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Abstract has been introduced, which tries to balance the use of pro-

cessor slowdown and shutdown by posing a restriction on

It is an increasingly important issue to reduce the en- the minimum speed that pure DVS scales [5]. When the

ergy consumption of computing systems. In this paper, weworkload is low, a processor usually runs at a speed higher

consider partition based energy-aware scheduling of peri- than pure DVS instructs. In this case, the processor idle
odic real-time tasks on multicore processors. The schedul-time exists, and it is possible to exploit this idle time to

ing exploits dynamic voltage scaling (DVS) and core sleep achieve further energy saving by turning the processor into

scheduling to reduce both dynamic and leakage energysleep state.

consumption. If the overhead of core state switching is | real-time systems, energy efficient techniques also
non-negligible, however, the performance of this schedul- need to make sure the lowered computational performance
ing strategy in terms of energy efficiency might degrade. does not violate the schedulability of the tasks. As a re-
To achieve further energy saving, we extend the static tasksy|t, energy-aware scheduling is introduced to reduce en-
scheduling with run-time task reallocation. The basic idea ergy consumption while still completing tasks in time [9, 1]

is to aggregate idle time among cores so that as many core§ the past decades, significant efforts have been made
as possible could be put into sleep in a way that the over- on energy-aware scheduling that considers leakage energy
all energy consumption is reduced. Simulation results ShOWconsumption[ll, 3, 5, 2, 4]. However, most of the studies

that the proposed approach results in up to 20% energy sav-aqdress uniprocessor or multiprocessor, and very few ad-

Multicore processors (or chip multiprocessors), which
integrate multiple processing units (i.e. cores) into a sin
gle chip, have emerged as a remedy to reduce power con-
sumption caused by the increasing processing capabilities
1. Introduction of processors. However, the leakage energy consumption
of multicore processors has risen due to the vastly inctease

Processor slowdown and shutdown are two popular tech-"umber of circuits [9]. Moreover, some multicore proces-
niques to reduce power consumption in real-time embeddedSOrs cannot independently adjust the clock frequency and
systems. In the realm of processor slowdown, dynamic volt- Voltage of cores. Blindly applying existing energy-aware
age scaling (DVS) has proved to be an energy efficient tech-Scheduling for_mul_Uprocessors to these mulﬂc_ore proces-
nique, which reduces dynamic power by scaling down pro- SOrS may possibly incur extra energy consumption [9].
cessor voltage [8]. While DVS reduces the dynamic power, In this work, we address leakage-aware scheduling for
it increases leakage energy consumption (caused by leakperiodic real-time tasks on multicore processors, where
age currents). This is because the lowered processor speecbres can enter sleep state at any idle time. Studies have
lengthens the execution time of tasks. On the other handshown that DVS with critical speed (leakage-aware DVS)
studies have explored the use of processor shutdown to remay incur more energy consumption if the overhead of core
duce leakage energy, i.e. turning an idle processor/ctwe in state switching is non-negligible [5]. We will illustratkat
sleep state when the computational workload is light [5, 7]. on multicore platforms, a balanced task-core assignment
To make DVS leakage-aware, the concept of critical speedmay further impair the energy efficiency of leakage-aware
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DVS. We then present a task reallocation algorithm to im- location, which allows a task to be shifted to another core

prove the energy efficiency of leakage-aware DVS by an- during run-time. A similar approach is also taken in [9].

alyzing run-time idle intervals and making aggressive task However, our approach only reallocates a task when its new

allocation decision. We also evaluate the energy efficiencyinstance (job) arrives, but rejects further reallocatibthe

of the task reallocation strategy with various simulatier s job during its execution time. Also, unlike previous work on

tings. multicore processor [10, 9], we take into account the over-
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section head of core state switching.

2 summarizes prior research on leakage-aware scheduling.

Section 3 provides task model, power model, and concepts3. Preliminaries

used in our work. Section 4 explains the motivation for re-

allocation. Section 5 presents the reallocation algorithm

Section 6 provides an evaluation based on simulation re-

sults. Section 7 presents our concluding remarks.

In this section, we first give the task and power model,
and then briefly describe the concept of global DVS, task
reallocation and critical speed.

2. Related Work 3.1. Task Model

For uniprocessors, many studies were made on the We consider a task sé@t = {71, 72,73, ..., 7o} Of n pe-
leakage-aware scheduling for periodic real-time tasks inriodic, soft real-time tasks. Each task is modeled as
DVS system [5, 11, 3]. Jejurikar et al. raised the concept 7i = (£, W;), whereP; is the period, andV; is the worst
of critical speedfor DVS in [5], where they adoptedn- case execution time (WCET) when task is running with the
ergy per cycleas a better metric for energy consumption. maximum speed. The relative deadline of a task is equal to
Based on the critical speed, both fixed-priority (e.g. RM) its period in our model. Tasks are assumed independent of
and dynamic-priority (e.g. EDF) scheduling on uniproces- €ach other. A job is the periodically released instance of a
sors were extended to be leakage aware. For instance, Zhtask. Thejq, job of 7; is with arrival timea;; = (j — 1) - P;
etal. [11] used the feedback actual execution time to adjustand deadlinel;; = j - P;.
the time to turn processor into sleep state in idle time. For ~ The utilizationu; of ; is given byu; = W;/P;. Since
RM scheduling, Chen et al.[3] devised a scheduler to aggre-most of the task finishes earlier than its worst case estima-
gate idle intervals by revising the arrival time of tasksdghs ~ tion, the dynamic utilizations; of 7; is updated upon its

on on-line simulation of RM scheduling. arrival and completion time:
.For muI_tlprocessors, _Ieakage—aware scheduling of peri- / W,/ P, 7. is not finished L
odic real-time tasks mainly focuses on the task-processor u, = o
ce;/ P; 7; is finished 2)

assignment. Partition approachis widely adopted in tHe tas

assignment, where a task set is statically partitioned intowherece; is the actual execution time for the nearest invo-
several sub-task sets and assigned to processors [2, 4]. Afcation.
ter the partition, energy-aware task scheduling for uripro  Task sefl” is partitioned among a set of identical cores
cessors is applied to each processor. For example, Chegy — {C1,Cy, ...,Cp}, andT; denotes the task set allo-
et al. [2] proposed two partition algorithms based on the cated toC;. Tasks are preemptive and are scheduled by the
largest-task-first (LTF) heuristic, with shutdown overtiea Earliest Deadline First (EDF) scheduling policy on its par-
addressed. titioned core. The utilization of the task s& on C; is
Recently, researchers in leakage-aware scheduling havelefined byl (C;) = 3", . ui. The dynamic utilization
started to address multicore processors [10, 9]. Off-line U'(C;) of the task sef is given byl (C;) = ZvneT]- ul.

approaches were considered by Chen et al. in [10] forye definel,,, as the total utilization of the task set. We
frame-based periodic tasks, where they decided the Procespnly consider task set with,,; <= m, wherem is the

sor speed as well as time to turn core into sleep state based;mber of cores.

on LTF partition. For on-line approach, Seo et al. [9] con-

sidered scheduling of periodic real-time tasks through run g o power Model
time task reallocation. When a task completes prior to its

worst case estimation, the proposed scheduler reallocates o adopt the power model based on Martin et. al [6].

all the tasks among cores to balance workloads. It also dy-rpo power consumed in a CMOS-based processor consists
namically scales the active core number through task real-g¢ 1o portions: dynamic power and static power. The dy-
location with the knowledge of the optimal core number. - i power P is given by:

In this work, we extend the partition based scheduling
on multiprocessors/multicore processors through task rea Pac = Cepf Vi f



whereC.; is the average switched capacitance per cycle, 3.4. Task Reallocation
Vaa is the supply voltage, anflis the clock frequency.

Static powerPp¢ is caused mainly by the sub-threshold
leakage currenf,;, and reverse bias junction curreht
and is given by:

We take the partition approach in task scheduling by as-
signing each core a task queue. Though any partition ap-
proach on multiprocessors can be taken, we adopt/tist
fit heuristic [1, 9], because it offers better timeliness/gper
performance than other heuristic. One detailed implemen-
tation, the LTF scheduling, can be found in [2, 10]. The
LTF partition sorts tasks according to static utilizationai
non-increasing order and assigns each task to the core with
the lowest utilization.

Unlike traditional partition scheduling, we consider run-
time reallocation of tasks. For each task, we allow its jobs
to be executed on different cores, but forbid any job to be
executed on more than one core. In other words, the reallo-
cation of a task can only be made when its new job arrives.

Ppe = Lg(VddIsubn + |%S|IJ)

whereV,, is the body bias voltagel,, is the number of
componentin the circuit. The sub-threshold leakage ctirren
is given by:

Tewbn = K3€K4 Vaa o K5 Vs

whereK3, K, and K are all constant parameters.

Cores are homogenous and share the same clock fre
guency. We consider continuous frequency, which is scaled
betweenf, ., and f,,.. with the change of supply voltage
Via:

(Vaa — Vin)e 3.5. Critical Speed

F= LaKg

The critical speedf.,; can be deduced by solving
d(Pac + Ppe)/df = 0[5, 2]. For the70nm technology,
the critical speed is calculated as 0.4 the maximum proces-

K are technological constants. The overhead of voltagesor spee_d_. We define tkmei_tical scale factoras the critical
transition is neglected. The constants for 70nm technologySpee‘_j.d'V'ded by the-m.axllmum processor speed. .
can be found in [9], which are also adopted by previous ~ Critical speed minimizes total energy consumption
work on leakage-aware scheduling [11, 5]. within a given period of time when leakage energy is con-
A core has two states: active state and sleep state. IrSidered [2]. The proof is based on the assumption that
active state, each core consumes both dynamic and stati®f0cessor consumes no energy when it is idle. When
power. In sleep state, only static power will be consumed, the switching overheads negligible, the assumption is
and it is assumed negligible in this work [9, 11]. achieved by turning idle cores into sleep state. With the
We considerswitching overheadEsw when a core knowledge of critical speed, leakage-aware DVS sets the

switches from sleep state to active state, as in [11, 5, 2].5c@led speed = min(maz(feri, f'); fmaz), wheref" is
The switching overhead is caused by several factors, sucH® SPeed given by pure DVS.

as cold start misses in cache among other resource refresh When theswitching overheads non-negligible, DVS
overheads [5]. with critical speed is not always more energy efficient than

that without critical speed. Idle intervals may be too short
to generate enough energy saving. If the energy saved by
putting an idle processor into sleep state is less than the
switching overhead, processor shutdown increases energy
The DVS scales down the frequency of the processor byconsumption adversely. In this case, it will be more en-
scaling down the supply voltage. We take advantage of run-ergy efficient to exploit idle time through speed slowdown
time DVS [8] in this work. The runtime DVS adjusts the at the very beginning. Previous studies have devised the
frequency (processor speed) according to the dynamic uti-sleep thresholdas a compromise [11, 5, 3]. Lé&%, be
lization of tasks. To make our work complementary to DVS FEsw/ P,q., WhereP,q. is the power consumption of pro-
on uniprocessor platforms, we apply the DVS to the core cessor by running at the minimum speed. If the idle time
with the task set of the highest dynamic utilization, and set is longer tharl};,, the processor can be put into sleep state.
the global voltage and frequency accordingly. It makes sureOtherwise, the processor runs at the lowest processor speed
that the schedulability of the tasks is not violated as long available.Shutdown penaltig used to refer to the additional
as the maximum utilization of tasks assigned to cores is be-energy consumed during processor idle time, when the pro-
low 100% [9]. Global frequency (or global speed) is used cessor with leakage-aware DVS cannot be turned into sleep
to refer to the frequency obtained from using global DVS. state.

Vih = Vin, — K1Vga — KoV

whereV,, is the threshold voltage, aid;,, L4, K1, K2,

3.3. Global DVS



4. Motivation
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In this section, we discuss the limitation of the balanced 0 12345678
partition when it is incorporated with Ieakage—aw_are DVS. U= FElE Time
We then present the reasons for our consideration of task @ H—
reallocation, and give a motivational example. rLEBRESE DY
4.1. Limitation of Balanced Partition Figure 1. Leakage-aware DVS without task re-

allocation

When the task set is with high utilization, a balanced
partition is preferable [5]. For multicore processors, k& ba
anced patrtition lowers the global frequency of DVS, and @ ! T 1[5 1 [5] Time
thus reduces energy consumption [9]. However, when the P R A
maximum task utilization on cores is lower than the critical
scale factor, a balanced partition is not most energy effi- @ Lime
cient, because it impairs the energy efficiency of leakage- 0 123456 78

aware DVS. Leakage-aware DVS instructs the processor to

run at a speed no slovyer than the critical spe_ed, and 'Fakes Figure 2. Leakage-aware DVS with task real
advantage of the idle time for core sleep. While the raised  |5cation

global speed increases total idle time, balancing the work-

load leads to an even distribution of idle time among cores

and shortens the idle time each core. The shorter the idle S o
time, the more likely that idle intervals will be shortertha  the number of idle intervals but also lengthens the majority
the sleep threshold, and the more often a core will stay ac-ofidle mte_rvals to be longer than the sleep threshold when-
tive when it is idle. Moreover, for multicore processorsitha €Ver possible.

cannot set the frequency of a core individually, it needs to  Task reallocation can be used to merge the idle intervals.
app|y the g|0ba| Speed to all cores. Therefore’ when a CoreThe basic idea is that if a core has several fragmentary idle
is idle, it might run at a speed higher than the minimum intervals shorter than the sleep threshold, we can make use
speed, which further increases energy consumption. of these idle intervals for energy saving either by reducing
the workload of the core or by adding more workload. For
example, when a task comes between two idle intervals on
a core, if we shift the task away to another core, we can
then merge two fragment idle intervals. On the other hand,
for the other idle cores that waste energy running at a speed
dﬁigher than the minimum speed, the shifted task can run
there and utilize the idle time.

4.2. Requirements of Reallocation

As described in 4.1, balanced partition reduces the idle
time on each core for light workload. To extend idle time,
one may consider static approach. One possible metho
would be to modify the partition scheme to let it take unbal-
anced partitioning strategy for task set with low utilizatj
as in [2]. However, even with the increased total idle time 4.3. Motivational Example
per core, it is still not guaranteed that idle interval isgen
than the sleep threshold because idle time can be scattered Consider a task sef’ with three tasks, wher& =
among cores as small pieces of fragments. Besides, a task'§r (2,0.6), 72(4,0.4), 75(2,0.2) }. To simplify the run-time
job may finish earlier than its WCET. Therefore, even if the decision of DVS, the acutal execution time for each task is
static utilization of tasks assigned to a core is above titie cr  set equal to the WCET. Suppose the critical speed is 40%
cal scale factor, dynamic utilization could still fall beldhe the maximum speed, and the sleep threstolds 2 (units
critical scale factor during run-time. If the slack time doe  of time). Figure 1 shows the task execution after the LTF
early task completion is shorter than the sleep threshbld, i partition when DVS is performed. According to DVS, the
cannot be exploited for core sleep either. speed could be reduced to 0.3 the maximum speed. With

To dynamically reduce the shutdown penalty of leakage- the consideration of leakage energy, we scale the speed up
aware DVS, two issues need to be addressed: 1) minimizeo the critical speed. Note that the scaled up speed leaves
the times of state switching in order to reduce total switch- idle time for both cores. For core 1, the idle interval is 0.5,
ing overhead, and 2) minimize the times of cores failing to which is shorter than th&;,, therefore core 1 cannot turn
turn into sleep state. Merging the fragmentary idle interva into sleep state during idle time. For core 2, there are two
helps achieve these two goals, because it not only reducesypes of idle intervals, neither of which is longer th&p .



Figure 2 shows tasks execution after the reallocation,

The reallocation algorithm is invoked upon the arrival

with DVS performed. The reallocation shifts task 3 to core of a job. When a task’s job arrives, we have to decide
1 after its second invocation. Since the dynamic utilizatio whether to shift the task to another core or let the task re-
of tasks after the reallocation is 0.4 for core 1 and 0.1 for main executing on the original core. We first calculate the
core 2, the reallocation does not increase the global speedminimum idle interval if the task is not shifted. Suppose
and therefore does not increase dynamic power consumpat time ¢, a job of taskr; arrives at coreCy () and
tion. Furthermore, idle intervals on core 2 are merged andlet load(Cjome(-,)) b€ the total cycle of the uncompleted

3

extended, making core 2 able to turn into sleep state duringjobs (including the newly arrived job) on cot®,,.c(-,)-
idle time to save energy.

5.

The Proposed Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Leakage-aware task reallocation

1

2:

10:
11:
12:

13:
14:

15:
16:
17:
18:

19:
20:
21:

© X N9 AE®

® Chome(r;)- the core task; is assigned to in the last

allocation.

o Queue(Chome(ry):  all
Chome(s,) atcurrent time

o load(Chome(r:))-
running on coreChome(r,)-  10ad(Chome(r,)) =
DWW (rj) - fmae) for each arrived taskr; in
Queue(Chome(r,)) at timet.

o Cy.s:: the core to whichr; will be assigned

. upontaskreleasef;):

/I A'job of 7; arrives at time

dt < mln(PJ ) Lt/PJJ +Pj)_t_load[chome(n)]/fcriy

Tj € Queue(chome(‘ri))

0 Claest <= null

Cifdt + W(Tz) >= T}y, then
Cqest < selectcorefr;)

end if

if Cyest '= null then
addChome(ﬂ.) toS
reallocatet;,Cyes)

elseif Chome(r,) € S then
removeCy,ome(r,) from.S

end if

selectcoref(r;):
Chnin <= coreC; with miniumU’(C;) such that
C; €8, U(Cz) + ’U/(Tl) <=1,andC;! = Chome(‘ri)
If UI(len) + U(Ti) <= fcri/fmam then
return C,in
end if
return null

reallocatef;,Cyest):
remover; from QueueC),ome(r,))
insertr; into QueueCyes:)

tasks allocated to core

the accumulated cycles of tasks

load(Chome(r,))/ feri IS the maximum time to complete
all the arrived jobs orChome(r,). Queue(Chome(r,)) IS
all tasks allocated to COr€’, () att. The minimum
idle intervaldt is the time interval between the time core
Chome() finishes all its arrived job and the arrival time of
the next coming job on COr€},,,,e(r,), i-€. dt = min(P; -
Lt/PJJ + Pj) —1l- load(chome(n))/fcria Tj € Chome(n)'
Then, we consider task reallocation. A greedy strategy
is taken by first checking whether it is possible to reallecat
the task to other cores. it + W(r;) >= Ty, search is
performed to find the destination core the task will shift to,
because it is guaranteed that the idle interval is at leagtleq
to the sleep threshold after shifting taskto another core.
The task will remain on its original core only if we fail to
find the destination core or the idle time is too short. Such a
strategy extends the idle interval when there is already idl
time prior to the arrival of the current job.

To decide the core to reallocate the task to, we derive a
heuristic to maintain a sef of candidate cores. If a core
fails to shift its latest job to other cores, we add the core
into S, otherwise the core is removed frash(if the core is
in S). A task can be added to a core if it obeys the following
rules:

(1) it does not make the utilization of the destination core
above the critical scale factor; and

(2) it does not violate the schedulability of EDF [8].

Rule 1 is set to make sure that the global speed does not
increase after the task reallocation. Among all coreS,in
the core with the lowest dynamic utilization and consistent
with the above rules will be chosen as the final destination
core. The reason for only allocating a task onto coreS in
is that it makes sure a core that has shifted tasks away will
not accept tasks from other cores before it turns into sleep
state.

The pseudo-code for the leakage-aware task reallocation
algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. After the reallocation,
EDF is applied according to the updated task assignment.
We assume that there is a power manager that turns the core
with idle time longer than the sleep threshold into sleefesta
and switches the sleeping core back to active when there is
job ready to run on the core.



6. Simulations

6.1. Setup Overview

To evaluate the proposed reallocation algorithm, we de-
veloped a simulator based on the task and power model
given in Section 3. We chose the technological constants
that were also used by previous work [9, 11, 5]. The critical
speed is 0.4 the maximum processor speed.

The simulator used randomly generated task sets, each
containing up to 20 tasks. Tasks were assigned random peri-
ods within the range [10ms, 100ms]. This range is also used
by others [11, 5, 2]. The total utilization was within (0,m],
wherem is core number. Early completion of tasks is con-
sidered, with the ratio of actual execution time to WCET
(cc;/W;) randomly generated at each invocation of tasks.
The expectation ofag; /W;) is within (0, 1].

Four different simulation settings were considered to
explore the effect of the average total utilizatioli (=
Uiot/m), switching overheadHsw), the number of cores
(m), and early completion of tasks{WCET) on leakage-
aware reallocation. Each setting was run 100 times inde-
pendently.

Three algorithms were implemented in the simulations:

(1) Pure DVS: it uses LTF partition initially, and does not
consider the critical speed in DVS;

(2) Leakage-aware DVS (LA-DVS): it takes LTF partition
initially, and considers the critical speed in DVS, with-
out run-time task reallocation; and

(3) Our approach denoted LA-Reallocation.
6.2. Results and Analysis

Representative results are given in Figures 3, 4, 5, and
6, where energy consumption is hormalized to that of LA-
DVS.

Figure 3 shows the simulation results by varying the av-
erage total utilizatior/. WhenU is extremely low, LA-
Reallocation does not save more energy than LA-DVS, be-
cause most of the idle intervals are longer than the sleep
threshold and LA-DVS successfully exploits the idle time
for core sleep. Whetl/ rises to around the critical scale
factor (i.e. 0.4), LA-Reallocation outperforms LA-DVS,
with 20% peak energy saving. The reason is that, with
the increased average total utilization, the percentagjeeof
idle intervals shorter than the sleep threshold also ira®a
which makes LA-DVS fail to turn idle cores into sleep state.
WhenU rises to above 0.8, there is no energy saving of
LA-Reallocation, because the dynamic utilization of tasks
assigned to a core usually remains above the critical scale
factor and leaves little room for task reallocation.

18
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Normalized Total Energy Consumption

Figure 3. Simulation result when FEsw

LA-Reallocation —+—
Pure DVS —=—

0.5mJ, m = 2, c¢/WCET= 0.5, and U ranges
fromo0.1to 1
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Normalized Energy Consumption
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LA-Reallocation —#—
Pure DVS —=—

02 04 06 08 1

Esw(mJ)

Figure 4. Simulation result when m = 2, U =
0.3, c¢c/WECT= 0.5, and Esw ranges from 0 to

1mdJ
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Figure 5. Simulation result when FEsw

LA-Reallocation —+—
Pure DVS —=—

\A\A\ﬂ\r&

%

0.1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

cc/WCET

0.5mJ, m = 2, U = 0.3, and ¢cc/WCET ranges
from 0.05to 1



LA-Reallocation —#—
Pure DVS —=—

25

Normalized Energy Consumption
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Core Number

Figure 6. Simulation result when FEsw
0.5mJ, c¢c/WECT= 0.5, and U = 0.3, core num-
ber ranges from 2to 16

Figure 4 shows the simulation results by varying the
switching overhead?sw from 0 to 1mJ. WhenFEsw is
small, the sleep threshold is negligible, and hence the im-
provement of LA-Reallocation is small. However, when
Eswrises, the shutdown penalty for LA-DVS also increase,
which makes LA-DVS even consume more energy than the
Pure-DVS Esw > 0.5m.J). On the other hand, since LA-
Reallocation reduces the times of core switching, it is less
affected by the increasefisw, and therefore yields more
energy saving than LA-DVS.

Figure 5 shows the simulation results by varying the av-
erage ratio of actual execution time to WCET. The average
total utilization is set to 0.3, which is close to the critica
scale factor. The increased ratio shortens idle interaald,
hence it becomes more difficult for LA-DVS to take advan-
tage of the idle intervals for core sleep. LA-Reallocation

is less affected by the increased ratio. Figure 6 shows the

simulation results by varying the core number from 2 to 16.
While Pure-DVS results in a rapid increase in energy con-
sumption with the growth of core number, the energy con-
sumption under LA-Reallocation remains steady.

7. Conclusions

This paper has presented a run-time task reallocation[lo

scheme that improves the energy efficiency of leakage-
aware DVS on multicore processors. Task reallocation is
employed to dynamically merge the fragmentary idle in-
tervals and to reduce the times of failure in turning rele-

vant cores into sleep. Simulations have been conducted and
the results demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed

scheme.
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