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A bstract

Theoptim alallocation ofreplicasto a hom ogeneousorheterogenoussetofproces-

sorsisderived forparalleltem pering sim ulationson m ulti-processorm achines.In the

generalcase,itispossible withoutsubstantially increasing wallclock tim e to achieve

nearly perfectutilization ofCPU tim e.Random 
uctuationsin theexecution tim esof

each ofthe replicasdo notsigni�cantly degrade theperform anceofthe scheduler.

1 Introduction

Theparalleltem pering,orreplica-exchange,M onteCarlo m ethod isan e� ectivem olec-
ularsim ulation technique forthestudy ofcom plex system satlow tem peratures.1{3 Parallel
tem peringachievesgoodsam plingbyallowingsystem stoescapefrom low freeenergym inim a
by exchanging con� gurationswith system sathighertem peratures,which arefreeto sam ple
representative volum esofphase space. The use ofparalleltem pering isnow widespread in
thescienti� c com m unity.

The idea behind the paralleltem pering technique isto sam ple n replica system s,each
in the canonicalensem ble,and each at a di� erent tem perature,Ti. Generally T1 < T2 <

:::< Tn,where T1 isthe low tem perature system ,ofwhich we are interested in calculating
theproperties.Swaps,orexchanges,ofthecon� gurationalvariablesbetween system siand
j areaccepted with theprobability

p= m inf1; exp[�(�i� �j)(H j � H i)]g; (1)

where�= 1=(kBT)isthereciprocaltem perature,and H iistheHam iltonian ofthecon� gura-
tioninsystem i.Swapsaretypicallyattem pted between system swith adjacenttem peratures,
j= i+ 1.Paralleltem pering isan exactm ethod in statisticalm echanics,in thatitsatis� es
thedetailed balanceorbalancecondition,4 depending on theim plem entation.

Due to the need to satisfy the balance condition,the n di� erentsystem sm ustbe syn-
chronized whenever a swap is attem pted. This synchronization is in M onte Carlo steps,
ratherthan in real,wallclock tim e. In otherwords,allprocessors m ust � nish one M onte
Carlo step before any ofthe processors m ay start the next M onte Carlo step. In parallel
tem pering,a convenientde� nition ofM onteCarlo step istheordered setofalloftheM onte
Carlo m ovesthatoccurbetween each attem pted swap m ove.TheseM onteCarlo m ovesare
alloftheindividualm ovesthatequilibrateeach system in theparalleltem pering ensem ble,
such asM etropolism oves,con� gurationalbiasm oves,volum e change m oves,hybrid M onte
Carlo m oves,and so on.Rephrasing,thebalancecondition requiresthatatthebeginning of
each M onteCarlo step,each replica m usthavecom pleted thesam enum berofM onteCarlo
stepsand m ustbeavailableto swap con� gurationswith theotherreplicas.Thisconstraint
introduces a potentially large ine� ciency in the sim ulation,as di� erent replicas are likely
to requiredi� erentam ountsofcom putationalprocessing tim ein orderto com pletea M onte
Carlostep.Thisine� ciency isnotaproblem on asingleprocessorsystem ,asasingleproces-
sorwillsim ply step through allthereplicastocom pletetheM onteCarlo stepsofeach.This
ine� ciency isa signi� cantproblem on m ulti-processorm achines,however,whereindividual
CPUscan spend largequantitiesoftim eidling asthey waitforotherCPUsto com pletethe
M onteCarlo stepsofotherreplicas.
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Traditionally,each processoron m ulti-processorsm achineshasbeen assigned onereplica
in paralleltem pering sim ulations. It is the experience ofthe authors that this type of
assignm entisgenerally highly ine� cient,with typicalCPU idletim esof40{60% .W hen one
takesinto accountthatthe lower-tem perature system sshould have m ore m ovesperM onte
Carlostep duetotheincreased correlation tim es,theidletim erisestointolerablelevelsthat
can approach 95% .Theissueofidletim ehasnotbeen previously addressed,and itisclear
thata schem e which could allocate replicas to processors in an optim alm anner would be
useful.

In thispaperweaddresstheoptim alallocation ofreplicastoCPUsin paralleltem pering
sim ulations.Them anuscriptisorganized asfollows.In Sec.2 wepresentthetheory forthe
allocation ofreplicasto a hom ogeneoussetofprocessors.In Sec.3 wepresentresultswhere
the theory isapplied to severalm odelexam ples. In Sec.4 we discussourresults,com pare
them with theconventionalparalleltem pering schem e,and considerthee� ectsofincluding
com m unication tim es and random ness in execution tim e into our m odel. W e draw our
conclusionsin Sec.5.An appendix presentsthetheory foraheterogeneoussetofprocessors.

2 T heory ofR eplica A llocation to Processors

In a paralleltem pering sim ulation,balance requires that each replica system be syn-
chronized atthestartofeach M onteCarlo step.Considering replica i,in every M onteCarlo
step wewillattem ptN m ove(Ti)random M onteCarlo con� gurationalm oves,and theaverage
realwallclock tim e to com plete one M onte Carlo m ove isgiven by �(T i). The totalwall
clock tim eforreplica ito com pleteitsM onteCarlo step is

�i= �(T i)N m ove(Ti): (2)

Aswehavealready stated,thesim pleallocation ofonereplicatooneprocessorfortheentire
sim ulation isine� cient. Thisisbecause �,the tim e percon� gurationalm ove,dependson
the tem perature ofthe system . The value of� can typically vary by a factorof3 orm ore
between thefastestand theslowestsystem resultingin longidletim esfortheCPUsthatare
assigned tothehighertem peraturesystem s.Thevalueof�variesbecausethecom position of
thecon� gurationalm ovesand theiracceptanceratiovarieswith tem perature.Typically,but
notalways,thehighesttem peraturem ovestakelesswallclock tim eon averageto com plete.
Additionally,itisoften desirable to perform m ore con� gurationalM onte Carlo m oves per
M onte Carlo step atlowertem peraturesbecause thecorrelation tim e islongerthan itisat
highertem peratures. Thism akesthe ine� ciency ofallocating one replica to one processor
dram atically worse. In Eqn.2,N m ove isa function ofTi to allow forthe largernum berof
con� gurationalm oves thatm ay be perform ed atlowertem peratures. In m ostsim ulations
that are currently perform ed,N m ove is the sam e for allreplicas because ofthe disastrous
ine� ciency im plicationsofincreasing N m ove forlow tem peraturereplicas,forwhich �isalso
often larger. Using an optim alallocation ofreplicas,the possibility ofvarying N m ove for
di� erentreplicasexists,asdiscussed in Sec.3 below.

Theoptim alallocation ofreplicastoprocessorsisanon-trivialproblem even in rem ark-
ably sim ple situations. Forexam ple,consider the case where n = 3,�1 = 5,�2 = 4,and
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�3 = 3. Using three processors isclearly ine� cient,astwo processors would be idle while
they are waiting for replica 3 to com plete. The optim alallocation is to split one ofthe
replicason two processors,asshown in Fig.1. Only two processorsare required,and they
willboth run at100% e� ciency ifthereplica issplitcorrectly.Notethatthesplitting m ust
becausally ordered in tim e.In theexam pleofFig.1,replica 2 isstarted on processor2 and
com pleted on processor1 two tim eunitsafterbeing stopped on processor2.

A generalreplicaschedulercan bederived startingwith theassum ptionsthatonereplica
cannotbesim ultaneously run on m ore than one processorand thatone processorcan only
run one replica ata tim e,thissecond assum ption being the sim plest and,asitturnsout,
the m oste� cientuse ofthe processors. The logic ofthe derivation com esfrom scheduling
theory,5,6 which isfrequently used to solveproblem softhistypein operationsresearch and
industrialengineering.Given n replicas,wherethetim eto com pletereplica iis�i,thetotal
processing tim erequired to com pleteallofthereplicasis

W =
nX

i= 1

�i: (3)

W e let �long be the CPU tim e ofthe longest replica. Ifwe have X processors,then the
shortestpossibletotalwallclock tim erequired to com pleteexecution ofallofthereplicasis
given by

�wall= m ax(W =X ;�long): (4)

Theoptim um integernum berofprocessorsto achieve 100% theoreticale� ciency willbe

X
(N ) = bW =�longc; (5)

where byc is the largest integer equalto or less than the realnum ber y. The num ber of
processorsrequired to achieve them inim um wallclock tim ewillbe

X
(N + 1) = dW =�longe; (6)

where dye isthe sm allestintegerequalto orgreaterthan the realnum bery. The optim al
allocation can eitherbedoneform inim um ,zero percent,idletim e,X (N ),orm inim um wall
clock tim e X (N + 1).Having m ade the choice ofone ofthese two num bersofprocessors,the
optim alschedulerthen proceedsby assigning thereplicassequentially to the� rstprocessor
untilthatprocessorhas� lled itsallocation of�wallwallclock tim e.Typically thiswillresult
in the last replica allocated to the � rst processor being split,with the \rem aining" tim e
carried over to the second processor. The rem aining replicas are sequentially allocated to
thesecond processor,with again apossiblesplitin thelastreplica allocated.Thisprocedure
isrepeated untilallthe replicashave been allocated. In the m inim um wallclock,X (N + 1),
case,the� nalprocessorwillnotbecom pletely � lled unlessW =X(N + 1) = �long,and therewill
be a sm allam ountofidle tim e. In the m inim um idle tim e case,there willbe no idle tim e.
An exam ple ofhow the scheduler assignsreplicas to processorsisshown in Figure 2 fora
20 replica case where �long=�short = 3,where �short isthe wallclock tim e ofthe replica that
com pletesitsM onteCarlo step m ostquickly.

Itisim m ediately apparentthatthe scheduler7 isextrem ely sim ple and very e� ective.
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The scheduler m ay easily be applied to existing parallelsim ulation codes. To apply the
theory to a practicalsim ulation,one m ust� rstperform a shortprelim inary sim ulation for
each replica to obtain an estim ate of�(T i),and hence �i from Eqn.2. W e note that the
scheduler could be run aftereach M onte Carlo step,since the calculation tim e associated
with the scheduler is m inim al. Such use ofthe scheduler would autom atically lead to an
adaptive orcum ulative estim ate of�.Note thatatalltim es,the balance propertiesofthe
underlying M onteCarlo schem eareuna� ected by thereplica allocationsofthescheduler.It
isalsoworthyofcom m entthattheschedulercould berun with paralleltem peringin m ultiple
dim ensions,forexam pledi� eringchem icalpotentials8{10 orpairpotentials11 foreach replica,
in addition tovariationsin tem perature.Increasing thenum beroforderparam etersthatwe
usein theparalleltem pering notonly m ay im provesam pling butalso m ay providea better
estim ate of�,since the estim ate of� as a localfunction ofphase space increases as the
num beroforderparam etersincreases.

In thissection we have derived the scheduler fora hom ogeneousclusterofprocessors.
In theAppendix wederivea sim ilarschem e fora heterogeneouscluster.

3 R esults

In this section we apply the optim alreplica scheduler to three di� erent paralleltem -
pering sim ulation exam ples. Details ofthe three di� erent exam ples are given below,and
theperform anceoftheschedulercan beseen in Table1.Resultsareshown in thetablefor
them inim um idletim e,m inim um wallclock tim e,and traditionalone-replica-per-processor
cases. Foreach case we show the num berofprocessorsused,the CPU idle tim e asa per-
centage ofthe overalltim e forone M onte Carlo step,and the realwallclock tim e forthe
sim ulation relative to thatofthe traditionalparalleltem pering approach. To m otivate the
param etervalueschosen fortheexam ples,wenotethan in ourexperience with sim ulations
ofthe20{50am inoacid peptidesfrom theinnateim m unesystem thatareknown ascystine-
knotpeptides,we� nd theratio ofcorrelation tim esbetween thelow and high tem perature
replicas can vary by a factor of102 to 105,N m ove(T1)=N m ove(Tn) = 102{105,on the order
ofN m ove(Tn)= 103{105 con� gurationalM onte Carlo m ovesare typically perform ed during
each M onte Carlo step atthe highesttem perature,and N m ove = 106 con� gurationalM onte
Carlo m ovestakeon theorderof24 hoursto com plete.

Exam ple 1

Forexam ple1,thesim ulation system ischosen such thatn = 20,and �(T 1)=�(T n)= 3.
In paralleltem pering sim ulations,itisusualforthe tem perature to increase exponentially
from T1 to Tn, since higher tem perature system s have wider energy histogram s, and so
highertem perature replicascan be spaced m ore widely than lowertem perature replicas.12

For speci� city,we assum e that the wallclock tim e per con� gurationalstep also increases
exponentially from �(T n)to �(T 1). W e take N m ove to be constantforeach ofthe replicas.
The allocation ofthe replicasto the di� erentprocessorsisshown in Figure 2a)and b)for
thetraditionaland zeroidletim ecases,respectively.Thisexam pleistypicalofm ostparallel
tem pering sim ulationsthatarecurrently being perform ed on m ulti-processorsystem s.
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Exam ple 2

Forexam ple2,weusen and �(T i)from exam ple1.W e,furtherm ore,considerthatthe
correlation tim esofthelowertem perature replicasarelonger,and so thereshould bem ore
con� gurationalm ovesperM onte Carlo step atthe lowertem peratures. W e considerNm ove
toincreaseexponentially from N m ove(Tn)toN m ove(T1)such thatN m ove(T1)=N m ove(Tn)= 100.
W ith thevaluesfor�(T)from exam ple1,we� nd �long=�short = 300.

Exam ple 3

Forexam ple3,weusen = 50,m odeling �(T i)in thesam eway asin exam ples1 and 2,
�(T 1)=�(T n)= 3.W em odelN m ove in thesam eway asin exam pleB,butin thisexam pleset
N m ove(T1)=N m ove(Tn)= 1000,sincethereasonfortheincreased num berofreplicaswould have
been thepoorand slow equilibration atthelowesttem peratures.W e� nd �long=�short = 3000.

4 D iscussion

From Table 1,itisclearthattheschedulersubstantially im provestheCPU utilization
in paralleltem pering sim ulations. Thisallowsthe m ulti-processor clusterto be used with
con� dence,forexam ple,forotherjobsorsim ulationsatotherparam etervaluesofinterest.
Exam ple 1 dem onstratesthatthe num berofprocessorsused can be reduced by 40% with
an increase ofonly 1.66% in wallclock tim e. Alternatively,the num ber ofprocessors can
be reduced by 35% and result in no increase in wallclock tim e relative to the traditional
paralleltem pering m ethod. As Exam ple 1 is conservative in its characterization ofm ost
m ulti-processorparalleltem peringsim ulationscurrently beingperform ed,weanticipatethat
utilization of the optim alscheduler presented here willresult in a large increase in the
com putationale� ciency ofparalleltem pering sim ulations.

It is interesting to note that,for allexam ples,as we increase the num ber ofproces-
sorsused in the sim ulations,X ,from 1,the wallclock tim e decreasesuntilthe num berof
processorsthatresultin m inim um wallclock tim e isused,X (n+ 1) = dW =�longe. Increasing
thenum berofprocessorsstillfurther,to say thenum berofreplicas,resultsin no reduction
in overallsim ulation tim e and only increases the CPU idle tim e. Thisbehaviorisdem on-
strated in Figure 3,where the idle tim e is shown as a function ofX forexam ple 2. This
� gurehighlightstheim portanceofproperjob scheduling on large,m ulti-processorclusters.
Theuseoftheoptim alschedulerderived hereisneeded in orderforthesim ulation to m ake
the bestuse ofa large num berofCPU cycles. Itistheoretically possible to achieve 100%
e� ciency on m ulti-processorsystem s,m aking them idealforparalleltem pering sim ulations.
This is especially im portant in cases where it is desirable to vary N m ove between di� erent
replicas (exam ples 2 and 3). Taking into account the dependence ofthe correlation tim e
on tem perature is com putationally disastrous for the traditionalone-replica-per-processor
m ethod ofperform ing paralleltem pering sim ulations,asCPU idle tim es easily becom e >
90% .However,theoptim alschedulerm akesthesim ulation ofthiscasefeasible,opening the
doorto perform ing paralleltem pering sim ulations thatsam ple con� gurationalspace m ore
e� ectively and e� ciently.
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In theresultspresented in Sec.3,wehavenotexplicitly taken into accountcom m unica-
tion tim esorthetim etaken to conductswap m oves.Swap m ovesthatexchangecon� gura-
tionsbetween replicasoccuratthebeginningofeach M onteCarlostep and replicaallocations
occuratthe beginning and possibly once within each M onte Carlo step. These operations
areextrem ely rapid com pared to theN m ove con� guration m ovesperform ed foreach replica,
asonecan show.Recalling from theResultssection thatonecon� gurationalm ovetakesap-
proxim ately 0.1 secondsand knowing thata typicalcom m unication tim eforinter-processor
m essage passing ison the orderof10� 4 seconds,we � nd thatexam ple 3 containsthe m ost
com m unication tim e.In exam ple3,theincreasein idletim eduetocom m unication from the
zeroidletim ecaseislessthan 0.00001% .Thisdem onstratesthatcom m unication tim eisnot
a signi� cante� ectin thesetypesofsim ulations.Com m unication e� ectscan,thus,safely be
ignored.

W ehavecharacterized theexecution tim eofeach replica in a determ inisticfashion,but
in reality the execution tim e is a stochastic quantity due to noise in variables not am ong
the degreesoffreedom chosen forthe paralleltem pering.In orderto m odelthe sim ulation
tim es m ore realistically,we have also included random ness into ouranalysis. Thatis,the
valueof�isassum ed to
 uctuateduringeach con� gurationalstep.Aspreviously m entioned,
the accuracy ofthe estim ation of� isdependenton the num beroforderparam etersused
to param eterize it. Thus,
 uctuations in � willbe sm aller for system s that use parallel
tem pering in m ultiple dim ensions. W e note thatforthe case where the tem perature isthe
only param eter used to characterize �,
 uctuations in � can be as high as 10-50% . This
resultsin a 
 uctuation in thetim erequired to com pletereplica i,which can berepresented
m athem atically as

�i= �(T i)N m ove(Ti)

(

1+
�

[N m ove(Ti)=�(Ti)]1=2

)

; (7)

where�isaGaussian random num ber,and �isavaluethatisproportionaltothecorrelation
tim e. Aswe generally choose N m ove to be proportionalto the correlation tim e,we expect
N m ove=�= constant.Thus,weuse

�i= �(T i)N m ove(Ti)[1+ 
�] (8)

to m odelthe 
 uctuations. W e exam ine the cases where 
 = 0:1;0:5,and 1:0. To analyze
the perform ance ofthe scheduler in the presence ofthe random ness,we take into account
thata processorm ay be idle while itiswaiting foranotherprocessorto com plete itsshare
ofcalculationson a replica system thatisshared between thetwo processors.

Table1showstheresultsofincludingrandom nessintoourm odelforexam ples1{3.The
averages and standard errors are calculated from the average results from 10 blocks,each
containing 1000 runsofthesim ulation system .TheCPU idletim eincreasesm onotonically
and non-linearlywith 
.Forthem orecom plexsystem swhereN m ove isvaried,theine� ciency
introduced by therandom nessissm aller,sincetherandom nessofseveralreplicasistypically
averaged over on m ost ofthe processors. The results are encouraging and show that the
e� ciency ofthe paralleltem pering sim ulations organized by the scheduler rem ains within
an acceptablelim it,even when relatively large
 uctuationsareconsidered.Increasing Nm ove
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willlead to lower
 uctuations,with theobserved e� ciency converging to the
! 0 lim itas
O (1=N 1=2

m ove).

5 C onclusions

In this paper we have introduced a theory for the optim alallocation ofreplicas to
processorsin paralleltem pering sim ulations.Theschedulerleavesintactthebalanceorde-
tailed balancepropertiesoftheunderlyingparalleltem peringschem e.Theoptim alscheduler
derived from the theory allows m ulti-processor m achines to be e� ciently used forparallel
tem peringsim ulations.Theallocation ofreplicastoCPUsproduced by theschedulerresults
in a signi� cantenhancem entofCPU usagein com parison to thetraditionalone-replica-per-
processor approach to m ulti-processor paralleltem pering. The optim alscheduling vastly
reducesthenum berofrequired processorsto com pletethesim ulation,allowing an increased
num berofjobsto berun on thecluster.Thecom putationale� ciency ofthescheduleralso
m akesitfeasible to vary thenum berofcon� gurationalm ovesperM onte Carlo step,which
wasnotpracticable using the one-replica-per-processorschem e,due to the associated large
ine� ciencies.This
 exibility tovary num berofcon� gurationalstepsisdesirablebecausethe
correlation tim eatlowertem peraturesisoftenm uch longerthan thatathighertem peratures.

Ourresults show that random ness does nothave a signi� cant e� ect for
 < 0:1,and
the perform ance is stillquite tolerable even for the extrem e case of
 = 1. Despite the
random execution tim es,thereplica allocation produced by theoptim alschedulerisalways
signi� cantly m oree� cientthan thetraditionalone-replica-per-processorapproach.Theidle
tim ecaused byrandom execution tim esisreduced asthenum berofcon� gurationalm ovesper
M onteCarlostep isincreased.Furtherm ore,paralleltem pering in m orethan onedim ension,
with orderparam etersotherthan tem perature,allowsfora m oreaccuratedeterm ination of
the CPU tim e per replica. For the sam e reason,these extra dim ensions willalso aid the
sam pling e� ciency oftheunderlying paralleltem pering algorithm .
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A ppendix

A llocation Schem e for a H eterogeneous C luster

Using scheduling theory5,6 it is possible to derive an allocation schem e for a m ulti-
processor m achine with heterogeneous processors. Itisassum ed thatthe num ber ofCPU
cyclesrequired foreach replica to com plete one M onte Carlo step and the speed ofeach of
theprocessorsin them achine areknown.In thisgeneralschem e,thenum berofprocessors
used by thescheduler,m ,isadjusted downward untilan acceptably low idletim eand total
wallclock tim eareachieved.
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Forn replicas,where�i isthenum berofCPU cyclesrequired to com pletereplica i,the
totalnum berofCPU cyclesrequired,W ,isgiven in Eqn.3.W enow de� ne

W j =
jX

i= 1

�i;1� j� n: (A-1)

Form processors,whereki isthespeed ofeach processorin CPU cyclesperunittim e,with
k1 � k2 � :::� km ,thetotalnum berofCPU cyclesavailableperunittim eis

K =
mX

i= 1

ki: (A-2)

W ede� ne

K j =
j
X

i= 1

ki;1� j� m : (A-3)

Theshortestpossiblewallclock tim eto execute theM onteCarlo step forallthereplicasis
then

�wall= m ax(W =K ;�long); (A-4)

where�long isthem axim um valueofW j=K j;1� j� m .
The generalschedulerworkswith a tim e intervalgranularity ofdt.Atthe startofthe

sim ulation and attheend ofeach tim einterval,weassign a levelofpriority to thereplicas.
Thehighestpriorityisgiven tothereplicawith thelargestnum berofCPU cyclesrequired for
com pletion,andthelowestpriorityisgiven tothereplicawiththeleastnum berofCPU cycles
rem aining.A loop isperform ed through the priority levels,starting atthehighestpriority.
Ifthere are r replicasin the priority levelunderconsideration and s rem aining unassigned
processors and ifr � s,then the r replicas are assigned to be executed on the fastest r
num ber ofprocessors. Ifthe processors have di� erent speeds,each replica m ust spend an
equalam ountofwallclock tim eon each oftheprocessorsduring thetim einterval,dt.The
totalwallclock tim e forthe step iscom puted from the processorspeeds and the required
num ber ofCPU cycles. The num ber ofcon� gurationalm oves thatequals 1=r ofthe wall
clock tim eon each processoriscom puted,and thisnum beristhenum berofcon� gurational
m ovesthateach replica willperform on each processor. Forthe � rst1=r ofthe wallclock
tim e,thereplicasareassigned sequentially to ther processors.Forthenext1=r ofthewall
clock tim e,theassignm entofthereplicastotheprocessorsiscyclically perm uted,i.e.replica
1 to processor2,replica 2 to processor3,...,replica r to processor1. The assignm entof
replicasto processorsiscycled attheend ofeach 1=rofwallclock tim euntiltheentiretim e
step iscom pleted.On theotherhand ifr> s,thereplicasareassigned to theprocessorsby
splitting thetim eintervalin each processorrtim es,and assigning thereplicasto spend one
shorttim eintervalbeing processed in each processor.Thisisaccom plished by assigning the
� rstprocessorto execute sequentially replicas1;2;:::;r. The second processorisassigned
a cyclicperm utation ofthereplicasto executesequentially:replicas2;3;:::;r;1.In general
processor iexecutes a cyclic perm utation ofthe replica sequence ofprocessor i� 1. This
allocation leads to each replica being executed foran equalam ount ofwallclock tim e on
each processor.A singe replica,m oreover,isneverallocated to m orethan oneprocessorat
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a singlepointin tim e.
Iftherearestillprocessorsrem aining to beallocated,thereplicasatthenextlowerpri-

ority levelareallocated by thissam eprocess.Theprocedureisrepeated untilallprocessors
havebeen allocated orallreplicashavebeen allocated.

The replica assignm entforwallclock tim e dtisnow com plete. Replica are reassigned
forthenextperiod ofwallclock tim eusing thesam erules.Ifthetim einterval,dt,ischosen
tobesm allenough,then thetotalwallclock tim eofthesim ulation tendstoward �wall.After
thewallclock tim eoftheentireM onteCarlo step hasbeen assigned,thesim ulation can be
perform ed.

Thereissom e
 exibility in theuseofthisgeneraloptim alschedulerfora heterogeneous
m ulti-processor m achine. In general,the best value ofm is notknown in closed form . It
isfound by choosing the sm allestvalue ofm thatgivesan acceptably low value wallclock
tim e,Eqn.A-4,and an acceptably low idletim ein thederived allocation.Thetim estep for
thescheduler,dt,m ustalsobechosen.Itshould bechosen tobesm all,butnotsosm allthat
com m unication e� ects becom e signi� cant. M oreover,there m ust be m any con� gurational
M onte Carlo stepspertim e step,dt,otherwise the splitting ofreplicasam ong r processors
required by thealgorithm willnotbepossible.Thecom putationaltim eassociated with the
schedulerwillgenerally bevery m uch sm allerthan thatassociated with thesim ulation.The
schedulerm ay,therefore,berun aftereach M onteCarlostep.Such useoftheschedulerwould
autom atically lead to an adaptiveorcum ulativeestim ateoftheexecution tim esrequired by
each replica.

In practicalapplication oftheresultsofthisgeneralscheduler,theprocessorallocation
willtypically be reordered to an equivalent one. Forexam ple,in the case oftwo replicas
ofequallength to be assigned to a single processor,the algorithm given above willswitch
between execution ofeach replica ateach tim e step,dt,ratherthan com plete execution of
each replica sequentially.A reordering oftheoutputofthegeneralscheduler,therefore,will
generally lead toasim plerprocessorallocation.Consistentwith theconstraintsofcausality,
replica execution in tim e on a single processorm ay be reordered. Allocation ofreplicasto
processorsateach tim estep,dt,m ay also beperm uted am ongtheprocessorsasalongasthe
idletim eso introduced istolerable.

Alternatively,the schedule optim ization forheterogeneousprocessorscan be castasa
linearprogram m ing problem .W ith a penalty foreach switch between replicason a proces-
sor,an optim ized schedule m ay be derived atthe onsetby solving the linearprogram m ing
problem with a tim eresolution ofdt.
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X I (% ) C (% ) I (% ) C (% ) I (% ) C (% ) I (% ) C (% )


 = 0:1 
 = 0:1 
 = 0:5 
 = 0:5 
 = 1:0 
 = 1:0

Exam ple1

M axim um e� ciency 12 0.0 101.66 10:55� 0:02 113:81� 0:05 36:96� 0:06 163:26� 0:23 54:55� 0:10 227:59� 0:46

M inim um run tim e 13 6.16 100.0 16:16� 0:02 112:10� 0:05 41:10� 0:06 161:47� 0:23 57:65� 0:10 225:71� 0:48

Traditional 20 39.0 100.0 41:12� 0:03 104:12� 0:06 57:35� 0:06 147:18� 0:29 69:65� 0:07 208:72� 0:60

Exam ple2

M axim um e� ciency 3 0.0 128.20 4:65� 0:02 134:62� 0:07 19:29� 0:09 160:33� 0:33 34:50� 0:73 193:76� 0:66

M inim um run tim e 4 3.93 100.0 9:81� 0:02 106:75� 0:06 27:49� 0:09 134:82� 0:28 43:34� 0:15 171:60� 0:55

Traditional 20 80.77 100.0 80:62� 0:01 100:00� 0:10 82:55� 0:02 116:60� 0:31 86:41� 0:03 149:97� 0:48

Exam ple3

M axim um e� ciency 6 0.0 110.53 7:25� 0:02 119:28� 0:05 27:70� 0:07 154:55� 0:22 44:20� 0:13 200:60� 0:44

M inim um run tim e 7 5.26 100.0 12:93� 0:03 108:95� 0:05 33:70� 0:10 144:92� 0:23 49:59� 0:15 191:20� 0:444

Traditional 50 86.74 100.0 86:75� 0:01 100:78� 0:11 89:07� 0:03 126:69� 0:38 97:76� 0:03 169:56� 0:66

Table 1: Results for the paralleltem pering job allocation optim ized by the scheduler for run tim e or num ber ofCPUs and
for the traditionalallocation. Results are shown forthe three exam ple system s described in Sec.3. Shown are the num ber
ofprocessors(X ),the percentage CPU idle tim e (I),and the wallclock tim e ofthe sim ulation relative to the resultsforthe
traditionalallocation withoutrandom ness(C).Idletim eand wallclock tim earealso shown forthecasewheretheCPU tim e
required foreach replica isa stochasticquantity,Eqn.8,with 
= 0:1;0:5,and 1:0.
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Figure 1: Sim ple exam ple ofthe allocation ofthree replicas to two processors. In this
exam ple,an e� cientallocation requiresthatreplica 2 be splitbetween processors1 and 2.
Thereplica num bersarem arked on the� gure.

Figure2:a)Replica allocation in the traditionalonereplica perprocessorparalleltem per-
ing sim ulation using 20 replicas. b) The assignm ent ofthe sam e replicas to processors as
optim ized by theschedulerderived in Sec.2.Thereplica num bersarem arked on the� gure.

Figure 3:CPU idle tim e asa function ofnum berofprocessorsused to solve the 20-replica
exam ple2 from Sec.3.
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