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Abstract—Our paper presents solutions that can significantly
improve the delay performance of putting and retrieving data

Cloud

0oog Storage

in and out of cloud storage. We first focus on measuring the
delay performance of a very popular cloud storage service . DDDDH
Amazon S3. We establish that there is significant randomness Feduest HLIEL] Task Queue

in service times for reading and writing small and medium siz ATVels Request Queue

objects when assigned distinct keys. We further demonstratthat

using erasure coding, parallel connections to storage clouand DRequest OTask  Oldie thread
limited chunking (i.e., dividing the object into a few smalker

objects) together pushes the envelope on service time distutions ~ Fig. 1. System Model

significantly (e.g., 76%, 80%, and 85% reductions in mean, .
90th, and 99th percentiles for 2 Mbyte files) at the expense of cloud and sometimes also further protected by erasure ¢odes

additional storage (e.g., 1.7%). However, chunking and erasure more efficiently use the storage capacity while attaining/ ve
coding increase the load and hence the queuing delays whilehigh durability guarantee5][3]. Storage provider also rtwai
reducing the supportable rate region in number of requests Br  {he |oad on each storage node and employs dynamic load

second per node. Thus, in the second part of our paper we focus . . .
on analyzing the delay performance when chunking, FEC, and balancing to prevent hot storage nodes that might obseg¥e hi

parallel connections are used together. Based on this anaiig, we l0ads or slow nodes that have excessively high response.time
develop load adaptive algorithms that can pick the best codeate  Although mainly used for repairing data in unavailable st

on a per request basis by using off-line computed queue badd nodes, some cloud providers also access coded blocks in
thresholds. The solutions work with homogeneous servicesith  4rqie| to uncoded blocks when uncoded blocks are stored in

fixed object sizes, chunk sizes, operation type (e.g., readwrite) . . . .
as well as heterogeneous services with mixture of object si slow nodes|[B]. Despite all these mechanisms, still evalnat

chunk sizes, and operation types. We also present a simpleagdy  Of large scale systems indicate that there is a high degree
solution that opportunistically uses idle connections andpicks of randomness in delay performanceé [1]. Thus, the services
the erasure coding rate accordingly on the fly. Both backlogad  that require better delay performance must deploy their own
greedy solutions support the full rate region and provide bst ¢qutions such as sending multiple requests (in parallel or

mean delay performance when compared to the best fixed coding sequentially), chunking large objects into smaller oned an
rate policy. Our evaluations show that backlog based solutins quentially), chunking larg ! :

achieve better delay performance at higher percentile vales than read/write each chunk in parallel, replicate the same objec
the greedy solution. using multiple distinct keys, etc.

To this end, we conducted our own measurements on
Amazon S3 for various object sizes to model its delay dis-
tribution. Our measurement results confirm that the delay

|. INTRODUCTION spread is significant even when object sizes are in the ofder o

Public clouds have been utilized by web services aﬁaegabytes. Moreover, our stu_dy indicates that When theeserv
Internet applications widespread. They provide high degfe 2ccessing the storage cloud is not the bottleneck _(|n tgrfms 0
availability, scalability, and data durability. Yet, tieeexists CPU and network access speed), we can substantially improve
significant skew in network bound /O performance neceH€ distribution of read/write delays. To achieve thesegai
sitating solutions that provide robustness in a cost effect ON€ has to consider not only chunking and parallel access to
manner[[1], [2]. In this paper, we focus on the cloud storag&@ch chunk, but also erasure coding. In fact without erasure
and present solutions that can provide much better del@gding, more chunking starts hurting the performance aetow
performance for putting files into the cloud storage as wdlfrcentile values. The gains when forward error correction
as for retrieving them back on demand. In particular, we badeEC) is employed are significant in the average delay perfor
our analysis on Amazon S3 service as one of the most popURgnce and they are much better at higher percentile delays.
cloud storage services. Nonetheless, server accessing the storage cloud hasdimite

A typical cloud storage stores and retrieves objects via th€PU and network access speed limiting the number of con-

unique keys. Each object is replicated several times withéen CUrrent connections to the storage cloud without going into
a processor sharing mode. With limited system capacity, one
Accepted for publication in IEEE/ACM Transactions on Netwing on has to consider the load and its impact on queueing delays
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the maximum rate at which end users can be served is redudedmulti-class scenario and develop a multi-class FEC rate
Our observations over Amazon S3 indicate that indeed lowadaptive scheme MBAFEC. In Sectionh II, we cover the related
code rates reduce the supportable rate region inducingequéterature. Finally, we conclude the paper in Secfionl VII.
instability earlier than higher code rates. Thus, it is inaiee

to design a load adaptive strategy for changing FEC rates on 1. RELATED WORK

the fly t_o k(_aep total average delays gt the minimum level while FEC in connection with multiple paths and/or multiple
remaining in the achievable rate region of the uncoded BYStes yers is a well investigated topic in the literature [, [

To have meaningful solutions, one needs to analyze g (g1 However, there is very litle attention devoted to
gueuing delay for the system. As one of the main contribstio e queueing delays. FEC in the context of network coding

of the paper, we analyze the average delay perfqrmance 0(Eracoded scheduling has also been a popular topic from the
system that incorporates chunking, FEC and multiple SerVeherspectives of throughput (or network utility) maximizat
This system model is much harder than an M/G/k queugn 't oughput vs. service delay trade-offs [9]][10];[11]

which itself have only crude approximations, as the serviile' Although some incorporate queuing delay analysie, th

times of servers become interdependent due to the usey@bient js [argely for broadcast wireless channels wiiteq
erasure coding. To make this point more clear, consider t

case where an object is divided into two parts and a thi :

two server complete their jobs, the third server can preempiy,  nanersiT4],[17] concurrent to ours conducted theoreti-

!ts cprrentjob as erasure coding renders the completionisf Leal study of cloud étorage systems using FEC in a similar-fash

job irrelevant. Exgept for a very recent work [4] that fa®geton a5 we do in this paper. Both papers rely on the assumption
to solve a much simpler yet still hard case, to the best of oyf exponential task delays, which hardly captures the tseali

knowledge queuing analysis for such a system model is QUi efore, some of their theoretical results are over dptio

an uncharted area. Our analyses provide a good approxmalip 4 cannot be applied in practice. For example, authors of
for capacity and mean delay for homogeneous traffic with or‘.i:7] proved that using larger code lengths always improves
operation type (e.g., all reads) and file size as well as fb

o ) - Elay without reducing system capacity, contradictinghwit
heterogeneous traffic with mixture of traffic types (e.g.thbo simulation results using real-world measurements presnt

read and write requests with varying chunking and file size%iS paper
As another major contribution, we develop three load adap-pnather set of works that is closely related to our work

tive FEC schemes that change the coding rate on the fly,,q directly into the delay performance of storage clouds

Using the an.alysis “?SUI'[,S’ we can actually id‘?”“fy und 1], [18]. The measurements results and interim conclission
what load regimes which fixed FEC strategy provides the b EJ on Amazon S3 motivated our work. The paper presents the

average delay performance leading to simple backlog tbréShthroughput-deIay tradeoffs in service times as objectsizey.

based adaptive algorithms. We present two schemes BAFEfr, ‘astablish the skewness and long tails. They recommend
(for single type Of_ requests, 1.e., homoggneous traffic) a@g cancel long pending jobs and send a fresh request instead.
MBAFEC (for multiple types of requests, i.e., hEterOger‘EOVA\Ithough the suggestion would work well for long tails,
trf’;\fﬁc_) that_ adapt .FEC rates l_)ase_d on the queue baCklﬂgs would not lead to much delay improvement below 99th
Via simulations using real service time traces from Amazqil, . entile.[18] on the other hand focuses more closely en th
S3, we show that bo'_(h schemes are al_JIe to _beat th_e d ughput-service delay tradeoff and devise a data bagchi
performance of any fixed FEC rate policy while achieving ome Based on the observed congestion, authors increase
the rate region of Fhe ungod_ed strategy. Since both BAFE& reduce the batching size. Thus, at high congestion, adarg
and MBAFEC require a priori knowledge and put constrain{s,ich size is used to improve the throughput while at low

on _service time distribution of cloud storage to compute t ngestion a smaller batch size is adopted to reduce thg. dela
optimal thresholds, we also propose a greedy strategy thafe” chynk size in our work is similar to the batch size

opportunistically determines FEC rates based on the num%hsidered in[[18] and it remains as a future work how to
of idle servers at the time of request arrivals. Trace driven) . pi o these-complementary ideas

simulations demonstrate that the greedy strategy performs

a par with the queue backlog based strategies in terms of

total mean delay. Nonetheless, the greedy method performs ) ) )

significantly worse in some cases at very high percentileesal A- Basic Architecture and Functionality

(e.g., at 99.9th percentile). The basic system architecture captures how web services
The remaining sections are organized as follows. In Seoday utilize public or private storage clouds. The arattitee

tion [l we explain our system model in more details. Irtonsists of proxy servers in the front end and a key-valusto

Sectior 1M, we present our measurement results over Amazpeferred to as cloud storage) in the backend.

EC2 and S3. In Sectidn]V, we study the single-class scenaridP’roxy servers have two main responsibilities: (1) Present

and develop a FEC rate adaptive scheme BAFEC basedamich service layer that operates on top of the raw cloud

the analysis, and evaluate its performance through tracsterage services/interfaces. (2) Optimize the user perdei

driven simulations. In Sectidn VI, we generalize the anialysperformance. Client requests arrive at any of the proxyessrv

Ill. SYSTEM MODEL



When client wants to upload a file, proxy server divides thee fisystems such as databases and replicated state machihes [20
into one or more chunks. Each chunk is stored as an individedt. Depending on the subsequent read profile on the same file,
object with a unique key in the key-value store. When th@e proxy can (1) continue serving the remaining tasksltitha
entire file is written successfully, the job is completed anisks finish, or (2) change them to low priority jobs that Wl
a response is sent back to the client. When client wargsrved only when system utilization is low, or (3) cancehthe
to download a file, proxy server checks which chunks ne@ideemptively. The proxy can even (4) run a demon program
to be fetched from the storage cloud. Proxy generates raadhe background that generatessall,, coded chunks from
requests for these chunks and after receiving the compd¢tethe already uploaded chunks when the system is not busy.
of chunks, the job is completed and the file is streamed backWe assume that subsequent read requests for an object
to the client. The solutions we present are deployed on tf&t has been just written happens at time scales greater
proxy server side transparent to the cloud storage. than the time necessary to commit all,,, chunks. For
Cloud storage has two main purposes: (1) Provide ddte analysis in the later sections as well as for the proposed
storage with high durability and availability. (2) Provide algorithms, this assumption is not a real limitation. In dase
demand scaling of storage needs. Cloud storage does net indé performance results, the workloads that does not conform
pret the objects it stores, but rather treats them as byiteystr with this assumption would have a limited transient imphat t
with a well-defined length. For high durability and availéipj will disappear when steady state performance is considered
typical cloud systems replicate each object several timesRurthermore, in practice, such workloads are better handle
different physical locations and may use FEC internallpnfr by caching the most recently written objects in the proxies.
proxy servers’ perspective, cloud storage is a black boxseho ) _ ) _
internal techniques are unknown. Proxy servers only knaw tfr- Queueing Model with Multiple Threads and Coding
response times for each query (e.g., putting, getting, iogpy  Due to shared resources, the level of parallelism achievabl
deleting objects) it sends to the cloud storage. by using multiple threads is limited: the system can only-sup
port a finite number of simultaneously active threads withou
. . . _ significantly degrading the performance of each individual
B. Adding FEC Support in Multi-threaded Proxies acE:]Jtive threyad. 9I'hus, gwe depnote the maximum number of
In our design, we employ maximum distance separaldémultaneously active threads allowed in our systemLas
(MDS) codes [[19]. Suppose a file is divided inkoequal Under this constraint, we assume that the performance of eac
size chunks (with padding). An (n,k) MDS code (e.g., Reedhdividual active thread is independent of the total numdfer
Soloman codes) can expand théseariginal chunks inte: > £ active threads during the span of its life time.
coded chunks such that akychunks out of: are sufficientto  Accordingly, we model our proxy system by the queueing
efficiently restore the: original chunks (hence the file itself). system shown in Fig.]1. There are two FIFO (first-in-first-
MDS codes can help reducing the read delays as followmit) queues in the system: onequest queu¢hat buffers all
Suppose proxy node have already segmented the requestedming requests that have not started yet, andasiequeue
file into £ chunks, expanded inta,,,, chunks using an that holds all waiting tasks of requests being seriethreads
(nmaz, k) MDS code, and written each chunk as a separadee attached to the task queue. Whenever a thread becomes
object using a unique key into the storage cloud. When tidle, it immediately starts serving the head-of-line (Haask
file is to be read, proxy schedulesread tasks for distinct in the task queue. The scheduler monitors the state of the
chunks usingn threads (not necessarily distinct ones) sudjueues and the threads, and decides what code rate should
thatk < n < n..... Earliestk successful responses from thée used for each request in the request queue. The scheduler
storage cloud would then be sufficient to complete the read dpstructs the dispatcher to remove the HoL request from the
eration ask chunks can be decoded to the original file chunkequest queue only if there is at least one idle thread. The
without requiring the remaining chunks (thus the read taskKsspatcher then creates the tasks for this request acgptalin
for those chunks can be canceled). Notice that we implicitthe code rate chosen by the scheduler, and injects thenhiaito t
assumed parallel independent task handling. If the tasksata task queue. The idle threads immediately start serving ¢som
be served in parallel or have strong correlation in theiviser of) the newly injected tasks. At the time when a request is
latencies, FEC would impede the delay performance due dompleted, if some of its tasks are waiting, the waiting $ask
the extra load and processing overheads it generates. are removed from the task queue. For a completed request, if
Write operations are supported in a similar vein. Proxy caaome of its tasks are still being served, they are canceldd an
divide the file intok chunks of equal size and encode therthe threads serving them become idle.
into n coded chunks. The proxy then createsrite tasks, one  Depending on the criteria according to which the HoL
for each coded chunk. It schedules the tasks usirlgreads. request of the request queue should be admitted into the
As soon as any: of then uploading tasks complete, sufficientask queue, scheduling policies can be classified into tle tw
data has been stored on the cloud storage system. Thugegories below. Here, we assume that the scheduler has
upon receivingc successful responses from the storage cloudecided to serve the HoL request with @n k) code.
the proxy sends apeculativesuccess response to the client, « Blocking: The HoL request is admitted into the task
without waiting for the remaining. — & task to finish. Such gueue if and only if there are at leastidle threads.
speculative execution is a commonly practiced optimizatio « Non-blocking: The HoL request is admitted into the task
technique to reduce client perceived delay in many computer queue if and only if there is at least 1 idle thread.



Blocking policies are not work conserving, thus waste sys- |1V. M EASUREMENTRESULTS AND DELAY MODEL
tem capacity for keeping threads idle unnecessarily. Hewev
it has a nice structure that facilitates tractable queudyaisa

and provides good approximation for non-blocking policies To model the distributions of service time®’(’) of indi-
vidual tasks, we run measurements over Amazon EC2 and S3.

EC2 instance served as our proxy node in the system model.
D. Multiple Classes of Requests We instantiated an extra large EC2 instance with high I/O

In general, applications receive requests for both readiﬁapab”'ty in the same availability region as the S3 buchat t

" i . . stores our objects. We run experiments within North Catifar
and writing for files of various sizes. From our measuremen . )
. ) .. .—as well as Tokyo regions. We benchmarked single thread

results (next section), it can be seen that the distribation . . .
vs. multiple thread environments to measure the impact of

of service times of tasks of different operation types and/ . .
. ) . o read contention. For the machine type we used we were
different chunk sizes differ significantly. Also, reque$ts . : . )
able to run 16 threads in parallel with almost linear gain

different ap_pllcatlons may have Qn‘ferent delay targetsr (fin system throughput and observed almost identical delay
example, video streaming has different delay requlremerats

than uploading a document). As a result, it would be prelerab Istribution as single-thread. Th|s means that for up to 16
to use different chunk sizes for different requests to acoom parallel threads the bottleneck is neither in the capadithe

date different delay requirements. It is then natural tougro EC2 instance nor in the network. We conducted experiments

requests that have the same operation type, similar files sigh different week days in March, April, June, and July 2012

- . . . with various packet sizes 128Byte, 1KB, 0.5MB, 1MB, 2MB,
and similar delay requirements into onassand consider a . : . .
. . - and 3MB using 16 threads in parallel while saturating each
composition ofm > 1 classes of requests. Details of modelin

multiple classes of requests will be presented in Seﬁ@“Vgnread. Each experiment lasted around 24 hours. We alésinat

The following discussion of this paper will concentrate Ort])etween different packet sizes to capture similar time of da

Leue management and adaptation of the amount of redunGchna,[racteristics across packet sizes. For the same reagens,
g 9 b 4150 alternated between write and read jobs by first creating

read/write operations, based on the assumption that slassé e . - :
. . ' . batch of write jobs using distinct keys, then creating a
are given and the corresponding file/chunk sizes are prede- ) s ;
; - . atch of read jobs for these distinct keys once all the writes
termined. Determining the choices of these parameters as

. . ; . are completed successfully. Due to lack of space, we only
functions of different delay requirements remains part @f o - .
future work. show a limited set of results although the cross-corrafatio

properties and cumulative distribution functions exhdimilar
properties. We briefly present a representative subset of ou
main findings.

Fig. @ plots the complementary cumulative distribution
Consider a time perioff), 7']. We denote the set of requestgunction (CCDF) of D™ for read and write tasks of 1MB
arrived during this period by = {1,2,3,---,r,--- ,Nr}, chunks. Note that we only measure the time spent in any
wherer denotes the-th arrived request and/r is the total thread and there are no queuing delays. Read tasks for small
requests during the period. For each requestenoteT’y as to medium object sizes experience lower mean and median

the time when it arrives into the system. Given that requesidelays than the write tasks, yet at higher percentile defiays

is served with an(n, k) code, we index the corresponding this plot beyond 80th percentile) reads observe higherydela

tasks from 1 ton, according to the time they start being servech|though not shown, as object size gets smaller the crossove

and denotel’y" < T§? < -+ < T§™ as their starting times. point moves towards higher delay percentiles.

Also denoteT” as the completion time of taskof request  we also observe negligible correlation between the service

r. Note that the tasks are only ordered by their starting tim@ges of subsequent tasks: the Pearson’s correlation ciefi

but not the completion times. So it is possible thgt’ >  between the-th and(t + 7)-th tasks is always< 0.05 for all

Ty even if j < I. The starting time of a request denoted - (. This observation is critical as FEC techniques would

asTg, is defined as the time it gets admitted into the taske too costly and with little benefit if there were a strong

queue, i.e., the starting time of its first task. $§ = T&'. correlation. The observation holds for all the packet sizes

Its finish/completion time, denoted d%;, should be the time experimented with as well as for the write tasks. Based on

whenk of its tasks have finished. Lat: " < Tp*™ < -~ < these results, for further analysis, we will treat task ierv

T>"" be the sorted permutation of the finish times of requegines as independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)

r’s tasks. Therly = TR"". To show the impact of using different codes on the service
The queueing delayor request- is the length of time that times (i.e., D7 as opposed taD"™7), we plot the case for

it spends waiting in the request queue, denoted}jy= Ts — 2MB files with codes ranging fronil, 1) to (7,4) in Fig. [3.

T . Theservice delayor request- is the time it spends in the Codes(1, 1), (2,2), (4,4) do not employ FEC, but instead use

system getting served, denoted B = T — T¢. We also different chunk sizeg2, 1) code provides 23%, 32%, and 56%

denote theask delayfor taskj of request- by D™ =Ty’ —  reduction in mean, 90th percentile, and 99th percentilaydel

T’ unless the task is canceled When the task is cancet®er(1,1) using 2x more storage. Using smaller chunk sizes

(becausek other tasks for the same request have completed)th FEC improves delays at the same or less storage cost.

D =Ty —Tg”. E.g., (3,2) code provides 50%, 55%, and 69% reductions in

. Measurement Results

E. Definition of Delays
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Fig. 2. CCDF ofD™J for read & write tasks for 1MB chunk. of each class have identical file size and all are divided into

10 g RN VeI chunks of identical size. Under this assumption, servitesi
e o of all chunks of the same class follow the same distributimth a
B} TE e,k oae: each class can be characterized by a three-tulg, A;, 1),
0 (4.4), chunk size: 0.5MB i .. ) !
(64 cunksize: oSG where A; and p; speC|_f|es the delay distribution of class-
W (7.4), chunk size: 0.5MB chunks. Throughout this paper, we assukys (and accord-
§m’“ ingly chunk sizes) are determined a priori affl;, ;) are
given. Our focus will be on the adaptation/choicengs.
107
AN \ ; ; V. SINGLE-CLASS (HOMOGENEOUS ARRIVALS
. ‘ i o ‘ \ 1 In this section, we study the scenario when there is only one
w’ 1 delay (mseg ! class of request, i.em = 1. Since there is only one class, we
Fig. 3. CCDF of service times for reading 2MB file will drop the subscript within this section.

We first investigate the delay and throughput tradeoff with
mean, 90th percentile, and 99th percentile delays ¢ver) fixed FEC, i.e., a fixedn, k) code is used for all requests,
using 1.5¢ storage, (5,4) code gives more than 60% reductiofy both blocking and non-blocking schemes. Due to the
in the same percentiles using only 1:25torage, and (7,4) interdependent nature of task delays while employing FBE, t
code improves delays by 76%, 80%, and 85% at the expengieueing model for these policies is much more complicated
of 1.75x storage. Using smaller chunk sizes without FEthan M/G/k queue, which itself has only crude approximation
improves mean delay performance, but at higher percentifes delays. We are not able to provide exact analysis at this
the benefits deteriorate. This is expected as uncoded anginkime. However, we develop reasonable approximations fir bo
requires completion of all tasks and small chunk sizes alsgpacity and delay of these policies. Based on these approx-
have a long tail. The chances of catching the tail increasgsation results, we develop a backlog-based adaptive FEC
as the number of chunks increases. FEC greatly mitigates tB¢heduler BAFEC, which achieves the best delay performance
all or nothing behavior. The gains in service defy is only against fixed FEC schemes for all supportable arrival rates.
half of the story as chunking and FEC both adversely affect

the achievable rate region as examined in later sections. A Queueing Model for Blocking Policies with Fixed FEC

Given our assumption that task delay is in the formiof-

B. Model of Task Delays De.p, it can be considered that after started being served by

From Fig.[2, it can be observed that for both read aral thread, a task experiences two phases of services: first a
write tasks, despite the delay floors observed at very Idixed-time service forA, then followed by an exponential-
percentiles, up to 99th percentile and even beyond that, tivee service with mean /u. Recall that in blocking policies,
CCDF is roughly a constant term (which probably results froml tasks of a request start at the same time, i.€1; =
unavoidable overheads in any storage system such as netw(i@1 = ---T{™. Then the service received by each request
ing delay, protocol-processing, lock acquisitions, teanti®n can be modeled itk + 1 phases. The first is a fixed-delay
log commits, etc.) plus a linearly decaying term in log scalghase of lengthA, while all n tasks are in their fixed-time
(which is a signature for distributions having an exporantiservice phase. The second is an exponential phase with mean
tail). So we decide to model the task delays as i.i.d. randaiyinu, while all n tasks are receiving exponential-time service
variables in the form oA + D.,,, whereA is a non-negative and one task finishes by the end; Similarly, the third is an
constant (corresponding to the constant term in CCDF), aegponential phase with medn (n — 1), while the remaining
D..p is an exponentially distributed random variable witlm—1 tasks are receiving exponential-time service and one more
some mear /u (corresponding to the linear term in CCDF)task finishes by the end:; -; the & + 1)-th is an exponential
For mean delay analysis, our simulations later will showt thahase with meat/(n —k+ 1)y, while the lastn — &+ 1 tasks
this approximation works reasonably well. receiving exponential-time service and theh task finishes

We assume there arma > 1 classes of requests. Requestby the end (hence the whole request finishes and the remaining



tasks are canceled). We will say a request is in phaser upper and lower bounds daii,(n, k), the capacity of blocking
phasej (n — k 4+ 1 < j < n) depending on the number of itspolicies using a fixedn, k) code:

remaining tasks and the phase these tasks are in. Now we can L-n+1 I
model a blocking policy with the queueing system depicted WA TR < Cyp(n, k) < TA TR (2

in Fig.[4. The FIFO request queue is followed by a set of

parallel pipes of servers. Each pipe consists- 1 servers While more accurate approximation is possible, we use the
that represents the + 1 phases a request experiences duriffj€an of the two bounds as our estimation €ar

service: the first server has fixed service titheconsumingn ~ L—-(n—-1)/2

active threads, the second has exponential service tinte wit Cy(n, k) = CnA+k/p

meanl /ny consuming: active threads, ..., thek + 1)-th has From the above discussion, we can see the capacity with

exponential service time with meadt(n—k+1)u consuming . ; : .
n—k+1 active threads. At any time, a pipe can be “occupie(jlxecj FEC is roughly proportional to the inverse of

by at most one request, i.e., at most one of its servers can be u(n) = nA+k/p.
active. There aréL/(n — k+1)] pipes in totd] so that there tact. f del del i ifv that
will always be at least one unoccupied pipe as long as there gﬁ act, from our defay model, one can eastly vernty tha

n rgl n J
> n idle threads, no matter which requests these threads wv{[éiJ’:%nD kjlh_ ”dA + Ei:n—kﬁa {3“ 51 “t(_rrgﬁgmtz ”;.at. tEe
serving previously. Denot8a (¢t) andS;(t) (n—k+1<j < slowestn —k threads are canceled by the timéhreads finish).
i

n) as the number of requests being served in the correspon({ﬂ ther words.u(n) is the expected sum of the amount of

phases at time¢. Then the number of active threads tats
nSa(t) + Z}l:n,k“jsj(t). According to the definition of
a blocking policy, all unoccupied pipes will belocked for
admission if< n threads are idle. Whenever

ime used byn threads in serving one request. For this reason,

we callu(n) the expected per-request system usage for using

(n, k) FEC code, omsagefor short. The first term is linear

in n and represents the constant per-thread doste pay for

having more parallelism. As we can see from[Eq.2 (especially

upper bound), ifA is large compared with /., the capacity

is significantly reduced when a low rate FEC code (lange

is used and the queueing delay will quickly explode even at

the unoccupied threads will be unblocked and the HoL requéstv arrival rate with respect to the capacity with no coding

in the request queue will be admitted into one of them.  Cy(k, k). We are going to investigate the delay issue in more
detail in the rest of this section.

n

nSat)+ Y jSit)<L-mn,

j=n—k+1

B. Capacity of Blocking Policies C. Delays of Blocking Policies

As;itm?r% 6:2: 5(;” edueer:%e st;ft E;t:]neisa;/;r;ﬁsef% tag:jri\?; I ratE%Accoroling to our moqlel for task delay, the enxpected fervice
A and noticing that arrival rate to each phase equals\ to lay of a blocking policy iDs(n, k) = A+ X jmn—k 41 35
g pha q For queueing delay, we approximate the request queue and

when _the system_ls s,table, we have the following flow—balancdt%patcher by a virtual single-server queue. The virtualesés
equations from Little’s law: service time for requestis determined b)Tg“ —T¢, i.e., the
inter-starting time of the requestsandr + 1 in our original
system. So from the request queue’s point of view, the Mirtua
server behaves exactly as the dispatcher, and the virteaiequ
KSs the same queueing delay as our original system.

In general, the service times of different requests in the

— — A
SA =M\ and Sj:_—,Vn—k+1§j§n-
Ju

As a result, the expected number of simultaneously acti
threads at arrival rate is

_ n _ virtual system are not necessarily independent. In fad, th
nSa + Z JSj = MnA + k/p). service time also depends on the arrival process. So the exac
j=n—k+1 analysis of the queueing delay is very complicated. We potic

Since there are at mogt parallel active threads allowed, wethat at low utilization, a request will most likely find endug

have the following constraint on supportable arrival rates idle threads to start being served immediately upon arrival
as if arriving at an empty M/G/1 queue. On the other hand,

AnA+Fk/p) < L. (1) when utilization is higher, the system is mostly backlogged
) , . and the inter-starting times are weakly correlated becthese
For the study of capacity, defined as the maximum SUPPOLe getermined by the rate at which busy threads become
able arrival rate\ of the system, it suffices to consider the o Based on these observations. we use an M/G/1 queue

case when the system is always backlogged. When alwayé'approximate the behavior of the request queue, wherein th
backlogged, W.henever t.here.are at Ie@sidle threads, the service times follow an Erlang distribution with parameter
HoL request will be admitted into one pipe. So the number %fnd meanl/(?b.

active threads is kept L—n+1. Then we have the following 1 nderstand the choice of Erlang distribution, consitler t

IL/(n — k 4 1)] is the maximum number of requests that can bgase whem = 0, n = k. Suppose the system is backlogged

i i +1
served simultaneously by a blocking policy since every estjlbeing served fand a”L threads are busly 'mmed'ately af@g- ThenTgl
consumes at least — k 4 1 active threads. is the time when the earliest out of L threads become idle.



A Blocking, L = 16 Blocking, L = 64

Then we again use Pollaczek-Khinchin formula to estimage th

A+1/p n =23 n==~6 n=23 n==6 . . Lo~ L~
0.2 T0-114] 20-206| 03-61| 05-86 gueueing delay of non-blocking pohc@;b, by replacingCy
04 [10-134] 08-79 [ 03-78] 05-95 with C,,;, in the previous formulation foD?, and useD, =
O I leJee B oSt 0 T ALy, L s an approximation of the service celay
~ Non-blocking, L = 16 Non-blocking, L, = 64 By doing th|s,]E[7X] = u(n)/L for non-blocking.
Ag.lz/“ 0.3_:131.1 e 3.5 55— 3.4 S 3.4 We compare the approximated delay of blocking and non-
0.4 10-131] 10-110| 03-82| 05-95 blocking policiesD® = D, + Dg and D™ = D, + D;‘b
0.6 11-150] 20-168 03-9.0 | 05-104 against the average delay from simulations using task delay
08 [12-164] 21-292]03-100] 06-11.0 in the form of A + D.,,, (denoted asD?, . and D"’ ). Table
TABLEI [I shows the range of estimation errors for= 3, n = 3,6
RANGE OF ERRORS | Dgim — D|/D x 100% and L = 16, 64, while arrival rate varies from.1C, to 0.9C,

Since A = 0, all task delays are exponential. Then the intesfc = b or nb). For each setting, the lower end of estimation

. . : . . error is observed at low to medium arrival rates while larger
starting time is the sum of exponential random Va“ables’error is observed for arrival rates near the estimated dtypac
whose means are/(L)u, -+ ,1/(L — n+ 1)u. This is very 3P

R S . This is mainly due to the high sensitivity @D in C' when
similar to an Erlang distribution with parameterand mean = = . :
n—1 . o - . A — C (because of thé’— )\ term in the denominator), so even
> i—o 1/(L = j)u, which is the sum ofn i.i.d. exponential

_ _ "1y (L a small discrepancy betweéhand the actual capacity will be
random variables with mealz"*”n%. When L/n is  significantly magnified in delay at arrival rate close to afya
sufficiently large, the inter-starting time distributioarverges As we can see, the approximations are quite reasonablegtexce
to the Erlang distribution. Whem\ > 0 andn > k, this for the cases wheh = 16, n = 6andﬁw =0.6, 0.8. This
approximation can be quite crude. But we believe it is godd because Erlang distribution is not a good approximation f
enough as a guideline for policy design. Moreover, it alsie inter-starting times whe andn are large compared to
provides a simple closed-form approximation of the quegiein /;; and L, respectively. We also observe that approximation
delay, which is used in design of our adaptive FEC schedulgsr non-blocking policy is generally better than the one for
Given an Erlang random variabl& with parametern and blocking policy. This is because the Erlang distributionais
meanl/C,, its second momeri[X?] = (1+1/n)/CZ. Then much better approximation for the inter-starting times ofin
gueueing delay of the aforementioned M/G/1 queue (using thidcking schemes since the number of busy threads remains

Pollaczek-Khinchin formula) is fixed (equals tal) when the system is backlogged.
DY (n. k. A) AE[X?] A(n+1) We further compare the approximation against trace-driven
gk, A) = 21— AE[X])  2nCy(n,k)(Cy(n, k) — X)  simulations. Fig[ plotsD™® and the average delay from

simulations for reading 3MB files with fixed FEC schemes

with £ = 3, n = 3,4,5,6 and L = 16, using traces for read
D. Approximations for Non-Blocking Policies with Fixed FEGperations we collected in March 2012 and chunk sizes of
MB. For computation ofC,,,, we first filter out the worst

The only difference between blocking and non-blockin ‘
.1% task delays in the trace, then we 56t andA + 1/

policies is that non-blocking policy starts a task whenewer o >,
thread becomes available, while blocking policy waits lunti as the standard deviation and the mean of the remaining task

threads become available. This difference is subtle yeaken d€l2ys, respectively. We emphasize that although we use the
non-blocking policies much harder than blocking policies f fllte_red task delays to obtain es_tlmatlorjs Af a_lnd 1/, all
exact analysis. In this section, we derive approximatiohs ynfiltered task delays are used in the simulations. As we can
the capacity and delays of non-blocking policies see, our approximation matches the simulation results very
Notice that, when there aré busy threads, the rate atwe"’ which justifies ourA + D.,, model for task delays.

which any single thread becomes available is in the order 'Blpe S_'mUIat'_o'_" res%"ts _also sugg(_est that the (_:apacny _Of non
O(L/(A+1/u)), which is much higher than the rate at whichIOCk'_ng pohmes _Wlth flxgd FEC is a d_ecrez_aslng~ f:)mctlon of
one particular busy thread becomes idle wiieis large. As a " Which is consistent with our approximation 6f"” from
result, it is highly likely that, in a non-blocking policylld&asks EqB: We QISO plot the delay for the_5|mple no_chgnklng
of a request will get started before any one of them finishe%?lu'[!on (us!ng(l, 1) code), as well as simpigx repllf:at|0n
and the gap between the first and last starting times of tagggution (gsmg(2, 1) CO‘?'e) using traces fpr chunlk sSize VB
are much smaller than the individual task delay. As a resufP!lected in the same time period. Despite providing a farge
for large L, a non-blocking policy behaves very similarly toc@Pacity, the simple no chunking solution has very bad delay
a blocking policy that uses the same FEC code. Hence, m%rformance_z. E_ven for very Iow_ arrival rates, the .delay isrov
capacity of a non-blocking policy can be approximated by D0 ms, while just chunking W,'thOUt FEG: (= 3) improves
capacity of a blocking one. Further notice that, when alwa)v%‘? delay to about 2_00 ms with zero storage _overhead and
backlogged, non-blocking policies always keep Althreads YS9 a(4,3) code with 1/3 storage overhead improves the

busy. So we approximate the capacity of non-blocking poli@fay 0 less than 150 ms. Moreover, the simple replication
with the upper bound for blocking: of unchunked objects not only fails in improving the delay

} but also significantly reduces the capacity. This is because
Cop(n, k) = L/(nA + k/p). (3) read/write operations for large object has a large constant
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Fig. 5. Estimation vs. trace-driven simulation Fig. 6. Average delay, fixed FEC vs. greedy vs. BAFEC
overheadA and a relatively small delay ;prea;ziu accordir_lg _ S greedy, mean «
to our measurement results. So there is not enough diversity 3.5|-X-greedy, 99.9%
to gain from parallelism. This again justifies our motivatio 2 s DAL, 090%| \
for using chunking with FEC for delay sensitive applicaton 3 2l SN x
With the same amount of storage overhead, usi(§ &) code é ’ ><x Y
delivers roughly3x improvement in delay. g ? ,><“X
g15 b
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E. BAFEC- Backlog-based Adaptive FEC Scheduler e * =
. . 0.5
In this section, we present BAFEC- a backlog-based adap-
tive FEC scheme that achieves the best delay achievable by % 10 20 30 40
any fixed FEC scheme with < n < nqz, i-€., arival rate (requests/sec)

Fig. 7. Greedy vs. BAFEC, normalized delays

min (Ds(n7 k) + f)q(n, k, /\)) , ) )

E<n<nmas Under our delay model, for a givela n = k provides the
for all supportable arrival rates. The following discusmsiolargeSt cgpac_lty region. Then BAFEC Is in fact throughput-
applies to both blocking and non-blocking policies, so wepdr optimal, i.e., it supports any arrival process _supportdjgle
the superscript in the delay terms. Assumings fixed, our some(@, k) code wherk < n < Ttmaz, because it always sets
estimation of the expected total delay is a functiomaindx: "~ k if the queue exceeds a finite threshal].
D(n,\) = Dy(n)+Dgy(n,\). Foreveryn =k, -, maz — 1,
we compute the solution,, such that

. . F. Performance Evaluation
D(nv)\n) :D(n+17)\n)- (4) . . .
We conduct trace-driven simulations for performance eval-
In the example of Figl]5 we shows to )5, which are the uation. Due to lack of space, we only show results for non-
intersection of the red dashed lines. According to our pnevi blocking versions, withk = 3, n. = 6 and L = 16,
analysis, it only requires solving a quadratic equation ahd using traces we collected in March 2012 and chunk size 1MB.
only the smaller solution is meaningful. Due to limitatioh oResults for other settings of parameters and blocking oessi
space, we would not include the details, is the crossover are similar. We also develop a simfiieedyheuristic scheme.
point for the delay performance of @, k) code and an + Unlike BAFEC, Greedy does not require any knowledge of the
1,k) code: if A < A, then a(n+1, k) code gives smaller total distribution of task delays, yet it achieves competitiveame
delay than an, k) code does; and ik > )\, a (n,k) code delay performance. In Greedy, the code used to serve request
will give smaller total delay. Using Little’s law, we compmut r is determined by the number of idle threads upon its arrival:
the corresponding crossover backlog size = A, D,(n, \,). if there arel > k idle threads, use &min(l,nmqz), k) code;
It is easy to show tha®),, is a decreasing function of, then otherwise use &k, k) code, i.e., no coding.
we can us€ @, }'s as thresholds to adapt the FEC code length Fig. [@ plots the average delays of fixed FEC schemes
based on the backlog size. The adaptive scheme is describétth n = 3,4,5,6, as well as the delays of Greedy and

formally as follows: BAFEC. As we can see, Greedy and BAFEC have almost
BAFEC (Backlog-based Adaptive FEC) identical performance in terms of average delay. Both adapt
Do the following for every request schemes succeed in (roughly) achieving our goal of obtginin

the lower envelop of the delay performance of the set of
fixed FEC schemes. At lower utilization, they deliver oger
lower delay compared no chunking and simple replication

(n = 1,2;k = 1), and 2x lower delay compared to naive
chunking @ = k = 3).

1: Q + backlog size upon arrival of request

2: Find n such thatQ € [Q,,Qn_1), Or Q € [Q,,c0) for
n==k, orQe€[0,Q,) for n = n,u.

3: Serve request with an(n, k) code when it becomes HoL.




We plot the average and 99.9% delays of Greedy andWe can easily generalize the multi-phase queueing model
BAFEC, normalized by the best delays obtained from fixddtroduced in the previous section (Figl 4) to incorporate
FEC schemes, in Fidl] 7. At very low and high arrival ratesnultiple classes of requests. There is still one FIFO refjues
these two adaptive schemes perform almost the same asdheue, but instead of only one type of pipes, we construct a
optimal fixed FEC scheme. This is because (1) with low arrivakt of pipes for every class, with the number of servers il eac
rates, there are no backlog most of the time and both scherpg® and their service rates specified by the delay parameter
behave like a fixed FEC scheme with= n,,.,; and (2) with of the class. A class+request is admitted into a pipe for class
high arrival rates, the system is always backlogged and bathnly if there are> n; idle threads. According to Little’s law,
schemes behave like a fixed FEC scheme wita k. In the we obtain flow-balance equations in the same vein as Section
intermediate region, BAFEC still traces the best perforoeanV-B] Similar to Eq1, for a given code vectdf, a supportable
of fixed FEC schemes very well, as it is almost identical tate vectorA must satisfy
the best fixed FEC scheme in mean delay, and it stays within
1.5x of the optimal 99.9% delay. On the other hand, while Z/\i(niAi +ki/ui) =ATUN) = a"U(N) < L
Greedy also achieves almost optimal mean delay performance ;=
it performs much worse for high percentile delays. For low iy system stability. Starting from this point, we only con-
medium arrival rates, Greedy is consistently abdweand can  sjger non-blocking (work conserving) policies. Similartte

even go beyond.5x of the optimal 99.9% delays. single-class scenario, where with Eq.3 the capacity region
approximated by A : A(nA+k/u) < L}, we approximate the
VI. MULTIPLE-CLASS (HETEROGENEOU3 ARRIVALS multi-class capacity regiowith respect toN by the convex
set

In this section, the scenario with multiple classes of retpie . Y PN
(m > 1) is studied. As the multi-class problem is even more CN)={A: N UN) <L},

complicated than the single-class one, we again based @y the capacity for a given composition of requests
analysis on the approximations of queueing and servicg/slela

Our analysis shows that the delay-optimal combination d&co Od(N) = L/dTU(N)-
lengths €;'s) has a well-defined structure that is helpful foypyigusly, the capacity region is maximized when there is no
designing practical rate adaptation schemes: coding, i.e,N = K 2 k- k). We call C(f{) the full

« There is an one-to-one mapping between the optimal cogigpacity region.
lengths and the corresponding expected total queue lengtiSimilar to our previous discussion for the single-class
(all classes combined), irrespective of the arrival rates;scenario, we use a M/G/1 queue approximation to model the
« The optimal code length of any class is a decreasimgquest queue and use Pollaczek-Khinchin formula to etima
function of the expected total queue length. the queueing delay. For a given composition vecigrthe
These analysis results suggest that (1) expected quetth isngservice time of this M/G/1 queue is modeled by some random
a good indicator of the optimal code lengths and (2) adaptativariable X whose mean is
of each class can be done separately. Based on these in- o IRy AT
sights, we develop a Multi-class Backlog-based Adaptiv€ FE E[X]=1/Ca(N) =& U/L,
(MBAFEC) scheme. In MBAFEC, each classs associated as per similar reason for non-blocking schemes in singiescl
with a set of thresholds computed using[Eq.4 as in BAFEGgenario. In terms of the second moment, one possibility is
assuming the single-class scenario with only classguests; to generalize the Erlang approximation for single-clasd an
and code adaptation within each class is performed in the saconsiderX to be a mixture of different Erlang random vari-
way as in BAFEC. able: with probabilityc;, it follows Erlang distribution with
parametem;. While this is doable, it leads to a complicated
A. Fixed FEC Code Analysis _expression and we believe it will only p_rovide ma_rginal axtr
insight for the purpose of scheduler design. For this reasen
We assume that arrivals of each clasillows a Poisson make a simple and rough assumption tHAK 2] = BE2[X]
process with rate\; > 0, independent of other classes. S¢gr some constanB > 0 independent ofa and N. Then

the combined arrivals consist a Poisson process atXate the queueing delay is approximated by Pollaczek-Khinchin
>, Ai. The following notations and terminologies will beformula

used for the subsequent discussion.

The (column)rate vector A A Am] and the AELXY] BAEX] pAGTD)?
. = 15" 'A; m _ = _ = ATTTY
composition vectory = [ag;- -+ ;] = A/A. Note that 2= AR 201 = AB[X]) - 2L(L - Aa"D)
0<a;=N/A<land} " a;=1. and the expected total queue length (counting all classes) i
« The code vectorN = [n1;- -+ ;nm], given thatn; is the o AMaTT?2 ATT2
code length chosen for clagsequests. Q(N,A) =\ A& )T — = Al )T —.
» Theusage vectot/(N) = [ui(n1);- -« ; um(nm)], where 2L(L = Aa"U)  2L(L - ATU)

ui(n;) = n;A; + k; /u; is the per-request usage of class-We also approximate the service delay of each clasy
L . . ki—1 1 ..
requests. When it is clear from context, we will omit theD, ;(n;) = Ari-zj:o P Noticing that requests of all

function inputs (V andn;). classes have the same expected queueing delay, we formulate
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the following optimization problem of finding the best fixed
FEC scheme that minimizes the average delay

5>\(ATU
mln o;D; = + a; Dy i (n;) 5
Z 2L L—)\& TU ; ®)

S.t.)\aTU( y<Landn; >k;—1Vi=1,---,m

Rate WRITE (><103 per second)
Rate WRITE (><103 per second)

Worth pointing out is that we are only interested in the
structure of optimal solution and will make use of it for our *° m o o o m = o
scheduler design rather than the accurate expression of ... Rate READ (x10° per second) Rate READ (x10° per second)
solution. For the following discussion, we will relax thedger Fig. 8.  Best combination of code lengths and queue length.q =
requirement fom,’s and allown,; to be any value> k; — 1. Fuwrite = 3. Left: nreaq. RIGE nurite.

It is easy to verify that whem; > 0 Vi the objective of
the optimization problem EQg.5 is strictly convex i¥. As a
result, we can denotéf*([\) as the unique optimal solution
for rate vectorA. Also let H(N) = {A|N = N*(A)}. In other
words, H(N) is the union of all rate vectors for whicN is
the optimal choice of code lengths. In the cdses not the
optlmal for any rate vecto (N) = {}. We say a code vector

N is goodif and only if H(N) # {}. Theorenill below is the

Rate WRITE (><103 per second)
Rate WRITE (><103 per second)

main result of our analysis. 27 _
. \ 1.9 14 25 37 1.9 14 25 37
Theorem 1: Any good code vectorN should have the Rate READ (x10° per second) Rate READ (x10° per second)
structure si sj Fig. 9. Best combination of code lengths and queue lerigth,, = 3 and
V1,7, (6)  Kuwrite = 2. Left: nycqq. RIght: nyypite.

Aipi Ajpy
wheres; = Y 5! == For any such good code vectdy,
H(N) is the part of the hyperplane defined By U(N) =
const(N) within the positive orthantX;, > 0 Vi), where
const(N) is solely determined byN As a result, while using b
the optimal N at ratesA e H(N), the corresponding queue
length is a function of onlyV:

the origin (light workload), the corresponding expecteeug!
length reduces and we can afford to increase the amount of
redundancy by using coding.

Remember that Theorefd 1 and Corollafdy 1 are derived
ased on non-integer relaxation of code lengths, as well as
approximations of the queueing and service delay espgciall
the assumption thak[X?] = BE?[X]. To verify the valid-

NN . 5con5t(]\7)2 ity of these results in reality, we perform simulations with
Q(N7A)|[\6H(]\7) = Qopt(IV) = o m = 2 classes of requests, literally read and write, with
2L(L — const(N))
i kread - kwrzte - 3 Nyeads Nwrite € {3 4 ) 6} andL - 16
Proof: See Appendix. B ysing traces we collected in March 2012 and chunk size 1MB.

For any pair of good code vectoré # N, define ordering e run simulations for at different rate Vectdr§.cad, Awrite )

“-<" such thatN < N/ if any Only if n; < 7’L V4. Similar for With \yeqa and Ayrice Vary|ng from 0.05x to 1x of Cyeuq
". Also, for two sets of rate vectord (N )andH (N"), we and Curite respectively, Where,eaq = L/kread(Aread +

say thatH (N) < H(N') if and only if HQN ) is completely 1/4,..4) and Curite = L/kwrite(Dwrite + 1/ ftwrize) are the
contained in the convex hull defined (V') and the origin. maximum arrival rates of read and write request the system

Corollary 1: The set of all good code vectors is totallycan support. At each rate vector, we run simulations for all
ordered with respect tex. Moreover, the corresponding rate; x 4 possible combinations ofit,caq, nwrite), and find the
vector H(N) and queue lengtid),,.(IV) are both decreasing combination that produces the minimum total delay, andnico

functions of N. In other words, the corresponding average queue length.
YN = N', H(N) < H(N' 40, <Q, We p_lot the simulation results in Fiﬁl.8. The x and y axis are
() (V) and Qop(N) < Qope(N'). the arrival rates of read\{.qq) and write (\,.itc) requests,
Proof: See Appendix. B respectively. The full capacity region is the lower-leftifha

An intuitive interpretation of Theored 1 and Corolldryy Ibelow the diagonal dark red colored line. Beyond this line
is as follows: The full capacity regio(}’(f() is “sliced” into  (top-right) the queue is unstable. Each block in these figjure
layers as hyperplaneH(N)’s. One single (fractional) code represents one rate vector and the colors of a block refgresen
vector is optimal for all rates within each layer. When théhe combination ofi,...q (Ieft) andn.,..;¢. (right) that results in
optimal code vector is used, it produces identical expectdte smallest total delay among the simulations. Lightekirco
gueue length throughout the whole layer. The layer furthastpresents code length of 6 and the darkest represents 3. We
away from the origin (heavy workload) corresponds to thalso plot contours of queue length levels as colored cunves i
largest expected queue length. Since the arrival ratesaarewsich points on the same contour/curve have the same average
close to full capacity, any redundancy is detrimental hengeieue length (blue meaning small and orange meaning large).
no coding should be used. As we move to layers closer As we can see, except for a small number of blocks, the
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rate region is generally divided into 4 layers. Startingniro perfectly. So for every such fractional solution & (except
6 coded blocks in the layer closest to the origin, the numbfar n;), we need to decide which dfz;| and [n;| to pick,
of coded blocks decreases as moving away from the origiriat all ¢ # 1. There is no obvious way to solve this other
and eventually becomes 3 in the outmost layer. The sm#iln enumerating alt™ ! potential solutions, computing the
number of blocks of exception near the boundaries are dueeipected delays and picking the best one. So the compudtion
the integer constraint on code lengths as well as randomnesmplexity is exponential inm for each integer value of
in our simulations. Moreover, both the boundaries of thesg. Such exponential complexity may be affordable for static
layers and the contours of queue lengths are roughly straigifigorithms which assume statistics of task delaysafdu) to
lines, and the boundaries of layers in general are alignéld wbe fixed. But in reality delay statistics of cloud storagetays
the contours of queue lengths at the corresponding arrivalry over time and need to be updated regularly in order to
rates (some are not shown in the figures). This validates dwarvest the best performance. More importantly, staleydela
predictions from Theoref 1 and Corollddy 1 that HEN) is statistics can be dangerous because if they are too optimist
a hyperplane (which is a line in the 2-dimension space); (2pmpared to reality then the scheduling algorithm will tend
Qopt(N) is constant withinH (N); and (3) BothH(N) and to allocate more tasks per request than it should, which will
Qopt(N) are decreasing functions of. Another observation result in large backlog and queueing delay. In such cases, th
is that as arrival rates increase,.;;. drops earlier tham....q exponential complexity is forbiddingly expensive.
does. This is because, according to our trace, while read andin fact, the exponential complexity of computing the back-
write of 1MB chunks have similar mean task delay (botlog thresholds can be avoided. The key is to observe(@at
around 140 ms)A,rite is much larger tham,...4 (114 msvs. is also a decreasing function of each individualand there
61 ms), and as we discuss before in Sedfidn V, the queueiaglso a one to one mapping frof,: to n;, assuming the
delay starts to dominate at lower utilization with largkr other classes are using the corresponding optimal codéigng
It appears in Fig[I8 that all contours of queue length ago instead of adapting as a whole, adaptation can be done
roughly parallel to the boundary of the full capacity regiofor eachn; separately. So instead of computing one set of
(the diagonal dark red line), which may suggest the illusibn o (ni"* — ;) backlog thresholds across which a transition
H(N) being parallel to full the capacity boundary. We wouldn the code vectotN' occurs, we compute one smaller set
point out that this is just a coincidence. In Hig. 9 we plot thef n** — k, thresholds for each clagsindividually across
results fork,cad = 3, kwrite = 2, @Ndnyrite € {2,3,4,5}.  which a transition in onlyn; occurs. Heren"*® denotes the
It is clear in this case that the contours are not paralleh& tmaximum number of tasks allowed for a clasgquest. These
full capacity boundary, especially for low arrival rates. two approaches should produce the same set of thresholds but
) ) the separated approach avoids the combinatorial problem of
B. MBAFEC- Multi-class Backlog-based Adaptive FEC  onymerating the set of good code vectors at the first place.
An important implication of Corollaryll is that there is aDenoting{Q; 1., - - - ,Qinmes} as the set of thresholds com-
one to one mapping frond),,: to the corresponding good puted for class, the pseudo-code for the MBAFEC scheduler
code vectorl, since the set of good code vectors is totallywe develop using the separate approach is as follows:

ordered and),,: is an strictly decreasing function of the gooq\/I BAFEC (Multi-class Backlog-based Adaptive FEC)
code vectors. Roughly speaking, the largey: is, the smaller 5 he following for every request

(good) code vector should be. This suggests that genemglizi . — . :
the single-class scheduler BAFEC to accommodate multiplé' (2« backlog size upon arrival of request

classes of requests is plausible. i < class that the requestbelongs to. —

A natural and intuitive way of generalizing BAFEC is to 3 Find n such thatQ € [0,Qin) for n = i, or @ €
first enumerate the set of good code vectors using the stauctu [Qin, @in—1), OF Q € [Qin, 00) fOr 1 = k.
of good code vectors provided by EQ.6, then sort these codb Serve requestwith an(n, k) code when it becomes Hol.
vectors and solve for the corresponding backlog thresholdsTo compute the set of thresholds for each class, recall that
for every pair of consecutive code vectors as we did for th@opt(N) stays fixed for allA € H(N) according to Theorem
single-class scheduler BAFEC. At last, depending on whi@h So it suffices to consider rate vectors along a certain
range between the thresholds the backlog size falls into, wigection specified by a fix composition vectér and find
pick the correspondingy. However, this approach is not quitethe crossover backlog sizes along that direction. In paletic
feasible when the number of classesis large, mainly due for classi, we consider the direction along theth axis. In
to the integer requirement fal. Notice that EqJ6 can be other words, we consider the classnly arrival case with
converted into a polynomial equation of; and n;, each «; = 1 anda; = 0 Vj # 4. In the example of Fig.18, this
of degree2k; and 2k; respectively. A straightforward way is equivalent to finding the intersections for the boundaok
of finding the set of good codes is to first pick the codiyers with the x axis (read-only arrival) in the left plotrfo
length for a certain class, say; without loss of general- the thresholds of read requests, and finding the intersectio
ity, to be an integer under consideration, then solve IEquéith the y axis (write-only arrival) for write requests. fuer,
numerically for the corresponding code lengths of the othapticing that MBAFEC behaves identically to BAFEC when
classes. However, the solutions obtained by doing this are mrrivals are single-class, these intersections withittie axis
necessarily integers. In fact, they will most likely be nonean be computed using Ef.4, with paramet&gsy;, k;, just
integers unless the values &, u;, k;’'s happen to pair up as we do for BAFEC in the previous section.
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Fig. 10. Delay performance from simulations

C. Performance Evaluation of MBAFEC read requests and the minimum code length for write requests
For performance evaluation, we perform simulations witfuwrite = kwrite, Wh'Ch results in high write delay. It is the.
m — 2 classes of requests, literally read and write, witRPposite observa_ltlor? for codes that produce the best write
Kread = kurite = 3 Nireads Nurite € {3,4,5,6} and L = 16, Qelay. Thg combination that produ_ces the best average _delay
using traces we collected in March 2012 and chunk size 1MmIS,usually in between. So in these figures, we are comparing 6
We simulated three scenarios: read heawy.{; — 0.9), delgy metrlc_s of one adaptive scheme MBAFEC_(or Greed)_/)
balanced d,eas = 0.5), and write heavy dyeeq = 0.1). against multlple fixed FE(_: schemes, each of which excels in

We also extended Greedy to accommodate multiple classB4€ particular delay metric.
each class-request use$min(l, n***), k;) or (k;, k;) code, In the left column of Fig[I0 we plot the average de-
depending on the number of idle threddgpon arrival. lays. Similar to the results for the single class case, both
Fig.[I0 illustrates the delay performance for MBAFEC anWIBAFEC and Greedy perform well and achieves roughly the
Greedy. We also run simulations with fixed FEC scheme wigame average mean delays as the best fixed FEC schemes
all 16 combinations of code lengths at every arrival rate t¢firoughout the full capacity region. MBAFEC also achieves
each scenario and use the best average delays,Dr..q,vy+ the lower envelop of fixed FEC schemes in terms of average
yriteDwrite,y With Y = mean and 99.9%D,....y and 99.9% delay and outperforms Greedy. More interesting are
Dyrite,y represent the mean and 99.9% delay for read atite middle and right columns, in which we plot the read
write requests), the best delays (mean and 99.9%) for remtd write delays of MBAFEC and Greedy, normalized by
requests, and the best delay (mean and 99.9%) for wrike best corresponding delays with fixed FEC. MBAFEC and
requests as baselines. We want to point out here that tBeeedy perform similarly in terms of mean delays and both
combinations of code lengths that result in the best averagtay within 1.5x of the best mean delays with fixed FEC.
delay, read delay, and write delay are not necessarily tRemember this comparison is made against the fixed FEC
same. We observe in our simulations that the combination tls@heme that produces the best mean read or write delay,
results in best read delay usually uses a large code lengthvidnich is different from the one that produces the best averag
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delay. These two adaptive schemes perform quite diffgrentl 1
in terms of 99.9% delays. For 99.9% write delay, MBAFEC
and Greedy are similar and stay withirb x of the best fixed
FEC for most arrival rates in all three scenarios. On therothe
hand, MBAFEC constantly outperforms Greedy significantly
in terms of 99.9% read delays in all three scenarios. MBAFEC
stays within1.5%, 1.8x and 2.4x of the best delay from
fixed FEC in read heavy, balanced and write heavy scenarios
respectively, while Greedy can perform as bad®ds<, 3.7x

and 4.2x in each scenario. There are two reasons for such
difference of performance in read and write requests. Iiirst . L s |
in our trace read operations have a much larger delay spread 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

Utilization level

than write operations have. As a result, read requests bengfj. 11. composition of code lengths. Each group is ordesefMBAFEC
significantly by reducing service delay from parallelisnttwi read, MBAFEC write, greedy read, greedy write].
appropriately chosen code length, while write requestsican uch smaller than the benefit from service delay. So MBAFEC

benefit much due to its smaller delay spread. More impostan N )
o S . IS more aggressive in using large code lengths{; > 3). For
Greedy is “class-oblivious” and it does not make use of the . . : : ;
. . o ) . Write requests, since write operations has a large fixedydela
difference in delay statistics of different classes of esjs in . . .
- component, MBAFEC is more conservative. For medium to
deciding the code length for each class.

To better understand how MBAFEC and Greedy behahégh utilization Ieve_ls, MBAFEC is even more conservative
. - . an Greedy for write requests (MBAFEC serves fewer write
differently, we plot the code composition (the fractions o

) i ite > 0 9
requests served by different code lengths) of read and WIiE quests withn,,,;. > 5 than Greedy does at 80% to 100%

requests using MBAFEC and Greedy from 10% to 10()(%FT'Ilzz;lnon).We also obse_rve that atall ut|I|zgt|0n Iev@kee_zdy
o ; . Serves most requests with either the maximum or minimum
utilization levels. Fig['Ill shows the code compositionstifiar : .
: . . . value ofn while MBAFEC serves a much larger fraction of
balanced arrival scenario (plots for read/write heavy ates
are similar). At each utilization level, the four bars regapt

requests with medium valuesof This all-or-nothing behavior

the code compositions of read requests with MBAFEC, writoef Gree_dy s the m"?“” reason fo_r its poor p_erf(_)rm_anf:e at high
requests with MBAFEC, read requests with Greedy, and WriPercentlle d_elays, since the service dglay dlstrl_butlosmble

. . c%unkmg without codingr = k& > 1) is only slightly better
requests with Greedy, from left to right. For each bar, thie %han doing nothingr{ = k = 1)
ors represent the fraction of requests served with codeHheng '
3, 4, 5 and 6, from bottom to top. Generally speaking, both
schemes behave as expected: at low utilization, both scheme ~ V!I- CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
mostly use code length 6 since service delay dominates; asVe presented novel solutions that combine parallel thread
utilization increases, both become less aggressive améase scheduling and FEC for accessing data stored in public sloud
the fraction of requests served by smaller code lengths; satbstantially faster in the sense of mean, 90th perce88it
very high utilization, both reduce to no coding for both readnd higher percentile latencies. The solutions can be egbpli
and write requestSif.coq = kread @aNdnyrite = kwrite). The to other distributed data storage technologies that eixhigh
major difference we observe between MBAFEC and Greedydslay variations for object or block storage.
that the code compositions for read and write requestsrdiffe In the analysis of the problem, we admitted a mixed traffic
significantly with MBAFEC except for at very low and veryload with multiple classes of files read/write requests., But
high utilization levels, while they are almost identicalthvi chunk and file sizes of each class were predetermined and
Greedy at all utilization levels. Remember that in Greedfixed. In general, better performance might be achieved if
the code length used to serve a request is determined by ¢henk size is also adaptable. For example, smailerould
number of idle threads upon arrival of the request and tleatend the capacity region at high utilization, and larger
range of code lengths allowed to serve the request. Sinoay reduce service delay at low utilization. Extending the
we assume Poisson arrivals, both read and write requestlaptation schemes in this paper to incorporate adaptiuvekch
should statistically observe the same distribution of nembsizing is the next step in our research plan.
of idle threads. Also because both read and write requestsn our work, we neglected the dollar amount cost of using
have the same range of code lengths in our simulations, thegundant requests, e.g., Amazon S3 charges 0.01$ per 1000
result in having the same code composition. If differenetyp requests for PUT, COPY, POST, or LIST Requests and 0.01$
of requests have different ranges of code lengths, the cquer 10,000 requests for GET and all other requests. For now,
compositions will be slightly different for the edge caseest( by limiting the code rate and level of chunking, we put upper
enough idle threads or too many idle threads). On the otHmwyunds on these costs in our work. Since not all parts of data
hand, MBAFEC treats read and write requests very diffegentare delay sensitive, such costs can be managed by applying
given that read and write operations have very differeriylelour techniques on a smaller fraction of the load (e.g.,dhiti
distributions. For read requests, since delay of read tipesa segments of a video file). Extensions to capture the cloud
has a small fixed componem\(.,;) and a large exponential pricing in the problem formulation and devise scheduling
tail (u-caq), the overhead in queueing delay of parallelism ischemes accordingly are part of our ongoing work.

Fraction of code used




APPENDIX
PrROOFS OFTHEOREM[I]AND COROLLARY 1]

Proof: First observe that the first term of the objective[4]
approachesc as\a” U — L and the second term approaches
oo asn; — k; — 1. Since both terms are lower bounded by 0,[5]
it follows that the objective approaches at the boundary of
the feasible region. Together with the fact that the objeds
a strictly convex function ofV, it follows that for any given
feasible A, the optimal solutionV*(A) is strictly inside the
feasible region. Since the objective is differentiablg partial
derivative equal$ only at N*. In other words, if for someV

(3]

(6]
(7]

(8]

oD 9 BAGTU)?2  \ 861U + 0 ODsi [9]
ni  9aTU \ 2L(L — XaTU) | On; " on;
Bou A L? Q; (10]
= ¢ ¢ 7S - 1 — —ZSZ
2L\ (L-XaTU)2 M
[11]
BDSJ- _

equals to O for alf, thenN = N*(A). Heres; = —pu;
ijol (n+7)2 This condition is equivalent to

on; [12]

[13]

L2 - % S

(L — A\aTU)? B Aipi (14]

Due to the uniqueness of the optimal solution, the othgg;
direction is also true: for any given good code vecorif A

satisfies EQl7, the?&v = N*(A) or equivalentlyA € H(N). 6]

An important property of good code vectors implied byEEq.[}
is that all good code vectors line up on the curve specified by]

% ®)

Vi.

()

Sj

- Vi, .
Njpi DAy J [18]

2L _si

Given this, for any goodV, denoter(N) = 2& =i for any  [19]

1, when Ed.8 is satisfied. Then El.7 can be rewritten as

)

[20]

AU =L —L/\/14x(N) 2 const(N).

In other words,H (N) = {A|[ATU(N) = const(N)}.

It is obvious tha‘or(N) is strictly decreasing of; > k; — 1,
for all <. So () is invertible and for any: > b in the range
of 7() we haver—!(a) < #~1(b). This implies that the good
code vectors are totally ordered in decreasing order(of

Consider any two good code vectolé = N’. For any
A e H(N), ATU(N) const(N). Note thatconst(N)
is a strictly increasing function ofr(N), so it is a strictly
decreasing function aV. Henceconst(N) < const(N'), and
we haveATU(N') < ATU(N) = const(N) < const(N").
The first inequality is due to the fact that bathand U are
> 0. Now we can conclude that any € H(N) is strictly
within the convex hull defined by (N’) and the origin. So
H(N) < H(N").

It is easy to verify thaQopt(N) is an increasing function
of const(N). Sinceconst(N) is a decreasing function of,
Qopt(N) is a decreasing function a¥. m
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