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ABSTRACT

Integrated development environments (IDEs) are prevalent code-
writing and debugging tools. However, they have yet to be widely
adopted for launching machine learning (ML) experiments. This
work aims to fill this gap by introducing JetTrain, an IDE-integrated
tool that delegates specific tasks from an IDE to remote computa-
tional resources. A user can write and debug code locally and then
seamlessly run it remotely using on-demand hardware. We argue
that this approach can lower the entry barrier for ML training prob-
lems and increase experiment throughput.
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1 INTRODUCTION

One of the core parts of a machine learning workflow is training.
Training is adjusting model internal parameters (like weights in
a neural network) to minimize errors in predictions or decisions.
Multiple training runs form an experiment that checks some hy-
pothesis about a model improvement.

Training or fine-tuning modern machine learning models re-
quires complex hardware, especially in the LLM era [4]. Thus, ML
engineers use various computational resources for code writing
and experiment launching. This leads to overcomplicated ML ex-
perimentation tools requiring context switching [8].

This work proposes a novel IDE-integrated approach to launch-
ing ML experiments called JetTrain. We hypothesize that it can
lower the entry barrier for users familiar with IDE and decrease
the adverse effects of context switching. We overview existing in-
terfaces for launching ML experiments in Section 2. Our approach
is introduced in Section 3, and the challenges are discussed in Sec-
tion 4.
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2 MOTIVATION

There are multiple interfaces to launch ML experiments on remote
hardware. In this section, we discuss widely adopted approaches
and highlight their advantages and limitations.

Secure Shell (SSH) connection to rented virtual machines (VMs)
or on-premise servers is the most straightforward approach to launch
experiments. An ML engineer should install all required libraries,
download data, and run a locally prepared code. Using remote de-
velopment features in an IDE for these purposes is even possible.
Nonetheless, this approach exhibits limited scalability and is inef-
fective in cost.

Jupyter Notebooks provide complete control over code execu-
tion; they are highly customizable and integrated with IDE. Note-
books are great for analysts and data scientists due to their rich
visualization features. Nevertheless, code in notebooks is usually
poorly reproducible, testable, and hard to deploy [7]. Another prob-
lem is that notebooks are not designed to ensure efficient hardware
utilization and are ineffective in cost.

Pipeline Tools, including but not limited to KF Pipelines [2],
Ray [6], Metaflow [9], and others, primarily facilitate the produc-
tionalization of processes but lacks debug functionality. These tools
require ML engineers to adjust their code to specific frameworks,
raising the entry barrier. Not every experiment reaches production;
these tools bring production complexities into the experimentation
stage, possibly reducing the number of experiments.

Task Scheduling Tools, such as SkyPilot [11], DStack [3], Mo-
saicML [10], and others, are the last but not least group in our
overview. ML engineers do not need to change an existing code;
they can write a YAML configuration and run an experiment with
a CLI interface. YAML with CLI interface is questionable for the
experimentation scenario because it lacks remote debugging, ter-
minal, and other IDE-provided features.

Each tool in the list has specific advantages and limitations sum-
marized in Table 1. As we can see, there is a gap between simple
interfaces (SSH and Jupyter) and more sophisticated alternatives
(Pipeline and Task Scheduling Tools). The first group ensures high
onboarding efficiency and context persistence, while the second
group provides efficient hardware utilization and reproducibility.

We see a promising direction in filling this gap with a tool in-
tegrated into IDE. We aim to provide simple UX without the need
for context switching on the one side and a mature scheduler tool
under the hood on the other side. The following section details this
idea.
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Tool/Approach Cost efficiency Reproducibility Onboarding efficiency Context persistence Debug capabilities
SSH low low high high* high
Jupyter Notebooks low low high high medium
Pipeline Tools high high low low low

Task Schedulers high high medium medium low
JetTrain high high high high high

* with remote development

Table 1: Interfaces for launching ML experiments

3 IDE-NATIVE ML EXPERIMENTS

We aim to provide a plugin and an underlying service that en-
sures a smooth transition between IDE and remote experiments.
All development remains local, and computational resources are al-
located only for experiments on demand. Therefore, a user does the
following actions within launching an ML experiment scenario:

(1) Opens an IDE

(2) Runs and debugs code locally

(3) Writes command to launch an experiment

(4) Chooses hardware setup capable of running an experiment
(5) Indicates data to mount if needed remotely

(6) Launches the experiment on a remote hardware

(7) Starts debug session (optional)

(8) Connects to a remote executor with terminal (optional)

To create such a tool, we need to extend an IDE with a particular
type of execution. Fortunately, even in a local IDE run configura-
tion, we have almost all the required information to migrate the
run to a remote machine: a working directory to synchronize, an
environment to install, and a command to run. We must add only a
few additional properties, such as external data to mount and hard-
ware provisioning parameters (GPU type, number of GPUs, etc.).

This approach has a low entry barrier and preserves the work-
ing context because a user does not need to leave an IDE. Other
benefits we obtain are development infrastructure features already
integrated in IDEs such as debugger, terminal, etc.

We need an integration with some cloud scheduler to ensure
efficient hardware utilization. In the scheduler, we need support
for custom protocol connections to maintain the debug and termi-
nal protocols. Another requirement is mounting data from user-
defined storages, e.g., S3, so the user can bring its data for training.
We use TeamCity [5] as a cloud scheduler because it has various
cloud connectors and is optimized for long-running tasks.

Several underlying implementation challenges need to be clari-
fied: efficiently synchronizing user code and data from a local ma-
chine, ensuring reproducibility, and supporting asynchronous de-
bugging. We cover these topics in the following section.

4 CHALLENGES

In this section, we discuss the main technical challenges that we
face during JetTrain implementation.

Code and data sychronization is required to run an experi-
ment using the same code as on a local machine. There are multiple
ways to do that. Skypilot CLI client solves this task using rsync via
SSH connection [11]. This solution works well if local and remote
machines are geographically close. However, in real-life scenarios,

a remote machine can be far away from a local one so that the
internet connection can limit the synchronization throughput. To
overcome this issue, we propose to use geographically distributed
storage like Amazon S3 for data synchronization. Firstly, data is
synchronized to the closest bucket to a local machine and then
transferred to the target geographical zone using a CDN service.

Reproducibility is one of the essential requirements for ML ex-
periments. ML engineers usually persist experiment metrics using
special tracking tools like Weights and Biases [1] or MLFlow [12],
but there is also a need to restore the experiment’s code. One way
to do that is to attach a git commit revision to an experiment, but it
can be inconvenient for parameter selection tasks. It also may lead
to an enormous number of meaningless commits. As stated earlier,
we should synchronize user code and data from a local machine.
We reuse this behavior for reproducibility as well: each run forms
the snapshot of a working directory. To minimize network traffic
from a local machine, we can copy data from a previous snapshot
first and then upload local changes.

Asynchronous debug is required when a remote machine can
be allocated sometime after a user starts the debug session. It may
occur due to the GPU shortage in cloud providers or limited on-
premises resources. Hence, a user can set a breakpoint and click
the debug button, but the actual debug session may start several
hours after the task is scheduled. To support this scenario, we must
buffer debug protocol messages and reconnect to the existing re-
mote debug session. We do not have a satisfactory solution for this
problem; the solution may even require changes in the debug pro-
tocol.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we introduced JetTrain - a tool that integrates ma-
chine learning experimentation with coding environments, aiming
to make ML training more accessible and efficient for developers.
The main idea behind JetTrain is to keep the development process
local but delegate runs of experiments to a variety of remote com-
putational resources on-demand, ensuring local-like UX (debugger,
terminal, etc.). This tool can make ML models training UX signifi-
cantly more straightforward than state-of-the-art competitors.

We demonstrated the challenges and pitfalls one may face while
implementing the JetTrain concept. Data and environment syn-
chronization, experiment reproducibility, and asynchronous debug-
ging are among them. We highlighted techniques that may help us
overcome these issues. In our future work, we plan to share the
performance metrics of our solution and show how it affects the
productivity of ML teams.
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