
Computational Cost Analysis of
Large-Scale Agent-Based Epidemic

Simulations

Tariq Kamal

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

in the partial fulfillment of the requirement for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy
in

Computer Science and Applications

Ali Raza Ashraf Butt
Madhav Vishnu Marathe

Keith R. Bisset
Anil Kumar S. Vullikanti

Martin Schulz

June 05, 2015
Blacksburg, Virginia, USA

Keywords: Computational Epidemiology, Performance Modeling, Load Balancing,
Cost Estimation, Distributed Systems

Copyright c© 2015, Tariq Kamal



Computational Cost Analysis of
Large-Scale Agent-Based Epidemic

Simulations

Tariq Kamal

ABSTRACT

Agent-based epidemic simulation (ABES) is a powerful and realistic approach for studying the

impacts of disease dynamics and complex interventions on the spread of an infection in the

population. Among many ABES systems, EpiSimdemics comes closest to the popular agent-

based epidemic simulation systems developed by Eubank, Longini, Ferguson, and Parker.

EpiSimdemics is a general framework that can model many reaction-diffusion processes

besides the Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) models. This model allows the

study of complex systems as they interact, thus enabling researchers to model and observe the

socio-technical trends and forces. Pandemic planning at the world level requires simulation of

over 6 billion agents, where each agent has a unique set of demographics, daily activities, and

behaviors. Moreover, the stochastic nature of epidemic models, the uncertainty in the initial

conditions, and the variability of reactions require the computation of several replicates of

a simulation for a meaningful study. Given the hard timelines to respond, running many

replicates (15-25) of several configurations (10-100) (of these compute-heavy simulations) can

only be possible on high-performance clusters (HPC). These agent-based epidemic simulations

are irregular and show poor execution performance on high-performance clusters due to the

evolutionary nature of their workload, large irregular communication and load imbalance.

For increased utilization of HPC clusters, the simulation needs to be scalable. Many

challenges arise when improving the performance of agent-based epidemic simulations on

high-performance clusters. Firstly, large-scale graph-structured computation is central to

the processing of these simulations, where the star-motif quality nodes (natural graphs)

create large computational imbalances and communication hotspots. Secondly, the compu-

tation is performed by classes of tasks that are separated by global synchronization. The

non-overlapping computations cause idle times, which introduce the load balancing and cost

estimation challenges. Thirdly, the computation is overlapped with communication, which is



difficult to measure using simple methods, thus making the cost estimation very challenging.

Finally, the simulations are iterative and the workload (computation and communication)

may change through iterations, as a result introducing load imbalances.

This dissertation focuses on developing a cost estimation model and load balancing schemes

to increase the runtime efficiency of agent-based epidemic simulations on high-performance

clusters. While developing the cost model and load balancing schemes, we perform the

static and dynamic load analysis of such simulations. We also statically quantified the

computational and communication workloads in EpiSimdemics. We designed, developed and

evaluated a cost model for estimating the execution cost of large-scale parallel agent-based

epidemic simulations (and more generally for all constrained producer-consumer parallel

algorithms). This cost model uses computational imbalances and communication latencies,

and enables the cost estimation of those applications where the computation is performed by

classes of tasks, separated by synchronization. It enables the performance analysis of parallel

applications by computing its execution times on a number of partitions. Our evaluations

show that the model is helpful in performance prediction, resource allocation and evaluation

of load balancing schemes. As part of load balancing algorithms, we adopted the Metis

library for partitioning bipartite graphs. We have also developed lower-overhead custom

schemes called Colocation and MetColoc. We performed an evaluation of Metis, Colocation,

and MetColoc. Our analysis showed that the MetColoc schemes gives a performance similar

to Metis, but with half the partitioning overhead (runtime and memory). On the other

hand, the Colocation scheme achieves a similar performance to Metis on a larger number of

partitions, but at extremely lower partitioning overhead. Moreover, the memory requirements

of Colocation scheme does not increase as we create more partitions. We have also performed

the dynamic load analysis of agent-based epidemic simulations. For this, we studied the

individual and joint effects of three disease parameter (transmissiblity, infection period and

incubation period). We quantified the effects using an analytical equation with separate

constants for SIS, SIR and SI disease models.

The metric that we have developed in this work is useful for cost estimation of constrained

producer-consumer algorithms, however, it has some limitations. The applicability of the

metric is application, machine and data-specific. In the future, we plan to extend the metric to

increase its applicability to a larger set of machine architectures, applications, and datasets.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Pandemic diseases represent one of the most serious threats to public health security [1–4].
In today’s interconnected world, an infectious disease can spread very fast, making the public
health an important area of research. To adequately respond to such threats, policy makers
and health authorities need to study the dense social interactions created by human behaviors
and their day-to-day activities.

Developing computational models to study such epidemics is complicated and scientifically
challenging. Agent-based epidemic simulation (ABES) consists of epidemic simulations that
are based on agent-based modeling. In these simulations, persons are represented as agents.
It is a powerful and realistic approach for studying the impacts of disease and population
dynamics on the spread of disease when simulating complex interventions. Among many
of ABES were the ones developed by Barret et. al [5–9], Eubank et al. [10, 11], Longini
et al. [12], Ferguson [13], and Parker et al. [14]. The models permit the study of complex
systems as they interact, thus enabling researchers to model the spread of an epidemic and
the individual behaviors. However, pandemic planning at the world level requires simulation
of over 6 billion agents, where each agent possesses a unique set of demographics, daily
activities, and behaviors. The simulation itself is a complex interaction between the spread
of the disease, government interventions, and individual reactions. In contrast to many large
physics simulations, the outcome of a single run of a socio-technical simulation is not by itself
interesting. The stochastic nature of this simulation, the uncertainty in the initial conditions,
and the variability of reactions require the computation of several replicates. While, running
several replicates of a configuration can help in achieving tighter bounds on the output,
simulating many configurations can better explore the parameter space. Given the limited
timelines to respond, running many replicates (15 — 25) of several configurations (10 — 100)
can be a daunting task.

These compute-heavy and communication-intensive simulations can only be possible on
high-performance clusters. The HPC clusters, with their huge computational power makes
these large-scale simulations possible: however, at the same time, such computing clusters
introduce design and runtime challenges. For efficient utilization of computing resources (i.e.,
processors), the computation needs to be balanced across all the processors (over the course
of simulation), while minimizing the remote communication at the same time. To achieve
this, we need better load distribution and resource allocation strategies. The mathematical
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formulation of computational and communication workloads is crucial for the design of load
distribution algorithms and cost estimation. The cost modeling is also important for gaining
insights in order to design future petascale computing systems.

This dissertation, thus, develops a cost estimation model for estimating the cost of agent-
based epideimc simulations and presents load distribution schemes to facilitate the efficient
utilization of high-performance clusters.

1.1 Challenges in Cost Estimation and Load Distribu-

tion

The complexity and irregular nature of agent-based epidemic simulations pose many chal-
lenges during the cost estimation and load balancing. In the following few paragraphs, these
challenges will be explained in detail.

1.1.1 Large and Irregular Applications

A large-scale graph-structured computation is central to the processing of ABES simulations.
The ABES perform variable computation and large communication. The evolutionary nature
of their communication and computation introduce load imbalances, which limits the ability
of these simulations to achieve higher scalability on high-performance clusters.

The natural graphs [15] commonly used in real-world applications have highly-skewed power-
law degree distribution, where a small subset of the vertices connects to a large fraction of
the graph. Such graphs are very difficult to partition [16, 17] using simple methods. The
in-edges and out-edges (of vertices) play a vital role in the load balancing of such applications
on high-performance clusters. The partitioning problems are NP-complete [18], and heuristic
solutions have been tried to find near optimum solution.

1.1.2 Split Processing and Computation-Communication Overlap

Processing in ABES is performed by classes of tasks that are separated by global synchro-
nization. The entities have a producer-consumer relationship, where the producer produces
messages and signals the consumers to consume them. Since the processing happens on
natural graphs, the non-overlapping computations introduce load balancing challenges due
to the presence of star-motif nodes. Moreover, each class (of tasks) requires separate load
balancing.
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Split computation is also important from the cost estimation perspective, as it imposes
challenges for such estimation. Further, global synchronization between classes of tasks
introduces idle times, which means that the total compute time is not just the summation of
compute times on individual processors, but it also requires the accountability of idle times.

Another challenge in ABES is that computation is overlapped with communication. The
overlap, if it happens, can make the cost estimation very challenging. The amount of
computation-communication overlap is application, data, system, and core count specific,
and a general rule cannot be established to capture it in advance.

Another important challenge for the cost estimation models is the determination of relative
contribution of computational and communication components in the simulation.

1.1.3 Disease Dynamics and Iterative Nature of Simulation

The ABES systems are iterative in nature. In ABES, the agents interact at locations. These
interactions may result in transmission of disease from an infectious to a susceptible individual.
A change in the state of an agent may change the list of locations that it will visit in the
next iterations. This may in turn change the network structure, and further, the number
of computations and communication in the next iteration. This implies the existence of
different amounts of workloads (computational and communication) on processors through
the iterations. The most significant parameters that inuence the state of an agent are disease
transmissibility, incubation period duration, and infectious period duration. The individual
effects of these disease model parameters on the computational and communication workloads
vary, based on the different disease models (SIR, SIS, and SI disease models: all variations
of basic SEIR model). In this work, we do not study the effects on interventions (i.e.,
agent-isolation etc.) on compute time.

1.2 Research Contributions

This dissertation focuses on developing a cost estimation model and load distribution schemes
in order to increase the efficiency of agent-based epidemic simulations on high-performance
clusters. While developing the cost model and load distribution schemes, we perform the static
and dynamic load analysis computation and communication workloads in such simulations.
The static load analysis is performed on the input graph to simulation, and does not consider
the load variation (through iterations) from dynamics of disease models. In contrast, the
quantification of disease dynamics captures the effects of disease dynamics. In the following
section, we highlight the contributions this research would offer through this dissertation.
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1. We statically quantify the computational and communication in EpiSimdemics. We
determine that the agent carry similar compute loads (assigned a weight of 1), and the
location compute load is proportional to the number of its incoming edges.

2. We design, develop and evaluate a cost model for estimating the execution cost of
large-scale parallel agent-based epidemic simulations on high-performance clusters. The
cost model uses computational imbalances and remote communication to determine a
single cost value. We provide a general method for determining their application and
machine-specific constants. The model is validated using cross-validation techniques
and actual execution times of EpiSimdemics. Our evaluations show that the cost metric
estimation of execution times is helpful in performance prediction, resource allocation
and evaluation of load distribution schemes.

3. We develop a method to use Metis for partitioning agent-location bipartite graphs to
achieve static load balancing in EpiSimdemics. We also develop two lower-overhead
custom schemes: Coloc and MetColoc. We evaluate the strong scaling performance
of Metis, Colocation and MetColoc. Our analysis shows that MetColoc achieves a
performance similar to Metis, but doing so with half the partitioning time (compared
to Metis). The Colocation scheme shows a comparable performance to Metis when
creating a larger number of partitions. The Colocation partitioning time is very small
in comparison to Metis.

4. We study the individual and joint effects of disease model parameters (transmissiblity,
infectious period and incubation period) on the compute time in ABES. We quantify the
effects using analytical equations for different disease models (SIS, SIR and SI). We also
combine the static and dynamic quantification equations to extract a dynamics-aware
cost estimation metric.

1.3 Dissertation Organization

The remainder of the dissertation is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, we discuss the related
work and background technologies that lay the foundation for current research. In Chapter 3,
we statically quantify the computation and communication in EpiSimdemics. In Chapter 4,
we develop a cost metric that estimates the cost of constrained producer-consumer algorithms.
The cost metric is an extension of the min-max model developed in [19] and we develop a
detailed scientific methodology for extracting the cost equation and its application-specific
constants. In Chapter 5, we review and develop static load distribution mechanisms to
improve the efficiency of ABES in general and EpiSimdemics in particular. We also highlight
the performance bottlenecks (of natural graphs) that are limiting the ability of load balancing
algorithms to achieve an increased efficiency. In Chapter 6, we study the individual and joint
effects of disease model parameters on the compute time of EpiSimdemics in SIS, SIR and
SI disease models. The most important parameters that we study include transmissibility,
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infectious period, and incubation period. We develop analytical equations that quantify
the effects of disease model parameters on compute time. We also combine the static cost
estimation metric with equations of disease dynamics dynamic to extract the dynamics-aware
cost estimation model. We conclude in Chapter 7 and suggest directions for future work.
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Chapter 2

Background and Related Work

This research focuses on three key areas as it aims to improve the efficiency (scalability) of
large-scale agent-based epidemic simulations — cost estimation model, static and dynamic
load analysis, and data distribution techniques. This section summarizes the prior work that
is closely related to these three areas.

2.1 Cost Estimation Models

In this section, we present an overview of the existing cost estimation models.

2.1.1 Min-max Models

The min-max criteria minimize the maximum cost to solution. It is commonly used to define
robust solutions [20] for shortest path, spanning tree, task-assignment, min-cut, knapsack,
and many other problems. Chien et al. [19] developed a min-max model for the optimal
assignment of tasks to processors. The metric minimizes the execution cost of running all the
tasks in parallel distributed systems. This metric was used to measure the effectiveness of
task-assignment schemes. It tries to minimize the communication overhead given a certain
imbalance in computational load. Further, a slightly modified version of the metric was used
in many graph partitioning libraries, including Metis [21–23] and Scotch [24].

Chung-Lun et al. [25] developed a min-max criteria to solve the scheduling problem of
absolute lateness. These methods try to find an optimal job schedule that can minimize the
maximum weight. The problem is that it is NP-complete even for a single-machine case, and
strongly NP-complete for a general case. Empirical testing of this method suggested that the
performance is asymptotically optimal, as the number of jobs tends to be infinite.

Chris et al. [26] evaluated the min-max clustering principle for measuring load balancing
in partitions. They proposed an objective function for graph partitioning that follows the
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min-max clustering principle. The theoretical analysis of the min-max cut indicates that it
leads to balanced partitions.

Ercal et al. [27,28] also developed a cost function, wherein the task assignment algorithms
try to minimize. The cost function tries to minimize the inter-process communication costs,
given that the computational loads are balanced across various processors.

Nikhil et al. [29] studied the graph partitioning problems from a min-max perspective. Their
objective was to minimize the maximum number of edges leaving a single part. The two
main versions they considered were, firstly, where the k parts need to be of equal size, and
secondly, where they must separate a set of k given terminals.

2.1.2 Other Cost Estimation Schemes

Besides the min-max models, there were several other models developed for performing the
cost estimation of parallel algorithms. Shen et al. [19] proposed a cost function for evaluating
the effectiveness of task assignment. The cost function measures the maximum time taken
for a task to be completed. The method was useful for task-scheduling.

Angelia and Asuman [30] presented an analysis of a distributed computation model for
optimizing the sum of objective functions in multiple agents. This model requires dynamic
updates for cost estimation and is used for the analysis of computation in a distributed
environment.

Further, Roig et al. [31] explored the current models used in mapping of parallel programs:
Task Precedence Graph (TPG), Task Interaction Graph (TIG) and later, defined a model
called Temporal Task Interaction Graph (TTIG). TTIG enhances the previous two models
with the ability to explicitly capture the potential degree of parallel execution between
adjacent tasks, allowing the development of efficient mapping algorithms. Overall, the model
was useful for mapping.

Profiling is a dynamic program analysis method that measures the memory and compute
time of codes [32–34]. The analysis can be at the application level or at the functional level.
Profiling is particularly useful in adaptive systems such as just-in-time compilers, dynamic
optimizers, power optimizers, and binary translators.

2.1.3 Limitations of Previous Work

The existing cost estimation metrics are widely used in their respective settings. However,
none of them address the special class of constrained-producer consumer algorithms that
we target in this work. Shen’s [19] method is useful for task-scheduling. However, this
method does not cover the cost analysis of irregular applications. Moreover, Angelia and
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Asuman’s [30] model also requires dynamic updates for cost estimation, which does not make
it practical for static cost analysis. Roig et al. [31] models are useful for mapping as a whole,
but fail to produce a comprehensive analysis of simulation costs. Chien et al. [19], Chris
et al. [26] and Ercal et al. [27] developed cost functions that the task assignment algorithms
try to minimize. However, the models are not directly applicable to applications, where
the processing is performed by classes of tasks that are separated by global synchronization.
Profiling schemes are good for dynamics analysis of programs and are useful for run time
optimizations. However, they do not give you insights about the actual data or algorithm of
the application.

2.2 Partitioning and Data Distribution Schemes

Partitioning is an important aspect in distribution of application data and work to processors;
this can greatly influence the performance of a parallel simulation. The purpose of partitioning
is to maximize the utilization of computational resources and minimize the communication
between various processors. While minimizing the interprocess communication tends to
assign all the tasks to a single processor, load balancing on the other hand, tries to distribute
the computations evenly to all cores. Therefore, conflict exits between these two criteria
and a compromise must be made to obtain a policy for optimal assignment. A number of
application-specific and general purpose optimization techniques have been developed, which
show the benefits in increasing application performance on HPC systems. They can be classi-
fied roughly into three categories: (i) Graph-theoretic methods [19, 35–37], (ii) Mathematical
programming [38,39], and (iii) Heuristic methods [40].

2.2.1 Graph-Theoretic Methods

The graph-theoretic methods represent the tasks as a graph, and apply minimal-cut algorithms
to achieve the partitions characterized by minimal inter-process communication. Some of
the well-known graph theoretic algorithms include Metis [21–23] and Scotch [24]. Metis and
Scotch use a cost function that the graph partitioning functions try to minimize. A graph-
theoritic method allows the user to specify the maximum allowed computational imbalance.
Then the partitioning algorithm tries to minimize edge-cut within that limit. Partitioning
is NP-hard and the graph partitioning algorithms approximate an optimal solution to the
problem.

Metis algorithms are based on multi-level recursive bisection, multi-level k-way, and multi-
constraint partitioning schemes. The partitions have reduced remote communication and
balanced computations. Further the multi-level k-way partitioning is preferred over multi-
level recursive bisection, as it is faster by a factor of O(log k), and produces better quality
partitions [23] in less time.
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INRIA [41] established a complexity result that assesses the difficulty of achieving static
load balancing in iterative algorithms and designed practical heuristics that provides efficient
distribution schemes.

Cosenza [42] presents a distributed dynamic load balancing approach for achieving load
balancing in parallel agent-based simulations. In such simulations, a large number of agents
move through the space, obeying some simple rules. Catalyurek [43] presents a new hyper-
graph model for dynamic cases. This algorithm performs repartitioning at during simulation
execution and claims performance numbers comparable to ParMETIS.

2.2.2 Mathematical Programming

The mathematical programming methods formulate the problem as an optimization problem,
and solve it with mathematical programming techniques (linear and integer programming).
Rao and Chopra [44,45] developed a linear program to partition the graph for load balancing.
Their model minimizes the edge-cut, while keeping the computational load in bound.

2.2.3 Heuristic Methods

The heuristic methods provide fast but suboptimal solutions for task assignment, which
are useful for applications where an optimal solution cannot be obtained in a reasonable
time. The simplest example is of round-robin distribution. This strategy does not consider
the relative weights of tasks and simply assigns them to partitions in a round-robin fashion.
Round-robin distribution has no overhead and can be easily done at the start of a simu-
lation. The distribution it provides is usually imbalanced in terms of computations and
communication.

2.2.4 Limitations of Previous Work

The graph partitioning algorithms discussed in the previous section have two limitations.
Firstly, they are good for the general cases, but they do not address the special class of
network-based bipartite graph-structured applications, where the computation happens in
phases between classes of nodes. Additional work is required to use these graphs for irregu-
lar applications. Secondly, the algorithms are expensive in terms of partitioning time and
memory consumption. In fact, the partitioning runtime and memory consumption increase
exponentially, as the problem size is increased.
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2.3 Disease Dynamics and Graph Dynamical Systems

Graph dynamical systems (GDS) refer to the concept of performing a wide range of activities
on graphs or networks and study the resulting global dynamics. It is used to model a
large number of complex systems, which are used in sociology, epidemiology, biology and
physics [46–49]. The agent-based epidemic simulation can be represented as a GDS. The rep-
resentation provides a sound basis to develop reaction-diffusion processes, as it enables direct
mapping between nodes and edges. The nodes represent the agents, and the edges represent
their interactions. The application of the Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered (SEIR)
model on the person-location graph involves the dynamics of changing network structure and
individual behaviors [50–52].

Three of the most important factors that contribute to such dynamics in agent-based epidemic
simulations are: (i) disease transmissibility, (ii) infection period duration, and (iii) incubation
period duration. The disease parameters affect different disease models differently. There
are three popular disease models (SIR, SIS and SIR), which are all variations of the basic
SEIR (Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered) disease model. Transmissibility refers to
transmission intensity of a disease through a population. It is the probability of transmission
of infection from an infected individual to a susceptible individual in one minute of contact.
The incubation period is the interval during which the infected individuals cannot spread
the disease to other individuals. The infectious period duration is the period during which
infected individuals can transmit the disease to susceptible individuals.

The epidemic simulations are iterative in nature, and the workload changes with change
in the person state due to certain disease dynamics. Quantifying the disease dynamics
requires studying the effects of transmissibility, infection period duration and the incubation
period duration in the three basic disease models (SIR, SIS and SI). Several studies on
disease dynamics and the evaluation of intervention measures have used the same set of
transmissibility, incubation period, and infectious period based on the natural history of a
disease. Moreover, some studies have explored and evaluated the individual and joint effects
of variation in disease model parameters on the simulation dynamics over a wider range.
Nsoesie [53,54], Eubank [55] and Barret [56] performed the sensitivity analysis of agent-based
epidemic simulations. Their studies show the effect of disease dynamics on the peak and
total attack rate as the sensitivity parameters, transmissibility, infection period duration and
incubation period duration are varied. They also show the effects of a network structure in
the spread of an infection in a population. However, it doesn’t provide any insights on its
computational and communication effects. To our knowledge, there has been no such study
that measured the impact of disease dynamics on computations in agent-based epidemic
simulations.
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2.3.1 Limitations of Previous Work

The research conducted by Elaine, Eubank and Barret, studies the effects of transmissibility,
infectious period, incubation period and the network structure on the peak and the total
number of infections in agent-based epidemic simulations. However, they do not consider the
effect of these parameters on the computational cost of the simulation.

2.4 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we have discussed the previous works related to the cost estimation models,
load balancing schemes, and dynamic load analysis. The methods and schemes discussed in
the related work are adequate for general cases, but they do not specifically target the more
complex case of large-scale agent-based epidemic simulations. The cost estimation model
presented in this dissertation targets the cost estimation of constrained producer-consumer
algorithms with the main objective of utilizing high-performance clusters in an efficient
manner. The metric is applicable to ABES. This dissertation also improves the efficiency
of large-scale ABES by using well-known partitioning schemes and semantic-aware data
distribution schemes.
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Chapter 3

Static Load Analysis

In this section, we statically quantify the computational and communication workloads in
EpiSimdemics, using the application semantic and input person-location bipartite graph. We
start by giving an introduction of the EpiSimdemics algorithm, and then go into the detail
to discuss the quantification of each of the components.

3.1 The EpiSimdemics Algorithm

EpiSimdemics is a popular agent-based parallel simulator, which models the spread of a
disease across a social contact network. The network is a bipartite graph of person and
location nodes as shown in Figure 3.1. Each edge between a person node and a location
node represents a visit to a location by that person. The persons produce messages and
send them to locations to consume. The locations compute interactions (e.g., transmission of
contagious disease) between all pairs of spatially and temporally co-located people and send
the outcomes back to the persons.

A brief description of EpiSimdemics algorithm is given below, and is summarized in Figure 3.2.
More details can be found in [5, 9, 57].

During the initialization phase of this simulation, the person and location nodes are statically
assigned to chares, which are assigned to processes. A chare in Charm++ [58] is a task
decomposition unit that may contain some state (i.e., data), send and receive messages, and
perform some computation in response to the receiving of a message. In the next section,
we outline the implementation of our algorithm on the Charm++ platform. Further details
about our implementation in Charm++ can be found in [6, 59].

After the initialization, the simulation starts, which progresses through several time-steps.
The typical interval of a time-step is 24 hours. During each time-step, the simulation performs
the following tasks:

1. At the start of each timestep, the person entities compute their schedules. The schedule
for a person is the set of all visits (to locations) that the person will make in the current
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Figure 3.1 A bipartite graph of person and location nodes. P1, P2, P3, P4, and P5 represent
persons. L1, L2, L3, and L4 represent locations. The edges represent the communication between
person and location nodes.

time-step. For each visit, the person sends a message to its corresponding visited
location with the details of the visit (time, duration and health state).

2. The person computation is followed by synchronization. This synchronization guarantees
that the locations have received all their visits before starting to process them.

1: distribute(); . persons and locations to processors
2: initialize();
3: for t = 0 to T increasing by δt do
4: foreach person Aj ∈ Pi do . send visits to Location tasks
5: computeVisits();
6: sendVisits();
7: end for
8: Locations ← receiveVisits();
9: synchronize();

10: foreach location Lk ∈ Pi do
11: computeInteraction(); . Process received messages
12: sendOutcomes();
13: end for
14: Persons ← receiveOutcomes();
15: synchronize();
16: foreach Aj ∈ Pi do
17: updateState();
18: end for
19: end for

Figure 3.2 A pseudocode version of EpiSimdemics algorithm.
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3. Locations compute both-way interactions between pairs of visiting persons. If an
interaction results in an infection, the location sends a message to the infected person
with the information of infection.

4. Similar to person computation, location processing is followed by synchronization to
make sure that all the persons have received their infection messages.

5. After the synchronization, persons update their health state based on the infection
messages received from locations.

6. Finaly, the global simulation state is updated. After global updates, the next time-step
begins.

3.2 EpiSimdemics Implementation

In this section, we describe implementation of the EpiSimdemics algorithm on Charm++ [58].
More details about our implementation in Charm++ can be found in [6, 59]. Charm++ is a
distributed task-oriented programming environment, where the parallel program is written
in terms of chare objects. The chare objects interact with each other by means of message
passing via a remote method invocation. Charm++ offers several exciting features, including
optimized communication, improved synchronization, parallel input reading, and computation
and communication-aware dynamic load balancers.

In EpiSimdemics implementation [6], we follow a two-level distribution strategy. First, we
create the LocationManager (LM) and PersonManager (PM) chare arrays to handle the
location objects and person objects respectively, as shown in Figure 3.3. After this creation,
we assign the elements of PM and LM chare arrays to processes in a round-robin fashion.
Next, we assign person and location objects to the PM and LM chare elements, based on
a data distribution strategy. For more details about the distribution strategies, refer to
Chapter 5. The individual chares in both the chare arrays handle the computation and
communication of their location or person objects respectively. We also use a groupchare
array, which stores the global variables — this is updated at the end of each iteration. The
chare group instantiates a single chare group object in every process, which is used by other
chares (on the same process) to access the resources.

After the initialization is complete, the simulation process is ready to start. At the beginning
of each simulation day, the person objects compute their visit messages and send them to the
location objects (i.e., the PM chare elements send messages to specific LM chare elements).
The location objects compute the infections and send the outcome messages to the person
objects. The person objects then decide the locations that they have to visit during the next
iteration, and the process continues. The Charm++ runtime system handles the processing
of messages at the source and destination chares.
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Figure 3.3 Entities in EpiSimdemics.

The simulation has three global synchronization points per iteration. The first is to ensure
that every visit message sent from a person object has been received at the destination
location, before the computation by that location begins. The second is to ensure that every
outcome message sent by a location has been received by the destination person, before
the state of the person is updated. The third is to ensure that the global simulation state
is updated before the next time-step starts. The first two synchonizations are performed
through the Completion Detection (CD) method of Charm++. CD is a method that allows
the automatic detection of the completion of a distributed task within a larger application.
The completion is reached when the participating chare objects have produced and consumed
an equal number of messages. The third synchronization is performed through the contribute
call.

At the end of each iteration, the PersonManager chare array elements process the received
infection messages and update the person state. After the person’s state is updated, and the
global variables are computed (to update the simulation state), the next iteration starts.

3.3 Person Computational Load

On an average, a person computation takes 20—25% of simulation execution time as shown
by Bisset et al. [6]. In this section, we statically quantify the person computational load in
EpiSimdemics. In static quantification, we do not consider the variations in computations and
communication resulting from the disease dynamics. EpiSimdemics is an iterative application,
wherein the computation and communication workloads may change through iterations as a
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Figure 3.4 Per process execution times of persons and locations when simulating the AL data
(person nodes: 4,373,206, location nodes: 1,198,947) in EpiSimdemics: (a) Round-robin distribution
of person objects to processors gives balanced workloads in terms of person computation. The
variation in location compute times shows that the location objects carry variable computational
weights. (b) Assignment of location objects to processors based on the mean degree gives the
balanced location workloads. Due to the balanced workloads, the idle times are very small.

result of change in the state of the persons. In Chapter 6, we perform a detailed analysis and
quantification of disease dynamics.

A person performs two types of computations. Firstly, it produces messages and sends them
to locations to consume. On average, each person generates and sends a similar number of
messages (5.51± 0.18) to locations. Secondly, it consumes the outcome messages produced
by locations. The number of messages received from locations are usually negligible. In the
SIS model, where the persons can get infected multiple times, and with sufficiently large
transmissibility, the number of messages generated by locations are no more than 5% of the
total communication volume.

Since the persons generate and send a similar number of messages, we have performed an
experiment to see whether the persons also perform a similar number of computations. In
the experiment, we assigned persons to 32 processors in a round-robin fashion. We used a
synthetic network of Alabama (AL) for this experiment. The data sets were created by our
research group using the methods described in [60]. Figure 3.4(a) shows that the round-robin
distribution provides balanced workloads in terms of person computation. This confirms
that the number of persons assigned to a partition is a good estimation of the person’s
computational load in that partition.

16



3.4 Location Computational Load

In this section, we statically quantify the location computational load. Again, we do not
consider the variation in the computational load from disease dynamics. Location processing
is the most compute-intensive step in EpiSimdemics, and on average, takes 60—70% of the
simulation execution time as shown by Bisset et al. [6]. A location performs two types of
computations: stores the messages received from persons and processes the received messages.

The first part of location computation involves receiving messages from persons, storing
them, and converting them into events. There are two events per person (per visit message):
arrive events (person p arrives at location l) and depart events (person p leaves location l).
The events are added to arrive and depart event queues, and are sorted by their arrival and
departure times respectively.

The second part of location processing involves the computation of interactions between
pairs of visiting persons (stored in the arrive queue). A Sequential Discrete Event Simulation
(SDES) is performed on the stored events. In SDES, every message creates an arrive event
and a depart event, with a timestamp (the arrive/depart time). The events are put in a
queue ordered by time. Arrive events add a person to the occupant set. A depart event
removes the person from the occupant set and computes the departing person’s interaction
with everyone in the occupant set, sending outcome messages to anyone infected.

The compute outcome (disease propagation) is modeled by Equation 3.1.

pi→j = 1− (1− risjρ)τ (3.1)

where pi→j is the probability of infectious individual i, who is infecting the susceptible
individual j, τ is the duration of exposure, ri is the infectivity of i, sj is the susceptibility
of j, and ρ is the transmissibility, a disease-specific property defined as the probability of a
single, completely susceptible person being infected by a single, completely infectious person
in one minute of contact.

The interactions performed at a location may result in the transmission of disease from one
person to another. In the event of this, the location sends an outcome message to the infected
person, along with the information of the outcome. The outcome message contains the person
ID, location ID and the time of infection.

The number of such computations performed by a location depends on the number of events
generated and the number of interactions performed, which again depends on the number of
visit messages received at those locations. Since different locations receive a different number
of persons, the number of computations performed by locations is also different. For example,
on a normal day, a business location might receive more persons compared to a home location.
This means that each of the locations perform a different number of computations. This
fact is further illustrated by the imbalanced workloads from the round-robin distribution of
locations to the processors as shown in Figure 3.4(a).
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Figure 3.5 Location execution time shows a linear relationship with the number of incoming
visits in a location.

Each message sent from a person to a location is a visit to that location by that person. Since
interactions must be computed between every pair of spatially and temporally co-located
entities, the computation performed by a location task is n2, where n is the number of visiting
persons at that location at any given time. Therefore, the computation performed by a
location depends on the number of incoming visits or incoming edges as shown in Figures 3.5.
Theoretically, the number of interactions performed by a location is proportional to the
square of the incoming visits, but we show that the computational workload of a location can
be quantified using the number of visit messages, and not by the square of it. There are two
reasons for this conclusion. each location is further divided into one or more sub-locations,
where the interactions between persons are performed at the sub-location level (person’s are
co-located at the sub-location level). Second, the interactions happen between infectious and
susceptible persons only (incubatious and removed persons do not interact), thus reducing
the number of interaction.

To further emphasize the point that the execution time of a location is proportional to
the number of its incoming visits/persons and not the square of it, we have performed an
experiment. In this experiment, locations were assigned to processors based on the number
of incoming visits. The balanced execution times across processors in Figure 3.4(b) shows
that the computation performed by a location is proportional to the number of its incoming
visits. Therefore, the number of incoming edges/visits of a location serve as a good measure
for the estimation of its computational load.

The computation performed by location is quantified in Equation 3.2.

location computation time ∝ g(M+
l ) (3.2)
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where g() is the function of location l performed over M+
l (the number of its incoming

messages).

3.5 Communication Load

The communication in EpiSimdemics happens in two phases. Firstly, at the start of every
time-step, the persons produce and send messages to locations. Secondly, the locations send
outcome messages to persons. Since the number of outcomes messages is negligible and
mostly overlaps with execution, we do not use these messages to estimate the compute time.
Moreover, the intra-processor communication shows negligible latency, and we is not used as
part of the communication load as well. Therefore, we only measure the communication load
in terms of the number of messages that are sent to different processors.

3.6 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we statically quantified the person, location and communication workloads in
EpiSimdemics. The persons perform a similar number of computations, and therefore, their
relative computational load on a processor is quantified as the number of persons assigned to
it. The locations perform a different number of computations, and accordingly, their load
is quantified as the number of incoming visits (of persons) to that location. Finally, the
communication load is quantified as the number of inter-process messages sent from persons
to locations.
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Chapter 4

Cost Estimation Metric

In this section, we develop a cost estimation metric that can quantitatively measure the
execution time of agent-based epidemic simulations. The cost metric is an extension to the
min-max model developed in [19], and covers the broad class of constrained producer-consumer
algorithms. We start with an introduction of the constrained producer-consumer models, and
then, discuss the cost estimation metric.

4.1 Constrained Producer-Consumer Algorithms

Producer-consumer-based modeling is a natural and widely used approach for modeling
complex systems composed of multiple interacting entities. A large group of parallel algo-
rithms belonging to the class of producer-consumer models can be classified as Constrained
Producer-Consumer (CPC) algorithms. The processing in a CPC program is performed
iteratively by classes of tasks, (C1, . . . , CN), in N phases as shown in Figure 4.1. The tasks
in successive classes have a producer-consumer relationship. In the first N − 1 phases, tasks
in Ck produce messages for tasks in Ck+1 to consume. In the last phase (phase N), tasks in
CN produce messages for tasks in C1 to consume. One distinguishing feature of these types
of algorithms is that the processing of consumer tasks do not start until they receive all the
messages destined for them.

A large number of applications belong to the class of CPC algorithms. Such applications
range from modeling genetic algorithms [61–65] and molecular dynamics [66,67], to simulating
the outbreak of epidemics [5, 9, 68–70] and the threat of mobile malware [71], from modeling
the human immune system [72,73] to understanding the consumer purchasing behavior [74],
besides many others. Besides these applications, many frameworks naturally fit into the
CPC category. One such example is the iterative MapReduce [75–77], where the program
is run iteratively by sets of mappers and reducers until a certain objective is achieved or
the maximum number of iterations is reached. In iterative MapReduce, the mappers and
reducers work as producers and consumers alternatively. The processing is separated in time,
and the user-defined reducer does not start executing until it receives all the messages sent
to it.
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Figure 4.1 Entities in a CPC parallel-program are divided into N classes (C1, . . . , CN ). In the
bipartite graph, the nodes represent the tasks, and the edges represent the data dependency between
those tasks.

4.1.1 General Mathematical Formalization

In this section, we define mathematically formalize the CPC model. A CPC model is defined
by an interaction graph, with functions on each vertex of the graph. An example of the
interaction graph, G(V,E), is shown in Figure 4.1. In the figure, the vertices represent
the tasks, while the edges correspond to communication dependencies between those tasks.
Further, each task represents the computation performed in one of the N classes.

The task set is denoted by vi,j ∈ V where vi,j is the jth task in class Ci.

In other words, each edge connects either the task in Ci to a task in Ci+1 or a task in CN to
a task in C1. The processing performed by each of the tasks in Ci is captured by function
fi : M+ →M -, which consumes a set of incoming messages and produces a set of outgoing
messages.

4.1.2 GDS Mathematical Formalization

In this section, we formally define the CPC formalization for Graph Dynamical Systems
(GDS). The GDS describes a system and its dynamics. In GDS the structure of the graph
(connecting edges) may change from iteration to iteration. The change happens as a result of
processing in the previous iteration. Therefore, the message in addition to the source and
destination carries a time-stamp as well.
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Using the mathemtical formulation from Section 4.1.1, all edges e = (ui,j,τ , vk,l,τ ) ∈ E obey
the constraint

k =

{
i+ 1 if i < N ;

1 if i = N .

In other words, each edge connects either task in Ci to a task in Ci+1, or a task in CN to a
task in C1, and carries a time stamp (τ).

4.1.3 The Constrained Producer-Consumer Algorithm

In this section, we show a generalized form of the CPC parallel-algorithm. The entities in
this model can be characterized by a multi-partite interaction graph as shown in Figure 5.2
on page 13. The vertices represent the tasks, and the directed edges correspond to the
communication between tasks.

Based on the type of computation they perform, the tasks are divided into N distinct sets
of nodes. Further, the tasks in successive classes act as producers and consumers. In each
step, the consumers ensure that they have received all the messages sent to them before they
begin to process them.

A brief description of CPC algorithm is given below, and is summarized in Figure 4.2
1: for τ = 1 to termination condition do
2: for i = 1 to N do . Iterate over each class
3: foreach ti,j ∈ Ci do . Iterate over each task in the class

4: M -
i,j,τ ← fi

(
M+
k,j,τ

)
; . process received messages and generate new messages

5: sendMessages(M -
i,j,τ ); . send messages

6: end for;

7: i′ ∈

{
i+ 1 if i < N

1, if i = N
. Determine next class

8: foreach ti′,j ∈ Ci′ do . Iterate over tasks in next class
9: M+

i′,j,τ ← receiveMessages(); . Tasks in next class receive messages
10: end for
11: synchronize(); . ensure all msgs received
12: end for
13: end for

Figure 4.2 The general CPC parallel-algorithm, where tasks may be on different processors. The
termination condition can refer to a specific number of time-steps or a more complex convergence
criterion. M+

i,j,τ represents the incoming messages of task ti,j during time-step τ .

The algorithm progresses through several time-steps. A time-step is divided into N phases,
one per class. The following are the steps that the algorithm follows:

1. At the start of each phase i, tasks in Ci generate and send messages. The message has
a destination task in Ci+1 if i < N . Otherwise, the message is destined for a task in C1.
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2. After all the tasks in Ci have finished sending their messages, the synchronization
happens. This is a global synchronization, which ensures that all the messages have
been received by all the consumers.

3. The consumer tasks process their received messages, and update their state before
starting the next phase.

4. When tasks in C1 receive their messages from the tasks in CN , the next time-step starts.

4.1.4 Genetic Algorithms

Genetic Algorithms (GA) are well-known for finding solutions to complex problems. Such
algorithms are used in engineering to design different kinds products, because they help in
finding the right combinations for creating faster and better solutions. They are also used to
design computer algorithms, schedule tasks, and solve other optimization problems. GAs
work by imitating the way life finds solutions to real-world problems — through the process
of evolution. Although GAs are capable of solving complex problems, they are realtively
simple to understand.
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Figure 4.3 (a) Execution of a simple genetic algorithm by two classes of tasks. Tasks in C1

perform the fitting and selection functions, while tasks in C2 perform the crossover. (b) A simple
agent-based contagion algorithm, showing the interactions between agents at locations. Tasks in
Class C1 perform processing of agents, while tasks in Class C2 perform processing of locations.
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In this section, we discuss Selecto-recombinative genetic algorithms [78,79], one of the simplest
forms of GAs, that mainly rely on the use of selection and recombination. We analyze them
because they present a minimal set of operators that help us demonstrate the creation of a
data-intensive flow. The basic algorithm can be summarized as follows:

1. Initialization: Create an initial population. This population is usually generated
randomly and can be of any size.

2. Evaluation: Calculate a ’fitness’ for each individual within the population. The fitness
is calculated by how well it fits the desired requirements.

3. Selection: Select good solutions by s-wise tournament without replacement [80]. Selec-
tion helps us discard bad elements and only keep the best individuals.

4. Crossover: Create new individuals by creating a cross between selected individuals,
using the uniform crossover technique [81]. This combination attempts to create even
’fitter’ offspring for the next population, by inheriting the best traits of both sets of
individuals.

5. Mutation: Update the fitness value of all offsprings.

6. Repeat: Repeat steps 3 — 5 until the desired convergence criteria is met.

The processing of GA on a distributed system happens in two steps as shown in Figure 4.3(a).
In the first step, a set of tasks (or mappers) perform the fitting and selection. The selected
population is then forwarded to another set of tasks (or reducers). The reducers then perform
the crossover, as part of processing in the second step. The outcome is then sent back to the
first set of tasks for evaluation and to create a new population. The computation performed
by the two sets of tasks is separated in time. The algorithm runs for a number of time-steps,
until the criterion is met or the number of iterations are finished. GAs are perfect examples
of CPC modeling, where the first set of tasks are mapped to C1 (to perform fitting and
selection), and the second set of tasks are mapped to C2 (to perform crossover).

4.1.5 Agent-based Contagion Simulations

The agent-based contagion models are based on the reaction-diffusion system across large
social contact networks. The network is a bipartite graph of agents and locations as shown
in Figure 4.4. Each edge between an agent and a location represents a visit to that location
by that agent. The agents produce events and send them to locations to consume. The
locations compute interactions between all pairs of co-located and co-spaced visiting agents.
If an interaction results in an outcome, the location sends a message to the newly infected
agent with information about the outcome. Some of the well-known examples of agent-based
contagion models include: containing pandemic influenza at the source [68], spread of infection
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Figure 4.4 A bipartite graph representing the interactions between agents and locations: this
refer to Figure 3.1 on page 13. Processing on the graph is performed by two classes of tasks (C1

and C2). Agent nodes are assigned to C1 tasks, and location nodes are assigned to C2 tasks.

in the population [5, 6, 9, 69], epidemic outbreak [70], spread of disease in human-cells [72, 73],
spread of mobile malware [71], coupled modeling of fear and disease [82], and many more.
The basic algorithm can be summarized as follows:

1. Initialization: Loads or randomly creates the initial population.

2. Scheduling: The agents prepare their schedules. For each visit in the schedule list, the
agent sends a message to the target location.

3. Interactions: The locations compute interactions between each pair of received visits.
If an interaction results in an outcome (transmission of disease, information, etc.), the
location sends a message to the agent with information of the outcome (infection time,
location where the infection occurred, etc.).

4. Update: Update the state of agent based on the outcome messages received from
locations.

5. Repeat: Repeat steps 2 — 4, until the maximum number of iterations (i.e., simulated
days) is reached.

Similar to GAs, the agent-based contagion models can be categorized as CPC models, where
the tasks in C1 simulate the agents and the tasks in C2 simulate the locations as shown in
Figure 4.3(b).

In the next section, we perform load quantification for tasks in CPC programs with respect
to their incoming and outgoing messages.
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4.2 Load Analysis of CPC Algorithms

In this section, we study the computation and communication of CPC parallel programs. We
also discuss the relationship between computation and communication. Each task works as a
producer and a consumer, alternatively, and is assigned to exactly one class.

An important feature of the tasks in CPC algorithms is the communication and its re-
lationship with computation. The quantitative relationship between the data exchanged
(between the producers and consumers), and the amount of computations performed is very
application-specific. However, in many cases, the computation performed by a task in a CPC
application is related to the number of consumed and produced messages. We further discuss
the execution time of a task in relation to the number of messages exchanged (i.e., sent and
received by it).

4.2.1 Computations

The processing of a task belonging to class Ci happens in two steps. First, it consumes
messages received from a subset of tasks in the producing class (Cj).

Cj =

{
CN if i = 1;

Ci−1, otherwise
, Cl =

{
C1 if i = N ;

Ci+1, otherwise

This step usually involves updating tables, generating a new population, filtering data ele-
ments or a combination of these. Second, it generates messages for tasks in the consuming
class (Cl). In this step, the task works as a mapper and performs a selection on the data
(i.e., selection, fitting, crossover, classifying, categorizing and mapping, etc.). Therefore, the
execution time of a task ti,k ∈ Ci is a function of the processing performed on messages that
are consumed from tasks in Cj, and the computation performed in producing messages for
tasks in Cl as shown in Equation 4.1.

T ∝ gi(M
+
i,k,M

-
i,k) (4.1)

where M+
i,k is the number of messages consumed by task ti,k and M -

i,k is the number of
messages produced by it.

Depending on the application that is simulated, the number of messages produced or con-
sumed by a task may be negligible. For example, in simulations, which model the spread
of disease in a population, the number of outcome messages is usually negligible. In this
situation, the number of computations performed by the task is a function of the number of
messages consumed by it only.
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Equation 4.1 shows a general relationship between the number computations performed by a
task, and the number of messages exchanged by it. However, the right-hand side function
itself is very application-specific, and it estimates the execution time of the task.

As an illustration, in EpiSimdemics [5], where the algorithm models the spread of disease
in population, the computation is performed by two classes of tasks. The execution time of
a task in the first class is linear to the number of generated messages, and the execution
time of a task in the second class is quadratic to the number of received messages. For more
details about the quantification of tasks in EpiSimdemics, please refer to Section 4.4.

4.2.2 Communication

The tasks exchange data in the form of messages. If the producing and consuming tasks
are located on the same processor, then the message is considered local; otherwise it is
remote. As the overhead of the local message is negligible, we only use the number of remote
messages (exchanged across all processors) to estimate the communication load. Depending
on the application, the communication may or may not be overlapped with execution. The
overlap, if it happens, can make the estimation of execution time very difficult. The amount
of communication-computation overlap is very application-specific, and a general rule cannot
be established to estimate it in advance. In Section 4.4, we use statistical regression modeling
to capture this overlap in an example application (EpiSimdemics).

PE 0 
PE 1 
PE 2 
PE 3 
PE 4 
PE 5 
PE 6 

Class1 Processing Class2 Processing 

Time 

Figure 4.5 The execution times of two classes (Class1 and Class2) of tasks on seven processors.
PE 0, when processing Class1 tasks and PE 4, when processing Class2 tasks perform the most
computation, and hence keep the other PEs waiting in reaching synchronization.

4.3 The Cost Estimation Metric

In this section, we develop a cost metric that quantitatively measures the cost (execution
time) of CPC algorithms. This cost metric, which is an extension of the min-max model
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developed in [19], covers the algorithms/models where the computation happens in phases
between classes of tasks. The key feature that enabled this approach is the communication
load and the synchronization separated computations. Figure 4.5 shows that due to synchro-
nization, the execution cost of a simulation is dominated by the maximally loaded or most
imbalanced processors (PE 0 by Class 1 tasks and PE 4 by Class 2 tasks). Therefore, we use
the computational imbalance and communication load to estimate the cost of CPC parallel
simulations as shown in Equation 4.2.

Mcost = k1I1 + k2I2 + ....+ knIN + kcCL (4.2)

In the equation, Ii is the computational imbalance in tasks of class i and CL is the communica-
tion load. The constants, k1, k2, . . . , kn, and kc show the relative contribution of components
of the cost metric towards the cost of simulation. The metric is applicable to a broad class of
CPC algorithms, where the nodes can be represented by a multi-partite interaction graph,
shown in Figure 4.1 on page 21.

4.3.1 Cost Metric Components

In this section, we quantify the computational and communication components of the cost
metric in terms of incoming and outgoing messages. As shown in Section 4.2, the computa-
tional load of a task in a CPC program is a function of the number of messages produced
and consumed by it (the degree of the task in the interaction graph). We denote the degree,
in degree and out degree of a task ti,j ∈ Ci by Dt

i,j, D
t+
i,j , and Dt−

i,j , respectively.

In the distributed processing environment, the tasks are assigned to partitions, where each
partition contains one or more tasks of a particular class. Each task is assigned to exactly
one partition. The compute load of partition j of class Ci is denoted by LPi,j . It is the sum of
the compute loads of all the tasks in that partition and is quantified in Equation 4.3.

LPi,j =
∑

ti,k∈Pi,j

gk(M
+
i,k,M

-
i,k) (4.3)

where Pi,j is partition j of class Ci. The compute load of a class Ci, denoted by LCi is the
summation of the compute loads of all the tasks in class Ci, and is quantified in Equation 4.4.

LCi =
Z∑
j=1

LPi,j (4.4)

where Z is the number of partition of a class. All the classes have an equal number of
partitions. The processing of classes is separated in time. Without any loss of generality, we
assume that each processor is assigned with exactly one partition. In an ideally load-balanced
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assignment of CPC tasks, each partition of a class will have an equal compute load (i.e.,
equal to the mean compute load of class). The mean compute load of class Ci is denoted by

L
C

i and is quantified in Equation 4.5.

L
C

i =
LCi
R

(4.5)

A partition is maximally imbalanced in terms of computations of class Ci if it has more
computational load than the other partitions of the same class. We measure the computational
imbalance in Ci by Ii, which is quantified in Equation 4.6.

Ii =
max(LPi,j − L

C

i )Z

LCi
(4.6)

If Ii is zero, then the computation of Ci is perfectly balanced across all the partitions, which
means that every partition is assigned tasks (of Ci), such that the total load a partition

is equal to L
C

i . In contrast, Ii is equal to R, when the compute load of Ci is maximally
imbalanced (this happens when one partition receives all of the tasks).

After quantifying the computational imbalance, we discuss the communication load. We
denote the communication load by CL, which is the ratio of remote messages to total messages.
Remote messages are the messages exchanged between tasks assigned to different processors
as shown in Equation 4.7.

CL =
N∑
i=1

R∑
j=1

Rp
i,j

|M |
(4.7)

where Rp
i,j is the number of remote messages sent by partition Pi,j, N is the total number of

classes, and |M | is the total messages, which works as a normalization factor in the equation.
The communication load CL is zero when there are no inter-process messages. In contrast,
CL is one (maximum) when all the messages are remote.

We use only one component to represent the communication load, and the regression method
(that we use in Section 4.3.2 to fit the model and determine their constants) will adjust the
communication components and their constants according to the communication latencies in
the target application.

After quantifying the computational and communication components of the cost metric, we
provide guidelines for extracting their constants. We use the multi-variable regression analysis
to fit the model and extract its constants.
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4.3.2 Model Fitting and Extraction of Constants

In this section, we outline the methodology for extraction of the cost equation and its constants
for any CPC application. For this purpose, We use the multi-variable regression analysis to
fit the cost metric and determine its constants. The regression analysis is useful for complex
algorithms where a simple analytical solution is difficult to find. The complex systems
perform concurrent computation on data elements and produce unpredictable, fine-grain
communication requests, which makes it more difficult to apply the standard model reduction
techniques such as partial and/or ordinary differential equations [83], approximation by
projection [84], and orthogonal decomposition [85].

The regression model expresses the response variable in terms of predictor variables as shown
in Equation 4.8 where r is the response variable, s1, . . . , sn are predictor variables, β1, . . . , βn
are regression co-efficients, and β0 is the constant intercept.

r =
n∑
i=1

(βisi) + β0 (4.8)

The following are the general guidelines for determining the cost metric and its constants.

1. Identify the cost metric components: The regression method expresses the response
parameter (simulation time) as a linear combination of the predictor (independent) variables.
Each application will have its own set of independent variables: one computational compo-
nent for each class and one communication component. In the cost metric in Equation 4.2,
I1 , . . . , IN , and CL are independent variables, while Mcost is the dependent variable.

2. Collect data for all variables: We need to collect data by running the target applica-
tion on a number of data samples. The data samples are chosen to cover a wide range of
input data and to help create a more generalized model. For regression analysis, the required
number of samples are at least ten times more than the number of variables [86].

3. Check data for normality: Data collected in the previous step is checked for normality
using histogram plotting in a statistical software (i.e., R, SPSS and JMP, etc.). A well-shaped
cosine plot shows that the data is normally distributed in ranges for all variables.

4. Perform model fitting: The model is extracted using cross-validation techniques [87].
This requires using two samples of data: Sample1 for fitting the model and Sample2 for
validating the obtained-model. The data collected in step 1 is divided into two samples
(about 50% each) using a statistical software. Based on the analysis of correlation and scaler
plots of Sample1, a multiple regression analysis is employed to fit the model. The model
is determined using the residual plot and the R-square value. In the residual plot, if the
variances of errors are fairly evenly dispersed around the zero mean line across all the levels
of predicted values, the assumption is not violated. This model can be improved by adding
linear and non-linear terms (polynomial and exponential, etc.) of independent variables and
applying transformations to them. The model fitting can also be automatically performed by
using statistical software.
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5. Validate the model: The results of the predicted model that are determined using
Sample1 can be validated on Sample2 by comparing the R-square values of both the samples.
The R-square value shows the ability of independent variables in explaining the variability of
the dependent variable. It varies between 0.0 — 1.0, where a value of 1.0 shows the perfect
fit.

6. Check the model for over-fitting: It is very important to check the model for possible
over-fitting. The over-fitting can be avoided in three steps. Firstly, validate the model
using cross-validation techniques [87]. Secondly, enough samples of data (dependent and
independent variables) have to be collected [86]. Finally, over-interpretation must be avoided
by means of clearly stating the assumptions that were made (and providing enough details for
another researcher to replicate the work). This requires details like the showing the slope of
lines do not depend on each other (using multicollinearity VIFs), showing that the dependent
and independent variables are related to each other (using scaler plot), stating that the
experiments are independent, and performing the normality checks of error distribution.

In the next section, we apply the methodology discussed to determine the cost metric and its
constants for EpiSimdemics.

Table 4.1 Coefficiensts for the cost metric components generated using statistical regression
modeling.

Unstd. Std. Error Std. T Sig. Stats
Constants Coeff. Coeff. Tolerance VIF

Constant 0.003 0.000 27.332 0.000
I1 k1 0.051 0.007 0.061 6.946 0.000 0.994 1.134

I2 center k2 0.747 0.009 0.833 81.855 0.000 0.652 1.534
I2 center sq k2b 35.813 1.626 0.181 22.023 0.000 0.994 1.006

CL kc 0.004 0.000 0.201 19.467 0.000 0.631 1.585

4.4 Cost Model for EpiSimdemics

In this section, we apply regression modeling to determine the cost metric and its constants
for EpiSimdemics [5,6,9]. For more information about EpiSimdemics and its implementationi,
refer to Section 3.1 and 3.2 of Chapter 3.

EpiSimdemics is a good example of CPC modeling, where person computation is performed
by class C1 tasks and location computation is performed by class C2 tasks.
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4.4.1 Load Analysis

Before applying regression analysis, the user needs to determine a quantification for the
computational components in terms of incoming and outgoing messages. Section 3.3 shows
that the person computation load can be quantified by the number of messages that it
produces (f1(t) = M+

j,i). Similarly, in Section 3.4, we show that the location computation
load can be quantified using the number of messages that it consumes.

We use imbalance definitions in Equation 4.6 and load definitions (of persons and locations)
in this section to quantify I1 and I2 respectively for person and location classes. Here I1

denotes the compute imbalance in person tasks, and I2 denotes the compute imbalance in
location tasks.

Next, we apply statistical regression analysis to fit the model and determine the constants
for the three cost metric components (I1, I2, and CL) of EpiSimdemics, where CL represents
the communication load of EpiSimdemics.

4.4.2 Data for Regression Analysis

The data for regression analysis was collected from running EpiSimdemics on 732 samples of
three data sets: Alabama (AL), Florida (FL) and California (CA). The methodology used to
create data for regression analysis is as follows.

We first create 64 partitions of AL, FL, and CA sets using the k-way and multi-constraint
features of the Metis [22,88,89] partitioning scheme. The Metis-created partitions serve as
base cases for generating other samples. The base cases produce 18% remote communication,
and an approximate balanced person and location loads (using definitions of person and
location loads from Section 4.4.1). We modify the base cases by randomly moving persons
and locations from some of the tasks to other tasks to create a total of 732 samples. This
creates different person imbalances (I1), location imbalances (I2) and communication loads
(CL) in each sample. In the 732 samples, remote communication is varied over the range of
18% — 100% of total communication. Because of the nature of the real data, we can not
achieve remote communication less than 18%, without increasing computation imbalance.
Further, I1 and I2 are varied over the range cover of 0% — 100% of mean person load and
mean location load respectively, thus forming a representative sample for the space of possible
partitions. After collecting the data, we perform statistical modeling in order to determine
the cost equation and its constants.

4.4.3 Model Fitting

The statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS [90] version 20.0 on 732 samples with
four variables: simulation runtime (T ), person computational imbalance (I1), location com-
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Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics

Sample1 Sample2
Min. Max. Mean Std Min. Max. Mean Std

T 0.008 0.951 0.409 0.209 0.000 1.120 0.390 0.222
I1 0.065 1.093 0.579 0.255 0.094 1.098 0.585 0.256
I2 0.039 1.080 0.530 0.238 0.020 1.089 0.517 0.249
CL 0.194 0.978 0.618 0.193 0.195 0.978 0.583 0.196

Table 4.3 Correlations (Sample1 )

T I2 I2
2 I1 CL

T 1 0.943 0.210 0.003 0.660
I1 0.003 −0.111 −0.049 1 0.213
I2 0.943 1 0.043 −0.111 0.541
I2

2 0.210 0.043 1 −0.049 −0.023
CL 0.660 0.541 −0.023 0.213 1

putational imbalance (I2) and communication load (CL). The histogram plot in Figure 4.6
illustrates that the data is fairly normally distributed for all variables. We divided the
732 samples randomly into two samples (approximately 50% by SPSS). According to the
results of the preliminary analysis of Sample1, such as descriptive statistics and correlations
between variables, a multiple regression analysis was applied to Sample1 to fit a parsimonious
model that best suits the data. The scatter plot in Figure 4.7 reveals that linearity exists
between the dependent and independent variables. The variables I2 and CL show strong and
moderately strong positive linear relationship respectively. Even though I1 appears to have a
weak negative linear relationship with T , however, none of the correlationship between the
two independent variables is strong.

As shown in Table 4.1, the final model includes a quadratic term (I2 center sq) for a mean-
centered variable (I2-0.0083) as well as three linear terms (I2 center , CL, and I1). The
quadratic term was determined while adding the square and cube terms of the independent
variables to improve the fitness. The final model was reached when the variances of errors
were normally distributed around the zero mean line across all levels in the residual plot
shown in Figure 4.8. Independent variables in the final model account for 97.8% of the
variability in the dependent variable (r2=0.956). In Table 4.1, the regression coefficients of
I2 center , I2 center sq , I1, and CL are positive and statistically significant (p−value<0.001),
thus implying that an increase in each of the independent variable when controlling for other
independent variables also increases the simulation time (T ). The results of the final model
also depict no presence of the multicollinearity problem, since the degree of multicollinearity
(VIFs<2) for each independent variable is very low.

The histogram plot in Figure 4.6 illustrates that the data is normally distributed for all
variables. In Figure 4.8 the variances of errors seem to be evenly dispersed around zero across
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Figure 4.6 The distribution of the residuals are normal for Sample1.

 

         I1                     I2                      CL 

T 

Figure 4.7 I1, I2 and CL show linear relationship with simulation runtime.

all levels of predicted values, implying that the equality (or ”homogeneity”) of variances is
not violated.

4.4.4 Model Validation

We evaluate the results of the final predicted model on Sample2. To investigate how much
variation in T in Sample2, is explained by the regression model obtained from Sample1, we
created a new variable, predictedT , using the equation from Sample1 and then computed
the correlation coefficient (r = 0.981). Comparing the R-square (0.962) from Sample2 with
the R-square (0.954) from Sample1, it is slightly larger unexpectedly rather than shrinking.
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Figure 4.8 Distribution of error do not critically deviate from the homoscedasticity for Sample1.

The larger R-square value has no implications, but the applicability of the model to Sample2
shows that the model is valid and generally applicable to different data.

We avoided the possible over-fitting by following the three validation steps mentioned in
Section 4.3.2.

For the assumption of homoscedasticity, the scatter plot of standardized predicted values and
standardized residuals are examined in Figure 4.8. In the plot, the variances of errors seem
to be fairly evenly dispersed around zero across all levels of predicted values, meaning that
the assumption is not violated.

4.5 Cost Metric Vs Code Profiling

In this section, we discuss the pros and cons of creating a cost metric versus doing a code
profiling. The coding profiling is a dynamic analysis technique which helps get the memory
usage and CPU utilization during program execution time. It is commonly used by adaptive
systems such as just-in-time compilers, dynamic optimizers, power optimizers, and binary
translators. Actually, code profiling can be used to develop execution time cost equations.
Table 4.4 compares our developed cost metric and code profiling for their pros and cons.
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Table 4.4 Cost Metric Vs Code Profiling

Cost Metric Code Profiling

1.
Estimates program execution
times

Reports actual program execution
times

2. Done using Static Analysis Done during program runtime

3. Needs mathematical formulation
Doesn’t need mathematical formu-
lation

4.
Needs statistical analysis for ex-
tration of constants

Not applicable

5.
Gives time complexity of individ-
ual methods

Can not compute time complexity

6. Do not cover memory usage Reports memory consumption

7.
Applicable to CPC algorithms
only

Applicable to all applications

8.
Relates execution time to pro-
duced and consumed messages

Not applicable

9. Useful in performance analysis Useful in performance analysis

4.6 Experimental Evaluation

In this section, we show the ability of the cost metric to estimate the simulation runtime.
Later in the section, we discuss the ability of the cost metric to determine a sweet-spot for
simulation execution time in terms of simulation runtime and number of processors. We also
show the ability of the cost metric in highlighting load balancing problems caused by data
granularity.

4.6.1 Experimental Setup

Hardware: Our experiments were performed on a high-performance computing cluster con-
sisting of 318 compute nodes. Each node has two octa-core Intel Sandy Bridge CPUs and
64 GB of memory. The cluster uses infiniband (40Gbps) technology for interconnections.

Data: We use EpiSimdemics to simulate the spread of H5N1 avian influenza across social
contact networks of populations of the US states. The algorithms presented were evaluated
using North Carolina (NC) and California (CA) data sets. Each test is executed for 120
time-steps (i.e., simulated days).
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4.6.2 Strong Scaling

In this section, we show the ability of the cost metric in estimating the execution times of
EpiSimdemics, when running fixed data sets on an increasing number of processors. We
present strong scaling numbers for NC and CA data. The NC data can fit into the memory of
a single node, while the CA data requires a minimum of two nodes. The data is partitioned
for a one-to-one mapping from partitions to processors. More details about the partitioning
schemes (Round-robin and Metis) and their performance in EpiSimdemics can be found in
Section 5.3, and Section 5.6 of Chapter 5.

Figure 4.9 compares the cost metric estimated running times and actual running times when
simulating NC and CA data. The matching slopes of the actual and predicted curves shows
that the cost metric accurately estimates the strong scaling running times for most cases.
The lines diverge differently for the two the partitioning methods, thus showing the difference
in performance. Further, the cost metric was able to accurately predict this difference. This
shows that the cost metric can also be used for performance evaluation of algorithms for a
variety of data sets and partitioning schemes. The cost metric is less accurate in predicting
the execution times when evaluating a very large number of partitions. One reason for
this significant error is the synchronization overheads, as they become dominant once a
larger number of processors are in use as shown in Section 5.C of CharmSimdemics [6].
Additionally, the ratio of computation to communication decreases as we distribute data to
more processors [91]. The CA, which has a population size that is four times that of NC,
shows a smaller error at high partition counts. Figure 4.9(c) shows the error in estimating the
execution costs of NC and CA. The error increases up to 6.5% when estimating the execution
time for NC on 4K processors. This shows that the cost metric predicts execution times even
for a large number of processors with only a small error.

4.6.3 Resource Allocation

Since the cost metric predicts the strong scaling running times with small error, we can use
it to perform the cost analysis of studies before launching the jobs. We can determine a
sweet-spot in terms of the number of processors, which offers the best performance (time to
completion of running jobs in parallel is minimized).

As an example, assuming that one wants to simulate a number of replicas of NC and CA data
sets using a total of n processors. One way to do this is to run each set of data individually
on all the processors, which would not be efficient if the data sets do not take the same
amount of time to execute when running on n processors. Another alternative is to run both
the jobs in parallel, each job using half the resources. This is not efficient either; if one data
set finishes the task before the other, the job with smaller execution time will finish early,
leaving half the resources idle waiting for the compute-heavy job to finish.

A rational solution to do this is to determine a sweet-spot, where the overall time to com-
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Figure 4.9 Shows the comparison between the cost metric predicted execution times and the
actual execution times, when simulating NC and CA data on a number of processors. RR-Predicted
and Metis-Predicted refer to the cost metric estimation of simulation execution times, when the
data is partitioned using the Round-robin and Metis respectively. RR-Actual and Metis-Actual
refer to the actual execution times. (a) The cost metric correctly estimates the running times of
NC. (b) The cost metric estimation for CA is better than NC. (c) Represents the predicted and
actual execution times. The cost function estimates the execution times with a small error — the
largest estimation error being only 6.5% (NC on 4K processors).

pletion is minimized. Using the cost metric, we can determine a sweet-spot in terms of
allocation of processors to run each set of data (that minimizes the time to completion). In
this particular example, we get the best performance when both the jobs are executing in
parallel: NC running on 756 processors and CA running on 3340 processors as shown in the
Figure 4.10. This was determined by exhaustively evaluating each n. When running multiple
jobs in parallel on a distributed system, the optimal assignment tends to minimize the time
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Figure 4.10 Estimated execution times for running NC on k cores and CA on n− k cores. n is
the total number of cores (4K in this case). max(CA-Pred,NC-Pred) refers to the time to completion
when running both the jobs in parallel on a total of n nodes (NC on k cores and CA on n− k cores).
The time to completion is minimized the most when NC is run on 896 cores and CA is run on 3200
cores.

to completion of all tasks.

As an example, we showed the usefulness of the cost metric in resource allocation of NC and
CA. However, this metric is general and can be used in job scheduling (resource allocation) of
any data. The job scheduling algorithms are well-studied, and we are not claiming any such
contribution. Rather our cost metric is used as a cost function to enable the job scheduler
to determine the optimal assignment. The metric can work in conjunction with the job
scheduling algorithm, where the jobs are assigned an optimal number of nodes, based on
evaluation of the cost function. It is not necessary that all the jobs need to run in parallel (all
at the same time) to minimize the time to completion. The jobs can run in groups (subset of
jobs) and achieve the best performance (minimize the time to completion of running all the
groups).

4.6.4 Highlighting Data Granularity Problems

The cost metric also highlighted a problem with load balancing due to the granularity of
the location computation of EpiSimdemics. From Section V.B of CharmSimdemics [6], we
know that on average the location computation takes about 60% — 70% of the simulation
execution time. This shows that imbalance in location computation will affect the total
simulation time greatly.

Figure 4.11 shows that the cost metric estimated execution time sharply increases when
the number of partitions is increased beyond 512. An increase in the predicted time is an
indication of performance degradation, which needs further investigation. Three factors
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Figure 4.11 Partitioning AL data with Colocation strategy up to 16K cores. Un-part AL contains
locations that are large in terms of location computation. Location Imbalance (LI) and Mcost
are high when creating a large number of Colocation partitions of AL data in the presence of
compute-heavy locations (in terms of location indegrees). After diving compute-heavy locations
into multiple smaller locations (part AL data set), the partitions created using Colocation are able
to scale up to a larger number of partitions.

contribute to the cost metric estimated time, and Figure 4.11 shows that the location com-
putation is experiencing huge imbalances when divided into more than 512 partitions. A
close examination of location data revealed a data granularity problem. Some locations are
bigger in terms of location computation load than the ideal partition load (mentioned in
Equation 4.5), which makes it impossible for the partitioning algorithms to balance the load
across a larger number of partitions.

After dividing the compute-heavy locations into multiple smaller locations, the algorithm can
scale up to 16K partitions as shown in Figure 4.11. The splitting was performed in such a
way that it does not affect the correctness of simulation results.

The location imbalance with split locations is much smaller compared to the data with
compute-heavy locations. The higher scalability of actual strong scaling running times in
Figure 5.5(a) on page 54 further confirms this gain, as they were performed with the split
locations data.

One question that naturally arises here is with respect to the complete parallelization using
location splitting. Dividing compute-heavy locations into multiple smaller locations (Fig-
ure 4.11) helps but does not completely solve the problem. At the current finest granularity,
the visits to locations are overlapped in time, which makes it extremely hard to achieve a
good cut to divide them further. If further divided, the person overlapped in time needs to
perform an interaction with all the overlapped persons in that location, resulting in a further
increase in the total communication volume.

41



4.7 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we developed a cost estimation metric that estimates the execution cost
of Constrained Producer-Consumer algorithms. We scientifically extracted and validated
the metric using statistical regression analysis and extracted its constants for an example
application, EpiSimdemics. The metric predicts the execution times with a small error for a
variety of data sets. The metric was also useful in the optimal allocation of processors for the
simulation of different data.
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Chapter 5

Static Load Distribution

In this chapter, we develop load distribution strategies to improve the efficiency of agent-
based epidemic simulations. We start with a discussion of computation and communication
workloads in EpiSimdemics, and then, discuss the different load distribution schemes that we
have developed to improve its scalability on high-performance clusters.

5.1 Static Load Quantification of EpiSimdemics

We use the load definitions from Chapter 3 to assign weights to the person and location entities
of EpiSimdemics. According to these definitions, the persons perform a similar number of
computations, and are assigned a weight of 1. The location computation is quantified in terms
of its incoming messages. Accordingly, the person computation load in a partition/processor
is measured in terms of the number of persons assigned to it, and the location computational
load in a partition is measured as the summation of the incoming edges. On the other
hand, the communication load is measured by using inter-process messages. Given these load
definitions, we discuss the Round-robin, Colocation, Metis and MetColoc data distribution
schemes, along with their strengths and weaknesses for partitioning the EpiSimdemics input
bipartite graph.

We compare the performance of load distribution strategies to Round-robin scheme. Round
Robin (RR) is the most basic and simple approach for distribution of data objects to
processors. It has been used across applications for comparison against other load distribution
schemes [92, 93]. This strategy does not consider the relative weights (compute loads) of
persons and locations and simply assigns them to partitions in a round-robin fashion. Round
Robin distribution has no overhead and can be easily conducted at the start of simulation.
The distribution it creates is usually imbalanced in terms of location computation and
communication. However, it provides balanced workloads in terms of person computation
(because the persons carry a similar computational load).
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Table 5.1 Description and performance comparison of the Static Data Distribution Strategies for
North Carolina (NC) Data.

Input Remote Person Location Improvement
Scheme Description Graph Comm.1 Workload Workload (comp. to RR)

Round-robin Equal number V:10.8M 99% Bal. Imbal. 1X
of persons and E:47M
locations to
each processor

Colocation Equal number V:10.8M 50% Bal. Bal. 2.9X
of persons E:47M
Equal number
of location
in-edges
Co-locate
persons and
home locations

Metis Partition V:10.8M 5% Tuned Tuned 3.2X
person-location E:47M
weighted
graph

MetColoc Partition V:2.3M 5% Tuned Tuned 3.2X
person-location E:23M
weighted
merged graph

1 when creating 16 or more partitions

5.2 Colocation (C)

Colocation (C) is a custom scheme that performs the distribution of locations and persons to
processors with a simple and a lower-overhead greedy approach. It balances the computation
by attempting to assign the same number of persons and the same total location indegree
to each partition. The Colocation scheme uses person-home-location relationship to achieve
locality. On a minimum, 46% of the time, the persons visit their home locations, and to
exploit this locality, the algorithm assigns persons and their home locations to the same
partition.

The algorithm assigns home locations, non-home locations and persons to partitions in a
three-step process.

1. This first step assigns home locations to partitions. We first determine the number of
persons belonging to each of the home location. Each person is associated with one
home location, while a home location may have multiple persons associated with it.
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Then, we sort these home locations based on the number of households (the number of
persons associated with one home location) in a descending order. Finally, we assign
the sorted list of home locations to partitions (one partition at a time) starting with
the largest, in such a way that each partition is assigned home locations, where the
total number of its households is equal to the mean person load. The mean person load
is the total number of persons averaged over the number of partitions. The distribution
may not result in a perfectly balanced load as some of the partitions may receive more
than the mean number of persons per partition. However, the differences in loads across
partitions would be very small, as the number of households per home locations is also
very small (1-10), which may result in a difference of no more than 1% of the mean
person load.

2. The second step assigns the non-home locations to partitions, based on location indegree
(incoming edges). The non-home locations are first sorted based on the indegree. Then,
starting with the largest non-home location, we assign locations to partitions (one at a
time). The goal is to build partitions such that the sum of location indegree (of the
home and non-home locations) across all the partitions is equal to the target partition
size. The target partition size is equal to the mean of location indegree (sum of all
location indegree averaged over the number of partitions). Again, this distribution
may not result in a perfect load distribution, as some of the partitions may receive
more than the mean location indegree. The amount of this imbalance depends on the
granularity of the location indegree and the number of partitions created. Section 4.6.4
discusses this effect, and outlines a vertex splitting mechanism to overcome this.

3. The third step distributes persons to partitions. We co-locate persons with their home
locations (person is assigned to the same partition where his home location is assigned).
The home locations are assigned in step 1. This way, each partition gets roughly an
equal number of persons. This distribution step can also be merged with step 1.

5.3 Metis (M)

Metis [21, 22, 88] is a widely used library for partitioning graphs and meshes. The algorithms
are based on multi-level recursive-bisection, multi-level k-way, and multi-constraint partition-
ing schemes. The partitions created by Metis (M) reduce the remote communication and
balance the computation.

Our input to Metis is a weighted person-location bipartite graph as shown in Figure 5.1(a).
Person and location vertices are weighted and so are the edges connecting them. Edge weights
are the number of messages sent from person tasks to location tasks on that link in a single
time-step. In EpiSimdemics, the edge weights of the person-location bi-partite graph refer to
the number of messages sent from a person to a location on that link in one iteration day.
The person vertex is assigned a weight of 1, and locations are weighted by thier indegree.
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Since person and location processing is separated in time, we assign two weights to each one
of them. For persons, the second weight is zero, which means that the person processing
happens only in the first phase of the time-step: during the second phase, the persons do
not perform any computation. Similarly, the locations are assigned only a second weight
(the first weight is zero), which means that location processing happens in the second phase.
This is a hint to the Metis partitioner to treat the person and location as different classes of
vertices and balance both individually across all partitions.
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Figure 5.1 (a) Metis input graph: Each node has two weights associated with it. First is the
person weight: if the node is a person node, it is 1, otherwise it is 0. Second is the location weight
(weight of incoming edges): if the node is a location node, it is non-zero, otherwise it is 0. Edge
weight is the number of messages exchanged through that link in a single time-step. (b) Metis gives
best partitioning when the Metis imbalance constraints are set at 0.5% and 1.25% for location and
person respectively. (c) Shows the optimal number of Metis iterations for AL, NC, and CA data
sets. CA is our largest dataset, and puts an upper-bound on the number of Metis iterations required
for all other datasets.

Before applying the Metis partitioning algorithm in order to partition the person-location
weighted graph, we need to find the imbalance factors for person and location vertices.
We investigate these factors for persons and locations in relation to the ratio of the two
computations in EpiSimdemics as shown in Figure 3.4 on page 16. The location and Per-
son computations take 65% and 25% of EpiSimdemics runtime respectively. Therefore, we
experiment with the imbalance ratios of 1 — 2.5 for location and person respectively.

To attain the optimum imbalance factors (a requirement of Metis partitioner) for person
imbalance and location imbalance, we partition the AL, NC, and CA datasets with Metis,
using different combinations of person and location imbalances. Figure 5.1(b) shows that
Metis gives best-quality partitions (by optimizing the cost metric the most), when person
and location imbalances are set at 1.25% and 0.65% respectively. For more details about
the imbalances and how they are computed for person and location nodes in EpiSimdemics,
please refer to Section 4.3 and 4.4.

We also need to find the optimal number of Metis iterations that produce best-quality
partitions. For this purpose, we run Metis with a number of iterations ranging from 1 to
5000 for AL, NC and CA data sets. Figure 5.1(c) shows that the cost metric decreases up to
1000 iterations. However, the increasing number of Metis iterations beyond 1000 does not
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lower the cost metric estimated compute times any further. Our largest data (CA) gives an
upper bound on the number of iterations that are required for other datasets.

We use the Metis direct k-way and multi-constraint partitioning to partition the person-
location bi-partite graph as shown in Figure 5.1(a). We prefer multi-level k-way partitioning
over multi-level recursive bisection, as it is faster by a factor of O(logk), and produces better
quality partitions [23]. Moreover, the produced partitions have fewer connected edges between
them. Further, the minimization of resulting edges helps in achieving higher task locality
(local communication).

Additionally, to utilize the benefits of parallel partitioning, we use ParMetis [94], parallel
Metis partitioner, to partition our person-location weighted graph.

5.4 MetColoc (MC)

MetColoc (MC) is a custom partitioning strategy that augments Metis by adding knowledge
about the person-home-location relationship. The algorithm reduces the input graph to
partition, by way of merging person nodes and their respective home-location nodes into super
nodes. The merged graph is then partitioned using ParMetis. In terms of its performance,
the partitioning quality is similar to Metis (which partition the original graph). However,
due to processing on a reduced graph, it has lower-overhead in terms of partitioning runtime
and memory consumption.

Table 5.2 Number of vertices and edges in Metis and MetColoc input graphs for the AL, NC and
CA data.

Reduction in Graph Size
Metis MetColoc (Compared to Metis Graph)

Vetices Edges Vertices Edges Vertices Edges

AL 5,572,150 16,941,825 1,198,945 11,810,935 21% 69%
NC 10,830,731 33,264,830 2,289,167 23,472,046 21% 70%
CA 40,766,950 91,929,138 7,178,611 63,571,666 17% 69%

Figure 5.2(a) shows a weighted person-location bi-partite graph. We reduce the graph by
merging person nodes and their respective home location nodes into super nodes. The merged
graph has a reduced number of nodes and connecting edges as shown in Table 5.2 (at least
78% reduction in the number of vertices and 30% reduction in the number of edges). In
Figure 5.2(a), HL1 is the home location of P1, P3, and P4 while HL2 is the home-location
of P2 and P5. Figure 5.2(b) shows that HL1, P1, P3 and P4 can be merged into one super
node (S1), while HL2, P2 and P5 can be merged into another super node (S2). Figure 5.2(c)
shows the weighted merged graph with super nodes (S1 and S2) and non home-location nodes
(L1 and L2). The non home-location nodes will keep their weights from Figure 5.2(b). The
super nodes, and their edges get the merged weights. More specifically, the weights of the

47



P1

P2

P3

P4

P5

HL1

HL2

L1

L2

3

3

2

2

2

3

2

4

3

(a)

P1

P3

P4

P2

P5

HL1
HL2

L1

L2

3

3

2

3

2

2
2

4

3

[0 3]

[0 4]

[0 8]
[0 6]

(b)

[0 3]

L1

[0 4]

L2

S1
S2

[3 8] [2 6]

3

4 3

(c)

Figure 5.2 (a) Input bipartite graph with person (P1,...,P5), non-home location (L1 and L2),
and home location (HL1 and HL2) nodes. (b) Person nodes P1, P3, P4, and their home location
node HL1 can be merged into a super-node. Similarly, the person nodes, P2, P5 and their home
location node, HL2, can be merged into a super node. (c) After merging, the number of vertices
and their connecting edges are reduced significantly.

super nodes are the summation of weights of their original person and home location nodes.
Similarly, the weights of their edges is the summation of weights of their person-home-location
connecting edges.

After developing the merged graph, we partition it using the Metis partitioning scheme
discussed in Section 5.3.

5.5 Performance Evaluation

This section evaluates the Round-robin, Colocation, Metis and MetColoc strategies in terms
of performance and partitioning overheads. To help compare the performance of load dis-
tribution strategies for a range of partitions and datasets, we partition the input bi-partite
graphs of AL, MA, and NC into 4, 16, 32, 128, 512, and 2048 partitions. The experimental
data is not the one used in extracting the cost estimation metric in Chapter 4.
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5.5.1 Cost Metric based Performance

The performance numbers in this section use the computation and communication load defi-
nitions from Chapter 4. Figure 5.3(a) shows that Metis and MetColoc exploit locality more
than the Round-robin and Colocation schemes. When creating four or fewer partitions, for all
three datasets, only 1% of communication is remote. But, this number increases as we create
more partitions, and the remote communication volume increases up to 47% when creating
2048 partitions. However, it is still much smaller in comparison to the Round-robin scheme,
where more than 95% of communication is remote (when creating 4 or more partitions).
In comparison, the Colocation scheme performs better by exploiting person-home-location
locality. Further, for any data, and any number of partitions, at most 54% of communication
remains remote.

As persons carry similar computational weights, the Round-robin and Colocation schemes
provide well-balanced person workloads as shown in Figure 5.3(b). Metis and MetColoc
experiences little person imbalance, but it is never more than 1.25% of the mean person load.

Figure 5.3(c) compares the performance of load distribution schemes during the assigning
of locations to partitions. On the one hand, it shows that the Colocation scheme performs
best when balancing the location computation, even in the case of creating a large number
of partitions. On the other hand, Metis and MetColoc perform similarly and produce close-
to-balanced location loads. Locations carry variable computational loads, and as expected,
Round-robin fails to achieve a balanced location computation.

When comparing the cost metric estimated costs in Figure 5.3(d), the Round-robin scheme
shows higher values, implying its inability to perform a good partitioning. This is because
this scheme could not balance location computation and was not able to exploit locality.
Metis and MetColoc perform best in the case of optimization of the cost metric. Moreover,
in all the cases, its performance (minimization of cost metric numbers) is at least two times
better than the Round Robin scheme.

Metis and MetColoc exploit locality, while balancing person and location computations at the
same time. In contrast, the Colocation scheme does not exploit locality as much as Metis and
MetColoc do, but perfectly balances person and location computations. Figure 5.3(d) shows
that the Colocation scheme performs better than the Round-robin distribution scheme for any
data and any number of partitions. In terms of task locality, the Colocation scheme performs
adequately on a smaller number of partitions, and performs relatively well in comparison to
Metis and MetColoc on a larger number of partitions.

5.5.2 Partitioning and Runtime Overhead

Figure 5.4(a) compares the partitioning schemes in terms of memory consumption, while
creating 64 partitions for the AL, MA, NC, MI and FL datasets. Round-robin does not
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Figure 5.3 Performance analysis of data distribution schemes. (a) The Round-robin distribution
scheme provides 95% of remote communication for most of the configurations. When forming more
partitions, Metis and MetColoc creates higher remote communication, which catches up with the
Colocation scheme on 2K partitions. (b) Round-robin is completely overlapped by the Colocation
scheme here, as both give perfect person computational loads. Metis and MetColoc experience
a little imbalance (less than 1.25% of the mean person load). c) The Round-robin distribution
also performs poorly in balancing the location computation. To reduce remote communication,
Metis and MetColoc observe considerable imbalance in location computation on a smaller number
of partitions(which can be controlled by setting a smaller location imbalance factor). It gives
well-balanced location loads on a larger number of partitions. (d) The cost metric values for Metis
and MetColoc increase when the data is divided into a larger number of partitions. This is the effect
of an increase in remote communication. Colocation performs similarly to Metis and MetColoc
when creating a large number of partitions.

maintain any state during data distribution and has zero memory requirements. The Coloca-
tion scheme, however, is a streaming scheme, which maintains very little state, and has the
smallest memory consumption. Its memory consumption increases very little when the size
of data to partition increases. ParMetis was run on 160 cores, and the memory consumption
is the cumulative memory usage across all processors. Figure 5.4 shows that Metis has the
largest memory consumption, and it increases linearly as the data size to partition increases.
MetColoc, which partitions the merged graph (reduced number of vertices and edges), has
half the memory overhead of Metis. However, for both Metis and MetColoc, the memory
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consumption increases linearly as the size of the data to partition increases.

We also compare the distribution schemes in terms of partitioning runtime overhead. Again,
we run Colocation on one core, and Metis/MetColoc on 120 processor cores. Figure 5.4(b)
shows that the Round-robin distribution has zero runtime overhead. Among the other three
schemes, Colocation has the smallest runtime overhead. Its runtime overhead is at most 6%
of the overhead of Metis, and it stays constant when creating more partitions of the same
data. In contrast, the Metis and MetColoc time to partition increases exponentially, as we
create a larger number of partitions. MetColoc partitions the merged graph, which takes
lesser time in partitioning compared to Metis.

5.5.3 Conclusion

The choice of a partitioning scheme always depends on a tradeoff between performance and
partitioning time/memory overhead. Given the strengths and weaknesses of data distribution
schemes, it is important to recognize the use of the appropriate scheme(s) for different
scenarios. Based on the performance numbers shown in Figure 5.3 and 5.4, we recommend
using of Metis/MetColoc when creating a smaller number of partitions of any data, and using
the Colocation scheme when creating a larger number of partitions of any data. The choice
can also be limited by the size of memory of the system used for partitioning as shown in
Figure 5.4. For example, FL data, (21 million nodes) cannot be partitioned by using the
Metis scheme on computing machines that have a memory of 21 GB or less, but it can be
partitioned using the other three schemes.

5.6 Experimental Performance Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate the impact of the Round-robin, Colocation, Metis and MetColoc
strategies on the strong scaling performance of EpiSimdemics. We also show the ability of
the cost metric in estimating the simulation runtime.

5.6.1 Experimental Setup

Hardware: Our experiments were performed on a high-performance computing cluster con-
sisting of 318 compute nodes, where each node had two octa-core Intel Sandy Bridge CPUs
(model E5-2670) and a memory of 64 GB. The cluster used infiniband (40G) technology for
interconnections.

51



 0

 5

 10

 15

 20

 25

 30

 35

 4  6  8  10  12  14  16  18  20  22
 0

 0.002

 0.004

 0.006

 0.008

 0.01
M

em
or

y 
U

sa
ge

 (
G

B
)

M
co

st

Number of Nodes (Million)

RR-Memory
Colocation-Memory

Metis-Memory
MetColoc-Memory

RR-Mcost
Colocation-Mcost

Metis-Mcost
MetColoc-Mcost

(a) AL, GA, NC, IL, and TX data

 10

 100

 1000

 10000

 1  10  100  1000  10000  100000
 1.8

 2

 2.2

 2.4

 2.6

 2.8

 3

 3.2

 3.4

P
ar

tit
io

ni
ng

 T
im

e 
(s

ec
)

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IS

 (
se

c)

Number of Partitions

RR-RunTime
Colocation-RunTime

Metis-RunTime
MetColoc-RunTime

(b) NC data

Figure 5.4 (a) Memory consumption for Metis and MetColoc increases linearly as the size of
the graph to partition increases. b) Although the Colocation scheme and Metis/MetColoc show a
similar performance on a larger number of partitions, the partitioning runtime overhead of Metis
and MetColoc increases exponentially when creating a larger number of partitions. ParMetis was
run on 160 cores.

Software: We used Charm++ v6.4 [58] for our experiments, having enabled the message
buffering scheme. The buffering scheme helped in reducing communication traffic by bundling
messages at the source and intermediate destinations.

Data: We used EpiSimdemics to simulate the spread of H5N1 avian influenza across social
contact networks of the US states. The algorithms presented were, thus, evaluated using AL,
NC, and CA datasets. Each test was executed for 120 time-steps. For all our experiments,
the attack rate (the ratio of the number of infected people to the total number of people) is
roughly 40%.

5.6.2 Strong Scaling

We first present the performance numbers for fixed problem sizes of Alabama (AL), North
Carolina (NC), and California (CA). The chosen datasets cover a wide range of our input
data. The AL and NC can fit on a single node, while the four times larger dataset, CA, can fit
on a minimum of two nodes. Therefore, we use running times of EpiSimdemics on one node
(one core) and two nodes (two cores) as a base case for calculating the speedup of AL-NC and
CA respectively. Data, pre-processed for static load balancing, is assigned to processors in a
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one-to-one mapping of partitions to processors. The strong scaling evaluation includes the
discussion of speedup, actual running times and the cost metric estimated execution times.

Figure 5.5 shows the speedup numbers of the four distribution schemes for all three datasets.
The ideal line marks the perfect speedup and is used as a reference point. The Round-round
based distribution fails to scale for all three datasets. This is primarily due to the increased
remote communication and imbalanced location computation. The Round-robin distribution
performs quite poorly in exploiting the task locality, and even during creating a smaller
number of partitions (16), more than 95% of communication is remote as shown in Section 5.5.
Locations carry variable computations, while the Round-robin distribution of locations to
partitions creates imbalanced location computational workloads. Metis and MetColoc are,
hence, the most scalable in all cases. This is mainly due to their ability to balance person and
location computational loads, while reducing remote communication even on a larger number
of partitions. The Colocation created partitions that scales better compared to Round-robin
for all data. In comparison to Metis/MetColoc, Colocation performs similar, while creating
a larger number of partitions. The Colocation scheme achieves this by perfectly balancing
computational loads and by exploiting person-home-location locality.

In summary, all the schemes scale better compared to Round-robin. However, for AL and
NC data, using more PEs beyond the scaling peaks, does not achieve a better performance.
This is because the amount of computations in comparison to communication decreases as we
distribute data to more processors. The data is split among more and more processors, and it
comes to a point where each processor will not have a sufficient amount of computations to
amortize the costs of communication and synchronization [91]. The CA, which is four times
larger than NC, has shown better scaling as shown in Figure 5.5(c).

5.7 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we adopted the Metis graph partitioning library for partitioning the EpiSim-
demics input bi-partite graph. We also developed two custom schemes, the Colocation and
MetColoc, to perform static load distribution in EpiSimdemics. The semantic-aware schemes
improved the strong scaling performance by 3X in comparison to the Round-robin. Further-
more, Metis showed best performance, but at the cost of higher memory and partitioning
overhead. MetColoc showed similar performance as Metis, but with half the overhead of
Metis. Finally, the Colocation performance appeared to be a little less compared to Metis
and MetColoc, but had much smaller partitioning and runtime overhead, especially for a
larger data and a larger partitions count.
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Figure 5.5 Actual strong scaling speedup of partitioning strategies for AL, NC, and CA data sets.
(a) With AL, due to a small amount of computations on a large number of cores, all the partitioning
schemes show a moderate performance. However, the semantic-aware schemes still perform better
than Round-robin. (b) With NC data, the partitioning schemes scale better compared to AL. On
2K PEs, Metis, MetColoc and Colocation achieve an efficiency of 30%, 39%, and 40% respectively.
The Round-robin performs the worst and achieves 6% of efficiency. (c) With our largest data as
CA, the partitioning strategies scale even further, and on 4K cores, they achieve an efficiency of
31%, 37%, and 36% for the Colocation, Metis, MetColoc schemes respectively. On the same number
of cores, Round-robin is only 8% efficient.
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Chapter 6

Disease Dynamics and Computational
Load

In this chapter, we study the effects of the disease model parameters on the compute time in
EpiSimdemics. More specifically, we study the individual and joint effects of transmissibility,
infectious period and incubation period on the execution time in the SIR, SIS, and SI disease
models. We also develop analytical equations to quantify these effects.

6.1 Disease Models and Parameters

6.1.1 Disease Model Parameters

In this section, we discuss the disease model parameters of a networked Suscetible-Exposed-
Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) disease model. The disease states of the SEIR model are used
to describe the progression of a disease in an individual and its transmission in the popula-
tion [7] as shown in Figure 6.1. To simplify the disease process, we discuss the three most
important parameters: transmissibility, the infectious period and the incubation period. The
transmissibility (ρ) controls the transmission intensity of a disease in the population. It is
the probability of transmission of a disease from an infectious individual to a susceptible
individual in one minute of contact. The incubation period (∆tE) is the interval during
which an infected individual cannot transmit the disease to other susceptible individuals.
The infectious period (∆tI) is the period during which an infected individual can transmit
the disease to the susceptible individuals. Table 6.1 lists the dwell times in different disease
states for typical influenza.
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Table 6.1 Typical Influenza ranges for the disease state parameters.

Disease State Math Term Typical Influenza Range (Days)

Exposed ∆tE 1 – 2
Infectious ∆tI 3 – 7
Recovered ∆tR ∞1

1 fixed at simulation length

 

 Susceptible  Exposed  Infectious  Recovered

∆t  
E

∆t  
I

∆t  
R

 

Figure 6.1 The four states of a basic Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Recovered (SEIR) disease
model. ∆tE , ∆tI , and ∆tR show the dwell times in exposed, infectious, and recovered states
respectively. The model can be used to describe the SIR, SIS and SI disease models.

6.1.2 Disease Models

Based on the dwell times in the exposed, infectious, and recovered states, the diseases
can be modeled using the SIR, SIS, and SI disease models as shown in Table 6.2. In SIR
(Susceptible→Exposed→Infectious→Recovered), a person even after recovering stays in the
recovered state forever, and will not become susceptible again. This individual develops an
immunity to that strain of the disease. Typical influenza is usually modeled using SIR [9].
On the other hand, in SIS (Susceptible→Exposed→Infectious→Susceptible), a person after
recovering becomes immediately susceptible to the disease again. Measles, a well-known
infectious disease, and most other sexually transmitted diseases conform to SIS [95,96]. In
SI (Susceptible→Exposed→Infectious), a person after getting infectious remains infectious
forever. The Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV/AIDS), usually transmitted through
bodily fluids can be modeled using SI [97].

To model the progression of a disease within an agent, we use a probabilistic timed transition
system (PTTSs). PTTS is an extension of the finite state machine (FSM) with two additional

Table 6.2 Shows the dwell times in different disease states for SIR, SIS and SI disease models.

Model ∆tE ∆tI ∆tR

SIR 0 – ∞ 0 – ∞ ∞
SIS 0 – ∞ 0 – ∞ 0
SI 0 – ∞ ∞1 N/A

1 fixed at simulation length
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latent
2 days

asympt
2 days

infectious
3-5 days
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untreated vaccine
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incubating
1 day

0.1
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Figure 6.2 A simple disease model that shows the progression of a disease within an agent. Ovals
represent the disease states, while the lines represent the transition between those states. The states
are labeled and marked with their respective dwell times. The labels on lines further show the
probabilities of transitions.

features: the state transitions are probabilistic and timed. PTTS in Figure 6.2 is a simple
example of a SEIR disease model, where each state has a name, a dwell time, and a labeled
set of weighted transitions to other states. The example shows three paths, starting from un-
infected (susceptible) state and ending in the recovered state. The upper path represents the
progression of a disease with a two-day latent period, then three to five days of an infectious
period, followed by a recovery period. The lower path represents a smaller incubation period
of one day, followed by two days of illness. The asymptomatic state (asympt) shows that
the individual does not show any signs of disease, but can still infect the others. The dotted
lines show the transition, wherein the individual is vaccinated and has some immunity to the
disease. The solid lines show the transition (of disease in an individual) from one state to
another when the individual is not vaccinated. The labels on the lines are probabilities of
transitions.

6.1.3 Number of Interactions

Before discussing the effects of disease model parameters on the execution time, we would
like to discuss the number of interactions (major part of location computation), and its
relationship with the state of persons at that location. An interaction happens when an
infected person comes in contact with a susceptible person. In EpiSimdemics, 60% — 70% of
the total simulation time is spent in computing interactions (processing of Equation 3.1) at
locations [6]. In Section 3.1, we showed that the number of interactions at a location can be
statically quantified by using the number of people that visit that location. However, this
quantification may not be accurate, as not all the people who visit a particular location take
part in the interactions. Rather, only pairs of people, where one is susceptible and one is
infectious, interact. Since people in recovered and incubation state cannot infect others or
get infected, they do not interact at locations. During an iteration r (of simulation), the
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number of interactions at a location can be computed using Equation 6.1, given that the
infectious and susceptible people at that location are overlapped in time.

INTERACTIONS l, r = N2
l (FS l,r · FI l,r) (6.1)

where Nl is the number of visiting people, FSl,r is the fraction of susceptible people, and
FI l,r is the fraction of infectious people in iteration r at location l.

We generalize the potential number of interactions across all locations using the fraction of
susceptible and fraction of infectious people across all locations. The potential number of
interactions across an interaction is approximated using the following equation.

PINTERACTIONS r = N2(FS r · FI r) (6.2)

where N is the total number of people, FSr is the fraction of susceptible people in iteration
r, and FI r is the fraction of infectious people in iteration r. It is a theoritical approximation,
and is based on the fraction of infectious and susceptible individuals across all locations.

Since the fraction of infectious and susceptible people may change, the execution time may
also differ from iteration to iteration as well. From Equation 6.2, we see that the number of
interactions are maximum when an equal number of people are infectious and susceptible
(FSr = FIr = 0.5).

We also discuss the potential number of interactions in different disease models. In SIR, the
person after recovering, stays in the recovered state forever, and does not become susceptible
again. However, the persons in the recovered state do not take part in any interactions.
The number of interactions in SIR decreases as more people enter the recovered state, thus
decreasing the fraction of people in infectious and susceptible states as shown in Figure 6.3.

In SI, the person after becoming infectious remains in that state forever. Figure 6.4 shows
that the number of interactions in SI are maximum, when half of the people are infectious
and the other half is susceptible. However, as the fraction of people in the infectious state
increases beyond 0.5 (which means that more than half the population is infectious), the
potential number of interactions start to decrease. In SIS, the potential number of interactions
remain fixed after the fraction of susceptible and infectious reach a constant point as shown
in Figure 6.5. At that point, the number of people in different disease states remain constant.
Since the persons will not remain in one state forever, the number of interactions, and, hence,
computation time in SIS is usually larger when compared to SIR and SI.

The change in the state of the person is influenced by the disease state parameters (trans-
missibility, infectious period, and incubation period). The influence is different in different
disease models. In the remainder of the chapter, we analyze and quantify the individual and
joint effects of these parameters on the execution time in the SIR, SIS and SI disease models.
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Figure 6.3 Disease evolution using the SIR disease model. The fraction of people in each state
(S, E, I, R) on each simulation day is shown, along with the number of potential interactions and
normalized compute time (compute time for an iteration is divided by the maximum iteration
compute time).

6.2 Experimental Setup

In general, we use the following experimental setup for studying the individual and pairwise
effects of disease model parameters on compute time. However, the specific selection of data,
disease model and disease model parameters will depend on the type of the study.

Hardware: All our experiments were performed on eight nodes (96 processors) of a high-
performance computing cluster consisting of 68 Dell C6220 compute nodes. Each node has a
memory of 64 GB. The cluster uses infiniband (40G) technology for interconnections.

Software: We use Charm++ v6.5 for our experiments with message buffering scheme
enabled [98]. The buffering scheme helps in reducing communication traffic by bundling
messages at source and intermediate destinations.

Data: We use EpiSimdemics to simulate the spread of disease across the social contact
network of Alabama (AL) state. Each run is executed for 120 simulation days (time-steps).
For all the experiments; five people per thousand (same people every time) were infected at
the start of the simulation.

Disease Model Parameters: We perform our experiments in variations of three disease model
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Figure 6.4 Disease evolution using SI disease model. The fraction of people in each state (S, E, I,
R) on each simulation day is shown. The number of potential interactions and actual execution
time reaches a maximum when approximately half the population is infectious, and half susceptible.

parameters: transmissibility, infectious period, and incubation period. We vary transmis-
sibility in the range of 0 – 1. For infectious period and incubation period, we use 1 – 120
simulation days.

Disease Models: We experiment with three disease models: SIR, SIS, and SI.

6.3 Individual Effects of Disease Model Parameters

In this section, we study the individual effects of the three disease model parameters, namely
ransmissibility, infectious period and incubation period on the execution time in SIR, SIS,
and SI disease models. In other words, we study the effects of variation in one parameter
while keeping the other two parameters fixed. We also extract analytical equations (one for
each disease model) that capture the individual effects of these parameters.
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Figure 6.5 Disease evolution using the SIS disease model. The fraction of people in each state
(S, E, I, R) on each simulation day is shown. The potential number of interactions and the actual
execution times reache a maximum constant after the fraction of people in the infectious and
susceptible state stabilize at 0.4 each.

6.3.1 Effects of Disease Transmissibility

6.3.1.1 Analysis

Transmissibility (ρ) is the probability of the transmission of a disease in one minute of
contact. In general, increasing transmissibility results in a faster transmission of disease
from infectious to susceptible individuals. To analyze the effects of transmissibility on the
execution time of different disease models, we use the experimental setup introduced in
Section 6.2. In the experiment, we keep the infectious period and incubation period fixed
at four iteration days and one iteration day, respectively, and vary transmissibility in the
range of 0.0 – 1.0, where 0 implies no transmission of disease for any length of contact, and 1
implies a sure transmission of disease from an infectious individual to a susceptible individual
in at least one minute of contact. The infectious period of four days was chosen, because at
this number, the compute time is between maximum and minimum (for SIR and SI disease
models), as marked by the orange line in Figure 6.8(a). The incubation period of one day
was chosen to keep the number of people in this state at minimum. This way, the majority
of population stays in susceptible and infectious states, and shows the maximum effect of

61



 0

 20

 40

 60

 80

 100

 120

 1e-12  1e-10  1e-08  1e-06  0.0001  0.01  1
 0

 500

 1000

 1500

 2000

 2500

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IR

 a
nd

 S
I (

se
c)

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IS

 (
se

c)

Transmissibility

CTime-SIR
CTime-SIS

CTime-SI

(a)

 0

 0.2

 0.4

 0.6

 0.8

 1

 1e-12  1e-10  1e-08  1e-06  0.0001  0.01  1

[N
or

m
al

iz
ed

 C
om

pu
te

 T
im

e]
 a

nd
 [N

or
m

al
iz

ed
 In

te
ra

ct
io

ns
]

Transmissibility

SIR-NCompTime
SIS-NCompTime

SI-NCompTime
SIR-NInteractions
SIS-NInteractions

SI-NInteractions

(b)

Figure 6.6 Effect of an increase in transmissibility on the compute time in SIR, SIS and SI
disease models. a) The constant compute time at smaller transmissibility is the time taken by the
simulation when no interactions are happening (book keeping, etc.). At a very high transmissibility,
the maximum possible interactions have already happened, and the compute time remains constant
after that. The vertical orange line shows the points in curves that will be used as constants in the
study of individual effects of the infectious period. b) The compute times and number of interactions
are normalized by the maximum compute time and the maximum number of interactions in their
respective disease models. The shape and the starting point of the normalized interaction curve
suggest that the compute time is largely dependent on the number of interactions.

transmissibility on the compute time. We cannot use an incubation period of less than one
day, as it is an implementation requirement of EpiSimdemics.

Table 6.3 Epidemic starting points for the three disease model parameters

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE

SIR 0.00040 3 25
SIS 0.00035 3 42
SI 0.000019 ∞1 23

1 fixed at simulation length

Figure 6.6 shows that at very small values of transmissibility, the total compute time (simula-
tion execution time) is small and constant for all disease models. At this transmissibility, the
probability of the spread of infection from infectious to susceptible individual is very small.
The transmission intensity of a disease in the population is measured using the reproductive
number R0, which is the number of secondary cases for each primary case [99,100]. At very
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small transmissibility R0 < 1, due to which the disease never becomes an epidemic.

Furthermore, in all iterations, the fraction of infectious individuals (FIr) is smaller than 0.02,
which means that less than 2% of the people are infectious at any given time, resulting in a
smaller number of interactions and smaller compute times. The absolute compute time is
about 49 seconds for all disease models at these lower transmissibility points. This is the
simulation execution time when no (or very few) interactions occur.

Beyond, the said transmissibility point, the compute time for all disease models increases
exponentially. The transmissibility at which these effects start happening is different for
different disease models as listed in Table 6.3. For SI, the compute time starts increasing at a
smaller transmissibility compared to others. The reason for this effect is that even on a smaller
transmissibility, the fraction of infectious people (FSr) in SI increases quickly and results in
an epidemic. In SIR and SIS, these effects start happening at a slightly larger transmissibility,
because the infectious people recover or enter the susceptible state, not leaving enough people
in the infectious state to result in an epidemic (at smaller transmissibility).

Regardless of the starting point of the epidemic, the compute time and number of interactions
in all three models increases exponentially as the transmissibility increases. However, the
increase is more in SIS compared to SIR and SI. In SIS, people do not stay in the recovered
state, but become susceptible again immediatly, which means that a larger fraction of people
remain in the infectious and susceptible states for a larger number of interations (shown in
Figure 6.4). A study performed by by Saha, Adiga and Vullikanti [101] shows that even in
SIS, the number of people in the infectious state will ultimately become zero, however, the
number of simulations to reach this state are much larger than SIR and SI. That is why we
see a higher compute time for SIS simulations.

This results in a larger number of total interactions, and hence larger compute times. Al-
though, this is true for SI as well that the persons never enter the recovered state, but in SI
people stay in the infectious state forever, which quickly decreases the fraction of individuals
in the susceptible state (FSr), thus resulting in a lesser number of potential interactions as
stated by Equation 6.2 and shown in Figure 6.4.

In Figure 6.6, we also see that an increase in transmissibility after a certain point does
not increase the compute time any further. Beyond that point, the compute times remain
constant for all disease models. Again, such a transmissibility point is different for different
disease models. In SIR, most of the people have already entered the recovered state, and
in SI most of the people already entered the infectious state (>99%), thus preventing any
further interactions.

In SIS, because a person is susceptible to infection multiple times, the interactions always
happen. And this state reaches its maximum when half the people are susceptible, and half
the people are infectious for most iterations of the simulation as shown in Figure 6.7.
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Figure 6.7 Shows the effects of transmissibility on people in the susceptible and infectious state,
and the resulting potential number of interactions. The study was performed for transmissibility of
0.000036, 0.000080 and 0.00080. The number of potential interactions reaches a maximum when
close to half of the population is infectious, and half is susceptible.

6.3.1.2 Quantification

Using the data from the experiment in Figure 6.6, we perform curve estimation and develop
quantification equations. The equations will be able to estimate the compute times for all
values of transmissibility and fixed values of the infectious period and incubation periods.
For curve estimation, we use the statistical analysis tool [90], SPSS 22.0. This tool is useful
in showing the qualify of fit of the equations. Looking at the figure, the compute time
curves for all disease models show S-type curves. S-type curves can be estimated using
exponential equations with two constants (b0 and b1). Its general form (for estimating effects
of transmissibility on compute time) is given in Equation 6.3.

y = e(b0+b1/ρ) (6.3)

Equation 6.3 can be used to estimate the compute time curves of Figure 6.6(a). We use the
curve fitting feature of SPSS to extract its constants. Each disease model has its own set of
constants as given in Table 6.4. The table shows that the estimation has an R-square (r2)
of 0.95, 0.98, and 0.97, for SIR, SIS and SI equations respectively, which means that the
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equations can explain 95% of the simulation execution time of SIR, 98% of execution time of
SIS, and 97% of execution time of SI, for all transmissibility and fixed values of infectious
and incubation periods.

Table 6.4 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the individual effects of disease
transmissibility on compute time.

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 r2

SIR 0 – 1 4 1 8.399 −0.00039 0.98
SIS 0 – 1 4 1 4.716 −0.00003065 0.95
SI 0 – 1 ∞1 1 4.497 −0.00001194 0.97

1 fixed at simulation length

6.3.2 Effects of Infectious Period

6.3.2.1 Analysis

Infectious period (∆tI) is the period during which an infected individual can transmit the
disease to susceptible individuals. An increase in the infectious period keeps the individual in
the infectious state for longer, which results in more infections being transmitted per person
(high R0), and may potentially increase the number of interactions. To study the effect of
the infectious period on the execution time, we have performed an experiment with the setup
introduced in Section 6.2. In this experiment, we keep the disease transmissibility and incu-
bation period fixed at 0.000036 and one day, respectively, while varying the infectious period
between 1 — 120 days (the length of the simulation). We choose to fix the transmissibility
at 0.000036, because at this transmissibility, the compute time is middleway between the
maximum and the minimum for all disease models; this is marked by the orange line in
Figure 6.6(a). We choose an incubation period of one day, because it is not helpful to have a
larger fraction of people in staying in the latent state. We use a time-step of 24 hours as
shown in Section 3.1, and therefore, could not use an incubation period lesser than one day.
As we perform further analysis of effects of the infectious period, the significance of these
points will be further highlighted. We do not perform the experiment for SI, since in this
case, the infectious period is fixed at infinity.

Figure 6.8 shows that when the infectious period is less than four days, the compute time
and the number of potential interactions remain constant for both SIR and SIS. The reason
for this effect is that in a short infectious period, the infectious people do not stay in the
infectious state long enough to increase the fraction of infectious people (FIr) to the point
to cause an epidemic. In fact, the fraction of infectious people (FSr) never goes beyond 1%
(of total persons) at any time during the simulation. After the threshold, the compute time
in the SIR model increases linearly with an increase in the infectious period. On the other
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Figure 6.8 Effects on an increase in infectious period on the compute time in SIR and SIS disease
models. a) On a very small infectious period (1 – 3 days), the epidemic does not happen (R0 < 1),
thus resulting in smaller compute times (taken mostly by simulation for booking keeping) due to
lesser or no interactions. b) For the infectious period more than 10 days, the compute time and
potential number of interactions for SIS drops quickly, because the fraction of infectious individuals
(FIr) is much more compared to the fraction of susceptible individuals (FSr).

hand, in the SIS model, the compute time increases exponentially with an increase in the
number of interactions. This increase continues up to an infection period of 10 days, but
starts decreasing after that. when the infectious period moves beyond 10, the fraction of
infectious people (FIr) becomes more compared to the fraction of susceptible individuals,
resulting in fewer interactions, and hence smaller total compute times.

6.3.2.2 Quantification

After analyzing the effects of the infectious period, we quantify them using analytical equations
— one equation per disease model. For such quantification, we use the SPSS curve estimation
tool, and the data collected from the experiment in Figure 6.8. These equations will work
for all values of the infectious period, and fixed values of transmissibility and incubation
period. The SPSS curve estimation tool estimates the compute time curves using quadratic
equations. Quadratic equations have three constants (b0, b1 and b2) and its general form (for

66



 40

 45

 50

 55

 60

 65

 70

 75

 80

 1  10  100
 0

 100

 200

 300

 400

 500

 600

 700

 800

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IR

 a
nd

 S
I (

se
c)

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IS

 (
se

c)

Incubation Period (days)

CTime-SIR
CTime-SIS

CTime-SI

(a)

 0

 0.2

 0.4

 0.6

 0.8

 1

 1  10  100  1000
 0

 0.2

 0.4

 0.6

 0.8

 1

 1.2

[N
or

m
al

iz
ed

 C
om

pu
te

 T
im

e]
 a

nd
 [N

or
m

al
iz

ed
 In

te
ra

ct
io

ns
]

T
ot

al
 C

om
pu

te
 T

im
e 

fo
r 

S
IS

 (
se

c)

Incubation Period (days)

SIR-NCompTime
SIS-NCompTime

SI-NCompTime
SIR-NInteractions
SIS-NInteractions

SI-NInteractions

(b)

Figure 6.9 Larger incubation period results in an increased number of people in the exposed
state and a lesser number of people in the susceptible and infectious state (smaller FSr and FIr),
which further results in a reduced compute time and lesser potential interactions. This effect is
higher in SIS, because the persons frequently get infected, and enter the incubation state.

estimating the effects of infectious period on compute time) is given in Equation 6.4.

y = b0 + b1∆tI + b2∆t2I (6.4)

Equation 6.4 estimates the compute time curves shown in Figure 6.8(a). The constants in the
equations of SIR and SIS disease models are given in Table 6.5. The analysis shows that the
estimation has an R-square (r2) of 0.94 and 0.97 for SIR and SIS respectively, which means
that the equation for SIR can explain 94% of the simulation execution time, and equation for
SIS captures 97% of the simulation execution time. These equations are valid for all values
of infectious period and fixed values of transmissibility and incubation period.

Table 6.5 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the individual effects of the
infectious period on the total compute time

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 b2 r2

SIR 0.000036 1 – 120 1 45.699 −0.012 0.012 0.94
SIS 0.000036 1 – 120 1 38.312 0.987 −0.007 0.97
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6.3.3 Effects of Incubation Period

6.3.3.1 Analysis

Incubation period (∆tE) is the interval during which the infected individuals cannot
transmit the disease to other susceptible individuals. In general, increase in the incubation
period means a larger fraction of people in the incubation state, which means a smaller
fraction of susceptible and infectious people, thus resulting in a lesser number of interactions.
To study the effects of incubation duration on the execution time in more detail, we have
performed some experiments using the experimental setup in Section 6.2. We keep the
disease transmissibility and infectious period fixed at 0.000036 and four days, respectively,
while varying the incubation period between 1 — 120 days (the length of the simulation).
We choose the fixed transmissibility of 0.000036, because we noticed in Figure 6.6 that at
this transmissibility the compute time is almost between the maximum and the minimum
for all disease models. We choose an infectious duration of four days because as we see in
Figure 6.8, given the transmissibility of 0.000036, the compute times are middleway between
the maximum and the minimum for both SIR and SIS disease models.

Figure 6.9 shows that an increase in the incubation period decreases the execution time and
the number of interactions in all three disease models. The drop is exponential, but the
slopes of the curves are different for different disease models. The slopes of SIS and SI are
steeper compared to SIR. In SIS, people can get infected multiple times, and then enter into
the incubation state for a longer period, which reduces the total number of interactions. In
SI, even with a higher incubation period, the disease is still able to progress in later steps of
the simulation, thus performing a good number of interactions.

In a very large incubation period, the fraction of people in the incubation state increases to
the point where the epidemic does not actually occur. Again, this starting point is different
for disease models as shown in Table 6.3.

6.3.3.2 Quantification

We extract those equations that quantify the individual effects of the incubation period using
data from the experiment in Figure 6.9. The equations will be able to estimate the compute
time for all values of the incubation period, and fixed values of transmissibility and infectious
period. Looking at the figure, it can be said that the computation curves for all disease
models show reverse S-type curves. The curves can be represented using an exponential
equation as shown in Equation 6.5.

y = e(b0+b1/∆tE) (6.5)
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Figure 6.10 An increase in the infectious period does not change the shape of the execution time
curves (S-type curves) of the SIR model, but lowers them by changing proportions of FSr and FIr.
The curves refer to different values of infectious periods as labeled in the caption. The interaction
curves, closely following the compute time curves, show that the compute time is largely dependent
on the number of interactions.

The constants for these equations are given in Table 6.6. The analysis shows that the
estimation has an R-square of 0.95, 0.96, and 0.98 for SIR, SIS, and SI respectively, which
means that the equations can explain at least 95% of the simulation execution time of in all
disease models, for all values of incubation period and fixed values of transmissibility and
infectious period.

Table 6.6 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the individual effects of the
incubation period on compute time.

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 r2

SIR 0.000036 4 1 – 120 3.8 1.65 0.95
SIS 0.000036 4 1 – 120 3.8 0.110 0.96
SI 0.000036 ∞1 1 – 120 4.004 0.604 0.98

1 fixed at simulation length
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Figure 6.11 An increase in the infectious period does not change the shape of the execution time
curves (S-type curves) for SIS, but lowers them by changing the proportions of FSr and FIr.

6.4 Joint Effects of Disease Model Parameters

In this section, we study the joint effects of disease model parameters on the compute time
in the SIR, SIS, and SI disease models. We first study the pairwise effects of disease model
parameters, i.e. variation in two disease model parameters while keeping the third parameter
constant. Then, we study the effects of variation in all three disease model parameters and
discuss their effects on the execution time. We also develop analytical equations (one per
disease model) to quantify these effects.

6.4.1 Pairwise Effects of Transmissibility and Infectious Period

6.4.1.1 Analysis

To study the pairwise effects of transmissibility and infectious period, we have performed
an experiment using the experimental setup discussed in Section 6.2. In the experiment, we
study transmissibility in the range of 0.0 – 1.0, using four values of infectious period, 1, 4,
10, and 50 days for the SIR and SIS disease models. We choose the infectious duration of
1, 4, 10, 50 days from Figure 6.8 as these points show interesting ranges of compute time
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curves. We do not perform the experiment for SI, since the infectious period is fixed at
infinity. Figure 6.10 shows that the compute time curves for SIR lowers as the infectious
period increases from 1 to 50 days. This means that an increase in the infectious period
reduces the compute time. We see a similar effect for SIS as shown in Figure 6.11. This was
expected, because the increase in the infectious duration forces more people to stay in the
infectious state, thus decreasing the fraction of people in the suseptible state (FSr), which
results in a lesser number of interactions. The decrease is more visible in SIS than SIR. And
the reason for this effect is that the SIS compute times vary in a much larger range.

6.4.1.2 Quantification

After analyzing the pairwise effects of transmissibility and infectious duration, we use data
from the experiments to perform curve estimation. The equations will be able to estimate
the compute times for all values of transmissibility and infectious period, and fixed values of
incubation period. Again, we use the statistical analysis tool [90], SPSS version 22. Looking
at Figure 6.10 and 6.11, we see that the compute time curves for all disease models are S-type
curves. These S-type curves can be estimated by exponential equations with two constants
(b0 and b1). The cost estimation metric is given in Equation 6.6.

TCOMPρ,∆tI =
e(b0+b1/ρ)

(b3∆tI)
(6.6)

The constants for SIR and SIS equations are shown in Table 6.7.

Table 6.7 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the pairwise effects of disease
transmissibility and infectious period on compute time.

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 b3

SIR 0 – 1 1 – 120 1 7.737 −0.000075 0.063
SIS 0 – 1 1 – 120 1 4.706 −0.000016 0.112

6.4.2 Pairwise Effects of Transmissibility and Incubation Period

6.4.2.1 Analysis

In this section, we study the pairwise effect of transmissibility and incubation period on the
execution time curves. We vary transmissibility in the range of 0.0 — 1.0, while checking
for four values of the incubation period — 1, 4, 10 and 50 days for all disease models. The
incubation period of 1, 4, 10, and 50 were chosen based on the significance of these points on
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Figure 6.12 An increase in the incubation period increases the proportion of individuals in the
incubation state, and decreases the fraction of infectious and susceptible individuals (FSr and FIr),
thus resulting in lowered execution time curves. The constant compute time at lower ranges of
transmissibility is the time taken by the simulation when no interactions occur.

the compute times in Figure 6.9. As expected, the compute time curves for all three disease
models are lowered as the incubation period is increased from 1 to 50 days, as shown in
Figure 6.12, 6.13, and 6.14, for SIR, SIS and SI respectively. The decrease is more in SIS, as
its compute times vary in a much larger range.

6.4.2.2 Quantification

After analyzing the pairwise effects of transmissibility and incubation period, we use the data
collected from the experiment to perform curve estimation in order to develop quantifica-
tion equations. The equations will be able to estimate the compute time for all values of
transmissibility and incubation period, and the fixed value of infectious period. Looking at
the figure, the compute time curves for all disease models show reverse S-type curves. Such
S-type curves can be estimated using exponential equations with two constants (b0 and b1).
The Equation 6.7 shows the quantification for all disease models. Using SPSS, we added one
more constant to the denominator of the equation in order to make it estimate the execution
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Figure 6.13 An increase in the incubation period increases the proportion of individuals in the
incubation state, and decreases the fraction of infectious and susceptible individuals, resulting in
lowered execution time curves.

times for all the values of the incubation period.

TCOMPρ,∆tE =
e(b0+b1/ρ)

(b4∆tE)
(6.7)

The constants for the equations of SIR, SIS and SI are shown in Table 6.8.

Table 6.8 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the pairwise effects of disease
transmissibility and incubation period on compute time.

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 b4

SIR 0 – 1 4 1 – 120 7.737 −0.00002312 0.091
SIS 0 – 1 4 1 – 120 4.686 −0.00003411 0.450
SI 0 – 1 ∞1 1 – 120 4.686 −0.00003411 0.090

1 fixed at simulation length
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Figure 6.14 An increase in the incubation period increases the proportion of individuals in the
incubation state, and decreases the fraction of infectious and susceptible individuals, resulting in
lowered execution time curves.

6.4.3 Pairwise Effects of Incubation and Infectious Period

6.4.3.1 Analysis

We also study the pairwise effects of infectious and incubation period on the execution time.
We vary infectious period in the range of 1 — 120, while checking for four values of incubation
period — 1, 4, 10 and 50 days for all disease models. As expected, increase in the incubation
period lowers the compute time curves for both SIR and SIS disease models as shown in
Figure 6.15 and 6.16. The decrease is more visible in SIS, as its compute times vary in a
much larger range. This analysis is not applicable to SI, as this model’s infectious period is
fixed at infinity.

6.4.3.2 Quantification

After analyzing the pairwise effects of the infectious period and incubation period, we use
the data from the experiment to develop the quantification equations. These equations will
be able to estimate the compute time for all values of the infectious and incubation period,
and fixed values of transmissibility. Looking at the figure, the compute time curves for all
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Figure 6.15 An increase in the incubation period means an increase in the presence of people in
the latent period, which results in a lesser number of interactions and the lowering of compute time
curves.

the disease models show quadratic curves. These quadratic equations have three constants
(b0, b1 and b2). The compute times of SIR, SIS, and SI are quantified using Equation 6.8.

TCOMP∆tI ,∆tE =
b0 + b1∆tI + b2∆t2I

(b5∆tE)
(6.8)

The constants for the equations are shown in Table 6.9.

Table 6.9 Constants for the disease model equations that quantify the pairwise effects of infectious
period and incubation period on compute time.

Model ρ ∆tI ∆tE b0 b1 b2 b5

SIR 0.000036 0 – 1 1 – 120 48.33 0.307 −0.0032 0.11
SIS 0.000036 0 – 1 1 – 120 48.33 −0.032 0.0500 0.63

6.4.4 Joint Effects of all Disease Model Parameters

In this section, we quantify the effects of variation in all three disease model parameters
on the compute time in the SIR, SIS, and SI disease models. Figure 6.17 shows the effect
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Figure 6.16 An increase in the incubation period means a higher number of people in the latent
period, which results in a lesser number of interactions and the lowering of compute time curves.

of transmissibility and infectious period for four values of incubation period. Increasing
transmissibility increases the compute time by changing the rate of transfer of people from
susceptible to infectious state. But increasing the infectious state accumulate more people
in the infectious state which reduces the number of interaction, and hence compute time.
Similarly, increases the incubation state increases the proportion of people in the incuabtions
state (which do not perform interactions), and reduces the compute time.

We use the experimental data from Section 6.3 and Section 6.4, which was also used for the
analysis of individual and pairwise effects in order to extract an equation that can capture
the dynamics of these disease models.

Again, we use the SPSS curve fitting tool to determine the equation. The equation produced
by curve fitting has an R-square r2 of about 0.80 for all three models, which means that
the independent variables (transmissibility, infectious period, incubation period) can explain
85% of the compute time in all disease models. To improve the r2 further, we apply the
multi-variable regression analysis. In this regression modeling, we add and remove linear,
quadratic, and exponential components of independent variables, and see their effect on the
r2. If a term is statistically significant and improves the r2, it is added to the equation;
otherwise, it is ignored.
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Table 6.10 Constants (k’s) for the dynamic quantification equation (Tcost) of SIR, SIS and SI
disease models.

Model k0 k1 k2 k3 k4 k5 k6 r2

SIR 49.21 0.308 0.565 0 0.001 0.125 0.095 0.85
SIS 48.96 0.308 0.308 0 0.510 −0.001 0.450 0.96
SI 49.72 0.403 0 6.925 0 0.403 0 0.91

Table 6.11 Constants (b’s) for the dynamic quantification equation (Tcost) of SIR, SIS and SI
disease models.

Model b1 b2 b3 b4

SIR 4.7 0.000039 8.4899 0.00039
SIS 8.4899 0.00039 9.899 0.00039
SI 4.7 0.000011 0 0

The final equation for SIR, SIS, and SI disease model is shown through Equation 6.9.

DQ = k0 + k1e
b0+b1/ρ + k2

eb3+b4/ρ

k6∆tE + ∆tI0.5 + k4∆tI
2 + k5∆tE (6.9)

The constants for equation are given in Tables 6.10 and 6.11. Note that some of the constants
are zero for some of the disease models, which means that not all the components of the
equation are used for every disease model. The higher values of r2 in Table 6.10 show that
the equation captures the effects of the disease model parameters on the compute time in a
good proportion.

6.5 Disease Dynamics and the Cost Metric

In this section, we combine the static quantification equation (developed in Chapter 4) and
the equations that capture the dynamics of disease models (developed in this chapter) in order
to develop another equation that estimates the execution cost of EpiSimdemics. The static
cost equation was useful in estimating the execution times of EpiSimdemics for different data
sets on different numbers of processors with a maximum of 6.5% error. However, this equation
does not have the capability to capture the variability in compute times that are caused
by the dynamics of the disease models, affected by the changes made to transmissibility,
the infectious period and the incubation period. Therefore, we want to combine the static
equation and the equation of disease dynamics in order to compute the total execution cost
of the simulation. The resulting metric should be able to capture the variability in data sizes,
processor counts, and disease models.

77



From Table 6.10, we can understand that the constant intercepts (k0) are almost the same
(49.29± 0.43) for all three equations. When we compute the static cost (Mcost) for these
configurations, they are also very close to the constant intercept numbers (48.75 ± 0.81).
Therefore, we replace the constant intercept in DQ (Equation 6.9) with Mcost in order to
formulate an equation for the total execution cost (Tcost). The resultant Tcost equation is
given in Equations 6.10, which can compute the execution times of EpiSimdemics for any
configuration.

Tcost = Mcost+ k1e
b0+b1/ρ + k2

eb3+b4/ρ

k6∆tE + ∆tI0.5 + k4∆tI
2 + k5∆tE (6.10)

The constants for the equation are given in Tables 6.10 and 6.11.

In Tcost , the load balancing (load assignment) variation is covered by Mcost and the
quantification of disease dynamics is covered by the DQ equations.

6.5.1 Effectiveness of the Cost Metric

To test if the cost metric (Tcost) estimates the execution times in a good proportion (that
covers data sizes, processor counts, and disease dynamics), we perform certain experiments.
In these experiments, we choose three data sets: AL (Alabama), NC (North Carolina), and IL
(Illinois). AL is our smallest dataset and was utilized in the extraction of static and disease
dynamic equations. NC is larger than AL, and was used in extraction of static quantification
equation. Further, IL is larger than AL and NC, and it will be interesting to see its estimation
error. We collect the execution times on 60, 96, and 120 processors. We compare the actual
execution times against the predicted execution times (Tcost) and analyze the mean and
variance of absolute estimation error.

Firstly, We compare the actual execution times and the estimated execution times for all
data. Figures 6.18 and 6.19 show that the cost metric have estimated the execution times
across all the levels (of execution times) in a good proportion. The average error is 16.13%,
which is an indication of the Tcost estimation being good, given that the error is computed
across a processor count with a variety of data on different disease models. In Section 6.5.1.4,
we offer the reasons for considering 16.13% to be a reasonable estimation error.

Secondly, we show the ability of the cost estimation metric to predict execution times across
different configurations (processor counts, data sizes, and disease models).

6.5.1.1 Variation in Data Sizes

We begin our evaluation with the AL dataset. Since this dataset was used in the develop-
ment of Mcost and DQ equations, we expect a good estimation for all of its configurations.
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Figure 6.20 (a) shows that the cost equation has estimated the execution times in a good
proportion in all levels of experimental data. Table 6.12 shows that the mean and standard
deviation of absolute error is only 15.01% and 15.3% respectively.

Table 6.12 Estimation error of Tcost when predicting execution times of different data sets.

Data Min. Max. Abs. Mean Variance Std. Dev.

AL 0.022 90.52 15.01 177.36 13.3
NC 0.0243 38.47 17.9 205.72 14.5
IL 0.001 71.16 18.47 249.38 15.8

The DQ part of the Tcost equation is specific to AL and is not directly applicable to other
data (i.e., NC and AL). To make it work on different data, we have added another parameter
to the equation of disease dynamics. We have determined that if we adjust the DQ equation
(Equation 6.9) by Mcost-estimated compute times, the estimation can be greatly improved.
The computation in Equation 6.11 shows this adjustment.

DQAdj = DQ
curMcostExecutionTime

ALMcostExecutionTime
(6.11)

where the curMcostExecutionTime is the Mcost-estimated execution time of that configura-
tion, while ALMcostExecutionTime is the Mcost-estimated execution time of AL data.

After the adjustment, the cost metric estimates the execution times of the NC and IL data in
a good proportion. The average absolute error for the NC and IL data is 17.9% and 18.47%
respectively. The standard deviation of absolute error is 14.5% and 15.8% for NC and IL
respectively.

6.5.1.2 Variation in Processor Counts

We also check the ability of the cost metric for different processor counts. Figure 6.21 shows
that the cost metric has estimated the execution times of AL, NC, and IL data on 60, 96,
and 120 processors across all the levels (of execution times) in good proportion. The absolute
average error as shown in Table 6.13 is only 15.94%, 17.35%, and 16.91% for 60, 96, and 120
processor elements respectively. This shows the ability of the cost metric in estimating the
execution times on different processor counts.

6.5.1.3 Dynamics of Disease Models

Finally, we perform an evaluation of the cost metric estimation on SIR, SIS, and SI disease
models. Figure 6.22 shows that the cost estimation metric estimates the execution times for
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Table 6.13 Estimation error of Tcost when predicting execution times at different number of
processors.

nPEs Min. Max. Abs. Mean Variance Std. Dev.

60 0.012 54.60 15.94 195.06 13.96
96 0.0643 90.52 17.03 285.72 16.90
120 0.01 42.91 16.91 249.38 15.8

Table 6.14 Estimation error of Tcost when estimating execution times of different disease models.

Model Min. Max. Abs. Mean Error Variance Std. Dev.

SIR 0.00061 71.66 18.37% 332.82 18.24
SIS 0.21 90.52 14.16% 230.80 15.19
SI 0.41 32.85 12.90% 298.20 17.26

SIR and SIS across all the levels of compute times. However, in the case of SI, due to its
small sample size, we do not see a good estimation across all the levels. But, the average
absolute error is only 12.90%, which is the best of all three models. For the other two models,
SIR and SI, the average absolute error is 18.37% and 14.17% respectively, which is shown in
Table 6.14.

6.5.1.4 Reasons for Cost Estimation Error

In this section, we outline the possible reasons for high cost estimation error. Among many
reasons, the two most important application-specific reasons are the network structure and
the stochastic nature of application.

EpiSimdemics is run on the social contact network, which is a bipartite graph of persons and
locations as shown in Figure 3.1 on page 13. The structure of this contact network (number
of people, average number of contacts, household size, and age distribution, etc.) influences
the spread of infectious disease in population as shown by Jiangzhuo et al. [102]. This point
was also demonstrated by Taylor, Marathe and Beckman in their study dealing with the
effects of vaccination strategies across the US cities [103]. They compared two metropolitan
areas, namely Seattle and Miami, and proved that the effects of the same vaccination strategy
were different in each of these cities. They argued that the regions differ significantly in terms
of people’s age and household size distributions — this played a huge role in the performance
of the vaccination strategy.

Additionally, the structural dynamics for AL, NC, IL, and NY networks are shown in Ta-
ble 6.15. The table shows that the networks are different from each other in terms of average
edge degree, maximum edge degree and radius.
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The cost estimation metric (Tcost) developed in this work does not consider the dynamics of
the network structure, and therefore, let us anticipate that most of our cost estimation error
is because of this factor. We further agree that addition of network dynamics feature to the
cost metric will be a good enhancement and will greatly reduce the estimation error. Hence,
we have listed the cost metric extension with network dynamics as one of our future works.

The stochastic nature of the application requires the researchers to use different random
streams when running multiple replicates of the same configuration. Using such different
random streams may introduce variation in the execution times. The random streams may
affect the outbreak of disease and, as a result, the number of interactions. To highlight the
variation from random streams in more detail, we have performed an experiment. In this
experiment, we first chose 10 configurations. The configurations vary in transmissibility,
infectious period, and incubation period for the three disease models. Then, we run 15 repli-
cates of each configuration with different random stream seeds for each replica. Figure 6.23
shows that when using different random stream seeds, the execution times vary significantly.
The normalized execution times vary across replicas in all configurations. In this figure,
the location of the median point across configurations show that the execution times vary
randomly as the seed is changed.

Our cost estimation does not cover this variation from the random streams, which will likely
result in an estimation error. Furthermore, the variation is random in all the disease models,
and could not be computed using simple methods. An additional study is required to capture
the dynamics of random streams in different disease models.

Table 6.15 Structural properties of our social contact networks.

Network Nodes Edges Avg. Deg. Max Deg. Min Deg. Radius

AL 5572153 24127393 20.12 44230 1 5
NC 10830734 47130621 20.58 46505 1 5
IL 15018992 66143870 22.38 107225 1 4
NY 22630391 98350858 20.83 100387 1 4

6.6 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, we have analyzed the individual and joint effects of the disease model pa-
rameters (transmissibility, infectious period, and incubation period) on the execution time in
the SIR, SIS, and SI disease models. Based on the analysis, we have developed analytical
equations (one for each disease model) that quantifies these effects. The static and dynamic
equation in combination estimates the execution times of different data on a number of
processors for all disease models.
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(d) ∆tE = 50

Figure 6.17 Shows the effect of disease model parameters on execution time in SIS disease model.
Increase in infectious period results in accumulation of more people in the infectious state, which
decreases the number of interactions (and computations). Increase in incubation period increases
the proportion of people in incubation state, which do not perform interactions, hence reducing the
total compute time.
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Figure 6.18 The cost estimation metric can estimate the execution times across a range of
compute times. Average absolute percent errors and standard deviation across all the configurations
is 16.13% and 16.65% respectively.
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Figure 6.19 High error on the first few configurations shows that the equations have weak
applicability at very small transmissibility (transmissibility < 10−6).
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(a) AL
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(b) NC
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(c) IL

Figure 6.20 The cost estimation across all the levels shows that the metric is well applicable
across different datasets. The error is slightly more for the NC and IL data, compared to AL,
because the cost model is developed using the AL data. The average absolute percent error (a) for
AL is only 15.01% (b) for NC 17.9%, and (c) for IL is 18.47%.
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(a) 60 PEs
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(b) 96 PEs
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(c) 120 PEs

Figure 6.21 The cost metric estimates the execution times for different processor counts. Average
absolute percent error when using (a) 60 PEs is 15.94% (b) when using 96 PEs is 17.35% (c) and at
120 PEs is 16.91%.
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(c) SI

Figure 6.22 Cost estimation across the different levels of compute times shows that the model is
general and well applicable to all three disease models.
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Figure 6.23 Box plot for random streams experiment. Across configurations, the execution time
varies significantly for different random stream seeds (15 replicates of each configuration).
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Chapter 7

Conclusion and Future Work

7.1 Conclusion

This dissertation is aimed to perform the computational cost analysis of agent-based epidemic
simulations (ABES) to improve their scalability (efficiency) on high-performance clusters.
Owing to that, this work has achieved its purpose in four steps: performing static load
analysis and quantification of computational and communication workloads: developing a
cost estimation metric: studying and developing the static load distribution schemes: and
analyzing and quantifying the effects of disease model parameters on the execution time.
With respect to the static load analysis, we studied the input agent-location bipartite graph
and the semantic of simulation algorithms. Our analysis showed that the agent computational
load can be quantified using its outgoing edges, and the location computational load can be
statically quantified using its incoming edges. The communication was quantified by using
the inter-process communication between the agent and location objects.

To perform the performance modeling, resource allocation, and load distribution of any
application, it is important to develop a cost estimation metric that can estimate the ap-
plication’s execution cost. For this purpose, we have developed a cost estimation metric
that estimates the execution cost of agent-based epidemic simulations on high-performance
clusters. This metric is generally applicable to all constrained producer-consumer algorithms.
The cost metric follows the min-max principles and computes the execution cost using
computational imbalances and communication latencies. Although, constants of the cost
metric are application and machine-specific, we developed a detailed scientific methodology
to extract them. Our evaluations show that the developed metric estimates the execution
times of different data with a maximum of 6.5% error. Furthermore, the metric is useful in
performance prediction, resource allocation, and the evaluation of load balancing schemes.

Moreover, intelligent data distribution plays a vital role in the scalability of parallel al-
gorithms on high-performance clusters. To address this issue, we have adopted Metis, a
well-known graph partitioning library, for the purpose of partitioning agent-location bipartite
graphs. Our analysis shows that the Metis partitioned graphs achieve a two-fold performance
gain compared to the Round-robin distribution scheme. However, its partitioning overhead
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(runtime and memory) increases exponentially, when using larger data and creating a larger
number of partitions. To mitigate this, we have created a three-layered custom streaming
scheme that assigns agents and locations to processors. More specifically, the algorithm
assigns locations to processors on the in-edges and then co-locates agents with their home
locations. This is important from the communication perspective, because on average, 50%
of the time the agents visit their home locations. The custom scheme performs better in
comparison to Metis and has an extremely lower overhead.

The agent-based epidemic models are iterative and follow graph dynamical systems, where
the computational and communication workload may change through iterations due to a
change in the state of agents. This makes the cost estimation very challenging. To address
this issue, we have analyzed the individual and joint effects of disease model parameters
(transmissibility, infection period, and incubation period) on the compute times of the SIR,
SIS, and SI disease models. We have also developed an analytical equation (with different
constants for different disease models) to quantify such dynamics. To create dynamics-aware
cost equations, we have merged the static min-max cost metric with dynamic-aware analytical
equations. The resulting equations are more general and can work for different datasets,
processor counts, and disease models. Our evaluations show that the merged cost metric
estimates execution times with a maximum of 18% error. While further investigations are
needed, most of the error appear to come from the dynamics of networks.

7.2 Limitations and Weaknesses of Our Approach

Although, our load analysis and cost modeling work is useful for the estimation of execution
times of CPC algorithms in general, and of agent-based epidemic simulation in particular,
however, it does has some limitations. Below, we list some of the limitations that if addressed
will further increase its usefulness.

• The current process requires the user to demermine the computational and com-
munication components (number of classes) in their application. This is a limiting
factor, because it may not be feasible for a user to determine the computational and
communication components in his application.
• To get constants for the cost metric, the user has to go through a two step process:

first collect the actual data about execution times of application, and second apply
statistical regression methodology to extract the constants. The process may appear
longer and as part of future work, it would be helpful to reduce the extraction effort.
• The cost metric is not applicable to multiple machine architecutres, so it would be

useful to add this feature in the future.
• The cost metric doesn’t have the capability to estimate the memory usage, and adding

this feature will definitely add to the value of the metric.
• The metric could also again a lot of value by adding the capability for different network

structures.
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7.3 Future Research

In this dissertation, we have addressed the challenges faced when performing cost estimation of
agent-based epidemic simulations and improving its scalability on high-performance clusters.
Needless to say, there are still a number of open questions dealing with the efficient use of
computing resources (high-performance clusters) for agent-based epidemic simulations. In
the following section, I have outlined my vision, which is the natural extension of the work
done in this dissertation.

7.3.1 Network-aware Cost Estimation Model

Agent-based epidemic simulations process large agent-location networks. The networks vary
largely from each other in terms of their size and density. For example, in case of the US,
the smallest network is a few thousand vertices (NRV social network), and the largest (US
population social network) is more than 300 million vertices. Another issue is that the
networks are different in terms of their density as well. For example, the density of rural
social networks is smaller compared to the congested urban cities such as New York and
Chicago.

The current cost estimator, although, is general in terms of disease dynamics and the size of
the network (vertices only), it is unable to consider the densities of these networks. Therefore,
it is natural to further investigate this aspect in detail to find a way to incorporate the same
into the cost estimation equations. This can be done by adding another parameter to the cost
equations that can quantify the network dynamics. This parameter can be network density,
diameter, radius, or edge counts. It could also be a combination of these parameters.

7.3.2 Uncertainty Bounds for Random-Streams

Agent-based epidemic models are stochastic and require multiple replicates of each configura-
tion to be run. Although, running multiple replicates helps achieve tighter bounds on the
output, it makes the task of cost estimation challenging. We list this as part of our future
work in order to study the effects of random streams on the compute time, and wish to
provide the uncertainty bounds for all disease models. These uncertainty bounds will show
the variation from using different random streams.
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7.3.3 Machine Architecture-aware Cost Model

The constants of the current cost estimation model are very machine-specific and do not work
in a similar fashion for another machine architecture. Therefore, it is necessary to extend the
cost estimation model to generalize it across a variety of HPC clusters. Considering this, the
cost metric can be modified by adding features such as processor speed, memory size, and
network bandwidth.

7.3.4 Dynamic Load Balancing

Although, static load distribution is useful for assigning initial balanced workloads across
processors, the load may not stay balanced for the duration of the simulation. In ABES,
this is important as the simulations are iterative, caused by the changes in the state of
agents, which in turn results in the changes in the workload. In fact, we have shown that the
workloads do change across processors due to disease dynamics. To re-balance the changing
workloads, we require dynamic load balancing. Further, the cost estimation metrics can be
used to balance the load across processors. Therefore, due to the high cost associated with
load migration, load balancing can be performed only every few iterations.
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