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Abstract

Large-scale model training increasingly relies on composing
multiple parallelism strategies, such as data, pipeline, and ex-
pert parallelism, together with memory-saving optimizations
like ZeRO. Deployed systems for foundation model pretrain-
ing often rely on human experts to manually design a high-
level parallelism strategy then implement the corresponding
low-level execution strategy, making it difficult to adapt the
system to new strategies. Meanwhile, many general-purpose
frameworks are more flexible but their implementations are
still tied to a fixed set of common parallelism strategies, mak-
ing it challenging to integrate state-of-the-art strategies.

We present Piper, a user-controllable distributed training
system that decouples the strategy from the runtime imple-
mentation. Piper allows users to declare a comprehensive
distributed training strategy with a small set of model anno-
tations and scheduling directives. Each directive applies a
transformation on Piper’s intermediate representation (IR), a
unified global training DAG that represents all computation
and communication. Using this IR, Piper compiles per-device
execution plans and executes them with a distributed run-
time agnostic to the strategy. We show that the combined
system maintains performance parity on commonly available
strategies such as ZeRO, while also enabling additional per-
formance and memory efficiency gains through joint schedul-
ing of compute and communication in composed parallelism
strategies such as DeepSeek-V3’s DualPipe.

1 Introduction

As machine learning (ML) models have increased in size, pre-
training now requires scaling across hundreds to thousands
of accelerators. This is challenging because there are many
ways to shard and replicate the model, and each introduces
different and possibly interacting communication overheads.
For example, modern workloads now use combinations of
data (DP), tensor (TP), expert (EP), context (CP) and pipeline
(PP) parallelism together with memory-saving optimizations
such as ZeRO [38]. There is no one-size fits-all solution, as
the right strategy depends on the workload and hardware.
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A workload’s distributed training strategy can be decom-
posed into: (1) the high-level parallelism strategy, such as the
dimensions along which to shard and replicate the model and
activations, and (2) each device’s low-level strategy for exe-
cuting the compute and communication operations dictated
by the high-level parallelism strategy. The former strategy
determines the minimum memory, compute, and commu-
nication load per-device, which in turn upper-bounds the
overall system throughput. The latter strategy determines
how close the system can get to the upper bound by effec-
tively scheduling each device’s resources. The two strategies
together determine the workload’s actual throughput.

The sheer size of the combined space of strategies has
so far made full automation intractable. Thus, while some
solutions can find an optimal strategy within a particular
subspace [9, 33], the systems deployed in practice still rely
overwhelmingly on human experts. For example, DeepSeek-
V3 introduced DualPipe, a custom PP schedule that when
composed with EP enables each device to use local micro-
batch overlapping to hide EP communication overheads [12].
This solution required human-engineered codesign of the
high-level parallelism strategy with a hand-implemented per-
device execution strategy to manage intra-GPU resources,
such as the streaming multiprocessors (SMs) allocated to
compute vs. communication. Such systems require high ef-
fort; experts must design and implement a fixed strategy that
is specialized to a particular model and cluster. This results
in a system that is hard to adapt to new strategies.

On the other hand, general-purpose frameworks such as
Megatron [40], DeepSpeed [1], and TorchTitan [23] offer
a more flexible and model-agnostic interface, with knobs
for tuning the distributed training strategy. However, these
frameworks eagerly dispatch operations for each high-level
parallelism dimension as if the dimensions are independent,
making it challenging to jointly schedule operations from
composed strategies. For example, conceptually DualPipe
shares a GPU between two PP microbatches; this is challeng-
ing to implement in existing frameworks that assume that
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each microbatch is allocated the full GPU. While compiler-
based frameworks such as JAX/XLA present a more generic
tensor placement abstraction [49] instead of a fixed set of
knobs, they cannot easily support arbitrary PP schedules nor
control over each device’s resources. Thus, again it requires
high effort to introduce novel strategies such as DualPipe.

The key problem we address is extensibility in distributed
training systems. Our goal is to build a system that minimizes
the effort needed to specify and implement an arbitrary dis-
tributed training strategy. Thus, we build a system that pro-
vides good performance for common strategies and control
when needed for higher performance, making it amenable
to both expert engineering and automated search. Our key
insight is to decouple what the overall execution strategy
should be from how it is realized by the runtime.

The challenges are to: (1) design a user scheduling API
that enables simple specification yet sufficient control over
the distributed training strategy, (2) design an intermediate
representation (IR) to interface between the user API and
system runtime, and (3) build an efficient system runtime to
execute an arbitrary strategy.

Inspired by previous works on SPMD-style tensor anno-
tations [49] and PP scheduling [13, 39, 48], we first propose
an API for placing different tensors in an arbitrary PyTorch
model. This can be used to specify high-level parallelism
strategies such as the pipeline-parallel stage boundaries or
whether to use expert parallelism.

Next, we design an API for specifying the corresponding
low-level execution strategy for the execution order of all
operators on each device. A strawman solution is to ask the
user to fully specify the strategy by writing their own sched-
uler for operators over intra-GPU resources such as CUDA
streams. This provides users with full control but is imprac-
tical. On the other hand, the API must also be expressive
enough to capture novel strategies for intra-GPU resource
allocation such as DualPipe.

To address this challenge, we expose a set of directives for
lowering the system’s IR to a per-device execution strategy.
We design an IR that captures all compute and communica-
tion operations in a global training DAG. The compiler begins
by extracting a non-distributed DAG from the model code.
Then, each directive specified by the user transforms the IR.
Directives include transforms such as splitting batches into
microbatches to increase overlap opportunity and assigning
resources such as device streams to chunks. To provide the
user more control when needed, we allow the user to specify
ordering constraints between compute nodes. We then use a
generic scheduling policy to decide the execution order on
each device. This enables the user to control the granularity
of scheduling and make some decisions while the systems
fills in the rest. We guarantee the safety of transformations,
i.e. each user directive should be compatible with the original
high-level strategy.
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Figure 1. DualPipe example combining PP-4 across layers
with EP-2 for the expert layer and DP-2 for the non-expert
attention layer. This placement uses PP stage interleaving;
PP rank 0 gets the first and last layers, etc. We show a variant

of DualPipe known as DualPipeV [35] that places each layer
on one PP rank instead of two.

Finally, we build an efficient and flexible distributed run-
time to execute the combined strategy. We use a centralized
scheduler to produce and distribute each device’s local execu-
tion strategy. Each worker loads its associated model weights,
then performs local scheduling to allocate shared device re-
sources such as memory, communicators, and GPU streams.
Compared to the original model definition, the resulting ex-
ecution of tensor operators may be distributed, overlapped,
out-of-order, etc.; Piper guarantees that the global execu-
tion plan still respects the data and temporal dependencies
specified by the model definition and user directives.

Thus, we present Piper. We implement Piper as a
torch.compile [4] backend and use Ray to implement the
distributed runtime. We show that Piper can match the per-
formance of generic training frameworks on widely sup-
ported strategies, while further enabling concise expression
of novel strategies such as DualPipe, producing an overall
6-30% improvement in throughput across baselines including
Megatron and TorchTitan. We also demonstrate that Piper
can better support arbitrary parallelism strategies through a
case study combining PP with different ZeRO levels. While
other generic training frameworks fail to support certain
combinations, Piper can support all strategies, enabling 3-8x
larger batch sizes. Our contributions include

o A user scheduling interface for controlling the high-
and low-level execution strategy for inter- and intra-
device parallelism.

e A unified IR for global training DAGs that enables
joint scheduling of communication and computation
inserted by different parallelism strategies.

o An efficient distributed runtime that is strategy-agnostic.

e Our end-to-end evaluation shows that Piper matches
the performance of general-purpose frameworks on
widely supported strategies, while improving perfor-
mance and memory efficiency on composed strategies.

2 Background

We first overview some possible choices in high-level paral-
lelism strategy.



DP and ZeRO. In DP [3, 22], each worker holds a replica
of the model weights, computes a local gradient, then aver-
ages the gradients across all replicas using an allreduce (or
allgather and reduce-scatter). ZeRO [38], also known as fully
sharded DP [55], is a DP variant that reduces redundant state
across workers by sharding the optimizer, gradients, and/or
the model weights across DP ranks. States are rematerial-
ized with allgather when needed, and resharded by either
dropping the remote shards or reduce-scatter in the case
of gradients. Communication operations can be overlapped
with computation of the preceding or following compute
operations.

TP, EP, and CP. Each worker holds a shard of either
the model weights, e.g., a subset of experts in EP [21] or a
subset of rows/columns in TP [40], or the activations, e.g.,
a subsequence of the context in CP [50]. Workers execute
collective communication according to the sharding plan and
tensor operations to ensure that all activations are correctly
aggregated. Compared to DP, these collectives execute on
the critical path of a batch’s computations.

PP. Each worker holds a shard of the model layers. Be-
cause of the sequential dependency between model layers,
PP schedules use multiple microbatches to overlap execution
across devices. The performance of a PP strategy depends on
a complex set of factors including bubbles between devices
and the amount of communication overhead. Thus, many PP
schedules have been proposed to balance between such fac-
tors [17, 29, 34]. PP adds send-receive communications when
activations are passed between “stages”, i.e. shards placed on
different devices. Unlike the above parallelism strategies, PP
is most easily executed with an MPMD (multiple program
multiple data) approach due to each rank needing to execute
a different set and order of operations.

Composition. Given the need to scale distributed training
to larger models and clusters, common practice uses multi-
ple parallelism dimensions to ensure that models can fit in
memory and maximize hardware bandwidth. For example,
Figure 1 shows a DualPipe-like placement that combines PP
across layers with EP for the expert layer and DP for the
non-expert attention layer. The PP schedule (Figure 2) is
carefully designed to enable overlapping of pairs of forwards
and backwards microbatches (Figure 3b). This strategy is a
variant of DualPipe known as DualPipeV [35]; it uses micro-
batch overlapping as in DualPipe but places each stage on
one PP rank instead of two.

As models are becoming more heterogeneous [52], the
need to be able to specify different strategies per submodule
is also becoming critical. For example, the Qwen3-Next mod-
els use diverse attention layers [7], and multimodal models
use modality-specific encoders/decoders composed with the
transformer backbone [27, 36, 53].
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Figure 2. DualPipeV schedule [35] for 4-way PP, 8 micro-
batches, 8 layers. The placement is shown in Figure 1. Com-
bined forward-backward microbatches in bolded boxes get
overlapped.
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Figure 3. Different strategies for applying intra-device paral-
lelism. (a) Serial forward-backward execution. (b) Interleav-
ing a forward and backward microbatch can effectively hide
all-to-alls. (c) Further microbatching within the forwards
enables overlapping but reduces hardware efficiency.
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Figure 4. Different low-lev(el) execution strategies corre-
sponding to an overlapped microbatch pair in DualPipe (Fig-
ures 1 and 2), now including the allreduce from using DP
for Attn (dark blue AR boxes). (a) Using a separate stream
for DP communication can add interference to all-to-alls. (b)
Scheduling DP communication on the stream delays EP all-
to-alls. (c) Partitioning DP communication into finer-grained
operations and scheduling on the same stream as EP all-to-
alls can produce the best run time.




3 Challenges

High-level parallelism strategy. Previous work address-
ing the problem of expressing high-level parallelism strate-
gies includes GSPMD [49] for composed tensor sharding
and replication plans (Figure 1) and complementary solu-
tions [13, 39, 48] for the inter-device PP schedule (Figure 2).
We additionally observe that as communication overheads
increase with larger models, the need for intra-device paral-
lelism has become critical. This is commonly done by over-
lapping communication with compute. This can be done
across distinct microbatches, as seen in DualPipeV (bolded
boxes in Figure 2), as well as other systems that apply local
microbatching for specific operators [8, 18, 46, 47].

However, the decision of when to apply intra-device par-
allelism is nontrivial. For example, overlapping forwards
and backwards microbatches improves throughput in the
DualPipeV schedule (Figure 2), but overlapping forwards
with forwards or backwards with backwards could intro-
duce bubbles that outweigh the gains in pairwise microbatch
throughput, as shown in Figure 3c. Recent work further
shows that for heterogeneous models in particular, the intra-
device parallelism strategy needs to be codesigned with the
PP placement [16]; optimal overlapping would thus require
extensive profiling of the different scheduling options.

Thus, we advocate for an abstraction that allows users to
flexibly specify the high-level inter- and intra-device plan,
allowing both human users and automated systems to easily
control the system’s behavior.

Low-level execution strategy. Once the high-level par-
allelism strategy has been decided, the corresponding work
must be efficiently scheduled onto each accelerator’s re-
sources: compute, memory, and network. For GPU-based
programming models, this requires allocating streams and
communicators to enable concurrent execution of different
kernels and communication operations, respectively.

In simple cases, such as when the model and activations fit
comfortably in memory or when using only one parallelism
dimension, scheduling is straightforward. For example, DP
only adds communication off of the critical path of execution,
so achieving good utilization requires only: (1) using one
stream each for compute and communication, (2) choosing a
communication bucket size that is large enough to ensure
good network utilization but small enough to enable overlap-
ping with compute, and (3) minimizing additional memory
usage from allreduce buffers.

However, when multiple parallelism dimensions are used,
each can add operations that may contend for the same
resources, such as communication operations contending
on network bandwidth or intermediate buffers contending
for GPU memory. Resource contention can produce perfor-
mance behaviors that are hard to predict.

For example, Figure 4 shows different low-level execution
strategies corresponding to an overlapped microbatch pair

in DualPipe (Figures 1 and 2), now including the allreduce
from using DP for Attn. Figure 4a shows the simplest and
common case, which uses a separate stream for DP communi-
cation. This avoids sequential execution, which would delay
the EP all-to-alls (Figure 4b). However, because all-to-all and
allreduce both use network resources, Figure 4a can also ex-
hibit unpredictable interference. For example, we measured
a 1.46X slowdown in EP communications due to background
allreduces from DP in a DualPipe strategy. Partitioning into
smaller all-reduces could reduce interference (Figure 4c) but
in other cases could increase overall run time due to lower
communication efficiency.

We aim to design an abstraction that allows the user to
easily control this behavior, and in the future generalize to
let the user control tradeoffs between interference and maxi-
mizing communication bandwidth. The goal is to concisely
capture the low-level execution strategies shown in Figures 3
and 4, among others. In particular, we focus on expression
of scheduling decisions on the tensor operator graph, which
is compatible with lower-level optimizations such as kernel
fusion that can further boost performance.

Distributed runtime. The distributed runtime is respon-
sible for executing the compiled low-level execution strategy
on each device. Thus, it must: (1) remain agnostic to the strat-
egy, (2) add minimal scheduling overhead, to avoid blocking
accelerators on CPU-based scheduling, and (3) allocate the
shared resources of each accelerator efficiently, without need-
ing to ask the user to specify the exact schedule of low-level
tensor operators.

Critically, the system should be able to jointly schedule
all of the communication operations introduced by different
high-level parallelism dimensions, instead of simply sched-
uling each as if they were independent. This is critical for
overall throughput, especially when resources are contended.

For example, we observed that when near capacity, the
PyTorch memory allocator can introduce expensive device
stalls waiting for in-flight work to finish so it can reclaim
memory [24]. Thus, memory-saving sharding techniques
such as ZeRO can also significantly improve throughput,
not just memory efficiency. Meanwhile, we also found that
existing general-purpose training frameworks do not in fact
fully support all ZeRO levels when used in combination with
other parallelism strategies such as PP. We believe this is due
to interactions between the pre- and post-layer hooks that
ZeRO introduces and PP execution, which runs each layer
multiple times for one global batch. We show that by using
a unified abstraction that can correctly capture and schedule
these interactions with higher memory efficiency, we can
support 3-8x larger batch sizes (Section 6.2).

4 Design

Piper has two components (Figure 5). First, the compiler
translates annotated user models and user scheduling intent
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Figure 5. Piper overview. White rounded boxes are user
inputs. Grey areas are system.

into a distributed execution plan. Second, the runtime exe-
cutes the plan on distributed workers in a way that is agnostic
to the specific execution strategy. Together, these compo-
nents let Piper represent and realize a rich set of training
schedules without hard-coding specific parallelism strategy
compositions or optimizations into the runtime.

In the rest of this section, we use a simplified example
based on DeepSeek-V3’s DualPipe schedule applied to an
MOoE transformer model. In this example, the user combines
PP=2 and EP/DP=2 and uses microbatch overlap to hide EP
all-to-all latency.

4.1 API

The API exposes the parts of execution that users may want
to control, such as device placement, communication granu-
larity, and operator ordering, while leaving the remaining
low-level decisions to the system. Each API translates to a
transformation on Piper’s intermediate representation (IR).
The Piper IR is the global training DAG, a unified abstraction
for distributed training that encodes computation, commu-
nication, and resource assignment, i.e. a GPU stream.
Piper realizes the API through two components:

1. Annotations let users identify schedulable regions
of model computation, which later become compute
nodes in the training DAG.

2. Scheduling directives transform the training DAG.

IR. To show how Piper’s user scheduling APIs are imple-
mented, we first describe the IR, the global training DAG (Fig-
ure 6). Nodes represent coarse-grained compute or commu-
nication units and data flows along edges. Piper manages
memory for the data along the edges. All communication is
explicit in the graph. This allows the compiler and runtime
to reason about communication, computation, and resources
such as GPU memory in a unified way.

Each node in the DAG is one of the following: (1) a Chunk:
the most basic unit of compute with no interleaved commu-
nication, or (2) a Comm node, which can be a point-to-point
or collective operation. Nodes have a device or device mesh
placement. Except for p2p Comm nodes, all nodes must have
the same placement as their inputs and outputs.
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Figure 6. Transformations on the DAG IR. Each rounded box
is a Chunk. Boxes with corners are Comms. Thin arrows are
data dependencies. Wide arrows are transforms correspond-
ing to scheduling directives. The schedule at the bottom
shows the execution order once all data dependencies speci-
fied by the model and temporal dependencies specified by
Order have been applied.
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Each Chunk and Comm node has an associated exec func-
tion to run upon dispatch by the runtime. This is a PyTorch
fx.Graph of tensor operators for forwards passes, an opaque
graph inserted by the PyTorch autograd engine for back-
wards passes, or a NCCL communication kernel inserted
by Piper. Chunk and Comm nodes also have an assigned log-
ical GPU stream to run on, which the Piper runtime later
translates to a physical GPU stream (Section 4.3).

Conceptually, the compiler begins with a single-device
DAG with a single Chunk, extracted from the model defini-
tion. The single node has all model operators for a forwards-
backwards pass as one Chunk, with no communication (the
large F|B Chunk in Figure 6). The user’s annotated regions of
the model replace the single chunk with smaller chunks. Each
directive in the user’s schedule then repeatedly transforms
the DAG, until we have the lowered distributed training DAG
to pass to the runtime (Figure 5).

Annotations. Piper’s annotation API lets the user tag
parts of the model for later identification during scheduling.
An annotation identifies a semantically meaningful region
of computation, such as a pipeline stage or an expert MLP
block. These annotations are translated by the compiler into
Chunks that can later be reordered, replicated, sharded, or
otherwise transformed.

The annotation API takes in a string dim to allow users to
add new parallelism dimensions and refer to them in schedul-
ing directives. For example, in Listing 1, we create a wrapper
around an MoEF transformer model that annotates PP stages
with the PP dimension tag and expert-MLP components with
the EP dimension tag. Piper infers indices for repeated an-
notations based on the order in the model’s dataflow. For
example, the first PP annotation gets index 0 and the second
PP annotation gets index 1.
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PP = "pp_tag"; EP = "ep_tag"
class TransformerModel:
def forward(self, x) ->
with sys.annotate(PP):
h = self.embeddings(x)
h = self.layer2(self.layer1(x))
with sys.annotate(PP):
h = self.layer4(self.layer3(x))
h = self.output(h)
return h

class MoELayer:
def forward(self, x):
x = self.router(x)
with sys.annotate(EP):
x = self.experts(x)
return x

Listing 1. MoE model annotated with PP and EP
components.

Scheduling directives. Piper exposes a small set of sched-
uling directives for controlling placement, communication
granularity, and operator overlapping and ordering. We use
filters to allow users to apply directives to one or multiple
Chunks at a time. A filter can include zero to multiple dimen-
sion names, plus a value to filter on for the dimension index.
For example, (PP=0) refers to the first PP stage and (EP=3)
refers to the MoELayer in layer 3. “+” pattern-matches on all
cases and “—” excludes all cases of a tag. For example, (PP=1,
EP=-) matches on all non-expert components of PP stage
1 in Listing 1. For shorthand, omitting a tag from the filter
entirely will match on all occurrences of that tag.

By default, the system also supports a dimension named
PASS, to indicate a specific part of the forwards-backwards
pass for the same Chunk. Valid values are F for forwards, B
for full backwards, Bi for backwards for inputs and Bw for
backwards for weights. This is useful for cases like ZeroBub-
ble [34], a PP schedule that splits the backwards pass into
two stages for better pipelining across devices.

The placement directives are Place, Replicate, and Shard,
as described next. Placement directives take in a device mesh
(an N-D array of devices) which represents devices with
unique integers. Placement filters must have PASS=* (in-
cluded by default), i.e. we cannot have different placements
for the forwards and backwards passes of the same Chunk.

Placement directives may add communication nodes to
the training DAG. Thus, we also allow these directives to
pass a logical GPU stream that any inserted communication
operations should execute on. During execution, the runtime
will create one physical stream per logical stream on the
participating devices. If no stream was provided, then the
system uses the default stream, the same stream on which
the compute operators run. This allows users to have full
control over stream execution without having to manage
streams themselves.

Next we describe each directive in terms of how it trans-
forms the training DAG (Figure 6).

Place(filters, devices, stream=None). A placement
directive that updates the device placement of matched nodes.
If multiple devices are passed, then additional placement
directives are needed to determine the concrete device map-
ping for each Chunk. If a matched node is adjacent to an-
other node that has a different device placement, add a P2P
send/recv Comm ((1) in Figure 6) assigned to stream.

Replicate(filter, devices, gather_stream=None,
reduce_stream=None, shard_params=False,
shard_grads=False, bucket_sz=None). A placement di-
rective that replicates the matched nodes across devices. In-
sert a collective Comm after the backward pass (or backward
for weights pass) for each matched Chunk to synchronize gra-
dients among the replicas of the Chunk ((2) in Figure 6). The
operation is all-reduce by default, and alternatively reduce-
scatter when shard_grads=True. When shard_params=True,
insert an all-gather Comm before every matched node. New
gather Comms are assigned to gather_stream and new re-
duce Comms are assigned to reduce_stream for fine-grained
control over overlappable Comms.

The user can optionally pass in a bucket_size, and the
Piper runtime will attempt to bucket communications to not
exceed this size. If the bucket size is smaller than the weights
for a Chunk, the system transforms the DAG by breaking each
Chunk into smaller Chunks. If the user wants more control
over buckets, they can use multiple Replicate rules. For
example, to ensure that each model layer is launched as one
bucket, the user could annotate each layer of the model with
dim=layer, then run Replicate on each layer index.

Shard(filter, devices, stream=None). A placement
directive that shards the weights associated with matched
Chunks along dimension 0. Currently, this requires that the
preceding or subsequent Chunk has the same devices but
with the Replicate rule. Inserts an all-to-all Comm before
and after each matched Chunk and updates upstream/down-
stream data dependencies to flow through the new Comms ((3)
in Figure 6). This directive combined with Replicate can
be used to represent EP with DP/ZeRO.

In future work, we will generalize our approach and infer
communication for arbitrary combinations of these direc-
tives, e.g., by incorporating GSPMD-style sharding [49].

Split(filter, dim, num_microbatches).Replicate the
matched nodes num_microbatches many times ((4) in Fig-
ure 6). This adds a new dimension with the user-provided
name. For example, Listing 2 shows an example where the
user specifies 2 PP microbatches under the dimension name
MB. MB=0 and MB=1 refer to the first and second microbatches,
respectively. This rewrite requires that the filtered nodes
form a contiguous sub-DAG.

Order(filter_list). Add a dependency between each
pair of adjacent filters. For example, if two adjacent filters
match sub-DAGs A and B respectively, then this adds a
temporal edge from the topologically last node(s) in A and
the topologically first node(s) in B to enforce an ordering
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between the two sub-DAGs. This requires that each filter
matches a contiguous sub-DAG. This directive can be use-
ful for expressing arbitrary PP schedules as well as other
ordering dependencies.

To express overlapped execution of different microbatches,
the user can pass in a nested list of filters. For example, in
Listing 2, line 11 specifies that the forwards for microbatch
0 of PP stage 1 should execute before an overlapped pair
comprising the forwards for microbatch 1 of PP stage 1 and
the backwards for microbatch 0 of PP stage 1. In this case, the
Piper runtime will interleave the two sub-DAGs of matched
Chunks and Comms (Section 4.3).

Specifying PP schedules manually can be burdensome.
Thus, in practice, we expect that users would use functions
that build the orders for a given PP schedule.

PPStr, EPStr, DPStr = sys.stream(), sys.stream(), sys.stream()
Place((PP=0), device=[0,2], stream=PPStr)
Place((PP=1), device=[1,3], stream=PPStr)
Replicate((PP=0, EP=-), devices=[0,2], reduce_stream=DPStr)
Replicate((PP=1, EP=-), devices=[1,3], reduce_stream=DPStr)
Shard((PP=0, EP=*), devices=[0,2], stream=EPStr)
Shard((PP=1, EP=*), devices=[1,3], stream=EPStr)
MB = "microbatch"
Split((), dim=MB, num_microbatches=2)
Order([(PP=0, MB=0, PASS=F), (PP=0, MB=1, PASS=F),

(PP=0, MB=0, PASS=B), (PP=0, MB=1, PASS=B)])
Order(L(PP=1, MB=0, PASS=F), [(PP=1, MB=1, PASS=F),

(PP=1, MB=0, PASS=B)1, (PP=1, MB=1, PASS=B)I)

Listing 2. A simplified user schedule for DualPipe.

Next, we put the directives together to walk through the
example user program in Listing 2, which shows a simpli-
fied DualPipe-like schedule [35]. Line 1 creates one logical
stream each for PP, DP, and EP communication. Lines 2-3
place the Chunks for pipeline stages 0 and 1 on different de-
vices, applying the transformation in (1) in Figure 6 to insert
P2P operators at cross-device boundaries. Lines 4-5 apply DP
to all non-expert weights, across devices [0, 2] for pipeline
stage 0 and devices [1, 3] for pipeline stage 1. This appends
an allreduce per PP stage to the backwards Chunks, as shown
in (2) in Figure 6. Lines 6-7 shard the experts over the same
devices as the DP replicas, which inserts an all-to-all collec-
tive before and after each expert chunk, as shown in (3) in
Figure 6.

Line 9 splits the model into two microbatches ((4) in Fig-
ure 6). Split duplicates the entire DAG because its filter
matches everything, assigning each DAG copy a unique in-
dex within the new MB dimension. Line 10 assigns the micro-
batch ordering depicted in (5) in Figure 6. Line 11 designates
that PP;MB 1 F and PP;MBB are overlappable by passing
them together in a nested list.

The schedule also expresses intent about resource assign-
ment. Communication originating from the PP rewrite gets
its own PPStream, meaning that send/recv operations be-
tween PP stages are overlappable with compute. DP and EP
also use separate streams, so they also will not synchronize
with each other. This will yield the execution plan shown

in Figure 4a. Using the same stream for DP and EP would
yield Figure 4b. Figure 4c could be supported by using the
same stream for DP and EP and a smaller communication
bucket size for Replicate. Currently, the Piper scheduler
may still schedule allreduces even though they would de-
lay the critical path. In the future, we plan to additionally
support more control via Order for specific communication
operations and/or smarter system scheduling.

4.2 Piper Compiler

The Piper compiler translates the user’s annotated model
and scheduling directives into the DAG IR. The compiled
DAG specifies a partial ordering of Chunks and Comms that
includes data dependencies from the model dataflow and tem-
poral dependencies from the Order directive. Each Chunk
and Comm is also assigned a stream but not yet an order in
the stream. The goal is to produce a plan that can be me-
chanically executed by the distributed runtime with simple
heuristics (Section 4.3).

Compilation proceeds in two phases. First, Piper extracts
user-annotated model regions as coarse-grained Chunks and
builds an initial single-device training DAG. Second, it ap-
plies the user’s scheduling directives as graph rewrites to
produce a distributed training DAG with explicit communi-
cation and finer-grained execution.

Phase 1: Model annotations and chunk extraction.
Piper first extracts the dataflow graph of tensor operators.
Currently this is done using TorchDynamo [4], a PyTorch JIT
compiler which uses symbolic tracing to build fx.Graphs
made up of PyTorch tensor operators. Initially, all tensor
operators are put into one forwards-backwards Chunk (the
large F|B chunk in Figure 6).

Next, Piper splits the full-model operator graph at anno-
tation boundaries (Listing 1) to produce an operator sub-
graph per finer-grained chunk. This sub-fx.Graph serves
as a forward Chunk’s exec function, and the PyTorch auto-
grad engine implicitly adds the executable graph for back-
wards Chunks. Piper encodes forward Chunk dependencies
according to the data dependencies extracted from the model
definition. Backward Chunk dependencies follow in reverse
order.

The PyTorch tensor operator graph also determines model
weight dependencies for each Chunk. Piper uses this to as-
sociate a bucket of model state (parameters, gradients, and
optimizer state) with each Chunk. After this initial pass, the
compiler will have produced a single-device training DAG
split into the user-annotated Chunks.

Phase 2: DAG transformations. Next, Piper mechani-
cally applies the DAG rewrites as directed by the user sched-
ule (Listing 2). Piper may insert new Comm nodes during the
rewrite process; Piper assigns the exec function for Comms
to the communication kernel to execute, e.g., all-to-all or
allreduce.



Currently, we require that a model state bucket can only
be associated with Chunks that have the same placement.
Associating a single bucket with Chunks that have different
placements (e.g., tied embeddings) could be supported by
inserting additional gradient synchronization between the
Chunks’ backward passes.

After applying user transforms, the compiler applies a
pass to elide unnecessary communication from parameter
bucket rematerialization. In particular, the Replicate di-
rective naively inserts an allgather before each Chunk that
consumes the data. In cases where two consecutive Chunks
use the same weights, Piper collapses these into one allgather.
Similarly, for ZeRO-2 gradient sharding, if two consecutive
Chunks accumulate to the same gradient bucket, then Piper
collapses the reduce-scatter into one operation. These eli-
sions do not add any memory overhead and reduce unneces-
sary communication time.

The final output of this pass is a global training DAG that
reflects communication and inter- and intra-device place-
ment. It captures data dependencies from the model defini-
tion and temporal dependencies introduced by Order. Each
Chunk has a device and stream assignment. Piper validates
that all device assignments are present; future work could
automatically propagate from adjacent nodes to fill in miss-
ing assignments, similar to GSPMD [49]. Missing stream
assignments are assigned to the default compute stream.

4.3 Piper Runtime

4.3.1 Centralized scheduler. The Piper runtime executes
arbitrary training DAGs on a set of distributed workers. Exe-
cution starts at the centralized scheduler, which takes in the
transformed training DAG that provides a partial ordering
and resource assignment (device and stream) for Chunks and
Comms. The goal is to produce a partial ordering per device.
The ordering is partial because Chunks and Comms on the
same stream are totally ordered, while Chunks and Comms
on different streams are only ordered if they have a data or
temporal dependency.

First, the scheduler decomposes the training DAG into
one unique sub-DAG per PP rank. Workers with the same
PP rank execute with SPMD so they receive the same sub-
DAG. For example with PP-2 x EP-2, we use 4 workers and 2
unique sub-DAGs (Figure 5).

Decomposing the DAG simply involves gathering the sub-
DAG of nodes for each device. Compute operators that ex-
ecute on different devices are connected by a send-recv
node; this decomposes into a send for the sending rank and
a recv for the receiving rank. Ranks with the same PP stage
replicate all communication operations within that stage.

The sub-DAG includes only the data dependencies be-
tween the worker’s local compute and communication op-
erators, as well as any temporal dependencies specified by
Order rules. The centralized scheduler resolves the order-
ing between any Chunks and Comms that do not depend on

each other (i.e. there is no path between them) and that are
assigned the same stream. For example, these can originate
from the nested filters in the Order directive, which indicates
the user’s intent to overlap sub-DAGs.

We describe the algorithm for scheduling across indepen-
dent Chunks and Comms. For simplicity, we use task to refer
to either a Chunk or Comm. To decide how to interleave two
sub-DAGs, the scheduler begins by creating one queue per
stream and initializing the set of ready tasks, which are tasks
with no upstream dependencies. Then, Piper performs the
following resource scheduling algorithm:

1. Pick the ready task ¢ (all upstream tasks scheduled)
with the most downstream dependencies.

2. Add the task to the queue corresponding to t.stream.

3. Mark the task as ready to unblock downstream adja-
cent tasks.

This simple policy works well for the DualPipe-style over-
lapping depicted in Figure 3b where the forward-backward
microbatches are symmetric, meaning that each has the same
number and pattern of Comms and Chunks. It could perform
poorly in cases where there are many small tasks in a sub-
graph that is not on the critical path, or in cases where
critical and non-critical path Comms are on the same stream
(Figure 4b). For example, we could leverage profile-guided
optimization to measure actual run times and resource usage.

After this process, each worker will have an ordered list
of Chunks and Comms per stream, plus all cross-stream data
and temporal dependencies. Then, once before execution,
the centralized scheduler dispatches each device’s sub-DAG
to the corresponding worker. The dispatch to a worker also
includes the model weights to load for Chunks and Comms.

4.3.2 Worker execution. Each worker loads its shard of
model weights then executes the compute and communica-
tion operators according to the order determined by the cen-
tralized scheduler. The worker is responsible for managing
the GPU’s local resources that may be shared between tasks:
GPU streams, communicators, and memory. We rely on the
GPU to allocate the shared physical resources such as SMs
and HBM or network bandwidth between concurrent kernels.
Our approach is complementary to other approaches that
provide more precise control over physical resources [32, 54],
e.g., adding an SM limit on specific Chunks.
The worker’s scheduling loop repeats the following:

1. Pick a task ¢ from the tasks whose dependencies have
been scheduled.

2. If t.stream is different from a dependency’s stream
t.args[i].stream, synchronize by having t.stream wait
on t.args[i].event.

3. Dispatch ¢ to t.stream. This launches all kernels in the
task’s exec function.

4. Free any of t.args that have no more downstream tasks.
Store t.outputs in local intermediate storage for later
consumption. If t has an output with a downstream



task that runs on a different stream, record an event
on t.stream and store in t.outputs[i].event.

Note that when using multiple streams, there will often
be multiple tasks that are ready for dispatch. This is because
the compiler produces a total ordering of tasks per stream,
but only a partial ordering across streams based on data
and temporal dependencies. When tasks could be scheduled
in any order, the worker must make a local decision about
dispatch order.

Although individual kernels execute asynchronously on
the GPU, the dispatch order of tasks is still important be-
cause dispatch time on the CPU can delay critical GPU ker-
nels, especially when there are many kernels to dispatch in
a single task. For example, when using gradient sharding
in ZeRO-2 [38], prioritizing gradient reduction could free
memory sooner by shortening the lifetime of full gradient
state. On the other hand, prioritizing all-to-all communica-
tion over gradient reductions may reduce latency along the
critical path. Piper currently prioritizes send communication
first, defers receive communication last to reduce point-to-
point communication interference, and among remaining
communication tasks prioritizes critical-path over reduction
operators. The prioritization is deterministic, to ensure that
all ranks in a collective group dispatch communications in
the same order. Future work could include other heuristics
and/or online profiling to more precisely determine the best
dispatch order.

Stream management. As shown in the above scheduling
loop, the worker dispatches each task’s operator(s) on the
stream associated with that task’s logical resource. Tasks are
dispatched asynchronously, as soon as their upstream tasks
have been scheduled, to avoid blocking the GPU on CPU
scheduling. When two adjacent tasks execute on different
streams, Piper inserts synchronization between their streams
to preserve correctness using CUDA events and stream-wait.
This lets the runtime support arbitrary execution patterns
without hard-coding a fixed mapping from operator type to
stream.

For example, for overlapping PP communication, send
and receive operators should be assigned a different stream
from their upstream and downstream compute operators.
In this case, the communication stream must synchronize
with the producer node’s stream before issuing the send, and
the downstream compute node must synchronize with the
receive node’s stream before consuming the communicated
value.

Although Piper must insert synchronization to preserve
correctness, it inserts synchronization only when required
by inter-task dependencies across different streams, allowing
tasks without data dependencies running on independent
resources to proceed concurrently. This also minimizes CPU
overhead from scheduling and CUDA event creation.

Communication management. Avoiding bubbles from
unnecessary synchronization can be challenging due to com-
plex interactions between inter- and intra-device depen-
dencies. GPU collective communication typically requires
a “communicator”, which represents one rank’s context in a
given collective group. Communication operations must be
executed in the same order on all ranks’ communicators in
the same group, or else the device may hang because GPU
collective communications are synchronous [31].

The inter-device communication order can create bubbles
when combined with the intra-device dependencies created
by shared CUDA streams. For example, in PP, most workers
are continually sending and receiving microbatches to and
from another worker. Thus, if we use one collective group for
a PP schedule, then the send and receive operations need to
be globally ordered across all workers’ communicators. How-
ever, choosing an optimal serial order at compile time is hard
because it would require exact predictions of the execution
time per microbatch stage as well as communication time.
For example, when choosing between sending and receiving,
a worker needs to choose whether to send first, which would
unblock the downstream worker’s compute, or receive first,
which would unblock communication operations queued
after the upstream worker’s send.

To resolve this problem, Piper allocates separate streams
for point-to-point communications, one for sending and one
for receiving. To avoid deadlock, Piper also allocates one
communicator per stream. Using separate communicators
reduces scheduling burden. Instead of requiring that all P2P
operations are ordered consistently for every pair of workers,
the system only needs to guarantee that P2P operations in
each direction are ordered consistently for every pair of
workers. This does not require knowing actual run times
and is already naturally satisfied by common PP schedules.
In particular, the requirement on the PP schedule is that
downstream workers process data in the same order that it
is produced by upstream workers, e.g., if rank 0 executes
microbatch 1 before 2, then rank 1 also executes microbatch
1 before 2. Piper currently rejects schedules that do not meet
this requirement.

Memory management. Piper manages GPU memory stor-
age for all model state buckets along with all activations sent
between Chunks. Thus, GPU memory is shared by compute
Chunks as well as Comms that gather or reduce model state
during execution. For each bucket, Piper allocates one flat
buffer each for parameters and gradients, concatenating all
parameter and gradient tensors in the bucket into their re-
spective flat tensor; copies to/from the flat buffer are elided
where possible.

Piper also manages memory for ZeRO-style [38] gradi-
ent/parameter sharding where states must be materialized
before computation and sharded after. In such cases, Piper



uses persistent buffers to store the sharded states and allo-
cates temporary full buffers for the rematerialized states. For
example, in ZeRO-2 gradient sharding, Piper stores persis-
tent buffers for gradient shards and allocates a temporary full
gradient buffer at the beginning of each backward task. To
precisely control buffer release, Piper waits in a background
thread for the event corresponding to the last consumer
task’s completion, then resizes the buffer’s storage to zero.
Piper also manages intermediate tensors that will later
be consumed by downstream tasks. These include in-flight
forward activations that must be retained for later back-
propagation, activations waiting to be sent to a downstream
worker, and intermediate autograd tensors that will later be
used to compute model gradients. Once the last consumer
task is scheduled, Piper frees the corresponding tensor.

5 Implementation

Piper is implemented as a TorchDynamo [4] backend, al-
lowing it to hook into arbitrary PyTorch code. Although
TorchDynamo supports non-static behavior by combining
compiled- and eager-model execution, Piper currently re-
quires models to be fully traceable. This allows Piper to
partition an fx.Graph into sub-graphs at compile time. An-
notations are implemented as Python context managers that
attach metadata to regions of the model during execution.
During graph capture, these annotations are recorded and
used to segment the fx.Graph into Chunks.

Piper’s runtime is built on top of Ray. The Piper compiler
and centralized scheduler (Section 4.3) run together in a
“driver” process. Each worker is implemented as a Ray actor.

6 Evaluation

We evaluate Piper against the general-purpose training frame-
works Megatron-LM 0.18.0 [40], DeepSpeed 0.18.9 [1] and
TorchTitan 0.2.2 [23]. We address the following questions.

1. Does Piper perform as well as existing systems on
commonly supported strategies?

2. What benefits in strategy flexibility and performance
does Piper provide? Here, we evaluate performance
and memory efficiency of various combinations of PP
and ZeRO [38], along with PP and EP, including the
DualPipeV schedule [35].

3. How well does Piper scale?

We run our evaluation on 4 AWS EC2 NVIDIA 8xA100
nodes with NVLink intra-node interconnect and Elastic Fab-
ric Adapter (EFA) enabled for inter-node networking.

6.1 Common PP strategies

We evaluate Piper’s support for common PP schedules against
Megatron and TorchTitan, which both provide out-of-the-
box support for the 1F1B schedule [15] and its interleaved
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variant [30]. Interleaved 1F1B can improve training through-
put for large models compared to 1F1B due to better micro-
batch overlapping from finer-grained interleaved stages.

TorchTitan allows users to provide a PP schedule, similar
to Piper, and provides generic PP schedule-builders for 1F1B
and interleaved 1F1B. We adapt the 1F1B and interleaved
1F1B schedule builders from TorchTitan to the Piper API in
29 LoC and 38 LoC, respectively.

We distribute the Qwen3 1B model with PP-8 x DP/EP-4
across 32 A100 GPUs and the Qwen3 9B model with PP-4
x DP/EP-4 across 16 A100 GPUs. We make DP the outer di-
mension to simulate larger-scale settings where cross-node
DP is required. Megatron requires placing PP as the outer-
most dimension, so we route intra-node traffic over PCle to
simulate lower inter-node bandwidth for Megatron.

TorchTitan’s performance suffers due to a larger memory
footprint compared to the other systems, leading to CPU-side
delays inserted by the PyTorch CUDA allocator. The memory
footprint is caused by memory buffers needed by TorchTi-
tan’s DP implementation. Additionally, TorchTitan’s inter-
leaved schedule does 14% worse than its own 1F1B schedule.
This is due to sends and recvs executing on the same stream,
creating bubbles across ranks in the interleaved schedule.

Meanwhile, Piper-interleaved-1F1B achieves 5% higher
throughput than Piper-1F1B, as expected. This is due to a
lower memory footprint and use of dual P2P streams and
communicators, one for sending and one for receiving,.

Piper’s performance is comparable with Megatron’s. We
note that Megatron often uses hand-tuned fused kernels tar-
geted to transformer operators, enabling faster single-device
execution time: on a single device, one microbatch forward
pass of a single PP stage takes about 30 ms in Megatron vs
40 ms in Piper for Qwen3 1B. In general, Piper is orthogonal
to approaches like kernel fusion which apply to the low-
level operator graph contained within a Piper Chunk.exec
function. Thus, we believe that the two approaches could be
combined to further improve performance gains.

6.2 PP xZeRO

Table 1 shows the current support for PP x ZeRO variations
in Megatron-LM, DeepSpeed and TorchTitan. All systems
support PP x ZeRO-1, which is an optimization of DP where
redundant optimizer state is deduplicated across DP replicas.

To evaluate basic PP x ZeRO-1 support in all systems, we
distribute the Qwen3 1B model with DP-2 across 2 A100



Framework ZeRO-1 ZeRO-2 ZeRO-3
DeepSpeed v X X
Megatron-LM v X X
TorchTitan v * *
Piper v v v

Table 1. PP x ZeRO support in the evaluated systems.
TorchTitan claims to support ZeRO-2 and ZeRO-3 composed
with PP [23], but we found that in practice gradient and
weight states do not get resharded between all microbatches,
so the memory savings is significantly less than expected.
Piper supports all combinations of PP with ZeRO memory
optimizations.

Framework Piper TT DeepSpeed Megatron
Tokens/s 8641 8637 9352 9942
+ 701 977 52 1106

Table 2. DP ZeRO-1 throughput on all systems.

GPUs and evaluate training throughput with ZeRO-1 opti-
mizer state sharding. Table 2 shows that all systems perform
similarly, as expected. Differences in execution time are likely
due to differences in low-level kernel implementations.

While all systems support ZeRO variants 1-3, the sup-
port for ZeRO 2 (parameter sharding) and 3 (weights shard-
ing) when combined with PP is incomplete. Megatron and
DeepSpeed do not support either when combined with PP.
TorchTitan supports the variants but the rematerialized buffers
are not resharded between all PP microbatches. This reduces
communication overhead but also defeats the purpose of
ZeRO sharding, which is to save per-device memory from
redundant states. We believe that this uneven support for
ZeRO-2 and ZeRO-3 is due to the fact that gradient and
weights sharding requires careful management of pre- and
post-layer hooks, whereas ZeRO-1 only operates on the opti-
mizer states. Meanwhile, Piper correctly supports all combi-
nations of PP x ZeRO; it simply adds the proper allgather, re-
shard, and reduce-scatter operations to the matched Chunks
in the DAG IR, irrespective of the PP strategy.

We validate the implications of this compatibility matrix
by evaluating peak memory of composed PP x ZeRO strate-
gies. We distribute Qwen3 9B with 8-way PP and 4-way DP
across 32 A100 GPUs. We expect peak training memory to
decrease from ZeRO-2 to ZeRO-3, as the latter introduces
parameter sharding in addition to gradient state sharding.

Figure 8 shows the results. Megatron, DeepSpeed, and
other PP x ZeRO-1 variants OOM in all cases because they
cannot fit even the smallest batch size. TorchTitan can fit
the smaller batch sizes but has higher memory consumption
than Piper because it does not properly re-shard weights and
gradients, despite setting the provided flag for weights re-
sharding after forwards. As a result, TorchTitan maintains a
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full copy of parameters and gradients across multiple micro-
batches and OOMs at batch size 8 for ZeRO-2 and batch size
16 for ZeRO-3. TorchTitan’s PP x ZeRO-3 implementation
also does not save significant memory compared to ZeRO-2.

For Piper, we achieve correct resharding by reducing gra-
dients after every backward pass instead of accumulating
gradients between PP microbatches. This adds communica-
tion time compared to TorchTitan but achieves the full ZeRO
memory savings. As a result, Piper is able to execute with
much higher batch sizes than TorchTitan without OOM: 8x
higher for ZeRO-2 (up to batch size 32) and 3.3x higher for
ZeRO-3 (up to batch size 40).

6.3 PP x EP and DualPipe

We compare system support for DualPipe-like schedules
across Megatron, TorchTitan, and Piper. Megatron provides
custom schedules for 1F1B and interleaved 1F1B but not
DualPipe, likely due to the need to overlap between mi-
crobatches. TorchTitan allows users to provide a PP sched-
ule, similar to Piper, and provides a DualPipeV schedule
builder [35]. DualPipeV (and DualPipe) also uses interleav-
ing, so we use each system’s interleaved-1F1B implementa-
tion as its respective baseline; the expected performance gain
in each case is from overlapping of some EP communica-
tion. TorchTitan’s DualPipeV implementation uses separate
threads to dispatch the overlapped forward and backward
microbatches to two streams, one for compute and one for
EP communication.

We adapt the DualPipeV schedule-builder from TorchTi-
tan to the Piper APIin 63 LoC. We use the Order directive
to specify microbatch overlapping. Similar to TorchTitan,
the runtime also uses a background stream for EP communi-
cation, but the tasks from the overlapped microbatches are
scheduled jointly by a single thread.

We use the same experiment setup as in Figure 7a. In the
1B setting, Piper-DualPipeV improves 13% over Piper-1F1B
schedule, while TorchTitan-DualPipeV improves only 3%
over TorchTitan-1F1B. We believe that TorchTitan’s lack of
improvement is due to a lack of synchronization between
the forwards and backwards dispatch threads, which leads
to unintended serialization of the GPU’s compute and com-
munication streams.

For the 9B model, we were not able to run TorchTitan due
to OOM. Piper-DualPipeV improves 10% over its interleaved
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schedule and 6% over Megatron’s interleaved schedule (Fig-
ure 7b. In this case, Megatron-Interleaved-1F1B’s improve-
ment over Piper-Interleaved-1F1B comes from fused kernels.
Note that Megatron does not fuse the EP all-to-all; thus we
expect that Megatron’s fused kernels could be directly inte-
grated into Piper for additional gains.

6.4 Scalability

We evaluate Piper’s PP and DP scalability by distributing
Qwen3 1B with 2-, 4- and 8-way PP and 2- and 4-way DP
We scale the global batch size linearly with the PP and DP
degrees and plot the curve representing linear scaling. We
show that Piper scales reasonably.

7 Related Work

General-purpose training frameworks. Most general-
purpose training frameworks [1, 23, 40] for PyTorch imple-
ment a fixed set of parallelism strategies. DP/ZeRO strate-
gies are model-agnostic and implemented with pre- and
post-layer hooks. Megatron-LM and DeepSpeed implement

custom-built layers for TP/EP/CP and schedules for PP. TorchTi-

tan supports more general strategies by using DTensor [2]
for sharding, an API inspired by GSPMD [49], and PiPPy [39]
for PP schedules. However, in all systems, each parallelism
dimension dispatches its compute and communication oper-
ations eagerly with little to no synchronization with other
operations, making it difficult to jointly schedule shared GPU
resources such as communication bandwidth or memory.

Compiler-based systems such as JAX/XLA [6] provide
high-level tensor sharding and replication annotations based
on GShard [21] and GSPMD [49]. Piper’s API is inspired
by these works. The annotations allow the compiler to in-
sert the necessary communications and lower to a per-device
program, although it is limited to homogeneous SPMD strate-
gies. Later work extended the API and runtime to support
arbitrary PP schedules [48] and heterogeneous strategies
or clusters [5]. However, JAX/XLA does not support user
scheduling of the low-level execution strategy; per-device
resources such as GPU streams are opaque to the user and
changes to the low-level execution strategy would require
modifications deep within the XLA compiler.

12

DSLs. Besides GSPMD, many other works have combined
user-facing tensor annotations with compiler support to en-
able flexible distributed training strategies. These include
CoCoNeT [18] for automatic computation-communication
fusion, AutoSP [14] for automatic sequence parallelism, and
DynaFlow for controlling intra-device parallelism [32]. Inte-
gration of these works is an interesting line of future work.

Slapo [10] shares a similar motivation of user scheduling
for distributed training. However, it does not consider intra-
device parallelism and lacks a flexible runtime, offloading
execution to general-purpose frameworks [1, 40]. TVM [11],
inspired by Halide [37], supports user scheduling and auto-
tuning of tensor programs; we are inspired by these works
and extend them to support distributed tensor programs.

Auto-parallelism. There have been numerous systems
that aim to automatically find an optimal strategy [19, 20,
25, 26, 28, 41, 4345, 51, 56, 57]. To make the search problem
tractable, many of these systems focus on a subset of strate-
gies. They may not support execution of strategies that fall
outside the search space and may thus miss opportunities
such as fully overlapping communication and computation,
as noted by [57]. ByteScheduler [33] and Centauri [9] do
consider communication scheduling and Centauri addition-
ally provides communication partitioning primitives, similar
to Piper. However, in general, these systems are still lim-
ited to the dimensions chosen by their developers and lack
a unified IR for jointly scheduling the operations inserted
by composed high-level strategies, such as in DualPipe. We
hope Piper can serve as a common runtime for these auto-
parallelism systems.

nnScaler [25] is the closest in approach. It allows the user
to specify generic constraints that are similar to Piper direc-
tives. However, it does not support intra-device parallelism.

Many systems use profile-guided optimization to identify
a good strategy. Notable examples include DeepCompile [42]
which searches over ZeRO and other memory optimizations,
and Tessera [16] which co-optimizes the PP partitioning and
microbatch overlapping schedule and dynamically schedules
backwards passes. In future work, we also plan to integrate
these works’ dynamic approaches.

8 Conclusion

We present Piper, a distributed training system for PyTorch
that decouples the distributed execution strategy specifica-
tion from the model and runtime using a unified IR: the
global training DAG. By making the placement, granularity,
and ordering of computation and communication operations
explicit, Piper allows users to express a wide range of dis-
tributed training strategies combining PP, DP, and EP with
arbitrary ZeRO memory optimizations. Piper provides a use-
ful interface for encoding both expert-designed schedules
and future automated search over a rich space of composed
strategies.
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