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Abstract—Global pandemics can wreak havoc and lead to
significant social, economic, and personal losses. Preventing the
spread of infectious diseases requires implementing interventions
at different levels of government, and evaluating the potential
impact and efficacy of those preemptive measures. Agent-based
modeling can be used for detailed studies of epidemic diffusion
and possible interventions. We present Loimos, a highly parallel
simulation of epidemic diffusion written on top of Charm++, an
asynchronous task-based parallel runtime. Loimos uses a hybrid
of time-stepping and discrete-event simulation to model disease
spread. We demonstrate that our implementation of Loimos is
able to scale to large core counts on an HPC system. In particular,
Loimos is able to simulate a US-scale synthetic interaction
network in an average of 1.497 seconds per simulation day when
executed on 16 nodes on Rivanna, processing around 428 billion
interactions (person-person edges) in under five minutes for an
average of 1.4 billion traversed edges per second (TEPS).

I. INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated that while we
have made significant progress in controlling infectious disease
outbreaks, such outbreaks will continue to pose a threat.
Computational models played an important role during the
COVID-19 pandemic response efforts. The models were used
to forecast the trajectory of the pandemic, evaluate various
what-if scenarios, and support economic and logistic planning
problems such as vaccine allocation and distribution. The CDC
forecast hub [17], CDC scenario modeling hub [32], and
the efforts by various state health agencies [1], [3] provide
excellent examples of how models were used effectively to
aid public health decision making in near real-time. Several
challenges have also emerged as a result of these efforts; these
include: (1) running these models in real time, (2) scaling the
model to larger regions and incorporating multiple social, be-
havioral, economic and immunological considerations and (3)
handling the uncertainty produced by limited data regarding
conditions on the ground.

Traditional modeling techniques for the spread of infec-
tious diseases rely on coupled rate equations – systems of
differential equations relating the number of people who are
susceptible, exposed, infected, and recovered (SEIR) [26].
These equations have proved effective at capturing statistical
trends like the rate at which people are infected. However,
such models fail to capture the complexity of human social

networks and the interactions that serve as a mechanism for
disease spread. As many interventions function by changing
this network of interactions, their impact on a disease’s spread
can only be modeled indirectly under this paradigm.

In contrast, agent-based models take a different approach –
they simulate the epidemic process on social contact networks
that capture the dynamics of human interactions. While more
flexible, this approach is much more computationally expen-
sive, requiring agent-based models to be high scalable. The
first reason for this, is that it is important to be able to simulate
epidemic dynamics over national and global scale networks.
A realistic social contact network for the U.S. would have
∼290 million agents, and a global scale network would have
∼8 billion. Second, interventions are an important component
of any epidemic simulation that seeks to study the impact
of government planning and response. However, interventions
complicate interaction networks that are already highly irreg-
ular by allowing them to change over time, which can slow
simulations down considerably.

Design and implementation of parallel simulations for con-
tagion modeling is challenging for two main reasons: (1)
The underlying social contact networks on which infectious
diseases spread are highly unstructured, see [10], [12] for an in
depth discussion and (2) the dynamics over such networks are
stochastic in nature – this implies that different nodes might
participate in the spreading process. Taken together, this makes
the task of partitioning and load balancing challenging as one
cannot predict the inter-process communication and workload
on each processor a priori. A few papers have claimed scaling
to a large number of nodes but the underlying networks have
been highly structured; in some cases, aggregation techniques
were used implicitly to reduce the size of the network [8],
[36].

Also, a typical epidemiological workflow requires running
thousands of simulation replicates. One reason is that many
replicates are required to get a tight error bound due to the
stochasticity of the underlying simulations. The other reason
is to develop ensemble (particle-based) methods to capture
the inherent uncertainty in parameter values. A typical design
with 20 cells, 30 replicates, and 100 particles can yield 60,000
simulation experiments. Doing this many experiments in a
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TABLE I: Summary of prior agent-based epidemic simulator results.

Simulator People Simulated Days Machine Cores Runtime Runtime Per Day

FRED [25] 289 million Unknown Blacklight at PSC 16 4 h Unknown
EpiCast [22] 281 million 180 2.4 GHz Intel Xeon 256 8-12 h 160 s

EpiHiper [11] 288 million 72,000 Bridges-2 at PSC
Rivanna at UVA

6,400
1,200 32 h 42 m 0.141 s

EpiSimdemics [9] 280.4 million 180 Blue Waters at NCSA 655,360 10.41 s 0.0578 s

short amount of time requires a highly scalable code. Running
such large workflows means pushing the limits of performance,
and motivates the development of a parallel program capable
of scaling to meet these demands.

Our primary objective in this work is to develop a scal-
able, parallel simulation framework for modeling contagion
processes over large relational and time-varying networked
systems. Towards this end, we present Loimos, a highly
scalable application for agent-based simulations on realistic
social contact networks, written on top of an asynchronous
task-based parallel runtime.

A. Contributions and Significance.

Our key contributions include:
• The design and implementation of a scalable and modular

parallel agent-based simulator for modeling contagion
processes and intervention scenarios at an individual
level. The code is open source and available at https:
//github.com/loimos/loimos.

• A flexible and user-friendly input format based on
Google’s Protocol Buffers (Protobuf) library [24] to rep-
resent disease models, population datasets, and interven-
tion scenarios.

• Demonstration of the scalability of the code on an HPC
platform both in strong and weak scaling scenarios.

• Validation of the simulator against EpiHiper [31], an
existing model used by the CDC COVID-19 scenario
modeling hub [41].

II. RELATED WORK

Bissett et al. identify five components to agent-based tech-
niques for modeling epidemics: (1) a theory component, (2)
synthetic population construction, (3) social contact network
generation from such synthetic populations, (4) construction
of idealized social contact networks, and (5) simulation of
epidemic diffusion across the both types of contact networks
[13]. It is this last component which we focus on in this work
and mostly rely upon existing work in the four preceding areas.

There have been several recent publications on modeling
the spread of COVID-19. Many of these have been national
or regional compartmental models built using data from out-
breaks in the simulated area, and account for interventions in
different ways. The SIQR (Susceptible Infectious Quarantined
Recovered) [40] and SIDARTHE (Susceptible Infected Diag-
nosed Ailing Recognized Threatened Healed and Extinct) [23]
models have been used to simulate the progression of the
pandemic in India and Italy, respectively, using new disease

states and adjustments to the values of disease parameters
to capture the impact of interventions. An age-segmented
SIRD (Susceptible Infectious Recovered Dead) model using
synthetic contact matrices for interventions [38] has been used
for COVID-19 modelling, as has another SIRD model which
used an optimization algorithm to estimate the infection rate
based on empirical data [5]. COVID-19 has also been modeled
at an international scale using meta-population models, which
segment the simulated population into subpopulations repre-
senting countries or regions and build a compartmental model
for each subpopulation with flows connecting them. One such
model was used to estimate the impact of travel restrictions on
the early spread of COVID-19 [16]. There have also been some
efforts to build small-scale agent-based models to simulate
the spread of the virus within small communities or within
single buildings. Although these models range in complexity –
COVID-ABS incorporates both economic and epidemiological
models within a single simulation [39] whereas Cuevas’s
model of spread within a building only requires two rules to
guide its agents’ behavior [18] – most of these models are
quite small, only simulating a few hundred agents.

Several parallel agent-based epidemic simulators have also
been developed for HPC systems, including several that oper-
ate on national scales. However, any performance comparison
between existing models is hampered by the lack of detailed
information on the parameters and HPC systems used in
the runs. No single ground truth dataset exists to test raw
computation speed in this domain, so we instead seek to
compare simulations which operate on a similar scale, namely
that of the population of the United States.

With this limitation in mind, there are a number of ap-
proaches to developing high-performance agent-based disease
simulations. The Framework for Replication of Epidemiologi-
cal Dynamics (FRED) is an OpenMP based simulation that
uses US census data to model epidemic simulations [25].
FRED’s disease models are fixed to a configurable SEIR model
(susceptible, exposed, infectious, and recovered), resulting in
much less flexibility in terms of input, compared to codes
which support a tunable arbitrary disease model, such as
Loimos. Seal et al. [4] implement an agent-based model
involving a generalization of Conway’s Game of Life, which is
distinct in both features and purpose from Loimos. However,
this simulation is notable for their use of GPU offloading,
which most of the simulations surveyed – along with Loimos
– do not support. Germann et al. [22] adapt the SPaSM
molecular dynamics simulation by using cells as an analog
for communities and particles as an analog for individual
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agents. The result, EpiCast, sits halfway between a meta-
population model with its spacial distributed interaction groups
and a fully-fledged agent-based model by placing each agent
in multiple interaction groups at once, representing where
they live, work, and travel. Parker et al. [35] introduce a
novel approach that models how human behavior actually
changes due to a pandemic (e.g. increased social distancing)
but is limited to an SEIR model and requires interventions
to have different populations to model different behaviors.
Machin et al. [31] and the EpiHiper team present an agent-
based simulator embedded in an end-to-end pipeline which
runs the gauntlet from model calibration to analyzing the
simulation output [10], which has been used by the CDC
COVID-19 scenario modeling hub [41]. While this represents
a mature production simulation, their work focuses more on
the orchestration of the overall pipeline than the optimization
of individual application runs. Eubank et al. [19], Longini et
al. [30], and Ferguson et al. [20] present other earlier epidemic
simulations.

Some of the fastest epidemic simulations have been per-
formed by Perumalla et al. [37], and by the EpiSimdemics
team, with results published at SC 2008 [7], IPDPS 2014 [43],
and CCGrid 2017 [9]. EpiSimdemics has shown impressive
scaling as per their SCALE submission to CCGrid in 2017 [9],
in which they present a zip-code based partitioning scheme
similar to the one employed by Loimos. They show orders
of magnitude difference in performance compared to previous
work and their own work. Table I summarizes the performance
of some of the more performant models discussed in this
section, and highlights EpiSimdemics‘ performance lead.

III. ALGORITHM FOR CONTAGION DIFFUSION

In our epidemic simulator, Loimos, we employed a com-
bination of network theory, discrete event simulations, and
agent-based modeling. In this approach, both individuals in
the population (referred to as “agents”) and interactions be-
tween pairs of them are modeled. This framework models the
dynamics of epidemic diffusion on a sufficiently granular level
for us to model how the dynamics of disease spread change in
the presence of a range of public health intervention strategies
– like vaccinations and quarantines – which act directly on
those dynamics.

A. Serial Algorithm

Simulating the evolution of the system requires iterating
over discrete time steps. During each time step, we need to

1) Identify which people had overlapping visits to the same
location.

2) Calculate the likelihood that each overlap resulted in an
infection, then determine which infections occur, if any.

3) Update each person’s health state to reflect any infec-
tions and the progression of the disease.

1) Disease Model and Finite State Automaton: Each per-
son’s health state is managed using a finite state automaton
(FSA) that specifies how – once infected – people move
through various health states. These states represent various

Algorithm 1: Computing interactions at a location
1 ComputeInteractions on event queue Q:
2 foreach e ∈ Q do
3 if e is arrival then
4 Put p into visitor list Pv ;
5 else
6 Remove p from Pv ;
7 foreach p′ currently in Pv do

/* Contact occurs with fixed
probability at a given location */

8 if p and p′ have made contact then
9 Compute propensity of infection for p and p′

during the period of co-occupancy T ;
10 Add interaction to interaction list Ip for p;
11 Add interaction to interaction list Ip′ for p′;
12 end
13 end
14 end
15 end

states in the progression of a disease, with each having an asso-
ciated susceptibility, σ, and infectivity, ι, which determine how
they are treated in the simulation. Transitions between states
are non-deterministic both in terms of the state transitioned to
and how long a person remains in a given state. The model
used for simulations in this paper is an expanded version of
the Susceptible, Exposed, Infectious, and Recovered (SEIR)
model (see [29]), tuned to represent COVID-19.

2) Discrete-event Simulation: The discrete event simulation
(DES) determines which people were at a location ℓ at the
same time and for how long. Its input is the list of visits to ℓ
during a given simulation day. The DES splits each visit into
two events – an arrival and a departure – and orders them in
a queue based on the time when they occur. The DES then
processes events from this queue as shown in Algorithm 1,
identifying all of the interactions between people at ℓ within
this timestep.

While processing events, we maintain a list of all people
currently at the location, adding a person when they arrive
(line 4) and removing them when they depart (line 6). When
a person leaves, we consider everyone remaining in the list
as potential contacts with a fixed probability based on the
location, as outlined in Section III-A3 (lines 8-9). If a contact
occurs between an infectious person and a susceptible person,
we calculate the propensity of the resulting interaction to cause
an infection (line 10) - as per Equation 2. A record of this
interaction is then stored for the susceptible person.

3) Contact Model: The contact model operates at each
location ℓ independently, and determines whether or not any
given pair of people with overlapping visits to ℓ come into
contact. The general idea is that not every pair of people
present at the same location at the same time should actually
come into contact at larger locations, but they should at smaller
locations.

We formalize this framework as the min/max/α model. In
this model, we compute the contact probability, p, for any pair
of people simultaneously present at that location as a function
of its maximum occupancy, N . This serves as a proxy for its
size. In order to compute that value, we select a minimum
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occupancy, A, at or below which everyone will make contact,
and a maximum occupancy, α, at or above which someone
visiting at the peak occupancy of the location will make about
B contacts. This means that a person visiting a location during
peak occupancy should expect to make between A and B
contacts during that visit, depending on the location. To be
precise, we compute p as

p = min
{
1,
[
A ( B − A )(1− e

− N / α
)
]
/[ N − 1]

}
(1)

min contacts

max contacts ℓ’s max occupancy

peak occupancy threshold

for N ≥ 2.
We use the values A = 5, B = 40 and α = 1000 for

the runs described in this simulation, as chosen by calibrating
against POLYMOD data [33].

4) Transmission Model: Disease transmission can result
from contacts between susceptible and infectious individuals
at a location. The transmission model is responsible for
determining whether or not a given potential transmission
occurs. Transmission probabilities depend on the susceptibility
of the susceptible person‘s disease state, σ(Xi), that of the
individual infectious person, βσ(pi), the infectivity of the
infectious person‘s disease state, ι(Xj), that of the individual
person, βι(pj), the duration of the contact, T , and a global
tuning value, τ .

Under the assumption of independence of transitions across
contacts, we define the propensity ρ of a contact between two
people i and j as follows

ρ(i, j, T ) = T · τ · βσ(pi) · σ(Xi) · βι(pj) · ι(Xj)

(2)

overlap duration

transmissibility

susceptibility infectivity

where τ is a tuning parameter proportional to the likelihood
of becoming infected by being in contact with a single
susceptible individual for one a second.

In order to determine whether or not a transition occurs for
a given susceptible person pi at the end of an time step, we
sum the propensities from all m contacts pi had with infectious
people during the time step

A(pi) =

m−1∑
j=0

ρ(Xi, Xj , Tj) (3)

where Tj is the duration of the pi’s j-th contact. We then
sample a random number a ∼ − log(uniform(0, 1))/A and if
a is less than one, the person will be infected. The probability
of an infection occuring for a given person, pi, is thus given
by 1− e−A(pi).

5) Intervention Model: Interventions have three main com-
ponents: a trigger, a selector, and an action. The trigger
activates the intervention at the end of a time step in response
to some global condition, such as the population passing a
case threshold. Once the intervention is active, its selector
determines which people or locations it will apply its action
to, based on their individual attributes and health states. This
action will then either (1) add or remove some edges incident

Algorithm 2: Parallel control flow in Loimos
1 Partition P into people partitions P = {Pi};
2 Partition L into location partitions L = {Lj};
3 for d ∈ {1, . . . , dmax} do
4 for Pi ∈ P pardo
5 for p ∈ Pi do
6 foreach visit v in the visit schedule of p do
7 Send visit message m to location partition

Lj : ℓ ∈ Lj ;
8 end
9 end

10 end
11 for Lj ∈ L pardo
12 for ℓ ∈ Lj do
13 foreach message m destined for ℓ do
14 Create an arrival and departure event for each

visit;
15 Put the events into the event queue Qℓ of ℓ;
16 end
17 Reorder Qℓ by the time of event in ascending order;
18 ComputeInteractions on Qℓ;
19 foreach person p who visited ℓ do
20 Send exposure message m to people partition

Pi : p ∈ Pi;
21 end
22 end
23 end
24 for Pi ∈ P pardo
25 for p ∈ Pi do
26 foreach message m destined for p do
27 Put the interactions into the interactions list Ip of

p;
28 end
29 ProcessInteractions on Ip to determine if an

infection occurred;
30 Update disease state dp, if necessary;
31 end
32 end
33 end
34 Evaluate intervention triggers;

to the person or location in question or (2) adjust the values of
attribute(s) of the person or location, which may be either used
in later interventions or transmission propensity calculations.
Most actions also can be reversed when the intervention no
longer applies to the person or location in question.

At each step, these visits and exposures generate fine-
grained communication to a number of other processes. Visit
schedules are periodic unless changed by interventions, while
the number of exposure messages is highly dependent on the
specific mixture of infectious and susceptible people present
at a given time in the simulation, as is the computational load
involved in running the DES for each location. Consequently,
the computation and communication in each step are highly
irregular.

B. Parallel Algorithm

The parallel algorithm, shown in (Algorithm 2), operates
on a bipartite graph, with people and locations as nodes, and
weekly visit schedules as edges, along with an assignment
of people and locations to partitions. On each simulated day,
each process first iterates over the people assigned to it, and
each of their visits, sending a visit message to the process
holding each visited location. People currently selected by an
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TABLE II: Digital twin datasets generated and used for strong
scaling studies. Interactions and visit counts given per week.

Dataset Name Interactions Visits People Locations

Maryland (MD) 486M 25.97M 5.513M 2.896M
Virginia (VA) 657M 36.20M 7.685M 4.092M
WS-20M 1.517B 840.0M 20M 5M
WS-100M 5.463B 4.200B 100M 25M
WS-US 14.97B 11.78B 280.4M 71.71M

active intervention may have an altered visits schedule (lines
4-10). Once all the visit messages have been received, arrival
and departure events for each visit are created and placed in
a time-ordered queue (lines 13-16). Each process performs a
DES for each of its locations, as described in Algorithm 1,
determines whether each pair of people whose visits overlap
come into contact, and then computes the propensity of any
contacts. Once the calculations have been performed, exposure
messages are sent to the people that have been exposed (lines
19-21). These interactions are then processed to determine
whether or not a given exposed person was infected (line
29). If a susceptible person is infected or an infected person
makes a timed transition, their disease state will be updated to
reflect this at the end of the simulation day (line 30). Finally,
we evaluate the triggers of any interventions deployed in the
current scenario (line 31).

IV. IMPLEMENTATION IN LOIMOS

We have developed a parallel epidemic modeling frame-
work, Loimos, that implements the parallel algorithm de-
scribed in the previous section. Loimos was written on top
of the Charm++ [27], [28] parallel runtime. In this section,
we present salient details regarding the flexible and modular
design of the parallel implementation.

A. Inputs to the Simulator

Three core components define a complete epidemic simu-
lation:

1) a population, consisting of people, locations, and visits
2) a disease, represented as an FSA, see Section III-A1
3) an (optional) intervention, capable of modifying visit

schedules and disease transmission likelihoods
We used two different types of populations for the simula-

tions described in this paper: realistic digital twin populations
built to mirror the populations of several U.S. states, and
purely synthetic populations.

1) Generating Realistic Populations: We generate these
realistic datasets from a range of datasets through a pipeline
based on that described by Barrett et al. [6]. When generating a
digital twin for a given state, we start by constructing a collec-
tion of people with demographic data (including age, gender,
and North American Industry Classification System (NAICS)
code [15]) and partitioning these people into households in
each U.S. Census block groups. These partitions are then
refined through iterative proportional fitting until they match
the distribution found in recent American Community Survey

TABLE III: Purely synthetic populations, used in weak scaling
simulations.

Relative Size People per Core Locations per Core

1x 144k 36k
2x 288k 72k
4x 576k 144k

(ACS) Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) releases [14].
Next, each person is assigned an activity sequence where
each activity has a type (e.g. home, work, etc), a start time,
and a duration. This assignment is done based on National
Household Travel Survey (NHTS) data [34] using random
forest and classification and regression tree (CART) meth-
ods conditioned on demographic variables, and is calibrated
against aggregated time-use surveys. Both residence and ac-
tivity locations are then constructed using fusion techniques
integrating Microsoft Building, National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) [21], and commercial data. Finally, people
are assigned to residence locations, and activities to activity
locations. This assignment is constrained to match ACS com-
mute flow data and considers factors such as an individual’s
NAICS code (ex: to ensure teachers work at schools). We use
these techniques to generate the Maryland (MD) and Virginia
(VA) datasets shown in Table II. These datasets are used for
the configuration experiments described in Sections V-A-V-D
and the strong scaling experiments described in Sections VI-
VII.

2) Purely Synthetic Population Generation: Loimos addi-
tionally supports generating purely synthetic datasets which
are either computed in advance or generated on the fly.

The precomputed synthetic datasets use the same input
format outlined previously to represent a social network
constructed from Watts-Strogatz small-world [42] random
graph. Specifically, the random graph generated is treated as
a location-location graph, which can be transformed into a
people-location graph as follows:

1) Assign each location ℓ a random number of people
|Pℓ| ∼ poisson(P/L). Compute the total number of
people generated, P̂ . If P̂ > P (P̂ < P ), select locations
uniformly at random and remove (add) one person until
P̂ = P , ensuring all location retain at least one person.
We say these people call ℓ their home location.

2) For each person p ∈ Pℓ assigned to ℓ, for each day
in the week, set aside tp,s ∼ uniform(6, 10) hours,
centered around midnight, aside for sleep and partition
the remaining time between |Vp| ∼ uniform(5, 7) visits
with start times chosen uniformly at random from p’s
non-sleeping hours. The destination for each visit is
chosen by uniformly sampling with replacement from
ℓ’s neighbors in the original location-location graph.

We use these people-location graphs to generate the large 20
million (WS-20M), 100 million (WS-100M), and 289 million
(WS-US) datasets shown in Table II. We use these datasets
for strong scaling runs in Sections VI-VII. Additionally, we
propose that this synthetic graph generation method could

5



provide an accessible benchmark for interaction-based graph
simulations.

When generating networks on the fly, Loimos uses a
structured grid of locations to maintain epidemic locality. At
runtime, users specify the grid width, grid height, population
density (the number of people per location), and the average
number of visits per person per day, λvisits, via command
line arguments to Loimos. People are then assigned to a home
location uniformly throughout the grid. On each day, each
person makes N ∼ Poisson(λvisits) visits, with the i-th visit
being to a random location di ∼ Poission(λhops) hops away
in the grid from their home location. For this work we use
λvisits = 5.2 and λhops = 8. This synthetic structure produces
the flexible population graphs shown in Table III. We use
these graphs to test Loimos’s weak scaling performance in
Sections VI-VII.

B. Task-based Decomposition

Loimos is implemented in Charm++ [27], [28], a parallel
language focused on asynchronous, message-driven programs.
When writing Charm++ programs, the programmer organizes
code and data into a combined object called a chare. Chares
are in turn organized into chare arrays, indexable collections
of chares. When the code is run, the Charm++ runtime is re-
sponsible for assigning chares to processors and for scheduling
the execution of code on the various chares assigned to a given
processor. This code is usually run in response to a message
received from another chare. In Loimos, we use two chare
arrays: one for people and one for locations, with each chare
containing a partition of the appropriate data.

The other important object is a node group, an object which
is instantiated once for each node the program is run on; node
groups allow us to avoid keeping redundant copies of shared
information in memory on one node, while also minimizing
inter-node communication.

C. Implementation of Different Models

The various models described in Section III-A are im-
plemented modularly to better enable replacing them with
alternative models.

1) Disease Model: At the start of a simulation, we load
the FSA representing the simulated disease from an input file
which specifies its states and transitions. A single copy of this
information is stored on each node via Charm++ node group,
as this allows each person and location chare to efficiently
read-only access to these data. Other read-only data describing
the input scenario is stored in a similar fashion.

When initializing the simulation, people begin in one of
(potentially) several entry health states, as determined by
their individual attributes, such as age, specified in the input
file. They remain in this state until they are infected by an
infectious person or chosen to seed the outbreak. At the start
of the simulation, we select a small sample of people to infect
during the first several days of the simulation. For the runs in
this paper, we infect 10 people per day for the first week of
the simulation.

2) Discrete-event Simulation: On each simulation day, the
DES is triggered once the initial visit message exchange
from people chares, which store the visit schedules for the
people in the assigned partition, to location chares is com-
plete. We use Charm++‘s quiescence detection mechanism
to determine when this exchange is done, as the number of
visits a given location will receive is not known a priori,
and is non-deterministic in the presence of any intervention
which changes visits schedules, such as school closures.
Once triggered, the DES for each location can be executed
independently.

In implementing the DES algorithm, we made three key
optimizations: (1) we only keep track of co-occupancy –
and thus interactions – between susceptible between suscep-
tible people and infectious people, (2) we only ever send
interaction messages to susceptible people who had at least
one interaction with an infectious person during a time step,
and (3) exposure messages are sent as soon as we finish
processing a susceptible individual’s departure event. Note
that we are able to make this first change without affecting
the results of the simulation because only contact between
a susceptible person and an infectious person can cause an
infection. The second optimization is especially helpful as in
most iterations only a small fraction of visits will result in
an exposure. These first optimizations have the side effect
of making the computation and communication loads of the
DES and exposure message exchange, respectively, highly
dependent on the specific mixture of infectious and susceptible
people visiting each location, which naturally varies over the
course of the simulation. The third optimization allows us to
significantly overlap computation and communication during
this phase.

3) Contact Model: We implemented two different types of
contact model in our code. The first is the min/max/α model
discussed in Section III-A3. Since this requires knowledge of
the maximum occupancy of each location, we implemented
a pre-processing script to compute this based on the visit
schedules file and save each location‘s maximum occupancy
to the locations file. At runtime, we read in this value for each
location and compute the appropriate contact probability for
each location while initializing each location at the start of a
run and store it as a new location attribute. Since this cannot
be computed in advance for the purely synthetic datasets,
we implemented our second contact model, in which every
location has the same contact probability.

4) Transmission Model: After each contact is identified, we
compute the corresponding propensity immediately, and then
batch it with the other exposure messages for the susceptible
person involved. The exposure messages for each person are
sent immediately when we process the departure event for
their visit in the DES. Actual infections are not computed until
after the DES is complete and all exposure messages received.
We again use Charm++ quiescence detection to determine
when this has occurred, as the number of exposure messages
each person chare will receive is highly non-deterministic,
depending on the mixture of infectious and susceptible people
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TABLE IV: Architectural details of the platform used for the performance runs.

Name Architecture CPU Cores/Node Mem/Node Network

Rivanna Cray XC40 Intel Xeon Gold 6148 40 384 GB EDR/FDR Infiniband

as well as the contact model. Once the message exchange is
complete, each person chare sums the propensities for each
person in their partition in order to determine whether or not
they are infected.

5) Intervention Model: Similar to the disease model, the
specifications for the interventions to be used in a given
run are given in an input file and stored on a node group.
Unlike the disease model, we store and update some state
for each intervention which is updated by the main chare
over the course of the simulation. In particular, at the end
of each simulation day, we preform a reduction across all
person chares to compute the number of total infectious
people, and pass this value along with the current day to
the triggers for each specified intervention to determine which
interventions should be active. The ids for each active location-
based intervention are then passed to all location chares. These
chares then access the local copy of the intervention objects
on their node and filter the locations assigned to that chare
using the selector for the intervention, and apply the action to
the relevant locations. Each intervention type is implemented
as a separate class which extends a shared interface with
containing methods for testing to see if a location should be
selected, making arbitrary changes to a location’s state via an
action, and undoing the changes wrought by the action. Some
interventions, like vaccination, have a trivial undo method as
the changes persist after the intervention ceases to be actively
applied to them. A similar scheme is used for person-based
interventions.

V. ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE CONSIDERATIONS

After implementing Loimos’s core features, we explored
several avenues to further optimize our code’s performance.
The two we found most beneficial were considering different
combinations of processes and threads on each node, and static
load balancing on the location data for realistic populations.

A. Impact of Using Processes vs. Threads

The Charm++ suite includes support for different network
layers, performance tools as well as abstractions that enable
the programmer to adapt to the the underlying hardware as a
way to improve performance and scalability. All these compo-
nents make Charm++ codes highly tunable. In particular, we
are interested in analyzing how the symmetric multiprocessing
(SMP) Charm++ mode behaves when compared to the non-
SMP version for the Loimos code.

Enabling the Charm++ SMP mode is analogous to adding
OpenMP or another shared memory parallel programming
model to an MPI code, in that it runs multiple threads per pro-
cess instead of the usual single thread. Note here that in either
mode multiple chares can be – and usually are – assigned to
the same thread. Users can specify how many worker threads
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Fig. 1: Performance comparison of different SMP configura-
tions, pairs of processes per node (p/n) and worker threads
per process (t/p) vs a Non-SMP using one process per core
(36 p/n) on the MD dataset. Execution times averaged over 5
runs, with extrema shown in error bars.

are spawned per process, along with an optional mapping from
threads to cores, but one thread per process is always dedicated
to communication. This communication thread manages inter-
node messages whereas intra-node communication is managed
through the shared memory address space common to all
threads on the same node. The requirement of allocating one
communication thread per process could be a disadvantage
for computation intensive applications since compute cores
have to be sacrificed. However, for communication intensive
applications, the use of a dedicated communication thread to
manage messaging might lead to better performance.

We set out to compare four different ratios of processes
to nodes starting from 4 process to 6 processes per node in
SMP mode and 36 processes per node in non-SMP mode,
in each case leaving one core per thread. In order to do
so, we performed a strong scaling experiment by running
a 200 day experiment with five replicates in each cell. For
this experiment, we used the MD dataset (see Table II) with
static load balancing enabled. We conducted this experiment
on Rivanna, where each physical compute node is comprised
of 40 cores, but the scheduling policy only allows at most 37
cores on each node to be assigned to jobs.

Figure 1 shows the experimental results of this SMP vs
Non-SMP comparison. Notice that the non-SMP configuration
(sold line) consistently out-performs the SMP configurations
(dashed lines). The non-SMP configuration also achieves a
speedup of about ×12.7 when going from 1 node to 32,
where the 4 p/n SMP configuration only has a .65, the 5 p/n
configuration a ×7.77 speedup and the 8 p/n configuration
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Fig. 2: Processor usage over one iteration of Loimos on 2
nodes with MD data and no optimizations (left), static load
balancing only (right).

a ×8.23 speedup. As a result, we use the 36 p/n non-SMP
configuration for all runs described in subsequent sections.

B. Load Balancing

During initial runs of Loimos on the realistic datasets, we
noticed that some processes ran much slower than others, as
shown in the left of Figure 2. Since the bottleneck occurred
in the ComputeInteractions function, which is computed on
location chares, we set out to improve the assignment of
locations to chares, in order to minimize the load on the
heaviest chare.

Towards this end, we designed a simple static partitioning
scheme meant to preserve location locality. First, we sorted
all locations in the population by the id of their state, county,
census tract, and census block group, in that order. This was
intended to ensure that nearby locations were placed on the
same chare if possible. Using the number of visits to a location
as a proxy for load, we estimated the load for each partition,
λp, as the ratio of visits to partitions, for a given number
of partitions. Then, starting from the first location, we assign
locations to partition 0 until the total estimated load exceeds
λp, when we start assigning locations to partition 1, and so on
until we reach the final partition, which receives the remaining
unassigned locations. Note that this typically results in a few
heavy locations assigned to their own chares. Applying this
scheme drastically decreases the idle time on most processes,
as shown in the right of Figure 2, although a much lower
degree of imbalance remains. Figure 5 shows how Loimos‘s
performance improves (no-opts vs static) when using this static
load balancing scheme. This produces a ×5.47 speedup for the
MD data on 16 nodes.

C. Message Aggregation

In subsequent runs, we noticed that we were experiencing
significant overhead during both the visit and interaction mes-
sage exchanges due to the large number of small messages we
were sending. This can be seen on the left of Figure 3, where
significant amounts of overhead (black) are visible where

Fig. 3: Breakdown of time spent over one iteration of Loimos
on 2 nodes with MD data and static load balancing only (left),
and both static load balancing and message aggregation (right).

the SendVisitMessages (dark blue) and ReceiveVisitMessages
(pink) methods overlap, as well as where the ComputeInterac-
tions (red) and ReceiveInteractions (light blue) methods do. In
order to mitigate this, we switched to using the Charm++ mes-
sage aggregation utility for both message exchanges. The right
of Figure 3 displays the reduced overheads we observed as a
result, as well as the heightened level of overlap between the
execution times of the two halves of the message exchanges.
Figure 5 show the addition overall benefit of using message
aggregation (static+agg) on top of the static load balancing
scheme (static). This results in about a 28% speedup for the
MD data on 16 nodes.

D. Short Circuit Interaction Evaluation

Our final optimization was inspired by examining how the
time we spent in each of the three main simulation phases
varies over the course of a run. We had initially expected the
time spent in the interaction computation phase to roughly
track the number of infections, as more infectious people are
present to interact with the existing susceptible population.
Instead, we observed that the interaction phase dominated the
runtime for the first half of the simulation, but fell to around
the same level as the visit message exchange after the peak of
the infection curve had passed, as shown by comparing the top
and middle of Figure 41. This corresponded to an increasing
number of immune people in the population, who are ignored
when identifying exposure interactions.

This lead us to realize that we were spending significant
time computing interactions for every location even when
no infectious individuals were present, as we still processed
all susceptible arrival and departure events in the DES. In
order to avoid this, we added a check to skip the interaction
computation entirely on locations with no infectious people
visiting them on a given day. As shown by comparing the top
and bottom of Figure 4, after implementing this short circuit
evaluation of the DES which computes interactions for each

1The periodicity of runtimes shown in the plot corresponds to the repetition
of the base visit schedule each simulation week.
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Fig. 4: One 200 day simulation of Loimos on 2 nodes with
MD data and (top) infection counts and time spent in each
simulation phase with (middle) only static load balancing and
message aggregation, and (bottom) the addition of short circuit
evaluation of interactions the over course of the run. Execution
times averaged over 5 runs.

location the interaction runtime began to track the number
of infectious people much more closely. Figure 5 shows how
using this short circuit scheme (static+agg+sc) on top of the
other two optimizations (smp+agg), for about a 19% speedup
for the MD data on 16 nodes.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We begin by performing extensive scalability studies using
the 36 cores per node non-SMP configuration (See Sec-
tion V-A) on Rivanna [2] at the University of Virginia. All
scaling experiments were ran with Protobuf version 3.21.12
and Charm version 7.0.0. All scaling runs use the same random
seed, and thus have identical epidemiological results. Values
shown are the average of five replicates, with the error bars
representing the minimum and maximum runtimes.

We use two large realistic datasets based on the populations
of Maryland (MD) and Virginia (VA) and three larger purely
synthetic dataset generated using the Watts-Strogatz algorithm
(WS-20M, WS-100M, and WS-US) for a strong scaling exper-
iment. The Maryland dataset is additionally used to validate
Loimos‘s simulation output against that of an established
epidemiological simulation, EpiHiper [31]. See Section IV-A1
and Section IV-A2 for a more detailed description of these
datasets. In combination with the contact model described in
Section III-A3, these data allow us to model people-to-people
disease spread through contacts.

Table II describes the number of people, locations, and total
visits for all these datasets. Note that visits (person-location
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edges) are repeated every seven days in the simulation and
interaction (person-person edges) counts are given on average,
due to the stochasticity of the contact model. We run the
Maryland, Virginia, WS-20M, WS-100M, and WS-US datasets
for 200 days total, processing a total of about 13.9, 18.7, 43.3,
156, and 428 billion interactions, respectively, over the course
of the simulation. In order to ensure a representative workload,
the transmissibility of the simulated outbreaks were tuned so
that the number of infectious people peaked about halfway
through the simulations.

Next, we performed a weak-scaling experiment. We ran
three fixed problem sizes per working core, as shown in
Table III. These datasets were generated using the on-the-
fly synthetic population generation method outlined in Sec-
tion IV-A2.

For all scaling runs, we evaluate the performance of runs
by calculating the average execution time per simulation day.
Note that this does not include data loading and application
startup time.

Lastly, we perform a validation case study using the Mary-
land dataset also used for strong scaling. For 30 runs the
random seed is allowed to vary in order to capture the
full distribution of potential epidemiological outcomes. These
results are then compared against runs of the existing EpiHiper
simulation using the same input visit network and simple
SIR disease model. Note that EpiHiper uses the visit data
differently than Loimos: a preprocessing script determines the
list and duration of contact for each person in the population,
producing a fixed contact network which the disease then
diffuses over. Each EpiHiper run is on a separate contact
network. In contrast, Loimos determines a person’s contacts
separately on each day, effectively resulting in a dynamic
contact network, even in the absence of interventions. For
all runs, the transmissibility is fixed at τ = 0.05 for both
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simulations.

VII. PERFORMANCE RESULTS

We now present scaling results from benchmarking Loimos
using various inputs on Rivanna.

A. Strong Scaling Performance

In order to understand how Loimos would enable large scale
simulations we performed classical scaling analysis. Figure 6
shows the strong scaling results of the simulator when running
the datasets listed in Table II.

For the average runtime (left), three of the five datasets –
MD, WS-20M, and WS-US – scale to 16 nodes (576 cores),
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Fig. 8: Weak scaling results on Rivanna for three different
per-processor loads. Execution times averaged over five runs,
with extrema shown in error bars.

whereas the remaining two only scale to 8 nodes (288 cores).
Notably, Loimos consistently runs faster on the VA data than
the MD data, despite MD being a smaller state. When it comes
the the traversed edges per second (TEPS, right), Loimos
performs best on WS-20M through 4 nodes, after which point
WS-US has the highest performance, peaking at about 1.4
trillion TEPS on 16 nodes (576 cores).

Figure 7 shows the breakdown of total time spent in
Loimos into five main phases, which correspond to two data
loading phases and the three parallel loops shown previously
in Algorithm 2: (1) the initial visit message exchange (lines
4-10), (2) computing interactions and the resulting exposure
message exchange (lines 11-23), and (3) the final health state
updates (lines 24-32). We observe that without short circuit
interaction computation, the runtime is roughly comparable
between the visit and interaction phases (top), with the visits
taking progressively more time as the node count increases,
whereas with that optimization, the interaction phase consis-
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Fig. 9: Cumulative infections over time for 30 replicates in Loimos (left) and EpiHiper (right) of a simulated outbreak in
Maryland.

tently takes less time than the visits phase. The runtime taken
by local data loading decreases with node count in either case,
with loading times approaching visit and interaction times on
a single node but being reduced to a small fraction of the
total runtime by 32 nodes. The time taken by the end of day
update also decreases with node count, although it and the
global cache phases take negligible time in all cases.

B. Weak Scaling Performance

We also performed weak scaling tests to see how well
Loimos handles datasets of increasing size. Figure 8 displays
Loimos’s relatively flat weak scaling performance.

While these scaling results represent an optimistic represen-
tation of the person-location visit graph, they exploit location-
load attributes that are present in real social graphs. While
our simulation would see significant slowdowns from purely
random visits, pre-run load balancing of real social graphs can
similarly place people and locations together on processors
such that there exists a high level of interconnectedness
between these objects.

VIII. INTERVENTION CASE STUDIES

Finally, we performed a validation case study to determine
how Loimos‘s epidemiological results compare with those
of an established simulator, EpiHiper. Figure 9 shows how
both simulators show similar overall disease trajectories, with
outbreaks either persisting to infect a significant proportion
of the population or dying out quickly, after infecting fewer
than 100 people. In the former case, both simulations average
similar numbers of total cumulative infections – 863k for
Loimos and 858k for EpiHiper – and the latter occurs around
the same number of times for each simulation – twice for
Loimos and once for EpiHiper.

As for the timing of the persistent outbreaks, Loimos shows
more tightly clustered results than EpiHiper. This is likely
a byproduct of how the two simulators handle their input
networks. Since EpiHiper uses the same contact network
for an entire run, differences in the chosen contact network
have the potential to cause compounding differences in the

simulation results. In contrast, since Loimos essentially selects
a new contact network in each iteration, differences in contact
networks between runs tend to be smoothed over to some
extent as more networks are sampled over the course of a
run, similar to how there is less variation in the average of
100 die rolls than that of a single roll.

IX. CONCLUSION

Uncontrolled spread of infectious disease is a difficult
problem to tackle, and one that requires policy makers to have
the best possible tools in order to make informed decisions.
Epidemic simulations are one such vital tool. The tight time
constraints on relevant policy decisions mean that these sim-
ulations need to be able to model large regions extremely
quickly and accurately across a wide variety of counter-
factual scenarios. These demands require the use of powerful
computing systems. We present a scalable parallel simulation
framework for modeling contagion processes, Loimos, and
demonstrate its capabilities.

In this work, we outlined the methods we used to develop
this simulation framework and to optimize it for production
HPC systems. We described the models underpinning our work
as well as various optimizations we have made to enable
the code to scale well. We demonstrate our code’s efficient
use of resources during both strong and weak scaling runs
on Rivanna, and show how the epidemiological results of
the simulation compare to and existing simulator. Together,
these runs demonstrate the potential uses of Loimos for policy
makers as a fast, scalable epidemic simulator which is robust
enough to capture the effects of policy interventions.
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