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Abstract—In this paper, we present a general response-time
analysis and schedulability-test framework, calledk®Q. It pro-
vides automatic constructions of closed-form quadratic bonds
or utilization bounds for a wide range of applications in red-
time systems under fixed-priority scheduling. The key of the
framework is a k-point schedulability test or a k-point response
time analysis that is based on the utilizations and the exetion
times of higher-priority tasks. We show the generality ofk*Q
by applying it to several different task models. Specificajl, we
achieve many new results in uniprocessor and multiprocesso
scheduling for not only traditional sporadic task models, lut also
some more advanced and expressive task models.

In the past, exponential-time schedulability tests were ty-
ically not recommended and most of time ignored, as this
requires very high complexity. We have successfully showmnni
this paper that exponential-time schedulability tests maylead to
good polynomial-time tests (almost automatically) by usig the
k2Q framework. Analogously, a similar concept by testing only
k points with a different formulation has been studied by us
in another framework, called kU, which provides hyperbolic
bounds or utilization bounds based on a different formulaton of
schedulability test. With the quadratic and hyperbolic forms, k*Q
and k?U frameworks can be used to provide many quantitive
features to be measured, like the total utilization boundsspeed-
up factors, etc., not only for uniprocessor scheduling but ko for
multiprocessor scheduling. These frameworks can be vieweds
a “blackbox” interface for schedulability tests and resporse-time
analysis.

1 Introduction

Cong Liu
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general framework that can provide efficient and effective
analysis for different task models.

Prior to this paper, we have presented a general schedula-

bility analysis framework [16], callei#?U, that can be applied

in uniprocessor scheduling and multiprocessor scheduéing
long as the schedulability condition can be written in a ffjmec
form by testing onlyk points. For example, to verify the
schedulability of a (constrained-deadline) sporadic -timaé

task 7, under fixed-priority scheduling in uniprocessor sys-
tems, the time-demand analysis (TDA) developed_in [26] can
be adopted. TDA requires pseudo-polynomial-time compjexi

The general concept to obtain sufficient schedulability
tests in thek?Q framework in this paper is to test only a
subset of time points for verifying the schedulability. $hi
idea is implemented in the?2Q framework by providing a-
point last-release schedulability test, which only needtest
k points underany fixed-priority scheduling when checking
schedulability of the task with thé*" highest priority in the
system. Moreover, this concept is further extended to pivi
a safe upper bound of the worst-case response time. The
response time analysis and the schedulability analysisged
by the framework can be viewed as a “blackbox” interface that
can result in sufficient utilization-based analysis, in eththe
utilization of a task is its execution time divided by its joet.

The above concept by testing points only is also the
key in another framework designed by us, calledU [16].
Even thoughk?Q and k2U share the same idea by testing
and evaluating onlyk points, they are based on completely

Analyzing the worst-case timing behaviour to ensure thedifferent criteria for testing. Ink?U, all the testings and
timeliness of embedded systems is essential for buildifig re formulations are based oonly the higher-priority task uti-
able and dependable components in cyber-physical systeniizations In k2Q, the testings are basedot only on the
Due to the interaction and integration with external andhigher-priority task utilizations, but also on the highgriority
physical devices, many real-time and embedded systems at&sk execution timeJhe above difference in the formulations
expected to handle a large variety of workloads. Towardh sucresults in completely different properties and mathenaatic
dynamics, there have been several formal real-time task moalosed-forms. The natural form &P Q is aquadratic formfor
els to represent these workloads with various charadtevist testing the schedulability, whereas the natural fornk®U is

Examples include the sporadic task model [34], the germali

a hyperbolic formfor testing the schedulability or the response

multi-frame task modell[]7],[[37], the self-suspending tasktime of a task.

model [28], the directed-graph (digraph) task mode] [238]]

the acyclic task model [1], and the variable-rate behaviou

(VRB) task model([18], etc.

Comparison to k2U: If one framework were dominated by
another or these two frameworks were just with minor differ-
ence in mathematical formulations, it wouldn’t be necegsar

To analyze the worst-case response time or to ensur® separate and present them as two different frameworks.
the timeliness of the system, for each of these task model8oth frameworks are in fact needed and have to be applied
researchers tend to develop dedicated techniques thdt resfor different cases. Due to space limitation, we can only

in schedulability tests with different computation comnxite

shortly explain their differences, advantages, and dizathges

and accuracy of the analysis. Although many successfultsesu in this paper. For completeness, another document has been
have been developed, after many real-time systems resgarchprepared in[[15] to present the similarity, the differencel a
devoted themselves for many years, there does not exist the characteristics of these two frameworks in details.
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k2Q is adopted (to be shown in Secti6h 4). The quadratic
its applicability is limited by the possibility to formulatthe forms are the centric features k2Q analysis. With the
tests purely by using higher-priority task utilizationstlirgut ~ quadratic forms, we are then able to provide many intergstin
referring to their execution times. There are cases, in lwhic observations with respect to the required quantitive festu
formulating the higher-priority interference by using ynl to be measured, like the total utilization bounds, speed-up
task utilizations fork?U is troublesome or over pessimistic. factors, etc., not only for uniprocessor scheduling bub &bs
For such cases, further introducing the upper bound of thenultiprocessor scheduling. For more details, we will pdavi
execution time by using?Q is more precise. Most of the further explanations at the end of SEE. 4 after the framework
presented cases, except the one in uniprocessor constrainés presented. For the studied task models to demonstrate the
deadline systems in Appendix C are in the above categorapplicability of k2Q, we will summarize some of the latest
Althoughk?Q is more general, it is not as precisele®U, if results on these task models in their corresponding sextion
we can formulate the schedulability tests into both framé&wo _— oo . .

ntributions. The key contribution of this paper is a general

with the same parameters. In such cases, the same pseu&Ph dulabili d ; veis f
polynomial-time (or exponential time) test is used, and theschedulability and response-time analysis framewdQ,

utilization bound or speed-up factor analysis derived fte &t can be easily applied to analyze a number of complex

k2U framework is, in general, tighter and better. real-time task models, on both uniprocessor and multipgsme
' ’ systems. We will present several properties from Lerhima 1 to

In a nutshellk?Q is more general, whered€'U is more | emmalB. They provide a series of closed-form solutions to
precise. If an exact schedulability test can be constructege adopted for sufficient tests and worst-case response time
and the test can be converted itdU, e.g., uniprocessor analysis for real-time task models, as long as a correspgndi
scheduling for constrained-deadline task sets, then, tadpp k-point last-release schedulability test in Definitidn 2 ok-a
k?U leads to tight results. For example, by uskgQ, we point last-release response-time analysis in Definifibras c
can reach the conclusion that the utilization bound for-ratepe constructed. The generality k?Q is supported by using

monotonic scheduling i8— /2 ~ 0.586, which is less precise  several task models, by which we obtain better or more génera
than the Liu and Layland bounth2 = 0.693, a simple results compared to the state-of-the-art.

implication by usingk?U. However, if we are allowed to o _ _
change the execution time and period of a task for different ® The utilization-based worst-case response-time analysis

Since the formulation dk2U is more restrictive thak?Q,

job releases (called acyclic task model [in [1]), then théttig
utilization bound2 — /2 can be easily achieved by usikg§Q.

Due to the fact th&2U is more precise (with respect to the
utilization bound) when the exact tests can be construetesh

thoughk?U is more restrictive, both are needed for different

cases. Bothk?U and k2Q are general enough to cover a
range of spectrum of applications, ranging from uniprooess

systems to multiprocessor systems. For more informatiah an

comparisons, please refer fo [15].

Related Work. There have been several results in the literature

with respect to utilization-based, e.g., [11], [22]-[2429],
[30], [39], and non-utilization-based, e.d., [14], [20¢hedu-

lability tests for the sporadic real-time task model and its

generalizations in uniprocessor systems. Most of the iagist
utilization-based schedulability analysis focus on théealto
utilization bound. That is, if the total utilization of thagk

system is no more than the derived bound, the task system is
schedulable by the scheduling policy. For example, thd tota e

utilization bounds derived in_[13]/[22]/ [80] are mainlyrfo
rate-monotonic (RM) scheduling, in which the results[in][22
can be extended for arbitrary fixed-priority schedulingokat
al. [23] further improve the total utilization bound by ugithe
notion of divisibility. Lee et al.[[24] use linear progranmgi
formulations for calculating total utilization bounds whthe

period of a task can be selected. Moreover, Wu et al. [39] adop

the Network Calculus to analyze the total utilization bosind
of several real-time task models.

The novelty ofk2Q (as well ask?U in [16]) comes
from a different perspective from these approaches [22}-[2
[30], [39]. We do not specifically seek for the total utilizat
bound. Instead, we look for the critical value in the spedifie
sufficient schedulability test while verifying the scheatuility
of task 7. This critical value of taskr, gives the difficulty

in Theorenl2 in Sectiohl5 is analytically tighter than the
state-of-the-art result by Bini et al. [12].

e We improve the schedulability tests in multiprocessor

global fixed-priority scheduling in Sectidd 6. A general
form is a quadratic bound. Specifically, we show that
the speed-up (capacity augmentation) factor of global
RM is 3+T\/7 ~ 2.823 for implicit-deadline sporadic task
systems. The previous result i [9] has a speed-up factor
3. We further provide a polynomial-time schedulabil-
ity test for global deadline-monotonic (DM) scheduling
with a speed-up (capacity augmentation) facgoifor
constrained-deadline sporadic task systems. The speed-up
factor is asymptotically the same as the result by Baruah
et al. [6], but our test requires only polynomial time.

We provide, to the best of our knowledge, the first
polynomial-time worst-case response time analysis for
sporadic real-time tasks with jitters![3],/[8] in Appendix
D.

We also demonstrate how to convert exponential-time
schedulability tests of generalized multi-frame task mod-
els [7], [38] to polynomial-time tests by using th&Q
framework in Appendix E.

The above results are for task-level fixed-priority schedul
ing policies. We further explore mode-level fixed-priority
scheduling policie by studying the acyclic task model
[1] and the multi-mode task model [18]We conclude

a quadratic bound and a utilization boulé /2 for RM
scheduling policy. The utilization bound is the same as the
result in [1]. They can be further generalized to handle
more generalized task models, including the digraph task
model [36], the recurring real-time task model [5]. This
is presented in Appendix F.

Our emphasis in this paper is to show the generality

of task 7, to be schedulable under the scheduling policy.  Tajthough the focus in[[18] is for variable-rate-behavioasks, we will

The nature form to test task; is a quadratic form when

refer such a model as a multi-mode task model.



of the k2Q framework by demonstrating via several task policies, the concept of resource augmentation by usingdspe
models. The tests and analytical results in the framewaogk arup factors[[35] and the capacity augmentation factors [28] h
with low complexity, but can still be shown to provide good been adopted. For example, global DM in general does not
results through speed-up factor or utilization bound asialy have good utilization bounds to schedule a set of sporadic
In the past, exponential-time schedulability tests wepgcglly  tasks on)M identical processors, due to “Dhall’'s effect” [19].
not recommended and most of time ignored, as this requireslowever, if we constrain the total utilizatiop, ]\%} < %
very high complexity. We have successfully shown in thi o Cet 3 (g Ci 1 '
paper that exponential-time schedulability tests may lead the density— MDk( B— < & for eaclh taskry, and the
good polynomial-time tests (almost automatically) by gsin Maximum utilizationmax., =+~ < 7, it is possible to
thek2Q framework. Therefore, this framework may also openprovide the schedulability guarantee of global RM by settin
the possibility to re-examine some tests with exponetitis-  t0 3— 3 [2], [4], [9]. Such a factow has been recently named
complexity to improve their applicability. as acapacity augmentation factg27]. Note that the capacity
augmentation bound was defined without taking this simple

o C
condition 2=

(o
. . — —mehem) 1 < Ljn [27], as they focus on
MD — b !
2 Basic Task and Scheduling Models implicit-deadline sykstems. For constrained-deadlindesys,

This section presents the sporadic real-time task model, s&dding such a new constraint is a natural extension.
the basis for our presentations. Even though the framework
targets at more general task models, to ease the presentatig f
flow, we will start with the sporadic task models. A sporadic
taskr; is released repeatedly, with each such invocation calle
a job. Thej'" job of 7;, denotedr; ;, is released at time; ;
and has an absolute deadline at tithg. Each job of any task
7; is assumed to have execution tirdg. Here in this paper,

whenever we refer to the execution time of a job, we mean fof; (each processor) is slowed down fotimes of the original

g}eav_\z)ot:sits-%aesﬁeneeéeacsu;[;gr}irtllir;ﬁnof tmfe lr%?hl;ghﬁsrfeslggg:eﬂ%n;SIatform speedNote that if the capacity augmentation factor
J 9 Isdb, the speed-up factor is aldo

Successive jobs of the same task are required to be executé
in sequence. Associated with each taskare a period7;, .
which specifies the minimum time between two consecutive> Analysis Flow
job releases ofr;, and a deadlineD;, which specifies the
relative deadline of each such job, i.€;,; = r; ; + D;. The

worst-case response time of a tasks the maximum response

timg aingngTaII its jobs. The utilization of a taskis defined s o4y jability) of the higher-priority tasks are alreadyified
asU; = Ci/Ti. and provided. We will implicitly assume that all the higher-

A sporadic task system is said to be an implicit-deadline Priority tasks are already verified and the required propert
system if D, = T} holds for eachr;. A sporadic task system are .already obtained. Therefore, this framework has to be
 is said to be a constrained-deadline systet,if< T; holds  applied for each of the given tasks. To ensure whether a task

for eachr;. Otherwise, such a sporadic task systenis an  System is schedulable by the given scheduling policy, tbe te
arbitrary-deadline system. has to be applied for all the tasks. Of course, the results can

be extended to test the schedulability of a task system in
A task is saidschedulableby a scheduling policy if all Jinear time complexity or to allow on-line admission coritro
of its jobs can finish before their absolute deadlines, fte, in constant time complexity if the schedulability conditio
worst-case response time of the task is no more than itsvelat (or with some more pessimistic simplifications) is monotoni
deadline. A task system is sasthedulableby a scheduling Such extensions are presented only for trivial cases.
policy if all the tasks in the task system are schedulable. A ) - .
schedulability tests to provide sufficient conditions to ensure ~ We will only present the schedulability test of a certain

the feasibility of the resulting schedule by a schedulintiggo ~ task 7, that is being analyzed, under the above assumption.
For notational brevity, in the framework presentation, wié w

Throughout the paper, we will focus on fixed-priority implicitly assume that there ake-1 tasks, say-, 7, . .., Tk_1
preemptive scheduling. That is, each task is associaté¢dawit ith higher-priority than task;,. We will usehp(7y) to denote
priority level. For a uniprocessor system, the scheduleag$  the set of thesé—1 higher priority tasks, when their orderings

dispatches the job with the highest priority in the readyugie do not matter. Moreover, we only consider the cases when
to be executed. For a multiprocessor system, we consides > 2, sincek = 1 is pretty trivial.

multiprocessor global scheduling oW identical processors,
in which each of them has the same computation power. For

global multiprocessor scheduling, there is a global queesa 4 k2Q
global scheduler to dispatch the jobs. We consider onlyajlob
fixed-priority scheduling. At any time, th&7-highest-priority
jobs in the ready queue are dispatched and executed on th
M processors.

An algorithm A is with speed-up factob: If there exists
easible schedule for the task system, it is schedulable by
Igorithm A by speeding up (each processoryptimes as fast
s in the original platform (speedi sufficient schedulability
test for scheduling algorithm! is with speed-up factob: If
the task system cannot pass the sufficient schedulabiéity te
the task set is not schedulable by any scheduling algorithm

The framework focuses on testing the schedulability and
the response time for a task, under the assumption that
the required properties (i.e., worst-case response timieor

This section presents the basic properties of K€
é’§@mework for testing the schedulability of task in a
given set of real-time tasks (depending on the specific nsodel
given in each application as shown later in this paper). The
Speed-Up Factor and Capacity Augmentation Factor:,To  construction of the framework requires the following three
quantify the error of the schedulability tests or the schiegu definitions:



Definition 1 (Last Release Time Orderinglet = be the

problem, which requires to sort thie— 1 higher-priority tasks

last release time ordering assignment as a bijective faomcti under a simple criteria.

m:hp(re) = {1,2,...,k

release time orderings are numbered framto £ — 1, i.e.,
|hp(7i)|, where 1 is the earliest and — 1 the latest. O

— 1} to define the last release time
ordering of taskr; € hp(7y) in the window of interest. Last

We first assume that the corresponding coefficientand
B; in Definitions[2 and B are given. How to derive them will
be discussed in the following sections. Clearly their value
are highly dependent upon the task models and the scheduling

Definition 2. A k-point last-release schedulability test under policies. Provided that these coefficients, 3;, C;, U; for

a given orderingw of the & — 1 higher priority tasks is
a sufficient schedulability test of a fixed-priority schélgl
policy by verifying the existence tof < o < -+ <ty <ty
such that

Ok"'zaztU +Zﬂzcz<t]7 (1)

=1

whereCy, > 0,fori=1,2,...,k—1,a; >0,U; > 0,C; > 0,

every higher priority task; € hp(7) are given, we analyze
(1) the response time by finding the extreme case for a given
C}, (under Definition[B), or (2) the schedulability by finding
the extreme case for a givelry, and D;.. Therefore, thé?2Q
framework provides utilization-based schedulability Iz

and response time analysistomaticallyif the corresponding
parametersy; and 3; can be defined to ensure that the test in
Definitions[2 and13 are safe.

and 8; > 0 are dependent upon the setting of the task models

and taskr;. O

Definition 3. A k-point last-release response time analysis is

4.1 Schedulability Test Framework

This section provides five important lemmas for deriving

a safe response time analysis of a fixed-priority schedulinghe utilization-based schedulability test based on Dédim[2.

policy under a given ordering of the k — 1 higher-priority
tasks by finding the maximum

k-1 k-1
th=Cr+ > aitiUi+ > BiCi, )
i=1 i=1

with 0 <t; <t <--- <tp_1 <t and

k—1
Cr+ Y aitiUi+ Y BiCi>t;¥j=1,2,....k—1, (3)

i=1 =1

whereCy > 0, a; > 0, U; > 0, C; > 0, and g; > 0 are
dependent upon the setting of the task models and#ask

Throughout the paper, we implicitly assume that~ oo

when Definition[2 is used, ag, is usually related to the

given relative deadline requirement. Note that may still

Lemmall is the most general test, whereas Lenimas 3, 4, 5
work for certain special cases wheéhC; < pU;t, for any
higher-priority taskr;.

Lemma 1. For a givenk-point last-release schedulability test,
defined in Definitior ]2, of a scheduling algorithm, in which
0 < a; #00,and0 < 5; oo foranyi =1,2,...,k—1,0 <

ty # oo, and Y1 B:C; < ty, tasky, is schedulable by the
fixed-priority scheduling algorithm if the following cortidin
holds

k 1 k—1
Y1 (BiCi — aiUs (D4~ BeCh))
T S1- Z Ui . @

Proof: We prove this lemma by showing that the condition
in Eq. [4) leads to the satisfactions of the schedulability
conditions listed in Eq[{1) by using contrapositive Byitak

becomeoco when Definition[B for response time analysis is the negation of the schedulability condition in EQl (1), we
used. Moreover, we only consider non-trivial cases, in whic know that if taskr, is not schedulableby the scheduling

Cr >0, a; # 00, B 00,0 < C; # 00, and0 < U; < 1 for
i=1,2,....k—1.

The def|n|t|on of thek-point last-release schedulability

test C;, + Z 1 Lot U + Z'_ B;C; < t; in Definition
onIy slightly differs from the testCy + Y1~ cit;U; +
Z th U; < t; used in thek?U framework [16]. However,

smce the tests are different, they are used for differantsi
tions and the resulting bounds and properties are alsaelifte

In Definition[2, thek-point last-release schedulability test

is a sufficient schedulability test by testing ortltime points,

policy, then for eacly = 1,2,...,k
k—1 Jj—1

Cr+ > aitilU; + > _ BiCi > t;. (5)
=1 =1

To enforce the condition in Eq[](5), we are going to
show thatC;, must have some lower bound, denoted
Therefore, ifC’; is no more than this lower bound, then tagk
is schedulable by the scheduling policy. The unschedutiabil
for satisfying Eq. [(b) implies thaC, > Cj, whereC} is
defined in the following optimization problem:

defined by the:— 1 higher-priority tasks and task. Similarly, ~ infimum Cj (62)
in Definition[3, ak-point last-release response time analysis k=1 Uity
provides a safe response time by only testing whethertask Such thatCi + Y " ait;Us + > BiCi > 1], Vi=12...k,
has already finished earlier At— 1 points, each defined by a =1 =1 (6b)
higher priority task. ) ‘
t; >0, Vi=1,2,...,k—1,
In both cases in Definitioris 2 and 3, the last release time (6¢)

orderingr is assumed to be given. In some cases, this Order'n\%heret*
can be easily obtained. However, in most of the cases in o
demonstrated task models, we have to test all possible |
release time orderings and take the worst case. Fortunaiely
will show that finding the worst-case ordering is not a difficu

,t5,...,t;_, andC} are variablesq;, £;, U;, andC;

"gie constants, anty is defined as;, (a given positive constant)

%R

r notational brevity.

By Eq. (6B) whenj = k, we know thatC} > t; —



(b autrUs + 8] B,C). Therefore, we can replace the of Eq. (8) is
objective funct_ion _and the _constraint_s with th_e above iradiu b1
of C;. The objective function is to find the infimum value of Z (Uit + BiCy) (11)

tr— () autrUs + ) 8,C) such that

=1

k—1 k—1 k—1 j—1 k—1 k—1
ti— O aitiUi+ Y BiC) + Y aatiUi + > BiC =y <aiUi <t;; = 5@) - /31»01-) (12)
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1 =i

k-1 k—1 k-1 k-1 k-1
=t —Zﬁici >t5, Vi=1,2,... k-1 (7) ZzaiUifZ-FZﬁiCi _ZaiUi <Zﬁecé> (13)
= i=1 i1 i=1 =i

which means tha€; > t: — 5 S5 a,U; — Y01 (8,05 —
aili(4=; BeCo)).

For the rest of the proof, we replacewith > in Eq. (1), as The rest of the proof shows that other feasible extreme
the infimum and the minimum are the same when presentingoint solutions (that allow* to be0 for some higher-priority
the inequality with>. As a result, since/; is a positive  taskr;) are with worse objective values for E@] (8). Under the
constant, the above objective to find the infimum is equi\/talenassumpﬁon thagfjll BiC; < ti, if t} is set to0, there are

to the foII0W|kng1 linear prokgr?mmlng. WO Cases: (132—2221 B,C; > 0or (2) fZ—Zf:_jl B]zclz o
O . In the former case, we can simply sgtto t; — > > 5;C;
maX|m|zeZaiUiti +Zﬁici (8a) to improve the objective function f/[vgithou{C int%(:)aujcing any

i=1 i=1 violation of the constraints. In the latter case, the valfie o
. i . ) t; can only be set td in any feasible solutions. Therefore,
S.t. ¢}, — Zﬂz‘C’i >3, Vi<j<k—1, (8D) \ve conclude that any other feasible extreme point solutions
i=j for Eq. (8) are worse. ]
t; >0 Vi<j<k-1. (8c)

Lemmall can only be applied when the ordering of the
k — 1 higher priority tasks is given. However, in practice, we
usually don’t know how these tasks are indexed according to
) . i the required last release in the window of interest. It manse

The linear programming in EqLI(8) hds— 1 variables 4 first glance that we need to test all the possible orderings
and2(k — 1) constraints. Thus, according to the extreme pointeqrtynately, with the following lemma, we can safely corsid

theorem for linear programming [31], the linear constsint oy one specific ordering of the — 1 higher priority tasks.
form a polyhedron of feasible solutions. The extreme point

theorem states that either there is no feasible solution deemma 2. The worst-case ordering of the k — 1 higher-
one of the extreme points in the polyhedron is an optimaPpriority tasks under the schedulability condition in E@) in
solution when the objective of the linear programming istéini Lecmm_aDl is to order the tasks in a non-increasing order of
To satisfy Egs.[(8b) and_(Bc), we know thet < ¢; for B in which 0 < a; # oo and 0 < B; # oo for any
j=1,2,...,k—1,duetot: >0,0<f#00, 0 <a#oco, 1=12,...,k—=1,0<t# o0,

C;>0,andU; >0fori=jj+1,...,k—1. As a result,

the objective of the above linear programming is finite since  proof: The proof is in Appendix A. m

a feasible solution has to satisfy < ¢; # oo.

The following lemmas can be used wher: «; < a # oo,
and0 < B;C; < Uty # oo foranyi = 1,2,...,k—1. These
are useful when we are interested to derive utilizatioredas

According to the extreme point theorem, one of the extremenalysis, speed-up factors, resource augmentation aettar.,
points is the optimal solution of EqLI(8). There ae- 1  for a given scheduling policy by defining the coefficieatand
variables with2k — 2 constraints in EqL{8). An extreme point 3 according to the scheduling policies independently from th
must have at leadt—1 activeconstraints in Eqs[ (8b) and {8c), detailed parameters of the tasks.
in which their > are set to equality=. One sgecial extreme
point solution by setting; > 0 is to putt —Zi;jl BiCi =t}
foreveryj =1,2,...,k—1, i.e., '

Lemma 3. For a givenk-point last-release schedulability test,
defined in Definitiori ]2, of a scheduling algorithm, in which
0 < a; <a# oo, and0 < B;C; < pUt # oo for any
Vi<i<k-1, ti,—t=p30C, 9) i=1,2,....,k—1,0<t# oo, taskr, is schedulable by the
o scheduling algorithm if the following condition holds
which implies that

., = Gk _(a 3 1U— a 3 1U-k 1U 14
Gt =S (=1 = 3 A w0 %S ( +ﬂ); i+ ﬂ; (; ") (14)
£=i £=i k—1 k—1 k—1
The above extreme point solution is always feasible in the li =1—(a+pB) Z U; + 0.5a08 ((Z U2+ (Z Uf))
ear programming due to the assumption fﬁ};ﬁ;ll B;C; <ty i=1 i=1 i=1

Therefore, in this extreme point solution, the objectivediion (15)



Proof: This is by reformulating the proof of Lemnid 1
with gU;t; instead of5,C;. All the procedures remain the
same, and, thereforg;C; for taskr; in the right-hand side of
Eqg. (4) can be replaced byU;. [ |

Lemma 4. For a givenk-point last-release schedulability test,

defined in Definitior ]2, of a scheduling algorithm, in which .

0 < a; <a# oo, and0 < 3;C; < BUt, # oo for any
1=1,2,...,k—1,0 < ty # oo, taskry is schedulable by the
scheduling algorithm if

—%ﬁ)

ZUZ<< _1) <a+ﬂ—\/(a+ﬂ)2—2aﬂ(

af
(16)
The right-hand side of Eq. (I8) converges to
a+f - \/a2+[32+2o¢ﬂ?—:
whenk — oo.
ofb
Proof: The proof is in Appendix A. ]

Lemma 5. For a givenk-point last-release schedulability test,

defined in Definitior ]2, of a scheduling algorithm, in which

0<a1§a7éoo and 0 < 3;,C; < BUty, # oo for any

i=1,2,...,k—1, 0 <t # oo, then taskr; is schedulable
by the scheduhng algorithm if
k—1
% + U; <
tk i=1
at B \fla+p)? 208
() ( V L)L i
af aZ+p2-1
1 4+ *=D(eAB=D =} (a+h)?+0.5) otherwise
kap
17)
The right-hand side of Eq. (Id) converges to
_J2r 32
ot o’ +5 whenk — co.
af
Proof: The proof is in Appendix A. [ ]

Lemma 6. For a givenk-point last-release schedulability test,

4.2 Response Time Analysis Framework

We now further discuss the utilization-based response-tim
analysis framework. Lemnid 7 is based on a similar proof of
Lemmall.

Lemma 7. For a givenk-point response time analysis, defined
in Definition[3, of a scheduling algorithm, in whic¢h< «; <

a #00,0< f; <8 # oo foranyi = 1,2,...,k — 1,
0 <t # oo and Zf;ll a;U; < 1, the response time to execute
C,, for taskt;, is at most

Ck +Zf 11 BZCZ Zz 1 @4 1( ?;il ﬂECl)
L= Y00 aul;

(19)

Proof: The detailed proof is in Appendix A. ]

Lemma 8. The worst-case ordering of the k — 1 higher-
priority tasks under the response bound in Ef) in Lemmal
is to order the tasks in a non-increasing orderﬁe% in which
0<a; #o0and0 < f; # oo foranyi = 1,2,...,k — 1,
0 <ty # oo.

Proof: The ordering of thek — 1 higher-priority
tasks in the indexing rule only matters for the term
S U (352! BeCy), which was already proved in the
proof of LemmalR to be minimized by ordering the tasks
in a non increasing order og;g Clearly, the minimization

of Z 1 a;U;i( 1;—11 B¢C,) also leads to the maximization of
@) which concludes the proof. ]

4.3 Remarks on How to Use the Framework

k?Q can be used by a wide range of applications, as
long as the users can properly specify the corresponditg tas
properties”; andU; and the constant coefficients andg3; of
every higher priority task;. The formulation in Definitiong]2
and[3 does not actually care what and U; actually mean.
When sporadic task models are considered, we will use these
two terms as they were defmed in Sectidn 2, i@®,.,stands
for the execution time an®; is <. When we consider more
general cases, such as generahzed multi-frame or the-multi
mode task models, we have to properly define the values of

defined in Definitiori]2, of a scheduling algorithm, in which U; and C; to apply the framework.

0 < a; <a# oo, and0 < B;C; < pUt, # oo for any
i=1,2,....,k—1, & = Uy, provided thata.+ 3 > 1, then
taska is schedulabﬁe by the scheduling algorithm if

k
>

i=1

<

a+pB—/a?+p2 — 2B
() v - 1) . k> 2te
Oéﬂ @
i- % otherwise
(18)
The right-hand side of Eg. (@I8) converges to
— /2 2
(@+5) Ba +5 whenk — oo.
«

Proof: The proof is similar to that of Lemnid 5, and is in
Appendix B. [ ]

Moreover, if the last release time ordering is well-defined,
we can perform the test under that specific ordering. However
in many cases, the ordering is not defined, and, therefore, we
have to specify the worst-case ordering by using Lenithas 2 and
[8 for such cases. Optimizing the selection of the parameters
and 3; can improve the quality of the resulting schedulability
bounds and the response time analysis. However, we are not
going to focus on such optimizations.

The demonstrations of the use cases are going to be
provided by using the known schedulability tests (that are i
the form of pseudo polynomial-time or exponential-timeggs
or some simple modifications of the existing results. We will
provide the explanations of the correctness of the selectio
of the parametersy;, 8;, C;, U; for a higher-priority taskr;
to support the correctness of the results. Such a flow agtuall
leads to the elegance and the generality of the framework,
which works as long as Definitién 2 (Definitieh 3, respectiyel
can be successfully constructed for the sufficient schédina
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5 Demonstrated Applications:

~ Sec. 5: Arbitrary-deadline sporadic tasks q

g App. C :  Constrained-deadline sporadic tasks Quadratic

£ App. D :  Periodic tasks with jitters bound

o App. E:  Generalized multiframe

© Sec. 6: Multiprocessor RM and DM

E App. F:  Acyclic and Multi-Mode Models -

o o} Other

£ Derive parameters g n;,O utilization

3 by Definitions 2 or 3 < & bounds

=}

5 U;,¥i < k S&

ﬁ Ci,Vi < k &)

£ a;, Vi < k k2Q |

5 PR ma 7

3 Bi, Vi < k framework |-€™ Response-
C time test

ty (for Lemmas 1-6)

Fig. 1: Thek2Q framework.

test (response time, respectively) of tagkin a fixed-priority

scheduling policy. The procedure is illustrated in Figlte 1

With the availability of thek?Q framework, the quadratic
bounds or utilization bounds can laeitomaticallyderived as
long as the safe upper boundsand 3 can be safely derived,
regardless of the task model or the platforms.

5 Analysis for Sporadic Task Models

This section demonstrates how to use %®Q frame-
work to derive utilization-based schedulability analysisd

response-time analysis for sporadic task systems in unipr§©0d

We can create a virtual sporadic task with execution
time C}, = H—ﬂ Ck+2 2, chpa(ry) Ci» relative deadline;, =
Dy, and periodI’} = Dy. For notational brevity, suppose that
there arek* — 1 tasks inhp; (7). We have then the following
theorem.

Theorem 1. Taskr;, in a sporadic task system is schedulable
by the fixed-priority scheduling algorithm Efzfl gk <1
and

C;e k*—1 k*—1 Ci lec:—l Uz( k:‘—l CE)

—k <1 U;,— L &=l =i . (20

Dy — ; ; Dy, Dy, (20)
in which G} = | 2] Ch + X2, cppury) Civ and thek” —

1 higher priority tasks inhp;(7;) are indexed in a non-
decreasing order O(F’Tﬂ - 1) T;.

Proof: The analysis is based on the observation to test
whether the busy window can finish within interval lend?l,
which was also adopted in_[17] and [16]. By setting =

% — 1) T;, and indexing the tasks in a non-decreasing
order of¢; leads to the satisfaction of Definitibh 2 with = 1

andg; = 1. [ |

Analyzing the schedulability by using Theoréth 1 can be
if ?—f is small. However, as the busy window may

cessor systems. Here, we will only present the analybe stretched wherz: is large, we further present how to
sis for arbitrary-deadline systems, whereas the analysis f safely estimate the worst-case response time. Suppose that

constrained-deadline systems can be found in Appendix C. t; =

For a specified fixed-priority scheduling algorithm, let the tasks such t

hp(7,) be the set of tasks with higher priority thap. We
now classify the task sétp(7x) into two subsets:

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

smaller thanDy,.

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

larger than or equal t®y.

For the rest of this section, we will implicitly assunig > 0.

We now demonstrate how to use the proposed framework to

perform the response time analysis for arbitrary-deadipme
radic task sets. The exact schedulability analysis fortiuty-

% - 12ITJ» for a higher priority task;. We index

at the last release orderingf the & — 1
higher priority tasks is witht; <t;,, for j =1,2,...,k—2.
Therefore, we know thaR;, 5, is upper bounded by finding the
maximum

k—1 k—1
te = hC+ Y _tiUi+ Y Ci, (21)
=1 =1
with 0 <t <tg <. <tp_1 <t and
k—1 j—1
hCh + > tUi+ Y Ci>t;¥j=1,2,....k—1. (22)
=1 =1

Therefore, the above derivation &, ;, satisfies Definitio]3

deadline task sets under fixed-priority scheduling has beewith «; = 1, and 3; = 1 for any higher priority taskr;.

developed in[[25]. The schedulability analysis is to umigy-

However, it should be noted that the last release time arderi

windowconcept to evaluate the worst-case response time. That is actually unknown sincéy, , is unknown. Therefore, we

is, we release all the higher-priority tasks together watktr,

have to apply Lemmia 8 for such cases to obtain the worst-case

at time 0 and all the subsequent jobs are released as early &dering.

possible by respecting to the minimum inter-arrival timéeT
busy window finishes when a job of task finishes before
the next release of a job of task. It has been shown in [25]
that the worst-case response time of tagkcan be found in
one of the jobs of task; in the busy window.

For theh-th job of taskr;, in the busy window, the finishing
time Ry j, is the minimumt¢ such that

k—1 +
hCr + H C; <t
i=1 v

and, hence, its response timeRg 5, — (h — 1)T. The busy
window of taskr;, finishes on the:-th job if Ry, < hTj.

Lemma 9. Suppose thap '~

and Cy > 0, we have -
hCro + 30 C =SSV U (S Co)
1= U

where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non-
increasing order of their periods.

! U; < 1. Then, for anyh > 1

Ry < ;o (23)

Proof: This comes from the above discussions with=
1, B; = 1 by applying Lemma§]7 arid 8 wheén"" U; < 1.
The case WheIZf;l U; =1 has a safe upper bourtg), , =
oo in Eq. (23). [ ]



Model a | B e \

Uniprocessor Sporadic Tasks a;j=1 | ;=1 | Theorem$l[12, ard 5
Multiprocessor Global RM/DM for Sporadic Tasks | «; = ﬁ Bi = ﬁ Theorem$B andl 4
Uniprocessor Periodic Tasks with Jitters o =1 Bi = Theorenlb

Uniprocessor Generalized Multi-Frame, Acyclic, ande; =1 B; =1 | Theorem$J718, ard 9.
Mode-Change Tasks

TABLE I: The a; and 3; parameters in our demonstrated task models.

Theorem 2. Suppose thath:1 U; < 1. The worst-case ing, based on the quadratic response tlme analysis in [12],

response time of tas;#qg is at most that works for any arbitrary ratio Ofnax,.{ :1. However,
h—1 the anaIyS|s in [[10], [[25] considers the Whole task set to
Ry < Ck + Z Z Ui(2 e Cf)7 (24) defineA in the schedulability analysis. In fact, for testing the
1— Zlel U, schedulablhty of taskr,, we only have to conade% which
where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non- is defined as— in the following corollary.
increasing order of their periods. Corollary 2. Task T, in a sporadic task system with =
g—’; is schedulable by rate-monotonic scheduling algorithm in

Proof: This can be proved by showing th&, ;, — (h —  uniprocessor systems if
1)T} is maximized wherh is 1, where Ry, 5, is derived by
using Lemm&D. The first order derivative Bf, , — (h—1)Tj < ( ) \/ ) )
with respect toh is —+— — T; Cr= (=30 U ZU B Uk - @
P 1_ z’c U k - U,
There are two cases:

k _ B .
Case 1:If SF U, < 1, then &=l Lo U ZUZ-<{(%)(1+5— 1+52—%)7 ifk>28+1
- 1 k—1
B

or

-ty _ .
% = 0. Therefore,Ry 5, — (h — 1)T}, is a decreasing  *=* T 237k otherwise 27)
functlon ofh. Therefore, the response time is maximized when
his 1.

Proof: Under RM scheduling, we know thét, = U;T; <
Case 2: If SF, U, = 1, then we know that UiTla._: B_UiCkaﬂﬁhp.(gk)-_Tr:e YESU|'firE§35§|[1hEdU|fabi|ity
Cr—(1-F -1 UNT, . condition in Corollary1l is identical to Lem . Therefone
ZHIU = 0. Therefore Ry, — (h — 1)T; remains o directly apply Lemmds 4 ahfl 6 to derive the two utilizatio
the same regardless bf bounds in Eq.[{26) and(27), respectively. m

Therefore, for both cases, the worst-case response time of
task 7, can be safely bounded by Ed. {24). Moreover, sinceg  Global Fixed-Priority Scheduling
the worst case happens when= 1, we do not have to check
the length of the busy window, and we reach our conclusion. This section demonstrates how to use the results for multi-
B processor global fixed-priority scheduling. We considat the
system hasV/ identical processors. For global fixed-priority
scheduling, there is a global queue and a global scheduler
to dispatch the jobs. We demonstrate the applicability for
Zk 10_ Zkfl U( kflc) constrained-deadline and implicit-deadline sporadictesys
< 1— ZU i=1 T\ L= 7t (25) under global fixed-priority scheduling. Specifically, wellwi
Dy present how to apply the framework to obtain speed-up and
where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non- capacity augmentation factors for global DM and global RM.
increasing order of their periods. The success of the scheme depends on the corresponding
exponential-time test. Here we will use the property to ke pr
Remarks: The utilization-based worst-case response-timesented in Lemmia10, based on theced-forwardingalgorithm
analysis in Theorem]?2 is analy‘ucally tighter than the besproposed by Baruah et al.l[6] to characterize the workload
known result, R, < Ck+2f1 Cim3i, UiCi , by Bini et al.  Of higher-priority tasks. The method inl[6] to analyze fixed-

i priority scheduling is completely different from ours, &&y
rely on the demand bound functions of the tasks.

Corollary 1. Taskr in a sporadic task system is schedulable
by the fixed-priority scheduling algorithm Ele U; <1land

1—

[12]. Lehoczky [25] also prowdes the total utilization bra
of RM schedullng for arbitrary-deadline systems. The asialy
in [25] is based on the Liu and Layland analysis [30] The The following lemma provides a sufficient test based on
resulting utilization bound is a function @k = max,, { L}, the observations by Baruah et all [6]. The construction ef th

WhenA is 1, it is an implicit-deadline system. The utlllzatlon following lemma is based on a minor change of the forced-
bound in [25] has a closed-form wheA is an integer. forwarding algorithm.

However, calculating the utilization bound for non-intege

is done asymptotically fok = co with complicated analysis.

Lemma 10. Let AP** be maxi—/{U;, §}. Task7; in a
sporadic task system with constrained deadlines is scabtil
Bini [ILO] provides a total utilization bound of RM schedul- by a global fixed-priority (workload conserving) schedglin



algorithm on M processors if whereqa; = 1 = andfg < 1\ fori=1,2,...,k—1. Therefore,
. we reach the conclusion of the schedulability conditions in
Yy > 0,0 <w; <T;,V7; € hp(7y), 3t with0 <t < Dy, +y Egs. [28) and[{29) by Lemnid 3 and Lemmia 4 under giyen
k

Sl U + [FTWW C; andw;s, respectivelf.
and AR - (Dy +y) + M =t The schedulability test in EJ._(B2) is independent from the
settings ofy andw;s. However, the setting of andw;s affects
Proof: The proof is in Appendix A. m how thek — 1 higher priority tasks are indexed. Fortunately,

it can be observed that the schedulability tests in Hgs. (28)
The schedulability condition in Lemnia]10 requires to testand [29) are completely independent upon the indexing of the
all possibley > 0 and all possible settings 6f< w; < T; for ~ higher priority tasks. Therefore, no matter hgwandw;s are
the higher priority tasks; with ¢ = 1,2,...,k—1. Therefore, set, the schedulability conditions in Egs.](28) and (29)thee
it needs exponential time (for all the possible combinatioh  corresponding results from tHe?Q framework. As a result,
w;). However, we are not going to use the test in Lenima 1Gve can reach the conclusion. [ ]
in the paper. We will only use this test to construct the

corresponding:-point schedulability test under Definitigh 2. Corollary 3. The capacity augmentation factor of global RM

for a sporadic system with implicit deadlinesﬁll‘,zi7 ~ 2.823.
We present the corresponding polynomial-time schedulabil

ity tests for global fixed-priority scheduling. More speciily, Proof Suppose thatZT W < % and U <
we will also analyze the capacity augmentation factorse$th .. 1. . The right- hand side of EqC(R9) converges to
tests for global RM and global DM in Corollarié$ 3 abH 4,, /5~

2+ Umax whenk — oo Therefore, by Eql(29), we can

uarantee the schedulability of task if 1 < 2 — /2 + 2.
Theorem 3. Let U#* be maxj,l U;. Taskr in a sporadic g y Kif 3 < N

task system with |mpI|C|t deadlines is schedulable by dlobalhis is equivalent to solving: = 2 — v/2 + 2z, which holds
RM on M processors if whenz = 3 — /7. Therefore, we reach the conclusion of the

capacity augmentation factér— ~ 2.823. [

respectively.

k—1 k—1 k
Upax < -2 ZU +ap0 0.5 < S+ Uf)) (28)  Theorem 4. Let AP** be max,_|{U;, §+}. Taskr, in a
i=1 i= sporadic task system with constrained deadlines is scabthul

or byka global flxeg enorlty scheduling o/ processors if
_ C U <M, S < M, and
Zf:ll U; E—1 2 e Ui < Dic1 Dy,
< 2—y /220 —— . (29) k-1 k-1 k-
M k Fok—1 Amax <1 U Ui Cy
ey 2 (v ) e (S 6)
Proof: We will show that the schedulability condition - (33)

in the theorem holds for all possible settingsypfand w;s.  where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non-
Suppose thay andw; for ¢ = 1,2,...,k — 1 are given, in  increasing order of their periods.
whichy > 0 and0 < w; < T;. Lett; be T} +y. Now, we set

ti t0 w; + M T; fori =1,2,...,k —1 and reindex Proof: This is due to a similar proof to that of Theo-
the tasks such thaﬁ <ty < ... <ty rem[3 and Lemma_10, by applying Lemrh& 1 with =
— 1 . _ 1 .

and g; = 4; under the worst-case task ordering,

Therefore, ifi < j, we know thatw; - U; + [ 1 “1] C; < iCi — T, non-increasingly, in Lemma&l 2. Therefore, for a

wi-U-—i—(Vl ““J—i—l)C =t;U; +C;. If i > 4, thenw; - U; + giveny > 0, if Ap® < 1 - Mzz 1 (U +Dk+y) +

tj;wl C; < wi- U + ([tl wi )¢y = t,U;. The sufficient T (ZZ LUz chiy ) task 7, is schedulable by the

schedulability condition in Lemn@O under the giverand  global fixed-scheduling. By the assumpt@j’C ‘U, < M,
w;S is to verify the existence df; € {t1,ts,.. .t} such that e know thatC; Z/g ) Ue < ;. Therefore

Yo wi- Ui+ P 7%] C; k-1
U™ (T +y) + M (30) ZDker M? (;UZZDker)

slus+ Y e SN
=1Y¢
e (- Te Ta (B5))

Lt
is minimized wheny is 0. As a result, the above schedulability

SU,?lath 4

i <t; (31)

By the definition of global RM scheduling (i.€l}, > T3),
we can conclude that; = U, T; < C;Ty, < C;(Tx+y) fori =

1,2,...,k—1. Hence, we can safely reformulate the sufficientCondltlon is the worst whep is 0. u
test by verifying whether there exists € {t1,%2,...%} such  Corollary 4. The capacity augmentation factor and the speed-
that up factor of global DM by using Theorem 4 for a sporadic
k—1 j—1
; 2The concern thay may be unbounded (so may,) can be handled by
Ullcndxtk + Z a;Uit; + Z BUtr < 22 (32) normalizing all thet; values for higher priority tasks;s to ¢, and sett; to
i=1 i=1 1 after the normalization.



system with constrained deadlines is 3.

Proof: If Y7, U; < M or Y0 S& < M is violated,

the capacity augmentation factor is alreadyTherefore, we

focus on the case that task does not pass the schedulability

condition in Eq.[(3B). That is,
k—1 k—1 k—1
1 Ol 1 OE
Amax 1 _ i v - i _*
LIS M; <U + Dk) e <;U(; D,))
S >
- M

Cj
U +—|.
i=1 ( ! Dk)

This means that the unschedulability of tagskunder global

k—1

In the past, exponential-time schedulability tests were
typically not recommended and most of time ignored, as this
requires very high complexity. However, in this study, we
have successfully shown that exponential-time scheditiabi
tests may lead to good polynomial-time tests by using the
k2Q framework, as demonstrated in Sectidds 6, Appendix
E, and Appendix F. Therefore, with the presented approach,
some difficult schedulability test and response time prokle
may be solved by building a good (or exact) exponential-
time test and using the approximation in k&Q framework.
With the quadratic and hyperbolic form&2Q and k?U
frameworks can be used to provide many quantitive features
to be measured, like the total utilization bounds, speed-up
factors, etc., not only for uniprocessor scheduling bub &s

DM implies that eitherApax > 1, LS lp, ~ 1 o
1 k—1 07

Mzz':1 Dy,

conclude the factos. [ | [1

Remarks: The utilization bound in Eq.[{29) is analytically
better than the best known utilization-based schedutgtést [
Zle U; < 2 (1-Uprax)+Ura for global RM by Bertogna

et al. [9], since(l;;”) <2—+/2+2xwhen0 <z <1. 3l

The capacity augmentation fact®823 in Corollary[3 is [4]
weaker than the resut.668 by Lundberg[[32]. However, we
would like to point out the incompleteness in the proof in 5]
[32]. In the proof of the extreme task set, the argument in
Page 150 in[[32] concludes that task is more difficult to
be schedulable due to the increased interference ofitask (6]
to task ,, after the transformation. The argument was not
correctly proved and can be too optimistic since the ina@das [7]
interference has to be analyzed in all time points in the g
analysis window, whereas the analysis|in![32] only consider
the interference in a specific interval length. Without gnig
the resulting interference in all time points in the anaysi [g]
window, taskr,, after transformation may still have chance to
finish earlier due to the potential reduction of the intexfare
at earlier time points.

N

]

[20]

The speed-up factdr provided in Corollary ¥ is asymptot- [11]
ically the same as the result by Baruah et[&l. [6]. The spged-u
factor3 in [6] requires a pseudo polynomial-time test, whereag;
we show that a simple test in Eq. {33) can already yield the
speed-up factoB in O(klogk) time complexity. [13]

We limit our attention here for the global RM/DM schedul-
ing. Andersson et all [2] propose the RM-WBRglgorithm,
which gives the highest priority to taskss with U; > ¢, and 15
otherwise assigns priorities by using RM. Our analysis herd™
can also be applied for the RM-U3[algorithm with some

modifications in the proofs by setting= 3+2ﬁ ~ 0.3542.

[14]

[16]

7 Conclusion and Extensions [
With the presented applications, we believe that kK€
framework has high potential to be adopted to solve severals]
other problems for analyzing other task models in real-time
systems with fixed-priority scheduling. The framework can b
used, once the correspondikgpoint last-release scheduling [19]
test or response time analysis can be constructed. We ha
demonstrated several applications in this paper. Some Isode
have introduced pretty high dynamics, but we can still handl
the response time analysis and schedulability test witipgaro
constructions so that the?Q framework is applicable.

[21]

10

multiprocessor scheduling.
> % by the pigeonhole principle. Therefore, we References
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Appendix A: Proofs

Proof of Lemmal[2. This lemma is proved by showing that the

schedulability condition in Lemmig 1, i.el,— Zf;ll o Uy —
k—1 T k—1

Zi:;kﬁici alUl(Zf:i 5:C) is minimized, when thé: — 1

higher-priority tasks are indexed in a non-increasing owfe

BiCy Suppose that there are two adjacent taskand 77,1

a;U;*
with 26Cn o Bre1iCnir | ars now examine the difference of
apUp apt1Unq1
Lo, Ui (5F2) BeCo) : :
=1 I by swapping the index of task, and
task 7y, 1.

It can be easily observed that the other taskswith
i # h andi # h + 1 do not change their correspond-
ing valueSaiUi(Zf;il Be¢Cy) in both orderings (before and
after swapping7, and 7,41). The difference in the term
anUn(X 82 BeCo)+an1Uns1 (25— B:Cy) before and after
swapping tasks, and 7,1, (before - after) is
) > 0.

((anUnBr+1Chi1 — an+1Un+1B8rCh)

C C
—anan i UnUnir (ﬂhﬂ h+1  BrCh
OéhUh

oht1Un1
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Therefore, we reach the conclusion that swappifgand
Th+1 N the ordering makes the schedulabilty condition more
stringent. By applying the above swapping repetitively, we
reach the conclusion that ordering the tasks in a non-isarga
order of% has the most stringent schedulability condition

in Eq. (). O

Proof of Lemmal4. This can be proved by using the Lagrange
Multiplier Method. However, it can also be proved by using a
simpler mathematical observation. Suppose that Zf;ll U;

is given. For givenca, 3, and z, we know that Eg.[(T5)
becomes — (a+ B)z +0.5a8(22 + Y5~ U2). That is, only
the last term0.503(31~,' U?) depends on howJ; values

2

are actually assigned. Moreov@f;f U? is a well-known
convex function with respect td/1,Us,...,Ux_1. That is,
pUZ + (1 = p)UZ > (pU; + (1 — p)U;)* for any 0 < p < 1.
Therefore,ZiZl1 U? is minimized whenU; = Uy = - --

K3
Uk—1 = 355-

Hence, what we have to do is to find the infimunsuch
that the condition in Eq[(15) does not hold, '% >1—(a+
B8)z +0.508(2* + 7). This means that as long 88"~/ U;
is no more than such infimum the condition in Eq.[(15) will
always hold and the schedulability can be guaranteed. gedvi
that f—: is given, we can simply solve the above problem by

finding thez with 0 = 1 — €= — (a + B)z + 0.50875522. O

Proof of Lemma (5. Similar to the proof of Lemmal4, we

only have to consider the cases whép is set to =1 to

In24th Euromicro Conference on Real-Time Systemsmake the schedulability condition the most difficult, where:

Zf;ll U;. Suppose tha% is y. Then, we are looking for the
infimum z +y such thay > 1 — (a+ )z +0.5a(a> + 7).

To solve this, we start with = 1 — (a+ )z +0.5a8(z2 +
). Our objective becomes to minimiz€(z) = =z + 1 —

T
(a+ B)x+0.5a8(x? + k””—_zl). By finding dH(z) _ 1—(a+
B) + Eebr — o, we know thatr = %}f‘l). Therefore,
0.5kapl=beta-1)
1 _ _ ap
y=1—=x <a +4 -
, k=-D(a+s-1)
1 = (0.5(a + B+ 1))
0.5(k—1 21
_, 05k-D((@+p)?-1) (34)

kaf

Whether we should take the above solution depends on
whethery > 0 or not. If y > 0, then we can conclude the
solution directly; otherwise, ify < 0, we should sety to 0.

That is, by reorganizing EqL_(B4), we are examining whether
B> (etB)®-1 _ (a+B)~1
= (@t+B)2—1-2a8 ~ oZ+p—1°
Therefore, there are two cases:
Case 1:If k < (of“;fi)zjll, then, we have the conclusion that
y > 0 andx > 0, due to the assumption that+ 5 > 1. We

just have to sum up the above derivedndy.

27

Case 2:If k& > (jztfi)z_ll, then, for such a caggderived from
Eqg. (33) is negative. We should sg¢to 0. The procedure here



is the same as in solving the quadratic equation in the prooivhere 8y and C, are defined ag) for notational brevity.

of Lemmal# by setting?: to 0. O

Proof of Lemma [4. Definition [3 leads to the following
optimization problem:

k—1 k—1
sup Cx + Z oait;U; + Z BiCi (35a)
i=1 i=1
k—1 j—1
such thatCy + Y " ait; Ui+ Y BiCi>t;, Vi=1,....k—1,
i=1 i=1
(35b)
3 >0, Vi=1,....,k—1,
(35¢)

where t},t3,...,t;_; and are variablesq;, 8;, U;, C; for
higher-priority taskr; and Cj are constants. For the rest of
the proof, we replace- with > in Eq. (35), as the supermum

and the maximum are the same when presenting the inequali

with >. We can also further drop the conditieh > 0. This
results in the following linear programming, which has aesaf
upper bound of EqL(35),

k—1 k—1
maximize Cy, + Y _a;t;Ui + > BiCi

=1 =1

(36a)

k—1 Jj—1
such thatCy + Y " aitiUi+ > BiCi > t;, Vj=1,... k-1,
i=1 i=1

(36b)

The linear programming in EqL(B6) (by replace with
> and supremum with maximum) has— 1 variables and

Clearly, the above extreme point solution is always feasibl
Therefore, in this extreme point solution, the objectivediion
of the above linear programming is

k—1
t; + Z[%CZ =
=1

k—1

C Ui () BiC
kD i1 O‘k_l(Ze:O BeCl) + Zﬂici
=% il i=1

(40)
:Ck + Zf:_ll BiCi — Zf:_ll o Ui ( ?;-1 BeCle)

L= Y00 s 7
(41)

which concludes the proofl

Proof of Lemmal[IQ. This is proved by contrapositive. If task
7% 1S not schedulable by the global fixed-priority scheduling,
will show that there exisy > 0 and0 < w; < T; such

that for all0 < ¢ < Dy, 4y, the conditionAP** - (D, +y) +
2 UJ\;[ ol > t holds. The proof is mainly based on
the forced-forwarding algorithm for the analysis of gloBa!

by Baruah et al. in[[6], by making some further annotations.

If 71, is not schedulable, let be the first time at which task
T, Misses its absolute deadline, i.ey, Let z; be the arrival
time of this job of taskr;. For notational brevity, let this job
be J1, which arrives at timex; and has not yet been finished
at time zy. By definition, we know thaty — z; is Dy. Due to
the fixed-priority and workload-conserving schedulingippl
and the constrained-deadline setting, removing (1) albther

k — 1 constraints. We again adopt the extreme point theorerfPPS Of taskr, (eéxcept the one arriving at tima), (2) all the
for linear programming [31] to solve the linear programming JOPS arriving no earlier than, and (3) lower-priority jobs

Suppose thatt{, t; cee tL_l is a feasible solution for the linear
programming in[(36) and = max{t,¢i,... ¢/ _ 1. By the
satisfaction of Eq.[(38b), we know that

k—1 k—1 k—1
Ck + fz OéiUi + Z@CZ Z Ok + ZO&JIUZ +
i=1

=1 =1
Cr+3F ! giCy : -
Tt That is, any feasible

: * CkJrZ;:l B:C; .
solution of Eq. [(3b) hag} < W for any j

1,2,...,k — 1. Under the assumption th@f;f U < 1

k—1

Z B:C; > 1.

=1
As a result, we have <

and0 < Zf:_ll 3;C; < oo, the above solution has a bounded 1: for

objective function in the above linear programming.

The only extreme point solution is to puC; +
Zf;ll ait;‘Ui—i—Z'Z;ll BiC; =t; foreveryj =1,2,... k—1.

Since the objective function is bounded, we know that this

extreme point solution is the optimal solution for the linea

programming in Eq.[(36). For such a solution, we know that 3

Vi=23,...,k—1, & —t_,=8_1Cji_1. (37)
and
k—1 1—1
t=Cr+ Y ails(t; + > BeCy). (38)
i=1 £=0
Therefore, we know that
k—1 i—1
= Cr + > i1 aalUi(Qop—g BeCl) (39)

1-— Zf;ll OéiUi ’
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does not change the unschedulability of jpb Therefore, the
rest of the proof only considers the jobs fram 7», .. ., 7%.

Now, we expand the interval of interest by using a slightly
different algorithm from that proposed inl[6], also illuested
with the notations in Figurgl2, as in Algorithm 1. The differ-
ence is only due to the setting “strictly less than_1 —z¢)- U,
units”, whereas the setting i |[6] uses “strictly less than
(ze—1 — z¢) - s uUNits” for a certains. For notationaly brevity,

Uy is the utilization of the task that generates j@b

Algorithm 1 (Revised) Forced-Forwarding Algorithm

£+ 23, ..do

let J, denote a job that

- arrives at some time-instany < zy_1;

- has an absolute deadline aftgr_q;

- has not completed execution by_1; and
has executed for strictly less tham, 1 — z¢) - U, units over
the interval[z4, z¢_1), where U, is the utilization of the task
that generates job,.

if there is no such a jothen

£+ (¢ —1); break;

2:

4:

Suppose that the forced-forwarding algorithm terminates
with ¢ equals to/*. We now examine the schedule in the in-
terval (z¢-, z0]. SinceJ, Ja, ..., Jp= belong tory, 7o, ..., 7%,
we know thatl7, < AXa for £ = 1,2,...,¢*. Let oy be the
total length of the time interval ovez,, z,—1] during which
Jy is executed. By the choice o, it follows that

o0 < (201 — 2¢) - Up < (20-1 — 22) - AP~



gy Y S —| To solve this, we start wity = 1— (a+ )z +0.5a3(z> +
| | ,f_zl). Our objective becomes to minimizH (z) = Bz +
_ _ _ _ 4) = Bz +1— (a + Bz + 0.5a8(2? + £7). By finding
Fig. 2: Notations of the forced-forwarding algorithm foreth ;7 (y) kapa 1
analysis of global fixed-priority scheduling. —— =B~ (a+5)+ 55 =0, we know thatr = 5.
Therefore,
. o yzl—u(fwrﬂ—g):l—
Moreover, all theM processors execute other higher-priority kp 2
jobs (thanJy) at any other time points in the interviad, z;—1]
at which J, is not executed. Therefore, we know that the
maximum amount of time from,- to zg, in which not all
the M processors execute certain jobs, is at most

k—1

0ty @3

Whether we should take the above solution depends on
whethery > 0 or not. If y > 0, then we can conclude the
solution directly; otherwise, ify < 0, we should sety to 0.
That is, by reorganizing EqL_(#3), we are examining whether

* *
S o0 <>zt — z) - AP = (20 — 20) - AP, k> 2t
=1 =1

Therefore, there are two cases:

Up to here, the treatment is almost identical to that in “Ob-Case 1:If k < 2%%, then, we have the conclusion that> 0
servation 1” in [[6]. The following analysis becomes differe andz > 0. We just have to sum up the above derivednd
as we don't intend to use the demand bound function. Now%.
we replace job/; with job J; in the above schedule, wheyg
is released at time,- with absolute deadline; and execution
time (zo — z¢+) - AP®*, According to the above analysig;
cannot be finished beforg) in the above schedule. For each
taskr; fori =1,2,...,k—1, in the above schedule, there may
be onecarry-in job, denoted ag?, of 7; (under the assumption
of the schedulability of a higher-priority task) that arrives
at timer? with 72 < zp. andr? +T; > 2. Letd; be the next
released time of task; after z,-, i.e., d'; = rE + T;.

Case 2:If k > 2/{% then, for such a casg derived from

Eq. (43) is negative. We should sgto 0. The procedure here

is the same as in solving the quadratic equation in the proof
of Lemmal# by settingZ: to 0.

With the above discussions, we conclude the prdof.

According to the termination condition in the construction Appendix C: Quadratic Bound for Uniprocessor
of zp-, if sz exists, we know that at |eaS(TZg* — TE) - U; Constrained_Dead”ne Tasks
amount of execution time has been executed befgreand
the remaining execution time of joly to be executed aftef;-
is at most(d? — z-) - U;. If J? does not exist, thed is set to
z¢+ for notational brevity. Therefore, the amount of workload
W/ (t) of all the released jobs of task fori =1,2,...,k—1
to be executed in time intervak;, z; + t) is at most

To verify the schedulability of a (constrained-deadline)
sporadic real-time task; under fixed-priority scheduling in
uniprocessor systems, the time-demand analysis (TDA)l-deve
oped in [26] can be adopted. That is, if
t
— | C; <
T--‘ C; <t, (44)

2

3t with 0 < t < Dy, and Cj + Z {

1\ _ (b ) t— (diz) — Zf*) )
Wi(t) = (d] — zp«) - U; + ’77 C;. (42) reehp(Te)

K3 j"Z
then taskr; is schedulable under the fixed-priority scheduling
The assumption of the unschedulability of jgb (due to  algorithm, whereip(7;,) is the set of tasks with higher priority
the unschedulability of jol;) under the global fixed-priority than 7, Dy, Ck, and T; representr;’s relative deadline,
scheduling implies that/] cannot finish its computation at worst-case execution time, and period, respectively. For a
any time betweerz,. and z. This leads to the following constrained-deadline task, the schedulability test in Ed.(44)
(necessary) conditioh™ (=g — z.) + e Wil s equivalent to the verification of the existencelof ¢ < Dy,

forall 0 < t < zp« — 2o for the unschedulab]i\ﬁty of joh/]. such that

Therefore, by the existence 9f= z; — zy» andw; = dE — Zp t
fori =1,2,...,k—1to enforce the above necessary condition, Cr + Z Ci + Z T, Gi<t. (45)
we reach the conclusion of the proof by contrapositite. TiC€hp2(Ti) Ti€hp1(Tk)

We can then create a virtual sporadic tagkwith execution

time C;, = Cy, + Zﬂ_ehm(m C;, relative deadlineD, = Dy,
Appendix B: Additional Proofs and periodT, = Dy. It is clear that the schedulability test to

verify the schedulability of task; under the interference of

Proof of Lemma [6. _Thek procedure is identical to the proof {he higher-priority taskdip; (r,) Is the same as that of task
of Lemmal5 by puttingz* = 5Uy. We only have to consider 7 under the interference of the higher-priority tasks(.).

the cases whet; is set to ;=7 to make the schedulability For notational brevity, suppose that there are— 1 tasks in
condition the most difficult, where: = Zf;ll U;. Suppose  hp1(7%).

Cr i i fi :
that W S Y Then, we are looking for thze infimura + % Theorem 5. Taskry, in a sporadic task system with constrained
such thaty > 1 — (o + B8)x + 0.5a8(z? + =) deadlines is schedulable by the fixed-priority schedulilggpa

13



rithm if Zk o C% <1and tasks byt; non-decreasingly. By the definition &f, we know
o e 1 gy s that (| #e455 | — 1)C; = SEETU, = (.U, + LiUs. Thatis,

Ci | 2z Uiy C) th lat Kload of task from 0 to f; t

k <1- Z U, — Z . (46) e accumulative workload of task from 0 to ¢; is exactly

Dy, L;U; + t;U;. Due to the indexing rule, and the knowky, ;,
we can now conclude the conditions in Eds.] (47) (48).

in which thek* —1 higher priority tasks imp; (7;) are indexed _ .

in a non-decreasing order Oﬂ% ~1) T, However, it should be nqted tha_t the last release time or-
dering is actually unknown sincRy, 5, is unknown. Therefore,

we have to consider all possible last release time orderimgs

Proof: Settingt; = T — 1) T;, and indexing the Lemma 12. Suppose thaE 117, < 1. Then, for anyh > 1
tasks in a non-decreasing orderépfleads to the satisfaction gnq ¢, > 0, we have
n

of Definition[2 witha; =1 and 3; = 1.

k—1 k—1 k—1
Corollary 5. Taskr in a sporadic task system with implicit R, , < WO + 2oim (G 4 Lill) — 3oicy Uiy C1)

deadlines is schedulable by the RM scheduling algorithm if 11—l ’
Lemmag (1914, dil5 holds by settifg as Uy, a = 1, and _ o - (49
B=1. where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non-

increasing order of their periods.
The above result in Corollary] 5 leads to the utilization

bound?2 — /2 (by using Lemmdl5 withh = 1 and§ = 1) Proof: This comes from the above discussions with—

for RM scheduling, which is worse than the existing Liu andl, fi = 1 in Lemmalll by applylng Lemm@ 7 ahtl 8 when

Layland boundn 2 [30]. Zl 1 U; < 1. The case whetz =1 has a safe upper
bound Ry ;, = cc in Eq. (49). [ |

Appendix D: Response-Time for Periodic Tasks Theorem 6. Suppose thafy); | U; < 1. The worst-case
response time of task;, is at most

with Jitters
k—1 k—1 k— 1
A periodic task (with jitters)r; is defined by its period’;, Ry <Z 1 (G + LiUi) szl Ui Ce) (50)
its execution time’;, its relative deadlinéd; and, its jitterL;. 1= Ui
The jitter problem arises when we consider some flexibitity t h*Ch (h* +1)Cy .
delay the job arrival for a certain bounded lendth Such a + max B R AR I —h'Te + L
=1 ? =1 z

problem has also been studied in the literature, suchlas [3],
[8]. To the best of our knowledge, periodic tasks with jister ~where thek — 1 higher-priority tasks are ordered in a non-
there was no utilization-based analysis in the literature. increasing order of their periods ank* = {%J +1.

k

We focus on uniprocessor fixed-priority scheduling here.
The busy window concept has also been used for schedwabilit ~ Proof: By the definition ofh*, we know that h* —1)T}, —
analysis of fixed-priority scheduling [3]. For theth job of L, < 0, whereash*Ty, — L, > 0. Whenh < h*, we know
task 75 in the busy window, the finishing timé? ; is the that max {(h* — 1)T} — Ly, 0} is 0. Therefore,Ry , — 0 is

minimum ¢ such that maximized wherm is set toh* for any h < h*.
k—1 . — .
t+L; The first-order derivative oRy, ;, — (h — 1)T}, with respect
hCy + C; <t
g Z { T; -‘ tohwhenh>h*+1|si—T = G5, UNT

i=1 1->% *1

. . . Similar to the proof of Theoretﬂ 2 we know that settlﬁgh—
The h-th job of taskr;, arrives at timemax{(h—1)T}— Ly, 0}, ,
and, hence, its response timefis , —max/{ (h—1)Tj,— Ly, 0}. ;Lh>—h1)Tk1 is maximized when: is set toh* + 1 for any
The busy window of task;, finishes on thé:-th job if Ry, , < 2o+ 1
hTy — Ly. As a result, we only have to evaluate the two cases by

Lemma 11. Ry, , is upper bounded by finding the maximum Setting & as h* or 4* 4 1. One of them is the worst-case
’ response time. The formulation in E.150) simply compares

these two response times. [ ]

k-1 k-1 k-1
Ly :hck+ZLiUi+ZtiUi+ZCia (47)
i—1 —1 im1

among all possible least release time orderings of the 1 APPendix E: Schedulability for Generalized
higher-priority tasks with) < t; <ty <--- <t,_, <t; and  Multi-Frame

k-t k=1 iz A generalized multi-frame real-time tasks; with
hCx + ) Lili + ) tiUi +ZC >tvi=12,..., k-1 m; frames is defined as a task with an array
= = = @g)  (Ci0,Dio,Ti0,Cin, Dits Tiny oy Ciimi—1, Dimi—15 Tiym,—1)

of different execution times, different relative deadsnennd

. : the minimal inter-arrival time of the next framéel[7],_138].
Proof. Suppose thakty, , is known. Then, the last release . "o, 00 tion time of the-th job of task; is defined as

of ;?ili?, in the busy wmdow_beforeRk,h IS _at time ?i : Ci,(; mod m,)- If @ job of thej-th frame of taskr; is released
([7':@ W—l)Tz‘—Lz‘- We can index thé —1 higher-priority  at time ¢, the earliest time that task can release the next

14



(j +1) mod m; frame is at timet 4+ 7. Here, we consider as the last release time of taskbefore Dy, ;,. Therefore, for
only constrained-deadline cases, in whibh,; < T; ;. the givenDy, 5, we are only interested in these; last release

Takada and Sakamura ]38] provide an exact test witﬁ'mes of taskr;. We need a safe function for estimating their

exponential-time complexity for such a problem under task-Workload' More precisely, we want to find two constafits.

pon L piexity 1o . P - . and C; ., such thatUikh-tiqZbe(i,q,tiq) andU; . p, -
level fixed-priority scheduling, in which each task is assid O > rbf (i 0 +€)’ — bf(i,q, D ’ ). This means
with one static priority level. For this section, we will fog ha Tk = 145 Vig = a5 Dk,n ).

on such a setting. Specifically, we are interested in a Zi that no matter which frame of task is the first frame in the
the schedulability of thé-th frame of taskr, under the glilvae%n critical instant, we can always bound the workload from tgsk

S X o . by usingU; i » - t + C; .., for the points that we are interested
task priority ordering. It was shown that the critical indta "ot “According to the above discussions, we can set
theorem of periodic task systems by Liu and Laylahd [30]

does not work anymore for generalized multi-frame systems. rbf(i,q,tiq)

Fortunately, as shown in Theorem 2 in[38], the critical amst Uikn = _,max max{?} (52)
of the h-th frame of taskr; is to release a certain frame of Coo = max rbf(i,q, D )q Ut (53)
a higher priority taskr; at the same time, and the subsequent ~“%" = o1, m,—1 ' & Hhh bRt

frames of taskr; as early as possible. In fact, this problem hasN
been recently proved to be co-NP hard in the strong sense B

[37).
For completeness, the test with exponential time Com_l_emma 14. The /i-th frame of taskr in a generalized mul-

plexity by Takada and Sakamura [38] will be presented i tiframe task system with constrained deadlines is schédkrila
LemmalIB by using our notations. We defiref (i, ¢,t) as
the maximum workload of task; released within an interval

lengtht¢ starting from theg-th frame. That is,

0(i,q,t
(i,q,t) k—1 j—1

’f‘bf(l, q, t) = ; Ci,(j mod m;)» (51) Ck,h + Z Ui,k,h . ti,qi, + Z Ci,k,h S tj,Qj7 (54)
N =1 =1
where 0(i,q.t) is the smallest ¢ such that wherel;; , and C;y are defined in Eqs(2) and (53),
Y j=qTij modm,) > t. That is, 6(i,q,t) is the last respectively.
frame released by task beforet¢ under the critical instant
starting with theg-th frame of taskr;. Proof: This comes from the above discussions and
Lemma 13. The h-th frame of taskr, in a generalized mul- Lemma[18. u
tiframe task system with constrained deadlines is schét®ila  The choice of;; only affects the last release ordering of the
by a fixed-priority scheduling on a uniprocessor system if 1.1 higher-priority tasks, but it does not change the constants
Vgi € {0,1, ... my —1} Vi=1,2,... . k-1 Ui k,n andCy i, . Therefore, Lemma_14 satisfies Definitioh 2
by removing the indexeg, but the worst-case last release time
ordering has to be considered.

ow, we can reorganize the schedulability test to link to
efinition[d.

nby a fixed-priority scheduling on a uniprocessor systeméf th
following condition holds: For any last release orderimgof
the k — 1 higher-priority tasks witht; 4, < tog, < -+ <
th—1,qs_1 < tr = Dy,p, there existg; ,. such that

k—1
30 <t < Dypp,  Crn+ Y _rbfli,qit) <t.
i=1 Theorem 7. Suppose thagf;l Cikn < Dgp. The h-th
frame of taskr; in a generalized multiframe task system with
Proof: This is a reformulation of the test by Takada andconstrained deadlines is schedulable by a scheduling éfgor

Sakamural[38]. B on a uniprocessor system if the following condition holds
Since the test in Lemm&_ll3 requires exponential-time k—1 k=1~ 17 k—1

complexity, an approximation by using Maximum Interferenc =% < 1= Ui,k,h—zz'zl (Cuen = Ui g Ce’k’h)),

Function (MIF) was proposed in_[38] to provide a sufficient Di.n i=1 Din

test efficienthd Instead of testing all possible combinations of (55)

¢;» a simple strategy is to uséf (i, t) = max]", ' rbf(i,q,t)  inwhich thek —1 r;icgher priority tasks are indexed in a non-
to approximate the test in Lemrhial 13. This results in a pseuddncreasing order of;~= of taskr;.

polynomial-time test. Guan et al. [21] have recently predd o

proofs to show that such an approximation is with a speed-up  Proof: The schedulability test (under a specified last

factor of 2. release time ordering) in Lemma[1# satisfies Definitiopl 2
We will use a different way to build our analysis by With @i = f; = 1. Therefore, we can apply Lemmas 1 dnd 2
constructing the:-point last-release schedulability test in Def- 1© réach the conclusion of the proof. u
inition 2. The idea is very simple. If task starts with itsg-th A naive implementation to calculatg,, and rbf(i,q,t)
frame, we can find and define requiresO(m;) time complexity. Therefore, calculatirg . ,
0(i,q,Di.p)—1 and C; ., requires O(m?) time complexity with such a
tig = Z Tii mod my) implementation. It can be calculated with better data stmes

and implementations to achie&m;) time complexity. That

is, we first calculate; o andrbf(i,0,¢;0) in O(m;) time com-
3The reason why this is not an exact test was recently provigestigge  PleXity. The overall time CompleXlty to calculate t_he f(\?ﬂmg

and Wang in[[377]. t;.q andrbf(i,q,t; ,) can be done irO(m;) by using simple

Jj=q
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algebra. Therefore, the time complexity of the schedutgbil We denoteC"**(7y, ;) the maximum mode execution time

test in Theorerh]7 i@(zf;f m; + klogk). among the higher-priority modes of task than task mode
_ , . Tk, 1.8, MaXy, chp(ry, ) Cij fOr a given indexi. Similarly,

Remarks: Although we focus ourselves on generalized multi-\, o denotel/™#%(7;, ) the maximum mode utilization among

frame task systems in this section, it can be easily seen thgto higher-priority modes of task than task modey 5, i.€.
our approach can also be adopted to find polynomial-time Ciy . . : ; S,
tests based on the request bound function presentediin [2 18%r j€hp(Tin) T, for a given index. For notational brevity,

Since such functions have been shown useful for schediyabil SNce We defineC; (7 ,) and Up*(r;. ) by referring to
tests in more generalized task models, including the digrap7t.»» W€ Will simplify the notations by using’;"** andU;***,
task model[[35], the recurring real-time task model [5],..etc '€SPectively, for the rest of this section.

the above approach can also be applied for such models by Suppose that the last release of taskn the window of

quantifying the utilization (e.gZ/; x,») and the execution time interest is at;. We define the request bound function for such
(e.0.,C; x,p) Of taskr; based on théimited options of the last 3 case as follows:
release times before the deadline (eBy, in generalized

. . load(i,t;) if t <t
multi-frame) to be tested. A ) Li i
) rof (i tis?) {load(L t;) + Cmx  otherwise (56)
Appendix F: Acyclic and Multi-Mode Tasks Lemma 15. Task 74, in a multi-mode task system with

constrained deadlines is schedulable by a mode-level fixed-
This section considers the acyclic model, proposedin [1]priority scheduling algorithm on uniprocessor systems if
That is, each task; is specified only by its utilizatiorU,. > < .
o , . t; DyppVi=1,2,...,k—1
An instance of task; can have different worst-case execuuonvy 20, V0<t <yt DinVi

k—1
times and different relative deadlines. If an instance skta .
; . . et . . : 3t t<y+ Dpn, load(k, bf (i, ts,t) < t.
arrives at timet with execution timeC; ;, its relative deadline ~ O0<tsy+ D Chn + load(k, y) + ;T 16 ti,1)
is CUW, and the next instance of task can only be released
aftert + St Proof: This is proved by contrapositive. Suppose thag

Ui misses its deadline firstly at timg, ;,. We know that it arrives

For systems with known modes, we can also define ao the system at time; = dj. ,, — Dy 5. Due to the scheduling
multi-mode task system. A multi-mode task with m;  policy, we know that the processor is busy executing jobs in
modes is denoted by a set of triplet; = {70 =  hp(rx;) and 7 from a; to dy . Let ap be the last time
{Ci0,Di0, Tio},mip = {Cin,Dix,Tin},...,Tim;—1 =  point in the above schedule befare such that the processor
{Cim,—1, Dim,—1, Ti.m;—1}} to specify the worst-case exe- is idle or executing any job with lower priority tham, ;.. It is
cution timeC; ;, the minimum inter-arrival timd’; ;, and the  clear thata, is well-defined. Therefore, the processor executes
relative deadlineD; ; of the corresponding task modg;. For  only jobs inhp(7x ) and 7y ,. We denoten; — ag asy. Let
a multi-mode taskr;, when a job of mode; ; is released at the last release of the task modes of taskeforedy ;, be
time ¢, this job has to be finished no later than its absolutey, + ¢;. If task 7; does not have any release, we seto 0.
deadline at timel 4 D; ;, and the next release time of task Therefore, we have < t¢; < y + Dy .

7; is no earlier thart + T; ;. We only consider systems with
constrained deadlines, in which; ; < T; ;. The difference
between this model and the generalized multi-frame model i
that the system can switch arbitrary among any two mode
by respecting the temporal seperation constraints in thié-mu
mode model.

Without loss of generality, we sefy to 0. Therefore, the
orkload requested by the modes of taskat any timet
efore (and aty; is no more thanoad(i,t). Moreover, the

workload released by the modes of taskat any timet after
t; is no more tharload(i, t;) + C"**. As a result, the function
rbf(i,t;,t) defined in Eq.[(56) is a safe upper bound of the

We will focus on mode-level fixed-priority scheduling workload requested by task upt to timet.

on uniprocessor scheduling in this section. Suppose that we

?Lre testir:)g vtvrr]wethetr t?stj‘(’”i( can dbe fe_?r?il?lly hSChed.UIetd' tlr_]et task modes of task, may also release some workload before
p(7n) b€ the set of task modes with higher priority than a1, in which the workload is upper bounded byad(k,v).

task moder, ;,. For notational brevity, we assume that there ar . ) . .
1 ke i gher oty tack odes . Moreouer, 41 Sesa ot of o schecuEbily ot i e bove
_for the rest of this section, we implicitly assume t_hat tIEk_sa_ implies that the above workload at any poinin the ir71ter’val
in hp(7,n) are schedulable by the mode-level fixed-priority (a0, dy.»] is larger thar¢. Therefore, we know that
scheduling algorithm under testing. 0> Th,h : :

Jy >0, 0<t; <y+DppVi=1,2,... k—1

By the definition of the task model, the other higher-priorit

Let load(i,t) be the maximum workload of task (by
considering all the task modes; € hp(7y 1)) released from kol ]
0 to ¢ such that the next mode can be released at tiiat 76 0 <t <Y+ Din, Crp +load(k,y) + > rbf(i,ti,t) > ¢,
is, letn; , be a non-negative integer to denote the number of =1

times that task mode; , is released, in which which concludes the proof by contrapositive. |
load(i,t) =  max {Z”i C; Evaluatingload(i, t) is in fact equivalent to theanbounded
’ Tia€hp(Tin) e knapsack problenfUKP). The UKP problem is to select some

items in a collection of items with specified weights and psofi
S.t. Z"i,qTi,q <t}. so that the total weight of the selected items is less than or
q equal to a given limit (called knapsack) and total profit of
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the selected items is maximized, in which an item can ber
selected unbounded multiple times. The definitiodoati(i, t) ho1
is essentially an unbounded knapsack problem, by consleri Z [ymax < <k - 1)

t as the knapsack constraint, the minimum inter-arrival time <= "~ \ &
(period) of a task mode as the weight of an item, and th%r

k
242U —— 60
(22— 1) . (60)
execution time of a task mode as the profit of the item.

2 —
k— _
Lemma 16. U;Cnax+2:1Uimax < (1) (2 — /4 %)
(57) 2 |- G

if £>3

load(i,t) < U™ - t. otherwise

(61)

Proof: It has been shown in[[33] that an up-  Pproof: Due to the RM property, we know that ; < Ty,

per bound of the above unbounded knapsack problem ig 7,5 is in hp(7y.). Therefore CMax < Ty, , U™ "We now

(maxn’jehp(mh){%’{ ) -t = U™ -t, which completes the reach the conditions in Lemmas 8] 4, did 5 with= 1 and
proof. N m 0 = 1. The three conditions are directly from these lemmas.

[
By LemmaIh and Lemniall6, we can now apply ki€ Note that the above tests assume implicitly that the tasks
framework to obtain the polynomial-time schedulabilitgtten  in hp(7,) are already tested to be schedulable under the
the following theorems. scheduling policy. Therefore, we have to apply the results

in Theorem¢g B anf]9 by testing all the task modes from the
highest priority to the lowest priority. The following theson

& provides the utilization bound for testing the whole taskise
U™ = maxr,  chp(r,,) 770+ SUppose that there ale — 1 jinear time for mode-level RM scheduling.

tasks with higher-priority modes than task modg;,. Let

k .
Amax pe max{maXTk,thp(Tk,h){% Ch.n }. Suppose that Corollary 6. Suppose thad ", , U; < 1. A system withk

Tk,j 17 Di,n acyclic tasks with utilizatiort/y, U, . . ., Uy is schedulable by

k—1 . . . . .
2oy O™ < Dy . Taskry,, in @ multi-mode task system the mode-level RM scheduling algorithm on a uniprocessor
with constrained deadlines is schedulable by a mode-levedystem if

fixed-priority scheduling algorithm on a uniprocessor syst

Theorem 8. For a given task ; and a task mode
Tk,n Under testing, letCi*™* = max,, cpp(r,,) Ci; and

. k=1 rrmax k k—1 ( 2k ) i
; ;o < E2) (2 — — =5 fk
if Y., UM <1 and ZUi < {( Z (Z ; 1), k>3 (62)
k—1 k—1 . . k—1 : — 1 - = otherwise
max max Zi:l (szdx - Uimdx( I=1 Céndx)) =1 2k
Ak < 1_2 Ui - Dk,h ’ or
=1 (58) k—1 k—1 k—1
in which thek — 1 higher priority tasks are indexed in anon- 0 <1—Uj — 2% Ui+05 <(Z U+ (> Uf)) , (63)
increasing order of% of taskr;. =1 =1 =1
’ where taskr is the task with the minimum utilization among
the k tasks.

Proof: Suppose that; is given for each task;. For
the givent;, we can define the last release time ordering, in  Proof: This comes with similar arguments in TheorEm 9.
whicht; <ty < ... <t 1 < Dpp+y = tx. By Lemma  Adopting the utilization bound in Eq[(62) does not need to
(18, we can pessimistically rephrase the schedulabilityites consider the ordering of the tasks. However, the quadratic
LemmalI} to verify whether there existse {t1,t2,...,tx}  bound in Eq. [[BB) changes for different settingsiaf. Let
such thatARax( Dy, , +y)+ S0 Umaxt, 4 371 omax < ¢, S°% U, be a given constantf, and Y, U2 be H,. Then,
Therefore, we reach Definitidn 2 with; = 1 and 5, = 1,  the quadratic bound in EqC_(63) becomes- 2H; + U, +
and, hence, can apply Lemnids 1 amd 2. . Moreover, with the.5 42 + 0.5H, — 0.5U2. The first order derivative of the
same argument in the proof of Theoréin 4, we know that theyuadratic bound with respect G, is 1 — Uy, which implies
resulting schedulability condition is the worstyjfis 0 under  that the minimumU; leads to the worst condition in the

the assumptiorif;l1 Upax < 1. B quadratic bound in EqL(63) under the conditp < 1. =
Theorem 9. For a given taskr; and a task modey, ;, under The result in Eq.[{62) in Corollari] 6 is the same as the

testing, 1etU"** = max,, ;chp(r, ) % Suppose that there utilization bound2 — /2 (whenk — oo) in [1] for such a

are k—1 tasks with higher-priority modes than task mag,. task model. Our results here are more generic and can also be
Let Ulgr:xx be max{maxrkwjehp(fm){%.}’ %;:}h} Suppose ggrsllel)éjﬁ%{ed for any (mode-level or task-level) fixedepity

that Y, , U™ < 1. Taskr,, in a multi-mode task system
with implicit deadlines is schedulable by the mode-level RM
scheduling algorithm on a uniprocessor system if the faligw
condition holds

k—1 k—1 k—1
Up < 1-23 U405 <(Z UPE)? 4 (3P )
=1 =1 =1
(59)
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