Using Monitoring data to analyze the impact
of Topology aware scheduling (TAS)

* Within “like” job sets, network injection and FLOPs can be
representative of performance

» System wide aggregate measures should be considered over broad
time spans if they can vary substantially by application mix

* Per project rate comparisons
* Long periods and recent periods compared



System-wide aggregate network injection rate
average by week
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Improved average byte*hop count

Link bandwidth / Injection ( Hops )

Represents network burden per byte transmitted (lower is better)
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System-wide Network Injection
Normalized for Nodes in Use

Weekly variability due to application mix, not node
occupancy
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