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ABSTRACT
This paper was originally published in the Workshops of the Inter-
national Conference on High Performance Computing, Networking,
Storage, and Analysis (PMBS 2023). This version has been updated to
address several issues identified after publication.

High Performance Computing (HPC) systems are used across a
wide range of disciplines for both large and complex computations.
HPC systems often receive many thousands of computational tasks
at a time, colloquially referred to as “jobs”. These jobs must then
be scheduled as optimally as possible so they can be completed
within a reasonable timeframe. HPC scheduling systems often em-
ploy a technique called “backfilling”, wherein low-priority jobs are
scheduled earlier to use the available resources that are waiting
for the pending high-priority jobs. To make it work, backfilling
largely relies on job runtime to calculate the start time of the ready-
to-schedule jobs and avoid delaying them. It is a common belief
that better estimations of job runtime will lead to better backfilling
and more effective scheduling. However, our experiments show a
different conclusion: there is a missing trade-off between predic-
tion accuracy and backfilling opportunities. To learn how to achieve
the best trade-off, we believe reinforcement learning (RL) can be
effectively leveraged. Reinforcement Learning relies on an “agent”
which makes decisions from observing the environment, and gains
rewards or punishments based on the quality of its decision-making.
Based on this idea, we designed RLBackfilling, a reinforcement
learning-based backfilling algorithm. We show how RLBackfill-
ing can learn effective backfilling strategies via trial-and-error on
existing job traces. Our evaluation results show up to 59% better
scheduling performance (based on average bounded job slowdown)
compared to EASY backfilling using user-provided job runtime
and 30% better performance compared with EASY using the ideal
predicted job runtime (the actual job runtime).
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1 INTRODUCTION
High-Performance Computing (HPC) systems provide key com-
putational power for many critical scientific applications, such as
climate modeling, high-energy physics, and astronomy [3, 5, 12].
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To use such systems, scientists submit computational tasks, known
as batch ‘jobs’. Then a centralized HPC job scheduler manages
and runs these jobs in order. The order is determined by selected
features of jobs, such as job waiting time (First-Come-First-Serve,
FCFS) or job length (Shortest-Job-First, SJF). Given the volume of
jobs HPC systems need to handle, effective scheduling is crucial.

Regardless of how jobs are ordered, HPC schedulers typically
employ a technique called ‘backfilling’ to further improve system
efficiency and utilization. Specifically, if the next selected job (e.g.
based on FCFS or SJF) cannot run because sufficient resources are
not available, the scheduler nevertheless continues to scan the
queue and selects lower-priority and smaller jobs that may utilize
the available resources to run. A potential problem with this is that
the first selected job may be starved as subsequent jobs continually
jump over it. So, backfilling requires that the low-priority jobs are
only allowed to run ahead provided they do not delay previously
queued jobs or at least the currently selected job. This approach was
originally introduced by EASY, the first backfilling scheduler [13],
and has been extensively used in various HPC job schedulers to-
day [1, 16]. In this paper, we will use EASYBackfilling or EASY to
refer to the backfilling strategy proposed in the EASY scheduler.

Backfilling needs to know the runtime of jobs. First, it needs
to know when the currently running jobs will finish and release
enough resources for the selected, pending job to start. Based on
that, it can calculate a Reservation Time for the selected job. Second,
before backfilling a queued job, it needs to know if the job will finish
before the Reservation Time so that it does not delay the execution
of the selected job. Therefore, most HPC job schedulers require
users to provide a runtime estimate for all submitted jobs, known as
Request Time or Wall Time. The schedulers then leverage the user-
specified information as an upper bound to estimate the finish of
jobs for backfilling. However, relying upon user-submitted request
time for backfilling is problematic as users will likely overestimate
job runtime. The reason is that if a job goes over its request time,
it will be killed or canceled by the scheduler. To avoid their jobs
being killed, users often over-request the wall time [2, 15]. However,
using a ‘larger’ wall time to conduct backfilling will likely hurt the
overall performance as previous work has shown [11, 25].

An intuitive solution to correct this issue is to predict the job
runtime more accurately using methods like machine learning (ML).
If the prediction is accurate, then the schedulers are expected to con-
duct backfilling more effectively. Several recent studies have shown
improved scheduling performance with more accurate runtime
prediction [11, 25]. A natural question is then: does more accurate
runtime prediction always lead to better scheduling and should better
accuracy be pursued via more complicated ML models?
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Surprisingly, our simple experiments show a counter-intuitive
result: higher runtime prediction accuracy does not necessarily lead
to better scheduling performance, and pursuing better predictive
models alone may not be sufficient to improve scheduling.

To show that, we simulated scheduling the whole historical job
trace (SDSC-SP2) collected from actual system [8]. In the trace,
each job includes both user-submitted Request Time (RT) and its
Actual Runtime (AR) after running. This allows us to experiment
with job scheduling performance by using EASY backfilling with
different job runtime prediction accuracy. Specifically, we used the
actual runtime (AR) to mimic the scenario so that we can 100%
accurately predict the runtime. We then introduce random pre-
diction errors in three cases (+5%, +10%, +20%, +40%, +100%) to
mimic imperfect runtime predictions. We calculate the average
bounded job slowdown (bsld) [9] after scheduling the whole trace
using several popular job schedulers with EASY backfilling enabled
(FCFS, WFP3 [24], SJF [17], and F1 [4]) and plotted the results in
Figure 1. We selected bsld as the performance metric as it has been
used extensively in relevant studies and considered important to
measure scheduling quality [4, 28, 29] Here, slowdown means the
ratio of job turnaround time over its execution time. The bounded
slowdown measures job slowdown relative to given “interactive
thresholds” (e.g., 10 seconds) to avoid overemphasizing short jobs.

Figure 1: bsld performance of different prediction accuracy
on SDSC-SP2 using different scheduling algorithms.

From the results, we can easily observe that having better predic-
tions on job runtime does not always lead to better job scheduling
performance. There were several cases where noisy prediction led
to the best overall performance. For instance, for the FCFS sched-
uling policy, using runtime prediction that has a +20% noisy level
leads to the best overall performance. Across all the experiments,
only SJF could achieve the best performance using Actual Runtime
during EASY backfilling. We conducted similar experiments on
other job traces and got similar results.

The rationale behind this surprising observation can be illus-
trated in Figure 2. Here, let’s assume 𝐽0 is a running job and 𝐽1 is
the selected next job and was waiting for the resources from 𝐽0 to
start. So, its earliest starting time (Reservation Time) will be the end
time of 𝐽0. Since we do not know the exact end time of 𝐽0, we use

the Predicted Runtime, which is typically some value smaller than
Request Time to conduct backfilling. As the figure shows, as the
Predicted Runtime moves closer to the Actual Runtime (i.e., higher
prediction accuracy), the Reservation Time of 𝐽1 also moves to the
left, indicating an earlier start time and potentially better schedul-
ing for it. But, at the same time, it also shortens the Backfilling Area
as the backfilled jobs need to finish before the Reservation Time of
𝐽1. This simply means fewer opportunities to run small jobs early,
potentially hurting scheduling performance at the same time.

J0
J1

Actual Runtime Request Time

Reservation Time

Predicted Runtime

Backfilling Area

Time

Resources

Figure 2: An illustrative example of trade-off regarding run-
time prediction accuracy.

From this illustrative example, we can see there is a key trade-off
that was largely missing in the existing study: using more accu-
rate runtime to conduct backfilling will help the selected job to
start earlier but also leave fewer opportunities for jobs being back-
filled. Either extreme could lead to lower overall job scheduling
performance as our experimental results have shown in Figure 1.

In this study, we propose RLBackfilling, a reinforcement learning
(RL) based approach to directly learn efficient backfilling. Rather
than pursuing accurate job runtime predictive models and then
heuristically using the predicted runtime to decide backfilling, we
train an RL agent to directly make decisions on which queued
jobs should be backfilled when a backfilling opportunity arises.
Such a decision depends on the estimated Reservation Time of the
selected job, the estimated runtime of queued jobs, and many other
considerations. We expect the reinforcement learning agent would
be able to learn such runtime estimations aswell as the best trade-off
between prediction accuracy and backfilling opportunities through
trial and error.

Our results showed that RLBackfilling was both flexible and
effective. It can work with multiple base scheduling policies, such as
FCFS, SJF, WFP3, and F1. Working with any of them, RLBackfilling
outperforms EASYBackfilling using the Request Time and up to 17x;
outperforms EASYBackfilling using the Actual Runtime up to 4.7x.
Note that, these results are achieved by training the RL agent on
the training dataset and testing it on separate testing workloads. In
addition to this, we also show that RLBackfilling learns general rules
of backfilling. The trained RL agent based on the FCFS scheduler
outperforms other combinations of ’Scheduler’+EASYBackfilling.
This further shows it was capable of easily adapting to a different
HPC context.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In §2 we
introduce the necessary background about backfilling and deep
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reinforcement learning. In §3we present the proposed RLBackfilling
and its key designs and optimizations. We present the main results
(i.e. the RLBackfilling and its performances) in §4, and compare
with related work in §5. We conclude this paper and discuss the
future work in §6.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 HPC Scheduling and Backfilling
This work discusses the scheduling and backfilling problem on HPC
systems. We discuss its key aspects briefly.

2.1.1 Job Attributes. HPC batch jobs exhibit multiple attributes,
including Submit Time, Requested Nodes, Requested Time, and Wait
Time. Table 1 provides an overview of commonly observed job
attributes. For a comprehensive list of job attributes, refer to the
Standard Workload Format (SWF) [10].

Table 1: Description of job attributes.

Name Symbol Description

Submit Time 𝑠𝑡 job submission time
Requested Nodes 𝑛𝑡 the number of requested nodes.
Requested Time 𝑟𝑡 job’s runtime estimation from users

Wait Time 𝑤𝑡 time job waits in the queue

2.1.2 HPC Job Scheduling. In HPC systems, users submit jobs to ac-
quire resources to run their computational tasks. When submitting
a job, users need to provide job size and runtime estimate before
the scheduler will run it. Here, job size refers to the number of
computing nodes in the HPC system. The runtime estimate (also
known as Request Time/Wall Time) represents an upper bound of
job execution. The scheduler will cancel or kill jobs that surpass
their Request Time. The job scheduling in modern HPC systems
typically uses a Base Scheduling Policy to decide which jobs in
the queue should be scheduled next. The policy may use different
job characteristics to assign priority. For example, First Come First
Serve (FCFS) uses the order of job arrivals to determine priority;
Shortest Job First (SJF) prioritizes jobs with shorter request time.
Some machine learning-based schedulers, such as F1 [4], consider
multiple job features at the same time.

2.1.3 HPC Job Backfilling. It is possible that the job selected by the
Base Scheduling Policy can not run due to insufficient resources.
Due to the priority limitation, all jobs need to wait until resources
become available. This often leads to low system utilization. Back-
filling is a scheduling technique used to run low-priority jobs ahead
of schedule, as long as they do not delay the execution of the high-
priority jobs. One of the most popular approaches to backfilling
is EASY. EASY backfilling attempts to backfill when a job cannot
be immediately scheduled (referred to as the relative job or rjob),
and takes the opportunity to schedule as many jobs as possible so
long as they do not interrupt the rjob that will run in the future
when more resources are available. Backfilling has been proven
effective in HPC systems. This study aims to explore more effective
backfilling strategies.

2.2 Reinforcement Learning
2.2.1 Reinforcement Learning and Deep Neural Network Approaches.
Reinforcement Learning (RL) is a type of machine learning where
an agent learns to make decisions based on information about its
environment. It does this by receiving input on the current state of
the environment (known as state space), a list of possible actions it
can take in the current environment (known as action space), and
a numeric output (known as reward) based on how the choices it
makes impacts the environment.

The agent initially does not know how its actions lead to rewards
but learns over time through trial and error. It is then able to develop
policies, internal rules for decision-making based on the probabil-
ity of taking actions in certain states. Depending on the problem
RL is applied to, the state-space (a space representing all potential
system states) can become extremely large, making traditional RL
approaches infeasible. To avoid this issue, a Deep Neural Network
(DNN) can be used to predict action probabilities, a technique re-
ferred to as Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL). In this study, we
adopt the Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [18] as our specific
DRL technique. Not only is PPO a state-of-the-art method, but it
is also simpler to implement and optimize. We opted for PPO over
Deep-Q-Learning (DQL), another RL method that leverages DNNs,
primarily because of the faster convergence assurances provided by
policy-gradient methods compared to DQL[21]. Additionally, PPO
stands as the default reinforcement learning algorithm at OpenAI
due to its user-friendly nature and good performance [19].

2.2.2 Backfilling Defined as a Reinforcement-Learning Problem. In-
tuitively, RL can be used for making backfilling decisions. We can
define the current state of the scheduling environment (e.g., cur-
rently queued jobs) as the state space for the RL agent. Then, we
can have the list of jobs available to backfill during a backfilling
opportunity as the action space for the agent. In this case, the re-
ward for the agent will be based on a given performance metric
after scheduling several jobs. Since Backfilling works after the base
scheduling policy takes effect, we do need to consider how the RL
agent would work with different scheduling policies such as SJF
(shortest job first). We will further discuss the detailed design and
implementation in the next section.

3 DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION
Existing backfilling strategies essentially include two steps: 1) get-
ting the job runtime estimations (either from user-submitted job
script or predictions) and 2) using the job runtime estimations to
heuristically select the best jobs to backfill. The key problem here
is the second step is not aware of how noisy or inaccurate the job
runtime estimations could be. Hence, the decisions could be largely
sub-optimal. RLBackfilling uses reinforcement learning to directly
decide which job to backfill when backfilling opportunities arise
during scheduling. It implicitly combines these two steps into a
single one, which allows it to intelligently coordinate the runtime
predictions and how to use the predicted runtime to backfill jobs.
In this section, we will describe the design and implementation of
RLBackfilling.
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3.1 Overview
RLBackfilling learns how to backfill jobs by simulating the schedul-
ing process using public job traces. Each time, it is trained based
on a given job scheduling policy, such as FCFS or SJF, and an op-
timization goal, such as minimizing average job waiting time or
minimizing average job bounded slowdown. In this study, we focus
on average bounded slowdown. We plan to explore other optimiza-
tion goals in the future.

Simulated Environment
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Figure 3: Overall architecture of RLBackfilling.

Figure 3 shows the overall architecture of RLBackfilling. There
are three main components to the design: a Simulated Environment,
a DNN-based RL Agent that takes waiting queue and machine
statuses as input to generate a backfilling action each time, and
Observations generated by the environment. At each time step, the
agent uses the current observations to generate a backfilling action,
which is applied to the simulated HPC environment to generate a
Reward, which will be fed back to the RL agent. These rewards can
be accumulated during scheduling the whole sequence of jobs. In
this study, we use minimizing the average bounded job slowdown
(𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑) as the reward. The RL agent can learn from how its actions
affect the future state and the corresponding rewards using the PPO
algorithm. More details about each component are described in the
next subsections.

3.2 Observation
The observation of RLBackfilling includes three parts: 1) the current
job queue, 2) the selected job to run, and 3) the resource availability.
For the ‘Current Job Queue’, we will sort all the jobs based on
their submission time when constructing the observation. For each
job, we use its features to build a vector to represent it. For the
‘Selected Job’, we treat it as a normal job in the queue. But we will
introduce a mask to make sure the RL agent will never pick this job
for backfilling. For the ‘Resource Availability’, we assume the HPC
environment is homogeneous in this study. Hence the availability
is a percentage of available computing nodes for running jobs. Note
that, instead of creating a separate scalar value with padding to
align with job vectors, we simply append the resource availability
into each job vector. In this way, each job vector will contain the
resource availability information, which is the key for the kernel-
based RL neural networks to work.

3.3 RL Agent
We use deep neural networks to implement the Backfilling Agent.
Specifically, we follow the actor-critic model for better policy learn-
ing, using a policy and value network.

3.3.1 Policy Network. The policy network takes the observation
as input and outputs an action for which job to run next. Similar to
previous work [28], we use a similar kernel-based neural network to
improve performance and resolve potential order issues. The kernel
network is insensitive to the order of jobs and uses a 3-layer fully
connected network. The main difference is that our kernel-based
network is applied to each job, calculating a score used to generate
a vector. We then finally run softmax on the vector to generate a
probability distribution for every waiting job.

The output probability distribution serves two main functions.
First, it is sampled during training to determine the next action.
This makes the exploration of new actions/policies easier. Second,
during testing, we directly select the job with the highest probability
to ensure the best decision-making, as there is no more need for
exploration. By using a kernel-based design, the parameter size
of the policy network can be extremely small; as we only input a
single job’s attributes each time.

3.3.2 Value Network. The value network completes the actor-critic
model, improving the efficiency of training. The architecture is a
3-layer MLP without the kernel mechanism, so the jobs are concat
and flattened before being input into the network.

The output of the value network is the expected reward 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑟 for
a set of jobs based on the agent’s current backfilling policies. This
indicates how well the agent can perform on the given set of jobs
based on historical precedent. Rather than using the accumulated
reward (𝑟 ) directly, the policy network uses the 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑟 instead. The
difference is that we are using the improvement of the current policy
over historical policies for the set of jobs. This strategy reduces the
variance of inputs for more efficient training.

The policy and value network receive the same input, which
includes queued jobs and resource availability. We use a vector to
𝑣 𝑗 to embed state info from each job, using multiple jobs to form a
matrix. Each vector contains job attributes such as arrival time and
request processors. The vector also includes available resources for
the system. One issue we ran into with using DNNs to read waiting
jobs is that the amount of waiting jobs may change, but our DNN
only takes fixed-size vectors as input. To resolve this, we limit the
program to only observe a fixed number (MAX_OBSV_SIZE) of
jobs. If there are fewer than this amount, we pad the vector with
zeros; if there are more, we selectively cut them off. This amount
can be changed as it is a configurable training parameter, but it is
by default 128. Many HPC job management systems like Slurm also
limit pending jobs by the same order of magnitude. When cutting
off extra jobs, we utilize FCFS (first come first serve) to sort all
pending jobs and choose only the top (MAX_OBSV_SIZE) jobs.

3.4 Actions, Rewards, and Environment
For RLBackfilling, the actions are simply the selected jobs for back-
filling. One key thing about backfilling is to make sure if a job is
backfilled, it should not impact the start of the selected job. This is
a rule that can be applied during heuristic backfilling. But we can
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not easily apply it during the RL agent makes the decisions, espe-
cially considering, at this moment, the scheduler does not know
whether the decision will delay the selected job or not. Our solution
in RLBackfilling is to introduce a large negative reward if such a
requirement has been violated.

Except in such an extreme case, rewards are just numerical
feedback from the environment describing the effectiveness of
the agent’s actions. In specific, the reward acts as a function in
terms of average bounded slowdown. We define this function as
𝑟𝑒𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 =

𝑠 𝑗 𝑓 −𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑
𝑠 𝑗 𝑓

. In this regard, the reward is the percentage
improvement in bsld score when compared to using FCFS as the
base scheduler; and SJF for backfilling. This incentivizes the agent
to maximize reward by minimizing the average bounded slowdown.
Typically, the reward is collected at each step based on the agent’s
corresponding action. However, this is not the case for the average
bounded slowdown, as the metric is dependent on the entire job
sequence being scheduled before the calculation can be completed.
Therefore, before the job sequence is complete, each step returns
a reward of 0, only returning the true reward at the very last step.
As only accumulated rewards are used for training, this does not
reduce the effectiveness of the RL training process.

Training an RL model needs enormous interactions between
the agent and the environment. It is impractical to perform such
training in a real HPC cluster. Similar to previous work [4, 28], RL-
Backfilling conducts training using a simulated HPC environment.
Specifically, we use an RL-compatible simulator implemented in
RLScheduler [28].

4 EVALUATION
This section evaluates RLBackfilling, with a particular emphasis on
addressing the following research questions:

• Does our reinforcement learning-based backfilling design
outperform the EASY backfilling approach? If so, how sig-
nificant is this improvement?

• Is the backfilling strategy we derived through reinforcement
learning versatile enough to be compatible with various base
scheduling policies or distinct workload patterns?

• Does the RL-driven backfilling strategy yield superior re-
sults compared to heuristic backfilling strategies based on
Runtime Predictions?

These questions will be addressed in the subsequent evaluation
subsections.

4.1 Evaluation Setup
4.1.1 Implementation and Configurations. We implemented RL-
Backfilling using the Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm
from OpenAI Spinning Up using PyTorch [18].

The training for RLBackfilling is executed across multiple epochs.
Within an epoch, jobs are sampled sequentially and scheduled using
a ’Base Job Scheduling Policy’ (e.g., FCFS or SJF), with the RL agent
determining backfilling decisions. The scheduling for the whole
job sequence yields an accumulated reward, forming a trajectory.
After accumulatingmultiple trajectories, the agent’s neural network
undergoes training. Specifically, we gather 100 trajectories for each
epoch, where each trajectory encompasses the scheduling decisions
for 256 consecutive jobs. After each epoch, the RLBackfilling agent

will be updated, undergoing 80 update iterations for both the policy
and value networks. A learning rate of 10−3 is used and additional
hyper-parameters will be detailed in the source code.

4.1.2 Job Traces and Scheduling Policies. We list the job traces
used in the evaluations in Table 2 and categorize them into two
groups. The first group addresses the real-world traces from the
SWF archive [10]. The second group addresses the synthetic traces
generated based on a widely used workload model proposed in
[14]. We used different parameters in the model and generated two
traces with different characteristics. As the sizes of these job traces
are largely different, we leveraged the first 10K jobs from them in
our evaluations.

Table 2: List of job traces

Name Date 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 𝑖𝑡 (sec) 𝑟𝑡 (sec) 𝑛𝑡 Runtime

SDSC-SP2 1998 128 1055 6687 11 both
HPC2N 2002 240 538 17024 6 both

Lublin-1 - 256 771 4862 22 AR
Lublin-2 - 256 460 1695 39 AR

The key characteristics of these traces are also shown in the
table, including the total number of processors in the cluster (𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒),
average job arrival interval (𝑖𝑡 ), average requested runtime (𝑟𝑡 ), and
average requested processors (𝑛𝑡 ). In summary, the job traces are
quite diverse in the presented characteristics.

It is worth noting that the synthetic job traces (e.g., Lublin-1)
do not have user-submitted Request Time. They only have the
Actual Runtime (AR) to be used. For real-world traces (e.g., SDSC-
SP2), both user-requested time and actual runtime information are
available.

Table 3: List of schedulers

Name priority function

FCFS 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝑡) = 𝑠𝑡
SJF 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝑡) = 𝑟𝑡

WFP3 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝑡) = −(𝑤𝑡/𝑟𝑡 )3 ∗ 𝑛𝑡
F1 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝑡) = 𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑟𝑡 ) ∗ 𝑛𝑡 + 870 ∗ 𝑙𝑜𝑔10 (𝑠𝑡 )

To evaluate the generality of RLBackfilling, we tested how it
works with different base schedulers, including several heuristic
schedulers and a state-of-the-art learning-based scheduler. Table 3
reports the priority functions used in these schedulers. Here, FCFS
schedules jobs in the same order as they were submitted (i.e., using
𝑠𝑡 ). SJF schedules jobs based on how long the job will run (i.e., using
𝑟𝑡 ). WFP3 [24] belongs to the scheduler family that combines multi-
ple factors. More specifically, they favor jobs that have shorter run
times, request fewer resources, and experience longer waiting times,
representing expert knowledge in tweaking the priority functions.
Scheduler F1 is the best scheduler selected from [4]. It was built
on brute force simulation and non-linear regression and represents
the state-of-the-art batch job scheduler for the goal of minimizing
average bounded slowdown.
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4.2 RLBackfilling Training
In this set of experiments, we first evaluate 1) whether the RL-based
RLBackfilling can successfully learn the efficient backfilling strategy
to gain better job execution performance and 2) how efficient and
effective the learning is.

SDSC-SP2

HPC2N

Lublin-1

Lublin-2

Figure 4: The training curves of RLBackfilling on four job
traces (SDSC-SP2, HPC2N, Lublin-1, Lublin-2). x-axis shows
the training epoch; y-axis shows the 𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑 results.

To answer these questions, we directly show the training curves
of RLBackfilling on four job traces listed in Table 2 using base
scheduling policies FCFS (first come first serve). The optimization
goal is the average bounded job slowdown percentage improvement
relative to SJF backfilling. Figure 4 presents the results on real-world
and synthetic job traces. We discuss how RLBackfilling performs
with other job scheduling policies and job execution performance
metrics in detail in the next subsection.

The results in Figure 4 show RLBackfilling learns differently de-
pending on the trace, with similar patterns in convergence with the
synthetic and non-synthetic workloads. Though all of the models
reached some amount of convergence, the non-synthetic workloads
took noticeably longer. In contrast, we observe a much faster train-
ing process in the two synthetic workloads: Lublin-1 and Lublin-2,
suggesting their regular job features and arrival patterns simplify
the training procedure. On the other hand, training on HPC2N is
less stable, frequently facing difficult trajectories of jobs. Despite
this, the HPC2N model was to able to perform well on its own and
other traces. These results use FCFS as the base scheduling policy.

4.3 RLBackfilling Scheduling Performance

We further discuss the performance of RLBackfilling on actually
backfilling jobs during scheduling different job traces. Here, we use
average bounded slowdown (𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑) itself as the metric.

Note that, in these evaluations, we show the performance of
RLBackfilling when the trained model is being used to schedule
actual job sequences sampled from the same job trace (indicating

the same workload pattern) but never seen in the training stage.
Each time, we selected a random job sequence of 1024 jobs from
the corresponding workloads and used the base scheduling policy
(e.g., FCFS, SJF) plus different backfilling strategies (i.e., EASY and
RLBackfilling) to schedule the same sequence and compare their
performance. Note that, here we used much longer sequences (1024)
than the one used for training (256). This was to benchmark if
any overfitting occurred with the training dataset. We ran the
evaluation 10 times each and reported the average for the sake of
fair comparison. Note that, we utilized different seeds for sampling
the job traces to test each workload.

The results are presented in Table 4. To facilitate analysis, we
include several baselines for comparison. Specifically, for each job
trace, we display results using two base scheduling policies (FCFS
and SJF) combined with the EASY backfilling strategy. This EASY
backfilling is implemented using the user-submitted Requested
Runtime. To enable a comparison with Runtime Prediction-based
strategies, we also incorporate results from base scheduling poli-
cies combined with EASY-AR. Here, EASY backfilling is carried
out based on the Actual Job Runtime, which represents the ideal
prediction. As we discussed earlier, the synthetic job traces such
as Lublin-1 and Lublin-2 do not have user-submitted job runtime,
so their results in EASY cases are omitted in the table. We also
show the results of WFP3+EASY and F1+EASY as references to
understand how the scheduling performance is impacted by the
base scheduling policies.

From the results, we can conclude that RLBackfilling outperforms
EASY in a variety of contexts. First, it outperforms EASY based on
user-submitted job runtime. For example, using base scheduling
policy FCFS and RLBackfilling outperforms FCFS+EASY by 51%
𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑 . Similar results can be observed in other job traces as well,
with every model outperforming FCFS+EASY by at least 26%. More
interestingly, it also outperforms EASY backfilling based on Actual
Job Runtime, which indicates the perfect job runtime prediction
results. For the SDSC-SP2 trace, the performance improvement
is around 15%. For HPC2N, FCFS+RLBF performs even better at
30%.These results confirm the benefits of using reinforcement learn-
ing to conduct backfilling as it can better learn the trade-off between
prediction accuracy and backfilling opportunities.

Although the results are generated based on randomly sampling
job traces that contain 1024 jobs (a much larger number than 256
jobs in the training set) to minimize the over-fitting, it is still a valid
question to askwhether the RL agent is simply fitting the given trace
instead of learning useful backfilling strategies. To validate that,
in the next evaluations, we will further investigate RLBackfilling’s
generality towards unseen job traces.

4.4 RLBackfilling Generality
As previously outlined, we further assessed RLBackfilling’s per-
formance when trained on one job trace, X, and then applied to a
distinct job trace, Y. Given that the trained RL models have never
encountered the applied trace, their performance can serve as a
credible indicator of RLBackfilling’s ability to learn effective and
general strategies. This adaptability is crucial in real-world scenar-
ios, where workload patterns consistently evolve.
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Table 4: The actual performance of RLBackfilling when scheduling sampled job traces. RLBF indicates RLBackfilling.

Job Traces FCFS+EASY FCFS+EASY-AR FCFS+RLBF SJF+EASY SJF+EASY-AR SJF+RLBF WFP3+EASY F1+EASY
SDSC-SP2 292.82 169.24 142.93 187.61 103.43 120.72 228.3 162.33
HPC2N 28.16 18.87 13.16 11.67 3.73 9.75 15.16 10.46
Lublin-1 192.89 - 83.43 55.62 - 30.57 138.89 50.9
Lublin-2 163.06 - 120.46 85.63 - 105.59 248.02 129.83

Table 5: Performance comparisons of one RL-learned model (RL-𝑋 ) being applied to other job traces (Y ).

Job Trace EASY EASY-AR RL-SDSC-SP2 RL-HPC2N RL-Lublin-1 RL-Lublin-2
FCFS as the Base Scheduling Policy

SDSC-SP2 292.82 169.24 142.93 187.18 216.94 210.09
HPC2N 28.16 18.87 13.03 13.16 13.99 15.32
Lublin1 - 192.89 78.62 103.18 83.43 233.53
Lublin2 - 163.06 139.71 179.15 143.59 120.46

SJF as the Base Scheduling Policy
SDSC-SP2 187.61 103.43 120.72 125.52 160.53 133.17
HPC2N 11.67 3.73 9.97 9.75 11.34 11.22
Lublin1 - 55.62 33.28 28.29 30.57 32.19
Lublin2 - 85.63 132.43 110.28 119.24 105.59

The results are shown in Table 5. Here, we separated the table
into two sections. The top section shows the results of using FCFS
as the Base Scheduling Policy. The bottom section uses SJF as the
base scheduling policy. In each section, we show the results in
multiple columns. The first column ‘EASY’ show the 𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑 results of
using FCFS+EASY or SJF+EASY to schedule these job traces. The
rest of the columns are named in the form of ‘RL-X ’, which indi-
cates the RLBackfilling was trained using job trace X. For instance,
RL-Lublin-1 indicates the results of reinforcement learning agent
trained using Lublin-1 job trace. Each cell shows the performance
of the corresponding RL model being applied to job trace Y.

From these results, we can have the following observations. First,
the RL-based backfilling strategies are able to outperform EASY
backfilling in most cases across all the job traces. For instance, the
FCFS+EASY on HPC2N job trace yields 𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑 result as 28.16. How-
ever, the RLBackfilling model trained using HPC2N achieves much
better performance (𝑏𝑠𝑙𝑑 = 13.16). In addition, the RLBackfilling
models trained using different job traces, such as SDSC-SP2, Lublin-
1, or Lublin-2, also achieve much better performance than EASY
backfilling. Even trained using a different job trace, the learned
backfilling strategy is still applicable for other traces. Second, it is
interesting to see that the RL model trained on X (RL-X ) does not
always perform the best in job trace X. For instance, using FCFS as
the base scheduling policy, we can see RL-SDSC-SP2 is able to out-
perform RL-Lublin-2 on its own trace; outperforming FCFS+EASY
by 59%. Despite facing a more difficult training workload, both of
the models trained on non-synthetic data show generality in their
backfilling performance.

5 RELATEDWORK
In the domain of High-Performance Computing, scheduling has
always held paramount importance. One significant improvement

in scheduling performance over the years can be attributed to
backfilling [13, 15, 20, 22, 25]. Various backfilling techniques such
as Conservative [15], Slack-Based [22], and EASY backfilling [13]
have been studied over time. Among them, EASY backfilling is the
most popular and widely adopted one and has been used in main-
stream resource managers such as Slurm [1]. Existing backfilling
techniques depend on either user-supplied runtime estimates [15],
which is too inaccurate and leads to suboptimal performance [25], or
runtime predictions [7, 11, 11, 23, 27], which believe better runtime
prediction will lead to better scheduling performance. RLBackfilling
is designed based on a different assumption. We observed better
job runtime prediction might not always lead to better scheduling
and designed RLBackfilling to directly make end-to-end backfilling
decisions without explicitly predicting the job runtime, leveraging
the reinforcement learning method.

The potential of Reinforcement Learning in scheduling HPC
jobs has been recently realized, with various schedulers incorpo-
rating RL to improve their performance, such as RLScheduler [28] ,
DRAS [6], RLSchert [26] and SchedInspector [29]. The studies of
these schedulers indicate that RL can indeed yield superior sched-
uling results. However, our approach is unique as it is the first to
apply RL specifically and systematically to backfilling. There are
fundamental distinctions in realizing RL between scheduling and
backfilling. For instance, while backfilling needs the consideration
of relative jobs, this is not the case with generic scheduling. Addi-
tionally, in the context of backfilling, RL decision points occur at
specific, distinct moments, whereas in scheduling, decision-making
is a more regular and consistent process. Our approach RLBack-
filling addresses these distinctions carefully and leads to different
solutions and results.
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6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
Our study proposes the integration of reinforcement learning (RL)
into the backfilling process to enhance scheduling efficiency. Tradi-
tional backfilling algorithms such as EASY exhibited shortcomings
due to their fixed nature and reliance on user-submitted job run-
time information. Predicting job runtime has been taken but also
exhibits problems as more accurate predictions do not necessarily
indicate better scheduling performance. In contrast, our RLBackfill-
ing approach showcased the potential for dynamic decision-making
through adaptation based on learned patterns from past job trajec-
tories. The effectiveness of RLBackfilling was extensively evaluated
across various queue heuristics and workloads. Particularly com-
pelling were the results when combining RLBackfilling with the
SJF and FCFS queue heuristics, consistently outperforming EASY-
Backfilling. This adaptability presented significant improvements,
even though certain challenges like convergence issues for some
job traces or certain unanswered questions like extremely good
performance when training on some job traces were encountered
and planned in our future work. In the broader landscape of high-
performance computing, this research opens a promising way to
easily integrate RL-based intelligent decision-making into exist-
ing HPC job scheduling, advancing computational performance in
diverse application domains.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We sincerely thank the anonymous reviewers for their valuable
feedback. This work was supported in part by NSF grants CCF-
1908843 and CNS-2008265.

REFERENCES
[1] 2019. Slurm. https://slurm.schedmd.com/sched-config.html/.
[2] Cynthia Bailey Lee, Yael Schwartzman, Jennifer Hardy, and Allan Snavely. 2005.

Are user runtime estimates inherently inaccurate?. In Job Scheduling Strategies
for Parallel Processing (JSSPP’05).

[3] G. Bruce Berriman and John C. Good. 2023. Montage, An Astronomical Image
Mosaic Engine. http://montage.ipac.caltech.edu/

[4] Danilo Carastan-Santos and Raphael Y. de Camargo. 2017. Obtaining dynamic
scheduling policies with simulation and machine learning. In Proceedings of the
International Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage
and Analysis (SC’17).

[5] C.S. Chang. 2023. XGC, Multiphysics Magnetic Fusion Reactor Simulator, from
Hot Core to Cold Wall. https://www.olcf.ornl.gov/caar/xgc/.

[6] Yuping Fan, Zhiling Lan, J. Taylor Childers, Paul M. Rich, William E. Allcock,
and Michael E. Papka. 2021. Deep Reinforcement Agent for Scheduling in HPC.
2021 IEEE International Parallel and Distributed Processing Symposium (IPDPS’21).

[7] Yuping Fan, Paul Rich, William E Allcock, Michael E Papka, and Zhiling Lan.
2017. Trade-off between prediction accuracy and underestimation rate in job
runtime estimates. In 2017 IEEE International Conference on Cluster Computing
(CLUSTER’17).

[8] Dror Feitelson. 2005. Parallel Workloads Archive.
[9] Dror G Feitelson and Larry Rudolph. 1998. Metrics and benchmarking for parallel

job scheduling. In Job Scheduling Strategies for Parallel Processing (JSSPP’98).
[10] Dror G. Feitelson, Dan Tsafrir, and David Krakov. 2014. Experience with using

the Parallel Workloads Archive. J. Parallel and Distrib. Comput. (2014).
[11] Eric Gaussier, David Glesser, Valentin Reis, and Denis Trystram. 2015. Improving

backfilling by using machine learning to predict running times. In Proceedings of
the International Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage
and Analysis (SC’15).

[12] Thorsten Kurth, Sean Treichler, Joshua Romero,MayurMudigonda, Nathan Luehr,
Everett Phillips, Ankur Mahesh, Michael Matheson, Jack Deslippe, Massimiliano
Fatica, et al. 2018. Exascale deep learning for climate analytics. In International
Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage and Analysis
(SC’18).

[13] David A Lifka. 1995. The anl/ibm sp scheduling system. In Workshop on Job
Scheduling Strategies for Parallel Processing (JSSPP’95).

[14] Uri Lublin and Dror G Feitelson. 2003. The workload on parallel supercomputers:
modeling the characteristics of rigid jobs. Journal of Parallel and Distributed
Computing (JPDC) (2003).

[15] Ahuva W. Mu’alem and Dror G. Feitelson. 2001. Utilization, predictability, work-
loads, and user runtime estimates in scheduling the IBM SP2 with backfilling.
IEEE transactions on parallel and distributed systems (TPDS) (2001).

[16] Bill Nitzberg, Jennifer M Schopf, and James Patton Jones. 2004. PBS Pro: Grid
computing and scheduling attributes. In Grid resource management.

[17] Michael Pinedo. 2012. Scheduling. Springer.
[18] John Schulman, Filip Wolski, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alec Radford, and Oleg Klimov.

2017. Proximal policy optimization algorithms. arXiv:1707.06347 (2017).
[19] John Schulman, Filip Wolski, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alec Radford, and Oleg Klimov.

2023. OpenAI, PPO. https://openai.com/research/openai-baselines-ppo.
[20] Srividya Srinivasan, Rajkumar Kettimuthu, Vijay Subramani, and Ponnuswamy

Sadayappan. 2002. Selective Reservation Strategies for Backfill Job Scheduling.
In Job Scheduling Strategies for Parallel Processing (JSSPP’02).

[21] Richard S Sutton, David McAllester, Satinder Singh, and Yishay Mansour. 1999.
Policy Gradient Methods for Reinforcement Learning with Function Approxima-
tion. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NIPS’99).

[22] D. Talby and D.G. Feitelson. 1999. Supporting priorities and improving utiliza-
tion of the IBM SP scheduler using slack-based backfilling. In Proceedings 13th
International Parallel Processing Symposium and 10th Symposium on Parallel and
Distributed Processing. IPPS/SPDP 1999.

[23] Mohammed Tanash, Brandon Dunn, Daniel Andresen, William Hsu, Huichen
Yang, and Adedolapo Okanlawon. 2019. Improving HPC System Performance by
Predicting Job Resources via Supervised Machine Learning. In Proceedings of the
Practice and Experience in Advanced Research Computing on Rise of the Machines.

[24] Wei Tang, Zhiling Lan, Narayan Desai, and Daniel Buettner. 2009. Fault-aware,
utility-based job scheduling on Blue, Gene/P systems. In IEEE International Con-
ference on Cluster Computing and Workshops (CCGRID’09).

[25] Dan Tsafrir, Yoav Etsion, and Dror G Feitelson. 2007. Backfilling using system-
generated predictions rather than user runtime estimates. IEEE Transactions on
Parallel and Distributed Systems (TPDS) (2007).

[26] Qiqi Wang, Hongjie Zhang, Cheng Qu, Yu Shen, Xiaohui Liu, and Jing Li. 2021.
RLSchert: An HPC Job Scheduler Using Deep Reinforcement Learning and Re-
maining Time Prediction. Applied Sciences (2021).

[27] Carl Witt, Marc Bux, Wladislaw Gusew, and Ulf Leser. 2019. Predictive perfor-
mance modeling for distributed batch processing using black box monitoring
and machine learning. Information Systems (2019).

[28] Di Zhang, Dong Dai, Youbiao He, Forrest Sheng Bao, and Bing Xie. 2020. RLSched-
uler: an automated HPC batch job scheduler using reinforcement learning. In
International Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage
and Analysis (SC’20).

[29] Di Zhang, Dong Dai, and Bing Xie. 2022. SchedInspector: A Batch Job Scheduling
Inspector Using Reinforcement Learning. In Proceedings of the 31st International
Symposium on High-Performance Parallel and Distributed Computing (HPDC’22).

http://montage.ipac.caltech.edu/

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 HPC Scheduling and Backfilling
	2.2 Reinforcement Learning

	3 Design and Implementation
	3.1 Overview
	3.2 Observation
	3.3 RL Agent
	3.4 Actions, Rewards, and Environment

	4 Evaluation
	4.1 Evaluation Setup
	4.2 RLBackfilling Training
	4.3 RLBackfilling Scheduling Performance
	4.4 RLBackfilling Generality

	5 Related Work
	6 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

