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Why not use Gittins?

known job sizes
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partially known, known 
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Response Time Metrics

29

= T = response time

Goal: schedule to minimize two metrics
• mean response time E[T]
• tail of response time P[T > t] t !1 limit

“P[S > t] = ⇥(t�↵)”

<latexit sha1_base64="0AWJ1EPvoYAwWVJadezTX6wBCcg="></latexit>

Setting: heavy-tailed job size distribution S
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New sufficient condition for rank function to be tail-optimal

[Scully, van Kreveld, Boxma, Dorsman, & Wierman, SIGMETRICS 2020]
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• SOAP for M/G/k
• Preemption costs with unrestricted preemption 

timing
• Simplifying Gittins for noisy size estimates
• Your problem here!

36

Future Work

size⇡ 12
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