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(O Abstract

Cross-application interference caffiexrt drastically performance of HPC applications when rogrimn clouds. This problem is
(C\J caused by concurrent access performed by co-located apptis to shared and non-sliceable resources such as cathesaory.
4+ In order to address this issue, some works adopted a queditgiproach that does not take into account the amount esado
() shared resources. In addition, a few works, even consiglénim amount of access, evaluated just the SLLC access tonteis
O the root of this problem. However, our experiments revettiatlinterference is intrinsically related to the amourgiofultaneous
access to shared resources, besides showing that ano#ined shsources, apart from SLLC, can also influence thefénesrce
suffered by co-located applications. In this paper, we preseuigatitative model for predicting cross-application ifgeence in
. virtual environments. Our proposed model takes into accthenamount of simultaneous access to SLLC, DRAM and virtual
~——network, and the similarity of application’s access burttepredict the level of interference ered by applications when co-
U located in a same physical machine. Experiments consglarireal petroleum reservoir simulator and applicationsfitPCC

benchmark showed that our model reached an average and arexpnediction errors around 4% and 12%, besides achieving an
- ‘error less than 10% in approximately 96% of all tested cases.

O Keywords: cross-application interference, virtual machine placetyoud computing, high performance computing.
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> 1. Introduction classes could be co-located in a same physical machine with-
(@) out interference, i.e., keeping their original performescAn-

Cloud computing is emerging as a promising alternativeyther work, [25], classifies HPC applications accordindirt
to execute HPC (High Performance Computing) applicationsgache access pattern. So, applications are classifiedlitteie
< ‘This new computational paradigm provides some attractive @ g) | ¢ access classes called: (i) cache-pollution, (i) each
( vantages when compared with a dedicated infrastructued, su gansitive and (iii) cache-friendly. From such classificati
as rapid provisioning of resources and significant redudtio  they claimed that a cache-pollution application, whichspres
operating costs related to energy, software licence arthf@e  \yeak-locality and large cache working set, should be prignar
obsolescence [17] [12][4] [15] [27] [53][6]. ] co-located with a cache-friendly application in order lexdhte
However, some challenges must be overcome to bridge thg oss-interference.
- gap between performance provided by a dedicated infrastruc Those approaches, called here qualitative, because eonsid

.= ture and the one supplied by clouds. Overheads introducegeneral characteristics of HPC applications, do not determ

>< by virtualization layer, hardware heterogeneity and lote@y  recisely the cross-application interference. Conceyitite

E networks, for example, feect negatively the performance of p,yafs classification proposal, our experiments showettitea
HPC applications when executed in clouds [4]'[18]/[3€] [9] appjications PTRANS and DGEMM belonging to the same
[31]. In addition, cloud providers usually adopt resourbars  pyarf class, Dense Linear Algebra, presented distinctfiete
ing policies that can worse even more HPC applications pefgnce |evels when they were co-located with themselves. Fur-
formances. Typically, one physical server can host many Virthermore, our results also revealed that PTRANS preseied d
tual machines holding distinct applications![48], that neay-  tinct interference levels in face of instances dfefient sizes,
tend for shared and non-sliceable resources like cache aimd m allowing to assert that the interference level can vary with
memory [17] [19] [20] [26] [37] [46], reducing significantly  amount of data computed by the application. Also, [irl [26],
their performances. _ o two cache-friendly applications, EP andd)Sresented dis-

In order to address this problem, in [37] a classificatioredas tinct interference levels when co-located with the saméieac

on theThirteen Dwarfswhich categorizes an application from nqjution application, CG. Although both applications geet a
its computational method, was used to decide which DwarP

1610.

IPTRANS and DGEMM belong to the set of applications providgdHe
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compatible cache access behavior, IS performed a higher nurour model predicted cross-application interference wihae-

ber of memory references per second [20] what could explaiimum and average errors of 12,03% and 4,06%, respectively.

why IS presented a higher interference level than EP. Besides that, the prediction error was less than 10% in 95,56
Those results indicate that an approach that considers tHer all tested cases.

amount of accesses to shared resources, could be a betdter str  Thus, the main contributions of this work are the following:

egy to determine more precisely the interference among-appl

cations co-located in a same physica| machine. In this aunte e An interference prediCtion quantitative model that takes

in [20] the relation between SLLC access burden and resultin into account the amount of simultaneous access to SLLC,

cross-application interference was investigated. Altfiothat DRAM and virtual network, and the similarity of applica-

work is a step forward when compared with the others, our ex-  tion’s access burden to predict the interference level suf-

periments showed that other shared resources, besides,SLLC fered by co-located applications.

can also influence the interference level of co-locatedieapl

tions and should be considered as well. Moreover, all these r

lated works only indicate whether applications should beatr

e An application template able to generate applications with
distinct access rates to SLLC, DRAM and virtual network.

co-located, but does not quantify the interference levetben e A systematic evaluation of interferenceffaned by co-
them. located applications before distinct levels of access to
In addition, our experimental tests revealed that the fiater shared resources.

ence can also be influenced by the similarity of applicasion’

access burden. When applications co-located in the sante hos ® An evaluation of model precision by considering a real
present a high level of access burden similarity for a given ~ reservoir petroleum simulator and applications from a
shared resource, they evenly compete for this resourcenwhic ~ Well-known HPC benchmark.

in turn, leverages the level of interferencdfeved by these ap-

plications. Thus, besides the amount of simultaneous acces At [ast, it is worth mentioning that the recent growth in the
performed to shared resources, the similarity of apphei number of cores available in newer processors can increase

access burden should also be considered when investighgng €VEN more the number of applications hosted in a same physica

cause of interference maching. In order to run HPC applications in those systems,
In this paper, we propose a quantitative model for predictin Virtual Machine Placement (VMP) strategies will have to in-

interference among applications co-located in a same plysi clude dficient solutions for the cross-application interference

machine by considering the amount of simultaneous accessBEoblem. ) ) . ) _
to shared resources and the similarity of application'easc The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section

burden. In order to predict that interference level, ouppsed 2 Présents works from the related literature. Section 3qptss
model considers thefflect that SLLC, DRAM and virtual net- the experiments executed to generate an interferenceetlatas
work concurrent accesses impose in cross-applicatiorfénte  S€ction 4 describes the model for predicting interfererdes
ence. Those three resources are considered particulatity cr M0del validation is discussed in Section 5. Finally, cosns

cal because (i) SLLC and DRAM are shared among cores gi"d future work are presented in Section 6.

a processor and, (ii) virtual network, although not a hamwa

resource, is emulated by the hypervisor which is a centralco 2. Related Works

ponent shared by all virtual machines|[5€] [3].

In order to build this prediction model, at first we proposed In this section, related works that investigated or justoint
an application template from which synthetic applicatiaith ~ duced the cross-application interference problem arespted.
distinct access patterns to each shared resource are gghera Some works presented the cross-application interferdncte,
We measured the interferences, when those applicatiores wedlid not propose a solution to determine or alleviate thidpro
executed concurrently, and generated an interferencesatata lem. Yokoyamal[59] and Basto![8] accomplished interference
containing these results. Then, our quantitative modelwils ~ experiments by using benchmark applications in order te gen
by applying the Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA), one of erate a static matrix of interferences. Such matrix washéurt
the most widely statistical procedures used for treatindgtimu used as the basis for their proposed interference-aware VMP
variate problems, over that interference dataset. NotévR#  Strategies. They evaluated their VMP strategies just uapig
is a powerful and well-known technique to build a model ca-plications previously used in interference experimentsust
pable of predicting an unknown value of a response variablénlike our work, those papers did not present a solution to de
from the known values of multiple independent variableg [51 termine interference among co-located applications.

[S] [22] [34] [4Q]. Other works, besides introducing interference, proposed a

We validated the prediction model by using a real petroleunaive or limited approach to explain this problem. Jersal.
reservoir simulator, called Multiphase Filtration TraogBim-
ulator (MUFITS) L 2], and- applications from awe”--know 3In March of 2016, Inté® launched processor E5-2600 v4, codename
computing benchmark, the High Performance Computing ChalI§>roadweII—EP, which ié endowed with 22 cores. Thus, a p}at}'siérver that

lenge (HPCC)L[14]l[31]([24]. Those applications were exe-s,pports two of these processors, such as Superfita8U-TN10RT, pro-
cuted with diferent instances as input and results showed thaiides 44 cores in total.
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[25] devised a simple interference model to be used as a prosides that, although both CG and FT were classified as cache-
of concept with its proposed VMP strategy. In such modelpollution applications, CG did not present interferencesmwh
the level of interference is defined as a function of the numbeco-located with itself, while FT dtered an interference when
of virtual machines co-executing in physical machine. 8e, t co-located with CG. These results show that a qualitative ap
model considers that the higher the number of virtual mae)in  proach based on SLLC access pattern is not suitable to deter-
the higher interference level will be. This naive strategpdt  mine cross-application interference precisely.
able to determine interference since our experimentalteesu  Unlike the aforementioned works, Guptal. [20] adopted
showed that, for the same number of virtual machines, tiee-int a quantitative approach to investigate cross-applicatiter-
ference can vary drastically. This happens because inbeide  ference. They studied the relation between interference an
is actually related to the amount of access to shared rem®urcthe number of SLLC references per second performed simul-
and not to the number of virtual machines being co-executed itaneously by co-located applications. As a result, theyp-ide
host. tified a maximum access limit that ensures a free interferenc
Ramesharet al. [47] proposed a mechanism to prevent la- co-location. Although this work proposed a quantitativaitst
tency sensitive applications from being adversefaed by egy to explain interference problem, only one shared resqur
best-dfort batch applications when co-located in a same physiSLLC, was considered. Our experiments showed that others
cal machine. In such proposal, latency sensitive apptinatie-  shared and non-sliceable resources such as virtual netaork
port to mechanism whenever they are under interferencen, Thealso influence interference and, consequently, should be sy
the mechanism uses information collected in that instant téematically evaluated.
predict when latency application will fier interference again. Moreover, two of the previously described works, by Gupta
From this prediction, the mechanism throttles the batchiapp et al. [20] and by Jinet al. [2€], just inform whether appli-
cation before it imposes interference to latency applicatine  cations should be or not co-located, without quantifying th
more time. Thus, that work just proposed a way to work aroundevel of interference stered by them. However, the informa-
the interference dtered by a specific class of application by tion about interference level can enrich the VMP process; sp
monitoring the conditions that lead to occurrence of therint cially in cases where only applications presenting higlssro
ference. So, the root of interference problem was not ifwestinterference levels are available.
gated and, as consequence, a solution to determine irgecier To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first one that
sutered by any set of applications was not proposed. proposes a quantitative model for predicting cross-appbo
Other works, however, investigated the cross-application interference level by considering accesses to SLLC, DRAM an
terference problem in a broader sense and proposed sdutionirtual network, jointly. We claim that a quantitative appch,
to determine or alleviate interference experienced byocated  that considers the amount of accesses of co-located apiptisa
applications in general. to shared resources simultaneously, is more suitable &r-det
Mury et al. [37] argued that cross-application interferencemine cross-application interferences.
could be determined by adopting a classification of applica-
tions. Such qualitative approach is based on Timérteen
Dwarfs which classifies applications according to computa

tional methods usually adopted in scientific computing. HSuc In order to create an interference dataset, several cdifgca

classification is not suitable to determine interferenceabse : o A
: L ; synthetic applications with distinct access levels weecaked
our experiments showed that two applications belonging tad

. N nd eval .
Dense Linear Algebra class presented distinct interferésc and evaluated . L e

. . Those synthetic applications with distinct access pattésn
els. Besides that, our results also pointed out that a same ap

plication, namely PTRANS, can present distinct interfeeen ach shared resource were obtained from a template with dif-

> o : ferent input parameters.
levels when solving instances withfidirent sizes. Actually, ex- Next. some preliminary concents are presented in subsectio
periments conducted in_[20] also showed this same behavi § P y b b

when applications EP and LU presented distinct interfezen ' Th_en, the proposed appllcatlon template is described i
levels when solving also instances oftdrent sizes. subsectio 3]2. In subsectibn 312.1 we present the used syn-

Jin et al. [26] classified applications in three SLLC ac- thetic a_lpphcatlons and in sybsect_3.3 results of carecur
cess classes called (i) cache-pollution, (ii) cache-igasind executions of these synthetic applications are presented.

(iii) cache-friendly. These classes were further used @ pr
pose a VMP strategy with goal to alleviate interference by co
locating applications with compatible SLLC access profiles We present here two fundamental definitions about cross-
That work claimed that cache-pollution applications sdcag  application interference used along this paperateumulated
preferably co-located with cache-friendly applicatiomsher accesgo shared resources and ihterference levedufered by
than being co-located with cache-sensitive ones. Howeveto-located applications.

through some practical experiments they showed that approa As defined in Equatioh]1, the access of an applicatitm
may fail. More specifically, EP and IS, classified as cachea shared resourceis equal to the sum of access of all virtual
friendly, sufered distinct interference levels when co-locatedmachines holding this application to this shared resouvbere
with CG, categorized as a cache-pollution application. BenV; is the total number of virtual machines hostirandV; j s is
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3. Generating a Cross-application I nterference Dataset

3.1. Preliminary Concepts



the amount of access of virtual machigto a shared resource each shared resource, and consequently, to evaluate system
s. In this work the amount of access to SLLC and DRAM arecally the relation between concurrent accesses and thiimgsu
measured in terms of millions of references per second/§MIR interference. Thus, we propose application templatdrom
while the access to virtual network is expressed as the amouwhich synthetic applications with distinct access leveésae-
of megabytes transmitted per second (&8 ated. From this template, we can create an application which
performs a high access pressure to SLLC, while keeping a low
access level to virtual network, for example. Thus, a set of
As= Z Vijs @) synthetic applications created from that template allawsh-
=1 serve interference beforeftlirent levels of accesses to SLLC,

From Equatiofill, we defined teecumulated accessf all  DRAM and virtual network.
applications to a shared resource. Thus, as defined in Bguati " order to represent the usual behavior of HPC applica-
2, this accumulated access to a shared resosiiseequal to  110ns [49], the proposed synthetic application templaésents,
the sum of access of all applications co-located in same-phy#&lternately, two distinct and well-defined phases. The first
ical machine, whereA s the total number of applications co- ©ne. calledComputation Phaseepresents the phase at which
located in a same physical machine akd is the amount of the application performs tasks involving calculation aradad
access of applicatiofy to shared resource This accumulated Movement. The other one, namélpmmunication Phasés

access represents the total amount of pressure to a shared € phase where the application exchanges information gmon

source in a given time interval. computing pairs. _ o _ _
The proposed synthetic application template is shown in Al-

nA gorithm[d. Firstly, the synthetic application executes en
Ts= ZAi,s (2)  Loop (lines 1 to 13) whose total number of iterations is con-
i=1 trolled by parametew. This parameter leverages the total ex-

We argue that the amount of accumulated access to specifecUtion time of application. Next, the synthetic applioatex-

shared resources is directly related to the slowdoviiesed by ~ €cutesComputation Phase Lodffines 2 to 9) at which it per-
co-located applications. In this work, slowdown is defined a forms theComputation Phaseith the number of iterations de-

the ratio of the execution time achieved by application wherined bya. ThisComputation Phasis based on the benchmark
executed concurrently with co-located applicatiobsd to the ~ >1REAM which is widely used to measure performance of
one achieved from isolated executidf)(less 1, wher& is the ~ Memory subsystems [41] [57]. In order to measure sustanabl

set of applications co-located in a same physical machime, gn€Mory bandwidth, this benchmark executes four simple vec-
shown in Equatiof3,. tor kernels, as presented in Tablel3.2. Because SUM presents

the highest tax of memory access, it was chosen to be included

nvi

Six = % _ 3) in the proposed template.
' Algorithm 1 Synthetic application template

Then, thecross-application interference leved defined as Input parameters: w,a, v, 0, 6, B, 1
the average slowdown of applications when co-located with  » Main Loop*/
other ones in a same physical machine. 1: for x=1tow do

For example, suppose that the execution times of two appli- /* Computation Phase Loop*
cations, namely A and B, in a dedicated processor were equab. for y=1toa do
to 60 and 80 seconds. Suppose also that these both applica- /< Memory Access Loop*
tions, when concurrently executed in that processor, spégbit 3. for i=1 toy step 6 do
seconds. In such scenario, the slowdown of applications A 4. Ali] = BI[i] + C[i;
and B would be, respectively, 67% and 25%, which represents /<Compute-intensive Loop*
how much additional time these applications needed to com-s. for k=1 to6 do
plete their executions when co-located in a same proceBser. 4. T = SquareRoot(T);
cross-application interference level between applicat®and 7. end for
B would be 46%. Thus, applications A and B, wouldfsy, in 8: end for
average, 46% of mutual interference when co-located in @sam 9. end for
processor. /¥ Communication Phase Loop*

10: for z=1toB do

3.2. Generating Synthetic Applications 11 All-to-All-Communication(D );

The access contention to shared resources is the main cause end for
of the interference dtered by applications co-located in a 13: end for
same physical machine. To study cross-application interfe
ence, most of related wofls2 employs real applications pro- The SUM operation is executed by the inner lddpmory
vided by traditional HPC benchmarks. However, a real apAccess Loofflines 3 to 8) which is controlled by two input pa-
plication does not allow to control the number of accesses toameters,y ands. The first one defines the sizes of vectors
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A, B andC, and is indirectly used to determine application’s ulate the number of DRAM and SLLC references per second.
Working Set Size (WSS) [28] [20]. A small WSS usually in-  After Computing Phase Loogexecution, synthetic applica-
creases application’s cache hit ratio because all dateedd®sd tion performsCommunication Phasby executingCommuni-

it in a given time interval can be entirely loaded in cache. Oncation Phase Looflines 10 to 12) whose number of iterations
the other hand, when the application has a WSS greater thas determined by input parametgr This phase is based on
cache capacity, its cache hit ratio decreases becausdalsda MP_Bench benchmark[16]. From all MPI operations executed
fetched from main memory. Thus, WSS can be used to contrdly this benchmarkiPI_A11toall was particularly interesting
cache hit ratio and, consequently, control the number of BRA for our work because it is widely used in scientific applioas.

references per second also. When using this collective operation, all application’sqesses
send and receive fioom each other the same amount of data
Name Operation Bytes per Iteration [50] [23] [2€].
COPY alil = b[i] 16 For eachComunnication Phase Loojeration, the appli-
SCALE alil = b[il*q 16 cation executesll-to-All-Communication(function (line 11)
SUM ali] = b[i] + c[i] 24 that employsMPI_Alltoall of a vectorD whose size is de-
TRIAD | a[i] = b[i] + c[il*q 24 fined by the input parametdr So, this input parameter is used
to handle the number of bytes transmitted in the virtual oekw
Table 1: STREAM kernels Synthetic applications with distinct access profiles can be

generated by varying properly all of these aforementioned i

The second parameter Memory Access Loomamelys,  put parameters, whose descriptions are summarized as next.
controls the step at which the vector elements are accessed.

Thus, whens is equal to 1, all elements of vectofs B and e w: application’s total number of iterations.
C are accessed consecutively, resulting in a high cache-hit ra _ . .
tio. Otherwise, wher is set to a high value, more data are *® @: total number of iterations of Computation Phase.
fetched from main memory, resulting in performance degrada
tion. In other words, this parameter provides another way to
control cache hit ratio and to manipulate the number of DRAM o y: Working Set Size (WSS).
references per second.
Thus, the number of DRAM references per second and ap- ® 9: Step at which the vector elements Memory Access
plication’s cache hit ratio can be controlled by performing Loopare accessed.
fine tuning of both parametesands. When the application
presents a high cache hit ratio, DRAM receives few reference
per second because datais aIready availablein SLLC. Ldawi e A amount of data exchanged among processes.
the number of memory references increases when application
presents a low cache hit ratio. Unlike adopting real applications, with this proposed syn-
Besides controlling DRAM access, these both parameters athetic application template, several applications thatque
lows to handle the number of SLLC references per second adistinct access pressure to SLLC, DRAM and virtual network
well. When the application presents a low cache hit ratie, th can be generated, providing a proper way to investigate sys-
number of SLLC references per second decreases. This hai@matically the relation between number of accesses arsd-cro
pens because, before accessing new data, the previous refapplication interference.
enced data, not found in SLLC, has to be fetched from DRAM.
Consequently, the rate at which application performs deta a 3.2.1. Used Synthetic Applications
cesses is reduced, decreasing also the number of SLLC ref- In this subsection, we present the set of synthetic applicat
erences per second. On the other hand, when the applicatigrenerated from the previously presented application tatapl
presents a high cache hit ratio, the number of SLLC refeenceApplications with distinct access rates were generateuside
per second increases. Because most data is rapidly fetaired f ering three target access levels for each of the three shered
SLLC, more memory accesses can be performed per second.sources. The access rates to each shared resource aresespres
After performing the SUM operation (line 4), synthetic appl by distinct metrics, such as number of references to menery p
cation execute€ompute-intensive Loophich repeatedly cal- second or transmitted bytes per second, and the range & thos
culates the square root of variafdlgline 6). This loop, whose values are also fferent. To treat those access rates jointly, we
number of iterations is defined lty allows to make applica- normalized those values in an interval between 0.0 and 1.0,
tion more or less compute-intensive. Note that whdm set  where score 1.0 represents the highest possible access rate
to a high value, the number of memory references decreaseschieved by an application based on the proposed temptate, a
This happens because variablgbeing frequently referenced, score 0.0 represents no access. These scores, in our wark, re
is kept stored in the first cache level (cache L1), preventingesent diferent access levels to the shared resources. Then, we
memory subsystem lower levels of being accessed. As a rereated applications withigh, mediumandlow access levels to
sult, both number of SLLC and DRAM references per seconSLLC, DRAM and virtual network, where the high access level
decreases. Thus, together wjtlands, 6 is also used to manip- corresponds, in our proposal, to the highest access rageto e
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shared resource, and medium and low access levels corspogach one deployed in one core, allocating 4GB of main mem-
to 50% and 10% of this high access rate, respectively. ory. We used CPUfinity to deploy half of the virtual machines
To generate those applications with these distinct aceess | of the application in each NUMA node, i.e., three virtual ma-
els, we varied input parameters of application template andhines were deployed in “NUMA Node #1”, while the others
monitored resulted access rate to each shared resource by ugere deployed in “NUMA Node #2”, in a dedicated machine.
ing monitoring tools such as PAPI (Performance Applicationin this scenario, the access of synthetic application toesha
Programming Interface) [10], OProfile [52] and SAR (Systemresources, specifically SLLC and DRAM, is balanced over two
Activity Report) [44] NUMA nodes, avoiding self-interference. Moreover, that-co
We executed this set of synthetic applications in a Itautediguration will be helpful to evaluate cross-applicatioteirier-
MX214 server whose configuration details are describedin Taence as discussed in the next section.
ble[3:2.1. As illustrated in Figurlg 1, this server is equippe The set of the generated synthetic applications and the cor-
with two NUMA nodes interconnected by a QPI (Quick Pathresponding execution profiles are described in Table]3A11.
Interconnect) of 6.4 G/B, where each NUMA node has 24GB applications execute the same number of iteratians 25) and
of DRAM memory and is endowed with a Intel Xeon X5675 parametergr andw were set to ensure that they spent approx-
3.07GHz processor. Each processor has six cores that sharénzately the same amount of time executi@gmputationand
12MB SLLC unit. Moreover, the virtual environment was pro- Communication Phasedoreover, all scores were rounded to
vided by KVM hypervisor running on top of Ubuntu Server.  one decimal place. This explains, for example, why applica-
tions S1 and S7, although have presented distinct absaiste v

Table 2: Configuration of server used in experiments

NUMA Node #1

CPU #1

EEEEEE
EEEEEE
I 24 GB

l<» DRAM #1

CPU #2

e
BEEEEE
I 24 GB

l<» DRAM #2

Figure 1: NUMA nodes and processors used in our experiments

NUMA Node #2

Model ltautec MX214 ues, were classified in the same SLLC score.

CPU 2x Intel Xeon X5675 3.07 GHz Applications S1, S7 and S13 achieved the highest SLLC
DRAM 48 GB DDR3 1333 MHz number of references per second. In order to reach this high
Disk 5.8 TB SATA 3 GBs SLLC access, we adjusted the input parameters to ensure that
QPI 6,4 GT/s all memory references were directly satisfied by SLLC, what
S.O. Ubuntu 15.04 resulted in a 0.0 DRAM score. Thus, although score 0.0 was
Kernel 3.19.0-15 not considered as one of the three target access levels,ither
Hypervisor KVM no way to achieve the highest number of SLLC references per
Hardware Emulation | Qemu 2.2.0 second without reducing drastically the number of accesses

DRAM.

On the other hand, the number of memory references satis-
fied by SLLC has to decrease to rise the number of DRAM ref-
erences per second. To achieve a high DRAM access, all mem-
ory references should result in accesses to main memory, i.e
the SLLC hit ratio must be close to 0%. However, even in that
case, the number of SLLC references per second is not equal
to zero, because all references to DRAM are also treated by
SLLC. This explains why applications S4, S10 and S16, which
achieved the highest number of DRAM references per second,
exhibited a SLLC score equal to 0.3.

Thus, concerning the memory subsystem, we were not able
not generate all possible combinations involving the ttaee
cess levels. A high number of accesses to SLLC implicates in
a low number of accesses to DRAM. As a consequence,it is
not possible to generate an application which both SLLC and
DRAM scores equal to 1.0 or an application which performs,
simultaneously, a high and medium access level to SLLC and
DRAM, for example.

Besides that, that behavior also resulted in some unexgpecte
combinations as the one presented by application S4, that pr
sented DRAM and SLLC scores equal to 1.0 and 0.3, respec-
tively, though this last score was not considered as oneeof th
target access levels.

At last, concerning virtual network, the highest amount of
transmitted bytes was achieved by increasing input paemet
up to reaching the maximum amount of data that the hypervisor
is able to handle at same time. We vario find out the virtual
network saturation threshold. When this limit is exceedked,

In our proposal, each application uses six virtual machinesamount of bytes transmitted per second decreases, regaodle



the increasing ofl. 50% and 100%. Besides that, in around 9% of all cases (15 oc-
Although we did not generate all possible combinations ofcurrences) co-location applications reached interferdenels
applications, we were able to create a synthetic workloddd wi greater than 100%. These results presentedfiicieat of vari-
distinct computational burden, suitable for conductingeam atiorfl close to 56% which allows to assert that these synthetic
evaluation of the cross-application interference problem experiments comprised a large range of interference levels

3.3. Measuring Cross-applications Interference

20 SLLC Accumulated Score x Interference Level

In this section, we present experiments to determine cros:
applications interference. The previously presentedhstit
applications were executed in a two-by-two fashion to abtai
the resulting interference level in several cases. Beceask 15}
synthetic application used half of available resourceaory
and CPU), we were able to co-locate two of those application
in the physical machine, without exceeding the available re
sources in the system. That full allocation representslastiea
scenario, usually found in clouds environments, whereeall r
sources available in a physical machine are fully allocated
maximize resource utilizatioﬂhdﬁh&.
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Histogram of Resulted Interference Levels
Sample Size: 171 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
Minimum: 10% SLLC Accmulated Score

Maximum: 189%
Mean: 56% B
Standard Deviation: 33% Figure 3: Scatter plot of SLLC accumulated score againstfietence level

Coeficient of Variation: 59%

93

80

An initial analysis accomplished in these results revetiat
there is a correlation between interference level and SLt-C a
cumulated score. As can be seen in Fidure 3, interfereneé lev
tends to increase as SLLC accumulated score rises. Indeed,
the Pearson’s correlation déieient between SLLC accumu-
lated score and interference level is around 0.76, indigadi
strong, positive and linear relationship between thesk ‘-
ables. Thus, this observation corroborates the hypothiesis
the amount of access performed in shared resources cay reall
PO e annlicatios e 130% 200% influence the interference 8ared by co-located applications.

pplication Interference Level
In addition, these experiments allowed to confirm that mu-
tual access performed in other shared resources besidgs SLL
can also impact the interference level. Consider, for examp
SLLC accumulated score equal to 0.40, in Fiddre 3, it may oc-

The generated synthetic applications do not present exur in cases with distinct interference levels. In _other.qur
actly the same execution time, so to keep concurrency amorffthough SLLC access presents a strong correlation wier-int
co-located applications until the end of the experimeng, th ference level, there is another factor influencing it.
smaller execution time application was re-started autimalit Actually, the interference level increases as virtual mekw
as many times as necessary to cover the entire executio of tR/SC does. As illustrated in Figure 4, when virtual netwark a

longer application. We adopted such approach to fairly mneas cumulated score is equal to 0.2 and 2.0, the corre_sponding in
the interference stered by both applications, regardless their {€7férence levels are around 28% and 60%, respectivelyhEor
execution times. same SLLC accumulated score, the interference levétiad

As the synthetic workload is composed of 18 applicationsPY c0-located applications varies more than 30% depending o

our interference experiments comprised 171 concurremiexe e @mount of access to virtual network.

tions whose results are summarized in Figlre 2. Those sesult Moreover, some co-locations, even though performed almost
show that cross-applications interference can vary dalsti the same amount of accumulated access to all shared respurce

from 10% to 189%, depending on which applications are cobresentinterference levels that varied in more than 45%hen
located in the same physical machine. As can be seen in FiguPset of interference results, listed in Tebl€ 3.3, fonea,

ure[2, around 54% of the total co-executions (93 occurrgnces
achlt-?ved an interference level Ies_s than 50%, while 37% ©f CO 4150 known as relative standard deviation, the fioint of variation is
locations (63 occurrences)ffered interference levels between defined as the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean.

7

60

Frequency

40

20

Figure 2: Histogram of resulted interference levels agdefrom synthetic
experiments




Virtual Network Accumulated Score x Interference Level individual access that applicationand j perform in a shared
SLLC=0.4 resources. From Equatiofi4, we defined tlygobal similarity
factor as being the average of all similarity factors calculated
for each pair of applications co-located in a physical host.

) I:i,j,s =1- |A|s - Aj,s| (4)

05 | From results reached on these experiments, we can draw
some preliminary conclusions about cross-applicatioerfat-
ence.

0.7

0.6

900

0.4

Interference Level

e There is a strong correlation between amount of simulta-
neous accesses to SLLC and level of interferenéesed

03f o " : 1 by applications.

e Although SLLC access rate presents a strong correlation
21 55 5 - S5 Sl with interference level, the simultaneous access to other

Virtual Network Accmulated Score shared resources, such as virtual network, can contribute
to increase interference as well.

Figure 4: Scatter plot of virtual network accumulated s@weainst interference

level when SLLC was equal to 0.40 e Besides total amount of access to shared resources, the

similarity between application’s access burden can also
impact interference level fiered by co-located applica-
the co-location “S15xS7” dtered an interference level 46% tions.
higher than the co-location “S14xS8”, although both hawe th o ) o
same virtual network accumulated score, 1.5, affeédslightly That scenario justifies the adoption of a quantitative apgino
about DRAM and SLLC accumulated scores. Applications S140r Predicting the interference level ered by co-located ap-
and S7 present, individually, distinct SLLC access valties, Plications. As shown, the cross-application interferelevel
former performs much less access to SLLC than the lattes ThiS Influenced by the collectiveffect of more than one variable,
explains why this co-location does not present a high iaterf What ...pareaquitreated as a multivariate problem
ence level, even achieving a high SLLC accumulated access.
On the other hand, S15 and S7, although present a similar SLLE Quantitative Cross-application Interference Prediction
accumulated access, evenly compete for SLLC, resulting in a Model

high interference level. As can be seen in Tdblé 3.3, this als ) ) ) . )
happens in co-locations that present virtual network accum In this section, we describe process accomplished for build

lated scores equal to 0.6 and 0.2. ing our proposed quantitative prediction model by usingtMul
ple Regression Analysis. First, in subsecfiod 4.1, we lyriafl
i Accumulated Score Interference troduce Multiple Regression Analysis, while in subsecHoh
Co-execution —=—1=TPrAM | NET L evel we describe how this technique was employed to build our pre-
S1xS3 11 01 | 02 34,10% diction model.
S2xS2 1.0 0.2 0.2 71,12% ) ) ) , )
S13xS3 11 01 06 3151% 4.1. A Brief Introduction to Multiple Regression Analysis
S14 x S2 1.0 0.2 06 71.83% Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) is a multivariate sgati
S15xS7 10 02 15 41.67% tical technique that allows to explain the relationshipnmsn
S14 x S8 11 01 15 87.97% one dependent variable and, at least, two independenblesia
This technique is used to create a model, a.k.a. statistic va
Table 4: Subset of synthetic interference experiments able, able to predict the value of the dependent variabla fro

the known values of independent variables [40].

So, besides accumulated access performed to shared re-Basically, MRA is comprised of four macro steps as illus-
sources, the similarity of application’s access burdenshds  trated in flowchart of Figur&]5. Firstly, iWariables Selec-
rect impact in interference level $ared by applications when tion step, researcher selects the most likely variables to expla
co-located in a same machine. Indeed, this justifies tiierdi the behavior of the response variable. Although some statis
ence between interference levels achieved by co-locdigiad  cal techniques such as matrix of correlation can provideesom
in Table[3.3. insights about what variables must be chosen, this proeess i

In order to measure the level of similarity between two ap-mainly guided by the researcher’'s knowledge about the prob-
plications, we define in Equatidd 4 tkmilarity factor. The  lem [22] [40].
similarity factor of two applications regarding to a shared re- After that, researcher executes thimdel Estimationstep,
sourcesis calculated as the flierence between 1 and the abso-where the terms of the model are determined and their coef-
lute value resultant from the fiérence between the amount of ficients are automatically estimated by using the Least &gua
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Method. Next, researcher proceeds to Medel Evaluation level from the known values of accumulated scores and global
step in order to evaluate goodness-of-fitlevel, i.e., hawfse-  similarity factors.

torily the estimated model fits to data used in building pesce After Variable Selectiorstep, we repeatedly executed both
Besides that, researcher also assesses statisticalcagediof Model EstimatiorandModel Evaluatiorsteps till reach a par-
regression and cdigcients. In case that estimated model doessimonious model with satisfactory levels of goodness-aitil

not present a satisfactory goodness-of-fit level or a désite-  statistical significance. A parsimonious model is able to pe
tistical significance level, a new model should be estimated form better out-of-sample predictions because, due tdrits s
executing, again, thlodel Estimatiorstep. Otherwise, esti- plicity, it is not usually overfitted to the sample [54].

mated model is ready to be validated\itodel Validationstep Our quantitative model for predicting interference is de-
by using an “unseen” dataset, i.e, a dataset not used psdyiou scribed in Equatiof]5 whose terms are listed in Equatidns 6,
during the process of model estimation![22]/[40]/[34]/[54]. [7 and8. As can be seen in estimated model, global similarity
factors, namelGgjc, Garam anNdGpet, Were employed to weigh
the influence that accumulated accesses, nam@lyTgramand

Thety IMpose in interference. Moreover, the total amount of ac-
cess performed in DRAM was ponder by SLLC accumulated
y access since all access requests to DRAM are firstly treated i
SLLC. At last, it is worth mentioning that the constant aslwel
as quadratic terms were not included in model in order to make

Variables Selection

A

Model Estimation

Y it as simple as possible.
Model Evaluation | =0.7498+« T1+ 0.1598« T2 + 0.1456+« T3 (5)
Where,
Satisfactory T1=Tsie * Gsic 6)
levels of
goodness-of-fit T2 = Thet* Gnet (7
ar_1d :_st_atistical
ey T3 = Taram * Tsiic * Gslic (8)

Yes From codficients estimated by each term, we can state that
Y the simultaneous and accumulated access to SLLC really im-
poses the higher influence in interference. However, as-prev
ously discussed, the access to other shared resourcesscan al
affect interference since terms regarding to virtual netwoidk a
Figure 5: Model building flowchart DRAM, respectively T2 and T3, presented, together, a coef-
ficient very close to 0.31. Thus, depending on the value of
Although non specialized programs such as Excel and MatSLLC accumulated score, the interference will be primatéy
lab can be used for building a model from MRA, this processermined by the access performed to DRAM and virtual net-
is usually accomplished by using commercial statisticakpa work.
ages such as Eviews [35], SAS [2], and Minitabl [55], or free This model presented an Adjusted @adent of Regression,
software ones like Gretl[7] or R [45]. Such specific toolspro a k.a. Adjusted R-squareB¥-ad j), around 0.912 which means
vides a full multivariate analySiS toolbox that allows t(ffmrn that 91,2% of variance present in dataset can be exp|ained

Model Validation

a deep analysis on estimated model [56] [39] [36]. through this estimated model. In other words, this Hgkad j
indicates that the model is well fitted to dataset used indbuil
4.2. Model Building ing process which, in turn, allows it to perform more accerrat

predictions about the dependent variable.

By using Minitab version 17.1.0, we followed the aforemen- In addition, we assessed statistical significance of theeseg
tioned process to build our proposed model. At first, we exsion model and cdicients of each term by applying hypothesis
ecuted theVariables Selectiorstep in order to identify what test F. At a level of significancerj of 0.05, test F revealed that
variables should be selected as independent ones. As sgntheregression as well as its daeients can be considered as be-
dataset was generated specifically to investigate intmtay,  ing statistically significant since resultpevaluesvere smaller
this selection process was straightforward. Thereforedese than 0.00. These results indicate that the probability chea
termined accumulated scores and global similarity factors cosdficient has been estimated just for this sample is practically
all of the three shared resources as independent variatdes a0%. In other words, this model has almost 100% chance to be
cross-application interference level as the dependent 8oe  able to predict interference level for any sample besidatsahe
we expect to generate a model able to predict the interferenaised to build model.
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Moreover, an analysis accomplished on residuals showed ¢ FFT: computes a Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) of
that estimated model did not violate any of the MRA basic as-  very large one-dimensional complex data vector and is of-
sumptions. Thus, residuals presented (i) linearity, (@jnio- ten used to measure floating point rate execution of HPC
cedasticity and (iii) normal distribution. systems.

_ We considered, for each of those applications, distinct in-
5. Experimental Tests and Results stances in order to certify that our proposal is able to pegi

In thi " q i . tal test ish predict interference, regardless of the size of instaneatdéd
n this section, we describe experimental tests accorreglis by applications. For MUFITS, we considered instances usu-

FO a_ssesfs the precision ac?|eveddby orr mpdel \INhen predlcé-“y adopted in literature. The first one, labeled here ag, “I1
Ing interference among co-located applications. In sutm. C concerns to a simulation of CO2 injection in the Johansen for
B, we describe the workload used for conductlng_such EXPe mation by using a real-scale geological model of the foramati
mental tests. In subsectibnb.2, we present predictiongrogd The other one, labeled here as “I2”, is related to the 10th SPE

using our model, while in subsectidn b.3 we evaluate Now pregg, ety of Petroleum Engineers) Comparative Study. Buth i
cisely these predictions match to interference levelsevelt in stances are available on MUFITS welfite

real experiments. For HPCC, we considered instances whose details are de-
_ scribed in Tabld 5]1. We created these instances by adjust-
5.1. Evaluation Workload ing parameters “#N”, “N” and “NB” which correspond, re-

In order to evaluate the precision of our prediction model,spectively, to the number of problems, the size of the proble
we accomplished interference experiments by using an avalutreated by application and the size of the block. Remark that
tion workload comprised of a real petroleum reservoir saaul each input parameter has a specific meaning for each applica-
tor, called MUFITS, and applications from High Performancetion. For example, in case of DGEMM, input parameter “N”
Computing Challenge Benchmark (HPCC). is used to set the dimension of matrices to be multiplied|evhi

MUFITS is employed by petroleum engineers to study thethis same parameter, in case of FFT, determines the sizeof ve
behavior of petroleum reservoir across the time. From simutor of real numbers to be transformed to the frequency domain
lation results, they can make inferences about future ¢iomdi ~ More detailed information about these input parametersean
of the reservoir in order to maximize oil and gas productioai found in HPCC websife
new or developed field. Basically, the simulator employsigbr

differential equations to describe the multiphase fluid flow (oil Application | Instance HPCC Parameters
water and gas) inside a porous reservoir rock [42] [4]. Reser #N | N NB
simulation is one of the most expensive computational prob- HPL 11 1 /18000 80
lems faced by petroleum industry since a single simulatam c 12 1 | 15000| 80
take several days, even weeks, to finish. Computational com- DGEMM 11 1 | 3000 | 80
plexity of this problem arises from the high spatial hetenogr 12 1 | 18000| 80
ity of multi-scale porous media [32] [61] [21]. PTRANS 11 1 | 24000| 80
Besides MUFITS, we tested applications from HPCC, a 12 5 | 500 | 80
widely adopted benchmark to evaluate performance of HPC FET 11 1 | 65000 10
systems. This benchmark provides seven kernels in totgl, bu 12 1 | 40000| 10

only four of them, represent real HPC applications or openat
commonly employed in scientific computing. A brief descrip-
tion of these four applications is as follows [33] [30][6Q1].

Table 5: HPCC applications instances description

e HPL: solves a dense linear system of equations by apply2-2- Predicting Interference with Delfos
ing the LU factorization method with partial row pivoting.  In order to assess model precision before distinct scenario
This application, that is usually employed to measure suswe considered two co-locations schemes that resulted iw90 c
tained floating point rate of HPC systems, is the basis ofocations in total. In the first one, namely A, applicationsre
evaluation for the Top 500 list. co-located in a two-by-two fashion, where each applicatias
o ] _ executed by using instances 11 and 12. In this scenario, each
» DGEMM: performs a double precision real matrix-matrix 5ne of those applications used 6 virtual machines except for
multiplication by using a standard multiply method. Even g that used 4 virtual machines since this applicatiomiggst
not being a complex real application, this kernel representine number of process to a power of two. In the second co-
one of the most common operation performed in scientifiqgcation scheme, namely B, those applications were caéaca
computing, the matrix-matrix multiplication. in a three-by-three fashion, where each application useid 4 v

« PTRANS: performs a parallel matrix transpose. As theirtual machines. Unlike A, in scenario B each application edlv

pairs of processors communicate with each other simulta-
neously, this application is a useful test to evaluate tt to  5pgpwww.mufits.imec. msu.u
communications capacity of the network. Shttpy/icl.cs.utk.ed¢hpeg
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just instance I1. Moreover, each virtual machine used it bot B and, for each co-location, we calculated tivediction error
schemes has the same configuration as the one described in sabhieved by our solution. The prediction error is defined as
sectio3.Z]1 and, as performed in synthetic experimeatf, h the absolute value of theftiirence between interference level
of virtual machines allocated to each application was pirtne  predicted by our model and the real interference levéksed
each NUMA node. by applications.

For predicting interference fiered by applications when co-  As can be seen in Figuké 6, our model presented an average
located on schemes A and B, we executed individually each adind maximum prediction errors equal to 4.06% and 12.03%, re-
one of those applications in order to obtain their accesstat  spectively. Moreover, in approximately 96% of all testedesa
each shared resource. As described in Table 5.2, FFT achieveur quantitative model presented a prediction error leas th
the highest access rate to virtual network, while PTRANS10%. Such results revealed that our model, although have bee
when solving 11, imposed the highest pressure to SLLC anduilt from a two-by-two fashion experiment, precisely goeld
DRAM. Moreover, as DGEMM is a embarrassingly parallel cross-interference for cases which three applications \wee-
application, it performed a very low access to virtual netwo cuted simultaneously, as well.

Remark, at last, that some applications decreased thedssacc
rates to shared resources when executing with four proressc

instead of six. This is expected since a same applicatioepwh _Histogram of Prediction Errors

executed with a lower number of processes, perform, usually sample Size: 90

lower amount of accumulated access to shared resources. Minimum: 0.03%
Considering individual profile of each application, we ap- Maximum: 12.03%

Mean: 4.06%

plied our quantitative model to predict what would be theint

ference sffered by those applications when co-located in ac-
cordance with schemes A and B. Prediction results point ou
that the minimum and maximum predicted interference lev-
els would be equal to 1.53% and 43.10%, respectively. A
expected, the lowest and highest interference levels were p
dicted for co-locations that involved, respectively, aggtions

with low and high access rates to SLLC, DRAM and virtual
network. In other words, our model indicated that DGEMM
and HPL would stfer a low cross-interference, while FFT and

Frequency

PTRANS would present the highest interference levels. 9 5% 7.5% 10% 12.5%
However, specifically to PTRANS, our model point out that Errors

interference sfiiered by this application would vary signifi-

cantly depending on instance being solved. Our model in- Figure 6: Histogram of prediction errors

dicated that PTRANS.I1.P6 would experience an interfezenc
level around 40% when co-located with itself in a two-by-two Some interesting results are highlighted in Tdblg 5.3. At
fashion, while PTRANS.I2.P6, when co-located in same confirst, as predicted by our model, experimental results skowe
ditions, would present an interference level of approxahyat that PTRANS really presented distinct interference lewdien
12%. treating 11 and 12. Our quantitative model was able to priedic
Moreover, our model predicted that PTRANS and DGEMM, interference of PTRANS regardless of the size of instanee be
although belonging to the same Dwarf class, namely Denseause it takes into account the amount of access that applica
Linear Algebra, would present distinct interference level tions perform to shared resources. Indeed, as can be seen in
when co-located with themselves. So, prediction resultJable[5.2, the amount of access that PTRANS performs to all
indicated that interference level resulted from co-lowmati shared resources when solving I1 is significantly highen tha
“PTRANS.I1.P6XxPTRANS.I1.P6” would be approximately the one achieved when treating I2.
equal to 40%, while "DGEMM.I1.P6xDGEMM.I11.P6” would Besides that, those experimental results confirmed that
sufer a interference level close to 3%. PTRANS and DGEMM, even belonging to the same Dwarf
Furthermore, our quantitative model predicted that FEP41  class, presented distinct interference levels. This rediows
and MUFITS.11.P4, although have presented similar SLLC acto state that a qualitative approach based on Dwarfs classes
cess rates, would fier distinct interference levels when co- is not enough to precisely determine interference. On the
located with themselves in a three-by-three fashion. $peciother hand, our model was able to predict that PTRANS and
ically, our solution predicted that FFT.I1.P4 would prasan DGEMM would present, respectively, a high and a low inter-
mutual interference around 40%, while MUFITS.11.P4 wouldference levels.

sufer a cross-interference approximately equal to 12%. At last, results also showed that SLLC access contention
_ - o is not the only cause for the cross-interference problem.
5.3. Evaluating Precision of Interference Prediction FFT.11.P4 and MUFITS.I1.P4, although have similar SLLC ac-

In order to evaluate the precision of our quantitative mpdelcess burden, siered distinct interference levels. As depicted
we executed all of the co-locations defined in schemes A anih Tableg[5.8, our model predicted satisfactorily interfere suf-
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fered by these applications because it evaluates not ol SL  [2]
but DRAM and virtual network access as well. Indeed, al- [3]
though both applications present similar SLLC access rates
FFT.11.P4, which sfiered a higher interference, performs a
higher access to virtual network than MUFITS.11.P4.

Therefore, all these findings allow to assert that a solution
based on Dwarfs classes or that evaluates just SLLC access
contention is not suitable to determine interferendéesad co- 5]
located applications. Our proposed model satisfactonib p
dicted interference for these specific cases because # tiatce 6]
account the amount of simultaneous access to SLLC, DRAM
and virtual network, besides considering access burdeitasim

(4]

ities among co-located applications. [7]
(8]
6. Conclusionsand Future Work ]

In this paper, we presented a quantitative model that takes
into account the amount of simultaneous access to SLLG10]
DRAM and virtual network, and the similarity of applicatien
access burden to predict the level of interferendiesed by ap- [11]
plications when sharing a same physical machine. Experimen
tal results, considering a real petroleum reservoir sitouland
applications from HPCC benchmark, showed that our solution
was able to predict interference with an average and maximu
errors around 4% and 12%, respectively. Besides that, in 96%
of all tested cases, our solution reached a prediction &rssr [13]
than 10%.

More specifically, our experimental tests showed that our SO[14)
lution could correctly predict interference of co-locatgupli-

cations even for cases which interferencffesed by the same [15]
application varied before distinct instances. In additioor
model was able to precisely predict interference regasdles [16]

number of applications being co-executed in same hostgtihou
it was built by using a dataset generated from a two-by-two

fashion experiment. Furthermore, our model could predict i [17]
terference for co-locations that, even presenting sin8larC
access burden, achieved distinct interference levelsntael  [18]

accurately predicted interference in this case becausagid-
ers, besides SLLC, other shared resources such as DRAM and
virtual network. [19]
In future works, we expect to evaluate the influence that con-
current access performed to other shared resources, kke di
impose in cross-application interference. Moreover, we ar [20]
also interested in investigating whether the total amofiad-o
located memory has a direct impact in interferendéesad by
co-located applications, besides assessing other mefrids
tual network such as the number of packets transmitted xfor e
ample. Furthermore, it would be interesting to evaluatettdre
interference varies before distinct hardware configunaticor-

[21]

der to incorporate this issue to our prediction model. [22]
23
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Absolute Value Score Parameters
Application | SLLC | DRAM | INN | SLLC | DRAM | INN | w 1o} B y 0 0 A
S1 1635 4 300 1.0 0.0 0.1 | 25| 120000 5200 | 7000 | 512 | 0 | 22600
S2 851 61 324 0.5 0.1 0.1 | 25| 90000 | 5200 | 9000 | 1024 | 6 | 22600
S3 239 41 312 0.1 0.1 0.1 | 25| 40000 | 5200 | 11500| 2048 | 22 | 22600
S4 444 444 318 0.3 1.0 0.1 | 25| 7500 5200 | 30000| 512 | O | 22600
S5 224 224 324 0.1 0.5 0.1 | 25| 2700 5200 | 39000| 512 | 21| 22600
S6 797 240 318 0.5 0.5 0.1 | 25| 20000 | 5200 | 11800| 256 | 2 | 22600
S7 1597 18 2892| 1.0 0.0 1.0 | 25| 120000| 1500 | 7000 | 512 | O | 749568
S8 890 43 2810| 0.5 0.1 1.0 | 25| 90000 | 1500 | 9000 | 1024 | 6 | 749568
S9 220 49 2910| 0.1 0.1 1.0 | 25| 40000 | 1500 | 11500 2048 | 22 | 749568
S10 438 438 2832| 0.3 1.0 1.0 | 25| 7500 1500 | 30000| 512 | O | 749568
S11 214 214 2892 0.1 0.5 1.0 | 25| 2700 1500 | 39000| 512 | 21 | 749568
S12 817 241 2838| 0.5 0.5 1.0 | 25| 20000 | 1500 | 11800| 256 | 2 | 749568
S13 1575 22 1392 1.0 0.0 0.5 | 25| 120000| 150000| 7000 | 512 | O | 150000
S14 890 52 1362| 0.5 0.1 0.5 | 25| 90000 | 150000| 9000 | 1024 | 6 | 150000
S15 228 49 1335| 0.1 0.1 0.5 | 25| 40000 | 150000| 11500| 2048 | 22 | 150000
S16 438 438 1375| 0.3 1.0 0.5 | 25| 7500 | 150000| 30000| 512 | O | 150000
S17 221 221 1404 | 0.1 0.5 0.5 | 25| 2700 | 150000| 39000| 512 | 21 | 150000
S18 824 239 1380| 0.5 0.5 0.5 | 25| 20000 | 150000| 11800| 256 | 2 | 150000

Table 3: Generated synthetic applications and the cornelipg execution profiles when executed in a dedicated machin

— Score
L abel Application | Instance | Processes S LC TDRAM T NET
MUFITS.11.P6 MUFITS 11 6 0.05 0.13 0.00
MUFITS.12.P6 MUFITS 12 6 0.03 0.00 0.01
MUFITS.11.P4| MUFITS 11 4 0.05 0.08 0.00
HPL.I1.P6 HPL 11 6 0.03 0.06 0.02
HPL.I2.P6 HPL 12 6 0.03 0.06 0.02
HPL.I1.P4 HPL 11 4 0.02 0.04 0.01
DGEMM.I1.P6| DGEMM 11 6 0.02 0.02 0.00
DGEMM.I2.P6| DGEMM 12 6 0.01 0.02 0.00
DGEMM.I1.P4| DGEMM 11 4 0.01 0.02 0.00
PTRANS.I1.P6] PTRANS 11 6 0.18 0.21 0.32
PTRANS.I12.P6] PTRANS 12 6 0.02 0.04 0.02
PTRANS.I1.P4| PTRANS 11 4 0.14 0.09 0.19
FFT.I1.P4 FFT 11 4 0.07 0.17 0.49
FFT.I2.P4 FFT 12 4 0.07 0.16 0.52
Table 6: Individual profiles of applications used in expemts

Co-location Interference L.e\/el Prediction

Real Predicted Error

PTRANS.I1.P6xPTRANS.I1.P6 44.50%| 39.97% 4.53%

PTRANS.I2.P6xPTRANS.I2.P6 5.31% 12.11% 6.80%

DGEMM.I1.P6xDGEMM.11.P6 7.79% 2.50% 5.29%

FFT.I1.PAXFFT.I1.PAXFFT.11.P4 49.31%| 40.45% 8.87%
MUFITS.I11.P4xMUFITS.I1.P4xMUFITS.11.P4 22.85%| 11.65% 11.20%

Table 7: Subset of interference experiments
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