traditional NAS techniques also rely on having access to a pre-defined search space (of
potential neural architectures) making it difficult to scale across different applications and use cases.

2.3 Why LLM for Neural Discovery?

We hypothesize that a Large Language Model (LLM) that is trained on a large volume of open-domain data will
inevitably also have the knowledge about different neural architectures. LLMs have demonstrated success in terms
of searching for neural network architectures given a search space [35, 34, 36]. However, we wanted to go one step
further and find out if LLMs can generate novel neural network architecture (discovery) without being pointed to a
pre-defined search space. We also wanted to analyze if: (1) the open-domain knowledge has provided these LLMs
with insights into different metrics associated with a neural architecture such as estimated training power consumption,
inferencing speed, and CO2 emissions during inference; (2) these LLMs can follow automated instructions generated
from an expert system for refining a neural network.

Figure 1: Overview of the LeMo-NADe framework.

3 Methodology

In this section, we will describe and discuss the LeMo-NADe framework.

3.1 Neural Discovery Process

In Figure 1 we show an overview of the LeMo-NADe framework where an Expert System (ES) takes the task
specification from the user (metrics) and generates commands for the LLM using a set of rules for creating a neural
architecture. The generated neural network from the LLM is then evaluated and the associated evaluation-based metrics
are used by ES to generate the next LLM command.

Algorithm 1 shows the overall procedure of LeMo-NADe. It takes user-defined metrics (UDM), task specification
(TS), termination condition (TC), and the initial command (Initial_Cmd) as input from the user. From lines 2-6, all
variables are initialized and the initial command (designed based on the task specification) is stored in the cmd variable.
In line 8, LLM_AGI (the GPT-4 Turbo [12] and Gemini [37] as LLM component) returns a response based on the
command and subsequently, a model is created from the response. From lines 11-13, the generated model is trained and
evaluated with the training and validation datasets respectively and a set of metrics such as training energy (E1), training
accuracy (A1), validation energy (E2) and validation accuracy (A2) are calculated and stored in the Metrics dictionary.
The Metrics dictionary is then passed to the NNGES (Algorithm 2) to generate a set of instructions for the next round of
LLM-based neural network generation. Any conflicts between the generated instructions are removed using Algorithm

3
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Algorithm 1 LeMo-NADe Neural Network Discovery
1: function AI_AG(UDM , TS, TC, Initial_Cmd)
2: BCM ← ∅
3: Metrics← UDM
4: BestModel← ∅
5: cmd← Initial_Cmd
6: TC = False
7: while TC = False do
8: Response← LLM_AGI(cmd)
9: Model← Create_Model(Response)

10: Metrics.P←Model.params
11: [Model, Metrics.E1]←Model.train(TS.train_set)
12: Metrics.A1←Model.eval(train_set)
13: [Metrics.E2,Metrics.A2]←Model.eval(val)
14: cmd← NNGES(Metrics)
15: cmd← RESOLVE_CONFLICT(cmd)
16: CM ←Model_Effectiveness(Metrics)
17: if CM > BCM then
18: BCM← CM
19: BestModel←Model
20: end if
21: if Termination Condition is Met then
22: TC = True
23: end if
24: end while
25: return BestModel
26: end function

TABLE 1: PROPOSED USER-DEFINED AND EVALUATION BASED METRICS.
LEGENDS DESCRIPTION TYPE

A1 TRAINING ACCURACY OF THE CURRENT MODEL (CM) PREDICTED BY LLM/AGI EVALUATION BASED
PA1 PRIORITY OF THE TRAINING ACCURACY USER DEFINED
TA1 THRESHOLD OF THE TRAINING ACCURACY USER DEFINED
A2 VALIDATION ACCURACY OF THE CURRENT MODEL (CM) PREDICTED BY LLM/AGI EVALUATION BASED
PA2 PRIORITY OF THE VALIDATION ACCURACY USER DEFINED
TA2 THRESHOLD OF THE VALIDATION ACCURACY USER DEFINED
E1 ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE TRAINING SET EVALUATION BASED
PE1 PRIORITY OF THE ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE TRAINING SET USER DEFINED
TE1 THRESHOLD OF ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE TRAINING SET USER DEFINED
E2 ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE VALIDATION SET EVALUATION BASED
PE2 PRIORITY OF THE ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE VALIDATION SET USER DEFINED
TE2 THRESHOLD OF ENERGY REQUIRED FOR EVALUATING THE VALIDATION SET USER DEFINED
F FPS OF THE CURRENT MODEL (CM) PREDICTED BY LLM/AGI EVALUATION BASED
PF PRIORITY OF THE FPS FOR THE MODEL USER DEFINED
TF THRESHOLD OFTHE FPS FOR THE MODEL USER DEFINED
P PARAMETERS OF THE CURRENT MODEL (CM) PREDICTED BY LLM/AGI EVALUATION BASED
OT THRESHOLD VALUE TO CHECK THE OVERFITTING USER DEFINED
UT THRESHOLD VALUE TO CHECK THE UNDERFITTING USER DEFINED

3. To store the best network architecture, we calculate a metric called the combined model effectiveness (CM ) which
we define as:

CM = AW · (Ta + Va) + (FW ·NF )− EW · (TNE + VNE) (1)

Where, AW is weight for accuracy; Ta is training accuracy; Va is validation accuracy; FW is weight for FPS; NF is
normalized FPS; EW is weight for energy; TNE is normalized training energy; VNE is normalized validation energy.
Table 1 describes all metrics.
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Algorithm 2 LeMo-NADe Expert System
1: function NNGES(Metrics)
2: cmd ← {ACL : 0, ASC : 0, ADL : 0, RCL : 0, RSC : 0, RDL : 0, AD : 0, AMK : 0, AWI : 0, AR : 0, RK : 0, RD : 0, AMN :

0, RN : 0, RR : 0}
3: if Metrics.A1 < Metrics.TA1 then
4: cmd[ACL]← cmd[ACL] + Metrics.PA1

5: cmd[ADL]← cmd[ADL] + Metrics.PA1

6: cmd[AMK]← cmd[AMK] + Metrics.PA1

7: cmd[ASC]← cmd[ASC] + Metrics.PA1

8: end if
9: if Metrics.A2 < Metrics.TA2 then
10: cmd[ACL]← cmd[ACL] + Metrics.PA2

11: cmd[ADL]← cmd[ADL] + Metrics.PA2

12: cmd[AMK]← cmd[AMK] + Metrics.PA2

13: cmd[ASC]← cmd[ASC] + Metrics.PA2

14: end if
15: if Metrics.E1 > Metrics.TE1 then
16: cmd[AD]← cmd[AD] + Metrics.PE1

17: cmd[AWI]← cmd[AWI] + Metrics.PE1

18: cmd[RCL]← cmd[RCL] + Metrics.PE1

19: cmd[RK]← cmd[RK] + Metrics.PE1

20: cmd[RSC]← cmd[RSC] + Metrics.PE1

21: end if
22: if Metrics.E2 > Metrics.TE2 then
23: cmd[AD]← cmd[AD] + Metrics.PE2

24: cmd[RCL]← cmd[RCL] + Metrics.PE2

25: cmd[RK]← cmd[RK] + Metrics.PE2

26: cmd[RDL]← cmd[RDL] + Metrics.PE2

27: end if
28: if Metrics.F < Metrics.TF then
29: cmd[AD]← cmd[AD] + Metrics.PF
30: cmd[RK]← cmd[RK] + Metrics.PF
31: cmd[RSC]← cmd[RSC] + Metrics.PF
32: end if
33: if (Metrics.A1 −Metrics.A2) > Metrics.OT then
34: cmd[ADL]← cmd[ADL] + Metrics.PA1

35: cmd[RCL]← cmd[RCL] + Metrics.PA1

36: cmd[RK]← cmd[RK] + Metrics.PA1

37: cmd[RN ]← cmd[RN ] + Metrics.PA1

38: cmd[AR]← cmd[AR] + Metrics.PA1

39: end if
40: if (Metrics.A2 −Metrics.A1) > Metrics.UT then
41: cmd[RD]← cmd[RD] + Metrics.PA2

42: cmd[ACL]← cmd[ACL] + Metrics.PA2

43: cmd[AMK]← cmd[AMK] + Metrics.PA2

44: cmd[ADL]← cmd[ADL] + Metrics.PA2

45: cmd[AMN ]← cmd[AMN ] + Metrics.PA2

46: cmd[ASC]← cmd[ASC] + Metrics.PA2

47: cmd[RR]← cmd[RR] + Metrics.PA2

48: end if
49: return cmd
50: end function

3.2 Expert System for Instruction set Generation

The expert system drives the LLM towards constructing an optimal neural network for a given set of user-defined
parameters by generating a set of instructions based on the full set of Metrics. Algorithm 2 shows the overall process
for instruction generation. Table 2 describes all instructions used by ES. In line 3, if the A1 (training accuracy) is
below the threshold value as defined by the user then we add the associated priority value (for this metric) to certain
instructions inside cmd. This process leads to the selection and prioritization of instructions that are used by Algorithm
1 for generating the LLM command for the next iteration.

3.3 Conflict Resolution

Instructions generation might have some conflicts (see Table 2) due to the nature of the instructions themselves.
Algorithm 3 shows the overall procedure of eliminating conflicts. In line 3, we organize the cmd in descending order
according to their values. Through lines 7-9, it identifies and stores the commands that have values larger than 0 in
Refined_Cmd. In lines 10-15, the algorithm examines the current command and the remaining commands to identify
any conflicts. If a conflict is detected, the corresponding value is set to zero.
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TABLE 2: RULE BOOK FOR THE LEMO-NADE EXPERT SYSTEM.

LEGEND DESCRIPTION CONFLICTING INSTRUCTIONS

ACL ADD CONVOLUTIONAL LAYER RCL
ASC ADD SKIP CONNECTION RSC
ADL ADD DENSE LAYER RDL
RCL REDUCE CONVOLUTIONAL LAYER ACL
RSC REDUCE SKIP CONNECTION ASC
RDL REDUCE DENSE LAYER ADL
AD ADD DROPOUT LAYER RD
AMK ADD MORE KERNEL RK
AWI ADD WEIGHT INITIALIZER -
AR ADD REGULARIZATION RR
RK REDUCE NUMBER OF KERNEL AMK
RD REDUCE DROPOUT LAYER AD
AMN ADD MORE NEURONS RN
RN REDUCE NEURONS AMN
RR REDUCE REGULARIZATION AR

Algorithm 3 LeMo-NADe Conflict Resolution
1: function RESOLVE_ CONFLICT(cmd)
2: Refined_Cmd← ∅
3: sort_descending(cmd)
4: m← 0
5: key ← cmd.keys()
6: while m < Length(cmd) do
7: if cmd[key[m]] > 0 then
8: Refined_Cmd[key[m]]← cmd[key[m]]
9: n← m+ 1

10: while n < Length(cmd) do
11: if cmd[key[m]].conflict = cmd[key[n]] then
12: cmd[key[n]]← 0
13: end if
14: n← n+ 1
15: end while
16: end if
17: m← m+ 1
18: end while
19: return Refined_Cmd
20: end function

4 Experimental Analysis

In this study, we have considered three publicly available datasets CIFAR-10 [30], CIFAR-100 [30], and ImageNet16-
120 [31] for validating LeMo-NADe. All experiments are run on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU (to make a fair
determination of metrics such as power consumption and runtime).

4.1 Search and Final Training Strategy

Both the CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets comprises 60k images, each with dimensions of 32× 32 pixels where 50k
and 10k samples are designated for training and testing purposes respectively. The CIFAR-10 dataset have 10 output
classes where CIFAR-100 datasets have 100 output classes. We split the training data in a 9:1 ratio for generating the
new training and validation set respectively. ImageNet16-120 has 151k training and 6k testing samples with a resolution
of 16× 16 having 120 classes. We split the training dataset again in a 9:1 ratio towards creating a new training and
validation set. During neural discovery, we run LeMo-NADe for 30 iterations and then train the generated network for
20 epochs using batch size of 512 (Adam optimizer and 0.001 learning rate). The learning rate reduces by 10% of its
initial value if validation loss doesn’t reduce for successive 5 epochs. To reduce overfitting, we augmented the training
dataset with random rotation of 20 degrees, random horizontal flip, 10% random width shift, 10% random height shift,
10% random shear, and 10% random zoom.

6
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TABLE 3: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODELS FOR
CIFAR-10 DATASET.

LLM SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER
OF

PARAMS

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
RUNTIME
(HOURS)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

INFERENCING
FRAME

PER
SECOND

INFERENCING
ENERGY

PER IMAGE
(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

1 82.55 % 2442698 3.93 0.5157 0.4920 6897.22 1.11E-05 1.06E-05
2 84.27% 357706 4.60 0.5682 0.5421 115220.68 5.34E-06 5.09E-06
3 89.41 % 699466 4.25 0.7041 0.6717 10755.78 7.06E-06 6.74E-06
4 69.26 % 136874 4.84 0.4751 0.4533 14636.72 5.39E-06 5.14E-06

GPT-4
TURBO

5 85.44 % 2400330 4.27 0.5743 0.5480 13051.73 5.89E-06 5.62E-06

1 81.76 % 440778 2.14 0.1605 0.1531 13435.93 3.18E-06 3.04E-06
2 81.20 % 128842 2.79 0.2333 0.2226 21553.23 2.44E-06 2.33E-06
3 80.79 % 3016522 2.403 0.2064 0.1969 20460.87 1.08E-06 1.03E-06
4 71.73 % 79530 2.87 0.1811 0.1728 23029.86 7.42E-07 7.08E-07

GEMINI

5 78.59 % 1276234 1.94 0.1264 0.1206 19565.53 6.42E-06 6.12E-06

TABLE 4: USER-DEFINED PARAMETERS FOR DIFFERENT EXPERIMENT SETTINGS.

SETTING PA1 PA2 PE1 PE2 PF

1 0.4 0.6 0 0 0
2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0
3 0 1 0 0 0
4 0 0 0.5 0.5 0
5 0.3 0.4 0 0 0.3

After LeMo-NADe determines the most optimal neural network, we retrain it for 500 epochs (max) using a batch size
of 1024. The Adam optimizer was utilized, starting with an initial learning rate of 0.01. This learning rate is decreased
if there is no reduction in validation loss over 20 consecutive epochs. We configured the GPT-4 Turbo with temperature
setting of 0.

4.2 Results

4.2.1 CIFAR-10 Dataset

Table 3 shows the experimental results for CIFAR-10 dataset (settings described in Table 4). For GPT-4 Turbo (Table
3), we obtain better test accuracy of 89.41% when the validation accuracy priority is set to 1. For this case, the total
run time (searching time + model training) is 4.25 hours, the power utilization effectiveness (PUE) is 0.7041 kWh ,
and CO2 emission is 0.6717 lb. Since both training and inferencing energy are prioritized in setting 4, LeMo-NADe
generated a much simpler neural network while sacrificing some validation accuracy (69.26%). We calculated the PUE
and CO2 emission using the following two equations as described in [38].

pt =
1.58t (pc + pr + gpg)

1000
(2)

CO2e = 0.954pt (3)

Here, pc, pr, and pg represent the power usages (in watt) of CPU, RAM and GPU respectively. Also, t is the total run
time in hours and g is the number of GPUs.

For Gemini, the highest test accuracy of 81.76% was obtained for setting 1 where LeMo-NADe prioritised training
accuracy and validation accuracy. This generation (and training) took 2.14 hours and consumed 0.1605 kWh-PUE of
energy emitting 0.1531 lb of CO2. The efficient model for inferencing (in terms of energy consumed) was obtained for
setting 4 where LeMo-NADe gave equal priority to training and inferencing time energy consumption. For this setting,
LeMo-NADe took 2.87 hours (generating and training time), consumed 0.1811 kWh-PUE, and emitted 0.1728 lb CO2.
We can see that GPT-4 Turbo perform better compared to Gemini.
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TABLE 5: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODELS FOR
CIFAR-100 DATASET.

LLM SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER
OF

PARAMS

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
RUNTIME
(HOURS)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

INFERENCING
FRAME

PER
SECOND

INFERENCING
ENERGY

PER IMAGE
(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

1 56.94% 948708 4.46 0.6874 0.6558 11753.98 7.95E-06 7.59E-06
2 63.43% 1725348 4.73 0.7142 0.6813 10278.36 6.08E-06 5.80E-06
3 58.49% 948708 4.13 0.6056 0.5778 13294.64 5.96E-06 5.68E-06
4 67.90% 79530 4.81 0.5021 0.4790 15079.86 5.63E-06 5.37E-06

GPT-4
TURBO

5 64.55% 3489316 4.68 0.7351 0.7013 10026.15 7.44E-06 7.10E-06

1 47.78 % 721060 2.21 0.1609 0.1535 21455.82 2.91E-06 2.77E-06
2 52.96 % 801444 2.48 0.0932 0.0889 20740.8 2.48E-06 2.36E-06
3 50.20 % 4385540 2.65 0.2877 0.2744 18524.72 2.67E-06 2.55E-06
4 10.24 % 12836 2.83 0.1015 0.097 20726.49 1.19E-06 2.09E-06

GEMINI

5 51.33 % 2665124 2.92 0.2115 0.2018 18470.16 1.04E-06 9.90E-07

TABLE 6: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODELS FOR
IMAGENET16-120 DATASET.

LLM SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER
OF

PARAMS

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
RUNTIME
(HOURS)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

INFERENCING
FRAME

PER
SECOND

INFERENCING
ENERGY

PER IMAGE
(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

1 27.43% 1476536 6.26 0.6476 0.6178 13027.34 1.09E-05 1.04E-05
2 26.83% 1476536 7.14 0.6950 0.6630 11856.32 7.75E-06 7.39E-06
3 27.70% 891448 7.21 0.7476 0.7132 13217.37 5.40E-06 5.16E-06
4 17.83% 116408 9.08 0.8835 0.8428 17062.41 2.71E-06 2.59E-06

GPT-4
TURBO

5 25.23% 898104 9.47 1.01 0.96 15040.49 5.61E-06 5.35E-06

1 19.98% 1113272 8.31 0.5679 0.5417 23322.39 8.85E-07 8.44E-07
2 31.02% 368440 6.53 0.4680 0.4468 186845.09 9.95E-07 9.49E-07
3 24.75% 35446424 11.30 1.707 1.638 8590.73 2.66E-06 2.54E-06
4 23.52% 21370 6.82 0.485 0.4630 22327.31 3.30E-06 3.15E-06

GEMINI

5 22.49% 2338776 4.99 0.32924 0.3141 21833.88 2.59E-06 2.47E-06

4.2.2 CIFAR-100 Dataset

Table 5 presents the outcomes of experiments performed with the CIFAR-100 dataset, following the same parameters
outlined in Table 4. GPT-4 Turbo shows superior results regarding testing accuracy (67.90%), lower model parameters
(79530), lower generating + training energy (0.5021 kWh-PUE), and higher FPS (15079.86) for setting 4. The generated
model has 64.55% test accuracy when 0.3, 0.3, and 0.4 were provided as the priorities for FPS, training accuracy and
validation accuracy respectively. For this model image inferencing took 7.44× 10−6 kWh-PUE energy.

Gemini performs better for setting 2 in terms of test accuracy, parameter, runtime and energy consumption. This
generated model has an test accuracy of 52.96%, took 2.48 hours for generating/training, and consumed 0.0889
kWh-PUE which is least among all other settings. Setting 3 leads to a test accuracy of 50.20% where full priority is
provided to the validation accuracy and it took 2.65 hours for generation/training.

4.2.3 ImageNet16-120 Dataset

Table 6 presents the outcomes of studies experiments carried out using the ImageNet16-120 dataset. LeMo-NADe with
GPT-4 Turbo shows 27.70% test accuracy for setting 3 which is the best accuracy among all settings. It takes 7.21 hours
to generate and train the final model with an energy consumption of 0.7476 kWh-PUE. For setting 1 (0.4 priority on

8
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TABLE 7: COMPARISON BETWEEN LEMO-NADE AND OTHER NAS FRAMEWORKS.

METHOD
CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 IMAGENET16-120

VALIDATION TEST VALIDATION TEST VALIDATION TEST

DARTS [27] 39.77 54.30 38.57 15.61 18.87 16.32
DSNAS [39] 89.66 30.87 30.87 31.01 40.61 41.07
PC-DARTS [40] 89.96 93.41 67.12 67.48 40.83 41.31
IDARTS [41] 89.86 93.58 70.57 70.83 40.38 40.89
GDAS [42] 89.89 93.61 71.34 70.70 41.59 41.71
β -DARTS [32] 91.55 94.36 73.49 73.51 46.37 46.34
Λ -DARTS [33] 91.55 94.36 73.49 73.51 46.37 46.34
GENIUS [34] 91.07 93.79 70.96 70.91 45.29 44.96

LEMO-NADE (GPT4-TURBO) 90.90 89.41 68.38 67.90 27.05 27.70
LEMO-NADE (GEMINI) 82.94 81.76 52.12 52.96 30.34 31.02

training accuracy and 0.6 priority on validation accuracy) we have a test accuracy of 27.43% and a generation/training
energy consumption of 0.6476 kWh-PUE.

Gemini also showed promising performance in terms of accuracy and model parameters, requiring low train-
ing/inferencing energy. As seen in Table 6, LeMo-NADe using Gemini shows 31.02% accuracy for setting 2 with
comparatively lower model parameter (368440) having a training energy of 0.4680 kWh-PUE. For this dataset
(ImageNet16-120) Gemini outperforms GPT-4 Turbo.

4.2.4 Comparative Analysis

Table 7 compares different leading-edge NAS techniques (where they used predefined search spaces to identify the
optimal network) and LeMo-NADe (no search spaces) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and ImageNet16-120 datasets. We
can see that for CIFAR-10 dataset, LeMo-NADe shows promising results and in some cases, it outperforms DARTS,
DSNAS, PC-DARTS, iDARTS, and GDAS. For CIFAR-100 dataset, LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo outperforms
DARTS, DSNAS, and PC-DARTS for both validation and test set results. For ImageNet16-120, LeMo-NADe with
Gemini perform better than LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo and it shows 30.34% and 31.02% accuracy for validation
and test set respectively which is approximately 2× better than the DARTS method.

5 In-depth Micro Analysis

Fig. 2 shows the behavior of GPT-4 Turbo and Gemini based on the feedback from the Expert System.

5.1 GPT-4 Turbo

In Figure 2 we show how GPT-4 Turbo handles feedback from our expert system using the before and after neural
network architecture representations. We describe individual cases below-

• Case 1: We can see that the initially generated model was a simple CNN model with two convolutional layers
having ReLU activations and Batch Normalization (BN), Maxpooling, and a single Dense layer. After getting
the feedback (ACL,ASC,ADL) GPT-4 Turbo generated a model with four blocks of convolutional layers with
ReLU activation and Batch Normalization (BN), and two Dense layers. It also adds two skip connections
based on the feedback.

• Case 2: Shows another behaviour of GPT-4 Turbo where it adds more skip connection by adding some
convolutional layers.

• Case 3: In some situations, skip connections make the network architecture more energy intensive to train/run.
In this case, GPT-4 Turbo reduces the skip connections based on the feedback from ES.

• Case 4: GPT-4 Turbo not always show outstanding performance. We observe that approximately in 15% of the
cases it fails to follow the provided instructions. For example, in this case, it suggested a model with improper
shape.

9
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Figure 2: Qualitative analysis of the effectiveness of LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo and Gemini backends.

5.2 Gemini

Next, we analyze some interesting neural network generation scenarios when using LeMo-NADe powered by Gemini.

• Case 5: We can see that Gemini fails to build the network because of the negative dimensions. This happened
because of using convolution layers with the maxpooling layers (having a larger filter size).

• Case 6: We observe a behaviour where Gemini reduce the skip connection by taking the decision itself (it also
describes the intuition behind this: reduce skip connection because accuracy doesn’t improve by using this)
although LeMo-NADe suggested adding more skip connections, convolutional layers, and dense layers.

• Case 7: Gemini adds more convolutional layers with more skip connection as per the instructions given by
LeMo-NADe.

• Case 8: Although Gemini shows promising results, in about 25% of the cases it fails to generate a valid
model because of negative dimensions and shape mismatches (when trying to concatenate with another layer).
However, it tries to correct the error during the next iteration.

10
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6 Conclusion

In this article, we formalized, implemented, and evaluated a multi-parameter neural discovery framework, LeMo-NADe
that can generate novel neural networks for diverse requirements without having access to any pre-defined search
space. The proposed framework operates with the help of a highly customizable metrics and rules driven expert
system. This expert system is used to generate instructions for a backend Large Language Model (LLM) for iteratively
generating different novel neural networks. LeMo-NADe was able to create highly effective (accuracy, FPS, power
consumption) neural networks for different applications/requirements and for different datasets (CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100,
and ImageNet16-120) in an efficient manner (generation time, energy, CO2 emissions). This work paves the way
towards a new paradigm of AI-guided AI designing. Future works will explore the use of a customized LLM that is
specifically trained to generate AI models for a wider range of user-defined applications.
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A Appendix

TABLE 8: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODELS FOR
CIFAR-10 DATASET USING GPT-4 TURBO WITH DIFFERENT TEMPERATURE VALUES.

TEMPERATURE SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER

OF

PARAMS

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

RUNTIME

(HOURS)

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

CO2
EMISSION

(LBS)

INFERENCING

FRAME

PER

SECOND

INFERENCING

ENERGY

PER IMAGE

(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING

CO2
EMISSION

(LBS)

1 84.42% 3491146 4.10 0.5545 0.5290 12009.58 7.50E-07 7.15E-06
2 85.06% 621258 4.59 0.5794 0.5528 7461.53 5.08E-06 4.85E-06
3 85.65% 3494730 4.41 0.8478 0.8088 10904.14 7.15E-06 6.82E-06
4 66.25% 795330 4.75 0.4531 0.4323 15335.26 5.28E-06 5.04E-06

T = 0.2

5 87.32% 4605642 4.05 0.5374 0.5127 13167.46 6.09E-06 5.81E-06

1 83.37% 3491146 3.99 0.6099 0.5819 11487.42 1.09E-06 1.04E-06
2 84.03% 621258 4.08 0.5011 0.4781 13521.36 5.66E-06 5.40E-06
3 87.59% 3597002 3.89 0.6717 0.6408 108132.38 7.24E-06 6.91E-06
4 65.65% 79530 4.70 0.5086 0.4852 15032.04 5.93E-06 5.66E-06

T = 0.4

5 89.02% 3418570 4.27 0.5725 0.5461 10377.16 1.09E-05 1.04E-05

1 89.70% 3428938 3.92 0.5068 0.4834 11013.01 1.03E-05 9.81E-06
2 84.11% 620746 4.15 0.4889 0.4664 12560.41 5.02E-06 4.79E-06
3 90.90% 5884042 4.05 0.7806 0.7447 9218.27 7.41E-06 7.07E-06
4 65.14% 79530 4.65 0.4436 0.4232 15426.29 2.63E-06 2.51E-06

T = 0.6

5 88.67% 349530 4.20 0.5266 0.5024 11622.50 9.99E-06 9.54E-06

1 89.13% 4997898 4.84 2.09 2.0 4743.40 1.31E-05 1.25E-05
2 83.28% 361930 3.57 0.4518 0.4301 12494.94 5.54E-06 5.28E-06
3 89.53% 4778762 3.99 0.6022 0.5745 10870.27 6.61E-06 6.30E-06
4 63.48% 231562 4.66 0.4759 0.4541 15866.69 2.78E-06 2.66E-06

T = 0.8

5 90.46% 9675082 3.61 0.4646 0.4432 11438.98 1.01E-05 9.60E-06

1 82.22% 2401866 3.67 0.4656 0.4442 11855.67 9.06E-06 8.63E-06
2 86.34% 9188298 4.24 0.5778 0.5512 12245.07 6.56E-06 6.26E-06
3 84.55% 3510858 3.78 0.5030 0.4798 12511.31 6.82E-06 6.50E-06
4 67.17% 79530 4.69 0.4811 0.4589 14869.92 5.89E-06 5.62E-06

T = 1

5 83.15% 161098 3.77 0.4118 0.3929 14786.20 5.85E-06 5.58E-06

Table 8, 9, 10 shows the experimental results of LeMo-NADe when using GPT-4 Turbo on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100
and ImageNet16-120 dataset respectively. We varied the temperature within the range of 0.2 to 1 and evaluated the
generated neural network architecture. After carefully investigating the results we can see in Table 8 that LeMo-NADe
perform better for Temperature 0.6 in terms of accuracy, model parameter, computing energy and inference FPS. On the
other hand, in Table 9 we can see that LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo shows better performance for Temperature value
0.8. It also shows better results for Temperature 0.8 for ImageNet16-120 dataset as reported in Table 10.

Figure 3 illustrates a model generated by LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo for CIFAR-10 dataset. This model is obtained
for the following configuration-

Temperature = 0.6; Priorities: Training accuracy: 0, Training energy: 0, Validation accuracy: 1, Validation energy:
0, FPS: 0; Threshold: Training accuracy: 0.95, Validation accuracy: 0.92, FPS: 20000, Training energy: 10−3 kWh,
Validation energy: 10−5 kWh.

Figure 4 illustrates a model generated by LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo for CIFAR-100 dataset. This model is
obtained for the following configuration-

Temperature = 0.4; Priorities: Training accuracy: 0.4, Training energy: 0, Validation accuracy: 0.6, Validation energy:
0, FPS: 0; Threshold: Training accuracy: 0.90, Validation accuracy: 0.85, FPS: 20000, Training energy: 10−2 kWh,
Validation energy: 10−4 kWh.

Figure 5 illustrates a model generated by LeMo-NADe with GPT-4 Turbo for ImageNet16-120 dataset. This model is
obtained for the following configuration-
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TABLE 9: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODEL FOR CIFAR-
100 DATASET USING GPT-4 TURBO WITH DIFFERENT TEMPERATURE VALUES.

TEMPERATURE SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER
OF

PARAMS

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
RUNTIME
(HOURS)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING
+

TRAINING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

INFERENCING
FRAME

PER
SECOND

INFERENCING
ENERGY

PER IMAGE
(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING
CO2

EMISSION
(LBS)

1 56.43% 3489316 4.50 0.8881 0.8472 9389.76 1.07E-05 1.02E-05
2 58.03% 948708 4.18 0.5707 0.5444 12694.01 5.11E-06 4.88E-06
3 58.85% 948708 4.19 0.8080 0.7709 12374.44 5.72E-06 5.46E-06
4 45.19% 635172 4.77 0.4730 0.4512 15020.50 5.35E-06 5.11E-06

T = 0.2

5 57.67% 948708 4.57 0.7865 0.7503 13518.15 5.32E-06 5.07E-06

1 57.74% 948708 4.21 0.7334 0.6997 11285.20 5.38E-06 5.13E-06
2 62.42% 463380 4.25 0.6635 0.6330 11060.66 6.19E-06 5.90E-06
3 53.45% 4630308 4.26 0.7017 0.6694 10563.94 5.64E-06 5.38E-06
4 45.28% 635172 4.71 0.4597 0.4385 14895.69 7.96E-06 7.59E-06

T = 0.4

5 61.90% 34166180 4.62 0.8843 0.8436 11405.19 1.08E-05 1.03E-05

1 56.22% 1543844 3.95 0.6204 0.5919 9703.77 7.62E-06 7.27E-06
2 59.34% 948708 4.05 0.6515 0.6215 13147.95 5.96E-06 5.69E-06
3 44.92% 6108708 4.38 0.7732 0.7377 11135.41 6.73E-06 6.42E-06
4 46.52% 635172 4.74 0.4518 0.4310 14760.20 5.12E-06 4.89E-06

T = 0.6

5 60.44% 3441700 3.99 0.6337 0.6046 12014.46 7.04E-06 6.71E-06

1 54.60% 4624932 3.99 0.5776 0.5510 11605.52 5.69E-06 5.43E-06
2 63.69% 2674852 4.42 0.6246 0.5958 12606.06 5.73E-06 5.46E-06
3 50.70% 3557284 3.88 0.6374 0.6080 12400.02 1.04E-05 9.92E-06
4 40.80% 325956 4.72 0.4644 0.4431 14583.39 2.61E-06 2.49E-06

T = 0.8

5 67.52% 6009124 4.36 0.6583 0.6280 10632.62 1.10E-05 1.05E-05

1 51.60% 6166756 3.89 0.5683 0.5421 11330.60 6.53E-06 6.23E-06
2 56.28% 948708 3.76 0.4831 0.4609 13364.18 5.26E-06 5.02E-06
3 56.27% 3489316 4.17 0.6477 0.6179 9965.78 1.05E-05 1.00E-06
4 40.05% 325956 4.72 0.4527 0.4318 14878.67 5.14E-06 4.91E-06

T = 1

5 60.75% 92465646 4.18 0.5933 0.5660 12972.91 6.11E-06 5.82E-06

Temperature = 0.4; Priorities: Training accuracy: 0.4, Training energy: 0, Validation accuracy: 0.6, Validation energy:
0, FPS: 0; Threshold: Training accuracy: 0.70, Validation accuracy: 0.65, FPS: 22000, Training energy: 10−3 kWh,
Validation energy: 10−5 kWh.
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TABLE 10: EFFECTIVENESS OF LEMO-NADE FOR GENERATING OPTIMAL NEURAL NETWORK MODELS FOR
IMAGENET16-120 DATASET USING GPT-4 TURBO WITH DIFFERENT TEMPERATURE VALUES.

TEMPERATURE SETTING
TEST

ACCURACY

NUMBER

OF

PARAMS

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

RUNTIME

(HOURS)

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

ENERGY

(KWH-PUE)

GENERATING

+
TRAINING

CO2
EMISSION

(LBS)

INFERENCING

FRAME

PER

SECOND

INFERENCING

ENERGY

PER IMAGE

(KWH-PUE)

INFERENCING

CO2
EMISSION

(LBS)

1 30.25% 2467128 6.40 0.708 0.6755 11737.36 8.0E-06 7.64E-06
2 24.22% 429656 6.20 0.6340 0.6049 13649.14 5.51E-06 5.25E-06
3 26.50% 3296760 7.44 0.8343 0.7960 15027.43 8.78E-06 8.37E-06
4 18.40% 116408 9.35 0.8622 0.8225 15690.88 5.12E-06 4.88E-06

T = 0.2

5 25.57% 881592 8.65 0.8700 0.8300 15686.66 5.35E-06 5.10E-06

1 25.97% 2686968 7.03 0.7098 0.6772 15062.65 8.02E-06 7.65E-06
2 26.07% 1473208 7.74 0.7508 0.7175 14646.19 5.14E-06 4.90E-06
3 29.08% 901688 6.85 0.6782 0.6470 12419.29 5.13E-06 4.89E-06
4 14.73% 68952 8.99 0.8518 0.8126 18408.92 2.64E-06 2.52E-06

T = 0.4

5 26.50% 1488184 8.49 0.9066 0.8649 14915 5.70E-06 5.44E-06

1 2.635% 1492792 6.98 0.7321 0.6984 12709.54 5.37E-06 5.12E-06
2 27.73% 899640 7.34 0.7384 0.7044 13815.50 5.26E-06 5.02E-06
3 25.37% 883128 5.94 0.5869 0.5599 15487.06 5.18E-06 4.94E-06
4 19.40% 212536 8.49 0.8620 0.8223 18041.92 5.65E-06 5.39E-06

T = 0.6

5 23.72% 898104 8.05 0.8143 0.7768 14988.14 5.41E-06 5.17E-06

1 35.03% 1442744 8.05 0.9968 0.9510 12202.11 6.55E-06 6.25E-06
2 26.02% 2064056 7.85 0.8090 0.7718 12326.82 5.42E-06 5.17E-06
3 27.42% 1843192 6.75 0.7034 0.6710 11216.21 5.38E-06 5.13E-06
4 17.73% 116024 8.77 0.8727 0.8325 19443.04 5.51E-06 5.26E-06

T = 0.8

5 26.73% 832312 6.16 0.5988 0.5712 15291.25 5.07E-06 4.84E-06

1 26.17% 4625464 6.74 0.6879 0.6562 16176.14 5.31E-06 5.06E-06
2 28.12% 418456 6.25 0.6454 0.6157 12878.29 5.47E-06 5.23E-06
3 27.93% 111160 7.17 0.7335 0.6997 14035.10 5.23E-06 4.99E-06
4 10.13% 38024 8.92 0.8566 0.8173 17140.02 5.38E-06 5.13E-06

T = 1

5 31.65% 3294584 7.16 0.7576 0.7227 15842.34 5.38E-06 5.14E-06
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Figure 3: Model generated by GPT-4 Turbo for CIFAR-10 dataset with temperature 0.6 and setting 3, and it gives
90.90% test accuracy.
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Figure 4: Model generated by GPT-4 Turbo for CIFAR-100 dataset with temperature 0.4 and setting 1, and it gives
57.74% test accuracy.
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Figure 5: Model generated by GPT-4 Turbo for ImageNet16-120 dataset with temperature 0.4 and setting 1, and it gives
25.97% test accuracy.
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