Parallel Computing 81 (2019) 58–67

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Parallel Computing
journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/parco

Resilient computational applications using Coarray Fortran
Alessandro Fanfarillo a,∗, Sudip Kumar Garain b, Dinshaw Balsara b, Daniel Nagle a
a
b

National Center for Atmospheric Research, USA
University of Notre Dame, USA

a r t i c l e

i n f o

a b s t r a c t

Article history:
Received 18 December 2017
Revised 26 October 2018
Accepted 6 December 2018
Available online 7 December 2018

With the increase in the number of hardware components and layers of the software stack
in High Performance Computing (HPC) there will likely be an increment in number of
hardware and software failures, which will be user-visible. Even under the most optimistic
assumptions about the individual components reliability, probabilistic ampliﬁcation from
using millions of nodes has a dramatic impact on the Mean Time Between Failure (MTBF)
of the entire platform.
Although several techniques to address this problem have been developed, the support
provided by the programming model, for the user to mitigate or work around this issue, is
still insuﬃcient. The Fortran 2018 standard deﬁnes failed images, a new feature that allows
the programmer to detect and manage image failures in a parallel program.
In this paper we show how to use failed images and teams, another feature deﬁned in
the Fortran 2018 standard, to implement resilient computational applications.
© 2018 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
The presence of billions of hardware components and several levels of software stack will likely represent an increment in number of hardware and software failures. An exascale system, 10 0 0 times faster than a petascale system, will
fail, roughly (in the best case), 10 0 0 times more frequently. Unfortunately, smaller transistors are much more error prone.
Smaller circuits, carrying smaller charges, are much more subject to transient errors due to environment interferences. One
of the major causes for transient errors is cosmic radiation: neutrons ﬂux occasionally interacts with silicon creating a parasite cascade of charged particles. The increase in chip density (predicted by Moore’s law) will probably be a limiting factor
in processors design because of the cosmic-rays effect. Smaller transistors and wires will age more rapidly and more unevenly, so that permanent failures (physical hardware failures) will be more frequent. Although hardware vendors can face
the increase of fault rates by using more powerful error detection and correction codes, researchers [1] estimate that the
increase in error rate can be kept under control by using 20% more circuits and energy consumption.
One of the most used techniques for facing failures is checkpointing: saving all the work periodically on a persistent
media in order to restart from a recent backup after an eventual fault. Even though this technique is quite effective, it
requires a lot of I/O operations that usually require tens of minutes. At limit, the risk is that the time for checkpointing is
close to the Mean Time Between Failures; in this case, a lot of time is spent for saving the work and only a small fraction
is used for the actual computation. A valid alternative to pure checkpointing is to create fault tolerant applications. A fault
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tolerant parallel application can handle the errors and execute some actions to terminate cleanly or follow some recovery
procedures. The application has to be able to detect errors and access remote data to correct or compensate for the error
and its effect. Obviously, such applications will pay this ability in terms of code complexity, energy consumption (mainly
because of more frequent communication) and speed.
Although MPI remains the dominant communication layer in High Performance Computing, several alternative parallel
systems are becoming increasingly present. A few examples of this new parallel programming systems are the ones belonging to the family of Partitioned Global Address Space (PGAS) Languages, such as Uniﬁed Parallel C (UPC) [2], Coarray Fortran
(CAF) [3], Chapel [4] and X10 [6].
In this work, we show how the fault tolerant support provided by the failed images CAF feature of Fortran 2018 can be
used effectively to make a Jacobi iteration algorithm resilient. In order to do so, we implemented the failed images feature
in the GNU Fortran compiler and OpenCoarrays library [7], making this work a unique contribution.
2. Related work
Fault tolerance in transport layers is not a new concept; several efforts have been attempted in different directions.
In the PGAS family there have been several attempt to make a preexisting PGAS language fault tolerant. In [8] Chen et al.
analyze the feasibility of providing fault tolerance for PGAS model showing X10-FT: a X10-based fault tolerant framework
that leverages renowned techniques in distributed systems like distributed ﬁle systems and Paxos, as well as speciﬁc solutions based on the characteristics of the APGAS model to make checkpoints and consensus. In [9] Vishnu et al. present
ARMCI-FT: a ﬁrst step toward data-centric fault resilience. It implements a fault-resilient, one-sided communication run-time
framework using Global Arrays and its communication system, ARMCI [10]. In [11], the authors present the Global Address
Space Programming Interface (GASPI) and its fault tolerant support based on timeouts.
For MPI, the most notable past effort is FT-MPI [12]. It aims at helping an application to express its failure recovery strategy by rebuilding internal MPI data structures (communicators, rank, etc.) and invoking user provided callbacks to restore
a coherent application state when failures occur. Although this approach is very eﬃcient to minimize the cost of failure
recovery techniques, it still adds a signiﬁcant level of complexity to the design and implementation of parallel applications. A more recent effort was the Run-Through Stabilization proposal [13]. This proposal introduced many new structs
for MPI including the ability to “validate” communicators as a way of marking failure as recognized and allowing the application to continue using the communicator. Because of the implementation complexity imposed by resuming operations
on failed communicators, this proposal was eventually unsuccessful in its introduction to the MPI Standard. Currently, the
most promising solution seems to be the User-Level Failure Mitigation (ULFM) speciﬁcation [14]. It features the basic interface and new semantics to enable applications and libraries to repair the state of MPI and tolerate failures. ULFM has been
successfully used as fault-tolerant transport layer for frameworks like Fenix [16,18,19].
Lastly, it is worth to mention Fault Tolerant Messaging Interface (FMI) [17]: a fault-tolerant MPI-like framework based on
in-memory checkpoint/restart.
Because our work is based on ULFM, we will provide more details about it in the following Section.
3. MPI User-level failure mitigation
The User-Level Failure Mitigation (ULFM [14]) proposal adds a small set of new routines to the MPI-3 standard allowing
to detect failures, propagate the information about failures to other processes and recovery from a failure.
ULFM focuses on the so called fail-stop failures: unrecoverable failures that interrupt the execution of the application.
These include all hardware faults, and some software ones for as long as they are escalated to the brutal disappearance of
one of the participating processes. ULFM does not directly address the so called silent errors, where the application data is
silently corrupted due to external causes such as bit ﬂips. Detecting occurrences of silent errors requires a detection systems
(usually such capability is provided by the hardware) external to MPI, which makes this class of errors hard to support in a
generic or portable way. However, some of the ULFM constructs can be used to drive the recovery part, assuming that the
silent errors are detected by some other means (i.e. interrupts generated by the OS.) More details about the fail-stop failures
and silent errors can be found in [15].
Failure Notiﬁcation. In order to report process crash failures and user-mandated interruptions, ULFM adds 3 additional
error classes. These error classes are passed to the normal MPI error reporting system: MPI error handlers, or are returned
to the application when the error handler is set to MPI_ERRORS_RETURNS.
An error handler is a callback function attached to the communicator that is automatically invoked before returning from
an MPI function if an error occurs. The handler receives an error code as input (which can then be converted to its error
class), giving the opportunity for the developer to react to the failure type. A predeﬁned error handler permits bypassing the
invocation of the error handler callback. In any case, the error code (or MPI_SUCCESS when no error is present) is returned
from MPI function calls.
Failure detection (also called failure notiﬁcation) in ULFM involves only processes participating in communications with
dead processes. This minimal notiﬁcation system allows the library/application to deﬁne the scope of a failure (deciding
which ranks should be notiﬁed) based on the application needs. When a failure gets reported to an MPI process, two routines help identifying which processes have failed: MPI_COMM_FAILURE_ACK and MPI_COMM_FAILURE_GET_ACKED.
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Both are local routines, the ﬁrst one gives the users a way to acknowledge all locally notiﬁed failures on a speciﬁc
communicator; the second one returns a group of failed processes that have been locally acknowledged as failed by
MPI_COMM_FAILURE_ACK. These two functions can be combined to get the list of all failed MPI ranks.
Error Propagation. If the application requires that all the MPI processes belonging to a speciﬁc communicator should be
notiﬁed about a failure, for example because the normal execution ﬂow must be interrupted to regroup in a collective recovery procedure, ULFM provides a function called MPI_COMM_REVOKE that can be used for this purpose. MPI_COMM_REVOKE
is locally non-collective but it has a collective effect: it revokes a communicator and interrupts all operations on the communicator, window (future or active, at all ranks) by raising MPI_ERR_REVOKED. Once a communicator or window has been
revoked it cannot be used for normal communication anymore (it may be used only with select MPI recovery functions).
Error Recovery. If the developer wants the application to continue to run excluding the dead processes, an error recovery
procedure must be executed. ULFM provides two functions for this purpose: MPI_COMM_AGREE and MPI_COMM_SHRINK.
The ﬁrst function performs a fault-tolerant consensus, or agreement, between all living MPI processes in the associated
communicator and consistently return a value and an error code at all ranks. It is used to make sure that all living processes
in a communicator have the same view of the application status. The second function creates a new communicator by
excluding all known failed processes from the parent communicator. Once the new and smaller communicator has been
created, the application can decide to keep going with a smaller number of ranks, or spawn new processes that will replace
the dead ones, or use spare processes to substitute for the missing ranks.
It should be noted that not all recovery strategies require all of these features. For example, in an application that implements a Monte Carlo simulation, organized in a master-worker fashion, if a worker process dies only the master will
be notiﬁed (assuming workers do not communicate in-between). Once the master has acknowledged the failure, the other
processes do not need to be notiﬁed and the communicator does not need to be shrunk. By allowing this scenario, ULFM
avoids mandating a recovery strategy, but only provides a minimalistic set of routines for implementing recovery strategies
as simple or as complex as the application developers see ﬁt.

4. Introduction to Coarray Fortran
Coarray Fortran (also known as CAF) is a syntactic extension of Fortran 95/2003 which was proposed in the late 1990s by
Robert Numrich and John Reid [3] and is now part of the Fortran 2008 standard (ISO/IEC 1539-1:2010) [20]. The main goal
of coarrays is to allow Fortran users to create parallel programs without the burden of explicitly invoking communication
functions or directives such as with MPI and OpenMP.
Coarrays are based on the Partitioned Global Address Space (PGAS) parallel programming model, which attempts to combine the SPMD approach used in the distributed memory systems with the semantic of the shared memory systems. In the
PGAS model every process has its own memory address space but it can share a portion of its memory to other processes.
The coarray syntax adds a few speciﬁc keywords and leaves the Fortran user free to use the regular array syntax within a
parallel programs.
A program that uses coarrays is treated as if it were replicated at the start of execution; each replication is called an
image. Images execute asynchronously and explicit synchronization statements are used to maintain program correctness; a
typical synchronization statement is sync all, acting as a barrier for all images. Each image has an integer image index
varying between one and the number of images (inclusive); the run time environment provides the this_image() and
num_images() functions to identify the executing image and the total number of them.
Variables can be declared as coarrays: they can be scalars or arrays, static or dynamic, and of intrinsic or derived type.
All images can reference coarray variables located on other images, thereby providing data communications; the Fortran
standard further provides other facilities such as locks, critical sections and atomic intrinsics.

4.1. Coarray features in Fortran 2018
The coarray deﬁnition included in the Fortran 2008 standard deﬁnes a simple syntax for accessing data on remote images, synchronization statements and collective allocation and deallocation of memory on all images. Although these features
allow one to write a totally functional coarray program, they do not allow to express more complex and useful mechanisms
for synchronization, images organization and failure management.
Technical Speciﬁcation 18508 [21] proposes the following extensions to the coarray facilities deﬁned in Fortran 2008:
•
•
•
•

teams;
failed images;
events;
new atomic and collective procedures.

Teams allows one to execute more effectively and independently parts of a larger problem by grouping the images into
non-overlapping teams. A class of problems that can beneﬁt of such feature is multiphysics codes (e.g., climate models).
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Program behavior in case of failures based on
presence.

Image Ctrl Stmt
CAF Operation
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stat= attribute

stat= present

stat= not present

continue
continue

terminate with error
continue

Failed images provides a mechanism to identify what images have failed during the execution of a program. This obviously
affects the resilience of programs running on large systems. Because this feature provides only the capability to detect which
images have failed, the programmer is still in charge to implement a recovery policy.
Events provide a convenient mechanism for ordering execution segments on different images without requiring that those
images arrive at synchronization point before any is allowed to proceed. This feature implements a ﬁne grain synchronization mechanism based on a limited implementation of the well known semaphore primitives.
Fortran 2008 does not provide intrinsic procedures for commonly used collective operations and provides only minimal support for atomic memory operations. Such procedures can be highly optimized for the target computational system,
providing signiﬁcantly improved program performance. A typical example of collective operation introduced by TS-18508
is co_broadcast. This intrinsic allows one to broadcast data from a source image to a group of images as one single command. In Fortran 2008, the only way to implement this operation is to run a do-loop on the source image and perform
a “put” operation on each target image, one at a time. TS-18508 enriches the available set of atomic intrinsics (e.g., new
atomic_fetch_and_op intrinsics).
All the features deﬁned in TS-18508 are going to be part of the Fortran 2018 standard.
4.1.1. Failed images description
The failed images feature provides a way to detect if one or more images have failed during the execution by adding a
new image status, three intrinsic functions, one statement and few changes to the usual coarray syntax. To fully understand
these changes, it is important to keep in mind that failed images aims to make a coarray program aware of the fact that
failures may happen. This means that a coarray operation, like a transfer or a barrier, may not complete correctly and the
user should have a way to check it. The most natural and already standardized way to check whether a coarray operation
has completed correctly (e.g. it is involved with a failed image) is via a stat= attribute, as for IO operation and allocate
statement.
Every coarray operation relies on an optional status variable, passed as argument, that gets deﬁned according to the outcome of the operation. The programmer is supposed to check the value of the status variable after every coarray operation;
in case a failure has been detected, the programmer can use the new intrinsic functions to detect which images have failed
and adjust the execution ﬂow accordingly.
The stat= attribute is optional for both image control statements (e.g. sync all) and coarray operations (e.g. “puts”
and “gets”). Such attribute is necessary to check the correct behavior of the routine. If no failures or errors occur the stat=
attribute, if present, is set to zero. When stat= attribute is omitted and there is a failure, calls to image control statements
will cause the entire program to terminate with an error condition. On the other hand, calls to coarray operations like “puts”
and “gets” will not cause a crash, as summarized in Table 1. However, coarray operations to and from a failed image, with
or without the stat= attribute, cannot complete successfully; in such a case, the Fortran standard requires the “puts” to not
have effect and the “gets” to return undeﬁned data.
When the stat= attribute is present, the status variable will be set to one of three possible values: (1) zero in case the
execution is successful; (2) STAT_STOPPED_IMAGE if the operation is involved with an image that has initiated normal
termination (called stopped image); (3) STAT_FAILED_IMAGE if the operation is involved with a failed image. The exact
value of STAT_STOPPED_IMAGE and STAT_FAILED_IMAGE are constant and processor-dependent; they are deﬁned in
the ISO_FORTRAN_ENV module.
Once a failure has been detected using the mechanism described so far, the most convenient way to get the list of
failed images is through the failed_images intrinsic function. This function simply returns an array of integers representing the images that have failed from the beginning of the execution. In order to check for possible stopped images, the
stopped_images function is also provided; similar to failed_images, it returns the list of stopped images since the
beginning of the execution.
It is also possible to check the status of a group of images using the images_status(images) function. This function
allows one to check the status of a group of images, deﬁned by the image index speciﬁed by the argument passed to
the function. Because the function is deﬁned as “elemental” by the Fortran standard, if an array of integers is passed as
argument, the same function is applied to each element of the array.
5. Resilience in CAF applications
In scientiﬁc computing, the most used approach for parallel programming is usually based on the data-parallel model.
This strategy consists in dividing the data to be analyzed (used for computation) among the processes and performing

62

A. Fanfarillo, S.K. Garain and D. Balsara et al. / Parallel Computing 81 (2019) 58–67

communication when needed in order to get the ﬁnal result. This approach is also called the “Owner-Computes rule”: each
process performs all the computation involving the data it owns (same code executed on each process, applied on different
data). After this computation phase, each process waits in a barrier for everyone to complete in order to exchange the
results. People refer to this pattern as “bulk-synchronous” because it recalls the computation/communication phases of the
Bulk Synchronous Parallel (BSP) model [22–24]. The data-parallel model and the bulk-synchronous execution style provide
very high performance when all the compute units are homogeneous (in terms of speed) and the data partitioning is well
balanced. In fact, having all the compute units running at the same speed, on the same amount of data, leads to perfect
parallelization and thus, high performance. If some processes fail to complete their portion of work in due time, a large
amount of time may be wasted during the wait at the barrier.
Load balancing is usually performed in a static way at the beginning of the execution. No matter what strategy is adopted
for saving and restoring data, if the dead processes are not replaced, the information that they used to own must be partitioned among the active processes. In this scenario, if the load cannot be re-partitioned in an equal way, the unbalance
created will impact dramatically the overall performance.
Detecting failures is thus of little help without the possibility of replacing the dead processes with new ones. Even though
fault tolerance is critical for exascale computing, what is really needed is designing resilient applications. Snir et al. [1] deﬁne
resilience in exascale computing as the collection of techniques for keeping applications running to a correct solution in a
timely and eﬃcient manner despite underlying system faults. “Correct,” “timely,” and “eﬃcient” are context-dependent. In some
contexts “correct” may mean “bit reproducible”; in another context, it could mean “within a rounding error”. “Timely” and
“eﬃcient” are relative rather than absolute (as in before the hurricane arrives and within our power budget).
The general-purpose technique usually adopted in HPC relies on checkpointing and rollback recovery: when a failure is
detected, the fault-tolerant protocol uses past checkpoints to recover the application in a consistent state. There are two
main approaches for checkpointing: coordinated and uncoordinated checkpointing. In the coordinated checkpointing, all
the images must ensure that their checkpoints are consistent. When a failure strikes, all the application stops and the
execution gets restarted from the last checkpoint. In the uncoordinated checkpointing, each image checkpoints its own data
independently. When a failure strikes, a replacing image recovers the data previously saved by the dead image and restart
the execution. Uncoordinated checkpointing does not ensure global consistency, other images usually need to roll back to
their own checkpoints.
Because the time for checkpointing on disk is the real bottleneck, in-memory checkpointing protocols try to mitigate this
phenomenon using the main memory of other images as reliable storage. PGAS languages (and thus Coarray Fortran) are
well suitable for this sort of protocols. In fact, every image can expose remote accessible memory usable for backing up the
data belonging to another image as in a shared-memory environment.

5.1. Failed images implementation in Opencoarrays
The deﬁnition of the failed images feature and the deﬁnition of the ULFM proposal show lots of similarities in the way
failures are detected, notiﬁed and managed. Furthermore, the ULFM proposal seems to be the preferred way to introduce
fault tolerance support in the standard MPI-4. For this reasons we decided to use ULFM to implement failed images in the
MPI-based version of OpenCoarrays.
The ﬁrst step we took to use ULFM in OpenCoarrays was to associate a MPI Error Handler routine to be invoked every time a failure gets detected. This operations consists in two MPI invocations: one to create the Error handler using the function MPI_Comm_create_errhandler and one to associate the error handler to a speciﬁc communicator:
MPI_Comm_set_errhandler.
The routine associated with the error handler is the core of the failed images implementation in OpenCoarrays. As we
mention in Section 3, when a failure occurs the ﬁrst thing to do is to invoke the routines MPI_Comm_failure_ack
and MPI_Comm_failure_get_acked in order to identify which processes have failed. This part represents the “Failure
notiﬁcation” support provided by ULFM. OpenCoarrays keeps a list of failed images that gets returned when the intrinsic
function failed images is invoked, as described in Section 4.1.1. To do so, OpenCoarrays has to create to MPI groups, one for
the failed images and one for the surviving images, and translate the ranks of failed images into their original ranks in the
global communicator. This last operation is performed by calling the MPI routine MPI_Group_translate_ranks.
At this point, the original communicator is no longer valid and the library needs to create a new communicator composed
only be the surviving images. This step represents the “error recovery” support provided by ULFM. In order to create a
new communicator, the MPI_Comm_shrink routine provided by ULFM has to be invoked. This routine creates a healthy
communicator where all the ranks are in numbered sequence from 0 to the number of surviving images minus one. To
reestablish the original ranks, the MPI_Comm_split routine has to be called. Finally, in order to get a consensus among
all the surviving images about the correct creation of the new communicator, the routine MPI_Comm_Agree provided by
ULFM has to be invoked.
Once a healthy communicator has been correctly created, OpenCoarrays has to make sure that no failed image was
holding a lock or entered a critical section at the time of the failure (locks and critical sections belong to the standard
Fortran 2008 and they have not been described or used in this paper).
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Listing 1. CAF-based in-memory checkpoint.

5.2. Failed images and teams: Tandem for full resilience
The Fortran 2008 and Fortran 2018 coarray speciﬁcations do not allow to spawn new images at run-time. The most
effective way to provide resilience in CAF applications is to use a small group of spare images that will replace the dead
ones at run-time. This recovery strategy requires the use of both Failed Images and Teams features. Failed Images is needed
to tolerate the failures and detect which images have failed. Teams allows to create two non-overlapping groups of images:
active and spares.
In case of failure, the rank associated with the dead image must be assigned to a spare image and thus both teams,
active and spare, must be re-formed.
6. Resiliency for Jacobi iteration code
In order to demonstrate the effectiveness of the strategy described in Section 5.2, we decided to use a Jacobi iteration
code derived from the more complex computational ﬂuid dynamics application described in [25]. The Jacobi code reproduces
the “halo exchange” communication pattern used for solving partial differential equations, where the computational domain
is divided into patches and the representation of each patch is held on a single process.
Currently, the only compiler supporting failed images is GFortran 7.1+ with OpenCoarrays 1.9+ as run-time library. A
partial support for teams is currently available but it has not been included in the oﬃcial release yet.
Creating two teams of images, running and spare, and performing a replacement in case of failure requires a fully functional implementation of failed images and teams. In order to overcome this limitation we assumed that the last s images
are part of the spare images team. The number of spare images s can be deﬁned either at compile time, as a ﬁxed number,
or at run-time as a percentage of the total number of images composing the application (e.g. 2% of the images are spare).
For the spare images, all the code segments involving computation have been skipped with a combination of if and goto
statements. The only commands executed by both teams are synchronization statements (e.g. sync all).
6.1. Recovery strategy and in-memory checkpointing
In a Jacobi iteration code, every image involved in the computation has a portion of the solution matrix. A communication
phase is thus required during each iteration step in order to exchange the halo regions.
In order to make the Jacobi iteration code resilient, a recovery strategy is needed. For each iteration, the partial solution
of the iterative method should be saved by each image on a persistent media. As mentioned in Section 5, in-memory checkpointing can be a viable solution when the cost of checkpointing becomes the bottleneck. Because coarray Fortran adopts
a one-sided communication paradigm, the in-memory checkpoint on buddy memory can be easily implemented with a
coarray “put” operation as shown in Listing 1.
The implementation of the in-memory checkpoint needs to be implemented by the programmer.
In our case, every image picks a “buddy” image that stores the critical data. The selection of the “buddy” image is based
on an image index offset. For example, for an offset of two, image one will store its critical data on image three, image
two will store the data on image four and so on. The critical data is the partial solution of the iterative method, which is
represented by a 2-D Fortran array. The detection and notiﬁcation of the failure(s) is performed only during the sync all
statements at the end of the compute phase or at the end of the iteration step, as shown in Listing 2.
In case of failure(s), if the number of spare images is greater or equal than the number of failed images in that particular
iteration step, the team of the computing images will be reformed by assigning the images index of the failed images to the
spare images selected for the replacement, as shown in Listing 3. The replaced images will then get the critical data with a
coarray get operation from the “buddy” images. After this recovery step, the computation can restart from the point where
it was interrupted.
Although simple and effective, this recovery strategy may fail for several reasons that we will cover in Section 6.2.
The fault tolerant scheme proposed by Fenix [5,16,18,19] relies on in-memory checkpoint and it is very similar to what
we propose in this paper. Anyways, since failed images only provides the tools to detect failures, the fault tolerant implementation of the Jacobi algorithm we present in this work is just one of many other possible implementations.
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Listing 2. Failure Detection.

Listing 3. Recovery Subroutine.

6.2. Resiliency trade-off
In presence of failures, a fully resilient parallel application is very hard to implement and sometimes counterproductive.
In the recovery strategy described in Section 6.1, if a failure strikes during the replacement of the failed images with the
spares, the application will reach an inconsistent state that will prevent a successful recovery. Furthermore, if an image and
its “buddy” fail at the same time, the critical data will be unrecoverable.
The trade-off between the level of resilience and code complexity is inﬂuenced by several factors such as: the nature of
the application, the reliability of the machine, the number of processes, the compute node architecture and many others.
A good rule-of-thumb is to “protect” from failures only the portion(s) of the code that takes most of the running time,
because more exposed to failures. In our case, we decided to protect from failures only the compute part of the code that
takes most of the running time. In case of failures happening outside the “protected” portion of the code, the application
terminates with an error message.
Two important parameters to choose properly are the number of spare images to reserve and the image index offset
used for the “buddy” image selection. The number of spare images should be inﬂuenced by the reliability of the system
and by the number of processes q that are allocated on a single node. In fact, failures are more likely to happen at node
level instead of process level, thus it will be very likely to loose at least q images at time. The image index offset is almost
completely inﬂuenced by the quantity q as well. In fact, it is important to store the critical data on a different compute node
in order to reduce the probability of loosing an image and its “buddy” at the same time.
The optimal selection of these parameters is beyond the scope of this paper, but good insights can be found in [15].
Lastly, since we implemented an in-memory checkpoint mechanism, memory overhead is another critical factor to consider. In fact, in our implementation, we decided to backup the entire portion of the matrix computed by a single image in
the buddy memory (2X memory overhead).
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Fig. 1. Max residual.

Fig. 2. Max root mean square residuals.

7. Results
The resilient Jacobi iteration code we implemented has been run on two different machines: (1) Mach: a Linux cluster
equipped with Intel Xeon E5-4640 v2 processors running at 2.40GHz, each node composed by 4 processors, each of which
equipped with 10 cores (2 threads per core), and (2) Cheyenne: NCAR’s supercomputer. Each node is equipped with 2 Intel
Xeon E5-2697 V4 processors running at 2.3GHz, each of which equipped with 18 physical cores, for a total of 36 physical
cores per node.
On Mach, we decided to run the application using 32 images, 4 of which reserved as spare images. On Cheyenne, we
decided to use 36 images total, using 4 images as spare.
In Figs. 1 and 2 we show the results obtained on Mach. Despite several failures happening over time, the application
does not get affected and the numerical results in each iteration are correct. In particular, Fig. 1 shows how the maximum
of the residuals between iterations decays despite the failures.
In Fig. 3 we show the impact of failures on the total execution time on Cheyenne. The execution time gets impacted by
two main factors: (1) time needed to replace the failed image with the spare and get the data from “buddy” image; (2)
performance degradation of the MPI implementation after failure. As shown in Fig. 3, the moment when a failure happens
during the execution makes a big difference; when 4 failures strike during the early iterations (“early” line), the performance
is worst. Because the time needed to replace the image and recovery is roughly constant, we conclude that there is a
performance degradation of the MPI implementation when a failures happen. Such a degradation does not seem to get
worse when multiple failures occur. In Fig. 3 we also report the performance of the non fault-tolerant version of the Jacobi
code (“NO-FT” horizontal line). As expected, the non fault tolerant version is much faster than the fault tolerant version,
even when no failures occur. This is mainly due to the overhead imposed by the data transfer needed to save the critical
data in every iteration in the fault tolerant version.
Fig. 2 shows how the maximum of the Root Mean Square on the residuals decays as in a fault-free scenario.
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Fig. 3. Performance degradation after failures.

Listing 4. Library routine connecting variable and backup with explicit buddy selection.

8. Conclusions, future work and open questions
In this paper we presented a resilient Jacobi iteration code based on the failed images feature deﬁned in the Fortran
2018 standard. At the time of this writing, GNU Fortran 7.1+ is the only Fortran compiler supporting such a feature using
OpenCoarrays 1.9.1+ as run-time library. We proposed a general recovery strategy based on the presence of “spare images”,
used as a replacement for failed images during the execution.
We also implemented a simple in-memory checkpointing mechanism based on CAF that has been shown effective in
terms of performance and simplicity. In a future work we would like to explore the opportunity of combining the Burst
Buffers technology (non-volatile RAM) with the in-memory checkpointing strategy used in this work.
Writing eﬃcient and resilient parallel applications implies answering many different questions about the nature of the
application, the system architecture and the desired level of resilience. The failed images feature deﬁned in the Fortran
2018 standard, aims to provide a set of tools general enough to provide support to detect failures in virtually any possible
application. Programmers may rather prefer some sort of “black box” tool, able to make the application fault tolerant just
by specifying number of spare images and portion of the code to cover. Such an advanced tool is deﬁnitively attractive but
quite diﬃcult to implement in a general form. We wish to see in the future more of these advanced tools built on top of
the failed images and teams features presented in this paper in the form of libraries for domain speciﬁc applications.
The deﬁnition of an Application Programming Interface able to provide high-level fault tolerance concepts to the users is
beyond the scope of this paper, anyways Listing 4 provides a sketch of a routine used to declare a variable as critical and
subject to replication on a speciﬁc buddy image. This routine replaces completely the code shown in Listing 1. This simple
protect_variable routine alone relieves the user from manually implementing the backup strategy and buddy image
selection, thus providing a lower programming overhead in the implementation of fault tolerant applications.
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