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- |solate tenant request performance
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Achieving System-wide Fairness
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Does PISCES achieve system-wide fairness?
Does PISCES provide performance isolation”?

Can PISCES adapt to shifting tenant distributions?
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PISCES Achieves System-wide Fairness
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PISCES Provides Strong Performance Isolat
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PISCES Achieves Dominant Resource Fairn
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PISCES Achieves Local Weighted Fairnes:
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PISCES Achieves Local Weighted Fairnes:
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PISCES Adapts To Shifting Tenant Distributio
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PISCES Adapts To Shifting Tenant Distributior
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PISCES Adapts To Shifting Tenant Distributior
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Conclusion
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Conclusion

PISCES achieves:

System-wide per-tenant fair sharing
Strong performance isolation
Low operational overhead (< 3%)
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Conclusion

PISCES achieves:

System-wide per-tenant fair sharing
Strong performance isolation
Low operational overhead (< 3%)

PISCES combines:

Partition Placement: Pnd a feasible fair allocation (TBD
Weight Allocation: adapts to (shifting) per-tenant deman:
Replica Selection: distributes load according to local we
Fair Queuing: enforces per-tenant fairness and isolation
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Future Work

Implement partition placement (for T >> N)

Generalize the fairness mechanisms to different
services and resources (CPU, Memory, Disk)

Scale evaluation to a larger test-bed (simulation)

Thanks!



