arXiv:1308.0083v1 [cs.DC] 1 Aug 2013

Dominant Resource Fairness in Cloud Computing
Systems with Heterogeneous Servers

Wei Wang, Baochun Li, Ben Liang
Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering
University of Toronto

Abstract—We study the multi-resource allocation problem in TABLE |
cloud computing systems where the resource pool is constrigzl ~ CONFIGURATIONS OF SERVERS IN ONE OGOOGLE S CLUSTERS[Z], [3].
from a |arge number of heterogeneous servers, representing CPUAND MEMORY UNITS ARE NORMALIZED TO THE MAXIMUM SERVER

different points in the configuration space of resources sut as (HIGHLIGHTED BELOW).
processing, memory, and storage. We design a multi-resowsc Number of servers || CPUs | Memory
allocation mechanism, called DRFH, that generalizes the tion 6732 0.50 0.50
of Dominant Resource Fairness (DRF) from a single server to 3863 0.50 0.25
multiple heterogeneous servers. DRFH provides a number of 1001 0.50 0.75
highly desirable properties. With DRFH, no user prefers the 795 1.00 1.00
allocation of another user; no one can improve its allocatio 126 0.25 0.25
without decreasing that of the others; and more importantly, no 552 8'23 8'32
user has an incentive to lie about its resource demand. As argict 5 050 097
application, we design a simple heuristic that implements BFH 3 100 050
in real-world systems. Large-scale simulations driven by @Gogle 1 0.50 0.06

cluster traces show that DRFH significantly outperforms the
traditional slot-based scheduler, leading to much higher esource
utilization with substantially shorter job completion tim es. of different resources. The system then allocates ressurce
to users at the granularity of these slots. Sucksirgle

resourceabstraction ignores the heterogeneity of both server

I. INTRODUCTION . . . . .
) ) . specifications and demand profiles, inevitably leading to a
Resource allocation under the notion of fairness and efféiirly inefficient allocation [[6].

ciency is a fundamental problem in the design of cloud com- 14,4145 addressing the inefficiency of the current allo-
puting _systems. Unlike trao_lltlonal appllgat!on-s_pecm_xsﬂ:ers cation system, many recent works focus wlti-resource
and grids, a cloud computing system d|st|ngU|she§ itsethi Wi_ 5 cation mechanisms. Notably, Ghodsit al. [6] suggest
unprecedented Server and workload heterogen_elty. MOd%"bompelling alternative known as the Dominant Resource
datacenters are likely to be constructed from a variety nfese Fairmess (DRF) allocation, in which each usedeminant
classes, with different configurations in terms of prod®$8a-  gpare_ the maximum ratio of any resource that the user has
pabilities, memory sizes, and stora.ge spaces [1]. Asymthre been allocated in a server — is equalized. The DRF allocation
hardwgrg upgrades, such as adding new SErvers and Phaﬁ@s%esses a set of highly desirable fairness propertid)amn
out existing ones, further aggravate suc_:h diversity, legdo _quickly received significant attention in the literatulrd, [[B],

a wide range of server specifications in a c!oud compuurfgj, [10]. While DRF and its subsequent works address the
system [[2]. Tablé€]l illustrates the heterogeneity of sesvar demand heterogeneity of multiple resources, they all ignor

one of Google's clusters [2]. [3]. the heterogeneity of servers, limiting the discussions to a

In addition to server hetgrogene_lty, (?IOl_Jd computing Sygg pothetical scenario where all resources are concedtrate
tems also represent much higher diversity in resource dém one super compuﬂarSuch anall-in-one resource model

profiles. Depending on the underlying applications, thel“"\’Ordrastically contrasts the state-of-the-practice infradure of

load spann]:ng multiple cIouc(::i users may reqw(rje vastly téfié 4 computing systems. In fact, with heterogeneous serve
amounts of resourcee.g, CPU, memory, and storage). FOlg, o, the definition oflominant resources unclear: Depending

e_xample_, numerical compu_tlng tas!<s are usqally_CPU INteg the underlying server configurations, a computing task ma
sive, while database operations typically require higmogy bottleneck on different resources in different servers.sihall

zupporg The het.erq?eneity ?]f _bolthhSﬁrvers and hWOI’klOﬁgte that naive extensions, such as applying the DRF aitotat
emands poses signi |caqt Fec nical challenges on t EMESOY, each server separately, leads to a highly inefficientation
allocation mechanism, giving rise to many delicate 'Ssu‘?rffetails in SecTIED)

— notably fairness and efficiency — that must be carefully This paper represents the first rigorous study to propose

addressed. a solution with provable operational benefits that bridge th

. Despite the unprecedented heterogeneity in cloud comp 5p between the existing multi-resource allocation modets
ing systems, state-of-the-art computing frameworks egplg, o prevalent datacenter infrastructure. We propo&FH,

[jjth:l:](sjlﬁlgprlfazb?lt;r]aC:LOenSt\;tvf:)atr;a(llsfhV(\)/ir(tj-eT;rde;;?yp;zidggu £ generalization oDRF mechanism inHeterogeneous en-

computing frameworks, partition a Servers resources INtOLwhile [6] briefly touches on the case where resources areitmitgd to
bundles — known asslots — that contain fixed amounts small servers (known as the discrete scenario), its coedsarather informal.
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vironments where resources are pooled by a large amoaht[8] suggest another notion of fairness for multi-resource
of heterogeneous servers, representing different painteé allocation, known as Bottleneck-Based Fairness (BBF)eund
configuration space of resources such as processing, mgemwatyich two fairness properties that DRF possesses are also
and storage. DRFH generalizes the intuition of DRF by seeguaranteed. Gutman and Nisan [9] consider another settings
ing an allocation that equalizes every usajiebal dominant DRF with a more general domain of user utilities, and show
share which is the maximum ratio of any resources the uséneir connections to the BBF mechanism. Parkesl. [10],
has been allocated in thentire cloud resource pool. We on the other hand, extend DRF in several ways, including the
systematically analyze DRFH and show that it retains most pffesence of zero demands for certain resources, weighéed us
the desirable properties that the all-in-one DRF modeligessr endowments, and in particular the case of indivisible tasks
[6]. Specifically, DRFH isPareto optimal where no user is They also study the loss of social welfare under the DRF rules
able to increase its allocation without decreasing othersis More recently, the ongoing work of Kagdt al. [26] extends
allocations. Meanwhile, DRFH ignvy-freein that no user the DRF model to a dynamic setting where users may join the
prefers the allocation of another user. More importantiRABi  system over time but will never leave. Though motivated by
is truthful in that a user cannot schedule more computing tasttee resource allocation problem in cloud computing systems
by claiming more resources that are not needed, and hence dlhthe works above restrict their discussions to a hypathkt
no incentive to misreport its actual resource demand. DRFdenario where the resource pool contains only one big serve
also satisfies a set of other important properties, nasietle- which is not the case in the state-of-the-practice datacent
server DRE single-resource fairnesdottleneck fairnessand systems.
population monotonicitydetails in Sed_1II-C). Other related works include fair-division problems in the

As a direct application, we design a heuristic schedulirgconomics literature, in particular thegalitarian division
algorithm that implements DRFH in real-world systems. Wender Leontief preferences [27] and tleake-cutting prob-
conduct large-scale simulations driven by Google clustaes lem [28]. However, these works also assume #ikin-one
[3]. Our simulation results show that compared to the tradiesource model, and hence cannot be directly applied talclou
tional slot schedulers adopted in prevalent cloud compgutigomputing systems with heterogeneous servers.
frameworks, the DRFH algorithm suitably matches demand
heterogeneity to server heterogeneity, significantly owjng lll. SYSTEM MODEL AND ALLOCATION PROPERTIES
the system’s resource utilization, yet with a substangdlic- In this section, we model multi-resource allocation in a
tion of job completion times. cloud computing system with heterogeneous servers. We for-
malize a number of desirable properties that are deemed the
most important for allocation mechanisms in cloud commutin
environments.

Despite the extensive computing system literature on fair
resource allocation, much of the existing works limit thdis- A. Basic Setting
cussions to the allocation of a single resource tygpg, CPU In a cloud computing system, the resource pool is com-
time [11], [12] and link bandwidth [13]/[14][[15]/[16].4]. posed of a cluster of heterogeneous senges {1,...,k},
Various fairness notions have also been proposed throtigh@sch contributingrn hardware resourceg.g, CPU, memory,
the years, ranging from application-specific allocatidh8]] storage) denoted byz = {1,...,m}. For each servet, let
[19] to general fairness measures|[13].1[20]./[21]. ¢ = (cin,-..,am)T be itsresource capacity vectpwhere

As for multi-resource allocation, state-of-the-art claxoin- each elementy;, denotes the total amount of resouree
puting systems employ naive single resource abstractfenrs. available in server. Without loss of generality, for every
example, the two fair sharing schedulers currently sugpbortresourcer, we normalize the total capacity of all servers to 1,
in Hadoop [[22], [[28] partition a node into slots with fixedi.e,

Il. RELATED WORK

fractions of resources, and allocate resources jointlyhat t chr =1, r=1,2,...,m.

slot granularity. Quincyl[24], a fair scheduler developed f les

Dryad [S], models the fair scheduling problem as a min-cost | gt ;7 — {1,...,n} be the set of cloud users sharing the
flow problem to schedule jobs into slots. The recent work [23]4,, system. For every usérlet D; = (Dit, ..., Dim)" be
ta_kes the job pIacemenF constraints into consi_oleratiohjtyeitS resource demand vectowhereD;, is the fraction (share)
still uses a slot-based single resource abstraction. of resourcer required by each task of useérover theentire

tematic investigation on the multi-resource allocatioalpem ysersie, D, > 0,Vi € U,r € R. We say resource’ is the
IR} ) ) " ()

in cloud computing systems. They propose DRF to equaliggypal dominant resourcef usersi if
the dominant share of all users, and show that a number of

desirable fairness properties are guaranteed in the iresult rj € argmax Djy .

. . . R
allocation. DRF has quickly attracted a substantial amoul?é other words.r* is the rrneost heavily demanded resource
of attention and has been generalized to many dimensions. . w rz ! . avily u
required by usei’s task in the entire resource pool. For all

Notably, Joe-Wonget al. [7] generalize the DRF measure . and defi
and incorporate it into a unifying framework that capturtes t User: and resource, we define
trade-offs between allocation fairness and efficiencyebet dir = Dir/ Dy



ceoe A well-justified allocation should never give a user more
Memory[ oo0® } { PP } resources than it can actually use in a server. Following the
i terminology used in the economics literaturel[27], we cadlts
EEENE i -
CPUs { - J { H1 J an allocationnon-wasteful

Definition 1: For user: and servelr, an allocationA;; is
non-wastefuif taking out any resources reduces the number
of tasks scheduled.e., for all Al, < A, we have that

Server 1 Server 2
(2CPUs, 12GB) (12 CPUs, 2 GB)
Fig. 1. An example of a system containing two heterogeneengess shared Nil(A;l) < Nil(Ail) .

by two users. Each computing task of user 1 requires 0.2 CR#¥ &nd 1 ) _ _ )
GB memory, while the computing task of user 2 requires 1 Ckretand User:'s allocationA,; = (Ail) is non-wasteful ifA;; is non-

02 GB memory. wasteful for all server, and allocationA = (A;) is non-
wasteful if A; is non-wasteful for all usei.

as thenormalized demanand denote by, = (di1, ..., dim)" Note that one can always convert an allocation to non-

the normalized demand vector of uger wasteful by revoking those resources that are allocated but

As a concrete example, consider Fig. 1 where the S\save never been actually used, without changing the number
tem contains two heterogeneous servers. Server 1 is higitasks scheduled for any user. Therefore, unless otherwis

memory with 2 CPUs and 12 GB memory, while servegpecified, we limit the discussions to non-wasteful alliocet.
2 is high-CPU with 12 CPUs and 2 GB memory. Since

the system contains 14 CPUs and 14 GB memory in to-

tal, the normalized capacity vectors of server 1 and 2 afe Allocation Mechanism and Desirable Properties

c¢1 = (CPU shargmemory sharg’” = (1/7,6/7)" andc, = A resource allocation mechanism takes user demands as

(6/7,1/7)", respectively. Now suppose there are two usefigiput and outputs the allocation result. In general, arcation

User 1 has memory-intensive tasks each requiring 0.2 Clftéchanism should provide the following essential propstti

time and 1 GB memory, while user 2 has CPU-heavy tasksat are widely recognized as the most important fairness an

each requiring 1 CPU time and 0.2 GB memory. The demaaéticiency measures in both cloud computing systems [6], [7]

vector of user 1 iD; = (1/70,1/14)" and the normalized [25] and the economics literature [27]. [28].

vector isd; = (1/5,1)", where memory is the global Epyy-freenessAn allocation mechanism ienvy-freeif no

dominant resource. Similarly, user 2 HBis = (1/14,1/70)"  yser prefers the other’s allocation to its ovire, N;(A;) >

andd; = (1,1/5)", and CPU is its global dominant resource;;(A ;) for any two users, j € U. This property essentially
For now, we assume users have an infinite number of tas¥fbodies the notion of fairness.

to be scheduled, and all tasks are divisible [6], [8], [9D]i1  pareto optimality:An allocation mechanism iPareto op-

[26]. We will discuss how these assumptions can be relaxgghal if it returns an allocationA such that for all feasible

in Sec[V. allocationsA’, if N;(A}) > N;(A;) for some user, then
there exists a usef such thatN;(A%) < N;(A;). In other
B. Resource Allocation words, there is no other allocation where all users are at lea

as well off and at least one user is strictly better off. This
property ensures the allocation efficiency and is critical f
high resource utilization.

Truthfulness:An allocation mechanism iguthful if no user

For every usei and servet, let A;; = (Aq1, ..., Ajm)T
be theresource allocation vectorwhere A;;,. is the share
of resourcer allocated to useri in serverl. Let A; =

Ei“’ e ’:“)“)thb; gczglfgﬁgggﬁrgﬁt{gO;”uj::r’s ac\?ei; 5an schedule more tasks by misreporting its resource demand
1o Bn) o . . ' Y rZassuming a user’s demand is its private information)spee-
allocation A is feasibleif no server is required to use MOre. o of other users’ behaviour Specifically, given the dadsa
than any of its total resourcess., claimed by other users, l&% be the resulting allocation when
ZAW <cp, Vi€eSreR. user: truthfully reports its resource d_emaﬂm-, and letA’ be
e the allocation returned when usemisreports byD, # D;.
Then under a truthful mechanism we havg(A,;) > N;(A}).
Truthfulness is of a special importance for a cloud computin
éystem, as it is common to observe in real-world systems that
users try to lie about their resource demands to manipuiate t
Ni(Ay) = min{ Ay, /Diy} . schedule_r_s for more aIIocat|or_1 [6].125]. _ _
reR In addition to these essential properties, we also consider
The total number of tasks usecan schedule under allocationfour other important properties below:

For all useri, given allocationA ;; in serverl, the maximum
number of tasks (possibly fractional) that it can schedale
calculated as

A, is hence Single-server DRFIf the system contains only one server,
N;(A;) = ZNu(Au) ) (1) then the resulting allocation should be reduced to the DRF
les allocation.

Intuitively, a user prefers an allocation that allows it t0 2gq any two vectorsc andy, we sayx < y if @; < y;,¥i and for some
schedule more tasks. j we have strict inequalityz; < y;.



B Userl O User2 Unfortunately, this allocation violates Pareto optimalind

A is highly inefficient. If we instead allocate server 1 exalely

to user 1, and server 2 exclusively to user 2, then both users

schedule 10 tasks, more than those scheduled under the DRF

allocation. In fact, we see that naively applying DRF per

server may lead to an allocation with arbitrarily low resmur
utilization.

0% CPU  Memory 0% CPU  Memory The failure of the naive DRF extension to the heterogeneous

Server 1 Server 2 environment necessitates an alternative allocation nmesma

which is the main theme of the next section.

100%* 100%

50% 429 50%

Fig. 2. DRF allocation for the example shown in Fig. 1, wheserul is
allocated 5 tasks in server 1 and 1 in server 2, while user 2asated 1
task in server 1 and 5 in server 2. IV. DRFH ALLOCATION AND ITS PROPERTIES

) ) ) . ) In this section, we describe DRFH, a generalization of DRF
Single-resource fa|rngs$f there IS a single resource in the, 5 heterogeneous cloud computing system where resources
system, then the resulting allocation should be reduced Q8 gistributed in a number of heterogeneous servers. We

max-min fair allocation. analyze DRFH and show that it provides all the desirable
Bottleneck fairnessif all users bottleneck on the Sameproperties defined in Secill.

resourcei(e., having the same global dominant resource), then
the resulting allocation should be reduced to a max-min fair _
allocation for that resource. A. DRFH Allocation

Population monotonicityif a user leaves the system and Instead of allocating separately in each server, DRFHIjpint
relinquishes all its allocations, then the remaining useits considers resource allocation across all heterogeneoerse
not see any reduction in the number of tasks scheduled. The key intuition is to achieve th@ax-min fair allocation for

In addition to the aforementioned propertistiaring in- the global dominant resource$pecifically, given allocation
centiveis another important property that has been frequently:, let Gi;(A;;) be the fraction of global dominant resources
mentioned in the literaturé |[6][[7][8][10]. It ensuresat useri receives in servet, i.e.,
every user’s allocation is not worse off than that obtaingd b .
evenxiy dividing the entire resource pool. While this prdpé Ga(Air) = Nu(Aa)Diry = mipd{ Aur /dr} - (2)

well defined for a single server, it is not for a system contain \ys ¢a| Gi(Ay) the global dominant sharaiseri receives

multiple heterogeneous servers, as there is an infinite BUMf, serer; under allocationA ;. Therefore, given the overall

of ways to evenly divide the resource pool among users, anPocationAi, the global dominant share usereceives is
it is unclear which one should be chosen as a benchmark. We

defer the discussions to Séc. 1V-D, where we justify between Gi(A;) = Z Gu(Ay) = ang{A“’“/d"} . (3

two possible alternatives. For now, our objective is to giesin les les
allocation mechanism that guarantees all the propertifisate pRFEH allocation aims to maximize the minimum global dom-
above. inant share among all users, subject to the resource coristra
per serverj.e.,

D. Naive DRF Extension and Its Inefficiency max minG;(A;)

. . _ A iU

It has been shown in[6], [10] that the DRF allocation satis- < (4)
fies all the desirable properties mentioned above when there st Z Air S, Vi€ ST €R .
icU

only one server in the system. The key intuition is to eqealiz
the fraction of dominant resources allocated to each uskein  Recall that without loss of generality, we assume non-
server. When resources are distributed to many heterogenesasteful allocationA (see Sed.TII-B). We have the following
servers, a naive generalization is to separately apply RE Dstructural result.

allocation per server. Since servers are heterogeneowsgra u Lemma 1: For user: and serverl, an allocationA;; is
might have different dominant resources in different sesve non-wastefulif and only if there exists some;, such that
For instance, in the example of Figl 1, user 1's dominad#t; = g;d;. In particular,g; is the global dominant share
resource in server 1 is CPU, while its dominant resource users: receives in servel under allocationA;;, i.e.,

server 2 is memory. Now apply DRF in server 1. Because

CPU is also user 2's dominant resource, the DRF allocation g1 = Gu(Aa) .
lets both users have an equal share of the server’s CPUs, eadbroof: (<) We start with the necessity proof. Sindg; =
allocated 1. As a result, user 1 schedules 5 tasks onto serygd,, for all resourcer € R, we have

1, while user 2 schedules 1 onto the same server. Similarly, i

server 2, memory is the dominant resource of both users and Aitr/ Dir = gadir | Dir = gt Dir: -

is evenly allocated, leading to 1 task scheduled for userdl agg 3 result,

5 for user 2. The resulting allocations in the two servers are

illustrated in Fig[2, where both users schedule 6 tasks. Ni(Ay) = min{Aur/Dir} = gu Dir; -



/ /
Now for any Aj, < Ay, supposeA;j,.
resourcerg. We have

Nu(Ay) = %ig{Aélr/ D}

< Ay, for some

S A{ilTo /Dir()
< Aitry/Diry = Na(Aup) .

Hence by definition, allocatior ;; is non-wasteful.
(=) We next present the sufficiency proof. Sindeg; is
non-wasteful, for any two resources, v, € R, we must have

AilT1 /Di’l‘] = AilT‘g/Di’l‘z .

Otherwise, without loss of generality, suppadg,., /D;,, >
Aiiry / Dir,. There must exist some> 0, such that

(Ail’rl - 6)/Di7'1 > AilT‘g/Di’l‘z .

Now construct an allocatiod,, such that
— €

/
, A
i =
v Ailr7

il’l‘]
Clearly, A}, < A;. However, it is easy to see that
Na(Ah) = min{A}, /Dir)
= min{A}, /D }
r#ry
= min{Ailr/DiT}
r#ry
= ggg{Ailr/Dir} = Nu(Aq) .

r=r1r;
0.W.

3

(5)

which contradicts the fact th&; is non-wasteful. As a resul,

there exits some,;, such that for all resourcec R, we have
Aitr = niDiy = niyDiy: diy

Now letting g;; = niDir», We seeA;; = gud;.

Intuitively, Lemma[1 indicates that under a non-wasteful

allocation, resources are allocatiedproportion to the user’s

demand. Lemma&ll immediately suggests the following reltsgi

tionship for all useri and its non-wasteful allocatioA;:
Gi(A;) = ZGil (Ay) = Zgiz .
les les
Problem [(#) can hence be equivalently written as

max min il
i ©®)
st. Y gadir <cp,VIES,TER,

icU

Resource M Userl [0 User2
Share A
6/7 6/7
51 F=--- -
1/7 1/7
0 0
CPU Memory CPU Memory
Server 1 Server 2

Fig. 3. An alternative allocation with higher system uglion for the example
of Fig.[. Server 1 and 2 are exclusively assigned to user Rarespectively.
Both users schedule 10 tasks.

(7)), DRFH allocates each user the maximum global dominant
shareg, under the constraints of both server capacity and
fairness. By Lemmall, the allocation received by each user
i in serverl is simply A;; = g;d;.

For example, Fid.13 illustrates the resulting DRFH allomati
in the example of Figldl. By solvind](7), DRFH allocates
server 1 exclusively to user 1 and server 2 exclusively to use
2, allowing each user to schedule 10 tasks with the maximum
global dominant sharg = 5/7.

We next analyze the properties of DRFH allocation obtained
by solving [7) in the following two subsections.

B. Analysis of Essential Properties

Our analysis of DRFH starts with the three essential re-
source allocation properties, namely, envy-freenesset@ar
optimality, and truthfulness. We first show that under the
DRFH allocation, no user prefers other’s allocation to itgo

Proposition 1 (Envy-freeness).The DRFH allocation ob-
tained by solving[{l7) is envy-free.

Proof: Let {g;;} be the solution to problend](7). For all user
1, its DRFH allocation in servel is A;; = g;d;. To show
Ni(A;) < Ni(A;) for any two users andj, it is equivalent
proveN;(A;) < N;(A;). We have

Gi(Aj) =32, Gu(Aj)
= >, min{gjd;j, /dir}
<Y 95 = Gi(Ay)

where the inequality holds because
min{d;,/dir} < djps [/dipx <1,

wherer} is useri’s global dominant resource. [ |

g = min; 3,5 gu. Via straightforward algebraic operationunder which no user can improve its allocation without de-

we see that[{6) is equivalent to the following problem:

max
{.(]iz} g
st. Y gudir <cp,VIESTER,
icU 7
Zgil =g,VielU.
leU

creasing that of the others.

Proposition 2 (Pareto optimality): The DRFH allocation
obtained by solving[{|7) is Pareto optimal.

Proof: Let {g,}, and the corresponding be the solution
to problem [¥). For all usef, its DRFH allocation in server
lis Ay = gad,. Since [6) and[{7) are equivaledty; } also
solves [(6), withg being the maximum value of the objective

of (@).

Note that the second constraint ensures the fairness wittAssume, by way of contradiction, that allocatidnis not

respect to the equalized global dominant shar8y solving

Pareto optimal,i.e., there exists some allocatioA’, such



that V;(A}) > N;(A;) for all useri, and for some usey

we have strict inequalityN;(A’;) > N;(A;). Equivalently,
this implies thatG;(Al) > G;(A;) for all useri, and
Gj(A%) > Gj(A;) for userj. Without loss of generality,
let A’ be non-wasteful. By Lemnid 1, for all useand server
I, there exists someg], such thatA!, = ¢/,d;. We show that

number of their tasks scheduled, inevitably leading to dyfai
inefficient allocation outcome. Fortunately, we show by the
following proposition that DRFH is immune to these strategi
behaviours, as reporting the true demand is always the best
strategy for every user, irrespective of the others’ behavi
Proposition 3 (Truthfulness): The DRFH allocation ob-

based on{g/,}, one can construct somg;} such that{g;} tained by solving[([7) is truthful.
is a feasible solution td [6), yet leads to a higher objective Proof: For any user, fixing all other users’ clamed de-
thang, contradicting the fact thafg; } optimally solve [[6). mandsd’_; = (d},...,dj_;,d] ,,...,d],) (which may not
To see this, consider usgr We have be their true demands), let be the resulting allocation when
A - Ay , 1 truthfully reports its demand;, that is, A; = ¢;d; and
Gj(Ag) =295 =9 < G;j(Aj) =2, i A = gudj for all userj # i and server, whereg; and
For userj, there exists a servés and some: > 0, such that g are the global dominant shares userand j receive on
after reducingg/, to g/, — ¢, the resulting global dominant serverl underA;; and A, respectively. Similarly, leA” be
share remains higher thap i.e., 21931 — € > g¢. This leads the resulting allocation when usémisreports its demand as
to at leasted, idle resources in servés. We construct{g;} d;. Letg andg’ be the gIO_bal dominant share us’enegeives
by redistributing these idle resources to all users. underA; and Aj, respectively. We check the following two
Denote by{g/;} the dominant share after reducipfj, to cases and show that;(A;) < Gi(A;), which is equivalent
9, — 6 I8, to N;(A}) < N;(Ay).
Case 1:¢’ < g. In this case, lep, = min,{d},/d;,} be
"o _ g.;'lo_ea Z:.jal:lfh
Jil 9l o.w.

defined for uset. Clearly,
The corresponding non-wasteful allocat.ionA#l = gid; for
all useri and server. Note that allocationA” is preferred
over the original allocatiomA by all users,.e., for all useri,
we have

Gi(A]) = Z =

i-{
l
Case 2:g’ > g. For all userj # i, when user truthfully

We now construct{g;} by redistributing theed; idle reports its demand, le6; (A, d’) be the global dominant
resources in servep to all users, each increasing its globalp ;e of usep w.r.t. its claimed cjiemandl’» ie

dominant shargggo by 6 = min,{ed;./ >, dir }, i€, / . o
g 46, 1= l; G; (Ajadj) =>4 mmr{gjldjr/djr} =>91=9-
A il ) — o,
gir = { gﬂ(: 0.0. Similarly, when uset misreports, let:; (A, d’;) be the global
) . . _ ) dominant share of userw.r.t. its claimed demand’, i.e.,
It is easy to check thafg;; } remains a feasible allocation. To J
see this, it suffices to check senigr For all its resourcer, G;(A%,d}) = > min{g),d}, /d}} =329, =9,

we have As a result,
Zi gilgdir = Zl(gﬁo + 6)dl’f G.(A d Gi(A.. d
=i 9y, dir — €djr + 82, diy i(Agd;) > Gi(Ag, dy).
—(edjy — 5, din) < 1y - We must have

where the first inequality holds becaug€ is a feasible

pi = min{d;, /dir} < djy.- [dipy <1,
wherer} is the dominant resource of userWe then have
Gi(A7) = X2, Ga(Ay)
= min,{d./di} 3, 9,

L—e>g=Gj(A,
29— € 29 = GalAa). =pig' <g=Gi(Ai) .

> 9 = Gi(A]) > Gi(Ay),

t=17;
o.w.

Vi

< Clor
GZ(A;) < Gz(Az) .

allocation. Otherwise, allocatiom\’ is preferred overA by all users and
On the other hand, for all usérc U, we have is strictly preferred by usefj # ¢ w.r.t. the claimed demands
R . (d”,;,d;). This contradicts the Pareto optimality of DRFH
29 =290 +0 allocation. (Recall that allocatioA is an DRFH allocation
=Gi(A]) +0 given the claimed demandsd’_;,d;). ) [ |

>Gi(A)+d>g.

This contradicts the premise thatis optimal for [6).
For now, all our discussions are based on a critical assumpin addition to the three essential properties shown in the
tion that all users truthfully report their resource demmndprevious subsection, DRFH also provides a number of other
However, in a real-world system, it is common to obsenienportant properties. First, since DRFH generalizes DRF to
users to attempt to manipulate the scheduler by misregprtineterogeneous environments, it naturally reduces to the DR
their resource demands, so as to receive more allocat@miocation when there is only one server contained in the
[6], [25]. More often than not, these strategic behaviousystem, where the global dominant resource defined in DRFH
would significantly hurt those honest users and reduce tiseexactly the same as the dominant resource defined in DRF.

m C. Analysis of Important Properties



Proposition 4 (Single-server DRF):The DRFH leads to the of resources in each server is essentially meaningless. We
same allocation as DRF when all resources are concentrateefefore consider another benchmark that is more practica
in one server. Since cloud systems are constructed by pooling hundreds

Next, by definition, we see that both single-resource faisneof thousands of servers|[1][[2], the number of users is
and bottleneck fairness trivially hold for the DRFH alldoat typically far smaller than the number of servers [6],1[25],
We hence omit the proofs of the following two propositionsi.e., £ > n. An equal division would allocate to each user

Proposition 5 (Single-resource fairness)The DRFH allo- k/n servers drawn from the same distribution of the system’s

cation satisfies single-resource fairness. server configurations. For each user, the allocatedservers
Proposition 6 (Bottleneck fairness):The DRFH allocation are then treated as dedicated cloudhat is exclusive to the
satisfies bottleneck fairness. user. The number of tasks scheduled on this dedicated cloud

Finally, we see that when a user leaves the system &asdhen used as a benchmark and is compared to the number of
relinquishes all its allocations, the remaining users wik tasks scheduled in the original cloud computing systemeshar
see any reduction of the number of tasks scheduled. Formailtyth all other users. We will evaluate such a sharing ineenti

Proposition 7 (Population monotonicity): The DRFH property via trace-driven simulations in S&c] VI.
allocation satisfies population monotonicity.

Proof: Let A be the resulting DRFH allocation, then for all V. PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
useri and servei, A;; = g;d; andG;(A;) = g, where{g;;}
andg solve [T). Suppose usgleaves the system, changing thqh
resulting DRFH allocation ta\’. By DRFH, for all user # j
and server, we haveA, = g/, d; andG;(A}) = ¢, where
{g};}i; andg’ solve the following optimization problem:

So far, all our discussions are based on several assumptions
at may not be the case in a real-world system. In this sgctio
we relax these assumptions and discuss how DRFH can be
implemented in practice.

/

maXg: i#j 9 A. Weighted Users with a Finite Number of Tasks
st >z 9udi Scp,VlESTER,  (8) In the previous sections, users are assumed to be assigned
Sevdh =9 Vi#j. equal weights and have infinite computing demands. Both

assumptions can be easily removed with some minor modi-
fications of DRFH.
When users are assigned uneven weights,ulgtbe the
weight associated with user DRFH seeks an allocation
that achieves thaveighted max-min fairnesacross users.
Specifically, we maximize the minimumormalized global
dominant shargw.r.t the weight) of all users under the same
D. DiSCUSSiOI’]S Of Sharing Incentive resource Constraints as (4p

In addition to the aforementioned properties, sharing in-
centive is another important allocation property that hesrb
frequently mentioned in the literature,g.,[6l, [7], [8], [LO], s.t. ZA“T <¢p,VleS,reR.
[25]. It ensures that every user’s allocation is at least@sdg icU
as that obtained by evenly partmonlng the entire resopord.

To show N;(A}) > N;(A;) for all useri # j, it is
equivalent to proves;(A) > G;(A;). It is easy to verify
that ¢, {gu}ix; satisfy all the constraints of(](8) and arg,
hence feasible to[18). As a resulf, > g¢. This is exactly
Gi(A]) > Gi(Ay).

max némG( i)/ wi

When users have a finite number of tasks, the DRFH allo-
Btion is computed iteratively. In each round, DRFH incesas
the global dominant share allocated to atitive users until
®ne of them has all its tasks scheduled, after which the user
multiple heterogeneous servers, there isrdmite number of _becomes inactive and will no longer be considered in the

ways to evenly divide the resource pool, and itis urmlead"'mSollowing allocation rounds. DRFH then starts a new iterati

is well defined, as evenly dividing the server’s resourcad$e

one shlo UI.d tl):? Elqoien as the tr)]encrl:]nark f?r Com&aﬁogb Rb repeats the allocation process above, until no usetive ac
example, In Figi i, two USers share the system wi no more resources could be allocated to users. Our asalysi

and 14 GB memory in total. The following two allocation resented in Se€_1V also extends to weighted users with a
both allocate each user 7 CPUs and 7 GB memory: (a) U %te number of tasks.

1 is allocated 1/2 resources of server 1 and 1/2 resources 0
server 2, while user 2 receives the rest; (b) user 1 is akocat
(1.5 CPUs, 5.5 GB) in server 1 and (5.5 CPUs, 1.5 GB) f- Scheduling Tasks as Entities
server 2, while user 2 receives the rest. Until now, we have assumed that all tasks are divisible.
One might think that allocation (a) is a more reasonabla a real-world system, however, fractional tasks may not
benchmark as it allows alh users to have an equal sharde accepted. To schedule tasks as entities, one can apply
of every server, each receivirign of the server’s resources.progressive fillingas a simple implementation of DRFH. That
However, this benchmark has little practical meaning: Witls, whenever there is a scheduling opportunity, the scleedul
a largen, each user will only receive a small fraction ofalways accommodates the user with the lowest global dom-
resources on each server, which likely cannot be utilized lyant share. To do this, it picks the first server that fits the
any computing task. In other words, having a small slicgser’s task. While this First-Fit algorithm offers a faidgpod



approximation to DRFH, we propose another simple heuristi
that can lead to a better allocation with higher resourc 100

utilization. g gl |---User 1 —User 2 == User 3|
Similar to First-Fit, the heuristic also chooses userith E 60f
the lowest global dominant share to serve. However, inste: & 40r-=1 ]
of randomly picking a server, the heuristic chooses thet'bes & 29 jeinioivirinieivinieietriots SoL L T
one that most suitably matches usér tasks, and is hence % 200 400 600 _860 1000 1200 1400 1600
referred to as th®est-FitDRFH. Specifically, for uset with _ Time (5)
resource demand vect®; = (D1, ..., Dyy,)” and a server e\ilggf [---User 1 —User 2 == User 3]
[ with available resource vectog, = (¢1,...,cm)", where E oS I . Fa—
¢~ is the share of resource remaining available in server ‘g 200 tmmmmeese- . : T
I, we define the followingheuristic functionto measure the 2 o0l 8
o fi . Q r——+Y—— H
task’s fithess for the server: 2 O %00 400 600 Ti,%%‘)(s) 1000 1200 1400 1600
H(i,l) = |D;/Dir —ei/enl, ) 100 | )
° ---User 1 —User 2 == User 3
where ||-||; is the L'-norm. Intuitively, the smalletH (i, 1), E 28; ______ ceeen |
the more similar the resource demand vedhr appears to 2 400 ; H
the server’s available resource vectprand the better fit user £ ,4| —!-——~—-——~—-—rm .
i's task is for servet. For example, a CPU-heavy task is more 5§ o o ‘ L -
© 0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600

suitable to run in a server with more available CPU resource Time (s)
Best-Fit DRFH schedules usés tasks to servef with the
leaStH(Z’ l)' We evaluate both First-Fit DRFH and BeSH:W:ig. 4. CPU, memory, and global dominant share for threesusera 100-

DRFH via trace-driven simulations in the next section. server system with 52.75 CPU units and 51.32 memory unitsta. t
TABLE 1|
VI. SIMULATION RESULTS RESOURCE UTILIZATION OF THESLOTS SCHEDULER WITH DIFFERENT
. . . SLOT SIZES
In this section, we evaluate the performance of DRFH vi — —
tensive simulations driven by Google cluster-usageetrac Number of Slots CPU Utlization | Memory Utlization
€x - y g . g ] 10 per maximum serve 35.1% 23.4%
[3]. The traces contain resource demand/usage informafion |12 per maximum serve 42.2% 27.4%
over 900 usersi.e., Google services and engineers) on a clust 12 per maximum serve 43-92/0 58-(2)243
: ; i>hftb per maximum serve 45.4% 4.2%
ter of 12K servers. The server configurations are summarizé &5 per maximum serve A0.6% 20.0%

in Table[l, where the CPUs and memory of each server are
normalized so that the maximum server is 1. Each user submits

computing jobs, divided into a number of tasks, each reqgiri3 share the system, each receiving the same share on their
a set of resourced.¢., CPU and memory). From the tracesglobal dominant resources. A similar process repeats alftil

we extract the computing demand information — the requirét$ers finish their tasks. Throughout the simulation, we Isae t
amount of resources and task running time — and use it 8¢ Best-Fit DRFH algorithm precisely achieves the DRFH
the demand input of the allocation algorithms for evaluatio allocation at all times.

Dynamic allocation: Our first evaluation focuses on the Resource utilization: We next evaluate the resource uti-
allocation fairness of the proposed Best-Fit DRFH whensusdization of the proposed Best-Fit DRFH algorithm. We take
dynamically join and depart the system. We simulate 3 usdhe 24-hour computing demand data from the Google traces
submitting tasks with different resource requirements to and simulate it on a smaller cloud computing system of
small cluster of 100 servers. The server configurations &2d)00 servers so that fairness becomes relevant. The server
randomly drawn from the distribution of Google cluster sgsv configurations are randomly drawn from the distribution of
in Table[, leading to a resource pool containing 52.75 CP@oogle cluster servers in Taljle I. We compare Best-Fit DRFH
units and 51.32 memory units in total. User 1 joins the systewith two other benchmarks, the traditional Slots scheduler
at the beginning, requiring 0.2 CPU and 0.3 memory for eadhat schedules tasks onto slots of serverg.(Hadoop Fair
of its task. As shown in Fid.l4, since only user 1 is active at tfScheduler [[23]), and the First-Fit DRFH that chooses the
beginning, it is allocated 40% CPU share and 62% memodiiyst server that fits the task. For the former, we try différen
share. This allocation continues until 200 s, at which tim#lot sizes and chooses the one with the highest CPU and
user 2 joins and submits CPU-heavy tasks, each requiring 08mory utilization. Tablé_ll summarizes our observations,
CPU and 0.1 memory. Both users now compete for computimgnere dividing the maximum server (1 CPU and 1 memory in
resources, leading to a DRFH allocation in which both usefable[]) into 14 slots leads to the highest overall utiliaati
receive 44% global dominant share. At 500 s, user 3 startsFig.[J depicts the time series of CPU and memory utilization
to submit memory-intensive tasks, each requiring 0.1 CRu the three algorithms. We see that the two DRFH implemen-
and 0.3 memory. The algorithm now allocates the same gloltafions significantly outperform the traditional Slots edbler
dominant share of 26% to all three users until user 1 finishesth much higher resource utilization, mainly because the
its tasks and departs at 1080 s. After that, only users 2 datter ignores the heterogeneity of both servers and watklo
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0 200 400 €00 (maig)o 1000 1200 1400 Sharing incentive: Our final evaluation is on the sharing

incentive property of DRFH. As mentioned in Séc. 1V-D,
for each user, we run its computing tasks on a dedicated
cloud (DC) that is a proportional subset of the original slar

Fig. 5. Time series of CPU and memory utilization.

! S g0 : cloud (SC). We then compare the task completion ratio in DC
0.8 R S 3 62% with that obtained in SC. Fid.] 8 illustrates the results. Whi
- £ 60
! « DRFH does not guarantee 100% sharing incentive for all users
0.6
oa £ 40 it benefits most of them by pooling their DCs together. In
' £ 20 particular, only 2% users see fewer tasks finished in theeshar
02 —Best-FitDRFH| £ | _1q4 environment. Even for these users, the task completion rati
---Slots 8

decreases only slightly, as can be seen from|[Hig. 8.
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(b) Job completion time reduction. VIlI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we study a multi-resource allocation problem
in a heterogeneous cloud computing system where the resourc
This observation is consistent with findings in the homog@ool is composed of a large number of servers with differ-
neous environment where all servers are of the same hardwarie configurations in terms of resources such as processing,
configurations [[6]. As for the DRFH implementations, wenemory, and storage. The proposed multi-resource altocati
see that Best-Fit DRFH leads to uniformly higher resourgaechanism, known as DRFH, equalizes the global dominant
utilization than the First-Fit alternative at all times. share allocated to each user, and hence generalizes the DRF

The high resource utilization of Best-Fit DRFH naturallyallocation from a single server to multiple heterogeneous
translates to shorter job completion times shown in Eig. 6servers. We analyze DRFH and show that it retains almost
where the CDFs of job completion times for both Best-Fiill desirable properties that DRF provides in the singleese
DRFH and Slots scheduler are depicted. Fig. 6b offers a mayeenario. Notably, DRFH is envy-free, Pareto optimal, and
detailed breakdown, where jobs are classified into 5 cai@gortruthful. We design a Best-Fit heuristic that implementsABR
based on the number of its computing tasks, and for eagha real-world system. Our large-scale simulations driggn
category, the mean completion time reduction is compute@oogle cluster traces show that, compared to the traditiona
While DRFH shows no improvement over Slots schedulgingle-resource abstraction such as a slot scheduler, DRFH
for small jobs, a significant completion time reduction haschieves significant improvements in resource utilizatiead-
been observed for those containing more tasks. Generailly to much shorter job completion times.
the larger the job is, the more improvement one may expect.
Similar observations have also been found in the homogeneou
environments([6].

Fig. 6. DRFH improvements on job completion times over Statiseduler.
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