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Abstract

The need to guarantee hard delay bounds to traffic flows with deterministic traffic profiles, e.g., token buckets, arises in
a number of network settings. Of interest are solutions that offer such guarantees while minimizing network bandwidth. The
paper explores a basic building block towards realizing such solutions, namely, a single hop configuration. The main results are
in the form of optimal solutions for meeting local deadlines under schedulers of varying complexity and therefore cost. The
results demonstrate how judiciously modifying flows’ traffic profiles, i.e., reprofiling them, can help simple schedulers reduce the
bandwidth they require, often performing nearly as well as more complex ones.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The provision of deterministic delay guarantees to traffic flows is emerging as an important requirement in increasingly
diverse settings. They include automotive, avionics, and manufacturing applications, smart grids, and datacenters [1|—[7]. This
is reflected in standards such as Time Sensitive Networking (TSN) and Deterministic Networking (DetNet) [8]-[11] and in
the Service Level Objectives/Agreements (SLOs/SLAs) [12] of many service provider networks that are increasingly including
latency targets, motivated in part by the rapid growth of edge computing offerings [13].

In such settings, the traffic eligible for latency guarantees is commonly controlled using a traffic regulator [[14] in the form
of a token bucket (r,b) that limits both the flow’s long-term rate, r, and burstiness, b. A flow’s token bucket parameters are
typically determined using traces, and selected to ensure zero access delay [15]]. The network’s goal is then to ensure that the
latency guarantees of all such rate-controlled flows are met, preferably with as little bandwidth as possible.

This is the environment this paper assumes, with a focus on a basic building block, namely, delivering latency guarantees
on a single link (hop) with the least amount of bandwidth. The answer obviously depends on the type of scheduler controlling
access to the link, and the paper considers schedulers of different levels of complexity. Of greater interest is whether, what
the paper terms reprofiling, can be beneficial. Reprofiling amounts to modifying a flow’s original (chosen by the user) token
bucket parameters to make the flow “easier” to accommodate. This concept was explored in WorkloadCompactor [[15] with
one important difference, namely, the constraint that reprofiling should not introduce any delay. In contrast, our reprofiling
solutions impose an added delay in exchange for smoother flows. This in turn calls for tighter network latency bounds to
ensure that the original delay targets are still met. The outcome of this trade-off depends on the level of reprofiling applied
as well as the type of scheduler in use. Investigating when and how it is positive in a single hop setting is the focus of this
paper.

Specifically, the paper considers reprofiling of the form (r,b) Ieprofiling, (r,b'), where b’ < b. In other words, we reduce the
flow’s burstiness to make it easier to handle. We note that more complex reprofiling solutions are possible. Our motivations
for focusing on burst reduction are two-fold. First, we want to minimize any added complexity, and this reprofiling can be
realized simply by modifying the burst parameter of the existing token bucket. Second, As shown in Appendix F, in simple
configurations involving only two flows and a static priority scheduler, adjusting the burst size is sufficient to minimize the
required bandwidth. These motivations notwithstanding, more complex reprofilers, e.g., adding a second token bucket that
controls the peak rate, can be of benefit in more general settings. We explore this extension in [[16] in the multiple hops setting.
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We note that the notion of reprofiling is closely tied to the definition of greedy shapers of [|L7, Section 1.5], with one important
difference. Specifically, depending on the scheduler, a reprofiler can be either non-work-conserving, i.e., as a (greedy) shaper,
or work-conserving. The latter is only applicable when relying on dynamic priority schedulers such as earliest deadline first
(edf) that can combine the local link deadline and the reprofiling delay when determining the order in which to send packets.

The paper makes the following contributions when it comes to meeting latency targets in the single-hop case with traffic
profiles in the form of token buckets:

o Characterize the optimal (minimum bandwidth) solution, and show that a dynamic priority (edf) scheduler can realize it.

The solution readily establishes that reprofiling yields no benefit with such a scheduler.

« Identify optimal reprofiling solutions for static priority and fifo schedulers, and demonstrate how they allow those schedulers

to closely approximate the performance of the more complex edf scheduler across a range of scenarios.

For ease of exposition, the results are derived and presented assuming a fluid model, which, therefore, implies a preemptive
behavior. As the discussion of [17, Section 1.1.1] highlights, extending the results to a packet setting is readily achievable
from standard network calculus results. For illustration purposes, Appendix [F derives a solution for a static priority scheduler
under a packet-based model, but the results do not contribute further insight.

The paper is structured as follows. Section [lI| introduces our traffic model and optimization framework. The next three
sections present optimal solutions for schedulers of different complexity. Section considers a general, dynamic priority
scheduler, while Sections and |V] assume simpler static priority and fifo schedulers. For the latter two, the benefits of
reprofiling flows are also explored. Section |VI| quantifies performance for each scheduler, starting with two-flow configurations
that help build intuition for the results, before considering more general multi-flow scenarios. Section reviews related
works, while Section summarizes the paper’s findings and their relevance to the multi-hop extension of [[16]. Proofs and
ancillary results are relegated to appendices.

II. MODEL FORMULATION

Consider the configuration of Fig. || with n flows sharing a common 1inkﬂ of rate R. The traffic generated by flow ¢ is
rate-controlled using a two-parameter token bucket (r;, b;) [[14], its traffic profile, where r; is the token rate and b; the bucket
size. Flow i also has a local packet-level deadline d;, where w.l.0.g. we assume dy > ds > ... > d,, with d; < oco. Our goal
is to meet the deadlines of all n flows with the lowest possible link bandwidth R. In doing so, we further assume greedy
sources |17, Proposition 1.2.5] that fully realize the arrival curve associated with their token bucket.

1
AT~ deadline d, 0
1

MULTIPLEXER

deadline d,

Fig. 1: A typical one-hop configuration with n flows.

In this setting, let » = (r1,79,...,7,), b = (b1,b2,...,b,), and d = (dy,ds,...,d,) be the vectors of rates, burst
sizes, and deadlines of the flows sharing the link, respectively, and let D} (r,b, R) denote flow i’s worst-case delay (queue-
ing+transmission). Our bandwidth minimization problem can then be formulated as an optimization of the form:

OPT_ minR

s.t Df(r,b,R) <d;, Vi,1<i<n
where R is the optimization variable and 1 denotes the scheduler type, which for notational simplicity has been omitted in
the expression of D} (r,b, R). As mentioned in Section |I, one of our goals is to evaluate the trade-off between (bandwidth)
efficiency and complexity across different schedulers.

Another goal is to investigate the potential benefits of reprofiling flows prior to forwarding their traffic to the scheduler.
Reprofiling amounts to applying a different, typically “smaller”, traffic profile to each flow before forwarding them to the

IFor simplicity, we assume that enough buffering is available and that the link capacity is such that the system is stable and lossless.



scheduler. This carﬁ introduce an up-front reprofiling delay, but may lower the bandwidth required to meet overall latency
goals if it makes flows “easier” to handle.

More formally, given a scheduler “0” and n flows sharing a link, where flow 4,1 < ¢ < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;) and
deadline d;, the goal of reprofiling is to identify smaller burst sizes b; < b;,1 < i < n, that minimize the link bandwidth R
needed to meet the flows’ deadlines, inclusive of any resulting reproﬁhng delay (the smaller burst b} introduces a reprofiling
delay of bi— ) We note that we restrict reprofiling options to only reducing the burst size, rather than also considering adding
a “peak rate shaper. This is in part to simplify the resulting optimization OPT_R{, and also because, as shown in Appendix [{
this is sufficient in simple configurations with only two flows. This translates into a modified optimization problem OPT_RU
of the form

OPT_RU Hll)i’nR
s.t Di(r,b,b',R)<d;, Vi,1<i<n

where R and b’ are the optimization variables. The latter denotes the vectors of updated (reprofiled) burst sizes of the n flows,
and D?(r,b,b’, R),1 < i < n, are the worst case delays, accounting for reprofiling delays, of the n flows under scheduler 1
and a link bandwidth of R. The optimization explores the extent to which making flows smoother (smaller bursts) can facilitate
meeting their delay targets with less bandwidth in spite of the access delay that reprofiling adds.

The next three sections explore solutions to OPT_[d (and OPT_RU) for different schedulers, namely, dynamic priority,
static priority, and fifo (OPT_DP, OPT_SP, and OPT_F).

III. DYNAMIC PRIORITIES

We start with the most powerful but most complex scheduler, dynamic priorities, with priorities derived from service curves
assigned to flows as a function of their profile (deadline and traffic envelope). We first solve OPT_DP by characterizing the
service curves that achieve the lowest bandwidth while meeting all deadlines in the absence of any reprofiling.

To derive the result, we first specify a service-curve assignment I',. that satisfies all deadlines, identify the minimum link
bandwidth R* required to realize I's., and show that any scheduler requires at least R*. We then show that an earliest deadline
first scheduler realizes I'g. and, therefore, meets all the flow deadlines under R*. e note that this then implies that reprofiling
is of no benefit when an edf scheduler is available.

Proposition 1. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has a traffic profile (r;,b;)
and a deadline d;, with dy > do > ... > d,, and d; < oco. Consider a service-curve assignment I, that allocates flow i a
service curve of

0 when t < d;,

Ci(t) = 1
SCilt) {bi +ri(t —d;) otherwise. M

Then

1) For any flow i,1 <i <n, SC;(t) ensures a worst-case end-to-end delay no larger than d;.
2) Realizing T requires a link bandwidth of at least

b + Tz(dh —d; )
* i=h
R = max. {Zr : )

dp

3) Any scheduling mechanism capable of meeting all the flows’ deadlines requires a bandwidth of at least R*.

The proof of Proposition [I] is in Appendix [B-A] The optimality of I',. is intuitive. Recall that a service curve is a lower
bound on the service received by a flow. Eq. (I)) assigns service to a flow at a rate exactly equal to its input rate, but delayed
by its deadline, i.e., provided at the latest possible time. Conversely, any mechanism I' that meets all flows’ deadlines must
by time ¢ have provided flow ¢ a cumulative service at least equal to the amount of data that flow ¢ may have generated by
time ¢ — d;, which is exactly SC;(¢). Hence the mechanism must offer flow ¢ a service curve S’C’ (t) > SCy(t), vt

Next, we identify at least one mechanism capable of realizing the services curves of Eq. (1)) under R*, and consequently
providing a solution to OPT_DP for schedulers that support dynamic priorities.

Proposition 2. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with di > do > ... > d,, and dy < oo. The earliest deadline first (edf) scheduler realizes T s. under a link
bandwidth of R*.

The proof of Proposition [2|is in Appendix We note that the optimality of edf is intuitive, as minimizing the required
bandwidth is the dual problem to maximizing the schedulable region for which edf’s optimality is known [18].

2When the reprofiler operates in a non-work-conserving manner.



As previously mentioned and as the next proposition formally states, reprofiling does not reduce the minimum required
bandwidth R* of Eq. (2). Consequently, it affords no benefits with edf schedulers capable of meeting the deadlines under R*.
This is expected given the optimality of edf schedulers.

Proposition 3. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with d1 > dy > ... > d,, and dy < oo. Reprofiling flows will not decrease the minimum bandwidth required
to meet the flows’ deadlines.

The proof is in Appendix

Note that I'y. specifies a non-linear (piece-wise-linear) service curve for each flow. Given the popularity and simplicity of
linear service curves, i.e., rate-based schedulers, it is tempting to investigate whether such schedulers, e.g., GPS [19]], could be
used instead. Unfortunately, it is easy to find scenarios where linear service curves perform worse.

Consider a link shared by two flows with traffic profiles (r1,b1) = (1,45) and (r,b2) = (1,5), and deadlines d; = 10
and dy = 1. A rate-based scheduler must allocate a bandwidth of max {g, r} to a flow with traffic profile (r,b) to meet its
deadline d of. Applying this to flow 2 that has the tighter deadline calls for a bandwidth of 5 to meet its deadline. After
1.25 units of time (the time to clear the initial burst of 5 and the additional data that accumulated during its transmission),
flow 2’s bandwidth usage drops down to 7o = 1. The remaining 4 units then become available to flow 1. This means that the
initial dedicated bandwidth needed by flow 1 to meet its deadline of 10 given its burst size of b; = 45 is simply its token rate
ry = 1@ for a total network bandwidth of 6 units. In contrast, Eq. tells us that I'., only requires a bandwidth of R* = 5.9.

The next two sections consider simpler static priority and fifo schedulers, and quantify the bandwidth they require to meet
flows’ deadlines. Both schedulers are considered either alone or with “reprofilers” that first modify the flows’ traffic profiles
before they are allowed to access the scheduler.

IV. STATIC PRIORITIES

Though edf schedulers are efficient and increasingly realizable [20]—[22], they are expensive and may not be practical in
all environments. It is, therefore, of interest to explore simpler alternatives while quantifying the trade-off they entail between
efficacy and complexity. For that purpose, we consider next a static priority scheduler where each flow is assigned a fixed
priority as a function of its deadline.

As before, we consider n flows with traffic profiles (r;, b;) and deadlines d;, 1 < i < n, sharing a common link. The question
we first address is how to assign (static) priorities to each flow given their deadlines and OPT_SP’s goal of minimizing link
bandwidth? The next proposition offers a partial and somewhat intuitive answer to this question by establishing that the
minimum link bandwidth can be achieved by giving flows with shorter deadlines a higher priority. Formally,

Proposition 4. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with dy > ds > ... > d,, and dy < oo. Under a static-priority scheduler, there exists an assignment of flows
to priorities that minimizes link bandwidth while meeting all flows deadlines such that flow 1 is assigned a priority strictly
greater than that of flow j only if d; < d;.

The proof is in Appendix We note that while Proposition 4| states that link bandwidth can be minimized by assigning
flows to priorities in the order of their deadline, it neither rules out other mappings nor does it imply that flows with different
deadlines should always be mapped to distinct priorities. For example, large enough deadlines can all be met by a link bandwidth
equal to the sum of the flows’ average rates, i.e., R* =) ., r;. In this case, priorities and their ordering are irrelevant. More
generally, grouping flows with different deadlines in the same priority class can often result in a lower bandwidth than mapping
them to distinct priority classesﬂ Nevertheless, motivated by Proposition 4, we propose a simple assignment rule that strictly
maps lower deadline flows to higher priorities, and evaluate its performance.

A. Static Priorities without Reprofiling

From [[17}, Proposition 1.3.4] we know that when n flows with traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 < i < n, share a link of bandwidth
R > Y1 | r; with flow ¢ assigned to priority ¢ (priority n is the highest), then, under a static-priority scheduler, the worst
case delay of flow h is upper-bounded by szz‘f";”r (recall that under our notation, priority n is the highest). As a result,

i=h+4+1 714

the minimum link bandwidth R* to ensure that flow A’s deadline dy, is met for all h, i.e., solving OPT_SP, is given by:
_ £Lai=h "t h
= (S Zat s 3 ) o

3Clearing the burst of flow 1 by its deadline d; = 10 calls for a bandwidth 2 such that 45 — gx —(z+4) (10 — %) < 0, which yields > 1.
4We illustrate this in Appendix E] for the case of two flows sharing a static priority scheduler.



Towards evaluating the performance of a static priority scheduler versus that of an edf scheduler, we compare R* with R*

through their relative difference, i.e., R*};R*. For ease of comparison, we rewrite R* as
~
R* = max ry, ==kt bi T 4
1%”;“ +§h£11 )
1= (2

Comparing Eqgs. and shows that R* = R* iff R* = Z?:l T, L€, %}jb’ < 2?21 7,V 1 < h < n. In other words,
static priority and edf schedulers perform equally well (yield the same minimum bandwidth), when flow bursts are small and
deadlines relatively large so that they can be met with a link bandwidth equal to the sum of the token rates. However, when
R* # Z:’L:l i, a static priority scheduler can require a much larger bandwidth.

. . . . . b
Consider a scenario where R* is achieved at h*, i.e., R* = Zli” + >0 he1 Vi <1

d; ) Though R* may not be
realized at the same h™ value, this still provides a lower bound for R*, namely, R* > Zzih*b + > i pesq7i- Thus, the

relative difference between R* and R* is no less than
Zi:h* i n
e T D imhe g1 Ti
2ip bi d;
P Dichepri (1— Ay

_ Diche 41 i )
Z?*h* b; + Z;Lh*—&-l 7i (dp~ — d;)

As the right-hand-side of Eq. (5) increases with d; for all ¢ > h*, it is maximized for d; = dp~ — ¢;, Vi > h*, for arbitrarily
small ep-41 < ... < €, SO that its supremum is equal to w Note that this is intuitive, as when flows have
arbitrarily close deadlines, they should receive equal service shares, which is in direct conflict with a strict priority ordering.
Under certam ﬂow profiles, the above supremum can be large. In a two flow scenario, basic algebraic manipulations give a
supremum of + , which is achieved at do = d; = b2+b1 . Since — 1 as :1 — 0, the optimal static priority scheduler

in the two- ﬂow case could require twice as much bandw1dth as the optlmal edf scheduler.

-1

B. Static Priorities with Reprofiling

Static priorities can require significantly more bandwidth than R* mostly because they are a rather blunt instrument when
it comes to fine-tuning the allocation of transmission opportunities as a function of packet deadlines. In particular, they often
result in some flows experiencing a delay much lower than their target deadline.

This is intrinsic to the static structure of the scheduler and to our choice of an assignment that maps distinct deadlines to
different priorities, but can be mitigated by anticipating and leveraging the “slack” in the delay of some flows. One such option
is to use this slack towards reprofiling those flows, i.e., make them “smoother”. Of interest then, is how to reprofile flows to
maximize any resulting link bandwidth reduction?

Consider the trivial example of a single link shared by two flows with traffic profiles (r1,b1) = (1,5) and (r2,b2) = (4,5)
and deadlines d; = 1.4,ds = 1.25. A strict static-priority scheduler requires a bandwidth R* = 11.14. Assume next that we
reprofile flow 2 to (r2,b5) = (4,0) before it enters the scheduler. The added reprofiling delay of (by — b})/r2 = 1.25 reduces
the scheduling delay budget down to O, but eliminates all burstiness. As a result, we only need a bandwidth of 7.57 (under
a fluid model) to meet both flows’ deadlines (a bandwidth of 4 = 79 is still consumed by flow 2, but the remaining 3.57 is
sufficient to allow flow 1 to meet its deadline). In other words, reprofiling flow 2 yields a bandwidth decrease of more than
30%. This simple example illustrates the benefits that judicious reprofiling can afford.

The next few propositions characterize the optimal reprofiling solution and the resulting bandwidth gains for a static priority
scheduler and a set of flows and deadlines. We first derive expressions for flows’ reprofiling and scheduling delays under static
priorities, before obtaining the optimal reprofiling solution and the resulting minimum link bandwidth R7.

Specifically, given n flows with initial traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 < ¢ < n, deadlines d; > do > ... > d,, a reprofiling
solution (r;,b}),1 < ¢ < n, and a link of bandwidth R, Proposition [5| characterizes the worst case delay (reprofiling plus
scheduling) of each flow, when a static priority scheduler assigns flow ¢ priority ¢ (shorter deadlines have higher priority). The
result is used to formulate an optimization problem, OPT_RSP, that seeks to minimize the link bandwidth required to meet
individual flows’ deadlines. The variables of the optimization are the reprofiling solution and the link bandwidth. Proposition [7]
characterizes the minimum bandwidth R’ % that OPT_RSP can achieve, while Proposition (8| provides the optimal reprofiling
solution.

Let b’ = (b7, b5, b5, ..., by,) be the vector of reprofiled flow bursts, with B} = 377, b} and R; = 377, r;, the sum of the
reprofiled bursts and rates of flows with priority greater than or equal to 7,1 < ¢ < n, where B, = 0 and R; = 0 for ¢ > n.
Flow ¢’s worst-case end-to-end delay is characterized next.



Proposition 5. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;).

Assume a static priority scheduler that assigns flow © a priority of i, where priority n is the highest priority, and reprofiles

flow i to (r;,b}), where 0 < b, < b;. Given a link bandwidth of R > Z?:l rj, the worst-case delay for flow i is
bi+Bj,, b -0 n B, }

R— Ry ’ T R— R )

The proof is in Appendix Note that Eq. () states that flow i’s worst-case delay is realized by the last bit of its burst.
The two terms of Eq. (6) capture the cases when this bit arrives before or after the end of flow 4’s last busy period at the link,
respectively, as this determines the extent to which it is affected by the reprofiling delay.

Observe also that D} is independent of b} for 2 < i < n, and decreases with b; when ¢ = 1. This is intuitive as flow 1 has

the lowest priority so that reprofiling it can neither decrease the worst-case end-to-end delay of other flows, nor consequently
reduce the minimum link bandwidth required to meet specific deadlines for each flow. Formally,

D} = max{ (6)

Corollary 6. Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;) and
deadline d;, with dy > dy > ... > d,, and d1 < co. Assume a static priority scheduler that assigns flow i a priority of i, where
priority n is the highest priority, and reprofiles flow i to (r;,b}), where 0 < b} < b;. Given a link bandwidth of R > Z?Zl T},
reprofiling flow 1 cannot reduce the minimum required bandwidth.

Combining Proposition [5 and Corollary [ with OPT_SP gives the following optimization OPT_RSP for a link shared by
n flows and relying on a static priority scheduler preceded by reprofiling. Note that since the minimum link bandwidth needs
to satisfy R > >"""_, r;, combining this condition with R;’s definition gives Y .., r; = Ry < R.

OPT_RSP minR s.t

max {b +Bl+1 bi = b; + Bin
R—Riyy R— Ry
Ri <R, Vy=0b, 0<V, <b,V2<i<n.
The solution of OPT_RSP is characterized in Propositions [7] and [§] whose proofs are in Appendix [C-C} Proposition [7] gives
the optimal bandwidth R* based only on flow profiles, and while it is too complex to yield a closed-form expression, it offers
a feasible numerical procedure to compute R*

Proposition 7. For 1 < i < n, denote H; = b; — dir;, T;(R) = “FEI% and Vi(R) = di(R — Riy1) — bi. Define

S1(R) = {Vi(R)}, and Si(R) = S;_1(R)U{Vi(R )}U{ I | seSi(R )} for 2 < i < n. Then we have R =
max {Ry,inf{R | Vs € S,,(R),s > 0}}.

Computing }NE}} requires solving polynomial inequalities of degree (n — 1), so that a closed-form expression is not feasible
except for small n. However, as S;(R?) relies only on flow profiles and S;(R), Vj < i, we can recursively construct
Sn(R) from S;(R). Hence, since R1 < R}, < R*, we can use a binary search to compute R}, from the relation R}, =
max {Ry,inf{R | Vs € S,,(R),s > 0}} in Proposmon !

Next, Proposition [3| gives a constructive procedure to obtain the optimal reprofiling burst sizes b'* given R % and the original
flow profiles.

Proposition 8. The optimal reprofiling solution b'* satisfies

max{0, b, — rndy }, i=mn;
b = ri B 7
‘ maX{O,bi—ridi+~m}, 2<i<n-—1. ™
Ry — Rit1
where we recall that bi* = by and Bj* = >"7_, b’

Note that the optlmal reprofiling burst size b/* of flow 7,1 < i < n relies only on the optimal link bandwidth RR and the
reprofiling burst sizes of higher priority flows. Hence, we can recursively characterize b* from b)* given R* .

V. BAsIC FIFO WITH REPROFILING

In this section, we consider a simple first-in-first-out (fifo) scheduler that serves data in the order in which it arrives. For
conciseness and given the benefits of reprofiling demonstrated in Section [[V-B] we directly assume that flows are reprofiled
prior to being scheduled. Considering again a link shared by n flows with traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 < ¢ < n, and deadlines
dy > dy > ... >d,, our goal is to find a reprofiling solution (r;,?}), 1 <4 < n, to minimize the link bandwidth required to
meet the flows’ deadlines.

Towards answering this question, we first proceed to characterize the worst case delay across n flows sharing a link of
bandwidth R equipped with a fifo scheduler when the flows have initial traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 <4 < n, and are reprofiled



to (r4,b;),1 < i <mn, prior to being scheduled. Using this result, we then identify the reprofiled burst sizes b}, 1 < i < n, that
minimize the link bandwidth required to ensure that all deadlines d; > ds > ... > d,, and d; < oo are met. As with other
configurations, we only state the results with proofs relegated to Appendix [D}

Proposition 9. Consider a system with n token bucket controlled flows with traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 < i < n, sharing a fifo
link with bandwidth R > R; = Zn L Tj. Assume that the system reprofiles flow i to (r;,b}). The worst-case delay for flow i

is then ) )
B — max 4 2 b n Dt i1 b N (bi — b)) Ra
v T R ’ R ’I“iR '

®)

The proof of Proposition [9] is in Appendix

With the result of Proposition [9]in hand, we can formulate a corresponding optimization problem, OPT_RF, for computing
the optimal reprofiling solution that minimizes the link bandwidth required to meet the deadlines d; > dy > ... > d,, and
di < oo of the n flows. Specifically, combining Proposition [9] with OPT_F gives the following optimization OPT_RF for a
link shared by n flows when relying on a fifo scheduler preceded by reprofiling. As before, E:L:l ri=R <R.

OPT_RF Hll,i,nR st V1<i<n

Y b b -
max{bl bl+2¢z j Z] 1 J+(bl bl)Rl}gdi, 9

T R ’ R ’I“Z‘R
Ri<R, 0<b,<b,V1<i<n.

The solution of OPT_RF is characterized in Propositions [I0] and [T1] with proofs in Appendix As with a static priority
scheduler, Pro ositio gives a numerical procedure to compute the optimal bandwidth R}, given the flows’ profiles, while
Proposition gives the optimal reprofiling solution b™* given R}, and the original flows’ profiles.

Proposition 10. For 1 < i < n, define H; = b; — d;r;, E = Z;:l bj, and Z; = {1 < j <i | j € Z}. Denote

diep RHri- + D iep (bi_ ”diR)
XF(R): max €P1 R+r; €eP; Ry

Py, PyCZy, 1=>  p == > . -
P25£Zn,PlnP2=(A ZzePl R+r; Z’LEPz Ry

and

Yp(R)= min { B,,Rd,,

1<i<n—1
B. _ RH; _ . _ rid;R
. Bi =3 e, Rir; Yier, (ba R,
min — —
Py, PyCZ;, : 0 + ; ==
s Yo wh * Syen 7
P P2#0

Then the optimal solution for OPT_RF is

~ B, R
R = max {Rh m,min{R | Xp(R) < YF(R)}} .
As max {Rl, s 11%;1 T } < ﬁ}} < R* = max {Rl, g—:}, where R* is the minimum required bandwidth achieved by a base

(no reprofiling) fifo system, we can use Proposition [10]and a binary search to compute ﬁf{ Once ﬁ}}/ is known, Proposition
gives the optimal reprofiling solution.

Proposition 11. For 1 < i < n, define TZ(B\Z, R) = max {0, % (Hl + %E;) b; + M}. The optimal reprofiling
solution b'* of OPT_RF’s is given by by = B}, and b = B/* — Bl* |, 2 < i < n, where B}* satisfy

B = Xp(R%),

By = max § Ty (By Ry), By — b - 4o
j=1

when 1 <i<n-—1.

Note that E;f relies only on E}F«z and flows’ profiles. Whereas when 1 <1¢ <n —1, é;* relies only on R , B’ * B’ i+, and
flows’ profiles. Hence, we can recursively characterize B* from B; given R},.



VI. EVALUATION

In this section, we explore the relative benefits of the solutions developed in the previous three sections. Of interest is
assessing the “cost of simplicity,” namely, the amount of additional bandwidth required by simpler schedulers such as static
priority or fifo compared to an edf scheduler. Also of interest is the magnitude of the improvements that reprofiling affords
with static priority and fifo schedulers. To that end, the evaluation proceeds with a number of pairwise comparisons to quantify
the relative (bandwidth) cost of each alternative.

The evaluation first focuses (Section on scenarios with just two flows. Closed-form expressions are then available for
the minimum bandwidth of each configuration, which make formal comparisons possible. Section extends this to more
“general” scenarios involving multiple flows with different combinations of deadlines and traffic profiles.

In the initial two-flow comparisons of Section we first select a pair of representative traffic profiles (token buckets),
and then vary the flows’ respective deadlines over a wide range of values. For each such combination, we explicitly compute
the relative differences in bandwidth required by the different schedulers (with and without reprofiling, as applicable) using
expressions derived from the propositions obtained in the previous sections. The results are presented in the form of “heat-maps”
across the range of deadline combinations.

For the more general scenarios involving multiple flows (Section [VI-B)), we first generate a set of flow profiles, i.e., token
buckets and deadlines, by randomly selecting them from within specified ranges. For each such combination, the amount of
bandwidth required to meet the flows’ deadlines are then computed using again results from the propositions derived in the
previous sections. Finally, for each pair of schedulers, we report statistics (means, standard deviations and the 95% confidence
intervals of the means) of the relative bandwidth differences across those random selections.

A. Basic Two-Flow Configurations

Recalling our earlier notation for the minimum bandwidth in each configuration, i.e., R* (edf); R* (static priority); EE
(static priority w/ reprofiling); R* (fifo); and R} (fifo w/ reprofiling), and specializing Eq. || to a configuration with two
flows, (r1,b1) and (r2, by), the absolute minimum bandwidth to meet the flows’ deadlines d; and ds is given by

bﬁ b1+b2—7“2d2+r
d2 ) d1 2 (>
which is then also the bandwidth required by the edf scheduler.

Similarly, if we consider a static priority scheduler, from Eq. H its bandwidth requirement R* (in the absence of any
reprofiling) for the same two-flow configuration is of the form

~ b b b
B —maxdr 4y, 2, A2 L (12)
do dq

R* = max {rl—i—rg, (11)

If (optimal) reprofiling is introduced, specializing Proposition (7| to two flows, the minimum bandwidth E*R reduces to

by by + by — rad by b
max{rlﬂ%amﬂb}, when 22 > 21

do dy ro T T]

max 4 71 +T2’b£’b1+max{b2—r2d2,0} +rep, (13)
ds dy

otherwise;

Finally, specializing the results of Propositions and to two flows, we find that the minimum required bandwidth R*
under fifo without reprofiling is

~ b b
7 zmax{rl—FTg, L 2}; (14)
2

and that when (optimal) reprofiling is used, ﬁ}% is given by Eq. . With these expressions in hand, we can now assess the

~ by (bl + bz)(?“l + 7”2) b1 + by —dyry + \/(bl + by — d17°1)2 + 4r1dsbs
R%: = — . 15
R max {Tl + 12, d27 d17/'1 + d27’2 ; 2d2 ( )

relative benefits of each option in this two-flow scenario.

Specifically, we consider next combinations consisting of two flows with representative token bucket parameters (r1,b) =
(4,10) and (72, b2) = (10, 18), and systematically vary their respective deadlines d; > dg over a range of values. The bandwidth
required to meet the deadlines is then compared for different pairs of schedulers using the expressions reported in Eq. (TT),

Eq. (13), and Eq. (13).
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Fig. 2: Relative bandwidth increases for (r1,b;) = (4,10) and (r2,b2) = (10, 18), as a function of dy and dz < d;. The figure
is in the form of a heat-map. Darker colors (purple) correspond to smaller increases than lighter ones (yellow).

1) The Impact of Scheduler Complexity: We first evaluate the impact of relying on schedulers of decreasing complexity,
when those schedulers are coupled with an optimal reprofiling solution. In other words, we compare the bandwidth requirements

of an edf scheduler to those of static priority and fifo schedulers combined with an optimal reproﬁler The comparison is in
Ry—R" Rj—R" and Ry —Rjp
Ry, ° Ry R+

the form of relative differences (improvements realizable from more complex schedulers), i.e.,

edf vs. static priority w/ optimal reprofiling.

We start with comparing an edf scheduler with a static priority scheduler plus optimal reprofiling. Egs. (IT) and (I3) then
state that R* < Ry iff 22 < dp < dy < b

The results are reported in Fig. [2a and as mentioned, are in the form of a heat-map of the relative bandwidth differences
as the flows’ respective deadlines vary. As shown in the figure, a static priority scheduler, when combined with reprofiling,
performs as well as an edf scheduler, except for a relatively small (triangular) region where d; and do are close to each other
and both of intermediate valuei Towards better characterlzlng this range, i.e., dy > bz and d; < , we see that the supremum
of & i is achieved at d; = dy = bli?, with R*, = E + r9, and R* = 71 + ro. The relatlve difference in bandwidth
between the two schemes is then of the form

R}} - R 1
D =1- by ry
RR b1+b2 + rit+r2
which can be shown to be upper-bounded by 0.5. In other words, in the two-flow case, the (optimal) edf scheduler can result
in a bandwidth saving of at most 50% when compared to a static priority scheduler with (optimal) reprofiling. This happens

when the deadlines of the two flows are very close to each other, a scenario unlikely in practice.

edf vs. fifo w/ optimal reprofiling N

Next, we compare an edf scheduler and a fifo scheduler plus optimal reprofiling. Egs. and state that Ry, > R* iff
di— f—l <ds < bl“’iﬂ. We illustrate the corresponding relative differences in Fig. [2blusing the same two-flow combination
as before. From the figure, we see that fifo + reprofiling performs poorly relative to an edf scheduler when neither d; nor ds
are large. As with static priorities, such configurations may not be common in practice.

. bi4botradi—/ (b1 Fbatradi)® —drabads .
We note that the supremum of RT*R is achieved when 0 < dy < At22tr2d V/(bytba trady)? —drabs L, with Eq. ||

27‘2

. Se  bitba—d b1tbs—dir1)2+ar1dab L
defaulting to R* = % and Eq. lb to R} = 222 i/ 12222 )P ATzt ence, the relative difference becomes

Ri — R*
Ry
by
by + by — diry + /(b1 + b — dir1)2 + dridaby

2b2
b1+b2—d1r1+\/(b1+b2—d1r1)2+4r1d2b2
decreases with d;. Hence, the supremum of the relative difference is achieved as d; — 0, and is of the form which goes

which increases with ds. Thus, its supremum is achieved as do — d;. Similarly, one easily shows that 1—

b+b’

5(i) When da and d; are close and small, the bandwidth required to meet the deadlines is very large under either edf or static priority schedulers. This
ensures that both produce similar transmissions’ orders. Consider, for example, a low-priority (larger deadline) burst that arrives (d1 —dz) before a high-priority
(smaller deadline) one. It has higher priority under edf, and the speed of the link ensures it is transmitted before the arrival of the high-priority burst, which
ensures no difference between edf and a static priority scheduler.

(i) When d2 and d; are close but large, both schedulers meet their deadlines with the same bandwidth, i.e., the sum of the flows’ average rates.



to 1 as — 00. In other words, an edf scheduler can yield a 100% improvement over a fifo scheduler with optimal reprofiling.

Fifo vs. static priority both w/ optimal reprofiling
Flnally, we compare fifo and static priority schedulers when both rely on optimal reprofiling. Eqs. (I3) and (I5) give that

R* > R iff max { ff? , % <d < -. Fig. 2c|illustrates the difference, again relying on a heat -map for the same
two-flow combination as the two previous scenarlos.

The figure shows that the benefits of priority are maximum when do is small and d; is not too large. This is intuitive in
that a small do calls for affording maximum protection to flow 2, which a priority structure offers more readily than a fifo.
Conversely, when d; is large, flow 1 can be reprofiled to eliminate all burstiness, which limits its impact on flow 2 even when
both flows compete in a fifo scheduler.

The figure also reveals that a small region exists (when d; and ds are close to each other and both are of intermediate value)
where fifo outperforms static priority. As alluded to in the discussion following Proposition 4] and as expanded in Appendix [E]
this is because a strict priority ordering of flows as a function of their deadlines needs not always be optimal. For instance, it is
easy to see that two otherwise identical flows that only differ infinitesimally in their deadlines should be treated “identically.”
This is more readily accomplished by having them share a common fifo queue than assigned to two distinct priorities.

To better understand differences in performance between the two schemes, we characterize the supremum and the infimum

of RRR Ry . Basic algebraic manipulations show that the supremum is achieved as d; = do — 0, where Eq. defaults to
R

bi+bs—d bi4ba—dir1)244r1d2b . L . .
R = 1+ba—dirity/( 1;;; )P AN dabs g Eq. (13) to RR = d—z so that their relative difference is ultimately of the form

=)

Rp—Rp _ b
Ry b+ by’

which goes to 1 as Z—; — 00, i.e., a maximum penalty of 100% for fifo with reprofiling over static priorities with reprofiling.

Conversely, the infimum is achieved at dy = da = ?11?2 with Eqgs. and defaulting to E}‘% = % + ro and

ﬁ}‘% = r1 + 7o, and a relative difference of the form

E}Efﬁﬁi T1 b1

1:2* ri4ry byt by

which increases with ” and decreases with b1 . When 7t — 0 and bl — 00, it achieves an infimum of —1, i.e., a maximum
penalty of 100% but now for static prrormes with reproﬁlmg over “fifo with reprofiling. In other words, when used with
reprofiling, both fifo and static priority can require twice as much bandwidth as the other.

Ensuring that static priority always outperforms fifo calls for determining when flows should be grouped in the same priority
class rather than assigned to separate classes. Such grouping can be identified in simple scenarios with two or three flows,
e.g., see Appendix [E] but a general solution appears challenging. However, as we shall see in Section the simple strict
priority assignment on which we rely performs well in practice across a broad range of flow configurations.

2) The Benefits of Reprofiling: In this section, we evaluate the benefits afforded by (optimally) reprofiling flows with static
priority and fifo schedulers. This is done by computing for both schedulers the minimum bandwidth requrred to meet flows’

—R;

~ ~ ~ R R

12) and (13) indicate that R, < R iff 2 = 22 o py > max {1 + 72, B2}, e,
for a static priority scheduler, reprofiling®| decreases the required bandwidth only when dl, the larger deadline, is not too large
and ds, the smaller deadline, is not too small. This is intuitive. When d; is large, the low-priority flow 1 can meet its deadline
even without any mitigation of the impact of flow 2. Conversely, a small ds offers little to no opportunity for reprofiling flow 2
as the added delay it introduces would need to be compensated by an even higher link bandwidth. This is illustrated in Fig. [3a]
for the same two-flow combination as in Fig. [2| i.e., (r1,b1) = (4,10) and (r9,bs) = (10, 18). The intermediate region where
“dy is not too large and ds is not too small” corresponds to the yellow triangular region where the benefits of reprofiling can
reach 40%.

Similarly, Egs. 1 4) and 5) indicate that R* r < R* iff de < 1ib§ i.e., for a fifo scheduler, reprofiling decreases the required
bandwidth only when dg, smaller deadline, is small. This is again intuitive as a large d; means that the deadline can be
met even without reprofiling flow 1m Fig. [3b| presents the relative gain in bandwidth for again the same 2-flow combination.
As in the static priority case, the figure shows that for a fifo scheduler the benefits of reprofiling can reach about 40% in the
example under consideration.

The next section explores scenarios involving combinations of multiple flow profiles. Based on those results it appears that,
unsurprisingly, a fifo scheduler stands to generally benefit more from reprofiling than a static priority one.

deadlines without and with reprofiling, and evaluating the resulting relative differences, i.e., R R*RR and £

For a static priority scheduler, Egs.

6Recall from Corollary E] that the flow with the largest deadline, flow 1 in the two-flow case, is never reprofiled.
"Note that under static priority the smaller deadline flow is reprofiled, while in the fifo case it is the larger deadline flow that is reprofiled to minimize its
impact on the one with the tighter deadline.
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Fig. 3: Relative bandwidth increases for (r1,b;) = (4,10) and (72, b2) = (10, 18) as a function of d; and dy < d;. The figure
is in the form of a heat-map. Darker colors (purple) correspond to smaller increases than lighter ones (yellow).

B. Relative Performance — Multiple Flows

In this section, we extend the investigation to configurations with more than two flows, using both synthetic flow profiles and
profiles derived from datacenter traffic traces. The evaluation relies on generating a set of flow profiles, i.e., token buckets plus
deadlines, and for each combination compute the bandwidth required to meet the deadlines using the results derived in the paper.
The main difference with the 2-flow configurations of Section is that, as described next, we now consider a wider range
of token bucket parameters with different possible combinations of deadlines. Additionally, unlike the 2-flow configurations
for which the amount of bandwidth required could be obtained from explicit expressions, i.e., Eq. , Eq. , and Eq. ,
computing the required bandwidth now typically involves numerical procedures, as documented in the propositions derived in
the paper.

1) Synthetic Flow Profiles: We assign flows to fen different deadline classes with a dynamic range of 10, i.e., with minimum
and maximum deadlines of 0.1 and 1, respectively, and consider different spreads in that range for the 10 deadlines classes.
Specifically, we select three different possible types of spreads for deadline classes, namely,

Even deadline spread:

1) di; =(1,0.9,0.8,0.7,0.6,0.5,0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1);
Bi-modal deadline spread:

2) d21 = (1,0.95,0.9,0.85,0.8]|0.3,0.25,0.2,0.15,0.1),

3) ds2 = (1,0.96,0.93,0.9,0.86,0.83,0.8||0.2,0.15,0.1),

4) das = (1,0.95,0.9]/0.3,0.26,0.23,0.2,0.16,0.13,0.1);
Tri-modal deadline spread:

5) ds1 = (1,0.95,0.9]|0.6,0.55,0.5,0.45||0.2,0.15,0.1),

6) ds2 = (1]|0.68,0.65,0.62,0.6,0.57,0.55,0.53,0.5]|0.1),

7) dss = (1]|0.6]|0.28,0.25,0.23,0.2,0.17,0.15,0.12,0.1),

8) dss = (1,0.97,0.95,0.93,0.9,0.88,0.85,0.82||0.6]/0.1).

Those three types of spreads translate into different groupings of deadlines, which affect the relative numbers of deadlines
in close proximity to each others.

Each of the above eight groupings is used across 1,000 experiments, where an experiment consists of randomly selecting
a “flow’s” traffic profile for each of the ten deadline classes. Note that what we denote by a flow, in practice maps to the
aggregate of all individual flows assigned to the corresponding deadline class (individual flow profiles add up). Flow profiles
are generated by independently drawing ten (aggregate) flow burst sizes by to by from U(1,10), and ten (aggregate) rates r;
to 719 from U(0, 7max ). The upper bound 7y, corresponds to a rate value beyond which a fifo scheduler always performs as
well as the optimal solution even without reproﬁlinﬂ

The primary purpose of those synthetic experiments is to allow a systematic exploration of the performance of the different
schemes across a broad range of configurations. The results can then be used to assess the expected performance of each
scheme for individual configurations of practical interest.

The results of the experiments are summarized in Table [I, which gives the mean, standard deviation, and the mean’s 95%
confidence interval for the relative savings in link bandwidth, first for edf over static priority with reprofiling, followed by edf
over fifo with reprofiling, and then static priority over fifo both with reprofiling. As mentioned, bandwidth values are computed
numerically for each configuration using results from the previously derived propositions.

021 b

8This happens when the sum of the rates is large enough to alone clear the aggregate burst before the smallest deadline, i.e., 107max = =1




TABLE I: Bandwidth savings from scheduler choice.
Synthetic flow profiles.

Comparisons Scenario | Mean | Std. Dev. 95% Conf.
di1 12% 2.3% 1.02%,1.31%

day 5% 27% 1.35%, 1.69%

odf Vs, daz T1% 2.7% 1.01%, 1.28%
static+reprofiling do3 2.9% 4.2% 2.59%, 3.12%
R da1 T4% 25% 1.2%,1.51%
VTR dsz T.0% 2.1% 0.84%, 1.1%
(M) dss 6.2% 6.5% [5.76%, 6.58%]
R dza 0.7% 7% [0.6%, 0.81%]

di1 7% 6.5% 1.13%,2.11%

da1 3.2% 87% 2.68%,3.76%

odf v, daz 7% 6.2% 1.26%, 2.03%
fifo+reprofiling dag 8.0% 12.8% 7.24%, 8.82%
. ds1 25% 7.8% 2.06%, 3.03%
LR dsz 0.8% 6% 0.54%, T.11%]]
(RR:*R ) ds3 12.0% | 14.1% | [11.15%, 12.9%)
Er dsa 0.4% 3.2% [0.2%, 0.6%]

di1 0.6% 6.5% 0.16%, 0.95%

da1 8% 8.3% 1.26%, 2.28%

stati% V&l fifo doo 0.5% 6.1% 0.12%, 0.88%
oth das 55% | 11.3% 1.84%, 6.24%

v repr"ﬁ}mg ds1 1.2% 7.5% 0.76%, 1.69%
RR VS. R d32 0.2% 15% [-0.43%, 0.13%]
Ry -Rp dss 6.6% | 11.2% [5.92%, 7.3%]
( R, ) dsa 03% 3.3% | [-0.53%, -0.12%]

The first conclusion one can draw from Table [I] is that while an edf scheduler affords some benefits, they are on average
smaller than the maximum values of Section Average improvements over static priority with reprofiling hover around
1% and did not exceed about 6%. Improvements are a little higher when considering fifo with reprofiling, where they reach
12%, but those values are still significantly less than the worst case scenarios of Section

Table [I] also reveals that, somewhat surprisingly, static priority and fifo perform similarly when both are afforded the benefit
of reprofiling (the largest difference observed in the experiments is 5.5%). Static priority has an edge on average even if, as
discussed in Section a few scenarios exist where a fifo scheduler outperforms static priority when both are combined with
reprofiling, e.g., dso and ds4. Recall that this is because we strictly map smaller deadlines to higher priority. The differences
are, however, small, i.e., 0.2% and 0.3%, respectively, for the two scenarios where fifo outperforms static priority on average.

TABLE II: Benefits of reprofiling for static priority & fifo.
Synthetic flow profiles.

Comparisons | Scenario Mean Std. Dev. 95% Conf.

dq 8.43% 4.50% 8.15%, 8.71%]

da1 8.11% 4.19% 7.85%,8.37%

/sgtic/ dao 8.42% 4.52% 8.14%,8.711%

W W/0 dos 9.38% 4.80% 9.08%, 9.67%

reprofiling ds1 824% | 4.33% 7.97%,8.51%

Rp VS. R™ d32 9.49% 5.07% 9.18%, 9.81%
R*— Ry dss 15.97% | 4.78% | [15.67%, 16.27%]

R* ds34 8.83% 4.94% [8.53%, 9.14%]

d; 49.52% 8.17% 49.01%, 50.03%
da1 48.71% 7.62% 48.24%, 49.18%

fifo daz 1953% | 8.27% | |49.02%,50.06%
rV;I/) rtf;ﬁfiv[/l% das 15.78% | 6.52% 15.37%, 46.18%
- R da1 19.08% | 7.88% | [48.59%,49.57%
Ry Vs. R” d32 49.95% 8.59% 49.42%, 50.49%

R*-R} ds3 42.47% 6.19% 42.08%, 42.85%
R~ d3y 50.13% 8.84% 49.59%, 50.68%

Towards gaining a better understanding of reprofiling and the extent to which it is behind the somewhat unexpected good
performance of fifo, Table [[I] reports its impact for both static priority and fifo. As Table[l] it gives the mean, standard deviation,
and the mean’s 95% confidence interval, but now of the relative gains in bandwidth that reprofiling affords over no reprofiling
for both fifo and static priority schedulers.

The data from Table [II| highlights that while both static priority and fifo benefit from reprofiling, the magnitude of the
improvements is significantly higher for fifo. Specifically, improvements from reprofiling are systematically above 40% and
often close to 50% for fifo, while they exceed 10% only once for static priority (at 15% for scenario ds33) and are typically
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Fig. 4: CDF of flow rates for Web, Cache, & Hadoop applications from [23] assuming correlated flow durations and sizes.

around 8%. As alluded to earlier, this is not surprising given that static priority offers some ability to discriminate flows based
on their deadlines, while fifo does not.

2) Application Derived Flow Profiles: The benefits of synthetic flow profiles in allowing a systematic investigation notwith-
standing, it is also of interest to target configurations more directly representative of traffic mixes as they arise in practice. To
that end, we rely on a methodology similar to that used in [16, Section VIII-B2], and construct a set of flow profiles derived
from traffic data reported in [23].

Specifically, [23] investigates the traffic flowing through the network of one of Facebook’s large datacenter, and reports,
among other things, the distribution of flow sizes and durations (Figs. 6 & 7 of [23]) for three representative applications:
Web (W), Cache read and replacement (C), and Hadoop (H). We rely on these data to generate sample traffic profiles (r, b)
for flows from those three applications as follows:

1) For a given application, we generate flow size+duration tuples by sampling the corresponding distributions assuming they

are perfectly positively correlated. In other words, we assume that larger flows last longer.

2) A flow’s token rate 7 is then obtained by dividing the flow size by its duration. Fig. 4] shows the resulting cumulative

distributions of flow rates for all three applications.

3) Generating token bucket sizes b involves an additional step and associated assumption:

a) The smallest flow sizes from Fig. 6 of [23] are assumed representative of a single transmission burst. This yields burst
sizes Sy = 0.15Kbytes, Sc = 0.4Kbytes, and Sy = 0.3Kbytes for our three sample applications.

b) As bucket sizes are typically chosen to accommodate consecutive bursts, we leverage the claim in [23] that all three
applications are “internally bursty” with Cache significantly burstier than Hadoop, and Web in between, to randomly
select bucket sizes in [0,205¢], [0,10Sw] and [0, 2Sx], respectively. We note that these values yield relatively small
buckets, and, therefore, maximum burst sizes.

The resulting profiles have relatively low rates and burstiness, at least when it comes to individual flows, with Hadoop’s
profile typical of bandwidth hungry applications, and Web and Cache representative of more interactive applications. This maps
to the types of services that [23]] mentions as relying on those three applications, i.e., Web search, user data query, and offline
analysis (e.g., data mining). As a result, we assign deadlines to each application that broadly reflect those services, with three
deadline classes set to 10ms, 50ms, and 200ms for Web, Cache, and Hadoop respectively.

In evaluating performance, we consider four “traffic mixes” that differ in their relative proportion of flows from each
application. Specifically, the corresponding four scenarios sample our W, C, H applications in the proportions: 1:1:1, 3:9:1,
9:3:1, and 9:9:1, respectively. For each scenario, we randomly sample 100 flow profiles in those proportions. The 100 flows are
then grouped according to their deadline class, which yields a set of three aggregates to schedule on the shared link according
to their deadlines. This procedure is repeated 1000 times, and the relative link bandwidth requirements across schedulers and
reprofiling options are given in Table

The first conclusion from Table [[T]] is that static priority with reprofiling performs just as well as edf for all four scenarios
(top four rows). This is not surprising. The large gaps between the deadlines of the three classes of applications ensure that once



TABLE III: Bandwidth savings & benefits of reprofiling.
Application-derived flow profiles.

Comparisons | Scenario Mean Std. Dev. 95% Conf.
R* vs. Bt 1:1:1 0.0% 0.0% 0%, 0%
R 301 0.0% 0.0% 0%, 0%
(M) 9311 0.0% 0.0% 0%, 0%
R 9:9:1 0.0% 0.0% 0%, 0%

1:1:1 41.82% 17.04% 40.76%, 42.88%

Y R 39:17 | 72.36% | 3.43% | [72.15%, 72.58%
(RR;R ) 931 | 56.84% | 8.43% | [56.32%,57-37%
Rr 9:9:1 | 69.70% | 4.10% | [69.45%,69.96%

RY vs. Ry See above
e vs Bt [BE 0.01% | 0.22% 0.00%,0.03%
r VS 1 391 174% | 0.13% 1.70%, 1.79%
(R :*RR) 9311 1.02% | 2.34% 0.87%, 1.16%
R 9:0:1 106% | 1.19% 3.98%, 4.13%
o vs Br LT | 22.74% | 9.07% | [22.17%,23.31%
R VS 39:1 | 21.61% | 8.48% | [21.09%,22.14%
i :*RR) 931 | 14.93% | 8.93% | [14.37%,15.48%
7 991 | 19.55% | 8.62% | [19.02%,20.08%

high-priority bursts are cleared, the residual bandwidth is sufficient to transmit lower priority bursts before their deadline. As
with synthetic profiles, reprofiling is instrumental in realizing this outcome, even if the wide gaps between deadlines together
with the limited burstiness of the applications produce a smaller gain (R} vs. R*).

The benefits of reprofiling are again more apparent with fifo, even if it significantly under-performs both edf and static
priority. The lack of discrimination across flows that fifo suffers from is exacerbated by the large gaps between deadlines, and
compensating for it calls for an average of about 50% more bandwidth across all four scenarios. However, without reprofiling
this bandwidth increase (R}, vs. R*) is around 20% larger. This again demonstrates the extent to which reprofiling can help
simpler schedulers.

C. Summary Discussion

Several common themes emerge between the evaluations of Sections [VI-BT] and [VI-B2] The first is that reprofiling can help
a static priority scheduler perform nearly as well as an edf scheduler. Second, while its inability to discriminate between flows
puts fifo at a clear disadvantage, reprofiling is again capable of partially mitigating its handicap. Finally, while with static
priority the benefits of reprofiling are realized by reprofiling high-priority flows to limit their impact on low-priority ones, the
opposite holds for fifo.

The differences between the results of Sections [VI-BT| and [VI-B2] also revealed a number of intuitive findings brought
about by the differences in deadline spreads in the two scenarios. In particular, the large gaps between deadlines present in
Section make it easier for a static priority scheduler to perform nearly as well as an edf scheduler. This holds with and
without reprofiling, even if reprofiling remains useful. Conversely, more closely packed deadlines offer additional opportunities
for reprofiling to be useful, as closer deadlines amplify the need for fine tuning of a flow’s profile relative to its deadline and
impact on other flows.

VII. RELATED WORKS

The question of meeting deadlines for a set of rate-limited flows is one that has received much attention in the scheduling
literature. It is not our intent to provide an exhaustive review of those works. Instead, we limit ourselves to highlighting works
whose results are closest to ours or that offered early insight into the problem, including the benefits of adjusting flows’ profiles
(reprofiling) that is one of the foci of this paper.

a) Packet-level shaping and scheduling: Scheduling flows with deterministic traffic profiles was investigated in [|18]] that
considered both buffer and delay requirements. In particular, the paper establishe(ﬂ the optimality of the edf policy in terms
of maximizing the schedulable region. This is the “dual” of the bandwidth minimization problem investigated in this paper,
and the result parallels that of Proposition [2] Static priority and fifo schedulers were, however, not investigated, and neither
was the impact of reprofiling flows.

The aspect of minimizing the resources required to meet the latency targets of token bucket-controlled flows was explored
in [25]]. The paper relied on service curves with high and low rates and sought to identify the earliest possible time for switching
to the lower rate. The focus was, however, on minimizing resources required by each flow individually rather than in aggregate,
as in this paper. In addition, the potential impact of reprofiling flows was not addressed.

9A similar result was reported in [24].



b) Shaping bulk data transfers: Minimizing bandwidth (cost) through reprofiling (reshaping) flows has been investigated
for bulk data transfers where transfer completion times rather than packet-level deadlines are the targets [26]—[31]. The problem
stems from non-linear bandwidth costs, e.g., based on the 95" percentile, so that judiciously adjusting (shaping) the transmission
rates of bulk transfers can yield significant savings. Rate shaping is, however, at a time-granularity of minutes rather than at
the packet-level. The optimization frameworks of those papers are, therefore, not applicable to our problem. Their solutions,
can, however, complement ours by leveraging the fluctuations in link utilization inherent in delivering hard, packet-level delay
bounds, as we do.

¢) Deterministic networking: The deterministic traffic profiles and delay bounds of the TSN and DetNet standards have
also given rise to related investigations as documented in recent surveys [32], [33]]. In particular, the optimization framework
that underlies many of those studies have connections to the problem we address. However, like most prior similar works,
traffic profiles are assumed fixed and the impact of reprofiling is not considered.

d) Datacenter solutions: The emergence of traffic profiles and latency targets in datacenter networks motivated [34]. It
targets a multi-hop network, but calls on topological properties of typical datacenter networks to collapse its model to a single
hop, thereby aligning with the scope of this paper. Similarities extend to considering a static priority scheduler, but traffic
profiles differ. Rather than a token bucket, [34] relies on the notion of network “epochs” to bound packet bursts. Delay bounds
are then expressed as a function of the network fan-in and a “throughput factor” that reflects the number of transmission
opportunities sources can have per network epoch. Also absent from the paper are exploring bandwidth minimization and the
potential benefits of reprofiling flows.

e) Reprofiling investigations: Meeting packet-level latency constraints with a static priority scheduler while minimizing
costs through reprofiling of flows is the focus of WorkloadCompactor [15]. The reprofiling decisions of [15] are, however,
focused on selecting token bucket parameters from among a family of feasible regulatorﬂ that do not introduce additional
delay. In contrast, our reprofiling allows for an added delay that the scheduler must then compensate for. Exploring when
and how this trade-off is of benefit is our main contribution and what makes this work complementary to the approach from
WorkloadCompactor.

Specifically, WorkloadCompactor considers traffic/workload traces for which it seeks to first identify feasible token bucket
parameter pairs (r,b) that result in zero access delay for those traces. WorkloadCompactor’s main contribution is in realizing
that multiple such (r,b) pairs are possible (the r-b curve of [15]), and that “jointly optimizing the choice of (r,b) rate limit
parameters for each workload to better compact workloads onto servers” can reduce the required server capacity. This is
where the contribution of WorkloadCompactor ends, and where that of this paper actually starts.

More precisely, once the optimization of WorkloadCompactor completes, the set of (r,b) pairs it produces can be used,
together with the associated target latency bounds, as inputs to Proposition [8] Proposition [§] explores, for a static priority
scheduler, how to best reprofile token bucket-controlled flows to meet their deadlines with the least bandwidth. This reprofiling
is beyond that suggested by WorkloadCompactoxE], and explores how trading-off access delay to further smooth flows can
yield additional benefits. In other words, the approach proposed in the paper complements that of WorkloadCompactor, in
that it can be applied to any set of token bucket profiles produced by WorkloadCompactor, and modify them to yield further
reductions in system resources (bandwidth or server capacity) while still meeting latency targets.

We also note that, because WorkloadCompactor considers the problem of selecting token bucket parameters for traffic traces
(to ensure zero access delay), it addresses an aspect that this paper does not consider since we assume that token bucket profiles
are given. This is yet another aspect in which the two papers are complementary.

f) Early works: Finally, we note that exploring the trade-off between making traffic smoother and end-to-end performance
is not unique to packet networks. It is present in the early “fluctuation smoothing” scheduling policies of [35] that sought to
reduce processing time in manufacturing plants, and more recently in the reshaping of parallel I/O requests to improve the
scalability of database systems [36].

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

The paper investigated the question of minimizing the bandwidth needed to guarantee worst case latencies to a set of token
bucket-controlled flows sharing a single link. The investigation was carried for schedulers of different complexity.

The paper first characterized the minimum required bandwidth independent of schedulers, and showed that an edf scheduler
could realize all flows’ deadlines under such bandwidth. Motivated by the need for lower complexity solutions, the paper then
explored simpler static priority and fifo schedulers. It derived the minimum required bandwidth for both, but more interestingly
established how to optimally reprofile flows to reduce the bandwidth needed while still meeting all deadlines. The relative
benefits of such an approach were illustrated numerically for a number of different flow combinations, which showed how
reprofiling can enable simpler schedulers to perform nearly as well a more complex ones across a range of configurations.

The obvious direction in which to extend the paper is to a multi-hop setting. In [[16], we build on the results of Proposition
and provide initial results for the multi-hop case under the assumption that (service curve) edf schedulers are available at each
hop. Extending the investigation to static priority and fifo schedulers is under way.

10Regulators above the r-b curve using the terminology of [15].
1 Again [15] focuses on regulators that ensure zero access delay for a given trace, while we investigate how a non-zero access delay can be of benefit.



Another aspect of interest with static priority schedulers is relaxing the assumption that flows with different deadlines map
to distinct priority classes, and allow multiple deadlines to be assigned to the same class. Not only does it enhance scalability,
but it can also improve performanceEl Last but not least, extensions to statistical rather than deterministic delay guarantees
are also of practical relevance.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF NOTATION USED IN THE PAPER

Notation Definition
n number of flows inside the network
b; token bucket size of flow 4
b vector of token bucket sizes across n flows: (b1, ba, ..., by,)
b, reprofiled token bucket size of flow
4 vector for all reprofiled token bucket sizes across n flows: (0,5, ...,0))
b optimal bucket size of flow i’s reprofiler under static priority
b vector for all optimal reprofiled token bucket sizes across n flows: (b}*, b5, ..., b)*) under static priority
b optimal bucket size of flow i’s reprofiler under fifo
b vector for all optimal reprofiled token bucket sizes across n flows: (bj*, b, ..., b/*) under fifo
B! cumulative reprofiled token bucket size for flows with a priority no smaller than i, i.e., Z?:z b;-
B; cumulative token bucket burst size for flows 1 to i, i.e., Y, b;
B cumulative reprofiled token bucket size for flows from 1 to i, i.e., Z;Zl b;-
d; end-to-end deadline for flow ¢
d vector of end-to-end deadlines for n flows: (d1,ds,...,d,)
Dy worst-case end-to-end delay for flow ¢ under priority+reprofiling
Dy worst-case end-to-end delay for flow ¢ under fifo+reprofiling
T token bucket rate of flow ¢
T vector for all token bucket rates across n flows: (r1,72,...,7y,)
(74, b;) traffic profile of flow ¢
R; cumulative token bucket rates for flows with a priority no smaller than ¢, i.e., E?:Z T
R shared link bandwidth
R* optimal minimum required bandwidth
R* minimum required link bandwidth in the absence of reprofiling under static priority
Ry minimum required link bandwidth with reprofiling under static priority
R* minimum required link bandwidth in the absence of reprofiling under fifo
Ry minimum required link bandwidth with reprofiling under fifo
t time
H, i bz - dﬂ‘i
I(R) Crm
Vi(R) &;(R— Rip1 — by)
S1(R) Vi(R)
Si(r) Si (R UVR U ils € Sia(R) }
Z; the set of integers from 1 to 4, ie, {1 <i < j|j € Z}
o T (b TR
Xr(R) MAX P, Py CZy, ,PyA L, Py () P2=0 EfflzR;; ief%(iepz %1 )
B RH; 4R
Yr(R) ming<;<n—1 {én, Rdy,, minp, p,cz, p, N Py=0,P, U P20 - Z;;Pl R+L§§P2 (bjl i) }}
JEP] Rtr; j€Py Ry
T,(B,, R) max {0, 7 (H; + 3B, ) by + 2Ot |
| a service curve assignment that gives each flow i a service curve of SC;(t)
OPT_{1 general optimization where [d=S,F for static priority and fifo
OPT_RU optimization with reprofiling where [d=S,F for static priority and fifo




APPENDIX B
PROOFS FOR DYNAMIC PRIORITY SCHEDULER

A. Proof for Proposition
For the reader’s convenience, we restate Proposition

ProposITION (I} Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has a traffic profile (r;,b;)
and a deadline d;, with dy > ds > ... > d,, and dy < oco. Consider a service-curve assignment Is. that allocates flow i a
service curve of

0 when t < d;,

by +ri(t —d;) otherwise.

SCi(t) = { @

Then

1) For any flow i,1 <i <n, SC;(t) ensures a worst-case end-to-end delay no larger than d;.
2) Realizing Us. requires a link bandwidth of at least

= b+ ri(dy—d;
R* = max {Z T4, Lizh +dr( h ) . 2)
h

3) Any scheduling mechanism capable of meeting all the flows’ deadlines requires a bandwidth of at least R*.

Proof. We first show that under I';. each flow meets its deadline, and then show that a bandwidth of R* is enough to
accommodate all the service curves defined in I',.. Next, we show that no mechanism exists than can meet the deadlines with
a bandwidth strictly smaller than R*.

o For any flow 1 < i < n, its token bucket constrained arrival curve is of the form

0 when t =0

b; + 7t otherwise.

ACi(t) = {

Combining it with flow 4’s service curve SC;(t), the worst-case end-to-end delay for flow ¢ is of the for
D; =sup inf {AC;(t) < SCi(t + 1)} = d,.

t>0 720
« To accommodate all the service curves in Iy, the system needs a bandwidth R such that Rt > > 1" | SC;(t) for all
t>0,ie.,

r SOt
R > sup M (16)
>0 3

i1 SCi(1)
t

Towards establishing that the minimum link bandwidth R* = sup, is captured by Eq. || we first introduce

another proposition:

Proposition 12. Assume that PL(t) is a wide-sense increasing, piecewise linear, and right continuous function defined
by a finite set of k linear segments:

plz(t) =c; +sit, t € [ti,ti+1), 1<i<k

where s; > 0 and c; are the slopes and intercepts of segment pl;(t) respectively, and t; < t;11, Vi,1 <i <k, witht; =0
and ty1 = co. Furthermore, PL(0) = 0 so that ¢; = 0.

Then, to compute sup,~ %(t), it is sufficient to consider values of
1) t— tp41 = OO

2) interval boundaries t;, 2 <1 < k, when one of the following conditions is met:

PL(t)

—— at the following times i:

a) PL(t) is continuous and the slope of PL(t) decreases, i.e., s;—1 > s;.
b) PL(t) is discontinuous.
Proof. We readily know that to find sup,~ g
PL(t)

t
Consider first an intermediate boundary ¢;,2 < i < k, we first argue that if PL(t) is continuous, then SUPs~q Pl;(t)

cannot be achieved at any boundary ¢; for which s;_; < s;, i.e., a boundary where the slope of PL(t) increases. Towards
establishing the result, consider the following two cases:

PL(t)
t
is a decreasing (increasing) function of ¢ within any interval [¢;,¢,11) when ¢; > 0 (¢; < 0).

o . . . . . 1 (t )
, it is sufficient to consider interval boundaries ¢;s, since I”T() = % + 5,

13See THEOREM 1.4.2 in [17], page 23.
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PL(t
PL®) _ (J“), so that

i+1

PL(t)
t

1) ¢; < 0. In this case, irrespective of s;,

PL(t) .
sup;so —— cannot be achieved at ;.
2) ¢; > 0. Since we have assumed that PL(t) is continuous, we have that pl;_1(¢;) = ¢;—1 + si—1t; = pli(t;) = ¢; + sit;
This implies ¢;—1 = ¢; + (s; — s;—1)t; > ¢; > 0 since s; > s;_1. Since both ¢; and ¢;_; are non-negative, Pl; Y is a

decreasing function throughout [t;_1,t;11). Hence, SUP;~.q %(t) cannot be realized at ¢;.

is increasing in [t;, ;1) and supyery, ¢, ,) —

Turning next to the case where PL(t) is discontinuous at some ;, then lim, o PL(t) < limy_ %(t) since PL(t) is
wide-sense increasing. Since PL(t) is right continuous, L§ D = lim gt L f( ), Wh1ch implies it is sufficient to consider

t; for computing the supremum.

Finally, we consider the two extreme boundaries t; = 0 and tx41 = oo. For t; = 0, since ¢; = 0, we have %(t) =

s1,Vt € [t; = 0,t3). Since ty is one of the intermediate boundaries covered by the first part of our proof, we do not
: : PL () PL(t) _

need to consider ¢; when computing the supremum of ——— For t541 = 00, lim;_, = S

Combining the fact that sup, PLU) can only be realized at an interval boundary with the above establishes that it is

t

t
realized at either an interval boundary t; where PL(t) is continuous and experiencing a slope decrease, i.e., s;—1 > S;,
or at an interval boundary where PL(¢) is discontinuous, or at tx41, Le., t — oco. O
Returning to the proof of Proposition |1} the aggregate service curve Z?zl SC;(t) is a wide-sense increasing, piecewise
linear function since each SC; t) is, by definition, wide-sense increasing and piecewise linear. From Proposition |12 we

know that the supremum of SC ) is either lim;_, w = Z?:l r; or is achieved at a boundary value
d € {d1,ds,...,d,}. Combining this with the expressions for the individual service curves SC;(t),i =1,...,n, gives
Sor b +ri(dy —d;)
> 1= *
R {Z @ =

Thus, R* is sufficient to accommodates all service curves in the service curves assignment I'y..
o Next, we show that R* is a lower bound for the minimum required bandwidth. Note that R* > 2?21 r;, so that if the
deadlines can be met with R* = >""" | 7, no improvement is feasible. Below we consider the case when R* > >""" | 7,

i.e., there exists 1 < h < n, such that R* = 2k bit;i(dﬁ_di) >3
Suppose there exists a mechanism achieving a minimum required bandwidth R’ < R*. Next we construct an arrival
pattern consistent with each flow’s token bucket arrival constraints, such that R’ cannot satisfy all flows’ deadlines.
Consider the arrival pattern such that for all 1 < ¢ < n, flow ¢ sends b; at t = 0 (where the system restarts the clock), and
then constantly sends at a rate of r;. By time d;,, to satisfy the deadlines of all flows i with d; < d;, i.e., i > 71, the link
must have transmitted at least b; + r;(d; — d;) amount of data for each such flow. Consequently, by d;, the link should
have cumulatively transmitted at least Y ; b; + ri(d; — d;). As Y.7"_; b; +ri(d; — d;) = d; R* > d; R', a bandwidth
of R’ must violate some flows’ deadlines.

O

B. Proof for Proposition [2]

ProposITION [2| Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with di > dy > ... > d,, and d; < co. The earliest deadline first (EDF) scheduler realizes 5. under a link
bandwidth of R*.

Proof. We first show that EDF satisfies I's., and then shows that EDF requires a minimum required bandwidth of R*.

We show that EDF satisfies ', by contradiction. Suppose EDF cannot achieve I's.. Then there exists t>d;and1<i<n,
such that SC; (t) < SC;(t), where SC; is the service curve that EDF assigns to flow i. To satisfy flow i’s deadline, at £ — d;
EDF should yield a virtual delay no large than d;, i.e.,

inf {b+ri(f — ) < SCi(F - di+7)} <

which then gives @i(f —d; +d;) > b +ri(t —d;). As b; + ri(t — d;) = SC;(t), this contradicts the assumption that
SC (t) < SC;(t).
Next, we show that EDF requires a minimum bandwidth of R*. Suppose flow i’s data sent at ¢ has a deadline of (¢t+d;). We

show that EDF satisfies all flows’ deadlines with a bandwidth of R* = maxj<p<p {Zz;l i, Zn:hbt;—:(d”ﬂ”
the utilization of the shared link, we consider two cases separately, where in both cases we prove the result by contradiction.
Spec1ﬁcally, suppose that under EDF, R* cannot satisfy all flows’ latency requirements. Then there exists 1 < h < n and
{ > 0, such that EDF processes at least one bit sent by flow h at time { after time (t+d; ;,)- We consider first the case where
the shared link uses up all its bandwidth during the period [0, t+d; ;] to transmit data W1th absolute deadlines no larger than

(f + dh)’ and then consider the case where there exists ¢y € [0, i+ dh], such that at ¢ the shared link is not busy with data

}. Based on



21

whose absolute deadline is no larger than (f+ d; ). Showing that R* is enough for EDF to meet all flows’ deadlines, establishes
the result.

1) Consider the case where for all ¢ € [0, + d; ;] the shared link uses up all its bandwidth to send bits with an absolute
deadline no larger than (£ +d;). Then by ( + d;,) the shared link cumulatively has processed R*(f+ d;) amount of data
that all have deadlines no larger than (f + d;). From the fact that EDF violates an absolute deadline of (f +d;,), we know
that there exists an arrival pattern consistent with the token bucket constraints, such that cumulatively flows send more
than R*(f + d;) amount of data with absolute deadlines no larger than (f + d;). From the token bucket constraints, we
know that by (£ + d;), flows can send at most ., [b; + r;( + dj, — d;)] I +d;—d;>0 amount of data whose absolute
deadline is at most (£ + d; ). Therefore, we have R*(t+d;,) < Zi:l (b + it + dj, — ;)] I\ 4, —a,>0- Define do = oo.
There exists 1 < 7 < n such that { + d; € [da,ds—1) so that

r [+t +d —di)] I rod;
R* < szl [ _ h ] t+d;—d;>0 _ Z i 7Tl ) pr
t+dj — dh
If 0 . b; —rid; <0, we have R* < R’ < Z"_l r;, which contradicts to B* > >"" | r;. Hence we consider only
S bi— nd > 0, where R’ decreases with ( + dj,). Define R(u) = Y"1 . (r; + %) We then have
Zz N [b + TZ(dn — dl)]

R* < R' < R(dy) = y ,
which contradicts to the definition of R*.

2) Otherwise, the shared link uses less than all its bandwidth at t, € [0, + d;], and uses up all its bandwidth for all
t € (to,t +d;] to send bits with an absolute deadline no larger than (£ + d;). Then during (to,% + d;] the shared link
processes R*( + d;, — to) amount of data with absolute deadlines no larger than (t+ d; ), and flows send strictly more
than R*(f + d; — to) amount of data with absolute deadlines no larger than (t+ d; ). From the token bucket constraints,
we know that during (to, 4 d;] flows can send at most 3.7 | [b; + (£ + dj, — to — d;)] I g, —to—a,>0 amount of data

Z?:l[bi+ri(£+dﬁ_to_di)]IEerB—to—dizO hich
e , which,

whose absolute deadlines are no larger than (# + d;,). Thus we have R* <
as before, contradicts the definition of R*.
O

C. Proof for Proposition [3]

ProposiTioN (3} Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with dy > dy > ... > d,, and di < oo. Reprofiling flows will not decrease the minimum bandwidth required
to meet the flows’ deadlines.

Proof. We show that adding a reprofiler to any of the flow does not decrease the optimal minimum required bandwidth.
Suppose we apply a reprofiler b, to flow ¢, where 1 < ¢ < n and b, > b; — d;r;. Then flow ¢ incurs a reshaping delay

of bir Y This then leaves a maximum in-network delay of d; — bi— bl , which is greater than 0 since b, > b; — d;r;. Hence, to
meet its deadline flow i requires a service curve of at least
b; — bl
0, when ¢ < d; — —
SCi(t) = b1y T
b, + 1 ( —d; + - ) =b; +r;(t —d;), otherwise
K2

0, when t < d;

which is greater than SC;(t) = {bz st — ) otherwise
7 7 1)

. Consequently, according to Proposition (1| the system needs

a bandwidth of at least

SC;(t) + SCi(t i . SCi(t
R= max{Zr“sup 2525051 i )} > maX{Zrl,sup —Zgggn i )} R}, (17)

>0 t >0 t

to meet each flow’s deadline. O
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APPENDIX C
PROOFS FOR STATIC PRIORITY SCHEDULER

A. Proof for Proposition

We actually prove Proposition ] under the more general packet-based model. By assuming that all packets have a length
of 0, the packet-based model defaults to the fluid model.

PRrROPOSITION E} Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;)
and deadline d;, with di > do > ... > d,, and d; < co. Under a static-priority scheduler, there exists an assignment of flows
to priorities that minimizes link bandwidth while meeting all flows deadlines such that flow 1 is assigned a priority strictly
greater than that of flow j only if d; < d;.

Proof. For a mechanism T, denote flows with priority £ under I' as G, (). Define d{™"*) (") = max;ec, (r) d; and d™(T) =
min;e g, (ry ;- Assume priority class i + 1 has a higher priority than priority class /. Then we will prove the proposition by
induction on the number & of priority classes. Our induction hypothesis S(k) is expressed in the following statement:

S(k): For link shared by any number of flows, there exists an optimal k-priority mechanism Iy such that Vs <1 <k,
A" () < dSm ().
« Base case: consider the case when k& = 2. We show that for any mechanism T, if dgmi") (T'y) < dém”) (T'3), then there
exists a 2-priority mechanism T such that d{"™"(T}) > d{"**)(T"}) and R*(T') < R*(T'5).
For mechanism I'5, denote lgmax) (T'2) to be the maximum packet size for flows in G1(T'2). To satisfy each flow’s deadline,
it requires a bandwidth R such that

ZiEGz(Fz) bi + lgmai) (FQ)
R
Zi bi
R— Zier(F2) Ti

n

Zri §R7

)

< d{™"(Iy), (18)

i=1
which gives
n . bi + l(maz) T b
R*(T'3) = max Zmze@(l‘?;m) - ( 2)7 (77%':) — + Z £}
i=1 dy (F2) dy (F2) i€Ga(T2)

Define G (T3) = {i € Go(T2) | di > d\™)(T5)} and G4(T) = G5(T2) — G}(T'3). Consider the mechanism T
such that Go(I') = G5(I'2), and G1(T%) = G (T') U G1(I'2). Note that d™™(T%) > dS"**)(T,), and note also that
d™™ (1) = d™™(Ty),i = 1,2. Similar as Eq. (18), we have
Z' , b1+l mazx (F/) .
* !/ . n . ZEG2(F2) 1 2 Ez bz )
R*(I'y) = max § > 74, FICTDNT U ICTDIN + Zier(Fg)—G’l(Fz) T

Zi b; 21 b; (maz)
dgmin)(l—«z) + ZiGGz(Fz) i 2 dgmi")(l—\2) + ZiGGz(Fz)*G’l(Fg) ri. Next we show ZiEGz(Fz) bi + ll (FQ) 2

Diec(ry bi + 18™2%)(T), from which we then have R*(T'y) > R*(I'}), and therefore S(2). Since G1(T) G G1(T%),

it has 1{™*)(T%) > 1™ (Ty).

— When 15"“””) (Ty) = zﬁm“’”(rg), from G2(I'y) & G2(T'2) we have 37 ry) bi = Diey(ry) bis and therefore have
2icGy(rs) Ui + 1" (Ty) > 2icay(ry) bi T 170 (1)

— When l§7nax)(I‘/2) > lgmax) (Ty), i.e., there exists a flow ¢ € G4 (T'y) such that I; > lgmax)(I‘g). From b; > [; and
G2 (T%) C Go(T'y) — 4, we have

Soob I M) = Y b b+ (T) > Y b L+ 1)
i€G2(I'2) i€G2(T2)—i i€G2(I'y)
> 3 b 11y
i€G2(I'h)
« Induction Step: Let & > 2 and suppose S(k) holds. Next, we show that S(k + 1) holds.
Consider any (k+1)-priority mechanism Ty 1. For 1 < h < (1+ k), denote l,(LmM)(FkH) to be the maximum packet size

for all flows with priority strictly smaller than &, and define Zémaa:)(rk;_i_l) to be O if no flow has a priority strictly smaller

Note that
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than h. Define B](Ik)(l"kﬂ) = Z;?:h ZieG_]_(FHl) b;, i.e., the sum of bucket sizes for flows with priority h < 57 < k, and

ng)(rkﬂ) = Z;?:h ZieGj(FHl) T, L.e., the sum of rates for flows with priority in A < 7 < k. Then to satisfy each
flow’s deadline I';, 4 requires a bandwidth R satisfying

B(JH»I)(F 1)+l(:naz) (Try1) (min)
) Rf’;;kﬂ)él“kﬂ) e <A (Tigr), Yhe 1,k +1];

h+1 (19)
Yo <R
which gives a minimum required bandwidth of
n (k+1) (max)
By (Thy) +1, (Tha1) | k1)
R* (Fk+1) = max {Z Tiy h min + Rh+1 (Fk+1) . (20)
1<h<k+1 | £~ d% )(Fk+1)

Afterwards, we first show that there exists a (k + 1)-priority mechanism I, , satisfying

— Condition 1: G 11 (I}, ;) = {i | dn < d; < da} where 1 <7 <n,and R*(I'}, ;) < R*(I'k41), where Gy 1 (I ) =
0 if 0 =n.

After that, under a slight abuse of notation, we show that for any 'y satisfying Condition 1, there exists a (k- 1)-priority
mechanism T, satisfying

— Condition 2: R*(T',,) < R*(Tis1), and di"™ (T, ) < d\™"(T),,,) for all j <i < k+ 1.

Combining them gives S(k + 1).

1) We first show the existence of a mechanism I", 41 satisfying condition 1. If Iy, satisfies Condition 1, then 'y =
]‘—‘;€+1' Otherwise, for all 1 < 7 < n, Gp41(Tk41) # {i | dn < d; < dp}. Define P = max{l < i <n|i¢
Gpt1(Tiy1)} and suppose i@ € Gj(Tji1). Further define G = {i € Gy1(Tp1) | di < démin)(rk+1)} and
G = Grp1(Tgr) — Gl

Consider the mechanism I}, ; such thlat D Grs1(Thy1) = Giy1: D) G (U yy) = G + G (Diy1), and 3) Gi(I ) =

G;(Tk41), when 1 < i < k and i # h. Note that

= when h <, BT L) = BE) (D), BV L) = BETY (i), and 177 (T ) = 37 (D)
- when h > b B (1) = BV - Yiee b By () = BTV () — Yiegr i and

l,(lmaw)(F;chO = max {lémw) (Lkt1), maXieq: l?}

Next we show that R*(I" ;) < R*(I'gy1). To satisfy each flow’s deadline, I'}, | requires a bandwidth R such thaﬁ

iﬁ' <R,

1=1
k+1 max
Bl(f+1 )(Fk+1) - ZieG;,L bi + ll(gﬁl)(rgcﬂ)

7 < dn,
(k+1) (maz)
By @) 57T Ckr) i
R—R" D)+ Yiee e "
thl k+1 ZGGE K3

k+1 max
Bg * )(Fk—i-l) - ZieG% bi + li(L )(F;€+l)
k+1
R— Rg++1 (Crp) + ZieG% T
B (D) + 17 (i)

R— R ()

< dglmm) (Trs1), when h < h <k

< d™™(T)y1), when h < h

k+1 s
Bziﬁ )<Fk+1>*ziecc ”i“;!rfl)(rhﬁ .
4“When Gk+1(r;v+1) =0, B b = ma}? L which is also no greater than d,.
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which gives a minimum required bandwidth R*(T") of

n

E Ty

=1
k+1
B (Des) — Yiecy bi+ W (D)
dy, ’
k max
B}% D (Chsr) ‘H,% ') (k+1)
max (min) + RiL‘H (Chrr) = Z "
d (Tg+1) i€G?,
B (Dyg) = Sieq bi+ 17 (T 1) X
— )e i + R;ﬁil)(rk+1)* Z r;, when h < h <k
d min (F ) —
h k+1 i€
B(k"’l) T l(mam) T A
h(Crar) + 4" (Cra) + R™D(Ty4y), when b < h
(min) +
dy, " (Tht1)

Note that if for all b < h < k+1, 1™ (T, , | )= Yiec bi < 17%) (T 41), we will then have R* (I, 1) < R*(Tgi1).
In fact, as max;ee: li = ieqr bi <0 we have '
v h

B () = > b= max{z(””””)(rk+1 maxl} Sn

1€G’ h 1€G'

S max l}(—Lmaz)(Fk+1) - Z bi, 0 < lglmax) (Fk+1).
€G]

Thus, we show the existence of a mechanism I', , ; satisfying Condition 1.
Next we show that for any (k + 1)-priority mechanism I’y satisfying Condition 1, there exists a (k + 1)-priority
mechanism I', 41 satisfying Condition 2.
For T'g41, there to exist 1 < 7 < n such that G 1(Tx11) = {i | dn < d; < dp }. If Gr1(Tky1) = 0, by induction
of hypothesis S(k) we have S(k + 1). Afterwards we consider the case where G11(T'x41) # 0.
Consider flows F' = {(r1,b1,l1,d1), .., (Ta—1,ba—1, la—1,dia—1), (T4, D ;>4 bis lis di) }. According to S(k), there exists
a k-priority mechanism T, for F' such that Vj < i < k, d.""**(I'}) < cig,ml")(r;ﬁ). [y gives a minimum required
bandwidth of

* F/ —
R*(T%) max,

E Ti,

{ [ B}(Ik) (F/ ) l(maz) (1—\ )
= dy™" ()

i
Consider the k-priority mechanism I, where G (T'y) = Gp(T'g41) for all 1 < h < k. Applying Ty to F, we have

. SO BP @)+ L) A
R*(I'y) = DA, {Z Ti, 7 (1) + R, (D)

i=1

2 BT ) + 1 Dy (k+1) -
= max i, —— + Ry (Teg) — T
1<h<k {; dgl )(Fk+1) izzﬁ;rl

From R*(T'y) > R*(T'},), we know that
B( ) l maz) T N
mas { UeL SO Rz’i&xm}

BT )

S B V(D) + 1100 o S
< max{ Zm 1I<n}?§k{ i) o) + Ry (D) — Z T
=1 h k+1

which further gives

B(k) +l mazx) T n
max h ( ) ( k) + Rl(—blzzl( )+ Z r;
e S ) i
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n B(k+1) T, l(rnaL) r
<max{ Zh‘v max { h ( k+})+ i (Trg1) +R§iﬁl)(1ﬂk+1)
i=1

= O T
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Now consider the (k+1)-priority mechanism I} , |, where G, (", ) = Gx(T'}) forall 1 <h <k, and G 41 (I}, ) =
Grs1(Tir1). By the definition of Gy1(Tjy1) and T, we know that di™*" (I, 1) < d\"™"™ (I}, 1),¥j <i < k+1.
Next we show that R*(T" ;) < R*(Tpy1).

Applying T, to flow F' = {(r;, b;,1;,d;) | 1 <i < n}, we have

tBETI ) Y T e
R (Thsr) = e {Zh‘, (:’—”n) / . +Rthl (Ths)
== d (Fk+1)

n k+1 mazx) k+1 max
_ Bl(chJ; )(F’Hl) + lk+1 (T'xt1) B ( " )(F;chl) + l( )(F;c+1) (k1) /1o
- 1r<nf?§k: Z T4 (min) ’ (min) vy + Rh+1 ( k:+1)
- = i=1 dk+1 (Fk-i-l) d (Fk+1)
n B(k+1)(rk+1) + l( (Fk+1> B(k) (F/ ) + l(maz)(l—‘, ) . n
- 1r<n}?§k {Z " = (min) - = ]zmin) . / £+ REHZI( k) + Z T
== L=t diyr (Trs1) dy, (1) i

Combining it with Eq. (2I)), we have

Z?:l T,y
B,(ffl”(Fk+1)+l§Ji?“(Fk+1)
R*(T'41) < max (T (Tga) ’
B (1L )+ilme) (py, k+1
maXlghgk{ h (d<’:nt1n))(rh' (Trt1) +R§L+1 )(Fk+1)}
n B(k:-‘rl) T l r
~ ax {ZT“ max { ( I(C:;r)t)+ (Ths1) Rgbli—i-ll)(r\k+1)
i=1 1shsktl dh (Fk+1)
= R"(I'k41)

Hence we show the existence of a mechanism T, | ; satisfying Condition 2.

B. Proof for Proposition [j]
PRrOPOSITION Consider a link shared by n token bucket controlled flows, where flow i,1 < i < n, has traffic profile (r;,b;).
Assume a static priority scheduler that assigns flow i a priority of i, where priority n is the highest priority, and reprofiles
flow i to (r;,b}), where 0 < b, < b;. Given a link bandwidth of R > Z;L:1 rj, the worst-case delay for flow i is

bi+Bj,, b —0 Bi 4 } @

’ maX{R—Rm’ R R

b; +r;t, when t >0

. inside the reprofiler, and a service curve
0 otherwise

Proof. Flow 1 <14 < n receives a service curve of SC’{i) = {

of SC’Q(i)(t) = [(R— Riy1)t — B} +1]+ at the shared link. Overall it receives a service curve o

, : : B -
SCO(t) = SCi” © SO = min { [b; +7 (t - R_ZEH (R = Riga)t - BQH]*} .
i+1

Hence, we have

bi + By, bi—b§+ B, }

D! — sup inf < 50 _
Supll’l {b +rit < SCY (t‘f'T)} maX{R_RHl i R— Ry

t>0 720

15See THEOREM 1.4.6 in [[17]], page 28
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C. Proofs for Proposition [/ and [§
This section provides the solution for OPT_RSP, from which Propositions [/ and [8| derive. For the reader’s convenience, we

restate OPT_RSP. Remember that we define B; = > 7, b; and R; = Z;L:@ rj, where B}, R; = 0 when i > n.

OPT_RSP Il’ll)i/n R

bi+Bii, b= Big }
s.t max ! L ! <d;, V1<i<n,
{R_RZ+1 r; R — R1,+1
Ry <R, b < by, 0<b, <y, V2<i<n.

Instead of solving OPT_RSP, for technical simplicity we consider OPT_RSP’, whose solution directly gives that for OPT_RSP.
Next we first demonstrate the relationship between OPT_RSP and OPT_RSP’ (Lemma [[3)), and then proceed to solve
OPT_RSP’ (Lemma [I4). Combining Lemma [13] and [14] we then have Proposition [7] and

Lemma 13. For 1 <i < n, define H; = b; — r;d;, and B’ = (B, ..., B},). Consider the following optimization:
OPT_RSP’ Ir}lgl/n R
s.t R, <R.

By < di(R— Rs) — b, (22)
R—Riy1+7; bi(R— R;) ;
Bée[maX{R_mB/+1+Hza B;+1} B,+1+R—7Ri+1 VQSZSTL

Suppose the optimal solution for OPT_RSP’ is (R*, B'*). Then (R*,b'*), where
b = (by, By — By, ..., B | — B/, BlY),
is an optimal solution for OPT_RSP.
Proof. We first show that b”* = (by, B5* — By, ..., BlX | — B}*, B/¥) and R* satisfy all the constraints for OPT_RSP, and
then show that (R*,b’*) is an optimal solution for OPT RSP.
Substituting b; = by into max { %fﬁf, biby 4 R } < d; gives Z}%t% < dy, which is equivalent to B} < dy(R— Ry)—

T1
. . b +B* pl* B
b1. Thus, to show the feasibility of (R*, b’*), we only need to show that (R*, b’*) satisfies max { Rié:l bs ”b’ + & 11%“ } <

d; and b}* € [0,b;] for all 2 < i < n. Below we consider each constraint separately.

« Basic algebraic manipulation gives that

bi + B4 when b* > bi(R* — Ry)
b; + Bl+1 b; — b N Bgil )R- Ry’ T R*— Ry 23)
YRR - TR —RiqJ bt B
’L+1 T i+1 7 i i+1 .
+ , otherwise.
T R* — Ry
b B'* L B'*
From OPT_RSP’ we have B} < By + 52 e px = Brr— Bl | < MU and therefore max { ptL, B
bs ;b7 +7R* “ From OPT RSP’ we also have B/* > 7RR*R’gi" Bi{+H;, ie, Bi* =B | —H; = b —b;+rd; >
,;B/* . ; B* o B*
1;_ éjl which is equivalent to 2i=h 7& < d;. Combining them gives max { Rf RL:1 bi mb + & ’HH < d;.

o From OPT_RSP’ we have B;* B;jrl, and therefore b;* = B{* — B ; > 0. From OPT_RSP’ we also have B;* <

B, + L_R) and therefore b’* < W < b;. Thus, we have b}* € [0, b;].

Next we show by contradiction that (R*,b") is optimal for OPT_RSP. Suppose (R,b’), where R < R* is an optimal
solution for OPT_RSP. Denote B = > b;, and B’ = (B}, ..., B.).
o If (R, B') satisfies all constraints for OPT_RSP”, then by (R*,b"*)’s optimality we know that R > R*, which contradicts
to the assumption that R < R*.

. . . b+ B! i B . -
o Otherwise, there exists 2 < ¢ < n such that max{ it b Pin } < d; and b, € [0,b;], whereas B] ¢

= A\ R=Riy: 7 R—Ris1
R—Riy1+ri D/ ’ bi(R*Ri)
[max{ R—E; BZJrl + H;, Bi+1} BZ+1 A Roes }
bi+ B’ _ _0 B! ..
- When b, < % from Eq. ( I) we have that maX{R+R1“, s - by gl } = b T,,bl + %7 —. Combining
L— —Rit1 i i1 i —Riy1
ol P < dyand B € [0, %) with B = B - B, we have
- R—Riyi+r - - - bi(R — R;
Ble |max{ ——L T B v H, B¢, Bg+1+M ,
R—Ri R—Rin
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and therefore a _contradiction.

— When l~74 W’ we show that there exists an optimal solution (R b’ ) for OPT_RSP such that ZA); < w.
i+ — I

Define b’ as 1) b, = #ﬂ’) and 2) b’ = b’ when h # i. Denote Bh = Z] _n b; < Bj, and B’ = (B),...,B/,). Next

we show that (R, b’) satisfies all the constraints in OPT_RSP, and therefore is optimal. Observe first that from B} < B},

bn+B; B;
b1+B b1+Bz < dy. Below we show that for all 2 < h < n, max { Dy baby + Lkl < dp.

R— < R—Rp41 ’ Th R— Rp41

we have

* When h > i, by definition Bh+1 = Bh+1' Thus we have

max bil * B;H'l, bn — b/h B;L'H = max bﬁ * B;"H bn = b + = Biy < djy,.
R— Rp Th R Ry

. bn+B;, by —b! B, bL+BL b+ B,
x When h = i, max{ Rl htl L OhZlh oy hi L7 htl Combining it with Bthl < Bh+1 and max { - 1+L

’ B—Rni1’ T R—Rni1 R—Rpi1 R—Ry1
% < dj, gives the result. ) ) A A ] )
* When h < i, from B;LH < Bj,., we have l}gjﬁ}i‘ﬁ < %Jrgj:; and bh*b,h + Ri‘;’;l < b’fhb,h + Ri%t;l’ ie.,
3/ 7 % =Y
max { l;gf}f::’ bh;b;z + 1?3]_3’11{:;1 } < max { 2:?’::’ bhr—hbh + RBEL } <dp,.

If (R, % ) satisfies all the constraints for OPT_RSP, it contradicts to the assumption that R < R*. Otherwise, from the
bi(R—Ry)

7/
case for b < == Rops

, we know it again to produce a contradiction.
O

Next, we proceed to solve OPT_RSP’, which when combine with Lemma [[3] then gives Propositions [7] and [8] For the
reader’s convenience, we restate the Propositions.

PROPOSITION For 1 <i <n, denote H; = b; — d;r;, I1;(R) = m and Vi(R) = d;(R — R;4+1) — b;. Define
S1(R) = {Vi(R)}, and S;(R) = Si—1(R)UJ{Vi(R)} U{ i s€ Sz 1(R )} for 2 <i < n. Then we have
R%, = max {R,,inf{R | Vs € S,(R),s > 0}}.

ProposITION [8} The optimal reprofiling solution b'™ satisfies

max{0, b, — rpdy}, 1 =mn;
b = r; B ()
! max< 0, b; — 7yd—|—~7l+1 , 2<i<n-1. u
RR - Ri-i—l

Denote B; := Lmax %B’ 1+ H;, B; +1} Bi,, + M} where the interval overlaps with that in the third
constraint of OPT_RSP’. We then show that the system meets each flow’s deadline only if the shared link has a bandwidth
no less than max {R;,inf{R | Vs € S,,(R),s > 0}, which in turn gives the minimum required bandwidth R*. As mentioned

before, we achieve this by first solving OPT_RSP’, from which we then get the solution for OPT_RSP based on Lemma
Lemma 14. Define sgi) = max {IL;(R)B/, | + H;, B}, }, ng') = min{S’ 1(R), Bi,, + %fi];fi)}, and S; = [sgl),séﬂ
for 2 < i < n, where II;(R) = %, H; = b; — dir, S1(R) = {Vi(R)}, Vi(R) = di(R — Riy1) — bs, and S;(R) =

_1(R)U{VZ(R)}U{E_(%) | s e Si_l(R)}. Then R and V' satisfies all the constraints in OPT_RSP’ iff S,, # 0 and
R > Ry, ie., R>max{R;,inf{R | Vs € S,(R),s > 0}}.

Proof. We rely on the following statements to show the Lemma:
Statement 1. {(R,b') | B/_; € Si_1}N{(R, V) | B, € B;} = {(R, V) | B € S;}.
Given Statement 1, we then show that
Statement 2. {(R,b') | B, < Vi(R),B, € B;,V2<i<n}={(R,b)| B, €S,}.

Note that B, < Vj(R) corresponds to the second constraint in OPT_RSP’, while Bl’» € B;,V 2 < ¢ < n corresponds
to its third constraint. Therefore, from Statement 2 we have that R and b’ satisfies all the constraints in OPT_RSP’ iff
S, # 0 and R > R;. Note that S,, # 0 iff s < s{", i.e., max{H,,0} < min {Sn_l(R), W%)} As (R— R,) > 0,

max{H,,0} < 2Bl ¢ v (R) > 0, whereas max{H,,,0} < min {S,_1(R)} iff s > max{0, H,},Vs € S,,_1(R). Since
I1,,(R) > 0, by the definition of .S,, we have S,, # () and R > R; iff R > max{R1,inf{R | Vs € S,(R),s > 0}}.

br—b}, +

Th



28

a) Proof for Statement 1.: Note that {(R,b') | Bi_; € S;_1} = {(R,b) | S;—1 # 0}. Below we prove that S;_; # 0
iff B, < min{S;—1(R)}. As s() = min{S 1(R),Bj, + @}, combining B; < min{S;_1(R)} with B, € B; =
[ @) , Bl + M} directly gives B, € S; = [s@,s;”]

From S;_; # 0 & sg_l) > sgl_l), we have

B < of ™ —min { S, a(R), B+ bgf—;”} & B, < min {S._a(R))
I, 1 (R)B,+ H;_y < sV & Bl <min{V,_, }U{ \ s € Si_a(R )}

s—H; . .
As Si_1(R) = S;_s(R) U{Vi_1(R)} U{ e | s e si,Q(R)}, we have S;_; # 0 iff B/ < min{S;_,(R)}.
b) Proof for Statement 2.: We show by induction on the value of n.
« Base case: when n = 2, basic algebraic manipulation gives that

() | 85 < ). By € B) = {(r,0) | B e [ o min {wicm), g+ 2
={(R,b) | B; €Sy}
« Induction step: suppose {(R,b') | By < Vi(R),B, € B;,V2 <i <k} ={(R,V) | B;, € Sg}. Then we have
{(R,b) | By <Vi(R),B; €B;,V2<i<k+1}
={(R.¥) | By <Vi(R), B/ € B,V 2 < i < k}[ | {(R,¥) | Biyy € Bysa}
={(R,¥) | By € S} {(R.V) | Biyy € Byr}
={(R.¥) | Bjs1 € Sps1}
where the last equation comes from Statement 1.
« Conclusion: by the principle of induction, we have
{(RV) | By <Vi(R),B; € B;,V2<i<n}={(Rb) ]| B, €Sn}.
O

Observe from the proof of Lemma 14| that for all 2 < ¢ < n, setting B, = max {H )Bi,, + H;, Bj +1} gives RR
Combining it with Lemma [13] we know that R* is the optlmal solution for OPT RSP, and therefore we have Proposition [7}

Besides, since R, can be achieved by setting b; = max { R’ R‘“ + H;, O} we then have Proposmon

APPENDIX D
PROOFS FOR FIFO SCHEDULER

A. Proof for Proposition 9]

ProposITION @ Consider a system with n token bucket controlled flows with traffic profiles (r;,b;),1 < i < n, sharing a fifo
link with bandwidth R > Ry = Zn 1 7'j. Assume that the system reprofiles flow i to (r;,b;). The worst-case delay for flow i

is then ) )
~ b; — b U b b; — bl
D;‘:max{ z+zy¢ j 2J13+( Z)Rl}.

®

Proof. W.l.0.g we consider the worst-case delay for flow 1. First we show that there always exists a traffic pattern such that
flow 1’s worst-case delay can be achieved by the last bit inside a burst of size by, and then we characterize the worst-case
delay for that b%" bit.

« Consider the traffic pattern T'(t) = {13 (t), ..., T,,(t) } that realizes flow 1’s worst-case delay, where T;(t) is right continuous
and specifies the cumulative amount of data sent by flow ¢ during time [0, ¢]. Suppose the worst-case delay is achieved at
to, and at ¢y flow 1 sends a burst of b < b;. As under FIFO the last bit gets a strictly larger delay compared with all the
other bits inside the burst, the b*" bit sent at ¢, achieves the worst-case delay.

If b = by, flow 1’s worst-case delay is achieved by the b bit inside a burst, i.e., T(t) is the traffic pattern we want.
Afterwards we consider the case b < b;.

First note that b is the maximum amount of data flow 1 can send at ¢, without violating its arrival-curve constraint, i.e.,
there exists t5 € [0, o) such that T'(to) —T'(¢ts) = b1 +71(to —ts). Otherwise, we can produce a worse delay by increasing
b to the maximum value that remains conformant with the arrival-curve constraint. Next we show that if b < by, there

T R ’ R ’I“iR
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exists 77 (t) sending a burst of by at to, such that under T”(t) = {T}(t),..., T (t)} the last bit flow 1 sends at ¢y also
achieves flow 1’s worst-case delay.

Define ¢ = sup{t | T1(to) —T(t) > b1}. As b < by, t € (t4,t0). Note that T} (to) — Ty (£) < by as T} (t) is right continuous.
Define

T (t), when t < t
Tll(t) = Tl(to) — b1, when t <t <ty
T (to), otherwise

which sends a burst of b at to. Note that T7(t) satisfies flow 1’s arrival curve. Specifically, consider any 0 < +(1) < ¢(2),
- When t® < it has 77 (t®) — 7] (tW) =Ty (&) — 11 (tW).
— When £ < t® < ¢,

w It < £ 7] (t@) — 77 (W) = Ti(te) — by — T1 (tV) < Ty (f) — T (V) < Ty (¢?) — T3 (¢V)

« It <tW < tg, T{ (t?) = T7 (tV) = Ty (to) — by — [T1(to) — b1] =0
— When t(2) > to,

« It <& 1) (t@) — 77 (V) = T1(to) — Ty (tW) < T3 (¢P) — Ty (W)

« I 1 <t <o, T} (t@) = T7 (1)) = T1(to) — [T1(to) — bi] = by < by + 11 (t@ — WD)

« It > to, T{ (¢2)) = T{ (tW) = Ty (to) — Ti(to) =0
We then show that under T"(¢) the last bit sent at ¢, also achieves flow 1’s worst-case delay. First observe that under T"(¢)
the last bit sent at ¢ arrives at the shared link no earlier than that under T'(¢). This is because it arrives at the reprofiler
later than under 7'(¢) and experiences a no smaller reshaping delay upon its arrival. Particularly, given the reprofiler’s

. by +rit, whent >0 N
service curve of ., the b%" bit of a burst gets a delay of bty , which equals the worst-case delay
0 otherwise’

for flow 1 inside the reprofiler. Next we show that under T”(¢) the last bit leaves the shared link no earlier than that under
T(t), i.e., overall it gets a no smaller delay under T"(¢). Since under T'(¢) the last bit achieves the worst-case delay, so
does under T'(t).

Suppose the last bit arrives at the shared link at o under T'(t), and at £, > #o under T"(t). If under T'(¢) the last bit
arrives to find the shared link with an empty queue, i.e., it has no delay at the shared link, then combining it with f{) > 1
gives what we want. Afterwards, we consider the case where under T'(¢) the last bit arrives at the shared link with a
non-empty queue, ie., there exists £, < fo and § > 0 such that the shared link processes data at full speed R during
[ts, 0], and at a speed strictly less than R during [t — 6, t,).

Under T'(t), Ty (t,, to) data from flow 1 arrives at the shared link during [t,,]. Then the last bit leaves the shared link at
time t, = £, + ZjZQ[Tj(tO)_TJ(ts)HTl(tmtO). Whereas under T”(t), suppose there is M > 0 amount of data in the buffer

A A R PO
at ts, and T7(ts,1;) amount of data from flow 1 arrives at the shared link during [¢s,¢]. As T7(t) delays some data to

to, and by £} all of the delayed data arrives at the shared link, it has T} (f,, %) > T} (fs,to). Then the b%" bit leaves the
M432,5,[T; (fo) T (E:)]+T1 (Es,£5)

shared link at a time no less than %, + , which is no less than £,.

Next we characterize the worst-case delay. Given that there always ex1sts a traffic pattern that the bit of a burst gives
flow 1’s worst-case delay, w.l.o.g we assume the worst case delay to be achieved by the bt" bit sent at tg.

Remember that the b%" bit of a burst gets a delay of b o b1=8 inside the reprofiler. Next we consider the delay at the shared
link. Suppose the b%" bit arrives at the shared link at #,. If at £y the shared link processes at a speed str1ctly less than
R, then the b%" bit gets no delay at the shared link, and therefore gets a overall worst-case delay of 10 . Otherwise,
suppose the last busy period at the shared link starts at 0 < #, < 7.

1) When ty — 5 > bl;b during [,,%o] at most Zj 1 j + Zj 1T (fo — ) amount of data arrives at the shared
link. Thus, the delay for the bth bit at the shared link is i J+E ri(fo—ts)

bth

— to, which decreases with ¢y since

R> Z;Lzl r;j. Given to > bl b1 +t,, the worst-case delay at the shared link is achieved at £, = bl bl +1,, and has a
n bl b1
b+ _ . . .
value of ==L it R 2= — blrlbl — ts. Thus the overall worst-case delay is achieved at ts =0, with a value of

by —b] n
D Y L Lhibh 21 b 4 (b= bRy
R T1 T1 R T1R '

2) When o — ts < b bl, as flow 1’s burst of b} arrived at the shared link before to — 2 bl, it should has been cleared
before £,. Hence, during [t,,%o] at most Z" ? b; + Z;’:l 5 (fo — fs) data arrive at the shared link. Therefore, the

bth bit gets a delay of 2z J+ZJ REIUmE

— to at the shared link, which decreases with #, under R > Z?Zl T;

Consequently, its worst-case delay is achieved at to = ts, with a value of % ts, which is maximized at £, = 0.

by —by Znﬂ b

Thus the overall worst-case delay is — +
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Combining case 1 and 2 gives flow 1’s worst-case delay, i.e.,

~ by —b, 24l Z] 105 (b= V)R,
D7 = ’
1 max{ " + R ) R + "R

B. Proofs for Proposition [10| and

This section provides the solution for OPT_RF, from which we then have Propositions and For the reader’s
convenience, we restate OPT_RF, where R = Z?:l ;.

OPT_RF Hzl,i/n R

by — b N v, (b — b
", max{ - i +Z; j’Ele j +( rié)Rl <d, vVi<i<n,

B’

Lemma 15. For 1 < i < n define Ti(l) = R+T (H + ZB’) and T(z) = b; + “Riﬂ Denote E(’) = 0 and B’ =
(ﬁi, ﬁ;) Consider the following optimization.:
OPT_RF’ minR

B
5.t max{O,Y}(l),Ti(z)}gﬁl’-—ﬁg 1 <b;, V1<i<n
<R
Suppose the optimal solution for OPT_RF’ is (R*, B'). Then (R*,b'*), where
b* = (B, By — By, ...,By — B",)

is an optimal solution for OPT_RF.
Proof. Define Ei = Z;Zl b;. From basic algebraic manipulation OPT_RF is equivalent to OPT_RF”’:

OPT_RF” H},i,n R

st max{O,Ti(l),Ti(Z)} <B-B_,<b ¥Y1<i<n,
Ry <R.
As the constraints of OPT_RF’ and OPT_RF” are the same, the two optimizations share the same optimal value R*. From

B, = ZJ: b, b = (Bf‘,B B{*,.. B’* B’* 1) is then the optimal variable for OPT_RF”. Hence, (R*,b'*) is an
optimal solution for OPT_RF”, and therefore an optimal solution for OPT_RF. O

Next we proceed to solve OPT_RF’, which when combined with Lemma then gives Propositions and Define
Zi={1<j<i|jeZ}forl1<i<n,

TLle
ZzePl R+r1 + ZZGPQ ( TRy )
Xr(R) = max —
PLPyCLy PaALn, PN P=0 1 =37 p FHi- =D icp R

and

B. _ RH; o ridi R

) ~ B; Zjepl R+r; Zjepz (b7 Ry

Yr(R)= min < B,, Rd,, - 7 ,
1<i<n—1 P1,P,CZ;,P1 ﬂPz 0,P1 U P2#0 Zjepl Rir; + ZjGPQ By

where B; = Y  b; for 1 < i < n. Then from Lemma (16| we know that R forms a feasible solution for OPT_RF” iff
R > max {Rl, ZB”Rl } and Xp(R) < Yp(R). Therefore, R* is the minimum value satisfying these conditions.

Given_R*, from Lemma u we know that there exists an optimal solution with B’ * = Xp(R*). From Statement 2 in
Lemma |17, we know that suppose there exists an optlmal solution with B’ B’ * and B’ B* where 2 < i < n, then there

exists an optimal solution with B/, = B!*, Bl = B/*, and B]_, = max{zl i T; ,Bl* — b-}. Thus, based on B/* we can

)

sequentially compute Ez’* fromi=n—1toi=1.
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Lemma 16. Define T, = max {o, el Tf)}. Then {ﬁ’ | T, <B,—B)_, <bp, V1<h< n} £ 0 iff all of the following
conditions hold:

T biRy B,R
> Zi = st
e R2 iy Tidi iy rid

RH; . rid;R
Sier, Tt Eper, (b= THE

n/
e B/ > max - - el B A
n= Py, Py Gl Pyl , 1 (1 P2=0 172761’1 WszzieF’z Ry
RH jd; R
B, < mi By, Ry, mi By e Ter (i)
e Oy = MI<i<n—1 ns 0, MNPy P, C7;, Py (| Po=0,P1 |J P2#0 > S T
jEPy R+7‘j jePs Ry

Proof. Define R = Z;Zl b; for 1 <i < n, and define

B, = [max {Ti, Egﬂ — biﬂ} , min {R, E;H — iHH for1<i<n-—1.As E(’) = 0, from basic algebraic manipulation
T; = max {O,ﬂ”,Tf”} < éi — §§71 < b;, V1 <i < n is equivalent to

Bi S [maX{Tl,Eé —bg}, min{bl,gé—Tg}} 2@1,
T,<B/—Bl_,<b,V2<i<n

Define B! = {El, ...,]§n}, and B = {ﬁ; | T), < E;l - E,’l_l <b,, Vi<h< n} Then we have

{B/‘E§§§—§§—1Sbi, Vléién};ﬁﬁ) < By # 0 and B® £,

which from Lemma [T7]is equivalent to

ZT <B'<min{§n,Rdn}|ZTj§§i, Vi<i<n—1%+£0. (24)
j=1
Denote Z; = {1 < j<i|j€Z} for 1 <i<mn, then
o« Y0\ Tj < B), implies that for all Py, Py C Z, and PPy =0, Xcp TV + Yiep, T < Blien Yiep, 2 +
Y pePy (b» — M) < (1 — Y ieP Bir, — 2icps 1) B, which is equivalent to R > % when P» = Z,,, and
216}’1 Igfw« +ZPEP2 (b177‘711;;'1?)

T
1- ELGPI R+n_zz€P2 Rfll

B > otherwise.

e For 1 <i<mn-1, Y\, T; < B; implies that for all Py, Py C Z; and PL(\Py = 0, Yyep, T\ + Y iep, T <
RH; idi R i
B, ie, dier Rre T 2pep, (bi — TT) + (Ziepl T T 2 iep, R1> B!, < B, which is equivalent to B/, <
—~ RH ; r:d; R
Bi=jem R+7-Jj*2jePz (bj* ! J )
ZJ€P1 W?rijzjePQ Rl '
Therefore, Eq. (24) holds iff
n
R > Zi:l biRl
- Zi:l Tidi
rid; R
=, EzePl R+'r +Zz€P2 (b TRy )
B, > max
Py, PyCly, Pa#ln, L Pa=0 1 — Ziepl m - Ziepz o
5 RH; rjd;R
=/ . = Bi - ZjGPl R+TJJ a ZjePz (b - JRl )
B, < min B,, Rd,, min
1<i<n—1 Py,P,CZ;,Py (| P2=0,P, | P2#0 diep T R+T7 +Yen T
O

Next we establish Lemma For @1 = [max {Tl,éé - bg}, min{bl,éé - TQH, ﬁé = {EQ, B;L}, and B® =
{ﬁé | T, < E;l — E;Fl <bp, V2<h< n} we have

Lemma 17. By # () and B® # ) iff

zn:T] < E;L < min {én,Rdn} Z

j=1

|/\
ba>
I/\
IA
3
[
—
BIN
=



32

Proof. For1 < ¢ < n define Ei = Z;Zl b; and ﬁ{ = {]EA?Z, ,En} For 1 < ¢ < n—1 further define I@Z = {max{zzzl Tj,f?g“

and
BG) = {ﬁ; | T, < B\Z - E;L—1 <bp, Vi<h< n} Suppose we have

Statement 1. By # () and B® £ 0 iff 1) B, 1 #0,2) 3./, T, < By, for 1 <h <n—2, and 3) B}, < Rd,,_1.

Basic algebraic manipulations give that B,,_; # 0, i.e., max {Z;:f T, B, - bn} < min {f}n_l, B - Tn}, it 1), T <
B!, < By,2) Z;L:_ll T; < By_1,and 3) B], < Rd,,. Combining them with 2?21 Ty, < Bp,for1 <h <n—2and B, < Rd,,—1
gives Y7 Ty < B), < min {Bn, Rdn} and Y"_| T), < By, for 1 < h < n — 1. Therefore, we have Lemma

Next, we show Statement 1 based on Statement 2. For convenience, define B(™) = {1}. Then we have

Statement 2. For 1 <i <n—2, B; # 0 and BC+D = 0 iff 1) B, 1, # 0 and BO+2) £ 0, 2) Z \T; < B, and 3)
B < Rdz+1

a) Proof for Statement 1: we show Statement 1 by induction. For 1 <1¢ < n — 1, define
h
S;:B; #0, BUY £0, B, < Rd;, and Y T, < By, V1<h<i—1.
j=1

o When i = 1, Statement 2 directly gives that B, # 0 and B® # 0 iff S holds.

« When i > 1, suppose By # 0 and B® # 0 iff S; holds, ie, 1) B, ~# 0 and IB%(“F” £ 0, 2) B’ < Rd;, and
3)2] 1 Th < By,V1 < h < i — 1. Note that by Statement 2 we have B; # () and BO+D £ () iff i) B, # 0 and
BG+2) £ , i) Z _, T, < By, and iii) B, < Rd; . Thus, By # 0 and B® + () iff 1) B,,; # 0 and BO+2) £ ¢, 2)
B’ < min{Rd;, Rd;y1} = Rd;;1, and 3) Z 1Th < Bh,V1 < h <1, ie., S;;1 holds.

Thus, we have IB%l # () and B® # () iff S,,_1 holds: Bn_l =+ (), B = {1} # 0, B;l < Rd,_1, and Z?Zl T < Eh,VI <
h < n — 2, which then gives Statement 1.
b) Proof for Statement 2: Consider B; # () and B(+1) £ ¢,

. IB% % () iff max{z -, 13, B fbi+1} < mm{BZ,B — H—l}’ which from basic algebraic manipulation is
equivalent to 1) Z“’l T; < B;H < Bi11,2) Z 11y < B, and 3) by > Tiq <= B’ < RdHl
« Consider B(i+1) # (). When i < n—2, from basic algebralc manipulation it is equivalent to 1) T}, 42 < B 20— Bi <biyo

and 2) B2 £ (. When i = n — 2, BU+D = { L | Th < B;L - 3%71 < bn}, which is non—empty ifft T, <
B! — B!, | <b,. Since B" = {1}, it also has B(i+2) £ {.
Note that ZZH T; < B;_H < Bz+1 and T, o < BZ+2 Bz/’-Q—l < biyo iff IE%Z-H # (). Thus we have Statement 2. O

APPENDIX E
ON THE BENEFIT OF GROUPING FLOWS WITH DIFFERENT DEADLINES

In this section, we explore scenarios that consist of two flows sharing a common link whose access is arbitrated by a static
priority scheduler. The goal is to identify configurations that minimize the link bandwidth required to meet the flows’ deadlines.
Of particular interest is assessing when the two flows should be assigned different priorities or instead merged into the same
priority class.

Recalling the discussion of Section specializing Propositions [/|and [10]to two flows, we find that the minimum required
bandwidth for the two-flow scenario under static priority+shaping is

by by + by — 1rod bo b
max{rl—H“g, 2,714— 2 T22+7‘2}, when = > —
~. _ d2 dl T2 T1 "
R by by + max{bg — rods, O} .
max < ry + ro, R ] +ry e, otherwise
2 1

and that under fifo+shaping it is

by (bl + bg)(TQ + TQ) b1 + by — dyry + \/(bl + by — d17’1)2 + 4r1dobs }

R ax {7"1 + "2, dg7 d1T1 —+ d27’2 ’ 2d2
Comparing them gives

Proposition 18. For the two-flow scenario, E}‘% > ﬁ}‘% iff

ba b1> <(b1 +bo)(r1 +12)  diry )
de|—,— ) and ds € — ,dy ).
! (TQ T1 2 Tg(bl/dl +7’2) 9 !

_bi+1}a
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Proof. When R}, = max {ﬁ + 712, F# } from Eq. ( b E}E < ﬁ}‘? Below we consider 1) % > % and 2) % < % separately
under R* > max {7"1 + 7o, Z—}.

1) When b2 > g b1 , we show that R* < RR Specifically, RR > mazx {rl + 72, 2 } iff m+w > max {7“1 + ra, 32}

. . . . . . by +bs—+/ (b1 1 b2)2—4drabad
which from basic algebraic manipulation equivalents to by + by > ri1d; + rods and doy < 1tba /(b tba) P mdrabady o

2T2

we show that under by + by > r1dy + 72ds, it has (blczl;ﬂxff) > b1+bfh_r2d2 + ro, and therefore R}, < RR.
Consider f(ds) = (bljlff)izzm b1+b’j’h_r2d2 — 19, which equals 0 when ds = d;. Basic algebraic gives that
df (d2) _r (b1 + b2)(r2 + 12)72
dds dq (dyr1 + dara)?
T2 (diry + dors)?
= (d17’1 ¥ d2T2)2 ( dl - (bl + bg)(’l"z + T?)
r dir + dars)?
< v (T - ()
T%(dg — dl)

dq (d17“1 + d27‘2) -

Thus, for all dy < dy, it has f(d2) > f(dy) =0, i.e, (blifg)iz;m > bitboorady 4 4y

d1
2) When 3—2 < b—i, we show that EE > ]T?E iff dy € (bz,f,—l and dy € (% — d;—;l,dl) . Specifically, ﬁ}z >

max {7’1 +ro, } iff b1+max{b2 r2d2.0} 4y > max {ry + 1o, (% , which from basic algebraic manipulation equivalents
to

b1 + by — rad b b
M+T2>max ’I“1—|—’I“2,f2 s when d2§£
dy do T2
by .
— + 1o, otherwise .
dy
When dy < 22, similar as before we have R’ B < R % When dj > , basic algebraic manipulation gives that Lt >

max {1"1 + 12, } iff di < bi. Combining them gives that RR < RR when (dy,ds) ¢ {(dl,dz) | ff—z <dgy < d1 < %}

. . . . . by+by—d /(b1 +ba—dir1)
When (d;,ds) € {(dl,dQ) | % <dg <di < %},basw algebraic manipulation gives that (bldti?z&zjzm) > hitbemdimd ( 12-;22 1)

and 1 + ro > Z—z, ie.,

R (b1 + b2)(r2 + 12) e 1861+ b2 < Tadh + rads
5 =maxq r + ro, =< (b 4 b .
& { L diry + dary } ( 1;_ QLET; *ra) otherwise
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When by + by < 71dy + rady, it has E}} > E*R. Otherwise, basic algebraic manipulation gives that }NQ*R > I:E}} iff
dy > (batbo)(ritra) _ diry g(dy1). Note that when % <d < ﬁl, g(di) > %2 and when d; = 2 ord; = &

ro (bl/dl +7’2) Az“z R ro”? T2 1’
g(d1) = dy. Therefore, R}, > R}, iff dy € (7(?"12&1’12/);:13) — %,dl) )
O
APPENDIX F

EXTENSIONS TO PACKET-BASED MODELS IN THE TWO-FLOW STATIC PRIORITY CASE

In this section, we consider a more general packet-based model, where flow 7 has maximum packet size of /; and the scheduler
relies on static priorities. For ease of exposition, we only consider scenarios that consist of n = 2 flows, and consequently two
priority classes (low and high).

We first characterize in Proposition [I9] the worst-case delay of high-priority packets, and use the result to identify a condition
for when adding a reprofiler can help lower the required bandwidth (Corollary [20). We also confirm (Proposition 21) the
intuitive property that reshaping the low-priority flow does not contribute to lowering the required bandwidth. We then proceed
to characterize in Proposition 22] the worst-case delay of low-priority packets. The results of Propositions [I9] and 22] are used
to formulate an optimization, OPT_2, that seeks to identify the optimum reshaping parameters for the high-priority flow that
minimizes the link bandwidth required to meet the flows’ deadlines. The bulk the section is devoted to solving this optimization,
while also establishing the intermediate result that the optimal reshaping can be realized simply by reducing the flow’s burst
size, i.e., keeping its rate constant.

Returning to our two-flow, packet-based scenario, consider two token-bucket controlled flows (r1,b;1) and (rg, by) sharing a
link with a bandwidth of R whose access is controlled by a static priority scheduler. Assume that flow (r;,b;) has a deadline
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of d; (dy > ds > 0), and (r2,bs) has non-preemptive priority over (r1,b;) at the shared link. Denote the maximum packet
length of (r;,b;) as l; < b;. Note that by setting I; = 0, the packet-based model defaults to the fluid model. To guarantee that
none of the packets in (r1,b1) or (re, by) misses the deadline, R needs to satisfy [|[17]:

ntr <R (252)
by + 11
——— <d 25b
R >~ U2, ( )
bo + by
< dj. 2
By < (25¢)

Therefore, the minimum bandwidth for the link satisfies:

(26)

~ Iy +by by +b
R(Q)*Zmax{rl—I—TQ, 1+02 01+ 2—&-7“2}.

d ' dy

Now consider adding a lossless packet-based greedy leaky-bucket (re)profiler for each flow before the shared link, as shown
in the above figure. Denote (r;, b;)’s reprofiler as (r},b}), where b, > [;. To guarantee a finite delay inside the reprofiler, we
also need 7} > r;. Under this assumption, if b; > b;, the reprofiler has no effect. Hence, we further require that b < b;.

Next, we proceed to characterize the optimal minimum required bandwidth under static priority and (re)shaping. Denote it
as RY)".

Under a non-preemptive static priority discipline, the worst-case delay of the high-priority flow is unaffected by the low-
priority flow’s arrival curve (r1,b1), and only depends on its maximum packet size {;. This is because high-priority packets
arriving to an empty high-priority queue wait for at most the transmission time of one low-priority packet. This property holds
whether reprofilers are present or not. Specifically,

Proposition 19. For a high priority token bucket-controlled flow (ra, by) traversing a lossless packet-based greedy token bucket
reprofiler (rh,bh), where ro < rh and by > b, before going through a shared link with bandwidth R > rq, the worst-case

delay is
N bo + 14 bg—bé l1+ 19
D; = max{ R I ,
where 1 is the maximum packet length of the low-priority flow with which it shares the link, and ls is its own maximum packet
length.

Proof. Denote the virtual delay at ¢ inside the reprofiler as D1 (¢), and that at the shared link as Ds(t). Then for a packet
arriving the system at ¢, its virtual delay inside the system is D;(t) + Da(t + D1 (¢)). For D;(¢), we have

bg—bé-ﬁ-?"gﬁ :|+
— —t| .

Dy(t) = inf {by +rat < by +t5(t+7)} = [
=T 2

For Dy(t + D1 (t)), we have

Dy(t+ Di(2)) =

L+
R

2 —t—Dl(t)r.

: Lh+1 bo + 1ot — 1
+62f{b2+r2t—l2gR(t+T+D1(t))}: 1 2+[2 "2

R R

Then we have .
D3 =sup{D;(t) + D2(t + D1 (t))}

o<t
Li+ly  by—by+rat i+l badrat—1o
< ¢ —¢
<sup fma {172 4 20 e @)
Li+ly  bya—b5 li+by
<max{ R LR

O

Note that after adding the reprofiler, we have D3 > bQEll. Comparing this expression to Eq. (25b), we know that adding

reprofilers will never decrease the high-priority flow’s worst-case delay. Furthermore, since ensuring stability of the shared
queue mandates R > ry + ry irrespective of whether reprofilers are used, Eq. (26) then gives

Corollary 20. Adding reprofilers decreases the minimum required bandwidth only when

~ bi+0 bo +1
]%(2)”‘:71Jr 2 4 ry > max<ry + 1o, 2 0 . (28)
dl d2
Conversely, we note that for the low-priority flow (r1,b1), its service curve is determined by both the high-priority flow’s
arrival curve at the shared link and the shared link’s bandwidth, and does not depend on the presence or absence of its own
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reprofiler. As a result, adding a reprofiler to the low-priority flow cannot decrease its worst-case delay (though it can increase
it). Consequently, reprofiling the low-priority flow cannot contribute to reducing the bandwidth of the shared link while meeting
the delay bounds of both the high and low-priority flows. This is formally stated in the next proposition that simplifies the
investigation of the worst-case delay experienced by the low-priority flow by allowing us to omit the use of a reprofiler for it.

Proposition 21. Given the service curve assigned to a low-priority flow, adding a packet-based greedy reprofiler cannot
decrease its worst-case delay, and consequently cannot reduce the minimum link bandwidth required to meet the worst-case
delay guarantees of both the high and low-priority flows.

Proof. Denote the service curve of the low-priority flow as S(t) and its arrival curve as «(t). Without reprofiler, the system’s
virtual delay at ¢ is
D'(t) = inf{r:a(t) < B(t+1)}.
72>0
Denote the reprofiler’s maximum service curve as o (t), which is also the arrival curve for the shared link. Due to packetization,
the system provides the flow a service curve no greater than

0 () = inf {o(s) + B(t —5)} < o(0) + BH) = (1),

Hence, the virtual delay is

> i : < i — > i : < =D'(1).
D(t) > irzlfo {T at) < nggt {o(s)+ B+ s)}} > 71_I21%{7' a(t) < Bt+71)} =D'(¢)
As D(t) > D'(t), Vt > 0, we have sup,~o{D(t)} > sup,>o{D'(t)}, i.e., adding a reprofiler cannot decrease the system’s

worst-case delay.
O

Next, we characterize the worst-case delay D7 of the low-priority flow.

Proposition 22. Given a token bucket-controlled high priority flow (ra, ba) with a packet-based greedy token bucket reprofiler
(rh, b)) going through a shared link with bandwidth R, the low-priority flow (r1,b1)’s worst-case delay d3 is

o % _ bitby
1) when ry =15, Di = 12

2) when ry < 7‘/2 and (R=75)(ba—b3) (bl +b/2) <0, Dik — bitbs.

rh—ry R—ry’

3) otherwise, i.e., ro < rh and w — (b1 + %) > 0 (recall that ro < 1})
2
% _ bitby bytbo (R=r1—72)(ba—b5)
Dl - maX{ R—rl ri - ri(rh—r2) !

Proof. The high-priority flow’s arrival curve at the shared link is

aa(t) = min {75 (t), v 0 (£)}, (29)
and the low-priority flow’s service curve at the shared link is
Bi(t) = [Rt — ao(t)]" = [Rt — min {7,y b, (£), Yo 0, (1) }] . (30)
Hence, the virtual delay at ¢ > 0 is
D(t) = inf {T crit+ by < [R(E+7) — min{ra(t +7) + bo, rh(t +7) + bg}ﬁ} 31)

When 73 = 1}, we have
D(t) = ir;fo {7— it + b <[R(E+7)—ro(t+7)— b/2]+}

:{r1t+b1+b’2_tr<b1+b’2' (32)
R—ry ~ R—1ry
When ry < 7”2, we can rewrite Eq. as
0 when ¢t =0
Bi(t) = [Rt — min {35(t), v o (D} = 0 [(R—r5)t —bp]" when ¢ < =2 (33)

R —ry)t —by]"  otherwise.
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« When $; (2

7”277"

_bz) < by +rit, ie., t > (R=r3)(ba—bs) _ blzb2 we have

ri(rh—r2)
D(t) = inf {T et 40y < [(R—r2)(t+7) — b2}+}

_ [b1+b2 ﬁ(R—Tl—Tg)]+

R — T2 R — )
+
bit+by R—ri—ry [(R—rh)(ba—by) bi+bh]" 34)
“|R—ry R —19 r1(ry —12) 1
bi+b (R—1%)(ba—bb) by +b)
ﬁ When T1 (i‘éfiz) 2= 17“1 : < O
bitby _ (ba=by)(Rori=ra)] " otherwise
Ty ri(rh—r2) .
Note that when (R;r(éi(fiz_)bé) — bl:b; < 0, we have t > (R:&%)é(fi;)b;) - bl:bé,Vt. Therefore, d = %. Next we
consider the case when (F=r2)(b2=bs) _ bitb; > 0.

ri(rh—r2) r ,

1
o When B1(=22) > by + 1t e, t < Uialen) Dtz g when UEra(teta) — Bt 0 implies R — 1) > 0,
we have

D(t) = inf {T crit by < [(R—1))(t+7) — b’2]+}

(b Aby |t 4+, —R)|T
o R—7) R—7) ’

(35)

Jr
As b1+b;+t(r1+r;—R)

is a linear function with ¢, we know D(t) achieves its maximum at either ¢ = 0 or ¢t =

R—r} R—7}
R—72)(ba—b), by +b. . . by +b) R—r1—73)(ba—b) S
(Borp)(ba=by) _ bitbs - yhich gives df = max { 2Fb2 buthy  (Bomora)(ba=ba) | - combine it with Eq. (34), when
ri(rh—ra) 1 R—rl> 1 ri(rh—r2)
rh > ro we have:
b1+b2 (R*T;)(bsz,z) o b1+b/2
A2, when 0 —r2) — < 0
Dy = (36)
b1+ R—r1—r3)(by—b) .
max { 2+l bitby  (Boriora)(bazby) | iperwise
R—r) 1 ri(rh—r2)
O
/ (R=r5)(ba—by) _ bitby e P (2)* % _ bitby
Note that when 7 < 7% and T (—r2) e < 0 (case 2 of Proposition [22)), R};”" ensures d; > d] = By e

R* > % +r9. Combined with Corollary we then know that in this case Rg)* is no smaller than R(Q)*, i.e., the optimal
system needs no reprofiling. Therefore, we only need to focus on cases 1 and 3 when seeking to characterize Rg)* in the
presence of reprofilers.

Next, we establish that these two cases can be combined. Specifically, note thal

(R—7)(ba—bly)  by+b) L ,
t Tl(i;_m) 2> —=—= > 0implies R—r5 > 0.

. R—r})(ba—b}) _ bi+b! :
This means that as 75 — 75, ¢ rl?i),(f;z) 2) 1: 2 — 400 > 0, so that we are always in case 3 as 7, — 75 . Furthermore,
2
. bi4by  by+by (R—r1—712)(ba—=by) | _ b1+by _ bt : *
hmré—w; max { Rl o (=72 = Max { {7 — = Fo,orin other words the value of dj of case 3
: - . R—r}) (ba—b}
is the same as that of case 1 as 7, — rj. This therefore allows us to write that when %ﬁ(é” — (b1 +05) >0,
2
* bitbs bi4by _ (R—=r1i—72)(b2—b3)
dl = max { R—rh 1y r1(ry—ra) ’

Together with Proposition , this yields the following optimization for Rg)*:
OPT_2 mirll R

5,05
b1 +b, by +b R—ry— by — bl

subject to  max Lt ,27 1+ ( & ,r2)( 2 2) <dy,
R -} o] ri(rh —ra)

b+l bp—by I+
max{ R , ,,JQ —+ R } S d27 (37)
(R— )by~ b) bt
r1(rhy — ro) r1
r1+ 712 < R, ry < T, ly < b < by

/
2 >0,

Solving OPT_2 gives the following combination of five cases, four of which yield values E’g)* < R®*_je., the introduction
of reprofilers helps reduce the link bandwidth required to meet the flows delay targets, where r5* and b}" defines the optimal
reprofiler:



r1+ra

1) Rg)* =1 + 71y < R, r5* = ry, and b5 can be any values inside [by + 79 (m — dg) ,dir1 — b1] N [l2, b2), when

dy € [t blxba) and dy > max{bml bitby—diry | Lt };

T ri+ra? T2 r1+r2

(i) RY" = bath < R, 75 can be any values inside [y, min {Rg)* —r, RY" — b1to

di—(b2—lz)/RY"

}], and b5* can be any

da(ba—l2) da(bi+b2)

values inside [bQ—M,dl(Rg)*—r’Q*)_bl]m[lg,bz)’When dy < beifl? and d; € | da(batla)

R
(b1+12) (dp— 2212

ba+l1—dara

T ) L PR N D(2)% o fx _ ;o : bi+lo
(iii) Ry = Tt < RY*, rl¥ = ry, and by, = I, when d; < min =2, T ——

when dy > % and d; < %

. ~(2)x* (d1—d2)ra+(b1+b2)++/((d1—d2)ra+b1+b2)2+4d1r2(l1+12)
@iv) R% = Vi 5, < R§, rb* =rq, and
b — b2*b1*(d1+d2)7“2+\/((d1*d2)7‘2+b1+b2)2+4d17“2(11+12)
h =
bi+l2) dy— 2t _
ba+ly (b1 ( T2 da(b1+l2) da(ba—l2) .
o when dy < ri+ra? and d; € [ ba+l1—r2d2 7 bo+ly—dare + ba+11 )’ and
ba+1y ba+ly (br+12) (d27 bQT;lz ra(l1t+l2) bi+ba—dars
o when T1+re Sdy < Ty 0 and d; € [ ba+l1—rads Y ri(ritre) + 1 )

(v) otherwise, Rg)* = R@*,
From the solution of OPT_2, we directly get

Corollary 23. We can achieve the optimality of OPT_2 through setting 1y = 5.
1) Solving OPT_2: We can divide the optimization into two sub-optimizations:
Sub-optimization 1:

minimize,; ,;» R
2772

ba+l1 7 ba+li—dare

72

T2 )} and dy < Ltb2: and

(38)

(39)

b b
subject to r+ry—R<O0, 1+,2—d1§0,
R—rg
bo + 1y by — by +1s Iy
—d2 <0 -+ ——dy <0
R 2 > U, TIQ + R 2 x> U,
by + bf 3 (R—rél)(bg —bh) <0,
o] ri(rh —ra)
r+ry— R <O, re — 15 <0,
lo — by <0, by —by <0
Sub-optimization 2:
minimize,; ,; R
2272
b b —ry — by — b,
subject to R—ri—r, <0, 1ty (R-n ,TQ)( 2 — ) —d; <0,
o) r1(rh —ro)
by + 11 by —by+1la I
—dy <0 _— — —d <0
R 2 >Y, 7'/2 + R 2 )
bl +bl2 . (R—Té/)(bg —b/Q) §07
r1 ri(rh —ra)
ri+ry— R <0, ro — 14 <0,

Iy — by <0, by —by <0

Denote the solution of sub-optimizations 1 and 2 as R} and R3, respectively. Then we have R* = min{Rj, R3}. Next,
we solve sub-optimizations 1 and 2. Note than when R = r; + ), the two sub-optimizations are the same. Therefore, when

solving sub-optimization 2, we only consider the case where R — r; — ry < 0. Then we have:

Lemma 24. The solution for Sub-optimiaztion 1 is
o Rf =11 419, when dy € [ 7171:;172) and dy > max{b2+ll bitbo—diry | Lty };

T ritrs? T2 ri+r2
% __ batly ba+1y da(b1+l12) da(ba—l2) da(bi+b2) \.
° Rl — dy ? when da < T1+72 and dy € [b2+ll_d27'2 ba+11 7 ba+l1—dor )’
* la+by 11+bo . by+lo (b1+12)(d2,b2;212§
e R = A when dy < . and di < min 2, P ——n ; and when dy >

R — (dl*dz)T’2+(b1+b2)+\/((dl*dz)T’2+b1+b2)2+4d17“2(11+12)
¢ 1= 2d, ’
by—1lo
(b1+l2)<d2_ ) ) da(bi+l2)
ba+l1—7rads 7 ba+l1—dara

4 daba—ls) ); and

o when dy < 2 and d, € | Peuh

r1+r2?

5

+b2 and d; < b1+l2;
2 r1

r
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by+lo) (dy—b2=t2
bot1y batly (bx ( ) r2(l1+l2) bi+bo—dsra
© when ri+re <dy < ry and d, € [ ba+1ly—rads Y ri(ri4re) T )

Lemma 25. The solution for Sub-optimization 2 is
bo+1,y da(ba—l12) bi+ly da(bi+bz) * __ ba+ly * .
o when dy < 251, and dy € [Z 272 + 252 202, RS = 220 <Y
o otherwise, R2 R§.

botly  d2(ba—l2) + bitls da(b1+l12) + da(b2—l2)

e S 2 2 5ol —dars 5,7, - Iherefore, we have

Basic algebraic manipulation gives that when do <
R5 > R}.

Solution for Sub-optimization 1: The Lagrangian function for sub-optimization 1 is

by +b by + 1
Ly(R,7, a,A>=R+A1<n+r;—R>+*2(1 2—d1>+A3(2 1—d2)
R -1}, R

b b l l b b —1rL)(by — U
(b it N (0 5 (R 7"2/)(2 2) (40)
7“2 R 71 Tl(Tz_TQ)

+ X6 (71 412 — R) + Ar(r2 — 15) 4+ Ag(la — by) + Ao (by — b2)

1M\ — A2(b1+bh)  As(batly)  Aa(litl2)  As(ba—by) A6

(R—r))? R? - R? r1(rh—"2)
Vimali = | A+ g - 2aleniad o 2Cerial(ire) (a1
R)fré - i‘f + A5 (% + 7”5;;%2)) —As+ A9
2?12%(32)12’2) i 2>\3(}b%23+l1) i 2>\4(}l%13+l2)
diag(ARmé_’b,ng) — | 222(b1+bh) 4 2)\4(b2 bh) 2>\5(b27b’2)(R3—r2) (42)

(R—7'§)3 7‘2 r1(ry—r2)

0

From Eq. , we know that when bl:zblz (Rorg)ba—by) _ 0,d] = b1+b2 . Combine it with Corollaryl we have R} = Rj.

T (T‘2—T‘2)

Next we consider the case where 1% (Rn?’j)(fi 2b 2 5 . Then from KKT conditions’ complementary slackness
2
requirement, we have A5 = 0. Substitute )\5 = 0 into Eq. , we have
2/(\12%(32‘)122) + 2>\3(§23+l1) + 2>\4(Il%13-‘rl2)
diag(A g,y 0, L1) = e+ ) >0 (43)
0

Therefore, for any (r}, b5, A) satisfying KKT’s necessary conditions, it is a local optimum. The necessary conditions for the
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optimization under A5 = 0 is:

)\Q(bl + b/2) )\3(b2 + ll) )\4(11 + 12) )\2 )\4
1—M\ — — — — X =0, —— — X+ =0,
(R R? R? ¥ R—r, 15 8%
Ao(br +05)  Aa(by —b5) )
/\1+ (R—’IJQ)Q - 7’/22 —>\7:0, /\7,20, fOI'ZZl,...g,
ri+rh— R <0, AM(ri+r—R)=0,
by + b, by + b
—d; <0, A —di ) =0,
R—vy 17 \rR=—v, ™
by +1 by + 1
270 gy <0, Ag(ﬁldz)—a
R R (44)
by — by 1+ by — by 1+l
—= —dy <0 A ——= —dy ) =0,
T/Q + R 2 >Y, 4 7“/2 + R 2
by + bt R —75)(by — U
1Hb 7’2/)(2 2)<0’ As =0,
1 ri(rh —ra)
ri+ro— R <0, )\6(7‘1+7’2—R)—0,
Ty —1h <0, A7(re —75) =0,
Il — by <0, As(l2 — by) =0,
by —ba <0 Ag(by — ba2) =0
For the conditions in Eq. (#4), we have:
e RY =71+ 7y, whend; € [—bjlbl , —bljll”) and do > max f’fﬂ}z, bﬁbi;dl” + Tliif?z ;
" do (b1 +1 da(ba—lz) da(bi+b
'R1:h$h2r1+”7wmn@<:%ﬂédelebﬁ$332+2é%i%mﬁﬁl%%
bitls)(de—t2=t2
e R = % + r9, when dy < lleQ and d; < min{bljll?, (b ljj—l(;;—md? }; and when dy > % and di < %;

R }%T::(dl—dﬂTT+®1+®)+\/“d1—d2ﬁ?+b1+bﬂ2+4dﬂbal+b)
2dq ’
by —lo
(bl'HZ)(dz_ 2 ) da(b1+13)
ba+l1—7r2d2 ? ba+l1—dar2

o when dy < 2 and d; € |

r1+re

+ L278)); and

(b1+l2) (da— 2212 o (13 41 dor
o when L2l <y < b2l and dy € [y L, 2l o bitbacdars ),
Proof. Note that when b, = b, the reprofiler has no effect, i.e., R* = R. Therefore, we consider only A\g = 0 and b}, < bo.
Then from 22, — 24 — X3 + A9 = 0 we have 1) if Ay = 0, then Ay = \s = 0; and 2) if Ay > 0, then Ag + As > 0.
2 2
e When Ao =0, Ay = A\g = 0, from A\; + ’\&gb_l:fl;%) — >‘4(b2,;b2) — A7 =0, we have \; = A7.
2 T
e When Ay = A7 >0, it has R =1y +r} and ro = 7. Tzherefore, R = rq{ + r2. Then the constraints become:
%7(11 SO = bégdlrlfbl,

botly batly
r1+r2 d2 <0 = dp 2 ritr?

(45)

e p Lt gy <0, = by > byt (LH2 - dz)

T rit+r2 r1t+r2

Iy < blg < by
Hence we have bl € [by + 7 (fifri - dg) ,dyr1—bi]N[la, bo). As dy > Bl > Bl e have by —ry (gfg; - dg) <
by. Therefore, to guarantee [by + 72 (% — dg) ydiry — by N [la, be) # O

diry —by > 1y = dy > 2t
(46)

by + 12 (LH2 - d2> <diry —by = dp > b1+bi;dm 4 hth

r1+72 ritre

Remember that adding a reprofiler is beneficial only when Rf = % + 79 > max {7’1 + 7o, %}, ie, d < %

and dy > %, which gives batli - bath  Therefore, we have
dq T2

r1+ro bldﬂ
1

lo+b1 b1+ b

od; G[
1 T1

(47)

)arlddgzmaux{bz—i_l1 by + by —dyry n l1+l2}.

)
ry+ 72 ) ry+ 72
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o When Ay = A7 = 0, from 1 — A — 2zt — Aelbath) _ Jallirla) 5\ — 0 we have As + Ag > 0. If Ag > 0, it
2
has 71 + ro — R = 0. As 1 + r5 — R < 0, it has 75, = ry. Therefore, it produces the same optimization as Eq.

Therefore, we only consider Ag = 0 in this case. When A\¢ = 0, A3 > 0, then we have R = %. Note that R = l”d%

L bo—b!, . 1 (ba—1 .
implies bQ;ll > 22 4 ll;l% ie, bl > by — %. Then the constraints become
v 2

T/2 € [T27R7 TlL b/2 € [1271)2)7 T+ T S Ra

by +bh
é—ri <d; = by, <di(R—r})— b,

, (48)
by > by — 7r2(b2R_l2)

)

by + by — Frlaha) gy gy <y (at)rra)

TH—T2 R—ro

Note that by — LH22002=r2) _ gy (R~ 1) +b) = (R— 1)) (l;q%b - dl) = DR B —R) Agrh < R, under R < Rp,

it has by — %&é_”) > di (R — %) — by. Hence, we l,lave by € [be — Té(bzi}{l?), di(R — %) — by]. Next we configure
the conditions where 31 € [ro, R — 1], such that [by — %R_lz), di(R —1rh) — bi1] N [la, ba) # 0.
For [by — %R_b),dl(l% —rh) — b1 N[la, ba) # 0, it requires

bg—ré(bzi};b)<b2 — b2>12,

di(R—7h) —by > 1y = 15 < R— il (49)
_ rh(ba—la) o < < p_ b1+lo
by — 252 —di(R )+ <0 = 4 <R di—(ba—12)/R
. . . . . byl byl . bi+l .
Basic algebraic manipulation gives R — ﬁ 2> R—g— (bl;f?) TR Hence, Eq. li gives ry < R— m. Combine
it with % € [rg, R — 1] and R = 20 we have
ry < R — . by + 1o > da(by + 12) (ba — lz)dQ7 (50)
1—(52—12)/R by + 11 — dars by + 14
Also, from 1 + 719 < R < % + 19, we have dy < fﬁil and d; < % Hence, we have
o dy < bg—‘y—h7 and d, € [ dg(bl—‘rlg) (bg—lg)d27 dg(b1+b2) . (51
1+ T2 by + 11 — daro bo+11 byt —doro

Basic algebraic manipulation shows that the interval is always Valid
e When Ay > 0, as \g =

R
AL+ Aa(bitby) A4(b27b/2) — A7 and b1+b = d;. We have \gd; + (
—dy

)‘4 + Ag and Ay + Ag > 0. Combining it with
)+M—Ap—0Asblb+h“2<@

(R—r3)? 2 R—
Nod + 2 (dr = b2b>+/\1 )\72d1/\8+)\1—>\7+r—,(d
have A7 > 0, i.e., 75, = 7. ’
e When A\g =0, A\y >0, ie, b2 1’2 + ll+l? = dy. Then the constraints become

ri+1r2 <R, by € [l2,b2),

ll+l2) = 0. Therefore, given \s + g > 0, we

b1 +b} by +b)
1%_7,5 =d, = R= 71(11 2 + 1o,
(52)
by —bs L+l
7‘22 + 1R2 = do,
R> M'

b1+ 5

Substituting R = + ro into ba=by + l1+12 = dy gives

b1 + by

T2

Dpe [dl —dy +

T2

}R—(zlﬂg):o

which gives

(dl — dg)?"g + (bl —+ bg) —+ \/((dl — dQ)’I"Q + b1 —+ b2)2 —+ 4d17"2(ll —+ lg)
2d, ’
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and

_ (bg — bl) — (d1 + dg)Tz + \/((d1 - dg)?‘g + b1 + b2)2 + 4d17“2(l1 + 12)
N 2

by € [l2, b2) gives
dili+1) di(h+ls)  bo—ls

d
2€(b1+b2+d17“2’ by + 1o +dirs T

].

Note that when R} = bldLbz + ro, we have dy > (botli)ds o ( di(hitly) di(htla) bz—lg)' Hence we have

by +bo+rady bi+ba+dira’ bi+la+dire T2
d G( (ba+11)dy di(li+12) + bo—lo ] ie
2 bi+ba+rady’ bi+latdirs T2 [
(by + 1) (do — 2=t
by + 11 T2 d2(b1 + b2)
do < ——, and dy € [ s . (53)
T2 by + 11 — rady by + 1y — rads
bo+1q . bo+1q T2(l1+l2) bi+bo—dors __ d2(b1+l2)
From R > r{ +r, and R > =5 we have: when dy < P d; < PEIry ErEre— + et = Gyl —dars +
2 2 2
da(b2—1l2) S da(b1+b2) . ba+1y ro(litl2) | bitby—dary da(b1+b2) .
wn which is greater than P P and when dy > e, dy < o) + = < orhorad Combining

it with Eq. (33) gives:

by+lo) (do— 22212
L +by (br+t2)(d2=252) gy (bt |,
o when dp < rotry’ dy € [ ba+1l1 —rad2 ’ b2+11*T2d2)’

by+ls) (do—22=l2
li+bo ba+ly (b1 ( T2 ra(litla) bi1+bs—dars
o when (22 <dy < 2T dy € [ — 2, ™ (ritra) = ).

e When \g > 0, i.e., by = I3, we have ba=by | llgl?‘ = llJlgi’” + (i - %) (by—12) > %. Then the constraints become

T2

bitls _ bitls ba+b1 _
R—midl — R= 7 + 1o < o +T2—RO,

R>r+ry = dy < il (54)

ba—lo li+1s : ba—lo (ll+l2)d1 (b2+ll)d1
T2 + R < dy dy > T2 +b1+12+7“2d1>171+b2+7“2d18

(Litl2)dy
1+la+rady

Hence, we have d; < %, and dy > b2r_212 +3

o when dy > ll;;b% dy < blrﬂ;

. (b1+12) dz*bZ,,.;lz
o when ds < l1+2b2, dy < mm{blxl?, ( 2 ) .

Basic algebraic manipulation gives that it is equivalent to:

T li+ba—rads
In summary, the local optimums are:

ly+by by+b bo+ly by+bo—d 1+l )
e R=17r;+ry, whend; € [%,%) and do € [max{rfirg, Lt 2 1m Ti:[fz ,dy);

_ botly ba+ly da(bi+l2) da(ba—lz) da(bitb2) v,
« B= d2 2 71+ 72, when dy < 1472 and d; € [b2+11*d27“2 + bat+li b2+11*d27“2)’

di—dz)ra+(b1+b2)+ dy—d2)ra+by+b2)2+4d 11+l
e« R— (d1=da)ra+(b1+b2)+1/(( 12d12)72 1+b2) 172 (11 +l2) ZmaX{T1+T2,b2;;ll7blc?;l2 Jrrz}’

br+lo) (do—22=t2
bat+ly (b1 ( D) da(bi+ba) .
© when dp < ritra’ and d; € [ bo+1l1—7r2d2 ’ b2+ll—7“2d2)’

by+lo)(dy—t2=t2
ba+1y botly (b1 ( ) r2(l1+l2) bi4+bo—dara .
o when r1+7r2 Sdp < ry and d, € [ ba+l1—rads P ri(ritra) r1 )’

e« R= 7”1;12 + 79 > max {7"1 + 79, —detll },

bi+la) (do— 212
Li+b N T G :
o when dy < 1;'; 2 and dy < min 1: 2, 11+§2—r2d;2 ) K

o when dy > % and d; < %.
o R = Rj, otherwise.

: : * : : . batly  botly batly ba+1ly
Next we characterize the global optimum Rj. We considering three cases: dy > e < do < et and dy < et

o When dsy > %, we consider whether &itbe 4 (Ltla)ra 12:“1“ > 0 or not.

ri+ra (r1+r2)?
o When fjif;z + T(iflif;fz) _ l2r+1b1 >0, ie., mira(ry + 72) (% — % > r2(l; + l), basic algebraic manipulation
gives that for all dy > % + %, R =171 +7r2 As fﬁiiﬁz + ?iiljr:;l)zz) _ ll;gbz = —om (blr—lll _ bzr—zlz> +
B < (il 1) <0, we bave 528 > s+ B Thretore, we have i = 71 13
o When fiiﬁz + ((l;;ligi — 12: b < 0, from the local optimums we have:
o when 2tb < %, Ry =11+ 1o

T
o when l2tbL 5 711:2172, R} =711 +ry when dy > —bzbl, while R} = —bljgb + ro when d; < 7l2fflb1-

T1
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o When % < dy < %, we separate it into three conditions: d; > tbe 4 ralbtla) g o (atba—dorz 4

(itls)  brtb (11+12) bytby—d (11+12) it )t "
r2(li+l2 1+bo ra(li+l2 1+bo—dars r2(l1+1l2
ri(ri+re)? ri+ra (r1 +7“2()l2 )le;nd dl < T1 + ri(ri+re)”
> bitbs ra(la+l2 ba+ly bi+ba—diry li+1s bo+1y *
o When d; > e+ )z We have e > = + ot <ZE < dg. Therefore, we have R} =71 + 72.
bitbo—dory | T2(litla) bi4bs | r2(litla) : : : bitba—dors | r2(li+l2)
c;\i/lhen dy € ( - o re) mtre T g ), basic algebraic manipulation gives d; > - T
D211 *
e Therefore, we have R l— rll + 7ra.
o When d; < b1+b21 dara | :f((Tiié)), from the local optimums we directly have:
11+bs r1(b2—1l2) * _ bitls
o when dy > ritre + ra(ritre)’ 7L T dy e < )
_ _ by+lp)(dy—22=l2
li+by | T1(b2—12) w (dl d2)7"2+(b1+b2)+\/((d1 d2)ra+b1+b2)2+4dir2(l1+12) (b1 ) by +bs
owhendy < - e T Fra) R ( - ) 2d; when d; € | botli—rads  ? 7
by+lp) (dy—22=12
7’2(l1+12) . * _ bi+ls ( 1 2 T2
7r1(rl+r2))’ while R} = ARt when d; < Tl had
(bo-+lo) (da—22512)

e When dy < b2“1 , we have bl;;l?

,’72 ’2
(b2+12)(d2 )] Rf bt
l1+b2— ’I"ng ’ 1= a4 25

_bo—ly
o when d S [(bZ—Hz)(dz 2 ) da (b1 +12) d2(b2_l2))
1 l1+b2—7rad2 7 batli—dara botly /7°
R — (d1—da)ra+(b1+b2)+4/((d1 —d2)ra+b1+b2)2+4di 2 (11 +12) |
1 — 2d; ’
da(bi+12) da(ba—l2)\ _da(bi+b2) x _ botly
o when d; € (b +l1—dara + ba+l1 )’ b2+11—d2T2)’ Rl T oda
Remark: The above analysis also shows: R] > R{ as long as R} = b1+b2 + r9 > max { by dHl ,r1+ ’1"2}.

In summary, the global optimum is:

e R} =11+, when d; € [—b;rlbl ) 7571:1172) and dy > max § 2t dbo=dim 4 Ll

I, a4, — - Iherefore, from local optimums we directly have:

o when d; € (dg,

r1+r2’ T2 ri+re |7
da (bi+1 da(ba—lz) do(bi+b
° RT = L{le Z 71 + Tra, when d2 < 77,1?3:}2 and dl € [bgi(llljdrsz + 2{52%[1?)’ b2i_(llljd2222);
bi+a) (d2— 252
o Rj =54 4y when dy < 122 and d; < min{blxb, o 112+§22 s ) ; and when dy > 42 and dy < 2E;
R — (d1—d2)r2+(b1+b2)++/((d1—d2)ra+b1+b2)2+4d1r2 (I +12)
o —
botl (b1+l2) (d2— =22 dp (b1 +12) da(ba—12) .
© when d; < 7“2+T1 ,and d; € [ b2+l1*r2d22 ( 7 b%illll)djrz + 2b2il12 ) and
by -+l by-tl (r+l2) (=272 ) () | bytby—d
o when ﬁ < d2 < 2T721’ and dl € [ b2+l1—T2d22 ’ T12(7‘1+T22) += 2Tl 27”2).
O
Solution for Sub-optimization 2: The Lagrangian function for sub-optimization 2 is
b1 + bg (R —7r — TQ)(bQ — b/Q)
LQR,T/,/,)\ :R—l—)\lR—Tl—’FI —‘r)\g( — —dq
( 2,72 ) ( 2) r 7,,1(7,/2 _ 7'2)
ba + 14 by — b/2 1 +1s
+ X3 ———-day |+ A + ———d
3( R 2) “( ) R (55)
by + b R —15)(by — UL
+>\5<1 2_( 2/)(2 2) + X6(r1 4+ 72 — R)
T1 ri(rh —ra)

+ )\7(7”2 - Té) + )\8(12 — blz) + )\9(()’2 — bg)

1+ )\1 r/\lz(gﬂbz_—rl;)) >\3(Z7R2;’l1) _ )\4(l}%jl2) _ i‘f((fzz:fj;; _ )\6

VR,TQ,%[Q = |=A+ )‘2(3;17”(17;127.)2()522*172) _ )\4(1;2;;172) + As(l)-zfll/’z)(-Rgr2) —\ (56)

r1(rh—r2)

r1(ry—ra) T (rh—r2)

/\Q(R—/rl—rg) . % +)\5 (% + R—rl ) _)\8 +>\9

2)\3(b2+l1) + 2)\4(l1+l2)
R3 R3

diag(ARw&béLl) _ | _222(B=r1—r2)(ba—b3) n 2A4(bz—b’) _ 2X5(ba—b))(R—72) 57)

ri(rh—r2)3 2 ri(rh—r2)3
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Similar as that for suboptimization 1, we have A\ = 0. Substitute it into Eq. (57), we have

223 (b2+11) + 224 (la+12)
R3 R3
. . 25 (R—r1—r3)(ba—by) | 2Xa(ba—bb)
dlag(AR,wwbng) = |- rl(;‘é—iz)sz + = j ©8)
0
Next we consider KKT’s necessary conditions for the optimization under Af{ = 0. Remember that when solving sub-

optimization 2, we only consider R < r1 + . As before, we consider only b, < by. Therefore, we have:

Ao(by —b5)  As(ba+11)  Aa(ly +12)

)\Q(R_T]_ —7"2) /\4

L+ - - - =0, B 2T Ng N =

tA r1(rh — re)? R? R? 6=0, r1(rh —ra) rh 8+ =0,

-7y — by — b b
AQ(R "1 n TQ)( 2 2) >\4( 2,2 ) =)\ + )\77 A > 0, fori=1,...9,
ri(ry —ra)? Ty

R—ri—1y <0, A =0,

b1 +b2 . (R—Tl —IT'Q)(bQ — b/g) . dl S 07 )\2 <b1 +b2 _ (R—’l"l —/'I’g)(bg — bl2) . d1> _ O’

1 r1(ry —72) 1 ri(ry —1r2)

by + 11 by + 11

—dy <0 A —dy ) =0
R 2 > Y, 3( R 2) )
bg*blz l1+ 12 bg*b’Q l1 + 19
—dy <0 A —dy ] =0

7“/2 + R 2 <0, 4 " + 7 2 )
by + U — 75)(by — b

1+by (R 7”2/)( 2 — ) <0, As = 0,

o] ri(rh —ra)
ri+ro— R <0, )\6(T1+7‘2—R)=0,
ro —1rH <0, A7(ro —15) =0,
Iy — by, <0, As(la —b3) =0,
b/Q_bQ <0 A =0

(59)

From the conditions in Eq. (39), we have:
ba+14 dz(bsz) b1 +ls d2(b1+b2) x __ botly * .,
« when 6?2 < 2t and dg € [ s A ,b2+l1_d2T2), R = 22 < Rg;
« otherwise, 5 = Rj.

Proof. When R = ry + ry, from bl+b2 — (B :11(:2_)(:;2) b2) —d; <0 we have b1+b2 < ry, which gives bl+b2 + 1y < ry+ 7o

From Corollary 20| we know that addlng reproﬁlers cannot decrease the m1n1mum requ1red bandwidth. Therefore we consider
only R > ry + ry afterwards. Combine R > 7y + ro with R < ry + r}, we have 1}, > ro. Hence, )\6 =7 =0.

As A1 = 0, we have )‘Q(R_:f(:”_)g;;bl_g) - A‘*(l;%;bé) = 0. Substitute it to % — 2 _ Ng 4+ N9 = 0, we have

—25 = A5+ Ao = 0. As Ao = 0. e, b # by, we have Ay = Aa = As = 0. As A = X6 =0, from1+)\1 2albazby)

ri(rh—r2)?
Ag(l}%jll) — )‘4(%2“2) — X = 0, we have A3 > 0, i.e, R = %. Note that when Ay = Ay = 0 and A3 > 0, from Eq. ||
we have diag(Ag  », L1) > 0. Hence, R = % is a local optimum.
Hence, the constraints of the optimization reduce to

TéE(R—Tl,R), béE[lQ,bg)

bit+by (R—r1—72)(ba—b}) <d s b2 b > bi+ba—dir

1 ri(rh—r2) rh—ry — R—r1—13

(60)
b2 2 + l1+12 < d bzlgll . b2 _b/ Té(b%—l2)7

bi4by (R*T;)I(bZ*bé) <0 =— by —b) bi+bo

1 ri(rh—r2) rh—r2 R—rgy?

Basic algebraic manipulation gives 3 b1+b2 > bitbe—diny jif > bltbz + r9 = Rj. Hence, we only consider the case where

R— T1—T2
b1+bo < bitba—dir [(b1+bz dir1)(rh—r2) 1h(ba— l2)]
R— T2 R— T1—T2 R— T —7T2 ? R

. Under such a condltlon, we have by — b, €
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Next we configure the conditions where:

(bl + b2 — lel)(’I"/Q — 7’2) 7"/2((72 — 12)
R—Tl—’l“g ’ R

HTIQE(RfT'l,R), S.t.SZ:[ ]ﬂ(o,bgle]fm

When R* < R}, it has % Y1y > 7y 419, i, by 4+ by —dyry > 0. Hence we have (1tbe—dir)(e=ra) o g gy rh <R,

R—r1—79

we have Té(bziR_l"‘) < by — lo. Therefore, S # ) is equivalent to
b1 +b2 7d17‘1)(7"/ 77"2) ’I"/ (bg*lg)
37, € (R—71,R) st ( 2 <2 )
TQE( 1, )S R_Tl_’rz — R
Define

o l'(bz — 12) (bl + b2 — dlrl)(x — 7’2)
g($) B R R - T — T2 '

As g(x) is linear w.r.t z, S # () is equivalent to at least one of g(R) and g(R — r1) is non-negative, which gives d; > %

and bﬁ;ll > d:;gbfbj lf)lz through basic algebraic manipulations. Combine it with bl;f’? +ry > bz;;ll > rq + 79, we have:
b l do(by — 1 b l da(b b
o dy < 2+1,andd1€[2(2 2)+1+2, 2(b1 + b2) '
1+ T2 by + 14 1 by + 11 — dorg
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