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Abstract

A new algorithm is proposed for scheduling preemptiblearbitrary-deadline sporadic task systems upon multiprocessor
platforms, with interprocessor migration permitted. This algorithmis based on a task-splitting approach --- while most
tasks areentirely assigned to specific processors, a few tasks (fewer thanthe number of processors) may be split across
two processors. This algorithm can be used for two distinct purposes: for actuallyscheduling specific sporadic task
systems, and for feasibilityanalysis. Simulation-based evaluation indicates that this algorithm offers asignificant
improvement on the ability to schedulearbitrary-deadline sporadic task systems as compared to thecontemporary state-
of-art.With regard to feasibility analysis, the new algorithm is proved tooffer superior performance guarantees in
comparison to prior feasibility tests.
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Figure 15. Results from simulation experiments with unifor
(superperiod). Figure (c)-(f) shows zoom-ed on figures.
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Figure 16. Results from simulation experiments with expone
Figure (c)-(f) shows zoom-ed on figures.
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Figure 17. Results from simulation experiments with expone ntial distribution and constrained dead-
lines. Figure (c)-(f) shows zoom-ed on figures.
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Figure 18. Results from simulation experiments with expone
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Figure (c)-(f) shows zoom-ed on figures.
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Figure 19. Results from simulation experiments with expone
(superperiod). Figure (c)-(f) shows zoom-ed on figures.
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