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Abstract

Renting servers in the cloud is a generalization of the bin packing problem, motivated by job allocation
to servers in cloud computing applications. Jobs arrive in an online manner, and need to be assigned to
servers; their duration and size are known at the time of arrival. There is an infinite supply of identical
servers, each having one unit of computational capacity per unit of time. A server can be rented at any
time and continues to be rented until all jobs assigned to it finish. The cost of an assignment is the sum
of durations of rental periods of all servers. The goal is to assign jobs to servers to minimize the overall
cost while satisfying server capacity constraints. We focus on analyzing two natural algorithms, NextF'it
and FirstFit, for the case of jobs of equal duration. It is known that the competitive ratio of NextFit and
FirstFit are at most 3 and 4 respectively for this case. We prove a tight bound of 2 on the competitive
ratio of NextFit. For FirstF'it, we establish a lower bound of ~ 2.519 on the competitive ratio, even
when jobs have only two distinct arrival times 0 and t. Using the weight function technique, we show
that this bound is almost tight when there are only two arrival times; we obtain an upper bound of 2.565
on the asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit. In fact, we show an upper bound of %(1 +t) on the
asymptotic competitive ratio for any ¢ > 0.559. For the case when jobs have arrival times 0 and 1 and
duration 2, we show a lower bound of &~ 1.89 and an upper bound of 2 on the strict competitive ratio
of FirstFit. Finally, we show an upper bound of 3/2 on the competitive ratio of long-running uniform
servers.

Keywords— Scheduling; Online Algorithms; Renting Servers in the Cloud; Bin Packing; Competitive Analysis;
Weight Function Technique

1 Introduction

Consider a cloud service provider that makes resources available to its clients via a cloud-based system. Over time,
various jobs are submitted to the system by multiple clients and must be assigned to the servers in order to satisfy
their demanded resources. Each server has limited resources available and job assignment must respect these capacity
constraints. The company’s operating costs are proportional to the total time of servers being active. This is an
online problem since jobs arrive in the system one after another, and the scheduler must decide how to assign these
jobs to the servers to minimize overall costs. In our scenario migrating a job from one server to another after it has
been assigned is prohibitively expensive, so all the assignment decisions are fully irrevocable. A natural question
arises here: how should jobs be assigned to servers in order to obtain the minimum cost? Two natural strategies are
NextFit and FirstFit. In NextFit, the scheduler keeps track of at most one “open” server and keeps assigning jobs to
it while the server capacity can accommodate the demanded resources. Once a new job requests more resources than
the available amount provided by the open server at that time, then the server is closed (meaning no future jobs will
be assigned to it unless it is released), and a new server is opened to accommodate the job. In the FirstFit strategy,
every active server is considered open when a job arrives. The servers are scanned in the order in which they were
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opened and the first server that can accommodate the job is assigned that job. If no such server exists a new server
gets opened.

The above scenario is formalized in the so-called renting servers in the cloud problem, denoted by RSiC, which
was recently introduced by Li et al. [14]. There is an infinite supply of identical servers, each having capacity 1. The

job scheduler needs to process a sequence of jobs o = (o1,...,0,), where job i is a triple o; = (z;, si, fi) such that
x; € (0,1] is the size of a job, s; is the arrival time of a job, and f; is the finishing time of a job, and assign each
job to a server. The ordering of jobs satisfies s1 < s2 < --- < s,. The input sequence is chosen by the adversary

subject to this restriction. A server can be rented starting at any time ¢ and it continues to be rented until all jobs
assigned to it terminate. The cost of a single server is the duration of its rental period. The cost of a whole solution
is the sum of costs of all rented servers. The goal is to assign jobs to servers to minimize the overall cost while
satisfying server capacity constraints, i.e., at every time ¢ the sum of all sizes of jobs assigned to a given server and
active at time t should not exceed 1. Jobs must be processed in the adversarial order that they are given. Thus,
this problem on an instance with s; = 0 and f; = 1 for all ¢ € {1,...,n} is equivalent to the classical bin packing
problem on the corresponding instance (z1,...,x,). Clearly, RSiC is a generalization of the bin packing problem,
that introduces a temporal component to the classical problem. Indeed, FirstFit and NexztF'it algorithms, as defined
above, are direct analogues of the same algorithms for bin packing. The performance of online algorithms is measured
by the notion of competitive ratio, which is the worst-case ratio (over the inputs) between the cost achieved by the
online algorithm and the cost achieved by an offline optimal solution that knows the entire input instance in advance.
One distinguishes two notions of competitive ratio — strict, that is it applies to all inputs, and asymptotic, that is it
applies only to large enough inputs ignoring o(OPT) terms. This distinction becomes very important for the RSiC
problem. It is easy to see that RSiC' in its generality does not admit algorithms with a constant competitive ratio.
Thus, the research so far has focused on the inputs parameterized by u = %, which is the ratio between the
maximum and minimum duration of a job in the input.

The research literature on the classical bin packing problem is quite rich and spans over 50 years of active research.
The asymptotic competitive ratio of 1.7 for FirstFit was established in the early seventies [I7]. It took over 40 years to
establish the same result for the strict competitive ratio [5]. By now there are many different proofs of competitiveness
of FirstFit and its variants.

The key technique that is used to establish the majority of upper bounds is called the weighting technique. The
idea is to define a weight function w which modifies sizes of items that satisfies the following two properties:

1. for most of the bins B of a given algorithm ALG we have > _,w(x) > 1,
2. for any bin B of an offline optimal solution OPT we have )~ ., w(z) < p.

If such a weight function w is found for a given algorithm ALG, it implies a competitive ratio of at most p, since the
sum of all weights of items is at least ALG and at most p- OPT. This technique can be seen to be an instance of the
more general primal-dual framework applied to bin packing. Variations of this technique involve making the weights
dependent on the schedules of ALG and/or OPT), splitting the weight function into several functions, and applying
amortization.

RSiC is also related to the dynamic bin packing problem. In dynamic bin packing, the items arrive and depart
from the system, and repacking of previously packed items may or may not be allowed depending on the version of
the problem. The goal is to maintain a small number of bins at all times compared to an optimal solution. In RSiC
repacking is not allowed and the objective function is different. In fact, RSiC aims to reduce the total cost of all
rented servers. We describe the known results for the RSiC problem in greater detail in Section [2| Due to the vast
interest in cloud computing in recent years, this problem has received much attention from applied researchers and
now there are attempts to prove theoretical guarantees. However, there is a significant gap between the known lower
and upper bounds for this problem and for NextFit and FirstFit, in particular. This is not surprising, in light of the
history of analysis of FirstFit and its variants for the vanilla bin packing problem. Adding a temporal component
makes the problem significantly more difficult to analyze.

The known upper bound proofs on the performance of FirstFit in case of RSiC are based on utilization, denoted
by util(o), and span, denoted by span(o), of the input o, defined as follows:

n
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i=1

util(o) = zn:xz(f, — s;) and span(o) =
i=1

Thus, the utilization can be thought of as the total volume (size times duration) of all jobs, and span is the total
duration of all jobs ignoring overlaps. The previous results, which are based on span and utilization, such as the
upper bound 2u + 1 for NextFit and p+ 3 for FirstFit, include additive terms +1 and +3 which arise from applying
the span bound, and which we suspect to be too loose. One of the ways of making progress towards analyzing this
problem is to reduce or even completely eliminate these additive terms. There is a natural reason for the appearance
of these additive terms and it has to do with the distinction between the asymptotic and strict competitive ratios.



Let ALG(t) denote the number of servers that are used by ALG at time t, and define OPT(t) similarly. Suppose one
proves that for all times ¢ we have ALG(t) < p-OPT(t) + §, which would be analogous to an “asymptotic bound” for
a fixed time ¢, so to speak (note that this bound does not have to apply for each time ¢, and amortization tricks may
be used to prove this bound on average, but we assume such a bound for each ¢ for simplicity of the argument). The
overall cost of the algorithm is ALG = [;° ALG(t) dt < [ p-OPT(t)+6 dt = p-OPT +6 - span(c) < (p+6)OPT.
Thus, an “asymptotic bound” for a fixed time ¢ with competitive ratio p gets converted into the overall bound of
(p + 0) for the problem. The “asymptotic bounds” for a fixed time ¢ arise because often one needs to ignore one
or two special servers to argue the desired inequality. Thus, one approach towards tightening these bounds is to
attempt to prove “strict bounds” for a fixed time ¢, i.e., ALG(t) < p’OPT(t). This would avoid the appearance of
the span(o) term. This is akin to the difference between proving the asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit and
strict competitive ratio of FirstFit for the classical bin packing. We view this as the main obstacle to improving the
known results.

We now describe one possible program to overcome the above-mentioned obstacle. First, generalize the weight
function technique from the bin packing problem to the RSiC problem to prove asymptotic bounds in restricted
cases. Second, optimize these bounds and make them strict in restricted cases. Third, extend the bounds obtained
in restricted cases to more general cases ultimately culminating in the tight analysis of general RSiC.

In this paper we make progress towards the above program. We focus on the special case of u = 1, which we
call equal duration. We also investigate a particular case of the RSiC problem in which jobs have only two arrival
times. Jobs having only two arrival times may seem like an artificial restriction; however, some real-life applications
tend to have this property. For instance, in the Map-Reduce model [4] the input is partitioned into roughly equal
blocks that are processed in two phases: Map and Reduce, corresponding to input items arriving at two times in
RSiC model. During the map phase, the user’s map function develops a set of key/value pairs in order to generate
a set of intermediate key/value pairs. In the second phase, this set of intermediate key/value pairs will be passed to
the user-written reduce function, which will merge the values related to the same intermediate key. Map-Reduce is
widely used in cloud computing for automatic parallel processing and large-scale data distribution.

Our main results for RSiC' for jobs of equal duration are summarized below:

1. We show a tight bound of 2 on NextFit; recall that the previous best bound was 2 + 1 = 3 for our case of
equal duration jobs (Theorem .

34 . . ) . . .
2. We demonstrate a lower bound of — (1 + ¢) on the competitive ratio for FirstFit where jobs have duration 1

and arrival times 0 and ¢ for ¢ € (0,1) (Theorem [5.1). This improves upon the bin packing lower bound when
t > 0.35.

. . . . 168 . .
3. Using the weight function technique, we show an upper bound of ——(1 + t) on the asymptotic competitive

ratio of FirstFit where jobs have duration 1, arrival times 0 and ¢ for ¢ € [0.559,1) (Theorem[5.12). To the best
of our knowledge this is the first time the weight function technique has been used in the analysis of RSiC.
When t — 1, our results show that the competitive ratio of FirstFit lies between 2.519 and 2.565.

4. We prove a strict competitive ratio of 2 for FirstFit for the case when each job has duration 1 and arrival times
are either 0 or 1/2 (Theorem [5.18)).

5. We show a tight asymptotic bound of 2/3 on the load of long-running uniform FirstFit servers when jobs have
duration 2 and integer arrival times 0,1,2,... (Corollary |[5.26)). This implies a competitive ratio of = 3/2 for
FirstFit in the long-running uniform case.

Note that the last result demonstrates that if we consider the case of jobs of duration 2 and integer arrival times
0,1,2,... then those servers running for a long time automatically have a high load in the limit. This suggests that
the difficult inputs for FirstFit are those where servers are short lived.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The related work is summarized in Section [2| Section [3|introduces
some basic notation and definition for the renting servers in the cloud problem. In Section @, we discuss the bounds
for the NextF'it algorithm. Then, in Section [5] we discuss the bounds for the FirstFit algorithm. In Sections and
5.2] we present our lower and upper bounds for the FirstFit algorithm, respectively. The strict bound for FirstFit
is analyzed in Section We also discuss long running uniform FirstFit servers in Section [5.4] which suggests that
shorter-lived servers may result in worse competitive ratio. Finally, conclusions are made in Section [6}

2 Related Work

The research literature related to bin packing and its variants is rather large. Google Scholar produces 500,000
records in response to “bin packing” query. We cannot do it justice in this short section, so instead we mention only



the most relevant (to this paper) fundamental results, restricted to the online setting and mostly to the FirstFit and
NextFit algorithms.

The bin packing problem [13] is one of the most fundamental NP-hard |8] problems in the field of algorithm design
that has received a lot of attention among researchers. In the online setting of this problem, we are given a sequence
of items with sizes in the range (0, 1]. The goal is to pack these items in the minimum number of bins of capacity 1.
Many online algorithms have been designed for the bin packing problem; among them, FirstFit is among the most
famous ones. This algorithm keeps the bins in the order in which they were opened and places a given item in the
first bin that has enough space for it. If such a bin does not exist, it opens a new one. Ullman in [I7] established the
asymptotic bound on the competitive ratio of FirstFit of the form 1.7- OPT + 3. The additive term 3 was improved
multiple times [7} [6] 19] until 2013 when Dosa and Sgall demonstrated the absolute ratio 1.7 [5]. Another algorithm
that we investigate in this paper is related to the bin packing NextFit algorithm. This algorithm only allows one bin
to be open at a time. If there is space, it assigns a given item to the open bin; otherwise, it closes that bin and opens
a new one. Johnson et al. [I1] proved that the competitive ratio of NextF'it is 2. There are other algorithms for this
problem as well such as BestFit with ratio 1.7 [I7] and the HARMONIC family of algorithms. The currently best
known algorithm is from the latter family, and has competitive ratio of 1.57829 [I|. FirstFit and BestFit belong to
the more general family of AnyFit algorithms, which is essentially the family of greedy algorithms (never open a new
bin unless you have to). In general, AnyF'it has tight competitive ratio 2; however, rather large sub-families of AnyFit
have tight competitive ratio of 1.7 [I0]. However, in this paper, we do not go into detail about those algorithms.

The dynamic bin packing, generalizing the vanilla bin packing, was first proposed by Coffman et al. [3]. In this
problem, items with different sizes arrive and depart in sequential order. The size and arrival time of an item are
revealed when the item arrives, but the duration of a job is hidden. Thus, the algorithm is notified of the departure
of an item at the time the item departs from the system. The objective here is to minimize the maximum number
of bins used at any time during the execution. Coffman et al. consider the version where repacking of items is not
allowed. They established a lower bound of 2.38 for any online algorithm which was subsequently improved several
times; the currently best known lower bound is 2.66 [18].

In the discrete version of the problem, each item has size 1/k for some integer k. With this restriction on the
input, the competitive ratio of BestFit and WorstFit were proved to be 3 by Chan et al. in [2]. In the same paper,
the authors proved that FirstFit has a competitive ratio 2.4942 for the discrete problem, which was later improved
to 2.4842 in [9]. However, no online algorithm can do better than 2.428 [2].

The RSiC problem, which can be viewed as a new type of dynamic bin packing, was introduced by Li et al. [14]
for the first time. In this problem, bins are referred to as servers, and the cost of each server is a function of the
duration of its usage. Li et al. showed that no algorithm from the AnyFit family can achieve a competitive ratio less
than p, which is the ratio of the maximum to the minimum duration of all items in the input sequence. They showed
that the competitive ratio of FirstFit is at most 2u + 13. Li et al. also analyzed FirstFit under restricted input
families. More specifically, they proved that the competitive ratio of FirstFit when the sizes of jobs are greater than
or equal to 1/k, where k is a positive integer, is at most k, and when the sizes of jobs are less than or equal to 1/k,

then FirstFit has the competitive ratio at most %u + kﬁfl + 1. Li et al. [14] also presented the Modified FirstF'it

algorithm which achieves competitive ratio of at most 8 w+ % when g is not known in advance and p + 8 when p
is known. Later, Kamali and Lopez-Ortiz [I2] presented a general lower bound for the RSiC problem (not just for

AnyFit algorithms) of at least m where ¢ is a lower bound on the sizes of jobs. Kamali and Lopez-Ortiz
=

also considered the NextF'it algorithm and proved that it has a competitive ratio of 2y + 1 and introduced a variant

of NextF'it with competitive ratio u + 2. Tang et al. [16] improved the analysis of FirstFit establishing the upper

bound of p + 4 on the competitive ratio. In his PhD thesis [15], Ren improved the upper bound on the competitive

ratio of FirstFit further to p + 3, which is the current state-of-the-art.

3 Preliminaries

We use [n] to denote the set {1,2,...,n}. The input to the general RSiC problem is a sequence of n items o =
(01,...,0n), where item i is a triple o; = (x4, s;, fi) denoting a job of size z; € (0, 1] starting at time s; € [0, 00) and
finishing at time f; > s;. The duration of a job i is f; —s;. We say that a job o; = (z1, ss, fi) is active or alive at time
tif t € [ss, fi). Two jobs o; and o; are said to be non-overlapping if [s;, f;) N [s;, f;) = 0, otherwise they are said to
be overlapping. Note that representing active times of jobs by half-open intervals allows us to consider the two jobs
such that one starts at exactly the same time as the other one finishes as non-overlapping. The jobs are presented
in an order that respects their starting times, i.e., s1 < s2 < --- < s,. For the same starting time s, jobs starting at
time s are presented in an adversarial order. An important parameter of the input sequence is u(c) := %,
which is the ratio of the maximum duration of a job to the minimum duration of a job in the sequence. The case of
all jobs having equal duration corresponds precisely to = 1. In the case of jobs having equal duration d (which shall



be clear from the context) we specify each job o; by its size and start time to simplify the notation, i.e., o; = (x4, S;),
since the finishing time f; is a function of the start time, i.e., f; = s; + d.

Next, we discuss some standard terminology that is used to describe a state of a server. Opening a server refers
to the beginning of the rent period of the server when the first job is assigned to it. A server is considered active or
alive at time t if it has at least one scheduled job that is active at t. A server is considered closed when no future
job will be assigned to it. Note that this is a property of an algorithm rather than the server itself, and that a server
may remain active even after it is closed. When all jobs assigned to the server finish, the server is released. Thus, a
server is not active after it is released.

In this paper we focus on the case of equal duration of jobs and two arrival times 0 and ¢ € (0,1), where ¢ is
arbitrary, and jobs of duration 1. In some sections, we concentrate on arrival times 0 and 1 and jobs of duration 2,
unless stated otherwise; by scaling, this setting is equivalent to arrival times 0 and 1/2 and jobs of duration 1. Which
of these notations is used in a particular section will be clear from the context.

For t € [0, 00) we use X (t) to denote the sum of all sizes of jobs that have start time ¢, i.e.,

X(t) = Z Z;

i€[n]:s; =t

For t1 < t2 we use X (t1,t2) to denote the sum of all sizes of jobs that have start time in the interval (t1,t2]:

X(thtz) = Z X;

i€[n]:s; €(t1,t2]

For a server B we use z(B,t) to denote the sum of all sizes of jobs that are scheduled on B and active at time t¢.
The value z(B,t) is also called the load of server B at time ¢.

For an algorithm ALG we use ALG(o) to denote the value of the objective function achieved by ALG on the
input o. For a specific time ¢ we use ALG(0,t) to denote the number of servers that are active (i.e., “alive”) at time
t. If the last finishing time of any job is T then we have:

ALG(o) = /T ALG(o,t) dt.

We omit o from the above notation, when it is clear from the context. We use similar notation for an optimal solution
denoted by OPT.

When the input sequences result in all FirstFit servers having the same start time and the same finishing time
(which, consequently, must be the largest finishing time of any job in the sequence), we refer to this scenario as the
case of uniform servers.

4 Tight Competitive Ratio 2 for NextF'it

In this section we prove a tight bound of 2 on the competitive ratio of the NextFit algorithm for the RSiC' problem
when ¢ = 1 and jobs have arbitrary start times. Recall that the NextFit algorithm keeps at most one server open at
any time, i.e., a server that can be assigned newly arriving jobs. If a given job does not fit in the open server, the
algorithm closes the server (meaning it will not assign any new jobs to it from this point onward), opens a new server,
and assigns the job to the newly opened server. Note that NeztFit never reopens a closed server. The lower bound
of 2 follows immediately from the lower bound on the competitive ratio of NeztFit for the bin packing problem and
the fact that renting servers in the cloud problem generalizes bin packing. The upper bound of 2 on the competitive
ratio of NextFit follows from the theorem below, which shows that the upper bound holds not only on the total cost
produced by NextFit, but, in fact, it holds at each individual time ¢.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that the duration of each job in o is exactly 1 while arrival times s; are arbitrary. Then, for
every time t € [0,00) we have:
NeztFit(o,t) < 2-OPT(o,t).

Proof. If there are no active jobs at time ¢ then NeztFit(t) = 0 and the claim trivially holds. If there are active jobs
at time ¢ and NextFit(t) < 2 then we have OPT(t) > 1 and the claim also trivially holds.

It remains to show the claim for those ¢ where NexztFit(t) > 3. Let k = NextFit(t) and let Bi,..., By be the
servers of NextFit that are still active at time ¢ and ordered in the non-decreasing order of their opening times.
Observe that since NextFit maintains only one open server at a time, servers B, ..., Br—1 must be closed at time ¢.



We also use the following simple fact based on duration of each job being exactly 1: a job is active at time ¢ if and
only if its arrival time is in (¢ — 1,¢]. Therefore we have:

k
X(t—1,t) :Zx(Bi,t). 1)

Since B is active at time ¢, it must have had a job scheduled on it in time interval (¢t —1,¢]. Also, the job that closed
B: must have arrived in (¢t — 1,¢]. We conclude that servers Ba, Bs, ..., By were opened in (¢t — 1,¢] and thus all jobs
scheduled on these servers since their opening are still active at time ¢; see Figure [T}
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Figure 1: B; must have a job that arrived in (¢ — 1,¢]. Server B; was closed at time ¢; € [t — 1,¢] by a job
that was placed in B, ;.

Consider a server B; that got closed at time ¢; € (¢t — 1,¢] by a job o.,. This means that job o, was scheduled
on server B;y1 so we have the inequality:

CE(Bi7ti)+x(Bi+1,ti) >1 forie {2,...,k’—1}.
Combining this with the fact that all jobs scheduled on servers Ba, ..., By are still active at time ¢, we conclude:
x(Bi,t)+:c(Bi+1,t) >1 forie {2,..‘,]&‘— 1}. (2)

Observe that the above inequality might fail for ¢ = 1 since the jobs active at time ¢; in B1 might finish before time ¢.
Consider grouping servers in maximally many disjoint pairs (2, 3), (4,5), ..., (24,2j + 1). The last pair must satisfy
27 + 1 < k, which implies that j = L%J Summing up equations corresponding to this pairing we derive:

J

> (2(Bag,t) + 2(Bags1,1)) > .

q=1

Combining this with equation we conclude that X (¢ — 1,t) > j. Rounding the left-hand side up we get [X (¢ —
1,t)] > 7, which implies that [X (¢ — 1,¢)] > j + 1 by integrality. Multiplying both sides by 2 we get:

AX(t—1,8)] 22j+2:2(j+1):2(L%J+1) > 2((k/2— 1) +1) = k.

To conclude, we have demonstrated that NexztFit(t) < 2[X(t — 1,¢)] and the equation OPT(¢) > [X(¢t — 1,t)] is
obvious. O

Corollary 4.2. The competitive ratio of NextFit for the case equal duration and arbitrary arrival times is at most 2.



5 FairstFit

In this section we consider the FirstFit algorithm, which unlike NextFit does not close servers unless they are no
longer active. In the FirstFit algorithm, a newly arriving job is assigned to the earliest (in the order of opening)
active server that can accommodate it. If none of the active servers has enough residual capacity to accommodate
the new job, then a new server is opened. When all of the jobs in a server depart, the server is no longer active and
it is closed.

5.1 Lower Bound

In this section, we present a parameterized lower bound on the competitive ratio of FirstFit for the case of equal
duration and derive a couple of consequences of this parameterized lower bound. The adversarial instance consists
of two sequences of jobs. In the first sequence all jobs have arrival time 0 and in the second sequence all jobs have
arrival time ¢ € (0,1), by which our lower bound is parameterized. All jobs have duration 1 in this instance. The
first sequence is simply the nemesis instance for the bin packing problem due to [7]. Recall that this instance creates
three groups of FirstFit servers: (1) those with the load roughly 5/6, (2) those with the load roughly 2/3, and (3)
those with the load roughly 1/2. Meanwhile, OPT is able to schedule all the jobs in the same instance into servers
of duration 1 and load close to 1. Our second sequence consists of jobs that arrive at time ¢ and are used to extend
the duration of each existing FirstF'it server by an additive 1 — ¢. Thus, the items used to extend group (1) servers
have size 1/12 each. Those items used to extend group (2) have size 1/6 each. Lastly, those items used to extend
group (3) have size 1/4 each. These items can be neatly combined by OPT into servers of duration 1 and load 1.
The following theorem presents the parameterized lower bound. The proof is self-contained, since we reproduce the
nemesis instance from [7] as part of the proof.

Theorem 5.1. The asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit for the RSiC problem in the case where the duration of
each job is 1 and jobs arrive at times 0 and t € (0,1) is at least E(l +1).

Proof. Fix a large positive integer k and take § such that 0 < § < 187*. For i € [k] we define 6; = § x 18*7*. The
adversarial sequence o of input items is a concatenation of two sequences. The jobs in the first sequence start at time
zero, while the jobs in the second sequence start at time ¢. Furthermore, the first sequence is subdivided into three
phases. The first phase consists of k& groups, where each one consists of 10 jobs. Likewise, the second phase consists
of k groups, where each group consists of 10 jobs. The third phase consists of 10k individual large jobs. Next, we
describe the entire input with more details.

We begin by describing the first sequence. In the first phase, group ¢ € [k] consists of items o1; = (z1,4, $1,1), 02,i =

(z2,5,82,i),--+,010,s = (10,4, S10,:) Where s1; = $2,; = -+- = s10,; = 0, and the sizes z;,; are defined as follows:
1 1 1 1
T1,; = 5 + 330;, 2, = i 305,23, = T4 = i T0s, L5, = i 136:, 26,5 = 5 + 94,
T7i = T8,i = T9,i = X10,i = é — 20;.
FirstFit puts o1,4,...,05,; into server 2¢ — 1, which results in the server having the load % + 36;. None of the
jobs 6., - .., 010,; fit into this server. So, FirstFit assigns these jobs to server 2¢ with resulting load of 5 + d;. Note

that, none of the jobs in group ¢ will fit in any of the previous servers from group ¢ — 1. The smallest load of a server
corresponding to group ¢ — 1 jobs, which is server 2i — 2, is 5 + §i—1 = = + 186;, while the smallest job in group ¢
is 05,;. Therefore, o5 ; cannot fit into server 2¢ — 2. Thus, FirstFit has to open 2 servers for each group i, where in
total 2k servers are used for all of the jobs in the first phase.

The second phase has k groups, where each one consists of 10 jobs o1 ; = (2} 4, 81,:),05,; = (¥5,:,524),---,010: =
(210,45 $10,:)- Each job has start time 0 and their sizes are given in order as follows:

’ 1 ’ 1 ’ ’ 1 ’
ml,i = =4 46617172’1' = § — 3452‘,%371' = m4’i = =4 667:,2857,' =

;1
12(57, i = 5 1 6i,
3 3 + 1205, 26, = 5 =10

1

3
’ ’ ’ ’ 1

Tr7; = Xg; = T9,; = T10,5 — 3 + 6.

. ) o / / . . . 2 . /
According to FirstFit, jobs o, ; and o, ; are assigned to one server with the total size of 3 + 126;; and, jobs o3 ; and

, 2
04, are packed into one server with total load of 3 + 124;. It is clear that, the smallest job from the remaining items

in this group cannot fit in any of the open servers. Thus, FirstFit has to place each pair 0/571- and 0'(;’1-; 0/771- and a'é’i;



! ’ 2
0y,; and o1 ; into different servers, each with a total load of 3 + 26;. Note that the smallest job in group 4, which is

/ 2 2
094, cannot fit into any server from group ¢ — 1, as the load of all the servers is at least — 4 26;—1 = - + 360;. In
other words, FirstFit has to open 5 servers for assigning jobs in each group i, employing 5k servers for all the jobs in
the second phase.
1
In the third phase, 10k jobs of size = + § each are presented having start time 0. Since none of these jobs fit into

the previously opened servers, FirstFit has to assign these jobs to new servers, resulting in opening 10k servers in
this phase. This finishes the description of the first sequence.

1
In the second sequence, all jobs have start time ¢, and their sizes are as follows. The first 2k jobs are of size 1

1 1
each, which are followed by 5k jobs of size 5 each, followed by 10k jobs of size 1 each. FirstFit assigns the first 2k

jobs to the servers that were opened in the first phase (one job per server), the next 5k jobs to the servers that were
opened in phase 2 (one job per server), and the last 10k jobs to the servers that were opened in phase 3 (one job per
server).

In general, FirstFit uses 2k servers in the first phase, 5k bins in the second phase and 10k servers in the third
phase. The second sequence has the effect of extending the duration of each server (the period during which the
server is active) to 1 + ¢. Therefore, the cost of FirstFit is 17k(1 + t).

The optimal offline algorithm, OPT, uses 10k servers for all the jobs from phase 3 (i.e., 10k jobs of size é +9).
The remaining space in these bins will be filled with the following combinations of items from phases 1 and 2:
e for all jobs j; j > 3, in group i: OPT combines o;,; with U;’i.
e since o1,; cannot be combined with J;‘i, OPT combines:
1. o1, with 0/271- and,
2. 02,; with O'/l,zqu.

According to this packing scheme, two jobs o3 and 0/1,1 remain unpacked. Therefore, OPT uses one extra server
for packing these two jobs. Thus, OPT uses 10k + 1 servers for duration 1 to pack all jobs in the first 3 phases, i.e.,

k 5k 10k
the first sequence. For the jobs in the second sequence, O PT uses s + 5 + Ve servers for jobs that are released at
. 162k .
time t. In total, OPT uses +1= %k + 1 servers, each of duration 1.
As a result, the competitive ratio of FirstFit for RSiC' is at least ;]Z(/;Tf — %(1 +t) as k — oo. O

Substituting ¢ — 1 and ¢ = 1/2 in Theorem [5.1} we obtain the following corollaries:

Corollary 5.2. The competitive ratio of FirstFit for the case of equal duration and arbitrary arrival times is at least
2.518.

Corollary 5.3. The competitive ratio of FirstF'it for the case of all jobs having duration 2 and arrival times 0 and
1 is at least 1.8.

5.2 Upper Bound for Jobs with Two Arrival Times

In this section, we prove an upper bound for the competitive ratio of FirstFit for RSiC when all jobs have duration
of precisely one and arrival times of 0 and ¢. Our result improves upon the previous best known upper bound of
n~+3 = 4. Our proof extends the weight function technique that was previously successfully applied to the bin packing
problem to the RSiC problem. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time the weight function technique has
been used in the analysis of RSiC'.

For the case of jobs of equal duration 1 and arrival times 0 and t, each FirstFit server falls in one of the following
three categories:

Category C: starts at 0 and ends at 1,

Category D: starts at 0 and ends at 1 + ¢,

Category E: starts at ¢t and ends at 1 + ¢.

In other words, servers in the category C' have some items that arrived at time 0 and no items that arrived at
time ¢. Servers in category D have some items that arrived at time 0 and some items that arrived at time ¢. Servers
in category I have some items that arrived at time ¢ and no items that arrived at time 0.

Let C1, Ca,...,Ck, be all the servers in category C listed in the order of their opening times. Let D1, Da, ..., Dy,
be all servers in category D listed in the order of their opening times. Lastly, let E1, Ea,..., Ex; be all servers in
category F listed in the order of their opening times.



Although we have ordered servers according to their opening times within each category, we will sometimes need
to see how servers of different categories interact. Thus, we will make use of the following observations:

1. C; was opened before E; for every C; and E;
2. D; was opened before E; For every D; and E;

Thus, if we were to order Cs, Dj, Ej, according to their opening times, then all the C; would appear before any of
the E} and all the D; would appear before any of the Ej; however, C; and D; could be interleaved.

Recall that for a server B opened by FirstFit, x(B,0) denotes the sum of all sizes of jobs assigned to B that
were active at time 0. Since the only jobs active at time 0 are those with arrival time 0, we equivalently can say that
z(B,0) is the sum of sizes of jobs assigned to B with arrival time 0. Similarly, note that at time 1 the only jobs that
are active in B are those that arrived at time ¢ > 0 and were assigned to B. Thus, z(B, 1) denotes the sum of all
sizes of jobs assigned to B with arrival time ¢. The sum of all the sizes of jobs assigned to B is called the total load
on the server B and is denoted by X (B), that is, X(B) = x(B,0) + (B, 1). We now prove lower bounds on loads of
different categories of servers.

Lemma 5.4. For servers of category C or E used by FirstFit, at most one server can have a total load less than
1/2, within each category. Moreover, if there are servers from both categories C and E used by FirstFit, then at most
one server across both categories can have a load less than 1/2 concurrently.

Proof. Suppose, by contradiction, that we have two servers B; and B; with ¢ < j of category C, that have load less
than 1/2. This implies that z(B;,0) + z(Bj,0) < 1. Therefore, FirstFit should not have opened server B; because
its items could have been accommodated by server B;, contradicting the assumption. The same reasoning applies if
both B; and B; belong to category E. Suppose we have a server B; of category C and a server Bj of category E,
each with a load less than 1/2. According to FirstFit, items in server Bj; should have been assigned to server B;,
since x(B;,0) + z(B;,t) < 1. Therefore, FirstFit should not have opened server B;, leading to a contradiction.

O

Lemma 5.5. For servers of category D used by FirstF'it, no more than two servers can have a total load less than
3/4.

Proof. Suppose, by contradiction, that we have three bins Bi, Bz, B3 such that X (B;) < 3/4 for i = 1,2,3. Without
loss of generality, assume that the three bins were opened by FirstFit in the order Bi, B2, Bs. Due to the definition
of FirstFit, it follows that each item in By and Bs has size at least 1/4 (otherwise, this item would have been placed
into Bi). In particular, (B2, 1),z(Bs,1) > 1/4. It follows that x(Bs,0),z(Bs3,0) < 3/4 —1/4 = 1/2. This is a
contradiction since x(Bs,0) should have been placed into bin By by the FirstFit. ]

In light of the previous lemma, by ignoring at most 2 servers, we can assume that every server of category D in
FirstFit has total load at least 3/4. Inspired by the lower bound construction from Section we note that there are
certain thresholds for z(B,0) and X (B) that are important for the proof. More specifically, z(B,0) thresholds are
5/6,2/3,1/2; whereas X (B) thresholds are 11/12,5/6,3/4. For the sake of the analysis, we do not have to consider
all pairs of thresholds. This follows from the following lemma:

Lemma 5.6. Let a € (0,1) and let B1,Ba,..., By be the servers opened by FirstFit (in that order) that satisfy
z(Bi,0) > a. Then at most one server B; satisfies X(B;) < (1+ «)/2.

Proof. Consider two servers B;, B; with ¢ < j and assume, for contradiction, that X (B;), X (B;) < (1 + «)/2. This
implies that z(Bj,1) = X(B;) — x(B;,0) < (1+ a)/2 —a = (1 — «)/2, so the z(Bj,1) items can fit into B;, since
X(B;)+x(Bj,1) < (14a)/24+(1—«)/2 = 1. By the FirstF'it rule these items should not have been placed in B;. O

Thus, by ignoring at most three more servers, we may assume that all servers with z(B,0) > 5/6 have X(B) >
11/12, all servers with z(B,0) > 2/3 have X(B) > 5/6, and all servers with z(B,0) > 1/2 have X(B) > 3/4.

Lemma 5.7. For all but at most one server B with 1/2 < x(B,0) < 2/3, it holds that B contains a single job at
time 0.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that there are two servers B; and Bz containing at least two jobs at time 0 and
satisfying 1/2 < z(B;,0) < 2/3. Without loss of generality, assume that B2 was opened later. Since x(B2,0) < 2/3,
one of the jobs assigned to Bz at time 0 must have size at most 1/3. Then this job should have been placed in B: by
FirstFit. O



For the purpose of analysis we divide servers in category D into three types as shown in Observe
that by the previous discussion, a Type I server also satisfies X(B) > 11/12. Type II server is further subdivided
into two subtypes: Type II(a) satisfies X (B) > 11/12, Type 11(b) satisfies 5/6 < X(B) < 11/12. Similarly Type

IIT server is further subdivided into several subtypes:

Type III(a) satisfies X(B) > 11/12, Type III(b) satisfies

5/6 < X(B) < 11/12, and Type I1I(c) satisfies 3/4 < X(B) < 5/6. By Lemma [5.7] each Type III server contains

exactly one item at time O.

Table 1: Different Types of Servers in Category D

Type Subtype Bounds on z(B,0) Bounds on X (B) Num of items at time 0
Type I 5/6<xz(B,0)<1  11/12< X(B) <1 > 1
Type II 2/3 < xz(B,0) <5/6
(a) 11/12 < X(B) < 1 >1
(b) 5/6 < X(B) < 11/12 >1
Type III 1/2 < z(B,0) < 2/3
(a) 11/12 < X(B) < 1 =1
(b) 5/6 < X(B) < 11/12 =1
(c) 3/4< X(B)<5/6 =1

We make some further observations. Consider a server of Type II (b). We let €1,€e2 > 0 be such that z(B,0) =
5/6—€1 and X(B) = 11/12—e3. It follows that z(B,1) = 1/12+€; —e. Also, since each job arriving at time ¢ (except
possibly for the first server of each type) has to have size greater than 1/12, it follows that X (B) = z(B,0)+z(B,1) >
5/6 — €1 +1/12 =11/12 — ¢;. It follows that €; > e5. In addition, we observe that e; < 1/6 and e; < 1/12.

Similar observations hold for a server of Type III (c). More specifically, we have z(B,0) = 2/3 —¢; and (B, 1) =
1/6 + €1 — e2. The choices of €1 and €2 depend on the server, of course; however, we always have €1 > €2 and €1 < 1/6

while €2 < 1/12.

With these notations, we are ready to establish an upper bound using the weighting technique.
following weight functions: w; for the items arriving at time 0 and w2 for the items arriving at time t:

156 + 156t
wi@) = =g {

0

12412t
13

ifz<1/2
otherwise

and

168
wa(z) = 131(1th)

Define the

By employing these two weight functions on the items packed into servers of categories C, D and E used by FirstFit,

we can prove the following:

Lemma 5.8. On any input o with items arriving at two arrival times 0 and t, we have the following:

(i) If t > 55 ~ 0.456 then w1(C;) > 1 =d(Cy) for all but constantly many servers C; in category C.

(i) For all but constantly many servers D; in category D it holds that w1(D;) + we(D;) > 1+t = d(Dy).

(iii) Ift > 2° ~ 0.560 then wo(E;) > 1 =d(E

168
S 131

84

(iv) Ift > & =~ 0.035 then w1 (S) + wa(9)

28

i) for all but constantly many servers E; in category E.

(1 +¢)d(S) for every server S of OPT.

Proof. (i) By Lemma we may assume that z(C;,0) > 1/2. If z(C;,0) < 2/3 then by Lemma we may
assume that C; contains a single item. Therefore, we have:

156 + 156t
i) >
w1 (Cy) > 131

z(C5,0) +

12 +12¢

156 + 156(41/90)

131

where we used ¢ > (41/90) in the second inequality.

If (C;,0) > 2/3, then we have:

w1(C;) >

156 + 156¢

131

131

131

156 + 156(41/90) 2

Jr

= > 1.
3>

1 12412(41/90)
2 131 N

(ii) Let D; be a server in category D that is used by FirstFit such that X (D;) > 11/12. Then we have:

w1(D;) +wa(D;) >

156 4 156¢

131

10

X(Di)

156
131

(1+7)

Do+t
12



(i)

Thus, the servers of Type I, Type II (a) and Type III (a) are handled in the sense that the weight function
applied to each server of that type gives a total weight greater than 1 + ¢.

We handle servers of Type II (b) next. Let D; be such a server and use the notation of €1 and ez introduced
prior to the theorem statement. In this case, we have

wi(Dy) + wa(Dy) = 13?(1 +1) <§ _ 61) + %( +1) (112 te —62)
I (156 5,168 1 361_@@)

131 6 131 12 131 131

TERTE BT T
131 131 131 131

(1+1) (130 14 12 ——€2 — @62>
131 131 131 131

(1+1¢) (@ + g — @ 2>
131 131 131

130 14 13
(1+t)<131 +ﬁ‘ﬁ) =1+t

where the first inequality follows from €1 > €2 and the second from ez < 1/12.

Next, we handle Type III (b) servers. Let D; be such a server, and define € to mean z(D;,0) = 1/2 + €. Since
X (D;) > 5/6, it follows that x(D;,1) > 5/6 — (1/2+¢€) = 1/3 — €. Also observe that € < 1/6. Plugging these
estimates into the weight function we obtain:

w1 (D;) + w2 (Di) = 12?( +t)< >+1—321( +t)+§( +1) (%—e)

146 12 146 2
- 022 s ) >
(1+¢)<1$, 131) >(1+¢)(1m, 131)**1+u

where we have used € < 1/6 in the penultimate step.

We are only left to check the servers of Type III (c). Let D; be such a server and redefine ¢; and e for this
server. Then we have

w1 (D;) + w2 (Di) = ‘é? +w(§ >+I%(4%%+Eﬁu+w<é+q—fa

144 12 168
- e ) >
(1+t)(131+131 €1 13162> > (1+1),
Thus, we have proved that for all, but constantly ¢ many, servers of type 2 used by FirstFit it holds that
w1(D;) +wa(D;) > 1+ ¢, considering t > 0.3571.

Let E; be a server that starts at time ¢ and finishes at time ¢+1 which is of category E of servers. By Lemma
we can assume this server has total load > 1/2. Therefore, when we apply the weight function w2, we get:

168
— 131

_ 168(1 + (47/84))

1
wa(B) 2 (1415 2 55 =1

Let S be an arbitrary server of OPT. If S contains only jobs that arrived at time 0 then wq(S) < 13%(1 +
t) 4+ 5 (1 +1t) = 3381 +1t) = 18(1 + t)d(S), since d(S) = 1 in this case. Similarly, if S contains only jobs

131 131
that arrived at time ¢, then wa(S) < 18(1 4 t) = 188(1 + 1)d(S), since again d(S) = 1. If S contains both
jobs arriving at time 0 and time ¢ then the weight function is maximized when there is one item at time 0 that
barely exceeds 1/2 (so that we collect the bonus for wi) and the remaining items arrive at time ¢ and add up

to barely 1/2 (since ws point-wise is at least w1). Thus, we have:

1 156 12 1 168
< - = 1
mwﬂwwa_z mﬂ*%ﬂdm(+”+21m(+”
174 168
= < _—
131(1—H) 131(1+t) (1+1)
168
= 137 (1 +1d(S),

11



where the last inequality follows from ¢ > 28, and the last equality follows from d(S) = 1+t in this case. Thus,
in all cases, we show that w1 (S) + w2(S) < 188(1 + t)d(S), where d(S) denotes the duration of the server S.
O

Theorem 5.9. On input o where each job has duration 1 and arrival time 0 and t > g ~ 0.560, FirstFit achieves

168
competitive ratio at most 1—31(1 +t).

Proof. Let x1,...,x, denote the sizes of all jobs arriving at time 0 and 2%, ..., z,, denote sizes of all jobs arriving
at time ¢. Let Bi,..., By denote FirstF'it servers and Si,...,S, denote servers of OPT'. Since ¢ > 84, parts (i)-(iii)
of Lemma [5.8] imply that w1 (B;) + wa(B;) > d(B;) for all but some constant number c of servers B;. Similarly, part
(iv) of Lemma implies that wi (S;) + we(S;) < 258 (1 4 £)d(S;). Combining everything together we have:

> 131
k k
FirstFit — (1 +t)c < Z Z ) + w2(B Zwl T +Zw2 xl
=1 =1
P
168 168
= ’ < 2°
Z(wl(SHwQ(S))_ (1) Zd = 13; (1 +1OPT.

s
Il
—

By taking ¢ — 1, we obtain the following corollary:

Corollary 5.10. The asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit for the case of jobs of equal duration, two arbitrary

arrival times 0 and t € (gz, 1] is at most 2.565.

Examining various conditions on the range of ¢ in Lemma [5.8] we extend the range of ¢ where Theorem holds
for inputs where FirstF'it has specified behaviors.

Corollary 5.11. On inputs ¢ where each job has duration 1, arrival time 0 and t € (2L

opened by FirstFit at time t, FirstFit achieves competitive ratio at most 13? (1+1¢).

550 1), and no new servers are

Corollary 5.12. On inputs o where each job has duration 1, arrival time 0 and t € [%.1), and all FirstFit servers

have duration 1 +t, FirstFit achieves competitive ratio at most }gf (1+1).

5.3 Strict Upper Bound: Equal Duration 2 and Arrival Times 0 and 1

In this section, we prove an upper bound of 2 on the strict competitive ratio of FirstFit for RSiC when all jobs have
duration of precisely two and arrival times of 0 and 1. Clearly this is equivalent to the situation when all jobs have
duration one, and arrival times of 0 or 1/2. The main result of this section is stated in Theorem The proof is
done by a careful case analysis. Since there are two arrival times, we have a lot more cases to deal with than in the
bin packing problem. We begin by setting up some notation that will be common to all lemmas in this section.

For the case of jobs of equal duration 2 and arrival times 0 and 1, we have the same categories of servers as
mentioned in Section Recall that z(B,j) denotes the total size of all items that are active at time j and were
assigned to server B. If we wish to refer to items that arrived to server B at time 1, we can use the notation z(B,2)
since the only jobs active at time 2 in B are those that arrived at time 1 (jobs that arrived at time 0 are active during
the half-open interval [0, 2)).

We begin with a number of observations concerning the relationships between pairs of servers of the same type.

Lemma 5.13. The following inequalities hold:

z(Ci,0) + x(Cit1,0) > 1 for i€ [k —1] (3)

z(D;i,0) + ©(Dit1,0) > 1 for i€ [ka —1] (4)

z(Ei,2) + x(Eiy1,2) > 1 for i€ ks —1] (5)

z(C1,0) + z(Ck,,0) > 1 if k1 >1 (6)

x(D1,0) + £(Dgy,0) > 1 if ka >1 (7)

2(B1,0) + 2(Ery,0) > 1 if ks> 1 8)

2(D;,0) + 2(Ds,2) + x(Diy1,2) > 1 for i€ [k —1] (9)

12



Proof. All the above inequalities follow directly from the definition of FirstFit and the ordering of the servers. For
example, Ci+1 was opened by FirstFit because the first item to be placed in it did not fit in C;, yielding Inequality
(3). The same logic gives rise to a chain of inequalities and () concerning the D; and E; servers respectively, as
well as @, , and . Note that the £(D;+1,2) items didn’t fit into D;, which contained at most x(D;, 0) +x(D;, 2),
hence the chain of inequalities (J). O]

The next lemma concerns relationships between pairs of servers of different types.
Lemma 5.14. The following inequalities hold:

ZC(D)Q,O) + 1‘(Dk2, 2) + l’(Eks, 2) > 1
.’L’(Dk2,0) + .’E(Dkz,2) + :E(El,Q) > 1
13(01,0) + JZ(D]Q,O) > 1

)>1

J?(CZ,O) +‘T(EJ71 fOT‘Z € [k3]7j € [k2]

Proof. As observed earlier, every E; server was opened at time 1, after all C; and D; servers were opened, and items
were placed into an Ej; server because they did not fit into D; and C; servers, leading to Inequalities ,, and
Inequality holds regardless of if C1 was opened before or after Dy, . O

Define A; to be the sum of all items that arrived at time 0 and were packed into C; servers, Ay to be the sum
of all items that arrived at time 0 and were packed into D; servers, and B2 to be the sum of all items that arrived
at time 1 and were packed into D; servers, and finally Bs to be the sum of all items that arrived at time 1 and were
packed into F; servers. More specifically, we have:

k1 ko ko k3

A1 = Z.’I(Ci,(]), A2 = ZI(Di,O), B2 = Zx(D“Q), Bg = Zm(Ei,Z).

i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
We also define A := A; + As and B = By + B3
Since the duration of each item is 2, the following lower bound on the cost of OPT is immediate:

Lemma 5.15. OPT > [2A + 2B]

Next we show some upper bounds on the number of different categories of servers, that hold when the number of
servers of each category are large enough.

Lemma 5.16. The following inequalities hold:

241 > ki if k1> 1
242 > ko 'Lf ko >1
2B3s > k3 'Lf ks >1
As +2By > kz*1+x(Dk2,0)+m(D1,2)+:L'(Dk2,2) if ka > 1
2A1+2Bs > ki +ks Zf k‘l,kg >1

4A2 4+ 4By > 3k2—1 if ko > 2

Proof. Adding up all the inequalities and @ gives us (14). Adding up all the inequalities and (7)) gives us
; adding up all the inequalities with gives us (|16, and adding all the inequalities @ gives us (17).

It follows from (13)) that x(C%,,0) + z(E1,2) > 1 and z(C1,0) + 2(Ek,,2) > 1. Adding these two inequalities to
the two chains of inequalities and , we obtain . (It can be verified that this is true even if one or both of
k1, k2 equal 1.)

To show Inequality we consider the following 2 cases:

Case 1: z(D1,2) + ©(Dk,,0) + x(Dgky,2) > 1/2: Then we can write Inequality [17] as: Az + 2By > ko — 1/2.
Multiplying this inequality by two and adding to it Inequality [[5] we obtain Inequality [I9}

Case 2: ©(D1,2)+x(Dgy,0)+x(Dgy,2) < 1/2. Let us denote z(Dy,,0) by e. By FirstFit rules we x(D;,0) > 1—e¢
forie{1,...,ka —1}.

Adding all these inequalities together with x(Dy,,0) = ¢ we obtain:

Ao > ko — 1 — (kz — 2)6. (20)
From Inequality [17]it follows that:

Az +2By > ka — 1 +e (21)

13



If we multiply this inequality by 2 and sum it up with twice the Inequality then we have:

4A5 +4Bs > 4(k2 — 1) — 2(](32 — 2)6 + 2¢
> 4(k2 — 1) — 2(k2 — 3)6
> 4(]4)2 — 1) — (kz — 3)
=dky — 4 — ko + 3 =3ky — 1,
where the third inequality is due to € < 1/2. Observe that we silently assumed that k2 > 3 in the above calculation.

Observe that if k2 = 3 we obtain 443 + 4B > 4(ks — 1) — 2(k2 — 3)e = 4(k2 — 1) = 4k2 — 4. However, for the case
ko = 3 it holds that 4ke —4 = 3ks — 1, so we conclude that the inequality 4A2+4Bs > 3ke2 — 1 holds for all ke > 2. [

The following lemma relates the cost of FirstFit to the cost of OPT and the number of category-D servers used
by FirstFit by using a reduction to bin packing.

Lemma 5.17. Let o be an input on which FirstFit uses ko servers of type D. Then
FirstFit(o) < 1.70PT(0) + ke

Proof. Define ¢’ to be an input derived from o by shifting the arrival times of items arriving at time 1 to time 0, while
preserving the original ordering of items. It is easy to see that for any solution for o, we can ’slide’ the items arriving
at time 1 back to time 0, thus obtaining a valid solution for ¢’ without increasing the cost. Thus OPT(¢") < OPT (o).
Furthermore, we have FirstFit(c’) = FirstFit(c) — k2, since all the ko type-D FirstFit servers have duration 2 in
the solution for ¢’ instead of 3 in the solution for o. Lastly, since ¢’ is just an instance of regular bin packing,
we have FirstFit(c') < 1.7- OPT(c’). Combining everything together, we get: FirstFit(c) = FirstFit(c') + ko <
1.7-OPT(0') + k2 < 1.7-OPT(0) + k2 O

Now, we are ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.18. Let o be an input to the RSiC problem. If the duration of each job in o is exactly 2 and arrival
times are 0 and 1 then FirstFit(c) < 2-OPT(o).

Proof. We show that FirstFit < 2- OPT + 1 when FirstFit uses (a) exactly one type of server (Lemma [5.19) (b)
exactly two types of servers (Lemma [5.20, [5.21} and [5.22) and (c) all three types of servers (Lemma [5.23). Then
the result follows using integrality. O

We start with the case where only one type of server is used.
Lemma 5.19. If ezactly one of k1, ka, k3 is non-zero, then FirstFit < 2- OPT + 1.

Proof. If ko = 0, we have FirstFit < 1.7 OPT by Lemma So we assume below that k1 = k3 = 0 and k2 > 1.
First note that if ko = 1, then FirstFit is optimal. If k2 = 2 then the cost of FirstFit is 6 (two servers of duration 3).
Meanwhile, OPT has to open at least 2 servers at time 0; at time 1, OPT either opens a new bin with total cost 6 or
extends at least one server with total cost > 5. In both cases, the lemma follows. Therefore we assume k2 > 3. We have
OPT > 2(Az + B:). Observing that FirstFit = 3ks and using Equation we conclude FirstFit <2-OPT +1. [

The next three lemmas consider the cases when exactly two types of servers are present.
Lemma 5.20. If k1 =0 and k2, ks > 1, then FirstFit <2-OPT + 1.

Proof. We consider the following cases:

ko =1 : Then there were items that arrived at time 0 as well as at time 1. At time 0, OPT had to open a server
for a cost of 2. Since k3 > 1, clearly the total size of items at time 1 exceeded 1, and OPT had to pay a
minimum additional cost of 2. Thus OPT > 4, which implies that 1.7OPT +k2 = 1.70PT +1 < 20PT. By

Lemma [5.17] we have
FF <1.70PT + ks <20PT

ko =2 : If k3 = 1, we have FirstFit = 8 and OPT > 5, as at least two servers are needed at time 1 for a cost of 4, and
OPT has to pay at least an additional cost of 1 for the items that arrive at time 1. Thus FirstFit < 2 OPT +1.
Therefore let k3 > 2. In this case, we claim OPT > 7. To see this, observe that OPT must have opened
at least two servers at time 0, and pay a cost of 2 between time 0 and 1. Next between time 1 and 2, since
z(D1,0) + z(D2,0) > 1 and z(F1,2) + z(E2,2) > 1, and all these items are active in this time interval, OPT
must pay a cost of at least 3. Finally between time 2 and 3, OPT must pay a cost of at least 2, for a total cost
of at least 7. We conclude that 1.70PT +ky = 1.70PT 42 < 20PT. The result now follows by Lemma [5.1
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ko > 2 : If ks > 1, we have FirstFit = 3ks + 2ks and OPT > 2(A2 + B2 + Bs). Therefore
FirstFit — 1 = 3ks — 1+ 2ks < 4A5 +4B2 + 4B3 <2 OPT

where the second inequality is derived by adding (19)) to twice (L6}).
If instead ks = 1, we have FirstFit = 3ks + 2.
Then we add the inequalities (D2, 0)+x(Ds,0) > 1,...,2(Dky—1,0)+x(Dk,,0) > 1 and (D2, 0)+xz(Dk,,0) >
1 to obtain:
245 > ks — 14 2x(D1,0). (22)

Adding ([22) to twice Inequality and to 4Bs = 4x(F1,2) we obtain:
4A 4+ 4B > 2ko — 2 + 2I(D1, 2) + QI(DIC27 0) + 2$(Dk2,2) + ko — 1+ 21‘(D1,0) + 41‘(E1, 2)
= 3k — 3+ 2(2(D1,0) + (D1, 2) + 2(Ey, 2)) + 2(2(Diy, 0) + 2(Diy, 2) + 2(E1, 2)
> 3ky + 1 = FirstFit — 1,
where the last inequality follows from z(D1,0)+x(D1,2)+=z(E1,2) > 1 and x(Dk,,0)+x(Dy,,2)+z(F1,2) > 1.
The lemma follows from Lemma [B.15]
O

Lemma 5.21. If k2 =0 and k1, ks > 1 then FirstFit< 2 - OPT + 1.
Proof. Follows from Lemma [5.1 O
Lemma 5.22. [f ks =0 and k1,k2 > 1, then FirstFit <2-OPT + 1.

Proof. We consider the following cases:

k2 =1 : Observe that there must be items that arrived at time 0 as well as at time 1, since ko > 1. FirstFit opens
at least two servers at time 0, so it must be that OPT has to open at least two servers at this time, for a cost
of 4. Then OPT has to pay at least an additional cost of 1 for the items arriving at time 1. Thus OPT > 5.
The result now follows from Lemma[5.17] and the fact that 1.7 OPT +k2 < 2OPT for OPT > 5.

ki =1;k2 > 1 : We have FirstFit = 3k + 2. By adding z(D,,0) + 2(C1,0) > 1 to Inequality [I7] we obtain
A1+ Az +2B2 > ks (23)

If A1 > 1/2, we have 2A; > 1, and adding this to twice the above inequality and to Inequality we get
4A + 4B > 3ko + 1. Applying Lemma [5.15| gives the desired bound. If instead A; < 1/2, we add the following
series of inequalities:

z(D;,0) >1— A1 for i€][l,.., ks],and

to obtain:
Aoy + Ay > ko — Al(kg — 1) (24)

By adding A1 + 2(Dkg,,0) > 1 to Inequality and Inequality and multiplying by 2, we get:

4A1 + 4A2 + 4B > 4]{32 — 2A1(l€2 — 1) + 2£II(D1, 2) + 2:E(Dk2,2)
> 3k + 1+ 22(D1,2) + 22(Dy,, 2) > 3ka + 1

where the second inequality follows from A; < 1/2. Once again, Lemma gives the desired bound.

k1,k2 > 1 : We know that z(C1,0) + z(Ck,,0) > 1, therefore at least one of them is greater than 1/2. If x(C%,,0) >
1/2, we add up Inequalities , @D and to obtain:

2A1 — 2(Cry,0) + A2 + 2B > k1 + ka2 — 1 + (D1, 2) + 2(Dk,, 2)

Since ©(C,,0) > 1/2 we have:

2A1 + A2+ 2B > k1 + ko2 — 1/2. (25)
The case z(C1,0) > 1/2 can be handled similarly to obtain (25, by using #(Ck,,0) + (Ds,,0) > 1 in place of

).
Adding Inequality and twice Inequality we obtain 2k 4+3k2 —1 < 4A+4B. Since 2k +3ke = FirstFit,
using Lemma [5.15] we obtain FirstFit < 2- OPT + 1.
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We end with the case when all three types of servers exist.
Lemma 5.23. If k1, k2, ks > 1, then FirstFit < 2-OPT + 1.

Proof. We consider the following cases:

k2 =1 : As in the proof of Lemma[5.22} the lemma follows from Lemma [5.17 and the fact that OPT > 5.

ko =2 : If k1 = k3 = 1 then FirstFit = 10 and OPT > 5 as it has to open at least 2 servers at time 0 for a cost of 4, and
pay at least an additional cost of 1 to accommodate items arriving at time 1. Therefore FirstFit < 2 OPT +1
in this case. Otherwise either k1 > 2 or k2 > 2. We claim that OPT > 7 in both cases. If k1 > 2, then since
FirstFit opens at least 4 servers at time 0, it follows from the bin packing upper bound on FirstFit that OPT
needs at least 3 servers at time 0 for a cost of 6; and then must pay at least an additional cost of 1 at time
1 to accommodate items arriving at time 1 for a total cost of at least 7. If k3 > 2, then OPT needs to pay
at least cost 2 between times 0 and 1, at least 3 between time 1 and 2, and at least 2 between time 2 and 3,
for a total cost of at least 7. This completes the proof of the claim. Since OPT > 7, by Lemma we have
FirstFit < 1.70PT +2 < 20PT as needed.

ko > 2 : Observe that FirstFit = 2k1 + 3k2 + 2ks. Adding Inequality to twice , we obtain

FirstFit — 1 =2k, + 3k + 2ks — 1 <4A+4B <20PT

5.4 Upper Bound for Long-Running Uniform Servers

In this section we consider the case when all jobs in the input sequence ¢ have duration 2 and arrival times 0, 1,2, ..., ¢,
and FirstFit packs these items into servers starting at time 0 and finishing at time ¢ 4+ 2. Thus, as we let £ go to
infinity, this setting represents “long-running” uniform servers of FirstFit. We show that asymptotically (as ¢ — 0o)
such FirstFit servers have amortized load of 2/3 at all times. We also observe that this bound is tight, i.e., there are
inputs on which long-running FirstFit servers have load of roughly 2/3 at all times. Thus, long-running servers are
beneficial for FirstF'it since load of 2/3 translates to competitive ratio of 3/2 when FirstFit cost is compared to the
cost of OPT'. This suggests that worst-case adversarial instances for FirstFit on equal duration jobs should be such
that FirstFit servers are short-lived.

We begin with a few basic observations about long running servers in the next lemma, before giving our main
result in Lemma [5.25]

Lemma 5.24. Fiz £ € N. Let o be such that all jobs in o have duration 2 and arrival times 0,1,2,...,¢ and let
B be a set of FirstFit servers of duration exactly £ + 2 that were opened at time 0. We denote the servers in B by
B1,Bs, ..., By (opened in this order), where k = |B.

For i € Z>o we define the layer i, denoted by L;, to be the set of all items packed in B that arrived at time i. Let
xz(L;) denote the size of all items in layer i. Assume that k > 2. Then we have:

1. The cost of FirstFit arising from servers in B is k(¢ + 2).
2. x(Lo) > k/2;
3. I(L1)+$(L1_1)/2>(k—l)/ZfOT’LE{l,,é}

Proof. 1. Immediate from the definition of the cost and the fact that each server in B has duration exactly ¢+ 2.

2. This is a standard argument about FirstFit. Let v; = x(Lo N B;) denote the total size of items in server B;
that arrived at time 0. We have v; + v,-1 > 1 for ¢ € {2,3,...,k} since otherwise items in server B; would
have been placed in server B;_; instead. Adding up all these inequalities we get:

k

Z(%‘q +vi) > k-1

1=2

By adding v1 and 7, to both sides, we obtain 2 Zle ~vi > k—14+~1 +~%. Observe that v1 +~, > 1 by the same

reasoning as before. Moreover, we have Zle ~vi = z(Lo) by definition. Combining all these facts, establishes
this part of the lemma.
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3. Fix ¢ € {1,...,¢}. Let v; = x(L;—1 N Bj) denote the total size of items in server B; that arrived at time
¢ — 1. Similarly, let §; = xz(L; N B;) denote the total size of items in server B; that arrived at time i. For
j€{2,3,...,k} we have:

0 +vj—1+6—1>1

otherwise items packed into bin B; at time ¢ should have been placed into bin j — 1 by FirstFit. Summing all

these inequalities we obtain:
k

> (G481 +y-1) > k-1

j=2
By adding 61 + dr + Y& to both sides we obtain:

k k
23 85+ v >k =148+ 6k +

j=1 j=1

We have 2521 0; = x(L;) and 25:1 v; = z(Li—1). Therefore, we obtain:

2¢(L;) + x(Li—1) > k — 1+ 61 + 6k + Y&.
O

Now from the results in Lemma[5.24] we can establish strong upper bounds on the ratio between utilization and
FirstFit cost, as follows.

Lemma 5.25. Let o be the input such that each job has duration 2 and arrival times 0,1,2, ..., ¢ and suppose FirstFit
opens k > 2 servers and each server of FirstFit on o starts at time 0 and finishes at time £ + 2. Then we have:

atil(o) 2 2 2
FirstFit(c) ~ 3 3k 3({+2)

where util(o) is the utilization of the input sequence which is defined as the total volume (size times duration) of all
jobs.

Proof. Fix £ > 2. From the results in Lemmal[5.24] we have:

IN; :x(Lo—i) +2(Le—i—1)/2 > (k—1)/2: 1€{0,1,...,£—1}
INg:x(Lo) > k/2> (k—1)/2: 0.w
We will choose multipliers fo, fi,..., fe such that the linear combination of inequalities Zf:o fiIN; has util(o)/2

on the left hand side. The multipliers f; are defined recursively:

e if i =0,
T 1= fia/2 ifi> 1

Observe that the multipliers satisfy f; + %fi,1 =1 for ¢« > 1. Next, we verify that Zf:o fiIN; has Ef:o z(L;) on
the left-hand side. For that it is convenient to think of inequality IN; as z(Lo) + x(L—-1)/2 > k/2, where we define
z(L-1)/2=0.

V4 ¥4 ¥4
S Aie(Le) +a(Lei)/2) = 3 filLei) + 5 3 filLeion)
1=0 1=0 1=0
¥4 ¥4
= fox(L¢) + Z fix(Le—s) + % Z ficix(Le—y)
i=1 =1

4

=a(Le) + Y a(Les) (fi + fi1/2) = util(0) /2,

=1

where the last equality is because the sum of sizes is half of utilization, since all items have duration 2.
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Let FF = Zf:o fi. To compute a bound on F' observe the following;:

¢ ¢ -1

€+1:f0+2(fi+fi71/2) :Zfi+ %Zfz
i=1 i=0 i=0

3

—Fy <

(F~fo)=5F = Sfe

N | =

Thus, we can conclude that F > 2(¢ + 1). This implies that the right-hand side of S o [iIN; is 2F(k—1)/2 >
2(¢+1)(k — 1)/2. Combining with the calculation of the left-hand side, we obtain:

util(o) > = (k — 1)(£ + 1).

Wl

Since FirstFit(o) = k(¢ + 2), we conclude:

util(o) 2(k—1(+1) 2 1 1 2 2 2
FirstFitlo) ~ 3 k(€+2) 3 (“E) (1‘ m) 373k 3012

Corollary 5.26. On the inputs described in Lemma with k,{ — oo FirstFit achieves competitive ratio 3/2.

Proof. The upper bound on the competitive ratio follows from Lemma [5.25] since we have OPT (o) > wutil(c) and
util(c)/ FirstFit(c) = 2/3 + o(1). O

The bound on utilization in Lemma [5.25| is tight asymptotically as k,/ — oo. It is witnessed by the following
example. Fix k,£ € N and € = 1/(k¢).

e at time 0 we present k items of size 2/3 each;

e at odd times 1,3,5,... we present k items of size 1/3 each;

e at even times 2,4,6,... we present k items of size 1/3 + € each.

Arrival time of the last job is £ in the above. Assume ¢ is even for simplicity of the presentation. As can be seen in
Figure[2| FirstFit opens k servers of duration £+ 2 each and utilization is 2(2/3)k+2(1/3)k(£/2) +2(1/3+€)k(£/2) =
(2/3)k(£ + 2) + ekl = (2/3)k(£ + 2) + 1. Thus, for this example we have:

util(o)  (2/3)k(L+2)+1 2 1 2

FirstFit(c) k(€ +2) _§+m:§+0(1)’
A [ /3 [ 1/3 ] 1/3
D v B 3% <]
[ I3[ 1/3 ] 173
2 forrermEEe) (7]
k servers .
[ 13 [ 13 ] /3
y e TRy n B B+
: : : : : : : : : » Time
0 1 2 3 4 (—1 ¢ £+1 l+2A

Figure 2: The bound in Corollary [5.26]is shown in a tight example.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated the RSiC' problem to assign jobs to servers while minimizing the total cost of all rented

servers. We considered the case where jobs have equal duration. We derived new bounds on the competitive ratios
of two commonly used and well-studied algorithms, NextFit and FirstFit. We proved that NextF'it is 2-competitive.
In the case that the arrival time of jobs belong to 0,¢ when ¢t € (0, 1), the asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit
is at least 32(¢t + 1). This result shows that FirstFit has ratio 1.8 when t = 1/2 and has ratio 2.518 when t — 1.
Furthermore, we applied the weight function technique to the RSiC problem for the first time. By using this
technique, we established the upper bound on the competitive ratio of %(1 + t) for the case of jobs having arrival
0,t where t > 0.559. When ¢ — 1, this gives an upper bound of 2.559 on the asymptotic competitive ratio of FirstFit
for this case. Besides that, we obtained a strict competitive ratio of 2 for FirstFit, where each job has a duration of
2 and arrival time of 0 or 1. Finally, it would be interesting to investigate the general case of RSiC and attempt to
close the gap between the upper and lower bounds for this problem.
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