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Abstract—Capability jobs (e.g., large, long-running tasks)
and capacity jobs (e.g., small, short-running tasks) are two
common types of workloads in high-performance computing
(HPC). Different HPC systems are typically deployed to handle
distinct computing workloads. For example, Theta at the Ar-
gonne Leadership Computing Facility (ALCF) primarily serves
capability jobs, while Cori at the National Energy Research
Scientific Computing Center (NERSC) predominantly handles
capacity workloads. However, this segregation often leads to
inefficient resource utilization and higher costs due to the
need for operating separate computing platforms. This work
examines what-if scenarios for integrating siloed platforms.
Specifically, we collect and characterize two real workloads from
production systems at DOE laboratories, representing capability-
predominant and capacity-predominant computing, respectively.
We investigate two approaches to unification. Workload fusion
explores how efficiently resources are utilized when a unified
system accommodates diverse workloads, whereas workload in-
jection identifies opportunities to enhance resource utilization
on capability computing systems by leveraging capacity jobs.
Finally, through extensive trace-based, event-driven simulations,
we explore the potential benefits of co-scheduling both types of
jobs on a unified system to enhance resource utilization and
reduce costs, offering new insights for future research in unified
computing.

Index Terms—high-performance computing; cluster schedul-
ing; capability computing; capacity computing; integration

I. INTRODUCTION

Motivation. Historically, capability computing and capacity
computing are two different paradigms in HPC, each serving
distinct purposes. Capability computing, focused on providing
the maximum processing power to solve complex, large-scale
simulations, has been designed to handle highly demanding
computational applications that require massive processing
capabilities. On the other hand, capacity computing focuses
on providing scalable and cost-effective computing resources
supporting many concurrent applications. It is typically geared
towards efficiently managing workloads with varying resource
requirements. This dichotomy has shaped the HPC landscape,
catering to the specific needs of diverse applications.

However, the historical separation between capability and
capacity computing has become less clear as the systems begin
to look more and more like each other. The differentiation
between sophisticated capability and cost-effective capacity

computing resources diminishes as both converge toward em-
ploying comparable hardware resources. For example, similar
processing devices and networking configurations (e.g., Cray
XC40 using Dragonfly topology) were utilized to deploy ca-
pability computing and capacity computing platforms at DOE
labs [1], [2]. As the hardware and software stack converge
for capability and capacity computing, the primary distinction
lies in the various scheduling policies employed to manage
different user jobs. Capability computing prioritizes large and
long-running jobs, whereas capacity computing frequently
adopts a first-come, first-serve scheduling policy. The distinct
nature of these paradigms has led to silos in the computing
ecosystem, creating barriers to higher resource utilization and
wider accessibility of HPC resources for broader applications.
For example, a capability computing system could suffer from
resource underutilization due to the lack of workloads with
various resource requirements or job duration. Similarly, a
capacity computing system could become overloaded due to
the temporal bursty nature of user jobs.

Recognizing the limitations of the separate paradigms,
several studies have proposed various ways to address the
silo issues. These include designing different scheduling poli-
cies, migrating high-throughput jobs to capability systems, or
utilizing cloud bursting to handle increasing workloads [3]–
[10]. Despite these efforts, there are still many unexplored
questions. In particular, open problems, such as resource
utilization and cost-efficiency of separate computing infras-
tructures, highlight the need for a more integrated approach.

Objective. In this work, we present a quantitative analysis
of unifying capability-predominant and capacity-predominant
computing. Capability-predominant computing refers to sys-
tems that have a minimum requirement for job size; for
example, on the Theta system at ALCF, the minimum node re-
quirement is 128. In contrast, capacity-predominant computing
is characterized by systems that primarily handle small-sized
jobs, such as Cori at NERSC, where over 96% of jobs use no
more than 32 computing nodes (more details in Section III).

The goal of this analysis is to explore the potential benefits
of creating a unified and versatile computing infrastructure.
This unification could bridge the gap between capability
simulations and capacity computing, providing a cost-effective
environment for handling diverse workloads. By consolidating
resources onto a unified platform, we can reduce redundant op-
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erational expenses, such as system maintenance and software
licensing, and facilitate better resource utilization, thereby
achieving the goal of more for less

Challenges. Conducting such an integration analysis poses
several key challenges. First, while real-world experiments
offer the most accurate understanding of system performance,
building a comparable unified system and requiring all users
to re-execute their jobs on it is not feasible. Hence, trace-based
modeling is indispensable. Unfortunately, access to production
workload traces is often limited, primarily due to the sensitive
nature of the data. Supercomputers at HPC facilities often
handle classified or proprietary research, making organizations
cautious about sharing workload traces to prevent the dis-
closure of sensitive information. Finally, analyzing workload
traces, even when accessible, presents additional challenges
due to the large volumes of data, necessitating advanced
simulation techniques. Thus, integrating workload traces with
high-fidelity simulations is essential for gaining insights and
exploring the potential of a unified infrastructure.

Key Contributions. This work aims to tackle the above
challenges. Specifically, our work highlights three key aspects.
First, we collect two representative workloads from widely
used production systems at DOE HPC facilities during the
same timeframe (2022). One is from the Theta machine at
Argonne Leadership Computing Facility (ALCF), representing
capability-predominant computing [1]. The other is from the
Cori machine at the National Energy Research Scientific Com-
puting (NERSC), representing capacity-predominant comput-
ing [2]. We perform a detailed workload characterization and
emphasize the key features of both workloads.

Second, we enhance an open-source scheduling simulator
and provide an in-depth predictive analysis of integrating two
types of computing paradigms through trace-based, event-
driven scheduling simulation. The enhanced simulator lets us
explore what-if scenarios, validate hypotheses, and predict
system behavior. Specifically, we investigate two unification
scenarios. The first is workload fusion, where we explore a
unified system for handling the consolidated Cori and Theta
jobs to assess its impact on resource utilization and user
experience as the system size decreases. The second scenario,
workload injection, entails transferring selected capacity jobs
from Cori to Theta to utilize idle or wasted resources on the
capability system. We analyze the effect of injecting additional
capacity computing jobs on the capability computing jobs.

Third, our integration analysis highlights the potential ben-
efits and impacts of consolidating different types of jobs on a
unified system. By analyzing how diverse workloads behave on
a unified system with varying reduced capacities, we identify
opportunities to improve resource utilization while maintaining
a satisfactory user experience and achieving cost savings.
The insights gained from the workload fusion and workload
injection analyses provide a foundation for future research in
unified computing, such as planning resource allocations or
expansions and aligning the computing infrastructure with the
evolving needs of the user community.

Paper Outline. The rest of the paper is organized as fol-

lows. Section II introduces the related work and background.
Section III characterizes capability-predominant and capacity-
predominant workloads. Section IV describes the integration
methods. Section V and Section VI present the workload
fusion and workload injection analyses, followed by the con-
clusion in Section VII.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Capability Computing and Capacity Computing

HPC facilities are often specialized for either capability
computing or capacity computing. Facilities like the National
Energy Research Scientific Computing Center (NERSC) are
dedicated to capacity computing, providing cost-efficient sys-
tems to effectively manage diverse workloads with varying
resource requirements, including moderately large and numer-
ous small problems [11]. First-Come First-Serve (FCFS) with
EASY backfilling is commonly used in scheduling at capacity
computing facilities. FCFS sorts jobs in the wait queue by their
arrival times and executes jobs from the head of the queue.
When resources are insufficient for the first job, backfilling is
triggered. The scheduler reserves the estimated starting time
and required resources for the head job and then selects the
jobs in the queue whose executions do not delay the head job,
known as EASY backfilling [12].

On the other hand, facilities like the Argonne Leadership
Computing Facility (ALCF) are specifically geared towards
capability computing, emphasizing the utilization of maximum
computing power to tackle large-scale problems efficiently in
the shortest possible time [11], [13]. At ALCF, a utility-based
scheduling policy named WFP, is deployed to support the mis-
sion of running large-scale capability jobs. WFP periodically
calculates a priority score

(
t2queue

t3supplied

)
× n

N for each waiting
job, where tqueue, tsupplied, n, and N denote job wait time, user-
supplied runtime, job size, and machine size, respectively. The
facility can adjust the score in certain cases [13]. EASY back-
filling is also deployed for boosting resource utilization [12].

Although the specialization allows each facility to tailor
its infrastructure to excel in either capability or capacity
computing domains, the separation between capability and
capacity computing has not been without its problems. One
challenge is resource underutilization. We have observed two
types of resource wastage cases in our study. Figure 1 provides
illustrative examples to demonstrate them: (a) spatial hole and
(b) temporal hole. In (a), J1 and J2 occupy the majority of
the computing nodes for a given period, leaving only a small
chunk of computing resources. Capability jobs are too large
to be executed in a small chunk, leading to a spatial hole. In
(b), there is a short period between the execution of J3 and J4,
and this temporal hole cannot be filled by any long-running
job in the wait queue.

B. Related Studies

For capacity and capability computing, resource utilization
is a crucial metric that measures the extent to which resources
are effectively employed in performing tasks [14]. Researchers



Fig. 1: Illustrative resource waste (gray area) in a capability system:
(a) spatial hole due to the lack of small-sized jobs; (b) temporal hole
due to the lack of short-running jobs.

point out that large-scale clusters are experiencing resource un-
derutilization [15]–[21]. Recognizing the constraints inherent
in separate paradigms, various studies have presented different
strategies to overcome silo issues. These strategies involve (1)
the enhancement of scheduling policies, (2) the migration of
high-throughput jobs or Function-as-a-Service (FaaS) jobs to
capability computing systems, and (3) the adoption of cloud
bursting to address escalating workloads.

To increase resource utilization at the system level, efforts
have primarily focused on enhancing scheduling policies.
Some studies adopt optimization algorithms to approximate
optimal scheduling decisions concerning achieving higher
utilization. For instance, Zheng et al. [22] present a plan-
based scheduling algorithm, adopting simulated annealing as
the optimization engine to improve the system utilization. Fan
et al. [5] explore the multi-objective optimization to maximize
computing node utilization with burst buffer utilization. Recent
efforts begin to leverage reinforcement learning (RL) for
resource management and job scheduling [6], [7], [23].

While improving scheduling policies can boost resource
utilization in large-scale clusters, node idleness often persists,
as these idle slots are typically too short or small for any HPC
job. Hence, utilizing small and short computing tasks, such
as high-throughput or function-as-a-service jobs, becomes a
viable option for addressing this issue. Various studies have
explored the feasibility of migrating high-throughput com-
puting (HTC) jobs or FaaS into HPC computing systems
to minimize resource fragmentation [8], [9], [24]–[27]. For
example, Du et al. [26] propose a mechanism using HTCondor
to facilitate the migration of high-throughput jobs between
HTCondor and Slurm systems. Przybylski et al. [24] develop a
FaaS infrastructure and deploy the FaaS invokers on idle HPC
cluster nodes, allowing FaaS to utilize these idle resources
with minimal impact on HPC job performance.

Contrasting with the resource underutilization in capability
computing systems, capacity computing systems often expe-
rience excessively high demands of resource requests [26].
Various studies have addressed this issue by adopting cloud
bursting to harness public cloud computing whenever the on-
premises infrastructure approaches its peak capacity [3], [4],
[10], [28], [29]. For instance, PANDA is a framework that
incorporates a Fully Polynomial-Time Approximation Scheme
(FPTAS) to schedule computing tasks across resources allo-
cated in both private and public clouds, addressing excessive
resource requirements [10].

This study distinguishes from these studies in several as-

TABLE I: Theta and Cori Workloads
Theta Cori

Location ALCF NERSC
Category Capability-

predominant
Capacity-
predominant

Scheduler Cobalt Slurm
Machine Type Cray XC40 Cray XC40

Compute Nodes 4,360 9,688
Processor Intel Xeon Phi

7230 64-core
Intel Xeon Phi
7250 68-core

Interconnect Dragonfly Dragonfly
Trace Period 1/1/2022-

12/31/2022
1/1/2022-
12/31/2022

Number of Jobs 23,911 2,349,370
Min Job Size 128 nodes 1 node

pects. First, it does not intend to develop new scheduling poli-
cies to boost either capability or capacity computing. Instead,
it investigates improving resource utilization by co-running
capability and capacity jobs within a unified system. Comple-
mentary to the studies of leveraging HTC or FaaS jobs for
capability computing, this work emphasizes accommodating
capacity jobs on a capability platform. While integrating HTC
or FaaS jobs typically requires additional runtime support, our
integration approach simplifies the process by solely relying
on the selection of a scheduling policy without the need for
extra software assistance. Finally, unlike the cloud bursting
studies, our work explores using resources already owned as
a unified system.

III. WORKLOAD CHARACTERIZATION

We first characterize representative capacity-predominant
and capability-predominant computing with several important
takeaways, which form guiding principles for the integration
analyses presented in Sections IV- VI.

We collected and analyzed two production workloads: one
from Theta at ALCF [1] and the other from Cori at NERSC
[2], both spanning a year during the same timeframe. Ta-
ble I provides details of these logs. These machines were
selected because they have similar hardware and networking
technologies, yet they serve different workloads during the
same period.

Theta consists of 4,392 Intel Xeon Phi Knights Landing
(KNL) processors [30]. For a fair analysis, we removed 32
debugging nodes and corresponding debugging jobs. Cobalt
was used for batch scheduling on Theta, prioritizing large
or long-waiting jobs using a utility function known as WFP
(Section II-B), along with EACY backfilling. On Theta, the
minimum job size is 128 nodes.

Cori has 2,388 Intel Haswell processors [31] and 9,688
Intel Xeon Phi Knights Landing processors. To ensure fair
experiments, we selected only Cori’s KNL workloads for this
study to ensure fair experiments. Slurm was used for batch
scheduling on Cori, employing the FCFS policy with EASY
backfilling.

Figure 2 provides a side-by-side comparison of the work-
loads in terms of job sizes and job runtimes. The plots clearly
show that the Cori workload is dominated with small jobs,



with 96% of jobs using fewer than 32 nodes. Both workloads
contain jobs with varying runtimes. An interesting observation
is that over 10% of the jobs in the Cori log have runtimes
exceeding 60,000 seconds (16.7 hours).

Observation 1. Both capability-predominant and
capacity-predominant platforms can achieve high uti-
lization, although utilization fluctuates. Interestingly,
high usage on one system may coincide with low usage
on another, suggesting potential workload balancing
across platforms.

Observation 2. Jobs on Cori tend to request signif-
icantly fewer computing resources and have shorter
execution times compared to those on Theta. Over 75%
of Cori jobs request only one compute node, and 60%
of Cori jobs run for less than 1 hour.

Observation 3. Jobs on Theta are large (more than
128 nodes) and long-running (e.g., 79% of jobs run for
over one hour). These capability jobs are more likely to
create spatial and temporal gaps in scheduling, leading
to relatively lower utilization and greater variance on
Theta compared to Cori.

Figure 3 shows job distribution, characterized by both job
size and runtime. Since Theta is a capability-predominant com-
puting system typically running large-sized capability jobs,
the minimum job size on Theta is set at 128 nodes. On the
contrary, Cori accommodates a large number of single-node
jobs. Interestingly, over 75% of Cori jobs request only one
computing node, and 73% of these jobs require no more than
60 minutes for execution. Additionally, no Theta job has a
runtime of less than 10 minutes, whereas numerous Cori jobs
have a job runtime shorter than 10 minutes.

Figure 4 presents daily resource utilization on Theta and
Cori. The utilization of resources can fluctuate significantly,
experiencing periods of both high and low demand over days.
This dynamic nature is influenced by various factors, such as
the nature of computational workloads, user demands, and the
specific applications running on the system. Finding ways to
manage the burstiness of jobs in these systems is important.

The resource utilization on Theta appears to be lower
than that on Cori. Our detailed analysis indicates that this is
due to Theta’s spatial and temporal scheduling holes, as the
machine is provisioned for large-sized and long-running jobs.
Furthermore, Theta’s utilization exhibits greater variance than
Cori, suggesting significant fluctuations in resource demands
on Theta. Interestingly, high usage on one system may coin-
cide with low usage on the other, suggesting an opportunity
for workload balancing. For instance, while only eight jobs
were submitted to Theta on 2/11/2022, Cori’s utilization was
99.95% on that day.

(a) Job distribution by job sizes

(b) Job distribution by job runtimes (in seconds)

Fig. 2: Job distribution of Theta and Cori workloads

IV. INTEGRATION METHODOLOGY

Motivated by the workload characterization, we argue that
through strategic consolidation, not only can we achieve better
overall system utilization by filling each other’s resource
gaps, but we also have the opportunity to reduce redundant
operational expenses (i.e., “more for less”). Specifically, we
conduct two types of unification analysis.

Workload Fusion. A unified system is created by integrat-
ing capability-predominant and capacity-predominant comput-
ing systems. Simultaneously, a consolidated workload, encom-
passing both capability and capacity jobs, is executed on the
unified system. Specifically, we examine the performance of
the consolidated jobs on a unified system of 14,048 nodes
(4, 360 + 9, 688).

Moreover, we downsize the unified system to 13,345 (95%),
12,643 (90%), 11,940 (85%), and 11,238 (80%) nodes, while
keeping the workloads unchanged. Consequently, the workload
fusion analysis provides insights into whether consolidating
workloads can efficiently utilize the unified platform while also
offering additional benefits, such as cost savings. Specifically,
workload fusion aims to answer two fundamental questions:

• Q1. What impacts could arise from accommodating both
capability-predominant and capacity-predominant com-
puting workloads within a unified platform?

• Q2. To what extent can the size of the unified system be
reduced to lower total ownership costs without compro-
mising computational capabilities for a mix of jobs?
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Fig. 3: Theta and Cori job distributions.

Workload Injection. The analysis aims to assess how
effectively the scheduling gaps in a capability-predominant
system (Figure 1) can be filled by leveraging capacity jobs.
We explore how to strategically select Cori jobs and analyze
the impact of injecting Cori capacity jobs on Theta’s capability
computing jobs.

In this study, Cori jobs, submitted based on their original
arrival times, are treated as backfilled jobs on Theta. We
maintain two job queues: the default queue, which runs the
Theta jobs, and the backfill queue, which receives Cori jobs
according to their arrival times. On Theta, the minimum
scheduling size is 128 compute nodes, meaning the scheduler
allocates at least 128 nodes to a user job, even if the job size
is smaller. The extra allocated nodes are wasted. Additionally,
Theta experiences substantial spatial and temporal scheduling
gaps due to the lack of small or short-running jobs in the
capability workload. Workload injection seeks to utilize Cori’s
capacity jobs to harness the idle resources on Theta. Specif-
ically, workload injection seeks to answer two fundamental
questions:

• Q3. What are the potential impacts of accommodating

additional capacity jobs on a capability-predominant
computing system?

• Q4. How can we strategically select capacity jobs with-
out compromising the performance of critical capability
computing jobs?

Analysis Strategy. We extend the open-source scheduling
simulator named CQSim [32] for the integration analysis.
CQSim originated from a discrete-event-driven scheduling
simulator developed for the batch scheduler Cobalt at ALCF.
The simulator has been extensively validated with real system
traces listed in the well-known Parallel Workload Archive
[13], [33]–[35]. CQSim mimics the real-world job scheduling
environment: in a real HPC system, the scheduler receives
user job submissions during runtime; CQSim reads the job
submissions from workload traces. We extend CQSim by
implementing separate job queues to handle different types
of jobs. This improved tool allows us to explore various
design alternatives, such as different workload combinations
on different system configurations.

For workload fusion, we simulate a unified system com-
posed of 14,048 Intel KNL nodes (4, 360 + 9, 688). We
combine the two workloads based on job arrival times and feed
the combined workload into the unified system. Additionally,
we conduct extensive what-if analyses by reducing the system
size and investigating how this impacts both capability and
capacity jobs. To ensure fairness for different jobs on the
unified system, we use the widely adopted FCFS scheduling
with EASY backfilling for the workload fusion analysis.

For workload injection, we select various Cori sub-
workloads, including small-sized jobs and short-running jobs,
to investigate how the injection of these capacity jobs would
impact Theta’s workload. Cori sub-workloads are submitted
to the backfill queue based on their arrival times, and these
workloads are allocated for execution when idle resources are
available on Theta, following the backfill policy. We use the
capability scheduling policy WFP (described in Section II-B)
with EASY backfill for the workload injection analysis.

Metrics. We use the following scheduling metrics:
• Resource utilization is a system-centric scheduling met-

ric that measures the ratio of used compute nodes to the
total number of compute nodes in the system. It measures
how well the computing resource is utilized.

• Job wait time is a user-centric scheduling metric that
measures the elapsed time between job submission and
job start time. This metric directly measures the satisfac-
tion of users.

• Rescued resource is defined as the percentage of wasted
node-hours in a capability system utilized by additional
workloads. This metric measures how scheduling gaps
can be filled by incorporating additional capacity jobs.

V. WORKLOAD FUSION

Figure 5 shows the average resource utilization and variation
under workload fusion with varying sizes of the unified
system. Here, “100%” represents the original unified system
composed of 14, 048 nodes, while “90%” represents a unified
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Fig. 4: Average daily utilization of Theta and Cori in the year 2022.
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Fig. 6: Theta utilization is shown from bottom to top, and Cori
utilization is shown from top to bottom. The red horizontal line
marks the boundary between the two systems, with Theta’s re-
sources contributing approximately 31% to the unified system.
(a) Theta jobs benefit from the unified system, and (b) Cori
jobs benefit from the unified system.

system with 10% size reduction. As we gradually reduce the
system size, we observe an increase in system utilization of
up to 12%, reaching as high as 99.6% when the size of the
unified system is reduced by 20%. Moreover, we observe a
decrease in the variance of system utilization as the system
size decreases, suggesting that the system becomes saturated.

When co-scheduling the workloads on a unified system, the
idle resources from Theta and Cori can be utilized by diverse
jobs in the unified system. To gain a deep understanding of
this phenomenon, we present two case studies for a unified
system at full scale (100%) in Figure 6:

• Theta reached its peak capacity from 01/11/2022 to
01/29/2022, while Cori coincides with low utilization

during that period (Figure 6a). We can see that Theta
jobs contribute more than 31.2% to the utilization of the
unified system on some days between 2022/01/11 and
2022/01/19, indicating that the Theta jobs are utilizing
the idle resource of the Cori system.

• Cori experiences high demands of resources during
02/19/2022 - 03/26/2022, while Theta coincides with low
utilization during that same period (Figure 4). We observe
that, during this period, Cori jobs contributed more than
68.8% to the utilization of the unified system. This indi-
cates that during this period, Cori’s jobs are effectively
utilizing the idle resources of the Theta system.

Observation 4. The fusion of systems and workloads
provides opportunities for load balancing, enabling
mixed workloads to better utilize the integrated com-
puting resources for different tasks, ultimately leading
to greater efficiency in the unified system.

Observation 5. By consolidating various jobs within a
unified system, we can significantly reduce operational
expenses associated with infrastructure maintenance
and software management. Additionally, the unified
system can be downsized for further cost savings while
achieving higher resource utilization — more for less.

Next, we evaluate the impact of system size reduction on
job wait times in the unified system. Figure 7a and 7b show
the effect of workload fusion on job wait times under varying
system sizes. In the unified system(100%), the average job wait
time is significantly reduced compared to the silo case (i.e.,
the baseline). The average wait time for Theta jobs is reduced
from 6.28 to 3.3 hours (1.9X). Similarly, the average wait time
for Cori jobs is reduced from 0.6 to 0.31 hours (1.9X). This
reduction occurs because capability-predominant and capacity-
predominant workloads can utilize a larger pool of resources
in the unified system, thereby reducing the average job wait
time for both types of jobs.

When we reduce the unified system size to 90%, there is
no adverse impact on job wait time for either Theta or Cori
workloads compared to the baselines. This is encouraging in
terms of the cost-effectiveness of system integration. Accord-
ing to [36], the cost of a rack of 100 server nodes is about
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Fig. 7: Average job wait time under workload fusion. These
plots show the standard error with a 95% confidence interval.
This indicates that we are 95% confident the job wait times
fall within the confidence interval for each case.

$366,000. A 10% system reduction (1,400 nodes) could result
in at least $5 million (14× $366, 000) in savings for machine
procurement costs.

However, we observe a significant increase in job wait
time for both Theta and Cori when the unified system size
is reduced to 80%. Hence, capacity planning is crucial for
making informed decisions on reducing system size.

Observation 6. Integrating a variety of jobs within a
unified system significantly reduces job wait time — up
to twice as fast — leading to a substantial improvement
in user experience compared to the isolated scenario.

Observation 7. User experience, represented by job
wait time, remains unaffected when the unified system
is downsized by up to 10%. However, a more pro-
nounced impact on job wait time is observed when the
unified system is downsized by 20%.

We also delve deeper into the impacts on different categories
of jobs, such as job size and runtime, shown in Figure 8 (a)-
(d). As the size of the unified system is reduced, both Theta
and Cori jobs across all categories experience longer wait
times. For both workloads, smaller jobs are less sensitive to
changes in the size of the unified system, while larger jobs
are more affected. For instance, the average wait time for
Theta jobs requesting 128 nodes is approximately twice as
long in a system reduced to 80% of its capacity compared to
the full 100% capacity. However, the average wait time for
jobs requesting more than 1,024 nodes is around 40 times
longer! This is expected, as reducing the size of the unified
system lowers the likelihood that extremely large jobs would
be scheduled quickly, given the reduced available computing
capacity, while smaller jobs can still be backfilled. Similarly,
Cori jobs requesting no more than 128 nodes experience a wait
time twice as long when the unified system size is reduced to

80%. However, for Cori jobs requesting more than 128 nodes,
the wait time increases by 7.6 times.

When reducing the unified system size, Theta jobs with
longer job runtimes tend to have much longer wait times than
compared to shorter jobs. For example, Theta jobs, requesting
more than 250 minutes, experience more than 100 minutes
of wait time, while the average wait time is no more than 30
minutes for Theta jobs requesting 0 to 250 minutes of runtime.
This is because longer Theta jobs are typically larger, as shown
in Figure 3a. As a result, when the unified system shrinks,
these longer and larger jobs are more likely to experience
delays. Similarly, Cori jobs requesting more than 120 minutes
of runtime also face longer wait times than other jobs.

Observation 8. Jobs of varying sizes, whether capabil-
ity or capacity, exhibit different degrees of sensitivity
to changes in the size of the unified system. Typically,
smaller jobs are less sensitive to changes in system
size, while larger jobs are more affected by such
modifications.

Observation 9. Long-running jobs, whether capability
or capacity, are often large. Therefore, when the unified
system is reduced by more than 10%, these jobs tend
to experience significantly longer wait times compared
to shorter jobs.

This workload fusion analysis addresses Q1 and Q2 listed
in Section IV. First, workload fusion within a unified system
offers several advantages, including improved workload bal-
ancing, more efficient resource utilization, and reduced job
wait times. Additionally, by consolidating a variety of jobs on
a single platform, operational expenses such as infrastructure
maintenance and software management can be reduced, lead-
ing to cost savings. Second, a moderate reduction in the size
of the unified system, typically up to 10%, can be achieved
without compromising computational capabilities for various
jobs with diverse computing requirements.

VI. WORKLOAD INJECTION

As shown in Figure 4, the capability-predominant system,
Theta, has lower utilization with higher variance than Cori.
Here we examine how to effectively boost the resource uti-
lization of the capability system by leveraging Cori jobs.
Specifically, we conduct two injection case studies:

1) Injection of small-sized jobs. Given that the minimum
job allocation size on Theta is 128 compute nodes and
any unused allocation is wasted, we select Cori jobs with
a size of 128 nodes or fewer and inject them onto Theta
based on their arrival times.

2) Injection of short-running jobs. We select Cori jobs
with runtimes of 30 minutes or less and inject them
onto Theta based on their arrival times. The goal is
to leverage these short-running Cori jobs to fill the
temporal scheduling gaps on Theta.
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Fig. 8: Average job wait times of different job types in the unified system. The standard error with a 95% confidence interval
is shown, indicating that we are 95% confident the job wait times fall within the interval for each case.

TABLE II: Injection of Cori jobs onto Theta. W1-W3 comprise
small-sized Cori jobs, while W4-W6 consist of short-running
Cori jobs. Since Theta contains 4,360 nodes, we limit the
selection of jobs in W4-W6 to 4,096 nodes.

Job size (nodes) Job runtime (min) Job counts
W1 ≤ 128 ≤ 30 521,574
W2 ≤ 128 ≤ 45 629,475
W3 ≤ 128 ≤ 60 803,285
W4 ≤ 4096 ≤ 10 133,914
W5 ≤ 4096 ≤ 29 268,959
W6 ≤ 4096 ≤ 30 528,243

Baseline W1 W2 W3 W4 W5 W60.0
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Fig. 9: Theta utilization (mean and standard deviation) under
different workload injection cases. The baseline is the case
without workload injection.

For both case studies, the injected Cori jobs are treated as
backfilled jobs scheduled to fill spatial or temporal scheduling
holes on the capability system Theta.

Table II lists six different Cori workloads used in the
injection analysis. Workloads W1-W3 are used for the small-

sized injection analysis, whereas W4-W6 are used for the
short-running injection analysis. Workload W5 is chosen due
to a significant difference in the number of jobs completed
within 29 and 30 minutes, with the latter being twice as many.

Figure 9 presents the resource utilization of Theta after
the injection of different workloads. The average resource
utilization shows varying improvements under different in-
jected Cori workloads. For example, in the baseline scenario
without injected Cori workload, the average utilization of
Theta is approximately 77%. When we inject the Cori work-
load W1, the average utilization increases by 7%, reaching
84%. This demonstrates Theta’s capability to utilize small-
sized, short-running capacity jobs to address temporal and
spatial allocation gaps, thereby enhancing resource efficiency.
From W1 to W3, where more small-sized jobs are injected,
and from W4 to W6, where more short-running jobs are
injected, we observe higher system utilization. This suggests
that the capability system effectively utilizes small-sized or
short-running capacity jobs to address its temporal and spatial
allocation gaps.

Next, we study the impacts of workload injection in terms
of rescued resource, which directly measures the percentage
of idle resources utilized by the newly injected capacity
jobs on the capability system Theta. The results are shown
in Figure 10. Daily rescued resource ranges between zero
and close to 100%, influenced by allocation holes and the
availability of capacity jobs. It is interesting to note that in
both cases of small-sized injection and short-running injection,
Cori jobs can opportunistically utilize the idle resources on
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Fig. 10: Rescued resource, percentage of wasted node-hours on Theta being utilized by capacity jobs, under workload injection.
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Fig. 11: Job wait time of Theta workload under workload
injection. ”B” stands for baseline, which represents the case
without workload injection. These plots display the standard
error with a 95% confidence interval.

Theta, approaching 100% on a number of days. In the case
of injecting small-sized jobs, we observe a gradual increase in
the rescued resource metric from W1 to W3. Conversely, when
injecting short-running jobs, we notice a drastic increase in the
rescued resource metric from W4 to W6. It’s worth noting that
the number of short-running jobs increases by almost 4X from
W4 to W6, while the number of small-sized jobs moderately
increases by about 1.5X from W1 to W3.

Figure 11 depicts job wait times under various job injection
scenarios. It is important to note that the injected Cori jobs
are treated as backfill jobs. While backfill jobs do not directly
affect the reserved Theta jobs, they may obstruct Theta jobs
arriving after the backfill process. Consequently, Theta jobs
experience extended wait times when additional capacity jobs
are injected. We aim to quantify the extent to which workload
injection contributes to this effect. It is observed that the

average job wait time gradually increases with more capacity
jobs injected, both in cases of small-sized and short-running
job injections. The impact ranges from around 3% to 14%,
namely 1.8 - 8.4 minutes.

Observation 10. Both small-sized and short-running
capacity jobs can effectively utilize the idle computing
resources in the capability system Theta, thereby im-
proving its resource utilization. As more capacity jobs
are injected into Theta, they can address temporal and
spatial allocation gaps more effectively. Cori’s small-
sized and short-running jobs can help Theta approach
full utilization on multiple days.

Observation 11. Adding extra capacity jobs on Theta
impacts the average wait time of Theta jobs,with the
degree of impact depending on the types of injected
jobs. The impact may be minor, for example, not more
than 7%, even when more than half a million capacity
jobs are integrated into Theta.

Figure 12 presents the impacts on various categories of
Theta jobs concerning job size and runtime. When injecting
small-sized jobs (W1-W2, adding approximately 1,500 extra
jobs to Theta daily), we observe a notable impact on large-
sized (1k+ job size) or long-running (runtime larger than 8.3
hours) Theta jobs, resulting in a wait time increase of over
10%. However, certain Theta jobs, such as 128-node jobs or
those with runtimes less than 4.17 hours, experience reduced
wait times. For instance, Theta jobs lasting less than 2 hours
experienced reduced wait times by up to 8.43% when injecting
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Fig. 12: Job wait time of Theta workload categorized by job runtime and job size under workload injection. These plots show
the standard error with a 95% confidence interval.

Cori jobs consisting of 1-128 nodes with runtimes of less
than 45 minutes (i.e., W1 and W2). Our analysis suggests
that this phenomenon occurs because backfilling Cori jobs
may delay the arrival of large-sized Theta jobs, as depicted
in Figure 12(a). As a result, when a large-sized Theta job
experiences a delay and reserves its resources, smaller Theta
jobs (such as 128-node Theta jobs) can take advantage of this
gap in scheduling, leading to a reduction in the average job
wait time. We also observe that injecting a large number of
small-sized Cori jobs (W3) can result in longer job wait times
for all categories of Theta jobs. It’s worth noting that W3
comprises over 800K jobs, translating to an average addition
of over 2,200 Cori jobs into Theta per day.

Observation 12. Capability jobs on Theta, with varying
sizes and runtimes, respond differently to the injection
of capacity jobs. Small-sized jobs (1-128 nodes) from
Cori, with runtimes not exceeding 45 minutes, gener-
ally have negligible or minimal effects on the wait times
of most Theta jobs, except for those that are large-
sized (exceeding 1,000 nodes) or long-running (over
8.3 hours). However, large-sized jobs or those with long
runtimes experience a wait time increase of over 10%.

Observation 13. Injecting short-running capacity jobs,
lasting less than 30 minutes, regardless of their size
(ranging from 1 to 4,096 nodes), generally results in
minimal or insignificant changes in job wait times
across all categories of Theta jobs. Compared to in-
jecting small-sized jobs, we find that injecting short-
running capacity jobs with runtimes of less than 30
minutes is more advantageous in minimizing resource
waste and reducing the impact on existing capability
jobs within the Theta system.

In the case of injecting short-running jobs (W4-W6), we
observe that the injection of W4 or W5 has no or only a
minor impact on the job wait time of any Theta jobs, regardless
of their sizes or runtimes. Notably, these workload injections
result in hundreds of capacity jobs of size 1-4,096 being added
to Theta daily. However, injecting W6 could lead to over a
10% increase in wait time for Theta jobs, particularly for large-

sized, long-running jobs.
Our analysis has addressed Q3 and Q4 listed in Section IV.

First, a capability system can leverage additional capacity
jobs to fill its temporal and spatial allocation gaps, enhancing
resource utilization. The injection of small-sized or short-
running capacity jobs can contribute to the efficiency of the
capability system. Second, strategically selecting capacity jobs
to fill scheduling gaps is crucial for optimizing performance.
In our case study, we find that injecting short-running jobs,
rather than small-sized ones, is more beneficial. Short-running
jobs of less than 30 minutes cause either no impact or only
minor increases in the wait time of Theta jobs, irrespective of
job size or runtime.

VII. CONCLUSION

Traditionally, capability-predominant and capacity-
predominant workloads are scheduled and managed on
separate computer clusters. These silos in the computing
ecosystem have created barriers, leading to challenges
such as resource underutilization, load imbalance, and cost
inefficiency. Recognizing the limitations of siloed computing
paradigms (capability vs capacity), we have explored the
potential benefits and impacts that could be unlocked by
creating a unified computing infrastructure.

We first characterized two representative computing work-
loads: capability-predominant and capacity-predominant, from
production systems. Subsequently, we presented two inte-
gration analyses: (i) workload fusion, focusing on deploy-
ing a unified system for accommodating both capability-
predominant and capacity-predominant workloads, and (ii)
workload injection, leveraging capacity workloads to enhance
resource utilization of the capability platform. Our trace-based
integration analysis provided valuable insights into the poten-
tial scheduling and cost-effectiveness benefits of strategically
integrating capability-predominant and capacity-predominant
workloads.

We will open-source the software and data utilized in this
study. We hope our study encourages HPC researchers to
promote unified computing in the community.
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