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Abstract

Pipeline parallelism is widely used to train large language
models (LLMs). However, increasing heterogeneity in model
architectures exacerbates pipeline bubbles, thereby reduc-
ing training efficiency. Existing approaches overlook the co-
optimization of model partition, model placement, and work-
load scheduling, resulting in limited efficiency improvement
or even performance degradation. To respond, we propose
AdaPtis, an LLM training system that supports adaptive
pipeline parallelism. First, we develop a pipeline performance
model to accurately estimate training throughput. Second,
AdaPtis jointly optimizes model partition, model placement,
and workload scheduling policies guided by this performance
model. Third, we design a unified pipeline executor that effi-
ciently supports the execution of diverse pipeline strategies.
Extensive experiments show that AdaPtis achieves an aver-
age speedup of 1.42X (up to 2.14X) over Megatron-LM I-1F1B
across various LLM architectures and scales.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated impres-
sive performance across a broad range of domains [3, 7, 21,
30, 51, 58]. However, this rapid advancement comes with a
steep increase in training cost 7, 16, 57], highlighting that
even a modest reduction in training time (e.g., 5%) can yield
substantial cost savings [7, 32, 48, 63].

Pipeline Parallelism (PP) [14] is critical in accelerating
LLM training [7, 30, 36]. A typical pipeline involves three
phases. 1) Model Partition: the model is split into a sequence
of stages, each comprising a group of consecutive layers. 2)
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Model Placement: these stages are mapped to devices such
as GPUs, and the inter-device data dependencies, where the
computation of each stage depends on the result from the pre-
ceding stage [14], are accordingly established. 3) Workload
Scheduling: the forward and backward passes of each micro-
batch are scheduled across the assigned stages following a
predefined policy, while respecting the data dependencies.
Due to the inherent inter-device data dependency, pipeline
bubbles (i.e., device idle time) are inevitable [14].

To reduce the bubble ratio, many PP methods [8, 13, 15,
19, 23, 28, 30, 33, 36, 40, 50, 54, 62, 63] have been proposed to
optimize the static pipeline, which remains model partition,
model placement, and workload scheduling fixed even when
training configurations (e.g. micro-batch size, number of
model layer, number of stages) change, such as S-1F1B [47]
and GPipe [14]. These methods can be regarded as partially
adaptive pipelines, since each optimizes an individual phase
of the pipeline while keeping the others static. For example,
I-1F1B [36] adapts model placement by dividing stages into
smaller virtual stages; ZB [40] tunes workload scheduling by
reordering the computation of micro-batches; and Mist [63]
adjusts model partition by changing the number of layers
per stage. In all cases, only one dimension of the pipeline
is adapted, while the remaining dimensions remain fixed
in the style of S-1F1B [47]. Such approaches are effective
primarily on relatively homogeneous model architectures
(e.g., LLaMA-2 [53], GPT-3 [3]), where computational and
memory demands are well balanced across stages.

However, modern models are increasingly heterogeneous [1,
2, 27, 30, 35, 52], and this heterogeneity significantly in-
creases pipeline bubbles. For example, Gemma [52] has a
substantially larger vocabulary than LLaMA-2 [53] (256K vs.
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Figure 1. Bubble ratios of pipeline parallelism methods on
different models. The model and training configurations are
settoL =32,P=4,T =2,G =16,nmb = 16 on 8 GPUs.

32K). Beyond vocabulary size, DeepSeek [30] integrates both
Feed-Forward Network (FFN) and Mixture-of-Experts (MoE)
layers [20], while Nemotron-H [2] combines Self-Attention
(SA) [55] with Mamba [10], leading to even greater archi-
tectural heterogeneity. As shown in Figure 1, existing PP
methods including I-1F1B [36], ZB [40], and Mist [63] suffer
from higher bubble ratios on Gemma [52], DeepSeek [30],
and Nemotron-H [2] compared to LLaMA-2 [53].

We also observe from Figure 1 that, compared with the
widely used S-1F1B [47], prior partially adaptive PP methods
often deliver only marginal improvements and sometimes
even degrade efficiency on heterogeneous models. A key
reason is that they optimize only one aspect of pipeline
parallelism while overlooking the co-optimization of model
partition, model placement, and workload scheduling. For ex-
ample, I-1F1B [36] adapts model placement alone but leaves
model partition and workload scheduling untuned. This par-
tially adaptive pipeline shows a greater bubble ratio than the
static pipeline S-1F1B [47], as illustrated on Nemotron-H [2]
in Figure 1. These results suggest that efficient training of
heterogeneous models requires an adaptive pipeline paral-
lelism that co-optimizes model partition, model placement,
and workload scheduling, rather than tuning them individu-
ally (as analyzed in § 3.2).

Nevertheless, co-optimizing model partition, placement,
and workload scheduling in adaptive pipeline parallelism on
heterogeneous models presents challenges: 1) co-optimization
is highly complex, since the optimization of each part influ-
ences the others; 2) co-optimizing these three phases results
in an exponentially large search space; and 3) the pipeline
executor should be able to efficiently handle the complicated
communication and computation in diverse pipelines.

To address these challenges, we propose AdaPtis, an LLM
training system that enables adaptive pipeline parallelism
that co-optimizes the model partition, model placement, and
workload scheduling. First, we build a Pipeline Performance
Model (§4.2) that provides accurate estimates of computa-
tion, communication, and memory costs (including detailed
bubble time and overlap time) for arbitrary combinations of
model partition, model placement, and workload scheduling
policies. Second, Pipeline Generator (§4.3) jointly optimizes

Table 1. Symbols used in this paper.

Sym. Description ‘ Sym. Description

L Number of layers D Data parallelism size

S Number of stages T Tensor parallelism size

H FEN hidden size P Pipeline parallelism size

Vv Vocabulary size E Expert parallelism size

G Global batch size nmb Number of micro-batches
F Forward computation | B Input gradient computation

W Parameter gradient computation

the model partition, model placement, and workload sched-
uling policies with the performance estimation of Pipeline
Performance Model. Pipeline Generator efficiently explores
the large search space, starting with predefined settings
for model partition, placement, and workload scheduling.
It tunes the performance bottleneck phase per iteration to
progressively optimize pipeline performance, thereby ac-
celerating pipeline generation. Third, to support adaptive
execution, AdaPtis implements a unified Pipeline Executor
(§4.4) that carefully orchestrates computation and commu-
nication instructions based on the model partition, model
placement, and workload scheduling policies generated by
Pipeline Generator, providing efficient pipeline execution.
We implement AdaPtis atop PyTorch [38] and conduct
extensive experiments across different scales of Gemma [52],
DeepSeek [29], and Nemotron-H [2]. The results show that
AdaPtis consistently outperforms prior PP policies, includ-
ing S-1F1B [47],1-1F1B [36], ZB [40], and Mist [63], achieving
average speedups of 1.34X (up to 1.54X), 1.42X (up to 2.14X),
1.34X (up to 1.51X), and 1.20X (up to 1.27X), respectively.

2 Background
2.1 Distributed Training Parallelisms

Table 1 lists relevant notations used in this paper.

Data Parallelism (DP) [24, 46] splits the input training
data into smaller mini-batches. Each device maintains a copy
of parameters and takes its assigned mini-batches as input.
When applying sharding techniques [43, 61], the redundant
memory overhead can be reduced.

Tensor Parallelism (TP) [47] partitions a layer into smaller
layer shards across multiple GPUs. TP alleviates the GPU
memory pressure but compensates for heavy collective com-
munication (e.g., al1-reduce). Hence, TP is usually adopted
within a single node to avoid cross-node communication [36].
Pipeline Parallelism (PP) [14] introduces point to point
(P2P) communication to efficiently support cross node com-
munication. As shown in Figure 2, PP consists of three phases,
including model partition, model placement, and workload
scheduling. First, the model is divided into sequential pipeline
stages, each comprising a set of consecutive layers. Second,
these stages are assigned to P groups of devices. Intermediate
results are transmitted via P2P communication between de-
vices hosting adjacent stages. Third, the input mini-batch is
further subdivided into micro-batches, which are processed
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Figure 2. Illustrations of Model Partition, Model Placement,
and Workload Scheduling in Pipeline Parallelism.

in a pipelined manner across all stages to improve device
utilization. We next introduce these three phases of PP.

2.2 Model Partition

At the beginning of pipeline parallelism, the model is parti-
tioned into multiple stages. A common strategy is to evenly
allocate transformer layers across stages, with the input layer
assigned to the first stage and the output layer to the final
stage [8, 13, 15, 30, 33, 36, 40, 42, 47]. With the growing
heterogeneity of model architectures, this model partition
scheme inevitably leads to an increasing size of bubbles.
To reduce bubbles, recent approaches adjust the number of
layers per stage [50, 54, 62, 63]. These methods formulate
the model partition task as an Integer Linear Programming
(ILP) problem, which is solved through dynamic program-
ming [50, 54] or ILP solvers [6, 12]. While these approaches
mitigate imbalance to some extent, methods such as Mist [63]
still exhibit substantial bubbles when training heterogeneous
models like Nemotron-H [2], as illustrated in Figure 1.

2.3 Model Placement

Model placement refers to mapping the pipeline stages onto
physical devices, which determines the inter-device data de-
pendencies. A widely adopted strategy is to sequentially map
the stages to devices [8, 13, 15, 40, 50, 54, 62]. This approach
assumes that the number of stages equals the pipeline paral-
lelism size (S = P), with each stage assigned to a unique de-
vice. To reduce bubbles at the beginning and end of each train-
ing step, I-1F1B [36] introduces the virtual pipeline stages,
which split pipeline stages into smaller ones. Hanayo [33]
builds upon this idea but applies a wave-like stage-to-device
mapping policy. Other approaches, such as Chimera [23] and
DualPipe [30], duplicate model parameters to form multiple
pipelines, allowing for the concurrent execution of multiple

micro-batches across model replicas. However, the same ben-
efits can be achieved through virtual pipeline stages without
the memory redundancy introduced by parameter duplica-
tion [33]. All these methods rely on manually defined model
placement policies (e.g., manually setting the number of vir-
tual pipeline stages in I-1F1B [36], pipelines in Chimera [23],
or waves in Hanayo [33]), which limits their adaptivity.

2.4 Workload Scheduling

Based on the inter-device data dependencies defined by
model placement, the workloads, consisting of the forward
pass (F) and the backward pass of each micro-batch, are
scheduled according to a predefined execution order. When
the backward splitting strategy [30, 37, 40] is applied, the
backward pass is further divided into input gradient compu-
tation (B) and parameter gradient computation (W).

The execution order can be manually designed, as in
GPipe [14] and S-1F1B [47], or automatically generated, as in
ZB [40] and Tessel [28]. Manually designed orders are fixed;
therefore, they can not adapt to configuration changes. Auto-
matic scheduling methods model the problem as a Job Shop
Scheduling Problem (JSSP), which is NP hard, and employ
ILP Solvers to obtain workload scheduling policies. However,
the large search space makes finding the optimal workload
scheduling infeasible in practice. For example, Tessel [28]
restricts the search space to a small set of candidate pat-
terns, which limits flexibility and performance. ZB [40] only
reschedules W to fill bubbles, leaving other stages under-
utilized. DynaPipe [15] focuses on scheduling micro batch
execution to mitigate data heterogeneity, but it lacks mecha-
nisms to address model architectural heterogeneity.

3 Motivation
3.1 Increasing Heterogeneity in Model Architectures

Nowadays, the evolution of LLMs shows a clear trend toward
increasing architectural heterogeneity [1, 2, 11, 20, 30, 35, 58].
Instead of relying solely on standard transformer blocks [55],
modern LLMs integrate diverse attention and FFN mecha-
nisms. For example, DeepSeek [11, 29, 30] adopts dense FFNs
in the first k layers (with k manually defined) and sparse MoE
layers in the later layers, and replaces SA [55] with MLA [30].
Nemotron-LLaMA [1] introduces variable FFN sizes within
transformer blocks, while Minimax-M1 [35] alternates be-
tween Lightening Attention [41] and SA. Nemotron-H [2]
combines Mamba [10] and SA to form a heterogeneous at-
tention design, and Jamba [27] goes further by integrating
SA, Mamba, FFN, and MoE layers into a single architecture.
Beyond the hidden layers, heterogeneity also emerges in the
output layer, as vocabulary sizes expand rapidly in models
such as Gemma [52], LLaMA-3 [7], and Qwen [58].

This growing heterogeneity in model architectures results
in larger pipeline bubbles compared to previous models, such
as LLaMA-2 [53], as shown in Figure 1. This result highlights
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Figure 3. [Motivation]. Illustration of co-optimizing work-
load scheduling, model partition, and model placement for ac-
celerating training on a heterogeneous model with a large vo-
cabulary size (e.g. Gemma [52]) with L =32, P = 4,nmb = 4.

the necessity of adaptive pipeline parallelism to mitigate
bubbles and improve training efficiency.

3.2 Demand for Adaptive Pipeline Parallelism

Reducing pipeline bubbles in heterogeneous models calls for
adaptive pipeline parallelism with co-optimization of model
partition, placement, and workload scheduling. However,
prior approaches typically optimize only a single aspect of
the pipeline, and thus lack the co-optimization of all three
dimensions, as summarized in Table 2.

Figure 3 presents a case study of co-optimizing model
partition, model placement, and workload scheduling on
a Gemma-like model [52]. We use the mainstream S-1F1B
pipeline [47] as the baseline. First, we optimize workload
scheduling under the baseline model partition and model
placement by advancing F and B, then delaying W within
the memory constraint, which yields a 1.28x speedup com-
pared to the baseline. Second, since GPUy exhibits longer
execution time than other GPUs, we redistribute the layers

Figure 4. [Motivation]. The vast search space calls for an
efficient pipeline generation method.

to tune the model partition and mitigate the computational
imbalance among devices, achieving a 1.49x speedup over
the baseline. Finally, we refine model placement to make
each computation finer-grained and apply workload sched-
uling optimization on the new model partition and model
placement. These optimizations substantially reduce pipeline
bubbles, resulting in a 1.74X overall speedup compared to
the baseline. This case study demonstrates that adaptive
pipeline parallelism, achieved through the co-optimization
of model partition, placement, and workload scheduling, sig-
nificantly contributes to reducing bubbles and improving
training efficiency on heterogeneous models.

3.3 Challenges in Pipeline Generation and Execution

Generation: The large search space poses a fundamental
challenge to the efficiency of co-optimizing model partition,
model placement, and workload scheduling. As shown in Fig-
ure 4, the number of cases for model partition, model place-
ment, and workload scheduling policies grows exponentially
with the number of layers, stages, and micro-batches, respec-
tively. This explosive growth in the search space makes the
DP- [50, 54, 62] or ILP-based [28, 32, 40, 62] methods incur
impractically long search time (Section §5.6). To make the
search tractable, some approaches [28, 40] manually restrict
the search space. However, such restrictions risk excluding
high-performance pipeline configurations.

Execution: To enable adaptive pipeline parallelism, a uni-
fied executor is essential. Prior approaches typically rely on
execution engines tailored to specific workload scheduling
policies [8, 36, 47, 50, 63]. Although some methods support
adaptive workload scheduling [15, 28, 32, 40], co-optimizing
the pipeline between model partition, model placement, and
workload scheduling substantially increases the complex-
ity of communication dependencies. Consequently, these
partially adaptive methods are unable to adapt to diverse
model partition and model placement policies. Therefore,
an effective executor should be flexible enough to support
diverse model partition, model placement, and workload
scheduling policies, while remaining efficient in orchestrat-
ing fine-grained computation and communication.
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Table 3. Symbols used in pipeline performance model.

Symbol Description

Cs Computation cost of stage s.

M Memory cost of stage s.

Ca Computation cost of device d.

My Memory cost of device d.

M;ap actty Memory capacity of device d.

Ty Runtime on device d.

Ag Activation memory on device d.
Gy Gradient memory on device d.
Layers(s) Set of layers assigned to stage s.
Stages(d) Set of stages assigned to device d.
BubbleTime(d)  Total pipeline bubble time on device d.

OverlapTime(d) Time overlap on device d.

4 AdaPtis Design
4.1 Overview

Figure 5 shows the workflow of AdaPtis: @ Pipeline Perfor-
mance Model evaluates the performance of a given pipeline
under specified input parameters. @ Pipeline Generator
leverages these estimates to iteratively tune model partition,
model placement, and workload scheduling, and then gener-
ates the co-optimized pipeline. @ Pipeline Executor executes
the co-optimized pipeline while applying communication
optimizations to further improve efficiency.

4.2 Pipeline Performance Model

To support the co-optimization of model partition, model
placement, and workload scheduling, we construct a fine-
grained Pipeline Performance Model. It takes training set-
tings, profiled data, and pipeline configurations as input and
outputs the execution time of each device (e.g., Ty) and its
memory cost (e.g., My). These outputs contain detailed exe-
cution metrics such as BubbleTime(d), OverlapTime(d), Ag,
and Gy, which are used to estimate pipeline performance and
guide subsequent tuning (§4.3). The notations used in this
section are summarized in Table 3, and Algorithm 1 presents
the performance modelling procedure in three Steps.

Step 1: Given a model partition, each stage is assigned a
different number and type of layers, each associated with pro-
filed computation and memory costs. The total computation

1: Input: Pipeline conf., Training conf., Profiled data.
2: Output: List of Ty, My

3: /* Step 1: Layer-level cost aggregation */
4: for each stage s do > Model Partition

5: Cs «— 3, ProfiledCompCost(l)
IeLayers(s)

6: M — >, ProfiledMemCost(l)
leLayers(s)

7: end for

8: /™ Step 2: Stage-level cost aggregation */
9: for each device d do > Model Placement

10: Cq «— > Cs + ProfiledCommCost(s)
seStages(d)

11: Md — Z Ms
seStages(d)

12: end for

13: /* Step 3: Runtime and memory estimation */

14: for each device d do > Workload Scheduling
15: Ty < C4 + BubbleTime(d) — OverlapTime(d)

16: Ay < TotalActMem(d)

17: G4 < TotalGradMem(d)

18: My — Mg+ Ay +Gy

19: end for

and memory cost of a stage is determined by accumulating
the cost of executing a specific computation type (e.g., F, B,
or W) across all layers assigned to that stage.

Step 2: Given a model placement, the computation and
memory cost of each device is obtained by summing the
costs of all stages assigned to it. In addition, communication
time and the overlapping time between communication and
computation are considered, both of which are determined
by the workload scheduling results.

Step 3: Given the model partition, model placement, and
workload scheduling results, Pipeline Performance Model
simulates the execution behavior of each device and iden-
tifies when and where device idle time (BubbleTime(d)) oc-
curs, and detects opportunities where communication can
be overlapped with computation (OverlapTime(d)). Based on
the simulation results, Pipeline Performance Model provides
feedback for Pipeline Generator (§4.3) to refine model par-
tition, model placement, and workload scheduling, thereby
reducing pipeline bubbles and increasing overlap time.

4.3 Pipeline Generator

Pipeline Generator is designed to optimize the pipeline by
leveraging the performance estimation of Pipeline Perfor-
mance Model and then generating pipelines with co-optimized
model partition, model placement, and workload scheduling.
Optimization Objective. The pipeline execution time is
determined by the slowest device, which has the maximum Ty
among all devices. In addition, the memory usage My on each



device must not exceed its memory capacity M;apacny. Then
the pipeline optimization objective is defined as follows:

min mdax Ty (1)
st MSPY > My vd ()

Efficient Exploration of Pipelines. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 6, Pipeline Generator reduces the search space by se-
lecting representative baseline pipelines and using them as
starting points for optimization. For model partition, we
adopt the policies from S-1F1B [47] and Mist [63]. For model
placement, the baselines include S-1F1B [47], I-1F1B [36],
and Hanayo [33]. For workload scheduling, we consider
S-1F1B [47] and ZB [40]. The performance of these base-
lines is estimated by the Pipeline Performance Model, which
enables Pipeline Generator to prune low-performing candi-
dates, thereby accelerating the exploration of pipelines.

From a chosen baseline, Pipeline Generator iteratively
tunes the model partition, model placement, and workload
scheduling using performance estimations from the Pipeline
Performance Model. In each iteration, Pipeline Generator
identifies the bottleneck phase of the pipeline (e.g., the phase
contributing the largest BubbleTime(d)) and tunes it accord-
ingly. This phase-by-phase tuning method avoids the com-
binatorial explosion of jointly searching model partition,
model placement, and workload scheduling policies, while
directly addressing pipeline performance bottlenecks. Since
model partition or model placement changes affect execution
time and inter-device dependencies, workload scheduling
is adjusted in tandem. If a tuning step degrades pipeline
performance, it is rolled back, and alternative adjustments
are attempted. The tuning process repeats until no further
improvement can be achieved, at which point Pipeline Gen-
erator outputs the co-optimized pipeline.

Model Partition Tuning. As shown in Step 1 of Algo-
rithm 1, the model partition determines the computation and
memory cost of each stage. Previous works [54, 62, 63] focus
on balancing Cy across devices without considering other
factors that affect execution time. In contrast, our method
incorporates the impact of model placement and workload
scheduling, since the device execution time T; depends not
only on Cy but also on BubbleTime(d) and OverlapTime(d).
Specifically, as illustrated in Figure 6(a), for each model
partition policy, we perform workload scheduling, analyze
BubbleTime(d) on devices, and then tune the model partition
by transferring layers from the stage with the lowest bubble
ratio to the stage with the highest bubble ratio. This pro-
cess continues until the difference in BubbleTime(d) across
devices is smaller than the maximum Cs.

Model Placement Tuning. Pipeline Generator also tunes
model placement to reduce bubbles. As shown in Figure 6(b),
first, Pipeline Generator adjusts the stage-device mapping
by permuting the assignment of layers of each stage across
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Figure 6. Illustrations of repeat tuning (a) model partition,
(b) model placement, and (c) workload scheduling.

devices, placing adjacent layers on different devices. This per-
mutation increases the effective number of pipeline stages,
resulting in more fine-grained computation tasks. Second,
Pipeline Generator performs workload scheduling on the
permuted model placement while keeping the model par-
tition fixed. If BubbleTime(d) is reduced after permutation,
the new placement is accepted as the updated baseline, and
the process is repeated. Otherwise, the permutation is rolled
back. To accelerate model placement tuning, Pipeline Gener-
ator employs grouped permutations, which simultaneously
permute all layers on a stage, rather than one layer at a time.

Workload Scheduling Tuning. Figure 6(c) shows three
policies in tuning workload scheduling. First, given the model
partition and placement, Pipeline Generator advances the F
first, followed by the B, and finally the W within the memory
constraints to fill bubbles. This workload scheduling strategy
is based on how data dependencies are handled. Specifically,
both the F pass and B involve inter-device data dependencies.
For instance, the F on stage i depends on the result from
stage i — 1, and the B pass on stage i depends on the result
from stage i + 1. In contrast, W has no inter-device data
dependencies since it relies only on B on the same device;
thus, W is suited for filling pipeline bubbles.

Second, Pipeline Generator adopts an overlap-aware sched-
uling policy to increase OverlapTime(d). The key idea is to
avoid scheduling dependent computation tasks consecutively
and instead delay certain computations to enable commu-
nication overlap. For example, consider two devices that
need to exchange intermediate results of F; and B;. If the
subsequent computations that depend on these results are
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eration and communication optimizations.

scheduled immediately, communication and computation are
forced to proceed sequentially. In contrast, by first executing
other independent computations and delaying the dependent
ones, communication can be overlapped with computation.
This overlap-aware policy not only increases OverlapTime(d)
but also reduces BubbleTime(d).

Third, to meet the Constraint 2, Pipeline Generator ad-
vances some B and W to advance the memory release time
and avoid Out-of-Memory (OOM) issues. During workload
scheduling, Pipeline Generator records the workload sched-
uling results and identifies potential OOM time. It then ad-
vances the execution of the latest B and W to ahead of this
time to free up memory, continuing this process until all
potential OOM errors are resolved.

4.4 Pipeline Executor

The design goals of Pipeline Executor are supporting pipeline
execution adaptability and efficiency.

Table 4. Pipeline Execution Instructions.

Instructions Descriptions

compute_F|B|W (Crigw)
send_F|B_start (Sfg)
receive_F|B_start (Rfg)
wait_F|B_receive (Wg|g)

Computation of F, B, W.

Build P2P comm. on sender.

Build P2P comm. on receiver.
Asynchronous comm. on receiver.

Pipeline Execution Adaptability. To execute the pipeline
under various workload scheduling policies, Pipeline Execu-
tor abstracts computation and communication into a set of
instructions (summarized in Table 4) and orchestrates them
to realize specific pipeline execution. As for model partition
and model placement, Pipeline Executor employs a flexible
mechanism that enables flexibility in both stage division and

device mapping. The model can be partitioned into stages
with varying numbers of layers, and the total number of
stages can be tuned according to model partition results. The
stage-to-device mapping is also adaptable, allowing different
numbers of stages to be assigned per device.

As illustrated in Step 1 of Figure 7, Pipeline Executor gen-
erates computation instruction lists based on the workload
scheduling results. In this step, the original execution order
of F, B, and W in the workload scheduling policy is preserved
on each device to ensure data dependencies are maintained.

In Step 2, communication instructions (Srg, Rr|s, and
We ) are inserted into the instruction lists. Specifically, for
each computation instruction, Pipeline Executor first checks
whether it requires intermediate results from other devices.
If so, a R | instruction is inserted before the computation
instruction. A corresponding Wr g instruction is inserted be-
tween Rr|g and Cr g to ensure that the required data has been
received before computation begins (omitted in Figure 7 for
clarity). Next, Pipeline Executor checks whether the compu-
tation instruction generates intermediate results that need
to be transferred to other devices. If so, a Sf|g instruction is
arranged right after the computation instruction to begin
intermediate data transmission immediately.

Deadlock-free Communication. Naively inserting S g
and Rg | instructions before and after computation instruc-
tions may lead to deadlock. Since Sg|g and Rr|g must be exe-
cuted synchronously on both the data sender and receiver
sides, an improper execution order can cause a communi-
cation deadlock. For example, as illustrated in Step 2 of
Figure 7, GPU; executes S¢ after Cr, while GPU, performs Sg
after Cg. This execution order leads to a cross-dependency
situation in which both GPU, and GPUj, are waiting for the
corresponding Rg |, resulting in both sides being blocked.

To address this issue, Pipeline Executor traverses all com-
munication instructions on each device and checks whether
each Sr|g on the sender and its corresponding Rr|g on the
receiver are ordered correctly. If a pair of communication
instructions is identified as potentially leading to deadlock,
Pipeline Executor reorders them to ensure deadlock-free
execution, as demonstrated in Step 3 of Figure 7.

Efficient Communication Overlap. To realize efficient
communication overlap, Pipeline Executor carefully reorders
communication instructions to align with the pipeline exe-
cution behavior defined by the workload scheduling. Due to
inter-device data dependencies, computation and communi-
cation operations are often interleaved, naturally enabling
opportunities for overlap. However, naively inserting com-
munication instructions before the corresponding computa-
tion instructions can miss such opportunities.

For example, as shown in Step 3 of Figure 7, on GPUj,
the Rg instruction is placed directly before Cg. In this case,
the communication cannot be overlapped with computation
because Cg depends on the data received by Rg.



To improve overlap, Pipeline Executor traverses the in-
struction list to identify an earlier insertion point for Rg. As
illustrated in Step 4 of Figure 7, Pipeline Executor finds an
ideal position before Cr. Since there is no data dependency
between Rg and Cf, this reordering enables GPUj to perform
Cr while asynchronously executing Rg, thus increasing the
overlap between communication and computation.

5 Evaluation
5.1 Experimental Settings

Implementation. We implement AdaPtis on top of Py-
torch [38] with approximately 14,000 lines of Python code.

Testbed. We conduct experiments on a cluster equipped
with 128 NVIDIA H800 GPUs. Each node connects 8 GPUs
via NVLink, while inter-node communication is handled
through InfiniBand. The training performance is tested on
Gemma [52], DeepSeek [30], and Nemotron-H [2]. The detailed
model parameter configurations are listed in Table 5.

Table 5. Model parameter configurations.

Model Size L |4 H FFN Type Attn. Type
Small 32 256K 1536 FFN SA

Gemma [52] Medium 64 512K 1536 FFN SA
Large 128 1024K 1536 FFN SA

Small 16 128K 2048 FFN+MoE MLA
Medium 32 256K 2048 FFN+MoE MLA
Large 64 512K 2048 FFN+MoE MLA

DeepSeek [30]

Small 28 128K 1024 FFN SA+Mamba
Nemotron-H [2] Medium 56 256K 1024 FFN SA+Mamba
Large 112 512K 1024 FFN SA+Mamba

Baselines. To ensure fair and reproducible comparisons, we
integrate the open-source implementations of selected base-
lines into our framework for evaluation against AdaPtis. 1)
S-1F1B [47], a widely adopted PP strategy in mainstream
training frameworks such as Megatron-LM [47] and Deep-
Speed [42]. 2) I-1F1B [36] optimizes the model placement of
S-1F1B by leveraging virtual pipeline stages to reduce pipeline
bubbles. 3) ZB [40], a pipeline approach that incorporates
adaptive workload scheduling upon S-1F1B to fill pipeline
bubbles. 4) Mist [63], a state-of-the-art automatic training
framework that supports adaptive model partition. We do
not include Tessel [28] as a baseline because its code is not
publicly available. AdaPipe [50] and Mario [32] are also ex-
cluded, as their recomputation optimization techniques are
orthogonal to both AdaPtis and the baselines considered. It
is worth noting that recomputation [5] can also be incorpo-
rated into AdaPtis, which we leave for future work.

Training Configurations. We evaluate with P = 4, 8, 16 and
conduct a grid search over D, T, and E to determine the opti-
mal parallelism settings. Training throughput is measured in
Tokens per Second (TS). We further assess the performance

of each method under varying input sequence lengths, num-
bers of micro-batches (nmb), and GPU counts.

5.2 EZ2E Performance and Analysis

As shown in Figure 8, AdaPtis consistently achieves the su-
perior training throughput across diverse models and scales,
highlighting its strength in handling model heterogeneity.
Compared with S-1F1B, I-1F1B, ZB, and Mist, AdaPtis de-
livers average speedups of up to 1.34X, 1.42X, 1.34X, and
1.20% across Gemma, DeepSeek, and Nemotron-H models,
under both 2K and 4K sequence length settings. These gains
translate to throughput improvements ranging from 11% to
over 59%, demonstrating both the robustness and generality
of AdaPtis across heterogeneous models.

In contrast, existing PP methods fall short in efficiently
training heterogeneous models. ZB shows only marginal
improvements (only 1.02x over S-1F1B), while I-1F1B even
degrades throughput by up to 22% on Nemotron-H (Large).
These results demonstrate that optimizing a single phase
of the pipeline is insufficient to address the increasing bub-
bles caused by model heterogeneity. By co-optimizing the
model partition, model placement, and workload scheduling
policies, AdaPtis achieves higher training throughput than
these baselines, indicating the efficiency of co-optimization
in reducing bubbles in heterogeneous models.

5.3 Throughput with Different Sequence Lengths

Figure 9 shows that AdaPtis sustains high training efficiency
across sequence lengths ranging from 1K to 32K. Across all
tested sequence lengths, AdaPtis consistently outperforms
the baselines and achieves speedups up to 1.54X, 2.14%, 1.51X,
and 1.27x, over S-1F1B, I-1F1B, ZB, and Mist, respectively.
Compared with these baselines, AdaPtis obtains higher im-
provements as the sequence length increases from 1K to
32K. When compared with Mist, AdaPtis achieves relatively
smaller but still steady improvements, with average speedups
of 1.15X across all sequence lengths. These results highlight
the efficiency of AdaPtis in handling training workloads
across different sequence lengths.

5.4 Ablation Study of Pipeline Co-optimization

Figure 10 shows that co-optimization of adaptive workload
scheduling, model partition, and model placement yields
substantial improvements in training efficiency, whereas op-
timizing only one of them provides limited gains or may
even degrade performance. Specifically, when co-optimizing
model placement, workload scheduling, and model partition
on the baseline method, performance improves by 1.32x,
1.37%, and 1.33X on Gemma, DeepSeek, and Nemotron-H,
respectively. In contrast, tuning only a single phase leads to
marginal benefits or performance degradation (e.g., apply-
ing model placement alone on Nemotron-H results in a 16%
slowdown, consistent with the I-1F1B results in Figure 8).
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Moreover, Figure 11(a), (c), and (e) show the real traces of S-
1F1B, Mist, and AdaPtis. It is evident that by co-optimizing
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Figure 11. Real ((a), (c), (¢)) and Pipeline Generator simulated
((b), (d), (f)) traces of S-1F1B, Mist, and AdaPtis, respectively,
on Nemotron-H (Large) with P = 8,T = 4,G = 64,nmb =
64, SeqLen = 4K. In real traces, purple rectangles represent
GPU kernels, and white rectangles represent bubbles. In sim-
ulated traces, yellow/blue rectangles represent GPU kernels,
while white rectangles indicate bubbles.

the model partition, model placement, and workload sched-
uling, AdaPtis reduces pipeline bubbles (i.e., the blank area
in the figure) and exhibits improved training efficiency.

5.5 Performance Model Fidelity

As shown in Figure 12, our Pipeline Performance Model
achieves high modeling accuracy, with an average through-
put prediction error of 2.12% across different methods for
Nemontron-H models at Seqlen = 4K. The predicted through-
put, which is normalized to S-1F1B since the modeling result
is relative rather than absolute, closely matches the profiled
real throughput results. It is worth noting that the maximum
errors are 4.42% for AdaPtis, 4.55% for I-1F1B, 2.12% for ZB,
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Figure 12. Pipeline performance model fidelity experimental
results on Nemotron-H models with Seqglen = 4K.
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and 6.57% for Mist. Furthermore, as shown in Figure 11, the
simulated pipeline traces from Pipeline Generator closely
match the real traces. These results collectively demonstrate
the high accuracy of our Pipeline Performance Model.

5.6 Pipeline Generation Time

As shown in Figure 13, AdaPtis demonstrates superior effi-
ciency and scalability in pipeline generation compared with
the ILP solver-based approaches [28, 39, 40]. ILP Solver
(Simple) applies only adaptive workload scheduling, while
ILP Solver further incorporates adaptive workload sched-
uling, model partition, and model placement. As the prob-
lem size increases, ILP-based methods incur rapidly growing
overhead. For small cases, we measure the actual solving time
(less than 10° seconds), and for larger cases, we approximate
it using scipy.optimize.curve_fit, since directly solving
them is impractical. In contrast, AdaPtis requires signifi-
cantly less time, often completing even substantial pipeline
generation problems (e.g., large models, P, and 256 micro-
batches) within 100 seconds. Overall, AdaPtis achieves re-
markable efficiency and scalability in pipeline generation.
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Figure 14. Strong scaling experimental results of training
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Figure 15. Weak scaling experimental results of training
Nemontron-H (Large) with Seqlen = 4K on 128 GPUs.

5.7 Scalability Experimental Results

Strong Scaling. As shown in Figure 14, AdaPtis demon-
strates superior scalability in our strong scaling experiments.
We fix the sequence length, model size of the Nemotron-H
(Large), pipeline parallelism size, and the number and size of
micro-batches, while increasing the number of GPUs from 8
to 128. Across all configurations, AdaPtis consistently de-
livers the highest throughput. Furthermore, when scaling
from 8 to 128 GPUs, AdaPtis achieves a scaling efficiency
of 534%, outperforming the second-best Mist, which attains
514%. These results demonstrate that AdaPtis can efficiently
accelerate the training tasks with more GPUs.

Weak Scaling. As demonstrated in Figure 15, AdaPtis
maintains its computational efficiency in our weak scaling
experiments. We fix the sequence length, model size of the
Nemotron-H (Large), pipeline parallelism size, and the num-
ber and size of micro-batches, while increasing the number
of GPUs from 8 to 128 and the global batch size from 32 to
512. Experimental results show that AdaPtis outperforms
the baselines in throughput across all configurations. More-
over, when scaling from 8 to 128 GPUs, AdaPtis achieves
a speedup of 519%, demonstrating its scalability in training
larger global batch sizes with larger clusters.



6 Related Works

Token-level pipeline. TeraPipe [26] introduces token-level
pipeline parallelism by splitting input sequences into finer-
grained shards, which can be integrated into existing PP
methods. Subsequent works further combine the existing PP
methods with the token-level pipeline parallelism to mitigate
pipeline bubbles [49] and alleviate memory pressure [4, 25].
Data heterogeneity. Training dataset has different lengths
of sequences, making micro-batch execution time vary [15,
56, 60]. Some works apply micro-batch reordering [15, 56,
60], adaptive parallelism settings [56], or balanced data distri-
bution [9] to alleviate bubbles caused by data heterogeneity.
Memory optimizations. To reduce memory overhead, re-
computation [5] is proposed to discard the activations and
recompute them before using. ZeRO[43-45] uses GPU mem-
ory, CPU memory, or even SSD to alleviate memory pressure.
These techniques are orthogonal to PP and can be combined
to reduce memory usage [32, 50]. Other works focus on ad-
dressing the memory imbalance in pipelines [17, 25, 59] by
adjusting the memory allocation among stages.
Automatic parallelization. Many works [18, 22, 31, 34]
focus on automatically finding optimal parallelism combina-
tions to improve training performance. To reduce bubbles,
some works [54, 62, 63] adjust the number of layers of each
stage. However, the co-optimizing of model partition, model
placement, and workload scheduling is not considered.

7 Conclusion

We propose AdaPtis, an LLM training system with adap-
tive pipeline parallelism. To alleviate the increasing pipeline
bubbles caused by model heterogeneity, AdaPtis generates
pipelines with co-optimized model partition, model place-
ment, and workload scheduling policies, and executes these
pipelines with communication optimizations. Extensive ex-
perimental results demonstrate that compared with the ex-
isting PP methods, AdaPtis achieves superior training effi-
ciency on various types and scales of heterogeneous LLMs.
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