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Abstract

Co-locating latency-critical services (LCSs) and best-effort jobs (BEJs) constitute
the principal approach for enhancing resource utilization in production. Never-
theless, the co-location practice hurts the performance of LCSs due to resource
competition, even when employing isolation technology. Through an extensive
analysis of voluminous real trace data derived from two production clusters, we
observe that BEJs typically exhibit periodic execution patterns and serve as
the primary sources of interference to LCSs. Furthermore, despite occupying the
same level of resource consumption, the diverse compositions of BEJs can result
in varying degrees of interference on LCSs. Subsequently, we propose PISM, a
proactive Performance Interference Scoring and Mitigating framework for LCSs
through the optimization of BEJ scheduling. Firstly, PISM adopts a data-driven
approach to establish a characterization and classification methodology for BEJs.
Secondly, PISM models the relationship between the composition of BEJs on
servers and the response time (RT) of LCSs. Thirdly, PISM establishes an inter-
ference scoring mechanism in terms of RT, which serves as the foundation for
BEJ scheduling. We assess the effectiveness of PISM on a small-scale cluster
and through extensive data-driven simulations. The experiment results demon-
strate that PISM can reduce cluster interference by up to 41.5%, and improve
the throughput of long-tail LCSs by 76.4%.
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1 Introduction

Latency-critical services (LCSs) and best-effort jobs (BEJs) are co-located on the same
server to optimize resource utilization in various production clusters [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
[6] [7]. The resource utilization of LCSs is typically associated with the workload,
commonly measured in terms of queries per second (QPS). Due to the periodic nature
of LCSs’ workload, their resource usage exhibits significant fluctuations [7]. To enhance
the overall resource utilization, low-priority BEJs are scheduled alongside LCSs. BEJs
are characterized by their computationally intensive nature and relaxed requirements
for response time (RT), often involving multiple instances.

However, co-location introduces performance interference issues arising from
resource competition among applications [8] [9] [10]. Interference undermines resource
efficiency and poses a significant challenge to all applications, particularly LCSs with
stringent RT requirements. Analyzing and mitigating interference in production clus-
ters is a complex task, which manifests in three key aspects. Firstly, co-located
applications exhibit diverse resource requirements and intensity, leading to distinct
performance behaviors. Secondly, interference is reciprocal, making it intricate to iden-
tify the sources of interference among tens to hundreds of co-located applications on
the same server. Thirdly, production clusters experience high levels of dynamism as
applications and resource usage constantly change.

When addressing interference concerns in production clusters hosting co-located
applications, the predominant emphasis lies on the interference encountered by LCSs
owing to the imperative need to ensure their QoS. While LCSs may potentially face
interference from other LCSs and BEJs sharing the same server, it is noteworthy that
LCSs are typically assigned to specific CPU cores in production [11], with BEJs being
the main resource consumers. Consequently, researchers mainly investigate the impact
of BEJs on LCSs in terms of interference.

Existing literature on interference analysis and mitigation usually focuses on
deploying specific combinations of applications and predicting their runtime perfor-
mance in limited-scale scenarios. These studies typically pre-characterize applications
under the influence of controlled-intensity interference [8] [12] [13], thereby limit-
ing their applicability in production environments. Moreover, certain investigations
employ feedback-based methods to mitigate interference among co-located applica-
tions [5] [6], which involves adjusting LCS resources based on QoS requirements with
a few seconds of delay. However, these methods face challenges when applied in highly
dynamic production clusters.

We conduct an in-depth analysis on a real datasets derived from our production
cluster comprising 10,000 servers equipped with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8269CY
CPUs and boasting 512GB of memory. In addition, we analyze the Google dataset
which is obtained from a cluster encompassing 12,000 servers. We acquire valuable
observations that facilitate a deeper comprehension of application characteristics, the
sources of interference, and the performance of various LCSs on interference. Firstly,
BEJs dominate the resource usage of servers and are the source of LCS performance
interference. Secondly, BEJs have high repeatability in large-scale clusters. Thirdly,
despite occupying the same level of resource consumption, the diverse compositions of
BEJs can result in varying degrees of interference on LCSs.
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Considering the highly dynamic nature of clusters, we delve into the characteri-
zation of BEJs and extract their collective representation, referred to as server BEJ
compositions, to assess their interference on LCSs. On one hand, although individual
instances of BEJ consume fewer resources and have short durations, the presence of
numerous co-located BE instances in each server leads to significant resource consump-
tion. For example, our production cluster witnesses the execution of approximately 60
new BE instances per minute on each server. Consequently, measuring the interfer-
ence generated by each BE instance in such a highly dynamic environment becomes
impracticable. On the other hand, certain implicit patterns observed in production
clusters, such as the notable repeatability of BEJs and the relative stability of LCSs,
provide opportunities to address the interference problem.

Utilizing a data-driven approach, we propose PISM, an innovative framework
for scoring and mitigating performance interference among co-located applications
in production clusters. Firstly, PISM adopts a data-driven approach to establish a
characterization and classification methodology for BEJs. Secondly, PISM models the
relationship between the composition of BEJs on servers and the response time (RT)
of LCSs. Thirdly, PISM establishes an interference scoring mechanism in terms of RT,
which serves as the foundation for BEJ scheduling.

We extensively evaluate the effectiveness and performance of PISM using a small-
scale cluster comprising 14 servers, along with large-scale data-driven simulations. The
experiment results demonstrate that PISM can reduce cluster interference by up to
41.5%, and improve the throughput of long-tail LCSs by 76.4%.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

• An interference scoring and mitigating framework. Building on observa-
tions, we devise PISM, a lightweight, non-invasive, and easily integrable framework
that effectively scores and mitigates interference. PISM aims to predict interference
before scheduling BEJs.

• A characterization and classification method for BEJs. To simplify inter-
ference analysis, we propose a method to characterize BEJs based on resource
usage and classify them into distinct categories. This approach enables a shift in
perspective from analyzing individual BEJs to examining BEJ compositions.

• Two interference scoring models. We develop a scoring model to assess the
degree of interference experienced by individual LCSs, effectively reflecting their
performance. Additionally, we establish an interference scoring model for servers by
assigning appropriate weights to different LCSs executing on the same server.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the back-
ground. Section 3 discusses the related work. Section 4 provides observations. Section
5 details the design of PISM. Section 6 presents the experiment results. We conclude
the work in Section 7.

2 Background

In order to enhance the self-contained and readability of this work, we introduce some
background of microservice colocation.
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Fig. 1 The task composition of an example BEJ.

2.1 LC Services

LCSs are some applications with latency-critical requirements, that handle user
requests with strict real-time responses, exemplified by tasks like web searches, instant
messaging, and e-commerce[3]. These systems are continuously to promptly address
incoming requests. To handle the dynamic workload, LCSs typically deploy numer-
ous instances across various servers. Load balancing is employed to distribute requests
uniformly among these LCS instances. The number of LCS instances is not static but
is adjusted in response to fluctuations in incoming requests [14][15].

In the scheduling process of microservices, multiple instances of one LCS are typi-
cally deployed on different servers to ensure fault tolerance, preventing the disruption
of specific instances caused by hardware failures. Intuitively, each instance of the same
microservice is expected to exhibit similar performance, given that they have identi-
cal workloads. However, due to their execution in the servers with intricate colocation
environments and varying degrees of interference, their performance may fluctuate
considerably and frequently, which has been investigated in both Google Clusters [16]
and Alibaba Clusters [2, 17]. This variability poses a challenge in accurately measuring
and quantifying these dynamic changes in production.

2.2 Best-Effort Jobs

Best-Effort Jobs (BEJs) refer to the batch jobs designed to periodically process large-
scale, repetitive data jobs without any explicit Quality of Service (QoS) guarantees or
sensitive latency requirements. Most BEJs involve data processing and are generally
organized into three hierarchical levels: job, task, and instance. Specifically, a BEJ
may comprise multiple tasks executed sequentially following their designated stages
within the job. There may be dependencies between tasks in a BEJ [17] [18]. This
relationship is often represented by a directed acyclic graph (DAG). The DAG model
is conventionally utilized in large-scale data processing systems like MapReduce or
Spark. For example, Figure 1 illustrates the task composition of an example BEJ with
six tasks, comprising three map tasks, one join task and two reduce tasks. In a single
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BE task, the quantity of its instances is determined by the volume of the data to be
processed.

Instances are the main body of BEJs and the smallest units for scheduling. Typ-
ically, BE instances are not bound to particular CPU cores; instead, they can be
executed on any available cores, efficiently improving CPU utilization. However, since
BE instances and LCS instances are colocated in the same server, they inevitably
share some computing resources (such as CPU Caches). This incurs some potential
resource contention and impacts the Quality of Service (QoS) for LCSs.

In this work, we analyze the performance interference from the LCS perspective
to ensure the QoS of LCSs. We understand that there may be times when certain
components, such as BEJs, may need to be sacrificed or rescheduled to maintain
production efficiency.

3 Related Work

3.1 Application Characterization.

Due to the complexity and variability of applications in production, it is not easy
to directly model their performance. To reduce complexity, application or workload
characterization is usually the first step by analyzing private or open-source datasets
and running benchmarks to extract the patterns of applications. The workloads studied
can be divided into some categories, such as co-located applications [1] [2] [19], LCSs
or microservices[8] [20] [21] [22] [23], BEJs [17] [16], and machine learning jobs [24]
[25] [26] [27].

3.2 Performance Interference Modeling

Numerous studies have been conducted to investigate the correlation between the
operating environment and complex application co-locations, aiming to predict the
performance in the face of dynamic workloads, resource contention, and various inter-
ference. In order to evaluate the interference, some work [4] [8] adopt response time to
denote the QoS metric and design an interference model to predict the performance
degradation precisely. Several performance interference models introduce architecture-
level metrics such as CPI and MIPS to measure performance [28] [29] [30] [31].
However, obtaining application-level or architecture-level performance metrics requires
some effort or designing sophisticated tools to collect the performance data, which is
sometimes not feasible.

Currently, there is no unified standard to identify interference sources and quantify
resource competition pressure. The work in [32] summarizes 15 interference sources and
proposes iBench, a tool that can generate multi-dimensional performance interference
for artificial interference injection. [12] and [31] use a memory-tunable program to
simulate different levels of memory interference, while [33] introduces the length of a
request queue within the service as pressure. [13] and [34] also consider the impact of
heterogeneous clusters on interference models.

5



Fig. 2 CDF of CPU uti-
lization of servers, LCSs,
and BEJs.

Fig. 3 CDF of checkout

instances’ RT with and
without BEJs.

Fig. 4 The number of submitted BEJs
per hour for the cluster and the average
CPU utilization.

3.3 Co-located Cluster Scheduling and Resource Management

When co-locating LCSs and BEJs to improve resource utilization and efficiency, some
careful scheduling strategies need to be considered for BEJs to minimize interference
among applications, especially on LCSs. Traditionally, predictive-aware scheduling
models can be utilized to estimate the application performance after co-location,
enabling the identification and filtering of servers with the highest interference levels
[4] [12] [13] [34] [35] [36]. Another approach [37] [38] [39] involves predicting the distri-
bution of idle resources within the cluster for future job scheduling, as the servers with
greater idle resources have more capacity to handle increased resource demands. To
reduce inference, optimization objectives such as resource fairness and load balancing
are taken into consideration in the works of [4] [13] [34] [38] [40].

Even though there have been many studies on mitigating interference, the com-
plexity and constantly changing nature of large-scale clusters make it difficult to apply
benchmark-based and feedback-based solutions. PISM aims to proactively address
these challenges by adopting a trace-driven, lightweight, and non-intrusive approach,
minimizing server overhead and ensuring a fast response to potential interference.

Despite the extensive research conducted on mitigating interference, the intricate
and ever-evolving nature of large-scale production clusters poses challenges in imple-
menting benchmark-based and feedback-based solutions. To address these challenges,
PISM adopts a trace-driven, lightweight, and non-intrusive approach to quantity the
interference and proactively schedule BEJs to minimize server overhead for potential
interference.

4 Observations

We obtained four observations based on the datasets from two large-scale production
clusters (Alibaba [21] and Google [1]), which both co-locate LCSs and BEJs. The
statistics on these two datasets are provided in Table 1. Since LCSs are usually com-
putationally sensitive, we mainly analyze LCSs in terms of resource utilization such
as CPU utilization, and application metrics such as response time.
Observation 1: BEJs dominate the resource usage of servers and are the
source of LCS performance interference.

Figure 2 shows the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of CPU utilization of
servers, LCSs and BEJs in our cluster. First, although most LCS instances request
multiple CPU cores to guarantee the QoS, their utilization is usually below 20% and
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Table 1 Statistics of LCSs and BEJs co-located in two production
clusters

Our dataset Google 2019[1]

Number of servers 10,000 12,000

Number of LCSs ˜25,000 ˜120,000
LCS instances/server ˜20 ˜150
Lifetime of LCS instances long-running long-running

Number of BEJs/day ˜4 million ˜12 million
BE instances/server/minute ˜60 ˜66
Lifetime of BE instances 85% < 1 minute 80% < 15 minutes

has low variance, resulting in resource under-utilization. Second, the CPU utilization
of physical servers is almost between 20% and 80%. Server-level resource consumption
is mainly dominated by BEJs which are also the main cause of changes in server CPU
utilization.

The same pattern exists in other production clusters [1] [37]. LCSs in Google clus-
ters have a higher resource usage proportion than ours, accounting for about 20%-30%
of CPU resources. In addition, BEJs in these clusters are also the main contributors
to the overall improvement in resource utilization.

We find that the performance of LCSs is sensitive to the utilization of BEJs. If
we strictly limit the CPU quota of co-located BEJs on the servers, the performance
of LCSs is much more stable. However, when BEJs are not restricted with a limited
quota, the performance of LCSs fluctuates greatly. For example, checkout is one of
our most important services that provides the ordering function for online shopping.
This service contains more than 3500 instances and has almost 28000 CPU logical
cores. Note that, although we can guarantee the LCSs by limiting the CPU quota of
BEJs locally, this method cannot improve the utilization of the cluster.

We also calculate the average RT of all checkout instances with and without the
suppression of BEJs. The CDF of checkout RTs in Figure 3 shows the sensitivity of
checkout on BEJs. With co-located BEJs, the RT of checkout instances varies from
136 to over 1000 ms.
Observation 2: BEJs have high repeatability.

We pull the 7-day BEJs executed by a specific business group in our cluster.
We analyze repeated BEJs, and the results are listed in Table 2. If BEJs have the
same DAG, we infer that they are running repeatedly. This business group submitted
282, 194 BEJs in 7 days. Of these jobs, there are almost 1, 456 different DAGs, indi-
cating an average of 200 identical or similar BEJs per DAG. Only 35 BEJs had unique
DAGs. This scenario of repeated BEJs is also reported in the production clusters [18]
[27] [41].

Figure 4 shows the total number of BEJs submitted per hour in our cluster over
the 7 days and the hourly average CPU utilization of the entire cluster. We find that
some resource-intensive cron jobs are repeatedly executed at midnight and there are
fewer requests for LCSs at this time, which leads to the highest CPU utilization of the
servers.
Observation 3: LCSs have different interference sensitivities.
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Table 2 Statistics of 7-day BEJs of one business unit

Description Count

BEJs 282,194
DAGs 1,456
Infrequent jobs (< 7 jobs with the same DAG) 1,543
Unique jobs (unique DAG) 35

Fig. 5 CDF of coefficient of variation for two
different LCSs.

Fig. 6 RT of a checkout instance with different
BEJ composition.

Besides the varying inference levels between LCSs and BEJs, we have observed that
LCSs exhibit different sensitivities even when running similar BEJs. This discrepancy
arises from differences in functional logic and resource requirements, which manifest
in distinct micro-architecture characteristics, such as CPI (cycles per instruction) and
cache misses.

We have calculated the coefficient of variation (CV), which is the ratio of the
standard deviation to the mean, for two representative services - checkout and coupon

- in order to validate the varying sensitivities of LCSs to interference. The coupon

service, responsible for product discounts, consists of 1800 instances and 20000 CPU
logical cores. Figure 5 illustrates the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the CV
for these two services. The CV of the coupon service remains below 0.2, indicating a
relatively stable performance with average response times ranging from 7ms to 9ms. In
contrast, the checkout service exhibits much higher volatility, suggesting a more erratic
and unpredictable performance when influenced by BEJs. This heightened sensitivity
to interference makes the checkout service more susceptible to experiencing long tails,
which hampers its quality of service (QoS).
Observation 4: When different BEJ compositions occupy the same amount
of CPU on the server, they may cause varying degrees of interference.

We collected a 3-hour RT trace of a checkout instance and the corresponding
total CPU utilization of BEJs running on the same server, as shown in Figure 6. We
ensured that all factors other than BEJs remained constant on this server during this
period. We find that the RT of the checkout instance varies greatly even if the total
CPU usage of BEJs is the same. This indicates that interference is not only affected
by the resource usage of BEJs, but is also related to the specific composition of BEJs.
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Fig. 7 System architecture of PISM.

Motivation: Since BEJs consume most resources and change frequently, it is feasi-
ble to evaluate the impact of BEJs on the performance of sensitive LCSs from the
perspective of BEJ compositions. In addition, due to the high repeatability of BEJs,
the characteristics of new BEJs can be predicted based on historical data, laying a
foundation for interference-aware BEJ scheduling. These patterns implied in highly
dynamic production clusters inspire us to design PISM.

5 Design of PISM

5.1 Overall Architecture

When designing PISM, we consider three principles. First, PISM should be lightweight,
alleviating the burden on monitoring modules and BEJs schedulers in large-scale clus-
ters. Second, PISM is non-invasive, avoiding the deployment of agents on servers.
Third, it should be easy to integrate into any scheduler through an interference scoring
scheme, such as Kubernetes.

Figure 7 depicts the system architecture of PISM, which consists of three modules:
a BE task characterizer, a BE task classifier, and an interference scorer. Additionally,
the system includes two data sets. Historical Trace is utilized to train the task char-
acterizer and BE Composition stores information on the composition of BE instances
on each server. The BE Composition update will only be triggered when a new BE
instance is scheduled or an existing instance ends.

The workflow of PISM is described as follows: First, submitted BEJs are put into
the Queue, waiting to be scheduled. Then, when a BE task is ready, PISM first
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(a) CPU (b) MEM (c) Makespan

Fig. 8 CDFs of CPU, MEM, and makespan of four representative types of
BEJs in our production cluster.

Fig. 9 CDF of memory
usage of SQLRT tasks.

employs the BE Task Classifier to infer its category. Next, given the task category,
the Interference Scorer predicts the interference of LCSs and servers if the BE
task is deployed on a candidate server. Finally, the Interference-aware Scheduler
assigns the BE task to the server with the least interference. Note that PISM is
non-intrusive, and can work with any scheduler and be general for other clusters.

5.2 BE Task Characterization

Production clusters are highly dynamic due to continuously submitted BEJs. As shown
in Figure 4, the number of new BEJs per hour is around 100,000 in our cluster. In
addition, there are different types of BEJs in production. Therefore, it is challenging
to study the impact of BEJs on interference from an individual perspective in highly
dynamic clusters. Inspired by Observation 4, we explore dividing BEJs into different
categories and investigate their collective impact in the form of BE composition.

As mentioned in Section 2, BEJs are organized in a hierarchical structure: job-
task-instance. At the top level, BEJs typically consist of multiple tasks responsible
for various operations, such as mapping, joining, or reducing. At the lowest level,
individual instances of one BE task are executing the same code and handling similar
data sizes, which conduct comparable performance and resource usage. In this way,
our characterization of BEJs is primarily designed at the task level. We can effectively
capture the overall state and behavior of the BEJs from their corresponding instances.

5.2.1 Encoding BE Tasks based on Resource Usage

We analyze the task status of four types of BEJs in our cluster for 7 days, namely
SQL, SQLRT, Algo and Dup. SQL are typical data processing jobs like Spark; SQLRT
jobs require much more resources to ensure that they should be completed as soon
as possible; Algo jobs are mainly related to machine learning, such as model training,
inference, data normalization, and one-hot encoding; Dup jobs are responsible for data
duplication.

The number of these four categories accounts for 99% of the total number of
BE instances. For each BE task instance, we collect some performance metrics, such
as CPU utilization, memory utilization, and makespan, to represent its resource
requirements. These metrics are easy to monitor with low overhead. Meanwhile, the
performance metrics of each task are aggregated from all its instances. We adopt a
data-driven approach to classify the BE tasks into different categories and quantify
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the resource intensity of BE tasks from these performance metrics. For example, SQL
jobs are normally CPU-intensive workloads, while Algo jobs are both CPU-intensive
and memory-intensive workloads.

Encoding based on CPU Usage. To simplify the classification problem, we
apply a histogram method to distinguish the intensive of resource usage. Figure 8(a)
demonstrates the CPU usage of BE tasks, which can be divided into three buckets
based on their CPU consumption. The workload is traditionally classified as low,
medium, or high to represent the degree of CPU consumption. One interesting finding
is that the low CPU usage bucket [0, α1) includes almost all Dup tasks, while the
middle CPU usage bucket [α1, α2) includes all tasks except for a portion of Algo tasks.
The last bucket includes the remaining part of Algo tasks, which are CPU-intensive
workloads that consume more CPU than α2. Note that we adopt the settings α1 = 0.5
and α2 = 1.5 based on the workload distribution in our experiment.

Encoding based on Memory Usage. As shown in Figure 8(b), the distribution
of memory is more complex compared with CPU resources in our cluster. BE tasks
can be divided into five buckets based on four memory thresholds. Specifically, bucket
[0, β1) contains all Dup tasks and includes all Algo tasks combining with buckets
[β1, β2). Next, bucket [β2, β3) and bucket [β3, β4) contain parts of SQL tasks and
SQLRT tasks respectively. Finally, more than 90% of SQLRT’s Map tasks in Figure
9 require more than β4 GB memory, which is typically memory-intensive. We find
similar patterns in SQL tasks. In this way, the last bucket we set includes this part of
map tasks whose memory usage is greater than β4.

Encoding based on Makespan. As for the makespan shown in Figure 8(c), BE
tasks can be divided into four buckets based on three thresholds. Specifically, SQLRT
tasks take the least time to complete and can be put into bucket [0, γ1). The makespan
of Algo tasks vary widely. Inference or prediction tasks make up a large portion of
Algo tasks, and tasks related to model training need to run for tens of minutes or
more. So we set the last bucket to include part of the Algo tasks whose makespan is
greater than γ3. SQL and Dup tasks have similar CDFs, and most of these tasks are
completed within γ3 seconds. So bucket [γ1, γ2) and bucket [γ2, γ3) contain parts of
SQL tasks and Dup tasks respectively.

5.2.2 Categorization Scheme for BE Tasks

Based on the characterization of BE tasks on the three dimensions, the category of
BE tasks can be represented by a triple:

[CPU,MEM,Makespan]

Specifically, CPU, MEM and makespan have 3, 5, and 4 classes respectively, as
described above. So we get 60 BE task categories in total. We essentially categorize
BE tasks based on their resource intensity. Note that this categorization scheme is not
uniform, as certain categories of tasks (e.g., [1, 0, 0]) may account for the majority.
This does not affect interference analysis from the perspective of BE composition.
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5.2.3 BE Composition on Servers

Due to the high dynamics of production clusters, we study the impact of each task
category on interference, rather than the effect of one task. All BE task instances
co-located on the server can be expressed in the form of BE composition as:

[n1, n2, ..., n60]

where ni represents the number of BE instances of category i on the server.

5.3 Classification of New BEJs

The high repeatability of BEJs revealed by Observation 2 lays the foundation for
achieving proactive interference mitigation. Before scheduling, we aim to predict the
performance of a new BEJ to determine its resource sensitivity. To do so, we design
a hierarchical classification method that first clusters BEJs at the job level according
to DAGs and then classifies BE tasks based on the task characterization scheme.

5.3.1 BEJs Similarity Clustering

We compute the similarity of BEJs based on their DAG structures. A Graph Kernel
is proposed to determine whether two DAGs are isomorphic. The core of the Graph
Kernel is to map a graph structure to a vector in the Hilbert space and measure
the similarity of two graphs by calculating the inner product of the two vectors. The
Graph Kernel has high computational efficiency and is suitable for large-scale clusters
that require frequent judgments.

We first cluster BEJs into different groups by computing the inner product matrix
of BEJs. Note that each group corresponds to a DAG structure. After clustering, the
inner product between any two BEJs in each group is exactly the same. We use this
value as the tag of groups. Then, when a new BEJ arrives, we calculate the inner
product between it and each of the existing groups (by randomly sampling a BEJ from
each group). The new BEJ belongs to the group with a tag equal to the computed
inner product. If there is no such group, the new BEJ itself represents a new group.

5.3.2 BE Task Classifier

We combine the DAG tag and some job-level meta-data (e.g., submission time and
instance number) as the features of BE tasks. We use these features to train the
task classifier which is implemented as an ensemble of three support vector machine
classification models based on CPU, MEM, and makespan respectively.

As listed in Table 2, we use six-day data to train the classifier and evaluate its
accuracy with one-day data. On average, each DAG structure has about 200 BEJs. We
measure classification accuracy on each dimension and overall accuracy (i.e., correct
in all three dimensions). The results are shown in Figure 10. At the instance level, the
number of instances of BE tasks with accurate classification accounts for about 76%
of the total number of instances, and the accuracy on each dimension reaches 90%.
Based on the evaluation results and Figure 10, we analyze from two aspects.

First, BE tasks with accurate classification usually have more instances. This is
most evident in the MEM dimension, where 60% of tasks with accurate memory
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categorization account for 92% of the total instances. Tasks with more instances are
more distinctive and stable, which is beneficial for achieving high prediction accuracy.
Second, the classification error is mainly caused by the boundaries, this problem is
more complex and is our future work. For example, a task with CPU usage around
0.5 cores may fluctuate between 0.4 and 0.6 cores when running on different servers,
thus falling into different categories under the 0.5 threshold. Taking into account the
boundary error, if we allow the classification for such tasks to fall to the left or right
category of the boundary, then the instance-level classification accuracy is up to 99.8%,
99.8%, and 99.4% on CPU, MEM, and makespan, respectively.

5.4 Interference Scoring Model

We design an interference scoring model to predict the interference of LCSs and differ-
ent BE task compositions on a candidate server, which will be used in our scheduling
model. Under the same workload, the instance RT of an LCS usually fluctuates within
a small range. For example, for checkout with 3500 instances discussed in Observa-
tion 1, its 10 percentile (P10) RT is 146ms, and P90 RT is up to 318ms. We find that
the higher the instance RT, the greater the interference the instance suffers in our
production clusters, which have similar observations in other clusters such as Google
Traces [1]. Therefore, we use the RT metric to quantify the interference of LCSs and
servers.

5.4.1 Scoring LCS Interference

In this section, we depict the details of our scoring model with an encoding approach.
We evenly divide the RT of LCS instances into k levels according to the corresponding
percentile: the range of [1, 10) percentile maps to Level 1 score encoded as [1,0,...,0],
the range of [10, 20) percentile maps to Level 2 score encoded as [0,1,...,0], and so
on. In this way, we map the RT of different LCSs to interference scores in the range
of [1, k]. Since the interference level corresponds to RT, it is not only influenced by
BEJs, but may also be affected by other factors such as network congestion. When
this happens on a server, the interference score of LCS instances on the server will be
high, which can effectively prevent BE tasks from being scheduled to the server.

To achieve a balance between performance and accuracy in interference assessment,
k can be set to different values in different scenarios. If only interference needs to be
detected, k can be set to 2. In this case, the accuracy of the interference assessment
can be high, but its value for scheduling is low. Conversely, if larger k values are used
to quantify interference with finer granularity, accuracy will decrease. We set k = 10
in the performance evaluations in Section 6.

5.4.2 Scoring Server Interference

The level of server interference depends on the LCS instances running on the server.
Observation 3 in Section 4 indicates that different LCSs have diverse sensitivity to
interference. Based on the LCS interference scoring model, a key issue is how to weight
each LCS instance on the server to comprehensively quantify server interference. Given
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Fig. 10 Classification accuracy at task-level
and instance-level. Fig. 11 Interference score of checkout with dif-

ferent number of target instance

the weight wi of each LCS instance, the server interference score can be aggregated by:

Scoreserver =
∑

wi ∗ Scorei

where i iterates over all LCS instances on the server, and Scorei is the interference
level of the i− th LCS at this server.

We evaluate 4 weighting schemes in Section 6.3. (1) Fair: all LCS instances have
the same weight; (2) CPU-Quota: the weight of LCS instances is determined by their
requested CPUs; (3) Corr: the correlation coefficient between the RT of LCS and the
total CPU usage of BE tasks on the server; and (4) CV: the coefficient of variation of
LCS instance RTs.

5.5 Interference Prediction based on Server BE Composition

In this section, we provide a decision tree model to predict LCS interference based on
server BE compositions. Observation 4 indicates that LCS interference is affected by
the different server BE compositions, which represents the overall resource competition
generated by all co-located BE instances on the server. In general, the more resource-
intensive BE tasks co-located, the greater the chance of resource contention between
BEJs and LCSs.

We provide an example to analyze how resource-intensive BE tasks interfere with
checkout instances. The category of target BE task is [2, 4, 3], which has the largest
CPU and memory usage and the longest makespan. We strictly limit the CPU uti-
lization of all co-located BE instances (about 64%) and the workload of checkout to
ensure as many consistent conditions as possible, except for the different composition
of BE instances. Since checkout has 3500 instances, there are enough samples for each
number of target instances.

Given k = 10, we calculate the average interference score of checkout with a differ-
ent number of target instances, as shown in Figure 11. Although the overall CPU usage
of BE instances is almost the same, increasing the number of target instances increases
the interference score of checkout. This indicates that large tasks like category [2, 4,
3] should be distributed across servers, paired with small tasks.
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Fig. 12 Distribution of server interference scores with and without PISM.

In summary, for each new BE task, PISM first determines the category representing
its resource intensity. Suppose the task is scheduled on a candidate server, PISM
predicts the interference level of all co-located LCSs on the server based on server BE
composition considering the impact of the new BE task. After evaluating all candidate
servers, the scheduler selects the server with the least interference to deploy the task.

6 Evaluation

We evaluate the effectiveness of PISM based on real traces from a large-scale produc-
tion cluster, and we also conduct our scheduling algorithm on a small-scale cluster
with 14 servers.

6.1 Large Trace-based Simulations

6.1.1 Setup

We collect BEJ scheduling traces on 600 servers over 1 week and conduct a simulation
study by rescheduling these BE instances to evaluate the effectiveness of PISM. The
CPU model of the servers is Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 826X CPU @ 2.50GHz
(Cascade Lake model). The base frequency is 3.2 GHz and the L3 cache size is 36608
KB. Non-uniform memory access (NUMA) is enabled to increase the overall bandwidth
and reduce the latency to memory.

The workloads consist of hundreds of LCSs and 282194 BEJs in 7 days. One impor-
tant LCS is checkout, having more than 3500 instances and consuming almost 28000
CPU cores. For BEJs, there are almost 1456 different DAGs, indicating an average
of 200 identical or similar BEJs per DAG, which is general and reported in other
production clusters such as Google [16].

The simulator contains the BE Task Classifier to infer the categories of tasks
and the Interference Scorer to predict the interference score when scheduling, as
described in Section 5. After predicting the category of each BE instance, the scheduler
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Table 3 Throughput improvement of
150 LCSs.

Percentage Improvement

Tail-heavy 9.3% 76.4%
Tail-light 90.7% 17.2%

selects the candidate server with the lowest interference score for scheduling. The
optimization goal of PISM is to ensure that the same BE instances are scheduled while
reducing the average interference level of all servers.

6.1.2 Simulation Results

Figure 12 shows the simulation results. In the original trace, there is not much differ-
ence in server interference scores, which is the Baseline method (without PISM) and
is the default scheduling algorithm in our cluster. We implement our PISM algorithm
by continuously scheduling BE instances to our cluster based on their submission time.
Moreover, PISM reschedules BE instances that are originally assigned to servers with
high interference to servers with low interference. We calculate the server interference
score based on the formula in Section and classify the interference degree into ten
buckets. The score in level-0 denotes the lowest interference, and the score in level-10
has the highest chance for resource contention. As a result, PISM increases the work-
loads of servers with the lowest interference from 8.3% to 32.3% in Figure 12. We also
discover that our algorithm has the largest optimization to mitigate interference in
level-10, reaching 82.1%. In summary, PISM reduces the server interference score from
5.468 to 3.197, mitigating performance interference by 41.5%. This means that PISM
can effectively alleviate the long-tail phenomenon.

We also study the response time (RT) and throughput of 150 critical LCSs on
600 servers. To simplify the evaluation, we classify these LCSs into two categories:
tail − heavy and tail − light. We find that the P90 RT of tail − heavy LCSs is 5x
the average RT, and the rest are tail − light. Table 3 illustrates the percentage of
LCSs in two categories and their respective throughput improvements. Tail − light
LCSs make up most of our cluster, with an average throughput increment of 17.2%.
The throughput improvement on tail− heavy LCSs is even more significant, reaching
76.4%. This suggests that PISM not only effectively reduces the percentage of P90
RT, but also benefits the LCSs with high tail latency.

6.1.3 Integration with Schedulers

We examine the generality and performance of PISM, which can be seamlessly inte-
grated into other schedulers. First, we consider two basic schedulers: spread and stack,
which are also used in Kubernetes1, Spark, Docker Swarm, and other frameworks
[27, 42, 43]. spread schedules tasks to the server with the lowest CPU utilization to
balance the CPU utilization of the cluster, while stack selects the server with CPU

1The scheduling architecture in our cluster is similar to Kubernetes.
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(a) Interference score (b) CPU utilization

Fig. 13 Scheduling using PISM, spread, spread+PISM, stack, stack+PISM.

utilization as close to the threshold as possible. We use 80% as the CPU thresh-
old because there are very few servers in our cluster that have more than 80% CPU
utilization, as shown in Figure 2.

Next, we employ both schedulers to select 10 candidate servers to replace one
server. Subsequently, we predict their interference level with or without PISM, and
then schedule task instances to the candidate server with the lowest interference score.
As illustrated in Figure 13(a), PISM-based schedulers can effectively reduce the over-
all interference by 16.9% and 12.5% compared with spread and stack, respectively.
spread focuses on load balancing, resulting in little difference in server CPU utilization,
basically distributed between 40% and 50%, as shown in Figure 13(b). On the other
hand, stack considers resource reservation, leading to polarized results. For stack, there
are many servers with the lowest interference score, about 15% higher than spread,
resulting in relatively low overall cluster interference. Figure 13(b) also shows that
PISM does not change the goals of these two schedulers while significantly reducing
interference.

6.2 Small-scale Cluster Experiments

6.2.1 Setup

To investigate the impact of PISM on the actual RT of LCSs, we set up a small-
scale Kubernetes cluster consisting of 14 servers. Each server is equipped with an
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8269CY CPU model and 512GB of memory. We use Online
Botique2 and Spark to simulate LCSs and BEJs. Their workloads are generated based
on the production cluster trace. PISM is integrated into three schedulers, spread, stack,
and random placement.

2Google’s open source e-commerce microservice platform, https://github.com/GoogleCloudPlatform/
microservices-demo
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(a) checkout (b) browse product

Fig. 14 Average RT of checkout and browse product with different schedulers.

6.2.2 Experiment Results

Figure 14 shows the average RT of two critical services of Online Botique, checkout
and browse product. PISM significantly reduces the RT of the two services with
different schedulers. The maximum reduction is achieved when PISM is paired with
stack, reducing the average RT of checkout from 436ms to 263ms, a decrease of 39.5%.
Compared to browse product, the RT improvement of checkout is more significant,
because checkout has a more obvious long-tail latency.

Figure 15 shows five percentile RT values of checkout and browse product. For
the two services, there is little difference in the P0, P50, and P75 RT with or with-
out PISM. However, there are significant improvements in the P90 and P99 RTs of
checkout with PISM, especially for the P99 RT reduced from 8000ms to 3000ms.
This demonstrates the effectiveness of PISM in improving service performance by alle-
viating the long-tail phenomenon. These results are consistent with the simulation
results.

6.3 Accuracy of Interference Prediction

6.3.1 Interference Scores of LCSs

We collect a 2-day of trace from our cluster, one day as training set and another day
as ground truth to evaluate the interference prediction model of LCSs. As shown in
Figure 16, we evaluate the interference predictions of checkout. The predictions are
centered around each true interference score. Since the interference score represents
a trend and needs to be compared with each other when scheduling, we consider
predictions to be accurate with an absolute error of no more than 2, calcuted as,
|predicted score − true score| ≤ 2. The results demonstrate that we can achieve a
prediction accuracy of 87.2% for checkout.

We further focus on the case of relatively high interference and low interference
(i.e., evenly divided into two categories). We treat those with large scores as BUSY,
and the opposite as IDLE. This can be viewed as a simple binary classification problem
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(a) checkout (b) browse product

Fig. 15 P0, P50, P75, P90 and P99 RT of checkout and browse product using different schedulers.

Fig. 16 Distribution of predicted interference of checkout.

of whether interference occurs. We then compute the precision, recall, and F1-score
metrics, as listed in Table 4. Our model performs well on this binary classification
problem with F1-scores above 0.9. The reason for the higher precision but lower recall
of the BUSY class is that our model only considers BEJ, ignoring interference caused
by other factors (such as other applications). The IDLE class is the opposite. Figure
16 also shows that when the true interference score is greater than 5, there are still a
certain number of samples whose level is predicted to be 1. One possible explanation
is that the interference might be caused by other LCSs on the same server, which
cannot be reflected by BE composition.

When the real interference level is very high (e.g., score > 8), it is harmful to
predict it as a small value (e.g., score < 3). In this case, the scheduler will continue to
schedule tasks on such a heavy-loaded server, eventually degrading the performance
of LCSs. Fortunately, the probability of this happening in our model is only 0.04%.
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Table 4 Prediction evaluation of
BUSY and IDLE for checkout.

Precision Recall F1-score

BUSY 92.5% 87.9% 0.902
IDLE 88.6% 93.0% 0.907

Fig. 17 CDF of inter-
ference score prediction
accuracy of 150 LCSs.

(a) Accuracy (b) F1-score (c) Severe errors

Fig. 18 Evaluation of interference predictions for 600 servers.

Conversely, predicting a low level as a high level may result in missed scheduling
opportunities, which is only a 0.006% chance for our model.

We then investigate the accuracy of interference prediction shown in Figure 17.
Here we consider 150 crucial LCSs in our production cluster, and each one has more
than 10 instances. The baseline method (BEJsUtilization) calculates the LCS inter-
ference score based on the CPU usage of all LCSs as observation 4 shows there is a
linear relationship between the overall BEJ resource usage and LCS RT. Our method
BEJsComposition estimates the interference score according to the BEJs composi-
tion. Figure 17 shows the average accuracy of the BEJ utilization-based method is
only 58.3%, while the BEJ composition-based method is 75.2%. This verifies that the
BE task characterization method captures performance interference patterns. Notably,
the BEJ composition-based method itself is simple and efficient, laying a good foun-
dation for deployment in large-scale clusters. In contrast, if we want to predict the
interference score of LCSs based on BEJ utilization, we need to collect the resource
utilization of each server in real-time and predict the exact run-time utilization of BEJ
task instances, which will incur high overhead and will be difficult to apply.

6.3.2 Interference Scores of Servers

Similarly, we evaluate server interference predictions from three aspects: (1) the accu-
racy with an absolute error ≤ 2; (2) precision, recall, and F1-score for the BUSY
category; and (3) severe prediction errors, especially the probability that a high inter-
ference level is predicted to be a low level. The four weighting schemes described in
Section 6.1.2 are also evaluated. Figure 18 shows the prediction results of the 600
servers in our cluster. The Corr weighting scheme performs best as it directly reflects
the correlation between the interference level and the CPU usage of BE instances.
The performance of Fair and CPU -Quota schemes is nearly identical, although the
number of CPUs required by LCSs varies from 1 to 32 cores. CV is not only related
to BE pressure, but also to many other factors, such as the business logic of LCSs.
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7 Conclusion

Interference mitigation in large-scale co-located clusters is challenging due to the high
dynamics as well as efficiency and reliability requirements. Based on the patterns
extracted from our real production cluster, we propose PISM to achieve interference-
aware scheduling for BEJs with a scoring and mitigating mechanism. PISM can be
seamlessly integrated into any scheduler to mitigate interference. Although we design
PISM based on patterns extracted from our production cluster, it is a systematic and
general approach that can be adopted in other clusters. The simulation results based
on the cluster trace show that PISM can effectively reduce the interference level by
up to 41.5%. In addition, PISM can reduce the probability of long-tail occurrence by
82.1%.

Since LCSs and BEJs co-run on the same server, when the interference of LCSs
is reduced, BEJs benefit as well. We leave the detailed analysis of BEJ performance
improvement as future research work to comprehensively investigate the interference
problem in large-scale data centers.
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