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Abstract
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have been widely adopted
for their ability to compute expressive node representations
in graph datasets. However, serving GNNs on large graphs
is challenging due to the high communication, computation,
and memory overheads of constructing and executing compu-
tation graphs, which represent information flow across large
neighborhoods. Existing approximation techniques in train-
ing can mitigate the overheads but, in serving, still lead to
high latency and/or accuracy loss. To this end, we propose
OMEGA, a system that enables low-latency GNN serving for
large graphs with minimal accuracy loss through two key
ideas. First, OMEGA employs selective recomputation of pre-
computed embeddings, which allows for reusing precomputed
computation subgraphs while selectively recomputing a small
fraction to minimize accuracy loss. Second, we develop com-
putation graph parallelism, which reduces communication
overhead by parallelizing the creation and execution of com-
putation graphs across machines. Our evaluation with large
graph datasets and GNN models shows that OMEGA signifi-
cantly outperforms state-of-the-art techniques.

1 Introduction
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have gained widespread at-
tention due to their ability to provide breakthrough results
in diverse domains [30, 33, 35, 70, 83, 99]; they have been
instrumental in discovering life-saving drugs [59,69], empow-
ered recommendation systems [68, 89], and helped in traffic
planning [14, 27, 47]. Recent studies have enabled reasoning
on graph-structured data [11, 67, 74, 87, 94] by enhancing
large language models (LLMs) [12, 18, 40, 81] with GNNs to
effectively capture intricate structural information.

The GNN lifecycle consists of two phases: training and
serving. In the training phase [15,31,34,57,61,78,96], GNNs
take as input graph-structured data and feature vectors of
each node (Fig. 1 (left)), and learn the embeddings of each
node in the graph. In the serving phase [41,56,72,89,91], the
trained model is used to predict the embeddings for previously
unseen query nodes. Such predictions empower downstream
GNN use-cases, such as malicious node prediction in financial
applications and social media [13,27,48], and integration with
LLMs [23, 82].

Ensuring low latency in computing the embeddings of
query nodes is key to GNN serving, as GNN models are
increasingly used in time-sensitive tasks, including recom-
mendation [56, 76, 89], fraud detection [8, 60], and traffic
prediction [28]. At the same time, the underlying graphs are
growing in size; modern industry graph datasets routinely
span a few billion nodes and trillions of edges [58] and can
consume hundreds of TB of memory. Distributing such large
graph datasets and associated feature vectors across multiple
machines is thus inevitable these days.

Unfortunately, achieving low-latency GNN serving for
large graphs stored across machines is extremely challeng-
ing. To compute the embeddings of the query nodes, GNN
models need the entire k-hop neighborhood. The number of
k-hop neighbors can grow exponentially with k, known as
the neighborhood explosion problem [19, 37, 90]. Serving
query nodes can thus require excessive amounts of memory
and computation costs due to the size of feature vectors and
adjacency matrix in the large neighborhood.

Furthermore, unlike training, we do not know how an in-
coming query node will be connected to the rest of the graph;
no matter how the large graph is partitioned and stored, the
k-hop neighbors of a query node and their feature vectors
are often spread across multiple machines. As a result, cre-
ating the query node’s "computation graph" (Fig. 1 (right)),
by which the node’s embedding is computed based on the
neighborhood’s feature vectors and aggregation paths along
the edges, involves fetching the associated data from remote
partitions; the resulting massive data volumes (§3.1) cause
high communication overheads, worsening serving latency.

GNN training systems facing similar issues adopt mitiga-
tion techniques based on approximation, such as reusing his-
torical embeddings [32, 65] or sampling [34, 57, 58, 78]. How-
ever, we find they are not directly applicable to serving for
two reasons: (a) they do not account for the data dependence
between an incoming query node and the existing graph – i.e.,
determining how the query node’s connectivity impacts the
embeddings of the graph’s existing nodes. Ignoring such de-
pendence can lead to unacceptably high accuracy loss (§3.2).
(b) While existing techniques reduce computation (either by
reusing node embeddings or computing embeddings for fewer
nodes by sampling), we find that the communication involved
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is still heavy at inference time because of the underlying
graph’s rich connectivity and the query node’s neighborhood
being spread across machines.

We present OMEGA, a GNN serving system that combines
data dependency-aware approximation with a new form of
computation parallelism to systematically address the over-
heads, supporting low-latency GNN serving on modern large
graphs with minimal accuracy loss. Existing serving sys-
tems either adopt sampling [56, 72, 89] (with concomitant
high latency or substantial accuracy loss) or apply to smaller
graphs [41, 91], limiting their practical applicability (§9).

Similar to some training systems [32, 65], OMEGA reuses
embeddings of existing nodes after training (which we call
"precomputed embeddings (PEs)") instead of computing the
embeddings in the entire k-hop neighborhood; this saves
network, compute, and memory resources. Because naïvely
reusing PEs ignores data dependence and undermines accu-
racy, OMEGA uses Selective Recomputation of Precomputed
Embeddings (SRPE) (§5). Here, we identify a small number
of neighborhood nodes that impact accuracy substantially and
focus on recomputing their embeddings while reusing PEs
for other nodes. We prove that this statistically minimizes
approximation errors. We develop a practical heuristic to per-
form recomputation on such nodes within a budget, where the
budget trades off latency with accuracy.

SRPE significantly reduces the size of computation graphs,
but it still entails substantial communication (§8.3) due to
fetching remote PEs and feature vectors. To mitigate this
overhead, we develop Computation Graph Parallelism (CGP)
(§6). Unlike existing GNN systems where a single machine
solely creates computation graphs by fetching required data
from remote machines, CGP allows each machine to build a
partitioned computation graph using data available in local
partitions. CGP then aggregates the partitioned computations
using efficient all-to-all collectives and finally applies custom
merge functions (tailored to the specific type of GNN model)
to the aggregations to compute the final outputs.

We implement OMEGA based on DGL [78, 96], a popular
GNN training framework, and evaluate it on representative
graph datasets and GNN models. Our evaluation results show
that the combination of SRPE and CGP helps OMEGA outper-
form DGL-based full-graph and approximation-drive baseline
serving systems by up to 159× and 10.8× in latency, respec-
tively, with minimal accuracy loss (§8).

We make the following contributions in this paper:
• We show that naïvely applying approximation techniques

and reusing computations leads to large errors, and pro-
pose SRPE, which statistically minimizes these errors by
identifying the parts of computation graphs that need re-
computation to avoid accuracy losses (§5).

• We co-design CGP, a new parallelism technique that re-
duces communication overheads of SRPE with local ag-
gregation by parallelizing the creation and execution of
computation graphs for serving various GNN models (§6).
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Figure 1: (Left) An example graph dataset with 8 nodes and
F-dimensional feature vectors. We use this graph dataset as our
running example. (Right) The 2-hop computation graph for node
0 where the boxes below represent feature vectors.

• We show that OMEGA is able to outperform state-of-the-
art techniques and to achieve up to orders of magnitude
lower latency with minimal accuracy loss (§8).

2 Background
A Primer on GNNs. Unlike conventional deep neural net-
works (DNNs) that process independent input vectors without
considering their inter-dependencies, GNNs are designed to
handle graph datasets. These datasets consist of node feature
vectors and a graph structure that expresses the relationships
between nodes, as depicted in Fig. 1 (left). For instance, in
social networks, users are the nodes, their profiles are the
feature vectors, and friendships are the edges.

GNN models aggregate the neighborhood information of
each node to leverage the relationships and compute highly ex-
pressive embeddings than individual feature vectors alone. To
achieve this, the first step is to create a computation graph that
contains the k-hop neighborhood of each node along with the
associated feature vectors, where k is typically 2 or more [38].
A GNN model then executes the computation graph to itera-
tively generate the embedding of a target node. Starting with
the feature vectors of the farthest k-hop neighbors, the GNN
model applies DNN operations and an aggregation function
at each hop, where each step represents a layer in the GNN
model until the embedding for the target node is computed.
Fig. 1 (right) illustrates an example of a 2-hop computation
graph for a node.

The computation of GNN models typically leverages mes-
sage passing [36, 78], which we can generally express as
follows. For a target node v and layer 1 ≤ l ≤ k, define:

h(l)v =U (l)(h(l−1)
v ,

⊕(l)

u∈N(v)
{M(l)(h(l−1)

u )}) (1)

where h(0)u is the feature vector for node u, N(v) represents
direct neighbors of the node v, and h(k)v is the final embedding
for the node v. Each GNN layer defines (U ,

⊕
, M) functions,

which represent update, aggregate, and message function,
respectively. The message function is applied to the neighbors
of node v to create messages, which are aggregated by the
aggregate function. The layer embedding of each layer is then
obtained by applying the update function to the previous layer
embedding of node v and the aggregated messages.
GNN Serving for Large Graphs. Similar to conventional
DNN models, GNN models can be trained on a static graph
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Figure 2: Distributed GNN serving end-to-end workflow. To gen-
erate the embeddings of (batched) query nodes, 1 the master
forwards a serving request to one machine. 2 A computation
graph builder then creates k-hop computation graphs for the
query nodes by loading from the local partition and fetching
required edges and feature vectors from remote partitions. The
red line represents remote communication. 3 The computation
graphs are then executed by a GNN executor after being copied
into GPU device memory. 4 Finally, the embeddings of the
query nodes are returned.

dataset in the background. However, unlike DNN serving,
which only needs a trained model, GNN serving additionally
requires the graph dataset used in training because of the data
dependency in GNN computation. To serve a large graph
dataset (e.g., 2 billion nodes and 2 trillion edges [58]), the
dataset needs to be distributed across multiple machines [34,
58, 86, 97], and the embeddings for the new query nodes are
computed with this distributed data.

Fig. 2 illustrates a workflow of distributed GNN serving
systems. Here, a training graph dataset is partitioned across
multiple machines. A serving request consists of the feature
vectors of query nodes and the edges between the query nodes
and the existing training nodes. When one of the machines
receives the request, it creates computation graphs by fetch-
ing the required feature vectors and edges from the other
machines, computes the embeddings of the query nodes, and
returns the result.

3 Challenges

Unfortunately, the size of graph datasets that distributed GNN
serving systems can handle is limited due to unique proper-
ties of modern graph data, especially, the data dependency
between query nodes and existing graph nodes, which leads
to high overheads. Existing mitigation techniques often fall
well short due to fundamental drawbacks.

Method Latency (ms) Accuracy (%)

Full Computation Graph (Full) 711.1 56.9
Neighborhood Sampling (NS) 168.8 50.9 (-6.0)
Historical Embeddings (HE) 66.4 50.6 (-6.3)

Table 1: Latency and accuracy of different serving methods.
We run serving requests of batch size 1,024 with 4 machines.
A 3-Layer Graph Attention Networks [75] trained on the Yelp
dataset [90] is used. We describe the detailed setup in §8.1.
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Figure 3: (Left) Latency breakdown of Table 1. The data size
in each bar indicates the amount of feature vectors and edges
fetched. (Right) Trendlines of peak FP32 FLOPs of NVIDIA
GPUs [1, 5–7] and bandwidth of NVIDIA NICs [2–4].

3.1 Overheads from Large Neighborhoods

GNN serving requires the entire k-hop neighborhood in com-
puting the embeddings of query nodes. Since the number of
k-hop neighbors can grow exponentially with k, memory and
compute costs can be also significant to create and execute
computation graphs, which contain the feature vectors and
edges corresponding to the neighborhood. For example, serv-
ing with the full (neighborhood) computation graph in Table 1
can take 711 ms, likely violating the tight latency SLOs of
real-world applications [66, 93, 98]. Here, the computation
overhead is substantial, as shown in blue in Fig. 3. Also, the
memory overhead from these large neighborhoods can easily
lead to GPU out-of-memory errors despite their tens of GB
memory capacity (§8.2).

Moreover, it is hard to predict how query nodes are con-
nected to the rest of the graph and as such feature vectors
and edges can be stored across multiple machines (as shown
in Fig. 2); thus, creating computation graphs involves fetch-
ing neighborhood information and the corresponding feature
vectors from remote partitions (Step 2 ), resulting in high
communication overhead, shown in red in Fig. 3.

3.2 Limitations of Today’s Approximations

To mitigate problems due to large neighborhoods and over-
heads, one could employ approximation taking inspiration
from similar techniques in GNN training systems. Unfortu-
nately, this can lead to significant model accuracy loss (Ta-
ble 1) and, in some cases, may not improve latency.
Historical Embeddings. Instead of creating full computa-
tion graphs every iteration, GNN training systems [32, 65]
reuse the layer embeddings from previous iterations, called
historical embeddings [20, 32]. This technique avoids the ex-
ponential expansion of computation graphs, allowing GNN
training systems to construct computation graphs only with
direct neighbors. Since model parameters are updated at each
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Figure 4: High-level illustration of (Left) Selective Recomputa-
tion of Precomputed Embeddings (SRPE) and (Right) Computa-
tion Graph Parallelism (CGP). The query node 8 is connected to
the existing nodes 2 and 3 of the example graph dataset in Fig. 1.

iteration, historical embeddings introduce approximation er-
rors. Over multiple training epochs, the training systems ad-
dress the errors using an auxiliary loss function or updating
historical embeddings based on their staleness [32, 65]. One
may consider applying this technique to serving by reusing
the layer embeddings from the last training epoch. However,
as the embeddings are data dependency-unaware, i.e., , they
do not account for how new query nodes impact existing em-
beddings, using them for serving can hurt accuracy. As shown
in Table 1, although serving can be 10.7× faster with this
technique, it results in a 6.3% points drop in accuracy.
Sampling. GNN training systems [31, 34, 57, 58, 71, 78, 86,
88,92,96] employ sampling with which they aggregate only a
small number of sampled neighbors at each hop [19,22,37,90].
This drastically reduces the size of the computation graph at
the cost of accuracy due to approximation errors from sam-
pling. Multiple training epochs are executed to account for the
accuracy loss, and each epoch samples the computation graph
differently. Running many epochs leads to convergence. How-
ever, in serving, we find that a sampled computation graph
can hurt accuracy significantly (6.0% points drop in Table 1)
since we do not have multiple chances to recover approxi-
mation errors from sampling. Moreover, latency can be still
high because, even with sampling, the size of computation
graphs and the associated communication overhead can be
significant (§8.2).

Furthermore, even with either approximation, over 80% of
the latency is still spent fetching the associated feature vec-
tors (Fig. 3), where feature dimensions typically range from
hundreds to thousands [42, 89, 92], from remote partitions
and copying them into the GPU memory. We observe that the
communication overhead is a key bottleneck in GNN serving
for large graphs regardless of GNN models and graph datasets
(§8.3). Recent trends in GPU and NIC performance (Fig. 3
(right)) further indicate that communication will remain a
challenge in large-scale GNN serving.

4 OMEGA Overview

Our system, OMEGA, addresses GNN serving challenges and
overheads due to large neighborhoods through two comple-
mentary techniques: smart data dependency-aware approxi-
mation and distributed computation graph creation/execution.

T-1: Selective Recomputation of Precomputed Embed-
dings (§5). To deal with neighborhood explosion, we design
a technique called selective recomputation of precomputed
embeddings (SRPE) that reduces redundant computations of
layer embeddings by effectively reusing previously computed
embeddings named precomputed embeddings (PE). Unlike
historical embeddings used in training (§3.2), SRPE mitigates
accuracy drops by selectively recomputing a portion of the
PEs that contributes to high approximation errors. SRPE de-
cides on recomputation nodes based on a simple but effective
heuristic policy that statistically minimizes the approximation
errors. Fig. 4 (left) illustrates an example usage of SRPE.
After training, SRPE precomputes the embedding of exist-
ing training nodes. When computing the embedding of query
node 8, SRPE reuses the PE of node 3 while recomputing
the PE of node 2 to better reflect the contribution of node 8
(i.e., the edge from node 8 to 2 at Layer-1).

T-2: Computation Graph Parallelism and Custom Merge
Functions (§6). While SRPE reduces the size of computa-
tion graphs and corresponding computational overheads, it
still has high communication overhead due to fetching PEs
and feature vectors; e.g., we find that SRPE alone can still
yield latencies as high as 978 ms (§8.3) due to the overhead.
To further minimize this overhead, we develop computation
graph parallelism (CGP), which distributes both creation and
execution of computation graphs across multiple machines. In
CGP, each machine carefully constructs a partitioned compu-
tation graph to use only local feature vectors and PEs during
execution, thus avoiding heavy remote communication. For
instance, in Fig. 4 (right), to compute the Layer-1 embedding
of node 2, Machine 0 uses local feature vectors of nodes 4
and 8, while Machine 1 uses the local feature vector of node 1.
However, since each machine has a partial view of the entire
neighborhood, conventional message passing computation
(Eq. 1) fails to generate correct outputs. To overcome this
challenge, CGP employs a form of distributed execution that
extends message passing with collective communications and
custom merge functions tailored to various GNN models.

End-to-end Workflow. Fig. 5 illustrates the end-to-end work-
flow of OMEGA. The PEs of all nodes in the training graph
dataset are computed after training and distributed across ma-
chines along with the graph dataset. 1 Upon the arrival of a
serving request containing a batch of query nodes, the master
server evenly splits the query nodes, their feature vectors, and
the neighbor edges. 2 The partitioned requests are then dis-
tributed to the computation graph builder in each machine, 3
which creates a partitioned computation graph. When building
the computation graph, each builder determines which PEs to
recompute and adds the edges required for the recomputation
to the computation graph. 4 Copied to GPU memory, the
partitioned computation graphs are executed by GNN execu-
tors, which employ local aggregations followed by collective
communications to generate the final output embeddings with
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Figure 5: OMEGA end-to-end workflow.

customized merge functions for GNN models; 5 the master
server collects and returns the output embeddings.
Problem Scope. This paper focuses on achieving low-latency,
large-scale GNN serving for new query nodes that are un-
seen during training, while mitigating large computational
overheads and approximation errors (§3). We assume that
GNN models are trained on a fixed graph (e.g., the example
graph dataset in Fig. 1), and during the serving phase, query
nodes arrive with edges connecting them to training nodes in
the fixed graph (e.g., query node 8 in Fig. 5 is connected to
nodes 2 and 3). Addressing potential staleness problems and
enabling dynamic updates of graph datasets, GNN models,
and PEs is left for future work.

5 Selective Recomputation of PE
To mitigate the overheads from large neighborhoods (§3),
OMEGA reuses precomputed embeddings (PEs), p(l)u for each
node u and layer l (1 ≤ l ≤ k−1), which are captured from
the layer embeddings (i.e., h(l)u in Eq. 1) after training. Dur-
ing the serving phase, for a query node v, OMEGA computes
the final embedding h(k)v without fully recalculating the em-
beddings for the full k-hop neighborhood. Instead, it substi-
tutes the embeddings of v’s direct neighbors with their re-
spective PEs, utilizing p(l)u in place of computing h(l)u . This
approach significantly reduces both computational complexity
and memory requirements from O(Nk) to O(N × k), where N
represents the average number of neighbors.

5.1 Skewed Approximation Errors of PEs

However, we observe that naïvely reusing PEs for GNN serv-
ing can lead to substantial reductions in model accuracy, such
as 6.3% points decrease (denoted HE in Table 1). This re-
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Figure 6: (Left) CDF of the approximation errors of PEs, derived
from the workload in Table 1. We randomly selected 25% of test
nodes as query nodes, computed PEs with the remaining nodes,
and aggregated the errors using the query nodes. (Right) Effec-
tiveness of various recomputation policies in restoring accuracy
with increasing recomputation budgets. ‘AE’ and ‘IS’ represent
recomputation based on actual approximation errors and node
importance scores. ‘OMEGA’ denotes the proposed query edge
ratio-based policy (§5.2.2).
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Figure 7: An example of selective recomputation in a batch of
two query nodes: 8 (connected to nodes 2 and 3) and 9 (connected
to nodes 2, 4, and 7). (Left) Recomputation of two candidates
given a 50% recomputation budget. (Right) Random variables
with recomputation probabilities such that ∑ pi = 0.5. OMEGA’s
policy assigns each probability proportional to the ratio of edges
from the query nodes.

duction is attributed to approximation errors in PEs. These
errors occur because PEs are snapshotted after training, fail-
ing to aggregate the embeddings from new query nodes. For
example, the PE of node 3 shown in Fig. 4 (left) is computed
considering only the neighbors in the training graph (nodes 0,
5, 7), excluding the new query node 8.

We quantify the approximation errors by computing the
difference between the full embeddings, f (l)u , which include
all the edges from query nodes in aggregation, and the PEs.
When u is a direct neighbor of query nodes, we compute its
PE approximation error as ∑

k−1
l=1 || f

(l)
u − p(l)u ||.

We observe that the approximation errors are highly skewed
– the errors from a small number of PEs mainly contribute
to accuracy losses. Fig. 6 (left) shows a distribution of the
approximation errors of PEs. The top 10% of PE approxi-
mation errors are several orders larger than the other 90%.
More importantly, recomputing the 10% of PEs, while reusing
the other PEs, effectively recovers accuracy drop from -6.3%
points to -0.7% points (AE in Fig. 6 (right)). Exploiting the
skew in approximation errors is key to the effectiveness of
recomputation; e.g., randomly selecting the 10% recomputa-
tion targets (RANDOM in Fig. 6 (right)) yields a marginal
accuracy benefit (from -6.3% points to -5.7% points).

5



5.2 Policy for Selective PE Recomputation

Based on the observation, we propose to selectively recom-
pute PEs that show high approximation errors when used to
serve query nodes. The key challenge in this approach lies in
devising an effective recomputation policy that can identify
PEs prone to high approximation errors.

5.2.1 Problem Formulation

We describe the problem of selective PE recomputation and
the objective of recomputation policies, using an example
of serving two query nodes (i.e., nodes 8 and 9) in Fig. 7
(left). In this example, we can utilize PEs of the direct neigh-
bors of the query nodes (i.e., nodes 2, 3, 4, and 7), which we
call recomputation candidates. A policy decides whether to
recompute or reuse the PE for each candidate node. Recom-
putation includes the edges from query nodes to a candidate
node, whereas reuse ignores them. Then, the objective of the
recomputation policy is to find the best recomputation targets,
given a recomputation budget, that minimizes the approxi-
mation errors of the candidates. Fig. 7 (left) illustrates an
example where the budget allows for two out of four PEs to
be recomputed.

The recomputation policy can be formulated as a con-
strained optimization problem as follows:

min
z∈{0,1}|R|

∑
u∈R

k−1

∑
l=1

|| f (l)u −h(l)Gz,u|| sub. to. ∑
u∈R

zu ≤ γ|R| (2)

Here, R is the recomputation candidates, z is a |R|-sized 0-1
vector deciding recomputation of each candidate, Gz denotes
the corresponding graph, hGz,u represents the approximated
embeddings in Gz, and fu are the full embeddings. Finally, γ

refers to the budget.
However, directly solving the problem at serving time is

challenging because it is impractical to compute the full em-
beddings. Instead, we stochastically approximate the con-
strained optimization problem. As illustrated in Fig. 7 (right),
we assign independent binary random variables ẑu to each
candidate u such that it has a recomputation probability of
pu = E[ẑu], within the budget γ = ∑u pu.

In this setting, our goal is to find the optimal probabilities
that minimize the approximation errors. To achieve this, we
adopt the variance minimization technique from recent work
in sampling-based GNN training [90]; we define unbiased
estimators for the full embeddings and derive the optimal
recomputation probabilities that minimize the variance of the
estimators. By selecting candidates with high probabilities,
we can indirectly reduce the approximation errors.

We develop unbiased estimators for the full embeddings.
For each u, the full embedding f (l)u is computed with ag-
gregations from the query nodes (q(l)u ) and those from the
training nodes (t(l)u ). Here, we simplify the aggregation as
the mean of the messages from neighbors; for example,
q(l)u = ∑v∈NQ(u) m(l)

v /|N(u)| where NQ(u) denotes the query

nodes connected to u and m(l)
v are the messages. Then, we de-

fine the estimator f̂ (l)u = 1
pu

ẑuq(l)u + t(l)u such thatE[ f̂ (l)u ] = f (l)u .
We obtain the optimal probabilities that minimize the variance
of the estimators with the following theorem.

Theorem 1 The sum of the variances of every dimension
of the estimators (∑u ∑

k−1
l=1 f̂ (l)u ) is minimized when pu ∝

||∑k−1
l=1 q(l)u ||= ||∑k−1

l=1 ∑v∈NQ(u)
m(l)

v
|N(u)| ||, given γ = ∑u pu.

The proof is based on Theorem 3.2. from [90]. With the con-
stant sum of probabilities γ, we can derive the lower bound
of the estimator using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Equal-
ity holds when recomputation probabilities align with those
specified in the theorem. We provide the formal proof of The-
orem 1 in Appendix A.

5.2.2 The Top-Query-Edges-Ratio Policy

Based on the analysis, a recomputation policy can calculate
the optimal probabilities and recompute the PEs within the
top γ% of these probabilities. However, the exact calculation
requires the full embeddings of query nodes to obtain the
messages (m(l)

v ) of query nodes, which is infeasible in serving.
Thus, instead of computing the full embeddings, we adopt the
simplification from prior work [90], whereby our recompu-
tation policy approximates pu ∝

|NQ(u)|
|N(u)| without considering

the message terms. We explain the intuition and highlight the
policy’s effectiveness below.

We name our policy top-query-edges-ratio since it recom-
putes PEs with higher ratios of edges from query nodes. For
instance, in Fig. 7 (right), the policy recomputes the PEs of
nodes 2 and 7. Intuitively, a higher ratio of query edges is
likely to change the PE significantly and result in a large
approximation error. Empirically, Fig. 6 (right) shows this
policy (OMEGA) can recover accuracy drops almost similarly
to recomputation based on real approximation errors (AE).

To further assess the effectiveness of OMEGA’s policy,
we compare it with two alternatives, IS and RANDOM, as
shown in Fig. 6 (right). IS chooses recomputation targets
based on node importance scores, defined for each node v
as IS(v) = 1

deg(v) ∑u∈N(v)
1

deg(u) , following existing sampling-
based training methods [19, 20, 90]. Though beneficial for re-
ducing sampling variance during training, these scores focus
more on existing nodes and are less effective for recompu-
tation during serving, resulting in less optimal performance
compared to OMEGA’s policy. RANDOM selects targets ran-
domly. This approach fails to identify error-prone PEs, lead-
ing to ineffective recovery of accuracy losses, even with large
recomputation budgets.

In Table 3, we extensively evaluate OMEGA’s policy across
representative GNN models and graph datasets, which shows
it can effectively recover accuracy to within 1% point with
minimal budget. Our policy consistently outperforms the al-
ternatives, IS and RANDOM, similar to the result in Fig. 6
(right). We extensively evaluate the recomputation policies
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Figure 8: (a) An example serving request on the graph dataset
in Fig. 1 with the partitioned requests depicted at the bottom. (b)
Partitioned computation graphs for the request.

across various GNN models and graph datasets and observe
consistent results in Appendix B.

Finally, OMEGA allows for changing the amount of recom-
putation through the recomputation budget parameter γ to
navigate the tradeoff between accuracy and latency. Users can
adjust the parameter depending on the model, dataset, and
acceptable percentage of accuracy drop and latency. We eval-
uate this tradeoff in §8.4 and show that OMEGA can recover
accuracy drops with minimal latency increase.

6 Computation Graph Parallelism
While SRPE mitigates the neighborhood explosion problem,
communication overhead remains significant. We observe that
over 80% of the latency is due to creating computation graphs,
which involves fetching feature vectors, PEs, and neighbor
edges from remote machines and copying them to GPU mem-
ory (§8.3). We now describe computation graph parallelism
(CGP) to further reduce communication overhead by distribut-
ing computation graph creation and execution.

6.1 Distributed Creation and Execution

We describe the key steps in CGP using an example serving
request with two batched query nodes (i.e., nodes 8 and 9) at
the top of Fig. 8a.
Serving Requests Partitioning. As described in §4,
OMEGA’s master first splits incoming serving requests.
Specifically, the master evenly assigns partitions to every
query node in a request. In our example, nodes 8 and 9 are
assigned to partitions 0 and 1, respectively. The edges in a
request are then split based on the source nodes’ partitions
to enable local aggregation. For instance, the edges whose
source nodes are 2, 4, and 8 are included in the partitioned
request for partition 0, as depicted at the bottom left of Fig. 8a.
The feature vectors of query nodes follow the partitions of
the query nodes. The master sends the partitioned edges and
features to corresponding computation graph builders.
Computation Graph Generation. Among the edges, each
builder uses those having query nodes as destination nodes

to create the last layer of a computation graph (e.g., Layer-2
in Fig. 8b). Each builder then applies OMEGA’s recomputa-
tion policy (§5.2.2) to identify recomputation target nodes
among the input nodes of the last layer. In Layer-2 of Fig. 8b,
while the PEs of nodes 3 and 4 are reused, the embeddings
of nodes 2 and 7 are recomputed. For the recomputation, all
of the edges terminating at the target nodes need to be in-
cluded in the other layers. Since the edges are distributed
across different partitions, the builders first broadcast their
recomputation target nodes to each other through all-gather
collective (e.g., nodes 2 and 7), extract the required edges from
local graphs (e.g., 4 � 2 and 6 � 7 in Layer-1 of partition 0
in Fig. 8b) and from the partitioned requests (e.g., 8 � 2),
then create the remaining layers (e.g., Layer-1 in Fig. 8b).
Layer-wise Distributed Execution. With the computation
graphs, GNN executors compute the embeddings of the query
nodes by executing GNN layers sequentially. To first compute
Layer-1 embeddings, each executor computes partial aggre-
gations using its local features, shuffles them with the other
executors through collective communications, and merges
them. The output embeddings are concatenated with the local
PEs, which are used as the input for the next layer (e.g., Layer-
2 input embeddings in Fig. 8). The process is repeated until
the query nodes’ embeddings are computed in the last layer
execution.

To enable the distributed execution, OMEGA extends con-
ventional message passing (Eq. 1). Instead of applying the
aggregation function to the entire neighborhood, OMEGA
generates a local aggregation for each partition using the
neighbors placed in each partition. OMEGA further defines a
merge function to compute global aggregations with the local
aggregations. The l-th layer execution is as follows:

a(l)v,p =
⊕̂(l)

u∈Np(v)
{M(l)(h(l−1)

u )},0 ≤ p < P

h(l)v =U (l)(h(l−1)
v ,

⊎(l)
{a(l)v,p}0≤p<P)

(3)

Here, P is the number of partitions, Np(v) returns the neigh-
bors of a node v in a partition p, a(l)v,p represents a local aggre-
gation for v in p,

⊕̂
is the local aggregation function, and

⊎
is the merge function. In Fig. 9, we depict the execution of
the last layer in our running example.

6.2 Custom Merge Functions

Applying CGP is straightforward for GNN models with com-
mutative and associative aggregations, such as sum or max,
but not so for more complex generalized arithmetic aggre-
gations [24, 54] or softmax-based aggregation with learned
weights [17, 75]. We explain how to handle them below.
Generalized Arithmetic Aggregation. Beyond simple aver-
age functions, some GNN models leverage power mean ag-
gregation [54] or normalized moments aggregation [24]. For
power mean aggregation (i.e., ( 1

|N(v)| ∑u∈N(v) mp
u)

1
p ), OMEGA

computes the local aggregations by summing local mes-
sages after applying the pow() function with p. To merge
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Figure 9: Example of distributed layer execution of CGP. At
each partition, 1 the message function is applied to the input
embeddings, and 2 the messages are aggregated by the local
aggregation functions. 3 The local aggregations of each node
are shuffled through all-to-all communications. Then, each parti-
tion proceeds to apply 4 the merge function and 5 the update
function.

them, OMEGA adds the aggregations and then applies the
pow() function with 1/p. Normalized moments aggregation
(i.e., ( 1

|N(v)| ∑u∈N(v)(mu − m̄)n)
1
n ) requires the mean of the

messages (m̄). OMEGA first computes the mean values for
each destination node (e.g., nodes 8 and 9 in Fig. 9) then
broadcasts the values with an all-gather operation. Then,
OMEGA computes the global aggregations with the same
procedure used in the power mean aggregation.
Softmax-based Aggregation. GNN models can utilize the
attention mechanism [17, 75], which learns attention weights
using the softmax function [16] to identify important nodes
in the neighborhood. To employ the aggregation, a learned
attention weight needs to be computed for each edge, which re-
quires the embeddings of destination nodes [75]. For instance,
in Fig. 9, the local aggregation in machine 0 for node 9 needs
h(1)9 , which resides in machine 1. Consequently, OMEGA op-
tionally employs an all-gather operation for destination em-
beddings (i.e., h(1)8 and h(1)9 ) to enable local aggregation. Next,
the attention weights are normalized using the softmax func-
tion. For merging these softmax-based local aggregations
while maintaining numerical stability, OMEGA additionally
generates the exponential sum of logits and the maximum log-
its in each partition and adds them to the local aggregations,
which are then utilized in the merging step. The two-step ag-
gregation technique for the attention mechanism has recently
been applied to Transformer models [26]. We show that the
accuracy impact of the aggregation is minimal in §8.2.

We note there are some stateful aggregations [37, 85] to
which CGP cannot be directly applied; e.g., those leveraging
recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [39] to aggregate mes-
sages with recurrent hidden states. The strict dependency on
aggregation prevents CGP from computing local aggrega-
tions in parallel. Since the RNN model must be sequentially
applied to each neighbor in the resulting central aggrega-
tion, serving latency can become excessive. For instance, in
our measurements of serving latency for a 3-Layer Graph-

Dataset Nodes Edges Avg. Deg. Features Hiddens

Reddit [37] 232 K 115 M 492 602 128
Yelp [90] 717 K 14.0 M 20 300 512

Amazon [90] 1.6 M 264 M 168 200 512
Products [43] 2.4 M 124 M 52 100 128
Papers [43] 111 M 1.6 B 14 128 512
FB10B [29] 30 M 10 B 333 1024 128

Table 2: Graph datasets used in the evaluation. The first four
columns represent the number of nodes, number of directed
edges, average degrees, and feature dimensions. The last column
denotes the hidden dimensions used for GNN models.

SAGE [37] model with RNN-based and mean aggregations
under identical settings in Table 1, we observe that the RNN-
based aggregation requires substantially more time, taking
41× longer (28.9 s) compared to mean aggregation (702 ms).
In future work, we will extend CGP and co-design GNN mod-
els to accommodate such aggregations, similar to learnable
commutative aggregation [63].

7 Implementation
We implement OMEGA in C++ and Python using the dis-
tributed Deep Graph Library (DGL) [78,96] and PyTorch [64].
OMEGA utilizes DGL’s graph structures and message-passing
APIs alongside PyTorch’s DNN operations and communica-
tion backends. Communication among computation graph
builders relies on PyTorch’s GLOO [9] backend, while the
master communicates with other machines using PyTorch
RPC [25]. For computation graph execution, OMEGA modi-
fies DGL’s message-passing APIs to substitute global aggre-
gation with local aggregation, all-to-all communication, and
merging. It employs DGL for local aggregation, PyTorch’s
NCCL [10] for communication, and PyTorch DNN operations
for merging. Notably, OMEGA does not require any modifica-
tion to GNN models written in DGL since OMEGA’s GNN
executor is compatible with the APIs of DGL and PyTorch.

8 Evaluation
We evaluate the performance of OMEGA using popular bench-
mark graph datasets and representative GNN models. We
compare DGL-based [78, 96] baseline serving systems with
our techniques, SRPE (§5), CGP (§6), and their combination.
Our evaluation addresses the following key questions:
• How much does OMEGA improve latency and accuracy

compared to the baseline systems (§8.2)?
• To what extent do SRPE and CGP contribute to the reduc-

tion in OMEGA’s latency (§8.3)?
• What are the recomputation and memory overheads of

using PEs (§8.4)?
• How well does OMEGA scale with additional GPUs and

machines (§8.5)?
• How do various system optimizations and model configu-

rations affect OMEGA’s latency (§8.6)?
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8.1 Experimental Setup

Testbed. We conducted our experiments on a GPU cluster
with 4 servers, each equipped with two 32-core AMD 7542
CPUs, 512 GB of main memory, and two NVIDIA V100S
GPUs with 32 GB of memory. The servers are connected with
25 Gbps Ethernet links via a switch. All servers run 64-bit
Ubuntu 22.04, DGL v1.0.2, and PyTorch v1.13.0.

GNN Models. We evaluate OMEGA on three representative
GNN models, Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN) [52],
GraphSAGE (SAGE) [37], and Graph Attention Networks
(GAT) [75]. We use two layers for GCN and three layers for
SAGE and GAT models to avoid the over-smoothing prob-
lem [21, 53, 55] with deeper GNN models.

Datasets. We evaluate OMEGA on six graph datasets detailed
in Table 2. Products [43] and Papers [43] are widely used
for assessing GNN performance [32, 34, 58, 71]. Reddit [37],
Yelp [90], and Amazon [90] represent real-world web ser-
vices where GNNs power applications like recommendations.
For testing OMEGA on a larger scale, we include FB10B, a
synthetic dataset with 10 billion edges modeled after Face-
book’s social network [29] with randomly generated 1,024-
dimensional features, reflecting the high dimensionality in
real-world scenarios [42, 89, 92].

Workloads. We synthesize realistic serving workloads from
the datasets since no public large-scale GNN serving work-
load is available. For each dataset, we remove 25% of random
test nodes and the edges connected to the nodes. We make
a serving request by randomly selecting a specific number
of query nodes from the removed nodes and the edges from
the query nodes to the nodes in the remaining dataset. Our
evaluation uses batch sizes of 64, 128, 256, 512, 1,024, and
2,048. For each batch size, we generate 500 serving requests
(reused for all evaluations). We execute one request at a time
to measure the serving latency without any resource con-
tention among requests. The reported results are averaged
over the 500 serving requests.

Baselines. For a fair comparison with OMEGA, which is
based on Distributed DGL (§7), we implement the follow-
ing two baseline GNN service systems using Distributed
DGL [96].1

• DGL (FULL) constructs and executes full computation
graphs that consist of the entire k-hop neighborhood of
query nodes. This approach is typically preferred for rela-
tively small graphs [41, 91].

• DGL (NS) employs neighborhood sampling to reduce
latencies at the expense of accuracy. This approach is es-
sential today for supporting large-scale graphs in existing
GNN serving systems [56, 72, 89]. We use widely adopted

1Since DGL is primarily designed for training, we adapt distributed
DGL [96] by removing the backward pass and using only the forward pass
in both baselines.

Dataset GCN SAGE GAT
Acc. (%) γ (%) Acc. (%) γ (%) Acc. (%) γ (%)

Reddit 92.5 (-0.1) 0 96.3 (0.0) 0 95.5 (0.0) 0
Yelp 42.4 (-4.5) 20 63.7 (0.0) 0 56.9 (-6.3) 7

Amazon 41.8 (-3.9) 3 79.4 (0.0) 0 63.4 (-3.0) 1
Products 75.6 (+0.1) 0 77.8 (+0.1) 0 73.3 (0.0) 0
Papers 42.0 (+1.4) 0 50.0 (+0.3) 0 49.3 (+0.4) 0

Table 3: Effectiveness of OMEGA’s recomputation policy (§5.2.2).
‘Acc.’ column represents the accuracy with full computation
graphs and the percentage of accuracy drops with PEs (without
recomputation). ‘γ’ column shows the recomputation budget to
achieve less than 1% points of accuracy drop. We randomly
remove 25% of test nodes to create serving requests, each con-
taining 1,024 query nodes, and compute PEs using the remaining
nodes. Accuracy drops and the recomputation budgets are then
aggregated across these requests.3

sampling fanouts [37, 49, 72] of (25, 10)2 and (15, 10, 5)
for models with 2 and 3 layers unless otherwise specified.

Default Configurations. Unless otherwise specified, exper-
iments use a batch size of 1,024 and run on 4 machines,
each with 1 GPU. OMEGA employs the recomputation policy
(§5.2.2), with budgets (γ) set for less than 1% accuracy drop
(Table 3). For the FB10B dataset, containing synthetic fea-
ture vectors, no recomputation is performed. Random hash
partitioning is applied by default for better load balancing,
as locality-aware strategies like Metis [50] do not improve
OMEGA or baseline performance (§8.6).

8.2 Overall Performance

We evaluate the end-to-end serving latency and accuracy of
OMEGA in comparison to DGL (FULL) and DGL (NS). In
Fig. 10, we report the latencies of OMEGA and the baseline
systems, along with relative speedups, across six datasets
listed in Table 2 and GCN, SAGE, and GAT models. To high-
light the contributions of SRPE and CGP, we also include
latencies for OMEGA (SRPE) and OMEGA (CGP), repre-
senting OMEGA with only SRPE and CGP, respectively.
Compared to DGL (FULL). OMEGA significantly reduces
latency while minimizing accuracy drop. For instance, as
shown in Fig. 10, OMEGA achieves 159× lower latency than
DGL (FULL) for the SAGE model with the Amazon dataset.
OMEGA handles large graphs with higher degrees efficiently,
leveraging SRPE’s precomputation and CGP’s local aggrega-
tion. For the FB10B dataset, OMEGA successfully runs GNNs
on the largest dataset by significantly reducing computation
graph sizes, whereas DGL (FULL) fails due to CUDA out-of-
memory (OOM) errors. The Papers dataset shows little benefit
from OMEGA since its serving nodes have low degrees (2.4
on average), and DGL (FULL) shows low latency of 15 ms.

2The (25, 10) fanout means sampling at most 10 neighbors at the first hop
and sampling at most 25 neighbors for each direct neighbor.

3We train the models using grid search on learning rates (0.01, 0.001,
0.0001) with the Adam optimizer [51] and dropout probabilities (0.1, 0.5),
running fixed numbers of epochs based on convergence. We use neighbor-
hood sampling in training with (25, 10) and (15, 10, 5) fanouts.
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Figure 10: End-to-end serving latency of OMEGA and baseline systems (in log scale) across three models and six datasets. The numbers
within each bar represent the latency values for OMEGA or the relative speedup of OMEGA compared to each system. ‘OOM’ indicates
that a system failed to execute the workload due to a CUDA Out-of-Memory error.

Systems Yelp Amazon
GCN SAGE GAT GCN SAGE GAT

DGL (NS) 36.2% 63.7% 50.9% 36.1% 79.4% 60.8%
OMEGA 41.5% 63.7% 55.9% 40.9% 79.4% 62.5%

Table 4: Test accuracies of OMEGA and DGL (NS) using three
GNN models (GCN, SAGE, GAT) on the Yelp and Amazon
datasets. OMEGA employs SRPE with the recomputation bud-
gets from Table 3, maintaining less than 1 % point of accuracy
loss. Corresponding latency results are provided in Fig. 10.

Compared to DGL (NS). We first study how neighborhood
sampling affects accuracy. For GCN and GAT models on
Amazon and Yelp datasets, accuracy loss from sampling com-
pared to OMEGA is significant (1.7% to 5.0% in Table 4),
while OMEGA achieves substantial latency speedups (1.3×
to 5.7× in Fig. 10) with less than 1% point accuracy loss.
SAGE models are more resilient to sampling, typically show-
ing negligible accuracy losses, as reported in prior work [49].
Overall, OMEGA demonstrates minimal accuracy drop while
significantly reducing latency across all cases.

Additionally, sampling allows DGL (NS) to handle the
largest dataset, FB10B, without CUDA OOM. However, even
with sampling, the total neighbors can be large. For instance,
with a (15, 10, 5) sampling configuration, one query node
can have up to 750 3-hop neighbors, leading to high com-
munication overheads for fetching associated feature vectors,
resulting in a latency of 2.0 seconds for FB10B. In contrast,
OMEGA effectively reduces computation graph sizes through
SRPE and minimizes communication overheads with CGP,
outperforming DGL (NS) by up to 10.8×.

8.3 Contributions of OMEGA’s Techniques

To better understand the performance benefits of OMEGA, we
analyze the respective improvements from SRPE and CGP.

Contribution of SRPE. We present the latency break-
down and required communication size of DGL (FULL),
DGL (NS), OMEGA (SRPE), and OMEGA in Fig. 11. DGL
(FULL) suffers from fetching feature vectors and edges for
the entire k-hop neighborhood during computation graph cre-
ation (Fetch), taking several seconds to serve a single request
or causing CUDA OOM. In contrast, SRPE reduces computa-
tion graph sizes and communication overhead. For example,
in the Amazon dataset, SRPE reduces the communication
volume by 18×, from 7.4GB to 411MB, and latency by 29×,
from 8.2s to 278ms.

However, compared to DGL (NS), communication size in
OMEGA (SRPE) can still be significant, as shown with the
Amazon dataset in Fig. 11. This occurs when query nodes
have large numbers of direct neighbors (e.g., 168 average
degrees in Table 2) and PEs are larger than feature vectors
(e.g., 512 hidden vs. 200 feature dimensions for Amazon
in Table 2).
Contribution of CGP. CGP’s local aggregation effectively
reduces the communication overhead of SRPE, as it only re-
quires collective communications for the query nodes and a
small number of recomputation target nodes (e.g., nodes 2, 7,
8, and 9 in Fig. 8b). As shown in Fig. 11 (denoted OMEGA),
CGP’s local aggregations effectively minimize communica-
tion to a few MBs of necessary collective communications,
reducing latency of OMEGA (SRPE) by 5.5× (from 278 ms
to 51 ms) and 5.4× (from 978 ms to 181 ms) for the Amazon
and FB10B datasets.

On the other hand, We examine CGP’s independent impact
using the method in Appendix D. As Fig. 10 shows (denoted
OMEGA (CGP)), while CGP reduces latency for 2-hop com-
putation graphs (i.e., GCN) relative to DGL (FULL), its per-
formance for 3-hop graphs (i.e., SAGE, GAT) is poorer since
deeper GNN models’ neighborhoods expand to encompass
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Figure 12: Latency and accuracy trade-off of OMEGA varying
recomputation budget with GCN and GAT models and Amazon
and Yelp datasets.

most of a dataset, limiting local aggregation effectiveness.
Nevertheless, CGP significantly enhances SRPE, where com-
putation graphs mainly consist of first-hop neighbors.

8.4 Recomputation and Memory Overhead of PEs

While SRPE provides significant latency benefits, it also intro-
duces additional costs: recomputation (to mitigate accuracy
losses) and memory (to store PEs on the host). We evaluate
the impact of recomputation on latency and accuracy, and
discuss the memory overhead of PEs.
Recomputation Overhead. We assess the trade-offs between
latency and accuracy based on the budget of OMEGA’s re-
computation policy (§5.2). Fig. 12 presents results for GCN
and GAT models using the Yelp and Amazon datasets, which
experience the largest accuracy drops without PE recomputa-
tion. The results demonstrate that OMEGA’s policy effectively
minimizes recomputation costs; for instance, a recomputation
budget of 7% reduces accuracy losses from 6.3% points to
just 1.0% points, while increasing latency by only 11 ms for
the GAT model on the Yelp dataset.
Memory Overhead. The memory required to store PEs is
proportional to the number of layers, hidden dimensions, and
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Figure 13: Normalized Latency of OMEGA and DGL (NS) vary-
ing number of GPUs with FB10B dataset.
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Figure 14: Latency-throughput results of OMEGA and DGL (NS)
varying request rates with SAGE model and FB10B dataset.

data type size: (L − 1) ∗ H ∗ D bytes. Although the mem-
ory footprint depends on the GNN model configuration and
graph dataset size, PEs are typically smaller than the graph
dataset size, as models generally have only 2–3 layers and
relatively small hidden dimensions [34]. For instance, the
memory footprint of PEs for the 3-layer SAGE model is 31.5
GB, representing just 10.9% of the FB10B dataset size.

8.5 Scalability Analysis

In this section, we examine the impact of varying number of
machines and GPUs on the latency and throughput of OMEGA.
We evaluate the largest FB10B dataset, and compare OMEGA
with DGL (NS) since DGL (FULL) cannot run the workload
due to CUDA OOM.
Latency. In Fig. 13, we vary the number of GPUs: 2 (on 2 ma-
chines), 4 (on 4 machines), and 8 (with 4 machines each using
2 GPUs). While DGL (NS) does not benefit from additional
resources due to its centralized execution, OMEGA demon-
strates strong scaling by distributing the host-to-GPU memory
transfer across multiple GPUs, with each GPU handling only
local feature vectors and PEs. As a result, for instance, the
latency of OMEGA with the GAT model decreases by 67%
(from 282ms to 88ms), whereas DGL (NS) only shows a 9%
(from 2.2s to 2.0s) reduction in latency.
Throughput. We analyze the throughput of OMEGA and DGL
(NS) by modeling request arrivals with a Poisson distribution
and feeding workloads into both systems in Fig. 14. While
DGL (NS) enables concurrent request handling by individual
GPUs, significant network contention limits its scalability,
achieving only a 2.6× increase in maximum throughput from
2 to 8 GPUs. In contrast, OMEGA leverages CGP to reduce
communication overhead and avoid contention, resulting in
a 3.8× increase in throughput. Furthermore, with 8 GPUs,
OMEGA outperforms DGL (NS) by 4.7× while maintaining
significantly lower latency.
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Figure 15: Normalized latency of OMEGA and DGL (NS) varying
feature cache size with SAGE model and FB10B dataset.

Systems Yelp + R.H. Yelp + Metis Amazon + R.H. Amazon + Metis

DGL (FULL) 652.6 ± 30.8 774.2 ± 37.4 8181.3 ± 215.4 10602.8 ± 1087.6
DGL (NS) 159.1 ± 3.2 167.0 ± 8.4 93.0 ± 5.4 100.1 ± 11.4

OMEGA 15.2 ± 0.5 15.3 ± 0.9 49.1 ± 3.3 86.7 ± 11.0

Table 5: Serving latency and standard deviation (in milliseconds)
for two graph partitioning strategies (Random-Hash vs. Metis)
with Yelp and Amazon datasets.

8.6 Impact of Optimizations and Configurations

We evaluate the impact of system optimizations and model
configurations on OMEGA’s latency. To minimize communi-
cation and host-to-device transfer overheads, GNN training
systems often utilize GPU feature caching [57,58,71,88] and
locality-aware partitioning [57, 58, 62, 71, 95, 96]. We analyze
these techniques’ effects on OMEGA’s latency and explore
various model configurations, including feature dimensions,
hidden dimensions, batch sizes, and number of GNN layers.
Impact of Feature Cache. We evaluate how the feature
caches in GPUs impact the serving latency of OMEGA and
DGL (NS). Following prior work [57], we sort nodes by their
out-degrees, caching the highest-ranked nodes to maximize
the chances of cache hits. As shown in Fig. 15, both OMEGA
and DGL (NS) benefit from caching, but OMEGA sees a much
larger reduction in latency. For example, with a 16GB cache,
OMEGA’s latency drops by 65%, compared to 39% for DGL
(NS). This is because OMEGA takes advantage of CGP’s
distributed execution, where each GPU caches frequently ac-
cessed nodes from its local subset of data. In contrast, DGL
(NS) uses a centralized execution approach, requiring every
GPU to consider nodes from the entire dataset.
Impact of Graph Partitioning. We study the impact of graph
partitioning on serving latency of OMEGA and the baseline
systems using two partitioning strategies: Metis [50], a widely-
used locality-aware partitioning method, and random-hash
partitioning. As shown in Table 5, we observe that all systems
show reduced latency and variance with random hash parti-
tioning compared to using Metis. This suggests that locality-
aware partitioning, while effective during the training phase
for reducing communication costs, does not provide similar
benefits for serving workloads, as query nodes do not fully
leverage the locality established before they arrive.
Impact of Model Configurations. In Fig. 16, using the SAGE
model on the FB10B dataset, we analyze serving latency
across different feature dimensions, hidden dimensions, and
batch sizes, where the default values are (1024, 128, 1024).
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Figure 16: Latency of OMEGA and DGL (NS) varying model
hyperparameters and batch sizes with SAGE model and FB10B
dataset.

We observe that OMEGA effectively handles larger parame-
ters, outperforming DGL (NS) by 16.9× and 13.3× for fea-
ture dimensions and batch size of 2048, respectively. Larger
hidden dimensions increase OMEGA ’s latency as OMEGA
communicates layer embeddings of hidden dimensions (§6.1).
Nevertheless, OMEGA achieves 2.7× better latency for 2048
hidden dimensions, leveraging the reduced communication
costs by SRPE and CGP. We further evaluate the impact of
the number of layers in Appendix C, where we show that
OMEGA’s linear latency scaling consistently outperforms
baseline systems, particularly for deeper networks.

9 Related Work
GNN Serving Systems. Several systems [56, 72, 89] accel-
erate GNN serving for large graphs through sampling. How-
ever, as discussed in §3.2 and §8.2, sampling often results
in significantly higher latency and/or lower accuracy. Other
systems [41,91] focus on resource-efficient techniques for op-
timizing GNN serving in decentralized environments. While
techniques such as adaptive batching [41] can be integrated
with OMEGA, serving with the full computation graphs in
these systems is prohibitively memory-intensive and slow
(§8.2). In contrast, OMEGA effectively reduces serving la-
tency for large graphs while preserving accuracy.
GNN Kernel Optimizations. Existing systems optimize
GNN execution on GPUs using techniques like kernel fu-
sion and pipelining to enhance performance [61, 79, 80, 84].
For example, GNNAdvisor [79] reduces atomic operations
and global memory access through runtime graph-aware warp
and block-level organization. While these optimizations could
be integrated into OMEGA, they do not address communica-
tion overheads in serving. Similarly, HAG [46] introduces
hierarchical aggregation to eliminate redundancy, which is
comparable but distinct from CGP’s local aggregation, pre-
senting an interesting future research direction.
GNN Training Systems. Various GNN training systems
mitigate overhead from large neighborhoods using approxi-
mations, such as sampling or historical embeddings, as dis-
cussed in §3.2. Some systems [57, 58, 71, 88] utilize local
feature caches to minimize CPU-GPU communication, com-
plementing OMEGA’s approach (§8.6). Full-graph training
systems [45,61,73,77], avoid computation graph construction
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by operating on the entire graph. However, as they are de-
signed for static graphs and lack dynamic computation graph
creation for new query nodes, their techniques are either inap-
plicable to GNN serving or complementary to OMEGA.

10 Conclusion
This paper presents OMEGA, a GNN serving system achiev-
ing low latency and minimal accuracy loss for large graphs.
OMEGA addresses neighborhood explosion with SRPE (§5),
which precomputes layer embeddings and selectively recom-
putes error-prone embeddings in the serving phase. OMEGA
further reduces communication overhead through CGP (§6),
enabling distributed computation graph creation with custom
merge functions. Our evaluation demonstrates that OMEGA
reduces latency by orders of magnitude compared to baselines
with minimal accuracy loss (§8).
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A Proof of Theorem 1
We describe the formal proof of Theorem 1. To prove the
theorem, we assume each GNN layer independently learns
embeddings, following prior works [19, 44, 90]. This assump-
tion allows GNN models to be statistically analyzed despite
complex nonlinear activations between layers. Then, as we
described in §5.2.1, for each recomputation candidate u ∈ R,
we have an unbiased estimator f̂ (l)u = 1

pu
ẑuq(l)u + t(l)u . Here,

q(l)u = ∑v∈NQ(u)
m(l)

v
|N(u)| and t(l)u = ∑v∈NT (u)

m(l)
v

|N(u)| where NQ(u)
and NT (u) represent neighbors of u in query nodes and train-
ing nodes, respectively.

Let the embeddings be d-dimensional vectors. We find the
optimal recomputation probabilities (pu), given recomputa-
tion budget γ = ∑u∈R pu, that minimize the following sum of
variances.

S =
d

∑
i=1

Var [∑
u∈R

k−1

∑
l=1

(
1
pu

ẑuq(l)u + t(l)u )i] (4)

By the independence of recomputation variables (ẑu), we have
Cov [ẑu, ẑv] = 0 if u ̸= v. Also, Cov [ẑu, ẑu] = pu(1− pu). Thus,

S =
d

∑
i=1

∑
u∈R

(
k−1

∑
l=1

(q(l)u )i)
2 1

p2
u

pu(1− pu)

= ∑
u∈R

d

∑
i=1

(
k−1

∑
l=1

(q(l)u )i)
2(

1
pu

−1)

= ∑
u∈R

||
k−1

∑
l=1

q(l)u ||2( 1
pu

−1)

(5)

Now, it is sufficient to minimize the first term
∑u∈R ||∑k−1

l=1 q(l)u ||2 1
pu

. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(∑
u∈R

(||
k−1

∑
l=1

q(l)u || 1
√

pu
)2)(∑

u∈R

√
pu

2)≥ (∑
u∈R

||
k−1

∑
l=1

q(l)u ||)2 (6)

Since γ = ∑u∈R
√

pu
2 and the right-hand side are constants,

the first term is minimized when the following equality con-
dition holds:

∀u ∈ R, ||
k−1

∑
l=1

q(l)u || 1
√

pu
∝
√

pu (7)

Therefore, we conclude S is minimized if pu ∝ ||∑k−1
l=1 q(l)u ||.

B Evaluation on Recomputation Policies
In this section, we evaluate the performance of OMEGA’s
recomputation policy against RANDOM and IS policies
(§5.2.2). Following the training procedure outlined in Table 3,
we train three representative GNN models—GCN, SAGE,
and GAT—on six different datasets, as detailed in Table 6.
After training, we remove 25% of test nodes (and their con-
nected edges) at random, forming batches of size 1,024. We
compute PEs for the training nodes and the remaining 75% of
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Dataset Nodes Edges Features Hiddens Dropout GCN (%) SAGE (%) GAT (%)

Flickr [90] 89 K 900 K 500 128 0.5 51.8 51.2 51.6
Reddit [37] 232 K 115 M 602 128 0.5 89.3 96.2 95.3
Yelp [90] 717 K 14.0 M 300 512 0.1 42.8 64.0 57.1

Amazon [90] 1.6 M 264 M 200 512 0.1 41.6 79.4 63.4
Products [43] 2.4 M 124 M 100 128 0.5 76.2 78.3 74.1
Papers [43] 111 M 1.6 B 128 512 0.5 47.2 50.9 49.6

Table 6: Datasets used in recomputation policy evaluations. The first three columns describe the number of nodes, edges, and feature
dimensions, respectively. The next two columns show the hidden dimensions and dropout probabilities used in training GNN models.
Finally, the last three columns show the accuracies of the trained models on each test dataset.
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Figure 17: Latency of OMEGA and DGL (NS) varying number
of layers with GCNII model and Yelp dataset.

test nodes for each model-dataset pair. We assess the perfor-
mance of recomputation policies using these batches and PEs
and aggregate the results. Fig. 18 shows that OMEGA’s re-
computation policy outperforms the baseline policies in most
of the cases, effectively narrowing the accuracy gap between
full computation graphs and those utilizing SRPE.

C Impact of Number of Layers.
We evaluate the impact of the number of GNN layers on serv-
ing latency with GCNII model [21]. As shown in Fig. 17,
OMEGA shows a linear increase in latency, while the base-
lines suffer from an exponential increase. This results in
OMEGA outperforming DGL (FULL) and DGL (NS) by
20.3× and 5.5× for 2 layers, and 48.0× and 23.4× for 6 lay-
ers, respectively. This is due to PEs allowing OMEGA to con-
struct computation graphs only with direct neighbors, causing
the size of the computation graph to grow only linearly with
the number of layers. In this evaluation, we use the GCNII
model [21], which is designed to support deeper GNN archi-
tectures, to mitigate the over-smoothing problem [21, 53, 55],
where increasing the number of layers leads to diminishing
returns in model accuracy.

D Latency Estimation of CGP
In this section, we describe our estimation of the latency of
OMEGA with CGP using execution traces collected in our ex-
periment and the following analytical model. Consider a k-hop
computation graph where the i-th layer (1 ≤ i ≤ k) comprises
Si source nodes, Di destination nodes, and Ei edges. With
CGP, each machine sends T bytes of data (including a local
aggregation) to each of the remote machines that have desti-

nation nodes (i.e., T ×∑
k
i=1 Di bytes). The amount of host to

GPU memory copy is calculated as (F×S1+E×∑
k
i=1 Ei)/M

bytes, where F represents the feature dimensions, E is the size
of one edge, and M denotes the number of machines. CGP
reduces the GPU computation time by a factor of M due to
its distributed execution compared to the baseline.
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(a) Flickr GCN (52.5%)
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(b) Flickr SAGE (51.2%)
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(c) Flickr GAT (51.5%)
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(d) Reddit GCN (89.1%)
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(e) Reddit SAGE (96.0%)
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(f) Reddit GAT (95.2%)
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(g) Yelp GCN (42.4%)
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(h) Yelp SAGE (63.7%)
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(i) Yelp GAT (56.9%)
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(j) Amazon GCN (41.8%)
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(k) Amazon SAGE (79.4%)
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(l) Amazon GAT (63.4%)
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(m) Products GCN (75.6%)
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(n) Products SAGE (77.8%)
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(o) Products GAT (73.3%)
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(p) Papers GCN (42.0%)
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(q) Papers SAGE (50.0%)
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Figure 18: The recovered accuracy varies under different recomputation policies (§5.2.2). Each figure’s caption lists the graph dataset,
GNN model, and accuracy with full computation graphs. To evaluate the recomputation policies (i.e., RANDOM, OMEGA, and IS)
we randomly remove 25% of test nodes to create batches, each with 1,024 query nodes, and compute PEs using the remaining nodes.
Accuracy drops are then aggregated across these batches. We describe the dataset profiles and training settings in Table 3 and Table 6.
Note that the model performance reported in Table 6 are measured with the entire test nodes, which can be different the accuracy with
full computation graphs here.
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