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A B S T R A C T

This paper presents a novel approach to the joint optimization of job scheduling and data allocation
in grid computing environments. We formulate this joint optimization problem as a mixed integer
quadratically constrained program. To tackle the nonlinearity in the constraint, we alternatively fix a
subset of decision variables and optimize the remaining ones via Mixed Integer Linear Programming
(MILP). We solve the MILP problem at each iteration via an off-the-shelf MILP solver. Our
experimental results show that our method significantly outperforms existing heuristic methods,
employing either independent optimization or joint optimization strategies. We have also verified the
generalization ability of our method over grid environments with various sizes and its high robustness
to the algorithm hyper-parameters.

1. Introduction
Grid computing has emerged as a powerful tool for pro-

cessing the data-intensive jobs in modern scientific research,
such as the particle physics [17], biology [6], astronomy [9],
and earth science [34]. Its distributed framework allows for
the efficient integration and utilization of diverse resources
in the environment, which could be roughly classified into
two primary types, the computational resources and storage
resources. How to properly coordinate these resources has
largely decided the efficiency of the grid computing, e.g.,
the total processing time (makespan), the system throughput
or the resource utilization, and it has been a central focus of
the recent research in high-performance computing [44, 23].

The coordination of resources can be further dissected
into two critical aspects: job scheduling and data allocation.
Job scheduling involves assigning jobs to computational
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nodes and determining their priority within the queue of
each node, a process that is vital for the effective parallel
execution of distributed jobs. Each computational node is a
basic computing unit in the grid environment, subject to a
limited memory. When the assigned jobs exceed its memory,
it will put the jobs with the lower priority in its local waiting
queue, leading to a running delay. Therefore, job scheduling
needs to balance the number of jobs assigned to each compu-
tational node in order to efficiently leverage the parallelism
of the distributed computing. On the other hand, the running
time of each job consists of both the data transmission delay
and the execution time. Due to the different availability of
each data object for downloading, it is also important to
manage the priority for the jobs within the same compu-
tational node to let the job be executed first if its required
data objects are ready. Conversely, data allocation (or data
replication) focuses on selecting appropriate storage nodes
to cache data, thereby minimizing data transmission delays
when the computational node retrieves input data objects for
each job. As the bandwidths between computational nodes
and storage nodes differ, the assignment must take into ac-
count the required objects of the jobs at each computational
node. Both job scheduling and data allocation are recog-
nized as NP-hard problems [16, 37], and numerous efficient
heuristics have been developed to address these challenges
approximately in the last few decades [10, 49, 28, 4, 20].
Although significant progress has been made in optimizing
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Figure 1: Overview of the grid computing environment. It consists of the jobs, computational nodes (CNs), storage nodes (SNs)
and data objects. The remote SNs are connected with local SNs through a low-speed Wide Area Network (WAN) and CNs are
connected with local SNs via a high-speed Local Area Network (LAN).

each problem independently, simply merging their optimiza-
tion strategies does not result in good overall efficiency due
to the intrinsic interconnection of these two problems. For
instance, data allocation heuristics must account for the dis-
tribution of input objects across computational nodes, while
the job schedule should be optimized based on data object
availability. Consequently, jointly optimizing both aspects
remains a substantial challenge in real-world applications,
necessitating innovative approaches to effectively enhance
performance results.

The interaction between job scheduling and data alloca-
tion makes it hard to design an efficient heuristic catering
to the structure of the joint optimization problem. There-
fore, a common approach to tackle this joint optimization
problem is through the meta-heuristic, which offers a uni-
fied framework for the combinatorial optimization problem
independent of the problem structure. Some common meta-
heuristics used to address this challenge include the genetic
algorithm [30], artificial bee colony optimization [39] and
particle warm optimization [26]. Due to recent advances in
deep learning, there has also been an increasing popularity in
solving this type of joint optimization problem through deep
reinforcement learning [47, 46, 50]. Although promising,
these general frameworks typically fall short in utilizing
the problem structure, and thus unavoidably end up with a
suboptimal performance. To overcome such an issue, we first
formulate the joint optimization problem as a mixed integer
quadratically constrained program and identify the nonlinear
constraints that prevent the efficient utilization of problem
structure. Inspired by coordinate descent algorithms [48],
we introduce an iterative optimization approach called Alter-
native Mixed Integer Linear Programming (ALTERMILP),
which alternately fixes a subset of decision variables and
optimizes the remaining ones using mixed integer linear
programming (MILP). Compared to the original nonlinear
program, the resulting mixed integer linear program is sig-
nificantly easier and more efficient to solve. We then use

an off-the-shelf MILP solver, Gurobi [21], to address the
sub-problem at each iteration and gradually improve our
solution to the joint optimization problem. The works most
closely related to ours are Ko el al. [24] and Govardhan
et al. [40]. Ko el al. [24] also employ the mixed integer
programming (MIP) technique in joint optimization, but
directly tackling the quadratic constraints via mixed integer
quadratic programming (MIQP). It thus suffers from a bad
scalability and we address this issue by decomposing the
quadratic constraints into linear ones. Govardhan et al. [40]
decompose the joint optimization problem into job schedul-
ing and data allocation and alternatively updates each prob-
lem. However, their way of decomposition does not really
get rid of the nonlinear constraint and they optimize each
problem via the Hopfield neural network algorithm, which
we find empirically less effective than MILP in finding a
high-quality solution within the same computational budget
(Section 4.2). In a nutshell, ALTERMILP has assimilated
the strength of MILP and the coordinate descent strategy,
representing the first research effort to apply MILP in solving
the joint optimization of job scheduling and data allocation
in grid computing environments.

Our empirical results have shown that our ALTERMILP
method significantly outperforms the previous heuristic-
based methods, either independent optimization or joint
optimization methods in minimizing the makespan of grid
computing. ALTERMILP demonstrates a consistent advan-
tage in grid computing environment with various sizes, be-
ing efficient in the decision time and robust to the algorithm
hyper-parameters. All of this empirical evidence suggests
the promising potential of ALTERMILP to efficiently coor-
dinate heterogeneous resources in grid computing.
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Table 1
List of notations.

Notation Definition

𝐷; 𝐽 ; 𝐶; 𝐿; 𝑅 The number of data objects, jobs, CNs, local
SNs and remote SNs

𝑗 The set of input data objects of job 𝑗
𝐬 The size vector of data objects
𝐩 The processing speed vector of CNs
𝛾 The computation coefficient

𝐮; 𝐯; 𝐞 The job start time vector, execution start
time vector and execution length vector

𝐁(1); 𝐁(2)
The bandwidth matrix between remote SNs
and local SNs, and the bandwidth matrix
between local SNs and CNs

𝐭 The remote transmission delay (from remote
SNs to local SNs) vector for data objects

𝐗; 𝐘; 𝐙 The job assignment matrix, job precedence
matrix and data assignment matrix

𝑚 The makespan

2. Problem Statement
2.1. Framework Overview

We consider a grid computing environment as shown in
Figure 1. The grid environment consists of four main ele-
ments: data objects, jobs, computational nodes, and storage
nodes. We summarize all of our notations in Table 1.

Data objects. The data object refers to any input file to be
processed by the job. We assume that there are in total 𝐷
data objects and their sizes can be represented as a vector
𝐬 ∈ ℝ𝐷

>0, with 𝐬𝑑 indicating the size of the data object 𝑑.

Jobs. Each job is a computing program submitted by the
user, which involves a series of computation operations on
the input data objects, for example, 𝑗 ⊆ {1,⋯ , 𝐷} for
job 𝑗. For simplicity, we assume that the total amount of
computation operations of a job is linearly proportional
to the total size of its input objects, that is, 𝛾

∑

𝑑∈𝑗
𝐬𝑑 ,

where the computational coefficient 𝛾 is a constant within
the system. Instead of doing a first-in-first-out ordering, we
consider a look-ahead mechanism where the jobs would not
be dispatched until there are enough jobs held in the global
scheduler, e.g., 𝐽 jobs.

Computational nodes. The computational node (CN) is
the basic computing unit in the grid environment, responsi-
ble for executing the computation operations of a job. Due
to limited memory, each CN maintains a first-in-first-out
local queue to process the submitted job sequentially. For
simplicity, we assume that the CN can process only one job
at a time in our framework. There are in total 𝐶 CNs in the
environment, and we use a vector 𝐩 ∈ ℝ𝐶

>0 to represent the
processing speed of all CNs. The execution time of the job 𝑗
in CN 𝑐 could be calculated as 𝛾

∑

𝑑∈𝑗
𝐬𝑑∕𝐩𝑐 .

Storage nodes. The storage node (SN) is used to store data
objects and there are basically two types of SN: remote SNs
and local SNs. All data objects are assumed to be initially
stored in remote SNs, denoted as a vector 𝐈 ∈ [1, 𝑅]𝐷, and
are connected to the computing resources via a low-speed
Wide Area Network (WAN). Hence, downloading the data
objects directly from the remote SNs would lead to a high
data transmission delay. The local SNs are intended to reduce
this latency by caching the previously used data objects,
and the CNs are connected to local SNs via a high-speed
Local Area Network (LAN). Instead of doing an on-demand
download from the remote SNs, the local SNs replicate the
data objects in parallel to the job running. The number
of replications of each data object is usually restricted in
practice, in order to satisfy the memory constraint of local
SNs and avoid the replication inconsistency. In this work,
we assume that each data object could only be replicated to
one local SN.

We assume that there are 𝐿 local SNs and 𝑅 remote SNs.
Let 𝐁(1)

𝑟𝑙 represent the bandwidth between remote SN 𝑟 and
local SN 𝑙 and 𝐁(2)

𝑙𝑐 stand for the bandwidth between local
SN 𝑙 and CN 𝑐. We assume that the transmission delay of
the data object 𝑑 can be computed as 𝐬𝑑∕bandwidth. To avoid
clutter in the notation, we simply use 𝑡𝑑(1)(𝑑, 𝑙) to represent
the remote transmission delay of the data object 𝑑 from the
remote SN 𝑟 to the local SN 𝑙 and 𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐) to denote
its transmission delay from the local SN 𝑙 to the CN 𝑐. In
particular, the remote SN that hosts each data object is fixed
in the system, so we omit it in 𝑡𝑑(1).

The whole pipeline of our framework can be summarized
as follows. Users submit their jobs to a centralized scheduler,
which begins the job scheduling and data allocation process
once it has received 𝐽 jobs. The scheduler assigns each job
to a CN and determines the priority of the job. If multiple
jobs are assigned to the same CN, those with higher priority
are processed first within the local queue. Concurrently,
the scheduler allocates data objects to local SNs, and these
objects are replicated in parallel during the job running.
Upon the start of a job, the CN attempts to retrieve its input
data objects from the local SNs. If an object transfer is still
ongoing, the CN will wait for its completion before proceed-
ing. Execution of the job only begins once all input data
objects are loaded into the CN’s memory. Ultimately, the
makespan of the entire computational process is determined
by the completion time of the last job. The actual running
time of each job consists of both the data download time
and the execution time. The whole process is illustrated in
Pseudocode 1 and Figure 2.

2.2. Problem Formulation
We aim to minimize the makespan 𝑚 of 𝐽 jobs by

jointly optimizing the job scheduling and data allocation in
our framework. Here we use 𝐮, 𝐯, 𝐞 ∈ ℝ𝐽

≥0, to denote the
start time, the execution start time, and the execution length
of all jobs, respectively. And 𝐭 ∈ ℝ𝐷

≥0 stands for remote
transmission delays for all data objects. The makepsan is
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Algorithm 1 Pseudocode of the grid computing pipeline.
1: procedure MAKESPAN(𝐽𝑜𝑏𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑢𝑒, 𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡, 𝐷𝑎𝑡𝑎𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)
2: // 𝐽𝑜𝑏𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑢𝑒: A queue of 𝐽 jobs, ordered in the descending priority
3: // 𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡: A 𝐽 -dimensional vector of the assigned CN for each job
4: // 𝐷𝑎𝑡𝑎𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡: A 𝐷-dimensional vector of the assigned local SN for each data object
5:
6: // Initialize makespan, CN available time, and data object available time
7: 𝑚 = 0, 𝐶𝑇 = 𝟎𝐶 , 𝐷𝑇 = 𝟎𝐷
8:
9: // Start the remote data transmission

10: for Data object 𝑑 = 1,⋯ , 𝐷 do
11: 𝐷𝑇 [𝑑] = 𝑡𝑑(1)(𝑑,𝐷𝑎𝑡𝑎𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑑])
12: end for
13:
14: // Start the job running
15: for Job 𝑗 in 𝐽𝑜𝑏𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑢𝑒 do
16: 𝐮[𝑗] = 𝐶𝑇 [𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑗]]
17:
18: // Initialize the execution start time and the amount of computation operations
19: 𝐯[𝑗] = 𝐮[𝑗], 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 = 0
20:
21: for Data object 𝑑 ∈ 𝑗 do
22: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑡 = max(𝐮[𝑗], 𝐷𝑇 [𝑑])
23: 𝐯[𝑗] = max(𝐯[𝑗], 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑,𝐷𝑎𝑡𝑎𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑑], 𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑗]))
24: 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 = 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 + 𝛾 ∗ 𝐬[𝑑]
25: end for
26:
27: // Start the job execution
28: 𝐞[𝑗] = 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠∕𝐩[𝑗]
29: 𝐶𝑇 [𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑗]] = 𝐯[𝑗] + 𝐞[𝑗]
30:
31: // Keep track of the largest job completion time
32: 𝑚 = max(𝑚,𝐶𝑇 [𝐽𝑜𝑏𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡[𝑗]])
33: end for
34: Return 𝑚
35: end procedure

Figure 2: Illustration of the makespan. The running time of
each job consists of both the data downloading time and
execution time. The completion time of the last job marks
the makespan of the job batch.

decided by the completion time of the last job, so it satisfies

𝑚 ≥ 𝐯𝑗 + 𝐞𝑗 , ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]. (1)

Job scheduling. We further decompose job scheduling
into two types of decision variables, job assignment and job
ordering. The job assignment decides which CN to execute
the job. We use a binary matrix 𝐗 ∈ {0, 1}𝐽×𝐶 to represent
the assignment of the job, where 𝐗𝑗𝑐 = 1 if the job 𝑗 is
assigned to CN 𝑐. Since each job shall be assigned to exactly
one CN, the assignment matrix should satisfy

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝐗𝑗𝑐 = 1, ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]. (2)

The execution time of job 𝑗 could therefore be computed as

𝐞𝑗 =
𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝐗𝑗𝑐(𝛾

∑

𝑑∈𝑗

𝐬𝑑∕𝐩𝑐), ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]. (3)

Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 4 of 11



Alternative MILP Optimization for Job Scheduling and Data Allocation in Grid Computing

The scheduler also decides the order or priority of each job.
We use a precedence matrix 𝐘 ∈ {0, 1}𝐽×𝐽 to represent the
order of the jobs, where 𝑌𝑖𝑗 = 1 means that the job 𝑖 has a
higher priority than the job 𝑗, and 0 otherwise. To make it a
valid precedence matrix, we constrain 𝐘 to satisfy

𝐘𝑖𝑗 + 𝐘𝑗𝑖 = 1, ∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ], 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗; (4)
𝐘𝑗𝑗 = 0, ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]; (5)
𝐮𝑗 ≥ 𝐴(𝐘𝑖𝑗(𝐗𝑖𝑐 + 𝐗𝑗𝑐 − 1) − 1) + 𝐯𝑖 + 𝐞𝑖,

∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ], 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗, 𝑐 ∈ [1, 𝐶].
(6)

where 𝐴 is a large constant such that the inequality always
holds when 𝐘𝑖𝑗 = 0 (job 𝑖 has a lower priority than job 𝑗) or
𝐗𝑖𝑐 + 𝐗𝑗𝑐 ≤ 1 (job 𝑖 and job 𝑗 are not assigned to CN 𝑐 at
the same time).

Data allocation. The data allocation decides which local
SN to replicate the data object. We also represent it with a
binary assignment matrix 𝐙 ∈ {0, 1}𝐷×𝐿. Since each data
object can only be replicated on one local SN, it should
satisfy the constraint

𝐿
∑

𝑙=1
𝐙𝑑𝑙 = 1, ∀𝑑 ∈ [1, 𝐷]. (7)

Besides, we can also express the remote transmission delay
of each data object as

𝐭𝑑 =
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1
𝑡𝑑(1)(𝑑, 𝑙)𝐙𝑑𝑙, ∀𝑑 ∈ [1, 𝐷]. (8)

Since the local data transmission does not start until the job
starts and the input data objects get replicated on the local
SNs, we obtain the constraints for the execution start time of
each job as

𝐯𝑗 ≥ 𝐭𝑑 +
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐)𝐗𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙,

∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑗 , 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ];

(9)

𝐯𝑗 ≥ 𝐮𝑗 +
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐)𝐗𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙,

∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑗 , 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ];

(10)

All the above constraints can be integrated into the following
mixed integer quadratically constrained program (quadratic
constraints highlighted in pink):

min
𝑚,𝐗,𝐘,𝐙,𝐮,𝐯,𝐞,𝐭

𝑚 (11)

𝑠.𝑡. 𝑚 ≥ 𝐯𝑗 + 𝐞𝑗 , ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]; (12)
𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝐗𝑗𝑐 = 1, ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]; (13)

𝐞𝑗 =
𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝐗𝑗𝑐(𝛾

∑

𝑑∈𝑗

𝐬𝑑∕𝐩𝑐), ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]; (14)

𝐘𝑖𝑗 + 𝐘𝑗𝑖 = 1, ∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ], 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗; (15)
𝐘𝑗𝑗 = 0, ∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ]; (16)

𝐮𝑗 ≥ 𝐴(𝐘𝑖𝑗(𝐗𝑖𝑐 + 𝐗𝑗𝑐 − 1) − 1) + 𝐯𝑖 + 𝐞𝑖 ,

∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ], 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗, 𝑐 ∈ [1, 𝐶];
(17)

𝐿
∑

𝑙=1
𝐙𝑑𝑙 = 1, ∀𝑑 ∈ [1, 𝐷]; (18)

𝐭𝑑 =
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1
𝑡𝑑(1)(𝑑, 𝑙)𝐙𝑑𝑙 ∀𝑑 ∈ [1, 𝐷]; (19)

𝐯𝑗 ≥ 𝐭𝑑 +
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐)𝐗𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙 ,

∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑗 , 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ];

(20)

𝐯𝑗 ≥ 𝐮𝑗 +
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐)𝐗𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙 ,

∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑗 , 𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝐽 ].

(21)

3. Joint Job Scheduling and Data Allocation
via Alternative MILP Optimization
In this section, we introduce our technique, called al-

ternative MILP (ALTERMILP), which efficiently addresses
the formulated optimization problem for joint job scheduling
and data allocation.

As highlighted in pink (Eqs. 17, 20, and 21), the primary
challenge in solving this problem stems from its quadratic
constraints, which typically require mixed integer quadratic
programming (MIQP) for direct resolution. However, MIQP
methods are generally more complex and computationally
intensive than mixed integer linear programming (MILP).
Although existing MIP solvers are usually versatile enough
for MIQP1, our empirical analysis reveals that their scala-
bility in MIQP is significantly constrained (see Table 3 in
Section 4). To address this challenge, we begin by identify-
ing the unique structures inherent in the quadratic constraints
of the joint optimization problem. We demonstrate that the
problem can be efficiently decomposed into two distinct sub-
problems, each characterized solely by linear and integer
constraints, which is essentially mixed integer linear pro-
grams. The proposed ALTERMILP method then alternates
between solving each sub-problem using established MILP
solvers, known for their efficiency. After a predetermined
number of iterations, this approach yields the optimized vari-
ables. The detailed procedure of ALTERMILP is outlined in
Algorithm 2.

3.1. MILP Problem Decomposition by Selectively
Fixing Decision Variables

In our formulated problem for joint job scheduling and
data allocation (Eqs. 11-21), the quadratic nature arises from
two distinct products of decision variables: 𝐘𝑖𝑗𝐗𝑗𝑐 (Eq.

1https://www.gurobi.com/resources
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Algorithm 2 Pseudocode of ALTERMILP algorithm.
1: procedure ALTERMILP(𝑇 )
2: // 𝑇 : Number of iterations
3: // Randomly initialize the job assignment matrix 𝐗,

job precedence matrix 𝐘, and data assignment matrix 𝐙
4: 𝐗(0),𝐘(0),𝐙(0) ← Random Initialization

5: // Alternative optimization
6: for Iteration 𝑡 = 1,⋯ , 𝑇 do
7: 𝐗(𝑡) ← argmin𝐗(MILP(𝐗|𝐘 = 𝐘(𝑡−1),𝐙 =

𝐙(𝑡−1)))
8: 𝐘(𝑡),𝐙(𝑡) ← argmin𝐘,𝐙(MILP(𝐘,𝐙|𝐗 = 𝐗(𝑡)))
9: end for

10: 𝐗∗,𝐘∗,𝐙∗ ← 𝐗(𝑇 ),𝐘(𝑇 ),𝐙(𝑇 )

11: Return 𝐗∗,𝐘∗,𝐙∗

12: end procedure

17) and 𝐗𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙 (Eqs. 20 and 21). These products share
common decision variables, 𝐗, related to the assignment
of the job. Our key strategy is to decompose the problem
into simpler mixed integer linear programs by fixing 𝐗 as
constants and then focusing on two separate sets of decision
variables, 𝐘 and 𝐙. For example, setting 𝐗𝑗𝑐 = const𝑗𝑐 ,
the first quadratic constraint (Eq. 17) simplifies into a linear
constraint concerning 𝐘𝑖𝑗 :

𝐮𝑗 ≥ 𝐴(𝐘𝑖𝑗(const𝑖𝑐 + const𝑗𝑐 − 1) − 1) + 𝐯𝑖 + 𝐞𝑖.

In a similar manner, the second and third quadratic con-
straints (Eqs. 20 and 21) are transformed into linear con-
straints with respect to 𝐙𝑑𝑙:

𝐯𝑗 ≥ max{𝐭𝑑 ,𝐮𝑗} +
𝐿
∑

𝑙=1

𝐶
∑

𝑐=1
𝑡𝑑(2)(𝑑, 𝑙, 𝑐)const𝑗𝑐𝐙𝑑𝑙.

We denote this induced MILP optimization problem as
MILP(𝐘,𝐙|𝐗). Similarly, when 𝐘𝑖𝑗 and 𝐙𝑑𝑙 are held as con-
stants, the quadratic constraints become linear for the single
decision variable 𝐗𝑗𝑐 , leading to another MILP problem,
which we denote as MILP(𝐗|𝐘,𝐙). Essentially, these MILP
problems with fixed decision variables can be viewed as
conditional optimizations of the job assignment given the
job precedence and data assignment, or vice versa.

3.2. ALTERMILP: Efficient Joint Optimization by
Alternative MILP

Building on the observations in Section 3.1, ALTER-
MILP efficiently addresses the quadratic constraints by al-
ternately fixing subsets of decision variables and optimizing
the others using MILP. Notably, this approach draws on the
principles of a coordinate descent algorithm [48], which
has proven effective across various fields, including com-
puted tomography [36], protein structure prediction [11],
and large-scale optimization [29].

In terms of algorithmic details, all decision variables are
randomly initialized as 𝐗(0),𝐘(0),𝐙(0) before optimization
begins. During each iteration, ALTERMILP first addresses

Table 2
Detailed characteristics of simulated grids.

Attributes Grid-small Grid-medium Grid-large

Number of CNs 10 20 50

Number of remote SNs 10 20 50

Number of local SNs 10 20 50

Number of jobs 10 50 100

Number of data objects 20 100 300

Object size 50-1500 MB

WAN bandwidth 700-1300 KB/s

LAN bandwidth 7000-13000 KB/s

MILP(𝐗|𝐘,𝐙), finding the optimal solution 𝐗(𝑡) by fixing 𝐘
and 𝐙 with the values obtained from the previous iteration:

𝐗(𝑡) ← argmin
𝐗

(MILP(𝐗|𝐘 = 𝐘(𝑡−1),𝐙 = 𝐙(𝑡−1))). (22)

Subsequently, ALTERMILP tackles the other MILP prob-
lem, MILP(𝐘,𝐙|𝐗), to determine 𝐘(𝑡) and 𝐙(𝑡) with 𝐗 = 𝐗(𝑡):

𝐘(𝑡),𝐙(𝑡) ← argmin
𝐘,𝐙

(MILP(𝐘,𝐙|𝐗 = 𝐗(𝑡))). (23)

It is important to note that the decision variables for each in-
duced MILP problem are initialized with the solutions from
the previous iteration to enhance optimization efficiency, i.e.,
𝐗 ← 𝐗(𝑡−1) for Eq. 22 and 𝐘,𝐙 ← 𝐘(𝑡−1),𝐙(𝑡−1) for Eq. 23.

These alternating optimization steps are repeated for 𝑇
iterations to arrive at the final solution:

𝐗∗,𝐘∗,𝐙∗ ← 𝐗(𝑇 ),𝐘(𝑇 ),𝐙(𝑇 ).

To resolve each induced MILP problem (Eqs. 22 and 23),
one can utilize existing solvers, such as SCIP [1], CPLEX
[15], or Gurobi [21].

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setups
Simulated environment. To evaluate the performance of
ALTERMILP, we simulate the CMS grid environment [22]
following the prior works [30, 39, 40, 12]. Specifically, the
input data objects for each job are drawn from a Zipf distribu-
tion [2], and the simulated parameters of the environment are
drawn independently from the uniform distributions, which
are shown in Table 2. To demonstrate the scalability of
each algorithm, we consider three different simulated grids
by varying the number of CNs, remote SNs, local SNs,
data objects, and jobs. We denote these setups as (1) Grid-
small, (2) Grid-medium, (3) Grid-large, and the detailed
information is also summarized in Table 2.
Baselines. We compare ALTERMILP with various baseline
algorithms that can be grouped into three different cate-
gories. The first category includes a naive baseline, denoted
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Table 3
Results on simulated grids: Grid-small, Grid-medium, Grid-large. The average makespan (↓) over 10 independent experiments are
reported (rows 2-4). The number below the makespan of each method, encapsulated by the parenthesis, indicates the relative
improvement (%) compared to Random baseline. Also, the average ranking (Avg. Rank) across 3 test setups are reported in the
last row. The best and second best results are highlighted with bold and underline, respectively.

Test setup Random Independent Optimization Joint Optimization
MinTrans MinExe GA Ens.Greedy GA DIANA MIQP JDS-HNN AlterMILP

Grid-small 2903 2819 2215 2278 1781 1875 1736 2453 1914 1707
(-0.00%) (-2.89%) (-23.7%) (-21.5%) (-38.6%) (-35.4%) (-40.2%) (-15.5%) (-34.1%) (-41.2%)

Grid-medium 21052 19227 9262 11304 10079 12122 63021 N/A 10221 8714
(-0.00%) (-8.67%) (-56.0%) (-46.3%) (-52.1%) (-42.4%) (+199%) (-51.4%) (-58.6%)

Grid-large 23221 18924 8564 10371 9431 13222 121050 N/A 8951 7912
(-0.00%) (-18.5%) (-63.1%) (-55.3%) (-59.4%) (-43.1%) (+421%) (-61.5%) (-65.9%)

Avg. Rank 8.7 7.7 3.3 5.7 3.3 5.3 6.7 9.3 4.0 1.0

by (a) Random, which is based on a random initialization but
without any optimization.

The second group consists of independent optimiza-
tion algorithms, including (b) MinTrans [43], which only
optimizes data allocation through MILP with randomized
job scheduling and job order; (c) MinExe [32], which only
optimizes job assignment via MILP, based on randomized
job order and data allocation; (d) Greedy [30], which treats
jobs in FIFO order and assigns each job to the next available
CN; (e) Ensemble Greedy, which randomizes the job order
in the above greedy method to run it multiple times and picks
the best run at the end.

The third group consists of several joint optimization
algorithms where all decision variables are optimized si-
multaneously: (f) GA [41], which progressively updates job
scheduling and data allocation using a genetic algorithm [7];
(g) DIANA [27], which categorizes jobs as computationally
or data intensive. For a computationally intensive job, DI-
ANA migrates it to the CN with the lowest execution time;
for a data intensive job, DIANA either migrates the job
to the CN with the shortest data object downloading time;
(h) MIQP [24], which directly solves the joint optimization
problem via the existing MIQP solver and (i) JDS-HNN
[40], which uses the Hopfield neural network to alternatively
improve the current solution for job scheduling and data
allocation, respectively.
Implementation details. For each method tested in a spe-
cific setup, we perform 10 independent experiments, each
with a different set of environment parameters sampled from
the distributions detailed above. The average makespan of
these 10 experiments is presented in this section. We employ
Gurobi [21] as the MIP solver. Additionally, for methods
that depend on existing solvers (MinTrans, MinExe, MIQP,
and ALTERMILP), a consistent time budget is maintained
throughout the optimization process. Specifically, we set
time budgets as 𝐵 = 3, 30, and 300 (seconds) for the
Grid-small, Grid-medium, and Grid-large configurations,
respectively.

4.2. Main Results
Table 3 presents the experimental results across three

simulated grids of varying sizes. For each method, we report
the average makespan over 10 independent trials and the
relative improvement compared to the Random baseline.
Several key observations emerge from these results.

Firstly, the effectiveness of the baseline methods sig-
nificantly varies with the scale of the test setup. For in-
stance, DIANA shows the second-best makespan in smaller
setups (Grid-small), but its performance declines drastically
in larger setups (Grid-medium and Grid-large), eventually
performing worse than the Random baseline.

Secondly, MIQP exhibits extreme limitations in scalabil-
ity. As MIQP seeks to solve the joint optimization problem
directly through a conventional solver without modifica-
tions, it might initially seem like the most straightforward
approach. However, as indicated in Table 3, this method
fails to find a feasible solution when the scale of the tested
setup grows. We conjecture that this is because quadratic
constraints incur a large solution space that exponentially
grows with respect to the number of optimization variables
coming from three different sources (job assignment, job
orders, and data assignment).

The relative superiority of independent optimization
methods over joint optimization methods highlights the
inherent challenges posed by the expansive solution space,
as demonstrated in Table 3. To offer a thorough comparison,
we also include the average ranking (Avg. Rank) of various
baseline algorithms across the three distinct setups in Table
3. This analysis further underscores the effectiveness of
simpler methods; for instance, independent optimization
methods, such as MinExe and Ens. Greedy, achieve the
second-lowest average rank.

In contrast, the proposed ALTERMILP method effec-
tively tackles this challenging problem, significantly out-
performing other baseline approaches. Specifically, ALTER-
MILP achieves a relative reduction of 55.2% in makespan
compared to the Random baseline, surpassing the second-
best method, Ens. Greedy, by an additional 5.2% improve-
ment. Notably, ALTERMILP consistently delivers the largest
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Figure 3: Analyses of optimization-based methods (MinTrans, MinExe, AlterMILP) by varying time budget for the optimization.
Since MinTrans largely underperforms other methods, we exclude it in Grid-medium/large for better visualization.

Table 4
Ablation study of AlterMILP on Grid-medium. JA, JO, DA
are abbreviations of jointly optimizing job assignment (JA),
job order (JO), and data assignment (DA), respectively. Iter
indicates the iterative updates with alternative optimization.

Methods Configurations MakespanJA JO DA Iter

MinExe ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ 9262
MinTrans ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ 19227

AlterMILP
✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ 9027
✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ 8872
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 8714

reduction in makespan across various test setups, demon-
strating its reliable effectiveness in different scales of grid
computing environments. It is important to note that the
experiments with ALTERMILP were conducted using fixed
configurations for the time budget and the number of iter-
ations (𝑇 ), suggesting that further enhancements might be
possible with additional hyper-parameter tuning.

4.3. Additional Analyses with ALTERMILP
Ablation Study. To validate the effectiveness of the pro-
posed components of ALTERMILP in Section 3, we perform
ablation experiments on Grid-medium by accumulating the
proposed components starting from the independent opti-
mization methods, such as only optimizing job assignment
(MinExe) or data assignment (MinTrans). The results are
presented in Table 4. Here, it can be observed that the
use of alternative optimization is effective in solving the
problem of joint job scheduling and data allocation. To be
specific, when we alternatively update job assignment and
data assignment, it yields 53.1% (19227→ 9027) and 2.54%
(9262 → 9027) relative reduction in makespan compared
to MinTrans and MinExe, respectively. In addition, when
we incorporate the optimization of job order along with
data assignment (Eq. 23), the makespan is further reduced
with a relative reduction of 1.72% (9027 → 8872). Lastly,
one can verify the effectiveness of iterating these alternative
optimizations in the last row that yields 1.8% of relative

Divided Time per Iter. Same Time per Iter.
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T=1
T=2
T=3
T=5
T=10

Figure 4: Analyses of AlterMILP by varying the number of
iterations 𝑇 on Grid-medium. (Left) Divided Time per Iter.:
total time budget 𝐵 is fixed, but 𝑇 is increased (i.e., less time
per iteration). (Right) Same Time per Iter.: using the same
time per iteration, i.e., total time budget 𝐵 is enlarged with
increased 𝑇 .

reduction in makespan (8872 → 8712); it confirms that the
importance of adjusting the discrepancy under alternative
optimizations occurs from the update of counterpart sub-
problem. Overall, the ablation study confirms that all the
components proposed in ALTERMILP clearly contribute to
the reduction in makespan.
Different time-budget to solve optimization. We conduct
additional experiments to further investigate the impor-
tance of the time budget to optimization-based methods
like MinTrans, MinExe, and ALTERMILP. Specifically, we
adjust the time budget and set a time limit for our MILP
solver. If the time limit is reached before the optimization is
complete, the solver is terminated and the best solution found
up to that point is returned as the final result. The outcomes
of these experiments are displayed in Figure 3.

Our results indicate that traditional optimization meth-
ods tend to converge more quickly than ALTERMILP. In
particular, MinExe consistently achieves a similar makespan
even with a reduced time budget. In contrast, the perfor-
mance of ALTERMILP heavily depends on the available
time budget, as the larger program it tries to optimize needs
longer time for convergence. Consequently, ALTERMILP
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would underperform MinExe with an insufficient time bud-
get, as demonstrated in Figures 3(b) and 3(c). However,
when enough time is provided, ALTERMILP can achieve
superior solutions that are not achievable by MinExe.
Varying number of iterations with ALTERMILP. Finally,
we examine the impact of the number of iterations 𝑇 on
the performance of ALTERMILP. To do this, we conduct
a series of experiments with ALTERMILP on the Grid-
medium setup, varying 𝑇 across two distinct scenarios.

In the first scenario, we fix the total optimization time
budget but increase 𝑇 , which results in less time allocated
per iteration. In the second scenario, we maintain the same
time allocation per iteration, which allows for a larger total
time budget as 𝑇 increases. The results of these experiments
are shown in Figure 4.

From the results, it is clear that sufficient time per it-
eration is crucial. If this condition is not met (as seen in
scenarios where 𝑇 = 5 and 10, represented by the left bars
in Figure 4), the performance of ALTERMILP can suffer
because the optimization process may be terminated early.
Conversely, with adequate time per iteration, ALTERMILP
reliably converges with a smaller number of iterations (𝑇 =
3). This suggests that using fewer iterations while allowing
enough time for each can be an effective strategy to enhance
ALTERMILP’s performance.

5. Related Work
Grid computing environments have been extensively

studied due to their potential to leverage distributed re-
sources for high-performance computing tasks. A major
challenge in these settings is optimizing job scheduling and
data allocation, both crucial to improving resource utiliza-
tion and reducing the makespan.

5.1. Job Scheduling
Job scheduling has been a central focus of grid com-

puting research over the past few decades. Given its NP-
hard nature, numerous heuristics have been developed to
efficiently provide high-quality approximate solutions [10].
Notable examples include the MinExe [32], Min-min, and
Max-min algorithms [5, 19]. These heuristics primarily fo-
cus on job execution time and machine availability, but
often overlook the impact of data transfer time prior to
job execution. To address this gap, context-aware methods
have been proposed [27, 25, 35], explicitly incorporating
data transfer time into scheduling optimization. Despite this
progress, these methods still assume static data availability,
missing the optimization of the data allocation policy.

5.2. Data Allocation
Effective dynamic data allocation strategies have been

shown to be significant in improving the efficiency of grid
computing systems [3, 8, 43, 45]. Classical heuristics, such
as Least Recently Used (LRU), Least Frequently Used
(LFU) [31], and Latest Access Largest Weight (LALW) [13],
base data replication decisions on historical access patterns.
In practice, data allocation strategies also need to balance

storage overhead with access time, employing methods like
adaptive replication [18] and hierarchical replication [38].
Additional strategies could also be developed to dynamically
determine the number of data copies [33]. In our study, we
focus on a two-tier hierarchy of remote and local storage
nodes, emphasizing full data replication with a single copy
for each data object.

5.3. Joint Optimization of Job Scheduling and
Data Allocation

Despite significant advances in optimizing job schedul-
ing and data allocation separately, their joint optimization
remains challenging due to their interdependence. Tradi-
tional approaches often address one aspect with simplifying
assumptions and then fix that strategy when optimizing the
other [14, 42]. This sequential approach can create a chicken-
and-egg problem, leading to suboptimal performance of the
initially optimized strategy. To overcome these limitations,
meta-heuristics such as genetic algorithms [30], artificial bee
colony optimization [39], and particle swarm optimization
[26] have been used for joint optimization. Recent studies
have also begun to explore deep reinforcement learning for
this purpose [47, 46, 50]. Our work is closely related to Ko el
al. [24] and Govardhan et al. [40]. The former utilizes MIQP,
which clearly suffers from scaling issues when the problems
are large. The latter relies on a Hopfield neural network to
optimize job scheduling and data allocation alternatively,
similar to our approach in using the decomposition strategy.
But either its way of decomposition or the optimization
method is less efficient than ours in terms of optimization
computation within a fixed budget. In our experiments, we
have found that ALTERMILP significantly outperforms both
methods, as shown in Table 3.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we introduce AlterMILP, a method de-

signed to jointly optimize job scheduling and data allocation
in grid computing by alternatively optimizing a subset of
variables via MILP. AlterMILP transforms the original non-
linear optimization problem into a series of mixed integer
linear programs, solving each one effectively using an off-
the-shelf MILP solver. Our results demonstrate that Alter-
MILP consistently outperforms other heuristics in simulated
grid computing environments, achieving significant reduc-
tions in total makespan while exhibiting strong robustness.

Future research could enhance AlterMILP by incorpo-
rating additional decision variables, such as the number
of replication copies and selective replication strategies.
Furthermore, exploring diverse distributions for simulation
parameters, beyond the current uniform distribution assump-
tion, may provide deeper insights. We anticipate that future
work will incorporate more realistic settings, enabling the
application of AlterMILP to real-world systems.
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