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Abstract
As distributed AI workloads grow in scale, multi-GPU systems have
become essential for training large models. Although techniques
like kernel fusion and overlapping communication with compu-
tation help reduce delays, they also introduce irregular and tran-
sient traffic patterns that are difficult to model using existing tools.
These techniques rely heavily on fine-grained synchronization and
peer-to-peer communication, which place significant pressure on
interconnect bandwidth and latency.

In this work, we introduce Eidola, a scalable extension to the
gem5 simulation framework that enables detailed modeling of inter-
GPU communication traffic. The extension is scalable as our GPU
model serves as a succinct eidolon, emulating the minimal charac-
teristics needed for traffic modeling. Eidola uses annotated timing
profiles from real applications to emulate peer-to-peer GPU writes
with cycle-level precision. This allows researchers to simulate and
analyze synchronization behavior across large multi-GPU configu-
rations. The simulator supports configurable per-GPU traffic pat-
terns and enables isolated performance analysis under different
communication scenarios.

We demonstrate Eidola’s effectiveness by reproducing variabil-
ity in fused kernel execution and by implementing a SyncMon-
inspired synchronization mechanism, confirming reductions in
polling-related memory traffic. Our results show that Eidola pro-
vides a flexible and scalable platform for studying inter-GPU com-
munication and supports architectural exploration in modern dis-
tributed GPU systems.

Keywords
Computer architecture research, gem5, instrumentation, multi-gpu
systems

1 Introduction
The growing demand for large-scale machine learning models has
ushered in an era of multiscale graphics processing unit (GPU)
computing [14, 34], pushing system design toward exascale re-
sources. Transformers and large language models (LLMs) continue
to grow in parameter count, driving up the computational and com-
munication demands required for training [26]. While scaling out
with additional GPU resources can help alleviate the training bur-
den, diminishing returns are often observed due to kernel launch

overheads, inter-GPU synchronization bottlenecks, and network-
induced latencies. Simply adding more GPUs does not guarantee
proportional speedups, highlighting the need for architectural and
software optimizations that can better exploit available parallelism.

One promising strategy to mitigate these overheads is kernel
fusion, where consecutive compute and communication operations
are combined to reduce scheduling delays and improve resource
utilization [30, 41, 46, 48, 49]. A recent example of this approach is
the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel [30], which merges a general
matrix-vector multiplication (GEMV) with an AllReduce collective
communication operation. This technique reduces launch over-
heads by overlapping computation with communication. Figure 1
shows a timeline profile of the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel’s
execution on a four-GPU system. In the ideal scenario, all GPUs
spend the majority of the kernel execution performing arithmetic
computations needed to calculate output tile results, noted by the
timelines on all GPUs being predominantly green. This is ideal as
no GPU spends excessive portions of their execution spin-waiting
on a flag update, noted by the short red segments highlighted in
Figure 1c).

However, despite workload symmetry across GPUs, variability
in runtime behavior still leads to imbalanced performance due to
transient network traffic and contention. Figure 2 shows another
instance of the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel launch to the same
four-GPU system. Despite running the same kernel on the same
hardware, the distribution of time spent in regions of the kernel
code greatly vary across the GPUs. Like in Figure 1, Figure 2b)
shows the global view of the timeline profiles on all four GPUs.
However, unlike Figure 1, GPUs two and three no longer exhibit
ideal behavior. The majority of the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel’s
execution time is spent spin-waiting on a flag write update from
a peer GPU, noted by the large red periods in the profiles. Due
to variability from runtime characteristics, the multi-GPU system
experiences load imbalance across the devices, leading to prolonged
kernel execution times [11, 43].

As fused kernels become more prevalent [30, 41, 46, 48, 49],
there is an urgent need for architectural tools that can accurately
model and evaluate these behaviors. Existing GPU simulators, in-
cluding gem5 [10] and gem5-gpu [29], offer cycle-level accuracy for
microarchitectural research but lack native support for modeling
multi-GPU systems and their associated communication dynamics.
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Figure 1: An ideal timing profile of the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel on a four-GPU system. Figure 1b) shows a global view of
the kernel’s execution on all four GPUs. In all four GPU timing profiles, each row represents a specific workgroup’s execution
timeline, and time is shown on the horizontal axis. Figure 1a) highlights a period of the kernel’s execution where partial output
tiles needed by remote GPUs are computed, noted by the successive patterns of green segments capped by brown markers.
Once all partial output tiles needed by remote GPUs are completed, a write to the a peer GPU’s flag variable is issued, noted
by the blue segment in Figure 1a). The green-brown segments between the blue and red marker indicate a GPU computing
partial output tiles needed by the local GPU. Finally, Figure 1c) magnifies the final portion of the kernel. The red segment
indicates the time a workgroup spins on a flag variable. The final green-brown segment indicates the final output tile reduction
computation. The colors and code segments are consistent with those shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 2: A non-ideal timing profile of the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel on a four-GPU system. Like Figure 1b), Figure 2b)
shows a global view of the kernel’s execution on all four GPUs, Figure 2a) shows a zoomed in view of GPU2’s execution of the
fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel. The non-ideality is apparent via the long red portions in the timeline, where all the workgroups
from GPU2 spend a majority of their time spin-waiting on peer GPU flag updates.

This gap limits the ability of researchers to explore GPU design
trade-offs in the context of distributed training workloads.

In this work, we make the following contributions:

• A characterization exposing performance variability in fused
kernel execution on mutli-GPU systems.

• Eidola, a scalable extension to the gem5 simulator to sup-
port multi-GPU configurations with configurable commu-
nication topologies and traffic patterns.

• A case study that implements the salient features of a recent
work in GPU microarchitecture, SyncMon.

• Scalability studies that highlight the sub-linear simulation
times to evaluate multi-GPU kernels that execute on sys-
tems with tens to hundreds of GPUs.

Our extension, Eidola, supports per-GPU analysis by incorpo-
rating timing and traffic profiles. In our study, these profiles were
provided from real applications, but our framework can be used
with synthetically generated profiles from probabilistic models.
This enables researchers to evaluate the architectural impact of
multi-GPU traffic on individual GPU performance in a controlled,
cycle-level environment. This work provides a foundation for future
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architectural explorations in distributed GPU systems, especially
as machine learning training pipelines continue to scale.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides
background on the gem5 simulator, target workloads, and the train-
ing and instrumentation cycle for ML systems. Section 3 describes
the design and implementation of Eidola. Section 4 presents exper-
imental results, followed by a case study in Section 5. Section 6
discusses related work, and Section 7 identifies directions for future
research. Section 8 concludes with a summary of our work.

2 Background
This section provides the necessary background to contextualize
our work. In Section 2.1, we describe the gem5 simulation frame-
work, which serves as the foundation for our extensions. Section 2.2
introduces the target workload characteristics, focusing on fused
computation–communication kernels commonly used in multi-
GPU systems, and discuss how these kernels rely on fine-grained
inter-GPU synchronization. Finally, Section 2.3 outlines the typi-
cal training and profiling workflow in GPU clusters, highlighting
how runtime instrumentation produces the timing information
leveraged by our methodology.

2.1 The gem5 Simulator
The gem5-gpu simulator [29] originally extended the gem5 sim-
ulation infrastructure [10] to model heterogeneous systems that
combine CPUs and GPUs. Built by coupling gem5 with GPGPU-Sim
[9], the tool enables full-system simulation of tightly integrated
CPU-GPU architectures, supporting detailed modeling of mem-
ory hierarchies, coherence protocols, and system-level interactions.
Over the past decade, gem5 has become a foundational platform for
architectural research across domains including cache coherence
[18], memory systems [13], interconnects [24, 28], and emerging
accelerators [12, 20], due to its cycle-level accuracy, modularity,
and community support.

Upstream gem5 provides high-fidelity models of modern AMD
GPU architectures, incorporating detailed execution pipelines, SIMT
scheduling, memory subsystem behavior, and interconnect integra-
tion. These models have been rigorously validated and corroborated
against empirical performance measurements from real AMD hard-
ware, giving researchers confidence in its accuracy [31, 32, 36].
As such, gem5 enables researchers to evaluate architectural mod-
ifications in a realistic simulation context, making it a powerful
tool for studying the performance implications of both low-level
microarchitectural features and system-level interactions in hetero-
geneous systems. We build on gem5 to extend its capabilities for
multi-GPU simulation and to better model the complex communi-
cation patterns observed in modern distributed machine learning
workloads.

2.2 Fused Kernels for Multi-GPU Systems
To mitigate the performance bottlenecks arising from kernel launch
overheads and inter-GPU synchronization in distributed machine
learning workloads, recent work has explored the fusion of com-
putation and communication primitives. Notably, [30] proposes a

novel fused kernel that combines a general matrix–vector multi-
plication (GEMV) operation with an AllReduce collective commu-
nication step. The GEMV kernel performs a dense linear algebra
operation that multiplies a matrix by a vector and accumulates the
result. The AllReduce operation, in contrast, is a distributed com-
munication primitive that aggregates values across multiple GPUs
and then broadcasts the aggregated result back to all participants.

These kernels are instrumental in auto-regressive transformer
models such as ChatGPT, LLaMA2 [44], and Megatron-LM [40],
which rely heavily on repeated matrix operations and global syn-
chronization of model parameters. The proposed GEMV+AllReduce
fusion reduces the scheduling and synchronization delays typi-
cally encountered when these operations are launched as separate
kernels. The fused kernel is especially beneficial in deep learning
workloads such as transformer training, where fine-grained opera-
tions and frequent synchronizations across GPUs are common.

 1 __device__ void gemv_allreduce (...){
 2     for (tile : remote tiles to compute){
 3         compute partial tile results
 4         xGMI write result to peer GPUS
 5     }
 6
 7     xGMI write to flags[my_gpu] ∀ rgpus
 8
 9     for (tile : local tiles to compute){
10         compute partial tile results
11         local write result to own GPUS
12     }
13
14     for (rgpu : remote gpus) 
15         while (!flags[rgpu]);
16     
17     reduce tiles
18     broadcast results
19 }

Compute remote tile

Issue xGMI data write

Compute remote tile

Issue xGMI data write

Issue xGMI flag write

Compute local tile

Issue local data write

Compute local tile

Issue local data write

Wait for peer xGMI
flag write

Reduce tiles

Broadcast results

Figure 3: Pseudocode for fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel. Col-
ored blocks on the right match color coordination from Fig-
ures 1 and 2.

A key architectural insight from the paper is the use of AMD’s
external global memory interconnect (xGMI) to implement peer-
to-peer communication between GPUs. In this fused kernel design,
inter-GPU synchronization is managed through xGMIwrites, where
one GPU directly writes to the memory space of a peer GPU. These
writes target specific flag variables, which are then polled in a
lightweight control loop to gate the control flow of subsequent
operations. This eliminates the need for costly round-trip synchro-
nization protocols by enabling fine-grained, low-latency signaling
between GPUs. As a result, GPUs can coordinate progress through
the fused kernel with minimal interruption, enabling better overlap
of computation and communication and reducing idle time across
the cluster. The key steps in the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel are
shown in Figure 3. Lines 2-5 note that the kernel first computes
partial sums for output tiles needed by remote GPU. Once com-
plete, each workgroup writes a flag update to peer GPUs to indicate
completion, noted by line 7. Then, each workgroup proceeds to
compute partial sums that will be reduced by the executing GPU.
The results of these computation are stored locally on the executing
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GPU. The local GPUmust nowwait for all remote GPUs to compute
the partial tiles needed by the local GPU, and for the flag updates
to indicate so, noted by lines 3. Once signaled, the local GPU can
perform a reduction to determine the final result for the output tile
(line 17) and broadcasts the results to all GPUs (line 18).

Inter-GPU communication through xGMI operates within the
GPU memory hierarchy, which is organized into several caching
layers and implements directory-based cache coherence. Each com-
pute unit (CU) contains private L1 caches that service local memory
accesses and instructions. These L1 caches are connected to a shared
L2 cache, which may be partially or fully shared among multiple
CUs depending on the GPU architecture. The L2 cache maintains
coherence among the L1 caches and interfaces with the directory,
which serves as the global coherence manager for the device. The
directory tracks ownership and sharing states for cache lines, co-
ordinating memory requests between the GPU’s internal caches,
device memory, and external agents such as peer GPUs or CPUs.

In [30], the synchronization elements, or flag variables used for
inter-GPU coordination, are designated as non-cacheable memory
locations. Treating these regions as non-cacheable ensures that
updates are observed immediately across devices without requiring
explicit invalidation or coherence traffic through the L1 or L2 caches.
When a peer GPU issues an xGMI write to a polling GPU’s memory
space, the request is directed through the xGMI fabric to the target
GPU’s cache directory. The directory records the update atomically
with respect to any pending polling reads from the local GPU,
ensuring that subsequent accesses observe the most recent flag
value.

This behavior is facilitated by rocSHMEM, a GPU-resident com-
munication runtime developed by AMD and AMD Research to
provide GPU-centric networking through an OpenSHMEM-like
interface [15]. rocSHMEM exposes one-sided communication prim-
itives such as put, get, and atomic operations directly from GPU
kernels, allowing threads to perform fine-grained data movement
and synchronization without host intervention. It implements these
primitives atop the xGMI interconnect, enabling intra-kernel com-
munication and synchronization across GPUs at device speed. The
library allocates a single symmetric heap across all participating
GPUs, residing in each device’s memory space, which ensures a
uniform address layout and simplifies pointer arithmetic in dis-
tributed kernels. By integrating communication into the GPU exe-
cution model, rocSHMEM reduces code complexity and allows for
tighter coupling of computation and communication phases, where
progress signaling and data exchange occur continuously within a
single launch.

This mechanism provides an efficient and coherent signaling
pathway between GPUs. By avoiding round-trip synchronization
through the CPU or host memory subsystem, xGMI writes enable
fine-grained coordination at device speed. The write completes
transparently at the cache directory level, simplifying coherence
management in the polling GPU’s memory hierarchy while main-
taining the atomicity and ordering guarantees required for synchro-
nization. As a result, GPUs can exchange progress signals through
low-latency peer-to-peer writes, supporting tightly coupled fused
kernels that overlap computation and communication effectively.

While this mechanism provides programmer-transparent com-
munication between multiple GPUs, it also introduces new architec-
tural complexity that is difficult to analyze using existing tools. The
precise timing of xGMI transactions, cache directory updates, and
polling behaviors directly influence GPU utilization, synchroniza-
tion efficiency, and the ability to hide communication latency. Small
variations in these interactions can lead to measurable differences
in overall throughput and scaling behavior, especially in tightly
coupled workloads such as fused GEMV+AllReduce [30]. Capturing
these nuances requires simulation frameworks that model both
intra-GPU microarchitectural events and inter-GPU communica-
tion traffic at fine granularity.

This tightly integrated approach to fused computation and syn-
chronization highlights the importance of modeling both microar-
chitectural behavior and interconnect traffic in modern multi-GPU
systems. However, cycle-level simulators have yet to fully support
such fused communication patterns, motivating our extension of
gem5 to capture these interactions in a realistic and configurable
simulation environment.

2.3 Training Cycle on GPU Clusters
Trainingmodernmachine learning and artificial intelligencemodels
at scale follows an iterative life-cycle that combines model design,
large-scale deployment, and continuous performance tuning. A typ-
ical workflow begins with model construction and data preparation,
followed by distributed training across multi-GPU or multi-node
clusters. Each training iteration executes a forward pass to com-
pute activations and a backward pass to propagate gradients, both
of which are highly parallelized across many GPUs. Distributed
data-parallel training frameworks such as PyTorch Distributed [22],
Horovod [39], and DeepSpeed [33] manage the synchronization
of gradients through collective communication operations, which
aggregate partial results across devices.

Large-scale systems such as NVIDIA DGX SuperPODs [3] or
AMD Instinct™ MI300 clusters [4] rely on high-bandwidth, low-
latency interconnects to mitigate the inter-GPU communication
as model sizes and datasets complexities grow. However, scaling
inefficiencies persist due to factors such as kernel launch latency,
load imbalance across devices, and variable communication de-
lays introduced by the underlying network topology [43]. Even
in seemingly homogeneous environments, contention within the
interconnect fabric and subtle runtime differences among GPUs can
lead to performance variability across nodes [37, 51]. These sources
of non-determinism affect convergence time, reduce throughput,
and complicate scheduling and performance prediction.

Profiling is an essential step in addressing these challenges [6, 35].
During distributed training, runtime profiling tools such as NVIDIA
Nsight™ Systems [5], ROCm Profiler [2], and PyTorch Profiler [1]
are used to measure GPU utilization, communication latency, and
kernel execution timing [19, 21, 25, 50]. These measurements help
developers identify inefficiencies such as unbalanced workloads,
excessive synchronization waits, or communication bottlenecks.
The collected data also inform strategies for hyperparameter tun-
ing, data partitioning, and kernel fusion, which can significantly
improve hardware utilization and reduce total training time. Profil-
ing further provides the empirical foundation for simulation-based
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(1) Measurement
and Profiling

(2) Instrumentation
and Perturbation on

Characteristic
Workloads

(3) Data
Collection from
Modifications

(4) Deploy
Enhancements

Across Compute
Cluster

Portions of
the Cycle

Facilitated by
Eidola

ML Model Training and Infrastructure Optimization Cycle 

Improvements
were helpful

Modifications
not beneficial

Figure 4: Iterative optimization cycle for large-scale GPU
cluster training. The workflow consists of (1) measurement
and profiling of baseline workloads, (2) instrumentation and
controlled perturbation of representative kernels, (3) data
collection and analysis of resulting performance characteris-
tics, and (4) deployment of validated optimizations across the
cluster. The stages highlighted in blue correspond to phases
where Eidola facilitates analysis by enabling controlled re-
play and modeling of inter-GPU communication behavior.

performance modeling, allowing researchers to explore new ar-
chitectural optimizations before hardware implementation. This
can be in the form of tuning a synthetic traffic generator during
simulation [8, 17, 27, 47], or, as done in this work, replaying real-life
traffic patterns [7, 23].

Figure 4 illustrates this iterative optimization cycle. After an
initial training deployment, developers first perform measurement
and profiling to identify performance bottlenecks at both the kernel
and system levels. These observations motivate targeted instrumen-
tation of characteristic workloads, where specific communication
or synchronization behaviors are isolated and, in some cases, de-
liberately perturbed to study their impact. The resulting execution
traces are then collected and analyzed to understand how low-level
effects—such as inter-GPU communication latency or synchroniza-
tion delay—propagate to overall training performance. Once vali-
dated, optimizations derived from this process are deployed across
the full compute cluster, completing the cycle.

Eidola is designed to facilitate the first three stages of this work-
flow. By leveraging lightweight timing profiles and enabling con-
trolled replay of inter-GPU communication events, Eidola allows
researchers to systematically study the impact of communication
timing and synchronization behavior without requiring repeated
execution on large-scale hardware. In particular, the ability to per-
turb communication timing in a controlled, cycle-level simulation
environment enables fine-grained analysis that complements tradi-
tional profiling tools. This makes Eidola a practical bridge between
empirical measurement and architectural exploration, supporting
rapid iteration on communication-centric optimizations before de-
ployment at scale.

By accurately capturing the timing and synchronization patterns
observed in real multi-GPUworkloads, profiling enables researchers
to construct realistic models of distributed training behavior. These

models are critical for evaluating architectural proposals that target
inter-GPU communication, memory hierarchy design, and collec-
tive operation efficiency. As GPU clusters continue to scale toward
exascale performance, profiling and modeling remain central to un-
derstanding and optimizing the interaction between computation
and communication at every layer of the AI training stack.

3 Eidola
This section describes the design and implementation of Eidola
within the gem5 simulation framework. We begin in Section 3.1
by introducing the use of a setup kernel, which is launched prior
to the kernel under study to prime simulator-side data structures
with timing and communication information. We then discuss ad-
ditional design considerations in Section 3.2, outlining alternative
approaches we explored during development and highlighting key
limitations that future users of gem5 should be aware of. Together,
these sections detail both the core mechanisms of Eidola and the
practical insights gained during its integration.

3.1 Registering Writes via Setup Kernel
In the typical training life-cycle of large-scale GPU workloads,
runtime profiling is an integral part of performance tuning and
optimization. The timing profiles gathered during this process, or
synthetically generated patterns, can be directly leveraged to inform
simulation studies. Specifically, these profiles capture inter-GPU
communication behavior, including peer-to-peer writes that occur
during fused computation–communication kernels. By annotating
each write operation with its corresponding timestamp, the col-
lected traces provide detailed insight into when and how GPUs
exchange data.

For the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel examined in this work,
only the timestamps of peer-to-peer write operations are required to
reconstruct realistic inter-GPU synchronization behavior. For other
distributed workloads, users can choose to collect timing informa-
tion with greater granularity, including additional communication
events or memory operations, depending on the desired level of
modeling fidelity. This flexibility allows the simulator to accommo-
date a broad range of use cases, from fast, approximate modeling to
highly detailed, cycle-level analysis of multi-GPU communication
dynamics.

To inject these communication events into the simulation, we
introduce the new GPU pseudo op, register_write, shown in
Figure 5. This function was inserted into the application before
the launch of the main computation kernel and recognized by the
simulator as part of a setup phase. During simulation, this setup
kernel executes in functional mode, not in detailed timing mode.
The sole purpose of the setup kernel (or kernels if multiple writes
to register) is to preload the simulator with information about
upcoming inter-GPU writes that will be enacted during detailed
simulation of the main kernel.

The register_write function takes four parameters: addr, data,
size, and wakeupTime. The addr parameter specifies the destina-
tion address for the emulated write, data holds the value to be
written, and size indicates the width of the write in bytes (rang-
ing from one to eight bytes). The wakeupTime parameter defines
the time offset, in nanoseconds, after kernel launch at which the
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 1 __device__ void register_write (uint64_t addr,
 2     uint64_t data, uint32_t size, uint64_t wakeupTime){
 3     asm volatile(
 4         "\n\ v_mov_b32 v10, %0\n\ v_mov_b32 v11, %1\n\
 5              v_mov_b32 v12, %2\n\ v_mov_b32 v13, %3\n\
 6              v_mov_b32 v14, %4\n\
 7          gem5_register_write"
 8          :
 9          : "v"((addr>>32) & 0xFFFFFFFF), 
10            "v"((addr>> 0) & 0xFFFFFFFF),
11            "v"(data), "v"(size),"v"(wakeupTime)
12          : "v10", "v11", "v12", "v13", "v14");
13 }

Figure 5: Code snippet shown implementation details of pro-
posed setup kernel.

write should be issued. At runtime, these parameters are read by
the simulator and stored in a queue, sorted by wakeupTime. These
timestamps are converted into cycles based on the device clock
frequency defined in the gem5 configuration.

We extend the simulator with a data structure to maintain all
pending writes in a write tracking table (WTT), implemented as
a priority queue sorted by wakeupTime. When a write is regis-
tered, it is inserted into the WTT at a position determined by its
wakeupTime, ensuring that the earliest writes are processed first.
During simulation of the main kernel, the head of the WTT is
polled on every simulated cycle tick. If the current simulated time
is less than the wakeupTime of the head entry, the simulator simply
advances to the next cycle, incurring negligible runtime overhead
(only a single comparison per cycle). When the simulated time
meets or exceeds the wakeupTime, all write entries at the head of
the queue with the same timestamp are popped and enacted as
xGMI writes. These events are processed in constant time, as the
number of simultaneous writes is typically small and bounded by
the number of participating GPUs. This priority queue-based de-
sign ensures both temporal accuracy and efficiency, allowing users
to register writes in arbitrary order. The means sequential calls to
register_write() need not correspond to the chronological order
of their execution. By decoupling registration from enactment, this
mechanism allows flexible modeling of inter-GPU communication
patterns with minimal simulation overhead.

As mentioned above, when the main kernel enters detailed tim-
ing mode, the simulator begins polling theWTT on every simulated
cycle. Once the current simulation time reaches the wakeupTime
associated with the next pending event, the simulator issues the
corresponding xGMI write on behalf of the emulated GPU. The
write transaction completes at the cache directory level, accurately
reflecting the hardware behavior described in Section 2.2, where
peer-to-peer writes update non-cacheable memory regions atomi-
cally and without round-trip acknowledgment. Upon completion,
the memory state of the receiving GPU is updated to reflect the new
flag value. When the receiving GPU subsequently polls this address
the updated data is detected and propagated to the requesting CU.

This implementation provides a faithful simulation of the low-
latency, one-sided communication semantics employed in rocSH-
MEM [15], where intra-kernel synchronization primitives rely on

direct xGMI writes rather than host-mediated messaging. By mod-
eling these events at cycle granularity and maintaining an effi-
cient WTT structure, the simulator achieves both temporal fidelity
and scalability, enabling the study of tightly coupled multi-GPU
workloads that overlap computation and communication within
a single fused kernel execution. The flexibility of Eidola’s write
scheduling methodology allows this framework to be useful for a
variety of memory traffic generation schemes, including synthetic,
[8, 17, 27, 47], as well as replicatory [7, 23].

3.2 Other Design Considerations
3.2.1 CPU Orchestration vs Setup Kernel. Before adopting the GPU
pseudo op approach, we initially explored using CPU pseudo ops
to emulate GPU writes. This method involved instrumenting the
application with CPU threads that issued pseudo ops during the
execution of the main GPU kernel. It was appealing due to its
simplicity, minimal simulator modifications, and consistency with
gem5’s original heterogeneous CPU-GPU simulation model.

However, this approach proved impractical. In gem5, CPU and
GPU components are serialized, not concurrent as in real hardware.
Enabling CPU threads to issue writes while the GPU kernel runs
would require frequent simulator context switches. These switches
are configured based on host machine parameters such as core
count, clock frequency, and microarchitecture, which are not part
of the simulated system. This made the timing behavior unreliable
and hard to reproduce for cycle-level studies. We advise against
using CPU pseudo ops for emulating GPU behavior in gem5. While
simpler, this method introduces nondeterminism in multi-GPU sim-
ulation contexts1. Prior work examined gem5 simulation scalability
in multi-CPU systems [38], but we avoided this implementation as
naively partitioning GPUs between functional and timing models
did not improve simulation time due to their larger, high-fidelity
design.

3.2.2 Event Queues vs Write Tracking Table. Earlier in Section 3.1,
we described our modifications to the gem5 simulator that intro-
duced a new GPU pseudo-op to interact with the customWTT data
structure. The WTT provides an intuitive interface for scheduling
and emulating timed inter-GPU writes, implemented as a priority
queue whose head is polled each simulation cycle. While this de-
sign offers transparency and ease of debugging (all pending and
enacted writes can be directly inspected during runtime), it does
incur a polling overhead due to the per-cycle check on the queue
head. This cost is minute, since the poll reduces to a constant-time
comparison between the current simulation tick and the wakeup
time of the head entry. In the common case, the scheduled write
lies in the future, so the simulator performs only this O(1) check
without additional processing.

In the native gem5 simulation framework, timing-sensitive events
such as memory transactions, DMA operations, and synchroniza-
tion events are typically scheduled using event queues. These
queues allow the simulator to efficiently manage future events
without active polling, as each event is inserted with an associated
1gem5’s GPUmodel typically executes on a KVM-backed CPU, the CPU-side portions of
the application simulation depend on the host machine’s hardware characteristics (e.g.
core count, clock behavior, scheduling policy, etc.). As a result, GPU–CPU interaction
can exhibit nondeterministic timing and context-switch behavior that does not reflect
the modeled system.
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timestamp and automatically triggered when its scheduled time
arrives. Leveraging this existing event-driven infrastructure would
eliminate the need for explicit polling of the WTT, thereby improv-
ing runtime efficiency and scalability for large-scale multi-GPU
simulations.

Integrating the WTT functionality into gem5’s event queue sub-
system represents a promising direction for future work. This ap-
proach would maintain the same temporal fidelity while reducing
the simulator’s runtime overhead, particularly in workloads that
register thousands of inter-GPU writes per kernel. Moreover, using
the native event queues would align the GPU pseudo-opmechanism
with gem5’s established scheduling paradigm, simplifying mainte-
nance and improving interoperability with other timing events in
the simulation pipeline. While the current WTT-based implementa-
tion prioritizes debuggability and transparency of simulator state,
future releases may incorporate an event-driven backend to further
enhance performance and reproducibility.

4 Results
Our simulation framework enables full instrumentation of inter-
GPUnetwork traffic patterns through annotated, timestampedwrite
instructions. This design provides researchers with precise control
over when communication events occur relative to GPU kernel
execution. To demonstrate this capability, we evaluate how varying
the wakeupTime parameter of our registered write impacts observed
memory traffic in simulation.

Figure 6 illustrates this behavior by sweeping the wake-up time
of the emulated write from 0 to 40 microseconds. A wake-up time
of 0 indicates the emulated write is issued at the start of the main
kernel execution, while higher values delay the emulated write cor-
respondingly. The vertical axis shows the total number of memory
read requests observed during simulation. Each bar is divided into
two categories: non-flag reads (shown in blue), which represent
general memory traffic, and flag reads (shown in red), which result
from spin-wait loops polling for the flag update. These polling reads
correspond to the flag-waiting behavior on lines 14-15 of the fused
kernel code shown in Figure 3.

Table 1: Simulator and Application Configurations

Simulation Configurations
Number of CUs in simulated GPUs 4
Number of emulated GPUs 3
Workgroups launched per GPU 208

Application Configurations
Input Matrix dimension M 256
Input Matrix dimension K 8192
Input Matrix dimension N 1

As expected, the number of flag reads increases linearly with
the delay introduced by wakeupTime. This confirms that the simu-
lator faithfully reproduces fine-grained timing behavior consistent
with GPU spin-wait synchronization. The clear separation between
non-flag and flag traffic also highlights the utility of our method
in isolating and analyzing communication-driven memory access
patterns.

This experiment validates that our instrumentation and simula-
tor extensions provide a transparent and flexible way to explore the
performance impact of inter-GPU communication in distributed
workloads. Table 1 summarizes the simulator configuration and
application parameters used in Figures 6 and 9.

5 Case Study: SyncMon
To demonstrate the utility and flexibility of our simulation method-
ology, we implement the key features of a recent GPU microarchi-
tecture [16]. This work introduced the synchronization monitor
(SyncMon), which enables fine-grained synchronization support in
GPU hardware. The SyncMon mechanism, along with associated
hardware logic, allows GPU threads to use monitor/wait semantics
similar to the monitor/mwait instruction pair in CPUs. Instead of
continuously polling in a tight spin-wait loop, threads can now
yield GPU compute resources while waiting, adopting a spin-yield
synchronization pattern.

We extend our simulator to incorporate the core concepts of
SyncMon, namely the Monitor Log, which we implement as a
simulator-side data structure rather than allocating it within the
device’s memory space. This design decision reflects the purpose
of this case study: not to propose new architectural mechanisms or
evaluate hardware feasibility, but to demonstrate the flexibility and
extensibility of our simulation infrastructure. The gem5 framework
serves primarily as a research exploration tool, and in that spirit,
our goal is to show that with the proposed enhancements to gem5,
complex microarchitectural concepts such as SyncMon can be repli-
cated, explored, and scaled across multi-GPU systems with minimal
effort. By modeling the Monitor Log within the simulator state, we
can easily control and observe its parameters, validate synchroniza-
tion behavior, and characterize the effects of scaling out to larger
GPU networks. The intent is not to reproduce a facsimile of the
full SyncMon microarchitecture at hardware fidelity, but rather to
illustrate that key ideas in GPU interconnect and synchronization
research can be rapidly prototyped within our framework.

Through this implementation, GPU threads can register moni-
tored memory locations and suspend execution until a peer GPU
write is detected at that address. Once a write is observed, mod-
eled as an xGMI write as described in Section 3.1, the simulator
triggers the corresponding monitor entry, resuming the waiting
wavefronts. This mechanism reduces unnecessary read traffic and
more accurately captures the performance characteristics of spin-
yield synchronization in [30].

To simulate this behavior, we introduce two new GPU pseudo
operations, monitor() and mwait(), which extend the gem5 in-
struction interface in a manner similar to the register_write()
function described earlier in Section 3.1. Together, these pseudo ops
emulate the semantics of the x86 monitor and mwait instructions,
allowing a GPU thread to register interest in a specific memory
location and suspend execution until an update is detected.

Our monitor() GPU pseudo op takes three arguments: addr,
numBytes, and wakeValue. The addr argument specifies the start-
ing address of the memory region to be monitored, while numBytes
indicates the size of the flag or synchronization variable. This size
flexibility accommodates padded flags used to prevent false shar-
ing. The wakeValue argument defines the expected value of the

7



Ranganath Selagamsetty, Matthew Poremba, Bradford Beckmann, Joshua San Miguel, and Mikko Lipasti

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 28 29 30 31 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40
Modelled Output Tile Computation Time ( sec)

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

Ki
lo

 R
ea

ds
 (#

)

65940 65970 66112 66061 66182 66366 66169 66289 65943 66006 66191 66283 66049 65975 66008 66059 66176 66138 66032 66103 66103 66045 66097 65943 66183 65948 65926 65922 66064 66352 66028 66084 66172 65920 66023 65985 66170 66125

13422 26956 40489 53975 67470 80871 94545 108034 121518 135050 148558 162090 175615 189039 202539 216026 229645 243165 256669 270197 283715 297220 310732 324255 337768 351277
378326 391826 405234 418829

445835 459385 472896 486409 499864 513436 526829 540460

Memory Traffic Scales with Output Tile Computation Time
Non-Flag Flag

Figure 6: Fine-grained control of simulated multi-GPU communication traffic. Horizontal axis shows sweep of wakeupTime pa-
rameter for registered writes in setup kernel. Vertical axis shows number of read requests issued by the fused GEMV+AllReduce
kernel application. Non-flag related read requests are shown in blue (patterned with forward slashes), while those issued from
the spin-wait are shown in orange (patterned with back slashes).

Monitor, Mwait, and xGMI Interactions with Monitor Log

3

monitor(0x3FD005008, 8, 0x1)

Monitor Log
Compare ValueLine Address Monitor Mask Waiting WFs

0x3FD005000

0x3FD005040

0x3FD005080

0x3FD004FC0 0x0000...000100000000000000000001

0x0000...000100000000000000000000

0x0000...000000000000000000000001

0x0000...000100000000000000000001

0x00000000FFFFFFFF

0x00000000FFFF0000

0x000000000000FFFF

0xFFFFFFFF00000000

[31, 746]
[912]
[351]

[267, 431, 638, 855]

mwait(0x3FD005008)

xGMI(0x3FD005008, 8, 0x1)

Complete write, 
read latest value Masked

= =?
Wake all

waiting WFs
Do nothing, WFs
continue waiting

YesNo

1 2

Figure 7: The Monitor Log and how the monitor(), mwait(),
and emulated xGMI write events interact with this structure
to trigger thread wakeups.

monitored flag that will trigger a wake-up event, allowing the same
mechanism to represent a wide range of synchronization primitives
such as mutexes, semaphores, and barriers. This design extends
beyond the x86 monitor instruction, which simply observes writes
within a fixed 8-byte range from a register-specified address. By
allowing for explicit specification of monitored size and wake con-
ditions, the GPU monitor() pseudo op provides a richer and more
controllable interface for exploring synchronization mechanisms.

The mwait() pseudo op complements monitor() by suspending
execution of a calling wavefront until one of its monitored memory
addresses meets a wakeup condition. It takes a single argument,
addr, the address being waited on, and records the calling wave-
front’s ID in the corresponding Monitor Log entry. Once issued,
the wavefront is marked to be descheduled by the GPU scheduler,
freeing compute resources for other active wavefronts. During sim-
ulation, each memory write that completes at the cache directory
is compared against the entries in the Monitor Log. If a matching
address is found and its associated wakeValue condition is satis-
fied, all wavefronts waiting on that entry are marked as ready and
rescheduled by the command processor in the subsequent dispatch
cycle.

This design allows the simulator to model spin-yield behavior
efficiently and deterministically, capturing the intended functional-
ity of the SyncMon hardware described in [16]. More importantly,

it demonstrates that complex synchronization schemes can be pro-
totyped and evaluated in gem5 with minimal instrumentation and
simulator overhead, providing researchers with a flexible environ-
ment to explore new ideas.

The monitor() operation 1○ initializes an entry in the simulator-
side Monitor Log, shown in Figure 7, with the address of the mon-
itored variable, the size of the monitored region (stored in the
monitor mask), and the expected value that will trigger a wake-up.
When the instrumented application issues an mwait() operation
for the same address 2○, the wavefront ID of the calling thread is
recorded in the corresponding Monitor Log entry, and the wave-
front is descheduled by the GPU scheduler. Multiple wavefronts
may register to the same table entry when different synchronization
flags share a cache line, as the instrumentation does not impose
any ordering or exclusivity among flags.

Execution resumes only when an emulated xGMI write to the
same cache line occurs 3○. Upon such a write, the simulator per-
forms amasked comparison between thewritten data and the stored
wake-up value. If a match is detected, all waiting wavefronts are
marked as schedulable. Figure 8 presents a timeline of the instru-
mented fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel. The simulation begins in
fast functional mode to initialize the gem5 structures and any setup
kernels, and then transitions to detailed timing mode to collect
fine-grained synchronization and communication statistics.

Eidola leverages common profiling timing data from the standard
training lifecycle of distributed machine learning workloads. Light-
weight timing profiles are collected from real executions to capture
inter-GPU communication behavior. For the fusedGEMV+AllReduce
kernel and the other kernels from [30], peer-to-peer GPU write
timestamps fully encapsulate the network traffic. These timestamps
are registered into the simulator before kernel execution using a
GPU pseudo-op that schedules future emulated inter-GPU writes.
During gem5’s execution-driven simulation of a single target GPU,
executing in detailed timing mode, all other GPUs are abstracted as
lightweight eidolons (eGPUs) that replay recorded communication
events.

The framework allows researchers to explore different wake-up
granularities: at a coarse level, all waiting wavefronts can be woken
following Mesa-style synchronization semantics (mwait must be
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called within the while loop from lines 15–16 in Figure 3, while
finer-grained tracking of individual flags can be implemented to
emulate Hoare-style semantics. Again, this case study is not in-
tended to reproduce SyncMon [16] at hardware fidelity, but rather
to demonstrate how our enhanced simulation framework enables
rapid, scalable exploration of advanced GPU synchronization mech-
anisms in multi-GPU systems.

5.1 Enabling Architectural Research
We evaluate this extension in our multi-GPU simulation environ-
ment under the same test configuration described in 4. As shown in
Figure 9, once SyncMon support is enabled, the number of memory
reads issued by the simulated GPU no longer scales linearly with
the modeled wait time. This contrasts sharply with the baseline
spin-wait behavior shown in Figure 6, where increased wait times
led to a proportional increase in polling reads due to continuous
flag checking.

With SyncMon-enabled execution, the number of reads asso-
ciated with polling on flag variables remains effectively constant
across all configurations, ranging between 728 and 788 reads. This
is a significant departure from the baseline, where polling traffic
grows with the duration of the wait. The bounded number of flag-
related reads reflects the transition from an active spin-wait to a
spin-yield synchronization model, where waiting wavefronts are de-
scheduled and only resume execution upon receiving a notification
event.

Non-flag-related memory reads remain largely unchanged, stay-
ing consistent with the values observed in Figure 6 at approximately
66K reads. This indicates that the introduction of SyncMon does not
perturb the underlying computational behavior or memory access
patterns of the kernel. Instead, it selectively reduces only the un-
necessary memory traffic generated by synchronization, isolating

the benefit of the proposed mechanism. These results validate the
expected behavior described in the original SyncMon proposal and
demonstrate that Eidola can accurately capture the performance
implications of advanced synchronization mechanisms.

Key Takeaway: Eidola enables detailed evaluation of com-
munication and synchronization mechanisms.

5.2 Simulation Scaling with Input Size
To evaluate how Eidola behaves under increasing computational
workload, we study the relationship between application input
size and overall simulation time. In particular, we vary the input
matrix dimension M, which corresponds to the number of output
rows computed by the fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel. Increasing M
proportionally increases the amount of arithmetic work performed
by each GPU, as more multiply-accumulate operations must be
completed per kernel invocation. This experiment allows us to
verify that Eidola preserves expected scaling trends as application
complexity grows.

Figure 10 compares total gem5 simulation time as the input
dimension M is varied. Across all configurations, simulation time
increases approximately linearly with M, as indicated by 𝑟 2 values
ranging from 0.76 to 0.98 for the fitted trendlines. This behavior
is consistent with expectations: as M grows, each GPU executes a
larger number of compute operations, leading to a proportional
increase in detailed timing simulation.

Importantly, both the baseline configuration (solid lines) and the
mwait-instrumented configuration (dashed lines) exhibit similar
scaling trends. This indicates that the additional synchronization
modeling introduced by Eidola, including emulated xGMI writes
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Figure 10: Plots showing gem5 simulation time of the
GEMV+AllReduce kernel with varying input matrix dimen-
sion M. Vertical axis shows wall clock time of gem5 simula-
tions. Horizontal axis represents number of rows simulated
in input matrix. Solid lines show results from default appli-
cation with emulated xGMI writes. Dashed lines show results
from mwait-instrumented application.

and optional mwait-based behavior, does not fundamentally al-
ter the relationship between workload size and simulation cost.
Instead, the dominant factor remains the execution time of the
simulated GPU pipeline. These results confirm that Eidola pre-
serves the expected computational scaling characteristics of the
underlying application while introducing only modest overhead
for communication modeling.

Key Takeaway: Eidola preserves expected application-
level scaling.

5.3 Simulation Scaling with Emulated GPUs
The fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel inherently requires multiple
GPUs to execute, as its computation depends on distributed data
exchange and synchronization across devices. In practice, the kernel
requires at least two GPUs to run and achieves its highest efficiency
when executed on a power-of-two number of GPUs. As a result,
directly measuring the simulation time of a single GPU execution
(𝑡1𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀

) is not possible for this workload. This presents a challenge
when attempting to quantify the overhead introduced by Eidola
relative to a baseline single-GPU detailed simulation.

To address this, we vary the number of emulated GPUs (eGPUs)
from 3 to 255 and measure the total wall-clock simulation time
across configurations. We then use these measurements to extrapo-
late the effective cost of simulating a single GPU and the incremen-
tal overhead associated with each additional eGPU. Specifically, we
group trials by input dimension 𝑀 , fit a linear model across con-
figurations, and extrapolate to 𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈 = 1 to estimate both 𝑡1𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀

and 𝑡𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀
. This approach allows us to isolate the contribution of

Eidola’s communication modeling infrastructure to overall simula-
tion time, even in the absence of a directly measurable single-GPU
baseline.

Formally, we model total simulation time 𝑡𝑀 as:

𝑡𝑀 = 𝑡1𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀
+ 𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑠 ∗ 𝑡𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀

(1)

where 𝑡1𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀
represents the estimated time to simulate a single

GPU in detailed timing mode, and 𝑡𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀
captures the per-eGPU

overhead associated with maintaining additional communication
state and replaying inter-GPU events. Here, 𝑡𝑀 is the measured
simulation time for a given configuration, and 𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑠 is the number
of emulated GPUs.
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Figure 11: gem5 simulation time as number of eGPUs varies.
Vertical axis represents relative simulation time normal-
ized to estimation of simulating single GPU. Horizontal axis
varies the number of emulated GPUs. Figure 11a) shows re-
sults from the application with xGMI emulated write instru-
mentation alone, while Figure 11b) shows results including
mwait-instrumentation.

Because simulation time is also a function of input size, all param-
eters are derived per input dimension M, as discussed in Section 5.2.
After fitting the linear model in Equation 1, we normalize the mea-
sured simulation time by the estimated 𝑡1𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀

and plot the results
in Figure 11. This normalization enables direct comparison against
an idealized baseline in which only a single GPU is simulated in
detail.

Figures 11a) and 11b) show that simulation time grows sub-
linearly with the number of eGPUs across all configurations. For
small numbers of eGPUs, normalized execution time approaches
1.0, indicating that the simulation cost is dominated by the detailed
modeling of the primary GPU. As the number of eGPUs increases,
total simulation time increases, but at a much slower rate than
linear scaling. Even in the largest configuration with 255 eGPUs
and mwait instrumentation enabled, normalized execution time
ranges between 7.3× and 35.9×, far below the 256× cost that would
be expected if all GPUs were simulated in full detail.

This behavior confirms that the overhead introduced by Eidola
is modest relative to the cost of detailed GPU simulation. The es-
timated 𝑡𝑒𝐺𝑃𝑈𝑀

values indicate that the additional work required
to maintain the Write Tracking Table (WTT) and replay communi-
cation events is small and scales sub-linearly with the number of
eGPUs. While an event-driven implementation using gem5’s native
event queues could further reduce this overhead by eliminating
per-cycle polling, the current design already provides a favorable
trade-off between efficiency, transparency, and ease of debugging.

Overall, these results demonstrate that Eidola enables scalable
multi-GPU simulation by avoiding the need to fully model every
GPU in the system, while still capturing the essential communica-
tion behavior required for architectural analysis.
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Key Takeaway: Eidola introduces modest simulation over-
heads as system size increases.

5.4 Case Study Summary
The SyncMon study exemplifies how our proposed methodology
can be directly applied to support GPU architectural research.
Across the preceding experiments, we demonstrate that Eidola
enables both accurate modeling of communication-driven behavior
and scalable simulation of large multi-GPU systems. In Section 5.1,
we validated Eidola’s ability to model architectural mechanisms
through the SyncMon case study. By replacing spin-wait polling
with a notification-based synchronization primitive, we observed
that flag-related memory reads remain bounded (728–788 reads)
rather than scaling with wait time, while non-flag memory traffic
remains stable at approximately 66K reads. This demonstrates that
Eidola can isolate and quantify the impact of synchronization mech-
anisms on memory behavior without perturbing the underlying
computation.

In Section 5.2, we showed that simulation time scales linearly
with input size, confirming that Eidola preserves the expected re-
lationship between application workload and execution cost. This
ensures that increasing computational intensity does not intro-
duce non-physical artifacts in simulation, allowing researchers to
confidently study workload-dependent trends.

Finally, in Section 5.3, we further demonstrated that simulation
time grows sub-linearly with the number of emulated GPUs. By
extrapolating a single-GPU baseline and isolating the per-eGPU
overhead, we showed that Eidola avoids the prohibitive cost of fully
simulating all devices while still capturing inter-GPU communica-
tion behavior. Even at large scales, the additional overhead intro-
duced by communication replay and Write Tracking Table (WTT)
management remains modest relative to detailed GPU pipeline sim-
ulation. This scalability is critical for studying modern distributed
workloads, which routinely span tens to hundreds of GPUs.

Taken together, these results highlight Eidola’s effectiveness as a
research platform. By providing cycle-level, configurable modeling
of multi-GPU systems, Eidola opens the door to exploring emerg-
ing hardware features in realistic, large-scale environments. As
multi-GPU systems continue to underpin large-scale model train-
ing, such capabilities will be increasingly important for guiding
both academic research and industrial design.

6 Related Work
Several simulation frameworks have explored GPU and hetero-
geneous system modeling, but they target different aspects than
our work. Multi2Sim [45] focuses on CPU–GPU interaction and
host-driven communication, and does not model peer-to-peer GPU
communication that dominates modern distributed training work-
loads. GPGPU-Sim [9] is a detailed simulator designed to study
single-GPU microarchitectural behavior, but it lacks native support
for multi-GPU systems and inter-GPU synchronization.

MGPUSim [42] provides a detailed multi-GPU simulation en-
vironment and is the closest to our work; however, it models all
GPUs in a cluster at fine granularity. In contrast, Eidola abstracts

the behavior of non-target GPUs while preserving detailed simula-
tion for selected devices, enabling scalable modeling of inter-GPU
communication traffic and synchronization effects in large multi-
GPU systems. Eidola and MGPUSim address different points in
the multi-GPU simulation design space. MGPUSim provides de-
tailed, event-driven simulation of all GPUs, which is valuable for
full-system studies but limits scalability as GPU count increases. Ei-
dola instead abstracts non-target GPUs and applies detailed timing
simulation only to a selected device, enabling scalable exploration
of inter-GPU communication and synchronization effects on GPU
microarchitecture. This is particularly effective for computationally
balanced workloads such as those in [30], where examining a single
GPU can provide system-level insights.

While both simulators rely on event-based mechanisms, Eidola’s
key contribution is decoupling execution detail from communica-
tion fidelity. By replaying cycle-level communication events from
abstracted GPUs, Eidola supports simulations with hundreds of
GPUs while retaining fine-grained visibility into a target GPU. Fi-
nally, MGPUSim models AMD GPUs based on GCN3, whereas
Eidola targets modern CDNA-based GPUs (MI100, MI200, MI300),
representative of current hyperscale systems.

7 Future Work
An important direction for future work is extending validation to
larger, scale-out multi-GPU systems. While the timing profiles used
in this study were collected from a single node containing four
GPUs, our simulator modifications are designed to support configu-
rations with tens to hundreds of GPUs. Evaluating the methodology
across more complex intra-node and inter-node topologies would
provide greater insight into how communication patterns scale
across distributed environments. This extended validation would
further establish the simulator as a reliable platform for studying
emerging architectural solutions in high-performance, distributed
GPU systems.

The fused GEMV+AllReduce kernel examined in this study is a
balanced workload. We selected it because it stresses fine-grained
synchronization, which is central to modern transformer training.
The same work [30] also presents other fused kernels, such as em-
bedding pooling + All-to-All and GEMM + All-to-All, which can be
evaluated using Eidola without modification. Importantly, Eidola
imposes no constraints on workload balance. User-specified profil-
ing enables support of arbitrary and asymmetric communication
patterns, ideal for workloads exhibiting producer–consumer data
patterns. It is our hope that Eidola will enable research spanning a
broad diversity of GPU workloads that exploit both heterogeneity
and asymmetry.

8 Conclusion
The growing demand for large-scale machine learning has made
multi-GPU systems central to modern training infrastructure, yet
understanding the performance impact of inter-GPU communica-
tion remains challenging. This work extends gem5 to provide con-
figurable, timing-accurate modeling of multi-GPU systems, Eidola,
using real application traces annotated with precise timestamps to
emulate peer-to-peer GPU writes.
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Eidola reproduces communication-induced memory traffic with
fine-grained control, enabling detailed analysis of synchronization
delays. We validate this capability by demonstrating linear scaling
of spin-wait traffic with write delay and by implementing key fea-
tures of the SyncMon proposal, where spin-yield synchronization
reduces memory reads as expected. Eidola represents an initial
step toward scalable simulation of multi-GPU workloads with fine-
grained synchronization. The case study in Section 5 demonstrates
both its scalability and usefulness.

These results show that our approach supports realistic modeling
of inter-GPU interactions and facilitates architectural exploration
of emerging synchronization mechanisms. As distributed training
continues to scale, such tools will be essential for bridging device-
level design and system-level performance modeling.
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