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Abstract

In light of recent work on scheduling with predicted job sizes, we consider the effect of the cost of predictions
in queueing systems, removing the assumption in prior research that predictions are external to the system’s
resources and/or cost-free. In particular, we introduce a novel approach to utilizing predictions, SkipPredict,
designed to address their inherent cost. Rather than uniformly applying predictions to all jobs, we propose
a tailored approach that categorizes jobs based on their prediction requirements. To achieve this, we employ
one-bit “cheap predictions” to classify jobs as either short or long. SkipPredict prioritizes predicted short jobs
over long jobs, and for the latter, SkipPredict applies a second round of more detailed “expensive predictions”
to approximate Shortest Remaining Processing Time for these jobs. Our analysis takes into account the cost of
prediction. We examine the effect of this cost for two distinct models. In the external cost model, predictions
are generated by some external method without impacting job service times but incur a cost. In the server time
cost model, predictions themselves require server processing time, and are scheduled on the same server as the
jobs.

1 Introduction

Machine learning research is advancing rapidly, reshaping even traditional algorithms and data structures. This
intersection has led to the rise of “algorithms with predictions”, also called learning-augmented algorithms, where
classical algorithms are optimized by incorporating advice or predictions from machine learning models (or other
sources). These learning-augmented algorithms have demonstrated their effectiveness across a range of areas, as
shown in the collection of papers [I] on the subject and as discussed in the surveys [11], [12].

Queueing systems are an example where the learning-augmented algorithm paradigm has been applied for
scheduling. Several studies have examined queues with predicted service times rather than exact service times,
generally with the goal of minimizing the average time a job spends in the system [5], 4, [0} 10, [19], and additionally
some recent works also consider scheduling jobs with deadlines [I4] [13]. However, existing works do not adequately
model the resources required to obtain such predictions. They often assume that predictions are provided “for free”
when a job arrives, which may not be a realistic assumption in the practical evaluation of a system. Incorporating
the cost of predictions is essential, as it could be argued that the resources devoted to calculating predictions might
be more effectively used to directly process the jobs themselves. This perspective challenges the potential efficiency
of integrating predictions into real-world queueing systems. As a result, the following questions arise:

When does the use of predictions, including their computation, justify their costs? Should all jobs be
treated uniformly by computing predictions for each one?

As a simple example, let us consider a model where predictions of the service time arrive with the job and do
not affect the arrival or service times, but do introduce a fixed cost ¢ per job, so the total cost per job is the sum
of the mean response time and fixed prediction cost. When we look at Shortest Predicted Remaining Processing
Time (SPRPT) policy [9], the improvement in the cost over FCFS naturally varies with the prediction cost, as
illustrated in Figure

In this paper, we focus on the cost of predictions in settings where two stages of predictions are available. We
consider the setting of an an M/G/1 queueing system: jobs arrive to a single-server queue, according to a Poisson
arrival process with general i.i.d service times. We examine two distinct cost models. In the first model, referred to
as the external cost model, predictions are provided by an external server, thus they do not affect job service time.
However, we do factor in a ﬁxecﬂ cost for these predictions. The expected overall cost per job in this model is the
sum of the job’s expected response time within the system and the cost associated with the time for prediction. In

1In Section we discuss the case of random costs from a distribution.
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Figure 1: Considering prediction cost in SPRPT algorithm in M/M/1 system. The cost is the sum of mean
response time and fixed prediction cost.

the second model, referred to as the server time cost model, predictions themselves require a fixed time from the
same server as the jobs to produce, and hence a scheduling policy involves also scheduling the predictions. In this
model, the expected overall cost per job is determined by the expected response time. As this model integrates the
prediction process within the primary job processing system, it offers a different perspective on the cost implications
of predictions as compared to the external model. (In particular, for heavily loaded systems, adding time for jobs
to obtain predictions could lead to an overloaded, unstable system.)

As adding a single prediction to an M/G/1 model is relatively straightforward, we consider systems where we
have two stages of prediction. In the first stage, we may simply predict whether a job is short or long. This type of
one-bit prediction (studied in [10]) is very natural for machine learning, and in practice may be much simpler and
faster to implement. We therefore call these “cheap predictions.” In a possible second stage, we predict the service
time for a job, which we refer to as “expensive predictions,” as in practice we expect them to be substantially
more costly. (While we focus on these types of two stages, one could alternatively consider variations where the
two stages could yield the same type of prediction; e.g. service time, with the cheap prediction being less accurate
but consuming fewer resources.) We introduce a scheduling policy, called SkipPredict (Skip or Predict), which
first categorizes jobs into short and long jobs with the first prediction, prioritizes short jobs over long ones, and
restricts additional service time predictions exclusively to long jobs. SkipPredict is shown in Figure [2f and described
more formally in Section [3.I] We analyze the effect of the cost of prediction by considering SkipPredict with the
previously described external cost model and server cost model.

We compare SkipPredict with three distinct previously studied policies, re-analyzing them with prediction costs
in the two proposed models. First, we consider First Come First Served (FCFS), which does not require predictions
(and hence incurs no cost from predictions). Second, 1bit [I0], a policy using only cheap predictions, separates jobs
into predicted short and long jobs, and applies FCFS for each category, thereby eliminating the need for a second
stage of prediction. Third, Shortest Predicted Remaining Processing Time (SPRPT) performs expensive predictions
for all jobs, and no cheap predictions. We find that service time predictions are particularly effective in high-load
systems. Our analysis shows that SkipPredict potentially outperforms the other policies (FCFS, 1bit, SPRPT) in
both cost models, especially when there is a cost gap between cheap and expensive predictions. Additionaly, we
present another alternative algorithm called DelayPredict which avoid cheap predictions by running jobs for a fixed
period before executing an expensive prediction. DelayPredict initially schedules all jobs FCFS but limits them to a
time L. Jobs exceeding the limit L are preempted, and given lower priority, and then they are scheduled by SPRPT.
We find SkipPredict can also perform better than DelayPredict when there is a cost gap between these predictions.

1.1 Contributions and Roadmap

This paper makes the following contributions.

e In Section [3] we introduce the SkipPredict policy along with two cost models: the external cost model and
the server cost model.

e Section {] details our derivation of the mean response time of SkipPredict for both predicted short and long
jobs in each cost model, and includes a comparison of the external and server cost models.

e In Section 5| we analyze 1bit and SPRPT policies in the external cost model and the server cost model and
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Figure 2: The SkipPredict algorithm.

compare them with SkipPredict. In Section [6] we empirically demonstrate the effectiveness of SkipPredict
over FCFS, 1bit and SPRPT.

e In Section [7} we present DelayPredict and derive its mean response time in both cost models.

e Section [§] discusses several possible variants of SkipPredict for future study.

2 Related Work

Our work fits in the relatively recent area of algorithms with predictions, which generally refers to the approach of
aiming to improve algorithms (both in terms of theoretical bounds and in practical performance) by making use of
predictions from sources such as machine-learning algorithms. (A brief survey of the area, including discussions of
several papers, can be found in [T}, [12]; also, see [I] for a collection of papers in this area.)

In scheduling, several studies have explored size-based scheduling algorithms that are informed with an estimate
of the job sizes rather than the exact job size. Wierman and Nuyens [I9] introduced bounds on the mean response
time, mean slowdown, response-time tail, and the conditional response time of policies for a wide range of policies
that schedule using inexact job-size information. The works [B, [] primarily focus on evaluating the effects of
inaccuracies on estimating job sizes. Scully and Harchol-Balter [16] have examined scheduling policies that are
based on the amount of service a job has received where the scheduler is assumed to only estimate the service
received, potentially distorted by adversarial noise. Their research aims to develop scheduling policies that remain
effective and robust despite these uncertainties.

In the realm of scheduling with predictions, Mitzenmacher [9] demonstrated that the analyses of various single-
queue job scheduling approaches can be generalized to the context of predicted service times instead of true values.
This work derives formulae for several queueing systems that schedule jobs based on predictions of service times.
Also, it provides insights into how much mispredictions affect the mean response time of the analyzed policies.
In later work, Mitzenmacher [I0] considered scheduling algorithms with a single bit of predictive advice, namely
whether a job is “large” or “small”; that is, if its size is above or below a certain threshold. If the advice bit is
short, the job is placed at the front of the queue, otherwise it is placed at the back. The work also considers one-
bit prediction schemes in systems with large numbers of queues using the power of two choices. This work shows
that even small amounts of possibly inaccurate information can yield significant performance improvements. Scully,
Grosof, and Mitzenmacher [I5] design a scheduling approach for M/G/1 queues that has mean response time within
a constant factor of shortest remaining processing time (SRPT) when estimates have multiplicatively bounded error,
improving qualitatively over simply using predicted remaining service times. Azar, Leonardi, and Touitou study
similar problems in the online setting, without stochastic assumptions, and consider the approximation ratio versus
SRPT [2 3].

Our work has a similar flavor to various “2-stage” problems, such as 2-stage stochastic programming and 2-
stage stochastic optimization (e.g., [0, [8, [I'7, [I8]). Here, soemwhat differently, our two stages are both predictions
of service time, at different levels of specificity.

We make extensive use of the SOAP framework (Schedule Ordered by Age-based Priority) [16], which was
recently developed to analyze age-based scheduling policies. We use this framework to derive mean response time
formulas. We provide a brief background to the framework in Section 1]

3 Model

We consider M/G/1 queueing systems with arrival rate A. The processing times for each arriving job are independent
and drawn based on the cumulative distribution F'(z), with an associated density function f(x).



3.1 Scheduling Algorithm: SkipPredict

SkipPredict initially categorizes jobs based on a binary prediction of either short or long, which we refer to as a
cheap prediction. Only jobs predicted as long are further scheduled for a detailed expensive prediction to get the
predicted processing time.

With SkipPredict, jobs that are predicted short have priority over all other jobs. Specifically, these short-
predicted jobs are not preemptible and are scheduled based on First-Come, First-Served (FCFS), a non-sized-based
policy since no predicted size is available. Jobs predicted to be long are preemptible and scheduled according to the
Shortest Predicted Remaining Processing Time (SPRPT) with predicted size given by the expensive prediction.

We focus on a model where, given a threshold 7', the cheap predictions are assumed to be independent over
jobs, a job being predicted as short (less than T') with probability pr(x). Similarly, the expensive predictions are
assumed to be independent over jobs, and they are given by a density function g(z,y), where g(z,y) is the density
corresponding to a job with actual size x and predicted size y. Hence

/o_oog(x,y)dy = f(z).

The following quantities will be important in our analyses.

Definition 1. We define S, and SIZT to be the service times for predicted short jobs and predicted long jobs
respectively. We also define the rate loads p’_p and p/ZT respectively.

BlS.r] = | Tz pr(e) - fe)dz E[Shy] = / T (U pr(@) - flx)da

0 0

E[S.s%] = / T2 pr(@)- flo)de E[SL,Y] = / T (1= pr(a) - f@) da

oo o0

per =X [ af@pr(z)de, psp=X[ zf(z)(l-pr(r))ds

x=0 x=0
We consider two different models, external cost, in which the predictions are provided by an external server,
and server cost, in which the predictions are scheduled on the same server as the job. Next, we describe SkipPredict
and define the rank function for each model.

3.2 Single-Queue, External Cost

In this model, the predictions are provided externally, such as by an external server, with predicted long jobs going
through an additional layer of prediction. A job can be described by a triple (z,b,7); we refer to this as a job’s
type. Here x is the service time for the predictor, b is the output from a binary predictor that determines whether
the job is short or long, and for any long job, r is the result of a service-time predictor that provides a real-number
prediction of the service time. If a job is predicted to be short, we do not consider r, and so we may take r to be
null. Again, we refer to b as the cheap prediction and r as the expensive prediction.

In this model, the predictions do not affect the service time of the job, and we treat the overall arrival process,
still, as Poisson. Accordingly, SkipPredict can be viewed as a two-class priority system: Class 1 is for short jobs,
managed by FCFS within the class. Class 2 is for long jobs, according to SPRPT using service time prediction.
However, we do associate a cost with predictions. All jobs obtain a cheap prediction at some constant fixed cost
c1, and all long jobs obtain an expensive prediction at some fixed cost cy. Accordingly, we can model the total
expected cost for predictions per job in equilibrium as C' = ¢1 + ¢22, where z = [ f(z)(1 —pr(z))dz is the expected
fraction of jobs requiring the second prediction. In general, both z and ¢; will depend on our choice of first layer
prediction function, and similarly ¢, will depend on the choice of second layer prediction function. Therefore, for
some parameterized families of prediction functions, we may wish to optimize our choice of predictors. Specifically,
letting T" be the expected response time for a job in the system in equilibrium, we might typically score a choice of
predictors by the expected overall cost per job, which we model as a function H(C,T), such as the sum of the C
and T

Definition 2. In the external cost model, suppose B[T|ES and E[T|EE are the expected response time for predicted

short job and predicted long job in the system in equilibrium respectively. Then, the total cost is

(1—2)-E[TES + 2 - BT)EE +C

ext ext

where z is the expected fraction of jobs requiring the second prediction and C is the expected cost for prediction per
job.



3.3 Single-Queue, Server Time Cost

The server time cost model refers to the setting where predictions are scheduled on the same server as the jobs, so
there is a server time cost based on a defined policy.

Jobs predicted as short are categorized as non-preemptible while in execution, thereby prioritizing their com-
pletion before predicting new jobs. However, jobs predicted as long are further scheduled for a detailed expensive
prediction. Thus, cheap predictions outrank expensive predictions and long jobs. Similarly, expensive predictions
are prioritized over predicted long jobs.

SkipPredict now can be viewed as a four-class priority system: Class 1 is designated for short jobs, managed by
FCFS within the class. Consequently, short jobs are non-preemptible, thus prioritizing them over predicting new
ones. This approach is practical because even if the new jobs are predicted to be short, they are assigned behind
the already running short jobs (Following FCFS). Class 2 includes jobs for cheap predictions, also operating under
FCF'S within their class. Class 3 involves jobs requiring expensive predictions, following the FCFS within the class.
Finally, class 4 is reserved for long jobs, according to SPRPT using service time prediction from class 3.

Definition 3. In the server cost model, suppose E[T|55 and E[T|EL are the expected response time for predicted

STrv Srv
short job and predicted long job in the system in equilibrium respectively. Then, the total cost is

(1—2)-ET)55 + 2 - B[TEE

STV Srv

where z is the expected fraction of jobs requiring the second prediction.

4 Formulas via SOAP Analysis

We employ the SOAP framework [16], a (relatively) recently developed analysis method, to obtain precise formulas
for mean response timeEI of SkipPredict in both the external cost model and in the server cost mode. While we
could analyze the external cost model without SOAP as a two-class system, we choose to use SOAP for a consistent
analysis.

4.1 SOAP Background

The SOAP framework can be used to analyze scheduling policies for M/G/1 queues that can be expressed in terms
of rank functions. Recent research by Scully and Harchol-Balter [I6] has classified many scheduling policies as
SOAP policies. These policies determine job scheduling through a rank, always serving the job with the lowest
rank. (In cases where multiple jobs share the lowest rank, the tie is resolved using First Come First Served.) The
rank function determines the rank of each job, and it can depend on certain static characteristics of the job, often
referred to as the job’s type or descriptor. For example, the descriptor could represent the job’s class (if the model
has different classes), and other static attributes, such as its size (service time). The rank can also depend on the
amount of time the job has been served, often referred to as the job’s age. A key assumption underlying SOAP
policies is that a job’s priority depends only on its own characteristics and its age, an aspect that aligns with our
model and scheduling algorithm SkipPredict. We refer the interested reader to [16] for more details.

SOAP analysis uses the tagged-job technique. That is, we consider a tagged job, denoted by J, of size z; and
with descriptor d;y. We use a; to denote the amount of time J has received service. The mean response time of J
is given by the sum of its waiting time (the time from when it enters to when it is first served) and the residence
time (time from first service to completion). To calculate the waiting time, SOAP considers the delays caused by
other jobs, including “old” jobs that arrived before J and “new” jobs that arrived after J. A key concept in SOAP
analysis is the worst future rank of a job, as ranks may change non-monotonically. The worst future rank of a
job with descriptor d; and age a; is denoted by rank}°**(as). When a; = 0, the rank function is denoted by
Tworst = ranky;’m (0).

In the SOAP framework, waiting time is shown to be equivalent to the transformed busy period in an M/G/1
system with arrival rate A\ and job size X™*% [rankyf“t(a)] El The initial work of this period represents the delay
caused by old jobs. To deal with the delay due to old jobs, SOAP introduced a transformed system where jobs are
categorized based on their rank. Discarded old jobs, exceeding the rank threshold 7,s¢, are excluded from the

2We note that SOAP provides for finding the Laplace-Stieltjes transform of the response time distribution; we focus on the mean
response time throughout this paper for convenience in comparisons.
3X “ew[rankg’;“t(a)] represents how long a new job that just arrived to the system is served until it completes or surpasses

rank:i";’“t (a)



transformed system. Original old jobs, with a rank at or below r,..s¢, are considered as arrivals with rate A and
a specific size distribution Xgld [Fworst] ﬂ Recycled old jobs, currently at or below 7,,rs¢ but previously above this
threshold, are treated as server vacations of length Xfld [rwm.st] for ¢ > 1 in the transformed system. As explained
later, in SkipPredict jobs could only be recycled once, so we only have X919 [r0s¢].

SOAP shows that, because Poisson arrivals see time averages, the stationary delay due to old jobs has the same
distribution as queueing time in the transformed M/G/1/FCFS system. This system is characterized by ’sparse’
server vacations, where (original) jobs arrive at rate A and follow the size distribution Xgld [Fworst]-

Theorem 1 (Theorem 5.5 of [16]). Under any SOAP policy, the mean response time of jobs with descriptor d and
size xj 18!

[ ( d)] = A Zi:O ]E[Xiom[rworstp]
X =
E[T(x,, 2(1 — M\E [ X(‘)’ld[’l"worst])(l _ )\]E[X”e“’ [7‘ orstD
x g 1 d
/ a.
o 1= AE[X7new [rank;”f”t(a)]]

4.2 Rank functions of SkipPredict

The relevant attributes to SkipPredict are the size, the 1-bit prediction, and the predicted service time. We can
model the system using descriptor D = [size, predicted short/long, predicted time] = [z, b,r]. SkipPredict in the
external cost model results in the following rank function:

(1,—a) ifb=1,

(2,r—a) ifb=0. M)

rankegt([z,b,7],a) = {

which uses the first dimension to encode the class priority (short or long), and the second dimension to enforce
the priority for each class (FCFS for short jobs, SPRPT for long jobs). In such nested rank function, the first
dimension serves as the primary rank, with the priority ordering following a lexicographic ordering.

In the server cost model, SkipPredict results in the following rank function:
) if 0 < a < ¢q (initial rank, and cheap prediction),

)

—= N

(2)

—a
,—a) if b=1 and a > ¢; (short jobs after cheap prediction),
—a

w

) if b=0 and ¢; + c2 > a > ¢1 (long jobs, expensive prediction),

(
ranks.,([x,b,r],a) = 2
(4,7 —a) ifb=0anda>c; + cz (long jobs after expensive prediction).
Note entering jobs have ranked 2 in the first dimension, placing them behind short jobs awaiting or receiving service.
Since after predictions short jobs would simply be placed behind other short jobs, it makes sense to deprioritize
the cheap predictions. On the other hand, we prioritize long predictions over long jobs to implement SPRPT.
Finally, for jobs with rank 4 in the first dimension, we use r —a as the secondary rank. Technically the predicted
remaining service time is r — (a — ¢1 — ¢2), since the job’s age includes service for predictions of time ¢1 4+ co. As ¢;
and cg are fixed, using r — a is equivalent to using r — (a — ¢; — ¢2) for ranking, and we use r — a for convenience.

4.3 SkipPredict in External Cost Model

Lemma 1. For SkipPredict in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted short job,
E[T)E5 is

ext

ps _ MEISCr]
ext —
2(1 - P/<T)

Proof. While SOAP can be used to analyze the mean response time for predicted short jobs, this case is straight-
forward and follows the mean response time in the system for FCFS, which is given by Equation 23.15 in [7]. O

E[T] +E[SL7]-

4X81d [rworst] represents how long a job is served while it is considered original with respect to the rank ryorst
5Xfld [rworst] represents how long a job is served while it is considered recycled for the ¢ time with respect to the rank ryorst



Definition 4. We define S’ZT’T to be the service time for jobs predicted to be long (cheap prediction says > T)
where the expensive prediction of the service time is less than or equal to .

E[SIZT’,,] = /yr_o /xo_oo(l —pr(z)) -z - g(x,y)dzdy, E[S/ET,T2] _ /yr_o /J:ioo(l —pr(z)) - x2 - g(z, y)dzdy.

Lemma 2. For SkipPredict in the external cost model, if we let a(r) = [~ [ (1 — pp(z))g(z,t)(z — (t —
r))? dz dt, the expected mean response time for a predicted long job of true size x; and predicted size v is

A 2 2 *g 1
E[T(ff.hr)]fft :m (E[ /<T ]+E[S/2T,r ]+a(7‘)> +/0 Wda

Where pe™t = X (E[S”,] + E[S’ZT’T]) is the load due to jobs of predicted short and jobs predicted long but their
service time prediction less than r and (r — a)t = maxz(r — a,0).

Proof. To analyze SkipPredict for a predicted long job in the external cost model using SOAP, we first find the worst
future rank and then calculate X"V [rank{vj"f“ (@)], X§9rworst] and X £9[r0r5¢] for predicted long job. As described
in , the rank function for predicted long jobs is monotonic (here the job descriptor is dy = [z 5, 1,7]), and every
job’s rank is strictly decreasing with age, thus J’s worst future rank is its initial rank, here: rankyert(a) = (2,r—a)
and ryorst = ranky?rt (0) = (2,7).

Xnew [ranky?rSt(a)}: Suppose that a new job K of predicted size rx arrives when J has age a;. J’s delay due
to K depends on whether K is predicted to be short or long. If K is predicted short then it will preempt J and
be scheduled till completion because it has a higher class. Otherwise, if K has a predicted job size less than J’s
predicted remaining process time (r — ay), K will always outrank J. Thus

Xnew[<2 >] Tk K is predicted short
r—a) =
R 2xl(rg <r—a) K is predicted long

E[X™[(2,7 — a)]] /OOO pr(2)zf(x)ds + /0 /: z - (1= pr(x))g(z,y)dedy

X8 ryorst]: Whether another job I is original or recycled depends on its prediction as short or long, and in
the case it is long, it also depends on its predicted size relative to J’s prediction. If I is predicted short, then it
remains original until its completion. Otherwise, if I is predicted long, I is original only if r; < r, because then
until its completion its rank never exceeds 7.

Ty if I is predicted short

X0 [(2,7)] = {

zy1(ry <r) if I is predicted long

E(X5[(2,r)]] = / " pr(@)ef (@)de + / ' / T (1= pr(@) o gla,y)drdy

=0 Jx=0

o0

E[(X34[(2, r)))?]] = / " pr(a)e? (x)da + / _ | 0= pra) -2 glepsdy

=0

X fld [Fworst]: If another job I is predicted long and if 7 > r, then I starts discarded but becomes recycled when
r; —a = r. This starts at age a = r; — r and continues until completion, which will be x; —ay = 2y — (r; — 7).
Thus, for i > 2, X4 [(2,7)] = 0. Let t = r;:

1,1

old
Xl,II

(2, )] = 0 if I is predicted short
S Nap — (t—r) if I is predicted long
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Applying Theorem [1| leads to the result.

4.4 SkipPredict in Server Time Cost Model

As explained, considering the rank function defined in (2)), we first find the worst future rank of J, denoted as
ranky s, as follows:

(2,—a) if J is predicted short
(4,7 —a) if J is predicted long

ranky """ (a) = {

Lemma 3. For SkipPredict policy in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted
short job, B[T|LS is

Srv

A+ (63 +261EISL7] + EISL, 7))
s 21— ppg)

+E[SL 7]

where ppg = A (cl + E[S’<T]) is the load due to jobs of predicted short and their cheap prediction cost.

Proof. To analyze SkipPredict for predicted short jobs, we calculate XV [rank}°™ (a)], X§'[ruorst] and X' [ryorst]
for these predicted short jobs in the server cost model, where the job descriptor in this case is (b,r) = (1, *).

X"V[ranky™ (a)]: Let’s consider a new job K arriving when J is at age a; (where a; < min(r,z;)). The
worst rank of J depends on whether J is predicted to be short or long. If J is predicted short, then J’s worst
future rank is its current rank (2, —a ;). Given that K’s initial rank is (2, 0), at least equivalent to J’s worst future
rank, the delay .J experiences due to K is: X°"[(2,—a )] =0

X{)’Id [Fworst]: Suppose that J witnesses an old job I of initial size 2;. The duration for which I remains original
depends on whether its prediction is short or long. If I is predicted short, it remains original until completion.
Alternatively, if T is predicted long, it would remain original until the cheap prediction phase (lasting c;), after
which its rank shifts to (3, 0).

Xold

0,zr

(2,00 = 4T if I is predicted short
e if I is predicted long

E[X4[(2,0)]] = ¢1 + / Y pr(2)nf (2)dz

Xfld [rworst]: There are no instances of recycled jobs because either I completes its service (if predicted short)
or it is discarded completely (if predicted long), and thus never gets a rank lower than (2,0). Thus, for i > 1,

X0 12,00 =0

1,X1

Applying Theorem [1] yields the result.
O

Definition 5. We define S”(c1) to be the service times including prediction (cost of prediction as parameter c;)
for predicted short jobs.

E[S"p(c1)] = / Tt pr() f@)de B[St (e) = / Tt ) pr(a) - f@)de



Definition 6. We define SgT,T (c2) to be the service time including prediction (cost of prediction as parameter cy)
for predicted long jobs (> T) that is predicted less than r

B8ty ()] = [ _ / 0_00(1 (@) - (@ + ) - glary)drdy

B[SLr, " (ca)] = | _ / i(l (@) - (& + ) - gla, y)dudy

Lemma 4. For SkipPredict policy in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted
long job of true size x; and predicted size r is

A "o 2 v 2
E[T (2,755 A= e <E[S<T (e)] + (1 +e2)? - QT ) + E[SL7, " (cl + ¢2)] +a(7")>

T g 1
N
o 1- Pfﬁa)+

Where Q(T,r) = [, [0(1 = pr(x)) - g(z,y)dzdy (r — a)* = max(r - a,0)

P = A (E[S"p(e1)] + (01 +e2) - Q(T.7) + B[Sy, (e1 +e2)])

is the load due to jobs of predicted short and jobs predicted long but their service time prediction less than r along
with the load of the jobs predictions.
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Proof. Now we calculate X% [rankyj’“t(a)], X8 ruorst] and X219 [r,0r5¢] for predicted long jobs in the server cost
most, here again the J’s descriptor is ((b,r) = (0,7)).
X %[rankj®™"(a)]: J’s delay due to K also depends on K is predicted to be short or long.

c+Txr K is predicted short

XM —ag)] = {

c1t+ca+zgl(rg <r—ay) K is predicted long

Employing the joint distribution g(z,y), and setting 1(rg < r —ay) = f;;oa'] g(zx,y)dy, we can derive J’s
expected delay due to any random new job:
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X8 ryorst]: Regardless of I's prediction, an old job has higher priority than J, therefore J will be delayed for
the duration of I’s service.

X [(4r)] =
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c+zr if I is predicted short
c1+co+xr-A(ry <r) if I is predicted long
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X old[p orst): If J is predicted long, job I may be recycled. This occurs when I is predicted as long and with
an expensive prediction r; > r. [ is initially considered as original and is served during the cheap and expensive
prediction phases, then discarded. At age a;y = r; — r, I is recycled and served till completion, which will be
xr—ar=xr — (rr —r). For i >2, X214 [(27)] =0, let t = r;:

1,1

Xfl;il [<47 T>] =

0 if I is predicted short
xy — (t—r) if I is predicted long

BT = [ [T el (o (- )2 dadt

Applying Theorem [1]| yields the result.
O

Lemma 5. Let f,(y) = [~

xr
prediction for external cost is

0 9(z,y)dz, the mean response time for a predicted long job with size x; and any
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and for server time cost is

BT = [ BT 0))fkdy
y=0
Lemma 6. The mean response time for predicted long jobs in the external cost model is
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and in the server cost model is:
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4.5 SkipPredict Models Comparison

In the server cost model, we observe that the mean response times for both predicted short and long jobs are
consistently higher than those in the external cost model, because predictions are scheduled on the same server
as the jobs. When we set the costs to zero, so there is no cost to predictions, both models yield identical mean
response times. This follows from the definitions of S7 (c2) and SZ7(c1) (Definition [6) because with zero costs,
these definitions match with those of SgT7 and S”. Addltlonally, setting the threshold T to zero in SkipPredict
results in SPRPT (Shortest Predicted Remamlng Processing Time) scheduling. With this threshold, there are no

short jobs (i.e., E[S_;] = 0), necessitating expensive predictions for all jobs. Thus, the mean response time for
the predicted long jobs aligns with the mean response time of SPRPT [J] (analyzed for both of the two models in
Appendix |A)).

We emphasize that while we have derived equations for total costs for both models, comparing the practical
implications of these total costs for the two models is challenging. First, resource allocation differs between the
models: in the external cost model, predictions are scheduled on a server separate from the one handling the jobs,
whereas in the server cost model, both predictions and jobs are scheduled on the same server. Incorporating a fixed
cost into the mean response time for the external cost model does not translate directly to service time. This leads
to potential differences in the interpretation of the costs of predictions between the two models.



4.6 Generalization to Non-Fixed Costs

While we assume that the prediction costs as fixed, our approach naturally generalizes theoretically to random
costs from a distribution, where that distribution may also depend on the service time of the job. Here we outline
the necessary modifications in the analysis for this generalization.

We may consider prediction costs that are assumed to be independent over jobs. The cheap prediction cost is
given by a density function ki (z,c1), where ki (x,c1) is the density corresponding to a job with actual size x and
cost of cheap prediction c¢;. Hence, fcoio k1(z,c)de = f(x). Similarly, the expensive prediction cost is given by a
density function ks (x, c2), where ki(z, ¢z) is the density corresponding to a job with actual size x and the cost of
expensive prediction is cs.

In our analysis of the server cost model with fixed costs, for jobs with rank 4 in the first dimension, we used
r —a to encode the second dimension of the rank rather than the predicted remaining service time, which we noted
is technically r — (@ — ¢; — ¢2). When ¢; and ¢y are fixed, doing so does not change the rankings of jobs, but for
non-fixed costs, we would want to use the actual predicted remaining service time r — (a — ¢; — ¢2) for the rank
function.

5 Baselines

As baselines, we compare SkipPredict with three distinct policies in the two proposed models. These policies are 1)
FCFSﬁ7 a non-size-based policy that does not require predictions; 2) SPRPT, which involves performing expensive
predictions for all jobs; and 3) 1bit advice [10], which uses only cheap predictions, separating jobs into predicted
shorts and predicted longs, and using FCFS as a scheduling policy for each category, meaning that we do not have
a second stage of predictions.

These policies, along with SkipPredict, can be placed on a spectrum based on their prediction costs. FCFS
requires no predictions, while SPRPT requires expensive predictions for each job. The 1bit policy and Skip Predict
are positioned in the middle of this spectrum, with the 1bit policy incurring lower prediction costs than Skip Predict.
The question becomes, given prediction costs, what is the most cost-effective policy?

To compare all these policies, we analyze SPRPT and 1bit policies in the external cost model and the server
cost model. These policies, initially introduced by Mitzenmacher [9] [I0], were analyzed without considering the
cost of predictions, so here we re-analyze them with prediction costs using the SOAP framework for consistency.

5.1 SPRPT Analysis

In SPRPT the job descriptors only include the job size and service time predictions, e.g. D = [size, predicted time]
= [z,r]. Thus, the rank function in the external cost model is:

rankegyt([z, 7], a) = r — a. (3)
In the server cost model:

(1, —a) if 0 < a < ¢; (initial rank, scheduling prediction),

ranksq, ([z,0],a) = { (4)

(2,7 —a) if a > ¢; (jobs after prediction).
We provide proofs of the following lemmas in Appendix [A]

Lemma 7. For SPRPT in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a job of true size xj and
predicted size r is
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where pl. = )\fy:O wr—o 1 9(xr,y)drrdy.

6We could also consider any non-size-based policy such as LCFS or FB.



Lemma 8. For SPRPT in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a job of true size x
and predicted size r is
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where p”—A(cz—i—f Y Oxl g(xr, )dxldy).

5.2 1bit Analysis

For the 1bit policy, we define the rank function of this approach and then analyze it using SOAP framework. Here
the job descriptors only include the job sizes and binary predictions, e.g. D = [size, predicted short/long = [z, b].

Tank'ext([x’ b]’ a) = {g, _Z; iffbbzzl(; (5)

In the server cost model, this approach results in the following rank function:

(2,—a) if 0 <a < ¢; (initial rank, and cheap prediction),
ranksy([z,0],a) = < (1,—a) ifb=1 and a > ¢; (short jobs after cheap prediction), (6)
(3,—a) ifb=0and a > ¢; (long jobs after cheap prediction).

The mean response time for predicted short jobs of this approach is similar to predicted short jobs of Skip Predict
as nothing has changed.
We provide proofs of these 1bit lemmas in Appendix [B]

Lemma 9. For the 1bit policy in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted long job
of true size xj is
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where p¢t = )\fooo pr(x)zf(z)dz, the load due to predicted short jobs.

new

Lemma 10. For the 1bit policy in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted long
job of true size x; is
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where pit, = X (e + [y pr(x)af(x)dz) and pe, = A ([, (z + 1) f(z)dz).

5.3 Baselines Comparison

In the server cost model, the total costs are simply the mean response time in the system for each policy, while in
the external model, the total costs are as follows:

Policy Cost
_ )E[S?]
FCFS E[T]FCFS - 2(1_/)) + E[S}
SPRPT E[T]50T] + e
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Without looking at the formulas, it is intuitive that under even moderate loads, when the cost of the expensive
prediction is low (close to ¢;), the total cost of SkipPredict would be greater than that for SPRPT. Also in this case
SPRPT would outperform the 1bit approach, as size-based policies are generally more effective than non-size-based
ones when predictions are reasonably accurate. However, when the expensive prediction cost ¢y is high, Skip Predict
or 1bit would be better options than SPRPT. Note SkipPredict and 1bit have the same response times for jobs
predicted to be short, as both schedule these jobs in the same way. Thus, the efficiency of SkipPredict over the
1bit approach depends on the value of using an SPRPT-strategy for the remaining jobs.

6 Simulation with Baselines

To gain more insight into when to invest in prediction and how SkipPredict compares to other policies, in this
section we compare SkipPredict, SPRPT, 1bit and FCFS using simulation.

We consider the setting of the single queue with Poisson arrivals, and two job service time distributions;
exponentially distributed with mean 1 (f(z) = e™*) and the Weibull distribution with cumulative distribution
F =1—¢~ V22 The Weibull distribution is heavy-tailed, so that while the average service time remains 1, there are
many more very long jobs than with the exponential distribution. We use two prediction models: 1) Exponential
predictions [9], where a prediction for a job with service time «x is itself exponentially distributed with mean x. 2)
Uniform predictions [9], where a prediction for a job with service time x is uniformly distributed between (1 — «)x
and (1 + a)z for a parameter a. Table [1| in the Appendix [C| includes pr(z) and g(x,y) of these models. We
note that we have checked simulation results for single queues against the equations we have derived in Section
using the “perfect predictor,” where the cheap and expensive predictors are always accurate, as the integrals are
simpler in this case. Each of the two-stage predictors could be from a different model. In this section, we present
results for the exponentially distributed service time with uniform predictor, where we model both predictors by
the uniform model but with different o values; o = 0.8 for the cheap predictor and a = 0.2 for the expensive one.
(The cheap predictor here returns a single bit by comparing the predicted value with the threshold; this is not how
an actual prediction would work, but it is just a test model for simulation.) For the Weibull distribution, we use the
exponential predictor. Results of the other combination appear in Appendix [C] The default costs for the external
cost model are ¢; = 0.5,¢co = 2 and ¢y = 0.01, c; = 0.05 for the server cost model. When T is not tested, we default
to T' =1 for simplicity. Though we could aim to pick an optimal threshold for SkipPredict for comparison, we have
found that 7" =1 is effectively near optimal in many cases, and is suitable for comparison purposes.

6.1 SkipPredict Benefit Increases with Larger Cost Gaps

We have found that SkipPredict is more cost-effective than other policies when there is a difference between the
costs of the two predictions, with a greater gap leading to higher improvement. In Figures [3(a)([3(d)||4(b)|}4(d)L
we have T = 1, ¢; is fixed to the default value, and we change ¢y by varying k& where co = kcy. For similar or
very close costs (k = 1), SkipPredict is less useful, and SPRPT may be a better option. However, as co values
increase, SkipPredict becomes more cost-effective. FCFS and 1bit are not affected as they do not require expensive
predictions. For Weibull distributed service times, the costs of SkipPredict and SPRPT are similar due to the
heavy-tailed nature of the Weibull distribution. However, as expected, the cost gap grows with an increase in co.

6.2 Expensive Predictions are Effective Under High Load

At high load, SkipPredict has the potential for improvement over other policies. The effectiveness of predictions
under low load depends on the service time distribution, as shown in Figures and For exponentially
distributed service times, under a low rate, a non-size-based policy (FCFS) is reasonable, while with a Weibull
serivce distribution having a cheap prediction, 1bit is preferable. These Figures, with 7" = 1, show that investing
in expensive predictions (service times) becomes beneficial at higher rates, where SkipPredict yields the lowest
cost in both distributions. We should note, however, that under extremely high load, prediction-based scheduling
(SPRPT, SkipPredict or 1bit) risks overflow issues, making FCFS a better option.

6.3 Impact of T on SkipPredict Cost

In Figures [3(b)}, [3(e)l 4(b)l and [4(e)l we compare the cost vs. T when A = 0.9. As T increases, both SkipPredict
and 1bit demonstrate reduced costs in both service time distributions. However, past a certain T threshold, which
depends on the arrival rate and actual costs, we observe a rise in costs due to the decreasing number of jobs
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Figure 3: Cost in the external cost and server cost models using uniform predictor, cheap predictor is configured
with a = 0.8, expensive predictor with @ = 0.2, service times are exponentially distributed with mean 1. The
default costs for the external model are ¢; = 0.5,c3 = 2 and for the server cost model are ¢; = 0.01, ¢ = 0.05 (a +
d) Cost vs. co when A=0.9and T =1 (b + e) Cost vs. T when A = 0.9 (¢ + f) Cost vs. A when T = 1.

requiring expensive prediction. This leads to a reduced load for expensive predictions, making job size prediction
for scheduling between predicted long jobs less effective. As T' gets large, Skip Predict and 1bit become the same, as
both serve predicted short jobs similarly, which in this case are the majority of the jobs. When considering Weibull
service times and default costs, Skip Predict shows a gain over SPRPT but it is smaller than the gain over SPRPT
with exponential service time. This is because SPRPT is effective for long jobs in the Weibull distribution. Yet, as
shown earlier, SkipPredict’s advantages grow with increasing differences in prediction costs.

7 What if the cheap predictions are not really cheap?

While it is a reasonable assumption in real-world systems that cheap predictions may be available and cost-effective,
here we consider the case where cheap predictions are either unavailable or not available for substantially less cost
than expensive predictions. In such a scenario, we expect SkipPredict to be less effective, so we here consider
an alternative algorithm called DelayPredict. Unlike the intuitive approach of applying predictions to all jobs,
DelayPredict saves the cheap predictions and avoids doing expensive predictions for all jobs. DelayPredict schedule
jobs FCFS, but instead of using cheap prediction, it limits each job to a given limit L of time, at which point
it would be preempted, and treated as a long job. At that point, the job could go through expensive prediction
and be scheduled based on SPRPT scheduling. A job that finishes before L units of service would, in this setting,
be a short job that finishes without prediction. Similarly to SkipPredict, we assume the expensive predictions are
independent over jobs and are determined by the density function g(x,y), and that long jobs obtain an expensive
prediction at some fixed cost co. We define 2’ = fxoi ;. J(x)dz as the expected fraction of jobs requiring the expensive
prediction and use it in Definitions [2] and |3| to analyze DelayPredict cost in the external cost model and in the
server cost model. (Note that in DelayPredict ¢, = 0.)

Rank function of DelayPredict: We model the system using D = [size, predicted time] = [z, r]. Here we assume
that the service time prediction r is greater than L, because jobs that require expensive prediction are longer than
L. Since a job’s age is L when it is preempted and obtains a prediction, in the external model, the predicted
remaining time for long jobs is r — L — (a — L) = r — a. For the service time model their age after being predicted
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Figure 4: Cost in the external cost and server cost models using exponential predictor for Weibull service time.
The default costs for the external model are ¢; = 0.5, ¢ = 2 and for the server cost model are ¢; = 0.01,¢c3 = 0.05
(a + d) Cost vs. ¢ when A =09 and T'=1 (b + ¢) Cost vs. T when A = 0.9 (¢ + f) Cost vs. A when T = 1.

starts at L + cg, so the predicted remaining time is r — L — (a — L — ¢3) = r —a — ¢a. As ¢y is fixed among all jobs,
instead of the predicted remaining time we can use r — a as the rank for convenience. Accordingly, DelayPredict
in the external cost model has the following rank function:

1,—a ifo<a<[L
rankes (7,7, a) = {22 r —>a> ifa>1L

In the server cost model, DelayPredict results in the following rank function:

(1, —a) if 0 < a < L (initial rank),
ranksy([z,7],a) = < (2, —a) if L <a <L+ ¢y (expensive prediction calculation), (8)
(3,7 —a) if a > L+ ¢ (long jobs after expensive prediction).

Lemma 11. For DelayPredict in both the external cost model and the server time cost model, the expected mean
response time for a short job is

L %) L
Bt w2 ([ 2w )+ [Ces,
2(1-pr) 0 L 0

where pr, = A (fOL of (z)dz + [;° Lf(x)dx), the load due to jobs while limiting their sizes to L.

Lemma 12. For DelayPredict in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a long job of true
size xy and predicted size r is
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Figure 5: DelayPredict vs. SkipPredict and SPRPT in the external cost model (a) cost vs. arrival rate with
1 =05,c0 =4, T=L=1 (b) cost vs. arrival rate with ¢; =3.5,¢c0 =4, T = L =1 (c) cost vs. threshold (T for
SkipPredict and L for DelayPredict), ¢y = 0.5,¢0 = 2, A = 0.9.

) A L
E[T (27, 7))o ot = W(/ 2’ f(z)dx
L 7‘
/ / g(z,y)dxdy —|—/ / L? - g(x,y)dxdy
= L y=r Jax=L
g 1
+/ / gla,t) - (x— L —(t—r))* dadt +/ FprrT—
t=r Jx=L+t—r 0 1- pL J(r—a)t

where pi*r = A (fm o o f (x)dx + f o it x e g(m,y)dady + fyo; [, L gz, y)dxdy) is the load due to short jobs,
long jobs predicted to be less than v, and other long jobs with their size limited at L. Here (r —a)t = max(r —a,0).

Lemma 13. For DelayPredict policy in the server cost model, the expected mean response time for a long job of
true size xy and predicted size r is
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to short jobs, predlctwns for long ]Obs long jobs predicted to be less than r, and other long jobs with their size
limited at L. Here (r —a)™ = maz(r — a,0).

We provide proofs of Lemmas and [13]in Appendix

7.1 DelayPredict vs. SkipPredict

The main difference between DelayPredict and SkipPredict is in the waiting time. In SkipPredict, a predicted
short job sees only short jobs while a short job in DelayPredict sees all short jobs in the queue ahead of it,
limited to size L. Similarly, in DelayPredict a long job has to wait behind incoming jobs (including all other long
jobs) for at lest time L. Thus, while DelayPredict saves the cheap predictions, its waiting time can be higher
than SkipPredict. Figure 5| shows a setting where there is a cost gap between prediction costs, and SkipPredict



outperforms DelayPredict. However, DelayPredict still performs better than SPRPT (with ¢; = 0.5,¢c2 = 4). When
the costs are close, DelayPredict is better than both SkipPredict and SPRPT, as in this case SkipPredict is less
effective. Since DelayPredict waiting time depends on L, we see, Figure that as L increases, the cost of
DelayPredict gets higher. (Note for comparison purposes the L for DelayPredict and the T for SkipPredict are
chosen to be the same value.)

8 Variants of SkipPredict

While here we have focused on analyzing SkipPredict in cases where predictions have costs (either external or in
server time), we believe that this work is a starting point; there are many variations of prediction-based scheduling
to consider. We offer some possible variants of SkipPredict.

e One could analyze systems using separate servers explicitly for prediction. This introduces challenges, de-
pending on the model for the service time for predictions, of dependence between the queues.

e Cheap predictions could provide a richer classification than just short or long; one could imagine k-bit priorities
from cheap predictions and different scheduling for the 2* classes.

e Predicting only some of the jobs, say each with some probability, could reduce prediction costs while still
providing gains. (Jobs without predictions could be served FCFS with priority between predicted short and
long jobs, for example.)

e Load-based predictions, where predictions are used only when the number of jobs in the queue reaches some
limit L (until emptying, or reaches some lower level), seems intuitively useful. When there are many jobs,
the gains from ordering the jobs are likely to be higher, to pay the cost of the predictions. Such schemes are
not readily analyzed using the SOAP framework, however, as job descriptors are assumed to be independent
of system load.

9 Conclusion

We have presented SkipPredict, the first prediction-based scheduling policy we are aware of that takes into account
the cost of prediction. SkipPredict is designed for systems where two levels of prediction are available, good
(and cheap) and better (but expensive) prediction. While here we have focused on having a binary prediction
(short/long) and a prediction of the service time, our framework would also work for other settings. For example,
both the cheap and expensive predictions could be for the service time, with the expensive prediction being a more
refined, time-consuming variation of the cheaper process (that even takes the cheap prediction as an input). We
considered the cost of prediction in scheduling in two models; the external cost model with externally generated
predictions, and the server time cost model where predictions require server time and are scheduled alongside jobs.
We derived the response time of SkipPredict and analyzed total cost formulae in the two cost models for Skip Predict.
We similarly derived formulae in these models for previously proposed prediction policies where previous analyses
ignored prediction costs, namely 1bit and SPRPT, as well as a new policy, DelayPredict. We have demonstrated
that SkipPredict potentially outperforms FCFS, 1bit, SPRPT, and DelayPredict in both cost models, especially
when there is a significant cost gap between cheap and expensive predictions.
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A SPRPT Proofs

Lemma 7. For SPRPT in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a job of true size xj and
predicted size r is

A r o0
E[T (2, 7)]25 " AL </y o/x . x7 - g(zr,y)dzdy
r = =

e’} e o] zJ 1
—|—/ / g(xr,t) - (xr — (t —7))? - daydt +/ k/ida,
t=r Jxr=t—r 0 p(,r_a)+

where pl, =X [ _o [ _oxr - g(zr,y)dridy.

Proof. SPRPT has a rank function rank(r,a) = r — a for job of size x and predicted size r. As this rank function
is monotonic, J’s worst future rank is its initial prediction:

worst

rankyy

(a) =r—a.

When a; = 0, the rank function is denoted by 7yorst = rankgff;f, 0) =r.

A.0.1  X"V[rank}° ()] computation:

Suppose that a new job K of predicted size rx arrives when J has age a. If K has a predicted job size less than
J’s predicted remaining process time (r — a), K will always outrank J. Thus

X;L}";U’[r — a] = .’I,‘KIL(TK <r-— a)
E[X"[r —a]] = / / v - g(@r,y)derdy
0 =0

A.0.2 X89[r,, 5] computation:
Whether job I is an original or recycled job depends on its predicted size relative to J’s predicted size. If r; < r,
then I is original until its completion because its rank never exceeds r.

xod [r] =a1(ry <7).

0,x1

E[XS4[r]] = / 0 / o1 g(ery)derdy,
y=0Jzx

=0

B(C6 )2 = [ ' / Y2 gl y)dardy.

y=0Jz;=0

A.0.3 Xfld [rworst] computation:

If r; > r, then I starts discarded but becomes recycled when r; —a = r. This means at age a = r; — r and served
till completion, which will be x; —ay =z — (r; — 1), let t = ry:
Thus, we have
XM Ip] = xp — (t— 7).

1,II

For i > 2,

XM =o.



Xfld / / g(zr,t (I’I*(t*'r)) - dxrdt.
t=r Jrr=t—r

Applying Theorem 5.5 of SOAP [16] yields that the mean response time of jobs with descriptor (r) and size x ;

is as follows. Let i, -
P = )\/ / xr-g(xr,y)drdy.
y=0Jxr=0

Then

(fyT:O f;IO:O 35% : g(xla y)dxldy + ftO:OT f;::tir g(ffv t) ' (.T] - (t - T))Q : dxldt)
51— ol

xg 1
Y
o 1-— Plr—a)+

Let fp(y) = f;io g(z,y)dz. Then the mean response time for a job with size x;, and the mean response time
over all jobs are given by

oo

E[T(z;)] = fp() (T(x.7,y)]dy,

[T)SHRPT = / / (z,y)E[T(z,y)|dydx.
=0

Lemma 8. For SPRPT in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a job of true size x
and predicted size r is

A o0 o0 T oo
E[T (27, r)]55 " 50— (/ / . - g(z,y)dedy +/ 0/ 0(02 +21)? - g(xr,y)derdy
r y=r Jx= y=0Jxr=

[e’e] [e3e] x .y 1
—|—/ / g(xr,t) - (xr — (t —r))? - dagdt) +/ ———da,
t=r Jxr=t—r 0 1- p(r—a)*

where pll = \ <02 + f e Oxl -g(m17y)dx1dy).

Proof. X ¥ [rank}®"*(a)]: J’s worst future rank is (2,7 —a;). In this case, J’s delay due to a new job K is ¢y
plus zx is its predicted service time less than J’s remaining process time.

O

Xol(2r —ag)) =co+axl(rg <r—ay).

r—a o0
E[X""[(2,r — as)] = c» +/ / vk - 9(@K,y)dridy.
0 x =0

A.0.4 X&9[r,. ;] computation:

In this model, old job I delays J at least co. In addition, If r; < r, then [ is original until its completion because
its rank never exceeds r.
XglgI (2,7 —ay) =co+xL(r; <r).

oo
E[Xold<277n —aj)]=cs+ / / xr - gz, y)dardy.
y=0 Jxr=0

EI(X§42,r — a,))?]] = / mr / ooocg 9(z, y)dudy + / / (eo ) glas,p)desdy



A.0.5 X?PY[r,..s;] computation:

If r; > r, then I starts discarded but becomes recycled when r; —a = r. This means at age a = r; — r and served
till completion, which will be x; —a; = x; — (r; —r), let t = ry:
Thus, we have
XM 9 —ay) =ax;r — (t—7).

11’1

For ¢ > 2,
X9 - —ay) =0,

1,27

E[XO4(2 7 — a,)2] :/ / g@nt) - (1 — (t— )2 - dwrdt.
t=r Jrr=t—r
Applying Theorem 5.5 of SOAP [16] yields that the mean response time of jobs with descriptor (r) and size x ;

is as follows. Let . -
=/\<62+/ / xl-g(xl,y)dxldy) .
y=0Jxr=0

Then

E[T(xj,r)]ssﬁRPT (/ / 002 g(x, yda:dy—l—/ / 0(024—3:[) -g(zr,y)dzrdy
y=r Jz= w=

00 es} zJ 1
n / / o(ert)- (@r — (t = 1)? ~dxzdt>> b da
t=rJrr=t—r 0 p(ria)+

Let fp(y) = f;io g(z,y)dz. The mean response time for a job with size z; and the mean time for a general job
are give by

Tws) = [ io FoET (@, 9)ldy,

s - [ °°0 / °°0 o(z, VE[T (z, 3)]dydz.

B 1bit Proofs

Lemma 9. For the 1bit policy in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted long job
of true size xj s

% A 7 1
E[T(xJ)]clzZtt7PL :2(1 7p)(1 _ pext )E[SQ] +/0 1 — pext da’

pnew pnew

where = pr(x)xf(x)dx, the load due to predicted short jobs.
here p¢=t )\fooo (z)xf(x)dx, the load d dicted sh job

new

Proof. To analyze 1-bit advice for predicted long job in the external cost model using SOAP, we first find the
worst future rank and then calculate X"V [rankw"rbt( )], X§! [rworst] and X99[r,orst) for predicted long job. For
predicted long jobs, the rank function is monotonic as described in therefore J’s worst future rank is its initial

rank.
ranky ™" (a) = (2, —a),

and Tworst = rankg’ert(O) = (2,0).

X"V[ranky ™" (a)]: Suppose that a new job K arrives when J has age a;. J's delay due to K depends on K
is predicted to be short or long.

Only if K is predicted short then it will preempt J and be scheduled till completion because it has a higher
class as long jobs are scheduled also according to FCFS so in case of K predicted long it will not preempt J



Xoavl(2, —a)] = {xK K is predicted short.

B2 o] = [ " pr(e)af (2)de.

X8 ryorst]: Now if old job I either predicted short or long is an original job then it remains original until its
completion (regardless of if it is predicted long or short). Thus, for i > 1, X4 [(2,0)] = 0.

1,1

X549 1(2,0)] = z7.

0,x1

E[Xg[(2,0)]) = / " ef(a)de.

E[(Xg[(2,0)))%]] = / " 2 (@) de.

Applying Theorem 5.5 of SOAP [16] yields the result:

_— A oo ) T 1
E[T(x‘])]emtiﬂl—p)(l— ewt)/o T f(x)d:z:+/0 1ﬁda,

Priew ~ Prew

where p¢2t = X ([ pr(z)zf(z)d).
As a second way of thinking about this proof, it can be said that this is the original FCFS system with slowdowns

caused by subsystem 1 (predicted short jobs) which is 1—;-%

new

O

Lemma 10. For the 1bit policy in the server time cost model, the expected mean response time for a predicted long
job of true size x; is

1

) A S T
EIT 1bit, PL __ / 2 d / d
R TR [ S A S e

where pirty = X (cr + [y pr(z)af(z)dz) and pe, = X ([, (z + 1) f(z)dz).

Proof. In this case, according to (@, J’s worst future rank is

ranky " (a) = (3, —a)

and Tworst = rankg’;’“t(()) = (3,0).

X"V[ranky™" (a)]: Let’s say J has age a; when K arrives. The delay caused by K for J depends on whether
it is predicted to be short or long for K. If K is predicted short then it will preempt J and be scheduled along with
its cheap prediction till completion. Otherwise, if K is predicted long, it will delay J only for the cheap prediction.

c1 +xg K is predicted short,
c1 K is predicted long.

X3 —ag)] = {

E[X""[(3, —a)]] =1 + / " pr(a)ef ().

X8 ryorst]: Each old job is scheduled for cheap prediction (which costs ¢1), and an old fLOb I, regardless of

whether it is predicted long or short remains original until its completion. Thus, for ¢ > 1, X?T [(3,0)] = 0.

X5 [(3,0)] = ¢ + 1

0,z



E[X((3,0)]) = / (e + 2)f(@)de

E[(X[(3,0)])?] = / (e + 2 fla)da

Using Theorem 5.5 of SOAP [10] yields the result:

; A o I 1
E[T (x;)]tbitPE — / r+ec1)f(z dx—|—/ ——da,
o [0 A N e

pnew pnew

where pirt = X (c1 + [ pr(z)af(x)de)  pe, =X (5 (@ + 1) f(z)dx).

C Simulation

Here we present some additional simulations of the exponentially distributed service time with the exponential
predictor and of the Weibull distribution using the uniform predictor. Table [I| summarizes the quantities pr(x)
and g(z,y) for our prediction models.

Table 1: Prediction Models and their Functions

Model pr(x) g(x,y)

Perfect Prediction life<T e ®

Exponential Prediction 1 — e (F) e~
0 ifT<(1-a)x,

Uniform Prediction 1 ifT>(1+a)z, e ®
T—(1—a)zx

S otherwise
ax
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D DelayPredict Proofs

Lemma 11. For DelayPredict in both the external cost model and the server time cost model, the expected mean
response time for a short job is

. ‘ . Y L ') L
BT < —gt s [ [ ) + [t
2(1—pr) 0 L 0

where pp, = A (fOL xf(x)dx + f;o Lf(x)dx), the load due to jobs while limiting their sizes to L.

Proof. We first find the worst future rank and then calculate XV [ranky°™"(a)], X5 [ruworst] and X'[ryopse] for
short jobs. As both the external cost model and the server cost model treat short jobs the same, and their worst
future rank is the same, the analysis holds for both.

For short jobs, the rank function is monotonic, therefore J’s worst future rank is its initial rank:

ranky " (a) = (1, —a)

and Tworst = rankg’;’”t(()) = (1,0).

X"V[ranky ™ (a)]: Since short jobs have higher priorities than long jobs, and they are scheduled FCFS, a new
job does not preempt J. Hence X<*[(1,—a)] = 0.

X{)’ld [Fworst]: If an old job I is short, it remains original until it is completed. Otherwise, it remains original
only for L times. Thus, for i > 1, X?!4 [(1,0)] = 0 and

1,1

xy if I is short

1d
Xo.2,1(1,0)] = {L if T is long

L [e%)
E[Xgld[u,om:/o a:f(a:)dx+/L Lf(z)dz

E[(X$4[(1,0)])] = / 2 f(x)de + / T 2 ()de

Applying Theorem 5.5 of SOAP [16] yields the result

L o) L
E[T)Levrrediets :2(1ipL)</o 2’ f(z) d:v+/L L2f($)dm> +/0 v f(z)dz,

where pr, = A (fOL af(x)dz + [;° Lf(ac)dx). O

Lemma 12. For DelayPredict in the external cost model, the expected mean response time for a long job of true
size xy and predicted size r is

elayPredic A L
]E[T(‘TJ7T)}E"£1} vPrediet, L :2(1 _ pemt>2 (/ 0 IQf(SC)dZL'
L,r r=

+/ / m2-g(w,y)d$dy+/ / L? - g(z,y)dxdy
y=0 y=r Jax=L

= rx=L
[e'e) oo g 1
+/ / g(:z:,t)o(fof(tfr))ldzdt +/ ————da,
t=r Jo=L+t—r o 1- PL.(r—a)*

where pi*r = A (fo:O zf(z)dr + f;:o [Z, @ gz, y)dady + fyo; [, L gz, y)dxdy) is the load due to short jobs,

long jobs predicted to be less than v, and other long jobs with their size limited at L. Here (r —a)t = max(r —a,0).



Proof. To analyze DelayPredict for a long job in the external cost model using SOAP, we first find the worst future
rank and then calculate Xnew[mnkgf“t(a)], X8 rporst] and X214 [ryopnst) for long job. As described in 7 the
rank function for long jobs is monotonic, and every job’s rank is strictly decreasing with age, thus J’s worst future
rank is its initial rank, here: rank}°""(a) = (2,7 — a) and ryorst = ranky™"(0) = (2,7).

xXnew [rankfl"f“t(a)]: Suppose that a new job K of predicted size rx arrives when J has age a ;. J’s delay due to
K depends on whether K is short or long. If K is short then it will preempt J, since it has a higher priority, and
be scheduled till completion. If K is long and has a predicted job size less than J’s predicted remaining process
time (r — ay), K will preempt J and proceed until completion. Otherwise, If K is long and has a predicted job
size more than J’s predicted remaining process time, it will preempt J but will be scheduled only for L time.

Thus

Xnew[(2,p — )] = Tk K is short
o exl(rg <r—a)+ L -1(rg >r—a) K islong

E[X™"[(2,7 — a)]] :/w x)dx +/y 0 / g(x,y)drdy + /,;OL L g(z,y)dzxdy

y=r—a

X8 ryorst]: Whether another job I is original or recycled depends on whether it is short or long, and in the
case it is long, it also depends on its predicted size relative to J’s prediction. If I is short, then it remains original
until its completion. Alternatively, if I is long, it is original until completion if r; < r, otherwise, it is original until
L.

X2 [(2, 7] = TK K is short
O A xgl(rg <r)+L-1(rg >r) K islong

E[XSM[(2, 7] :/m dm—i—/ / g,y dxdy+/ /z L - g(x,y)dzdy

E[(X2[(2, r)))2]] :/: da:+/ / o(@,y dxdy+/ / L2 g(z,y)dudy

X2, orst]: If another job I is long and if 77 > 7, then I starts discarded but becomes recycled when r; —a = r.
This starts at age a = r; — r and continues until completion, which will be z; — L —a; = 2y — L — (r; — r). Thus,
for i > 2, XPW [(2,7)] = 0. Let t = rp:

0 if I is short
xy—L—(t—r) if Iislong

X34, [(2.7) = {

E[X4[(2,7)] /t / et g(x,t) - (x — L — (t —7))* - dadt

Applying Theorem [1| leads to the result.

L
E[T (2, )]gcetlaypmdmL 1—)\pm)2 (/ 2? f(z)dw

/ / g(z,y dmdy—i—/ / L? - g(x,y)dzdy
T= L
x g 1
—|—/ / g(x,t) - (x — L — (t —7r))* - dadt —|—/ ——F—da
t=r Jr=L+t—r 0 1- L J(r—a)t

Where p¢. = (sz:O zf(z)dw +I o S x e g(w,y)dady + f S Lg(a y)dxdy)



Lemma 13. For DelayPredict policy in the server cost model, the expected mean response time for a long job of
true size xy and predicted size r is

ayPredic A k " >
Ew@ngﬁﬁdtL=%lpmq</ g%ummy/0/Lu+@Fy@wmmy
= Y= =

Jr/yr/oo (L+C2)2'9($,y)dxdy

=L

[ee) o0 g 1
—|—/ / g(x,t)-(m—L—(t—r))Q-dxdt —l—/ ———da,
t=r Jr=L+t—r 0 1- pL J(r—a)t

where p7’) = A (fm o zf(z)dx + f f (x4 ¢2) - g(z,y)dzdy + fyoiT fxoiL(L +¢2) - g(x, y)d:cdy) is the load due
to short jobs, predictions for long jobs, long jobs predicted to be less than r, and other long jobs with their size
limited at L. Here (r —a)™ = maz(r — a,0).

Proof. Tn this case, J’s worst future rank is rank}°™ (a) = (3,7 — a) and ryorst = ranky®™*(0) = (3,7). Now we
calculate X" [rank}*™ (a)], X§'4[ruworst] and X' ryorst] for long jobs in the server cost most.

X ¥ [ranky°™(a)]: J’s delay due to K also depends on K is short or long. If I is short, then it remains it is
scheduled until its completion. Alternatively, if I is long its prediction is scheduled for ¢o. In addition, if r; < r
then it is scheduled until completion, otherwise it is scheduled until L.

TK K 1is short
(cot+2zk) Lrg <r—aj)+(c2+ L) - L(rxg >r—ay) K islong

X5l Br —ag)] = {

L r—a poo
E[XnewKS,T _ CL>H — /:0 zf(m)di[’ + /:0 /:L(x + 02) . g(xay)dl'dy

w0 [T @) gedsdy
y=r—a Jx=L

Xg‘d[rwmt]: The analysis is similar to the new arrival job. Whether another job I is original or recycled
depends on whether it is short or long, and in the case it is long, it also depends on its predicted size relative to
J’s prediction.

X2 [(3,7)] = TK K is short
Oer i (co+zg) Lrg <7)+(ca+ L) -A(rxg >r) K is long

L

Oxf(a:)dx + /y’” /:O (x + c2) - g(z,y)dzdy + /DO /:0 (L + c2) - g(z,y)dzdy

=0 Jz=L y=r Jax=L

B[ (3.7 = |

E[(X5M[(3,r)] :/ (x)dz + /yT_O /:0 (x + c2)? - g(x,y)dady
+

z/y / (L +c2)? - g(x, y)dady

X2, orst]: As described before, if another job I is long and if r; > r, then I starts discarded but becomes
recycled when r; —a = r. This starts at age a = r; —r and continues until completion, which will be x; — L —a; =
vy — L — (r; —r). Thus, for i > 2, X299 [(3,7)] =0. Let t = rp:

T



X9, [(3.7)] = {O

Applying Theorem [1] leads to the result.

. A L
E[T('TJ7T)]3evlayPTedwt7L :2(1 _ psrv)Z </'—O ‘rQ

L,r
9] )
+ / (L+02)2 :
=rJz=L

// xt
t=r L+tr

derf f

Where p§'7 = (fo:o x (x4 c2)

(E[*L*

R A A CURCE

if I is short
if I is long

(t—r)

(t—7))? - daxdt

T o0
et [ [ @k ea gloydady
y=0Jax=L

g(z, y)dzdy

g 1
(x—L—(t—r))Z-dxdt>+/ 1Tda
o —

L J(r—a)t

cg(z,y)dzdy + f Sl (L4 c2) - g(a, y)dxdy).
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