
SARA: A Stall-Aware Memory Allocation Strategy
for Mixed-Criticality Systems

Meng-Chia Lee∗†, Wen Sheng Lim†, Yuan-Hao Chang∗†, Tei-Wei Kuo†
∗Institute of Information Science, Academia Sinica, Taipei, Taiwan

†Department of Computer Science and Information Engineering, National Taiwan University, Taipei, Taiwan
r11922052@ntu.edu.tw, tundergod1882@gmail.com, johnson@csie.ntu.edu.tw, ktw@csie.ntu.edu.tw

Abstract—The memory capacity in edge devices is often
limited due to constraints on cost, size, and power. Conse-
quently, memory competition leads to inevitable page swapping
in memory-constrained mixed-criticality edge devices, causing
slow storage I/O and thus performance degradation. In such
scenarios, inefficient memory allocation disrupts the balance
between application performance, causing soft real-time (soft
RT) tasks to miss deadlines or preventing non-real-time (non-
RT) applications from optimizing throughput. Meanwhile, we
observe unpredictable, long system-level stalls (called long stalls)
under high memory and I/O pressure, which further degrade
performance. In this work, we propose a Stall-Aware Real-Time
Memory Allocator (SARA), which discovers opportunities for
performance balance by allocating just enough memory to soft
RT tasks to meet deadlines and, at the same time, optimizing
the remaining memory for non-RT applications. To minimize
the memory usage of soft RT tasks while meeting real-time
requirements, SARA leverages our insight into how latency,
caused by memory insufficiency and measured by our proposed
PSI-based metric, affects the execution time of each soft RT
job, where a job runs per period and a soft RT task consists
of multiple periods. Moreover, SARA detects long stalls using
our definition and proactively drops affected jobs, minimizing
stalls in task execution. Experiments show that SARA achieves
an average of 97.13% deadline hit ratio for soft RT tasks and
improves non-RT application throughput by up to 22.32× over
existing approaches, even with memory capacity limited to 60%
of peak demand.

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to constraints on cost, size, and power, edge devices are
often equipped with limited memory capacity [1–7]. In such
memory-limited edge devices, competition for memory among
processes leads to frequent page swapping and subsequent
slow storage I/O [8, 9], resulting in performance degradation.
This highlights the importance of efficient memory allocation
to meet application performance requirements. In particular,
edge AI applications impose diverse requirements, including
both soft real-time (soft RT) applications for responsive user
interactions and non-real-time (non-RT) applications for sub-
stantial local data storage and processing capabilities [10, 11].
This is because the proliferation of edge AI applications has
not only raised user expectations for low-latency inference but
also emphasized strong privacy guarantees [12, 13], requiring
edge devices to provide efficient services while processing and
managing large volumes of privacy-sensitive data locally. In
such mixed-criticality systems, inappropriate memory alloca-
tion fails to balance the trade-off between real-time guarantees

and throughput, potentially causing soft RT tasks to miss
deadlines or preventing non-RT applications from optimizing
throughput.

Memory allocation strategies based on Linux control groups
(cgroups) are widely adopted to manage page-swapping over-
head [6, 14–17]. Rather than modifying the Linux page re-
placement policy to retain specific pages in memory [2, 18]—
which incurs high management overhead and lacks adapt-
ability to OS updates—these strategies preserve modular OS
design (without OS-level modification). They achieve this
by actively controlling the memory space allocated to each
application through cgroups in user space.

Among memory allocation approaches using cgroups, cur-
rent enterprise solutions typically employ greedy approaches
that allocate excessive memory to soft RT applications [19],
ensuring their timing requirements but at the cost of non-RT
application throughput. In contrast, offline profiling [14–16]
estimates the memory space required to achieve expected pro-
cess performance, but does not account for runtime variability
(e.g., jitter). Lagar-Cavilla et al. [17] use the online metric
to maintain a constant page swapping-in rate for runtime
memory allocation, but overlook latency variations of different
storage devices, potentially resulting in missed deadlines for
soft RT tasks on slower storage. TMO [6] proposes Pressure
Stall Information (PSI) to measure the performance impact of
memory scarcity, regardless of the type and speed of storage.
However, it uses PSI primarily for memory space allocation
in data centers to optimize throughput, rather than for mixed-
criticality systems.

Additionally, another challenge arises from our experimen-
tal observation that memory-constrained systems occasionally
experience significant and unpredictable system-level stalls
(termed ”long stalls”), which delay application execution and
cause cascading effects, resulting in soft RT task deadline
misses and degraded non-RT application throughput.

In this work, we introduce a Stall-Aware Real-Time Mem-
ory Allocator (SARA), a novel real-time memory manage-
ment strategy designed to allocate memory space for mixed-
criticality applications on memory-constrained edge devices.
SARA aims to satisfy soft RT task timing requirements
while optimizing non-RT application throughput. Our main
contributions are as follows. First, we identify opportunities for
performance balance by (1) allocating just enough memory to
soft RT tasks to meet deadlines while optimizing the remaining
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memory for non-RT applications, and (2) proposing a novel
PSI-based metric, sintv , to observe how latency caused by
memory shortages affects the execution time of each soft
RT job, where a job runs per period and a soft RT task
consists of multiple periods (Section III-B). Second, based
on this observation, we derive appropriate sintv thresholds to
assess memory sufficiency and efficiency for soft RT tasks to
meet deadlines and dynamically adjust memory allocation to
optimize non-RT application throughput (Section III-C). Third,
we formally define long stalls through a systematic analysis of
sintv and implement early job dropping for soft RT tasks when
long stalls are detected to mitigate their impact on application
performance (Section III-D).

SARA was implemented on Linux kernel version 6.5.0 with
cgroup v2 and evaluated using both fast and slow SSDs as
swap backends to demonstrate its effectiveness across different
hardware configurations. Compared to existing memory man-
agement strategies, SARA achieves a high deadline hit ratio
of 97.13% on average for soft RT tasks while simultaneously
improving non-RT application throughput by up to 22.32×.
Notably, we maintain these benefits even with memory capac-
ity limited to 60% of peak demand.

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

A. Impacts of Memory Insufficiency
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Fig. 1. Linux’s Page Replacement Policy.

When memory usage reaches its limit, the Linux kernel
employs a sophisticated page replacement mechanism to free
up memory space by moving pages that are less frequently
accessed to secondary storage (e.g., SSD) [2]. As illustrated
in Fig. 1, when a page fault occurs and there is insufficient
memory space to accommodate the faulting page, the OS
scans pages to identify those that are infrequently accessed
for reclamation 1 [20]. The selected pages are swapped out
to storage devices 2 and makes room for the faulting page to
be swapped into memory 3 .
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Fig. 2. Impact of memory allocation on application performance.

It is important to note that the page replacement process
involves storage I/O operations, which typically incur orders of

magnitude higher latency compared to memory accesses [8, 9].
This can introduce significant overhead to application per-
formance. Fig. 2 shows this performance impact on a soft
RT periodic task (Sphinx) under varying memory-constrained
configurations on systems with slow and fast SSD. With less
memory, the average execution time of soft RT jobs over 500
periods increases, raising the risk of deadline misses, whereas
on the fast SSD, the increase is slower due to its higher I/O
bandwidth. Conversely, increasing memory improves perfor-
mance. A similar trend is observed for non-RT applications,
where less memory results in lower throughput, with the
effect being more pronounced on slow SSDs. Therefore, this
highlights the importance of proper memory allocation for
meeting performance requirements.

B. Pressure Stall Information (PSI)

As shown in Fig. 2, under the same memory allocation,
the execution time of the same process may vary depending
on the SSD performance. Specifically, the same level of
memory scarcity can cause varying degrees of performance
degradation based on the SSD’s capabilities. Therefore, instead
of using metrics like page swapping-in rate [17], we need a
metric that reflects performance degradation in relation to SSD
characteristics to determine memory allocation.

Fig. 3. PSI metric.

We identify the potential of Pressure Stall Information (PSI),
which was proposed in TMO [6], to capture this varying
performance impact of memory scarcity. As illustrated in
Fig. 3, PSI measures the stall time experienced by processes
within a cgroup after a page fault occurs, including memory
stalls and I/O stalls1. Memory stalls include the time spent on
memory reclamation and allocation, I/O operations to reload
a page, and reading a page from the swap device. I/O stalls
measure the time that processes spend waiting for block I/O
completion. PSI aggregates the stall time and reports it in
two forms: a percentage and an absolute stall time in µs.
The percentage represents the proportion of non-idle processes
stalled within an observation window. For example, if the
only process in a cgroup experiences 10,000 µs of stall time
within a 10-second window, this corresponds to a 0.1% stall.
Since PSI directly measures the latency caused by memory
shortage, it can capture the varying performance impact across
different SSDs. However, no previous work has explored how
to use PSI to assess the performance of soft RT tasks. Without
understanding this relationship, it can result in inefficient
memory allocation, as discussed in Section II-C.

1CPU stall is negligible in memory-constrained conditions, so we focus on
memory and I/O stalls in this paper for clarity.



C. Challenges in Real-Time Memory Management

Memory resource competition between concurrent pro-
cesses poses significant performance challenges, especially
in memory-constrained, mixed-criticality edge systems. As
explained in Section II-A, memory usage significantly af-
fects process performance. If non-RT applications consume
excessive memory, they can severely reduce the memory
available to soft RT tasks, thereby increasing the risk of
missed deadlines. Conversely, if the execution time of the
soft RT job per period is minimized by aggressively allocating
memory to it, non-RT application throughput decreases. While
existing works attempt to address this issue, none leverage
PSI, which can capture the performance impact of memory
contention across different SSDs. However, designing memory
management approaches that utilize PSI remains challenging
for two reasons, which are described below.
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Fig. 4. Examples of inefficient memory management.

Balancing trade-off between real-time and throughput.
Fig. 4 illustrates our investigation of PSI-based memory allo-
cation in systems with fast and slow SSDs. We execute a soft
RT periodic task for 500 periods concurrently with a non-RT
application. To explore the effects of PSI, we systematically
vary the PSI threshold for the soft RT task in 10% intervals.
These thresholds represent the maximum level of performance
degradation that the soft RT task can tolerate. We monitor PSI
in each time period, and if it falls below the threshold, memory
allocation for the soft RT task is reduced, freeing up memory
for the non-RT application. Fig. 4a shows the performance
trade-off: lower PSI thresholds (below 20%) lead to increased
memory allocation for the soft RT task, improving its deadline
hit ratio but reducing non-RT application throughput, and vice
versa. This trade-off becomes more pronounced with a fast
SSD backend since higher I/O bandwidth allows the PSI of the
soft RT task to stay within the thresholds with less memory. As
a result, more memory is freed up for the non-RT application,
which also benefits from increased I/O bandwidth. However,
no single threshold achieves an optimal balance. Fig. 4b shows
that under low thresholds (below 20%), soft RT jobs in most
periods complete earlier than their deadlines due to memory
over-utilization. In fact, these jobs could still meet deadlines
with less memory, allowing more memory to be allocated to
the non-RT application to optimize throughput. Furthermore, a
static threshold results in unstable elapsed time. For instance,
at a 30% PSI threshold, while the average elapsed time is
close to the deadline, the deadline hit ratio is only 69%,

indicating that some missed-deadline jobs are experiencing
memory under-utilization. These two observations imply the
need to find an appropriate threshold that can accurately
manage the performance of soft RT tasks to balance the
performance trade-off. Additionally, it should be dynamically
adjusted at runtime.
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Fig. 5. The impact of long stalls.

Mitigating long system-level stall. When processes con-
tend for scarce memory resources, we observe unpredictable
and severe ”long system-level stalls” (termed long stalls).
These stalls may result from transient peaks in overall resource
demand. During such stalls, all user-level processes become
suspended, causing significant performance degradation. Fig. 5
illustrates this phenomenon by showing the elapsed time of
jobs over 500 periods of a soft RT periodic task (Sphinx) when
co-running with a non-RT application (Graphchi). The long
stalls significantly prolong job elapsed times (marked in red),
creating cascading delays that affect subsequent jobs (marked
in orange) and cause a series of deadline misses. This effect ex-
tends beyond soft RT tasks and also degrades the throughput of
non-RT applications. These observations highlight the critical
need for the timely detection and mitigation of unpredictable
long stalls to optimize application performance.

III. THE PROPOSED SARA
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Fig. 6. Overview of the SARA system architecture.

A. Overview

We propose SARA, a memory management strategy that
efficiently allocates memory space in memory-constrained
systems where soft RT applications and non-RT applications
compete for memory. The first objective is to balance the
performance trade-off between satisfying the timing require-
ments of soft RT periodic tasks and optimizing the throughput



of non-RT applications. The second objective is to mitigate
the impacts of long stalls. Fig. 6 presents the overall system
architecture of SARA. First, the stall-aware dynamic memory
allocation determines appropriate memory space allocation 2
by monitoring job execution status using our proposed PSI-
based metric (i.e., sintv) 1 , where each job runs per period
and a soft RT task consists of multiple periods. The design
leverages our insight that having each soft RT job complete
just before its deadline in each period fosters balancing the per-
formance trade-off, and our observation of how sintv , driven
by memory scarcity, affects execution time. Together, these
insights enable dynamic adjustment of ideal threshold and
memory allocation. Second, a stall-aware early job dropping
mechanism is designed to mitigate the impact of unpredictable
long stalls. The key idea is based on our observation of the
strong correlation between the elevated sintv and long stall,
helping us to derive an effective detection methodology 3
to proactively drop jobs at the early stage of long stall im-
pacts 4 , thereby reducing stall time and preventing cascading
performance degradation.

B. Opportunities in Performance Optimization

Key factor in balancing performance trade-off. As dis-
cussed in Section II-C, in memory-constrained systems, the
performance of soft RT tasks and non-RT applications ex-
hibits a trade-off, governed by their memory allocation, where
performance enhances with the allocated memory. Therefore,
to balance the trade-off, we suggest allocating just enough
memory space to soft RT tasks to ensure each job completes
just before its deadline in each period, while optimizing the
remaining memory for non-RT applications. To achieve this, it
is crucial to understand how memory space allocation affects
execution time during job execution. Given PSI’s ability to
capture the latency caused by memory shortage, we leverage
PSI to understand how memory usage influences execution
time.

Leveraging PSI to capture memory impact on execution
time. We observe that the stall time, caused by memory
shortage and measured by our introduced PSI-based metric,
correlates with the execution time of the soft RT job in each
period. Specifically, under memory shortage, the execution
time (texec) of a soft RT job is extended by the total stall time
within a period (speriod), on top of its Best-Case Execution
Time (BCET, denoted as tBCET ):

texec ≈ speriod + tBCET (1)

where tBCET represents the execution time under optimal
conditions with unlimited memory resources, and speriod is
obtained by accumulating stall measurements over multiple
time intervals (i.e., from i = 0 to the total number of intervals
m in a period):

speriod =

m∑
i=0

sintv (2)

where sintv is our proposed PSI-based metric, representing the
maximum of memory stalls within each interval (smem) and

I/O stalls within each interval (sIO), both measured by PSI as
absolute stall time:

sintv = max(smem, sIO) (3)

This formulation was chosen because memory stalls do not
always fully encompass I/O stalls, contrary to the example
shown in Fig. 3. This occurs because performance degradation
from page faults can manifest solely as I/O stall time rather
than memory stall time in some cases, as noted by TMO [6].
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Fig. 7 provides the experimental basis for deriving Equa-
tion 1. We execute a soft RT periodic task (Sphinx) for 500
periods under a constrained, fixed memory allocation while
co-running a non-RT application (Graphchi). Each blue point
represents the execution characteristics of the soft RT job in
each period, including its execution time and speriod. Curve
fitting reveals that these points exhibit a linear relationship,
y = Ax+B, where the slope A approaches 1 and the intercept
B approximates 0.48, matching the BCET obtained from our
profiling. This strongly supports Equation 1. SARA uses this
observation to derive the ideal stall time for each job to meet
its deadline with just enough memory.

C. Stall-Aware Dynamic Memory Allocation

Deriving the ideal stall time. From Equation 1, we derive
the ideal stall time in a period (sidealperiod) for a soft RT job to
complete near its deadline (d) with only the necessary amount
of memory:

sidealperiod = d− tBCET − twait (4)

where twait accounts for delays in starting the current period
due to overruns from the previous period. Fig. 8 illustrates this
relationship. twait always appears upon job arrival and can be
zero or positive. Notably, stall time may be interleaved with
execution time.

Time

Stall Execution

BCET 
(𝑡!"#$)

Ideal stall time
per period (𝑠%&'()*(*&+, ) 

CompletionArrival Start

Wait

Waiting time
(𝑡-+(.)

Deadline (d)

Fig. 8. Relationship between deadline (d) and ideal stall time in a period
(sidealperiod).

To keep speriod close to sidealperiod, we must dynamically adjust
memory allocation before each job completes. This is because



static allocation can lead to varying speriod, as shown in Fig. 7.
Additionally, adjusting memory after job completion would
be ineffective, as it would either miss its deadline or already
consume excessive memory, resulting in early completion.
Thus, SARA monitors the stall time at a finer granularity by
dynamically distributing the remaining ideal stall time across
the remaining intervals, determining the ideal stall time for
each monitoring interval (sidealintv ) as follows:

sidealintv =
sidealperiod −

∑
i s

previous
intv

nremain
intv

(5)

where
∑

i s
previous
intv denotes the accumulated stall time from

prior intervals. It captures the irregular runtime delays of a
dynamic soft RT job and is used to update the remaining ideal
stall time accordingly, thereby enabling the proposed method
to adapt to dynamic workload behavior. nremain

intv represents
the number of remaining monitoring intervals within a period.
In this way, we use sidealintv to guide memory allocation at each
monitoring interval.

Dynamic memory allocation. To ensure each soft RT job
completes close to its deadline, we adjust memory allocation
at each interval to make sintv approach sidealintv , defined in
Equation 5. Therefore, when sintv exceeds sidealintv , indicating
a potential deadline miss, more memory is allocated to the
current job; otherwise, memory is reclaimed to improve the
throughput of non-RT applications. The memory adjustment
amount is calculated as follows:

memalloc = x× sintv − sidealintv

lintv
(6)

where x defines the base adjustment unit of memory alloca-
tion. Larger deviations between sintv and sidealintv result in pro-
portionally larger memory adjustments, which are normalized
by the monitoring interval length (lintv) for consistent scaling.

By identifying opportunities for performance optimization
and deriving an appropriate threshold (sidealintv ), which is dynam-
ically updated based on runtime conditions, SARA effectively
enables soft RT tasks to meet deadlines with just enough mem-
ory, thereby optimizing the throughput of non-RT applications.

D. Stall-Aware Early Job Dropping
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Fig. 9. sintv distribution of normal and long stall periods.

Defining long stalls. Timely mitigation of the impact of
unpredictable long stalls requires a well-defined criterion to
identify their occurrence. Fig. 9 shows distinct sintv distri-
bution characteristics between normal and long stall occurred
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periods of a soft RT periodic task (Sphinx). In the long stall
period, the distribution shows that most sintv values cluster
at high magnitudes (i.e., 4.5–5 ms, where 5 ms is the interval
length lintv), in contrast to the normal period. This pattern
reveals the trend of long stalls, which typically occur when
a high percentage of intervals encounter severe stalls. Fig. 10
shows how SARA determines the percentage of intervals with
severe stalls that qualify as long stalls. Long stall periods
(marked in red) exhibit over 80% of intervals with severe stalls
(i.e., sintv over 90% of lintv), which distinguishes them from
normal periods. Therefore, we define long stalls as follows.

Definition 1: The long stall is defined as when at least m%
of the total monitoring intervals experience a stall time sintv
exceeding n% of the interval length lintv .

We empirically select the values of m and n from a range
of candidates, as long as they effectively distinguish long stall
periods from normal ones. These values are determined via
profiling only once for each soft RT workload on each system,
thereby avoiding additional overhead in subsequent memory
management. Moreover, soft RT periodic tasks typically follow
similar control paths, allowing the profiling results to reliably
detect long stalls.

Detecting long stalls and early job dropping. To prevent
cascading delays caused by long stalls, we proactively drop
running jobs early if they encounter long stalls, as determined
by Definition 1. To drop jobs as early as possible while ensur-
ing that only those unable to meet deadlines are dropped, we
detect long stalls when the remaining ideal stall time within the
execution period falls below 0 (i.e., sidealperiod −

∑
i s

previous
intv <

0). This condition can occur before deadlines, allowing early
job dropping. Additionally, it indicates inevitable deadline
misses due to the lack of additional tolerable stall time. When
long stalls are detected, jobs are dropped to prevent cascading
delays for jobs in subsequent periods, while also freeing
memory for non-RT applications to enhance throughput.

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. Experimental Setup

System configuration. We conducted our experiments on
a real system with an Intel® CoreTM i7-13700 (16 cores, 2.10
GHz) CPU with 64 GB DDR5 RAM. For the swap backend,
we test on two SSDs—one slow and one fast—to demonstrate
SARA’s flexibility across heterogeneous storage backends.
Specifically, we used a standard SSD (560 MB/s read, 510
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(b) Workload performance in the large-memory, slow-SSD system.

0

20

40

60

80

100

Sphinx + Graphchi OpenCV + Graphchi

D
ea

d
lin

e 
H

it
 R

at
io

 (
%

)

Workload Combination

0

15

30

45

60

75

Sphinx + Graphchi OpenCV + Graphchi

Th
ro

u
gh

p
u

t 
(M

B
 /

 s
)

Workload Combination

Non-RT Process PerformanceSoft RT Process Performance

Greedy Offline TMO-High SARATMO-Low

(c) Workload performance in the small-memory, fast-SSD system.
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(d) Workload performance in the large-memory, fast-SSD system.

Fig. 11. Performance of soft RT and non-RT workloads under different management approaches on diverse system configurations.

MB/s write) and a high-performance SSD (2100 MB/s read,
1000 MB/s write). The system ran Linux kernel 6.5.0 with
cgroup v2. Note that to simulate memory-constrained condi-
tions, we use cgroups to limit memory size to 60% (small-
memory) and 80% (large-memory) of the aggregate peak
memory usage of workloads.

TABLE I. Workload characteristics.

Workload Sphinx OpenCV Graphchi
Type Soft RT Soft RT Non-RT

Deadline (s) 1.5 0.8 N/A
BCET (s) 0.48 0.14 N/A

Memory
Usage
(MB)

Max 338 183 272
Avg 281 166 244
Min 136 97 36

Workload. We select two representative soft RT workloads
from edge AI applications, considering different memory
usage patterns: Sphinx [21], a speech recognition applica-
tion with high memory usage, and OpenCV [22], an im-
age classification application with low memory usage. These
soft RT workloads are executed with Graphchi [23], a non-
RT, memory-intensive workload that processes and manages
graphs. The characteristics of the workloads are described in
TABLE I.

Parameters. The monitoring interval length, lintv , is set on
the millisecond scale (e.g., 5 ms), as modern systems typically
use a kernel tick rate between 100 Hz and 1000 Hz [24].
These kernel timer ticks trigger task switching and may cause
stall state transitions, which in turn affect PSI values. Thus,
we adopted the millisecond scale to effectively capture these
dynamics. The base adjustment unit of memory allocation,
x, is set to a small number of megabytes (e.g., 1 MB),
considering that the memory usage of workloads is on the
order of hundreds of megabytes. This corresponds to less than
1% of the workloads’ memory usage, which helps avoid abrupt
performance degradation and memory overprovisioning. Based

on the profiling results, m and n are set to 80 and 90 for both
Sphinx and OpenCV.2

Baseline. We evaluated SARA against four memory allo-
cation approaches: Greedy [19], Offline [14–16], TMO-Low
and TMO-High [6]. Greedy allocates memory based on the
actual usage of soft RT workloads without constraints. Offline
determines static memory allocation through offline profiling
to meet real-time requirements. TMO-Low, the original TMO
parameter setting, uses a conservative 0.1% PSI threshold,
while TMO-High uses a higher threshold determined through
exhaustive search3, bringing the average elapsed time of soft
RT tasks just below deadlines. In all these approaches, the
non-RT workload uses the remaining memory after allocation
for soft RT workloads.

B. Experimental Result

Overall discussion. Fig. 11 shows the deadline hit ratios
of soft RT tasks and the throughput of the non-RT application
on our experimental platform under small and large memory
configurations with slow and fast SSD backends. SARA
achieves a near-optimal average deadline hit ratio of about
97.13%. Meanwhile, compared to Greedy and TMO-Low,
which also maintain high deadline hit ratios, SARA improves
throughput by 5.69× and 5.89×, respectively. Notably, the
improvement is particularly pronounced in the small-memory,
fast-SSD system, reaching up to 20.96× and 22.32× over
Greedy and TMO-Low, respectively. The performance benefits
mainly stem from dynamically allocating just enough memory
to meet real-time requirements while optimizing the remaining
memory for the non-RT application, as well as early job
dropping to mitigate long stalls. In the small-memory, fast-
SSD system, the non-RT application especially benefits from

2These parameters are applied for systems with slow SSD, as no long stalls
occur on fast SSDs.

3As TMO is unaware of the relationship between real-time requirements
and PSI, it is unsuitable for identifying adaptive thresholds. Thus, we resort
to exhaustive search to determine a static one.



additional memory, as it processes large graphs that require
sufficient memory. Moreover, the high I/O bandwidth of the
fast SSD allows soft RT tasks to use less memory to meet
deadlines, while the non-RT application takes advantage of
both the additional memory and increased I/O bandwidth.

Although Offline and TMO-High achieve relatively high
throughput, they have deadline hit ratios of only 49.61% and
77.11%, respectively. This severe failure to meet the timing
requirements of soft-RT tasks is unacceptable. Offline allocates
static memory without considering the runtime dynamicity
of systems, leading to significant variance in elapsed time.
Jobs with longer elapsed times can delay subsequent jobs,
potentially resulting in a 0% deadline hit ratio. TMO-High
uses a static high threshold that is not adjusted for system
variance, causing jobs to miss deadlines or complete early,
preventing full optimization of throughput. On the other hand,
both Greedy and TMO-Low successfully maintain real-time
guarantees; however, they result in significantly low through-
put. Greedy allocates unrestricted memory to soft RT tasks,
which restricts memory available to the non-RT application,
leading to excessive page swapping and degraded throughput.
Similarly, TMO-Low allocates excessive memory to soft RT
tasks to keep PSI near the low threshold, at the cost of
greatly reduced non-RT application throughput. These results
highlight that, even with limited memory, SARA effectively
satisfies real-time requirements while simultaneously optimiz-
ing non-RT application throughput through efficient memory
allocation.

Effectiveness of stall-aware dynamic memory alloca-
tion. Fig. 12 compares memory usage patterns of Sphinx
and OpenCV when running with Graphchi under SARA and
Greedy approaches. It is clear that the stall-aware dynamic
memory allocation component enables the soft RT job in each
period to use less memory to meet its deadline by dynamically
reducing memory allocation when it can tolerate longer stall
time. This frees up memory for non-RT applications, signifi-
cantly improving throughput.
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Fig. 12. Memory usage reduction of soft RT periodic tasks with stall-aware
dynamic memory allocation.

Effectiveness of stall-aware early job dropping. Fig. 13
presents the elapsed time of Sphinx jobs over 500 periods
under SARA with and without the stall-aware early job
dropping. The figure shows that SARA reduces the occurrence
of prolonged jobs and mitigates cascading delays by detecting
and dropping stalled jobs in the early stage. SARA improves
the deadline hit ratio by 1.2% compared to the scenario with-
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Fig. 13. Reduction of long stall impacts on Sphinx with stall-aware early job
dropping.

out early job dropping, although dropping operations take time
and may cause some jobs to slightly exceed their deadlines.

V. RELATED WORK

Memory management strategies typically fall into two cat-
egories: page pinning [2, 18], and memory space alloca-
tion through cgroups [6, 14–17, 19]. Page pinning retains
frequently accessed pages in memory for soft RT tasks by
modifying the Linux page replacement policy. However, this
fine-grained management incurs high management overhead
and lacks adaptability to OS updates. In contrast, mem-
ory space allocation approaches focus on allocating mem-
ory space without managing individual pages, offering better
cost-effectiveness and adaptability to system updates. Among
memory allocation approaches, current enterprise solutions
[19] greedily allocate memory to soft RT tasks to meet
timing requirements. The offline profiling approaches [14–
16] estimate the required memory for achieving the expected
performance for processes based on offline results. Lagar-
Cavilla et al. [17] introduce page swapping-in rate as an online
metric for allocation decisions. However, we find that these
works rely on unsuitable metrics, failing to achieve efficient
allocation in mixed-criticality systems. Recent work TMO [6]
introduces a new metric, PSI, that directly measures processes
experienced stall time due to resource shortage across memory
and I/O via the cgroup interface. Nevertheless, TMO remains
inadequate for efficient memory allocation in mixed-criticality
systems, as it lacks a mechanism to identify adaptive PSI
thresholds for accurately monitoring soft RT execution status.
Our proposed SARA is the first to establish the relationship
between memory shortages and execution time through our
proposed PSI-based metric. This relationship enables SARA to
achieve our proposal of allocating just enough memory for soft
RT tasks to meet deadlines and mitigate long stalls in memory-
constrained systems, thus meeting real-time requirements and
improving throughput.

VI. CONCLUSION

We introduce SARA, a novel stall-aware real-time memory
allocator designed to balance the trade-off between real-time
requirements and throughput in memory-constrained systems.
SARA dynamically and efficiently allocates just enough mem-
ory to soft RT tasks to meet deadlines while optimizing the
remaining memory for non-RT applications. This allocation is



guided by the ideal stall time, derived from our insight into
how memory impacts execution time. It also mitigates long
stalls by proactively dropping prolonged jobs, detected based
on our definition. SARA maintains near-optimal deadline hit
ratios for soft RT tasks while improving non-RT application
throughput by up to 22.32× compared to existing approaches,
even when memory capacity is limited to 60% of peak
demand.
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