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ContribuIons


Four  lock  server  paradigms
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Experimental  EvaluaIon

	
   Measured	
  overhead	
  and	
  blocking	
  
	
   One	
  task	
  per	
  core	
  issuing	
  10,000	
  random	
  requests	
  
	
   64	
  resources,	
  each	
  task	
  requests	
  4	
  of	
  these,	
  cri&cal-­‐
sec&on	
  lengths	
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  40µs	
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Experimental  EvaluaIon

	
   Measured	
  overhead	
  and	
  blocking	
  
	
   One	
  task	
  per	
  core	
  issuing	
  10,000	
  random	
  requests	
  
	
   Parameter	
  sweep:	
  

◦ Number	
  of	
  tasks:	
  {2,4,…,36}	
  
◦ Total	
  #	
  of	
  resources:	
  {16,	
  32,	
  64}	
  
◦ #	
  resources	
  per	
  request:	
  {1,2,4,6,8,10}	
  
◦ Cri&cal-­‐sec&on	
  lengths:	
  {1,	
  20,	
  40,	
  …,	
  100}	
  μs	
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• Choose	
  how	
  to	
  split	
  tasks	
  (based	
  on	
  requests)	
  
when	
  using	
  lock	
  servers	
  
• Explore	
  accoun&ng	
  for	
  sta&c	
  servers	
  
•  Set	
  server	
  at	
  highest	
  priority,	
  ensure	
  lock	
  state	
  in	
  
cache	
  
• Use	
  a	
  dedicated	
  IRQ-­‐handling	
  core	
  
•  Treat	
  as	
  a	
  special	
  kind	
  of	
  interrupt	
  

• Conduct	
  a	
  large-­‐scale	
  overhead-­‐aware	
  
schedulability	
  study	
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