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Abstract
Long context training is crucial for LLM’s context exten-

sion. Existing schemes, such as sequence parallelism, incur

substantial communication overhead. Pipeline parallelism

(PP) reduces this cost, but its effectiveness hinges on par-

titioning granularity. Batch-level PP dividing input sam-

ples exhibits high memory consumption in long-context

scenario, whereas token-level PP splitting sequences into

slices alleviates memory overhead but may incur hardware

under-utilization. This trade-off motivates adaptively select-

ing PP granularity to match resource and workload charac-

teristics. Moreover, sequence length distribution of the real-

world dataset exhibits skewness, posing a challenge on PP’s

workload balance and efficient scheduling. Current static

PP scheduling methods overlook the variance of sequence

length, leading to suboptimal performance. In this paper, we

propose Elastic Pipeline Parallelism (EPP) that orchestrates

token-level PP and batch-level PP to adapt to resource and

workload heterogeneity. We build InfiniPipe, a distributed

training system that unleashes the potential of EPP via (1)

a resource-aware and workload-balanced sequence proces-

sor that splits long sequences and packs short ones; and

(2) a co-optimization methodology that jointly optimizes

pipeline schedule and gradient checkpointing via a mech-

anism named stage-aware chunk-level adaptive checkpoint-
ing. Comprehensive experiments demonstrate that InfiniPipe

achieves a 1.69× speedup over state-of-the-art systems.

1 Introduction
In recent years, large language models (LLMs) [3, 4, 8, 12, 29,

41] achieve great success and have profoundly revolutionized

many fields. State-of-the-art LLMs progressively support

longer contexts, attracting growing attention for efficient

long-context training of LLMs.

The massive parameters of LLM necessitate distributed

training on a cluster containing multiple nodes, with each

equipped with several accelerators (e.g., GPU or NPU). To

this end, multiple parallel training strategies such as Data

Parallelism (DP) [27, 37], Tensor Parallelism (TP) [21, 34],

Sequence Parallelism (SP) [7, 18, 24, 25, 30] and Pipeline Par-

allelism (PP) [2, 14, 26, 32] have been proposed. Among these

strategies, SP is widely adopted for long-context LLM train-

ing, which partitions long sequences across devices and intro-

duces communication to perform self-attention operations.

However, modern clusters exhibit bandwidth heterogeneity:
intra-node bandwidth is substantially higher than that of

inter-node. As a result, SP is often bottlenecked by inefficient

inter-node communication (see Appendix A). In contrast, PP

introduces negligible communication overhead compared

to SP, utilizing which the costly inter-node communication

overhead can be reduced significantly.

However, the effectiveness of PP hinges on its granularity
1
.

Batch-level PP, such as DAPPLE [14], packs multiple samples

together into a micro-batch but encounters a pronounced

memory imbalance across stages when dealing with long se-

quences, leading to an OOM error as shown in Fig. 1(a). This

issue stems from the enlarged micro-batch’s granularity, i.e.,

the number of tokens it contains. Token-level PP (TPP), such

as Seq1F1B[38], splits a long sequence into several slices and

adopts a fine-grained micro-batch, effectively mitigating this

issue. Nevertheless, a hardware under-utilization problem

could emerge with an improper chunking strategy due to

the lowered computational intensity (Appendix B). Conse-

quently, it’s crucial to determine a proper granularity of PP,
requiring awareness of not only memory constraints but also

computational efficiency.

1
For batch-level PP, we mean the granularity as the number of samples in a

micro-batch, i.e., batch size. For token-level PP, it denotes the number of

slices to split a sequence into, i.e., 𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 in Fig. 1(a).
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Figure 1. (a) The bottom illustrates DAPPLE (𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 1) and

Seq1F1B’s schedules, where sequences are divided uniformly into

𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 slices, forming homogeneous micro-batches. The upper

presents the profiled memory footprint to train GPT-7B on 8 A800

GPUs with a 16K context. Statistics are simulated for DAPPLE due

to the OOM error. (b) Heterogeneous micro-batches with B packed

from short sequences and the others split from long sequences,

requiring a dynamic pipeline schedule. The imbalanced workload

introduces pipeline bubbles.

Besides, sequence length distribution of the real-world

dataset exhibits skewness, as shown in Fig. 2. Take GitHub
for example, 91.5% of the sequences have no more than 8K to-

kens, with only 0.6% of the sequences whose lengths exceed

64K or more. However, these 0.6% sequences contribute to

21.6% of the total tokens and a substantial amount of compu-

tation FLOPs. Moreover, recently released LLMs [13, 23, 44]

adopt a mixture of long and short sequences for context

extension. Llama3 [13] indicates that mixing 0.1% of long-

context data with short-context data optimizes performance

across both short-context and long-context benchmarks.

The workload heterogeneity reveals an optimization opportu-
nity for workload-aware dynamic pipeline schedule. Previous
works [15, 19, 46] only study dynamic pipeline schedules for

batch-level PP, restricting the applicability in long-context

training scenarios with limited resources.

In this paper, we propose Elastic Pipeline Parallelism (EPP)

that demonstrates two key characteristics: adaptability and

hybridization. As for adaptability, it adaptively determines
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Figure 2. Statistics of sequences grouped by length intervals. The

upper subgraph presents the sample and token distribution, while

the bottom one denotes the computation FLOPS distribution.

the granularity of PP based on workload and hardware re-

source (e.g., batch-level PP when resource is sufficient, else

token-level PP). For hybridization, it’s able to orchestrate

batch-level PP and token-level PP, employing a hybrid granu-

larity of PP for varied-length sequences. Specifically, it splits
long sequences to reduce memory footprint and packs short
ones to ensure hardware utilization, resulting in heteroge-
neous micro-batches as illustrated in Fig. 5. Moreover, differ-

ent from current batch-level or token-level PP that assumes

homogeneous micro-batches and employs a static pipeline

schedule, the heterogeneous micro-batches of EPP neces-

sitate guarantee of workload balance and a workload-aware
dynamic pipeline schedule, as illustrated in Fig. 1.

However, fully unleashing the potential of EPP encounters

challenges: 1) Precise estimation for memory footprint and

time cost is necessary to depict the behavior of EPP. Cur-

rent cost models [15, 38, 42] do not consider hybrid PP with

varied-length input. 2) The workload balance among the het-
erogeneous micro-batches must be ensured and EPP’s adapt-
ability characteristic requires a workload-and-resource-aware
methodology to determine themicro-batch’s granularity. Pre-

vious works [15, 43] consider only workload balance of batch-

level PP’s homogeneous micro-batches. 3) To our best knowl-

edge, we firstly study the dynamic pipeline schedule for

hybrid granularity PP, of which the vast optimization space

complicates the solving of the optimal pipeline schedule. 4)

The existing gradient checkpointing mechanism is not effi-

cient for EPP. Naively disabling or applying full checkpoint-

ing degrades computation efficacy. Approaches [5, 17, 20, 39]

employing a uniform configuration assume a homogeneous

sequence length and ignore workload heterogeneity.

2



To tackle these challenges, we introduce and develop

InfiniPipe, a novel distributed training system that adopts

several key techniques to efficiently implement EPP:

• An Effective Cost Model (§ 3.1). We establish an effective

cost model that: 1) precisely estimates the computation

and communication overhead of the heterogeneous micro-
batch. 2) provides a stage-aware memory footprint anal-

ysis for EPP. 3) considers the impact of gradient check-

pointing on overhead estimation.

• A Workload-Balanced and Resource-Aware Sequence Pro-
cessor (§ 3.2).We devise a sequence chunking algorithm

that generates workload-balanced heterogeneous micro-

batches of proper granularity via a two-phase process:

splitting long sequences and packing short ones. The cost
model plays a role in workload overhead and memory

footprint estimation, ensuring the algorithm’s efficiency

and resource awareness, respectively.

• A Chunk Scheduler that Co-Optimizes Pipeline Schedule
with Gradient Checkpointing (§ 3.3). We develop a co-

optimizationmethodology to tackle the challenges of pipeline

schedule and gradient checkpointing, of which the solv-

ing space is first confined based on careful discussion

of existing approaches’ trade-offs and analysis of EPP’s

observations. Notably, we propose a new checkpointing

mechanism called stage-aware chunk-level adaptive check-
pointing to optimally integrate checkpointing with EPP.

Afterward, we solve the optimization problem via dy-

namic programming and mixed-integer linear program-

ming (MILP), where multiple acceleration techniques are

utilized to overlap the solving overhead.

Extensive experiments conducted on various workloads

demonstrate that InfiniPipe achieves a speedup of up to 1.69×

compared to existing SOTA work. The key contributions of

this work can be summarized as follows:

• We identify the limitations of existing long-context

training approaches and propose Elastic Pipeline Par-
allelism as a solution.

• Wefirstly co-optimize the pipeline schedulewith check-

pointing and propose a new mechanism named Stage-
Aware Chunk-Level Adaptive Checkpointing.
• We develop InfiniPipe, a brand new distributed LLM

training system for varied-length corpora.

• We comprehensively evaluate InfiniPipe to indicate

that InfiniPipe has state-of-the-art performance.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Distributed LLM Training
Distributed training is widely used for accelerating LLM

training, and there exist several parallel training strategies.

Data Parallelism. Data Parallelism (DP) assigns train-

ing input of sequences to different devices in a DP group,

where the model states (parameters, gradients, and optimizer

states) are duplicated and gradients need to be reduced to en-

sure mathematical consistency. To alleviate the overhead of

model states, sharded data parallelism (SDP) techniques (e.g.,

DeepSpeed-ZeRO [36] and PyTorch FSDP [47]) further par-

tition model states across devices. Accordingly, gather and

scatter communications are introduced to obtain complete

parameters required for LLM’s execution and reduce gradi-

ents, respectively. The gather and scatter communications

in SDP can be overlapped with computation.

Tensor Parallelism. Tensor Parallelism (TP) [34] par-

titions weight matrices of linear projection along rows or

columns in FFN and attention layers. An all-reduce commu-

nication is performed to synchronize the results and main-

tain mathematical consistency. Megatron-SP [21] replaces

the all-reduce communication with a pair of reduce-scatter

and all-gather communications, reducing activation memory

footprint without increasing communication cost.

Sequence Parallelism. Sequence Parallelism (SP) par-

titions sequences into multiple slices and distributes them

among devices in an SP group, introducing communication

for self-attention operations. SP is typically categorized into

two variants: Ulysses-style SP and Ring-style SP. DeepSpeed-

Ulysses [18] proposes Ulysses-Style SP, which first performs

three all-to-all communications on query, key, and value to

gather the complete sequence and distribute along the head

dimension, after which a head parallel attention is performed.

An additional all-to-all communication is finally required to

redistribute the attention output along the sequence dimen-

sion. In contrast, Ring-Style SP [7, 24, 25, 30] exemplified

by Context Parallelism (CP) performs self-attention through

multiple steps, where the keys and values of different slices

are exchanged via p2p communication. A detailed analysis

of SP’s communication overhead is provided in Appendix A.

Pipeline Parallelism. Pipeline Parallelism (PP) horizon-

tally partitions a model into several parts (stages) that ex-

ecute sequentially, requiring transmission of activation be-

tween two neighboring parts. This transmission introduces

negligible communication overhead as it occurs only once.

To enhance device occupancy, PP partitions training inputs

into micro-batches, which categorizes PP into two variants:

1) batch-level PP, like DAPPLE [14] that divides input sam-

ples, and 2) token-level PP exemplified by Seq1F1B [38] and

TeraPipe [28] that further splits a sequence into slices. For

the sake of training stability, we focus on synchronous PP

with periodic pipeline flushes. Various batch-level pipeline

schedules [2, 14, 26, 32, 33] have been proposed. Fig. 1(a)

illustrates DAPPLE and Seq1F1B’s schedule consisting of

three distinct stages: warmup, steady, and cooldown. For the
token-level PP’s schedule, it’s worth noting that for each
slice, the forward pass must be scheduled after its preceding
slices, while the backward pass must be scheduled after its sub-
sequent slices. This is because the query of a token accesses

only preceding tokens’ keys and values in the forward pass,

thus gradients of key and value of a token rely on those

3
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Figure 3. Illustration of sequence packing and padding’s difference
in attention mask and activation arrangement.

of subsequent tokens in the backward pass. Token-level PP

employs a finer-granularity micro-batch of slices, exhibit-

ing a lower memory footprint compared to batch-level PP,

as shown in Fig. 1(a). The impact of splitting sequences on

computation is discussed in Appendix B.

2.2 Sequence Packing
Techniques such as padding or packing are used to deal with

sequences of different lengths. As shown in Fig. 3, padding

pads or truncates sequences to the same length, introducing

unnecessary computation overhead. In contrast, sequence

packing [22], which concatenates multiple input sequences

into a single sequence and adjusts attention masks to prevent

cross-attention between unrelated tokens from different se-

quences, emerges as a more modern and efficient alternative.

2.3 Gradient Checkpointing
Gradient checkpointing is a widely adopted technique in

LLM training that trades computation for activation memory

footprint reduction. Specifically, intermediate activations are

freed after the forward pass, but recomputed in the backward

pass for gradient computation if checkpointing is applied.

2.4 Gradient Accumulation
To train LLM at a large batch size with limited memory ca-

pacity, gradient accumulation is proposed, which updates

parameters once using the reduced gradients accumulated

from multiple micro-batches and yields the same optimiza-

tion trajectory.

3 InfiniPipe
Fig. 4 illustrates the architecture of InfiniPipe, which consists

of (1) a simulator that provides accurate cost estimation; (2)

an online scheduler deduces the optimal EPP schedule plan;

and (3) an executor that implements efficient EPP runtime.

InfiniPipe operates in two distinct phases: offline profiling
and online schedule solving. In the offline phase, a compre-

hensive profiling on the executor is performed to refine the

Online Schedule Solver

Sequence Processor

Dataset

Chunk Scheduler

Simulator

heterogenous

micro-batches 

A
 B
 C
 D 

pipeline schedule 

C D

C D D CA

D BA
FSDP & SP

PP

Executor

estimate cost

varied-length sequences

prefetch

next iter

profile offline candidate 

plan

optimal

 plan

overlapped

Figure 4. InfiniPipe System Overview

(a) Batched Chunk     (b) Split Chunk        (c) Hybrid Chunk       

s0       s1       s2       
S={s0,s1,s2}       

s3       s4       s5       
C4       C5       

s5       s6       s7       
S={s5,s6,s7}       C=C5       

Figure 5. Illustration of Chunk (heterogeneous micro-batch in

EPP). Slices from the same sequence are colored the same. (b) Two

split chunks and a tail slice are generated. (c) The tail slice is packed

with short sequences to form a hybrid chunk.

Table 1. Frequently used notations in this work.

𝑁 The number of cluster’s GPUs

𝑒 The element size of data type

𝐷 The hidden dimension of model

𝐿 The number of model’s layers

𝐶𝑘 The context length of the 𝑘𝑡ℎ chunk

𝑆𝑘 Lengths of slices in the 𝑘𝑡ℎ chunk

𝐼𝑘 Whether the 𝑘𝑡ℎ chunk is the tail slice of a sequence

simulator’s cost model (§ 3.1). In the online phase, the sched-

ule solver fetches a global batch of variable-length sequences,

which are first organized by the sequence processor (§ 3.2)

into workload-balanced chunks. These chunks are then fed

into the chunk scheduler (§3.3), which co-optimizes the EPP

pipeline schedule with checkpointing configuration. Finally,

the executor carries out the LLM training iteration according

to the generated schedule plan. A decoupled architecture

is employed, with the executor running on GPUs while the

solver operates on CPUs. InfiniPipe integrates 3D parallelism

combing Ulysses-Style SP equipped with ZeRO-3 (degree 𝑑𝑠 )

and PP (degree 𝑑𝑝 ). Frequently used notations are summa-

rized in Tab. 1.

3.1 Cost Model
Precise time and memory footprint estimation is crucial to

reduce pipeline bubbles and avoid OOM errors. In this sec-

tion, we present the fundamental cost model employed by

InfiniPipe to depict the behavior of EPP.
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Previous work FlexSP [42] has proposed an effective cost

model for LLMs’ distributed training on varied-length cor-

pora. Our cost model extends FlexSP’s approach but demon-

strates some advantages. Firstly, there are two ways to form

an EPP’smicro-batch: batching and splitting. FlexSP’smethod

is only effective for the former, and ours further facilitates

the latter and even the combination. Secondly, the impacts of

gradient checkpointing on time cost and memory footprint

estimation are not considered by FlexSP. Last but not least,

FlexSP doesn’t consider PP, and we build a stage-aware cost

model for EPP. The parameters required by our cost model,

including𝑀token, 𝛼1, and 𝛽1 mentioned below, are obtained

via offline profiling on the executor and regression fitting.

3.1.1 Definition of Chunk. We firstly introduce Chunk,
a key concept in InfiniPipe.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, Chunk can be categorized into three
types: 1) Batched Chunk. Short sequences are batched to-

gether, resulting in a chunk formulated as 𝑆 , a set containing

multiple slices. 2) Split Chunk. A long sequence is split

into multiple slices with the last one referred to as tail slice.
Due to the causal mask of self-attention, a split chunk’s com-

putation relies on keys and values of preceding slices. We

formulate a split chunk with its length 𝑠 and context length

𝐶 . 3)Hybrid Chunk. Short sequences can be packed with a

tail slice 𝑠0 for the sake of workload balance, formulated as a

context 𝐶 for 𝑠0 and a set of slices 𝑆 (𝑠0 included). Notably,

packing of two tail slices is avoided as it forces co-scheduling

of two long sequences
2
, increasing memory overhead. In

summary, all three types of chunks can be expressed using a

uniform representation {𝐶, 𝑆}, where 𝐶 denotes the context

length (0 for batched chunk) and 𝑆 is the set containing the

lengths of slices in the chunk.

Estimations on computation and communication overhead

as well as memory footprint are then introduced based on

the concept of Chunk.

3.1.2 Computation and Communication Analysis. As
for computation, we assume a quadratic time complexity

with respect to sequence length, consistent with FlexSP.

Therefore, the computation time for processing chunk {𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 }
during both forward and backward passes is modeled as:

𝑇𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝 (𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 ) =
1

𝑁
(𝛼1((𝐶𝑘 + 𝑠0)

2 −𝐶2

𝑘
) + 𝛼2𝑠0

+

∑︁
𝑠∈(𝑆𝑘−{𝑠0 })

(𝛼1𝑠
2
+ 𝛼2𝑠)) +

𝛽1

𝑑𝑝

(1)

As for communication, 𝑉 (communication volume), 𝐵comm

(bandwidth), 𝛽comm (latency) and 𝑓 (frequency) are utilized

to model the overhead:

𝑇𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚(𝑉 , 𝑓 ) = (

𝑉

𝐵𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚

+ 𝛽𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚) · 𝑓 , (2)

2
For instance, tail slice 𝐴3 of sequence 𝐴 is packed with 𝐵2 of sequence 𝐵

to𝐴𝐵. As a result,𝐴1,𝐴2 and 𝐵1 must be scheduled before𝐴𝐵, introducing

activation overhead of both 𝐴 and 𝐵.

Specifically, Ulysses-style SP requires four All-to-All commu-

nications in each layer, resulting in the following overhead:

𝑇𝑎𝑙𝑙2𝑎𝑙𝑙 (𝑆𝑘 ) = (

𝑒𝐷
∑

𝑠∈𝑆𝑘 𝑠

𝑑𝑠𝐵𝑎𝑙𝑙2𝑎𝑙𝑙 (𝑑𝑠 )
+ 𝛽𝑎𝑙𝑙2𝑎𝑙𝑙 (𝑑𝑠 ))

4𝐿

𝑑𝑝
(3)

The total execution time for a chunk comprises both compu-

tation and communication components:

𝑇𝑡𝑜𝑡 (𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 ) = 𝑇𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝 (𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 ) +𝑇𝑎𝑙𝑙2𝑎𝑙𝑙 (𝑆𝑘 ), (4)

which is applicable in both forward and backward passes.

3.1.3 Stage-Aware Memory Footprint Analysis. We be-

gin by analyzing the activation memory footprint of a chunk.

Consistent with FlexSP, which employs flash-attn [10, 11]

and assumes activation overhead proportional to the number

of tokens, we further include𝑀𝑑𝑘𝑣 representing the overhead

of keys and values’ gradients in our estimation based on two

observations of TPP: 1) chunks of a sequence execute back-
ward reversely with the last chunk executing backward first.
2) gradients for keys and values of all chunks are materialized
simultaneously during the backward pass of the last chunk,
while freed asynchronously until the completion of its own
backward pass. Consequently, the overall activation memory

footprint is modeled as:

𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) = 𝐴𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) +𝑀𝑑𝑘𝑣(𝑆𝑘 )

=

𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛

𝑁

∑︁
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘

𝑠 + (1 − 𝐼𝑘 )
2𝑒𝐿𝐷

𝑁

∑︁
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘

𝑠,
(5)

where𝑀token is a model-specific constant representing the

activation memory per token.

The total memory footprint for the 𝑝𝑡ℎ (indexed from

1) pipeline stage comprises the memory allocated for fixed

model states𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝) and the ever-changing activation mem-

ory𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑡 ):

𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑡 ) = 𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝) +𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑡 ) (6)

The peak memory of the 1F1B pipeline occurs during the

steady phase, where each pipeline stage 𝑝 maintains a con-
stant number of chunks that have not finished their back-

ward passes, as shown in Fig. 1(a). Let𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 ), called the chunks
window, denote the set of these chunks at time 𝑡 , satisfying:

|𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )|= 𝑑𝑝 − 𝑝 + 𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 (7)

As activations of all chunks within𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 ) must be accommo-

dated, the total memory footprint is modeled as:

𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑡 ) = 𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝) +𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 ))

= 𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝) +
∑︁

𝑘∈𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )

𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) (8)

3.1.4 Combining Gradient Checkpointing Together.
Gradient checkpointing affects estimation for both mem-

ory footprint and time cost. Same as common practice in

Megatron-LM [34], InfiniPipe applies checkpointing at layer

granularity and let 𝑙𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 denote the checkpointed layers.

We first analyze how checkpointing affects memory foot-

print estimation. There is a key observation when combining
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Table 2. Relative standard deviation (RSD) of simulated execu-

tion time and chunk’s length. “Balance Time” denotes solely bal-

ancing time cost while “Balance Time & Length” means our co-

optimization approach.

RSD(%) Execution Time Chunk Length
Balance Time 5.9 35.2

Balance Time & Length 6.2 5.5

TPP with checkpointing: keys and values of a chunk must be
stored regardless of whether checkpointing is applied, as they
are accessed by the subsequent chunks, so as their gradients.
However, the other activations of a checkpointed layer can

be ignored. The phenomenon drives us to deal with keys

and values individually in cost estimation. Specifically, we

include not only the input but also keys and values of the

checkpointed layers in the checkpointing overhead𝑀𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 :

𝑀𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) =
(3 − 2𝐼𝑘 )𝑒𝐷 · 𝑙𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡

𝑑𝑠

∑︁
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘

𝑠 (9)

Moreover, checkpointing has no impact on𝑀𝑑𝑘𝑣 and a chunk’s

activation footprint is further reformulated as:

𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) =
𝐿 − 𝑙𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 · 𝑑𝑝

𝐿
𝐴𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) +𝑀𝑑𝑘𝑣(𝑆𝑘 ) +𝑀𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ), (10)

As for time cost estimation, checkpointing only affects the

backward pass with a recomputation cost:

𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 ) =
𝑙𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡

𝐿 · 𝑑𝑠
·𝑇𝑡𝑜𝑡 (𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 ).𝑓 𝑤𝑑 (11)

3.2 Sequence Processor
InfiniPipe’s sequence processor ingests original varied-length

sequences sampled from the dataset and then organizes them

into chunks. There are two crucial issues to be addressed

when designing the processing algorithm: 1) ensuring work-

load balance across chunks to avoid pipeline bubbles and 2)

determining the proper granularity of a chunk that maxi-

mizes utilizationwhile adhering tomemory limits. In this sec-

tion, we introduce a resource-aware and workload-balanced

chunking algorithm, outlined in Alg. 1.

The algorithm depicts the processor’s operation consisting

of two steps: splitting long sequences to generate split chunks
and packing short sequences to form batched chunks and
hybrid chunks. It takes the following inputs: the cost model

M; token capacity C, i.e., maximum number of tokens the

cluster can accommodate (approximated according toM’s

𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛 and the cluster’s memory capacity); sequence lengths

𝑆 , i,e., the lengths of sequences sampled from dataset; and

slice number 𝑁 , which is automatically tuned and denotes

the number of slices to split the longest sequence into.

To begin with, we employ a uniform mesh to shard se-

quence (except short sequences) into multiple workload-

balanced slices and a tail slice with less overhead (Line 2).

For instance, with a mesh {8K,4K,2K}, sequences with more

Algorithm 1:Workload-Balanced Chunking

Input: Cost modelM, token capacity C, sequence lengths
𝑆 , slice number 𝑁 .

Output: Chunks {(𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 )|𝑘 ≤ 𝑛}, n is number of chunks

1 𝑚𝑒𝑠ℎ,T𝑡 ,T𝑚 ←M .𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡 (𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑆), 𝑁 ) ;

2 𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠, 𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑙_𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠, 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞𝑠 ← 𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞𝑠(𝑆,𝑚𝑒𝑠ℎ);

3 B ← 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒_𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑠(𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑙_𝑠𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑠); // a sorted list

4 M .𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑑_𝑠𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑏𝑦_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒(𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞𝑠);

5 while ¬𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞𝑠.𝑖𝑠_𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑦() do
6 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞, 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔← 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞𝑠.𝑝𝑜𝑝(0), 𝐹𝑎𝑙𝑠𝑒 ;

7 if min

𝑏∈B
{𝑏.𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠} + 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞.𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 > T𝑚 then

8 B .𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑒_𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 (𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞);continue;

// prioritize bucket with lower 𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 .𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒
𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 .𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛

9 for 𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 ∈ B do
10 if 𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 .𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 + 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞.𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 ≤ T𝑡 &

𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 .𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 + 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞.𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ≤ T𝑚 then
11 𝑏𝑢𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡 .𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑏𝑖𝑛𝑒(𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞);

12 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔← 𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑒;break;

13 if ¬𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 then
14 T𝑡 ← min

𝑏∈B
{𝑏.𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒} + 𝑠ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑞.𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 ; goto 9;

15 𝑏𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠, ℎ𝑦𝑏𝑟𝑖𝑑_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠 ← 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑚(B);
16 return 𝑠𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠 ∪ 𝑏𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠 ∪ ℎ𝑦𝑏𝑟𝑖𝑑_𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠

than 12K tokens will be split into an 8K and 4K slice, fol-

lowed by a variable-length remainder. The mesh is obtained

by splitting the ingested longest sequence into 𝑁 workload-

balanced slices (Line 1), which is based onM’s time cost

estimation𝑇𝑡𝑜𝑡 (Eq. 4) for the backward pass. Time threshold

T𝑡 and token threshold T𝑚 representing a slice’s maximum

time cost and token number, respectively, are also derived

and will be used in the following packing process.

Afterward, a Best-Fit-Decreasing (BFD) algorithm is uti-

lized to pack short sequences with each other or with a tail

slice (Lines 3-14). Slightly different from approaches that

solely focus on the balance of time cost, our method further

takes the balance of chunk length into consideration to avoid

memory fragmentation. Specifically, we prioritize packing

the longest short sequence short_seq with the bucket 𝑏 with

minimum
𝑏.𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒
𝑏.𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛

(Line 9), where the metric indicates the

proportion of long sequences in the bucket. Perturbation on

T𝑡 is performed to co-optimize the balance of time cost and

length (Line 14). As shown in Tab. 2, our approach achieves a

lower variance of chunk length and the same level of balance

of time cost.

The sequence processor demonstrates a time complexity

of 𝑂(𝑛2 |𝑆 |2), introducing negligible overhead.

3.3 Chunk Scheduler
In this section, we first define our scheduling space through

careful trade-off discussions and then present our two-level
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Figure 6. Illustration of pipeline scheduling space. (a) Explanation
of sequences’ execution order in a 1F1B pipeline. (b) To avoid OOM

error, multiple 1F1B pipelines are scheduled, with each introducing

an identical warmup-cooldown overhead 𝛿 .

approach that jointly optimizes pipeline schedule (via se-
quence grouping, § 3.3.2) and checkpointing configuration

(via stage-aware chunk-level adaptive checkpointing, § 3.3.3).

3.3.1 Solving Space Definition. It’s non-trivial to solve

a sophisticated schedule plan due to the vast optimization

space: 1) There exist numerous basic scheduling patterns [2,

14, 26, 35] with each exhibiting distinct memory footprint

and bubble characteristics. 2) The execution order of varied-

length sequences needs to be determined. 3) A checkpointing

mechanism tailored for EPP is required to efficiently inte-

grate checkpointing. We begin by introducing some key

insights, based on which the solving space is then confined.

Firstly, 1F1B is taken as the basic schedule pattern.GPipe [2]
features forward-then-backward schedule, which is not mem-

ory efficient because it needs to accommodate all micro-

batches. Chimera [26] proposes bidirectional PP while it

duplicates model states and needs synchronization of gradi-

ents. Other 1F1B schedule patterns [28, 32, 35, 38] are also

proposed. However, most improvements in these works stem

from reducing the bubble of warmup and cooldown phases.

As the number of micro-batches increases, these approaches

converge to similar performance because the steady phase

with negligible bubbles dominates the total execution. To

this end, 1F1B schedule [38] is taken as our basic schedule

pattern as we focus on training throughput.

Secondly, it’s feasible to schedule one ormultiple 1F1B pipelines,
within which longer sequences are prioritized to execute. To
begin with, the longest sequences should be scheduled first

within a 1F1B pipeline. As illustrated in Fig. 6(a), sequence A
with one chunk is scheduled before sequence B with three

chunks. We observe that the steady phase is interrupted due

to the unavailability of a backward schedule, introducing

severe penalty bubbles. To address this, we prioritize longer

sequences in a 1F1B pipeline and enforce this as a fundamen-

tal scheduling rule. Moreover, scheduling of multiple 1F1B

pipelines is necessary when sequences cannot be scheduled

in a single 1F1B pipeline altogether. As shown in Fig. 6(b),

sequences B and C cannot be co-scheduled with sequence A
due to the limited memory capacity, forcing a new pipeline

to be scheduled. Gradient accumulation is enabled among

these 1F1B pipelines to ensure consistency. Notably, we do

not exploit pipeline bubbles to overlap these 1F1B pipelines,

as typically no more than three 1F1B pipelines are scheduled

by our solver, offering marginal benefits but complicating

the solving process.

Thirdly, employing stage-aware chunk-level adaptive check-
pointing. In long-context training, performance degrada-

tion may occur without checkpointing because 1) a finer

granularity of TPP might be required to alleviate the mem-

ory burden, harming hardware utilization, and 2) a num-

ber of 1F1B pipelines have to be scheduled for multiple ex-

cessively long sequences, leading to prohibitive warmup-

cooldown overhead. However, directly applying full check-

pointing introduces unnecessary recomputation overhead.

Furthermore, EPP’s memory footprint disparity and chunk

length heterogeneity render suboptimal performance of a

uniform and static checkpointing strategy. Specifically, dif-

ferent pipeline stages have varying requirements for check-

pointing to reduce memory footprint, and applying check-

pointing on longer chunks reduces more activation foot-

print at the same recomputation cost if chunks are workload-

balanced. The trade-offs above inspire us to employ a stage-
aware adaptive checkpointing strategy at chunk granularity.
In summary, we define our solving space as follows: for

a pipeline schedule P, we group sequences and assign se-

quences of each group to a distinct 1F1B pipeline 𝑃 ∈ P; for
checkpointing, we apply a customized checkpointing layer

𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑘) for each chunk {𝐶𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 } at each pipeline stage 𝑝 .

LetS[𝑖] represents the set of sequences divided into 𝑖 chunks,
the problem can be formulated as:

𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑧𝑒
∑︁
𝑃∈P

𝑇 (𝑃 )

s.t.

⋃
𝑃∈P
S𝑃 = S[:],

(12)

where S𝑃 represents the sequences scheduled in 𝑃 and 𝑇 (𝑃 )

denotes the total execution time of 𝑃 . Thanks to theworkload-

balanced manner InfiniPipe processes sequences, we ignore

the pipeline bubbles in the steady phase and simplify Eq. 12

as a summation of recomputation cost𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) and warmup-

cooldown overhead 𝛿 :

𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑧𝑒
∑︁
𝑃∈P

𝛿 +𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ),
(13)

where 𝛿 is a constant approximated as (𝑑𝑝 − 1) · 𝑎𝑣𝑔(𝑇𝑡𝑜𝑡 ).
The optimal pipeline schedule P0 along with checkpoint-

ing configuration 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡0(𝑝, 𝑘), is co-optimized, with detailed

methodology provided in § 3.3.2 and § 3.3.3, respectively.

3.3.2 Sequence Grouping. An interference of pipeline

schedule and gradient checkpointing is observed in Fig. 7(a).

Indicated by Eqs. 7,8, the pipeline’s memory footprint is
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Figure 7. Illustrations of insights about co-optimizing checkpoint-

ing with pipeline schedule.

related to 𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 , i.e., the number of chunks the longest se-

quence in a sequence group is split into. Accordingly, when

short sequences B and C are grouped with long sequence A,
they are forced to apply a tighter checkpointing setup than

they are scheduled separately due to the enlarged 𝑁𝑝𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑙 ,

introducing more recomputation overhead. Therefore, 1)

sequences of similar lengths should be grouped together 2)

scheduling more 1F1B pipelines is potential to reduce recom-
putation cost

∑
𝑃 ∈P 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) of Eq. 13 at the cost of severer

warmup-cooldown overhead 𝛿 · |P |, forming the trade-off

when optimizing sequence grouping strategy.

We employ a dynamic programmingmethod to resolve the

optimal sequence grouping strategy. Let 𝑑𝑝[𝑖] represent the

minimum cost to schedule sequences with at most 𝑖 chunks.

The state transition equation can be deduced as:

𝑑𝑝[𝑖 + 1] = min

0≤𝑘≤𝑖
{𝑑𝑝[𝑘] + 𝛿 +𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 )}, (14)

where sequences in S[𝑘 +1 : 𝑖 +1] is scheduled by pipeline 𝑃
and 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) is obtained by applying stage-aware chunk-level
adaptive checkpointing (§ 3.3.3) on 𝑃 . By tracking transition

states, we derive both the sequence grouping and its corre-

sponding checkpointing configuration.

3.3.3 Stage-AwareChunk-LevelAdaptiveCheckpoint-
ing. In this section, we elaborate on how we apply optimal

checkpointing configuration for a given 1F1B pipeline 𝑃 as-

signed 𝑛 chunks.

To begin with, we analyze the impact of checkpointing on

PP and introduce a constraint on 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑘). As illustrated in

Fig. 7(b), full checkpointing is applied to 𝐵1 of the second

stage. We observe that checkpointing affects not only the

second stage, introducing propagated bubbles of identical

size in all the other stages. A key insight is that applying full
checkpointing to the marked chunks 𝐵2, 𝐴1, and 𝐶2 exploits
the propagated bubble and maintains the total execution time
unchanged. Let 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 ′(𝑝, 𝑘) represent the number of check-

pointed layers for the chunk executing the 𝑘𝑡ℎ backward

pass in the 𝑝𝑡ℎ pipeline stage (the execution order differs be-

tween forward and backward passes). Based on this insight,

we yield the following constraint:

𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 ′(𝑝, 𝑘) = 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 ′(𝑝 + 𝑖, 𝑘 + 𝑖) = C[𝑘 + 𝑑𝑝 − 𝑝], (15)

where C is a set containing 𝑑𝑝 − 1 + 𝑛 independent integer

variables. Let 𝑓 2𝑏[𝑘] map the forward execution order to the

backward execution order, we have:

𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑘) = 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 ′(𝑝, 𝑓 2𝑏[𝑘]) = C[𝑓 2𝑏[𝑘] + 𝑑𝑝 − 𝑝] (16)

This formulation reduces the number of optimization vari-

ables from 𝑛 ·𝑑𝑝 of 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑘) to 𝑑𝑝 − 1 +𝑛 of C, significantly
reducing solving overhead.

Afterward, a solution based on MILP is introduced, as

outlined in Alg. 2. Fig. 7(b) reveals that recomputation cost

𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) is related to C with:

𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) = 𝐹 ·
∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑐,
(17)

where 𝐹 denotes the estimated forward execution time of

a model layer. The optimal checkpointing strategy aims to
minimize the recomputation cost 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) (Eq. 17) with peak
memory𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡 (𝑝, 𝑡 ) (equation 8) not exceeding hardware capac-
ity limit G, formulated as:

argmin

C∈N𝑛+𝑑𝑝 −1
𝐹 ·

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑐

s.t. 𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝) +
∑︁

𝑘∈𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )

𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) ≤ G ∀(𝑝, 𝑡 ), 𝑝 ≤ 𝑑𝑝

𝑐 ≤ 𝐿

𝑑𝑝
,∀𝑐 ∈ C

(18)

Combining Eqs. 9,10,16, we derive a linearity:

𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑆𝑘 ) = I[𝑘] − F [𝑘] · C𝑝,𝑘 , (19)

where chunk-specific coefficients (I[𝑘], F [𝑘]) and C𝑝,𝑘 are

defined explicitly in Alg. 2. To this end, constraint 18 is

further reformulated as a system of linear inequalities in

terms of C and the MILP is finally expressed as:

argmin

C∈N𝑛+𝑑𝑝 −1

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑐

s.t.

∑︁
𝑘∈𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )

I[𝑘] − F [𝑘] · C𝑝,𝑘 ≤ G −𝑀𝑚𝑠 ∀(𝑝, 𝑡 ), 𝑝 ≤ 𝑑𝑝

𝑐 ≤ 𝐿

𝑑𝑝
,∀𝑐 ∈ C

(20)

After optimizing C and 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 , the optimal checkpointing

configuration 𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡0(𝑝, 𝑘) can be obtained by Eq. 16.

3.3.4 OverheadAnalysis ofChunk Scheduler. The over-
all algorithm of the chunk scheduler is a dynamic program-

ming process (equation 14) with solving 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 (𝑃 ) as an MILP

problem. Therefore, the cost can be approximated as solv-

ing
𝑛(𝑛+1)

2
MILP problems, where 𝑛 denotes the number of

chunks the longest sequences are divided into.

We adopt several optimization techniques in our imple-

mentation to accelerate the solving process. Firstly, a multi-

processingmethod is employed to solve theseMILP problems

concurrently on multiple cores or CPUs. As the cluster scales,

there are also more CPUs available to amortize the solving

8



Algorithm 2: Stage-Aware Chunk-Level Adaptive
Checkpointing Solving Based on MILP

Input: Chunks {𝑆𝑘 |𝑘 ≤ 𝑛}, GPU memory capacity G,
chunks windows𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )

Output: Checkpointing configuration C and minimum

recomputation cost 𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡

1 G′ ← G −𝑚𝑎𝑥 ({𝑀𝑚𝑠 (𝑝)|𝑝 ≤ 𝑑𝑝 });
2 for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 do
3 I[𝑘]← 𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛

𝑁

∑
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘 𝑠 + (1 − 𝐼𝑘 ) 2𝑒𝐿𝐷𝑁

∑
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘 𝑠;

4 𝑤[𝑘]← 3 − 2𝐼𝑘 ;
5 F [𝑘]←

(
𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛

𝐿·𝑑𝑠 −
𝑒𝐷 ·𝑤[𝑘]

𝑑𝑠

) ∑
𝑠∈𝑆𝑘 𝑠 ;

6 C ← 𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒_𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑒𝑟_𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑝_𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑠(𝑛 + 𝑑𝑝 − 1,𝑚𝑎𝑥 =
𝐿
𝑑𝑝

);

7 for 𝑝 ≤ 𝑑𝑝 do
8 for𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 ) ∈𝑊𝑝 do
9 C𝑝,𝑘 ← C[𝑑𝑝 − 𝑝 + 𝑓 2𝑏[𝑘]];

10 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠.𝑎𝑑𝑑(
∑

𝑘∈𝑊𝑝 (𝑡 )(I[𝑘] − F [𝑘] · C𝑝,𝑘 ) ≤ G′);

11 𝑜𝑏 𝑗 ←𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑧𝑒
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑐;

12 C,𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡 ← 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑣𝑒_𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑝(𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠, 𝑜𝑏 𝑗 );

13 return C,𝑇𝑐𝑘𝑝𝑡

overhead. Secondly, we disaggregate the scheduler to run

on CPUs and overlap the solving process with the actual

training process carried on GPUs by pre-solving the schedule
plan of the next batch of sequences. In practice, we can fin-

ish the solving process within 5 seconds, which is negligible

compared to a training iteration and can be fully overlapped.

4 Implementation
We implement InfiniPipe in approximately 5K lines of code

using Python, CUDA, and Triton [40]. The SCIP [6] library

is leveraged to solve the MILP problems. Built on PyTorch,

InfiniPipe integrates the flash-attn [10, 11] library for variable-

length sequence packing and adopts NCCL [1] as the com-

munication backend. Additionally, several key points in our

implementation are highlighted as follows.

Tailored FSDP for Elastic Pipeline Parallelism. FSDP
operates orthogonally to sequence parallelism (SP) and is

commonly combined with SP to reduce model state memory

overhead. Although PyTorch FSDP [47] serves as the most

widely-used implementation, its native version is not com-

patible with pipeline parallelism with gradient accumulation.

InfiniPipe’s runtime engine seamlessly integrates PyTorch

FSDP with EPP, which features a dynamic pipeline schedule

while preserving the ability to overlap ZeRO communica-

tions with computation.

Global Buffer for KV Intermediate Activations. TPP
requires meticulous management of contexts, where keys,

values, and their gradients have unique materialization and

eviction patterns, differing from other activations. These

patterns introduce additional complexity when combined

with activation checkpointing. To prevent memory leaks, we

explicitly manage the allocation and deallocation of these

intermediate activations by maintaining a global buffer.

5 Experiments
5.1 Experiment Setup
Environments. Our testbed consists of four GPU servers,

each equipped with 8 NVIDIA A800-40GB GPUs intercon-

nected via NVLink (400 GB/s bandwidth). Inter-node com-

munication is handled by a 400 Gb/s InfiniBand network.

The software stack includes PyTorch 2.4.2, CUDA 11.8, and

flash-attn 2.7.4.

Baseline Systems. We compare InfiniPipe against four state-

of-the-art distributed training systems: Megatron-LM, Deep-

Speed, FlexSP [42], and Seq1F1B [38]. Megatron-LM is the

current general-purpose SOTA featuring 4D parallelism com-

prising TP (equipped with Megatron-style SP), DP (ZeRO-1),

CP, and PP. DeepSpeed integrates ZeRO of three stages and

Ulysses-style SP. Seq1F1B featuring 1F1B pipeline schedule is

included as TPP baseline. The original approach of Seq1F1B

divides sequences into a uniform number of chunks, which

is not compatible and efficient in varied-length corpora. We

implement an enhanced version of Seq1F1B that splits and

packs sequences into fixed-sized chunks. FlexSP represents

the previous SOTA training system on varied-length corpora.

Workloads. As transformer is the predominant architecture

of LLM, we evaluate InfiniPipe to train GPT-series models

(7B, 13B, 30B) on two famous real-world datasets: Common-
Crawl and GitHub. The sequence length and token distribu-

tion of these two datasets are presented in Fig. 2. Excessively

long sequences that exceed the context length are truncated.

Protocols. Baselines except FlexSP rely on sequence padding
to handle length variability, as they are originally designed

for fixed-length training corpora. For fair comparison, they

are developed to support sequence packing. Megatron-LM

and DeepSpeed employ the same way to process varied-

length sequences into micro-batches as FlexSP. InfiniPipe

and Seq1F1B employs Ulysses-style SP intra-node and PP

inter-node. For Megatron-LM and DeepSpeed, we manually

tune their parallelism strategies according to specific work-

load requirements. All systems use activation checkpointing

configurations optimized for a 96K context length. Evalu-

ation metrics such as iteration time and token throughput

are averaged during 20 training iterations. Global batch size

refers to the number of sequences in a training iteration.

5.2 End-to-End Performance
We evaluate the performance of InfiniPipe by measuring the

average end-to-end time of a training iteration with global

batch size fixed to 512, as shown in Fig. 8. Experiments are

conducted across various datasets, model sizes, and context

lengths. Comprehensive results demonstrate that InfiniPipe
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Figure 8. Average end-to-end time of a training iteration under different settings of model sizes, context lengths, and datasets with speedup

ratio of InfiniPipe compared to baselines presented. For Megatron-LM, the TP degree is fixed to 8 and the CP degree is set to 2 for the 7B

model, while 4 for the others. For DeepSpeed, SP degree is set to 16 for the 7B model and 32 for the others.

consistently outperforms baselines, achieving a maximum

speedup of 1.69× compared to FlexSP, 2.07× compared to

DeepSpeed, and 2.60× compared to Megatron-LM.

The performance gains of InfiniPipe on baseline systems

except Seq1F1B primarily stem from the high communica-

tion efficiency of EPP. Specifically, DeepSpeed and FlexSP

adopt Ulysses-style SP, where FSDP (ZeRO-3) is required to

be applied on the whole cluster to shard the parameters and

reduce gradients, resulting in frequent inter-node gather and

scatter communications. Moreover, the sequence parallelism

pattern of DeepSpeed and Megatron-LM introduces costly

inter-node communication overhead and harms training effi-

ciency, which has been discussed in Appendix A. InfiniPipe

restricts SP and FSDP communication intra-node by applying

PP inter-node, significantly reducing the inter-node commu-

nication overhead.

FlexSP leverages heterogeneous sequence parallel groups

to reduce the communication overhead of static Ulysses-style

SP, where shorter sequences are scheduled with smaller SP

groups with efficient intra-node communication. To this end,

FlexSP accelerates DeepSpeed and Megatron-LM up to 1.33×

and 1.66× respectively. However, this approach introduces

workload unbalance across SP groups, and a longer sequence

also necessitates being processed by a larger SP group, where

the introduced inter-node communication overhead can not

be ignored. This drawback is exacerbated when training

larger models with limited resources. Correspondingly, the

speedup of InfiniPipe compared to FlexSP increases as model

size scales, ranging from 1.31× to 1.69× on CommonCrawl
dataset with context length of 48K.

Seq1F1B suffers from pipeline bubbles resulting fromwork-

load unbalance across chunks. As context length scales, the

unbalance of workload becomes more pronounced due to the

enlarged variance of sequence lengths. As a result, InfiniPipe
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Figure 9. Case Study. End-to-end time breakdown of an iteration

to train the 13B model with a fixed batch size of 512. The relative

time and corresponding speedup of each component are indicated.

achieves a maximum speedup of 1.27×and 1.40×at a con-

text length of 48K and 96K, respectively. Moreover, Seq1F1B

adopts a non-optimal and uniform checkpointing configura-

tion to accommodate the longest sequence, introducing more

unnecessary computation when handling relatively small

models. The adaptive chunk-level checkpointing pattern of

InfiniPipe reduces unnecessary recomputation overhead and

further enhances training efficiency.

5.3 Case Study
To better understand InfiniPipe’s performance advantages

more in depth, we breakdown the end-to-end training time

into several components: “ZeRO” (gather and scatter com-

munications of ZeRO-3 that are not overlapped), “A2A” (All-

to-All communication in Ulysses-style SP), “Bubble & P2P”

(pipeline bubbles in PP) and “Others” (computation, opti-

mizer step and e.t.c). The profiled time cost of each compo-

nent is shown in Fig. 9.

To begin with, InfiniPipe exhibits a similar performance

in computation against DeepSpeed with a 1.11× improve-

ment but outperforms FlexSP from 1.33× to 1.46× which is
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Figure 10. Scalability study. Token throughput measured to train

a 13B model under different context lengths and global batch sizes.

Indicated improvements are normalized to DeepSpeed.

attributed to the unbalanced workload introduced by hetero-

geneous SP groups in FlexSP. Furthermore, “ZeRO” and “A2A”

overhead are the main bottlenecks of baselines. However,

these overheads account only for 17% of the total end-to-end

training time of InfiniPipe. By employing efficient intra-node

communication, InfiniPipe reduces these overheads signifi-

cantly by up to 3.2× compared to FlexSP and 5.7× compared

to DeepSpeed. Last but not least, the bubble ratio is main-

tained at a relatively low level, less than 20%, thanks to the

workload-balanced chunking method and efficient pipeline

schedule of InfiniPipe. The advantages above lead to overall

speedup of 1.52× and 1.71× compared to FlexSP and Deep-

Speed, respectively.

5.4 Scalability Study
As shown in Fig. 10, token throughput under different set-

tings of context length and batch size is measured to asses

the scalability of InfiniPipe.

Scalability w.r.t. context length. InfiniPipe consistently
achieves superior performance against baseline systemswhen

context length is extended from 64K to 192K, achieving a

speedup from 1.30×to 1.37×compared to FlexSP and from

1.23×to 1.63×compared to Seq1F1B. As context length scales,

the throughput of all systems tends to decrease, attributed

to the increased computation overhead per token. Megatron-

LM exhibits the least degradation because the quadratic com-

plexity self-attention operator is overlapped in CP’s P2P

kernel, resulting in similar processing time per token. On

the contrary, Seq1F1B appears to be the most sensitive to

context length as the increasing variance of sequence lengths

results in a more pronounced unbalance of workload across

chunks, leading to severe pipeline bubbles. The evaluation is

restricted to a maximum context length of 192K due to the

limited cluster resource. In fact, InfiniPipe is designed as a

scheduling optimization for PP, which is orthogonal to exist-

ing optimizations for horizontal parallelisms such as TP, DP,

and SP. Therefore, InfiniPipe can be seamlessly integrated

with frameworks such as FlexSP and Megatron-LM, enabling

0.5

1.0

Re
la

tiv
e 

Ti
m

e

1.0×
0.16

1.20×

0.33

1.19×

0.32

1.14×

0.19

Batch Size 256

InfiniPipe w/o wbc w/o ckpt full ckpt

1.0×
0.12

1.20×
0.25

1.28×

0.34
1.21×
0.16

Batch Size 512
FlexSP Bubble

Figure 11.Ablation study. Normalized end-to-end time and bubble

overhead to train a 13B model with a 64K context length.

further training acceleration and ultra-long context training

when deployed at a cluster of larger scale.

Scalability w.r.t. global batch size. As global batch size

ranges from 128 to 512, InfiniPipe consistently outperforms

baselines and its performance exhibits a growing trend with

throughput improved by up to 1.18×. In contrast, the through-

put of baseline systems remains almost the same due to a

similar computation overhead per token. Benefited from the

lowered bubble ratio with more sequences, InfiniPipe deliv-

ers a 1.33× and 1.49× throughput improvement compared to

FlexSP and DeepSpeed, respectively.

5.5 Ablation Study
To validate the effectiveness of InfiniPipe’s key components,

i.e., workload-balanced chunking and co-optimization ap-

proach of pipeline schedule and checkpointing, we compared

InfiniPipewith three ablated versions. Specifically, “w/owbc”

denotes evenly splitting long sequences and packing short

sequences into fixed-length chunks, “w/o ckpt” refers to dis-

abling gradient checkpointing, and “full ckpt” represents

applying full checkpointing.

As shown in Fig. 11, the variants exhibit distinct computa-

tion and pipeline bubble overhead. Despite introducing no

recomputation overhead, “w/o ckpt” brings limited computa-

tional benefits compared to InfiniPipe due to the degradation

of hardware utilization resulting from the finer granularity

of a micro-batch. Moreover, the bubble ratios of all methods

except “w/o ckpt” decrease as the global batch size scales.

This occurs as an increasing number of excessively long se-

quences forces scheduling of more 1F1B units, introducing

severe warmup-cooldown overhead. “w/o wbc” suffers from

bubble overhead caused by workload unbalance while “full

ckpt” incurs higher computation overhead due to suboptimal

checkpointing configuration. Thanks to the co-optimization

approach, InfiniPipe consistently outperforms these variants

with relatively low bubble ratio and computation overhead.

6 Related Work
Long Context Training. Many sequence parallelism pat-

terns for long context training have been proposed [7, 24, 30],
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which can be used to replace Ulysses-style SP and are or-

thogonal to our method. Other works [16, 42] observe the

skewness distribution of sequence length and aim to address

workload heterogeneity. Theseworks are orthogonal because

optimization for PP and checkpointing are not considered.

Pipeline Parallelism Optimization. Recent works like
AdaPipe [39], Mario [31], and SPPO [9] have explored check-

pointing and offloading optimizations with PP. However,

these works assume homogeneous workloads but we fo-

cus on heterogeneous workloads with varied-length input.

ChunkFlow [45] introduces hierarchical processing for varied-

length sequences, but its methodology resembles the com-

bination of our ablation cases “w/o wbc” and “w/o ckpt”,

exhibiting suboptimal performance compared to our co-

optimization approach. ByteScale [15] and WLB-LLM [43]

optimize workload balance of batch-level PP for heteroge-

neous workload. Their optimizations can be integrated with

our methodology for hybrid granularity PP and are orthogo-

nal to our work.

7 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose EPP and build InfiniPipe, a novel

LLMdistributed training system that efficiently applies pipeline

parallelism in long context training of a varied-length corpus.

Comprehensive evaluations on various workloads demon-

strate that InfiniPipe significantly reduces communication

overhead and improves training throughput up to 1.69× com-

pared to existing SOTA systems.
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Table 3. End-to-end time and the proportion of all-to-all com-

munication to train GPT-13B employing Ulysses-style SP under

different parallel degrees and context lengths (batch size fixed to 1).

SP Degree 32K 48K 72K 108K 162K

8

1.128

7.4%

2.101

5.9%

4.202

4.5%

8.793

3.2%

18.922

2.2%

16

1.188

47.5%

1.936

43.7%

3.378

37.6%

6.262

30.4%

12.207

23.4%

32

0.854

51.5%

1.307

50.5%

2.147

46.1%

3.766

39.4%
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31.8%

4K 8K 16K 32K 48K 64K
0.0

0.5

1.0

No
rm

al
ize

d 
Ti

m
e

Flash Attention
NCCL P2P

Figure 12. Profiled time of flash-attn and NCCL’s p2p kernel

under varying sequence lengths. The hidden dimension is set to

5120, and p2p communication is performed inter-node.

A Communication Overhead Analysis of
Sequence Parallelism

Ulysses-style SP exhibits a lower communication complexity

𝑂(
𝐿·𝑆 ·𝐷
𝑑𝑝

) compared to𝑂(𝐿 · 𝑆 ·𝐷) of TP, where 𝐿 denotes the

model’s layers, 𝑆 represents the sequence length, 𝐷 refers

to the model’s hidden dimension and 𝑑𝑝 reflects the paral-

lel degree. However, the communication benefit is limited

when applied on multiple machines. Considering the topol-

ogy of modern clusters, the inter-node communication com-

plexity of Ulysses-style SP is still 𝑂(𝐿 · 𝑆 · 𝐷), introducing
severe communication overhead due to the low inter-node

communication bandwidth. An experiment is conducted to

evaluate the all-to-all communication overhead. As shown

in Tab. 3, the communication overhead becomes the bottle-

neck of Ulysses-Style SP, accounting for a large portion of

end-to-end time when scaling to multiple machines (𝑑𝑝 > 8).

The performance degradation intensifies when deployed on

larger-scale clusters with shorter context lengths.

As for Ring-style SP, it relies on overlapping p2p commu-

nication with the attention operation to achieve high per-

formance. However, the parallel pattern faces limitations for

a heterogeneous workload. Exemplify by CP of Megatron-

LM, the self-attention is carried out by overlapped flash-

attn [10, 11] and NCCL [1] p2p kernels. The overlapping of

flash-attn and NCCL’s p2p is only achievable for sequences

longer than 64K, as demonstrated in Fig. 12. To this end, CP

introduces high communication overhead as short sequences

dominate a real-world dataset.
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Figure 13. Profiled time to carry out forward and backward passes

for a sequence using different chunking strategies. “Chunk” refers

to the number of slices to split the sequence into. The time is

normalized relative to training without chunking.

B Impact of Sequence Chunking on
Computation Efficiency

Although sequence chunking of token-level PP effectively

addresses batch-level PP’s unbalanced memory footprint

problem, there exists a side-effect on computation efficiency.

Specifically, the granularity of a micro-batch, i.e., the num-

ber of tokens it contains, is closely related to the compute

intensity of GPU operators such as GEMM in FFN layers.

Sequence chunking leads to a finer granularity of a micro-

batch and may harm hardware utilization. Experiments are

conducted for 13B and 30B models under various context

lengths and chunking strategies, where the slowdown ratio

compared to training without chunking is used to quantify

this impact. As shown in Fig. 13, a performance degradation

is observed with shorter sequence exhibiting more sensitive

to the chunking strategy.
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