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Abstract—As deep learning models and input data are scaling
at an unprecedented rate, it is inevitable to move towards
distributed training platforms to fit the model and increase
training throughput. State-of-the-art approaches and techniques,
such as wafer-scale nodes, multi-dimensional network topologies,
disaggregated memory systems, and parallelization strategies,
have been actively adopted by emerging distributed training
systems. This results in a complex SW/HW co-design stack
of distributed training, necessitating a modeling/simulation in-
frastructure for design-space exploration. In this paper, we
extend the open-source ASTRA-sim infrastructure and endow
it with the capabilities to model state-of-the-art and emerging
distributed training models and platforms. More specifically, (i)
we enable ASTRA-sim to support arbitrary model parallelization
strategies via a graph-based training-loop implementation, (ii) we
implement a parameterizable multi-dimensional heterogeneous
topology generation infrastructure with analytical performance
estimates enabling simulating target systems at scale, and (iii) we
enhance the memory system modeling to support accurate mod-
eling of in-network collective communication and disaggregated
memory systems. With such capabilities, we run comprehensive
case studies targeting emerging distributed models and platforms.
This infrastructure lets system designers swiftly traverse the
complex co-design stack and give meaningful insights when
designing and deploying distributed training platforms at scale.

Index Terms—Distributed training, High-performance train-
ing, Multi-dimensional network, Disaggregated memory system

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid growth in computation and memory requirement
for Deep Neural Network (DNN) models is far greater than the
performance and capacity scale of a single Neural Processing
Unit (NPU, such as GPU or TPU). As an example, going from
BERT [1] model to GPT-3 [2], over the course of two years,
requires 1800× more computation to train the model [3]. We
have now reached the era of trillion parameter models [4]
that require 10’s of terabytes of memory and zeta floating
point operations to train a model [3], [4]. Despite efforts to
reduce the overhead of large model training on the workload
side [5], big model training still remains challenging from the

§These authors contributed equally to this work.

systems perspective [6]. Hence, distributed training is an in-
evitable option to keep up with the pace of increased resource
requirements of DNN and Deep Learning (DL) training.

Designing an efficient distributed training system is chal-
lenging as there are many design choices such as paral-
lelization strategies, NPU performance, NPU memory band-
width, network topology, network bandwidth, and scheduling
policies. Moreover, these design choices are interdependent,
requiring the co-design of hardware and software for training
platforms. ASTRA-sim [7], [8] is an existing open-source
infrastructure (originally developed by Georgia Tech, Intel and
Meta). ASTRA-sim aims to model the complete SW/HW co-
design stack of distributed training systems, shown in Fig. 1(a).
It captures different aspects of distributed training platforms
via three abstraction layers: (i) workload, (ii) system, and (iii)
network. The workload layer implements the training loop
(i.e., the DNN model, its parallelization strategy - data-parallel,
model-parallel, etc., compute/communication ordering). The
system layer provides various collective communication al-
gorithm implementations (e.g., All-Reduce, All-to-All) and
also manages pipelining and scheduling of communication
operations. Finally, the networking layer models the HW/SW
components of the network and simulates the traffic issued by
the system layer.

ASTRA-sim is a promising tool for exploring the design
space of distributed training systems and has been leveraged by
several recent works [9]–[14]. However, in this work, we iden-
tify limitations in ASTRA-sim that restrict it from supporting
arbitrary parallelism strategies, networks, and memory models.
This comes from the rapidly changing SW/HW landscapes for
DNN training as we describe next.

On the software end, there has been a growing interest in
new parallelism strategies, both hand-designed such as 3D-
parallelism [15], [16], FSDP [6], ZeRO [17], expert paral-
lelism [18] and discovered [19], [20]. These strategies enable
the training of large models, splitting datasets, parameters
and optimizer state, while optimizing for communication [21],
[22]. ASTRA-sim did not have a strong motivation to support
arbitrary parallelism when it was proposed as there were a
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handful of parallelism strategies such as data parallelism [23],
model parallelism, and hybrid [24].

The hardware landscape for distributed training has been
evolving rapidly as well. State-of-the-art systems extensively
deploy multi-dimensional network topologies with hierarchical
bandwidths to interconnect NPUs [25]–[29]. This is because
increasing the aggregated network BW per NPU through a sin-
gle dimension is fundamentally limited by the link technology
the network is leveraging (e.g., current NVLink [30] offers up
to 450 GB/s). Naively scaling out through NIC is also not prac-
tical due to engineering limitations such as dollar-cost, power,
and thermal problems. Meanwhile, wafer-scale systems [31],
[32] tackle the communication problem by fabricating NPU
chiplets on a large-wafer with low-dimensional, high on-chip
networking, then scaling out such wafers using NICs. In order
to study these technology-driven network landscapes, there
is a need for a mechanism to represent and study arbitrary
multi-dimensional topologies at scale, with different shapes
and BW configurations. ASTRA-sim natively uses the Garnet
simulator [33] from gem5 as its network layer, which has
limitations in modeling such platforms.

Memory disaggregation, which allows GPUs to access a
larger remote memory pool, is another promising HW solution
to overcome the limited GPU memory capacity per node. Al-
though the concept has been studied for several decades [34]–
[41], the network and memory did not support memory disag-
gregation. Motivated by the need for memory disaggregation,
the computing industry is now building a framework with a
new network technology, compute express link (CXL) [42].
As distributed training systems will benefit from disaggregated
memory, there is a strong need for exploring this design space.
ASTRA-sim uses a simple BW number to model memory and
cannot capture this complex design-space.

In this work, we address the aforementioned limitations
of ASTRA-sim and enhance it via three novel features, as
shown in Fig. 1(b)-(d): (i) arbitrary parallelism support, (ii)
hierarchical network support, and (iii) memory model support.
We add arbitrary parallelism support by encoding parallelism
strategies as execution traces and developing a parser to
translate these into compute and communication tasks with
dependencies. For network support, we developed a taxonomy
to define hierarchical topologies and created an analytical
model to estimate performance when running a topology-
aware collective over the physical topology. For the memory
models, we augment ASTRA-sim with the ability to model
local (e.g., HBM) and networked remote (pooled) memories.

Using these enhancements, we present case studies to
deliver key insights about future platforms. We compared
conventional multi-dimensional and wafer-scale systems and
found that with appropriate collective scheduling and paral-
lelization strategy designs, conventional systems can match
wafer-scale systems’ performance, whereas wafer-scale shows
up to 2.51× better collective time when scaled. We also
compared disaggregated memory architectures and found that
communication time dominates in training a Mixture-of-
Experts (MoE) model, and identify configurations that can hide

communication time to provide 4.6x speedup over a baseline
Zero-Infinity [43].

II. BACKGROUND

A. Distributed Training

1 Synchronous/Asynchronous Training. When model-
s/data are distributed across NPUs, it is crucial to decide
when and how to synchronize such distributed information
across them. The asynchronous training approach, as the name
suggests, communicates among NPUs in an asynchronous
manner. Therefore, asynchronous training suffers from the
convergence problem [10] and is more complex to implement
and maintain [44]. Therefore, the most common approach
is synchronous distributed training. In this mechanism, all
nodes work on their own data and synchronize the distributed
information altogether before proceeding to the next iteration,
usually in the form of collective communications [7], [22].

2 Parallelization Strategy. Each parameter, including
model weights and input data, is distributed across NPUs. How
each parameter is sharded and distributed is dictated by its
ruling parallelization strategy [7]. The three most pervasive
parallelism strategies are: data-parallel (DP), model-parallel
(MP), and pipeline-parallel (PP). DP distributes mini-batch
across NPUs and synchronizes weight gradients during the
backward pass [7], [44]. MP, on the other hand, distributes
a model evenly across NPUs and communicates forward
activation and input gradients pass [44]. MP and DP are
orthogonal patterns, therefore MP and DP can be used simul-
taneously, called hybrid-parallel scheme [24]. PP distributes
model layers across nodes and processes micro-batches in a
pipelined manner [45], [46]. Other parallelization strategies
are also actively being investigated [17], [43], [47].

3 Training Loop. In addition to parallelization, the order
of communication and computation must be clearly defined to
execute distributed training. Such computation and communi-
cation ordering information is named a training loop [7].

B. Collective Communication

1 Collective Communication. Depending on the paral-
lelization strategy, models and/or input batches are distributed
across NPUs. Therefore, it is unavoidable that devices should
communicate and synchronize data, such as forward activation
or weight/input gradients [9]. This traffic is commonly formu-
lated and processed in the form of collective communications.
Some common collective patterns in distributed training are
shown in Fig. 2. With a synchronous training approach, the
most pervasive collective pattern is All-Reduce [48], which
could be logically viewed as Reduce-Scatter followed by an
All-Gather.

2 Hierarchical Collective Algorithm. There exist several
basic topology-aware collective communication algorithms
to execute these communication patterns. A handful of ex-
amples of basic topology-aware All-Reduce collective algo-
rithms include Ring-based [49], Tree-based [50], and Halving-
Doubling [51]. However, when the underlying network topol-
ogy is multi-dimensional, such basic algorithms would not
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Fig. 1: Overview of Proposed Infrastructure for Modeling Next-generation Training platforms. The components extended in
ASTRA-sim 2.0 from the original ASTRA-sim to model emerging platforms are marked in bold.
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Fig. 2: Definition of Reduce-Scatter, All-Gather, All-Reduce,
and All-to-All collective communication patterns.

perform optimally as the logical topology each algorithm
assumes mismatches the physical one. In order to mitigate
such an effect, multi-rail hierarchical collective algorithms
have been proposed [52]. Using this scheme, in order to run
an All-Reduce collective on an N -dimensional topology:
• Run Reduce-Scatter in ascending order from Dim 1, then

Dim 2, · · · , up to Dim N .
• Run All-Gather in descending order from Dim N , · · · ,

Dim 2, down to Dim 1.

C. ASTRA-sim

Vast design choices of distributed training shown in
Sec. II-A, combined with diverse hardware configurations
create an enormous SW/HW design space of distributed train-
ing as depicted in Fig. 1(a). Such enormous design space
cannot be solely explored by only leveraging physical systems,
especially at scale. Therefore, a simulation-based mechanism
to quickly model and profile distributed training platforms is
necessary for design-space exploration. ASTRA-sim [7] is a
distributed training simulation framework to exactly address
this demand. ASTRA-sim captures the training configura-
tion explained in Sec. II-A Its high-level components are
summarized in Fig. 1(c). It codifies the complex SW/HW
search space across three abstraction layers. The workload
layer lets the user describe and define target DNN models,
target parallelization strategies, and training loops. The system
layer implements collective communication algorithms, sched-
ules compute and communication operations, and manages
compute-communication overlap. Compute times are fed in
via external NPU models [53] or real system measurements.
Communication times are computed using a network simula-

tor. The default simulator is Garnet [33] from gem5. It reports
detailed system and network-level behaviors as well as end-
to-end training throughput.

III. MOTIVATION

Even though ASTRA-sim framework has allowed brisk
navigation of distributed training search space [9], [10], the
tool as-is does not meet the demand to capture more complex
target platforms. In this section, we motivate the need to extend
the ASTRA-sim toolchain to enable modeling state-of-the-art
and futuristic training systems. Specifically, we identify three
emerging requirements for ASTRA-sim as shown below.

• Ability to model arbitrary parallelisms
• Ability to model multi-dimensional hierarchical networks
• Ability to model memory systems

A. Ability to Model Arbitrary Parallelism Strategies

One of the major limitations of ASTRA-sim is the lim-
ited parallelism support. The original ASTRA-sim cannot
support complex parallelization strategies such as pipeline
parallelism [45], [46] and 3D parallelism [16]. There are two
reasons for the limitation. First, ASTRA-sim assumes that all
NPUs perform the same operation at the same time. While this
assumption saves the engineering overhead in implementing
data parallelism and model parallelism, it does not allow
pipeline parallelism as it requires executing different opera-
tions on each NPU at the same time. Second, parallelization
strategies are tightly coupled with the frontend implementation
of ASTRA-sim and implemented as separate training loops
in the workload layer. Parallelization strategies for distributed
training are an active area of research [6], [45], [46], [54]–
[56], and sometimes several strategies are jointly applied [18].
Therefore, to evaluate arbitrary parallelism strategies, it is
critical to decouple parallelization strategies from the ASTRA-
sim implementation.

B. Ability to Model Multi-dimensional Networks

From the necessity to distribute and synchronize models
and data across devices, large-scale distributed training is
usually communication-bound [21], [22], [48]. Therefore, in
order to maximize training performance, state-of-the-art sys-
tems mix and match a plethora of networking technologies.



This usually ends up in a system having multi-dimensional
network topologies with heterogeneous bandwidth configu-
rations [9]. As an instance, NVIDIA DGX-A100 [26] ex-
ploits a 2-dimensional network topology whose first dimen-
sion is NVIDIA NVLink [30] then scaled-out using Infini-
Band [57] or Ethernet [58], [59] technologies. The Google
Cloud TPUv4 [27] leverages a 3D Torus where each inter-
core interconnect runs at 448 Gb/s [60].

Although ASTRA-sim can, in principle, target multi-
dimensional networks, it only supports a limited set of pre-
defined network topologies – 2D and 3D torus. In order to
study different topologies, one must implement both a new
network topology in Garnet and its corresponding topology-
aware hierarchical collective algorithm, which significantly
drags ASTRA-sim’s strength of swift distributed training sys-
tem modeling and performance analysis.

Therefore, it is necessitated to attach a more powerful
network backend to the ASTRA-sim framework for rapid
design-space exploration of state-of-the-art and futuristic train-
ing platforms. It must define a systematic mechanism to
represent arbitrary multi-dimensional network topologies at
scale. With such notation, the user cam swiftly represent
an arbitrary multi-dimensional networks, instead of manually
implementing network topology files and their corresponding
collective communication algorithms.

C. Ability to Model Emerging Memory Systems

As DNN model parameters have to be loaded from and
stored back to memory, having an efficient memory system is
critical in distributed training. To design an efficient mem-
ory system, exploring the memory system design space is
essential. However, as the original ASTRA-sim does not have
detailed memory models, it limits the opportunity to explore
the design space. We find that ASTRA-sim should support
the following three features. The first feature is the ability to
model local HBM memory. ASTRA-sim should have a local
memory model that allows how the performance changes as
HBM latency and bandwidth vary. This feature allows system
and architecture designers to find the optimal local HBM
configuration within the same budget. The second feature
is the support for memory disaggregation. It is well known
that the limited capacity of GPUs is the major bottleneck
in large-model training. Model parallelism [44] and memory
optimizations [17], [43], [47] have been widely adopted to
overcome the limitation. While the proposed solutions have
been effective in reducing per-GPU memory footprint, they
come with critical limitations such as increased computation
and communication time. Memory disaggregation is a fun-
damental solution to overcome the NPU memory capacity
limitation by allowing NPUs to access a larger remote memory
pool. Emerging interconnects such as CXL [42] accelerate this
trend. ASTRA-sim should be able to answer research questions
such as the optimal configurations and design for memory
disaggregation. The last feature is in-switch collective commu-
nication support. With the introduction of memory disaggre-
gation, network switches are introduced in the memory access

eg = None
if args.eg:

eg_file = f"{out_file_prefix}_eg.json"
eg = ExecutionGraphObserver()
eg.register_callback(eg_file)
eg.start()

...
if eg:

eg.stop()
eg.unregister_callback()

Snippet 1: Execution trace collection example [65].

path of training systems. Performing collective communication
in switches is an attractive option to improve the performance
of distributed training by reducing communication time [21],
[22], [61]–[64]. To find out the performance benefit and
trade-offs of in-switch collective communication, ASTRA-sim
should support in-switch collective communication.

IV. EXTENSIONS TO ASTRA-SIM

In this section, we introduce the new features we added
to ASTRA-sim and describe how they are implemented. All
extensions are released and publicly accessible in the ASTRA-
sim repository1.

A. Graph-based Execution Engine

To support arbitrary parallelization strategies, we replace
the frontend of ASTRA-sim with a graph-based execution
engine. The graph-based execution engine decouples paral-
lelization strategies from the frontend implementation. As the
name implies, the graph-based execution engine works on
input graphs. The input graphs encode the execution of ML
models and their associated parallelization strategies, which
can be generated from ML frameworks such as PyTorch [66],
TensorFlow [67], and FlexFlow [19]. Code snippet 1 presents
how graphs can be collected with PyTorch. PyTorch offers
a seamless option for collecting such graphs, which does
not require any modifications to the model. The collected
graphs are named execution traces (ETs). ETs are fed into
the frontend, and the execution engine is responsible for
simulating a distributed training system. ETs encode critical
information for simulation such as memory access, compu-
tation, and communication. Each operation is modeled as a
node, and their dependencies are presented as edges as shown
in Fig. 1(b). In ETs, parallelization strategies are encoded with
dependencies. As each NPU has an independent graph-based
execution engine, each NPU can run different operations. The
engine consumes nodes one by one, and the dependent nodes
become ready to be issued when all of their parent nodes are
completed. Nodes are completed after a specific delay, and
the delay is determined by the node type and metadata. The
execution engine continues the simulation until it consumes
all nodes.

1https://github.com/astra-sim/astra-sim
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We define a common format for execution traces, called
ASTRA-sim ET, to avoid implementing ET parsers for all
different ET types in ASTRA-sim. Instead, we provide a
converter from any ET (e.g., PyTorch ET) to ASTRA-sim
ET2. ASTRA-sim ET has three node types: compute, memory,
and communication as presented in Fig. 1(b). Each node has
metadata that is critical for simulating the operation. Compute
nodes have the tensor size and the number of floating point
operations to perform computation. ASTRA-sim calculates the
number of cycles to perform the operation with an internal
roofline model. Memory nodes measure the number of cycles
to store or load a tensor. Therefore, the nodes have a tensor size
as metadata. Communication nodes encode the communication
type (collective communication between NPUs or peer-to-peer
communication between a pair of NPUs) and the communica-
tion size. This information gets translated into a network delay
by the underlying system and network layers of ASTRA-sim.

B. Multi-dimensional Network Representation

In order for users to quickly target arbitrary multi-
dimensional network topologies, it is crucial to design a
generic notation to represent such multi-dimensional shapes.
In this paper, we propose a taxonomy that constructs a
multi-dimensional topology by stacking up network building
blocks in a hierarchical manner. Fig. 3(a) shows the three
network building blocks utilized in this paper: Ring (R),
FullyConnected (FC), and Switch (SW). Ring(k) connects
k NPUs in a ring shape (i.e., two connections per every
NPU). FullyConnected(k), on the other hand, offers all-to-
all connectivity among all pairs of NPUs. Finally, Switch(k)

2Currently, PyTorch and FlexFlow are supported.

TABLE I: Network building blocks and its corresponding
topology-aware collective communication algorithm [68].

Network Building Block Topology-aware Collective
Ring Ring [49]

FullyConnected Direct [51]
Switch HalvingDoubling [51]

connects all k NPUs using an external switch fabric. We chose
these three as the network building blocks as they have corre-
sponding well-known topology-aware collective algorithms as
summarized in Table I3.

Multi-dimensional topologies can be generated by assem-
bling these blocks in an arbitrary hierarchical manner, as
glimpsed in Fig. 3(b). A handful of example constructed
topologies are shown in Fig. 3(c). Ring(4) Ring(2) simply
denotes a 2D Torus with 8 NPUs in total, where the first
dimension is Ring(4) and two such Dim 1 networks are
interconnected using Ring(2) topology. Ring(4) Switch(2), on
the other hand, has the same Dim 1 but planes are being scaled
out using an external switch instead. An example 3D topology
from Fig. 3(c) is FC(4) FC(2) FC(2), a fully-populated Drag-
onFly [70] topology with 16 NPUs. Ring(4) Ring(2) Ring(2)
is also shown, where the NPU placement is equivalent but
topologies connecting them are substituted to Ring, thereby
resulting in a 3D torus instead. The number of network
dimensions or the building blocks’ order is not restricted,
thus arbitrary 4D, 5D, · · · , networks can easily be represented
using the same notation. Note that each and every example
topologies listed in Fig. 3(c) corresponds to some state-of-the-
art distributed training platforms, demonstrating the power of
our proposed representation in modeling the design space.

With this representation, designing a multi-dimensional
topology-aware collective is straightforward and requires min-
imal modification. As explained in Sec. II-B, multi-rail hi-
erarchical collective algorithms can be run by iteratively
running the basic topology-aware collective algorithm on each
dimension. Recall that we deliberately chose network building
blocks that have known congestion-free collective algorithms.
The corresponding topology-aware collective algorithms are
listed in Table I. Consequently, collective communications
on any arbitrary multi-dimensional network can be run by
running these basic algorithms in order and requires no further
modification.

C. Analytical Network Backend

Supporting arbitrary multi-dimensional network topologies
shown in Sec. IV-B, we implemented a new analytical network
backend4 and ported it to the ASTRA-sim framework. The
following points summarize why an analytical equation-based
network was sufficient for our purpose:

• There is a need for first-order design-space exploration
(topology shape and BW) of the target system at scale.

3Even if the underlying system uses other topologies, they are logically
reduced into one of these building blocks due to the collective communication
library [68], [69]. This is a unique feature of DL training platforms.

4https://github.com/astra-sim/analytical



sim_schedule(delta, callback)
sim_send(msg_size, dest, callback)
sim_recv(msg_size, src, callback)

Snippet 2: Abstract view of example ASTRA-sim frontend
NetworkAPI methods [12].

• As Garnet is most suitable for modeling network-on-chip
targets, it is challenging to easily model arbitrary multi-
dimensional network topologies, as discussed in Sec. IV-B.

• Given the scale (1000s of NPUs) of state-of-the-art and
futuristic systems and DL models, cycle-level simulation
using Garnet is too slow to be practical.

• Multi-dimensional topologies run a topology-aware multi-
rail hierarchical collective algorithm, which does not create
any network congestion. Thanks to this effect, analyt-
ical equation-based modeling shows marginal accuracy
change over cycle-accurate simulations, and in fact closely
matches real system measurements for a small system, as
we show later.

In order to model a communication between two NPUs,
ASTRA-sim frontend delegates the network backend to simu-
late such a communication and requests the backend to invoke
a callback function to notify the transmission is completed.
This protocol is defined in the form of NetworkAPI (Fig. 1(c))
methods [12]. Several examples of NetworkAPI methods are
shown in Snippet 2. Whenever a communication request,
such as sim_send or sim_recv is initiated, the analytical
network backend leverages a simple equation to estimate the
communication delay instead of simulating actual network
behaviors:

Time = (LinkLatency× Hops) +
MessageSize

LinkBandwidth

and simply schedules the callback function to be invoked
after this delay, unlike the original Garnet backend which
runs packet-level cycle-accurate simulations5. Modeling com-
munication with serialization and link delay is suitable when
the communication size is relatively large to be bandwidth-
bound (e.g., DLRM and Transformer-1T has 100MB–1GB
collectives). The analytical equation could be amended to
consider other effects, such as wire propagation delay, as de-
sired. For example, complex system and network optimizations
(such as remote memory management or in-switch collective
communication) can be captured by equations (Sec. IV-D).

Validation. In order to show the accuracy of the analytical
network backend, we constructed two real systems and com-
pared various-sized All-Reduce running time. The two real
systems leverage NCCL v2.4.6 [68] which consist of 4 and
16 NVIDIA V100 GPUs [71] using a Ring topology with 150
GB/s NVLink [30] among GPUs. Fig. 4 shows the result. We

5This approach may have limitations when the network contains non-trivial
behaviors, such as network congestion or link oversubscription. Implementing
first-order congestion modeling into the analytical backend is our future work.
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measurements ranging from 64MB–1.5GB All-Reduce collec-
tives.

run 64 MB – 1.5 GB All-Reduce and the results suggest the
mean error of simulation over all configurations is 5%.

Speedup. In order to measure the simulation time im-
provement, we run a 1MB All-Reduce simulation on a 3D
Torus with 64 NPUs (4×4×4). On Garnet-based ASTRA-
sim, the simulation took 21.42 minutes to finish. For the
same configuration, the analytical backend only spent 1.70
seconds, showing 756× speedup in simulation runtime. Fur-
ther, the analytical backend supports a 3D Torus with 4K
NPUs (16×16×16) in just 3.14 seconds. Nearly three-orders-
of-magnitude speedup proves the capabilities of analytical
network backend to profile systems of scale at speed.

D. Memory Models

We add a memory API to ASTRA-sim to support various
memory models as shown in Fig. 1(d). The goal of memory
API is to model various memory systems ranging from local
memory to disaggregated memory. Memory API takes tensor
location (local or remote), tensor size, memory bandwidth, and
memory system design as arguments and returns the number
of cycles to load or store a tensor to a memory system. Tensor
size and location are encoded in the metadata of ET nodes,
and memory bandwidth and system design are given as system
configurations. Memory API supports local memory, remote
memory, and in-switch collective communication. Memory
API determines the model to run based on the tensor location
and system parameters.

1 Local Memory Model. This is a simple memory
bandwidth model with memory access latency, tensor size,
and memory bandwidth as presented in an equation below.
Memory access latency and memory bandwidth are given
to ASTRA-sim as system parameters, and payload size is
encoded in a memory access node of an ET.

(Memory Access T ime)

= (Memory Access Latency)

+ (Tensor Size)/(Memory Bandwidth)

2 Remote Memory Model. This model has the ability to
calculate the data transfer time with a disaggregated memory
system. In addition to the default parameters for the local
memory model, this model takes the disaggregated memory
design as a parameter. A disaggregated memory can take
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Fig. 5: Various memory pool architectures.

any design such as multi-level switches, rings, mesh, and
hierarchical as shown in Fig. 5. Different design choices result
in different data transfer times because the load on links and
the number of network hops change.

The remote memory model calculates the data transfer
time for a given disaggregated memory system for given
parameters. For ease of explanation, let’s assume a system
with a hierarchical disaggregated memory. Fig. 6 illustrates
how the remote memory model works for the hierarchical
disaggregated memory. There are multiple nodes in the system,
and each node has multiple pairs of CPU and GPU. CPUs
and GPUs are hierarchically connected to out-node switches,
and the out-node switches are connected to multiple remote
memory groups. Remote memory groups collectively work as
a shared memory pool for all CPUs and GPUs. Let’s assume
that there are 16 nodes with 16 pairs of CPU and GPU
in each node. In total, there are 256 CPUs and 256 GPUs.
Additionally, we assume that there are four out-node switches
and eight remote memory groups.

If each GPU wants to load a tensor of size W from the
remote memory pool, 256W should be loaded from the remote
memory pool. As there are eight remote memory modules,
each remote memory module will have 32W. As there are
four out-node switches and each remote memory group is
connected to all out-node switches, each link has to transfer
8W. The data to transfer on the link between an out-node switch
and a node is 4W as each node requires 16W (the number of
GPUs in a node) and four out-node switches will transfer the
same amount of data. Once the loads on links are determined,
they are transferred in a pipelined manner with the chunk size
unit. The chunk size is the basic transfer unit of the network.
Fig. 7 demonstrates how tensors are transferred in a pipelined
manner. The meaning of notations is described as the following
equations. The total data transfer time is the sum of the critical
path, and the length of a stage is determined by the max of
data transfer time (arrows) in the stage.
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Fig. 7: Pipelined data transfer.

(Number of P ipeline Stages)

= ((Tensor Size)× (Number of GPUs))

/(Number of Remote Memory Groups)

/(Number of Out-node Switches)

/(Chunk Size)

(TX rem2outSW )

= (Chunk Size)/(Mem-side Out-node Fabric BW )

(TX outSW2inSW )

= ((Number of Remote Memory Groups)× (Chunk Size))

/((Number of Nodes)× (GPU -side Out-node Fabric BW ))

(TX inSW2GPU)

= ((Num of Rem Mem Groups)× (Num of Out-node SW )× (Chunk Size))

/((Number of GPUs)× (In-node Fabric BW ))

3 In-switch Collective Communication. We support in-
switch collective communication with an analytical model.
With in-switch collective communication, parameters are gath-
ered while being loaded (All-Gather), and sharded while being
stored (Reduce-Scatter). The analytical model for in-switch
collective communication is similar to the analytical model
for remote memory access. However, the only difference is the
data size to transfer for each link as parameters are gathered
or scattered. Let’s take the same example used for the remote
memory model. Fig. 8 illustrates how in-switch collective
communication works. In this figure, we assume that each
GPU loads a tensor size of W. As there are 256 GPUs, the
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Fig. 8: In-switch collective communication illustration.

total size of tensors to load is 256W. The tensors are sharded
into eight remote memory groups, and each remote memory
group has 32W. As each remote memory group is connected
to four out-node switches, each link transfers 8W. Each out-
node switch will have 64W in total because eight remote
memory groups transfer 8W for all out-node switches. While
receiving the weights, they are gathered. After that, the out-
node switches are forwarding 64W to each node. As a result,
each in-node switch receives 256W, which is the reconstructed
weight. In-node switches are responsible for broadcasting the
gathered weights to GPUs. Parameters are transferred in a
pipelined manner as shown in the remote memory model.
In-switch collective communication changes the equations as
below.

(TX rem2outSW )

= (Chunk Size)/(Mem-side Out-node Fabric BW )

(TX outSW2inSW )

= ((Number of Remote Memory Groups)× (Chunk Size))

/(GPU -side Out-node Fabric BW )

(TX inSW2GPU)

= ((Num of Rem Mem Groups)× (Num of Out-node SW )× (Chunk Size))

/(In-node Fabric BW )

V. CASE STUDIES

In this section, we run comprehensive case studies show-
casing the extended capabilities of ASTRA-sim and provide
meaningful insights regarding the design space. For all our ex-
periments, we assumed NPU compute power of 234 TFLOPS
observed from the measurements of an A100 GPU [26].

A. Conventional System vs Wafer-scale System

Wafer-scale systems feature a number of NPUs (on a wafer)
connected using low-dimensional but high-BW on-chip (on-
wafer) interconnection networks [31], [32], [72]. Meanwhile,

TABLE II: Target wafer-scale and conventional (multi-
dimensional) topologies. Conventional system parameters are
borrowed from [25], [26] and wafer-scale params are borrowed
from [72], [73].

Topology Shape NPU Size BW (GB/s)
W-1D Switch 512 350, 500, 600
W-2D Switch Switch 32×16 250 250

Conv-3D Ring FC Switch 16×8×4 200 100 50
Conv-4D Ring FC Ring Switch 2×8×8×4 250 200 100 50

TABLE III: Target training workloads and their characteristics.
Workload #Params MP Size DP Size

DLRM 57M (MLP layers) 1,024 1,024
GPT-3 175B 16 64

Transformer-1T 1T 128 8

conventional systems [26], [28] have multi-dimensional hier-
archical topologies with various networking techniques includ-
ing on-chip, scale-up, and scale-out (NIC). We compare the
two distinct approaches by abstracting these systems. Target
experimental topologies with 512 NPUs are summarized in
Table II. For wafer-scale proxy, we create three 1D topologies
with 300, 500, and 600 GB/s on-wafer BW (W-1D), and a 2D
topology with 250 250 GB/s BW (W-2D) to model futuristic
wafer systems [72], [73]. For conventional systems, we created
3D and 4D topologies (Conv-3D and Conv-4D) using on-chip,
scale-up, and scale-out interconnections borrowed from [9],
[25], [26]. Target distributed training workloads and their
characteristics are also summarized in Table III.

1) Impact of Scheduling: Normalized runtimes of a single
1GB All-Reduce as well as real workloads are shown in Fig. 9.
When a topology is multi-dimensional, complex behaviors
like pipelining bubbles or unbalanced network BW result in
low BW resource utilization and sub-optimal performance [9].
Having only one dimension, W-1D yielded the overall best
performance. However, if you specifically compare W-1D-
350 and Conv-4D (600GBps/NPU), Conv-4D is driving more
BW/NPU, showing better performance despite being multi-
dimensional. Next, we study the impact of scheduling. Themis
is a greedy scheduling policy for collectives that aims to
balance the load across multiple dimensions to achieve near-
optimal BW utilization [9]. W-1D topologies, already being
only 1D, show no gain from smart scheduling as shown in
Fig. 9(a). However, W-2D, Conv-3D, and Conv-4D, being
multi-dimensional, heavily benefit from Themis scheduler.
It is worth noting that for single All-Reduce and DLRM,
conventional systems with Themis scheduler shows identical
results compared to its corresponding wafer-scale systems
with equivalent BW/NPU. Considering the complexity and
cost to build a system on a single wafer, such results glimpse
the possible advantage of using the conventional hierarchical
approach in performance-per-cost aspects. Meanwhile, for
GPT-3 and Transformer-1T, wafer-scale systems still main-
tained better training time. For hybrid parallelism on con-
ventional systems, MP and DP spans over some (and not
every) dimensions and utilize only those BW, whereas for
wafer-scale every communication runs on full on-wafer BW.
This emphasizes the importance of appropriate parallelization



(b) Wafer-scale vs. Conventional system scalability comparison. Base-512 denotes 
baseline 2_8_8_4 (512 NPU) system. Conv-k means conventional (NIC scale-out) 
framework with k NPUs, whereas W-k denotes wafer-scale (on-chip; Dim 1) scaling with 
k NPUs. 

(a) Wafer-scale vs. Conventional (multi-dimensional) systems profiling with 512 NPUs. W-1/2D-x denotes a 
wafer-scale system that leverages 1D/2D topology with x GB/s bandwidth. Conv-3D/4D means multi-
dimensional conventional systems. Normalized training time breakdown with baseline hierarchical scheduling 
are shown on the left, whereas the results with greedy collective scheduler (Themis) is shown on the right.
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Fig. 9: (a) Conventional (multi-dimensional) vs. wafer-scale training time breakdown, with and without greedy collective
scheduling (Themis) policy. (b) Conventional (scale-out) vs. wafer-scale (on-chip) scalability analysis. Exposed Comm refers
to the communication time that is not hidden behind compute time.

TABLE IV: Message size (MB) per each dimension and
collective time when running an 1GB All-Gather collective.

System
Size NPUs Dim 1 Dim 2 Dim 3 Dim 4 Collective

Time (µs)
2 8 8 4 512 1024 896 112 12 4392.85
2 8 8 8 1,024 1024 896 112 14 4392.85

2 8 8 16 2,048 1024 896 112 15 4392.85
2 8 8 32 4,096 1024 896 112 15.5 4392.85
4 8 8 4 1,024 1536 448 56 6 2212.60
8 8 8 4 2,048 1792 224 28 3 1753.48

16 8 8 4 4,096 1920 112 14 1.5 1879.17

strategies and the need to co-design them with underlying
topologies for conventional hierarchical systems.

2) Impact of Scaling using Wafer-scale Systems: Tradi-
tional systems scale the infrastructure by scale-out approach,
i.e., attach more nodes to the last-dim NICs. On the con-
trary, wafer-scale technologies let the framework scale up the
system, i.e., increasing the number of NPUs on-chip (Dim
1) while maintaining the number of scale-out nodes equally.
Measuring the impact, we take the Conv-4D topology from
Table II, set the on-chip (i.e., Dim 1) BW to 1,000GB/s to
model wafer-scale systems [72], [73], and set it as a baseline.
Then, we scale the platform up to 4K nodes and measured
the 1GB All-Reduce time. The results are shown in Table IV.
Conventional scale-out increases the Dim 4 (NIC) message
size, but the impact was marginal, thereby showing identical
collective time. Scaling over the wafer, however, significantly
increased on-wafer (Dim 1) communication size while dra-
matically cutting down other dimensions’ load. As far as the
system has enough on-wafer BW, collective time decreases
due to such an effect, showing an up to 2.51× speedup
over the corresponding scale-out mechanism. Once the on-
wafer dimension becomes the bottleneck, the collective time
starts to bounce and increase again as can be seen from
the 16 8 8 4 system. End-to-end training time breakdown of
GPT-3 and Transformer-1T is also shown in Fig. 9(b), showing
the equivalent trend in the end-to-end regime.

B. Comparing Disaggregated Memory Systems

In this case study, we compare the performance of two
disaggregated memory systems: ZeRO-Infinity [43] and the
hierarchical memory pool (HierMem) presented in Sec. IV-D.
We compare the performance of the disaggregated memory
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Fig. 10: ZeRO-Infinity system architecture.

TABLE V: Disaggregated memory system configurations

ZeRO-Infinity HierMem
(Baseline)

HierMem
(Opt)

GPU Peak Perf (TFLOPS) 2048 2048 2048
GPU Local HBM BW (GB/sec) 4096 4096 4096
In-node Pooled Fabric BW (GB/sec) - 256 512
Num of Out-node Switches - 16 16
Num of Remote Memory Groups 256 256 256
Remote Mem Group BW (GB/sec) 100 100 500

systems because the latest model sizes already exceed the
memory capacity of GPUs available in the market. ZeRO-
Infinity is chosen as a baseline system as it is proposed as an
effective solution to overcome the limited memory capacity.
ZeRO-Infinity is a nascent form of memory disaggregation
where each GPU can utilize CPU memory and NVMe in
addition to its local HBM memory. Fig. 10 presents the system
architecture of ZeRO-Infinity. While ZeRO-Infinity has an
advantage in terms of its availability in commodity servers, it
does not allow having an arbitrary number of remote memory
groups. In other words, it cannot enjoy the major benefit of
memory disaggregation, which is cost reduction by eliminating
memory underutilization. On the other hand, HierMem can
have an arbitrary number of remote memory groups. System
parameters for the baseline HierMem configuration are pre-
sented in Table V. The values for the baseline configuration are
determined based on the latest GPU performance and network
bandwidth of commodity servers.

To compare the performance of the systems, we run a
training task for a mixture-of-experts (MoE) model with 1
trillion parameters [18]. Fig. 11 presents the execution time
breakdown. The execution time of a training task can be
broken down into five components: compute time, exposed
local memory access time, exposed remote memory access
time, exposed communication time, and exposed idle time. The
compute time is the total compute time to train a model, and
other operations can be hidden behind each other. Non-hidden
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Fig. 11: Runtime breakdown of disaggregated architectures.

time of an operation is defined as exposed time. Overall,
ZeRO-Infinity performs 0.1% better than HierMem. Both
memory systems present similar performance because they
have almost equivalent resources. The small performance drop
in HierMem originates from the additional data transfer stages
with multi-level switches.

To find a better-performing configuration of HierMem,
we explore the design space of HierMem while varying
in-node pooled fabric bandwidth and the remote memory
group bandwidth. We only sweep these parameters as the
exposed communication turns out to be a bottleneck. In-
node pooled fabric bandwidth is varied between 256GB/s and
2048GB/s with the unit of 256GB/s, and remote memory
group bandwidth is varied between 100GB/s and 500GB/s
with the unit of 100GB/s. The found best performance with
the least resource provision is shown as HierMem(opt) in
Table V and Fig. 11. It performs 4.6 times better than the
baseline configuration.

VI. RELATED WORK

Several simulators exist in our community for modeling
distributed systems running general-purpose workloads [74]–
[76], with the classic trade-off between simulation accuracy,
simulation speed and engineering effort. Moreover, several
models/simulators have been proposed to optimize commu-
nication performance in HPC platforms, such as LogGOP-
Sim [77] and SMPI [78]. This work builds upon the obser-
vation of recent works [7], [9], [79], [80] that the compute-
memory-communication characteristics of distributed training
is possible to abstract and capture via a mix of analytical and
simulation methods, without requiring a general-purpose sim-
ulator. This is the first simulator, to the best of our knowledge,
to enable running arbitrary DNN training execution traces over
next-generation platforms with multi-dimensional (scale-up +
scale-out) topologies and disaggregated memory systems.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we motivate the need to swiftly model and
profile state-of-the-art and emerging training platforms running
large DL models. We enhance the capabilities of ASTRA-
sim to enable capturing arbitrary parallelization strategies and
training loops, supporting multi-dimensional network topolo-
gies, and representing complex memory systems. Using the
framework, we run a comprehensive end-to-end, full-stack
co-design space exploration of distributed training. With the

ability to quickly navigate the complex design space of dis-
tributed training, this can give meaningful first-order insights
to system designers and assist them in building futuristic
training platforms at scale.
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