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Abstract—Virtual machine (VM) scheduling is an important  thus the performance will be degraded even with the same
technique to efficiently operate the computing resources i resource reservation. While previous work is focused on
data center. Previous work has mainly focused on consoli- analysis on application-level interference in single sesy

dating VMs to improve resource utilization and thus to opti- : . .
mize energy consumption. However, the interference betwae we aim to study the assignment and scheduling of VMs to

collocated VMs is usually ignored, which can result in very Physical servers, mitigating the performance interfeeenc
worse performance degradation to the applications running while optimizing the operational cost. We tackle this com-

in those VMs due to the contention of the shared resources. pinatorial problem of joint optimization by leveraging the
Based on this observation, we aim at designing efficient specific structures of VM collocation

VM assignment and scheduling strategies where we consider
optimizing both the operational cost of the data center andte

performance degradation of running applications and thenwe A - parformance Interference inside a Cloud Data Center
propose a general model which captures the inherent tradebf

between the two contradictory objectives. We present offlia It is necessary to provide efficient management of per-
ggg ?Q:Ln%rs;llﬂ%??ngcmii fp:‘/)&'srcvﬁgrgx\g"\‘/’litigcgh&euﬁrﬁ’ai?; formance interference in order to guarantee the quality of
done byp}ointly consider the combinations and the Iife-gycé service for te.nams in a cloud data center. In general, the
overlapping of the VMs. Evaluation results show that the Performance interference between VMs can be affected by
proposed methods can generate efficient schedules for VMs, the following two factors.
achieving low operational cost while significantly reducig the VM combination. Recent researches have analysed the
performance degradation of applications in cloud data cerdrs. asource contention for possible VM combinations and
suggested to collocate those VMs that have less competition
between shared resources [4], [5], [6], [7]1, [8], [9]. In erd
|. INTRODUCTION to quantify the overall performance interference between
Cloud computing has become a promising choice feollocated VMs, we evaluated the performance degradation
modern computing platforms and will most likely continu®f VMs using SPECcpu 2006 benchmark|[10] where we
to be the dominant service model in the future. The foussume each application executes in a virtual machine
dation of cloud computing is founded by taking advantagend runs on a physical core. We define tPerformance
of virtualization technologies such as VMwaleé [1] and XeRegradation Ratio(PDR) of a VM as the increment of
[2] to encapsulate applications into virtual machines (YMsunning time divided by the time used for the VM to be
and allow independent applications to execute on the sagxecuted in a dedicated server. The statistical results are
physical server simultaneously. Furthermore, cloud cordemonstrated in Tablg I. As can be seen from the table,
puting affords users to obtain, configure, and deploy clodble PDR 0f429.mcf when being collocated wit70.1bm
services themselves using cloud service catalogues, withts 62.08% while it is 11.90% when being collocated with
requiring the assistance of IT (Infrastructure Techno)ogy03.gcc. This reveals that different VM combinations lead
[3]. The feasibility of VM consolidation and on-demando variable level of performance interference. As a result,
resource allocation offers an opportunity for cloud oparst VM placement can be done in an intelligent way such that
to multiplex resources among users and thus improve ttie performance interference between VMs is minimized.
operational cost, e.g., reducing the energy consumption Another observation is that the PDRs of VMs become
However, although it brings better utilization to thdarger with the increase of number of collocated VMs. For
cloud system, such kind of resource multiplexing is naxample, in Tabl¢ll, the PDRs @f70.1bm and 403.gcc
always beneficial. When VMs are consolidated togethete 10.06% and 44.53% respectively, while these values
the performance interference between the VMs brougincrease up td6.29% and 67.55% when a third VM for
by the contention of shared resources such as last-lev&t9.mct is launched simultaneously on the same physical
cache, memory bus, network and disk bandwidth can nsgrver.
be ignored [[4], [[5], [[6], [7], [8], [9]. As compared to Life-cycle overlapping. It is a challenging problem to
running in a dedicated server, a VM has to compete on thake into account the life cycles of VMs. On the one hand,
shared resources with other VMs that collocated with it aralerlapping the execution of VMs can improve the resource
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TABLE I: Running times (and stretches in percentile) of applications (VMs) collocated in the same physical server. (For
example, the 1st row means each application runs on a dedicated server and, the 3rd row means 403.gcc and 429.mcf

collocate in a server, et al.)

401.bzip2 403.gcc 429.mcf 453.povray 470.1bm
401.bzip2/403.gcc/429.mcf/453.povray/470.1bm 498 265 269 186 318

401.bzip2 + 470.1bm 642 (28.92) - - - 358 (12.58)

403.gcc + 429.mcf - 299 (12.83)| 301 (11.90) - -
429.mcf + 470.1bm - - 436 (62.08) - 366 (15.09)

403.gcc + 453.povray - 270 (1.89) - 193 (3.76) -
453.povray + 470.1bm - - - 201 (8.06) 326 (2.52)
403.gcc + 470.1bm - 383 (44.53) - - 350 (10.06)
403.cc + 429.mcf + 470.1bm - 444 (67.55)| 487 (81.04) - 407 (16.29)
401.bzip2 + 429.mcf + 470.1bm 725 (45.58) - 482 (79.18) - 404 (27.04)
401.bzip2 + 403.gcc + 429.mcf + 470.1bm 778 (56.22) | 495 (86.79) | 538 (100.00) - 466 (46.54)

TABLE II: Running times (and stretches in percentile) of
applications (VMs) collocated in the same physical server
with different overlap times. (For example, the 1st grid means
429.mcf and 403.gcc collocate in a physical server with
different overlap times. l.e., +60 means that 403.gcc starts

after 429.mcf has run 60 unit times.)

including electricity cost and system maintenance expgense

Among them, the electricity cost takes a dominant pro-

portion [11], [12]. As a consequence, achieving energy

efficiency on servers can result in significant reduction on

the operational cost of a data center. For this reason, we
will use the termenergy consumptioto refer to operational

Apps 0 +60 +120 +180 .

22omcf 301 (1L90) 294 (929) 283 3.20) 277 2.97) cost. Throughout the paper, we use both terms interchange-
so3gec 299 (12.83) 292 (10.19) 286 (7.92) 278 (a01)  2pIy- There has been a large body of work focused on
2701bn 404 (27.04) 377 (1855 354 (1132) 336 (5.66) improving the energy efficiency c_>f single servers, such_ as
429mct  482(79.18) 440 (63.57) 401 (49.07) 360 (33.83) Dynamic Voltage Frequency Scaling (DVFS) and powering
401.bzip2 725 (45.58) 643 (29.12) 578 (16.06) 523 (5.02) down [13]. Baseq on _the two fundamental mechanisms,
2701om 466 (46.54) 407 (27.99) 357 (12.26) 337 (5.97) rgsearches have mveshggted t_o redyce_ the energy consump-
429mcf 538 (100.0) 476 (76.95) 418 (55.39) 365 (35.69) 1ON of a clouc_i system using virtualization te:ghnl.ques such
A0Bgcc 495 (86.79) 424 (60.00) 353 (33.21) 293 (1057) @S VM cc_)nsolldatlon to improve hardware utilization. How-
401.bzip2 778 (56.22) 658 (32.13) 550 (10.44) 510 (2.41) EVer, while these methods can help reach the goal of energy

conservation elegantly, very little attention has beerd pai
on the accompanying side-effect, i.e., performance ieterf

utilization of the system and thus reduce the margin§Ce- Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, a quantitative

cost] On the other hand, due to performance interferen

@nalysis on the tradeoff between energy consumption and

reducing the overlap of the executions of VMs can mitiga@erformance interference is almost completely missing in

performance degradation thus shortening the completi
times of VMs. This can be verified by the results shown

in Table[l. For example, when collocated witiv0.1bm,

429.mcf, and 401.bzip2, 403.gcc receives a consider-

able reduction on PDR fromi6.79% to 10.57% with the

lessening of the execution overlaps. As a consequencehg'f’d'
performance interference, the neglect of life-cycle cyer

the literature, which is highly desired by cloud operators.
We study the VM assignment and scheduling problem for
arbitrating between energy consumption and performance
interference, i.e., reducing energy consumption whilemmai
taining low performance degradation for VMs. On the one
ideally, the energy consumption is minimized when

| a minimum number of servers is used. This can be done

ping can result in more serious problems such as resourP¥-consolidating VMs and then tuming idle servers into

some power-saving mode (sleeping or power-off). The set

reservation violation brought by the stretch on the executi ) ) ) 4
duration of VMs. Moreover, the performance of some VM8 active servers is managed dynamically according to the

will become unacceptably worse when the execution Yorkload. Consequently, the energy consumed by under-
always overlapped with other mutual-interference VMs arfifiliz€d servers can be saved, as well as the corresponding

therefore, their performance is degraded all the time &pst incurred by power delivery and cooling infrastructure
collocated VMs. On the other hand, VM consolidation can result in un-

desirable performance interference between VMs because
B. Tradeoff between Operational Cost and Performané)é the contention in shared resources. This performance
Interference interference can stretch the execution durations of VMs to

a large extent, which may bring unacceptable performance

In general, operational cost refers to the daily expenéituf,sq 1o user applications (and further result in Service-

caused by the operation of a cloud computing systefg,e| Agreement violation). A simple example is illustdt

in Fig.[d. It can be observed that the assignment shown

1This refers to the static cost irrespective of the load ofeseincurred : . . g i
in the right-side figure is better than the one shown on

by always-on components such as idle-energy.
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Fig. 1: Two ways of VM allocation. Assume the two servers Wide.l.}/’ researc.herls have conducted stud!es .o.n executing
have the same resource capacity of {1} unit and each VM .tradltllonal appllca}tlons (e.9., HPC a”‘?‘ scientific cpmput-
from {vmi, vma, vms,vms, vme} demands {1} unit while ing) in cloud environments. This section summarizes the
vmy requires {2} unit. The rectangles in color representthe ~ research efforts on VM assignment and scheduling that
stretch of execution time due to resource contention, which js relevant to our work in terms of operational energy
represent the same mean in the following figures. (a): An management and application performance interference in
inappropriate scheduling, (b): A better scheduling. data centers.

Energy consumption managementlt is known that the
: . most efficient way to reduce the energy consumption is
the left in terms of twp aspects) the pen"ormance of consolidating the applications (VMs) into a set of active
most VMs such asm, Is less degraded W) the real- servers, such that the utilization of the data center is kept
_tlme accommodation Q.fmﬁ becomes possible. (As ShoWnat a high level. An early research [14] extended virtual-
in the part of the eIh_pse_s.) This _also reveals that_ ﬂ]?ation solutions to support rich and effective policies fo
two factors, VM combination and life-cycle OVerl""ppmgactive power management which had not been done before.
are coupled and mutually affected. Therefore, in order ey integrated “hard” and “soft’ power states to provide

arbitrate be_tV\_/een energy consumption and perfor_mance gh power savings, and showed that substantial benefits
terfere_nce_, Itis necessary to prowdeacaref_ul design of V uld been derived from coordination of online methods
conso_llda.uon where VMs are allocated with appro.prlaﬁ%r server consolidation with their proposed management
combinations and co!located VMs are.scheduled with tqgchniques. Kusieet al. [15] considered the problem of
the most favourable life-cycle overlapping. consolidating services onto a smaller number of computing
resources. They implemented a dynamic resource pro-
C. Overview of the Paper visioning framework for virtualized server environments,

. . - . which was tackled as one of sequential optimization and
In this work, we seek to find out efficient solutions for,

qucing th i hile minimizing th solved using a lookahead control scheme. Beloglagbv
reducing the energy consumption while minimizing the peg; [16] investigated scheduling algorithms that consolidate
formance interference among VMs. Our main contributio

: . i "PMs onto the minimum number of servers. They pro-
are summarized in the following three aspects: posed a policy as known as Modified Best Fit Decreasing
1) We characterize the energy consumption and tiRIBFD), for energy-efficient management of cloud com-
performance interference in a unified model anguting environments. There is another representative work
formally formulate the challenge of VM assignmenjz7], in which the authors investigated the energy-saving

and scheduling into an optimization problem. We alsgroblem by dynamically “right-sizing” the data center in
prove the NP-Completeness of the problem; both offline and online cases. Liet al. [18] studied the

2) We propose efficient algorithms for offline VM asproblem of arbitrating the power-performance tradeoff in
signment and scheduling, assuming all informatioflouds. They provided a probabilistic framework where
is known a priori; online decisions are made on request admission control,

3) We extend the offline algorithms to the case witkouting, and VM allocation.
dynamic VM arrival. Using information such as re- Therefore, these works are totally different from our
source reservation, these algorithms can further Rgyrk as they only focus on optimizing energy consumption
improved. We also provide a distributed implemenyhile guaranteeing some other metrics, such as throughput.
tation of the algorithms for large-scale data centerf; our approach, the performance interference is an impor-
and tant objective for scheduling.

4) We evaluate the efficiency of the proposed algorithms performance interference optimization.Several works
through comprehensive simulations, showing that tqgj, [Bl, [6], [7], [B, [9], [L9] have take into account thesp-
proposed solution can achieve desirable arbitratiggrmance interference when exploiting the virtual machine
between energy consumption and performance int@ignsolidation to improve resource utilization. Govindzn
ference. al. [4] presented a technique for predicting performance

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Semterference due to processor cache sharing. They showed

tion [l we summarize the related works relevant to our¢hat their technique can be used to achieve the most
Sectior1ll shows the modelling of the problem. Secfioh I\éfficient consolidation as the prediction of the perfornenc
provides our algorithms for VM assignment and schedulirdggradation for any possible application placement only
where both offline and online cases are considered, whilee a linear number of measurements. Chiahgl. [S]
distributed solution is also provided. Sectioh V validatess considered the problem of interference-aware scheduling



for data-intensive applications in virtualized environthe space et al. The resources efrver; are available in
They presented a task and resource allocation cont®} = {Cy;} (k =1,2,...,s) units, respectively.
framework, which can mitigate the interference effects Recent studies_ [15][[21] have shown that the power
from concurrent data-intensive applications and impréee tconsumptionP[u(t)] and the CPU utilizationu(t) of a
overall system performance. Maet al. [6] presented a server has a linear relationship
characterization methodology, hamed “Bubble-Up”, which
enables the accurate predi%on of the performagce degra- Plu(t)] = Pidie + (Ppear. = Piare) * u(t), 1)
dation that results from contention for shared resourcgge p, ;. and P, represent the power consumption by a
in memory subsystem. They showed their methodologgrver at the CPU utilization of 0% and 100%, respectively.
could predict the performance interference between c@bviously, the energy consumption of a server is its power
located applications with an accuracy withi% to 2% integrated over duration time, i.ef, P[u(t)] dt.
of the actual performance degradation. Roytregral. [[7]
proposed a system that consolidates virtual machines
minimize the unused resources, and guarantees that
performance degradation is within a tunable bound. Their Cloud computing provides users with scalable, elastic
system employed a method for suitable VM combinatior®d on-demand resources. Users submit their VM requests
which was proved to perform closely to the optimal, ant® cloud data center scheduler. Each VM request; is
the system included another technique that maximiz&Becified by an instance vectdy = [a;, p;, R;], wherea;
performance while not leaving any resource unused. Kil$ the arrival time, ang; is the work of processing time
et al. [8] Suggested a performance model that Considwen vm; runs alone. Note that the VMs should start at
interferences in the shared last-level cache and memory bili¢ arrival time. The capacity vectd®; = {R;x} (k =
They claimed that the model could be used to estimate the2, -, s) represents the resources thab; requires for
performance degradation among applications. Based on ffgcessing its work. For example, an instance type of VM
interference model they also presented a virtual machifeAmazon EC2([22] specifics its resource capa¢@pPU:2
consolidation method. Verboveet al. [0] addressed the Vcpu/8 EC2 units, memory:7GB, storage:1680GB
performance degradation prediction models and proposed &©r each pair obm; andvm,, it defines the degradation
novel approach using both the classification and regressf@gtor d;; >0 as the percentage increase in the execution
capabilities of support vector machines. A latest survdine of vm; when they run concurrently on the same
[19] gave the state of the art of some of these solutio§§TVer. Itis assumed that the performance degradaticorfact
for managing the performance overhead in different cloutj;; between each pair of VMs, when allocating together,
scenarios. is known from existing methods [[4]_[6][7].[9]/[23],
Compared with these previous works considering petnd we focus on the virtual machine scheduling given
formance interference optimization, our model providesthese factors. Note that;;; may not equal tal; ; as two
unified characterization of both the energy consumptiofMs Will experience different degradation suffering from
and the performance interference and our solution for VERCh other. It is also noted that adding VMs to the server
assignment and scheduling considers both VM combinatiéh concurrently run with exist VMs will not reduce the
and life-cycle overlapping. We explore the tradeoff beteedegradation of previous VMs[7]. It defines the degradation
the performance degradation overhead of VMs and resouf@étor d; 7 of vm; when it concurrently runs with a st
provision of cloud data centers on a high level, which i8f VMs. Without loss of generality, it defines thg; as
raised as an open research issuelin [20]. Moreover, our o _
work can be regarded as a complement to previous works djg =yeg(L+dj;) = 1. @
in terms of that the solutions provided by them can behis model is used to instead df; . ,d; s as it is
integrated into our optimization framework to reduce theeasonable to give more severe penalty for performance

%?e\ﬂrtual Machine Request and Interference

overall cost of a cloud system. degradation additive. Then the degradation factor is used t
transform the processing time work. l.e., whem; con-
I1l. M ODEL AND PROBLEM DESCRIPTION currently runs with a sef/ of VMs for duration timep;, it

. 1~ L :
In this section we describe the model and formulate %Wﬁhe.swlﬁ?' vyorkfof proces&gglttl)me. To T;J'\jtrate thg
optimization problem of VMs scheduling that aims at arbiac 20Ul © this Interference model between VMs consider

trating between energy consumption cost and performarﬂ? example_ of Figl12. During the first 2 unit tim e 1S
degradation penalty. collocated withvms. Each of them processes 1 unit of work

2 _ 2 _ Hare
becalus.e“r.Tm =g =11In the next 2.un|t time, as the
vmg joins in, all of them process 0.5 unit of work because

2 _ 2 _ 2 _
. d1%+d]2) 1+dy3) = (14d21)(14d23) —  (14dz1)(1+ds2) — 0.5.
We model cloud data center as an undirected graph afem the time 4 to 6, it is the same as time 2 to 4, they
denote it byG = (M, L), where M (M| = M) is the process 0.5 unit of workums leaves the server at time 6
set of physical servers anfl is the set of physical links when it finishes its processing work. From time 6 ta/8;
between servers. Each servetrver;eM is associated andvmg process 1 unit of workvms leaves at time 8 as

with s type of resources, e.g., CPU, memory, and storagdfinishes its processing work. At lastyn; will process 1

A. Resource Allocation and Energy Cost
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Fig. 2: The execution of VM Instances collocation in a server. 25 () <z (t+1) Vi, j¢D(1), (8)
Assume the server has resource capacity of {1} unit. Each o
VM from {vmi,vma,vms} demands {1} unit and the pro- zi;(t)€{0,1} Vi, Vj, Vt. 9)

cessing times for the three VMs are given by p1 = 4, p2 = 2,
and ps = 2. The performance degradation factors among
them are all {d..} = 1. (a): VM Instance configuration. (b):
Running in a server.

The objective functior(5) minimizes the total operational
server costs and performance degradation penalties, and
B > 0 is some constant and represents the relative impor-
tance between two objectives. Constraifij ensures that
the aggregated resource demand of multiple VMs does not

more unit time to finish its work if it runs alone or the servegXceed a server's capacity for all resource types and at all

is assigned VMs that do not cause performance degradatfitihe Slot. Constraing7) relates to that each VM is allocated
to vm;. to one of the servers at any point in time. ConstrgBit

refers to that if a VM has assigned on a server it will not be
assigned to other servers. Constrgit follows thatz;; (¢)
is set to one ifum; is allocated toserver; at time slott.

C. Scheduling Problem Description We first give the computational complexity of this problem

There are two issues need to be concerned about the afts-following:

cation of virtual machines. Cloud infrastructure provilerrheorem 1. Find an optimal VMs schedule for arbitrating

offer some specific kinds of VMs, which tend to reservgetween operational cost and performance degradation
resources, such as CPU, memory and storage space. Th&¥alty is NP-Complete.

pursue to reduce the operational cost, i.e., minimize gnerg . o
consumption or capacity cost. On the other side, cloud users Proof: First, we transform the optimization problem
seek to reduce the running time of their requests. In tHQ @n associated decision problem: given the instance vec-

way, they can save bills for the rented resources.

In our scheduling, time is divided into discrete period

t=1,2,..,T. For example, the intervat can be one or
five minute(s). The binary decision variabig (¢) indicates
whethervm,; is allocated toserver; at the time slot. It
definesc;(t) as the energy consumption cost @frver;
running during time slot, i.e.,¢;(t) = Plu(t)]7. Thus, the
total operational cost during time slétis the sum of all
running servers, which is calculated as

> ailt),

i

Ci(t) )

Let Q(t) denote the set of VMs that run at time skot 4
Define D(t) as the set of VMs that complete their executio

and leave at the time slat Hence, the execution timg
of vm; (j € D(t)) is

(4)

tj = t—aj,thpj.

tors of VMs, the performance degradation factors, and a

é:)ound on the sum of energy consumption and performance

degradation penalty, is there a schedule such that the
bound on sum of cost and penalty is satisfied? Clearly,
it belongs to NP, since we can computing and verify in
polynomial time that a proposed schedule satisfies the given
bound on the sum of operational cost and performance
degradation penalty. We next prove that finding an optimal
VMs schedule for arbitrating between energy consumption
and performance degradation penalty is NP-Complete via
the reduction to the 3-Dimensional Matching probléem [24],
[25].
Consider an instance of 3-Dimensional Matching: Let

= {al,ag,..,aq}, B = {bl,bg,...,bq}, and C =
1,02, ...,¢q1 be three disjoint sets of elements each.

et Z ={z,z2,..,2,..., 21} be a set of triples such that
eachz; consists of one element from, one element from
B, and one element fror@'. Is there a subset CZ such
that every element ind, B, andC appears in exactly one
triple in Z'? We construct an instance of VM scheduling
problem as follows. Let there bgg VMs and M,(>q)

The performance degradation penalty is model kgervers. The VMs correspond to the elementsdin B
a convex functionf(-). One natural model for it is and C. For each1<i<M,, server; has resource vector

f[(tJ;—pJ)ﬂ _— T 1 ([x]*=maz{0,x}), which
penalizes the delay cost from the processing time

R; = {Rix} = {1} (k = 1,2,...,s). For each1<;j<3q,
vm; has instance vectdo, 1, {%}]. VMs have no interfer-

Therefore, the VMs scheduling problem is defined as tif§ice with each other in the tripleg €Z'; otherwise, they

following optimization:

T M T t-—p'
min 3 3a+8Y. Y AT @)
t=1 i=1 )

t=1jeD(t J

have performance degradation factor 1 between each other.
The sum of cost and penalty is The energy consumption
cost of a server i$ per unit of time slot when it runs at full
utilization (Suppose it b@.5 at idle). The sum of cost and
penalty is equal tq if and only if the3¢q VMs are scheduled



on ¢ servers and do not cause performance degradationWe decompose the power ofsarver; at timet into the
lLe., U =2y =AUBUC. Thus, there is an optimal VMs VMs according to the proportion of their CPU resources.

schedule if and only if there is a 3-Dimensional matchin or example, at time, there aren, VMs with CPU resource
f Ri1 (7 =1,...,n:) (here we set the resource typeas

It is clear that the above reduction is a pseudo-polynomial

reduction. So we can conclude that the problem is NB€ CPU resource) IBerveri wh|ctha§3CPUPresour¢éL1
hen vm; consumesdarliae 4 Fin(Pocor—Piare) power

Complete by this pseudo-polynomial time reduction to th J Y0t R Cit

3-Dimensional Matching problem which has been Ior()\,ergspectlvely, where the former part corresponds to the pro-
to be NP-Complete. m Pbortion of the static power and the later part is the dynamic

power this VM consumes. Without loss of generality, We
consider the VMvm;. The power of this VM during
its execution time is at Ieacﬁﬂp””e + R“(Pp”’“ Fuare)

As it is a NP-hard combinatorial optimization pr0b|e”becausez | Rj1<Ciy. Again, We decompose the total
and there is no computationally-efficient solution, we exost of energy consumption and performance degradation
ploit the unique problem structure of VM scheduling ihenalty to the cost of each VM when it is allocated.

cloud data centers to develop the solutions. We first study\gcording to the MIC algorithm, the cost of inserteh,;
static problem (offline). After then, we develop the solotiois 6 more than[Pige + Rj1 (Ppeak— Pnue)] + p;. So the
1dle g

to the dynamic version of the problem (online). approximation ratio is it

> [Pidie + —le(Ppegerze)] * Pj

IV. VIRTUAL MACHINE SCHEDULING DESIGN

A. Offline scheduling Design cost(MIC) = 1

In this condition, the informations of VMs that will be cost(OPT) =@ Z[lepidle N le(PpmrPW)] %D
scheduled are known at the outset. We propose offline 7 Ca Cin !
algorithms for virtual machine scheduling and analyse the szdle xpj + Z Rj1 (P, pecakl Pidie) o p;
performance. g

Bin Packing Variant Algorithm (BPV). From the per- :Z Rj1Piae *pi+ Z Rjr(Ppeak—=Pidte)
spective of single energy consumption criterion optimiza- = Ca Pi Ca
tion, various packing algorithms are become the reserve S Piate * pj ZPidle *D;
choices. It is an obvious advantage to reduce the energy < j 7
consumption when decreasing the number of active servers. =@ > Rﬂcif?ue *p _@ Z Pr;dali * pj e

So an algorithm derived from First-Fit bin packing is
considered. The algorithm keeps the VMs in a list sorted | : ; .
increasing order of the arrival time. Each VM is aIIocateg)here the second inequality follows fronz Piaie
to the first possible accommodated server according o>~ RﬂPme x p; as Rj1<Cy, and a mathemat|cal
the list order. It invokes a server when capacity violation' J
happens. The difference from First Fit algorithm is VMénequalltyb+C<“ asa=b, c=0. The third inequality results
will depart from the servers when they finish their worlfrom I, * Rj1>Cj1, i.e., %}”Z% This concludes
and the relevant resources will be recovered. the Theorem. [ |

Minimum Increasing Cost Algorithm (MIC). An- Remark: BPV algorithm only considers to accept the
other natural algorithm is greedy differential of increwsi next VM, and does not take into account the performance
costs of energy consumption and performance degradatiegradation. Both of the above algorithms sort the VMs
penalty. The VMs are also kept in the increasing orddxy their arrival time and depend only on the information
of their arrival time. It would assign the next VM to thethat is available to the algorithms at the scheduling time.
server that minimizes the increment of total cost. Thef®o they are also online algorithms. Note that when a VM
would be two choices for the allocation of next VM. Thes allocated to a server, there is a need to update duration
increment of total cost is the sum of energy consumptidime of itself and other VMs that are interfered by it.
and performance degradation penalty when the VM is An observation is that these algorithms do not consider
allocated to an active server running with exist VMs. Ththe life cycle overlapping of VMs. For example, there are
other choice is a currently unused server with paying fohree VMs to be scheduled, which are configured as[Fig. 3.
more static energy consumption that supposing the VM Fig.[3(a), both of above algorithms cause 2 servers to be
process alone. active from time 0 to 11 and 1 to 11. A better scheduling
Theorem 2. Let I,,,,., denote the maximum number of ymdFio-B()) is that it assignsn, andums in servery and

. mo IN servers. Then we can pukervery into power-

that can be simultaneously accommodated by a server. The>

approximation ratio of MIC algorithm id, saving mode or trn-off from time 2 to 11.
P 9 mae: Maximum Decreasing Cost Algorithm (MDC). Instead

Proof: Note that for the minimization problem, anof sorting the VMs by the arrival time, MDC algorithm
algorithm achieves a-approximation factor if for all in- considers the information of all VMs and works like the
stances it returns a solution at mastimes the optimal clustering algorithm. We pursue the minimum cost of
value. energy consumption and performance degradation penalty



VI | DITiq ] VTTL - :
vMa ; [ omg - | vmb ;
ciieiadheleded e et SETVETT fadeniaiaiiilin i il SETVET B D P A Servery

R [ :
e [ems] : R
9(7"1)()73 s(’vv(rg R --------------------------356"’1}(37"2‘
0 2 4 6 8 1012 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 ¢ 0 4 8 12 16 20 24 2840 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 ¢
(@) (b) (@) (b)

A A

Fig. 3: BPV+MIC and an improved schedule for three VMs.
Assume both physical servers have resource capacity of {11}

................... servery

unit and vm1, vmz and vms have resource capacity of {3}, - PR ;
{2}, and {1} unitrespectively. The performance degradation : :

faCtOI’S among them are {d12 — d13 — 0' d21 — d31 — 01' ........................... S(:‘T"l)(f’l‘g vSé’VU(”IQ‘

das = dz2 = 0.2} while the processing times for the three 0 4 8 12(0)16 20 24 2840 4 8 12(d)16 20 24 28 ¢

VMs are given by p1 = 10, p> = 3, and p3 = 9. (a): BPV or

MIC scheduling. (b): A better scheduling. Fig. 4: Four VMs scheduling. Assume each physical
server has resource capacity of {1} unit. Each VM from
{vmi1, vms,vma} demands {1} unit while vms requires {2}

. . . . . nit. The processing times for them are given by p1 = 16,
iteratively. Initially, each VM is allocated to a dedlcateov2 5, ps = 19, and ps — 12. The performance degradation

server. Next, we decide to repeatedly merge servers togetﬁ@tor do1 is 0.25, and other factors among them are 0. (a):
by the form of pairs. The process of merging is to collocat@M instance. (b): BPV scheduling. (c): MIC scheduling. (d):
the VMs on one server. There is also a need to updat®C scheduling.

duration time of the VMs which cause interference among

them. We define the gain function of merging two server,
S, ands, as the following: between the servers. MDC prefers to collocate the VMs that

share long life cycle and have low performance degradation
Gain(8y,Sy) = Cost(S,) + Cost(S,) — Cost(S,US,), factors between them. In summary, these scheduling algo-
(10) rithms have different performances and we will evaluate
whereCost(-) denotes the total cost of the server accordirthem in Sectiof V.
to the cost model defined in Sectibnl I1l-C. With regard to
the merger which causes the violation of server capacity, e Online Algorithm for Dynamic Problem
define the gain as negative number. At each step we choosf, this section, we introduce the online version of the
the merger of two servers that results in the maximuray scheduling, in which a sequencE of VMs arrive
decrease in the total cost. The algorithm ends when thger time, where\' = {vmy, vm, ..,um;, ...}. Each VM
merger of any two servers will produce an negative gaip,, . must be assigned upon its arrival, without information
The pseudo-code for MDC algorithm is summarized igpout future VMs{vmj/|j' > j}. We explore algorithm
Algorithm. [1 that schedules each incoming VM by dispatching them to
current active servers or a new server that be activated.
Algorithm 1: Maximum Decreasing Cost Algorithm Recall that BPV and MIC algorithms depend only on the

input : the set of VMsA informations that are available to the algorithms when we
output: the scheduling result of VMs schedule upon the arrival of a VMn; at timet instead of
begin sorting the VMs by their arrival time. They can be modified
Initial ServersS={S; = {vm;},...,S, = {vm,,}}; 1O Support the scheduling in online version, and they are
mazGain = max, , Gain(Sy,S,); denoted by OBPV and OMIC, respectively. Specially, we
while mazGain>0 do derive a competitive ratio for the OMIC algorithm. We
MergeServe?sﬂu,Sv); say that for the minimization problem, an algorithmis
SetS, = S,US,, S = S\S.,; competitive if for all the problem instances, it returns the
mazGain = max, , Gain(S,,S,); cost at mosty times the cost of the optimal offline solution.
end From the Theorernl2, we have the following theorem:
Return the set of servers and their Theorem 3. The competitive ratio of OMIC algorithm
endaccommodated VMs, correspondingly. for VM scheduling which aims at arbitrating between

operational cost and performance degradation is at most
Loz, Wherel,, .. has the same mean of Theorem 2.

To illustrate the different behaviour of these three
scheduling strategies we present an example in(Fig. 4. By Incorporating VM batch arrival and VM reservation
aggregates the VMs in parts of servers and leaves somén the previous section, the VMs are consider to arrive
servers to be low utilization. MIC is more likely to assigrone by one and there are no information about the future
the subsequent VMs to be included by the anterior onasriving VMs. In order to match the cloud data centers, we
duration its execution when their performance degradatigrcorporate the following two properties to the scheduling
factor is low. As a result, it considers to balance the VMdesign:




« There are a sel; of VMs to be scheduled at time  Algorithm 2: Incorporating VM Plan Online Algorithm
due to the many users submit their VMs to the cloud
data center at the same time.

« There are a set//’ of reserved VMs at time due to
users reserve for lower costs and reserving capacity inb egin
the cloud data center. Set virtual servers

It defines the time as scheduling time only when there SV:{Sj:{Umj}|vmj€{j\/tuj\/tf}};
are some VMs need to be started at this time. According | Set all serversS = Sy USy;

to the definition of the rgserved VMs, Wg have the arrival SetmazProfit = max Profit; ;, i€S;
time relationshipa; > a, Yum;eN/, Yum €N;. In this b

situation, the problem is transformed to schedule a set of
VMs, i.e.,/\/tuj\/f, to be allocated on the cloud data center.
The difference from the offline scheduling is that at the

input : the set of VMs{A\;UN; }, current active
serversSy at timet
output: the scheduling result of VMs

while maxProfitZO,. do
The configuration

Server;(t) = arg max Profit; ;;

€S
begin of the scheduling there are some VMs had been Updateserver; and Deletevm; from
allocated on the cloud data center. Consider an example {j\/tUjvtf};
scheduling timet = 2 in previous Fig[#, incoming VM SetmazProfit = max Profit; ;;
vmg and reserved VMgvms, vmy } need to be scheduled end 7

at this time. We prefer the scheduling of Fig. 4(d) to Return the plan of VMs.
Fig.[4(c) as it is known that a server can be put into power- end

saving mode or shut down only if there are no VMs active
on it. Then it causes a problem of which VM first to be
scheduled if the OMIC algorithm is used to schedule VM
one by one. It defines the alignment ratio of VM to servel
as following: the ratio of VMs’ completion time to server's :
completion time. An obvious intuition is to allocate the "'Sm'e“ .. :
VMs to maximize the alignment ratio if these VMs have '
weak performance interference, i.e., to align the VMs an

oum

........................... SETrvery

4 8 12 162 20 24 2840 4 8 12(b)16 20 24 28 ¢

their server. Then the points is to allocate the VMs to thei‘: (@)o = N

best candidate server. Based on the above analysis, e T

present an algorithm from the servers’ perspective. Firsg———wmi—7 """ : ] :

it supposes that each VMm,e(N;UN;) is allocated on | . T servers | server

a dedicate virtual server. Each server proposes the proft """"""""" 5 i —

to other VMs that are allocated on virtual servers. To bg................i.iiiservery |ii i il i Li L iservery
specific, it defines the profit metric as the following: 0 4 8 (v})%l i67 20 24 2840 4 8 12(d)16 20 24 28 ¢

Profit; ; = Cost(vm;)— AddCost(server;, vm;), (11) Fig. 5: Incorporating VMs batch arrival and VMs reservation

h c is th | f scheduling. Assume each physical server has resource ca-
where Cost(vm;) is the total cost of a server to ruNpacity of {1} unit. vy, vms, vms, vms, vms have resource

vm; alone, andAddCost(server;, vm;) is the increment capacity {13, {2}, {1}, {1}, and {1} unit respectively. The
total cost of runvm; on server;. Whenwvm; cannot be processing times for them are given by p1 = 16, p2 = 5,
allocated on the serveserver;, the Profit;; is sim- é’s t: 13 P4 201225: anddpsti 15f- Tthe performa?hce degragat(m)n

. : Clor do1 Is U.20, and other 1actors among em are 0. (a):
ply se_t to_ nelrgatlve va:]ue. Tr:je _alg(_)r::hmh aIIocat_es t téz 2 Initial servers and VMs. (b): ¢t = 2 Allocation result. (c):
VMs iteratively. In each round, it picks the maximumy _ 7 nitial servers and VMs. (d): ¢ = 7 Allocation resut.
profit, i.e., {max Profit; ;|Profit, ; >= 0}. Then the

2,3

vmy; IS allocated onserver;. The algorithm stops when
max Profit; ; < 0. In this situation, it says that the total

cgzst cannot be improved. The VMs are allocated to théﬁ)und' This procedure repeats n the second roundvam_j
current servers. It is summarized Agorithm. 2 (IV P). IS aIIocat_ed onservers. At last, it generates an al!ocatlon
We use an example to explain this plan algorithm, a@mwed n ':_'g[B(b)' Assume at t'm: 7 th_ere IS one
illustrated in Fig[h. Assume that at tinie= 2, there is one VM vms arriving. SO_ the plan 3'90”thm is triggered, and
active servekerver; with vm; running on it, and there are genera}tes an allocation showgd in Fib. 5(d). Note that the
one VM vm, arriving and two reserved VM&ums,, ). allocation of reserved VMym, is changed fromserver;
Ast = 2 is the scheduling time, the plan algorithm is trigl© S¢7v€T2:
gered. First each VMm;€{vma,vms,vm,} is allocated  The time complexity of this algorithm i©(mn?) where
on a virtual serveserver;e{servery, servers, servery}, m is the number of serversyy, US;|) andn is the number
respectively. Then the profitrofit; ; is calculated accord- of VMs (|Ntuj\/tf ). This is followed from that each server
ing to Equation[T1. AsProfit, 3 is the maximum profit, server; proposes a profit to VMim;, and in each round
the algorithm allocates thems to server; in the first we fix a VM vm;.



D. Distributed Design towards Data Center Scale

Algorithm 3: VM Profit Plan Algorithm

In a large data center, it is time-consuming to gather jnput :

the set of VMs{A;UN; } at timet

the detailed information about each server and run theguytput: the allocation results of VMs
algorithm on a single server. We now propose a distribution p;stributionServer :
scheme, which opposes to the algorithm introduced in thepegin

previous section that centralizes the information and pick
up the best candidate server. Upon each new VM arriving
at the data center, the information of VMs, which are
waiting to be allocated, are passed to each active server.
Each serverserver; maintains the information of VMs.
Next, the algorithm proceeds in stages, and synchronizes
using a common clock. In the first stage, a single client
serverserver; proposes profits to the VMs and sends the
maximum profitmax Profit; ; of vm; to the distribution
server (dispatcher). The distribution server collects the
maximum profits from all client servers and chooses the
mazx-maxProfit, i.e., the current maximum benefit from
the allocation ofvm: on server;. Then the allocation
decision of stage is broadcast to client servers. In the
subsequent stages, the client serverver; receives the

Initialized round: Broadcasy = ({NV;UN/});
foreachroundo = 1,2, ... do
Receive messag@nazProfit; ;);
if Inax maxProfit; ;>0 then
PICk (¢, j)=arg max maxProfit; ;;
i\
Broadcast(i, j);

Update 7\ j;
end
end
if J#0 then
| RunAlgorithm. 2 i.e., IVP(J,0);
end
Return the allocation of VMs.

end

decision messagéi,j) from the distribution server, and ClientServers :
proceeds the following two chooses: 1) If the profit of begin

its (o — 1) stage is chosen, it fixes them- on it and
removes thevm7 from the unscheduled VMs. 2) If the
profit of its (o—1) stage is not chosen, it justly removes the
vms from the unscheduled VMs. The procedure of profit
proposing is the same as the previous stage. Assume there
are some VMs unscheduled, i.e., they are not benefit from
being allocated to the client servers or cannot be allocated
to current active servers. We ruxigorithm.[2to schedule
them with the input of these VMs and some current inactive
servers. The pseudo-code of this algorithm is summarized
in Algorithm.

V. PERFORMANCEEVALUATION

In this section, we study the performance of proposed
algorithms on several comprehensive VM scheduling prob-
lems.

A. Evaluation Setup

Simulation SettingsThe simulations are run in a data
center that equips physical servers with computing resourc
of 12 Cores (E.g.HP ProLiant DL385 G. For simplicity,
we assume that the servers are homogeneous in the datg,

foreach serverserver; in parallel do
Receive messag® from

DistributionServer;
it O = ({N;UN/}) then
SaveJ = O,
SetSy={S;={vm;}lum; e {N;UN }};
SetS = Sy U{server;};
SetmaxProfit; ; = max Profit; ;;
Send(maxProfit; ;) tg the
DistributionServer;
else if© = (i, ) then
if ?::servem then

| Fix 3 on server; and Updateserver;;
end
Set Sy ={S;={vm, Home[ T\
SetS = Sy U{server;};
SetmazProfit; ; = = max Profit; ;;

Send(maxProfit; ;) tO the
DistributionServer;

end

center and the VMs take up the total resource of their
request demand. The configuration of VMs refers to the
types of instances available in Amazon EC21[22]. For

example, a type VM, so callethl.smal] with 1 Core list of VMs that are waiting to be processed. In the online
computing units,1.7 GB memory and 160 GB storagescenario, the VMs arrive randomly over time.

space. As we focus on studying the arbitrating betweenCompared Baseline Algorithm3o provide benchmarks
energy consumption and performance interference degf@r our evaluations, we introduce other three algorithms:
dation, we omit other resource bounds, such as memory, ine Random Strategy: it is a naive algorithm which ran-
the simulations. Four different types of VMs are available = domly schedules the next VM on a physical server as
to be chosen with computing resourceldore,2 Cores4 long as the server has enough resource to host the VM.
Cores Cores, respectively. The simulations are conductede Round Robin: it allocates the next VM on physical
on two different scenarios corresponding to offline and servers in turn, which is a used scheduling algorithm
online VMs scheduling. In the offline problem, there is a  in Amazon EC2[[22].
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MIE MDC

MIC

o Minimum Increase Energy: it assigns the next VM t(

the server which minimizes the increment of energ 1F
consumption. Note that this algorithm is different fron
MIC, as MIC considers the increment of total cost. o085l

BPV

a1

In all of the algorithms, it assumes that a new server wi
open if the next VM cannot be allocated on current acti
servers.

Parameters The power of a server is characterized b
the three parameters of Equatidh. 1. We use HP ProLi:
DL385 G6 with a 2 Chips/12 Cores processor. Accord- ]
ing to the server power consumption parameters, we reéguﬁ'isZ%r:%rénniggig;i'?fgéh\;n)s on a real workload. (The
Pige = 120W and Py, = 258W. The performance '
degradation cost is characterized by parameterand g.

The parameter: represents the intensity of performanc%hosen from four given types at random. We set each time
degradation penalty, and without loss of generality it i§Iot as1 minute. The duration time of VMs is randomly
set to15. The tuning parametef is used for adjusting enerated fron{éo 1000] and the arrival time of VMs is
the energy consumption cost and performance degradat Hdomly generat;ed frorfo, 1000]. The number of VMs
penalty, and also used for representing the weight betwe\%{hes from100 to 1000 to émulaté the low workload and

two COsts. heavy workload in the data center. It considers two kinds of

Performance_ MetricsTo evaluate the_ performanc_e Ofdegradation factors between VMs. One is generated from
proposed algorithms, we use the following four metrics:

the normal distribution and the other is generated from
« Normalized Total Energy Consumption: It shows thgne exponential distribution. For each simulation, we run
quality of the solution produced by the proposeg;oposed algorithms and compared algorithms using the
algorithms in terms of total energy consumption.  same Jist of VMs, and the results of randomized algorithm
« Normalized Total Performance Degradation Penaltys ihe average of running 10 times.
This metric represents the penalties of the solution Resource Violation: In the first simulation of this eval-
produced by the proposed algorithms in terms Qfation, we examine the resource violation of algorithms
performance degradation cost. when they do not take into account the performance degra-
« Normalized Total Cost: It is defined as the sum Ofation and do not update the duration time of VMs. In
energy consumption cost and performance degradatigg 7 we show the resource violation of a server scheduled
penalty. . ~ from the BPV algorithm. As we can see the computing
« Normalized Worst Degradation Factor: This indicategsource surpasses the capacity during some periods (E.g.,
the worst performance degradation factor of VMg _ g53 to ¢ = 1469) due to the stretch of VM execution
caused by the scheduling algorithms. time.
In the offline problem, we also record the total number
of used physical servers and the makespan of the VMs.

0.

Normalized Total Cost
~

RAND RR

0.55

A SR S
8 101 o A e S

B. Evaluation of real workload g * - =

We first conduct a small-scale experiment to evaluatet > 5 * S—
performance of the proposed algorithms. The performan ~ ©  |x -*-
degradation ratio is obtained from the statistics of SPECc| oy 500 1000 1500 000
2006 benchmarks [8]. The properties (such as the arri @ !
time, et.al) of the applications are drawn from a re: o ‘ ‘ ‘
OpenCloud Hadoop cluster trace [26]. The result is shov 8 b * Fl-'b
on Fig[6. From the figure it can be seen that the overall ¢t = § | s s .
are reduced apparently. More precisely, the MDC algorith 5 10 71 ! -
saves the total cost about 41% compared with the BF  ° °[ —
algorithm. This demonstrate the competitive advantages 0 500 1000 1500 2000

the proposed algorithms against the methods which ®) !

not provide a unified consideration of both the energyg 7: Resource violation of a server in BPV scheduling. The
consumption and the performance interference. green dashed line means the CPU capacity of a server, i.e.,
12 Cores. (a) CPU Resource used of a server from omitting
. . ) the performance degradation; (b) The true CPU resource
C. Evaluation of offline Problem Solution used when it considers the performance degradation stretch-
We now go to present our large-scale simulation resulf$g the execution time of VMs.
on algorithms proposed for offline problem. In this scenario
the computing resource required for a VM is uniformly Algorithm Performance Comparison: We now discuss
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Fig. 8: Performance of algorithms. (a) Normalized energy consumption against BPV; (b) Normalized performance degradation
penalty against BPV; (c) Normalized total cost against BPV; (d) Normalized worst performance degradation factor against
BPV.

the performance of all above algorithms against the BPalgorithms, we can see that they lead to a slight total
algorithm with respect of four metrics, i.e., normalizedost increment due to their intelligent scheduling. Thie ru
energy consumption, performance degradation penalty, tadlso holds when we generate degradation factor between
cost and worst performance degradation factor. In thiéMs from exponential distributiong'(100), £(50), £(20),
simulation, the degradation factor between VMs is ger(10), E(5), E(2), respectively. (The results are listed in
erated from the normal distributio’v(0.0,0.2) (d. = 0 Table[1\M.)

if d. < 0). The results are depicted in Fig. 8. As we can . S
BLE IlIl: Algorithm performance in different N(0.0,V)

see, the performance of MDC "?"go”thm is apparently bett (regradation factor, and the result is normalized against V' =
than other algorithms on reducing the performance degraggas

tion penalty. More precisely, the performance degradation

penalty of MDC is6% against BPV, while MIC is24%. Algorithm | 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Another observation from Fid.] 8 is that MIC and MDC BPV 1 | 186.83 | >200 | >200 | >200
performs much better on worst performance degradation RAND 1 | 1583.17| >2000 | >2000 | >2000
factor, which is important in data center due to SLA RR 1 10.60 | 23.87 | >200 | >200
requirement. When considering the energy consumption, MIE 1 2.78 8.87 | 14.48 | 188.06
we find that MIC and MDC also have a slight reduction MIC 1 | 10307 | 1.0333 | 1.0381 | 1.0406
compared with other algorithms. This is because MIC MDC 1 | 1.0304 | 1.0480 | 1.0551 | 1.0567

and MDC reduce the unnecessary execution time due to
the performance degradation causing by interference. As
a result, MIC and MDC reduce the total cost of energJABLE IV: Algorithm performance in different £()) degrada-
consumption and performance degradation penalty up tg'lfactor, and the result is normalized against A = 100.

62% and 52%, respectiv_ely. It should be noted, hovv_eveu, Algo. | 100 50 20 0 5 2
th_e total cost of MDC is reduced6% when comparing BPY 1 [ 10529 | 1.2728 | 2.1169| S200 =200
with MIC. RAND | 1 | 1.0447| 1.2130 | 1.7677| 230 >300
Impact of Performance Degradation Factor: We next RR 1 | 1.0415| 1.1938 | 1.6070 | 13.5063 | >200
investigate the impact of performance degradation faator o_M'E 1 | 1.0437] 1.2089 | 1.6300 | 3.6698 | 263.4512
proposed algorithms. We keep the number of VMs fixed MIC | 1 | 1.0471) 1.1683 | 1.3006 | 1.4120 | 1.5360
and execute the above algorithms with five different kindgsMPC | 1 | 1.0383| 1.1179 | 1.2003 | 1.3072 | 1.4544

of degradation factor between VMs. They are generated

from the normal distributionsN(0.0,0.2), N(0.0,0.4), Impact of Workload Density: We compare the proposed
N(0.0,0.6), N(0.0,0.8), N(0.0,1.0), respectivelyd.. =0 algorithms on five data set$00, 200, 500, 800 and 1000

if d. < 0). This corresponds to the interference betweé¥iMs, and in each of them the arrival time of VMs is
VMs is more fluctuation when the variance is changed frogenerated from the same ran@e1000]. l.e., the number
0.2to0 1.0. In each normal distribution, we generate 5 groupsf data set fromL00 to 1000 represents the increment of
of degradation factor, and we generate 3 groups of VMs listorkload density. The degradation factor between VMs is
The result is the average of the cross simulations, i.e., &0 generated from the normal distributidvi(0.0,0.2)
times. Tabl€Tll shows how degradation factor affectsthe td¢d. = 0 if d. < 0). Fig.[@ presents the results. In all
tal cost. When the performance interference between VMsnulations with different intensity, the minimum totalsto
becomes more intensive, the total cost of BPV, RAND, RR achieved by MDC due to its more global view. Moreover,
and MIE algorithms become much larger, because they thee improvement margin is stable with the increment of
not take into account the performance degradation penaltgrkload density. MIC and MDC perform better in more
when making the scheduling decisions. For MIC and MD@tensive load. This is attributed to the fact that the other
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Fig. 10: Impact of different weight 5 between the operational cost and performance degradation penalty.

four algorithms would lead to more performance degradB®- Evaluation of Online Algorithm

tion when they do not take into account the performanceyy finally present the simulation on our online algo-
interference in heavy load.

Normalized Total Cost
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rithms in the dynamic environment. It should be noted that
the aforementioned algorithms except MDC can be trans-
formed to the online versions, so the corresponding results
are also held. We focus on evaluating the performance
of Algorithm.[2 which incorporates the VM batch arrival

and VM reservation. In this simulation, we fix the total

number of VMs and their performance degradation factors.
We adopt different sizes of VMs to be revealed at each

o
N

scheduling time to represent the VMs with batch arrival and
reservation. There are. VMs revealed at each scheduling
time if the size isn,.. For example, it corresponds to one by
one scheduling when the size is 1 (like OMIC), and there
are 10 VMs revealed at each scheduling time when the size

Impact of Weight of Performance Degradation is 10. We run the algorithm with five randomly generated
Penalty: As mentioned in the optimization model of Secinstances (1#—5#) and one sequentially generated instance
tion[[IEC, the weightf is some constant incorporating thg6#) on each size. The result is depicted in Figl 11. As
normalization and the relative importance of the perfove can see the performance is better with the the number
mance degradation penalty. Our virtual machine scheduligg size increases, i.e., more information about VMs are
exploits this weight, and now we study the impact of thigevealed due to batch arrival and reservation. In addition,
weight on the performance of the proposed algorithms. tRe total cost have a much improvement from the number
this simulation, we focus on four metrics: total cost, worsif size 1 to 2. In summary, thalgorithm.[2 exploits the
performance degradation factor, the number of serversggperties of VMs scheduling in cloud data centers and
be used and makespan. The results are depicted ifi_Hig. dBtains a better improvement of the total cost than OMIC
The first observation from the Fig. 110 is that as the weighlgorithm which do not consider these properties.
increases, the results of worst performance degradation

o
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Fig. 9: Impact of different workload density.

factor, the number of servers to be used and makesg
mainly stay the same in BPV, RAND, RR and MIE. This
is because the scheduling of these four algorithms is r
influenced by the weight. The results of their total co:
increase only because the weighgrows. Another remark

is that the worst performance degradation factor reduc
quickly in MIC and MDC when the weight surpasses
certain value (In our simulation, e.g3, = 10%). However,
the number of servers to be used increases a little wh
we give more weight to performance degradation penalwy,

which leads to makespan metric reduction. Obviously, theg. 11: Total cost of different size n.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present virtual machine scheduling for
arbitrating between operational cost and performance-inte .
ference in cloud data centers. While previous works only6] A- Beloglazov, J. Abawajy, R. Buyya. Energy-aware re-

provide energy consumption management or performance

13

[15] D. Kusic, J. O. kephart, J. E. Hanson, N. Kandasamy and

G. Jiang. Power and performance management of virtualized
computing environments via lookahead contr@urnal of
Cluster Computing, 12(1)pages 1-15, 2009.

source allocation heuristics for efficient management ¢é da
centers for cloud computing. ldournal Future Generation

interference optimization separately, we are among the firs  computing Systems, 28(F)ages 755-768, 2012.

to build a joint model to capture the inherent tradeoffi7] M. Lin, A. Wierman, L. Andrew and E. Thereska. Dynamic
between the two contradictory objectives. We also develop right-sizing for power-proportional data centers.Rroceed-
efficient scheduling algorithms for both offline and online

cases and improve them by exploiting some properties in

ings of the 30nd Annual IEEE International Conference
on Computer Communications (INFOCOM'1pages 1098-
1106, 2011.

clouds such as resource reservation. We evaluate the perfog) r. Liju, z. Zhou, H. Jin, B. Li, B. Li and H. Jiang. On
mance of the proposed algorithms by a comprehensive set Arbitrating the Power-Performance Tradeoff in SaaS Clouds
of simulations. Our results confirm that a joint optimizatio

that takes into account both VM combination and life-cycl
overlapping can significantly reduce the operational cost,

fig]
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Vol.99 2013.
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