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Abstract then taskr, is schedulable under the fixed-priority schedul-
ing algorithm, wheréip(;,) is the set of tasks with higher
We have recently developed a general schedulability testpriority thanr, D;, C;, andT; represent;’s relative dead-
framework, called?U, which can be applied to deal with  line, worst-case execution time, and period, respectively
a large variety of task models that have been widely stud- TDA requires pseudo-polynomial-time complexity to check
ied in real-time embedded systems. Wi framework the time points that lie if0, Dy] for Eq. (). The utilization
provides several means for the users to convert arbitrary U; of a sporadic task; is defined a<’; /T;.
schedulability tests (regardless of platforms and task-mod  However, it is not always necessary to test all possi-
els) into polynomial-time tests with closed mathematigal e ble time points to derive a safe worst-case response time
pressions. However, the applicability (as well as the perfo  or to provide sufficient schedulability tests. The general
mance) of th&?U framework relies on the users to index and key concept to obtain sufficient schedulability tests in
the tasks properly and define certain constant parameters. k2U in [3] andk?Q in [2] is to test only a subset of such
This report describes how to automatically index the points for verifying the schedulability. Traditional fixed
tasks properly and derive those parameters. We will cover priority schedulability tests often have pseudo-polyrami
several typical schedulability tests in real-time systéms time (or even higher) complexity. The idea implemented in
explain how to systematically and automatically derive the k?U andk?Q frameworks is to provide a generia
those parameters required by théU framework. This  point schedulability test, which only needs to tégoints
automation significantly empowers th&U framework to underanyfixed-priority scheduling when checking schedu-
handle a wide range of classes of real-time execution plat- lability of the task with thek*” highest priority in the sys-
forms and task models, including uniprocessor schedul-tem. Suppose that there dre- 1 higher priority tasks, in-

ing, multiprocessor scheduling, self-suspending task sys dexed as, 72, ..., 7x_1, than taskr,. The success of the
tems, real-time tasks with arrival jitter, services andtwir k2U framework is based on/apoint effective schedulabil-
alizations with bounded delays, etc. ity test, defined as follows:

Definition 1 (Chen et al.[[B]) A k-point effective schedu-
lability test is a sufficient schedulability test of a fixed-
priority scheduling policy, that verifies the existence o

) {tl,tg,...tk}With0<t1Stgg-"gtkSUChthat
To analyze the worst-case response time or to ensure

1 Introduction

the timeliness of the system, for each of individual task k—1 j—1
and platform models, researchers tend to develop dedicated Cr + Z ity Ui + Z Bit:Us < t;, (2)
techniques that result in schedulability tests with differ i=1 i=1

ent time/space complexity and accuracy of the analysis.
A very widely adopted case is the schedulability test of
a (constrained-deadline) sporadic real-time tagkunder

fixed-priority scheduling in uniprocessor systems, inwhic  Thek2?U framework [3] assumes that the corresponding
the time-demand analysis (TDA) developed in [5] can be coefficientsy; andg; in Definition[d are given. How to de-

whereCy > 0, «; > 0, U; > 0, and3; > 0 are dependent
upon the setting of the task models and taskil

adopted. That s, if rive them depends on the task models, the platform models,
' and the scheduling policies. Provided that these coeftieien
Fwith0 <t <Dy and Cy + Z [—] C; <t, ay, Bi, C;, U; for every higher priority task; are given, the
richp(m) | ¢ k2U framework can find the worst-case assignments of the

Q) valuest; for the higher-priority tasks;.
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Although several applications were adopted to demon-
strate the power and the coverage of KfdJ framework,
we were not able to provide an automatic procedure to con-
struct the required coefficients; and 3; in Definition 1
in [3]. Instead, we stated in|[3] as follows:

The choice of good parametears and 3; affects
the quality of the resulting schedulability bounds.
..... However, deriving thgoodsettings ofy; and

B; is actually not the focus of this paper. The
framework does not care how the parametefs
and j3; are obtained. The framework simply de-
rives the bounds according to the given parame-
tersa; andf;, regardless of the settings af and

Bi. The correctness of the settingsmgfand g; is

not verified by the framework.

Contributions: This report explains how to automat-
ically derive those parameters needed in KfdJ frame-
work. We will cover several typical schedulability tests in
real-time systems to explain how to systematically and au-
tomatically derive those parameters required by kR&J

a constant inflation to quantify the additional
workload in the analysis window.
Bounded-delayed servicen Section[3.2: This
class covers a wide range of applications in
which the computation service provided to the
task system can be lower bounded by a constant
slope with a constant offset.

Arrival jitter in Sectior3.B: This class covers
a wide range of applications in which a higher-
priority task may have arrival jitter in the analysis
window.

Please note that we will not specifically explain how to use
the k2U framework in this report. Please refer td [3] for
details. However, for completeness the key lemmaslin [3]
will be summarized in Sectidd 2.

2 Models and Terminologies
2.1 Basic Task and Scheduling Models

This report will introduce the simplest settings by using

framework. This automation significantly empowers the the ordinary sporadic real-time task model, even though the
k?U framework to handle a wide range of classes of frameworks target at more general task models. We define
real-time execution platforms and task models, including the terminologies here for completeness. A sporadic task
uniprocessor scheduling, multiprocessor schedulind; sel 7; is released repeatedly, with each such invocation called a
suspending task systems, real-time tasks with arrival jit- job. The;'” job of 7;, denotedr; ;, is released at time; ;
ter, services and virtualizations with bounded delays, etc and has an absolute deadline at tichg. Each job of any
More precisely, if the corresponding (exponential time or taskr; is assumed to havé; as its worst-case execution
pseudo-polynomial-time) schedulability test is in one of time. The response time of a job is defined as its finishing
the classes provided in this report, the derivations of the time minus its release time. Associated with each task
hyperbolic-form schedulability tests, utilization-bdsmal- are a period’;, which specifies the minimum time between
ysis, etc. can be automatically constructed. two consecutive job releases®f and a deadlin®;, which
Given an arbitrary schedulability test, there are many specifies the relative deadline of each such job, d.g;,=
ways to define a corresponding k-point effective schedu-r; ; + D;. The worst-case response time of a tasks the
lability test. The constructions of the coefficients in this maximum response time among all its jobs. The utilization
report may not be the best choices. All the constructions of a taskr; is defined ag/; = C;/T;.
in this report follow the same design philosophie first A sporadic task system is said to be an implicit-
identify the tasks that can release at least one more job atdeadline task system ib; = T; holds for eachr;. A spo-
time0 < t < Dy in the schedulability test and define the radic task system is said to be a constrained-deadline task
effective test point of such a task at its last release beforesystem if D; < T; holds for eachr;. Otherwise, such a
D;.. There may be other more effective constructions for sporadic task systemis an arbitrary-deadline task system.

different schedulability tests. These opportunities ave n
explored in this report.

Organizations. The rest of this report is organized as fol-
lows:

A task is saidschedulabléoy a scheduling policy if all
of its jobs can finish before their absolute deadlines, i.e.,
the worst-case response time of the task is no more than
its relative deadline. A task system is saithedulabléby

e The basic terminologies and models are presented ina scheduling policy if all the tasks in the task system are

Sectiori2.

e We will presentthree classes of applicable schedulabil-
ity tests, which can allow automatic parameter deriva-
tions:

— Constant inflation in Section[3.ll: This class
covers a wide range of applications in which
the workload of a higher-priority task may have

schedulable. Aschedulability tests to provide sufficient
conditions to ensure the feasibility of the resulting seited
by a scheduling policy.

Throughout the report, we will focus on fixed-priority
scheduling. That is, each task is associated with a priority
level. We will only present the schedulability test of a cer-
tain taskry, that is under analysis. For notational brevity,



in the framework presentation, we will implicitly assume
that there aré — 1 tasks, says;, 7, . .., 71 With higher-
priority than taskr,. Thesek — 1 higher-priority tasks are
assumed to be schedulable before we test task\Ve will
usehp(ty) to denote the set of thedge— 1 higher priority
tasks, when their orderings do not matter. Moreover, we
only consider the cases whén> 2, sincek = 1 is usually
trivial.

Note that different task models may have different ter-
minologies regarding t¢’; andU;. Here, we implicitly as-
sume that; is alwaysC;/T;. The definition ofC; can be
very dependent upon the task systems.

2.2 Properties of k?U

By using the property defined in Definitidn 1, we can
have the following lemmas in tHe? U framework [3]. All
the proofs of the following lemmas are in [3].

Lemma 1 (Chen et al.[[3]) For a given k-point effec-
tive schedulability test of a scheduling algorithm, defined
in Definition[d, in which0 < ¢, and0 < «; < «, and
0< p; <pBforanyi =1,2,...,k — 1, taskr is schedu-
lable by the scheduling algorithm if the following conditio
holds

Ck

172

g+1 o

[ (8u;+1) B
Lemma 2 (Chen et al.[[3]) For a given k-point effec-
tive schedulability test of a scheduling algorithm, defined
in Definition[d, in which0 < ¢, and0 < «; < « and
0< p; <pBforanyi =1,2,...,k — 1, taskr is schedu-
lable by the scheduling algorithm if

—, _k=D(a+hHF ~1D)+(a+8)F -«
; .

3)

(4)
Lemma 3 (Chen et al.[[3]) For a given k-point effec-
tive schedulability test of a scheduling algorithm, defined
in Definition[d, in which0 < ¢, and0 < «; < « and
0< p; <pBforanyi =1,2,...,k — 1, taskr is schedu-
lable by the scheduling algorithm if

= g+1
BY Ui <In(g—p). (5)
i=1 bk B

Lemma 4 (Chen et al.[[3]) For a given k-point effec-
tive schedulability test of a fixed-priority scheduling @alg
rithm, defined in Definitiohl1, task; is schedulable by the
scheduling algorithm, in whiclh < ¢, and0 < «; and
0 < B; foranyi = 1,2,... k — 1, if the following condi-
tion holds

k—1

>

=1

0<% a1
ti

Ui(ai; + Bi)

= (80 +1) ©

3 Classes of Applicable Schedulability Tests

We will present three classes of applicable schedulability
tests, which can allow automatic parameter derivations:

e Constant inflation: This class covers a wide range of
applications in which the workload of a higher-priority
task may have a constant inflation to quantify the addi-
tional workload in the analysis window.

e Bounded delayed service This class covers a wide

range of applications in which the computation service
provided to the task system can be lower bounded by a
constant slope with a constant offset.

e Arrival jitter : This class covers a wide range of appli-
cations in which a higher-priority task may have arrival
jitter in the analysis window.

3.1 Constant Inflation

40 <t < Dy st.Cy + Z o

Suppose that the schedulability test is as follows:
-‘ C;+ bci) <t,
T €Ehp(Tk)

1
T;
(7)
wheres > 0 andb > 0. We now classify the task skp(x)

into two subsets:

e hp1 (1) consists of the higher-priority tasks with peri-
ods smaller thaD,,.

e hpo(7) consists of the higher-priority tasks with peri-
ods greater than or equal 1oy.

Therefore, we can rewrite EdJ(7) to

(=

whereCj is defined ag’y +>°. 1, () (1 +0)Ci.

0<t<DpstCi+ >

Ti€hp1 (T

l C; +bCZ-> <t,

(8)

Theorem 1. For Eq. (8), thek-point effective schedulability
test in Definitiol 1L is with the following settings:
e iy = Dy,
e for T; € hpl(Tk), t;, = (’7?—?—‘ — 1) Tl = giTir
e for 7, € hpi(7x), the parametery; is % with
0<a; <o(l+b),and
e for7; € hp1(7x), the parametep; is qi with0 < g; <
ag.
The tasks inhp;(7;) are indexed according to non-
decreasing; defined above to satisfy Definitibh 1.



Proof. Lett; be( % —1)T; = ¢,T;, whereg; is an e Constrained-deadline and implicit-deadline uniproces-

sor task scheduling [6l 8]: A simple schedulability test
for this case is to set = 1 andb = 0 in Eq. (4).
This is used to demonstrate the usefulness okf#d
framework in [3].

integer. By the definition ofp; (7« ), we know thaty; > 1.
We index the tasks ihp; (71 ) according to non-decreasing
t;. We assume that there ate- 1 tasks inhp(7;) for nota-
tional brevity.

Therefore, the left-hand side of EqJ (8) at time= ¢;

upper bounded by e Uniprocessor non-preemptive scheduling![10]: This

is a known case in whicli’;, should be set t@}, +
k—1 .
, 67 _ max, cip(r,) Ci» 0 = 1 andb = 0in Eq. (), where
O+ ;” UT-‘ Cit bcl) Ip(y) is the set of the lower-priority tasks than task
- 4. This is implicitly used in[[10].

, j—1 Dk k—1 tl
< Gt ;U U T 1 Git bCi) + ZU GTW Gt bCi) e Bursty-interferencé|7]: This is a known case in which
;:1 k:J o = 1 andb is set to a constant to reflect the bursty
— O+ Z" ((g: + DCi +6C:) + 30 (9:Ci + bCy) mterferenf:e for the_ first job in f[he analysis window in
P = Eq. (@). Itis shown in[7] that this can be used to model
k1 i1 the schedulability analysis of deferrable servers and
= Cr+ Z o (9:Cs + bCy) + Z o-C; self-suspending task systems (by settihgo Cy+ Sk,
i=1 i=1 wheresS}, is the maximum self-suspending time of task
k—1 j—1
=1 C} +ZMUU@'+Z£EU2'7 9) )
- 9 i=1 9 In multiprocessor systemsith M processors and con-

where the inequality comes frotg < to < --- <t = Dy, strained deadline task sets:

in our index rule, and=; comes from the setting th&t, = . )
U.T; — Lt,U,. Thatis, the test in Eq.LY8) can be safely e Multiprocessor global DM/RM scheduling for spo-
rewritten as radic task systems: A simple schedulability test in this

- caseisto set = ﬁ andb = 1in Eq. (). This is used
JX:ﬂ't'U' <t to demonstrate the usefulness of #fJ framework
e = in [3].

k—1
i=1 i=1

Therefore, we can conclude the compatibility of the test e Multiprocessor global DM/RM scheduling for self-

with thek?U framework by settingy; = M andg; = suspending task systems and directed-acyclic-graph

gi_ Due to the fact thag; > 1, we also know thah < o = (DAG) task structures: This is similar to the above case
: . i i ioh— 1 -

o(1+ 2) <o(1+b)and0 < B; < o. This concludes the for spo.rad|c-task systems in whieh= 7 gndb =1

proof. il by setting different equivalent values 6f, in Eq. (7).

For details, please refer to|[3].

We can now directly apply Lemmas [T, 2, ddd 3 for the

test in Eq.[(8). e Multiprocessor partitioned RM/DM scheduling for
Corollary 1. For a schedulability test in E(8), taskr;, is sporadic task systems: Testing whether a taskan
schedulable if be feasibly assignestatically on a processor can be

y done by settingr = ﬁ andb = 0 in Eq. (). This

(—’“ +(1+ b)) H (cU; +1)<2+5b, (10) is used in[[1] for improving the speedup factors and
Dy ri€hp1 (Tk) utilization-based schedulability tests.
orif .
94 h 3.2 Bounded Delay Services
o > Ui<h <07> (11)
Ti€hp1 (Tk) py TL1+0 We now discuss another class of schedulability tests by

Proof. This comes directly from Theorelih 1 and Lerrima 1 consideringoounded servicedn the class of the schedula-
and LemmaB0 bility tests in Eq.[([¥), the right-hand side of the inequalit

is alwayst. Here, in this subsection, we will change the
right-hand side of Eq[{7) tol(¢), where A(t) is defined
to quantify the minimum service provided by the system in
This class of schedulability tests in EQl (7) covers quittal any interval lengtht > 0 (after the normalization for the
of cases in both uniprocessor and multiprocessor systems. schedulability test of task;). We will consider the fol-

In uniprocessor systems: lowing schedulability test for verifying the schedulatyili

3.1.1 Applications




of taskry:

t
40 <t < Dy s.t.Cr+ Z o (’VE-‘ C; + bCi) < A(t),
T €Ehp(TK)
(12)
wheres > 0 andb > 0 are constants. We will specifically

consider two types ofi(¢):

e Segmented service curveln example of such a case
is the time division multiple access (TDMA) arbitrary
policy [9,/12] to provide fixed time slots withCl;,;
total amount of service in every TDMA cycle length
Teyete- In this case, we consider that

t

A(t):t_[ ](Tcyde—acslo». (13)

cycle

wherel,, .. andCy,; are specified as constants. Note
that the setting ofi(¢) in Eq. (I3) is an approximation
of the original TDMA service curve, to be discussed
later.

e Bounded delay service curve$he service provided
by the system is lower bounded by a constant stppe
whent > t4eiay, Wherey andtgeq, are specified as
constants. Specifically, in this case,

A(t) = max{0,v(t — taeiay)}- (14)

Figure[1 provides an example for the above two cases.

The above test can be imagined as if there is a virtual
higher-priority taskryi,tuqr With period Tty and exe-

cution time% — Cyiot- In this formulation, the vir-
tual task7,;1uq do€s not have any inflation. I —

o-b- (T% — Cs0t) > 0, we can further set;, as

Cp,—0-b- (TﬁTL — Cqt), and the schedulability test
of taskr;, becomes

0 <t < Dy st

t T T
C,]/C to (’V —‘ . ( cycle _ Oslot) + b( cycle
cycle g g

¢ (ae) =

7 €hp(Ty)

- Osl0t))

an

Therefore, we have reformulated the test to the same case
in Eq. (1) by adding a virtual higher-priority task;,;.q:.
We can directly use Theordm 1 for this class of schedulabil-
ity tests.

3.2.2 Bounded delay service curveA(t) in Eq. (14)

For Eq. [I2), in whichA(t) is defined in Eq.[(14), the
schedulability test of task; is as follows:

Eltdela’y <t < Dygs.t.

Cr + Z o (’VTL—‘ Ci + bCL) < 7(t - tdelay)7 (18)

T; €hp(Ty)

We will discuss how these two bounds in EB.](13) and \wheres > 0,5 > 0,y > 0, and0 < tagelay < Dy are

Eg. (14) are related to TMDA and other hierarchical
scheduling policies.

3.2.1 Segmented service curved(t) in Eq. (I3)

For Eq. [12), in whichA(t) is defined in Eq.[(d3), the
schedulability test of task; is as follows:

30 <t < Dy s.t.

ot 3 ad,ﬂ Ci+bci)

T €hp(Ty) !

<t

- cycle

-‘ : (Tcycle - UCslot) (15)

whereo > 0, b > 0, Cy0ot, andTy,; are constants with
Teyete — 0Cs10¢ > 0. The above test can be reorganized as
40 <t < Dy s.t.

t Tcycle
Ck + o <"Tcyde-‘ (T - Cslot))

+ 3 aqH Ci+bci>

T €hp(TE)

<t.  (16)

constants. This can be rewritten as
EJtdelay <t < Dgs.t.
Crtolaetay | 5~ 7

([H]eric) <
" Ti€hp(Tk) v ‘

(19)

It is also clear that for an9 < ¢ < t4ciqy, the above in-
equality never holds whed’, > 0. Therefore, we can
change the boundary condition froff;., < tt00 < ¢t
safely. Thatis, we have

30 < t < Dyg s.t.
Ck +3tdelay "

S 2 U,ﬂ Ci+bci) <t (20)
7 €hp(Ty) !
With the above reformulation, the test is similar to that

in Eq. (7), wheres in Eq. (7) is defined ag, andCy, in

Eq. (7) is defined am. Therefore, this case is now
reduced to the same case in Hd. (7). We can directly use
Theorent ] for this class of schedulability tests.



A(t) in TDMA
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Figure 1: An example of delayed service curee= 1, Cgo; = 2, andT,yee = 5, wherey = "C

Tcycle UCslot in Eq m’)

THalet L 1andtdelay e

3.2.3 Applications for TDMA |dent|cal to the resulln( ) presented by Shal[9] when

Suppose that the system provides a time division mult|ple >

access (TDMA) policy to serve an implicit-deadline spo- __ If Teycie > Tj, the virtual taskryiri.q created in Sec.
radic task system with a TDMA cycl@.,... and a slot ~ [B.2.1 should be par.t.dfPZ(Tk) dEfIn(?d in 56@1_. There-
lengthCy,,;. The bandwidth of the TDMA isy = T# fore, the schedulability test of task if T.ycie > T} iS

As shown in[[11], the service provided by the TDMA pol-

icy in an interval lengtfi is at leasinax { J slot, b — Toyete — Csio
4 g | Cotor (Uk—i—ile iy I wivn <2
[ﬁ] - (Teyete — Csiot) }+ The service curve can still be k ri€hp(Th)
lower-bounded by ignoring the terrJ[%J Csiot, Which s 2
y 1gnoring e | Cstot = T[wi+1) < — (22)
leads tot — [TJZW (Teyere — Csior), @s a segmented ser- =1 1+ Uk + == (1 =7)

vice curve described in Eq._{L3). Another way is to use

a linear approximation [12], as a bounded delay service | 7. s > T whenk, we can conclude that task, is

curve in Eq.[(I4), to quantify the lower bound on the ser- schedulable under RM schedullngif'? Ly, < In(2) —
vice provided by the TDMA. It can be imagined that the In(1+ Uy + Cyclc (1—1)) =1 -
k — .

service starts Whetyeioy = Teycte — Csior With utiliza-

tion v = Tiyee/Csior. Therefore, the service provided For the case with the bounded delay service curve, we
by the TDMA in an interval lengtlt is lower bounded by  can use Eq.[(18) withgciay = Teycie — Csiors 0 = 1,
max{0,t — tgeiay + 7+ (t — tdeiay}- b =0, andy = T¢yere/Csior. This results in the following

These two different approximations and the original schedulability test by using Corolldry 1 for RM scheduling
TDMA service curve are all presented in Figlde 1. By
adopting the segmented service curve, the schedulability o1
test for taskr, can be described by Eq._{15) with = 1 <Ck + Ytdelay | 1> 11 (ﬂ N 1) <9 (23)
andb = 0. By the result in Se¢.3.2.1, we can directly con- Tk =T\ -
clude that0 < o; < 1and0 < g; < 1forr; € hp(r)
under RM scheduling, and, hence, the schedulability test of
taskry, if Teyere < T iS

< Tcycle - Cslot

Therefore, iftd;% is negligible, i.e., the TDMA cycle is
extremely shorter thaify,, then, we can conclude a utiliza-
+ 1) (U +1) H (Ui+1) <2 tion bound ofy In 2, which dominatesn(;2-). However, if

TC cLe . M .
vel Ti€hp(Tr) tdelay IS Very close tdly, then the test in EqL(21) is better.
k .
2 Note that the above treatment can be easily extended to
; < —. . .
= H(U’ 1)< 2 — (21) handle deferrable servers, sporadic servers, pollingsgrv

=t and constrained-deadline task systems. Extending the anal

Therefore, ichycle < Ty, we can conclude that the utiliza-  ysjs to multiprocessor systems is also possible if the sched
tion bound |szl Ui < k(= )k —1). This boundis lability test can be written as Eq._(18).



3.3 Arrival Jitter

Suppose that the schedulability test is as follows:

t+ 6T
0<t<DpstCit Y. crq T WCZ)gt,

Ti€hp(Tk)

(24)
wheres > 0 andd > 0. Note that ifd is an integer, then
this is a special case of Eq] (7). We will first focus on the
cases whem is not an integer. We again classify the task
sethp(7x) into two subsets:

e hpo(Ty;) consists of the higher-priority tasks with
[D’CTL‘TW equal to[4].

o hpi(7) s hp(7k) \ hpa(Tk).
Therefore, we can rewrite Ed.(24) to

Z )U (F+T5Ti

Ti€hp1 (T
whereCy is defined a&’y, + 3. ).,y 0 [0] Ci.

Theorem 2. For Eq.(23), thek-point effective schedulabil-
ity test in Definitiori L is with the following settings:

o iy = Dy,

e forr; € hpi (1), setg; =

o for 7; € hpi(m), sett; = (LD’CTL‘TJ —6) T;
(9 — 0T,

30 <t < Dy st.Cp +

DE

(25)

Dyp+6T;
T;

e for 7; € hpi(7x), the parametery; is % with 0 <
a[d]
e for 7, € hpi(7), the parametep; is gi"_(s <
Bi < To]—0"

The tasks inhp;(7) are indexed according to non-
decreasing; defined above to satisfy Definitibh 1.

Proof. By the definition oft; andhp: (7% ), we know thay;

is an integer withy; > §. By following the same procedure
in the proof of Theorerml1, the left-hand side in Hg.](25) at
timet = ¢; is upper bounded by whether

Ck*z <’Vt]+6T-‘Ci)
—1 k—1
o ([P]e) e
i=
- k—1
Cr+ Za(gi +1)C; + Zﬂgicz‘
i=1 i=j
k—1 j—1
Cr + Z(fgici + thci
71Ck +Z gl

IN

“Je)

(26)

where the last equality comes from the setting that=
T:U; = ——t;U;.

Itis not d|ff|cult to see that— and 916 are both de-
creasing functions with respectgmf gi > ¢. Therefore,
we know that) < a; < [,(,ﬂ((;_]& and0 < B; < 55 since
gi is an integer. We therefore conclude the praof.

The above analysis may be improved by further annotat-
ing hp1 (i) to enforceg; > & + 1 if [J] is very close to

Corollary 2. Suppose that we classify the task kgtr;.)
into two subsets:

e hpo(7) consists of the higher-priority tasks with

DutoT | less than or equal t§] + 1.

o hp1(7k) is hp(7k) \ hpa(Tk).
Then, for each task; € hpi(7), we haveld < «a; <
%@;rlé and 0 < i < = for the schedula-
bility test in Eq. (25), where C), is defined asCy +

Zﬂehpz(ﬁc) g ’7 T; —‘ Cl'

Proof. This is identical to the proof of Theordrh 2 by using
the factg; > ¢ + 1 for a taskr; in hp; (1) defined in this
corollary. 00

The quantification of the arrival jitter in Eq.(24) assumes
an upper bounded jittefT; for each taskr; € hp(7g). In
many cases, the higher-priority tasks have independasnt jit
terms. Putting the arrival jitter of taskto 0T; is sometimes
over pessimistic. For the rest of this section, suppose that
the schedulability test is as follows:

t+ J;
30 <t < Dg S.t.Cr + Z o—q T Wq) <t
Ti€hp(Tk)
(27)

wheres > 0 andJ; > 0 for everyr; € hp(r;). We again
classify the task sétp(r;,) into two subsets:

e hpo(7i) consists of the higher-priority tasks with
D’CT—“1 equal to[ J; /T;].

o hpi(my)is hp(t) \ hpa (k).

Therefore, we can rewrite Ed._(27) to

> (=)
(28)

Ti€hp1 (T

<t

— )

30 <t < Dy st.Cp +

whereC, is defined a&’), +

Ti€hpa (1)

Theorem 3. For each tasks; in hp; (1) in Eq. (28), thek-
point effective schedulability test in Definitibh 1 is witlet
following settings:

o iy = Dy,

o for7; € hpi(7y), setg; = V”CT—“J



e forr; € hpi(m), sett; = {DICT—-‘_JJ T, — J; = ¢;T; — such a task at its last release befal®,. There may be
J; ' other more effective constructions for different schetia

o for; € hpi(7y), the parameten; is —2%_, and ity tests. These opportunities are not explored in thismepo
3 1 3

9i—Ji/Ts’
e for r; € hpi (1), the parametep; is ﬁ
The tasks inhp;(7,) are indexed according to non-
decreasing; defined above to satisfy Definitibh 1.
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