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Non-Work Conserving Round Robin Schedulers
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ABSTRACT

There have been numerous researches regarding the QoS guarantee in packet switching networks. IntServs, based on a signaling
mechanism and scheduling algorithms, suggesting promising solutions, yet has the crucial complexity problem so that not enough
real implementations has been witnessed. Flow aggregation is suggested recently to overcome this issue. In order to aggregate
flows fairly so that the latency of the aggregated flows is bound, however, a non-work conserving scheduler is necessary, which is
not very popular because of its another inherent complexity. We suggest a non-work conserving scheduler, the Round Robin with
Virtual Flow (RRVF), which is a variation of the popular Deficit Round Robin (DRR). We study the latency of the RRVF, and
observe that the non-work conserving nature of the RRVF yields a slight disadvantage in terms of the latency, but after the
aggregation, the latency is greatly reduced, so that the combined latency is reduced. We conclude that the flow aggregation through
RRVF can actually reduce the complexity of the bandwidth allocation as well as the overall latency within a network.
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Round Robin with Virtual Flow (RRVF)
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Round Robin with Switched Virtual Flow (RRSVF)
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Fig. 1. Flow Aggregation System
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