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The problem

® scheduling processes in temporal isolation
response time of a process (action) is independent of
- any concurrently running processes
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Scheduling result and bounds
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Conclusions

® Reservation-based scheduling (CBS,VBS,..)

allows for temporal isolation and
scheduler overhead accounting
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Conclusions

® Reservation-based scheduling (CBS,VBS,..)
allows for temporal isolation and
scheduler overhead accounting

® Bound on scheduler invocations
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