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Abstract

This paper presents a novel method designed to generate multigrid
solvers optimized for octree-based software frameworks. Our approach
focuses on accurately capturing local features within a domain while
leveraging the efficiency inherent in multigrid techniques. We outline
the essential steps involved in generating specialized kernels for local
refinement and communication routines, integrating on-the-fly inter-
polations to seamlessly transfer information between refinement levels.
For this purpose, we established a software coupling via an automatic
fusion of generated multigrid solvers and communication kernels with
manual implementations of complex octree data structures and algo-
rithms often found in established software frameworks. We demon-
strate the effectiveness of our method through numerical experiments
with different interpolation orders. Large-scale benchmarks conducted
on the SuperMUC-NG CPU cluster underscore the advantages of our
approach, offering a comparison against a reference implementation to
highlight the benefits of our method and code generation in general.

1 Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) are ubiquitous in modeling physical
phenomena from various scientific application domains. The multigrid meth-
ods offer an efficient solution for solving the resulting systems of equations
with complexity O(N), where N is the number of unknowns. Solving these
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equations often requires high resolutions, especially near complex geome-
tries, but employing fine resolutions throughout the whole computational
domain can be wasteful or infeasible. Using k-d trees for space partition-
ing allows for local refinement capabilities. Leveraging multigrid methods
on refined meshes combines adaptability with efficiency. Our work aims
to explore the use of code generation technology for generating multigrid
solvers on refined block-structured meshes, with a focus on improving com-
munication regarding interpolation order and performance and enabling the
generation of kernels specialized to octree-based refinement.

This work is structured as follows. Our employed simulation software
stack is described in Sect. 2. In Sect. 3, we showcase our communication con-
cept for meshes with refinement. We also describe the necessary adaptations
to our code generation pipeline in Sect. 4. The capabilities of our approach
are shown for a locally refined 3D Poisson problem in Sect. 5. Section 6 con-
tains the results of scaling experiments conducted on the SuperMUC-NG
CPU cluster.

2 Software

To generate multigrid solvers on domains with mesh refinement, data struc-
tures like octrees had to be made accessible to the code generation pipeline.
These data structures are usually highly complex and are often implemented
in software frameworks written in general-purpose languages such as C/C++.
We bridge the gap by acquainting the code generator with mesh refinement
concepts from other frameworks, making them accessible for the generated
solvers via automated interfaces. This approach simplifies the generation
process by utilizing existing implementations for complex data structures.
This work builds upon an existing coupling strategy between the waLBerla
and ExaStencils frameworks [1].

ExaStencils [2] offers the generation of whole programs in C++ for ge-
ometric multigrid solvers from its own external domain-specific language
(DSL) called ExaSlang. ExaSlang follows a multi-layered language ap-
proach, with each of the four layers tailored for domain experts from dif-
ferent communities [3]. ExaStencils employs a Scala-based source-to-source
compiler to parse ExaSlang sources, apply code transformations for auto-
matic parallelization and optimization, and pretty-print C++ code. The
generated code supports automatic parallelization with OpenMP, MPI, and
CUDA, along with optimizations such as common subexpression elimina-
tion (CSE), address pre-calculation, SIMD vectorization, and polyhedral
loop transformations.

waLBerla [4] is a modular C++17 framework dedicated to computational
fluid dynamics, especially for the Lattice Boltzmann method (LBM). Code
generation of single kernels is enabled via the Python modules pystencils
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Figure 1: Exemplary 2D mesh refinement in waLBerla. From left to right
the grid is refined in the lower left corner.

and lbmpy. pystencils, leveraging SymPy, generates optimized stencil codes
with automatic SIMD vectorization, CSE, and non-temporal stores. lbmpy
extends pystencils with further abstractions for the generation of efficient
LBM kernels. waLBerla supports MPI for distributed-memory parallelism
and OpenMP for shared-memory parallelism. The execution on AMD and
NVIDIA GPU platforms is facilitated via HIP and CUDA [5].

While both frameworks generally employ block-structured domain par-
titioning, their properties and implementation details differ significantly.

ExaStencils employs a hierarchical domain partitioning approach in-
spired by parallelism across hardware layers and supports a spectrum of
grids ranging from uniform to non-uniform grids [6, 7]. Domains are orga-
nized into blocks and fragments. Blocks, the top hierarchy level, are mapped
to distributed-memory parallel entities like MPI processes. Each block can
be divided into equally sized fragments, each exclusively linked to a block.
Fragments represent parts of the computational grid and are often mapped
to sockets, cores, or accelerators, facilitating another layer of parallelization.

In waLBerla, an octree-based domain partitioning is used [4]. Initially,
a cuboidal domain is regularly divided into equally-sized sub-domains, each
serving as the root of an octree. These root blocks collectively form the
blockforest, waLBerla’s central data structure, and can undergo further re-
cursive refinement. Figure 1 illustrates this procedure on a two-dimensional
unit domain Ω with four root blocks being incrementally refined. The re-
finement levels are depicted by colored contours, with red representing level
three, green level two, and blue level one. Starting from a refinement level
of zero on the left-most side, all root blocks are first globally refined once,
followed by a local refinement in Ω1 and Ω2, respectively. The refinement lev-
els are depicted by colored contours, with red representing level three, green
level two, and blue level one. These refinement selection steps are commonly
specified in user-defined functions or in custom configuration files. Once the
refinement is completed, the blocks at the leaves of this structure represent
the final sub-domains. In the context of distributed memory parallelism,
each block is assigned exclusively to one process, although a process may
manage multiple blocks. The only restriction for the refinement is a 2:1 size
ratio between adjacent blocks.

The software coupling between both frameworks was limited to regular
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Figure 2: Data exchange for communication for our exemplary 2D domain
setup.

domain partitioning of rectangular domains into uniform, structured build-
ing blocks. This required an exact match between the partitioning used in
both framework codes, as ExaStencils lacked familiarity with mesh refine-
ment. Our aim in this work is to surpass this limitation and explore the
necessary steps to extend our code generator to operate on refinement data
structures from waLBerla.

3 Refined Communication

This chapter presents our approach to exchanging data between blocks of
varying refinement levels. As a demonstration, we use a 2D non-periodic
domain that is initially divided into two root blocks A and B, root block A

undergoes further refinement into four child blocks A0 to A3. Each block
has the same amount of cells, leading to a non-uniform discretization of the
domain.

3.1 Data Exchange

Figure 2 illustrates the data flow of our communication scheme, catego-
rized into three refinement cases: same-level communication among all child
blocks (colored in grey shades), coarse-to-fine (C2F) exchange from B to A1

and A3 (orange/blue), and fine-to-coarse (F2C) communication from A1 and
A3 to B (green/red).

In this work, we will put high emphasis on the C2F and F2C cases. The
same-level ghost layer exchange from [6] remains unchanged. From Fig. 2,
it becomes evident that coinciding cell regions between the coarse block and
its adjacent fine blocks must be determined for both cases. For a block with
level Lcurr and neighbor in one of the cardinal directions with level Lneigh, a
refinement ratio r and dimensionality D, we define the number of potential
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neighbors as

Nneigh =

{
rD−1 if Lcurr < Lneigh

1 otherwise
.

For our 2:1 refinement balance, a coarse block has two fine neighbor blocks
in 2D and four in 3D. For C2F communication, we split the iteration space
of the coarse block’s inner cells at the block interface (edge in 2D, face in
3D) into Nneigh segments, each for an adjacent fine block. The splitting
divides each axis of the block interface into r equally-sized pieces. With our
given r = 2 ratio, a coarse edge (2D) with 4 cells splits into two segments
with 2 cells each, while a coarse face (3D) with 4 × 4 cells splits into four
segments with 2×2 cells each. Each coarse segment’s inner cell values must
then be communicated to the unsplit ghost layers of a fine block, e.g. the
inner values from the two blue cells of block B must be mapped to the ghost
values of the four blue cells in A3. Similarly, the inner cells of an unsplit fine
block must be synchronized with the corresponding segment of ghost layers
of a coarse block, e.g. the inner values from the four green cells of block A1

must be mapped to the ghost values of the two green cells in B. For C2F
mappings, we extrapolate coarse block data, while for F2C mappings, we
interpolate fine block data.

3.2 Message Passing

Figure 2 also shows the differences in message passing for the refinement
cases. Same-level communication does not necessarily require communica-
tion buffers for (un-)packing of data. Instead, MPI concepts like derived
datatypes can bypass explicit copy operations and directly send values from
one memory location to another. However, in the other refinement cases,
not only copies but also mappings with inter-/extrapolation may be needed.
In this case, we directly store the mapping results in the communication
buffers to be sent and unpacked into the ghost layers of the neighbor blocks.
Compared to same-level communication, we potentially have Nneigh neigh-
bor blocks per cardinal direction. Establishing an association between a
message and its corresponding segment is crucial for distinguishing received
messages. For instance, block B receives two messages from adjacent fine
blocks, storing them in receive buffers. This association is then also used to
unpack the values from the receiving buffers into the correct ghost layer seg-
ments. In Fig. 2, block B stores two fine send buffers (shaded in orange/blue)
and two coarse receive buffers (red/green) for the west direction, mapped
to corresponding cell segments. A1 and A3, however, only need one coarse
send buffer and one fine receive buffer. To coordinate the message transmis-
sion to correct communication buffers, we encode the segment index of the
neighbor block into the MPI tag of each message.
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Figure 3: Proposed extra-/interpolation schemes for different refinement
cases.

3.3 Interpolation/Extrapolation

For macroscopic fields, waLBerla initially offered a manual implementation,
mandating two ghost layers at each dimension’s start and end. The interpo-
lations employed for C2F and F2C communication had a constant and linear
order, respectively. This implementation not only risks accuracy degrada-
tion due to low-order interpolations but also wastes memory, especially with
smaller block sizes (e.g., 4 cells per dimension) common in mesh refinement
and multigrid. In ExaStencils, we redesigned communication to support
various interpolation schemes for the available variable localizations. Fo-
cusing on waLBerla’s cell-centered variables, we propose an approach with
quadratic C2F and linear F2C schemes, requiring only half of the ghost
layers per dimension.

While it is possible to formulate interpolation schemes requiring data
from adjacent fine and coarse blocks, this work focuses on a highly paral-
lelizable approach using only the inner cell data stored in the sending block,
i.e. completely agnostic from a neighbor’s values. Figure 3 depicts the in-
ner cells used as support for our proposed linear F2C and quadratic C2F
interpolation schemes.

3.3.1 F2C Interpolation

The linear interpolation scheme for F2C communication in the west direc-
tion dcomm is depicted in Fig. 3a. Fine cells overlapping with a coarse ghost
cell (shaded in green) are determined for computing the coarse value using
bilinear (2D) or trilinear (3D) interpolation. For uniform blocks, the inter-
polation weights for fine values are known constants, e.g. 0.25 in 2D and
0.125 in 3D. In the F2C packing routine, we use a stepsize of r in each di-
mension of the block interface for iterating over fine inner cells, compute the
coarse cell values and store them in the communication buffer. The adjacent
coarse block can then unpack the received buffer directly into its ghost layer
segment.
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3.3.2 C2F Extrapolation

Besides the F2C approach, we now have fewer cells in a coarse block segment
than ghost layer cells in a fine block and address this data deficit with
extrapolation. While the order of our C2F extrapolation method can be
adapted by changing the number of neighbor cells used as bases, this chapter
concentrates on a quadratic C2F scheme employing 3 coarse cells as bases.

Two-dimensional scheme: A schematic view of our quadratic C2F map-
ping in 2D is shown in Fig. 3b with a communication in the west direction
d⃗comm. We employ second-degree Lagrange polynomials to compute all bases
that are depicted as hollowed shapes. At first, we compute a base (de-
picted as a hollowed square �) for our current coarse cell (shaded in green)
by performing a quadratic extrapolation. The bases for this extrapolation
comprise values from the current coarse cell and the two coarse neighbor
cells in the inverse communication direction −d⃗comm (here: east). With
our approach, we expect the blocks to have at least three cells per dimen-
sion. We will denote this step as the extrapolation in the first dimension
(here: the x-dimension). To go beyond a one-dimensional extrapolation,
we repeat this step for adjacent cells to compute further extrapolated bases
(�) that are then used for an extra-/interpolation in the second dimension
(here: the y-dimension). We determine the location of these bases with the
set of the cardinal directions C2D = {W,E, S,N} where W stands for the
(downwind) west direction, E for the (upwind) east direction, etc. From
those, we exclude the communication direction and its inverse to obtain a
set of orthogonal directions O2D = C2D \ {d⃗comm,−d⃗comm}. The orthogo-
nal directions in this example would be O2D = {S,N}. Here, we distinguish
between 2D orthogonal vectors in upwind o⃗+

2D = N and downwind direction
o⃗−
2D = S. The location of the additional extrapolated bases (�) is then
determined by offsetting the current cell with the directions from O2D in-
dividually. However, one must be cautious to avoid building bases in ghost
layer regions with outdated data. On the left-hand side of Fig. 3b, all or-
thogonal neighbor cells are within the inner cell regions of the block. On
the right-hand side, however, the orthogonal neighbor in the downwind di-
rection would build a base within the ghost layer regions. We circumvent
this issue by introducing a remapping mechanism that checks if a neighbor
in orthogonal direction o⃗ is in the ghost region and, in this case, applies a
remapping to an inner cell in direction o⃗remap = −2o⃗. We now span an axis
across all extrapolated bases (�) in the direction of the 2D orthogonal vec-
tors to perform an extra-/interpolation in the second dimension. Note that
for communication in the south direction, the extrapolations in the first and
second dimensions would be in y-dimension and x-dimension, respectively.
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Figure 4: Weight computation for three different remapping cases.

The Lagrange weights can be computed as

wi(x) =
n−1∏

j=0,j ̸=i

x− xj

xi − xj

where x is our target location on the axis and x = {x0, . . . , xn−1} contains
the locations of the n = 3 bases. The target value of the fine cell can
then be evaluated as the weighted sum between the values of the bases
and the computed weights. It becomes apparent that this remapping also
has implications for the weight computation as the position of the bases
changes. Here, we distinguish between three different remapping cases as
depicted in Fig. 4.

The first case on the leftmost side is without remapping. Here, we can
compute the two fine cell values (depicted as hollowed circles ) by per-
forming an interpolation on the axis with the bases x = {−h, 0, h} with h
being the cell width. The locations of the fine cell values are −0.25h for
the first (downwind) and 0.25h for the second (upwind). The second case
is illustrated in the middle and shows the position of the bases and the fine
cell values when a remapping of the downwind orthogonal direction occurs.
Relative to our current coarse cell, we now have the bases x = {0, h, 2h}
where the remapped base resides at 2h. The location of our first fine cell
value at −0.25h is outside of the span of the bases which again implies that
an extrapolation is done. The second fine cell value at 0.25h is on the axis
again and can be computed via interpolation. The third case on the right-
hand side is essentially a mirroring of the second case where the upwind
orthogonal direction is remapped and, correspondingly, the first fine value
is interpolated and the second is extrapolated.

Three-dimensional scheme: The C2F implementation for 3D scenar-
ios builds on top of the 2D implementation, i.e. the steps for the extra-
/interpolations in the first and second dimensions are identical. In 3D, we
now have the set of cardinal directions C3D = {W,E, S,N,B, T} which also
extends the set of orthogonal directions O3D to have four entries. For an
exemplary communication direction W , we have the set O3D = {S,N,B, T}
where the 3D upwind and downwind orthogonal directions are o⃗+

3D = T
and o⃗−

3D = B, respectively. As shown in Fig. 5, extra-/interpolation in the
third dimension will consider the 2D bases ( ) from three 2D slices of the
field, namely from the current cell and the neighbors in both 3D orthogonal
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Figure 5: 3D quadratic C2F extra-/interpolation scheme.

directions. To compute the 2D bases for these neighbors, we first have to
compute the 1D extrapolated bases (�) for the slice in direction o⃗+

3D at lo-
cations computed by building diagonals with the 2D orthogonal vectors, i.e.
at {o⃗+

3D − o⃗+
2D, o⃗

+
3D, o⃗

+
3D + o⃗+

2D}. The same procedure is applied for the slice
in direction o⃗−

3D. Note that remapping of the location of a slice can occur
to avoid building bases with ghost layer values. With the 1D bases, we can
finally build the 2D bases ( ) in the neighboring slices where each slice holds
an upwind and a downwind value for the 2D orthogonal directions. In total,
we now have six 2D bases ( ) which we will use to compute four values for
the adjacent fine cell. We do so by spanning an axis over the downwind val-
ues of the slices and another axis over the upwind values. For each axis, we
extra- or interpolate again depending on the three cases in Fig. 4. Combin-
ing the cases of the 2D and 3D extra-/interpolations, we possibly have nine
different computation rules for our quadratic scheme, namely one for each
corner of an interface with remappings in two dimensions, one for each edge
of an interface with remapping in one dimension, and a regular case without
remapping for the remaining cells. Since the iteration spaces of the coarse
blocks are split into segments, some of the cases become unattainable. With
introspection of the iteration spaces, our code generator eliminates the dead
code for these cases.

The computed Nneigh fine values per coarse cell are then packed into the
communication buffer as shown in Fig. 6. In 2D, the values are packed in
the same order as they are computed in Fig. 4. In 3D, we have two axes
that are offset in the 2D upwind orthogonal direction. Each axis spans over
the neighbors in the direction of the 3D orthogonal vectors and computes a
downwind and upwind value. We first pack the downwind value of the axis
below, followed by the downwind value of the upper axis and repeat that
for the upperwind values. Note that the adjacent fine block has the same
set of orthogonal directions O which allows us to reuse this protocol when
unpacking the buffer into the ghost layer region. When iterating over the
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edge or face of fine ghost cells, we employ a step size of r in each dimension.
In 2D, we then first unpack the value into the current cell of the iteration
and the second is stored in the cell offset by o⃗+

2D. This also applies to the
first two values in 3D. The third value is stored at the offset o⃗+

3D and the
fourth uses an offset in the diagonal vector between the upwind directions
o⃗+
2D + o⃗+

3D.

Communication volume: One important goal of communication is to
minimize the volume of data that is communicated to the neighbor blocks.
There exist variants where the values are first interpolated before sending
messages and variants where interpolation occurs after receiving messages.
The most optimal variant strongly depends on the interpolation method
and its order since this determines the number of coarse cells required as
support. A constant-order scheme benefits from sending coarse values first
which are then directly propagated to the fine values. Our second-order
scheme requires the support of three coarse values which would benefit from
performing the communication beforehand. In this work, we established
a modular software design that allows us to choose the best variant for
communication volume efficiency.

4 Code Generation

This chapter covers the necessary steps for familiarizing a code generator
with mesh refinement concepts from another framework and shows which
adaptations were required to support our proposed communication scheme
from Sect. 3.

4.1 Data Structures

Introducing mesh refinement concepts to an existing codebase causes major
changes to the core data structures. Without mesh refinement, the num-
ber of potential neighbor blocks per dimension is known beforehand which
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1 Stencil GradX@all {

2 [-1, 0, 0] => -1. / (2. * vf_cellWidth_x),

3 [ 1, 0, 0] => 1. / (2. * vf_cellWidth_x)

4 }

Lst 1: Exemplary operator declaration in ExaSlang 4 for a finite-difference
gradient approximation in x-direction

allows for a static allocation of data structures for geometric and topologic
information. In ExaStencils, this information is stored in so-called internal
variables [7]. One example for them is a boolean variable storing whether an
adjacent fragment is on a remote MPI process and is used to distinguish be-
tween remote and local communication schemes. To support refined meshes
with a variable number of blocks per process and a variable number of neigh-
bors, we now rely on dynamic data structures such as C++ standard vectors.
Topological information is now stored in an additional array dimension for
the Nneigh neighbor blocks. Within our generator, we introduced wrapper
data structures with dynamic data allocation that are automatically em-
ployed in the case of mesh refinement. In our software coupling, these data
structures are set up when the interface between the generated solver and
the framework code is initialized.

4.2 Operators

Operators for numerical solvers usually require geometric information such
as the cell width of a block as shown in the operator declaration for a
gradient approximation in Listing 1. Depending on the properties of a block,
this information can either be expressed with a simple expression (or even
a constant value) in the case of uniform blocks or must be stored explicitly
in the case of non-uniform blocks. For this purpose, ExaStencils provides
abstractions in the DSL, the so-called virtual fields [8], that obfuscate storage
details and let the generator choose the most efficient case to obtain this
information. Despite using uniform building blocks, having locally refined
resolutions implies having a non-uniform discretization of the domain, which
requires the operators to also consider refinement information. In this work,
we want to go beyond the existing concepts and establish an automatic
re-discretization of an operator for refinement without changing the user
interface. We achieved that by implementing wrapper data structures for
virtual fields that automatically fetch this information via accessors provided
by a waLBerla block.

4.3 Loops

With the addition of dynamic data structures, the bounds of the loop over
the local blocks of an MPI process become unknown. To enable special-
ized kernels for the potentially different resolutions for each block, we have

11



1 for (int bIdx = 0; bIdx < localBlocks.size (); ++bIdx) {

2 auto block = localBlocks[bIdx];

3 size_t refinementLvl = blockforest ->getLevel (* block);

4 real_t dx = blockforest ->dx(refinementLvl );

5

6 // ... kernel code

7 }

Lst 2: Simplified code example for automatic loop invariant motion of
refinement information.

enabled a loop invariant motion mechanism to minimize the time spent
fetching common scalar data structures from waLBerla. We introduced the
concept of process-local loop variables that are automatically fetched in a
loop over the blocks when present in the abstract syntax tree of a kernel.
This concept is also highly beneficial for generating GPU kernels since the
promoted scalars can be directly passed to the kernel. For our exotic use case
of employing multigrid with potentially very small block sizes, we have also
implemented an optimization strategy for pre-fetching pointers to waLB-
erla data structures to avoid type-checking overheads employed by regular
waLBerla accessors which are usually no concern in the scope of LBM.

4.4 Communication

As a proof of concept, we first developed our communication scheme manu-
ally in close collaboration with the waLBerla developers as a baseline. In this
work, we want to investigate the benefits of generating such complex rou-
tines and therefore discuss the steps that are necessary for integrating them
into our software coupling. The existing communication implementation in
ExaStencils provided classes encapsulating local and remote communication
kernels where the latter commonly employ additional kernels for the (un-
)packing of values to/from buffers. All these classes must be extended to
support the different refinement cases with potentially varying communica-
tion volumes, interpolation orders, and variable localizations within a mesh.
We realize this by introducing a modular design with abstraction layers for
each case which is then mapped to efficient implementations by the gen-
erator. As an optimization, we employ automatic communication hiding
by overlapping the local with the remote communication to avoid target-
ing the same main memory bottleneck that would occur when overlapping
computation with local communication.

5 Application

This chapter investigates the numerical accuracy of multigrid solvers on
octrees with different C2F schemes. We consider a standard benchmark
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problem given by the 3D Poisson equation (Eq. (1)) with the Laplacian
operator ∆, right-hand side function f(x, y, z) = 0, and Dirichlet boundary
conditions (Eq. (2)).

−∆u(x, y, z) = f(x, y, z) x, y, z on Ω (1)

u(x, y, z) = sin(π · x) · sin(π · y) · sinh(
√
2 · π · z) x, y, z on ∂Ω (2)

We discretize the continuous problem on the computational domain Ω =
[0, 1]3 using the cell-centered finite volume method and solve the arising lin-
ear system with a V (3, 3) multigrid solver [7]. The solver uses a damped
Jacobi smoother with ω = 0.8, serving also as the coarse-grid solver. We
terminate the solver when the L2 residual norm falls below a threshold of
1E−16, or when the maximum of 35 iterations is reached. The obtained nu-
merical solution u∗ is then used to compute the L2 error norm as ∥u∗ − u∥2.
We compare errors across different resolutions using the block partitioning
visualized in Fig. 7: it consists of 56 blocks on refinement level 2 (blue) and
64 blocks on level 3 (red).

Figure 8 summarizes the obtained results. The given block size is equal
to the number of cells per block on the finest multigrid level. Coarser levels
are added until a local resolution of 43 cells is reached. Apart from the error
norm itself, its grid convergence κ (Eq. (3)) is a vital metric. We expect
quadratic convergence, that is when halving the local cell size h, κ should
be 0.25, as we employ a second-order discretization of our PDE.

κ =
∥u∗h/2 − uh/2∥2
∥u∗h − uh∥2

(3)

We can see two effects. One, the absolute error decreased with increasing
interpolation orders. Second, and more importantly, the chosen interpola-
tion order limits the convergence order (constant for constant, linear for
first-order and quadratic for second-order). To obtain the quadratic con-
vergence expected from the PDE discretization, a second-order scheme is
required. This further motivates the necessity to support higher-order in-
terpolation schemes in communication routines although this usually entails
additional implementation effort.

6 Benchmark Results

To highlight the effectiveness of our refinement approach, we perform bench-
marks for the Poisson application on the SuperMUC-NG CPU cluster, focus-
ing on weak scaling results. We compare the performance of our generated
communication scheme with the manual baseline implementation, utilizing
code generation for all other multigrid kernels with automatic specializations
for local refinement. The cluster consists of Skylake Intel Xeon Platinum
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Figure 7: Domain with local refinement in the center.

Block
Size

Constant-Order
Scheme

First-Order
Scheme

Second-Order
Scheme

L2 Error
Norm

κ
L2 Error
Norm

κ
L2 Error
Norm

κ

163 0.235 − 1.067e-2 − 3.017e-3 −
323 0.227 0.966 5.255e-3 0.493 7.215e-4 0.239

643 0.224 0.984 2.611e-3 0.497 1.764e-4 0.244

1283 0.222 0.992 1.302e-3 0.499 4.361e-5 0.247

2563 0.221 0.996 6.499e-4 0.499 1.084e-5 0.249

Figure 8: L2 error norm experiments over multiple resolutions with
different interpolation orders.
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8174 processors with 24 physical cores. Each node is equipped with two sock-
ets and 96 Gigabytes of main memory. We use MPI as our parallelization
back-end and employ a 1:1 mapping between an MPI process and a physical
core. The generated code from ExaStencils is automatically vectorized using
AVX512 intrinsics.

While load imbalances are omnipresent in such application scenarios due
to the varying workload in the boundary handling and the (un-)packing
kernels, we adapted the refinement selection in our benchmarks to mitigate
imbalances originating from a different amount of blocks per MPI process.
The experiments capture the transition from using one socket to one or
multiple nodes. The domain Ω ∈ [0, 1]3 is partitioned into Ncores root blocks
which are first globally refined once. A quarter of the 8 ∗ Ncores blocks is
then locally refined once. All blocks are then distributed such that each MPI
process holds a total of 22 blocks throughout all measurements. A block
comprises 643 cells on the finest multigrid level and 43 cells on the coarsest
multigrid level. In each benchmark, we execute 100 V (3, 3) multigrid cycles
with a fixed number of 256 coarsest-grid iterations and measure the average
time tcycle.

The weak scaling results for both implementations are depicted in Fig. 9.
Figure 9a shows the comparison between the two communication implemen-
tations with two different timing strategies, namely with and without ex-
plicit MPI synchronization before and after each timing. These are denoted
by lighter and darker colors, respectively.

At first, we will focus on the measurements without synchronization.
It can be observed that both implementations scale well, even for large
node counts. Across all scales, the version with a generated communication
achieves a speedup of at least 1.43x. To assess the performance of our
approach, we have set up a light-speed model for the 7-point Jacobi smoother
on the finest multigrid level on a single node including communication. For
one lattice site update (LUP) within the kernel, we have one store and
seven load operations for the solution and one load for the right-hand side.
Assuming caching and non-temporal stores of the solution vector, we obtain
a memory throughput of nb = (1+1)∗8B+1∗8B = 24B per cell. We employ
the STREAM benchmark to obtain the effective bandwidth per node and
measure bs = 154.9 GB/s. With that, the maximum expected performance
is Pnode

max = bs
nb

= 6.45 GLUP/s per node, or assuming an equal distribution
of the bandwidth across between cores, P core

max = 134.375 MLUP/s per core.
Throughout all scales, the generated version achieves 98.86−102.24 MLUP/s
per core, which equals at least 73.5% of our maximum expectation. The
manual version, on the other hand, achieves 87.39 − 98.20 MLUP/s per
core, which results in a minimum of 65% of our expectation. While this is
already a significant improvement on the finest multigrid level, the speedup
factor of tcycle in the comparison also comes from avoiding overheads in the
coarser-grid communication with domain-specific optimizations such as the
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(a) Comparison of tcycle with different
timing strategies.

(b) Comparison of communication time
in tcycle with synchronized timers.

Figure 9: Weak scaling results on SuperMUC-NG with up to 512 nodes.

proposed pointer prefetching. On the coarsest grid, the generated version
is 7.90 − 19.21 faster as the waLBerla communication was not designed
for this special case. The runtime fraction of the coarse-grid solver with
generated communication is 1.64− 5.15% and with the manual version, it is
20.17− 27.35%.

As communication is our main optimization target, we further want to
quantify the improvements to the communication time to explain the scal-
ing behavior. Thus, explicit synchronization was used to avoid capturing
imbalances in the communication timings. The communication time spent
in a cycle for both implementations is depicted in Fig. 9b. As expected,
both approaches show only minor runtime increases when transitioning from
one socket to one node and have greater increases between one and multi-
ple nodes distributed on several islands. We observe that the generated
communication roughly achieves a three- up to fourfold speedup across all
measurements, reducing the communication fraction in the rough range of
51 − 56% to 20 − 30%. Note that tcycle also captures synchronization time
and, thus, the speedup does not directly translate over to the communication
fraction ranges.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we bridge the gap between code generation technology for
multigrid solvers and block-structured meshes with local refinement. We
propose data exchange routines between coarse and fine blocks augmented
with interpolation schemes that maintain error convergence despite local
jumps in the mesh resolution. These interpolation schemes do not rely on
values from neighboring blocks and minimize the volume of data that needs
to be communicated to efficiently use highly parallel hardware. We incor-
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porate mesh refinement concepts into our code generator to generate spe-
cialized kernels and communication routines for multigrid solvers with local
refinement. We also investigate the impact of the order of an interpolation
scheme on the error convergence for a locally refined 3D Poisson equation.
The benefits of generating the communication routines are demonstrated in
a comparative study with scaling results on the SuperMUC-NG CPU cluster
using up to 512 nodes.

8 Future Work

This work presents a software infrastructure for code generation of multigrid
on octrees which can be used as a foundation for multiple avenues.

This includes employing our approach for more complex application sce-
narios such as PDEs with variable coefficients or for real-world scenarios
such as concentration transports within a fluid. Depending on the sten-
cil, these applications could require diagonal elements to be communicated
which needs extensions to the existing interpolation schemes.

Another avenue is extending the mesh refinement implementation in the
code generator with new features. This includes the support for other vari-
able localizations than cell-centering. Optimizing the packing of our C2F
schemes to employ a ring-buffer data structure for reusing intermediate ex-
trapolation results for neighboring cells would decrease the time spent in
communication even further. This can be done by writing code transfor-
mations to prepare the loop nests for the interpolation for the loop-carried
CSE optimization from [9]. Achieving performance portability by support-
ing GPU platforms is another important milestone in the future and calls for
platform-dependent optimizations such as using shared memory for storing
reusable intermediate results.
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