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Abstract
The collaborative efforts of large communities in science experiments, often
comprising thousands of global members, reflect a monumental commitment
to exploration and discovery. Recently, advanced and complex data processing
has gained increasing importance in science experiments. Data processing work-
flows typically consist of multiple intricate steps, and the precise specification of
resource requirements is crucial for each step to allocate optimal resources for
effective processing. Estimating resource requirements in advance is challenging
due to a wide range of analysis scenarios, varying skill levels among commu-
nity members, and the continuously increasing spectrum of computing options.
One practical approach to mitigate these challenges involves initially processing
a subset of each step to measure precise resource utilization from actual process-
ing profiles before completing the entire step. While this two-staged approach
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enables processing on optimal resources for most of the workflow, it has draw-
backs such as initial inaccuracies leading to potential failures and suboptimal
resource usage, along with overhead from waiting for initial processing comple-
tion, which is critical for fast-turnaround analyses.
In this context, our study introduces a novel pipeline of machine learning mod-
els within a comprehensive workflow management system, the Production and
Distributed Analysis (PanDA) system. These models employ advanced machine
learning techniques to predict key resource requirements, overcoming challenges
posed by limited upfront knowledge of characteristics at each step. Accurate fore-
casts of resource requirements enable informed and proactive decision-making
in workflow management, enhancing the efficiency of handling diverse, complex
workflows across heterogeneous resources.

Keywords: Resource Prediction, Workflow Management, Computational Efficiency,
Scout Jobs, PanDA System, Resource Allocation, High-Performance Computing
(HPC), Scientific Workflows, Distributed Computing, Multi-Class Classification,
Data-Driven Resource Management

1 Introduction
The collaborative efforts of large scientific communities, facilitated by sophisticated
workflow management frameworks like the Production and Distributed Analysis
(PanDA) system [1], have demonstrated an enduring commitment to exploration
and discovery. PanDA was originally developed to meet the extensive demands of
the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [2] data processing ecosystem, specifically being
successfully proven for the ATLAS experiment [3] for almost two decades. It has
effectively managed the complexities associated with data (re)processing, detector
simulation, and physics analysis across a global network spanning approximately two
hundred computing centers across forty countries. PanDA has adeptly supported
a wide range of scientific applications and workflows, encompassing several billion
hours of annual computing usage, thousands of scientists engaged in remote data
analysis, and processing volumes exceeding the exabyte scale. PanDA’s adaptability
to emerging computing technologies has seamlessly integrated resources from the
Worldwide LHC Computing Grid (WLCG) [4], volunteer computing initiatives,
high-performance computing (HPC) environments, leadership computing facilities
(LCFs) [5, 6], and commercial clouds. Its scalability and versatility position PanDA
as an efficient solution for a variety of exabyte-scale scientific communities beyond
high-energy physics, including applications at the Vera C. Rubin Observatory [7].

Recently, advanced and complex data processing has gained increasing impor-
tance in science experiments. Managing the escalating complexity of data processing
workflows, presents challenges in precise resource allocation and optimal utilization.
Estimating these requirements in advance is particularly challenging due to a wide
range of analysis scenarios, varying expertise levels across communities, and the
continuously increasing spectrum of computing options. To address these challenges,
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PanDA has employed a two-staged processing of workflow steps, where a subset of
each step is initially processed to measure precise resource utilization from actual
processing profiles before completing the entire step. This two-staged approach
optimizes resource usage for most of the workflow, though it introduces initial inaccu-
racies that can lead to operational failures and suboptimal resource usage. Moreover,
the associated overhead of waiting for initial processing completion poses critical
constraints, particularly in contexts requiring rapid analysis turnaround times. Our
research focuses on integrating advanced machine learning techniques within PanDA
to predict and optimize key resource requirements, thereby eliminating the need for
the two-staged approach. Our models overcome challenges stemming from limited
upfront knowledge about step characteristics in complex workflows. They enable
informed, proactive decision-making in workflow management and significantly
enhance operational efficiency across diverse resources.

This paper begins by outlining the existing two-staged approach for estimating
resource requirements, highlighting its issues. Subsequently, we introduce our machine
learning-based solution and detail its implementation. This is followed by deploy-
ment in a test environment which mimics ATLAS production. Finally, we discuss the
implications of our approach and its potential broader applications.

2 PanDA Workflow Management System Overview
Data processing workflows in PanDA are organized hierarchically into multiple steps
with well-defined topological relationships. As illustrated in Figure. 1, a workflow
represents a scientific objective that is decomposed into intermediate stages, referred to
as workloads. Examples of such objectives include searches for new particles, detector
calibration in high-dimensional parameter spaces, and large-scale data processing for
experimental collaborations.

Workloads within a workflow correspond to software applications that utilize com-
puting resources to achieve one of these intermediate steps. In PanDA, workloads are
represented by Tasks, which are further divided into Jobs. Jobs are the smallest exe-
cutable entities and run independently in parallel, each processing a subset of input
files to produce corresponding outputs. Resource requirements such as CPU cores,
I/O intensity, memory usage, and wall time may differ across Tasks, reflecting the
heterogeneity of the underlying computations.

The computing landscape available to PanDA encompasses a broad spectrum of
resources, including the WLCG, volunteer computing initiatives, HPC environments,
LCFs, commercial clouds, and emerging services such as superfacility API and Func-
tion as a Service platforms. Each environment offers distinct advantages, operational
natures, and constraints.

Central to PanDA’s resource allocation is the Brokerage component, a decision-
making engine that assigns adapted resources to each Job based on its specific
requirements. The Brokerage ensures efficient execution of workflows by matching
Jobs to the most suitable resources available across the distributed infrastructure.
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Fig. 1: Representation of a basic workflow example composed of a sequence of
workloads that depend on the previous step [1]. Each workload is divided into jobs,
which process an input data subset (e.g. a set of input files) and generate an output
data subset (e.g. one output file). The output data of one workload is fed as input
into the next workload in the sequence.

This adaptability and scalability have enabled PanDA to support a wide range of
scientific applications and workflows, making it an efficient solution for exabyte-scale
data processing in high-energy physics and beyond.

3 Challenges in Resource Estimation and Motivation
for Machine Learning

Despite the Brokerage’s sophisticated matchmaking, a key obstacle is that resource
requirements for each Job are not known in advance. This uncertainty arises from
the diversity of analysis scenarios, the varying expertise levels among community
members, and the rapidly evolving spectrum of computing options.

To address this, PanDA has traditionally employed a two-staged processing
approach for each Task. Initially, a subset of Jobs, known as Scout Jobs, is exe-
cuted to empirically measure resource utilization. The results from these Scout Jobs
inform the resource allocation for the remaining Jobs in the Task, aiming to optimize
resource usage and minimize failures.

However, this two-staged approach presents several notable drawbacks:
• Resource Misallocation: Initial uncertainties about resource requirements can

lead to misallocation for Scout Jobs, resulting in failures or inefficient usage.
• Operational Overhead: The necessity to wait for Scout Job completion intro-

duces significant overhead, especially problematic for analyses requiring rapid
turnaround.

• Limited Scalability: As workflows grow in complexity and scale, the inefficien-
cies and delays associated with Scout Jobs become increasingly pronounced.
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Fig. 2: Completion of scout jobs per Task.

The histogram in Figure 2 reveals that while the majority of Scout Jobs are com-
pleted within a relatively short time frame, a non-negligible tail exists: out of hundreds
of thousands, a few thousand jobs require more than 150 hours to complete. These
outliers can significantly impact the overall turnaround time for large-scale analyses.
To overcome these limitations, our objective is to develop machine learning models
capable of accurately predicting resource requirements at the outset, thereby eliminat-
ing the need for Scout Jobs and their associated inefficiencies. The key challenges in
this approach include the limited availability of task-specific information early in the
workflow and the necessity to leverage a restricted feature set for initial predictions.

Our research aims to achieve the following:
• Optimize resource management and task completion times by using precise pre-

dictive models for memory, CPU time, and I/O, walltime reducing the need for
Scout Jobs.

• Establish a feedback loop within the machine learning pipeline, where predictions
are continuously refined based on actual Job performance, iteratively improving
estimation accuracy.

• Evaluate and compare the performance of our machine learning models against
existing methods, demonstrating potential enhancements in operational efficiency
within real-world scientific experiments.

4 Machine Learning-Based Predictive Resource
Management

We now present our machine learning-based solution for predictive resource man-
agement in the PanDA workflow system. This section outlines the dataset utilized,
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available features for early-stage prediction, critical target variables for efficient work-
flow execution, data preprocessing for discretization into distinct classes, the design of
our classification-based prediction pipeline, and the evaluation methodology employed.

4.1 Data, Features, Target Variables, and Preprocessing
Our study leverages four years of operational data from the PanDA Workflow Man-
agement System, comprising 4M successful task executions. The dataset includes a
diverse set of features available at the time of task submission, enabling resource
prediction even before Scout Job initialization.

The dataset contains features like PROCESSINGTYPE specifying the processing
such as derivation and simulation, FRAMEWORK indicates software environment such
as Athena and AthSimulation, and NCORE details the parallelism configuration
(single or multi-core usage). Additionally, workload scale is characterized by NINPUT
(the total number of unique input file sets), NFILES (the number of files within those
file sets), and NEVENTS (the total number of events to be processed). These features
are selected as they are reliably available prior to Scout Job execution and have
demonstrated predictive value for downstream resource utilization.

Our predictive framework is designed to accurately estimate four key resource
metrics from actual job profiles, providing robust targets for efficient workflow
management. For each metric—RAM Allocation, CPU Time, I/O Intensity, and
Walltime—we compute representative values based on execution profiles from real
jobs, using established computational procedures. This ensures that resource predic-
tions are firmly anchored in empirical job performance and are appropriately tailored
to the requirements of subsequent workflow steps. The definitions of our four target
variables are given as follows.

• RAM Allocation (RAMCOUNT): Per-core memory requirement for each job is
computed as

ramCount = max
(

maxPSS − baseRamCount
coreCount × margin, minRamCount

)
(1)

where maxPSS is the peak resident set size, baseRamCount is a baseline off-
set, coreCount is the number of CPU cores, and margin (default 10) and
minRamCount are configurable safety parameters. The 75th percentile of scout
job ramCount is used to estimate expected memory usage for subsequent jobs.

• CPU Time (CPUTIME): The expected CPU time per event is estimated using

cpuTime =
max

(
0, endTime − startTime − baseTime

)
× corePower

nEvents
× coreCount × cpuEfficiency × 1.5 (2)
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where corePower is the HS06 rating of the resource, cpuEfficiency defaults
to 90%, and nEvents is the total number of events. To ensure reliability, we use
the 95th percentile of cpuTime from scout jobs with at least 10× coreCount
events or jobs longer than 6 hours.

• I/O Intensity (IOINTENSITY): This metric quantifies the data throughput as
the ratio of total input and output data size to execution time, providing insight
into the job’s impact on storage and network resources.

• Walltime (WALLTIME): The estimated walltime for a job is

walltime = cpuTime × nEvents
C × P × cpuEfficiency + baseTime (3)

where nEvents is the number of events, C and P are configuration parameters,
and cpuEfficiency is as above. The estimated walltime must be between
predefined mintime and maxtime values at the queue.

The raw distributions of the four primary target variables are highly skewed
and span several orders of magnitude, as shown in Figure 3. Such variability poses
challenges for direct regression and robust resource allocation. To address this, we
discretize each target variable into a small number of well-defined classes, transform-
ing the prediction task into a multi-class classification problem. For example, RAM
Count, CPU Time, and Walltime are binned into categories labeled as Bin 1, Bin 2,
Bin 3, and so forth, according to quantiles or operationally meaningful thresholds,
while I/O Intensity is stratified into High and Low classes. This transformation, illus-
trated in Figure 4, not only mitigates the impact of extreme values but also aligns
predictions with the decision-making requirements of the PanDA brokerage system,
which operates on discrete resource allocation tiers. By converting continuous resource
metrics into classes, our models are better equipped to provide actionable and reli-
able guidance for workflow scheduling and resource provisioning. Table 1 provides an
overview of each predictive model, indicating the corresponding target variable and
the number of classes used for classification.

Model Predicted Target Number of Classes

Model 1 RAM Classification (RAMCOUNT) 4
Model 2 CPU Time Classification (CPUTIME) 5
Model 3 I/O Intensity Classification (IOINTENSITY) 2
Model 4 Walltime Classification (WALLTIME) 5

Table 1: Classification models and their associated target variables.
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Fig. 3: Distributions of key resource metrics across all tasks: (a) RAM usage, (b)
CPU time, (c) I/O intensity, and (d) Walltime. Both axes are log-scaled to highlight
the heavy-tailed nature of these resource requirements.

4.2 Model Architecture and Training
The predictive framework employs a hybrid neural network architecture designed to
handle heterogeneous workflow metadata. Categorical features (e.g., PROCESSINGTYPE,
FRAMEWORK) are encoded using adaptive embedding layers, where the embedding
dimension scales logarithmically with feature cardinality,

embed_dim = min (32, ⌊log2(v)⌋ + 1) ,

where v denotes the number of unique values in the feature (formula designed for
this study) Numerical features are directly incorporated into the model. All processed
inputs are concatenated and passed through a stack of dense layers (256, 128, and 64
units) with L2 regularization (λ = 10−4), batch normalization [8, 9], and progressive
dropout (40%, 30%, 30%).

For training and evaluation, the dataset is split into training/validation (85%) and
test (15%) partitions using stratified sampling to preserve the class distribution of the
target variable [10]. The model is trained on mini-batches of 256 samples, with class
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Fig. 4: Distributions of discretized resource classes: (a) RAM Count, (b) CPU Time,
(c) I/O Intensity and (d) Walltime. The class-based representation enables robust
multi-class classification and aligns with operational resource allocation strategies.

weights applied to address class imbalance in the target labels [11]. Early stopping is
employed, monitoring validation accuracy with a patience of four epochs, and the best
model weights are restored to prevent overfitting. Training is terminated immediately
if any numerical instability (e.g., NaN loss) is detected. Optimization is performed
using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 5 × 10−5 [12]. For multi-class classi-
fication tasks, sparse categorical cross-entropy loss is used, while binary cross-entropy
is applied for binary targets. This configuration ensures stable convergence and robust
generalization across diverse workflow types.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics and Model Performance
To comprehensively assess model performance, we report a combination of standard
metrics suited to both binary and multiclass classification problems. Overall accu-
racy quantifies the proportion of correctly classified instances and provides a basic
indicator of prediction reliability. However, because our resource classification tasks
involve substantial class imbalance, we present additional metrics that offer a more
granular evaluation [13–15].
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Table 2 details the precision, recall, and F1-score for each individual class of
every model [13]. These classwise metrics, together with their macro and micro aggre-
gations summarized in Table 3, help elucidate both overall trends and individual class
performance. For multiclass tasks, metrics are reported for each resource consumption
bin, while the binary I/O intensity model reports for both "low" and "high" classes.

Model Class Precision Recall F1-score
Model 1 bin1 0.74 0.95 0.83

bin2 0.99 0.86 0.92
bin3 0.52 0.90 0.66
bin4 0.35 0.92 0.50

Model 2 bin1 0.97 0.92 0.94
bin2 0.90 0.91 0.91
bin3 0.46 0.60 0.52
bin4 0.40 0.69 0.51
bin5 0.90 0.64 0.75

Model 3 low 0.96 0.94 0.95
high 0.92 0.95 0.94

Model 4 bin1 1.00 0.93 0.96
bin2 0.50 0.91 0.64
bin3 0.80 0.77 0.78
bin4 0.75 0.87 0.80
bin5 0.77 0.85 0.81

Table 2: Precision, recall, and f1-score for each
class and model.

Model Classes Accuracy Macro F1 ROC-AUC∗ PR-AUC∗

Model 1 4 0.88 0.73 0.98 0.96
Model 2 5 0.86 0.73 0.99 0.95
Model 3 2 0.94 0.94 0.99 0.98
Model 4 5 0.91 0.80 0.99 0.97
∗Micro-average AUC for multiclass models

Table 3: Summary of Model Performance Across Resource Prediction
Tasks

To further evaluate discriminative capability, we use the area under the receiver
operating characteristic curve (ROC-AUC), with micro-averaged values provided in
Table 3. In the multiclass context, this gives a global view of the model’s ability to
separate all classes across threshold settings. Figure 5 shows the ROC curves for all
models, visually demonstrating the quality of classification boundaries throughout the
resource estimation pipeline. For binary classification tasks, including the I/O inten-
sity model, the ROC curve provides insight into the model’s performance independent
of class distribution [15]. Table 3 summarizes the overall quantitative outcomes.

Model 1 (RAM classification) attains 88% accuracy and macro F1 of 0.73, with
a high ROC-AUC of 0.98. Notably, classwise results in Table 2 indicate the model
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(a) Model 1: RAM Classification (b) Model 2: CPU Time Classification

(c) Model 3: I/O Intensity (Binary) (d) Model 4: Walltime Classification

Fig. 5: Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves for all models. (a) Model
1: Multi-class ROC curves for RAM classification. (b) Model 2: Multi-class ROC
curves for CPU time classification. (c) Model 3: Binary ROC curve for I/O intensity
classification. (d) Model 4: Multi-class ROC curves for walltime classification. Micro-
average AUC is shown for multiclass models.

achieves especially strong recall in bin1 (0.95) and bin4 (0.92). Model 2 (CPU time
classification) matches this overall performance, with 86% accuracy, macro F1 of
0.73, and ROC-AUC of 0.99; the lowest per-class F1 scores (bin3: 0.52, bin4: 0.51)
are due to class rarity but remain operationally useful. Model 3, a binary classifier
for I/O intensity, obtains 94% accuracy and macro F1 of 0.94, along with a near-
perfect ROC-AUC of 0.99. Both “low” and “high” I/O intensity classes are identified
robustly, as confirmed by the ROC curve in Figure 5c. For Model 4 (walltime
classification), accuracy reaches 91% with macro F1 of 0.80 and ROC-AUC of 0.99,
indicating uniformly high performance across the five prediction bins.
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All metrics are evaluated on held-out test sets comprising 15% of the data, and
model selection is guided by validation set performance and class-weighted loss to
mitigate data imbalance [14]. As shown in Figure 5, the ROC curves further demon-
strate the ability of each model to distinguish target classes across threshold settings,
with consistently strong micro-average AUC values underscoring high discriminative
effectiveness.
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5 System Integration and Workflow Impact
We have developed a custom service-oriented architecture for integrating machine
learning–driven resource prediction into the PanDA workload management system.
The architecture is currently being evaluated in a dedicated test environment that
closely replicates production conditions, enabling thorough validation with realistic
scientific workloads. As shown in Figure 6, machine learning components are exposed
as microservices within the workflow, deployed in containers to ensure consistent
and reproducible execution. This approach facilitates automated resource prediction,
precise scheduling, and streamlined workflow progression, with results from the test
environment informing future production deployment.

5.1 Integrated Pipeline Evaluation for PanDA Brokerage
To quantify the effectiveness of our integrated solution, the PanDA brokerage sys-
tem employs four predictive models that operate concurrently, providing real-time
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resource allocation estimates for incoming tasks. Assessing the overall system per-
formance requires joint evaluation metrics that capture the collective contributions
and interactions of these models within the broader workflow. Such an approach
enables a holistic understanding of how the predictive ensemble drives improvements
in scheduling accuracy, resource utilization, and workflow efficiency [13]. This inte-
grated evaluation informs future refinements and will guide deployment in the full
production environment.

Pipeline Accuracy Calculation
We assess end-to-end performance using the exact-match (subset) accuracy metric,
a standard in multi-label and multi-output classification for demanding applications
such as high-performance computing and large-scale workload management [16, 17].
Subset accuracy measures the proportion of tasks for which all model outputs simul-
taneously match their ground truth, providing a stringent indicator of overall system
reliability. Formally, pipeline accuracy A is defined as:

A = 1
N

N∑
i=1

I [yi,1 = ŷi,1 ∧ yi,2 = ŷi,2 ∧ yi,3 = ŷi,3 ∧ yi,4 = ŷi,4]

where N is the number of samples, yi,j and ŷi,j are the true and predicted labels for
task j on sample i, and I(·) is the indicator function.

To provide a broader view of system usability in production, we also report partial
accuracy metrics—the proportion of samples for which at least k out of four predic-
tions are correct. These metrics are useful when partial success is valuable for fail-over
or fallback strategies, or when system degradation needs to be quantified. Table 4
summarizes the strict and partial accuracy results on our test environment for about
~100,000 tasks, reported as percentages.

Metric Accuracy (%)
At least 1/4 correct 99.8
At least 2/4 correct 97.9
At least 3/4 correct 89.1
At least 4/4 correct 57.4

Table 4: Pipeline accuracy and par-
tial accuracy metrics on the test set
(%).

Average Pipeline Accuracy
Beyond strict exact-match accuracy, we compute the average pipeline accuracy, where
each of the four model outputs is considered as an equally weighted contributor to
the overall performance. This metric, defined as the mean of the individual model
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accuracies, provides a more lenient and interpretable summary of typical model
behavior [17, 18].

Formally, let the accuracy of model j be denoted by Aj . The average pipeline
accuracy Ā is then defined as

Ā = 1
4

4∑
j=1

Aj

where each Aj is measured on approximately 100,000 tasks. For our pipeline, this
results in

Ā = 80.5 + 85.8 + 93.9 + 83.9
4 = 86.03%

Thus, the average pipeline accuracy reflects the expected probability that an individ-
ual model prediction within the pipeline is correct, under the assumption that all four
resource prediction tasks are equally important.

Operational Metrics
For practical deployment and robust evaluation of the pipeline, we recommend track-
ing several summary metrics that capture both strict and relaxed perspectives on
performance:

• Joint Prediction Success Rate: The proportion of cases where all four tasks
are predicted correctly (57.4%). This offers a strict measure of overall pipeline
accuracy.

• Average Model Accuracy: The mean accuracy across the four individual
models (86.03%), providing a view of typical per-task correctness.

• At-Least-One-Correct Rate: The percentage of cases where at least one model
produces a correct prediction (99.8%), relevant for scenarios allowing partial
credit or fallback.

Taken together, these metrics provide a transparent and comprehensive assess-
ment of the pipeline, characterizing both all-or-nothing success and relaxed, real-world
fallback behavior. This framework supplies a robust and interpretable operational
baseline under the assumption of model independence.

5.2 Performance Benchmark and Workflow Impact
The integration of machine learning into the PanDA workflow system delivers trans-
formative performance improvements. With sub-second inference latency, the ML
pipeline achieves an orders-of-magnitude speedup over the traditional Scout-based
approach, which required hours of task execution to estimate resource needs.

Table 5 summarizes the key performance metrics:

Metric ML Pipeline Traditional Scout

Average Prediction Time (per task) < 1 second ≈ 7 hours

Table 5: Performance comparison between the ML-driven pipeline
and traditional Scout-based approach.
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This leap in performance fundamentally transforms workflow scheduling and
execution in PanDA, enabling:

• Parallel prediction capability: All four classification models generate predic-
tions simultaneously within a single inference pass, ensuring efficient, per-task
decision making at scale.

• Dynamic, just-in-time resource allocation: Real-time predictions facilitate
prompt provisioning of CPU, memory, and I/O capacities, optimizing system
responsiveness.

• Enhanced scheduling flexibility: Near-instantaneous predictions allow for
opportunistic job scheduling on transient or heterogeneous resources.

• Support for advanced workflow patterns: The ML-driven system enables
sophisticated workflow dynamics, including real-time resource negotiation and
dynamic parameter tuning—both of which were previously impractical using
static estimation methods.

The ML-integrated pipeline has been successfully tested in test environment, exe-
cuting thousands of tasks with high service availability and reliability across diverse
computing platforms. This signals a paradigm shift from static, latency-bound esti-
mation mechanisms to a robust, agile, and learning-driven resource management
framework that is scalable and well-suited for the future demands of distributed
scientific computing.

6 Conclusion
This work introduces a comprehensive machine learning pipeline for dynamic resource
prediction and allocation within the PanDA brokerage system. The pipeline demon-
strates robust predictive capabilities across key resource types—including memory
usage, CPU time, I/O intensity, and walltime—successfully distinguishing between
diverse resource demand profiles.

Evaluation of the integrated solution confirms strong end-to-end performance,
with consistent alignment of predictions across all models for a substantial fraction
of tasks. Individual components maintain high accuracy overall, and the system com-
monly provides at least one correct prediction per task, ensuring practical reliability.

Deploying this pipeline in PanDA will result in significant operational gains,
transforming resource assignment from a two-stage process with a delay into a
seamless, single-step operation without latency. This advancement supports reliable,
high-throughput computing and more efficient use of large-scale resources, marking
an important step forward for intelligent workload management.

Looking forward, several research directions could further enhance this approach.
Integrating clustering of specific task attributes and incorporating domain-specific
knowledge could enhance the adaptability and precision of resource prediction. Estab-
lishing feedback-driven model refinement could continuously improve performance
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through systematic retraining based on operational outcomes. Additionally, explor-
ing transfer learning across diverse scientific workflows could make these models more
versatile, while reducing the need for extensive retraining. Pursuing these avenues will
help develop more adaptive, efficient, and broadly applicable solutions for intelligent
resource management in data-intensive computing environments.
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