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Abstract—One key requirement for storage clouds is to be slight increase in user-perceived delay will result in aaete
able to retrieve data quickly. Recent system measurementsalie revenue loss[]9],[[10]. However, in current storage clouds,
shown that the data retrieving delay in storage clouds is higly data retrieving time is highly random and may have a long

variable, which may result in a long latency tail. One crucid idea lat tail due t includi twork cori t
to improve the delay performance is to retrieve multiple daa atency tail due to many reasons, Including networx conges

copies by using parallel downloading threads. However, howo l0ad dynamics, cache misses, database blocking, disk 1/O
optimally schedule these downloading threads to minimizeite data  interference, update/maintenance activities, and ungiedie
retrieving delay remains to be an important open problem. Inthis  fajlures [2], [11]-{14]. One important approach to curbsthi
paper, we develop low-complexity thread scheduling polies for 5nqomness islownloading multiple data copies in parallel

several important classes of data downloading time distribtions, = le if a file is stored with 1 d
and prove that these policies are either delay-optimal or vthin or example, if a file is stored with afm, k) erasure code,

a constant gap from the optimum delay performance. These the system can schedule more thamlownloading “threads”,
theoretical results hold for an arbitrary arrival process of read each representing a TCP connection, to retrieve the file. The
requests that may contain finite or infinite read requests, ad for  first £ successfully downloaded chunks are sufficient to restore
heterogeneous MDS storage codes that can support diversegige g file, and the excess downloading threads are terminated t
redundancy and reliability requirements for different data files. ' . . .

release the networking resources. By this, the retrievahtzy

Our numerical results show that the delay performance of the ey )
proposed policies is significantly better than that of FirstCome- Of the file is reduced. However, scheduling redundant ttwead

First-Served (FCFS) policies considered in prior work. will increase the system load, which may in turn increase
the latency. Such a policy provides a tradeoff between ifaste
I. INTRODUCTION retrieval of each file and the extra system load for downlogdi

. . . redundant chunks. Therefore, a critical question is “how to
C.IOUd stprage IS a prevalt_ent SOIUt'O.n for online data stara% timally manage the downloading threads to minimize ayera
as it provides the appealing benefits of easy access, |8 ta retrieving delay?” Standard tools in scheduling arelLigu

maintenance, elasticity, and scalability. The global distorage . . .

; o .~ _ing theories, e.g.]T15]5[19] and the references therennot
market is expected to reach $56.57 billion by 2019, with Be directly applied to resolve this challenge because tbayod
compound annual growth rate of 33.1% [1].

In cloud storage systems, multiple copies of data are gen%lrl-ow sch_eduling redundant and parallel resources foricerv
ated using simple replications| [2[7{4] or erasure storaoges acceler.atlon. .
[5]-[8], and distributedly stored in disks, in-memory dadges N this paper, we rigorously analyze the fundamental delay
and caches. For am, k) erasure codén > k), data is divided imits of storage clouds. We develop low-complexity online
into k equal-size chunks, which are then encoded inthunks  thréad scheduling policies for several important classetat
and stored inn distinct storage devices. If the code satisfiedownloading time distributions, and prove that these pesiare
the typical maximum distance separable (MDS) property, a}j}ﬁher delay-optimal or within a constant gap from the opiim
k out of then chunks are sufficient to restore original datef€lay performance. Our theoretical results hold for anteatyi
Whenk = 1, the (n, k) erasure code reduces to the case @ffival process of read requests that may contain finiteforiie
data replication (aka repetition codes). read requests, and for heterogeneous MDS storage codes that
Current storage clouds jointly utilize multiple erasureles Can support diverse code parameters k;) for different data
to support diverse storage redundancy and reliability irequ files. The main contributions of our paper are listed as fodlo
ments. For instance, in Facebook's data warehouse clusBdld summarized in Tabfe I.
frequently accessed data (or so called “hot data”) is stwitd
3 replicas, while rarely accessed data (“cold data”) isestdoy
using a more compressed (14,10) Reed-Solomon code to save
space([6]. Open-source cloud storage softwares, such aSHDF
RAID [[7] and OpenStack Swift[8], have been developed to
support the coexistence of multiple erasure codes.
One key design principle of cloud storage systems is fast
data retrieval. Amazon, Microsoft, and Google all repodtth

« When the downloading times of data chunks aral.
exponential with mearl/u, we propose a Shortest Ex-
pected Remaining Processing Time policy with Redundant
thread assignment (SERPT-R), and prove that SERPT-
R is delay-optimalamongall online policies, if (i) the
storage redundancy is sufficiently high and (ii) preemption
is allowed. If condition (i) is not satisfied, we show that
under SERPT-R, the extra delay caused by low storage
This work has been supported in part by an IRP grant from HP. redundancy is no more than the average downloading
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Arrival Parameters of Service Downloading time
Theorem | process| MDS codes preemption | distribution Policy Delay gap from optimum
[l any dmin > L allowed i.i.d. exponential SERPT-R delay-optimal
2 any any allowed i.i.d. exponential SERPT-R ﬁ Sl
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;dl ) % + 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(In L/pu)
@ any ki =1, dmin > L | not allowed | i.i.d. New-Shorter-than-Used SEDPT-R delay-optimal

TABLE |: Summary of the delay performance of our proposedqgiesd under different settings, whetk,;,, is the minimum
distance among all MDS storage codes definedin {(2), is the average chunk downloading time of each thread,/aislthe
number of downloading threads. The classes of “New-Lorigan-Used” and “New-Shorter-than-Used” distributions defined
in Sectior[Y.

time of (InL + 1) chunks, i.e.,(InL + 1)/u, where latency and storage cost. In[29], the authors establisletal/d
L is the number of downloading threads. (Hence, thlsounds for the classes of FCFS, preemptive and non-preampti
delay gap increases with, but at a quite slow increasingpriority scheduling policies, when the downloading time is
speed.) Further, if preemption is not allowed, we proposéd. exponential. In[[30], the authors studied when redundant
a Shortest Expected Differentiable Processing Time politigreads can reduce delay (and when not), and designed dptima
with Redundant thread assignment (SEDPT-R), which hesdundant thread scheduling policies among the class oSFCF
a delay gap of no more than the average downloading timelicies.
of one chunk, i.e.,l/u, compared to the delay-optimal The second line of researchds|[3L[]2[33] focus on large-
policy. (Sectior 1V) scale storage clouds with a large number of storage nodes,

« When the downloading times of data chunks afel. where the delay performance is constrained by the available
New-Longer-than-Used (NLU) (defined in Sectid V)networking resources of the system. In][31].1[32], the argho
we design a Shortest Expected Differentiable Processingpasured the chunk downloading time over the Amazon cloud
Time policy with Work-Conserving Redundant thread asstorage system and proposed to adapt code parameters and the
signment (SEDPT-WCR) for the preemptive case andramber of redundant threads to reduce delay!In [33], it was
Shortest Expected Differentiable Processing Time polishown that FCFS with redundant thread assignment is delay-
with No Redundant thread assignment (SEDPT-NR) faptimal among all online policies, under the assumptiona of
the non-preemptive case. We show that, comparing wisingle storage code, high storage redundancy and expahenti
the delay-optimal policy, the delay gaps of preemptivéownloading time distribution. Following this line of reseh,
SEDPT-WCR and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are both of this paper, we consider the more general scenarios with he
the orderO(In L/ ). (Sectior’\V=A) erogonous storage codes, general level of storage redoy)dan

o When the downloading times of data chunks afel. and non-exponential downloading time distributions, vetveei-
New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU) (defined in Secfidn V), wiher FCFS nor priority scheduling is delay-optimal. We dasi
prove that SEDPT-R is delay-optimal among all onlineow-complexity policies that come close to the optimum gela
policies, under the conditions that data is stored witherformance by combining the benefits of Shortest Remaining
repetition codes, storage redundancy is sufficiently higRrocessing Time first (SRPT)_[15], [16] and redundant thread
and preemption is not allowed. (Section V-B) scheduling.

II. RELATED WORK Ill. SYSTEM MODEL

The idea of reducing delay via multiple parallel data We consider a cloud storage system that is composed of

L o . . one frond-end proxy server and a large number of distributed
transmissions has been explored empirically in various- co

texts [20]-[24]. More recently, theoretical analysis haetp srkorage devices, as illustrated in Fig. 1 The proxy server
i enqueues the user requests and establishes TCP connections
conducted to study the delay performance of data retrieval

distributed storage systems. One line of studied [£5] to fetch data from the storage devices. In practice, thewrox

: (@ server also performs tasks such as format conversion, data
centered on the data retrieval from a small number of storage . L

. .compression, authentication and encrypEon.

nodes, where the delay performance is limited by the service
capability of individual storage nodes. It was showrin [g]t )
erasure storage codes can reduce the queueing delay campArgPata Storage and Retrieval
to simple data replications. I _[26]. [27], delay bounds ever Suppose that the file corresponding to request stored
provided for First-Come-First-Served (FCFS) policieshvdif- with an (n;, k;) MDS coded Then, filei is partitioned into
ferent numbers of redundant threads. [In][28], a delay upper

; [ ; ; 1This architecture and its variations have been used inusiitleb services,
bound was obtained fqr FQFS p_ollgles_under _P0|sson arnvzl%lauding Dropbox [34], Instagrani [35], Amazon Silk [36].06gle’s SPDY
and arbitrary downloading time distribution, which wasthér proxy service[[37], and IETF WebSocket protodol][38], amatigers.

used to derive a sub-optimal solution for jointly minimigin  2The terms “file” and “request” are interchangeable in thipgra



Storage Devices

and(a;, ki,m)f\il, the average flow time of the requests under
policy 7 is defined as

Read |
Requests|
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L Threads . . .
[ where the expectation is taken with respect to the random

Fig. 1: System model. distribution of chunk downloading time for given policy

and for given request parameted& and (a;, ki, n;)Y ;. The
k; equal-size chunks, which are encoded intocoded chunks goal of this paper igo design low-complexity online thread
and stored im; distinct devices. In MDS codes, ary out of Scheduling policies that achieve optimal or near-optimelay
the n; coded chunks are sufficient to restore fileTherefore, Pperformance.

the cloud storage system can tolerafe- k; failures and sitill Definition 1. Online policy: A scheduling policy is said to be

secure filei. Examples of MDS codes include repetition C,Odeénlineif, at any given time, the decision-maker does not know
(k; = 1) and Reed-Solomon codes. l&tdenote the Hamming o nymper of requests to arrive after timethe parameters
distance of an(n;, k;) MDS code, determined by (a;, ki, m;) of the requests to arrive, or the realizations of the
dy = ny — ky + 1. 1) (remaining) downlqading times of the chunks that have nehbe
accomplished by time.

The minimum code distance of all storage codes is defined B&finition 2. Delay-optimality: A thread scheduling policyt

dinin £ min{d;,i =1,2,---}. (2) s said to bedelay-optimaif, for anygiven request parameters
N and (a;, ki, n;)IY,, it yields the shortest average flow time
It has been reported in][2], [11]-[14] that the downloadin@, amongall online policies.
time of data chunks can be highly unpredictable in storage
clouds. Some recent measurements [31]-[33] on Amazon AW . g
show that the downloading times of data chunks stored with dP redundant and parallel thread schedulln'gake filei as an
tinct keys can be approximated as independent and iddyticeﬁxample' Whem; > ki, one can assign redundant threads

distributed (.i.d.) random variables. In this paper, we assumt download more thark; chunks of filei. The first k;

that the downloading times of data chunks aiedf, as in successfully downloaded chunks are sufficient for compieti
[25]-127], [30], [33] ' the read operation. After that, the extra downloading ttisea

are terminated immediately, which is callservice termination

By doing this, the retrieving delay of fileis reduced. On the
B. Redundant and Parallel Thread Scheduling other hand, redundant thread scheduling may cause extearsys
load. Therefore, such a policy provides a tradeoff betwesh f
ﬁetrieving of each file and a potentially longer service riaie
due to the extra system load, which makes it difficult to aohie
ﬁlay-optimality.

key feature of this scheduling problem is the flexibility

The proxy server hag, downloading threads, each repre
senting a potential TCP connection, to retrieve data froen t
distributed storage devices. The value ofis chosen as the
maximum number of simultaneous TCP connections that cg
occupy all the available networking bandwidth without sfign
cantly degrading the latency of each individual connecf8dij, C. Service Preemption and Work Conserving
[32). A decision-maker at the proxy server determines which

ch_u_nk_s to download and in What_ order for tifethreads to policies. When preemption is allowed, a thread can switch to
minimize the average data retrieving delay. ) serve another chunk at any time, and resume to serve the previ
Suppose that a sequence Bf read requests arrive at they ;g ohnk at a later time, continuing from the interrupteiipo
queue of the processing serer_et_ai and c; . denote the When preemption is not allowed, a thread must complete (or
arrival and completion times of théth request under policy terminate) the current chunk before switching to serve fearot

m, respectively, wheré) = a; < a < --- < an. TAUS, 0K We assume that service terminations and preemptions
the service latency of requestis given byc; » — a;, which .. o o teq immediately with no extra delay.
includes both the downloading time and the waiting time

in the request queue. We assume that the arrival proc&sfinition 3. Work-conserving: A scheduling policy is said to
(a1, as,---) is anarbitrary deterministictime sequence, while be work-conservingf all threads are kept busy whenever there
the departure process; ., car, -+ ) iS stochastic because ofare chunks waiting to be downloaded.

the random downloading time. Given the request paraméfers

We considerchunk-level preemptive and non-preemptive

Remark 1: If preemption is allowed, a delay-optimal policy
3This assumption is reasonable for large-scale storagels|aig., Amazon must be Work—.conser.vmgecause the average del_ay pf any n(.)n_

AWS, where individual read operations may experience latgncy events, WOrk-conserving policy can be reduced by assigning the idle

such as network congestion, cache misses, database Igpbigh temperature threads to download more chunks. Meanwhifepreemption

g; ?I!]%h Jggé{g:{%glf(::orage devices, that are unobservanié unpredictable jg ot gllowed, a work-conserving policy may not be delay-
4The value of N can be either finite or infinite in this paper. N tends to optlmal, because the OCCUpled threads cannot be ea5|ly switched

infinite, alim sup operator is enforced on the right hand side[df (3). to serve an incoming request with a higher priority.



D. Other Application Scenarios and redundant downloading threads to serve the requesis wit

This system model can be also used to study the Iatentg}?' least workload. The following theorem shows that this
of data fetching in cloud computing. In this case, prior tBOlicy is delay-optimal under certain conditions.

computing, the processing server needs to either fetch dgtfeorem 1. Suppose that (i)dmin > L, (i) preemption
from storage devices or collect responses from the praw@ssis allowed, and (jii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d.
servers of the previous phase of the cloud computing jeixponentially distributed with meaty . Then, for any given
[@]. Another pOSSIble appllcatlon IS to Study the dataiegtd request parameterﬁ] and (ai7 ki?”i)ff\ill preemptive SERPT-R

queueing problem at user terminals. For instance, curr&tt Ws delay-optimal among all online policies.

browsers havd, = 2 to 13 TCP connections at each user ter- _ )

minal to facilitate parallel data/image retrievals|[40pdently ~ Remark 2: Theorenill and the subsequent theoretical results
standardized multipath TCP technique can be incorporated i ©f this paper are difficult to establish for the following seas:

this model to exploit the diversity gain provided by mulépl 1) Each request is partitioned into a batch ok; chunk

wireless interfaces such as Wi-Fi and cellular networkg.[41 downloading tasks, and the processing time of each task is
random. 2) There are; — k; redundant chunks for request

such that completing anl; of then,; tasks would complete the
request. 3) The system hasthreads which can simultaneously
In this section, we study the delay-optimal thread scheduli processL tasks belonging to one or multiple requests. 4) If
when chunk downloading time is.d. exponentially distributed redundant down|oading threads are scheduled, the assdciat
with mean1/u. Non-exponential downloading time distribu-extra system load must be considered when evaluating thg del

IV. EXPONENTIAL CHUNK DOWNLOADING TIME

tions will be investigated in Sectidn] V. performance.
Proof: We provide a proof sketch of Theordr 1. Consider
A. High Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Allowed an arbitrarily given chunk departure sample path s, ...).

We first consider the case of high storage redundancy su%%cordlng to the property of the SRPT principle [15]. [16]

. L N
thatd,,;, > L is satisfied. In this case, we havg—(k;—1) > L preemptive SERPT-R minimizeg: 3., (¢i.r —ai) for any

for all 1. H_ence, each filé has at leasL available chunks even g|ven_sa_mpl_e patifts, ¢, ...). _Fu_rtherf Lemmall tells us that
We distribution of (¢4, t2,...) is invariant among the classes

if k; — 1 chunks of file: have been downloaded. Hence, eacOf work-conserving policies. By this. oreemptive SERPTR i
unfinished request has sufficient available chunks suchathat gp - BY ' P P

L threads can be simultaneously assigned to serve this nequ%tglay-optlmal among the class of work-conserving policies

Let s; denote the arrival time of thgth arrived chunk down- mally, since a delay-optimal policy must be work-conseg

. . . Co when preemption is allowed, Theorém 1 follows. More details
loading task of all files and; denote the completion time of theare provided in AppendiA. =

jth downloz?\ded _chunk of all f_|Ies. The chunk arrival process In Theorem 6.4 of [33], it was shown that a First-Come-First-
(s1, 82,...) is uniquely determined by the request parameteg

(a5 k)Y . Meanwhile, the chunk departure procéssts, .. .) erved policy with Redundant thread assignment (FCFS-R) is

satisfies the followingnvariant distributionproperty: delay-optimal wherk; = & for alli anddy, > L. In this case,
g property: preemptive SERPT-R reduces to the following policy: After

Lemma 1. [B3, Theorem 6.4] Suppose that @.i, > L a request departs from the system, pick any waiting request
and (ii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. exponentiallg- (not necessarily the request arrived the earliest) andjmassl
tributed with meari /u. Then, for any given request parameterd. threads to serve the available chunks of this request until
N and (a;, k;,n;)Y,, the distribution of the chunk departureit departs. Hence, FCFS-R belongs to the class of SERPT-R
process (t1,t2,...) is invariant under any work-conservingpolicies, and Theorem 6.4 df B3] is a special case of Theorem
policy. .

We propose a preemptive Shortest Expected Remaining Pro- o
cessing Time first policy with Redundant thread assignmeht General Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Allowed
(preemptive SERPT-R): When dmin, < L, some requests may have less than
Suppose that, at any tintethere areV unfinished requests available chunks, such that not all of tie threads can be
i1,is, ..., iy, such thata; chunks need to be downloadedsSSigned to serve it. In this case, SERPT-R may not be delay-
for completing request;. Under SERPT-R, each idle thread®Ptimal. This is illustrated in the following example.
is assigned to serve one available chunk of requeswith  Example 1. Consider two requests with parameters given as
the smallesto;. (Due to storage redundancy, the number ofy, — 1 ) = 4,d; = 4,4, = 0) and (ks = 2,ny = 2,dy =
available chunks of request; is larger thanc;.) If all the | 4, — (). The number of threads i& = 4. Under SERPT-R,
available chunks of reques} are under service, then the idleg)| 4 threads are assigned to serve requésafter time zero.
thread is assigned to serve one available chunk of request However, after request is completed, the chunk downloading
with the second smallest;. This procedure goes on, until all ;e is reduced fromiy to 24, because request only has
L threads are occupied or all the available chunks of #ie ,,, — 2 chunks. Furthermore, after one chunk of requ2ss
unfinished requests are under services. downloaded, the chunk downloading rate is reduced fym
This policy is an extension of Shortest Remaining Processito ;. The average flow time of SERPT-RI&erpr.r = 1/
Time first (SRPT) policy[[15],[16] because it schedules piara seconds.



We consider another policy): after time zero,2 threads serve request. After the second chunk is downloaded, one of
are assigned to serve request 1 addhreads are assigned the requests has departed, and the two threads are assigned t
to serve reques2. After the first chunk is downloaded, if theserve the remaining request. The average flow time of SERPT-R
downloaded chunk belongs to requésthen request 1 departsis Dsgrpr-r= 5/(411) — £/2 seconds.
and 2 threads are assigned to serve reqetitthe downloaded  We consider another non-preemptive poli@y the threads
chunk belongs to requegt then 3 threads are assigned to serveemain idle until times. After ¢, the two threads are assigned
requestl and 1 thread is assigned to serve requéstAfter to serve reques?. After the first chunk is downloaded, request
the second chunk is downloaded, only one request is left ahdhas departed. Then, the two threads are assigned to serve
the threads are assigned to serve the available chunks f théquestl, until it departs. The average flow time of poli€yis
request. The average flow time of poliQyis Do = 61/(64p) Dg = 1/u+e/2 seconds. Sinceis arbitrarily small, SERPT-R
seconds. Hence, SERPT-R is not delay-optimal. is not delay-optimal when preemption is not allowed.

Next, we bound the delay penalty associated with removingWe propose a non-preemptive Shortest Expected Diffelentia
the conditiond,,,;, > L. Processing Time first policy with Redundant thread assigrime
(non-preemptive SEDPT-R, where the service priority of a
file is determined by the difference between the number of
remaining chunks of the file and the number of threads that
I[._I?S been assigned to the file.

Theorem 2. If (i) preemption is allowed and (i) the
chunk downloading time is i.i.d. exponentially distrilkaiteith
mean 1/u. Then, for any given request parameteks and
(a;, ki,n;)XN,, the average flow time of preemptive SERPT-

satisfies Suppose that, at any timethere arel” unfinished requests
i1,%2,...,%y, such thata; chunks need to be downloaded
D <D ) 1 & 4 for completing request; at time¢ and §; threads have been
opt < Dprmp,SERPT-RS Dopt + N Z T ) assigned to serve request. Under non-preemptive SEDPT-
l=dmin

R, each idle thread is assigned to serve one available chéink o
whered,,;, is defined in(@). request; with the smallesty; —4;. (Due to storage redundancy,

the number of available chunks of requésts larger thanc;.

Proof: He_re is a proof sketch of Theordm 2. We f_|rst usﬁence, it may happen that, — 5, < 0 because of redundant
a state evolutionargument to show that, after removing the

conditiond,... > L. SERPT-R needs to downlodd - d,... o chunk downloading.) If all the available chunks of requégst

o . . are under service, then the idle thread is assigned to semee o
fewer additional chunks after any tinte so as to accomplish 9

vailable chunk of requesj, with the second smallest;: —¢;/.
the same number of requests that are completed by SERPI- . ; J
with the conditiond,s, > L during (0, 1]. Further, according ?P@s procedure goes on, until all threads are occupied or all

o the properties of exponential distribution, the avertige the available chunks of th& unfinished requests are under

for the system to download — d,,i, extra chunks under the serwce.s. N ) ) )
conditions of Theorerfl2 is upper bounded by the last term of The intuition behind non-preemptive SEDPT-R is thiat
@). This completes the proof. See Appendix B for the detailghunks of request; will be under service after time for
m any non-preemptive policy, and thus should be excluded when
Note that if dumin > L, the last term in[{4) becomes zerddetermining the service priority of request This is different
which corresponds to the case of Theorgm 1dif. < L, from the traditional SRPT-type policies [15]=]19], which dot
the last term in[{4) is upper bounded %/ ln(%) n 1}. exclude the chunks under service when determining thecervi

Therefore, the delay penalty caused by low sorage redayaafy 228 2 02 S TR B IR R O R
is of the orderO(In L /1), and is insensitive to increasing

with non-preemption.

Theorem 3. Suppose that (Y, > L, (i) preemption is
_ _ not allowed, and (iii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d.
Under preemptive SERPT-R, each thread can switch to seesgonentially distributed with meaty z.. Then, for any given

another request at any time. However, when preemption is mé§uest parameterd’ and (a;, k;,n;)Y_,, the average flow time
allowed, a thread must complete or terminate the currentichuof non-preemptive SEDPT-R satisfies

downloading task before switching to serve another request o o o
this case, SERPT-R may not be delay-optimal, as illustrated Dopt < Dron-prmp,SepPT-RS Dopt+ 1/ 1. 5)
the following example.

C. High Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Not Allowed

Proof: We provide a proof sketch of Theordr 3. Theorem
Example 2. Consider two requests with parameters given 4B tells us that preemptive SERPT-R provides a lower bound
(kv = 2,n1 = 3,dy = 2,a; = 0) and (k2 = 1,ny = of ﬁopt. On the other hand, non-preemptive SEDPT-R provides
2,dy = 2,a5 = ¢), wheree > 0 can be arbitrarily close to an upper bound oﬁ,pt. Thus, we need to show that the delay
zero. The number of threads is= 2, the chunk downloading gap between preemptive SERPT-R and non-preemptive SEDPT-
time is i.i.d. exponentially distributed with medriu. Under R is at mostl/u. Towards this goal, we use siate evolution
SERPT-R, the two threads are assigned to serve requafsér argument to show that for any timeand any given sample
time zero. After the first chunk is downloaded, one thread psth of chunk departures,, o, . ..), non-preemptive SEDPT-
assigned to serve requestand the other thread remains toR needs to download or fewer additional chunks after time



t, so as to accomplish the same number of requests that are NLU or NSU distributions[[42]. In practice, NLU distri-
completed under preemptive SERPT-R duriffig¢]. By the butions can be used to characterize the scenarios where the
properties of exponential distribution, the average tiorelie. downloading time is a constant value followed by a short la-
threads to download chunks under non-preemptive SEDPT-Rency tail. For instance, recent studies|[3[], [32] sugfestthe
is 1/, and Theorern3 follows. See Appenfik C for the detailslata downloading time of Amazon AWS can be approximated
B as a constant delay plus an exponentially distributed namdo
Theorem[B tells us that the delay gap between nowariable, which is an NLU distribution. On the other hand,
preemptive SEDPT-R and the optimal policy is at most tHeSU distributions can be used to characterize occasiooal sl
average downloading time of one chunk by each thread, i.eesponses resulting from TCP retransmissions, /O intenfee,
1/p. Intuitively speaking, this is because each thread onlglseedatabase blocking and/or even disk failures.
to wait for downloading one chunk, before switching to serve We will require the following definitions: Let? =
another request. However, the proof of Theorem 3 is nofey,zs,...,z,,) andy = (y1,%2,-..,ym) be two vectors in
trivial, because it must work for any possible sample path &™, then we denot& < i/ if z; <y; fori =1,2,...,m.

the downloading procedure. Definition 5. Stochastic Ordering [43] Let X andY be two

random variables. ThenY is said to be stochastically smaller
D. General Storage Redundancy, Preemption is Not Allowe¢hany (denoted asX <g Y), if

When preemption is not allowed and the conditibn, > L
is removed, we have the following result.

Theorem 4. Suppose that (i) preemptionrist allowed, and (ii) Definitior! 6. Multivaria?e Stochastic Ordering: [43] A set
the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. exponentially disitied U S R™ is calledupperif € U wheneverj > 7 and € U.

with meant /p.. Then, for any given request parametéfsand L€t X andY be two random vectors. TheiX is said to be
(ai, ki, n:)Y.,, the average flow time of non-preemptive SEDP#iochastically smaller thak (denoted as¥ <¢Y), if

P(X >1¢) <P(Y >¢) forall t € R. 9)

R satisfies P(X € U) <P(Y € U) for all upper setd/ C R™.  (10)
L—-1
Dopt < Dnon-prmp,SEDPT-RE Doopt+ 1 + 1 Z %, (6) Stochastic ordering .of.stochastic processes (or infinite ve
S tors) can be defined similarly T43].

whered,,;, is defined in(2).
Proof: See Appendi<D. A. NLU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

If dwin > L, the last term in[{6) becomes zero which We consider a non-preemptive Shortest Expected Diffeaknti

corresponds to the case of Theorgm 3. Processing Time first policy with No Redundant thread assign
ment fon-preemptive SEDPT-NR:
V. NON-EXPONENTIAL CHUNK DOWNLOADING TIME Suppose that, at any tintethere areV" unfinished requests
In this section, we consider two classes of general dowr-lloé% yi2,-+-,4v, such thata; chunks need to be downloaded
or completing request; at timet and J; threads have been

ing time distributions: New-Longer-than-Used (NLU) diktr-

tions and New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU) distributions , robefi assigned to serve request. Under non-preemptive SEDPT-
as followsd NR, each idle thread is assigned to serve one available chunk

of requesti; with the smallesto; — §;. If «; threads have
Definition 4. New-Longer-than-Used distributions A distri- been assigned to request, then the idle thread is assigned
bution on[0, c0) is said to be New-Longer-than-Used (NLU)to serve one available chunk of request with the second
if for all t,7 > 0 andP(X > 7) > 0, the distribution satisfies smallesta;, — 6. This procedure goes on, until all threads
P(X > 1) > P(X >t +7]X > 7). ) are occupied or each request is served byy; threads.
Note that since at most; threads are assigned to requigst
New-Shorter-than-Used distributions A distribution on e havea,; — d; > 0 for all i; under non-preemptive SEDPT-
[0,00) is said to be New-Shorter-than-Used (NSU), if for alNR. SEDPT-NR is a non-work-conserving policy. When pre-
t,7 >0 andP(X > 7) > 0, the distribution satisfies emption is allowed, the delay performance of SEDPT-NR
can be improved by exploiting the idle threads to download
P(X>1) < P(X >t +7]X > 7). ®) redundant chunks. This leads to a preemptive Shortest Feghec
NLU (NSU) distributions are closely related to log-concavBifferential Processing Time first policy with Work-Consgrg
(log-convex) distributions. Many commonly used distribns Redundant thread assignmeptdemptive SEDPT-WCR):

5 _ , Upon the decision of SEDPT-NR, if each requgss served

Note that New-Longer-than-Used (New-Shorter-than-Used¢quivalent . . .
to the term New-Better-than-Used (New-Worst-than-UsesBduin reliability by Qj threads and there are still some idle threads, then assign
theory [42], [43], where “better” means a longer lifetimeowkver, this mean these threads to download some redundant chunks to avoid
lead to confusion in the current paper, where “better” memustiorter delay. jdleness. When a hew request arrives, the threads dowMgadi

We choose to use New-Longer-than-Used (New-Shorterthsed) to avoid dund hunk il b d h ival
confusion. In a recent work_[30], the New-Longer-than-Ugagw-Shorter- redundant chunks wi e preempted to serve the new arriva

than-Used) property was termed light-everywhere (heaeyysvhere). request.



Let us consider the service time for a thread to completé preemptive SEDPT-WCR satisfies
downloading one chunk. If the thread has spenseconds
on one chunk, the tail probability for completing the cutren
chunk under service i®(X > ¢t + 7|X > 7). On the other +E{ max Xz} +E{ max Xz}, (14)
hand, the tail probability for switching to serve a new chunk ! L =1, L1
is P(X > t). Since the chunk downloading timeiisd. NLU, where theX;’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times.
it is stochastically better to keep downloading the samenkhu Proof: See AppendigH. -

than switching to serve a new chunk. Similar to LemmdB, the delay gaps in Theordns 5 fahd 6
Lemma 2. Suppose that (i) the system load is high such thate also of the orde®(In L /).

all L threads are occupied at all time> 0 and (ii) the chunk

downloading time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for any given reque$. NSU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

parametersV and (a;, ki, n;);_,, the chunk departure instants  |f the chunk downloading time isi.d. NSU, one can show
(t1,t2,...) under non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochasticalifat it is stochastically better to switch to a new chunk than

Dopt < Dprmt,sepPT-werRS Dopt

yeeey

smaller than those under any other online policy. sticking to downloading the same chunk. We consider the
Proof: See AppendiXE - scenario that preemption is not allowed and obtain thevioiig
' ' result.

Lemma 3. Suppose that (i) the system load is high such thﬁtemma 4. Suppose that (Mwi > L. (i) ki = 1 for

all L threads are occupied at all time> 0, (ii) preemption is R o = .
not allowed, and (iii) the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLUf’JlII i, (ii) preemption is not allowed, and (iv) the chunk

. downloading time is i.i.d. NSU. Then, for any given request
Then, for any given request parametéysand (a;, ki, n;)Y,,

} : . parametersN and (a;, k; = 1,n;)}¥,, the chunk departure
the average flow time of non-preemptive SEDPT-NR satisfi S stants (t1,t,...,tx) under non-preemptive SEDPT-R are

. . . stochastically smaller than those under any other onlinkcgo
Dopt < Dron-prmp,SEDPT-NRS Dopt + E{ max Xl} , (11)

I=1,...,L Proof: See AppendixlI. |
where theX;’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times. Theorem 7. Suppose that (ifumin > L, (i) k; = 1 for all ¢, (iii)
) preemption is not allowed, and (iv) the chunk downloadinggti
Proof: See AppendiXF. o B js iid. NSU. Then, for any given request parametadtsand
If the average chunk downloading time {X;} = 1/u, (a;, k; = 1,n;)Y,, non-preemptive SEDPT-R is delay-optimal
then the last term i {11) is bounded by among all online policies.
1 1 Proof: See AppendiX]J. [ |
- < E{ max Xl} < = Z 7 (12) A special case of Theorell 7 was obtained in Theorem 3 of
K =heok = [30], where delay-optimality was shown only for high system

o load such that all threads are occupied at all time.
where the lower bound is trivial, and the upper bound follows P

from the property of New-Longer-than-Used distributioms i VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS
Proposition 2 of([44]. Therefore, the delay gap in Lenitha 3 is
no more than(In L + 1)/u. Next, we remove condition (i) in
Lemmal[3 and obtain the following result.

We present some numerical results to illustrate the delay
performance of different scheduling policies and validgite
theoretical results. All these results are averaged ovér 10
Theorem 5. Suppose that (i) preemption it allowed and random samples for the downloading times of data chunks.
(iiy the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for any

given request parameterd and (a;, k;,n;)Y;, the average A. Exponential Chunk Downloading Time Distributions

flow time of non-preemptive SEDPT-NR satisfies Consider a system witth' = 3000 request arrivals, among
_ _ _ which p; = 90% of the requested files are stored with a
Dopt < Dron-prmp,SEDPT-NRE Dopt (n1,k1,d1) = (3,1,3) repetition code, ang, = 10% of

+E {l_IrllaXL Xl} +E {l—lma‘)g le} : (13) the requested files are stored withia, ko, d2) = (14,10, 5)

Reed-Solomon code. Therefotk,;, = 3. The code parameters
N o are drawn at randoni,i.d. from these two classes. The inter-
where theX)’s are i.i.d. chunk downloading times. arrival time of the requests is.d. distributed as a mixture of

Proof: See Appendif (. m ©Exponentials:
When preemption is allowed, preemptive SEDPT-WCR cap [ Exponentiglrate=0.5A)  with probability 0.99;
achieve a shorter average delay than non-preemptive SEDPT- Exponentialrate= 50.5\) with probability 0.01.
NR. In this case, we have the following result. The average chunk downloading timelj§: = 0.02s. The traffic

Theorem 6. Suppose that (i) preemption is allowed and (iijntensity p is determined by

the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU. Then, for any given ~ (p1k1 + p2k2) A 15
request parameterd’ and (a;, ki, n;)Y ;, the average flow time p= Lu ‘ (15)
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Fig. 2: Average flow timeD ., versus traffic intensity, where the chunk downloading timeiisd. exponentially distributed.

Figures[2(a)-(d) illustrate the numerical results of agerathan those of non-preemptive SEDPT-R and the First-Come-
flow time D, versus traffic intensity for 4 scenarios where First-Served policy with Work-Conserving Redundant threa
the chunk downloading time isi.d. exponentially distributed. assignment (FCFS-WCR). Therefore, preemptive SEDPT-WCR
One can observe that SERPT-R and SEDPT-R have shorterave non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are appropriateifat. NLU
erage flow times than the First-Come-First-Served polichh widownloading time distributions. By comparing with the dela
Redundant thread assignment (FCFSIR) [33L K d.,in =3 lower bound, we find that the maximum extra delays of
and preemption is allowed, by Theoré&in 1, preemptive SERRIreemptive SEDPT-WCR and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are
R is delay-optimal. For the other 3 scenarios, upper androw®0229s and0.0230s, respectively. Both of them are smaller
bounds of the optimum delay performance are plotted. Blyan the delay gap in Theorefs 5 amd 6, whose val0®ig0s.
comparing with the delay lower bound, we find that the extra

delay caused by non-preemption(i)114s which is smaller -~ NsU chunk Downloading Time Distributions
than1/u = 0.02s, and the extra delay caused @y;, < L is o .
/1 y iy For NSU distributions, we consider that all = 3000 re-

.0034s which i ller thad- 7! 1 =0.0117s. Th : ; o
0.0034s which is smaller thag; 3>_,~; 7 = 0.0117s. These quested files are stored with(a,, k1, d;) = (3,1, 3) repetition

results are in accordance with Theordiis 1-4. . ; . .
code. The chunk downloading tim& is choseni.i.d. as a
mixture of exponentials:

B. NLU Chunk Downloading Time Distributions { Exponentiairate= 0.4z) with probability 0.5;

For the NLU distributions, the system setup is the sameé ™ Exponentialrate= 1.6;:) with probability 0.5.

with that in the previous subsection. We assume that thekchun i ,
downloading timeX is i.i.d. distributed as the sum of a constanpP'der SEDPT-R, the average time for completing one chunk

and a value drawn from an exponential distribution: is E {min;—y,... 1 X}, where theX;'s arei.i.d. chunk down-
loading times. Therefore, the traffic intensjyis

1, if ©< 074;

Pr(X > z) = { exp {_L(I _o)] >0 (16) p= AE{I_IBi?7LXl} : (17)
which was proposed in [31], [82] to model the data downloadrigure[4 shows the average flow timg, versus traffic intensity
ing time in Amazon AWS system. The traffic intensitys also p where L = 3, preemption is not allowed, and the chunk
given by [I5). downloading time is.i.d. NSU. In this case, SEDPT-R is delay-

Figure[3 illustrates the average flow tinig, versus traffic optimal. We observe that the delay performance of SEDPT-
intensityp whenL = 3 and the chunk downloading timeiisd. WCR is quite bad and the delay gap between SEDPT-R and
NLU. As expected, preemptive SEDPT-WCR has a shorter é&SEDPT-WCR is unbounded. This is because SEDPT-WCR has
erage delay than non-preemptive SEDPT-NR. In the preemptaysmaller throughput region than SEDPT-R. Therefore, SEDPT
case, the delay performance of SEDPT-WCR is much betirs appropriate for.i.d. NSU downloading time distributions.
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APPENDIXB
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z]

The case of. < d,,;, was studied in Theoreld 1 and we only
need to consider the caselbf> d,;,. For notational simplicity,
we use policyP to denote preemptive SERPT-R with >
dmin, and policy@ to denote preemptive SERPT-R under the
conditions of Theorerhl1 wherk < d,,;, holds. In particular,
policy P is under the request parameté¥sand (a;, k;, n;)Y,
such that there exists an integer(l < j < N) satisfying
L > nj—k;+1, and policyQ has some “virtual” chunks such
that it is under the request parametévsand (a;, k;,n})Y
satisfyingL <n., —k; + 1 foralli=1,2,...,N.

First, consider an arbitrarily given sample path of chunk WhenL > du;n, the optimal policy of Theorefd 2 can be an
departuresty, to, .. .). According to the conditions of Theoremnon-work-conserving policy under the conditions of Theoi,

[0, the request paramete’sand (a;, k;, n;)Y_, are fixed. Then,
the request completion timeg; ,ca.«,...) of a policy = are

determined by which request each departed chunk belongs.
Dy (ty,ta,. ..
average delay of policyr for given request parameters,
(a;, ki,n;)Y, and chunk departure@,, ts, . ..). According to
the SRPT discipline[[15]/116]D (t1, t2, .. .) is minimized if

because there can be less thaavailable chunks to download.
By TheorentlL, policyQ provides a lower bound aDgp. On
the other hand, policy’ provides an upper bound @,:. The

) =1 Z?Lﬂci + — a;) denote the sample-pathrémaining task is to evaluate the delay gap between pdficy

and policy@ when L > dpiy,.
First, we construct the chunk departure sample paths
(t1,ts,...) of policy P and policy@. Let (#\,t5,...) denote

each downloaded chunk belongs to the request with the few#¥ chunk departure time sequences of thréaduch that

remaining chunks. This is satisfied by preemptive SERPT!Re inter-departure time!

under the conditions of Theorefd 1, because Allthreads

are assigned to the request with the fewest remaining chunlé®e sequencesti, to, ..

Therefore, for any given chunk departufes, to, .. .), preemp-
tive SERPT-R minimizeD (¢4, t2,...), i.e.,
DserprHti,t2,...) = min Dr(ty,ta,...). (18)
LetFﬂ-(tl, to, ..
of the chunk departure process,ts,...) under policy 7.
Then, the average delay of poliaycan be expressed as
D, = /Dﬁ(tl,tQ,...)dFﬂ(tl,tQ,...). (19)
According to Lemmdll, any two work-conserving policies
and m, satisfy

P (ti,ta,...) = Foy(t1,ta,..), ¥ (t1,ta, ...

Using [18)420) and the fact that preemptive SERPT-R is
work-conserving policy, we can obtain for any work-congegv
policy 7 that

(20)

D,
:/D,,(tl,tg,...)dF,,(tl,tQ,...)
> /DSERPT-F(tlat% o)A (t, te, )

= /DSERPT-F(tl, to,...)dFserprRt1, t2, . . .)

= DsgrpT-R (21)

Hence, preemptive SERPT-R is delay-optimal among the clqg
of work-conserving policies. Finally, when preemption is a

lowed, a delay-optimal policy must be work-conserving. eign
TheorentL follows.

=tk —t} is ii.d. exponentially
distributed with rateu. Under policy P, the chunk departure

.) is obtained by taking the union
UL (#,t5,...) and deleting the chunk departures during the
idle periods of each thread under policy P. (Under policy

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 distributionodiier

.) denote the cumulative distribution functionchunks. Under policyQ, the chunk departure time sequences

(t1,t2,...) is obtained by taking the unian/_, (¢}, #,,...), and
deleting the chunk departures when Althreads 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 policyP and policy @ with the same probability to
occur.

In the sequel, we will show thdbr any timet and chunk
departure sample paths of polidy and policy@ constructed
above, policyP needs to download —d,,,;,, or fewer additional
chunks after time, so as to accomplish the same number of
rgquests that are completed under poli@yduring (0, t].

Definition 7. [16] The state of the system is specified by
an infinite vectord = (a1, aq,...) with non-negative, non-
increasing components. At any time, the coordinate& afre
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 thatethame

[ unfinished requests in the system, then
ap>a>...>2q>0=qr1=q42=".... (22)

The key step for proving Theorefd 2 is to establish the
ﬁowing result:

Lemma 5. Let {d(t),t > 0} be the state process of poligy
and{j(t),t > 0} be the state process of poli¢}. If L > du,in
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and &(0)
of policy P and policy@ described above, we have

Z a;(t) < Z Bi(t) + L — dmin (23)

forallt>0andj=1,2,...

In order to prove this result, we first establish the follogvin
lemmas:

Lemma 6. Suppose that, under polick, the system state at
time ¢ is @ and at timet + At is &'. Further, suppose that,
under policy @, the system state at timeis 3 and at time
t+Atis . If (i) L > dmin, (i) no arrivals occur during the
interval (¢, + At] and (jii)

iaigiﬂi—kL—dmm, Vi=1,2,...

i=j
Then, for the chunk departure sample paths of polityand
policy @ described above, we have

iaggiﬂz{'i_L_dmin, Vj:1,2,

1=7 =7
Proof: If Z;’ij af < L—dpmin, then [25) follows naturally.
If Zfig ap >

(24)

i=j

(25)

hasn; — k; = d; — 1 redundant chunks. Therefore, the syste
must have at least a total number@fij ab + dpin—1> L
available chunks at timé + At¢, and all L threads are active
under policyP at timet + At.

rp"' Zfi] /B’L + L — dmin - Z?i] Bé + L — dmin-

11

5(0), then for the chunk departure sample pathsequality is due to the fact that no more tharchunks are

downloaded under policg) during (¢,t + At]. [ |

Lemma 7. Suppose that, under polic}, @’ is obtained by
adding a request witth remaining chunks to the system whose
state isa. Further, suppose that, under policy, 3’ is obtained
by adding a request witlh remaining chunks to the system
whose state i, If

Do <Y Bt L—dmm, Vji=12,..., (26)
i=J i=j

then
> ap <> B4+ L—dmim, Yji=12,... (27)

=7 =3
Proof: The proof is similar to Lemma 3 i [16]. Without

loss of generalization, we suppose tias theith coordinate
of @ and themth coordinate of3’. We consider the following
four cases:

Case 11 < jm < j. We can obtain =, o;
Z?ij—l (673 S Z:ij—l Bz + L - dmin = Zfij ﬂl/ + L — dmin-

Case 21 < j,m > j. We haveZija; = Z;’ij_l a; <

b+3 0 o b+ Bit L—dmin = > oo B+ L — diin.

L — dyin + 1, the unfinished requests have Case 31> j,m < j. We have>"® al = b+ 3% qa; <
at leastL — d,;, + 1 remaining chunks to download at timeoeo e I =i =

t + At. Equation [[1) tells us that each unfinished request

e 10 S B L= dmin = Y2, B+ L — dumin.

Case 41> j,m > j. We haved} ;" o = b+ 370 a; <

[
Using the initial state@(0) = £(0), Lemmas[p and]7,

it is straightforward to prove Lemmfa 5. After Lemm& 5 is

Next, since there is no request arrivals during the interv@stablished, we are ready to prove Theofém 2.

(t,t+ At], all L threads must be kept active durifg¢ + At]

Proof of Theoreni]2: As explained above, we only need

under policy P. Suppose thak chunks are downloaded undeito evaluate the delay gap between poligyand policyQ when
policy P during (t,t + At]. Then, in the two chunk departureL > dmin. Let the evolution of the system state under some

sample paths constructed above, no more thaihunks are
downloaded under policy) during (¢,¢t + At], because the
threads can be idle.

Further, suppose that one chunk being served at time
At under policy P is associated to an/, satisfyinga/, >
;. Then, according to the description of poli€y(preemptive
SERPT-R), all the available chunks of the requests with

queueing discipline be on a spa(®, 7, P). We assume that
the request arrival proceds;, ki, n;}Y , is fixed for allw €
Q. Let {d(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy and
{B(t),t > 0} be the state process of poli¢y. Then, we have
a(0) = 5(0) = 0.

Suppose that under polic§, there arey request arrivals
and z request departures durin(@,¢]. Then, there arg — =

or fewer remaining chunks must be also under service at timegjuests in the system at timeuch thaty~> . Bi(t) = 0.

t+ At. We have just shown that the requests withor fewer
remaining chunks have a total number of at leAsavailable

According to Lemm&l5, we havEfiy_zJrl a;(t) < L —dmin-
Hence, under policyP, the system still needs to download

chunks. Thus, the total number of chunks under service & timh — d,,,;,, or fewer chunks after time, in order to complete

t + At is no less tharl + 1, which is impossible. Therefore,
any request under service at time- At must associate to an
Ay,
interval (¢, t + At], each downloaded chunk of polidy during
(t,t + At] must belong to some request associated taxgn
satisfyinga;,, < o.
Using these facts, we can obtgif;~; o} = 3777 a; — b <

e Bi+ L — dwin —b < 3% 8 + L — diin, Where the

z requests as in policy). Suppose that exactly, — dyin
chunks are needed to completaequests. At time, at least

satisfying a;,, < o’ Since no arrivals occur during theL — 1 threads are assigned to serve the requests associated to

the L — d;, chunks that are most likely to result in request
departures. After one of these chunks is downloaded, at leas
L — 2 threads are assigned to serve the requests associated to
the L — duin — 1 chunks that are most likely to result in request
departures. This procedure goes on, uhti d,,;,, chunks are

equality is due to the fact that each downloaded chunk otpolidownloaded. Because the chunk download time of each thread

P must belong to some request associated ta/ansatisfying

/
am

is i.i.d. exponentially distributed with meatyy, the average

< aj, the first inequality is due td_(24), and the secontime for downloading thesé — d,,;, chunks under policy”



is upper bounded by

L—1 1
> m (28)

l=dmin

12

The key step for proving Theorefd 3 is to establish the

following result:

-

Lemma 8. Let{a(t),d(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy
NP and {5(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy. If

where ;- is the average time for downloading one chunk whefi(0) = 4(0) = 5(0) = 0, then for any given sample path of

| threads are active. If less thdn— d,,;, chunks are needed
to completez requests, the average downloading time will b
even shorter. Hence, the delay gap between pdti@and policy
Q is no more than the term i _(28), arld (4) follows. [ ]

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFTHEOREM[3|

First, the optimal policy under the conditions of Theorgm

chunk departurests, to, . .
e

.), we have

Z[O‘i(t) —0i(t)] < Z Bi(t) (34)

forallt>0andj=1,2,...

In order to prove this result, we first establish the follogvin
mas:

is feasible even if preemption is allowed. Hence, by Theorem

[, preemptive SERPT-R provides a lower boundify, i.e.,
the optimal delay of the policies satisfying the condition

Lemma 9. Suppose that, under policy P, {&, 5"} is obtained
By completing a chunk at one of thethreads in the system

of Theorem[B. On the other hand, non-preemptive SEDPTv#ose state ifd, 5}. Further, suppose that, under polidy,

provides an upper bound dDoy. The remaining task is to

' is obtained by completing a chunk at one of thehreads

evaluate the delay gap between preemptive SERPT-R and nionthe system whose statefs If

preemptive SEDPT-R.

For notational simplicity, we use policy’ to denote pre-
emptive SERPT-R, and policiV P to denote non-preemptive
SEDPT-R. We will show thafor any timet¢ and any given
sample path of chunk departurés, to, . .
to downloadZL or fewer additional chunks after time so as

to accomplish the same number of requests that are completed

under policy P during (0, t].

Definition 8. [16] The system state gfreemptive SERPT-R
(policy P) is specified by an infinite vectaf = (81,82, -.)
with non-negative, non-increasing components. At any tiime
coordinates oﬁ are interpreted as followsl; is the maximum
number of remaining chunks among all requestsis the next

greatest number of remaining chunks among all requests, )

so on, with duplications being explicitly repeated. Supmgptist
there are unfinished requests in the system, then

Br>P2>...>20>0=041=Fpa=.... (29)

Definition 9. The system state ofion-preemptive SEDPT-R
(policy NP) is specified by a pair of vectorsa, 5}, where
a=(a,ae,...) ands = (01,02, ...) are two infinite vectors
with non-negative components. At any time, the coordinat
of & and § are interpreted as followsy; is the number of

chunks to be downloaded for completing the request assakial
to the«th coordinate, and; is the number of threads assigne(‘i

to serve the request associated to itiecoordinate such that
Yoo, 6; < L. Suppose that there afeunfinished requests in
the system, then the coordinatestbfndé are sorted such that

ap =61 >0 — 02> ... 2> ap — 0y, (30)

a1 — 6141 = apype — 42 = ... = 0, (31)
>0, ifi<l

O‘i{_o, if > 141, (32)
>0, ifi<l;

51'{_0, if >0+ 1. (33)

Note that there exists an integef0 < ¢ < [) such thatoa; —
01 2...2ai—6i>02ai+1—5i+1 > > o — 0.

.), policy NP needs then

i[ai_éi]giﬁiavj::la?a"'a (35)
i—j i=j
i[aé—éé]ﬁiﬁ;,wzl,z... (36)
i=j i=j

Proof: Suppose that, under policy¥ P, there arel un-
finished requests at stafev, 4 }. If Z;’ij[a; — 0] <0, then
the inequality [(3B) follows naturally. In the following, vweill
consider the scenario 9f;° [} — ¢;] > 0 in two cases.
ngase 1 Under policy NP, the chunk departure does not

ead to a request completion. In this case, the thread that ha

just completed a chunk will be reassigned to serve the réques

associated to thah coordinate such that; — 6, = o, — 6; — 1.

Meanwhile, we have’, — 0, = o; —¢; foralli = 1,2,...,1—1,
ando;—6; = 0foralli = I+1,1+2,... Since} ;= ;[a]—d]] >
0, we havej < 1. Thereforey 7 [a} — ;] = 37 [ — 6;] —

1< 8- 1< 302, 6
esCase 2 Under policy NP, the chunk departure results

In a request departure. Suppose that the departed request is

ssociated to thesth coordinate at staté@, 5} (m < ). After
e request departure, the threads that was previous gehen
request associated to theth coordinate will be reassigned to
serve the request associated to the 1th coordinate at state
{a o).

If j > m, then we have ;° [a] — 7] < 3272, [a; — ;] —
1< Zi’im Bi—1< E?ig fi—1< Zi’i; ﬂz(-

If j < m, then we have} ° o] = Zf%oai -1 and
sz 5; = Zfig 0i. HenCG'Z?ij [a; — 6] = Zi:j [a; — &i] —
1< Zi:j Bz -1< Zi:j B; ||

Lemma 10. Suppose that, under policy P, {&’,g’} is ob-
tained by adding a request with remaining chunks to the
system whose state i, 5}. Further, suppose that, under
policy P, 3 is obtained by adding a request withremaining



13

chunks to the system whose stated idf will be even shorter. Hence, the delay gap between pdli¢y

) ) and policy P is no more thanl /u, and [3) follows. |
Z[ai—§i]§2ﬁi,Vj:1,2,...7 (37)
i=j i=j APPENDIXD

then PROOF OFTHEOREMI[4]

o0

i The delay lower bound aB, is trivial. For the upper bound
Z[oé -] < 2557 Vi=12,... (38)  of Doy, We need to combine the proof techniques of Theorem
i=j =J and Theorerf]2 to qualify the delay gap between preemptive
Proof: The proof is similar to Lemma 3 ir [16]. Without SERPT-R and non-preemptive SEDPT-R under the conditions
loss of generalization, we suppose that the ith coordinate of Theoreni}l. By this, we can show that the delay gap is upper
of {@,¢'} and themth coordinate of3’. We consider the bounded by the average time for downloadib@xtra chunks

following four cases: due to non-preemption antl — d.,;, extra chunks due to low
Case 11 < j,m < j. We can obtainZﬁj[a; — 0}] = storage redundancy. Note that we only need to evaluate the

Soicialow = 0] <372 Bi= 300 B extra delay caused by non-preemption during the time iaterv
Case 2 1 < jm > j. We have) * [a; — ;] = WwhenallL threads are active. This is because when the number

Z;’ijfl[ai_gi] < b+2?ij [;—6;] < b+2?ij B; = Z;?ij pl. of active threads is less thah, all the available chunks of
Case 31 > j,m < j. We have}  [a; — &]] = b+ the unfinished requests are under service at the same timie, an

Yoo — 8] < S0 i — 6] < Z;’if_l Bi = p.  thusnon-preemption causes no additional delay besidextre e
Ca{se 41> j4.m JZ j. We haveZifj [o) — 6] ~ b + delay caused by low storage redundancy. By this, Theddem 4

K2

Zfij[ai —&]<b+ Zzoij Bi = Zfij Bi- m follows.

Using LemmaP, Lemm&~10, and the initial stat€)) =
5(0) = 3(0) = 0 at timet = 0, Lemma® follows immediately. APPENDIXE
After Lemmd38 is established, we are ready to prove Thebtem 3. PROOF OFLEMMA

Proof of Theorenl]3: As explained above, we only need e first compare the chunk departure time instants among
to evaluate thg delay gap between polisy” and policy P. the class of work-conserving policies.
Let the evolution of the system state under some queueing-gnsider the departure time of the first chunk Because

discipline be on a spadg?, F, P). We assume that the requesf, — s, — 0 and all L threads are active far> 0, we have
arrival process{a;, k;,n;}Y, is fixed for all w € Q. Let

{d(t),8(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy P and tp = min X (39)
{B(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy. Then, we have _ _
a(0) = 4(0) = 5(0) = 0. for non-preemptive SEDPT-NR, wherg, is the chunk down-

Suppose that under polic, there arey request arrivals loading time of thread if it does not switch to serve another
and » request departures durin@, ¢]. Then, there are only chunk before completing the current chunk. Under other work
y — = unfinished requests in the system at timsuch that conserving policies, some thread may switch to serve anothe

o L1 Bi(t) = 0. According to Lemma[l8, we have chunk. If the thread has spentseconds on one chunk, the tail
1=y—z 7 . ' . . -
Zfiy_zﬂ ai(t) < Zfiy_zﬂ 5,(). Hence, under policyV P, probability for completing the current chunk under senvige

P(X > ¢+ 7|X > 7). On the other hand, the tail probability
for switching to serve a new chunk B(X > t). Since the
chunk downloading time isi.d. NLU, it is stochastically better

Suppose that exactly”> 5;(t) chunks are needed toto keep downloading the same chunk than switching to serve
=y—aL a new chunk. Thereforef; under non-preemptive SEDPT-

; y—z 5
completez requests. At time, there are) ;_; di(t) threads. NR is stochastically smaller than that under any other work-
that are assigned to other requests. In order to accomplish

. ‘ conserving policy.
requests, the system still needs to downI@@iy_z+l 51.(” Next, suppose thafti,ts,...,t;) under non-preemptive
chunks associated tooy—.41(t), ay—»42(t),..., during )
. . == . SEDPT-NR are stochastically smaller than those under any
which time at most ),;_, d:(t) chunks associated tootherwork-conservin olicy. Le®; denote the remaining time
ar(t), as(t),...,ay_-(t) will be downloaded. This is g poicy. L&t 9

{]ortct)hreadl to download the current chunk after. Under non-

the system still needs to downlogd;>, .., d:(t) or fewer
chunks associated t®,_ .11 (), ay—-42(t), ... after timet, in
order to complete: requests as in policy’.

because each thread that IS serving a request .aSSOC'atepreemptive SEDPT-NR, since dllthreads are active at all time
aq(t), as(t),...,ay—.(t) at time t will be reassigned to . .
: . t >0, tj+1 is determined as
serve a request associated dg_ .1 (t), ay—»42(%),... after
completing the current chunk. Sincg >, 6;(t) < L, the tiv1 = min [t; + R]. (40)
: =1 L

system needs to download at mdsextra chunks to complete Then

z requests, regardless of how many of these extra chunlsder other work-conserving policies, some thread maycéwit
belong to each request. Because the chunk download timetmfserve a new chunk before completing the current chunk.
each thread is i.i.d. exponentially distributed with meafu, Similar as above, one can show th@t,t.,...,t;41) un-

the average time for the system to usehreads to download der non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochastically smallan th
L chunks is1/u. If less thanzgﬁyﬁﬂz&(t) chunks are those under any other work-conserving policy. By induction
needed to complete requests, the average downloading timthe chunk departure instants, ¢, .. .) under non-preemptive
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SEDPT-NR are stochastically smaller than those under ahy”, §; < L. Suppose that there afeunfinished requests in

other work-conserving policy. the system, then there exists an integer0 < m <) such
Finally, since the downloading times of different chunkghat the coordinates af andgsatisfy

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

Hence, the chunk departure time instants will be larger un- *! 01 = Z Q= Om > 0 = Q1 = i1 = ... (42)
der non-work-conserving policies. Therefor@,,t2,...) un- a,{ >0, !f Z_S L
der non-preemptive SEDPT-NR are stochastically smallen th =0, ifixl+1,
those under any other online policy. 5. { >0, ifi<l; (43)
1 =0, if¢e>1+1.
APPENDIXF =

Lemma 11. Let {d(t),0(¢),t > 0} be the state process of
policy NP and {f(¢t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy.

If @(0) = 4(0) = 4(0) = 0, then for any given sample path of
chunk departuresty, to, .. .), we have

PROOF OFLEMMA

We first construct a delay lower bound Eopt. Consider a
fixed sample path of the chunk departure instanists, .. .).
The request departure instar(ts r, ¢z, ...) are determined

by the correspondence between the requests and the departed s >
chunks. Definer;(t) as the number of remaining chunks to Z[O‘i(t) — ()] < Zﬁi(t) (44)
be downloaded after time for completing request. If each = =

departed chunk belongs to an unfinished requestth the forallt>0andj=1,2,...

smallestr;(t), the number of unfinished requests is minimized. . . )
By this, W(e)obtain a lower bound on the sample-path averageLemmam can be obtained from the following lemmas:
delay < Zfil(cm — a;). According to Lemmdl2, the chunkLemma 12. Suppose that, under policy P, {&’,5’} is ob-
departure instantst,,t2,...) under non-preemptive SEDPT-tained by completing a chunk at one of thethreads in the
NR are stochastically smaller than those under any othérypol system whose state i, 5}. Further, suppose that, under
By integrating & 3., (ci.» — a;) over the distribution of policy P, 5 is obtained by completing a chunk at one of the
(t1,t2,...) under non-preemptive SEDPT-NR, a delay lowek threads in the system whose state3idf

bound ofﬁopt is obtained. On the other_hand, non-preemptive o o
SEDPT-NR provides an upper bound by The remaining Z[O‘i — 6] < Zﬁi’ Vi=12,..., (45)
task is to evaluate the delay gap between the delay lowerdboun iy iy

and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR.

Next, we utilize the proof techniques of Theordm 3 téhe”

evaluate the delay gap between non-preemptive SEDPT-NR =, = .
and the above lower bound. For notational simplicity, we use Z[ai — 0] = Zﬁi’ Vi=12... (46)
=7 =7

policy P to denote the above constructed policy that achieves a
lower bound ofDgp, and policy N P to denote non-preemptive Proof: If Z;’ij [ — 8] = 0, then the inequality[{36)
SEDPT-NR. We will show thafor any timet and any given follows naturally.

sample path of chunk departurés, ts, .. .), policy NP needs  If z;ﬁj[a; — 0] > 0, suppose that, under policyv P,

to downloadL or fewer additional chunks after time so as there arem requests satisfying,; — d; > 0 at state{a,d}.

to accomplish the same number of requests that are complepggbr the chunk departure, the thread that just became idle

under policy P during (0, #]. will be assigned to serve a request associated to the sialles
Definition 10. [L6] The system state of policy is specified positive a; — 4;. Th'_s tells us thalt (i — 6 = i — 51 for
by an infinite vectord = (1, 0s,...) with non-negative, ¢ = 1,2,--.,m — 1, (i) «;, =&, = am —dm —1; and

non-increasing components. At any time, the coordinates (Hf)ooo‘; — 0 = ;=0 =0fori=m+1,m+2,... Since

73 are interpreted as follows3; is the maximum number of 2-i—; @ — 4] > 0, we havej < m. Hence > )” (o] — 6] =
remaining chunks among all request, is the next greatest 2_i—; 0 — 0] =1 < 3777, 8; =1 < 3372 B u
nl_meer (.)f rgmainin_g chunks_ among all requests, and SO QR , 13 Suppose that, under policy¥ P, {a’,4'} is ob-
with dup_hgaﬂons being e)fpl'c'tly repeated. Suppose thate tained by adding a request with remaining ch’unks to the
arel unfinished requests in the system, then system whose state i&7,0}. Further, suppose that, under
BL>Ba>...>B>0=0F411=B4o=.... (41) policy P, 3 is obtained by adding a request withremaining

— ) chunks to the system whose state idf
Definition 11. The system state afon-preemptive SEDPT-NR

(policy NP) is specified by a pair of vectorss, d}, where > > o

&= (a1,0,...) andd = (61, 0,,...) are two infinite vectors Z[ai — 0] < Zﬂi’ Vi=12... (47)
with non-negative components. At any time, the coordinates = =

of & and § are interpreted as followsy; is the number of then

chunks to be downloaded for completing the request assaciat o0 o0

to theith coordinate, and; is the number of threads assigned Mlaj=a1<> B, Vi=12... (48)

to serve the request associated to itiecoordinate such that i=j i=j
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The proof of Lemma&_13 is the same with that of Leniméa 10. Let us consider the departure time of the first chunk
Now, we are ready to prove Lemrhh 3. Becausen; = s; = 0 and all L threads are active far > 0,
Proof of Lemmd13: As explained above, we only needwe have
to evaluate the delay gap between polisy” and policy P. )
Let the evolution of the system state under some queueing t= min X (50)

discipline be on a spadg, 7, P). We assume that the request _
arrival process{ai, ki, n;}Y , is fixed for all w € Q. Let for the constructed chunk departures, whéfeis the chunk

N ; downloading time of thread if it does not switch to serve
t),6(t),t > 0} be the state process of policyf P and .
%gt?tg’o} be tge state processpof polids. TEend%ve have another chunk before completing the current chunk. Under
N 2 ' ' other work-conserving policies, some thread may switch to

a(g)ugpg(soe) t;zft(mae(r).polioWP there arey request arrivals serve anpther_ c_hunk. We haye shown that, if the chunk down-
and = request departures durirf@ . Then, there are) — = loading tlme isi.i.d. NLU, it is stochast!cal!y better to keep
requests in the system at tinnesu’ch thatz,?’o Bi(t) = downloading the same chunk. than. swnchmg_to serve a new
0. According to LemmalT1, we havg?gzy*”la_(t) N chunk. Thereforet; under pollcyP_ is sto_chastlcally smaller
$oo 5:(1) < L. Hence ' under poIicl;\ng]_?Htlhelsystgm than that under any work-conserving policy. .
Stiflz%;?(;s lto d_owﬁloadL c;r fewer chunks ,associated to Next, suppose th_at the constructeq chunk departure isstant
. ) (t1,t2,...,t;) of policy P are stochastically smaller than those
O‘y*”l(t)’ay*z.”(t)? - after t|mez;,o|n order to complete under any work-conserving policy. L& denote the remaining
z requests as m_pohc;P. Further,zi:y_z+l 6i(t) < L tells dgwnloading time of threadfor serving the current chunk after
us that the services of these chunks have already startedti e max{s,:1,t,}. Under policy P, all I threads are active
time ¢. Therefore, the average remaining downloading time ou}/ time ”1{’ I £,}. Hence.t, ' is determined as
these chunks after timeis no more than arer MAXSj+1, 51 mit

.....

(49) I=1,....L

_ _ ~Under other work-conserving policies, some thread maycéwit
Therefore, the delay gap between polisy” and policy P is o serve a new chunk before completing the current chunk.
no more thar {max;—1,....1 X;}, and Lemmal is proven®  Similar with the above discussions, one can show that the

D tiv1 = min [max{sji1,t;} + Ri]. (51)
DextraSE{lmaXLXl} J+ [ {sj+1,t5} ]

yeeey

chunk departure instant&,ts,...,¢;11) of policy P are
APPENDIX G stochastically smaller than those under any work-conegrvi
PROOF OFTHEOREME policy. By induction, the constructed chunk departureants

(t1,t2,...) of policy P are stochastically smaller than those

We will prove this theorem in three steps: $tep 1 we will under any work-conserving policy.

construct a virtual policy which provides delay lower bowfd Finally, since the downloading times of different chunks

Dopi; in Step 2 we will compare the chunk departure SamplSrei.i.d., service idling only postpones chunk departure time.

paths of the constructed virtual policy and non-preempti\ﬁence the chunk departure times will be larger under non-

SEDPT-NR; inStep 3 we will evaluate the delay gap betWeerleork-conserving policies. Therefore, the constructed nghu

the delay lower bound and the average delay of non-preeenpt . . .
SEDPT-NR. The details are provided in the sequel. éveparture instantst;, t2,...) of policy P are stochastically

S 1-We fi irtual ol hich id smaller than those under any online policy. [ |
tep L:We first construct a virtual policy which provides Under policy P, each departed chunk belongs to an un-

dl?lay onv_er bc;]uncl OED"gt' Igefmf r(é) da? the tOt?l t_numtl)letr finished request with the fewest remaining chunks, such that
of remaining chunxs to be downioaded Tor completing a ht%e number of unfinished requests is minimized. According to
unfinished requests at time We construct a virtual policy?

LemmdT#, the constructed chunk departure inst@nts,, . . .)

as follows: Ifr(t) > L at imet, each thread is assigned Ot policy P are stochastically smaller than those under any

Serve one chunk and will not switch to serve another Chu'alﬁline policy. By taking the expectation over the distribat
until it has completed the c‘l‘Jr_rent ,f:hunk. f< r(t) < L, of (t1,t2,...), one can show that the virtual polidy provides
suppose that _there afe—r(t) "virtual” chunks, su_ch that e_ach a delay lower bound ab:. On the other hand, non-preemptive
thread is assigned to serve one chunk and will not switch DPT-NR provides an upper bound Bty The remaining
serve another chunk until it has completed the current chu iEk is to evaluate the delay gap betwegn potyand non-

If »(t) = 0, all L threads are idle. Further, under the Virtu%reemptive SEDPT-NR

policy P, each departed chunk belongs to an unfinished requ Sétep 2 We now stud)'/ the chunk departure sample paths of

with _the fewest remaining .chunks. Similar to Lemida 2, we Carg‘blicy P and non-preemptive SEDPT-NR. For notational sim-
obtain the following result plicity, we use policyN P to denote non-preemptive SEDPT-
Lemma 14. If the chunk downloading time is i.i.d. NLU,NR. Similar to the proof of LemmA&l3, we define the system
then for given request parameteré and (a;, k;,n;)YY,, the states of policyP and policy N P. Let {a(t),d(t),t > 0} be
constructed chunk departure instar(ts, t2,...) of policy P the state process of policy P and {B(t),é >0} ge the state
are stochastically smaller than those under any onlinegyoli process of policyP. Suppose tha&(0) = §(0) = 3(0) = 0.

-

Proof: We first compare the chunk departure times amongmma 15. If @(0) = 6(0) = 3(0) = 0, then for any chunk
the class of work-conserving policies. departure sample path of policyw P, there exists a chunk
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departure sample path of policy, such that for any time download2L —1 or fewer additional chunks after timg so as

t the number of chunks downloaded durif@ ¢] under the to accomplish the same number of requests that are completed
sample path of policy’ is no more tharl — 1 plus the number under policy P during (0, t]. Towards this goal, we need to

of chunks downloaded durin@, t] under the sample path of prove the following lemma:

policy NP, i.e., Lemma 16. Let {d(t), 5(t),t > 0} be the state process of
‘ ‘ B policy NP and {5(t),t > O} be the state process of polidy.
Zal(t) = Zﬁl(t) +L-1, V=0 (52) If @(0) = 0(0) = 5(0) = 0, then under the chunk departure

sample paths of policW P and policy P mentioned above, we
Proof: We partition the system service duration of policy, e

NP into a sequence of time intervals, , 11], (v1, 72}, (12, 2], N . . .

va, 73], ..., such thatr(t) < L —1 for t € (7,v;] and

fﬂ(i) i L fort e (I/i,(T3+1] for i = 1,2,...(Ther]efore, Zﬂi(t)+z[ai(t) — ()] < Zﬂi(t)JrZai(t) (55)

under policy NP, at mostL — 1 threads are active during B B -

the intervals(;,v;] and all L threads are active during thefor all t >0 andj=1,2,...

intervals (v;, ;41]. We construct a virtual policy) based on

policy N P: After time 7;, there are at most — 1 remaining

chunks to be downloaded. Under poli¢y, these remaining

chunks are completed immediately after timesuch that the Lemma 17. Suppose that, under policy P, the system state

L threads are idle during;,v;]. During (v;,7:41], policy at time ¢ is {@, 40} and at timet + At is {a’,d'}. Further,

Q is defined according to the same principle of poliey suppose that, under policy, the system state at timeis /3

“virtual chunks” are used when there are less thamaining and at timet + At is g/_ If (i) no arrivals occur during the

chunks such that alL threads are active under poli¢y until interval (t,t + At] and (ii)

there is no remaining chunk to download. The system state . .

of policy @ is specified by an infinite vectef = (y1,72, - . - .

with non-negative, non-increasing components. At any, tilhm Zﬂl + Z = Zﬂz + Zai’ Vi=12,...,(56)

coordinates ofy are interpreted as followsy; is the maximum !

number of remaining chunks among all requestsis the next then

greatest number of remaining chunks among all requests, ang oo oo

so on, with duplications being explicitly repeated. + al — 8] < "+ o, Viji=1,2,... (57
Next, we prove that ZB Z o< Zﬂz Z vt 7

LemmalI6 can be easily obtained from the following two
lemmas:

Zai ) < Z% Y+ L—1,Y¢>0. (53) Proof: If Y77% .[aj — &;] = 0, then the inequality[(36)
; follows naturally.

If 3252 ;[ — ;] > 0, suppose thai chunks are downloaded
under policy NP during (t,t + At], andd chunks are down-
loaded under policy”. Then, we have

During (7;, v;], we haved_:2, «;(t) = r(t) < L — 1 and [53)
follows. At time v;, policy N P has at most. — 1 extra chunks,
compared to policy). Further, allL threads start downloading

at time v; for both policy NP and policy Q. Therefore, [53) o0 00
must hold during(v;, 7i41]. > ai=> df=b, (58)
Further, we show that there exists a chunk departure sample i= '
ath of policy P such that - -
pafh o1 PoIey? N S Bi-Y Bi=d (59)
D ilt) < Bit), Yt >0. (54)
i—1 =1 Further, under policyV P, the smallest and yet positive — J;

During (71, v, policy Q satisfies>>> ~i(t) = 0 and [54) will decrease by one after each chunk departure. Hence, we

follows. During (v;, 7;41], policy @ satisfies the same principlehave

as policy P, except for their different initial states at time. s s

In particular, policy@ has a zero state at time and policy P Z[O‘g -0 = Z[O‘i — 0] —b. (60)
may have some chunks not completed yet by tim& herefore, =] i=J

policy P needs to complete these remaining chunks to have {)g;, we obtai 1y — 8] =
same state of policy). Since policyP and policy Q satisfy gﬂ%)zﬁ)&ﬁb_) 5] —b— %1 lg/ +§z J[[Z _ ]] i
the same principle, there must exist a chunk departure samptic! Lol — iS& Oz < Y 8 _Zi_ 12 o, Z_i__ Zl 8 —
path of policy P such that[(B4) holds durinfy;, 7;41]. Using ! st =1 =l STV

G3), (53), and the initial statdy >, a:(0) = 5°°, 5i(0) = SE 8 = X o+ T - d < Sl +E—Jﬂ/

Yoo, vi(0) at time¢ = 0, LemmalIb follows.
B Lemma 18. Suppose that, under policy P, {&’,5’} is ob-
Step 3:We will show thatfor any timet¢ and the chunk tained by adding a request with remaining chunks to the
departure sample paths constructed above, paNdy needs to system whose state &, 5}. Further, suppose that, under
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policy P, /3 is obtained by adding a request withremaining Next, suppose tha{ti,ts,...,t;) under non-preemptive
chunks to the system whose staté.islf SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller than those under argr oth
oo 0o 0o 0o work-conserving policy. Let; denote the time that threddas
Zgi + Z[O‘i —6] < Zﬂi + ZO‘“ Vj=1,2,...,(61) spenton the current chunk up to timg and R; denote the
i—1 i—j Py =1 remaining time for threaélto download the current chunk after
time ¢;. The tail distribution ofR; is given by

PR >vn=7)=PX >vy+7|X >1). (65)

then

T ol -6 < 'Y al,Vi=1,2,... (62
;ﬂ ;[ ] ;ﬁ ; J (62) By (65) and the condition that the chunk downloading time

_ L _ distribution is NSU, the remaining downloading tinf¢ of
The proof of Lemma I8 is quite similar with that of LemM&y,q cacer, — 0 is stochastically smaller than that of the case
[0 and is thus omitted. We now prove Theofgim 5. 7, = 7 > 0. In other words, the remaining downloading time
Proof of Theoreni]5: As explained above, we only neede is stochastically smaller if threaldswitches to download a

to evaluate th? delay gap between polisy> and policy P. new chunk at time;. For any non-preemptive work-conserving

Let the evolution of the system state under some queuelkr}(g"C o ;
o Y, tj+1 is determined as

discipline be on a spadg?, 7, P). We assume that the reques

arrivalqprocess{ai,k:l-,ni}ﬁi1 is fixed for all w € €. Let tiv1 = li?inL[max{st,tj}—le]. (66)

{a(t),é(t),t > 0} be the state process of policy P and _ _ _

{B(t),t > 0} be the state process of polidy. Then, we have Hence, (t1,t2,...,t;41) is stochastically smaller if allL

a@(0) = B(0) = 6(0) = 0. threads switch to download a new chunk at time This
Suppose that under policy¥ P, there arey request arrivals only occurs under SEDPT-R, where dllthreads are assigned

and z request departures during, ). Then, there arg) — » 0 serve the same request. Therefdtg, t5,...,%;,1) under

requests in the system at timsuch thaty">° | 8;(t) = 0. non-preemptive SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller thaseh

According to Lemm&16 an@(52), we ha@i:yfzﬁ»l a;(t) < under any qther work-conserving policy. .

S 5i(t) + 325 [ai(t) — Bi(t)] < 2L — 1. Hence, under By induction,(t1, 2, ..., tx) under non-preemptive SEDPT-

poﬁ:@_]z\ﬁﬁ ;he system still needs to download — 1 chunks R are stochastically smaller than those under any other-work

after timet, in order to complete: requests as in policy?. conserving policy.

Therefore, the average downloading time of these extrakghun Finally, since the downloading times of different chunks
after timet is no more than arei.i.d., service idling only postpones chunk departure time.

Hence, the chunk departure times will be larger under non-
EextraSE{ max Xz}+E{ max Xz}- (63) work-conserving policies. Therefore(t,ts,...,tx) under
t=1,...L t=1,..,.L=1 non-preemptive SEDPT-R are stochastically smaller thaseth
Hence, the delay gap between poligyP and policy P is under any other online policy.
no more thar€ {max;=1, .1 X;} + E{max;=1,. -1 X;}. By

yeeey

R

this, Theorenf 5 is proven. [ | APPENDIX J
PROOF OFTHEOREM[7]
APPENDIXH Since k; = 1 for all i, each file only has one remaining
PROOF OFTHEOREM[G chunk. Hence, the file departure procégs,,ca ;.. .,cn.x)
When preemption is allowed, the proof of TheorBin 5 cadf a permutation oftq,¢2,...,ty) and

be directly used to show thdf{13) still holds, withyy repre- N N
senting the optimal delay performance in the preemptive.cas ZE {t:;} = ZE {cix}. (67)
Further, preemptive SEDPT-WCR can achieve a shorter agerag =1 im1

delay than non-preemptive SEDPT-NR when preemption Iir"? Lemmal3,

it was shown that the chunk departure instants
allowed. Then, Theorem 6 follows. P

(t1,t2,...,ty) under non-preemptive SEDPT-R are stochasti-
cally smaller than those under any other online policy. €her
APPENDIX| fore, non-preemptive SEDPT-R minimiz&s " | E {t;} [43].
PROOF OFLEMMA ] By this, Theorenfl]7 is proven.

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

Let us consider the departure time of the first chunlSince
a1 = s1 = 0, for any non-preemptive work-conserving policy,
we have

t, = minLXl. (64)

.....

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