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Abstract
Training large language models (LLMs), and other large ma-
chine learning models, involves repeated communication of
large volumes of data across a data center network. The com-
munication patterns induced by these training process ex-
hibit high regularity and persistence, giving rise to significant
opportunities for optimizing the manner in which flows are
routed across the network. We present an algorithmic frame-
work for quantifying network-wide efficiency in the context
of training LLMs (and other large-scale ML models), and
for periodically optimizing routing with respect to this global
metric.

1 Introduction

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs), the workhorses of deep learn-
ing, have gained immense popularity across multiple appli-
cation domains. More recently, massive scale DNNs have
proven invaluable for generative AI applications that are
growing in an unprecedented pace. OpenAI’s ChatGPT, for
instance, has reached 100 million active users within three
months of its release, making it the fastest-growing applica-
tion ever [8]. This growth has led to an urgent demand for
efficient distributed DNN training systems.

Today’s DNN training platforms are typically built on top
of traditional data center clusters, organized in traditional Clos
network topologies [10]. To facilitate more communication-
efficient DNN training, prior research has investigated how to
reduce the size of the DNN parameters transmitted across the
network [12, 14, 15, 19, 29, 31, 32, 35, 38, 39, 56], as well as
parallelization strategies that take into account the available
network bandwidth [9, 12, 31, 40, 52]. While these proposals
co-optimize computation and communication, they do not
consider the physical network topology as an optimization
dimension. In addition, these proposals consider a single train-
ing job, and not the common scenario where multiple jobs
co-exist. Recent work, namely, TopoOpt [57] considers the
simultaneous optimization of switch-level topology and ML

training parallelization strategy, but requires large changes to
the network infrastructure (optical switching) and only has
limited benefits when traffic from hosts under the same switch
must reach hosts under multiple switches.

Our aim is to devise methodologies for the online adap-
tation of routing configurations in ML training clusters that
improve global training efficiency and fairness. Our approach
builds on two characteristics of ML training and modern net-
working:

• Traffic patterns induced by ML training tend to exhibit
high regularity and predictability, with the same pairs of
hosts/GPUs periodically exchanging similar volumes of
traffic.

• The SmartNIC at a host can determine which path traf-
fic will traverse. This can be implemented either using
segment routing (e.g., SRv6), or by controlling the ma-
nipulating the packet header fields to ensure that ECMP
hashing at switches maps the packet to the desired out-
going ports.

• A large portion of the traffic is RDMA traffic send by
the SmartNIC. This gives rise to new opportunities for
optimization, as shall be discussed below.

We present a routing system for ML training that com-
prises global optimization by a centralized controller and
host-controlled routing. Our system optimizes a global notion
of efficiency and fairness for ML training, which we refer
to as 2-layered max-min fairness by executing a simple and
robust optimization algorithm with provable guarantees. We
evaluate our system using a packet-level simulator, demon-
strating its performance benefits. Our evaluation results show
that our routing scheme outperforms traditional routing and,
more importantly, almost matches the global optimum. We
also contrast our methodology with recent approaches for
optimizing the network topology itself via optical switching.
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Figure 1: Example of Ring All-Reduce with 4 nodes

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Training Large Models

Training deep learning models of considerable size using ex-
tensive amounts of training data poses a challenging task.
The conventional method for training deep neural networks
(DNNs) is applying stochastic gradient descent (SGD) [41].
SGD iterations involve a selection of a random batch of train-
ing data, and updating the model’s parameters (DNN weights)
with respect to the error metric using backpropagation. This
goes on until the model achieves the desired level of accuracy.
Often, DNN training is distributed across multiple compute
nodes, with each node potentially containing several GPUs. In
such scenarios, network resources must be shared by different
training processes, and even by different training jobs.

There are several possibilities for parallelization. Here,
we discuss the predominant parallelization methods: data
parallelism and model parallelism.

Data Parallelism is a widely adopted parallelization strategy
in which the dataset is divided into multiple shards, and each
shard is assigned to a specific instance (e.g., GPU or host),
which possesses a complete replica of the model, and conducts
the forward and backpropagation steps locally. All instances
synchronize their model weights during each training itera-
tion, a process commonly knows as All-Reduce [14,18,29,55].
There are several techniques for optimizing the communi-
cation complexity of the All-Reduce process, such as ring
All-Reduce [3, 39, 53] (see Figure 1), tree All-Reduce or hier-
archical ring All-Reduce [53, 54].

To illustrate data parallelism, let us consider Ring All-
Reduce. Suppose that there are N instances associated with
a training job, numbered 0,. . . ,N− 1. The instances are or-
ganized into a directed virtual ring topology. To simplify ex-
position, suppose that each instance i is preceded in the ring
by instance i− 1 modulo N and followed by instance i+ 1
modulo N. The array of DNN link weights of each instance
is partitioned into N subarrays (in the exact same manner),
also referred to as “chunks”. At each iteration of the SGD,

each instance updates the link weights of its locally stored
model based on its assigned data shard. Then, a sequence
of 2N−2 consecutive communication rounds in which each
instance transmits a chunk of the array to the next instance in
the ring, is performed to generate, at each instance, the fully
updated link-weight vector. See [14, 18, 29, 55] for details.
In the course of these multiple communication rounds, each
instance transmits data amounting to roughly twice the size
of full vector of DNN link weights.

With the introduction of large DNNs, such as LLMs, the en-
tire model no longer necessarily fits into the memory of a sin-
gle instance, or even host. Consequently, a need for dividing
the model across several instances arose. This is accomplished
using model parallelism [16]. One type of model paralellism,
called pipeline parallelism, is partitioning the model across the
vertical dimension, i.e., distributing the DNN layers across dif-
ferent instances. This method distributes computation across
layers [31, 34, 51]. Under pipeline parallelism, in the forward
pass, each instance transfers intermediate activations to the
subsequent stage, whereas in the backpropagation pass, each
instance conveys the gradient of the input tensor back to the
preceding pipeline stage. This allows for concurrent computa-
tions by the instances, thereby accelerating training. Tensor
parallelism [42, 51] partitions the model horizontally, i.e., a
tensor is divided into n chunks, and each instance exclusively
manages 1

n of the entire tensor without compromising the
accuracy of the overall computation. This, however, requires
additional communication between the instances.

Training large DNNs can involve hybrid parallelization
strategies, combining data parallelization and both flavors of
model parallelism [5, 7, 34, 40, 44, 51]. GPT-3 training [26]
is one such example. As discussed in [48], the All-Reduce
communication burden associated with the data parallelism
aspect dominates the other communication overheads (associ-
ated with forward passes and backpropagations). We therefore
focus our attention on how to optimize data transfer across
the network for this crucial ingredient of the training process.

To get a sense of the communication burden of training,
consider the model Bloom [25] with similar architecture and
number of parameters to GPT-3, using hybrid parallelization,
where one full copy of the DNN is vertically partitioned to 12
stages (groups of consecutive layers) and horizontally parti-
tioned to 4 chunks, and each copy of the model is replicated 8
times using data parallelism (overall use of 384 GPUs, or 48
hosts if under each host there are 8 GPUs). This means that
each host holds 2 consecutive layers of the model. Suppose
that the 8 hosts associated with each phase are organized in a
virtual ring and Ring All-Reduce is used to communicate link
weights between them (see above). Each All-Reduce phase
will involve each host sending 14 flows of size > 15Gbit.
Hence even in a non-blocking network with 100Gbps links,
the communication time will exceed 2s.
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LLM sizes
Model Num. Parameters (B) Num. Accelerators

GPT-3 [26] 175 1024 GPUs
OPT-175B [24] 175 992 GPUs

PaLM [17] 540 6144 TPUv3 chips
LLaMA2-70B [20] 70 2048 GPUs

Gopher [21] 280 4096 TPUv4 chips
MT-NLG [23] 530 4480 GPUs
Pangu-Σ [50] 1000 512 Ascend 910

Table 1: Table of LLMs sizes

s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6 s7 s8

t1 t2 t3 t4

c1 c2

Figure 2: Simple 2-Layer Clos network example

2.2 Training Clusters
To accommodate the fast growing compute and network de-
mands imposed by ML workloads, many cloud providers
offer ML training platforms to enable developers to use ML
technologies in an efficient, flexible, and simplified way. For
example, Amazon AWS offers EC2 UltraClusters [2] with
more than 4,000+ NVIDIA A100 GPUs in 500+ hosts (with
each host containing 8 GPUs). Alibaba PAI [1] provides a
similar service with 1800 hosts and a total number of 6,000+
GPUs. In Alibaba PAI, unlike Amazon AWS, GPU clusters
can be heterogenous, with different GPU machines having
very different properties.

To network hosts/GPUs, training clusters are typically or-
ganized in Clos/fat-tree topologies. See figure 2 for an illus-
tration of a 2-layer Clos network. A Clos network with 64
top-of-rack (ToR) switches and 32 spine switches can, for
instance, support 32×64 = 2048 GPUs/hosts (with dedicated
NICs).

Training instances are mapped to GPUs/hosts according to
workload placement and scheduling policies, like best fit [22,
43, 46], dot-product [30, 45, 46], and random-fit.

2.3 Routing Decisions Impact Training
Naturally, for training to be efficient, the vast amounts of data
that must be sent across the network to accommodate the
training process must be delivered quickly and efficiently, A
crucial factor impacting data delivery in this context is the
manner in which data flows are assigned to shortest-paths in
the Clos network.

Routing in data centers is predominantly handled by spread-

ing flows across shortest-paths using Equal-Cost MultiPath
(ECMP) (ECMP) hashing [33]. However, while ECMP traffic
distribution works well (and is, in fact, optimal [13]) when
flows are numerous and small, this is not the case for large
flows. Since ECMP does not globally optimize flow assign-
ment to paths, large flows can be mapped to paths travers-
ing the same link even if this can be avoided in other route-
assignments [13]. The question of how to map large (“ele-
phant”) flows to paths in a manner that optimizes global per-
formance has thus received considerable attention over the
years [11, 13].

We illustrate ECMP’s deficiencies using the small network
in Figure 2. Suppose there are two ML training jobs: j1
with dedicated hosts (s1,s2,s3) and j2 with dedicated hosts
(s4,s5,s6). Both training jobs are organized into virtual rings,
where j1 can be expressed as (s1→ s2→ s3→ s1), with each
host sending traffic to the next host in the sequence, and j2
can be expressed as (s4→ s5→ s6→ s4). All link capacities
are 1.

Ignoring flows with sources and destinations under the
same top-of-rack (ToR), the ToR-to-ToR traffic demands in-
duced by both jobs are expressed by the following demand
matrix:

D =


0 1 0 0
1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


As described in the matrix, there are four flows (“com-

modities”) that must traverse the network. Each flow can be
mapped to one of four shortest paths. Observe that there are
two flows leaving t2 (towards different destinations). If both
flows are mapped by ECMP to routes that traverse the same
spine switch, say c1 (and then continue to the appropriate
destinations), the two flows will contend over the bandwidth
of the link (t2,c1), resulting in each transmitting traffic at a
speed that is half link bandwidth. Similarly, the two flows
entering t1 might be mapped to paths traversing the same link.
Observe that better global route configurations, where each
flow sends traffic at full bandwidth, are available.

The harm to performance inflicted by ECMP’s notoriously
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suboptimal routing configurations is further aggravated in the
ML training context for two important reasons:

• Flows are long. As discussed above, flows can take a
long time to complete. Hence, inefficiency resulting from
co-placement of flows onto the same links can persist
for a long time.

• Performance is dictated by the slowest flow. Consider
a Ring All-Reduce operation. Flows carry chunks of the
DNN link weights array that must be sent (in a specific
order) for the SGD gradient update to be completed.
If traffic between one node in the ring and another is
significantly slower than that between other nodes, the
completion of the gradient update will be dictated by the
traffic speed for that particular connection.

Put together, the above two points imply that slowing down
a large flow as a result of suboptimal routing can both have
much broader impact for the application (ML training) as a
whole, and that its adverse effect can be long lasting.

2.4 Takeaways
Smaller networks (than all-purpose datacenters). As re-
flected by the above discussion of the sizes (in terms of GPUs
and hosts) of training clusters. These are considerably smaller
than large-scale all-purpose datacenters. Consequently, rela-
tively smaller networks are required to interconnect the vari-
ous compute resources.

Predictable and persistent traffic. Due to the repetitive
structure of the training process, traffic is highly predictable.
Moreover, as illustrated by our back-of-the-envelope calcu-
lations for the Ring All-Reduce example, communication is
persistent, in that a single communication phase can be in the
order of seconds.

Routing can crucially affect training speed. The notorious
limitations of traditional datacenter routing can amplified due
to the specific characteristics of the training process (and, in
particular, parallelization and long-lasting flows).

Must design for failures, and heterogeneity of compute
resources, workloads, and parallelization architectures.
Different training jobs involve different hardware require-
ments, different parallelization strategies (e.g., All-Reduce
virtual topology structures and sizes), different communica-
tion patterns, etc. This calls for robust optimization tools.

3 System

We present below an overview of our objectives and a high-
level description of our system design, followed by a detailed
explanation.

3.1 Design Objectives

Optimize global communication efficiency. Our objective
is to route data across the network in a manner that optimizes
global communication efficiency. We shall discuss the specific
global objective targeted, which is tailored to the training
context, below.

Fairness across jobs. When multiple training jobs share the
same infrastructure, guaranteeing fairness between jobs is
important. We shall explain how this is integrated into our
formal objective.

Support for hardware and workload diversity. We seek
solutions that naturally extend to hardware diversity, and to
different ML workloads and communication patterns. We
also aim for solutions that provide high efficiency also in the
presence of network failures.

3.2 Architecture

Our system architecture comprises two elements: (1) a cen-
tralized controller, and (2) the hosts.

Centralized controller. The controller is tasked with the re-
assignment of routes to ML flows whenever a new flow is
initiated or an ongoing flow terminates.

The input to the computation performed by the controller
thus consists of the set of flows currently active in the system,
specified by the two communication end-points (hosts, VMs),
and the current network topology (accounting, e.g., for cur-
rently inactive links or nodes). The output specifies a path for
each flow (interconnecting that flow’s source and destination),
and, potentially, a maximum transmission rate for every flow.

Re-computation of routes need not happen only after a new
flow appears or an existing flow terminates. Indeed, an impor-
tant feature of the controller is proactively computing routing
configurations for the future. This capability of the controller
is derived from the knowledge of how much data each flow
is expected to send, as captured by the host’s RDMA send
buffers, and by the predictability of the traffic pattern. By
knowing how much a flow intends to send upon the initializa-
tion of the flow, as well as how much bandwidth is allocated
to the flow by the controller itself, the controller can estimate
at what time the flow will terminate. By predicting which
flow is expected to start sending next, the controller can also
proactively re-compute routes prior to the start of that flow.

Hosts. Hosts are tasked with enforcing the controller’s deci-
sion, namely, performing source routing to ensure that each
flow’s traffic traverses the designated path. Hosts are also
required to relay to the controller information required for
informing its path computations. Specifically, whenever a new
flow is initiated, the originating host is required to send to the
controller the occupancy of the RDMA buffer for that flow.
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Figure 3: Hosts send RDMA buffer occupancy information and the controller sends path assignments to hosts/GPUs.

3.3 2-Layer Max-Min Fairness

We next formulate the global objective targeted by our system.

The network. We model the network as a graph G = (V,E),
where V (G) is the set of vertices, and E(G) is the set of
links. V (G) is the union of three disjoint sets of vertices
V (G) =VT ∪VC∪Vh, the set of ToR switches, spine switches,
and Hosts, respectively. We point out that while in our formu-
lation, communication end-points are perceived as hosts, our
formulation and results can be extended to the scenario that
these are GPUs or VMs.

Training jobs. There is a set of training jobs J, where each
job in J is represented as a directed graph GJ over the vertex
set Vh. Edges in this graph correspond to direct communica-
tion between hosts, as prescribed by the data parallelization
strategy. For instance, two hosts, h1 and h2, are required to di-
rectly communicate in a Ring All-Reduce operation, this will
be represented by a (directed) edge between their associated
vertices in GJ .

Path assignments. Recall that the controller assigns new
paths to flows whenever a new flow starts or an existing flow
terminates. The input to each computation phase performed by
the controller is thus a set of active training jobs Ja ⊆ J. Since
each training job description specifies pairs of communicating
hosts, this input can be regarded as a set of flows (commodi-
ties) C, comprised of disjoint subsets of flows, where each

subset C j is associated with unique training job j ∈ J. Let Puv
be the set of paths interconnecting the hosts u and v in Vh. A
path assignment maps each commodity in C j to a path p∈ Puv,
where u and v are the source and destination hosts for this
commodity. A path assignment induces a bandwidth share
bc ≥ 0 for each commodity c, where bc specifies the speed at
which commodity c sends traffic along its designated path in
the equilibrium reached by the congestion control dynamics.

Global optimization objective. Consider an individual train-
ing task j and its associated set of commodities, C j. Due to
the All-Reduce traffic pattern derived by data parallelism,
the overall running time of each communication phase is de-
pendent on the slowest connection. Hence, the optimizing
performance with respect to a single job involves maximizing
the bandwidth consumed by the slowest flow. Consider, now,
the allocation of bandwidth across different jobs. We strive
to optimize the max-min fairness notion of optimality. The
rationale is that fast speed for one job should not come at
the expense of harming a slower job. Since each job’s perfor-
mance is influenced by its slowest connection, this amounts
to maximizing the bandwidth share allocated to the slowest
connection across all jobs, i.e.,

maximize min j∈Jminc∈C j bc = maximize minc∈C bc

This can be regarded as a 2-layer max-min fairness ob-
jective, where max-min fairness is applied both across the
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commodities corresponding to the same job and across jobs.

Remark: nonblocking vs. oversubscribed networks. We do
not make the assumption that the network is nonblocking and
so our solutions also target scenarios where not all permuta-
tion traffic matrices between communication end-points can
be simultaneously supported. We emphasize that even if the
network itself is nonblocking, oversubscription can arise due
to:

• Network failures. When links of nodes fail, the network,
even if initially nonblocking, can naturally become over-
subscribed. We envision the controller’s recomputation
of paths as also triggered by such events.

• GPU:NIC ratio < 1. In some training platforms, e.g.,
those leveraging Amazon EC2 P4d instances [2], the
number of GPUs in a server might exceed the number
of NICs (e.g., 8 GPUs and 4 NICs [2, 6]). This natu-
rally induces inherent oversubscription (since even the
8 GPUs within the same server cannot simultaneously
send traffic at line rate.

Our methods apply to all above discussed scenarios.

3.4 Controller Design Details
3.4.1 Route-Optimization Scheme

The greedy algorithm

Algorithm 1: GREEDY PATH ASSIGNMENTS
Input: C = ∪ j∈JaC j set of commodities associated with active training jobs
Output: Path assignments P

1 P←{} /* Mapping of commodity to routing path */
2 L←{} /* Mapping of link to number of path assignments

traversing it */
3 for c = (u,v) ∈C do

/* Initially assign the path with the lowest spine id,
where Puv is ordered by spine ids */

4 p← Puv(0)
5 lc←maxe:e∈p L(e)

/* lc Counts the number of assignments traversing
through the "busiest" link of path p */

/* Loop through all paths and change to the one with
least number of assignments */

6 for p′ ∈ Puv do
7 l′c←maxe:e∈p′ L(e)
8 if l′c < lc then
9 lc← l′c

10 p← p′

11 L(e)← L(e)+1∀e ∈ p
12 P← P∪{c→ p}

13 return P

To accommodate timely and effective decisions, the algo-
rithm executed by the controller should be both fast to run and
provide close-to-optimal quality solutions. The pseudocode
for our algorithm is presented above. The greedy algorithm
goes over commodities in some arbitrary order, mapping each
commodity to the “least congested” path so far. As we show

below, this simple and robust algorithm yields solutions that
are both provably and empirically close to those of the optimal
solution.

3.4.2 Forward-Looking Optimization

Predicting future traffic patterns. Recall that controller
decisions (path assignments) are enforced whenever a new
flow enters the system or an existing flow terminates. To avoid
performing computations only after such an event occur, and
the associated time lag, the controller attempts to predict how
the set of active flows might change and precompute a path
assignment for the predicted scenario. Determining which
flows will be active requires figuring out when the existing
flows are expected to terminate and when new communication
will begin. We discuss each of these challenges separately.

• Estimating when the current flows will terminate. To
estimate when a given flow terminates, we need to know
how much data it is expected to send and at which speed
the data will be sent. The former can be derived from
hosts’ reports of the occupancy of the RDMA send buffer
whereas the latter is dependent on the path assignment
produced by the controller itself.

• Estimating when a new flow will join the system. The
traffic patterns induced by large ML model training are
rather predictable. Hence, predictive models can be lever-
aged to estimate when currently inactive flows shall be-
come active.

Precomputing path assignments for failure scenarios. To
protect against node/link failures, the controller could perform
path-assignment optimizations for different failure scenarios
(e.g., all single link failures) in the background. When such
a failure occurs, the controller could simply issue its pre-
computed path assignment, avoiding the online optimization
runtime.

3.4.3 Runtime Parallelization Strategies

While, ideally, controller computations will occur before the
arrival/departure of flows, scenarios where the controller
failed to correctly predict the upcoming traffic conditions
call for fast computation of new path assignments after the
fact. We point out that the greedy path-assignment algorithm,
which is already expected to be fast due to its simple nature,
can be parallelized as follows:

1. Create a graph whose vertices are the commodities and
two vertcies (commodities) are connected by an edge if
and only if they share the same source ToR or destination
ToR.

2. Divide the graph into maximal connected components.

3. Apply the algorithm to the commodities in each con-
nected component in parallel.
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3.5 Host Design Details
3.5.1 Overview

Hosts are connected to the network using SmartNICs (Smart
Network Interface Cards) that provide hardware offloading
for RDMA (Remote Direct Memory Access). The SmartNIC
has direct access to the host memory, and thus data transfers
are handled by the SmartNIC without the CPU’s intervention.

There are two notable assumptions with regards to the host
behavior. Firstly, the assumption is that the lion’s share of
the traffic is RDMA traffic, which is sent by the SmartNIC.
Therefore, when an RDMA message is invoked the SmartNIC
is aware of the length of the RDMA message. While there
may be non-RDMA traffic in the network, it is assumed that
this is a small fraction of the network bandwidth. The second
assumption is that the SmartNIC controls the path through
which a packet is forwarded.

The scheme that was described above requires the host to
be able to detect new flows and update the controller about
them and to route these flows (RDMA messages) according
to the controller’s policy. Our assumption is that hosts use
the controller’s routing policy to determine how “elephant”
flows are forwarded, i.e., large RDMA messages, whereas
“mice” flows are forwarded using conventional load balancing
approaches such as ECMP.

3.5.2 Leveraging the RDMA Message Length

The length of an RDMA transfer is known when its Working
Queue Element (WQE) [36] is created. This allows a host
to distinguish elephants from mice, as only elephant flows
require the controller’s routing decision. The host notifies the
controller about each new elephant and its length, allowing
the controller to predict when the message will be completed.

3.5.3 Enforcing route decisions

The host can control the routing decision by using segment
routing (e.g., SRv6 [28]). However, since segment routing
is not commonly deployed in data center networks, a more
common approach for the host to control the selected path
is by controlling the content of the header fields used by the
switches for making ECMP-based decisions.

Specifically, when using RoCEv2 [37], the UDP source
port is not used by the receiver’s UDP layer, and therefore
an RDMA sender can vary the UDP source port in order to
use multiple paths. Since a data center network is a contained
administrative domain, the switch load balancing mechanisms
can be configured in a way that is consistent with this assump-
tion.

Our scheme allows a straightforward way of enforcing rout-
ing decisions: the controller notifies a host about the selected
path for a given flow by assigning a specific UDP source port
for it. This approach does not require hosts to be aware of

the network topology, while the controller can assign UDP
source port values to different flows from a network-wide
perspective.

3.5.4 New flow procedure

The procedure taken by the host when a new (elephant) flow
appears is as follows:

• A new RDMA message needs to be transmitted. If the
message length is less than a predetermined threshold,
it is forwarded using ECMP (and the procedure is con-
cluded).

• Otherwise, a request is sent to the controller, containing
details about the new message, including its length.

• The controller assigns a path (UDP source port), accord-
ing to its (online computed or precomputed) path as-
signment, for the new flow, and sends a response to the
host.

• The host transmits the flow (message) along the assigned
path.

3.5.5 Safety

Safety mechanisms could be incorporated into hosts to handle
unexpected changes to the traffic pattern or network topol-
ogy (while the controller is processing these changes). Such
scenarios include a newly arrived job starting to send and
node/link failure. The host could run measurements on its
assigned paths and revert to ECMP when experienced la-
tency/pack loss rate for a certain commodity exceed a cer-
tain threshold. Another potential safety mechanism can take
into account the response time from the controller. If the
controller’s response to new flow assignment becomes pro-
hibitively high the host can fall back into a default path assign-
ment scheme such as ECMP. It should be noted that safety
mechanisms that run at the host are independent of any safety
mechanisms that run at the controller. The path assignment
mechanism as well as the flow prediction mechanism can each
have it own safety mechanism which allows the controller to
fall back to a simpler default algorithm.

4 Theoretical Evaluation

We consider our 2-layered max-min-fairness objective in the
context of a directed 2-layer Clos networks.
Input: A 2-layer directed Clos network (full bipartite graph
with bidirectional links) G= (V,E), where V = T

⋃
S and link

have uniform capacities (to simplify exposition, and WLOG,
all link capacities are assumed to be 1 henceforth). The two
disjoint vertex sets, T and S represent the ToRs and the spine
switches, respectively, whereas the edge set E represents com-
munication links). The input also consists of a superset of
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commodities C of the form (u,v) ∈ T 2, each associated with
demand duv ∈ {0,1}. (We ignore the host-to-ToR for the pur-
pose of this analysis and zoom in on the inter-ToR efficiency).

We consider the simple greedy algorithm Greedy that goes
over the commodities in C in some arbitrary order and maps
each commodity to the least congested shortest-path intercon-
necting its source and destination.

We prove the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Greedy provides a 2-approximation to the 2-
layered max-min fairness objective in directed 2-layer Clos
networks.

The proof of the above theorem crucially hinges on the
correctness of the next result.

Theorem 2. The maximum number of paths traversing a
link in Greedy’s outputted path assignment is at most 2 times
higher than this number in the optimal solution.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary order over the commodities in C and
suppose that Greedy considers commodities according to
this order. Let OPTj and Greedy j be the assignments of
shortest-paths to the first j commodities in the optimal solu-
tion (for all commodities) and the greedy-outputted solution,
respectively. To prove the theorem, we show for every com-
modity k for which |Greedyk| > |Greedyk−1|, it holds that
|Greedyk| ≤ 2|OPTk|. Observe that this indeed implies the
theorem.

Consider a specific commodity k = (u,v)∈C for which the
above holds. Let Puv be the set of shortest-paths between u
and v in G. For each path p∈ Puv let the congestion of the path
be the maximum congestion (aggregate demand) across its
(two) links. Observe that the congestion of each path p ∈ Puv
in Greedyk−1 must be exactly |Greedyk|− 1 (for otherwise,
Greedyk would have been lower or |Greedyk|= |Greedyk−1|
— a contradictions). Let L1 be the set of |S| links (edges)
leaving the vertex u and L2 be the set of |S| links entering the
vertex v. Observe that each path p∈Puv traverses a unique link
in L1 and a unique link in L2. Since the congestion on each
path is |Greedyk|−1, either its L1 link or its L2 link, or both,
must experience congestion of |Greedyk|− 1 in Greedyk−1.
Since all paths in Puv have congestion |Greedyk|−1, at least
half of the links in L1, or at least half of the links in L2 (or
both), must have congestion |Greedyk|−1. WLOG, suppose
that this is the case for L1. This implies that the aggregate
demand from u to other vertices in the first k−1 commodities
is |S|2 (|Greedyk|−1). In any solution, including OPTk−1, this
aggregate demand must be split across the |S| links in L1. We
analyze two cases:

• All links in L1 have congestion |Greedyk|−1
2 in OPTk−1.

Observe that in this scenario, the load of at least one link
in L1 in OPTk must be |Greedyk|−1

2 +1 = |Greedyk|+1
2 and

so Greedyk ≤ 2OPTk.

• At least one link in L1 has congestion strictly higher
than |Greedyk|−1

2 in OPTk−1. Since congestion is integral
(as demands are in {0,1}), this implies that the conges-
tion on that link is at least |Greedyk|−1

2 + 1
2 = |Greedyk|

2 .
Hence, in this scenario, too, Greedyk ≤ 2OPTk.

To see why the above implies our max-min-fairness result,
consider let x be the maximum number of paths traversing a
link in the final solution for Greedy. By the above result, this
number for OPT cannot be less than x

2 . Hence, the minimum
bandwidth for a commodity in Greedy is 1

x , whereas in OPT
there is a commodity with bandwidth at most 2

x . The theorem
follows.

5 Theoretical Evaluation

Our evaluation answers the following questions: (1) How
does our framework compare with various alternative routing
schemes and with the global optimum? (We contrast our pro-
posal with TopoOpt in the next section), (2) How does our
scheme perform under network faults? (3) How long does
our approach take to assign routes? (4) How does our scheme
perform under network oversubsciption?

5.1 Methodology
We evaluate our system under various workloads, and with
respect to different performance objectives with a custom
simulator.

Topology. We consider a 2-level Clos network with 32 spine
switches and 64 ToR switches. Each host in the network holds
8 GPUs equipped with a dedicated NIC, similar to NVidia
DGX A100 [6]. Each link has capacity of 100 Gbps.

DNN Workloads. We consider three real-world DNN mod-
els: BLOOM [25], GPT-3 [26] and LLaMA2-70B [20]. Each
model is trained with 3D parallelism (Tensor, Pipeline and
Data parallelism), where in Table 2 we state the sizes of
the tensor and pipeline parallelism. The data parallelism di-
mension size is an hyperparameter is chosen from the set
{2,4,8}. Each job uses Ring All-Reduce for data paralleliza-
tion. Model weights, gradients and optimizer state are stored
in full-precision (float32 - 4 bytes per parameter). We cal-
culate the estimated forward and backpropagation time as
in [26]. Similar to ZeRO [49] and PyTorch Fully-Sharded
Data-Parallelism (FSDP) [27], we simulate the communica-
tion between the GPUs that store the same subset of model
parameters.

Job Arrival Plan. In our simulations, each job is randomly
assigned to a subset of the hosts in the cluster, and arrives at
a different time, drawn according to the uniform distribution
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Model Tensor Parallelism Pipeline Parallelism Full Copy
BLOOM [25] 4 12 48
GPT-3 [26] 8 8 64

LLaMA2-70B [20] 8 16 128

Table 2: Dimension Sizes (Number of GPUs)

over a period of 10 seconds. The simulation starts when the
first job arrives, where for each training job we simulate 10
training iterations, each divided into computation phase (for-
ward and backpropagation step) and communication phase
(parameter synchronization phase using Ring All-Reduce).
The number of concurrent training jobs varies from 1 training
job to 5 concurrent jobs (with each job randomly being a
BLOOM, GPT-3 or LLaMA2-70B training job).

Comparables to our routing scheme include: (1) ECMP, (2)
Edge-Coloring [47], where the per-training-phased optimiza-
tion problem is cast as a k-edge-coloring problem and solved
via a combinatorial algorithm, (3) Simulated Annealing, as
suggested in Hedera [11], and (4) ILP optimum [47], which
is the scheme that exactly optimizes the 2-layered max-min-
fair objective in each training iteration by solving an ILP.

Infrastructure: We ran our experiments on a MacBook Pro
with Apple M1 Max 10 Core CPU, 32 Core GPU, 16 Core
Neural Engine and 32GB RAM.

Code: To support the reproducibility of our results and fur-
ther investigation we release the code for our algorithm and
simualation framework. The code is available at [4].

Metrics: We consider several objectives:

• All-Reduce time. The All-Reduce time for a job is com-
putated as follows. For each training iteration of the job,
the time for the longest flow between GPUs that hold the
same set of model parameters is computed. These values
are then averaged across all training iterations.

• The average flow completion time (FCT) across all
flows in all training iterations for a given job.

• The average throughput across all flows in all training
iterations for a given job.

• Runtimes (latency) of the different evaluated schemes.

Fault model. To examine performance under network faults,

we randomly bring down 1/4/8 spine switches. We then
contrast the performance of our routing scheme and the
alternatives with respect to the above discussed metrics.

Importantly, the number of active hosts, the set of jobs, the
mapping of jobs to hosts, and the data parallelization strategy,
are the same in any specific comparison.

5.2 Performance Comparison
In Figures 4 - 6, we present representative results for the All-
Reduce time, flow completion time, and throughput (respec-
tively). Each sub-figure presents the performance with respect
to a single job for a specific choice of parameters (DNN model,
number of concurrent jobs in the system, data-parallelization
strategy). Each data point in the figures captures an average
of 10 training iterations. Observe that our scheme comes very
close to the optimum (as captured by the combinatorial Edge
Coloring algorithm and the ILP solution) in terms of the All-
Reduce time, our primary performance metric. This is despite
sometimes exhibiting somewhat lower average performance
than the optimum for FCT and throughput (though still being
superior to Simulated Annealing and ECMP). We believe that
the reason for this is that because the duration of the training
phase is determined by the slowest connections, the average
performance across flows of Edge Coloring and ILP are not
translated to significant improvements in performance.

5.3 Runtimes
Figure 7 presents a comparison of runtimes, in terms of the
computation latency when a job stops communicating or starts
communicating. The number of commodities to be assigned to
a paths varies from 100 flows to over 1500. Not surprisingly,
our simple algorithm significantly outperform the computa-
tion heavy alternatives. In particular, the computation time for
our algorithm is roughly 10ms across the different numbers
of commodities.

Recall that our scheme incorporates forward-looking opti-
mizations, where the controller optimizes path assignments
before a new flow arrives/leaves. In such scenarios, the online
overhead of path assignments is negligible: the sum of the net-
work RTT (O(microseconds)), the time it takes the controller
to issue the pre-computed path assignment, and the time it
takes the hosts to enforce it. Our results for runtimes show that
even if the controller is “surprised” by the traffic conditions
(say, due to the arrival of a new job), the online runtime is low
(10ms). As discussed above, for training jobs such as those
targeted here, the duration of data delivery for a single train-
ing iteration can last seconds, rendering the online runtime of
our algorithm negligible in comparison. In fact, our results
show that even for smaller training jobs, where data delivery
for training iterations only requires 100s of milliseconds to
complete, our approach can be of value.

We also emphasize that, as explained above, the computa-
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(a) Ring size 2 (b) Ring size 4

(c) Ring size 8 (d) 1 Concurrent Jobs

(e) 3 Concurrent Jobs (f) 5 Concurrent Jobs

Figure 4: All-Reduce (Parameter Synchronization) time of Bloom [25]. In figures 4a - 4c we vary the number of concurrent jobs
submitted in the cluster on the x-axis, and in figures 4d - 4f we vary the number of All-Reduce ring size on the x-axis.
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(a) Ring size 2 (b) Ring size 2

(c) Ring size 4 (d) Ring size 4

(e) Ring size 8 (f) Ring size 8

Figure 5: Flow Completion Time (FCT) of various architectures. In figures 5a - 5f we vary the number of concurrent jobs
submitted in the cluster on the x-axis.
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(a) Ring size 2 (b) Ring size 2

(c) Ring size 4 (d) Ring size 4

(e) Ring size 8 (f) Ring size 8

Figure 6: Throughput of various architectures. In figures 6a - 6f we vary the number of concurrent jobs submitted in the cluster
on the x-axis.
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Figure 7: Measuring the computation time of routing schemes

tion time for our scheme can be further accelerated by using
stronger/dedicated hardware and by parallelizing computa-
tion.

5.4 Performance Under Failures
Figure 8 shows how our routing scheme performs, in terms
of All-Reduce time, when spine switches (randomly chosen)
fail. When such a failure is detected, the controller re-runs the
computation (if need be) and sends the updated path assign-
ment to the hosts. Once again, our scheme comes very close
to the optimum (with much lower runtimes).

6 Our Approach vs. TopoOpt

TopoOpt [57] proposes utilizing optical switching to optimize
the topology with respect to a parallelization strategy. This
enables communicating hosts/GPUs to be directly connected.
In TopoOpt, hosts/GPUs are directly connected to optical
switches, providing the flexibility to interconnect them in

arbitrary ways. We discuss below two major limitations of
TopoOpt and how these are addressed in our framework.

Slow reconfigurability. Whether TopoOpt is implemented
using patch panels or optical circuit switching (OCS), the con-
figuration time needed to change the network topology can be
slow. Indeed, as noted in [57], “OCSs can potentially be used
to reconfigure the topology of a job within training iterations,
whereas patch panels are only suitable when the topology re-
mains intact throughout the entire training of a particular job.
Our evaluations demonstrate that the reconfiguration latency
of today’s OCSs is too high for today’s DNNs, leading to
sub-optimal performance when the topology is reconfigured
within iterations. As a result, given that faster technologies are
not yet available, TOPOOPT uses a one-shot reconfiguration
technique... TOPOOPT then reconfigures the interconnection
between training servers of each job before the job starts and
keeps the topology intact until the training is complete (or to
recover from failures).” TopoOpt is thus incapable of taking
advantage of freed bandwidth resulting from the termination
of a specific training iteration or to reallocating network re-
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(a) 1 Core Failures, Ring size 4 (b) 1 Core Failures, Ring size 8

(c) 4 Core Failures, Ring size 4 (d) 4 Core Failures, Ring size 8

(e) 8 Core Failures, Ring size 4 (f) 8 Core Failures, Ring size 8

Figure 8: All-Reduce (Parameter Synchronization) time of Bloom [25] under various Core Failures.
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Figure 9: Simple 2-Layer Clos network where TopoOpt could fail

sources when an existing job starts a new training iteration.
TopoOpt is also slow to respond to failures for these reasons.

Limited expressiveness. TopoOpt concentrates on scenar-
ios with hundreds of hosts/GPUs. To scale up, TopoOpt
proposes using ToRs as an intermediate layer between the
hosts/GPUs and the optical switches. As explained below,
this, once again, gives rise to the problems addressed by our
framework. Consider the simple 2-layer Clos network in Fig-
ure 9. Suppose that there are two training jobs, namely, j1,
and j2, each trained in a hybrid parallelization manner. Sup-
pose that these jobs induce commodity (s1,s13) for job j1
and commodity (s2,s14) for job j2. If TopoOpt attempts to
directly interconnect the relevant ToRs, t1 and t4, say, through
the optical switch c1, without utilizing additional paths, the
two commodities will collide. To achieve optimal All-Reduce
time, the two commodities must use link-disjoin paths. This
implies that solutions like ours must be leveraged.

7 Related Work

To facilitate more communication-efficient DNN training,
prior research has investigated how to reduce the size of the
DNN parameters transmitted across the network [12, 14, 15,
19,29,31,32,35,38,39,56], as well as parallelization strategies
that take into account the available network bandwidth [9, 12,
31, 40, 52]. While these proposals co-optimize computation
and communication, they do not consider the physical network
topology as an optimization dimension. In addition, these
proposals consider a single training job, ignoring the scenario
that multiple jobs co-exist.

Recent work, namely TopoOpt [57], proposes a direct-
connect DNN training system that co-optimizes network
topology and parallelization strategy. Topology adaptation in

TopoOpt relies on reconfigurable optical switches and patch
panels. We point out that, however, that TopoOpt has two
significant drawbacks: (i) Realizing TopoOpt involves signifi-
cant operational and monetary overheads and, in particular, in-
network hardware changes (transitioning to optical switches),
and (ii) TopoOpt supports ToR-to-ToR direct connectivity.
When different hosts/GPUs under the same ToR must reach
destinations under different ToRs, The benefits of TopoOpt
are limited.

Prior studies, starting with Hedera [11], proposed dynamic
flow scheduling systems for multi-stage switch topologies
found in data centers. These studies differ from ours in terms
of the global optimization objective (derived from our ML-
training-specific motivation), the algorithms used, the imple-
mentation (ours is host-side only), and more.

8 Discussion

Augmenting our scheme with host-based rate control. An
interesting approach for enhancing the role of the host in
our scheme is to enforce rate limiting at hosts. Specifically,
when the controller computes a path-assignment, it can also
compute, for each flow, the “bandwidth share” allocated to
that host. This share could then be enforced by hosts through
the transport-layer, e.g., by setting a maximum congestion
window. Specifically, if the bandwidth share is set to be x
(in Mbps), the congestion window cwnd can be set such that
cwnd
RT T = (1+ ε)x, where ε is some small “slack” value.
Predicting flow starts and terminations, and how this im-
pact online runtimes. As discussed above, the controller
can perform forward-looking optimizations based on predic-
tions of when the current training iterations will terminate
and when new training iterations will begin. By doing so,
the controller can avoid the online runtimes associated with
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optimizing after the fact. We emphasize, however, that even
in the absence of accurate predictions, our scheme can still
make timely decisions (requiring 10ms to compute a new path
assignment, which should be contrasted with the duration of
a training iteration, which can be in the order of 100s on ms
or more). We leave the thorough investigation of prediction
mechanisms in this context to future research.
Accelerating online runtimes. We showed that our scheme
quickly outputs a path assignment (in a matter of millisec-
onds). We believe that further acceleration can be achieved by
parallelizing our scheme and running it on stronger hardware.
We leave this for future exploration. (Again, we stress that
when predictions of flow start/termination are accurate, online
runtimes, with the exception of network and configuration
delays, can be avoided altogether.)
Extending 2-layer max-min fairness to more layers. Our
global notion of optimality reflects the desiderata of maxi-
mizing the minimum flow within a job (the first layer) and
maximizing fairness across jobs (the second layer). However,
tensor and pipeline parallelism give rise to another layer, as
explained next. Suppose that the model is divided into two
phases (sets of consecutive layers), and each of these is repli-
cated across hosts/GPUs to support data parallelism. For the
model parameters to synchronize, both phases must be syn-
chronized. Hence, the synchronization time is dictated by the
slowest phase to finish synchronizing. In our framework this
translates to another (lower) layer of max-min fairness. In
fact, our evaluation already reflects this 3-layered optimiza-
tion objective.
Replacing the path-assignment algorithm with an ML
model (and safety considerations). Our solution involves
applying a simple and robust greedy algorithm to assign paths
to commodities. We chose this algorithm since it comes with
provable guarantees and is fast to execute online (and can
be made faster through stronger/dedicated hardware and par-
allelizing the computation). One approach for accelerating
the computation even further would be replacing the greedy
algorithm with an ML model (e.g., a DNN) and exploiting
the fast inference time of such models. The ML model could
either be trained to optimize path assignments directly (po-
tentially even outperforming our greedy algorithm in terms
of solution quality), or learn to mimic our greedy algorithm
(imitation learning). Employing deep learning to this end,
however, would require putting in place mechanisms for en-
suring the safety of this ML component, e.g., offline formal
verification. (See companion Huawei project for investigation
of such techniques and machinery.)

9 Discussion

We have presented a system for adapting routing in ML train-
ing clusters in a manner that optimizes a global notion of
training efficiency and fairness. We evaluated our approach
both theoretically and empirically, evidencing its usefulness

and promise. While our focus has been on very large ML
models, we believe that our approach is applicable also to
ML models of more modest sizes, and also to models ran on
all-purpose datacenter fabrics. Identifying the model sizes for
which our approach is effective, and extending our ideas to the
scenario that ML traffic must compete with ECMP-controlled
cross traffic and to Clos networks (fat tree topologies) with
more than 2 layers.

References

[1] Alibaba platform for ai (pai). https://www.
alibabacloud.com/product/machine-learning.

[2] Amazon ec2 ultraclusters. https://aws.amazon.
com/ec2/instance-types/p4/.

[3] Baidu, 2017. https://github.com/
baidu-research/baidu-allreduce.

[4] Code for our algorithms and simulation frame-
work. https://github.com/ofircohen205/
dcn-simulators/tree/main.

[5] Deep learning recommendation model for personal-
ization and recommendation systems, 2022. https:
//github.com/facebookresearch/dlrm.

[6] Nvidia dgx a100. https://resources.nvidia.com/
en-us-dgx-systems/dgx-ai.

[7] Shar narasimhan. nvidia clocks world’s fastest
bert training time and largest transformer based
model, paving path for advanced conversational
ai, aug. 2019. https://devblogs.nvidia.com/
training-bert-with-gpus/.

[8] Ubs: Chatgpt may be the fastest growing app
of all time. https://aibusiness.com/nlp/
ubs-chatgpt-is-the-fastest-growing-app-of-all-time.

[9] Ravichandra Addanki, Shaileshh Bojja Venkatakrishnan,
Shreyan Gupta, Hongzi Mao, and Mohammad Alizadeh.
Placeto: Learning generalizable device placement algo-
rithms for distributed machine learning, 2019.

[10] Mohammad Al-Fares, Alexander Loukissas, and Amin
Vahdat. A scalable, commodity data center network
architecture. In Proceedings of the ACM SIGCOMM
2008 Conference on Data Communication, SIGCOMM
’08, page 63–74, New York, NY, USA, 2008. Association
for Computing Machinery.

[11] Mohammad Al-Fares, Sivasankar Radhakrishnan,
Barath Raghavan, Nelson Huang, and Amin Vahdat.
Hedera: Dynamic flow scheduling for data center net-
works. In Proceedings of the 7th USENIX Conference

16

https://www.alibabacloud.com/product/machine-learning
https://www.alibabacloud.com/product/machine-learning
https://aws.amazon.com/ec2/instance-types/p4/
https://aws.amazon.com/ec2/instance-types/p4/
https://github.com/baidu-research/baidu-allreduce
https://github.com/baidu-research/baidu-allreduce
https://github.com/ofircohen205/dcn-simulators/tree/main
https://github.com/ofircohen205/dcn-simulators/tree/main
https://github.com/facebookresearch/dlrm
https://github.com/facebookresearch/dlrm
https://resources.nvidia.com/en-us-dgx-systems/dgx-ai
https://resources.nvidia.com/en-us-dgx-systems/dgx-ai
https://devblogs.nvidia.com/training-bert-with-gpus/
https://devblogs.nvidia.com/training-bert-with-gpus/
https://aibusiness.com/nlp/ubs-chatgpt-is-the-fastest-growing-app-of-all-time
https://aibusiness.com/nlp/ubs-chatgpt-is-the-fastest-growing-app-of-all-time


on Networked Systems Design and Implementation,
NSDI’10, page 19, USA, 2010. USENIX Association.

[12] Dan Alistarh, Demjan Grubic, Jerry Li, Ryota Tomioka,
and Milan Vojnovic. Qsgd: Communication-efficient
sgd via gradient quantization and encoding, 2017.

[13] Marco Chiesa, Guy Kindler, and Michael Schapira. Traf-
fic engineering with equal-cost-multipath: An algorith-
mic perspective. IEEE/ACM Transactions on Network-
ing, 25(2):779–792, 2016.

[14] M. Cho, U. Finkler, M. Serrano, D. Kung, and H. Hunter.
Blueconnect: Decomposing all-reduce for deep learning
on heterogeneous network hierarchy. IBM Journal of
Research and Development, 63(6):1:1–1:11, 2019.

[15] Eric Chung, Jeremy Fowers, Kalin Ovtcharov, Michael
Papamichael, Adrian Caulfield, Todd Massengil, Ming
Liu, Daniel Lo, Shlomi Alkalay, Michael Haselman, et al.
Accelerating persistent neural networks at datacenter
scale. In Hot Chips, volume 29, 2017.

[16] Jeffrey Dean, Greg S. Corrado, Rajat Monga, Kai
Chen, Matthieu Devin, Quoc V. Le, Mark Z. Mao,
Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Andrew Senior, Paul Tucker,
Ke Yang, and Andrew Y. Ng. Large scale distributed
deep networks. In Proceedings of the 25th International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
- Volume 1, NIPS’12, page 1223–1231, Red Hook, NY,
USA, 2012. Curran Associates Inc.

[17] Aakanksha Chowdhery et al. Palm: Scaling language
modeling with pathways, 2022.

[18] Dario Amodei et al. Deep speech 2: End-to-end speech
recognition in english and mandarin, 2015.

[19] Dheevatsa Mudigere et al. Software-hardware co-design
for fast and scalable training of deep learning recom-
mendation models, 2023.

[20] Hugo Touvron et al. Llama 2: Open foundation and
fine-tuned chat models, 2023.

[21] Jack W. Rae et al. Scaling language models: Methods,
analysis & insights from training gopher, 2022.

[22] Ori Hadary et al. Protean: VM allocation service at scale.
In 14th USENIX Symposium on Operating Systems De-
sign and Implementation (OSDI 20), pages 845–861.
USENIX Association, November 2020.

[23] Shaden Smith et al. Using deepspeed and megatron to
train megatron-turing nlg 530b, a large-scale generative
language model, 2022.

[24] Susan Zhang et al. Opt: Open pre-trained transformer
language models, 2022.

[25] Teven Le Scao et al. Bloom: A 176b-parameter open-
access multilingual language model, 2023.

[26] Tom B. Brown et al. Language models are few-shot
learners, 2020.

[27] Yanli Zhao et al. Pytorch fsdp: Experiences on scaling
fully sharded data parallel, 2023.

[28] Clarence Filsfils, Stefano Previdi, Les Ginsberg, Bruno
Decraene, Stephane Litkowski, and Rob Shakir. Seg-
ment Routing Architecture. RFC 8402, 2018.

[29] Priya Goyal, Piotr Dollár, Ross Girshick, Pieter Noord-
huis, Lukasz Wesolowski, Aapo Kyrola, Andrew Tul-
loch, Yangqing Jia, and Kaiming He. Accurate, large
minibatch sgd: Training imagenet in 1 hour, 2018.

[30] Robert Grandl, Ganesh Ananthanarayanan, Srikanth
Kandula, Sriram Rao, and Aditya Akella. Multi-
resource packing for cluster schedulers. SIGCOMM
Comput. Commun. Rev., 44(4):455–466, aug 2014.

[31] Aaron Harlap, Deepak Narayanan, Amar Phanishayee,
Vivek Seshadri, Gregory R Ganger, and Phillip B Gib-
bons. Pipedream: Pipeline parallelism for dnn train-
ing. In Conference on Systems and Machine Learning,
SysML ’18, 2018.

[32] Sayed Hadi Hashemi, Sangeetha Abdu Jyothi, and
Roy H. Campbell. Tictac: Accelerating distributed deep
learning with communication scheduling, 2018.

[33] C. Hopps. Rfc2992: Analysis of an equal-cost multi-
path algorithm, 2000.

[34] Yanping Huang, Yonglong Cheng, Dehao Chen, Hy-
oukJoong Lee, Jiquan Ngiam, Quoc V. Le, and Zhifeng
Chen. Gpipe: Efficient training of giant neural networks
using pipeline parallelism. CoRR, abs/1811.06965,
2018.

[35] Forrest N. Iandola, Khalid Ashraf, Matthew W.
Moskewicz, and Kurt Keutzer. Firecaffe: near-linear
acceleration of deep neural network training on com-
pute clusters, 2016.

[36] InfiniBand Trade Association. InfiniBand Architecture
Specification Volume 1. Release 1.2.1, 2007.

[37] InfiniBand Trade Association. RoCEv2, Supplement
to InfiniBand Architecture Specification Volume 1. Re-
lease 1.2.1, 2014.

[38] Anand Jayarajan, Jinliang Wei, Garth Gibson, Alexandra
Fedorova, and Gennady Pekhimenko. Priority-based pa-
rameter propagation for distributed dnn training, 2019.

17



[39] Xianyan Jia, Shutao Song, Wei He, Yangzihao Wang,
Haidong Rong, Feihu Zhou, Liqiang Xie, Zhenyu Guo,
Yuanzhou Yang, Liwei Yu, Tiegang Chen, Guangxiao
Hu, Shaohuai Shi, and Xiaowen Chu. Highly scalable
deep learning training system with mixed-precision:
Training imagenet in four minutes, 2018.

[40] Zhihao Jia, Matei Zaharia, and Alex Aiken. Beyond
data and model parallelism for deep neural networks,
2018.

[41] J. Kiefer and Jacob Wolfowitz. Stochastic estimation
of the maximum of a regression function. Annals of
Mathematical Statistics, 23:462–466, 1952.

[42] Dmitry Lepikhin, HyoukJoong Lee, Yuanzhong Xu, De-
hao Chen, Orhan Firat, Yanping Huang, Maxim Krikun,
Noam Shazeer, and Zhifeng Chen. Gshard: Scaling gi-
ant models with conditional computation and automatic
sharding, 2020.

[43] Jayashree Mohan, Amar Phanishayee, Janardhan Kulka-
rni, and Vijay Chidambaram. Looking beyond GPUs
for DNN scheduling on Multi-Tenant clusters. In 16th
USENIX Symposium on Operating Systems Design and
Implementation (OSDI 22), pages 579–596, Carlsbad,
CA, July 2022. USENIX Association.

[44] Maxim Naumov, John Kim, Dheevatsa Mudigere, Srini-
vas Sridharan, Xiaodong Wang, Whitney Zhao, Serhat
Yilmaz, Changkyu Kim, Hector Yuen, Mustafa Ozdal,
Krishnakumar Nair, Isabel Gao, Bor-Yiing Su, Jiyan
Yang, and Mikhail Smelyanskiy. Deep learning train-
ing in facebook data centers: Design of scale-up and
scale-out systems, 2020.

[45] Rina Panigrahy, Vijayan Prabhakaran, Kunal Talwar,
Udi Wieder, and Rama Ramasubramanian. Validating
heuristics for virtual machines consolidation. Technical
Report MSR-TR-2011-9, January 2011.

[46] Yanghua Peng, Yixin Bao, Yangrui Chen, Chuan Wu,
and Chuanxiong Guo. Optimus: An efficient dynamic
resource scheduler for deep learning clusters. In Pro-
ceedings of the Thirteenth EuroSys Conference, EuroSys
’18, New York, NY, USA, 2018. Association for Com-
puting Machinery.

[47] Jonathan Perry, Amy Ousterhout, Hari Balakrishnan,
Devavrat Shah, and Hans Fugal. Fastpass: a centralized
"zero-queue" datacenter network. In Proceedings of the
2014 ACM Conference on SIGCOMM, SIGCOMM ’14,
page 307–318, New York, NY, USA, 2014. Association
for Computing Machinery.

[48] Sudarsanan Rajasekaran, Manya Ghobadi, and Aditya
Akella. Cassini: Network-aware job scheduling in ma-
chine learning clusters, 2023.

[49] Samyam Rajbhandari, Jeff Rasley, Olatunji Ruwase, and
Yuxiong He. Zero: Memory optimizations toward train-
ing trillion parameter models, 2020.

[50] Xiaozhe Ren, Pingyi Zhou, Xinfan Meng, Xinjing
Huang, Yadao Wang, Weichao Wang, Pengfei Li, Xi-
aoda Zhang, Alexander Podolskiy, Grigory Arshinov,
Andrey Bout, Irina Piontkovskaya, Jiansheng Wei, Xin
Jiang, Teng Su, Qun Liu, and Jun Yao. Pangu-σ: To-
wards trillion parameter language model with sparse
heterogeneous computing, 2023.

[51] Mohammad Shoeybi, Mostofa Patwary, Raul Puri,
Patrick LeGresley, Jared Casper, and Bryan Catanzaro.
Megatron-lm: Training multi-billion parameter language
models using model parallelism, 2020.

[52] Jakub Tarnawski, Amar Phanishayee, Nikhil R. Devanur,
Divya Mahajan, and Fanny Nina Paravecino. Efficient
algorithms for device placement of dnn graph operators,
2020.

[53] Rajeev Thakur, Rolf Rabenseifner, and William Gropp.
Optimization of collective communication operations in
mpich. The International Journal of High Performance
Computing Applications, 19(1):49–66, 2005.

[54] Yuichiro Ueno and Rio Yokota. Exhaustive study of hi-
erarchical allreduce patterns for large messages between
gpus. In 2019 19th IEEE/ACM International Sympo-
sium on Cluster, Cloud and Grid Computing (CCGRID),
pages 430–439, 2019.

[55] Leslie G. Valiant. A bridging model for parallel compu-
tation. Commun. ACM, 33(8):103–111, August 1990.

[56] Guanhua Wang, Shivaram Venkataraman, Amar Phan-
ishayee, Jorgen Thelin, Nikhil Devanur, and Ion Stoica.
Blink: Fast and generic collectives for distributed ml,
2019.

[57] Weiyang Wang, Moein Khazraee, Zhizhen Zhong,
Manya Ghobadi, Zhihao Jia, Dheevatsa Mudigere, Ying
Zhang, and Anthony Kewitsch. Topoopt: Co-optimizing
network topology and parallelization strategy for dis-
tributed training jobs, 2022.

18


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Training Large Models
	Training Clusters
	Routing Decisions Impact Training
	Takeaways

	System
	Design Objectives
	Architecture
	2-Layer Max-Min Fairness
	Controller Design Details
	Route-Optimization Scheme
	Forward-Looking Optimization
	Runtime Parallelization Strategies

	Host Design Details
	Overview
	Leveraging the RDMA Message Length
	Enforcing route decisions
	New flow procedure
	Safety


	Theoretical Evaluation
	Theoretical Evaluation
	Methodology
	Performance Comparison
	Runtimes
	Performance Under Failures

	Our Approach vs. TopoOpt
	Related Work
	Discussion
	Discussion

