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Abstract—One key requirement for storage clouds is to be ~ One key design principle of cloud storage systems is fast
able to retrieve data quickly. Recent system measurementsalle  data retrieval. Amazon, Microsoft, and Google all repogtth
shown that the data retrieving delay in storage clouds is higly a slight increase in user-perceived delay will result in a

variable, which may result in a long latency tail. One crucid idea t los5] [9[_J10]. H . t st
to improve the delay performance is to retrieve multiple daga concrete revenue loss|| ]. However, in current sterag

copies by using parallel downloading threads. However, howo ~Clouds, data retrieving time is highly random and may have
optimally schedule these downloading threads to minimizette a long latency tail due to many reasons, including network
data retrieving delay remains to be an important open problen.  congestion, load dynamics, cache misses, database tipckin
In this paper, we develop low-complexity thread scheduling gjgi /0 interference, update/maintenance activitiesl an-
policies for several important classes of data downloadingime . . ! .
distributions, and prove that these policies are either dely- pred'Ct"f‘ble faﬂureﬂZ]J?lel]EEM]._ One 'mportant appmt_)ao.
optimal or within a constant gap from the optimum delay Curb this randomness townloading multiple data copies in
performance. These theoretical results hold for an arbitray parallel. For example, if a file is stored with am, k) erasure
arrival process of read requests that may contain finite or irfinite code, the system can schedule more thamownloading
read requests, and for heterogeneous MDS storage codes than “threads”, each representing a TCP connection, to rettieve
support diverse storage redundancy and reliability requirements . . ' ..
for different data files. Our numerical results show that the delay file. The firstk SljlcceSSfu"y downloaded chunk; are sufficient
performance of the proposed policies is significantly betiethan t0 restore the file, and the excess downloading threads are
that of First-Come-First-Served (FCFS) policies considexd in terminated to release the networking resources. By thes, th
prior work. retrieval latency of the file is reduced. However, schedylin
redundant threads will increase the system load, which may
in turn increase the latency. Such a policy provides a trfideo

. INTRODUCTION between faster retrieval of each file and the extra system

Cloud storage is a prevalent solution for online data seradoad for downloading redundant chunks. Therefore, a afitic
as it provides the appealing benefits of easy access, low-maiHestion is “how to optimally manage the downloading theead
tenance, elasticity, and scalability. The global cloudage t0 minimize average data retrieving delay?” Standard tools
market is expected to reach $56.57 billion by 2019, with 8 scheduling and queueing theories, e.g.] [15]-[19] ared th
compound annual growth rate of 33.1% [1]. references therein, cannot be directly applied to resdiie t

In cloud storage systems, multiple copies of data are gefallenge because they do not allow scheduling redundaint an
erated using simple replications] [Z[-[4] or erasure steragyarallel resources for service acceleration.
codes [[5]8], and distributedly stored in disks, in-meynor In this paper, we rigorously analyze the fundamental delay
databases and caches. For(ank) erasure codén > k), data limits of storage clouds. We develop low-complexity online
is divided intok equal-size chunks, which are then encoddfiread scheduling policies for several important clas$es@
into n chunks and stored in distinct storage devices. If thedownloading time distributions, and prove that these pesic
code satisfies the typical maximum distance separable (MDB¥ either delay-optimal or within a constant gap from the
property, anyk out of then chunks are sufficient to restoreoptimum delay performantﬂeOur theoretical results hold for
original data. Wherk = 1, the (n, k) erasure code reduces tcan arbitrary arrival process of read requests that may gonta
the case of data replication (aka repetition codes). finite or infinite read requests, and for heterogeneous MDS

Current storage clouds jointly utilize multiple erasureles Storage codes that can support diverse code paranfetefs)
to support diverse storage redundancy and reliability irequ for different data files. The main contributions of our papex
ments. For instance, in Facebook’s data warehouse clustisted as follows and summarized in Taljle I. An interesting
frequently accessed data (or so called “hot data”) is storgtdte evolutiorargument is developed in this work, which is
with 3 replicas, while rarely accessed data (“cold data”) gssential for establishing the constant delay gaps; teesisted
stored by using a more compressed (14,10) Reed-Solonigader is referred to the appendices for the detailed proofs
code to save spacg|[6]. Open-source cloud storage software§ \When the downloading times of data chunks aiel.
such as HDFS-RAID(]7] and OpenStack Swift [8], have been
developed to support the coexistence of multiple erasuteso 1By constant delay gap, we mean that the delay gap is bounded by

constant value that is independent of the request arriadgss and system
This work has been supported in part by an IRP grant from HP. traffic load.
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Arrival Parameters of Service Downloading time
Theorem | process| MDS codes preemption | distribution Policy Delay gap from optimum
a any dmin > L allowed i.i.d. exponential SERPT-R delay-optimal
2 any any allowed i.i.d. exponential SERPT-R i Zf:jilmin T
B any dmin > L not allowed | i.i.d. exponential SEDPT-R 1/p
] any any not allowed | i.i.d. exponential SEDPT-R % ( ZL:*dt]m T+ 1)
any any not allowed | i.i.d. New-Longer-than-Used| SEDPT-NR O(InL/p)
any any allowed i.i.d. New-Longer-than-Used SEDPT-WCR|| O(InL/pu)
@ any ki =1, dmin > L | not allowed | i.i.d. New-Shorter-than-Used SEDPT-R delay-optimal

TABLE I: Summary of the delay performance of our proposedqies under different settings, whedg,;,, is the minimum
distance among all MDS storage codes definedlin (2), is the average chunk downloading time of each thread, fansl
the number of downloading threads. The classes of “New-keoitigan-Used” and “New-Shorter-than-Used” distribusicare
defined in Sectiof V. Note that the delay gaps in this tableirdependent of the request arrival process and systemctraffi
load.

exponential with meanl/u, we propose a Shortestconducted to study the delay performance of data retrieval
Expected Remaining Processing Time policy with Ren distributed storage systems. One line of studies [2@]H3
dundant thread assignment (SERPT-R), and prove thatre centered on the data retrieval from a small number of
SERPT-R isdelay-optimalamongall online policies, if storage nodes, where the delay performance is limited by the
(i) the storage redundancy is sufficiently high and (iiyervice capability of individual storage nodes. It was show
preemption is allowed. If condition (i) is not satisfiedjn [26] that erasure storage codes can reduce the queueing
we show that under SERPT-R, the extra delay causddlay compared to simple data replications[IA [27]] [2&]agt
by low storage redundancy is no more than the averageunds were provided for First-Come-First-Served (FCFS)
downloading time ofln L+1) chunks, i.e.(In L+1)/u, policies with different numbers of redundant threads[18][2
where L is the number of downloading threads. (Thia delay upper bound was obtained for FCFS policies under
delay gap grows slowly with respect o, and is inde- Poisson arrivals and arbitrary downloading time distiiut
pendent of the request arrival process and system traffibich was further used to derive a sub-optimal solution for
load.) Further, if preemption is not allowed, we proposejaintly minimizing latency and storage cost. Ih_[30], the
Shortest Expected Differentiable Processing Time poliguthors established delay bounds for the classes of FCFS,
with Redundant thread assignment (SEDPT-R), which haseemptive and non-preemptive priority scheduling pe8ci
a delay gap of no more than the average downloadimghen the downloading time isi.d. exponential. In[[31], the
time of one chunk, i.e.l/u, compared to the delay- authors studied when redundant threads can reduce deldy (an
optimal policy. when not), and designed optimal redundant thread schedulin
« When the downloading times of data chunks ar&l. policies among the class of FCFS policies.
New-Longer-than-Used (NLU) (defined in Sectibd V), The second line of researchés][32]2[34] focus on large-
we design a Shortest Expected Differentiable Processisgale storage clouds with a large number of storage nodes,
Time policy with Work-Conserving Redundant threadvhere the delay performance is constrained by the available
assignment (SEDPT-WCR) for the preemptive case anchatworking resources of the system. [nl[32].1[33], the argho
Shortest Expected Differentiable Processing Time poligyieasured the chunk downloading time over the Amazon cloud
with No Redundant thread assignment (SEDPT-NR) fatorage system and proposed to adapt code parameters and the
the non-preemptive case. We show that, comparing witlumber of redundant threads to reduce delay[In [34], it was
the delay-optimal policy, the delay gaps of preemptivehown that FCFS with redundant thread assignment is delay-
SEDPT-WCR and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are bothptimal among all online policies, under the assumptiona of
of the orderO(In L/p). single storage code, high storage redundancy and expeahenti
o When the downloading times of data chunks ar&. downloading time distribution. Following this line of reseh,
New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU) (defined in Secfidn V), wia this paper, we consider the more general scenarios with
prove that SEDPT-R is delay-optimal among all onlinketerogonous storage codes, general level of storage +edun
policies, under the conditions that data is stored witttlancy, and non-exponential downloading time distribigjon
repetition codes, storage redundancy is sufficiently higiwhere neither FCFS nor priority scheduling is close to delay
and preemption is not allowed. optimal.
We note that the proposed SEDPT-type policies are different
from the traditional Shortest Remaining Processing Tins# fir

(SRPT) policy, and have not been proposed in prior work. Il. SysTEM MODEL

We consider a cloud storage system that is composed of
Il. RELATED WORK one frond-end proxy server and a large number of distributed
The idea of reducing delay via multiple parallel datatorage devices, as illustrated in F[d. 1. The proxy server
transmissions has been explored empirically in various coenqueues the user requests and establishes TCP connections
texts [21]-[25]. More recently, theoretical analysis h&ei to fetch data from the storage devices. In practice, theyprox



Storage Devices arrival and completion times of thagh request under policy

m, respectively, wherd = a; < ay < -+ < apy. Thus,

the service latency of requestis given byc; » — a;, which
includes both the downloading time and the waiting time
in the request queue. We assume that the arrival process
(a1, aq,---) is anarbitrary deterministicime sequence, while

the departure proce$s; -, ca.r,- ) IS stochastic because of
Fig. 1: System model. the random downloading time. Given the request parameters

e )N i
server also performs tasks such as format conversion, d{a\{aand (as, ki, ni)i,, the average flow time of the requests

compression, authentication and encrypon. under policyr is defined as
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A. Data Storage and Retrieval Dn=+ > (EB{cixt—ai), 3)
Suppose that the file corresponding to requeist stored ) 1.:1 .
with an (n;, k;) MDS codd] Then, filei is partitioned intok; where the expectation is taken with respect to the random
equal-size chunks, which are encoded intocoded chunks distribution of chunk downloading time for given policy
and stored im; distinct devices. In MDS codes, afy out of @nd for given request parametexs and (a;, ki, n;),—,. The
then; coded chunks are sufficient to restore fildTherefore, 90al of this paper igo design low-complexity online thread
the cloud storage system can tolerate— k; failures and scheduling policies that achieve optimal or near-optimelay
still secure filei. Examples of MDS codes include repetitiorP€rformance.

codes ; = 1) and Reed-Solomon codes. L&t denote the pefinition 1. Online policy: A scheduling policy is said

Hamming distance of afw;, k;) MDS code, determined by to be online if, at any given timet, the decision-maker
di = n; — ky + 1. (1) does not know the number of requests to arrive a}fter time

t, the parameterda;, k;,n;) of the requests to arrive, or

The minimum code distance of all storage codes is definedigg realizations of the (remaining) downloading times & th
donin 2 min{d;, i =1,2,---}. (2) chunks that have not been accomplished by time

It has been reported if][2], T11]=[14] that the downloadingefinition 2. Delay-optimality: A thread scheduling policy
time of data chunks can be highly unpredictable in storadfesaid to bedelay-optimaif, for anygiven request parameters
clouds. Some recent measuremerits| [32]-[34] on Amazdhand (a;,k;,n;);Y,, it yields the shortest average flow time
AWS show that the downloading times of data chunks stordd= amongall online policies.

with distinct keys can be approximated as independent anda ey feature of this scheduling problem is the flexibility

identically distributed i(i.d.) random variables. In this paper,sf redundant and parallel thread schedulirigake filei as an
we assume that the downloading times of data chunks &fmple. Whem; > k;, one can assign redundant threads

i.i.df, as in [26]-[28], [31], [34]. to download more tha; chunks of filei. The firstk; suc-
. cessfully downloaded chunks are sufficient for complethngy t
B. Redundant and Parallel Thread Scheduling read operation. After that, the extra downloading threads a

The proxy server had, downloading threads, each repreterminated immediately, which is calleskrvice termination
senting a potential TCP connection, to retrieve data froen tBy doing this, the retrieving delay of filé is reduced. On
distributed storage devices. The value ofis chosen as the the other hand, redundant thread scheduling may cause extra
maximum number of simultaneous TCP connections that caystem load. Therefore, such a policy provides a tradeoff
occupy all the available networking bandwidth without sigbetween fast retrieving of each file and a potentially longer
nificantly degrading the latency of each individual coniwtt service latency due to the extra system load, which makes it
[32], [33]. A decision-maker at the proxy server determinedifficult to achieve delay-optimality.
which chunks to download and in what order for théhreads

to minimize the average data retrieving delay. C. Service Preemption and Work Conserving

Suppose that a sequence Bf read requests arrive at the Wi iderchunk-level ) q .

gueue of the processing sereLet a; and ¢; . denote the ,? consiaerchun —e\{e pr.eemptlve an non-preemptl\(e
’ policies. When preemption is allowed, a thread can switch

20ur results can be also used for systems with multiple prexyess, where t0 serve another chunk at any time, and resume to serve the
each read_ request is routed to a proxy server based on gm_ahklcation, previous chunk at a later time, continuing from the inter-
or determined by a round robin or random load balancing @lgor More ted int. Wh ti . t all d th d t
complicated load balancing algorithms will be studied im future work. rupted point. e.n preempiion is not allowed, a r_ea .mus

3The terms “file” and “request” are interchangeable in thipara complete (or terminate) the current chunk before switching

“This assumption is reasonable for large-scale storagaisiaeig., Ama- serve another chunk. We assume that service terminatiahs an

zon AWS, where individual read operations may experiencg latency ; ; ; ;
events, such as network congestion, cache misses, dathlmaséng, high preemptions are executed Immedlately with no extra delay'

temperature or high I/O traffic of storage devices, that arebaservable and Definition 3 Work-conserving' A scheduling policy is said
unpredictable by the decision-maker. ’ ’

5The value of N can be either finite or infinite in this paper. ¥ tends to to be Work-consewingf all threads are kept busy whenever
infinite, alim sup operator is enforced on the right hand side[df (3). there are chunks waiting to be downloaded.



Remark 1: If preemption is allowed, a delay-optimal policyTheorem 1. Suppose that ()i, > L, (i) preemption
must be work-conservindecause the average delay of anis allowed, and (iii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d.
non-work-conserving policy can be reduced by assigning tegponentially distributed with meaty .. Then, for any given
idle threads to download more chunks. Meanwhifepre- request parameterd/ and (a;, k;,n;)Y.,, preemptive SERPT-
emption is not allowed, a work-conserving policy may not e is delay-optimal among all online policies.

delay-optimal because the occupied threads cannot be easilyRemark 2: Theorem[lL and the subsequent theoretical

switched to serve an incoming request with a higher priorit . o .
greq g P Yesults of this paper are difficult to establish for the foliog
reasons: 1) Each requestis partitioned into a batch of;
IV. EXPONENTIAL CHUNK DOWNLOADING TIME chunk downloading tasks, and the processing time of each

In this section, we study the delay-optimal thread scheguli task is random. 2) There ang; — k; redundant chunks for
when chunk downloading time igi.d. exponentially dis- 'equest, such that completing an; of the n; tasks would
tributed with meanl /.. Non-exponential downloading time cOmplete the request. 3) The system latreads which can

distributions will be investigated in Sectiéd V. simultaneously procesk tasks belonging to one or multiple
requests. 4) If redundant downloading threads are schedule

the associated extra system load must be considered when
A. High Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Allowed evaluating the delay performance.

We first consider the case of high storage redundancy such Proof: We provide a proof sketch of Theorén 1. Consider
thatd,,i, > L is satisfied. In this case, we hange—(k;—1) > an arbitrarily given chunk departure sample pgthtz,...).
L for all i. Hence, each filé has at least available chunks According to the property of the SRPT principle [15]. [16],
even ifk; — 1 chunks of filei have been downloaded. Hencepreemptive SERPT-R minimizeg S | (ci» — a;) for any
each unfinished request has sufficient available chunks s@¥en sample patlt1, o, ...). Further, Lemmall tells us that
that all L threads can be simultaneously assigned to serve tHi§ distribution of (¢1,%»,...) is invariant among the class
request. of work-conserving policies. By this, preemptive SERPT-R

Let s; denote the arrival time of thgth arrived chunk is delay-optimal among the class of work-conserving pesci
downloading task of all files ang denote the completion time Finally, since a delay-optimal policy must be work-consegv
of the jth downloaded chunk of all files. The chunk arrivawhen preemption is allowed, Theorém 1 follows. More details
process(sy, sz, ...) is uniquely determined by the reques@re provided in AppendikIA. u
parameterga;, k;),. Meanwhile, the chunk departure pro- In Theorem 6.4 of[[34], it was shown that a First-Come-
cess(ty, to,...) satisfies the followingnvariant distribution First-Served policy with Redundant thread assignment §~CF
property: R) is delay-optimal wherk; = k£ for all i and dyin > L.

v ) In this case, preemptive SERPT-R reduces to the following

Lemma 1. [B4, Theorem 6.4] Suppose that @wn > L policy: After a request departs from the system, pick any
and (ii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. exponentiallyaiting request (not necessarily the request arrived tHiest
distributed with meart /.. NThen, for any given request pa-gng assign all, threads to serve the available chunks of this
rametersN' and (a;, ki, n;);Z;, the distribution of the chunk yoqest until it departs. Hence, FCFS-R belongs to the ofass

departure processiy, i, ...) is invariant under any work- geRpT-R policies, and Theorem 6.4 B6f|[34] is a special case
conserving policy. of Theorenfl.

We propose a preemptive Shortest Expected Remaining

Processing Time first policy with Redundant thread assignmes  General Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Allowed
(preemptive SERPT-R):

) Suppoge that, at any timethere arel” unfinished requests vailable chunks, such that not all of thethreads can be
1,42, v, SUCh thata; chunks need to be d_ownloadecgssigned to serve it. In this case, SERPT-R may not be delay-
for completmg request;. Unde_r SERPT-R, each 'd,le tr_“eadoptimal. This is illustrated in the following example.

is assigned to serve one available chunk of requeswith

the smallesta;. (Due to storage redundancy, the number dfxample 1. Consider two requests with parameters given as
available chunks of request is larger thana;.) If all the (k1 = 1,n1 =4,d1 = 4,a; = 0) and (k2 = 2,12 = 2,dy =
available chunks of request are under service, then the idle1, a2 = 0). The number of threads & = 4. Under SERPT-R,
thread is assigned to serve one available chunk of reqyestall 4 threads are assigned to serve requésifter time zero.
with the second smalleat;:. This procedure goes on, until all However, after request is completed, the chunk downloading
L threads are occupied or all the available chunks of fie rate is reduced fromix to 24, because request only has
unfinished requests are under services. ne = 2 chunks. Furthermore, after one chunk of requzss

This policy is an extension of Shortest Remaining Procedi@Wnloaded, the chunk downloading rate is reduced fim
ing Time first (SRPT) policy([15],[[16] because it schedule® /- The average flow time of SERPT-RIgerpr-r = /u
parallel and redundant downloading threads to serve the F6SONdS.

quests with the least workload. The following theorem shows W& consider another policg): after time zero,2 threads
that this policy is delay-optimal under certain conditions ~ &re assigned to serve request 1 andhreads are assigned
to serve requesP. After the first chunk is downloaded, if

When d;, < L, some requests may have less than



the downloaded chunk belongs to requéstthen request 1 serve request. After the second chunk is downloaded, one of
departs and 2 threads are assigned to serve reqedf the requests has departed, and the two threads are assigned t
the downloaded chunk belongs to requ2sthen 3 threads serve the remaining request. The average flow time of SERPT-
are assigned to serve requestand 1 thread is assigned to R is Dsgrpr-r= 5/(44) — /2 seconds.

serve reques®. After the second chunk is downloaded, only We consider another non-preemptive pol@y the threads

one request is left and the threads are assigned to serve thenain idle until times. Aftere, the two threads are assigned
available chunks of this request. The average flow time tof serve request. After the first chunk is downloaded, request
policy @ is Dg = 61/(644) seconds. Hence, SERPT-R is nat has departed. Then, the two threads are assigned to serve
delay-optimal. requestl, until it departs. The average flow time of policy
is Dg = 1/u + ¢/2 seconds. Since is arbitrarily small,

Next, we bound the delay penalty associated with removi RPT-R is not delay-optimal when preemption is not allowed

the conditiond,,;, > L.
We propose a non-preemptive Shortest Expected Differ-

Theorem 2. If (i) preemption is allowed and (ii) the chunk . . : . ) .
downloading time is i.i.d. exponentially distributed Withentlal Processing Time first policy with Redundant thread

mean1/. Then, for any given request paramete)s and assignment rion-preemptive SEDPT-R, where the service

N . . pyiority of a file is determined by the difference between the
g:t’ifflié?)i:l’ the average flow time of preemptive SERPT Hjmber of remaining chunks of the file and the number of

threads that has been assigned to the file.

— — — 1 1 Suppose that, at any tintethere areV’ unfinished requests
Dopt < Dprmp,serpT-RE Dopt + m T 4) i,y .. iy, such thata; chunks need to be downloaded
[=dmin for completing request; at timet¢ and J; threads have been
whered,,i, is defined in(2). assigned to serve request Under non-preemptive SEDPT-

. , R, each idle thread is assigned to serve one available chunk
Proof: Here is a proof sketch of Theordrh 2. We first use, o g

. . of requesti; with the smallesta; — §;. (Due to storage
a state evolutionargument to show that, after removing the

conditiond,.... > L, SERPT-R needs to downlodd— d,.. fedundancy, the number of available chunks of requess

or fewer additional chunks after any timeso as to accomplish larger thana,;. Hence, it may happen that; —9; < 0 because

the same number of requesis thal are completed by SERPCe 10C™ BV FORTORSITE L L8 S8 I8 (R
with the conditiond,,i, > L during (0, ¢]. Further, according J ’

. TN : to serve one available chunk of requést with the second
to the properties of exponential distribution, the avertge . .
for thepsygtem to dowr?loaﬂ — dy,i, €xtra chunks under the smallesta — ;. This procedure goes on, until all threads
conditions of Theoreml2 is upper bounded by the last term zr(i)gfeu?s(;gg?: L?r:dae”r ;Z?V?;/:S”able chunks of theunfinished
(@). This completes the proof. See Apperldix B for the details q o ) ' ) .
m The intuition behind non-preemptive SEDPT-R is that

Note that if dwin > L, the last term in[{4) becomes zergchunks of request; will be under service after time for

which corresponds to the case of Theofgm 1df, < L, & non-preemptive policy, and thus should be excluded when

the last t . . bounded ln(L=1 . determining thg service priority of rgque’§t This is diﬁerent
€ last term in[(#) is upper bounde @y n(dmin) from the traditional SRPT-type policies [15]—]19], whiclo d

Hot exclude the chunks under service when determining the
service priorities of the requests. The delay performarfce o
is policy is characterized in the following theorem:

Therefore, the delay penalty caused by low storage reduydal
is of the orderO(In L/u), and is insensitive to increasing
Further, this delay penalty remains constant for any requ
arrival process and system traffic load.

Theorem 3. Suppose that (Y., > L, (i) preemption is
not allowed, and (iii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d.
exponentially distributed with meaty .. Then, for any given
Under preemptive SERPT-R, each thread can switch to sergguest parametersV and (ai,ki,m)fil, the average flow

another request at any time. However, when preemption is figte of non-preemptive SEDPT-R satisfies
allowed, a thread must complete or terminate the currentichu

downloading task before switching to serve another request Dopt < Dnon-prmp,seppT-RE Dopt+ 1/ 1. (5)
In this case, SERPT-R may not be delay-optimal, as illustrat
in the following example.

C. High Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Not Allowed

Proof: We provide a proof sketch of Theorém 3. Theorem
[ tells us that preemptive SERPT-R provides a lower bound of
Example 2. Consider two requests with parameters given aBop. On the other hand, non-preemptive SEDPT-R provides
(k1 =2,n1 =3,d1 = 2,a17 =0) and (k2 = 1,n2 = 2,ds = an upper bound o@opt. Thus, we need to show that the
2,a2 = ¢), wheree > 0 can be arbitrarily close to zero. delay gap between preemptive SERPT-R and non-preemptive
The number of threads i$, = 2, the chunk downloading SEDPT-R is at most/u. Towards this goal, we use siate
time is i.i.d. exponentially distributed with meadriu. Under evolutionargument to show that for any timeand any given
SERPT-R, the two threads are assigned to serve requattr sample path of chunk departurés, o, .. .), non-preemptive
time zero. After the first chunk is downloaded, one thread 8EDPT-R needs to downloall or fewer additional chunks
assigned to serve requedtand the other thread remains toafter timet, so as to accomplish the same number of requests



that are completed under preemptive SERPT-R dufing]. downloading time is a constant value followed by a short
By the properties of exponential distribution, the average latency tail. For instance, recent studiés][32],][33] susgge
for the L threads to download chunks under non-preemptivethat the data downloading time of Amazon AWS can be
SEDPT-R isl /i, and Theoreril3 follows. See Appenflik C fompproximated as a constant delay plus an exponentially dis-
the details. B tributed random variable, which is an NLU distribution. On
Theorem[B tells us that the delay gap between notie other hand, NSU distributions can be used to charaeteriz
preemptive SEDPT-R and the optimal policy is at most theccasional slow responses resulting from TCP retransomssi
average downloading time of one chunk by each thread, i.BQ interference, database blocking and/or even disk riaslu
1/p. Intuitively speaking, this is because each thread onlyWe will require the following definitions: Let? =
needs to wait for downloading one chunk, before switching:, x2,...,z,,) andy = (y1,y2,.-.,ym) be two vectors in
to serve another request. However, the proof of Theddem 3R&?, then we denote’ < 3 if x; <y; fori=1,2,...,m.

non-trivial, because it must work for any possible samplé P efinition 5. Stochastic Ordering [36] Let X andY” be two

of the downloading procedure. random variables. TherX is said to be stochastically smaller
thanY (denoted asX <g YY), if
D. General Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Not Allowed
When preemption is not allowed and the conditiy, > P(X >1t) <P(Y >¢)forallt €R. ©)
L is removed, we have the following result. Definition 6. Multivariate Stochastic Ordering: [36] A set
U C R™ is calledupperif i/ € U wheneverj > ¥ and® € U.

Theorem 4. Suppose that (i) preemption isot allowed, > ~ = .
and (ii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. exponentialllggcﬁagggaﬁybsemt:l’l% rr?r?:y%r? d\éi((:)tt(; rj.a;?egit ';)S?f'd to be

distributed with mean /. Then, for any given request pa-
rametersN and (a;, ki, n;)Y,, the average flow time of non- P(X € U) < P(Y € U) for all upper setd/ C R™. (10)

preemptive SEDPT-R satisfies . . . oo
Stochastic ordering of stochastic processes (or infinite ve

L—1 - o
_ _ — 1 1 tors) can be defined similarly [36].
Dopt < Dnon—prmp,SEDPT—RS Dopt+ ; + Z 77 (6)

A. NLU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

where iy is defined in(2). We consider a non-preemptive Shortest Expected Differen-

Proof: See AppendixD. B tial Processing Time first policy with No Redundant thread
If dwin > L, the last term in[{6) becomes zero whictassignmentrion-preemptive SEDPT-NR):
corresponds to the case of Theoreim 3. Suppose that, at any tintethere areV’ unfinished requests
i1,42,...,%y, such thata; chunks need to be downloaded
V. NON-EXPONENTIAL CHUNK DOWNLOADING TIME for completing request; at timet and d; threads have been

In this section, we consider two classes of general dowassigned to serve request Under non-preemptive SEDPT-
loading time distributions: New-Longer-than-Used (NLU$-d NR, each idle thread is assigned to serve one available chunk
tributions and New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU) distribusionof requesti; with the smallesi; — d;. If «; threads have
defined as follows. been assigned to requeat then the idle thread is assigned

Definition 4. New-Longer-than-Used distributions A distri- o serve one avalla_ble chunk of request W'th. the second
smallesta;, — §;.. This procedure goes on, until all threads

bution on|0, o) is said to be New-Longer-than-Used (NLU), . L ‘
if for all ¢,7 > 0 andP(X > 7) > 0, the distribution satisfies are occupied gr each request is served by threads.
Note that since at most; threads are assigned to re-

P(X >1) 2 P(X >t+7]X >7). (7) questij, we havea; — d; > 0 for all 4; under non-
New-Shorter-than-Used distributions A distribution on Préemptive SEDPT-NR. SEDPT-NR is a non-work-conserving
[0,00) is said to be New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU), if for alpolicy. When preemption is allowed, th_e_ delay performarfce 0
t,7>0andP(X > ) > 0, the distribution satisfies SEDPT-NR can be improved by_explomng the idle threads to

download redundant chunks. This leads to a preemptive Short
PX>t) <PX>t+7|X>r7). (8) est Expected Differential Processing Time first policy with

NLU (NSU) distributions are closely related to Iog-concav\évggkl;?r_ovr\}sceé\)/_'ng Redundant thread assignmenegmptive

(log-convex) distributions. Many commonly used distribas o ) n
are NLU or NSU distributions [35]. In practice, NLU distri- Upon the decision of SEDPT-NR, if each requess served

butions can be used to characterize the scenarios where Qe threads and there are still some idle threads, then assign

these threads to download some redundant chunks to avoid
°Note that New-Longer-than-Used (New-Shorter-than-Ussdjguivalent  jgleness. When a new request arrives, the threads dowmigadi

to the term New-Better-than-Used (New-Worse-than-Usegdun reliability . .

theory [35], [36], where “better” means a longer lifetimeowever, this may redundant chunks will be preempted to serve the new arrival

lead to confusion in the current paper, where “better” measborter delay. request.

We choose to use New-Longer-than-Used (New-Shortertised) to avoid . . .

confusion. In a recent work [31], the New-Longer-than-Ughiéw-Shorter- Let us consider the service time for a thread to complete

than-Used) property was termed light-everywhere (heaeyyavhere). downloading one chunk. If the thread has spenseconds



on one chunk, the tail probability for completing the cutreriime of preemptive SEDPT-WCR satisfies
chunk under service i®(X > ¢t + 7|X > 7). On the other

hand, the tail probability for switching to serve a new chunk Dopt < Dpm,seppT-wers Dopt

is P(X > t). Since the chunk downloading timeiisd. NLU,

o . . E X E X 14
it is stochastically better to keep downloading the samenkhu + l:HllE.l,)fL ot 121{13%71 Lo (14)

than switching to serve a new chunk. . . .
9 where theX;’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times.

Lemma 2. Suppose that (i) the system load is high such ] .

that all L threads are occupied at all timeé > 0 and (i) .PTOOf' See AppendiXH. . -
T Similar to LemmdB, the delay gaps in Theordms 5 [And 6

the chunk downloading time is ii.d. NLU. Then, for an)c(l | £ th ded(In I,

given request parameterd and (a;, ki, n;)Y,, the chunk '€ &S0 ot theor (InL/p).

departure instantgty, t2,...) under non-preemptive SEDPT-

NR are stochastically smaller than those under any othg NSU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

online policy.
poticy If the chunk downloading time is.i.d. NSU, one can

Proof: See AppendiXE. B show that it is stochastically better to switch to a new chunk
an sticking to downloading the same chunk. We consider
e scenario that preemption is not allowed and obtain the
following result.

Lemma 3. Suppose that (i) the system load is high suv:tlp]h
that all L threads are occupied at all time > 0, (ii)
preemption isnot allowed, and (iii) the chunk downloading
time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for any given request paramet®rs Lemma 4. Suppose that (}dmin > L, (i) k& = 1 for
and (a;, ki, n;)Y,, the average flow time of non-preemptivall i, (iii) preemption is not allowed, and (iv) the chunk
SEDPT-NR satisfies downloading time is i.i.d. NSU. Then, for any given request
parametersN and (a;, k; = 1,n;))¥;, the chunk departure

Eopt < ﬁnon—prmp,SEDPT—NFﬁ EopH-]E{ max Xz}, (11) mstants(_tl,tg, ..., tn) under non-preemptive SEDPT-R are
I=1,....L stochastically smaller than those under any other online

olicy.
where theX;’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times. policy
) Proof: See Appendik]!. [
Proof: See AppendixF. [ | . )
If the average chunk downloading timei5{X;} = 1/u, Theorem 7. Suppose that (Ymin > L, (ii) k; = 1 for all 4,
then the last term if{11) is bounded by (iii) preemption is not allowed, and (iv) the chunk download
time is i.i.d. NSU. Then, for any given request parameférs
1 1 &1 and (a;, k; = 1,n;)Y,, non-preemptive SEDPT-R is delay-
m < E{ max Xz} < m Z 7 (12) optimal among all online policies.

Proof: See Appendix]J. [ |
where the lower bound is trivial, and the upper bound follows A special case of Theoref 7 was obtained in Theorem 3 of
from the property of New-Longer-than-Used distributions i[31], where delay-optimality was shown only for high system
Proposition 2 of[3F7]. Therefore, the delay gap in Lemiha @ad such that all threads are occupied at all time.
is no more thar(ln L + 1)/4.. Next, we remove condition (i)

in Lemmal3 and obtain the following result.
VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Theorem 5. Suppose that (i) preemption i®t allowed and

(ii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for an
given request paramete® and (a;, k;,n;)Y,, the average
flow time of non-preemptive SEDPT-NR satisfies

We present some numerical results to illustrate the delay
)f)erformance of different scheduling policies and validéie
theoretical results. All these results are averaged ovér 10
random samples for the downloading times of data chunks.

Dopt < Dnon—prmp,SEDPT—NRé Dopt

—HE{ i Xl} N ]E{ i Xl}, (13) A. Exponential Chunk Downloading Time Distributions
=1L =L....L—1 Consider a system witlv = 3000 request arrivals, among
which p; = 90% of the requested files are stored with a
(n1,k1,d1) = (3,1,3) repetition code, ang = 10% of
Proof: See Appendik 6. B the requested files are stored withia, k2, d2) = (14,10, 5)
When preemption is allowed, preemptive SEDPT-WCR cdReed-Solomon code. Thereforé,,;, = 3. The code pa-
achieve a shorter average delay than non-preemptive SEDRirneters are drawn at randoim,d. from these two classes.
NR. In this case, we have the following result. The inter-arrival time of the requestsiisd. distributed as a

; P _.mixture of exponentials:
Theorem 6. Suppose that (i) preemption is allowed and (ii) IXtu Xp i

the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for any give Exponentialrate= 0.5)\)  with probability 0.99;
request parametersV and (a;, k;,n;)Y ;, the average flow Exponentialrate= 50.5\) with probability 0.01.

where theX;’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times.



o
w
a

0.35 . . . . .
‘‘‘‘‘ delay lower bound
0.3 —SERPT-R 0.3 |- - -delay upper bound
- —+—FCFS-R & —SEDPT-R y
;0.25 ;0.25 ——FCFS-R 4/
£ £
z 02 z 02
k] k]
© 0.15 © 0.15
=2 =2
o o
[ [
2 0.1 2 0.1
0.05 0.05
0 0
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 1
P
(a) Preemption is allowed,j, = L =3 (b) Preemption is not allowed],,;, = L = 3
0.25 0.25
‘‘‘‘‘ delay lower bound ==-delay lower bound
- - -delay upper bound - - -delay upper bound
- 02| —SERPT-R & 2] |[—sEDPT-R
;E; —w—FCFS-R ;E;
= 0.15 = 0.15
2 2
] ]
[} [}
g 0.1 g 0.1
[ [
B B
0.05 005 ___---
o) nindinbinbie . . . =TT . . .
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
P P
(c) Preemption is allowed,in, < L =5 (d) Preemption is not allowedi,;, < L =5

Fig. 2: Average flow timeD ., versus traffic intensity, where the chunk downloading timeiisd. exponentially distributed.

The average chunk downloading time gy = 0.02s. The  Figure[3 illustrates the average flow tini, versus traffic

traffic intensity p is determined by intensity p when L = 3 and the chunk downloading time
(p1kr + paks) A is i.i.d. NLU. As expected, preemptive SEDPT-WCR has a
p= \P1f1 7 paka) A (15) shorter average delay than non-preemptive SEDPT-NR. In the

Lp preemptive case, the delay performance of SEDPT-WCR is

Figures[2(a)-(d) illustrate the numerical results of ageramuch better than those of non-preemptive SEDPT-R and the
flow time D, versus traffic intensity for 4 scenarios where First-Come-First-Served policy with Work-Conserving Rad
the chunk downloading time isi.d. exponentially distributed. dant thread assignment (FCFS-WCR). Therefore, preemptive
One can observe that SERPT-R and SEDPT-R have shorter @&DPT-WCR and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are appropriate
erage flow times than the First-Come-First-Served poligpwifor i.i.d. NLU downloading time distributions. By comparing
Redundant thread assignment (FCFSER) [34L ¥ d,,;, =3 With the delay lower bound, we find that the maximum
and preemption is allowed, by Theorgin 1, preemptive SERFPetra delays of preemptive SEDPT-WCR and non-preemptive
R is delay-optimal. For the other 3 scenarios, upper anddow8EDPT-NR are0.0229s and 0.0230s, respectively. Both of
bounds of the optimum delay performance are plotted. Bem are smaller than the delay gap in Theoréins 5[and 6,
comparing with the delay lower bound, we find that the exttghose value i9).0560s.
delay caused by non-preemption(i$114s which is smaller

than1/u = 0.02s, and the extra delay caused dyin < L'iS ¢ NSU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

0.0034s which is smaller thagt /! 1 =0.0117s. These o .
results are in accordance with Theordi 1-4. For NSU distributions, we consider that af = 3000

requested files are stored with @i, k;,d1) = (3,1,3)
repetition code. The chunk downloading timdé is chosen
B. NLU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions i.i.d. as a mixture of exponentials:

For the NLU distributions, the system setup is the same Exponentialrate= 0.4x) with probability 0.5;
with that in the previous subsection. We assume that the ™ Exponentialrate= 1.6,1) with probability 0.5.
chunk downloading timeX is i.i.d. distributed as the sum of a

constant and a value drawn from an exponential distributiohJnder SEDPT-R, the average time for completing one chunk

IS E {min;— ... 1. X;}, where theX;’s arei.i.d. chunk down-

( ) 1, if x< %; (16) loading times. Therefore, the traffic intensjyis
Pr(X >z) = _ . M 16
exp |~ g5la = 5], oz —AE{ min X (17)
P I=1,-,L L(-

which was proposed if_[32][[83] to model the data down-
loading time in Amazon AWS system. The traffic intensity Figure [3 shows the average flow timB, versus traffic
is also given by[(T5). intensity p where L = 3, preemption is not allowed, and the
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chunk downloading time i&i.d. NSU. In this case, SEDPT-
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APPENDIXB
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z

The case ofL. < dn;, was studied in Theorefd 1 and we
only need to consider the case bf> d,,;,. For notational
simplicity, we use policyP to denote preemptive SERPT-R
with L > din, and policy@ to denote preemptive SERPT-
R under the conditions of Theorel 1 whefe < dyin
holds. In particular, policy” is under the request parameters
N and (a;, ki, n;)Y., such that there exists an integgr
(1 < j < N) satisfyingL > n; — k; + 1, and policy @
has some “virtual” chunks such that it is under the request
parametersV and (a;, k;,n})Y, satisfyingL < nl — k; + 1
forall:=1,2,..., N.

When L > di,, the optimal policy of Theoreril2 can
be an non-work-conserving policy under the conditions of

First, consider an arbitrarily given sample path of chunk d&heoreni]l, because there can be less thawailable chunks

partures(tq, ta, . .

.). According to the conditions of Theoremtg download. By Theorei 1, polia@ provides a lower bound

[, the request paramete¥sand(a;, ki, n;);_, are fixed. Then, of Dopt. On the other hand, polic provides an upper bound
the request completion times, ., ca x,...) of a policym are  of Dy, The remaining task is to evaluate the delay gap

determined by which request each departed chunk belongs. bgtween policyP and policy@ whenL > d
Dr(ti,ta,...) = %

average delay of policyr for given request parameters,
(ai, ki,ni) Xy and chunk departurg®,, ¢, . ..). According to  the chunk departure time sequences of thréaduch that

the SRPT discipline[[15],[116]D(t1, t2, - .

min-

N
i1 (¢i,x — a;) denote the sample-path  First, we construct the chunk departure sample paths

(t1,t2,...) of policy P and policyQ. Let (t},,,...) denote

) is minimized  the inter-departure time! = ¢, — ¢\ is i.i.d. exponentially

if each downloaded chunk belongs to the request with thgstributed with rateu. Under policy P, the chunk departure

fewest remaining chunks. This is satisfied by preemptifgne sequencest;,

ta,...) IS obtained by taking the union

threads are assigned to the request with the fewest rergainifle periods of each threadunder policy P. (Under policy
chunks. Therefore, for any given chunk departutests, . . .),

preemptive SERPT-R minimizeB (t1, t2, . .

Let Fﬂ—(tl,tg, ..

), ie.,

DSERPT—F(th tQ, . ) = H%Tin Dﬂ-(tl, tQ, . ) (18)

.) under policy

. Then, the average delay of poliaycan be expressed as

D, = /Dﬁ(tl,tQ,...)dFﬂ(tl,tQ,...). (19)

According to Lemm&]1, any two work-conserving policies
andm, satisfy

F‘ﬂ—1 (tl,tg,...) = Fﬂz(tl,tg,...), A4 (tl,tg,...). (20)

P, the idle periods are different across the threads.) Since
the chunk service time is memoryless, deleting some chunk
departures will not affect the service time distributionotiier
chunks. Under policy), the chunk departure time sequences

.) denote the cumulative distribution func-(¢, ¢,,...) is obtained by taking the unioo/- (¢ ,,,...),
tion of the chunk departure proce§s, ts, . .

and deleting the chunk departures whenlathreads are idle
under policy Q. (Under policy @, all L threads are active
or idle at the same time.) By this, we obtain two chunk
departure sample paths of polidy and policy @ with the
same probability to occur.

In the sequel, we will show thdor any timet and chunk
departure sample paths of polidy and policy@ constructed
above, policy P needs to downloadl. — d;, or fewer

Using [@8)42D) and the fact that preemptive SERPT-R fdditional chunks after time, so as to accomplish the same
a work-conserving policy, we can obtain for any worknumber of requests that are completed under palicguring

conserving policyr that

Hence, preemptive SERPT-R is delay-optimal among the
class of work-conserving policies. Finally, when preermopti

Dy
= /Dﬂ—(tl,tg, .. .)dFﬂ-(tl, ta,...)
> /DSERPT-F(tl,L‘m )dFR(t1,ta, .. )
= /DSERPT-F(tlat% ...)dFsgrpTAt1, t2, - . .)

= DserpT-R (21)

3

Definition 7. [16] The state of the system is specified by
an infinite vectord = (a1, as,...) with non-negative, non-
increasing components. At any time, the coordinatesyof
are interpreted as followsy; is the maximum number of
remaining chunks among all requests, is the next greatest
number of remaining chunks among all requests, and so on,
with duplications being explicitly repeated. Suppose thate

are! unfinished requests in the system, then
04120422...20&1>O:Ozl+1:al+2:.... (22)

The key step for proving Theorefld 2 is to establish the

is allowed, a delay-optimal policy must be Work-conservingouowing result:
Hence, Theorerfl1 follows.
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Lemma 5. Let {a(t),t > 0} be the state process of poli¢y policy P must belong to some request associated taxgn
and{f(t),t > 0} be the state process of poliQ. If L > d;n  satisfyinga;,, < «, the first inequality is due td(24), and
and @(0) = 3(0), then for the chunk departure sample paththe second inequality is due to the fact that no more than

of policy P and policy@ described above, we have chunks are downloaded under poli@yduring (t,t + At]. &
> > Lemma 7. Suppose that, under polic¥, @’ is obtained by
Z ai(t) < Z Bi(t) + L — dumin (23) adding a request with remaining chunks to the system whose
=J = state isa. Further, suppose that, under poli¢}; 3’ is obtained
forallt>0andj=1,2,... by adding a request withh remaining chunks to the system

. i . . whose state i%. If
In order to prove this result, we first establish the follogvin ¥

lemmas: 0 >0
_ D i<y Bi+L—dpin, Vi=12,...,  (26)
Lemma 6. Suppose that, under policy, the system state at e Py
time ¢ is @ and at timet + At is @’'. Further, suppose that,
under policy@, the system state at timeis 5 and at time then
t+ At is ﬁ’. If () L > dmin, (ii) no arrivals occur during the o0 o0
interval (¢, t + At] and (iii) S <Y B AL = din, Vi=1,2,... (27)
00 00 =7 =]
Zo‘i < Zﬁi +L—dmin, Vji=12,... (24) Proof: The proof is similar to Lemma 3 i [16]. Without
=] =i loss of generalization, we suppose thads thelth coordinate
Then, for the chunk departure sample paths of politynd of @ and themth coordinate ofi’. We consider the following
policy @ described above, we have four cases:
. . Case 11 < j,m < j. We can obtainZij o =
D ai <> B4 L—dmin, Vi=12,... (25) Do 1@ <2y Bit L —dmin = 32, Bi + L — dmin
i—j i—j Case 21 < j,m > j. We have} " aj = 377" | a; <

> o < X B4+ L—dmin =S B+ L—du;
Proof: If 32° o} < L—dynin, then [25) follows naturally. bt Xm0 Sb+3n; Bt L= dhin =305 Bit L = domin,

J i i o= s
If Z;’ij o} > L — dmin + 1, the unfinished requests hav Eiase 3l=gm<j. We havezi:j @ =b+ Zliﬂ @i <

at leastL — dy,i, + 1 remaining chunks to download at time2~i=j—1 % = Zi:j—l ﬂl +tL- dmi“; Z/i:j Bi+ LOO_ nin-

t + At. Equation [(1) tells us that each unfinished request Casoeo 4l2j,mz=>j. We hgvezi:j a;=b+3; i <
hasn; — k; = d; — 1 redundant chunks. Therefore, the systefht 22i=; i + L = dmin = 32,2 5; + L — dnin. u
must have at least a total numberf° o/ + dwiw —1 > L Using the initial stateq’(0) = 5(0), Lemmas[B andl7,
available chunks at time+ At, and allL threads are active it is straightforward to prove Lemmid 5. After Lemrh& 5 is
under policyP at timet + At. established, we are ready to prove Theofém 2.

Next, since there is no request arrivals during the interval Proof of Theorenl]2: As explained above, we only need
(t,t+ At], all L threads must be kept active durifigt + At] to evaluate the delay gap between poliEyand policy Q
under policyP. Suppose thali chunks are downloaded undewhen L > d..i,. Let the evolution of the system state under
policy P during (¢, + At]. Then, in the two chunk departuresome queueing discipline be on a sp&eF, P). We assume
sample paths constructed above, no more thahunks are that the request arrival proce$s;, k;,n;} Y, is fixed for all
downloaded under policy) during (,t + At], because the w € Q. Let {@(t),t > 0} be the state process of poli¢y and

threads can be idle. {B(t),t > 0} be the state process of poli¢y. Then, we have
Further, suppose that one chunk being served attimat &(0) = 3(0) = 0.
under policy P’ is associated to an;, satisfyinga;,, > «/. Suppose that under poliog, there arey request arrivals

Then, according to the description of polidy (preemptive and z request departures duri(@, ¢]. Then, there argy — =

SERPT-R), all the available chunks of the requests with requests in the system at timieuch thatzl?';ﬂ+1 Bi(t) = 0.

or fewer remaining chunks must be also under service at tirAecording to Lemm&ls, we ha\@:;’iy_z+1 a;(t) < L—dmin-

t+ At. We have just shown that the requests withor fewer Hence, under policyP, the system still needs to download

remaining chunks have a total number of at leAsivailable L — d,,;, or fewer chunks after time, in order to complete

chunks. Thus, the total number of chunks under service &t tim requests as in policy). Suppose that exactly, — dpin

t + At is no less tharl. + 1, which is impossible. Therefore, chunks are needed to completeequests. At time, at least

any request under service at time- At must associate to an L — 1 threads are assigned to serve the requests associated to

ay, satisfyinga;, < «}. Since no arrivals occur during thethe L — dp,i, chunks that are most likely to result in request

interval (¢, t+ At], each downloaded chunk of polidy during departures. After one of these chunks is downloaded, at leas

(t,t + At] must belong to some request associated ta/gn L — 2 threads are assigned to serve the requests associated to

satisfyinga;,, < /. the L —d;, — 1 chunks that are most likely to result in request
Using these facts, we can obtaE;’ij o = Z;’ij a; —b < departures. This procedure goes on, ubtit dp,;, chunks are

Zfij Bi+ L —dnn —b < Zfij Bi 4+ L — dwin, Where the downloaded. Because the chunk download time of each thread

equality is due to the fact that each downloaded chunk isfi.i.d. exponentially distributed with mealy ., the average
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time for downloading thesé — d.,;, chunks under policy® Note that there exists an integér(0 < i < [) such that

is upper bounded by a1 —01> ... .>2a;—0;>0> ;41 — 041 > ... > — 0.
| The key step for proving Theorefld 3 is to establish the
Z i (28) following result:

l:dmin =
Jdemma 8. Let {a(t),é(t),t > 0} be the state process of
policy NP and {5(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy

= §(0) = B(0) = 0, then for any given sample

Whereﬁ is the average time for downloading one chunk wh
| threads are active. If less thdn— d,,;, chunks are needed if &0
to completez requests, the average downloading time wiﬁD' a(0)

be even shorter. Hence, the delay gap between pdétignd path of chunk departuregt,, #»,....), we have
policy @ is no more than the term ib(R8), arid (4) followm. oo oo
S lailt) = 8] < 3 Bilt) (34)
APPENDIXC i—j i—j

_ _ PROO_F orTHEoREN . forallt>0andj=1,2,...

First, the optimal policy under the conditions of Theolfgm 3
is feasible even if preemption is allowed. Hence, by Theorem!n order to prove this result, we first establish the follogvin
[, preemptive SERPT-R provides a lower bound®fy, i.e., lemmas:
the optimal delay of the policies satisfying the _conditionEemma 9. Suppose that, under policy/ P, {07’5/} is ob-
of TheoremB. On the other hand, non-preemptive SEDP{Ljnaq by completing a chunk at one of thethreads in the
R provides an upper bound ddep. The remaining task is gysiem whose state is7,3}. Further, suppose that, under
to evaluate the delay gap between preemptive SERPT-R EHEﬂIicy P, B‘/ is obtained by completing a chunk at one of

non-preemptive SEDPT-R. _ the L threads in the system whose stateJisif
For notational simplicity, we use policy’ to denote pre-
emptive SERPT-R, and polici¥ P to denote non-preemptive s s _
SEDPT-R. We will show thafor any timet and any given Z[O‘i — 0 < Zﬂi’ vi=12,..., (35)
sample path of chunk departurgfs, t», . . .), policy N P needs = =
to downloadl or fewer additional chunks after timg so as then
to accomplish the same number of requests that are completed oo oo
under policy P during (0, ]. Sl =o1<> B, Vi=12... (36)
Definition 8. [16] The system state gireemptive SERPT-R 1=y =i
(policy P) is specified by an infinite vecto¥ = (51, 82, . ..) Proof: Suppose that, under policy¥ P, there arel un-

with non-negative, non-increasing components. At any timénished requests at stafev, 5}, If >z jlai —07] < 0, then

the coordinates of3 are interpreted as follows3; is the the inequality[(3B) follows naturally. In the following, vweill

maximum number of remaining chunks among all requestsnsider the scenario of.7° [o] — ;] > 0 in two cases.

B2 is the next greatest number of remaining chunks amongCase 1 Under policy NP, the chunk departure does not

all requests, and so on, with duplications being explicitiead to a request completion. In this case, the thread tisat ha

repeated. Suppose that there anenfinished requests in thejust completed a chunk will be reassigned to serve the réques

system, then associated to th&h coordinate such that) — 6] = a; —§; — 1.
Meanwhile, we have/, -, = a;—d; foralli =1,2,...,1—1,

hzhz..2h>0=fn == (29) andaj—6; = 0foralli = I+1,1+2,... Since)";~  [a;—d]] >

Definition 9. The system state afion-preemptive SEDPT-R() we havej < I. Therefore3 " [ — 6] = S0 [y — 6] —

(policy N'P) is specified by a pair of vector§?, 5}, where | <y~ 5§ <y g - -

= (an,02,...) andé = (61,02, ...) are two infinite vectors  case 2 Under policy NP, the chunk departure results

with non-negative components. At any time, the coordinatesi a request departure. Suppose that the departed request is

a andé are interpreted as follows; is the number of chunks g550ciated to thexth coordinate at statg, 5} (m < 1). After

to be downloaded for completing the request associatedsto e request departure, the threads that was previous gehen

ith coordinate, and; is the number of threads assigned tgequest associated to theth coordinate will be reassigned to

serve the request associated to ftte coordinate such that serve the request associated to thelth coordinate at state

Y1 d; < L. Suppose that there ateunfinished requests in {a', 5.

the system, then the coordinates@fand § are sorted such | j = m, then we havey 3 [of — 81 < 327 [y —
- 1 1=7 =]

that §i]—1§22j+15i—1Szzjﬁi—lﬁizjﬁé-
1 — 81> s —06y> ... > — 6, (30) If j < m, then we have} ;" o = >° a; — 1 and
(o] / &) ) ’ ’ o'}
— 0 = — 40 =...=0, 31 Zi:j o = Zi:j Oi- Hence'zz':j [ai - 51‘] = Zi:j [a; —
Q41 I+1 . FVH—Z. 1+2 (31) 5] —1< Zfi Bi-1< Zfi ] ﬂz/ ]
{ >0, ifi<l; (32) J j
=0, ifix>l+1, Lemma 10. Suppose that, under policWP, {&,&'} is

5 >0, ifi<l (33) obtained by adding a request withremaining chunks to the
1 =0, ifi>1+1. system whose state isY,0}. Further, suppose that, under
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policy P, A is obtained by adding a request withremaining the average time for the system to uséhreads to download

chunks to the system whose statg idf chunks isl/p. If less thand>7° .| &;(t) chunks are needed
oo oo to completez requests, the average downloading time will be
Z[O‘i -8 < Zﬂ“ Vi=1,2,..., (37) even shorter. Hence, the delay gap between paNdy and
=y — policy P is no more thanl /u, and [3) follows. ]
then
S oo APPENDIXD
Sla=o1<> B, Vi=12... (38) PROOF OFTHEOREMM]
=7 =7 The delay lower bound oDgy is trivial. For the upper

Proof: The proof is similar to Lemma 3 in_[16]. Without bound of Do, We need to combine the proof techniques of
loss of generalization, we suppose thas thelth coordinate Theoren{B and Theorefl 2 to qualify the delay gap between
of {&’,¢'} and themth coordinate of3’. We consider the preemptive SERPT-R and non-preemptive SEDPT-R under the

following four cases: conditions of Theoreml4. By this, we can show that the delay
Case 11 < j,m < j. We can obtainZ;’ij[o/i — 0] = gap is upper bounded by the average time for downloading
Zfij_ﬂai -] < Z;’ij_l Bi = Z;’ij Bl L extra chunks due to non-preemption ahd- d,,;, extra
Case 21 < j,m > j. We have Z;’ij[a; — 0}] = chunks due to low storage redundancy. Note that we only
Zfij_ﬂai -8 < b+ Z;’ij[ai -8 < b+ Z;’ij B; = need to evaluate the extra delay caused by non-preemption
o Bi- during the time intervals when all threads are active. This

Case 31 > j,m < j. We haved ’ [a] — 6] = b+ is because when the number of active threads is less fhan

Soilai =6 <2 e — 6] <Y Bi= Y2 B all the available chunks of the unfinished requests are under
Case 41 > j,m > j. We haVeZi:j[Oéé — 0] ="bh+ serv_i(_:e at the same_time, and thus non-preemption causes no

Zfij [y — 6] < b+ Z?ij B; = Zfij Bl m additional delay beside the extra delay caused by low storag
Using LemmdD, LemmB_10, and the initial staté)) = redundancy. By this, Theorefm 4 follows.

5(0) = B(0) = 0 at time ¢t = 0, Lemmal8 follows

immediately. After Lemm&l8 is established, we are ready to APPENDIXE

prove Theoreri]3. PROOF OFLEMMA

Proof of Theoreni]3:As explained above, we only need e first compare the chunk departure time instants among
to evaluate the delay gap between poli§y> and policy P. e class of work-conserving policies.

Let the evolution of the system state under some queueingonsider the departure time of the first chunk Because
discipline be on a spad€, 7, P). We assume that the requesl, — s, — 0 and all L threads are active far> 0, we have
arrival process{a;, k;,n;}¥, is fixed for all w € Q. Let

{a(t),6(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy P and ti = min X (39)
{B(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy. Then, we have . _
@(0) = 4(0) = 6(0) = 0. for non-preemptive SEDPT-NR, whe?p§ is the chunk down-

Suppose that under polici, there arey request arrivals loading time of threaq if it does not switch to serve another
and > request departures durin@, ¢]. Then, there are only chunk bgfore cpmpletmgthe current chunk. Under other work
y — ~ unfinished requests in the system at timeuch that conserving policies, some thread may switch to serve anot_he
Y% . Bi(t) = 0. According to Lemmallg, we have Cchunk. _Ifthe thread hag spenteconds on one chunk, thg tail
Zggy L) < T L 6;(t). Hence, under policy probability for completing the current chunk under senige
N]l;,ytihzg system il nle;ga?to downlo3d ™ 5:(t) or P(X > t+ 7|X > 7). On the other hand, the tail probability
fewer chunks associated myizﬂ(t)’%j:;(‘;)*’l. after for switching to serve a new chunk B(_X_> t). Sinc&_a the
time ¢, in order to complete requests as in policy. chunk downloading time id.i.d. NLU, it is stochastically

Suppose that exactly’ ™ 5;() chunks are needed tobetter to keep downloading the same chunk than switching
=y—atl to serve a new chunk. Thereforg, under non-preemptive

; y—z ¢
completez requests. At tim, there arey;_, 4;(t) threads_ |§EDPT—NR is stochastically smaller than that under anyrothe
that are assigned to other requests. In order to accomplis . :

work-conserving policy.

requests, the system still needs (o downlGagt, ., 4(t) Next, suppose thaft,ts,...,t;) under non-preemptive

chunks associated toa%_§+l(t)’ay z42(t),.., dUnng - opnpr N e stochastically smaller than those under any
which time at most ) 7 [ d;(t) chunks associated to . . e
i D other work-conserving policy. LeR; denote the remaining
ai(t), as(t),...,ay—-(t) will be downloaded. This is be- .
cause each thread that is serving a request associated 1§ for thread to download the current chunk aftir Under
9 q non-preemptive SEDPT-NR, since dll threads are active at

al(t),ag(t),...,ay_z(t)_ at time ¢ will be reassigned to all ime £ > 0, ¢, is determined as
serve a request associatedap_,11(t), ay—.+2(t), ... after :
completing the current chunk. Since .-, d;(t) < L, the tiv1 = z—I?inL[tj + Ry. (40)

system needs to download at mésextra chunks to complete T

z requests, regardless of how many of these extra churiksder other work-conserving policies, some thread may
belong to each request. Because the chunk download timesaifitch to serve a new chunk before completing the current
each thread is i.i.d. exponentially distributed with méap, chunk. Similar as above, one can show ttat ¢a, ..., ¢t41)
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under non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochastically smalterbe downloaded for completing the request associateceto th

than those under any other work-conserving policy. By inth coordinate, and, is the number of threads assigned to

duction, the chunk departure instarits, t2,...) under non- serve the request associated to ikie coordinate such that

preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochastically smaller than thoé~, §; < L. Suppose that there ateunfinished requests in

under any other work-conserving policy. the system, then there exists an integei(0 < m < [) such
Finally, since the downloading times of different chunkhat the coordinates of andd satisfy

arei.i.d., service idling only postpones chunk departure time.

Hence, the chunk departure time instants will be larger unde @1 — 012 ... 2 am —0m > 0=ams1 — i1 =...(42)
non-work-conserving policies. Thereforé;,ts,...) under a_{ >0, if i <lI;
non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochastically smaller than * | =0, if i>1+1,
those under any other online policy. >0, ifi<l;
5'{:0, if i >141. (43)
APPENDIXF
PROOF OFLEMMA B Lemma 11. Let {&@(t),4(t),t > 0} be the state process of

We first construct a delay lower bound Bk, Consider a policy NP and {5(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy
fixed sample path of the chunk departure instantst,,...). - If d@(0) = 5(0) = B(0) = 0, then for any given sample
The request departure instarfts , co x,...) are determined Path of chunk departure, ts, ...), we have

by the correspondence between the requests and the departed 0o 0o
chunks. Definer;(t) as the number of remaining chunks to Z[O‘i(t) —5;(1)] < Zﬂi(t) (44)
be downloaded after time for completing request. If each i—j —

departed chunk belongs to an unfinished requesith the

smallestr;(¢), the number of unfinished requests is minimizedr all ¢ = 0-and j = 1,2

By thlS we obtain a lower bound on the sample-path averagq emmalT1 can be obtained from the following lemmas:
delay Zl 1 (¢i,x — a;). According to Lemmal2, the chunk )
departure instantét: , o, ...) under non-preemptive SEDPT-Leémma 12. Suppose that, under policyv P, {d’ '} is
NR are stochastlcally smaller than those under any other pgptained by completing a chunk at one of thethreads in
icy. By integrating Zz ,(¢i = — a;) over the distribution of the system whose state{ig, 5} Further, suppose that, under
(t1,t2,...) under non- preemptrve SEDPT-NR, a delay lowdpolicy P, ﬁ’ is obtained by completing a chunk at one of the
bound of Doy is obtained. On the other hand, non-preemptive threads in the system whose stateJisif

SEDPT-NR provides an upper bound B The remaining oo
task is to evaluate the delay gap between the delay lowerdboun Z[O‘i -] < Zﬁi’ Vi=1,2,..., (45)
and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR. i=j i=j
Next, we utilize the proof techniques of Theorém 3 to
evaluate the delay gap between non-preemptive SEDPT—I{hi?n
and the above lower bound. For notational simplicity, we use i
policy P to denote the above constructed policy that achieves a dlaj—o]<> B Vi=12,... (46)
lower bound ofDqp, and policyN P to denote non-preemptive i=j i=j

SEDPT-NR. We will show thafor any timet and any given Proof: If $°%°
sample path of chunk departurés, ¢, . . .), policy N P needs follows naturally
to downloadL or fewer additional chunks after timeg so as J o

_J

to accomplish the same number of requests that are complete 0i] > 0, suppose that, under policy P, there
under policy P during (0, ¢]. arem requests satisfyingy, — 6; > 0 at state{d, 5} After

the chunk departure, the thread that just became idle will be
Definition 10. [16] The system state of polick is specified assigned to serve a request associated to the smallesvgosit
by an infinite vectorf = (B1,B2,...) with non-negative, o, — §,. This tells us that ()} — 8/ = a; — §; for i =
non-increasing components. At any time, the coordinates p,f27 ym—1; (i) o, =08, = qm—0m—1; and (iii) o/, — 8, =
p are interpreted as follows3; is the maximum number of o, —§, = 0 fori = m+1,m+2,. . Since> > [a 01 >0,
remaining chunks among all requests, is the next greatest we havej < m. Hence,>">° ilo _5/] - ZOOJ[% §l—1<
number of remaining chunks among all requests, and so o> B —1< 3 Al m
with duplications being explicitly repeated. Suppose thate '~ = B
are! unfinished requests in the system, then Lemma 13. Suppose that, under policiWP, {&',d'} is
obtained by adding a request withremaining chunks to the
Przppz...2f>0=Fr1=Pu2=.... (41) system whose state i§7,5}. Further, suppose that, under
Definition 11. The system state afon-preemptive SEDPT-NRpolicy P, 3" is obtained by adding a request withremaining
(policy NP) is specified by a pair of vector&s, 5}, where chunks to the system whose stateidf
a=(a1,as,...) ands = (61,09, ...) are two infinite vectors o
with non-negative components. At any time, the coordinates Z Zﬁ“ Vi=1,2,. (47)
a and¢ are interpreted as followsy; is the number of chunks i—j

jlei = 6] = 0, then the inequality[(36)
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then constructed chunk departure instarits, ¢, . ..) of policy P

o0 o0 are stochastically smaller than those under any onlinegyoli
L=l < Y i=1,2,... 48 . .
;[az il = ; fir ¥J T (48) Proof: We first compare the chunk departure times among

) ) the class of work-conserving policies.
The proof of Lemmd 13 is the same with that of Lemma | gt ys consider the departure time of the first chupk
[I0. Now, we are ready to prove Lemiig 3. Becauser; = s; = 0 and all L threads are active far > 0,
Proof of Lemmd3: As explained above, we only needye have
to evaluate the delay gap between poligy and policy P.
Let the evolution of the system state under some queueing t1 = min X (50)
discipline be on a spad€, 7, P). We assume that the request -
arrival process{a;, k;,n;}¥, is fixed for all w € Q. Let for the constructed chunk departures, whéfeis the chunk
{a@(t),6(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy P and downloading time of thread if it does not switch to serve
{5@)775 > 0} be the state process of polidy. Then, we have another chunk before completing the current chunk. Under
a(0) = E(o) = *(0) = 0. other work-conserving policies, some thread may switch to
Suppose that under policy P, there arey request arrivals Serve another chunk. We have shown that, if the chunk
and z request departures durin(@, t]. Then, there arg) — = downloading time id.i.d. NLU, it is stochastically better to
requests in the system at timesuch thatz:iy—z-q-l Bi(t) = keep downloading the same chunk_ than_ switching _to serve
0. According to Lemmd_1, we haVE;’iy;ZH a;i(t) < anew chunk. Thereforeé; under policy P is stochastlcally
Zfiy_zﬂ 6:(t) < L. Hence, under policyV P, the system smaller than that under any work-conserving policy. _
still needs to download. or fewer chunks associated to Next, suppose that the constructed chunk departure isstant
oy o11(t), ay_.12(t), ... after imet, in order to complete (t1,t2,...,t;) of policy P are stochastically smaller than
z requests as in policy’. Further,>> ., 6;(t) < L tells those under any work-conserving policy. L& denote the
us that the services of these chunks have already startedr®jaining downloading time of threddor serving the current
time ¢. Therefore, the average remaining downloading time 6hunk after timemax{s;1,t;}. Under policyP, all L threads

these chunks after timeis no more than are active after timenax{s;,1,t;}. Hencet;,, is determined

EERER)

. as
Dexra < E {l—maXL Xl} . (49)

EERER)

tjv1 = min [max{s;y1,t;} + Ri]. (51)

Therefore, the delay gap between polisy® and policy P is

no more thar {max,_; 1 X;}, and Lemm4R is proverm Under other work-conserving policies, some thread may
o switch to serve a new chunk before completing the current

APPENDIXG chunk. Similar with the above discussions, one can show that
PROOF OFTHEOREM) the chunk departure instants , ¢s, . .., t;+1) of policy P are
stochastically smaller than those under any work-consgrvi
policy. By induction, the constructed chunk departureantt

will construct a virtual policy. which provides delay Iower(tl,tg, ...) of policy P are stochastically smaller than those
bound of Doy, in Step 2 we will compare the chunk depar- | any work-conserving policy.

tre sanIeSpéaér;sToNféhgﬁions;ructed_l;/lrtuelll ptOI'fﬁ/ a(;]dl non'Finally, since the downloading times of different chunks
preerbnpt ve h d-l ’ll epb WedW' de\:ﬁ uate the zﬁy ar?i.i.d., service idling only postpones chunk departure time.
gap between Ihe defay lower bound and e average delay o, .o the chunk departure times will be larger under non-

non-preempiive SEDPT-NR. The details are provided in tr\'ﬁork-conserving policies. Therefore, the constructednghu

sequel. d : . .
. . . . . eparture instantst,, to,...) of policy P are stochasticall
Step 1:We first construct a virtual policy which provides. > §1,t5,..) of policy y

— . smaller than those under any online policy. [ |
delay lower bound ofD. Definer(t) as the total number y poticy

- . Under policy P, each departed chunk belongs to an un-
of remaining chunks to _be downloaded for cgmpletmg al thf?nished request with the fewest remaining chunks, such that
unfinished requests at tinte We construct a virtual policy?

as follows: Ifr(t) > L at timet, each thread is assigned tothe number of unfinished requests is minimized. Accord-

serve one chunk and will not switch to serve another chu”‘£<g o Lemma]:[!4, the constructed_ chunk departure instants
until it has completed the current chunk.(f< r(¢) < L ? 112, of p_ohcy P are stoch_asﬂcally smaller_than those
suppose that there afe—r(t) “virtual” chunks, such that ea’ch u_ndg any online policy. By taking the expectation over the

. . e ) istribution of (¢, t2, . . .), one can show that the virtual policy
thread is assigned to serve one chunk and will not switch

. provides a delay lower bound d.p. On the other hand,
serve another chunk until it has completed the current Chmnkon-preemptive SEDPT-NR provides an upper boundgs

I T.(t) =0, all L threads are idle. Further, und.er_ the Vmua"he remaining task is to evaluate the delay gap betweenypolic
policy P, each departed chunk belongs to an unfinished requiﬁt

with the fewest remaining chunks. Similar to Lemia 2, we and n(?n-preemptlve SEDPT-NR.
. : i Step 2:We now study the chunk departure sample paths of
can obtain the following result:

policy P and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR. For notational sim-
Lemma 14. If the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU,plicity, we use policyN P to denote non-preemptive SEDPT-
then for given request parametedé and (a;, ki, n;)Y ;, the NR. Similar to the proof of Lemmgl 3, we define the system

We will prove this theorem in three steps: 8tep 1 we
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states of policyP and policy NP. Let {a(t),d(t),t > 0} be before timev;. Therefore, policyP needs to complete these
the state process of policy P and{5(t),t > 0} be the state remaining chunks to have the same state with palicySince
process of policyP. Suppose tha&i(0) = §(0) = 5(0) =0.  policy P and policy() satisfy the same principle, there must

v e 2y exist a chunk departure sample path of polieyguch that[(54)
Lemma 15. If &(0) = 0(0) = 5(0) = 0, then for any chunk 1,4 g ring(, 7., 1. By induction, [54) holds for ali > 0.
departure sample path of policyv P, there exists a chunk Combining [58) and[(84), Lemniall5 follows -
departure sample path of polic, such that for any time Step 3:We will show t’hatfor any timet and the chunk
t the number of c_hun!<s downloaded durif ¢] under the departure sample paths constructed above, polcy needs
sample path of policy” is no mare tharl, —1 plus the number to download2L — 1 or fewer additional chunks after time
of chunks downloaded durin@, ] under the sample path Oft, so as to accomplish the same number of requests that are

policy N'P, i.e., completed under policy’ during (0, ¢t]. Towards this goal, we
need to prove the following lemma:

dait) <Y Bit)+L—1,Vt>0. (52) .
P P Lemma 16. Let {d(¢),4(t),t > 0} be the state process of

Proof: We partition the system service duration of policf©icy IV and {5(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy
NP into a sequence of time intervalls , 1], (v1, 7], (2, v], P.1f @(0) = 6(0) = B.(O) =0, then urlder the ch.unk departure
(v2,73], ..., such thatr(t) < L — 1 for t € (r;,1s] and sample paths of policyw P and policy P mentioned above,
r(t) > L for t € (vi,741] for i = 1,2,... Therefore, we have
under policy NP, at mostL — 1 threads are active during < > > s
the intervals(r;, ;] and all L threads are active during the Zﬁi(t) + Z[O‘i(t) —ai(1)] < Zﬁi(t) + Zo‘i(t) (55)
intervals (v, 7;41]. We construct a “virtual” policy@ based *=! =] =7 =1
on policy N P: After time 7;, there are at mogt—1 remaining forall ¢t >0andj=1,2,...
chunks to be downloaded. Under poli¢y, these remaining
chunks are completed immediately after timesuch that the
L threads are idle duringr;, v;]. During (v;, 7;41], policy @
is defined according to the same principle of poliey“virtual Lemma 17. Suppose that, under polidy P, the system state
chunks” are used when there are less thaemaining chunks at time ¢ is {@, 4} and at timet + At is {a’,&'}. Further,
such that all threads are active under poli¢y until there is  suppose that, under polic, the system state at tinteis 3
no remaining chunk to download. The system state of polieyd at timet + At is 5. If (i) no arrivals occur during the
Q is specified by an infinite vectof = (y1,72,...) with interval (¢,t + At] and (ii)
non-negative, non-increasing components. At any time, thg - - -
coordinates ofy are interpreted as follows; is the maximum _ s _ _ _
number of remaining chunks among all requestss the next ; Put ;[al o < ; Put ; @i Vi=12..,(30)
greatest number of remaining chunks among all requests, and
so on, with duplications being explicitly repeated. then

Lemmal 16 can be easily obtained from the following two
lemmas:

Next, we prove that s © s s
pm . DB+ [ =< B+ af, Vi=1,2...(57)
St <Y ) +L—1 (3) 1 ==t
i=1 i=1 Proof: If 37 [a; — 6;] = 0, then the inequality[(36)

for all ¢ > 0. During (7;,v;], we have} ;2| a;(t) = r(t) < followsorlaturally.
L—1andY %, v(t) = 0. Hence, [[GB) holds duringr;, v;]. I >l — 6?’-] > 0, suppose thab chunks are down-
At time v;, policy NP has at mostL — 1 extra chunks, loaded under pollcyVP_ during (¢,t + At], andd chunks are
compared to policyQ. Further, theL threads of policyNp downloaded under policy’. Then, we have
start downloading earlier than time, while the L threads oo oo
of policy Q start downloading exactly at time;. Hence, Y=Y ai=b, (58)
Therefore,[(B3) must hold during;, 7;+1]. By induction, [58) i=1 i=1
holds for allt > 0. i =

Further, we show that there exists a chunk departure sample Z Bi— Z pi = d. (59)
path of policy P such that =1 =1

Further, under policyV P, the smallest and yet positive — §;

i%(t) < iﬂi(ﬂ’ V>0, (54) Will decrease by one after each chunk departure. Hence, we
=1 = a have
During (7;,v;], policy @ satisfiesd":~, vi(t) = 0 and [G%) i[a; _ 5 = i[ai — 5] —b. (60)

follows. During(v;, 7;+1], policy @ satisfies the same principle
as policy P, except for their different initial states at time.

In particular, policyQ has no chunk to download before timeUsing [58), [58){(80), we obtaid_ =, 5] + >°7° o — 7] =
v; and policy P may have some chunks not completed y&U:2, 8] + 372 [a; — 6] — b= Y2 B + D2 o — 6] +

i=j i=j
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Do = > <R B A+ 3 B — Let us consider the departure time of the first chunk
S B =t A3 Bi—d < 3 g+ 307 5. M Sincea; = s; = 0, for any non-preemptive work-conserving
_ ___ policy, we have

Lemma 18. Suppose that, under policiW P, {a’,0'} is

obtained by adding a request withremaining chunks to the 31 =, minLXz- (64)
system whose state is¥,0}. Further, suppose that, under
policy P, 3 is obtained by adding a request withremaining
chunks to the system whose state igf

Therefore, the distribution of; is invariant under any non-
preemptive work-conserving policy.

Next, suppose thatt,ts,...,t;) under non-preemptive
> > > > , SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller than those under argy oth
Zﬁi T Z[O‘i —ai < Zﬂl * ZO‘“ vi=12...,(61) work-conserving policy. Let; denote the time that thread
=t = = =t has spent on the current chunk up to timeand R, denote

then the remaining time for threatlto download the current chunk
oo oo oo o0 after timet;. The tail distribution ofR; is given by
/ !/ ! /! / —
Z;BiJFZ[ai_‘Si]SZﬁi*z;ai’VJ—LQ""(GZ) P(Ri>Aln=7)=P(X >y+7|X>7).  (65)
i— iy = i—

The proof of Lemm&18 is quite similar with that of Lemmag?; t)tigrr:(ijstlt]lgSotr;lde;tlrce)rr]ng;r?itnth(jo(\j\?nulgg d?r?wggg;nt%;'me
[10 and is thus omitted. We now prove Theoleim 5. ' g 9

Proof of Theorerfll5:As explained above, we only needcasen = 0 is stochastically smaller than that of the cage-

. 7 > 0. In other words, the remaining downloading tinke is
:_Oete\t/r?cleuaet\?oI'[St(iaoﬂel;ytr?:ps;setgvn?esr:agglig?\l;;ngo?gczlﬁueiStOChaSticalIy smaller if threaldswitches to download a new
discipline be on a spadél, F, P). We assume that the reques oIi(r:]k :‘_t tll;ge;je.telzrcr:;naendyar;on-preempnve work-conserving
arrival process{a;, k;,n;}¥, is fixed for all w € Q. Let POICY. Li+1

{a(t),é(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy P and tjit1 = min [max{s;ji1,t;} + Ri]. (66)
{B(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy. Then, we have ek
a@(0) = B(0) = 6(0) = 0. Hence, (t1,t2,...,t;4+1) is stochastically smaller if allL

Suppose that under policy P, there arey request arrivals threads switch to download a new chunk at tije This
and » request departures durir(@, t]. Then, there arg — = only occurs under SEDPT-R, where éllthreads are assigned
requests in the system at timeuch thafy"° .| 8;(t) = 0. 1o serve the same request. Therefdre, ¢, ..., %;1) under
According to Lemm&16 anf[(52), we haye™ .., «ai(t) < non-preemptive SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller thaseh
Zzyﬁﬂ 8; (1) + 3252 [ei(t) — Bi(t)] < 2L—1. Hence, under under any otr_ler work-conserving policy. _
policy NP, the system still needs to download — 1 chunks By induction, (ty,ts,...,¢y) under non-preemptive
after timet, in order to complete requests as in policy?. SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller than those under any

Therefore, the average downloading time of these extralchui®ther work-conserving policy.
after time+# is no more than Finally, since the downloading times of different chunks
arei.i.d., service idling only postpones chunk departure time.
Dexira < E{ max Xz} —i-E{ max Xz} .(63) Hence, the chunk departure times will be larger under non-
=1,...L I=1,..L-1 work-conserving policies. Therefordt;,to,...,tx) under
Hence, the delay gap between polidy” and policy P is no non-preemptive SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller thaseth
more thanE {max,— 1 X;} + E{max;—__ ;1 X;}. By under any other online policy.

this, Theoreni 5 is proven. [ |
APPENDIXJ
APPENDIX H PROOF OFTHEOREMI[7]
PROOF OFTHEOREMG] Since k; = 1 for all 4, each file only has one remaining
o chunk. Hence, the file departure procéss:,ca.r, ..., N x)
When preemption is allowed, the proqf of TheorEm 5caQ 4 permutation ofty, ts, . .., ¢x) and
be directly used to show thal {13) still holds, withgy v v
representing the optimal delay performance in the preampti
case. Further, preemptive SEDPT-WCR can achieve a shorter ZE{ti} - ZE{C@’T}' (67)
average delay than non-preemptive SEDPT-NR when preemp- =t =t
tion is allowed. Then, Theoref 6 follows. In Lemmal4, it was shown that the chunk departure in-
stants (¢1,t2,...,tx) under non-preemptive SEDPT-R are
stochastically smaller than those under any other onlitieypo
APPENDIXI Therefore, non-preemptive SEDPT-R minimizE:é\Ll]E{ti}
PROOF OFLEMMA 4] [36]. By this, Theoreni]7 is proven.

We first compare the chunk departure time sequence among
the class of work-conserving policies. Sinég;,, > L, all L
threads are kept active whenever there are unfinished rsques
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