arXiv:2012.13708v1 [math.OC] 26 Dec 2020

On the Optimal Control of Parallel Processing
Networks with Resource Collaboration and
Multitasking

Erhun Ozkan

College of Administrative Sciences and Economics, Ko¢ University, Istanbul, Turkey, erhozkan@ku.edu.tr

We study scheduling control of parallel processing networks in which some resources need to simultaneously
collaborate to perform some activities and some resources multitask. Resource collaboration and multitask-
ing give rise to synchronization constraints in resource scheduling when the resources are not divisible, that
is, when the resources cannot be split. The synchronization constraints affect the system performance signif-
icantly. For example, because of those constraints, the system capacity can be strictly less than the capacity
of the bottleneck resource. Furthermore, the resource scheduling decisions are not trivial under those con-
straints. For example, not all static prioritization policies retain the maximum system capacity and the ones
that retain the maximum system capacity do not necessarily minimize the delay (or in general the holding
cost). We study optimal scheduling control of a class of parallel networks and propose a dynamic prioritiza-
tion policy that retains the maximum system capacity and is asymptotically optimal in diffusion scale and

conventional heavy-traffic regime with respect to the expected discounted total holding cost objective.
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1. Introduction

We study control of processing networks in which some resources need to collaborate to perform
some activities and some resources multitask. Resource collaboration implies the cases in which
multiple resources need to simultaneously collaborate in order to perform an activity. For example,
a doctor, a nurse, and an anesthetist may need to simultaneously collaborate in order to perform
a surgery and a worker may need to use a specific machine to perform a manufacturing opera-
tion. Multitasking means that some resources perform multiple activities (resource sharing) and
is prevalent in many application domains. For example, a doctor makes both patient diagnosis
and discharge decisions; a research & development team can work on different types of projects;
a commodity cluster can be used by multiple diverse cluster computing frameworks in a data

network.
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(a) A parallel network with three job types and (b) A parallel network with three job types and
three multitasking resources (R1, R2, R3). two multitasking resources (R1, R2).

(¢) The graph associated with Figure 1a. (d) The graph associated with Figure 1b.
Figure 1 Two examples of parallel networks with resource collaboration and multitasking.

Resource collaboration and multitasking give rise to synchronization constraints in resource
scheduling when the resources are not divisible, that is, when the resources cannot be split. For
example, a doctor cannot make diagnosis and discharge decisions simultaneously. The synchroniza-
tion constraints affect the system performance significantly. According to the traditional capacity
analysis, system capacity is equal to the capacity of the bottleneck resource. However, in the pres-
ence of collaboration and multitasking, the system capacity can be strictly less than the bottleneck
capacity, that is, there can be a capacity loss. To illustrate this, let us consider the simple parallel
network in Figure la, in which there are three job types arriving in the system and three multi-
tasking resources. Type 1 jobs are processed by simultaneous collaboration of resources 1 and 2
(R1 and R2). Type 2 (3) jobs are processed by simultaneous collaboration of R1 (R2) and R3.
Observe that whenever a job is processed, two resources are utilized and one resource is forced to
idle. Therefore, the resources are not fully utilized and so there is a capacity loss.

Next, let us consider the parallel network in Figure 1b, in which there are only two resources
(R1 and R2). Consider the static prioritization policy under which type 1 jobs have preemptive
priority over the type 2 and 3 jobs. Under the aforementioned policy, both resources are utilized in
a work-conserving fashion, that is, a resource does not idle as long as there is a job in the system
that it can process alone or in collaboration with other resources. Consequently, both resources
can be fully utilized and so there is no capacity loss in the network in Figure 1b.

The main difference between the networks in Figures 1a and 1b is their underlying collaboration
architecture which specifies the required resources in the service processes associated with each job
type. Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2015) derive conditions related to the collaboration architecture
that are necessary and sufficient for the system capacity to be equal to the bottleneck capacity.

For example, they show that there is no capacity loss in networks with hierarchical collaboration



Author: Resource Collaboration and Multitasking

architecture, in which the network can be represented by a graph where nodes are the job types,
there is an edge between two nodes (job types) if there exists a resource required in the service of
both job types, nodes are arranged in collaboration levels, and resources at each node are a subset
of those used by the node above it. As can be seen in Figures 1c and 1d, the network in Figure
1b has hierarchical collaboration architecture but the one in Figure 1a has not. In networks with
hierarchical collaboration architecture, there exist scheduling policies under which all resources are
utilized in a work-conserving fashion and thus there is no capacity loss under those policies. For
example, consider the collaborative hierarchical preemptive priority policy proposed by Gurvich and
Van Mieghem (2018) (see Section 5 therein and we will call this policy the GVM policy henceforth)
under which the jobs requiring the highest number of resources in their service processes receive
preemptive priority over the remaining jobs.

Although there is no capacity loss under the GVM policy, it does not necessarily minimize the
delay (or in general holding cost). To illustrate this, let us consider the objective of minimizing
expected discounted total holding cost in the network in Figure 1b. Let h; and p; denote the
holding cost rate per type j job per unit time and the service rate for type j jobs, respectively,
for all j € {1,2,3}. On the one hand, if hyp; > houo + haus, that is, if holding a type 1 job is more
expensive than jointly holding a type 2 job and a type 3 job in the system, then the GVM policy
makes the right scheduling decisions. On the other hand, if hyp; < hops + hsps, then, intuitively,
under a good scheduling policy, the resources should give priority to the type 2 and 3 jobs as
much as possible, which is not the case under the GVM policy (see Section 5.2 for a numerical
experiment under which the GVM policy does not perform well). Hence, let us consider the priority
to individual activities (PIA) policy introduced by Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018), under which
the resources give preemptive priority to the job types that they process individually. Although the
PIA policy is tempting especially when hy iy << haps + hapis, it causes a capacity loss due to its non-
work-conserving structure (see Section 5.2 for details). Consequently, there is a fine line between
cost minimization and instability in networks with resource collaboration and multitasking.

Both the GVM and the PIA policies are static prioritization policies, neither of them necessarily
minimize the holding cost, and the latter policy does not even retain the maximum system capacity.
These results bring out the following question: Does there exist a scheduling policy which retains
the mazimum system capacity and minimizes the expected discounted total holding cost? In this
paper, we answer the aforementioned question affirmatively. Our main contribution is a dynamic
prioritization policy for parallel networks with hierarchical collaboration architecture that retains
the maximum system capacity and is asymptotically optimal in diffusion scale in the conventional
heavy-traffic regime. We also show that our proposed policy is implementable and asymptotically

optimal in a class of parallel networks with capacity loss (e.g., the network in Figure 1a).
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Deriving an exact optimal control policy is very challenging even for the simple network in Figure
1b. A potential approach is to use Markov Decision Process (MDP) techniques under the assump-
tion that the inter-arrival and service times are exponentially distributed. However, because the
associated state is the number of each job type in the system and the allocation of the resources
to the job types (that is, a 4-dimensional state space for the simple network in Figure 1b), curse
of dimensionality arises. Therefore, a more efficient solution approach is to derive asymptotically
optimal control policies in the conventional heavy-traffic regime. We assume that there exists at
least one resource in heavy traffic, that is, there exists at least one resource whose processing capac-
ity is barely enough to process all incoming jobs requiring the service of that resource. Otherwise,
if all resources are in light traffic, that is, if the processing capacities of all resources are more
than enough, then any work-conserving policy will perform reasonably well. Our assumption that
there exists at least one resource in heavy traffic is not restrictive in application domains where
some of the resources are expensive. For example, in hospitals, resources such as doctors, nurses,
CT-scanners generally have tight processing capacity.

We use Harrison’s classical scheme (see Harrison (1988, 2000)): We formulate a control problem
for the original stochastic processing network and define a notion of heavy traffic. Next, we use
diffusion approximations to formulate a Brownian control problem (BCP). Then, we solve the BCP
and interpret a control policy from the optimal BCP solution. Finally, we prove the asymptotic
optimality of the proposed policy (see Section 1 of Pesic and Williams (2016) for more information
about Harrison’s scheme). A major technical challenge for our paper is that the resulting BCP
is multidimensional. Specifically, the dimension of the resulting BCP is equal to the number of
resources in heavy traffic and thus the resulting workload process is multidimensional. Because
we consider a parallel network, in which there is no network effect, there is no control on the
amount of workload arriving at each resource. Furthermore, because we focus on control policies
under which the resources in heavy traffic are utilized in work-conserving fashion, we are able
to prove that under any sequence of admissible policies, the multidimensional workload process
weakly converges to a stochastic process with invariant distribution (that is, the distribution of
the limiting stochastic process is independent of the underlying sequence of admissible policies).
By utilizing the aforementioned convergence result, we are able to obtain a path-wise numerical
solution for the multidimensional BCP. Specifically, the BCP is time-decomposable, and we can
convert it to a linear program (LP) and solve it numerically at discrete time epochs. By utilizing the
Lipschitz continuity of the optimal LP solutions, we prove that the optimal LP objective function
values over time provide an asymptotic lower bound on the performance of any admissible policy

(see Theorem 1).
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The proposed policy is a dynamic and state-dependent prioritization policy under which the LP
is solved at discrete time epochs. The parameters of the LP are holding cost rates and service rates
of the job types that are processed by at least one resource in heavy traffic and the weighted total
number of jobs waiting to be processed by each resource in heavy traffic (that is, the “workload”
for each resource in heavy traffic). The objective of the LP is to minimize the instantaneous holding
cost rate by allocating the workloads for the resources in heavy traffic to the associated job types.
In other words, the LP determines the optimal workload splits for the resources in heavy traffic.
After the LP is solved, the system controller compares the numbers of the job types in the system
with the optimal LP solution. If those numbers are different, the proposed policy allocates the
resources to the job types based on an index rule for a “fixed” amount of time. The length of that
“fixed” time interval is chosen such that at the end of the interval, the actual numbers of the job
types in the system will be close to the most recently computed optimal LP solution with a high
probability. Then, the system controller resolves the LP and follows the same procedure. Because
the time between successive LP solution epochs is sufficiently short and the optimal LP solutions
are Lipschitz continuous, the optimal LP solutions do not change significantly between successive
LP solution epochs. Therefore, under the proposed policy, the number of each job type that is
processed by at least one resource in heavy traffic always tracks an optimal LP solution sufficiently
closely. Furthermore, because the resources in light traffic have excess capacity, the number of each
job type that is processed by resources only in light traffic never grows a lot. Consequently, we
prove the asymptotic optimality of the proposed policy (see Theorem 2).

We present a literature review in Section 1.1 and some notation in Section 1.2. We present the
model description, asymptotic framework, and the objective in Section 2. We present the proposed
policy in Section 3. Next, we present the asymptotic optimality result in Section 4. We present
some examples in Section 5. Then, we relax a modeling assumption in Section 6. Finally, we make
concluding remarks in Section 7. All the proofs are presented in the electronic companion.

1.1. Literature Review

There is a vast literature about resource sharing (multitasking) in networks. A significant amount
of those studies are about communication networks. For example, Czajkowski et al. (2001) consider
grid networks, Yu et al. (2011) consider cellular communication networks, Hindman et al. (2011)
consider data networks, and Shah et al. (2014) consider switched networks.

Harrison et al. (2014) consider the control of a very general processing network with resource
collaboration and multitasking. They present an open problem of devising a dynamic resource
allocation policy that achieves what they call hierarchical greedy ideal (HGI) performance in the

heavy traffic limit. Budhiraja and Johnson (2020) propose a rate-allocation policy under which



Author: Resource Collaboration and Multitasking

the server allocation rates are determined by certain thresholds for the queue-length processes and
prove that their policy achieves the corresponding HGI performance in the heavy traffic limit under
some conditions. The rate-allocation policy of Budhiraja and Johnson (2020) requires resources
to be divisible, that is, a resource must be able to process multiple job types simultaneously. For
example, that policy requires the resources to be divisible even in the simple network in Figure 1b
(see Section 5 of Budhiraja and Johnson (2020) for details and observe that the network in Figure
2 of Budhiraja and Johnson (2020) is equivalent to the network in Figure 1b). In contrast, our
proposed policy does not require divisible resources.

There are also studies about networks with resource collaboration and multitasking in which
resources are indivisible. An early example is Courcoubetis and Reiman (1987), where reward max-
imization in a specific parallel network is considered. They prove optimality of a threshold policy
by using MDP techniques. Dai and Lin (2005) consider throughput maximization in processing
networks (see specifically Section 7 therein for indivisible resources). Dobson et al. (2012) consider
a tandem queueing network with two distinct resources and three stages and derive control policies
that maximize throughput by using MDP techniques. They are motivated by physician scheduling
in emergency departments. Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2015) study capacity loss in networks with
resource collaboration and multitasking. They derive necessary and sufficient conditions for the
system capacity to be equal to the bottleneck capacity. In a follow-up study, Gurvich and Van
Mieghem (2018) study impact of static prioritization policies on the capacities of the networks with
parallel servers and hierarchical collaboration architecture. Our study complements the latter study
by considering a cost minimization objective. A very recent study considering cost minimization in
parallel networks with resource collaboration and multitasking is Zychlinski et al. (2019). In their
setting, the resources are identical and a service process can require the collaboration of multiple
resources. They prove asymptotic optimality of a static policy and a state-dependent policy in
many-server heavy-traffic regime in a parallel network in fluid scale. In contrast, the resources are
distinct and static policies can perform poorly in our setting. Finally, similar to Gurvich and Van
Mieghem (2015), Bo et al. (2019) study the system capacity in networks with resource collabora-
tion and multitasking. They prove that not only the exact computation of the system capacity of
those networks is a strongly NP-hard problem but also approximating the system capacity accu-
rately is an NP-hard problem. Nevertheless, they prove that the system capacity can be efficiently
computed in networks with a special collaboration architecture.

There are studies that provide empirical evidence about importance of coordination of col-
laborating resources in hospitals. For example, Gurvich et al. (2020) analyze and quantify how
collaboration of resources affects total processing time in hospitals and show that a hospitalist

spends on average 20% of his/her time for the coordination of collaborative activities.
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Resource collaboration and multitasking also appear in project management literature, specifi-
cally, in resource-constrained project scheduling (see for example Brucker et al. (1999)). The afore-
mentioned literature considers a static problem in the sense that finite number of jobs (projects)
are considered. In contrast, jobs arrive in the system dynamically over time in our case.

1.2. Notation

The set of nonnegative and strictly positive integers are denoted by N and N, respectively. For all
n € N, R" denotes the n-dimensional Euclidean space and R’} denotes the nonnegative orthant
in R". For any z,y € R, zVy:=max{z,y}, v Ay:=min{z,y}, and (z)" :=2 Vv 0. For any z :=
(x1,2,...,2,) €ER™ and y := (y1,¥2,...,yn) ER", we let | — y|o :=max;c(12, . n} |T; —y;i|. For any
x €R, || (Jz]) denotes the greatest (smallest) integer which is smaller (greater) than or equal to
x and [z] denotes the closest integer to x. For any given set X', |X| denotes the cardinality of X'.

For all n € N, D" denotes the set of functions f:R, — R" that are right continuous with
left limits. We let 0,e € D be such that 0(¢) =0 and e(t) =t for all t e R,. For z,y € D, x V y,
x Ay, and (z)" are elements of D such that (zVy)(t) :=z(t) Vy(t), (x Ay)(t) :=z(t) ANy(t), and
()t (t) ;== (z(t))" for all t € Ry. For any x € D, we define the mappings ¥, ® : D — D such that for
all te Ry,

U(z)(t):= sup (—x(s))",  P(x)(t) :==(t) + ¥(x) (1),

0<s<t
where @ is the one-dimensional reflection map (see Chapter 13.5 of Whitt (2002)). For z € D
and t € Ry, we let ||z|; := supy<,,|z(s)|. We consider D" endowed with the usual Skorokhod
Jp topology (see Chapter 3 of Billingsley (1999)). Let B(D™) denote the Borel o-algebra on D"
associated with the Skorokhod J; topology. For stochastic processes {W", r € N, } and W whose
sample paths are in D™ for some n € N, , “W" = W” means that the probability measures induced
by {W", r € Ny} on (D", B(D")) converge weakly to the one induced by W on (D", B(D")) as
r — 00. All the convergence results hold as r — oco.

Let N ={1,2,...,n} and x; € D for all i € /. Then (z;,i € N') denotes the process (z1,22,...,x,)
in D™. We abbreviate the phrase “uniformly on compact intervals” by “u.o.c.” and “almost surely”
by “a.s.”. We let 225 denote almost sure convergence and 2 denote “equal in distribution”. We
repeatedly use the fact that convergence in the J; metric is equivalent to u.o.c. convergence when
the limit process is continuous (see page 124 in Billingsley (1999)). Let {z",r € N} be a sequence in
D and z € D. Then " — = w.o.c., if ||" —z||; — 0 for all t e R, . We let “0” denote the composition
map and I denote the indicator function. We assume that all the random variables and stochastic
processes are defined in the same complete probability space (2, F,P), E denotes expectation

under P, and P(A4, B):=P(ANB).
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2. Model Description

We consider a parallel network with J € N, different job types and I € N, distinct resources. We
let J:={1,2,...,J} denote the set of job types and Z:={1,2,...,1} denote the set of resources.
Each job type has an associated buffer and each job is processed only once. A job may require
collaboration of multiple resources in its service process and a resource can process at most a single
job at any given time. Let A be an I x J dimensional resource-job incidence matrix such that
A;; :=1 if resource ¢ is required in the service process of type j jobs and A;; := 0 otherwise. We
let Z;:={ieZ:A;;=1} forall j€ J and J;:={j € J : A;; =1} for all i € Z. Then Z; denotes the
set of resources required in the process of type j jobs and J; denotes the set of job types that are
processed by resource i. We assume that |Z;| > 1 and |J;| > 1 for alli€Z and j€ J. If |Z;| > 1
for some j € J, then type j jobs require collaboration of multiple resources. If | 7;| > 1 for some
1 € Z, then resource ¢ multitasks. Without loss of generality, we assume that for all i,k € Z such
that ¢ # k, both J; ¢ J, and J, ¢ J;. In other words, there does not exist a resource pair such that
one of the resources processes all of the job types that the other one processes. Otherwise, we can
identify that resource pair as a single resource.

2.1. Collaboration Architecture

Collaboration architecture of a network is characterized by the resource-job incidence matrix A and
is independent of the arrival and service rates. Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2015) prove that the
system capacity is equal to the bottleneck capacity in open networks with hierarchical collaboration
architecture (see Theorem 4 therein).

DEFINITION 1. A network has hierarchical collaboration architecture if it satisfies the following
condition: If Z; NZ, # 0 for some j,l € J, then Z; CZ, or Z, C ;.

As Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018) state, “hierarchical collaboration architectures can be
represented by a graph where nodes are arranged in “collaboration levels” and resources at each
node are a subset of those used by the node above it”. For example, Figure 2 presents two parallel
networks with hierarchical collaboration architecture together with the associated collaboration

graphs.

ASSUMPTION 1. (Architecture) The parallel network that we consider has hierarchical collabo-

ration architecture defined in Definition 1.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the graph associated with the network architecture

is connected. Otherwise, we can decompose the network and study each subnetwork separately.
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Figure 2 Examples of parallel networks with hierarchical collaboration architecture.

2.2. Stochastic Primitives and Asymptotic Framework

We consider a sequence of parallel networks indexed by r € N, . We use the same sequence of service
times but a different sequence of inter-arrival times in each network.

For all j € J, let {v;,,n € N;} be a strictly positive and independent and identically distributed
(ii.d.) sequence of random variables with mean 1/p; and coefficient of variation o;. We let vj,
denote the service time of the nth type j job for all j € J and n€ N,. For all j € 7, n€ N, and
te Ry, let V;(0) :=0 and

n

V;(n) ::Zv]»k, S;(t) :==sup{neN:V;(n) <t}.

k=1
Then, S; is a renewal process such that S;(t) is the number of type j jobs processed up to time ¢
given that type j jobs are processed at all times in [0,].

In the rth system, we associate the inter-arrival times of type j € J jobs with strictly positive
and i.i.d. sequence of random variables {#;,,n € N, } and the constant A7 > 0. Forall j € 7, n €N,
and r € N, we have E[t;,] = 1, the variance of @, is 37, and u}, := @;,/\} denotes the inter-arrival
time between the (n — 1)st and nth type j job in the rth system. Then, for all j € 7 and r € N,
{u},,n € N} is an i.i.d. sequence of random variables with mean 1/)} and coefficient of variation

B;. Forall je J,neN,, reNy, and teR,, we let Uj(0):=0 and
Uj(n) :Zu;k, E5(t) :=sup {neN:U;(n)gt}.
k=1

Then, E7 is a renewal process such that Ej’”(t) is the number of external type j job arrivals up to

time ¢ in the rth system.
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For all j € J, we assume that the sequences {v;,,n € N} and {@;,,n € N;} are mutually
independent of each other and all other stochastic primitives. Furthermore, we make the exponential

moment assumption for the inter-arrival and service times.

ASSUMPTION 2. (Moment) There ezists an & >0 such that for all a € (—a, @),
E [e*"'] < o0, E [e*!] < o0, VieJ.

Exponential moment assumption is common in the queueing literature, see for example Harrison
(1998), Bell and Williams (2001), Maglaras (2003), Meyn (2003), Ozkan and Ward (2019).
Let pj := >, Aj/p; for all i € Z, that is, p; denotes the load on resource i. The following

assumption sets up the asymptotic regime.

ASSUMPTION 3. (Asymptotic Regime)
L A=A >0 forall jeJ.
2. r(pl —1)— 6, e RU{—0c0} for allieT.

Part 2 of Assumption 3 states that the resources can be in either light or heavy traffic. On
the one hand, if 6; = —oco for some ¢ € Z, then resource ¢ is in light traffic. On the other hand,
if 8; € R for some ¢ € Z, then resource ¢ is in heavy traffic. Our definitions for resources in heavy
traffic and light traffic are from Glynn (1990), see Theorem 12 therein. We let ZV:={i € Z: 6, =
—oo} and ZH :={i € Z: 6, € R}. Then, Z" and Z# denote the set of resources that are in light
and heavy traffic, respectively. We let J% :={j € J:Z,NT" 0}, J* = J\J", and JH"L =
{j€eT:Z,NT" NT* #0}. Then, J is the set of job types that are processed by resources in
heavy traffic, J% is the set of job types that are processed by only resources in light traffic, and
JHL is the set of job types that are processed by both resources in light traffic and resources in
light traffic. Finally, we assume that ZH# # (), that is, there is at least one resource in heavy traffic.
Otherwise, if all resources are in light traffic, any work conserving policy will perform reasonably
well and the scheduling problem will become trivial. The reason is that work-conserving policies
exist by Assumption 1 (e.g., the GVM policy) and under work-conserving policies, the diffusion
limits of the queue length processes associated with resources in light traffic converge to 0 (see for
example Theorem 12(c) of Glynn (1990)). Therefore, if all resources are in light traffic, no cost will
incur in the diffusion limit under work-conserving policies.

2.3. Network Dynamics and Scheduling Control

Let us fix arbitrary t € R, and r € N,. For all j € 7, we let T} () denote the cumulative amount of
time that type j jobs are processed during [0,¢]. The scheduling control is defined by the process
(T7,j € T). We let

II(t):=t—Y TI(t) Vied (1)

Jj€T;
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denote the cumulative time that resource i idles during [0, ¢].
For all j € J, we let Q] (t) denote the number of type j jobs in the system at time ¢, including
the job that is in service. Then, for all j € 7,

Q;(t) = Q5(0) + Ej(t) — 5;(T5(t)) > 0, (2)

where S;(77 (t)) denotes the cumulative number of type j jobs processed up to time t. We assume
that the initial queue length vector, (Q}(0),j € J), is a random vector independent of all stochastic
primitives and takes values in N”.

For all j € 7, we have

Vi(Si(T7 () <T7 () < V;(S;(T5 (1)) + 1), (3)

J

which implies that we consider only head-of-the-line (HL) policies, where jobs are processed in
first-in-first-out order within each buffer.

DEFINITION 2. (Admissible policies) In the rth system, a scheduling policy 7" := (77 ,j € J) is
admissible if the process (I],77,Q}, i € Z,j € J) satisfy (1), (2), (3), and the following conditions
forallieZ, jeJ,and te R,:

T} (t) is F-measurable (that is, T} (t) € F). (4a)

Both T} and I are continuous and nondecreasing and 77 (0) = I;(0) = 0. (4b)

If i € 7%, then I](t) increases if and only if Z Q;(t)=0. (4c)
JET;

Condition (4a) implies that the set of admissible policies includes even the ones that can anticipate
the future (recall that the o-field F is defined in Section 1.2). Condition (4¢) implies that resources
in heavy traffic are utilized in a work-conserving fashion, thus there is no capacity loss in the
system. In contrast, the resources in light traffic are allowed to idle even when there are jobs in the
system that they can process alone or in collaboration with other resources, because of their excess
processing capacity. Condition (4c) keeps the set of admissible policies within the set of hierarchical
greedy control policies introduced by Harrison et al. (2014), under which resource utilization is the
primary goal and the cost minimization is the secondary goal.

The set of admissible policies includes the ones which require divisible resources. The reason
is that Definition 2 allows 77 (t) and T} (t) to increase simultaneously for some i € Z, t € R, and
j,1 € J; such that j # 1, that is, resource ¢ can process both type j and type [ jobs at the same time.
However, in Section 3, we will propose a policy which does not require resources to be divisible.

Condition (4c) implicitly forces the admissible policies to be preemptive. To see this, let us

consider the network in Figure 1b. Suppose that both resources are in heavy traffic and consider
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a time epoch t € R, in which Q7 (t) = Q5(t) =0, Q3(t) > 0, resource 2 is processing a type 3 job,
and there is a type 1 job arrival. Due to Condition (4c), resource 2 has to preempt the process of
the type 3 job and start processing the newly arrived type 1 job together with resource 1. Because
nonpreemptive policies are generally outperformed by the preemptive ones (see Section 7 for details
and some numerical examples), the aforementioned restriction imposed by Condition (4c) is less
likely to effect the strength of the asymptotic lower bound that we will propose in Section 4.1.

Our objective is to minimize the expected total discounted holding cost. Let h; > 0 denote the
holding cost rate per a type j job per unit time for all j € 7. Let 6 > 0 be the discount parameter
and II" denote the set of admissible policies in the rth system for all » € N . For notational
convenience, we denote the process X in the rth system under the admissible policy " € II" by
X™". Then, we want to find

argminy " A, B [ /0 h e—étQ;"‘(t)dt] . (5)

rerr ~
e jeTg

Solving (5) exactly is very challenging. Therefore, in the next section, we will introduce fluid and
diffusion scaled processes and henceforth consider the diffusion scaled processes in the asymptotic
regime.

2.4. Fluid and Diffusion Scaled Processes

ForallieZ teR,, and r € N, we define the workload process associated with resource ¢ as

W/(t) =) % (6)
jea, M

Observe that W/ (t) is the expected time that resource ¢ should spend in order to process all of

the associated jobs given that no more jobs arrive in the system and all other resources that are

needed for collaboration are available.

ForallieZ, jeJ,teR,, and r € N, the fluid scaled processes are defined as

Er(t) :==r?E}(r*t) Si(t) :=7r728;(r?t), (7a)
T;(t) = 7"72T]»T(7“2t) IT(t) = 7217 (r°t), (7b)
Qi(t) :=r72Qi(r*t) W/ (t) :=r2W/ (r’t). (7c)

ForallieZ, jeJ,te€R,, and r € N, the diffusion scaled processes are defined as

EL(t) =7 (Ej(t) — \'t) Si(t) =7 (SI(t) — pit) (8a)
Tr(t) == rT7(t) I1(t) ==rIT(t), (8b)
Ar(t) = TQ;(t) W.T(t) = TVT/;-T(t). (80)

?
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ForallieZ teR,, and r e N, let
a4 1 Ar nis Qr T T
Xr)=Y — (Qj (0)+ EI(t) = ST o T (t)) (o — 1)L 9)
JjeT; M
After some algebra, we have
Wi =Xr+1I', VieI reN,. (10)

Because the resources in heavy traffic are utilized in a work-conserving fashion and by the mini-

mality property of the reflection map (see Definition 14.2.1 of Whitt (2002)), we have
(WI) — (3,0 (X) VieIH, reN,, (11)
(W{,f;) > (0,7) (X) VieTt, reN,.

We assume that Q%(0) == 0 and Q;(O) = Q,(0) for all j € J such that (Qj(O), jEJ) is a
random vector in R and Q;(0) =0 for all j € 7" U J"E. We let W;(0) := Y e Q,;(0)/u; for
all i € Z. Let a; :=|Z"| and R be an (a; X a;)-dimensional identity matrix. Let us define the
a;-dimensional vector © := (6;,i € Z) and the (a; x a;)-dimensional matrix ¥ such that

Swe= Y N(B o)) VikeT" (12)

JETNT,
We have the following weak convergence result stating that under any sequence of admissible
policies, the workload processes associated with the resources in heavy traffic weakly converge to

a stochastic process with invariant distribution.

LEMMA 1. Let m={n",r € N, } be an arbitrary sequence of admissible policies, that is, ©" € II"
for all r € N,.. Then,
(W[”',z‘ EIH) = (Wi*,i eIH> ,
where (WZ*,Z GIH) is a semimartingale reflected Brownian motion (SRBM) associated with the
data (RY,0,%,R). RY' is the state space of the SRBM; © and ¥ are the drift vector and the

covariance matrixz of the underlying Brownian motion of the SRBM, respectively; R is the reflection

matriz; and the SRBM starts at (Wl(O),z eZ") in RY.

The proof of Lemma 1 is presented in E-companion EC.1.1. See Definition 3.1 of Williams (1998)
for the formal definition of SRBM. The proof of Lemma 1 follows from standard weak conver-

gence arguments. Specifically, the process (X rierIH ) weakly converges to a Brownian motion

by continuous mapping theorem, functional strong law of large numbers, functional central limit
theorem etc. Then, the weak convergence of (Wf’r,i eIt ) follows from the continuity of the mul-

tidimensional reflection map. Lemma 1 will facilitate the derivation of the proposed policy and an

asymptotic lower bound on the performance of sequences of admissible policies.
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Finally, we will consider the following diffusion scaled version of the objective (5) henceforth:

argmin » hE [/ e&QT’r(t)dt]. (13)

3. Proposed Policy

We propose a state-dependent, preemptive, and, continuous-review control policy under which
an LP and a quadratic program (QP) are solved at discrete time epochs. First, we construct an
approximating BCP whose solution will help us to derive a control policy. At this point, let us
assume that

(@.7ed)=(Qicd). (14)
Then, by (2), (6), (13), (14), and Lemma 1, we construct the following BCP: For all t € R, and
w € €,

min Y h;Q;(t,w) (15a)
jegH

sty Qitw) Wr(t,w) VieI?, (15b)
jed; M
Q;(t,w)>0  VjeJ", (15¢)

where the decision variables are (Q] (t,w),j €T ) The objective (15a) minimizes the total holding
cost rate at time ¢t and under sample path w associated with the job types processed by resources
in heavy traffic. The constraints (15b) and (15c¢) state that we should split the workload of each
resource that is in heavy traffic to its associated buffers in order to minimize the instantaneous
total holding cost rate. Because the resources in light traffic have excess capacity, we do not expect
to have nonzero amount of jobs in the buffers that are processed only by resources in light traffic
in the diffusion limit. Hence, we ignore the job types in the set J* in the BCP (15).

For fixed t € R, and w € €2, the BCP (15) is an LP. Specifically, for given w := (wi,@' € IH) e RY,
consider the LP

min Z h;q; (16a)

jegH
st Y % —w;, VeI, (16b)
jeg; 7

where the decision variables are (qj, jeJg? ) Let z: RY* — R, be such that z(w) denotes the
optimal objective function value of the LP (16) for all w € RY". Then, for any given w € R%', let us
consider the following QP:

min Z 4 (17a)

jegH
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st S V=, vier", (17b)
JET; Hi
Z h;q; < z(w), (17¢c)
jegH
q; >0 VieJH, (17d)

where the decision variables are (qj, jeJgt ) Formally, for given w € RY", the QP (17) finds the
optimal solution of the LP (16) with the smallest Euclidean norm. However, our main reason for
solving the QP (17) is a continuity property of its solution (see Section 4.1 for details). Because
the QP (17) is convex, it is solvable in polynomial time (see Vavasis (2008)).

The proposed policy keeps the numbers of the job types in the set J* close to 0 and the numbers
of the job types in the set J close to an optimal LP (16) solution under the LP parameter
(W7 (t),i € Z") at all times. Moreover, the proposed policy utilizes the resources in heavy traffic in
a work-conserving fashion. Specifically, we start by solving LP (16) and QP (17), then implement a
scheduling rule in order to achieve the optimal buffer levels while utilizing the resources efficiently,
next we resolve the LP (16) and QP (17) and repeat the same procedure.

Let us fix an arbitrary » € N, and a sample path w € ) and we will hide the notation w for
notational convenience in this section. Let ay :=[J"| and (¢;",j € J*) € D* denote the optimal
solution process associated with the LP (16) under the parameter process (Wi € Z) € D that
is computed by the QP (17). By (6) and (16b),

Z Q;(t) _ Z Q;‘k’r(t) =W (t), Vi eIH, teR,. (18)

je, M ez M
For all i € 7" and t e R, let
T4 =TT Qi) > [q;" M}, Tt :=TNT (1),
T ={jeT" Qi) <[ ()}, IO =TnT"(1).

Then, {J>"(t),J<"(t)} is a disjoint partition of J for all t € R, and {7 (t),J="(t)} is a
disjoint partition of J; for all i € Z# and t e R,. For all t e R, we let

;" (t) — Q)

Li(t):= max “+———1= VieTH, (19)
JETT () Aj

L"(t) :=max L] (t), (20)
ieTH

where L"(t) approximates the expected time required to achieve the optimal workload split among
the resources in heavy traffic at time ¢ € R, . Roughly speaking, on the interval [t,t + L"(t)), the
proposed policy will take action to make the actual buffer levels close to (¢;"(t),j € J), at time
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t+ L"(t), we will resolve the LP (16) and QP (17) and repeat the same procedure. We call the
time interval between successive LP (16) solutions as review period.

We will formally introduce the proposed policy in Section 3.1. Then, we present the reasoning
behind the definitions in (19) and (20) in Section 3.2.
3.1. Formal Definition of the Proposed Policy

Let us fix an arbitrary r € N,. Let, for all t e Ry, z(t) := (2;(¢),7 € J) and

X(t)::{:U(t)ERi:xj(t)e{O,l}, Vjed, z;(t) <T(Qj(t) >0), VjeJ,

> a(t)<1, vielt, > () =1(W; () >0), WEIH}.

JET: JET;
Hence, X (t) denotes the set of binary resource allocation vectors under which a resource can be
assigned to at most a single job type and resources in heavy traffic are utilized in a work-conserving
fashion at time ¢t. By Assumption 1, X(¢t) #0 for all t e R,..

For all t € R, the proposed policy implements a resource allocation vector chosen from the set

X (t) by using an index rule. For all s,t € R, and z(s) € X'(s) such that s > ¢, let

pi((s),t):= Y a()L(Q(s) > [ OD T NTT[. pala(s) =) z;(s)IZ). (21)

jegH JET
Then, p;(x(s),t) is the number of resources in heavy traffic processing job types whose number in
the system at time s exceeds the desired levels associated with time ¢, and ps(x(s)) is the total
number of busy resources at time s under the resource allocation vector z(s). Finally, let us define
the partial order = in N? such that for all (my,n;), (ms,ny) € N, we have (m,ny) = (maq,ns) if
and only if my >my or ({mi =ma}N{ns >ns}).

Let t € R, denote the start time of a review period. Then, at time s > ¢, the proposed pol-
icy will choose a resource allocation vector from the set X'(s) which achieves the maximum
(p1(z(s),t),p2(x(s))) value with respect to the partial order .

The formal definition of the proposed policy is presented below.

DEFINITION 3. (The proposed policy)

Step 1 Let t € R, denote the current time. Solve LP (16) and then QP (17) at time ¢. If 7" (¢t) =0,
go to Step 2. Otherwise, go to Step 3.

Step 2 Utilize all of the resources in a work-conserving and admissible fashion. At the first time
when an external arrival or a service completion happens, go to Step 1.

Step 3 Let t € R, denote the current time. Compute L7 (¢) for all i € Z by (19) and L"(¢) by (20).
Let x> 0 denote the length of the time interval between time ¢ and the first time when an

external arrival or service completion happens after time ¢. Then, Step 3 will last L"(t) V k
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time units. For all s € [t,¢+ (L"(t) V k)), implement an arbitrary resource allocation vector

from the set

{z(s) € X(s): (pr(2(s), 1), p2(2(s))) = (pr(2'(5), 1), p2(2'(5))),  Va'(s) € X(s)}.  (22)

At time t+ (L"(t) V k), go to Step 1.

We make a few remarks about the proposed policy. Step 1 in Definition 3 is done instantaneously
and Step 2 or 3 is a review period. We solve the LP (16) and the QP (17) only at Step 1. Because
the system controller should monitor the system state continuously in a review period to choose
resource allocation vectors from the set in (22) in Step 3 and to determine the ending time of the
review period in Steps 2 and 3, the proposed policy has a continuous-review structure. Because
Step 2 or 3 can end before the jobs that are in service are processed completely, the proposed
policy is preemptive. The proposed policy is work-conserving in Step 2 and Step 2 lasts until the
first external arrival or service completion epoch after it starts. Step 3 lasts at least until the
first external arrival or service completion epoch after it starts. Therefore, there are finitely many
review periods in a finite time interval. The proposed policy chooses resource allocation vectors
from the set X'(t) at all times in Step 3. However, it is enough to make those choices at only service
completion or external arrival epochs because the system state does not change in between those
events.

Under the proposed policy, resources in heavy traffic are utilized in a work-conserving fashion,
that is, .

/ W (t)dI] (t) =0, Vie ",
0

However, resources in light traffic are not necessarily utilized in a work-conserving fashion. Other-
wise, Q; will be close to 0 for all j € 7% U J"L. This implies that resources in heavy traffic should
not keep their workload in the buffers associated with the job types in the set J#%, which can
increase the total cost especially when cost of keeping job types in the set J#! is smaller than the
cost of keeping job types in the set J7\J#L. Nevertheless, under the proposed policy, resources

in light traffic process the job types in the set J in a work-conserving fashion, that is,

(5 awmon e

JETNTL
REMARK 1. If there are multiple resource allocation vectors in Step 2 that utilize all resources in
a work-conserving fashion or there are multiple resource allocation vectors in Step 3 that maximize
the index (pi,p2), the proposed policy does not uniquely identify which vector to choose. Instead,
it allows to choose any resource allocation vector with the aforementioned properties in Steps 2

and 3.
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We end this section by presenting an algorithm which efficiently finds a resource allocation vector
in the set in (22) in Step 3 of the proposed policy. Let ¢ € R, denote the start time of Step 3 and
s€t,t+ (L"(t)VK)). Let

T (t,s):={ieT":Q5(s)>[q;" ()]},

that is, J "(t,s) is the set of job types that are processed by resources in heavy traffic and whose

number in system at time s is greater than the optimal LP (16) solution at time ¢. The algorithm

that can be used at time s in Step 3 of the proposed policy is as follows.
DEFINITION 4. (The algorithm designed for Step 3 of the proposed policy)

Step 1 Compute |Z; NZ*| for all job types in the set VA (t,s) and sort those job types starting from
the largest |Z; N Z"| value to the smallest one. Ties can be broken randomly or with respect
to a fixed rule. Go to Step 2.

Step 2 Assign the associated resources to the first job type in the ordered set. Go to Step 3.

Step 8 Consider the next job type in the ordered set. Go to Step 4.

Step 4 If none of the resources that are required in the service process of the current job type are
assigned to the previous job types, assign those resources to the current job type. Otherwise,
the current job type will not be processed. If there are remaining job types in the ordered set,
go to Step 3. Otherwise go to Step 5.

Step 5 If J\j’(t,s) =), go to Step 8. Otherwise, compute |Z;| for all job types in the set J \
J"(t,s) and sort those job types starting from the largest |Z;| value to the smallest one. Ties
can be broken randomly or with respect to a fixed rule. Call the resulting ordered set as “the
second ordered set”. Consider the first job type in the second ordered set. Go to Step 7.

Step 6 Consider the next job type in the second ordered set. Go to Step 7.

Step 7 If all resources that are required in the service process of the current job type are available,
assign those resources to the current job type. Otherwise, the current job type will not be
processed. If there are remaining job types in the second ordered set, go to Step 6. Otherwise
go to Step 8.

Step 8 End the algorithm.

The computational complexity of the algorithm in Definition 4 is O(JInJ), where O(-) denotes

the big-O notation. Therefore, the algorithm is computationally efficient. Assumption 1 plays a

crucial role in the following result whose proof is presented in E-companion EC.1.2.

LEMMA 2. The algorithm in Definition 4 finds a resource allocation vector in the set in (22) in

Step 3 of the proposed policy.
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3.2. Length of a Review Period

In this section, we present the reasoning behind our choice for the length of a review period for
the proposed policy. Let us consider an arbitrary time ¢ € R,. Suppose that J>"(t) # (). Then,
there exists a j € J*' such that Q7 (t) > [¢;"(t)] > ¢;"(t). This implies that there exists an [ € J"
such that Q7 (t) < g, (t) < [¢;""(t)] by (18). Hence, J="(t) # 0 by definition. For simplicity, let us
assume that ¢;""(t) is an integer for all j € J H_ We want to utilize the resources in order to decrease
Q) to ¢;" (t) for all j € 7> (t), while keeping @} less than or equal to ¢;"(t) for all j € J7="(t).
Let qug“(t) € R, denote the expected length of the time interval that resource ¢ needs to spend in
order to achieve the aforementioned goal for all i € ZH. If we ignore the collaboration requirements,
L7(t) should satisfy the following equalities:

*,T

L= > Qg(t),:,% Do ¥ 24 %

. - J
GETTT () JETET ()

5 ()\;E;(t)—q;;‘(t)ﬂLQ;(t)) | o
VSVE /

(WL -g 0+ Qo)
Hj

(23)

Observe that (24) is a compact version of the right-hand-side (RHS) of (23). The first term in
the RHS of (23) denotes the average time that resource i should spend to deplete the excess jobs
associated with the job types in the set 7" (¢). In the mean time, there will be external type j
job arrivals for all j € 7" (t). Hence, the second term in the RHS of (23) denotes the average time
that resource ¢ should spend to process the excess jobs due to external job arrivals associated with
the jobs in the set ;" (t). Lastly, the third term in the RHS of (23) denotes the average time that
resource ¢ should spend to process type j jobs for all j € jf’r(t) if the average number of external

type j job arrivals is greater than ¢;"(t) — Qj(t). Then, we have the following result.

LEMMA 3. If Xi = A; for all j € J, that is, if the arrival rates are equal to the limiting ones,
then, for allie TH, L7 (t) € R, is a solution of the equality (23) if and only if

Li(t)> max 4" =50, (25)

JETET (1) Aj
The proof of Lemma 3 is presented in E-companion EC.1.3. Lemma 3 provides a lower bound on
the expected amount of time that resource i should spend in order to split its workload to the
associated buffers according to an optimal LP (16) solution under the limiting arrival rates. By
Lemma 3 and considering Assumption 3 Part 1, we define L7 (¢) and L"(¢) as in (19) and (20),

respectively.

Next, we present our main theoretical results.
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4. The Main Theoretical Results

We present an asymptotic lower bound in Section 4.1. Then, we will prove that the proposed policy
achieves that asymptotic lower bound and thus is asymptotically optimal in Section 4.2.

4.1. Asymptotic Lower Bound

We present an asymptotic lower bound on the performance of any sequence of admissible policies.

The following result presents some useful properties of the LP (16) and the QP (17).

LEMMA 4. 1. For any given w® := (wm,z’ €Z") eRY and w® = (wfz),z’ €If) eRY,

() ~2(u?) | < G~

where C7 >0 is a constant dependent only on the objective function coefficients and the left-
hand-side (LHS) parameters of the constraints.

2. For each w € RY, there exists a unique optimal solution of the QP (17). For any given w® e
R and w® € R}, let (qj(-l),j e J") and (qj(?),j € JM") be the optimal solutions of the QP

(17) under w and w'®, respectively. Then,

v _ (2
sl o

< Cylw® —w®|_,

where Cy >0 is a constant dependent only on the objective function coefficients and the LHS

parameters of the constraints.

The first part of Lemma 4 states that the optimal objective function value of the LP (16) is Lipschitz
continuous in the RHS parameter w € R}'. For a proof, see the derivation of the equation (10.22) of
Schrijver (1998), which states the aforementioned continuity result for general LPs. Because we will
solve LP (16) regularly over time (at discrete time epochs) and LP (16) may have multiple optimal
solutions at some time epochs, we need to choose an optimal solution among the set of optimal
solutions at those time epochs such that the optimal solutions that we will use over time will not
fluctuate a lot. The second part of Lemma 4 presents a method to achieve the aforementioned goal.
The second part of Lemma 4 states that the optimal solution of the QP (17) is unique and Lipschitz
continuous in the RHS parameter w € R{' and this result follows directly from Proposition 4.1.d of
Han et al. (2012). A direct consequence of the second part of Lemma 4 is the following Lipschitz

continuity result.

LEMMA 5. For any given nonnegative parameter process (w(t),t € Ry) € D™, let (¢} (t),j €
JH teR,)eD” denote the optimal solution process associated with the LP (16) derived by the
QP (17). For all s,t € R, we have

max
jegH

q;(s) — @ (t)| < Calw(s) —w(t)] _.
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REMARK 2. Any optimal solution process associated with the LP (16) that satisfy the Lipchitz
continuity result in Lemma 5 is enough for the policy that we will propose to be asymptotically
optimal. Solving the QP (17) is just one way to find the optimal LP (16) solutions with the desired
Lipschitz property.

Finally, we prove that the optimal objective function value of the LP (16) provides an asymptotic

lower bound on the performance of admissible policies with respect to the objective (13).

THEOREM 1. Let m={n",r € N, } be an arbitrary sequence of admissible policies. Then,

limianhjE {/00 e‘”Q;T’T(t)dt] >E {/OO ef‘”z(W*(t))dt ,

r—00

JjeT
where W* := (V~V7*,Z EZH) 1s defined in Lemma 1.

The proof of Theorem 1 is presented in E-companion EC.2 and follows from the continuity of
the optimal objective function value of the LP (16) (see Lemma 4 Part 1) and Fatou’s lemma.
Any sequence of admissible policies that achieves the lower bound in Theorem 1 is asymptotically
optimal.

4.2. Asymptotic Optimality of the Proposed Policy

The following theorem states that the proposed policy achieves the asymptotic lower bound in

Theorem 1.

THEOREM 2. Consider the following conditions about the initial system state.

1. There exists an ro € Ny such that

. 2
Ts;g I}lezch [(Qj(())) ] =:C) < 00. (26)
2. For all e >0,
P <max |Q7(0) —q; " (0)| > er) —0. (27)
jegH

If the conditions above hold, then, under the proposed policy,
lim ) " 7,E [ / e_étQ;(t)dt} —E [ / e_‘”z(W*(t))dt} :
r~>oojej 0 0
where W* = (WZ*,Z EIH) is defined in Lemma 1.

The proof of Theorem 2 is presented in E-companion EC.3 and follows from the continuity of
the optimal LP (16) solutions (see Lemma 5) and large deviations theory. Specifically, by large
deviations theory, we show that under the proposed policy, the queue length processes track the
lagged optimal LP (16) solutions sufficiently closely and the time lag is sufficiently small. Because

the optimal LP (16) solutions are Lipschitz continuous, they do not change significantly within
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short time intervals, and thus the queue length processes track the non-lagged optimal LP (16)
solutions sufficiently closely over time under the proposed policy. Consequently, we obtain Theorem
2. Theorems 1 and 2 imply that the proposed policy is asymptotically optimal with respect to the
objective (13).

Next, we will present applications of the proposed policy in two different networks.

5. Examples

We demonstrate the proposed policy in two different examples. The first example shows that if
there is a single resource in the system, then the proposed policy becomes equivalent to the cu-rule.
The second example demonstrates the superior performance of the proposed policy against policies
from the literature.

5.1. Example 1: The cu-rule

Suppose that all job types require the same resources in their service processes, that is, Z; =7,
for all j,l € J. Because the coordination of the resources is trivial in this case, without loss of
generality, we can assume that there is a single resource in the network, that is, I = 1. Therefore,
the network is equivalent to a multi-class GI/GI/1 queueing system. Let us assume that the single
resource is in heavy traffic. Then, in this case, the LP (16) is:

min{Zhjqj:qu_:w, q; >0, Vjej.}

I

jeg jeg ™
Without loss of generality, let us assume that hip; > hopto > ... > hjpuy. Then, an optimal solution
of the LP (16) satisfying Lemma 5 (recall Remark 2) is

G=¢G=.=q¢_ =0, ¢=pmw. (28)

Therefore, all of the workload is kept in the cheapest buffer. By recalling Remark 1, the proposed
policy associated with the solution in (28) includes the preemptive cu-rule.

5.2. Example 2: The network in Figure 1b

Consider the network in Figure 1b. Suppose that both resources are in heavy traffic. In this case,

the LP (16) is:

3
. Q1 q2 Q1 q3 .
min E higi: —+—=w;, —+-—=wy, ¢q;>0,Vje{l,23}.

{j—l T ' M1 M3 ? ! { J

There are two cases to consider.
1. Suppose that hyuy > hops + hapz. Then, an optimal solution of the LP (16) that satisfy Lemma
5 (recall Remark 2) is

¢ =0, q=powi, q3=pzws. (29)
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The proposed policy associated with the solution in (29) gives type 1 jobs preemptive priority
over the type 2 and 3 jobs, and includes (recall Remark 1) the GVM policy.

2. Suppose that hypy < hopio+ hgps. Then, an optimal solution of the LP (16) that satisfy Lemma
5 (recall Remark 2) is

g7 = (wi Aws), g5 = pa(wy —wa)™, g5 = pa(wa —wy) ™.

Therefore, the proposed policy keeps as much workload as possible in buffer 1 while utilizing
the resources in a work-conserving fashion.

We present a simulation experiment associated with the second case above. Suppose that the
inter-arrival and service times are exponentially distributed, p; =2, and A\; = A <1 for all j €
{1,2,3}. Suppose that h; =1 for all j € {1,2,3} and thus let us consider the objective of minimiz-
ing the long-run average number of jobs in the system, which is a natural objective in simulation
experiments. We compare the performance of the proposed policy with the ones of two static pri-
oritization policies, namely the GVM policy and the PIA policy, the performance of the preemptive
hierarchical threshold (PHT) policy, and the performance of the mazximum pressure (MP) policy.

Under the PIA policy, the resources give preemptive priority to the job types that they process
individually. For example, if a type 2 job arrives when there is not any type 2 and 3 job in the
system and the resources are processing a type 1 job, then R1 immediately starts the process of
the type 2 job while R2 idles even though there is a type 1 job in the system (because there is no
type 3 job in the system). The PHT policy is suggested by Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018) (see
Section 7 therein). Under the PHT policy, if the number of type 1 jobs reaches a threshold level,
the resources give preemptive priority to type 1 jobs until the first time there is no type 1 job in
the system. At that moment, the resources start giving preemptive priority to the job types that
they individually process until the number of type 1 jobs reach the threshold value again. Observe
that, the PHT policy acts like the GVM policy or the PIA policy depending on the system state.
If the threshold value is equal to 1, then the PHT policy becomes equivalent to the GVM policy.
Finally, we test the performance of the MP policy proposed by Dai and Lin (2005). Under the MP
policy, if the number of type 1 jobs is greater than or equal to the summation of the numbers of
type 2 and 3 jobs, the resources give preemptive priority to type 1 jobs. Otherwise, the resources
give preemptive priority to the type 2 and 3 jobs. For example, under the MP policy, if there is
no type 3 job in the system and the number of type 1 jobs is less than the number of type 2 jobs,
resource 1 processes type 2 jobs and resource 3 idles. Due to the violation of Condition (4c), the
PIA, the PHT, and the MP policies are not admissible. In contrast, the GVM policy is admissible.

Let #X denote the long-run average number of jobs in the system under policy X. Figure 3a

shows # Proposed, #GV M, #MP, #PHT, and #PIA for A € {0.5,0.51,...,0.99}. For each A
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(a) #X where X € {Pro., GVM, MP, PHT, PIA}. (b) 100 x (#X — #Proposed)/# Proposed where X €

{GVM, MP, PHT}.
Figure 3  (Color online) Performances of the proposed, the GVM, the MP, the PHT, and the PIA policies.

oo
o

value, we use 4 different threshold values for the PHT policy and present the result associated
with the best performing one. By considering the results of Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018) (see
Section 7 therein), we choose those threshold values in the order of (1 —\)~!. Specifically, for given
A, the 4 threshold values are given by the formula

[17)\} . where v € {0.5,1,1.5,2}.

According to the results, the proposed policy outperforms the other four policies. Figure 3b
shows the relative performances of the GVM, the MP, and the PHT policies with respect to the
performance of the proposed policy. Let us consider the states in which all three job types are in
the system. Under the proposed policy, the resources often give priority to the type 2 and 3 jobs
and so the throughput is often 4. In contrast, under the GVM policy, the resources give priority
to the type 1 jobs and so the throughput is only 2. Under the MP policy, if the number of type 1
jobs is greater than the summation of the numbers of type 2 and 3 jobs, the resources give priority
to the type 1 jobs and thus the throughput is only 2 in those cases. Consequently, the proposed
policy outperforms both the GVM and the MP policies.

Figure 3a shows that the system becomes unstable when A > 0.77 under the PIA policy. There-
fore, there is capacity loss under the PIA policy, that is, the system capacity is strictly less than
the bottleneck capacity. If there is a type 1 and a type 2 job in the system and there is no type 3
job in the system, resource 2 idles even though there is a type 1 job in the system because resource
1 processes a type 2 job. Similarly, resource 1 can idle when there is a type 1 job in the system.

Hence, the resources are not fully utilized under the PIA policy which results in a capacity loss
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(see Section 3.1 of Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018) for a theoretical explanation of the aforemen-
tioned capacity loss). In contrast, both the proposed and the GVM policies are work-conserving.
Although the MP policy is not work-conserving, it is path-wise stable (see Theorem 2 of Dai and
Lin (2005)) and thus there is no capacity loss under the MP policy as seen in Figure 3a.

According to Figure 3b, the PHT policy performs worse than the GVM policy does. Recall
that the PHT policy acts like the GVM policy or the PIA policy depending on the system state.
Because the resources are not fully utilized under the PIA policy, the PHT policy does not benefit
by acting like the PTA policy and thus it does not outperform the GVM policy. A potential reason
for the underperformance of the PHT policy is that the associated threshold value is not optimally
chosen. Because the threshold value associated with v = 0.5 results in the best performing PHT
policy among the threshold values associated with v € {0.5,1,1.5,2} for all A € {0.5,0.51,...,0.99},
Figure 4 shows #PHT for A =0.99 and the threshold values in the set {1,2,...,50} (equivalently
~v€40.01,0.02,...,0.5}). According to Figure 4, the PHT policy never outperforms the proposed
policy and slightly outperforms the GVM and the MP policies only when the threshold value is
equal to 2.

260 —— ; ;
—Proposed

240+ —GVM
--MP
220 PHT

-

[e2]

o
T

Long-run avg. number of jobs

-

N

o
T

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Threshold value

Figure 4  (Color online) #X where X € {Pro., GVM, MP, PHT} for A =0.99 and threshold values {1,2,...,50}.

6. Networks with Capacity Loss

The proposed policy is designed for and asymptotically optimal in parallel networks with hierarchi-
cal collaboration architecture (see Definition 1 and Assumption 1). Recall that there is no capacity
loss in those networks. In this section, we will show that the proposed policy is implementable and
asymptotically optimal in a class of parallel networks with capacity loss. First, we will illustrate
the idea behind this extension in the simple network in Figure la. Then, we will generalize and

formalize the extension.



Author: Resource Collaboration and Multitasking

26

A Az A3

|R1,R2,R3 | |R1,R2,R3 | |R1,R2,R3 |

Figure 5 A parallel network with three job types and three multitasking resources (R1, R2, R3).

Let us consider the parallel network in Figure 1la. There is capacity loss in that network because
whenever a job is processed, a resource is forced to idle due to collaboration requirements. For
example, resource 3 is forced to idle whenever a type 1 job is processed. Next, let us consider the
parallel network in Figure 5, in which no resource is forced to idle during a service of a job. The
only difference between the networks in Figures la and 5 is that the resource that is forced to
idle in the former one helps the ongoing service process in the latter network. Observe that any
scheduling policy implemented in the latter (former) network can also be implemented in the former
(latter) network. Therefore, the networks in Figures la and 5 are path-wise identical to each other
with respect to the total discounted holding cost. Specifically, for fixed stochastic primitives and
scheduling policy, the holding costs incurred in those networks are the same. Because the network in
Figure 5 has hierarchical collaboration architecture, the proposed policy is asymptotically optimal
in that network. In fact, the network in Figure 5 is equivalent to a multi-class GI/GI/1 queuing
system (see Example 5.1). Consequently, the proposed policy associated with the network in Figure
5 is also asymptotically optimal in the network in Figure 1la.

We can generalize the extension idea illustrated above for general parallel networks. The key
idea is to construct a hypothetical parallel network such that the resources that are forced to
idle during a service process in the original network help the associated service process in the
hypothetical network. The formal construction of the hypothetical network is as follows. Let P; :=
{le J:Z;NZ, =0} for all j € J. Then, P; denotes the set of job types that can be processed in
parallel with type j jobs. Let

Z;={i€l:i¢T;andi¢7Z for alleP;}, Vied.

Then, Z; denotes the set of resources that are forced to idle during the service of a type j job. Let

us represent the hypothetical network with the * symbol and construct it such that

Hence, the resources that are forced to idle in the original network are no longer forced to idle in the
hypothetical network. By construction, the only difference between the original and hypothetical

networks is the resource-job type incidence matrix A. Furthermore, any scheduling policy that is
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admissible in the original (hypothetical) network is also admissible in the hypothetical (original)
network with path-wise the same total discounted holding cost. Therefore, if the hypothetical
network has hierarchical collaboration architecture, then the proposed policy associated with the
hypothetical network is admissible and asymptotically optimal in the original network too. Figure
6 presents such an example. Figure 6a shows the original network that has a capacity loss (R3 is
forced to idle whenever a type 2 job is processed). Figure 6¢ shows the associated hypothetical

network, which has hierarchical collaboration architecture (see Figure 6d).

R1,R2,R3

A Az A3 Aq
, : | |r1,R2 ——R2,R3 |
R1,R2,R3 R1,R2 R2,R3 R1
| | | l [~ ]
(a) A parallel network with 4 job types and 3 mul- (b) The graph associ-
titasking resources. ated with Figure 6a.
A A2 A3 As |R1, R2,R3 '—‘Rl, R2,R3 |
| | [
R1,R2,R3 R1,R2,R3 R2,R3 R1
l 1 l l R1 R2,R3
(c¢) The associated hypothetical network. (d) The graph associated

with Figure 6c¢.
Figure 6 A parallel network whose hypothetical network has hierarchical collaboration architecture.

Observe that if the original network has hierarchical collaboration architecture, then the associ-
ated hypothetical network is the same of the original one because UjE 7 2= (). However, the fact
that Uj c7 2 =0 in the original network does not necessarily imply that there is no capacity loss
in the original network. For example, consider the network in Figure 7a in which (J ieg 2= 0 (and
so the original and the associated hypothetical networks are the same) but there is capacity loss.
In order to intuitively understand the capacity loss, consider the state in which there are only type
1, type 2, and type 3 jobs in the system. In that state, exactly two resources will be forced to idle.
Finally, Figure 7b shows that the network in Figure 7a does not have hierarchical collaboration
architecture.

In summary, our results can be extended to a class of parallel networks with capacity loss. Specif-
ically, if the hypothetical network associated with a parallel network has hierarchical collaboration
architecture, then the proposed policy is admissible and asymptotically optimal in the original

network.
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R1,R2
R1,R4 R1,R3
A Az A3 Ay As As
R3,R4 R2,R3
|riR2| [RLR3| [RuRa| [R2,R3| |[R2,R4| [R3,R4| [rr4 r2.13]
R2,R4
(a) A parallel network with 6 job types and 4 multitasking (b) The graph associated with Fig-
resources. ure 7a.

Figure 7 An identical original and hypothetical network pair with capacity loss.

7. Concluding Remarks

We consider scheduling control of parallel networks with resource collaboration and multitasking.
Specifically, we consider parallel networks with hierarchical collaboration architecture, which do
not have any capacity loss. We propose a dynamic prioritization policy which is asymptotically
optimal in diffusion scale in the conventional heavy-traffic regime. Under the proposed policy, an
LP is solved at discrete time epochs and the resource allocation decisions are done with respect to

an index rule that depends on the optimal LP solution. Finally, we extend our results to a class of

parallel networks with capacity loss.

900 \ :
2500, —GYM v
S % —-NP-GVM '
5 700f - - MP v
& s00 ~> NP-MP o
2 PIA 3
S5 5007 —o-NP-PIA o
c 1
400 v
© .
< 300 v
> 1
2)200* : 1
S 100+ ya

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

A

Figure 8 (Color online) Comparison of the performances of the GVM policy, the MP policy, the PIA policy,
and their nonpreemptive versions, namely NP-GVM, NP-MP, and NP-PIA, respectively.

Because nonpreemptive policies have more practical appeal than the preemptive ones have, an
interesting future research topic is to propose well performing nonpreemptive control policies. It is
not even clear how to construct a non-preemptive version of the proposed policy. In conventional
queueing networks, the performance gap between a preemptive control policy and its nonpre-

emptive counterpart is negligible in the heavy-traffic regime. However, in networks with resource
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collaboration and multitasking, the aforementioned gap is not negligible in the heavy-traffic regime
(see Section 3.2 of Gurvich and Van Mieghem (2018) for details). For example, Figure 8 shows that
there is a capacity loss under the nonpreemptive GVM (NP-GVM) policy because the NP-GVM
policy is not work-conserving. Figure 8 shows that there is a capacity loss under the nonpreemp-
tive MP (NP-MP) policy. If preemption is not allowed, the feasible set of resource allocations is
reduced which, in turn, decreases the capacity (see Section 8 of Dai and Lin (2005) for details).
Interestingly, Figure 8 shows that the system capacity under the nonpreemptive PIA (NP-PIA)
policy is higher than the one under the PIA policy. This is because the nonpreemptive structure
of the NP-PIA policy prevents the blow-up of the buffer 1 to some extent. Consequently, deriving
non-preemptive control policies that perform well is not trivial and requires further research.
Parallel networks whose associated hypothetical network not having hierarchical collaboration
architecture may have capacity loss (see for example the network in Figure 7a). It is not clear how
to derive control policies that perform well for those networks. Because some resources cannot be
fully utilized in those networks, the BCP (15) no longer provides an achievable lower bound on
the performance of admissible policies. Nevertheless, the aforementioned problem is valuable for
further research. Similarly, control of networks with general topological structure, that is, control
of networks beyond the parallel ones, is a relevant area for future research. However, even the
first-order analysis of those networks is very challenging. For example, Bo et al. (2019) prove that
not only the exact computation of the system capacity of general networks is a strongly NP-hard
problem but also approximating the system capacity accurately is an NP-hard problem.
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ELECTRONIC COMPANION

This electronic companion is associated with the manuscript titled “On the Optimal Control
of Parallel Processing Networks with Resource Collaboration and Multitasking”. Section EC.1
presents the proofs of Lemmas 1, 2, and 3. Section EC.2 presents the proof of Theorem 1. Section
EC.3 presents the proof of Theorem 2. Section EC.4 presents the proof of Proposition EC.3.1,
which is used in the proof of Theorem 2. Section EC.5 presents the proof of Lemma EC.4.1, which
is used in the proof of Proposition EC.3.1. Finally, Section EC.6 presents some proofs used in the
proof of Lemma EC.4.1.
EC.1. Lemma Proofs

In this section we prove Lemmas 1, 2, and 3 in Sections EC.1.1, EC.1.2, and EC.1.3, respectively.
EC.1.1. Proof of Lemma 1

The proof is pretty standard and follows from (11), functional strong law of large numbers (FSLLN,
see Theorem 5.10 of Chen and Yao (2001)), functional central limit theorem (FCLT, see Theorems
4.3.5 and 7.3.2 of Whitt (2002)), joint convergence when one limit is deterministic (see Theorem
11.4.5 of Whitt (2002)), continuous mapping theorem (see Theorem 3.4.4 of Whitt (2002)), and
the continuity of the multidimensional reflection map (see Theorem 14.2.5 of Whitt (2002)). For a
similar proof, see the proof of Proposition 2 of Ozkan and Ward (2019).

Next, we will prove that the covariance matrix ¥ defined in (12) is positive definite, which is
a necessary condition for the limiting process in Lemma 1 to be an SRBM (see Definition 3.1
of Williams (1998) for details). Let z = (z;,4 € Z) be an arbitrary nonzero vector in R?, the
superscript / denote the transpose of a matrix or vector, and c; := A, (5]2 —1—0?) / ,u?. After some
algebra and because ¢; > 0 for all j € 7, we have

2

Yz = Z Z Z Cjzizg = Z ¢j Z z | >0,

ieZH keTH jeTiNTy jegH ieZ;,NTH

which implies that X is positive semi-definite.

By Assumption 1, if there is a job type that is processed by a single resource, then that job
type is a leaf node in the graph associated with the network structure. Recall that, without loss
of generality, we assume that for all i,k € Z such that i # k, both J; ¢ Ji, and J, ¢ J;. This
assumption together with Assumption 1 implies that each leaf node is processed by a single resource.
Otherwise, if there exists a leaf node that is processed in collaboration with multiple resources,
then those resources process exactly the same job types. Therefore, a job type is a leaf node in
the graph associated with the network structure if and only if it is processed by a single resource.

Furthermore, the aforementioned result together with Assumption 1 imply that for each resource,
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there exists a job type that is processed by only that resource. In other words, for each i € Z, there
exists a j € J; such that j ¢ J, for all k € Z\{i}. Otherwise, if there exists an i € Z which does not
have a job type that is processed by only resource i, then resource ¢ does not process a leaf node.
This further implies that there exists a resource k € Z such that Z; C Z;, which is a contradiction.

Let v; € 7™ denote the job type that is processed by only resource ¢ for all i € 7. Then,

2
ZYz = Z Z Z CiZiZy = Z ¢; Z z | > Z .2 >0,

i€TH keTH jETNTy jegH i€Z;nTH ieTH

which implies that ¥ is positive definite.
EC.1.2. Proof of Lemma 2

Because X(s) has finite number of elements by definition and X(s) # () by Assumption 1, the set in
(22) has also finite number of elements. Let z(s) be an arbitrary resource allocation vector from the
set in (22) and let 2 (s) denote the resource allocation vector given by the algorithm in Definition

4. Let
R (x(s),t):={ieT":3j e T" st. x;(s) =1,Q(s) > [¢]"(t)],i € L; },

J

that is, R"(z(s),t) is the set of resources in heavy traffic that are processing job types whose number
in system at time s is greater than the optimal LP (16) solution associated with time ¢ under z(s).
Suppose that there exists a k € R"(x(s),t) \ R"(2*(s),t). There must exist an I € J# such that
z(s)=1,keZ, Q(s)>[q"(t)], and xi'(s) =0. Let S;:={j € J : Z; CZ;}. By Assumption 1 and
the construction of the Steps 1-4 of the algorithm in Definition 4, it must be the case that Q7(s) <
[q;"(t)] for all j € Sy, otherwise x7(s) would be equal to 1 for some j € S; such that Q7 (s) > [¢;" (t)]
implying k € ; CZ; € R" (2" (s),t). However, this is a contradiction because Qj(s) > [¢;""(t)] by
assumption. Therefore, R"(z(s),t) C R" (2 (s),t) implying p; (z*(s),t) > pi(z(s),t).

Second, by considering the definition of the partial order >, suppose that p, (:UA(S), t) =pi(x(s),t)
and p, (27 (s)) < p2(x(s)). Because p; (2% (s),t) = pi(z(s),t) and R"(z(s),t) C R"(z*(s),t), we have
R"(x(s),t) = R"(z*(s),t). Furthermore, because p,(z*(s)) < pa(z(s)), there must exist an k €
7 such that z;(s) =1 for some I € J; but z'(s) =0 for all j € J;. By Assumption 1 and the
construction of the Steps 1-4 of the algorithm in Definition 4 and because xj‘(s) =0 for all j € J,
it must be the case that Q%(s) < [¢;"(t)] for all j € Ji. Because R"(x(s),t) = R"(x*(s),t) and
x;(s) =1 for some [ € J},, by Assumption 1, and by the construction of the Steps 5-9 of the algorithm
in Definition 4, it must be the case that xf(s) =1 for some j € §;, which is a contradiction because
24(s) =0 for all j € Jj. Therefore, ps(z*(s)) > p2(a(s)), which completes the proof.

J

Finally, due to sorting, the computational complexity of the algorithm in Definition 4 is O(J In J).
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3
EC.1.3. Proof of Lemma 3
Consider an arbitrary i € Z. By (18), we have
() —gF" (t ST — O (t
Z M: Z M, VieI teR,. (EC.1)

Hj Hj

JETTT(#) JeTST ()

By Assumption 3 Part 2, we have >>, , A;/u; =1 for all 4 € Z". Then, by (EC.1), the RHS of
(23) is equal to

(\Ein a7+ @)
Hj

qw t)— Q% (t o Y
L Ep i B
JETET ! jeg=rw JETET(t)

. 0" () - Qi) ~ MLyt + (NLIO — 0 + Q1)
=L+ Y. /Ej )

JETET(t)

(EC.2)
JETE (1)

The term in (EC.2) is equal to the LHS of (23) if and only if ¢;" (t) — Q}(t) — A L1(t) <0 for all

§ € J="(t) which holds if and only if (25) holds.

EC.2. Proof of Theorem 1

Let us fix an arbitrary sequence of admissible policies denoted by = = {#",r € N, }. By (2), (6),
and (8),

~

T t R ~
) Q’—():WI”(t) VieI", Qi () =0 VjeJ"
JjET; M

Therefore, (Q;T (t),j € J") is a feasible point of the LP (16) under the RHS parameter (I/Vf’r(t),i €
e ) for all t € R, . Under all sample paths and for all t € R, , we have

3 Q) > Z(W;*(t),z' c IH). (EC.3)

jegH
Let Z be a mapping from D* such that Z(f)(t) :=z(f(t)) for all f € D* and t € R,. Then, Z
is the process version of z. Because z is Lipschitz continuous (see Lemma 4 Part 1), Z maps the
functions from D™ to D, that is, Z : D* — D. Let d(-) denote the Skorokhod distance (see Equation
(12.13) of Billingsley (1999)). For arbitrary X,Y € D%, because z is Lipschitz continuous, one can
see that d(Z(X),Z(Y)) <(C1V1)d(X,Y). Therefore, Z is Lipschitz continuous. Then, by Lemma

1 and continuous mapping theorem, we have

K2

Z(W-’“”",ieIH) = Z(W). (EC.4)
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Next, we invoke the Skorokhod representation theorem (see Theorem 3.2.2 of Whitt (2002)) on the
processes in (EC.4) such that

zrrtz (WirieT), wreN, 74z

?

(W ) Z™" 2% 7 wo.c. (EC.5)

[ (o)

> liminf E /Ooe'” W[”()ieIH>dt] (EC.6)
/
h

Finally,

hmlanh B [/ e_‘%@;’r(t)dt} =liminf E
T—00 0 =00

je€T

7300

= liminf E Ooe—étz W;”‘ iEIH)(t)dt} (EC.7)

= lim inf E e %t Zmr( ] (EC.8)

>E ‘/00 e °!lim inf Z’”(t)dt} (EC.9)
/s r—s00

_g| / N e“”Z(t)dt] (EC.10)
LJ 0

=E -/Oo (Wt ))dt] : (EC.11)
LJ O

where (EC.6) is by (EC.3), (EC.7) is by the definition of the mapping Z, (EC.8) is by (EC.5),
(EC.9) is by Fatou’s lemma, (EC.10) is by (EC.5), and (EC.11) is by (EC.5).
EC.3. Proof of Theorem 2

The following proposition, whose proof is presented in E-companion EC.4, will be very helpful in

the proof of Theorem 2.

ProrosITION EC.3.1. Under the proposed policy (see Definition 3), we have
> hQr=Z(W).
JjET
We will prove Theorem 2 by Proposition EC.3.1 and proving a uniform integrability result (see for
example the proof of Theorem 5.3 in Bell and Williams (2001)).
We invoke the Skorokhod representation theorem to obtain equivalent distributional representa-
tions of the processes in Proposition EC.3.1 (for which we use the same symbols and call “Skorokhod
represented versions”) such that the Skorokhod represented versions of the processes are defined

in the same probability space and satisfy

> QS Z(WF) o

jeT
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Then,

Z th; — Z(W*) (m x P)—almost everywhere,

JET
where dm := de °'dt on (R,,B(R,)) and B(R,) is the Borel o-algebra on R,. Because (R, x
Q,B(R,) x F,m x P) is a probability space, the condition

2

limsupE / e 0 (Z thg(t)> dt| < oo, (EC.12)

r—00 0 :
JjET

which implies the uniform integrability of Zje 7 th;T with respect to expectation under m x P,

gives us the desired result. In order to prove (EC.12), it is enough to show that

% R 2
lim sup / ¢ 'K {(Q;(t)) ]dt<oo, Vied. (EC.13)
r—00 0

Hence, we will prove (EC.13) henceforth.

By Assumption 3, there exists an r; > ry such that if » > r{, then

050, SN <1+, Vied, (EC.14)
pr <1, VieIk, r1—pl| <1410, VieI", (EC.15)

where rq is defined in (26). We will use the following result in the rest of the proof.
LemMA EC.3.1. (Equation (172) of Bell and Williams (2001)) If r > ry, then for all
je€J andt e R, we have

E [ sup (E;f(s))Z] <18 (14482 (1+ M)t + B2 +2)),

0<s<t

E [ sup (S;(s)>1 <18 (14407 (ut+o0:+2)).

0<s<t
Notice that we present a slightly different version of (172) of Bell and Williams (2001) such that
there is no r > r; condition and there is A7t instead of the term (1 + A;)t in (172) of Bell and
Williams (2001).

First, let us consider an arbitrary j € J. Let i € Z; be an arbitrary resource in heavy traffic

that process type j jobs. By (6), (9), and (10), if » >, then for all t € R, we have

QL(t) < W/ (1) = X[ (8) + 17 (8) = X7 (1) + W (X])(1) (EC.16)
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Z[ < 0)+ sup |EI(s)|+ sup |S](s) )] +r|l—pl|t (EC.17)
e 0<s<t 0<s<t
Z[ < 0)+ sup |El(s )\+ sup S{(s)m +(1+ 0t (EC.18)
7, 0<s<t 0<s<t

where the last equality in (EC.16) is by (11), (EC.17) is by the fact that T} (t) <t for all [ € J and
t€R,, and (EC.18) holds because r > r; (see (EC.15)). Therefore, if r > 7, for all t € R, we have

sup (@5()) <437+ 1y [Zj ((Qr) "+ sup £ + sup [3760 2)+<1+rei\>2t2].
leg; 7

0<s<t 0<s<t 0<s<t
(EC.19)
Finally, (26), Lemma EC.3.1, and (EC.19) imply that
. 2
[sup (Q (s )) ] < Cs+ Cyt+ Cst?, VteR,,r>r, (EC.20)
0<s<t
where
Nmmds Ak, smes g wi
=2
Cs:=2%32J(3J + 1)”— (1 +4 <max64\/maxa > +38 (maxﬁ2 Vmaxo; ) +C’0>
w2 eJ jeT jeT eJ
=2
C,:=2%32J(3J + 1)% (rjrlg;<ﬂ2 Vmaxo; ) (1+ AV i),

2
Cs :=4(3J +1)j* <1 + max |0i|> .
ieTH

Observe that (EC.20) implies that (EC.13) holds for all j € J#.

Next, let us consider an arbitrary j € J%. Observe that all resources in the set Z; are in light
traffic by definition of J. Because the resources in the set 1, are not necessarily utilized in a work-
conserving fashion under the proposed policy, we do not necessarily have the equality IAZT = W(Xf ).
Hence, the last equality in (EC.16) does not necessarily hold and so the proof technique that we
use above to prove the uniform integrability of the number of jobs in the buffers processed by
resources in heavy traffic does not work in this case. Instead, we will use coupling arguments to
derive a uniformly integrable upper bound on @}, which will imply uniform integrability of Q7.

We construct a hypothetical system, denoted by the superscript (), in which the stochastic
primitives are the same of the ones in the original system. Let us consider an arbitrary i € Z;.
Suppose that, in the hypothetical system, resource ¢ operates in a work-conserving fashion; type
j jobs are processed at time ¢t € R, if and only if Qg.l)’r(t) >0 and Ql(l)’T(t) =0 for all I € T\ {j},
that is, type j jobs receive the least amount of priority from resource i; and whenever resource ¢
needs to collaborate with some other resources to process a job, then those resources are assigned

to collaborate with resource i, that is, there is no collaboration constraint for resource i. Observe
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that, by Assumption 1 and because the proposed policy utilizes maximum number of resources in
light traffic (recall the index ps(x(s)) in (21)), in the original system and under the proposed policy,
type j jobs are processed at time t € R if Q(t) >0 and Qj(t) =0 for all [ € 7;\{j}. Therefore, we

have the following path-wise upper bound:
Q< Q. (EC.21)

By (EC.21) and because resource i is utilized in a work-conserving fashion in the hypothetical

system, similar to how we derive (EC.20), we can prove that

R 2
E [ sup (Qy)’r(s)) ] < Cs3+ Cyt, VteR,, r>r. (EC.22)
0<s<t
The only difference between the derivations of (EC.20) and (EC.22) is that the term |1 — pf|t
that we see in (EC.17) does not appear in the derivation of (EC.22) when r >r; (see (EC.15)).
Observe that (EC.21) and (EC.22) imply that (EC.13) holds for all j € J*.

EC.4. Proof of Proposition EC.3.1
By Lemma 1 and continuous mapping theorem, we have
z(Wrier") = z(W). (EC.23)

By (EC.23) and convergence-together theorem (see Theorem 11.4.7 of Whitt (2002)), in order to

prove Proposition EC.3.1, it is enough to prove the following convergence result:

Iim P (
T—>00

We will prove (EC.24) henceforth.
Let us fix arbitrary ¢, 7 > 0. Let ¢;"(t) :=r~"¢;"(r*t) denote the diffusion scaled version of the

S hQr -z <Wz ezH>

Jj€T

> 6) =0, Ve, T > 0. (EC.24)
T

optimal solution process associated with the LP (16) for all t e R, j € J and r € N,. Then, the
probability in (EC.24) is equal to

>N (QE—@}"T) + D hiQ;
jegH jegk

A € A
<> P H s ]+ 3P H T
- ( @ T Jmanejhj> + < @ =4
jegk jegH

-2 (el >) s Sr(le-a

jegH
where €, :=€/(Jmax;c 7 h;). Therefore, in order to prove (EC.24), it is enough to prove that the

P >e€

T

€
> -
7 Jmaxjey hj>

> 61> : (EC.25)
T

sum in (EC.25) converges to 0. In other words, we need to show that the diffusion scaled number of
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jobs that are processed by only resources in light traffic should be close to 0 and the diffusion scaled
number of jobs that are processed by resources in heavy traffic should be close to the diffusion
scaled optimal solution process associated with the LP (16).

Let us first consider the first sum in (EC.25). Let us fix arbitrary j € J* and i € Z;. We will
use coupling arguments again. Specifically, we will use the hypothetical system defined in Section

EC.3 and the path-wise inequality in (EC.21). Then,
P(|@] >e)<p (@ >a)<P (HW,;““ >€_1> -0,
Mo T v [

where the first inequality is by (EC.21), the second inequality is by (6), and the convergence is

because resource ¢ is in light traffic and utilized in a work-conserving fashion in the hypothetical
system. Because we choose j € J© arbitrarily, the first sum in (EC.25) converges to 0.

Next, let us consider the second sum in (EC.25). Let 777 : Q@ — R, U{oco} denote the start time of
the nth review period (Step 2 or 3) under the proposed policy for all n,r € N, . For completeness,
if 77(w) = oo for some n,r € N, and w € Q, then 77 (w) := oo for all m >n. Then, 77 (w) =0 and
Ty 1 (w) > 77 (w) for all n,r € N, and w e Q.

By construction of the proposed policy (see Definition 3), there exists an external arrival or

service completion in each review period. Let N™:=1+ [2J(1+ AV g)r*T| for all r € N,.. Then,

P (rh: <r’T) <P (Z (E;(r*T) + S;(r*T)) > N" — 1)

JjeJ
<Z > (1+AVR)r*T) + P (S;(r*T) > (1+ AV a)r’T)]
JjeT
=Y [P(E{(T)=(1+AVRT)+P (S;(T)>(1+AVE)T)] =0,  (EC.26)
jeT

where (EC.26) is by FSLLN. The convergence result in (EC.26) implies that there are at most
O(r?) review periods in the interval [0,72T] with a high probability when r is sufficiently large.

With the convention that co — 0o := 00, let us define the following sets for all €3 > 0 and n,r € N:

AV () = {rr > TYu{rl, — 7l <er}, (EC.27a)

Agl2),r(62) = {77: > r2T} U ﬂ { sup ‘Q’" ( M| < Cﬁezr} (EC.27b)
JEJH ‘r’“<t§‘r

A§Z3);T(€2) = {TT: > T2T} U ﬂ { sup q; T(t) q] ( n) < 07627"} , (EC.270)
jegH ‘r’"<t§7’£+1

AW () = {7‘ > r2T} U m {!Q o) — ;" ( n+1)‘ < 08627"} (EC.27d)
jegH

4
Ar(e2) 1= (] A (EC.27¢)
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where Cg, C7, and Cy are arbitrary strictly positive constants such that
Cs>max {2(1+\),20}, 20, < Cg < 0.5). (EC.28)

We let Aj(ez) := (2 for all e, >0 and r € N for completeness.

The event in (EC.27a) implies that the length of a review period is short in [0,727"]. The event
in (EC.27b) implies that the queue length processes in the buffers do not change a lot during a
review period in [0,72T]. The event in (EC.27c) implies that the optimal LP (16) solution does
not change a lot during a review period in [0,72T]. The event in (EC.27d) implies that the queue
lengths in the buffers processed by resources in heavy traffic do not deviate a lot from the desired
levels at the end of a review period which starts in [0,727T]. Finally, the following result states
that the aforementioned events are realized jointly in the review periods {1,2,..., N"} with high

probability when r is large.

LEMMA EC.4.1. For all 5 >0, we have

P (ﬂ Ag(@) -1

The proof of Lemma EC.4.1 is presented in E-companion EC.5.
Let €5 > 0 be such that (Cs + C7 + Cs)ea < €;. Then, the second sum in (EC.25) is less than or

equal to

> e (oo

jegH

e e > 1T, ﬂ AT (e ) (EC.29)

+ JP (4 <1°T) +JP<<ﬂ A”( 62) ) (EC.30)

where the superscript ¢ denotes the complement of the associated set. The sum in (EC.30) converges

to 0 by (EC.26) and Lemma EC.4.1, respectively. The sum in (EC.29) is equal to

N’V"
Z P ( sup  |Q4(t) —q;" (t)| > exr, Thr > 17T, ﬂ .A;(ez))

jegH 0<t<r2T ne1
NT NT
<y p(U{ o @0 s 0lan g <irf )
jegH ne1 | Th<tSTR L n=1
N7
3 P(U {( sup |50 (73) - ()|
jegH n=1 TR SEST)
N
+T,,Z<Stlil’i);+l q;"(t) — q;”(Trf)’) >er, T, < rzT}, Q.A:L(GQ)). (EC.31)
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Let us focus on the event inside the probability in (EC.31). In the set {77 <r?T}NA"_(e2)NA" (€2),

sup  |Q7(t) —Qi(r))| +|Q5 () —a; " ()| + sup g (t) —q)" (7))
TRSESTH TH<t<Tr

<(Ce+Cr+Cylear < eyr (EC.32)

forallne{1,2,...,N"} and r € N, by (EC.27). Hence, the event inside the probability in (EC.31)
is equal to () by (EC.32). Therefore, the sum in (EC.29) is equal to 0.
EC.5. Proof of Lemma EC.4.1

Let us define
B := {rjng?( (B (r*T) Vv S;(r°T)) < |Cor®T] —1, max 1Q%(0) — ¢;"(0)] < 08627“} ,  (EC.33)
where Cy :=1+ AV ji. By FSLLN (see for example (EC.26)) and (27), we have P (B") — 1.
The following lemma from Ozkan (2020) provides an exponentially decaying upper bound on

renewal processes and will be useful later.
LeMMA EC.5.1. (Lemma 5 of Ozkan (2020)) Let us fiz arbitrary a >0 and b> 0. There exists

an o € Ny such that if r > ry, then for all j € J and n€{1,2,...,N"}, we have

P< sup |Ej (1, +1t)— El(1)) — it

o<t<ar

>br, T, < r*T, Br> < Clorzefcl”,

P < sup ‘Sj(TJ?”(T;) +1t)—S;(T7 (7)) —ujt‘ > br, 77 <r°T, B’”) < Cyorie Cnr

J
o<t<ar

where Chg and Ch1 are strictly positive constants independent of j, n, and r.

The following lemma from Ozkan (2020) states that the workloads associated with resources in
heavy traffic do not fluctuate a lot within a time interval with length O(r) with high probability

when r is large.

LeMMA EC.5.2. (Lemma 8 of Ozkan (2020)) Let us fix arbitrary a >0 and b> 0. There exists
an r3 € Ny such that if r > r3, then for alln€ {1,2,...,N"}, we have

0<t<ari€ZH

P < sup max |WZT(7-£ +t) — WZ‘(T;” > br, 77 < TQT, Br) < Cl2r5e_cl3r’

where C1y and Ch3 are strictly positive constants independent of n and r.

Because P (B") — 1, proving Lemma EC.4.1 is equivalent to proving

N’l‘
P <U (A7 (€2))", BT) —0, Ve, >0.
n=1
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Let us fix an arbitrary e; > 0. Let {4,,,n € N, } be an arbitrary sequence of sets. Then
N N
Udi=A4ulJ (An4s  nA: ,n...Nn45), VYNeN,. (EC.35)
Therefore,
NT NT
P (U (A;)C,BT> <> P((A)'NAL_ NBT).
n=1 n=1
Let us fix an arbitrary n € {1,2,...,N"}. By (EC.27¢) and (EC.35), we have
P((A7)°NA"  NB) <P <(A5}“)C nNA" ﬂBT) (EC.36a)
+P ((AP7) nAD N B) (EC.36b)
+P ((A97) AP A BT (EC.36¢)
((A<4) N NADTAAL BT) . (EC.36d)

We will derive exponentially decaying upper bounds on each of the probabilities in the RHS of
(EC.36). We will use the definition of the proposed policy to derive the desired bound on the
probability in (EC.36a). We will use Lemma EC.5.1 to derive desired bound on the probability
in (EC.36b) and will use Lemmas 5 and EC.5.2 to derive desired bound on the probability in
(EC.36¢). Finally, we will use the structure of the proposed policy to derive the desired bound on
the probability in (EC.36d).

The probability in the RHS of (EC.36a): By (EC.27a), it is equal to
P (7, —m>er 7, <r’T, A, ,, B"). (EC.37)

We will consider (EC.37) case by case. First, suppose that the nth review period is Step 2 in
Definition 3. Then, the length of the nth review period is at most minimum of residual service
times and residual inter-arrival times at time 7,. Therefore, by (EC.33), if r > r; (see (EC.14)),
(EC.37) is less than or equal to

P < max max (u’;m \% vjm) > 627‘>

me{1,2,...,|Cor2T] } JET

[Cor?T |
Z Z [P (U;m > 627“) +P (vj, > 627“)]
m=1 jeJ
< C97’2TZ > 627‘ +P (v > 627“)]
jeT

- CgrzTZ [ < > e2r> +P (v, > 627’):|

JjET



Author: Resource Collaboration and Multitasking

12

< Cor’T > [P (51 > 0.5)exr) + P (01 > 7)) (EC.38)
€T

— CQT2TE [P (80.50711]'1 > 60.25&5627’) + P (e0.56wj1 > 60.561627")] (EC39)
JET

S CQT'QTZ (E [eO‘S&ﬂjl] 670.2507A62r + E [60.55411]-1] 670.5&627’) (EC40)
JjeT

< Cpyrie™ w7, (EC.41)

where (EC.38) is by the fact that r > (see (EC.14)), @ used in (EC.39) is defined in Assumption
2, (EC.40) is by Markov’s inequality, and
Cra = CoT'J max {E[e"5* ] + E [ ]}, Cis:=(0.5A(0.25))) aeo.
J

Notice that both C14 and Ci5 are strictly positive and finite constants by Assumption 2 and
independent of n and r.

Next, suppose that the nth review period is Step 3 in Definition 3. Let x| denote the length
of the time interval between 7 and the first time when an external arrival or service completion
happens after 77. Then, the length of the nth review period is equal to L"(7}) V k] by definition

of Step 3. Hence, (EC.37) is equal to
P (L (1)) V&), > er, T) <r°T, A _,, B")

<P (k,>er, 7, <r°T, B")+P (L"(1]) > esr, 7, <7°T, A;,_,, B"). (EC.42)

n—17

Observe that if » >, (see (EC.14)), the first probability in (EC.42) is less than or equal to the
term in (EC.41). By (19) and (20), and if >, the second probability in (EC.42) is equal to

T ) — (T
i <max max 4" (7) = @5(7) > er, 70 <1, A", BT) <I (CSGQT

0.5

r > €91 | = O, (EC43)
€I jeg =T (rr) Aj )

where the inequality in (EC.43) is by (EC.27d), (EC.33), and the fact that r > (see (EC.14))
and the equality in (EC.43) is by (EC.28).

Consequently, if » > r; (see (EC.14)), the probability in the RHS of (EC.36a) is less than or
equal to the term in (EC.41).

The probability in (EC.36b): By (EC.27b), it is less than or equal to
ol

sup Q5 ()~ Q;()

T <t<T

> Cgear, 7, < r*T, Af})”, B’“)

]GJH n—="="n4+1
S ( sup |Q1(7 +t) — QL(rh)| > Coear, T < 17T, BT>
jegH 0<t<eor
- Z P( sup ‘EJT(T;; +1) = S;(Tj (r;, +1)) — B (7,,) + S, (T;(T;;))’ > Cgepr, 7 < 1?T, B”")
0<t<leqr
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< Z P (S ")+ eor) = S;(T7 (17,)) > 0.5Csear, 7, <7°T, B")
jegH

+ Y P (B (1) +er) — E(7]) > 0.5Cgear, 7, < 1°T, B") (EC.44)

jegH
< Z P(S ")+ eor) = S;(T7(17)) — piear > (0.5Cs — i) ear, 7)) < r?T), B")
jegH
+ 3 P (B +er) = Ej(1]) = Xjear > (0.5C5 — 1= X) eor, 7 <r°T, B"),  (EC.45)
jegH

where (EC.44) is by triangular inequality and the fact that 77 (7; +t) <77 (7)) +1 for all t € R,
and (EC.45) holds if r > 7, (see (EC.14)). By (EC.28) and Lemma EC.5.1, there exists an r, € N,

independent of n such that if » > r,, the sum in (EC.45) is less than or equal to
0167' 870177’, (EC46)

where C¢ and C'; are strictly positive constants independent of n and r. Finally, if r > r{ V ry, the

probability in (EC.36b) is less than or equal to the term in (EC.46).

The probability in (EC.36¢): By (EC.27c), it is less than or equal to
P ( Csup [ (1) =" ()

< z P (Cg sup maX|W’“() W (t5)| > Cregr, 70 < 12T, A" B’") (EC.48)

Tr<t<r" 1 ieTH

> Creor, 7 < 12T, AT BT> (EC.47)

jegH "
C
< g P < sup maX]WT(T 1) = W ()| > Zlegr, T8 <P, BT> , (EC.49)
jEJH 0<t<ear ieTH C’2

where (EC.48) is by Lemma 5. By Lemma EC.5.2, there exists an r5 € N, independent of n such
that if r > r5, the sum in (EC.49) is less than or equal to

0187“58_0197-, (EC50)

where C}g and C}g are strictly positive constants independent of n and r.

The probability in (EC.36d): Because deriving an exponentially decaying upper bound on the
probability in (EC.36d) requires exploitation of the structure of the proposed policy, it is long and
involved. Hence, we present the following result whose proof is presented in E-companion EC.6:

There exists an rg € N, independent of n such that if r > rg,

P((Agjw) NADT A N )gcgor%—%’”, (EC.51)

where Cyy and Cy; are strictly positive constants independent of n and r.
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Finally, let r7 :=7, Vry Vrs Vrg. Then, r; is independent of n. By (EC.36), (EC.41), (EC.46),
(EC.50), and (EC.51), if r >y

P ((AZ)C N A2,1 N B'r‘) S C22r5efc237”’

where Cyy and Cys are strictly positive constants independent of n and r. Consequently, if r > r;,

P(G ><EP ((Ar)°NA,_ NB")

n=1

S NTCQQT 67C23T S (2 + 2 (]- + 5\ \Y ﬂ) JT) 0227' 670237“,
which converges to 0 exponentially fast and this completes the proof.
EC.6. Derivation of (EC.51)
By (EC.27d), the probability in the LHS of (EC.51) is less than or equal to

Z (‘Q n+1 qj ( 72+1)| > C862T7 TrTL S T2T7 AS)J, :1717 BT)

jegH

<) P

jegH

j n+1) Q;’T(T;)

Z Toi1) = ;" (7)

jegH

> 0.5Cseor, 7 <r*T, A", B") (EC.52)

> 0.5Cseqr, i <r*T, A", A7, B"). (EC.53)

By (EC.28), the sum in (EC.52) is less than or equal to the sum in (EC.47). Therefore, if r > rs,
the sum in (EC.52) is less than or equal to the term in (EC.50). Next, let us consider the sum in

(EC.53) case by case. There are two cases.

Case 1 associated with (EC.53) Suppose that the nth review period is Step 2 in Definition 3.
Let us fix an arbitrary » € N,. Recall that Step 2 ends at the first time when an external arrival

or a service completion happens after 7. Therefore,

Qj(rr ) —Q(r)| <1, VjieJd™. (EC.54)

By (EC.54) and because J~" (7)) =0 and so Qj(7;) < [¢;"(7;)] for all j € J" by definition of

n

Step 2, we have Q' (7, 1) — [¢;"(7};)] <1 for all j € J", which implies
Qj(rh)—qi (1)) <2, VYjeJM (EC.55)

Let us consider an arbitrary j € J. Let i € Z; N Z be an arbitrary resource in heavy traffic

processing type j jobs. By (18) and the fact that Q] (7)) < [¢""(77)] for all | € J;, we have

O - Qe =y, Y A ) R

leTNG) Ha

I'= =
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Then, by (EC.54), we have
) - Q) S1HI D e (BC.56)
Therefore, by (EC.55) and (EC.56), we have )
Q) —g @l <2+ -k vied”. (EC.57)

By (EC.57), there exists an 7 € N independent of n such that if the nth review period is Step 2
in Definition 3, then the sum in (EC.53) is less than or equal to

H<2+(J 1)=

==

> 0. 5Cgegr> =0, Vr > rg. (EC.58)

Case 2 associated with (EC.53) Suppose that the nth review period is Step 3 in Definition 3.
Then, the sum in (EC.53) is less than or equal to

Z (’Q To1) — ;" (T, )}>05C'862r Ky, > L' (1), T <7°T, Al,_,, B") (EC.59)

jegH

+ Z P (|Q5(rr,) — 4" (1)) > 0.5Csesr, kI, < L (7)), 7 <7°T, AL Ar L BT). (EC.60)
jegH

On the one hand, the sum in (EC.59) considers the case in which Step 3 ends at the first time
when an external arrival or a service completion happens after 7, that is, kI > L"(7]). On the

other hand, the sum in (EC.60) considers the case in which Step 3 ends at time L"(77).
The sum in (EC.59) First, let us consider the sum in (EC.59). In the set {77 <r*T}NA._, NB"
(see (EC.27d) and (EC.33)), we have

|Q;(T£)_Q;T(T£) < Cséar, Vie JH.

Because Step 3 ends at the first time when an external arrival or a service completion happens after
77, then (EC.54) holds. Let us consider an arbitrary j € J and let i € Z; NZ" be an arbitrary

n’

resource in heavy traffic processing type j jobs. There are two sub-cases.

Case 1 associated with (EC.59) Suppose that

‘QT T *r( T) <O5Cg€27"—1

Then, by (EC.54), we have

‘Q;(TLA) q] "(17)] < 0.5Cseqr.

Hence,

(|Q n+1 j (Tg)

> 0.5Cse,r, |Q;(TTTL) —q;" (7))
H >L’l“( ’l") 7_ <T’2T A; 15 T):O (ECﬁl)

< 0.508627',
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Case 2 associated with (EC.59) Suppose that

}QT 77; — *T( :;) 20.508627"—1.

Case 2.1 associated with (EC.59) Suppose that Q}(7)) —¢q;" (7)) > 0.5Csear — 1. Then, by (18),
Z q " (1) = Qi(7)) Qi(1y) _QJ’T(TQ) S 0.5Cgesr — 1

1eT:\{5} Ha M M

which implies that there exists I € 7;\{j} such that
g (1) = Qi (Tr) S 0.5Cgear — 1
tu (= Dpy
Therefore, by (19) and (20), if r >y (see (EC.14)

), it must be the case that
L(r) > L () > ARGk =
(J—=Da(1+A)’
Case 2.2 associated with (EC.59) Suppose that ¢;" (7)) — Q}(7)) > 0.5Cse;r — 1. Then, by (19)
and (20), if r > ry, again (EC.62) holds.
Therefore, in both Case 2.1 and Case 2.2, (EC.62) holds. Consequently, by (EC.62) and because
j € JH is arbitrarily chosen,

(EC.62)

3 P(\Q;(T;H)—q;%;) > 0.5Cser, |Q(70) — ¢ (71)| > 0.5Csear — 1,
jegH
kI >L7(rh), 0 <r*T, A" |, T)
0 508627”‘— 1)
< Z < T’ﬂ 2T An 1 )
et —Da(l+A)’
0.5Cse5r — 1
<JP <n;>“( 8_62 D s oar > (EC.63)
(J=Da(1+x)’

Similar to how we derive (EC.41), we can prove that there exists 79 € Ny independent of n such

that if r > rg, the term in (EC.63) is less than or equal to
Coyrie” 27 (EC.64)

where Cyy and Csys are strictly positive constants independent of n and r. Finally, by also considering
(EC.61), if r > ry, the sum in (EC.59) is less than or equal to the term in (EC.64).
EC.6.1. The sum in (EC.60)

Let us define the set

ET::{ sup ‘ETT +1t)— E;(Tg)—)\;ﬂﬁez),r,

n
0<t<egr

sup | S;(T7 (7)) +1) = S;(T] (7)) — pt| < s, Vjej}, (EC.65)

0<t<eqr
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where
C,
€3 1 — —8762. (ECGG)
1(1+2022)
Then, the sum in (EC.60) is less than or equal to
> P((&)°, 7 <r’T, B") (EC.67)
jegH
+ Z P (‘Q;(TT:H) — q;’T(T,:)‘ > 0.5Cseyr, EF, kI < L(17), 77 < r*T, AS)’T, -A:Lﬂ) . (EC.68)
jegH

By Lemma EC.5.1, there exists an r1g € N, such that 7y, is independent of n and if r > ryg, the

sum in (EC.67) is less than or equal to
0267”‘2670277”, (ECGQ)

where Cyg and Cyy; are strictly positive constants independent of n and 7.
Let us define the following shifted processes for all t e R,, i€ ZH, j € J¥ ne{1,2,...,N"},
and r € N,

I (1) = I (75 ) = T} (), TP (t) =T (75 + ) — T} (7).
Observe that
)+ > TP (t)=t, VteR,ieI" (EC.70)
JET;

The following result, which states that the shifted cumulative busy time processes associated
with the job types in the set J do not deviate a lot from their expected values, will be very

helpful in order to prove that the sum in (EC.68) is equal to 0.

LEMMA EC.6.1. In Step 3 and in the set {E;, kI, < L"(73), 7o < 7T, A" (e3), Al _ (€2)}, there
exists an r1; € Ny independent of n such that if r > ryy, then

1 4.J?
max [T (L™ (7)) — — (Q (") — ¢ (7)) + N.L7(77)) | < —e3r.
max |75 (L" (7)) Mj(Qj(n) q;" (7)) + AL (7)) | < i
The proof of Lemma EC.6.1 is presented in E-companion EC.6.1.1.
Next, let us consider the sum in (EC.68). Let us fix arbitrary r >y, j € J%, and sample path

in the set {&", kI < L"(7h), 70 <r*T, AQD", A _ }. Then,

Q) (7h0) = Q) (70) + B (mh ) — B () = S,(T (7)) + S5 (T (7))
= Q5(r0) + B (g + L7 (7)) = B3 (1) = (S, (T (70) + T (L (72)) = S,(T3 (7))
< Qj () + XL (7)) + egr — py T (L7 (77)) + €37 (EC.71)
< Q)+ XL () 2ear — (@) — g (E) A XL ) + L e (mOT2)

.y ApJ?
=q;" (1) + <2+ l; )637", (EC.73)
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where (EC.71) is by (EC.65) and the fact that L"(7)) =7,,, — 7, < e;r and (EC.72) is by Lemma
EC.6.1. Similarly,

Qj(Toi1) = Q5(73) + Ej (7541) — Ej(73) = Si(T (77141)) + 55(T5 (7))
> Q5(75) + AjL" (1) — €sr — p; T3 (L7 (7)) — €

> Q5 (1) + AL (7)) = 2e3r — (Q5(1h) — ;" (7)) + AL (7)) — AR
— g () — (2 + 4‘22 s > esr. (EC.74)
y (EC.66), (EC.73), and (EC.74), W;have
Q) () — a7 (7))| < <2 + 4J2,u> 37 = 0.5Csé€,r. (EC.75)

By (EC.75), if 7 > ryy, then the sum in (EC.68) is equal to 0. Therefore, if r > 719V 711, the sum in
(EC.60) is less than or equal to the term in (EC.69).
Therefore, if r > r; VrgVrg VgV, then the sum in (EC.53) is less than or equal to

0287“2670297”, (EC76>

where 028 = 024 + 026 and 029 = 025 VAN 027.
Finally, we complete the derivation of (EC.51) by letting r¢ :=71 V15V 1gVreVrigVryy, Co:=
ClS + ng, and 021 = Clg AN ng.

EC.6.1.1. Proof of Lemma EC.6.1 First, we will derive an upper bound on the
shifted cumulative idle time at the end of the review period. Observe that in the set
{&r, kr <L"(7), Th <r?T, AD", A1}, wehave L"(7]) < ;7 by (EC.27a). Let us fix an arbitrary
i€, Let

na Jsup{t€[0,L7(r))] :dI*"(t) > 0}, if there exists t € [0, L"(7,)] such that dI;""(t) >0,
T 0, otherwise.

Because 777 +n™" is the last time resource ¢ idles during Step 3, I;""(n™") = I;""(L"(7})). If n" =0,
then I""(L"(77)) = 0 and so we have a trivial upper bound on I;""(L"(77)).
Suppose that ™" > 0. Let r15 > r; (see (EC.15)) be such that if > 75, then

egmax(l +16:]) + — J < J€3T
KB

(EC.77)

Then, r, is independent of n. Because resource ¢ is utilized in work conserving fashion, by the

definition of ™", because n™" > 0, and by (6), we have

43 Ej(my+nm) = Ej () — (S;(T7 (7 +0™7) = S;(T7 (7))

JjE€T; 'LLJ

0 =W/ (7 +1"") =
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which implies that if » > ry5, then
Er(rr ) — B (7] S;(T5 (75 4+ 7)) — S;(T7 (77,
WZT(TTZ)_’_Z j(n n ) j(n)zz ](](n n )) J(j( ))’
1€Ji Hi JE€T; Hi
Wi+ 3 BT B 5 (B ) + T 0) = ST )
i€ Hi i€ Hi
. WT + Z )\T n,r __ €3T < Z <Tn,7‘ n.r 637.> (EC 78)
J€T; JET; /’L
€T
:>WZT( 71)+77an: Zi< wr Inr nr +Z 3 (EC79)
jeg; I ]6\77,
o o 2Jesr
= I (") <™ 1= pf |+ ==
. . 2.
— (L7 (7)) < e |1 — pl| + 22520 (EC.80)
i
2J
= (L7 (7)) < comax(1+|6:]) + cr (EC.81)
3J
— (L (7)) < 228 (EC.82)
Jad

where (EC.78) is by (EC.65) and the fact that T;""(n™") <n™" < L'(7) < eor, (EC.79) is by
(EC.70), (EC.80) is by the fact that I;""(n™") = I;""(L"(1})), (EC.81) holds by Assumption 3 Part
2 and the fact that r >rj; > r; (see (EC.15) and (EC.77)), and (EC.82) holds because 7 > 12 (see
(EC.77)). Because i € T" is chosen arbitrarily, in the set {&r, kI, < L"(77), 70 < r?T, AV, A"},
we have

3Jesr

I (L7 (7)) < = VieT". (EC.83)

Next, we will consider the shifted cumulative busy time processes. Let us fix an arbitrary sample
path in the set {&7, k7 <L"(77), 77 <r°T, A", Ar_ 4. On the one hand, if Q%(7) +t) > ¢;" ()
for some t € [0,L"(77)] and j € ¥, then

;7 (1) SQ5(T) + Ej (7, + 1) — Ef (1) = S;(T5 (73, +- 1)) + 5;(T5 (7,))
= Sj(Tf(TZ +16)) = 8;(T5 (7)) < Qj(7,) — ;7 (7)) + Ej (7, + 1) — Ej(7,)
= 8 (T7 () + T3 (1) = Si(T7 (7)) < Q5(7) — 45" (7)) + B (7, + 1) — Ej (7))

= 137 (1) — 637“ <Qj(m) = a7 () + Ajt + €5r (EC.84)
2
— T )< (Qr( YD) + AT +%T, (EC.85)

where (EC.84) is by (EC.65) and the fact that T;""(t) <t < L7(7)) < e
On the other hand, if Q' (7 +1t) < [q;"(7};)] for some t € [0, L"(7;)] and j € J", then

[q;" ()1 = Qj(73) + Ej (75, +1) = Ej (7)) = S;(T5 (73, + 1)) + 5;(T5 (7))



Author: Resource Collaboration and Multitasking

20

= 8(T5 (7, +1)) = 5;(T5 (73,)) =2 Q5(7) = [q;" (1) | + Ej (75, +- 1) — Ej (7))
= S (T} () + T77(t)) = S;(T] (1)) =2 Q5 (7)) — [a; " (7)1 + Ej (73, + t) — Ej ()

— T (1) + esr > Q1) — [ ()] + At —egr

o 1 r/_r *,r (T T 267"
— T (t)ZI(Qj(Tn)—(qj (Tn)H)\jt)—TS
J

n,r 1 r/_r *r/ _r r 26 7T+1
=T - (Q5(m7) — a7 (1h) + Ajt) — 3u : (EC.86)
'7 A

Let us fix an arbitrary j € 7% and consider the following inequality:

n,r (T 1 T T *, 1T rrr(.r 4J
LML (7)) > - (Q(r) = 4 () + X L7 (m) + ;3@ (EC.87)
J a—

We will show that the inequality in (EC.87) cannot hold when r is sufficiently large by contradiction.
Suppose that (EC.87) holds. Then, it must be the case that Q}(7) + L"(7}))) < ¢;" () by (EC.85).
Let

o {sup {t € [0,L" ()] - Q;(T;; +t)> q;’T(TfL)} , if such a t exists,
1=

0, otherwise.

On the one hand, if """ =0, then T;""(n;"") = 0. On the other hand, if " >0, then by (EC.85),

n,r/ n,r 1 r/_r *7r/ 7 r n,r 263T
" (n )SI(Qj(Tn)_qf (T0) +Aim" )+ o

J

Therefore,

n,r /[ n,r 1 r/_r PR r on,r 2e3r *
7 (m™") < <u- (Qi(mn) —a; " (7)) + Nimy» )+/j> : (EC.88)
'7 pa—

Because Tj”’r is continuous, nondecreasing, almost everywhere differentiable under the proposed
policy (specifically, dT;""(t) € {0,1} for almost every t € [0,7%T]), and by (EC.87) and (EC.88),
there exists an ny"" € (n"", L (7)) such that

3J€37"

n,r n,r 1 r r *,7 T T T n,r n,r
1_"7' ’ (7727 ) > Ij (Qj (Tn) - qj (Tn) + )\]L (Tn)) + and dTJ (772 ) > 0. (EC89>

By (EC.85) and (EC.89), it must be the case that Q}(7; +75") <¢;" (7). Although the number
of type j jobs is less than the desired level ¢;" (7)) at time 7 475", those jobs are still being
processed at time 7" by (EC.89).

We make a couple of observations at this point. First, there cannot exist an [ € J such that
Z; CZyand Q) (15 +15") > [¢q;"(77,)]. Otherwise, the proposed policy would not process type j jobs
at time 77 +n5"". This is because the maximum p; (z(7] +n5""),7") value under which type [ jobs
are processed at time 77 + 75" is at least |Z; N Z*| greater than the same value under which type

J jobs are processed at that time (see (21)) by Assumption 1 and the proposed policy implements

a resource allocation vector with the maximum p;(z(7] +n5"),75) value at time 7, +ny".

Y'n
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Second, suppose that there does not exist an l € J such that Z, € Z;, 7, # Z;, and Q; (77 +ny™") >
[q;"(77)]. By Assumption 1, we must have Q7 (77 +n3;") < [¢5"(77)] for all m € J; and i € Z, N ZH.

Third, suppose that there exist an ! € J¥ such that 7, C Z;, Z; # Z;, and Q] (5 +n5"") > [q" (7])].
Because type j jobs are being processed instead of type [ jobs at time 77 415" under the proposed
policy, it must be the case that under any resource allocation vector that processes type [ jobs at
time 77 + 75", some resources in the set Z; NZ# idle and because the proposed policy utilizes the
resources in heavy traffic in a work-conserving fashion, those resource allocation vectors are not
implemented at time 77 + 7,"". Therefore, by Assumption 1, there must exist an i € Z; NZ# such
that Qr, (5 +n3") < [q¢"(1})] for all m € J;.

Consequently, there exists an ¢ € Z; N Z" such that Q (77 +ny™") < [g"(77)] for all [ € J;. In
other words, there exists a resource in heavy traffic that process type j jobs such that numbers of
all job types that are processed by that resource are less than or equal to their associated desired

levels at time 77 +ny"". Therefore, by (EC.86),

n,r (o n,T 1 r(_r BN ron,r 2€T+1
" (ny )ZE(Qz () =@ (7)) + Ay )—377 vie J;. (EC.90)

By (EC.70), we have

DGR AT R Y T ) =
leg\{5}

n,r n,r 1 r T *,T r TTT T 3J€ r
:>Ii ' (7727 )+; (Qj(Tn)_Qf (Tn>+)\jL (Tn)) + °
J

H

r o 2€3r 41 o
+ Z <M )= Q) (n)+)\ln27)_3'u><7727 (EC.91)

1leJi\{5}

= — (Qj(r) — ;" (7)) + A;nS”) +

3Jesr

. 2Jesr +J o
+ Z — D AN = ST ot (BCL92)
ezt ¥ g
r._n,r J(esr—1 n,r
:>Z U () AT + (3#)<772’

leJ

Q . nr r JET—l n,r
e 4 (r )+772 pﬁi(g )<n2’
leJg; H
J(esr —1
— <M) < (1) (EC.93)

J(esr—1
_ Jer—1) <erl—pll, (EC.94)
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where (EC.91) follows from (EC.89) and (EC.90), (EC.92) is by the fact that ny"" < L"(77), (EC.93)
follows from (18), and (EC.94) follows from the fact that ny"" < L"(77) < ear. If r > 1, (see (EC.15)),
(EC.94) implies that

J(esr—1)

——~ < emax(1l+|6;]). (EC.95)

M ieTH
However, if 7 > r15 > 1 (see (EC.77)), then (EC.95) cannot hold. Hence, we have a contradiction
and so (EC.87) cannot hold if r > r 5. Because (EC.87) is incorrect and j € J¥ is arbitrarily chosen,

if r > 119, we have

mn,r T r 1 T s *,7 r rrr r 4!]6 r .
" (L (rn))SI(Qj(rn)—qj’ (T + AL (78)) + M?’ . VieJo. (EC.96)
J

The inequality (EC.96) provides an upper bound on the shifted cumulative busy time processes.
The following lemma, whose proof is presented in Section EC.6.1.2, will be very useful to derive a

lower bound on the shifted cumulative busy time processes.

LEMMA EC.6.2. In Step 3 and in the set {E", kl, < L"(13), 75 < 1T, A" (e5), Al _ (€2)}, there
exists an r13 € Ny independent of n such that if r > ri3, we have

< J€37’
)2

B AR AR
K

L (70) , VieI".

JET;

Let us consider arbitrary j € 7%, i € Z; NZ", and r > r15 V ri3. By (EC.70), we have

L)+ T L)+ Y T () = L ()

legi\{j}
(T _ T (T T (" 4
E TTL’T L' (" + &]ﬁ + Ql (Tn) q, (Tn) + )\l (Tn) + JEg?" Z Lo (" EC.97
J n 0 0 m ”
B ervn ! E
n (o v Qi(mn) —aq " (mp) + N[ L7(77)  4J(J —1)esr  3Jesr
1T\ ) : £ el
() =@ (77) + ATL (7] 4J(J -1 3J
() > PO G T EXNE ) Jer AU =Der 3Jar g g5
i " [ [
n,r T T 1 r r *,7 r rrT r 4J26 r
- 1} ’ (L (Tn)) 2 ; (Q](Tn) - qj’ (Tn) +)\]L (Tn)) - 1 > ) (ECQQ)
J Linst

where (EC.97) is by (EC.83) and (EC.96), and (EC.98) is by Lemma EC.6.2. Let ry; := 1712 V ri3.
Then, the desired result follows by (EC.96) and (EC.99).

EC.6.1.2. Proof of Lemma EC.6.2 Recall that by definition (see (19) and (20))

L"(r])=max max 4" (1)~ Q5 (Tn) (EC.100)

; < T
€I jeg ST (rr) Aj
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Without loss of generality, let k € 7 be such that
Lr(ry) =% () — Qilma) (EC.101)
Ak
By (EC.27d), in the set {77 <r?*T}NA"_,(e), we have
() < 08;27". (EC.102)
Similarly, let .
L"(77) :=max max 4" () = Qj(Tn). (EC.103)

€T jeg =" (ry) Aj
The only difference between L™ (77) and L"(7") is that the latter one has the limiting arrival rate

A; instead of A7 in the denominator. Without loss of generality, let m € J H be such that

Tr(.r q:;;r 7’5 _Qrm an
Lr(ry) = BT = Qulm)

(EC.104)

By (24) and Lemma 3, we have

I i AR MG ML ()

(EC.105)
JjeT; Hi

By (EC.100), (EC.101), (EC.103), and (EC.104), we have
LT(T’I’) — qk7 (Tn) — Qk(Tn) > qm (Tn) B Qm(Tn) Ami/

oy )~ Q) 67 () = Q) _ N
LT(77) = Im \'n m\'n/ - n n) _ Zkpriory
(7 —nl) 5 % () p ()
Therefore,
= Ak = A
L) - L)< (1= pE) amd D)D) < (A1) r),
k m

which implies

- manEJ)}\)‘j -\ (7)< maXjes ‘)‘J)\Q_ Al 08€2T7 (EC.106)

() -1 (7})

where the last inequality is by (EC.102). Furthermore, for all [ € 7, we have

<

AL () = ML (1)

ALY (70) = ML (1) + ML (7)) = ML (77)
<IN = AL (7)) + A

L (7) = L)

_max; A — AT
< max [A; = Aj[ L7(;) + A HA}J i

L(7y)

X T T T
< <1+/\> rj]_aez?(|/\j—)\j L (7)),
A 1 Csear
< <1+A> rjré?|xj—xj 3 (EC.107)
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where the third inequality is by the first inequality in (EC.106).
Let us fix an arbitrary i € Z*. Then,

L' (") — Z Q;(Tﬁ) - Q;W(Tﬁ) + )\;LT(T;;)
JjE€T; K
oy 5 GO =GN 5~ Q) ) AL )
ieJi Hi Jj€T; Hi
- N LT (7Y = M\ L7 (77
<l -+ 2 (10) =X L7 (1)
J€T; Hi
maX ey ‘)\j — )\T‘ C8€2T J 5\ . 08627“
< ) J +E 1+ - Ijnez?cp\j—)\j 5
1 A\ J )
= <A2 i (1 " A) m) max ) = Aj| Cyear, (EC.108)

where the equality is by (EC.105) and the second inequality is by (EC.106) and (EC.107).

By Assumption 3 Part 1, there exists 13 € N, independent of n and 4 such that if r > ry3,

max |A; — Aj| < Jes — J
. J )| — - — = —
Tl ) ) ee (e (43) ) ()

where the equality is by (EC.66). Hence, if r > ry3, the term in (EC.108) is less than or equal to

Jesr/p. Because i € I" is arbitrarily chosen, we obtain the desired result.
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