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Abstract—This paper studies online convex optimization with
unknown linear budget constraints, where only the gradient
information of the objective and the bandit feedback of constraint
functions are observed. We propose a safe and efficient Lyapunov-
optimization algorithm (SELO) that can achieve an O(

√
T )

regret and zero cumulative constraint violation. The result also
implies SELO achieves O(

√
T ) regret when the budget is hard

and not allowed to be violated. The proposed algorithm is
computationally efficient as it resembles a primal-dual algorithm
where the primal problem is an unconstrained, strongly convex
and smooth problem, and the dual problem has a simple gradient-
type update. The algorithm and theory are further justified in
a simulated application of energy-efficient task processing in
distributed data centers.

Index Terms—safe online learning, bandit feedback, Lyapunov
optimization, and optimistic/pessimistic design.

I. INTRODUCTION

Online Convex Optimization (OCO) provides a versatile
framework for studying online control and decision-making
in dynamic and uncertain environments [1]–[3]. Within this
framework, a learner/controller continuously adapts its de-
cisions to minimize a loss function or maximize a utility
function while interacting with the environment in real-time.
OCO has wide-ranging applications, including robotics control
[4]–[6], resource allocation in network systems [7]–[12], load
balancing in server systems [13]–[15], online advertising [16],
[17], and personalized healthcare [18], [19].

In OCO framework, the learner/controller chooses a deci-
sion xt in each round without prior knowledge of the convex
loss function ft(·). The objective is to minimize the total
loss over T rounds, given by minx∈X

∑T
t=1 ft(xt), where

the loss incurred by each decision xt is observed only after
the decision has been executed. In real-world scenarios, these
interactions are usually constrained by operational budgets.
For instance, in a cloud computing system, the data center
optimizes the throughput or delay performance within an
energy budget; in online advertising, advertisers submit bids to
maximize the click-through rates within a weekly or monthly
budget. Similarly, inpatient onboarding, hospitals optimize
patients’ treatment by assigning them to proper medical units
under medical resources constraints. In these applications, the
operational constraints usually have a linear form, and the
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consumption matrix (At) is unknown, where only the partial
feedback can be observed in practice (i.e., the gradient/values
of loss functions ∇f(xt)/f(xt) and the values of resource
consumption Atxt of the decision point xt). To model these
applications, we study online convex optimization with linear
budget constraints (OCOwLB) with partial feedback

min
xt∈X

T∑
t=1

ft(xt)

s.t.
T∑

t=1

Atxt ≤ B

where ∇f(xt)/f(xt) and Atxt are revealed to the learner
after the decision xt is taken. In OCOwLB, the learner aims
to minimize the total loss with only partial feedback while
satisfying the budget constraints or keeping the constraint
violation minimal.

One possible method to satisfy the budget constraints is to
identify the underlying (expected) static constraints and project
the decision xt into a safe (strictly feasible) set at each round
[20]–[26]. However, such “anytime safe projection” methods
may encounter three potential challenges when dealing with
budget constraints: 1) they often require a substantial initial
period to explore and learn the consumption matrix; 2) deter-
mining the “correct” safe constraint set based on an estimated
consumption matrix is difficult and they are very likely to
be overly conservative ensures safety but degrades perfor-
mance; 3) the projection-based methods (e.g., projected online
gradient descent) may require heavy computation because it
is equivalent to solving a constrained quadratic optimization
problem or could be almost extremely challenging (if not
unsolvable) due to the non-convexity of the constraint set.
In this paper, we propose a safe and efficient Lyapunov-
optimization (SELO) algorithm for OCOwLB with partial
feedback that achieves strong theoretical results. Next, we
summarize our main contributions.

Main Contribution: SELO is motivated by the primal-
dual design and Lyapunov optimization framework. The primal
decision modular incorporates the estimated loss function and
the virtual queues that capture the over-used resource to
balance the loss minimization and resource consumption. It
is computationally efficient because the primal problem is (al-
most) unconstrained, strongly convex, and smooth. The virtual
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queues {Qt} are designed to capture the cumulative overused
budgets. In particular, we impose a “pessimistic” bonus term
and “pessimistic” penalty term to guarantee the “safety”
due to the initial exploration phase. SELO achieves O(

√
T )

regret and zero constraint violation. We apply SELO to low-
delay task processing in distributed data centers with energy
budget constraints. Our experimental results demonstrate that
SELO outperforms baseline algorithms and performs similarly
against the optimal offline policy.

II. RELATED WORK

Safe online learning with partial/bandit feedback has been
studied in the literature mainly from the perspective of con-
strained online convex optimization (COCO) [27]–[38] and
constrained bandit optimization (CBO) [39]–[55].

COCO: The work [27] initialized the studies of COCO
and proposed an algorithm that achieves O(

√
T ) regret and

O(T 3/4) violation for static constraints and it is further ex-
tended to the setting where the constraints could be stochastic,
time-varying or adversarial [28]–[33], where the representative
work [30] established O(

√
T ) regret and O(

√
T ) constraint

violation for stochastic and adversarial constraints when the
Slater’s condition holds. The work [34] studied COCO under
the strict metric of hard constraint violation where the vio-
lation cannot compensate and established O(

√
T ) regret and

O(T 3/4) hard violation for static constraints. The results is
further improved to O(

√
T ) regret and O(T 1/4) violation in

[35] and O(
√
T ) regret and O(1) violation in [36]. When the

constraint is adversarial, the work [36] also proved O(
√
T )

regret and O(T 3/4) hard violation and a recent remarkable
work [38] established O(

√
T ) regret and O(

√
T log T ) by

designing a clever Lyapunov function integrated into adaptive
online gradient descent. Unlike COCO with full information
feedback, we only have partial feedback on the constraints.

CBO: The work [39], [40] initialized the studies of CBO
by introducing the problem of Bandit with Knapsack and
proposed the algorithms (e.g., PrimalDualBwK) that achieve
effective regret performance. BwK is further extended to
various settings, including context (linear) bandit [41], [42],
adversarial setting [43]–[45], fairness constraints [46], [47],
general constraints [48], [50], and small budget setting [51].
These algorithms carefully balance the reward acquisition
and resource consumption by using the idea of primal-dual
optimization more or less. Note another line of CBO is to
satisfy the constraints for every round [52]–[55], where these
papers usually construct the safe or feasibility region and
then choose the decision by solving a (linear) optimization
problem for every round. Unlike these literature, we focus on
the continuous (convex) decision space.

III. MODEL

In this section, we formally define OCOwLB. Consider the
following online learning problem: At each round t ∈ [T ],
the learner makes decision xt ∈ X and then observes the
gradient or value of loss function ∇ft(xt)/ft(xt) and budget
consumption ot = Atxt after the decision xt is executed. The

feedback differs from the classical OCO where only the bandit
feedback of the constraint function can be observed [1]–[3].
We assume {ft(·)}t is convex and arbitrarily time-varying and
{At}t is an i.i.d. random sequence with E[At] = A,∀t ∈ [T ].
We study two types of (soft and hard) budget constraints with
initial budget bT : 1) in soft budget constraints, the slightly
overused budgets are allowed and the interaction can continue
even when the budget is used up; 2) in hard budget constraints,
the violation is not allowed, and the interaction terminates
when the budget is used up.

The goal of the learner is to generate a decision se-
quence {x1,x2, . . . ,xT−1,xT } to minimize the total loss∑T

t=1 ft(xt) by best using the resource budget. To quantify
the performance of an OCOwLB, we compare it with a static
baseline, called the best-fixed decision in hindsight, which is
the solution to the following offline OCOwLB such that

min
x∈X

T∑
t=1

ft(x) (1)

s.t. Ax ≤ b. (2)

where X is a “simple” convex set (e.g., positive quadrant or
probability simplex) and b = bT /T. The optimal solution x∗

to offline OCOwLB (1)–(2) is called the best single decision
in hindsight, a widely used baseline for the online learning
literature [1]–[3]. Based on offline OCOwLB, the regret and
constraint violation (for soft budget) of an online algorithm
are defined below

R(T ) = E[
T∑

t=1

(ft(xt)− ft(x
∗))],

V(T ) = max(E[
T∑

t=1

Atxt − bT ], 0).

The expectation is taken over the randomness of the algorithm
and environment. Note that for the hard budget constraints,
we only measure the regret of an online learning algorithm
because no constraint violation exists. In this paper, we show
they are equivalent under our algorithm and analysis because
the regret and constraint violation can trade off each other
(once we have the anytime high probability guarantee on the
constraint violation). The details can be found in Section VI.

IV. SAFE AND EFFICIENT LYAPUNOV
OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

We present a safe and efficient Lyapunov optimization
algorithm (SELO) for OCOwLB with bandit feedback. In
SELO, we first need to estimate the loss functions (via the
gradient feedback) and the safe region via bandit feedback.
For the loss function, we define the estimated loss function

f̂t(x) = ft−1(xt−1) + ⟨∇ft−1(xt−1),x− xt−1⟩. (3)

For the unknown consumption matrix, we leverage the opti-
mistic/pessimistic principle in [56]–[58] to estimate A from
the bandit feedback. At the end of round t − 1, we estimate



the A with the historical observation {xs,os}t−1
s=1 using the

regularized least square regression

Āt = Σ−1
t

t−1∑
s=1

osxs, Σt = I+

t−1∑
s=1

xsx
†
s. (4)

Based on the optimistic principle in [56]–[58], we can con-
struct the pessimistic consumption for any x ∈ X such that

Ātx+ α∥x∥Σ−1
t

≥ Ax,

where α = Θ(
√
log T +

√
λ) is the radius and the inequality

holds with a high probability [56]–[58]. Given the pessimistic
estimation of resource consumption, we define the pessimistic
constraint functions

ĝt(x) = Ātx+ α∥x∥Σ−1
t

− b. (5)

Now we are ready to formally present our proposed SELO
algorithm based on the introduced estimators.

Algorithm 1 SELO Algorithm

1: Initialization: Q0 = 0, T0, η, ξ, α and V.
2: for t = 1, · · · , T0 do
3: (Short) pure exploration phase: generate a (scaled)

Gaussian random vector xt ∈ X .
4: end for
5: for t = T0 + 1, · · · , T do
6: Safe and efficient decision:

xt = argmin
x∈X

V f̂t(x) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩+
1

2η
∥x− xt−1∥2.

7: Double pessimistic budget pacing:

Qt+1 = max(Qt + ĝt(xt) + ξ1, 0).

8: Observe the feedback {ft(xt),∇ft(xt),ot} and up-
date the estimation according to (3)–(5).

9: end for

We explain the intuition behind SELO from the perspective
of primal-dual optimization in the offline problem (1)–(2). The
Lagrange function of the offline optimization problem in (1)–
(2) can be written as

L(λ,x) :=

T∑
t=1

Lt(λ,x) :=

T∑
t=1

(ft(x) + ⟨λ,Ax⟩),

where the dual variables λ are associated with the constraints
in (2). Since we have no prior knowledge of ft(·) when making
a decision xt, we replace it with its estimator in (3). Similarly,
we utilize the pessimistic ĝt(x) to replace Ax−b. For the key
dual variable, we design a virtual queue to mimic the optimal
dual λ∗, which incorporates the pessimistic design of ĝt(xt)
and the pessimistic factor of ξ. Specifically, the virtual queues
Qt are to monitor the cumulative consumption of the budget.
An increase in these virtual queues indicates potential overuse
of resources, prompting more conservative decision-making.

The virtual queues can be viewed as scaled dual variables
within the primal–dual framework described in [59], [60].
Furthermore, the primal decision can be interpreted as mini-
mizing “loss + Lyapunov drift” as Q2

t+1−Q2
t

2 ≈ ⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩”.
Therefore, we can use Lyapunov drift analysis to establish the
upper bound of the virtual queues, which can then be translated
into the violation bound.

Finally, we comment that our algorithm is computation-
ally efficient as it only needs to solve an “almost” uncon-
strained optimization problem (if X is a simple set like the
boundary constraints). When X ∈ Rd is general convex,
the optimization problem in line-6 can be formulated as a
quadratically constrained quadratic program (QCQP). There-
fore, by using interior point methods, the time complexity
is O(d3.5 log(1/ϵ)) to establish an ϵ−accuracy solution and
the space complexity is O(d2). We can show the surrogate
function of V f̂t(x) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩ + 1

2η∥x − xt−1∥2 is both
strongly convex and smooth by showing its hessian matrix is
positive definite [61]. Therefore, we could use the classical
gradient descent algorithm to find the minimizer with a linear
and dimension-free converge rate [62]. It is worth to be
mentioned that our algorithm is much more efficient than the
projection online gradient descent algorithm [27], [63], and
the online Frank-Wolfe algorithm [64].

V. THEORETICAL RESULTS

We next analyze the regret R(T ) and violation V(T ) of
SELO based on the following standard technical assumptions
on the feasible set, loss, and constraint functions.

Assumption 1: The feasible set X is convex with diameter
D such that ∥x− x′∥ ≤ D,∀x,x′ ∈ X .

Assumption 2: The loss function is convex and Lipschitz
continuous with Lipschitz constant F such that |ft(x) −
ft(x

′)| ≤ F∥x−x′∥,∀x,x′ ∈ X ,∀t. The consumption matrix
{At}T1 is i.i.d. generated with E[At] = A,∀t, where each
element is bounded At(i, j) ∈ [0, 1],∀i, j, t. The average
budget b ∈ [0, 1].

Assumption 3: There exists a positive value β and strictly
feasible x ∈ X and such that Ax− b ≤ −β1.

Note Assumptions 1 and 2 imply the feasible set X and
the functions are bounded. Assumption 3 is Slater’s condition
and common in the (online) optimization literature [61], [62].
With these assumptions, we are ready to present our main
theoretical results of SELO w.r.t. the budget constraints are
soft or hard.

Theorem 1: Lett V =
√
T , η = 1/T, ξ = log2 T/

√
T

and T0 = log T/β. Under Assumptions 1–3, SELO algorithm
achieves the following theoretical results for OCOwLB
1) under soft budget constraints such that

R(T ) = Õ(
√
T ), V(T ) = O(1).

2) under hard budget constraints such that

R(T ) = Õ(
√
T ).

Remark 1: Theorem 1 establishes the Õ(
√
T ) regret and

O(1) violation for the soft budget constraint and Õ(
√
T ) regret



for the hard budget constraint. These results recover Õ(
√
T )

regret for the classical OCO without budget constraints. This
is optimal up to a log factor because the lower bound of regret
in OCO is Ω(

√
T ) [1]–[3]. The results are better than “anytime

safe projection” methods because the work [20] incurs Õ(T
2
3 ).

When the only bandit feedback of loss functions is known (i.e.,
only the value ft(xt) is observed), one could leverage either a
two-point or one-point gradient estimation method into SELO
algorithm [2, Chapter 6].

To establish these strong results, we need to carefully ana-
lyze the reward acquisition and budget consumption processes.
The key is 1) identifying an optimal but slightly conservative
baseline/set and 2) the upper bound of the virtual queues.
For 1), we establish a safe and close-to-optimal set where
the safety margin is diminishing as the estimation errors of
the consumption matrix; The accumulated degraded regret
performance can be bounded by Õ(

√
T ); For 2), our analysis

regards the virtual queue update as a Markovian process and
leverages the multiple-step Lyapunov-drift analysis to establish
the high probability bound on the virtual queues (i.e., the
over-consumed budgets). The bounded virtual queue will be
translated into the soft constraint violation and the additional
regret due to inappropriate early stopping under the hard
budget constraint.

As discussed in Section IV, our algorithm can be interpreted
as minimizing “regret + Lyapunov drift”. Let the Lyapunov
function and its drift be

Lt =
1

2
∥Qt∥22, ∆t = Lt+1 − Lt.

Let D(x,y, z) = ∥x−y∥2−∥x−z∥2. Define EHt
[·] = E[·|Ht],

where Ht = {xs,∇fs,os,Qs}t−1
s=1.

Further, we introduce the important concept ϵt−tight feasi-
ble set to the offline problem (1)-(2) defined by

Xϵt = {x ∈ X | Ax ≤ b− ϵt1},

where ϵt = 2(ξ+2α∥x∥Σ−1
t
). We establish the following key

lemma that bridges the one-step regret and Lyapunov drift.
Lemma 1: Under Assumptions 1–3, SELO in Algorithm 1

establishes that for any ϵt−tight feasible solution x ∈ Xϵt that

EHt
[V (ft(xt)− ft(x)) + ∆t] (6)

≤ EHt

[
⟨Qt,Ax− b⟩+ D(x,xt,xt+1)

2η
+ F 2

]
.

The key lemma establishes the bound of “one-step regret +
Lyapunov drift” in (6) and bridges the analysis to bound both
regret and the virtual queue (i.e., constraint violation). The
upper bound includes the key cross-term, the proximal bias
D(x,xt,xt+1), trade-off factor ξ. We choose the parameters
{V, η, ξ} to minimize the upper bound. Next, the key is to
quantify the cross term in (6), which is related to the way we
choose the safe and optimal benchmark x ∈ Xϵt . Therefore,
we need to carefully choose a “safe and optimal” baseline to
analyze the regret and constraint violation. Next, we sketch
the proof of Theorem 1 based on the key Lemma 1.

Regret analysis: let x = x∗
ϵt be the offline optimal solution

w.r.t. x ∈ Xϵt and we immediately have Ax∗
ϵt − b1 ≤ 0.

Therefore, the cross term becomes negative in (6), and we
take the telescope summation from t = 1 to T such that

T∑
t=1

(ft(xt)− ft(x
∗
ϵt)) = O

(
D2

V η
+ Tξ +

T

V

)
. (7)

Recall V =
√
T , η = T, ξ = log2 T/

√
T and we have (7)

bounded by Õ(
√
T ). The original regret R(T ) is also Õ(

√
T )

because the cumulative error
∑T

t=1 ϵt = Õ(
√
T ) according to

[57, Theorem 2].
Violation analysis: we choose a strictly feasible x such that
Ax− b ≤ −β1. It implies that

EHt
[∆t] (8)

≤− β∥Qt∥+O

(
D(x,xt,xt+1)

2η
+ V (FD + ξ)

)
.

Intuitively, if the virtual queue process {Qt} already reaches
the steady state, i.e., the drift is zero E[∆(t)] = 0 and
E[D(x,xt,xt+1)] = 0. We immediately establish its upper
bound of E[Qt] = O(V (FD+ξ)

β ) = O(
√
T ). This is an ideal

constraint violation bound. Motivated by this intuition, we
analyze its finite time performance by constructing a multi-
step Lyapunov drift analysis, which is formally justified by
the Forster-Lyapunov lemma [29], [65] and achieve anytime
high probability bound

P(∥Qt∥ ≤ O(
√
T log T )) ≤ 1− T−2, ∀t ∈ [T ]. (9)

The bounded virtual queue immediately implies a zero viola-
tion because for a large T such that Tξ = Ω(

√
T log2 T ).

V(T ) ≤ (E[∥QT ∥1]− Tξ)+.

Regret analysis under hard budget constraints: Finally,
for the setting with hard budget constraints, ∥Qt∥ is bounded
anytime by O(

√
T log T ) in (9), which means the interaction

could stop early due to the over-consumed budget resource.
This amount of violation can be translated into the correspond-
ing regret according to the budget pacing such that

T∑
t=1

gt(xt) ≤ QT+1 +

T∑
t=1

(gt(xt)− ĝt(xt)).

Therefore, we have at most Õ(
√
T ) additional regret due to

the possible early stopping due to the hard budget constraint.
As discussed in theoretical results, the key is to prove the

key Lemma “regret + Lyapunov drift”. We will focus on
proving this key lemma in the next section.

VI. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF THE KEY “REGRET +
LYAPUNOV DRIFT” LEMMA

To prove the key lemma, we first introduce an important
Lemma from [66]–[68], which provides a useful upper bound
on the optimal value of the strongly convex function. The
proof is straightforward by definitions of the strongly convex



function and the first-order optimality condition of the convex
function.

Lemma 2: Let X be a convex set. Let h : X → R be α-
strongly convex function on X and xopt be an optimal solution
of h, i.e., xopt = argminx∈X h(x). Then, h(xopt) ≤ h(x) −
α
2 ∥x− xopt∥2 for any x ∈ X .

We then provide the detailed proof for Lemma 1. Recall the
decision in Algorithm 1, we have

xt = argmin
x∈X

V f̂t(x) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩+
1

2η
∥x− xt−1∥2.

According to Lemma 2, we have

V f̂t(xt) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(xt)⟩+
1

2η
∥xt − xt−1∥2

≤V f̂t(x) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩+
1

2η
∥x− xt−1∥2 −

1

2η
∥x− xt∥2

Recall the definition of f̂ in (3)

f̂t(x) = ft−1(xt−1) + ⟨∇ft−1(xt−1),x− xt−1⟩,

we have for any x ∈ X such that

f̂t(x) ≤ ft−1(x)

due to the convexity of function f(x). It implies that

ft−1(xt−1)− ft−1(x)−
η

2
∥∇ft−1(xt−1)∥2

≤f̂t(xt)− f̂t(x) +
1

2η
∥xt − xt−1∥2.

Therefore, recall the definition of D(·, ·, ·) and the bounded
assumption in Assumption 2, we have

V (ft−1(xt−1)− ft−1(x)) + ⟨Qt, ĝt(xt)⟩

≤⟨Qt, ĝt(x)⟩+
D(x,xt,xt+1)

2η
+

ηV 2F 2

2
.

Combine with the virtual queue update,

Qt+1 = max(Qt + ĝt(xt) + ξ1, 0),

we have the one-step drift

1

2
∥Qt+1∥2 −

1

2
∥Qt∥2 ≤ ⟨Qt, ĝt(xt) + ξ1⟩,

because (max(x, 0))2 ≤ x2 holds. It further implies that

V (ft−1(xt−1)− ft−1(x)) +
1

2
∥Qt+1∥2 −

1

2
∥Qt∥2

≤⟨Qt, ĝt(x) + ξ1⟩+ D(x,xt,xt+1)

2η
+

ηV 2F 2

2
.

Now, let’s study the key cross term

⟨Qt, ĝt(x) + ξ1⟩
=⟨Qt, Ātx+ (α∥x∥Σ−1

t
+ ξ)1− b⟩

=⟨Qt,Ax− b+ (Āt −A)x+ (α∥x∥Σ−1
t

+ ξ)1⟩
≤⟨Qt,Ax− b+ 2(α∥x∥Σ−1

t
+ ξ)1⟩

where the last inequality holds according to the high proba-
bility event of the upper confidence bound in [57] such that

P((Āt −A)x ≥ (α∥x∥Σ−1
t

+ ξ)1) ≤ 1− T−3.

Recall the set Xϵt where ϵt = 2(ξ+2α∥x∥Σ−1
t
), we have the

key inequality for any x ∈ Xϵt such that

⟨Qt, ĝt(x) + ξ1⟩ ≤ ⟨Qt,Ax− b⟩

Finally, we have

EHt

[
V (f(xt)− f(x)) +

1

2
∥Qt+1∥2 −

1

2
∥Qt∥2

]
≤ EHt

[
⟨Qt,Ax− b⟩+ D(x,xt,xt+1)

2η
+ F 2

]
,

Recall the definition of ∆t = 1
2∥Qt+1∥2 − 1

2∥Qt∥2 and the
key Lemma 1 is proved.

VII. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of SELO in
energy resource allocation to optimize the delay performance
in distributed data centers within the energy budget constraints.
We considered a distributed data center with server clusters
located in different regions where the incoming jobs arrive
at each region and for the service. The service capability of
a cluster is a function w.r.t. its energy consumption and the
energy prices vary across locations and times. The goal is to
minimize the queueing delay of jobs while guaranteeing the
energy cost within the budget. This problem can be formulated
as an OCOwLB and solved by our algorithm.

Specifically, we considered regions with r = 10, and the
duration of each round was one hour. At round t, the average
number of arrival tasks is λt ∈ R10; the service rate is
µt ∈ R10 and xt ∈ R10 be the fraction of service capacity on
at the round t. We model the data centers in each region as
M/M/1 queueing system [69], and the delay is approximated
by dt(xt,i) = 1/(ei + xt,iµt,i − λt,i) with ei being the base
service capacity at region i. The loss function (system-wise
delay) at round t is ft(xt) =

∑
i=1 di(xt,i). Let At ∈ R10

are the energy price vector at round t and ⟨At,xt⟩ is the
energy costs at round t. In the experiment, we extract and
calibrate the average electricity price from the trace in New
York City from NYISO [70]. We set the unit base service at
each region ei = 1,∀i. The traffic {λt}Tt=1 is generated ac-
cording to Gaussian random variables where the (normalized)
mean values are time-varying to mimic realistic daily periodic
patterns. The service {µt}Tt=1 is Gaussian random variables
draw from N (5, 0.5). The average budget b = 0.75.

We compared SELO with the “AnytimeSafe” algorithm
from [20], best-tuning its initial period while keeping other hy-
perparameters the same as ours. We solve the offline problem
in (1)–(2), which serves as the optimal baseline for comparing
and analyzing regret. We tested these algorithms over a range
of one to three months. The results shown in Figure 1
demonstrate that both SELO and “AnytimeSafe” algorithms
can achieve safe and zero constraint violation performance.



Fig. 1: Performance comparison: SELO v.s. “AnytimeSafe”.

However, SELO achieves superior delay performance by ef-
fectively and safely utilizing the resource budget, whereas
“AnytimeSafe” tends to be over-conservative to guarantee
safety and might incur a large regret.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we studied online convex optimization with
unknown linear constraints. We proposed a safe and efficient
Lyapunov optimization (resembles a primal-dual algorithm)
with a dedicated design of double pessimistic budget pacing,
and we proved it achieves strong regret and constraint violation
performance by utilizing a multiple-step Lyapunov drift anal-
ysis. The simulated experiments on energy-efficient task load
balancing in distributed data centers justified our algorithm
and theoretical analysis.
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