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Summary

Edge computing focuses on processing near the source of the data. Edge computing
devices using the Tegra SoC architecture provide a physically distinct GPU memory
architecture. In order to take advantage of this architecture, different modes of mem-
ory allocation need to be considered. Different GPU memory allocation techniques
yield different results in memory usage and execution times of identical applications
on Tegra devices. In this article, we implement several GPU application benchmarks,
including our custom CFD code with unified, pinned, and normal host/device mem-
ory allocation modes. We evaluate and compare the memory usage and execution
time of such workloads on edge computing Tegra system-on-chips (SoC) equipped with
integrated GPUs using a shared memory architecture, and non-SoC machines with
discrete GPUs equipped with distinct VRAM. We discover that utilizing normal mem-

ory allocation methods on SoCs actually use double the required memory because of

unnecessary device memory copies, despite being physically shared with host memory.
We show that GPU application memory usage can be reduced up to 50%, and that even
performance improvements can occur just by replacing normal memory allocation and

memory copy methods with managed unified memory or pinned memory allocation.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Processingis being pushed toward the edge with the offloading of computations and storage nearer to the source of datain order toimprove latency
and save bandwidth.! The Tegra? system-on-chip (SoC) is a lightweight, low power, small form factor embedded module equipped with a GPU, CPU,
and memory making it an effective platform choice for edge computing.® Unlike typical discrete GPUs, the integrated GPU used in the Tegra SoC
shares the same physical memory with the CPU ARM cores, visualized in Figure 1. This architectural difference from normal hardware setups entails
changes in the way memory is managed in CUDA programs.

Three principal components are usually required in high performance computing (HPC) or cloud cluster configurations: host machines, discrete
GPU devices, and the interconnect.” A typical discrete GPU is enclosed in a board with separate physical memory, or VRAM. Such GPUs generally
cannot function independently without a host machine to perform control operations, for example, memory management. Host machine memory
is physically distinct from GPU device memory. As a rule of thumb, host memory should generally exceed GPU device memory capacity in order to
properly utilize the GPU device because of the necessity to perform data copies to and from GPU device memory. Therefore, in most HPC or cloud
hardware setups, the programmer is responsible for maintaining consistency between host and GPU memory. This task may prove to be cumber-
some, and in order to not deal with such explicit memory management nuisances, NVIDIA unified memory (UM),¢ explained in Section 2, can be used
to unify the logical view of GPU device and host memory. Pinned memory (a.k.a zero-copy memory) is also another CUDA memory management
technique used to avoid explicit memory copies from host memory to GPU device memory.
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FIGURE 1 Simplified discrete GPU memory model (left) vs integrated GPU memory model (right) based on information from Reference 4

Because Tegra-based devices share the same physical GPU and CPU memory, the behavior of applications using the various types of memory
management techniques on these devices will differ. Our goal is to investigate, compare, and evaluate the differences in performance and mem-
ory usage of using different types of CUDA memory allocation techniques on both Tegra-based SoC integrated GPUs and typical host-connected
discrete GPUs.

Our article makes the following contributions:

o Weallocate host and GPU memory on standard and custom application benchmarks using Unified memory, pinned memory, and explicit or normal

memory.

o We evaluate the execution time, and memory usage of such applications including our custom memory-intensive CFD code on integrated GPUs
(iGPUs) when compared to discrete GPUs (dGPUs).

o Throughout our evaluation, we discuss the difference in behavior of the CUDA runtime on the different memory allocation APIs when iGPUs are
used instead of dGPUs.

Therest of this article is structured as follows. We first provide a brief background on UM and pinned memory in Section 2 and describe related
work in Section 3. Subsequently, we describe the implementation of our techniques on each respective application in Section 4. Then, we describe

our experimental setup and show evaluation results for each applicationin Section 5, and finally conclude with directions for future work in Section 6.

2 | BACKGROUND

NVIDIA unified memory is a unified address space that is accessible from either GPU or CPU7 using a single shared pointer. It was introduced in
CUDA 6 and it builds upon Unified Virtual Addressing (UVM) introduced in CUDA 4,2 which allows a single virtual address space accessible from
any device. Using UM eliminates the need for explicit memory copies from host memory to GPU device memory. When UM is accessed, the CUDA
runtime will automatically perform page (usually 4KB) migration on-demand to the memory of the accessing processor? depending on if the page is
dirty. Pinned or zero-copy memory is a older technology introduced in CUDA 2 which also allows GPU access without memory copies. Memory is
allocated in host memory using cudaHostAlloc and is accessed from the GPU by obtaining a pointer through cudaHostGetDevicePointer.
After UVA was introduced, the additional step of obtaining pointers by calling cudaHostGetDevicePointer becomes redundant, and allocating
the data in host memory is sufficient in order to utilize pinned memory. The intricate details of the exact operations that the CUDA API performs is
not available to the public. Ultimately, the goal of this article is to show that cudaMal1oc should not be the default go-to method for GPU memory
allocation when GPUs are used, and also to investigate the differences in memory usage, execution time, and behavior of each of the different types
of memory allocation operations on both Tegra and non-Tegra devices.

3 | RELATED WORK

There are some existing evaluations on the performance of UM on Tegra devices. Most of the literature provide details on speed performance instead

of the actual memory usage of applications, which is what our work focuses on.
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Li et al’® published work that evaluates UM performance on NVIDIA Kepler K40 and Jetson TK1 GPUs, focusing on the performance loss that
results after testing modified applications from benchmarks like Parboil Benchmark Suite,!* and Diffusion3D Benchmark.1° The authors profiled
the results using NVIDIA Visual Profiler'? in order to generate a timeline. They state that application performance loss on the Tegra TK1 results
because of additional redundant memory transfers that occur within the shared DRAM despite UM being used. They also do not mention any details
about the difference in memory usage between discrete and integrated GPUs, which is the primary focus of this article.

Jarzabek and Czarnul®® evaluate the performance of UM and dynamic parallelism (DP) on NVIDIA GTX 970 and Tesla K20m boards. Dynamic
parallelism is a feature introduced in CUDA 58 which allows recursive launches of kernels within kernels. Contrary to the purpose of our work,
the authors do not use Tegra-based architecture for their evaluation, and also focus primarily on the speed performance effects of using both UM
and DP for specific parallel applications like verification of Goldbach’s conjecture, adaptive integration using the trapezoidal rule, and heat transfer
simulation in 2D space. They state that using UM in their tested applications results in negligible performance loss which compensates for the ease
of programming using managed memory.

Cavicchioli et al'* highlight the memory interference issues on two Tegra SoCs (K1 and X1) caused by performing different types of iGPU mem-
ory operations using manual GPU copy kernels on device buffers with or without involving UVM or invoking DMA copy engines using pinned memory
with cudaMemsetor cudaMemcpy while the host CPU is actively accessing memory. Their work focuses on the worst case execution times that
result due to latency spikes caused by the memory interference from either CPU or iGPU. This work is orthogonal to ours because we focus primarily
on memory usage instead of latency issues.

Finally, Ukidave et al*> evaluate UM performance on Jetson TK1 boards by co-executing pairs of applications from the Rodinia benchmark on
the TegraiGPU and externally connected Tesla K40 dGPU. Experiments are performed to see how much execution time along with energy and power
consumption is improved, when compared to executing these pairs of applications on the dGPU alone. Again this work does not focus on memory
usage, and does not expose much of the details of the CUDA runtime behavior.

In addition to these works, there are also several research papers published involving GPU and ARM processors as well as the GPU-CUDA
environment, like Montella et al,’¢” DAmore et al,’® and Laccetti et al,?” which cover other facets of GPU and ARM core processing.

4 | RODINIABENCHMARKIMPLEMENTATIONS

We target several Rodinia?° benchmarks and our custom CFD code because they use relatively significant amounts of GPU memory. We replace
normal cudaMalloc and cudaMemcpy calls in the source code of these applications with cudaMallocManaged or cudaHostAlloc inorder to
utilize Unified or pinned memory. When using pinned memory, we give the flag cudaHostAllocDefault to ensure that the data is page-locked
on the CPU side. Table 1 shows the minor API differences that have to be implemented in the source code to utilize different memory allocation
mechanisms. Most of the available GPU application source codes do not utilize managed memory. We plan to automatize the process of converting
from normal cudaMemcpy operations to use managed memory without having to manually change source code either by parsing or changing the
behavior of the compiler or CUDA runtime as future work. We measure the memory usage by using cudaMemGet Info calls to get total and free
memory on the GPU. On the Jetson TX2 SoC, this command retrieves the system memory because the iGPU does not have its own VRAM. We
measure CPU memory usage on the host attached to a dGPU by measuring from free and nvidia-smi as the applications run. Unlike the CUDA

APl memory allocation functions, simply calling mal1oc does not report used memory until the memory space is actually filled with data.

4.1 | \Vector addition

We implement simple CUDA vector addition using Unified, pinned, and normal memory allocation on both iGPUs and dGPUs. We allocate two arrays

of identical types (float, int, and double) with 228elements each (except for type double which uses 227 elements because of lack of sufficient memory

TABLE 1 Syntactical differences of unified, pinned, and normal memory

Unified memory example Pinned memory example Normal memory example
float *x; float *x; float *x, *d x;
cudaMallocManaged (&x, SIZE) ; cudaHostAlloc (&x, SIZE, FLAGS) ; x = malloc (SIZE) ;
assign values to x assign values to x cudaMalloc (&x, SIZE) ;
call kernel with x call kernel with x assign values to x

cudaMemcpy (d_x, x, SIZE)

call kernel with d_x
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capacity) in order to use a noticeable amount of memory. We initialize the arrays with constant values on the host, and run kernel addition on the
GPU. Then we check for errors after the kernel is finished to make sure the values are the real sum. We check free memory on the Jetson TX2 using

cudaMemGet Info before and after memory allocations are made.

42 | B+tree

The B+ tree application from the Rodinia benchmark receives an input of integers from a text file and generates a B+ tree capable of being stored
on GPU memory. It then receives a set of command inputs to execute on the tree nodes. These include range and point searches. The entire tree is
allocated in a single, contiguous block of memory usingmalloc to allocate the maximum number of nodes initially, followed by an assignment of the
record and node pointers to point to two different regions of this single block of memory. We modify this application by replacing the malloc call
with CUDA managed memory API calls, where we allocate separate regions of memory for the record and node pointer by calling an allocation wrap-
per functioninthe CUDA wrapper code. We then remove the cudaMemcpycalls inthat file for that particular datastructure, and directly use the data
structures in both GPU kernels for the forward and backward phase. Therefore, a major but not entire portion of the application data is allocated

using either unified or pinned memory. Other minor data structures remain untouched and use ordinary host malloc in all versions of the code.

4.3 | Backpropagation

Backpropagation is a two-phase application that trains the weights of connected nodes on a layered neural network. In the forward phase, the
activations are propagated from the input to the output layer. In the backward phase, the error between the observed and requested values in the
output layer is propagated backwards to adjust the weights and bias values.?° We replace all of the internal allocation of the neural network data
structures to use either pinned or unified memory, by calling our own allocation function in the CUDA source code. Then we remove CUDA memory
copy operations and replace the kernel device variables with the host variables.

In addition to this, like the example given in the left column of Table 2, the host portion of the code allocates several of the weight data structures
to use two-dimensional C-style arrays of fixed length (non-jagged). Although technically possible, CUDA is not very supportive of allocating such
multi-dimensional arrays when using managed memory, and we must manually transform these data structures to one-dimensional arrays. Because
the code was written when there was no support of managed memory, there is aredundant portion in the code which copies these multi-dimensional
arrays to a one-dimensional array for use in the GPU kernels. As a result, we modify the application code to instead use one-dimensional arrays in
the host code from the beginning, and omit these redundant memory transformations. This shows that simply replacing multi-dimensionalmalloc
calls with managed memory allocation will be inefficient, not to mention cumbersome because of the syntactical differences of the allocation API
dealing with pointer addresses (like the right column in Table 2). Because GPU allocation may not be performed lazily, explained more in Section 5.2,
repetitive calls would cause too much unnecessary overhead, and it was better performance-wise to simply allocate contiguous one-dimensional
arrays using managed memory from the beginning.

44 | BFS
BFS traverses all the connected components in a graph that is read from a file, and outputs the cost into a result file. The graph file can be generated

by an input generator, and we used it to create two random graphs with 8 and 32 million points. The application was relatively straightforward to
convert, and we simply replaced malloc calls with managed memory API, and removed all subsequent cudaMalloc and cudaMemcpy calls.

45 | Custom CFD code

Our custom CFD code focuses on high-order methods that break through the limitations of conventional second-order finite vol-
ume methods (FVM), due to the rising demand for analyzing more complex aerodynamic applications in the fields of mechanical and

TABLE 2 Multi-dimensional

Using normal memor: Using managed memor: . .

= v g 8 L/ array allocation with managed
x = malloc (N*sizeof (TYPE *)); cudaMallocManaged (&x, N*sizeof (TYPE *)) ; memory
for( 1 to N ) for( i to N )

x[1] = malloc (M*sizeof (TYPE)) ; cudaMallocManaged (&x[i], N*sizeof (TYPE)) ;
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aerospace engineering. The high-order methods possess many attractive features: the capability to achieve arbitrary high accuracy
with compact stencils, high spectral resolvability fitted to turbulence simulation, and high scalability under large parallel computing
systems.
The three-dimensional compressible Navier-Stokes equations given by

d

Qv R@=V-RQVQ, &)
where Q are conservative variables and F.(Q), F,(Q,VQ) are convective and viscous fluxes, respectively, are considered in our custom CFD appli-
cation. Among the various high-order methods, we focus on the discontinuous Galerkin method?! that is the most widely used in CFD society
because of its intuitive form and rigorous mathematical backgrounds. Applying the discontinuous Galerkin method into Equation (1), we finally get

the following weak formulation on each element Q:

[Roavs [ Fn-Fmpda
Q 0Q

/ Vo - (Fo —FdV. 2
Q

where ¢ is the orthogonal basis computed from the modified Gram-Schmidt process.?2 Here, E\n is a monotone numerical convective flux used in
FVM, and ﬁ is a numerical viscous flux computed via BR2 method.23

Our GPU implementation of this custom CFD code has three versions, one using NVIDIA UM, the other pinned memory, and the last
using manual CUDA memory allocation and copy operations. Workload size is limited to GPU device capacity when ordinary cudaMal -
loc is used, but using UM allows the workload size to reach host memory limits, which is more important for dGPUs. Table 3 shows the
size of major data arrays along with their access type in our GPU kernels. Total memory usage of the host code is not limited to only
these data structures, with the existence of many host-allocated structures that remain in pure CPU code. However, the structures shown
in Table 3 are the ones used heavily in GPU calculation, and so we allocate these data structures using either Unified, pinned, or normal
memory.

In our previous work,2* we utilized ZFP compression?® to compress data in the pre-processing stages of the CFD code to save dGPU memory
space by up to 50% without loss of accuracy. However, on iGPU-based SoCs, it is ineffective to use compression solely on the GPU side as an alterna-
tive solution to Unified memory because host and GPU memory is shared. Therefore we have to perform compression on data allocated with Unified
memory in unison as a solution to memory capacity limitations. Doing this requires modification on the host CPU code to utilize the compressed
data at all times. We leave this to future work.

TABLE 3 Listof major data arrays referenced in GPU kernels and major kernels for the custom CFD code

% of data Kernel % of
Array name RW Usage Name Avg. time time
cell_coefficients R 50.81% fourth_loop_3 9.74ms 38.18%
cell_basis_value R 16.94% fourth_loop_1 5.93ms 23.24%
face_owner_basis_value R 5.77% third_loop_1 3.95ms 15.47%
face_neighbor_basis_value R 5.77% third_loop_3 2.81ms 11.01%
face_owner_coefficients R 5.77% first_loop_1 1.22ms 4.79%
face_neighbor_coefficients R 5.77% first_loop_3 583.88ps 2.29%
peribdry_owner_basis_value R 1.15% fourth_loop_2 490.32pus 1.92%
peribdry_neighbor_basis_value R 1.15% third_loop_2 334.34ps 1.31%
peribdry_owner_coefficients R 1.15% memcpy HtoD 7.38us 1.10%
Flux RW 3.02% first_loop_2 125.88us 0.49%
solution RW 0.17% memcpy DtoD 15.3%us 0.05%

rhs '\ 0.17%
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5 | BENCHMARKEVALUATIONS AND EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate the Rodinia and custom CFD benchmarks on two machines. One is a GeForce GTX 1050 Ti dGPU using the Pascal architecture with
4GB of VRAM. The host CPU is an Intel i7-7700 @ 3.6GHz with 4 physical cores. We use CUDA version 10 in this setup with Linux kernel version
4.15.0. The second setup is a Jetson TX22¢ equipped with 6 cores and a Pascal architecture iGPU with 8G of VRAM. The Linux kernel version is
4.4.38-tegra, and we use CUDA version 9. In our evaluation, we refer to the Jetson TX2 with the iGPU as SoC, and the private machine equipped
with the dGPU as non-SoC.

One caveat that we encountered in our SoC when conducting memory usage experiments is that even though the tested application is com-
pleted, there is a constant amount of pre-allocated memory (about ~900 MB) that lingers in the system as “used” memory which is reserved for
any subsequent usages of all of the CUDA memory allocation functions. Therefore, in order to completely free all of the pre-allocated memory for
accurate measurement purposes, we artificially triggered a segmentation fault error using normal host mal1loc calls followed by initialization of
arbitrary data after every run because that allowed us to free up the GPU memory pre-allocations on the SoC device. In the case of host memory

allocations unrelated to the GPU (i.e., triggering memory usage frommalloc), there was no such issue.

5.1 | Vector addition

The experimental results for vector addition are shown in Figure 2. In the non-SoC case, allocations with pinned memory use almost no dGPU mem-
ory (except for a minor amount resulting to about ~50 MB allocated on the dGPU device memory, which is not included in the graph results). We
need to drop the caches in order to not allocate existing buffer cache memory when measuring pinned memory. Execution time of vector addition
for the double type is fastest for both SoC and non-SoC, which is natural because the total number of elements calculated is half the other data
types, hence having the same memory usage. The results are more interesting for SoC devices, because we can see that performing normal CUDA
memory allocations with memory copies actually uses double the space needed, and has longer execution times. Another interesting note is that the
application executed with pinned memory performed the fastest among the three. This is because the data access patterns exhibited spatial locality

in the absence of temporal locality, which does not offset the initial costs of setting up the synchronization and caching behavior of unified memory.

52 | B+tree

We run the experiments using 5,000,000 points from input. Results are shown in Figure 3. Initial tree generation is performed at the host and consti-
tutes a significant portion of the application execution time (not included in the graph), and can take many minutes especially on the SoC. We notice
different behaviors of the CUDA runtime when allocating managed memory on the SoC and non-SoC. The reason why the SoC allocates more mem-
ory even when using managed or pinned memory is because the entire memory is mapped as soon as cudaMallocManaged or cudaHostAlloc
is called on the SoC leading to lots of unused space. However, for unified memory on the non-SoC, memory is mapped in a lazy manner; therefore
memory usage shows only the actual number of used nodes. Memory usage for pinned memory on the non-SoC is comparable to normal and Unified

even though it should be much less, only because it also maps the entire maximum memory space from the initial cudaHostAl1oc call. For normal

B Pinned Memory (float) @ Unified Memory (float) & Normal Memory (float) mPinned Memory (double) & Unified Memory (double)
& Normal Memory (double) O Pinned Memory (int) ™ Unified Memory (int)  ® Normal Memory (int)
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FIGURE 2 \Vector addition memory usage and execution time
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FIGURE 4 Rodiniabackpropagation memory usage and execution time (n=10,000,000)

malloc calls, memory is always mapped in a lazy manner in the operating system level; therefore the results actually show slightly less memory
usage compared to unified or pinned memory.

Execution time of the compute kernel is reduced when managed memory is used on the SoC because there is less memory copy over-
head. Unified memory takes the least amount of execution time, especially more so on the point searches because GPU pages are fetched
on-demand. It is interesting to note that pinned memory performs either worse or near to normal memory allocations with execution times of
71 and 56 ms for range and point searches on the non-SoC, but actually performs better than normal memory allocation on the SoC, with exe-
cution times of 61 and 78 ms. This shows that even though memory is host-allocated on the SoC, because of its proximity to the iGPU and
lack of need for memory copy operations, it is actually better in terms of execution times to allocate memory using either pinned or Unified
memory.

5.3 | Backpropagation

We test backpropagation using 10,000,000 random points as input. In the original version of the benchmark, the maximum input size is limited to
1,048,576 points because the points are divided in batches of 16 among the GPU blocks, which is limited 65,536 in one dimension of the GPU grid.
Strangely, the y-axis of the grid was being utilized, and we changed it so that the x-axis would be used to allow for larger dimensions so that we could
run the application with a greater number of points.

Results are shown in Figure 4. Unified memory uses less memory than normal allocations even in the non-SoC case because we had to
flatten the 2-dimensional arrays into one-dimension in the host level. Using pinned or Unified memory for the SoC case utilizes less than half

of the system memory usage of the original code. Performance-wise, unified memory performs the fastest on both environments because of
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FIGURE 5 Rodinia BFS memory usage and execution time (8M and 32M points)

the lack of memory copy, and also because of temporal locality of the workload, with a lot of repetitive accesses allowing for the caching
effect to take place. Pinned memory performs the worst in the non-SoC execution, but actually performs better than normal memory in the
SoC because of the lack of memory copy overhead, despite no cache support. Unified memory seems to be the best choice for this particular

application.

54 | BFS

In order to get the proper memory usage results for this workload on the non-SoC, we had to drop the buffer caches before each run, because
all host memory allocations used memory from the already pre-allocated buffer cache pool, which could have led to incorrect measurements.
Experimental results are shown in Figure 5. Unified memory uses slightly more memory than normal memory allocations in the non-SoC, but the
difference is negligible enough to be considered as slight measurement errors due to factors like the buffer cache and other application interfer-
ence. Pinned memory uses the least amount of memory as usual, but took the longest execution time in the non-SoC. Surprisingly, pinned memory
exhibited the best execution time for the SoC. This is most likely attributed to the spatial locality of the workload, and the fact that each thread
tries to not visit the previously visited point in BFS. In addition to this, the data are also located much closer to the GPU compared to in the
non-SoC case. For the BFS application, pinned memory is optimal on SoC devices, with normal host/device allocations being the choice for the

non-SoC.

5.5 | Custom CFD code

We use two workloads to test our custom CFD code, one which is relatively small and can easily fit into the memory of both GPUs, and a larger one
that pushes the memory limits of a single physical GPU. Both workloads use the same flattened data arrays and kernels outlined in Table 3, but with
differing sizes of the data arrays. Results are shown in Figure 6. Execution time is shown in seconds, instead of milliseconds. The large workload
on the SoC overflowed system memory (about 8GB), and therefore was drawn with an error bar close that extends beyond the non-SoC result.
Execution time was also derived from the smaller workload results.

Unified memory in the non-SoC case takes up less memory than normal memory allocations, most likely due to the migration of data
pages as the calculation stages are being performed. As expected, both pinned and unified memory in the SoC case take up the same
amount of total system memory, with normal memory allocations overflowing beyond system memory in the large workload. The results
are not as drastic in the smaller workload because there is a lot of CPU-side prerequisite data which is not used by the GPU kernels
atall.

Even though pinned memory seems to use the least amount of total memory on both systems, execution time is dismal as the GPU
kernels must continually fetch data from host memory as calculation takes place. However, the relative difference between pinned and
other allocation modes is not as distinct on the SoC because of the proximity of the data to the iGPU engine. Regardless, unified mem-
ory seems to be the best option for running the workload with minor differences in execution time compared to the normal memory

allocation mode.
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FIGURE 6 Custom CFD memory usage and execution time (5x5x5 and 10x10x10 workloads)

6 | CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

Edge computing focuses on processing near the source of the data. Devices that are used with this concept, like the Tegra architecture, have physically
distinct memory architectures from average server processing nodes, especially when GPU usage is factored in. In order to take advantage of these
architectures, other modalities of memory allocation need to be considered. Different GPU memory allocation techniques yield different results in
memory usage and execution times of identical applications on these types of edge computing related SoC devices. In this article, we focused on the
differences in behavior on both common and custom GPU application benchmarks when SoC iGPUs are used in comparison to non-SoC dGPUs.

There is not a single cookie-cutter answer to determine the correct memory allocation method to be used in each application. Execution time,
and even total memory usage may depend on the circumstances of the application, and how it is originally programmed. Some applications, like
the B+ tree benchmark (Section 5.2), may actually use even more memory on both SoC and non-SoC devices when managed or pinned memory
is used, due to the differences in how memory allocation is actually performed on the CUDA runtime from API calls. Other applications that have
good spatial but poor temporal locality (Section 5.1) would benefit the most from using pinned memory because of the lack of need for setting up
caching functionality. Nevertheless, for many GPU applications which do benefit from temporal locality, using unified memory provides the greatest
efficiency in terms of memory usage compared to execution time.

In future work, we will explore methods in which we can effectively convert between different GPU memory allocation modes without source
code modification. We will also try to explore how we can effectively reduce memory usage for our custom CFD code using compression without
incurring too much performance overheads. We also wish to discover a more definitive way of classifying the different applications in order to
determine which type of memory allocation method they should use.
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