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Abstract

We present Mellum 2, an open-weight 12B-parameter Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) language
model with 2.5B active parameters per token. Mellum 2 is a general-purpose language
model specialized in software engineering, spanning code generation and editing, debug-
ging, multi-step reasoning, tool use and function calling, agentic coding, and conversational
programming assistance, and it is the successor to the completion-focused 4B dense Mel-
lum model. The architecture builds on the Mixture-of-Experts (64 experts, 8 active) and
combines Grouped-Query Attention with 4 KV heads, Sliding Window Attention on three
of every four layers, and a single Multi-Token Prediction head that doubles as both an
auxiliary pre-training objective and a built-in draft model for speculative decoding; each
choice was validated by ablation with inference efficiency on commodity GPUs as a design
constraint. Pre-training spans approximately 10.6 trillion tokens through a three-phase cur-
riculum that progressively shifts the mixture from diverse web data toward curated code
andmathematical content (code ratio 23 %→ 42 %→ 59 %), optimized withMuon under FP8
hybrid precision and a Warmup-Hold-Decay schedule with linear decay to zero. The pre-
trained base is extended to a 128K context window via a layer-selective YaRN and then
post-trained in two stages (supervised fine-tuning followed by reinforcement learning with
verifiable rewards), yielding two released variants: an Instruct model that answers directly
and a Thinking model that emits an explicit reasoning trace before its final answer. Across
code generation, math and reasoning, tool use, knowledge, and safety benchmarks, Mel-
lum 2 is competitive with open-weight baselines in the 4B–14B range while running at the
per-token compute of a 2.5B dense model. We release the base, instruct, and thinking check-
points, together with this report on the architecture decisions, data pipeline, and training
recipe behind them, under the Apache 2.0 license.
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1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have reshaped how developers work with code. What began as inline
autocomplete [40] has broadened into a much wider task surface: writing whole functions from natural-
language specifications, editing and debugging existing code, reasoning through multi-step engineering
tasks, calling external tools, navigating repositories as an agent, and serving as a conversational collab-
orator throughout the development loop. The competitive coding models today must do all of this at
once, and at a serving cost that makes them practical to deploy at scale.

Two regimes dominate the open-weights landscape on the quality-versus-cost trade-off. Dense mod-
els in the 4–14B range are cheap to serve but plateau on harder coding and reasoning workloads; very
large Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models [14, 18] reach frontier quality but at deployment costs that strain
everyday use. To strike a balance between knowledge scope and serving cost, we aim to extend the recent
line of small MoE coding models—among them Qwen3-Coder-30B-A3B [74] and Ling-Coder-Lite [13]:
sufficient parameters to absorb the long tail of programming language and reasoning knowledge but with
enough sparsity to allow for deployment on commodity hardware (per-token compute in the 2–3B-dense
range).

We introduce Mellum 2, an open-weight 12B-parameter MoE language model with 2.5B active pa-
rameters per token, a general-purpose successor to Mellum [55] — the 4B dense code-completion model
previously deployed in JetBrains IDEs. While the original Mellum was trained to fill single completions
inside an editor, Mellum 2 is a full-fledged coding assistant: it generates and edits code, calls tools,
plans and executes multi-step agentic workflows, holds long conversations about code, and, in its think-
ing variant, produces explicit reasoning traces before answering. The model is built on the Qwen3-MoE
recipe [74] (64 experts, 8 active) with three deployment-oriented modifications: Grouped-Query Atten-
tion [1] with only 4 KV heads, Sliding Window Attention [6] on three of every four layers, and a single
Multi-Token Prediction (MTP) [22] head that is used both as an auxiliary pre-training objective and as a
built-in draft for speculative decoding.

Our key contributions are:

• Anefficiency-aware architecture. We systematically ablate dense versusMoE backbones, Grouped-
Query Attention configurations, Multi-head Latent Attention [15], Sliding Window Attention pat-
terns, and expert sparsity ratios. The resulting 12B/2.5B-active configuration matches or exceeds the
throughput of a 7B dense baseline while occupying a substantially larger total-parameter envelope.

• A three-phase pre-training curriculum on ∼10.6T tokens. Following the “web early, curated
late” paradigm [23], the data mixture progressively shifts from diverse web content toward curated
code and mathematical content (code ratio 23 %→ 42 %→ 59 %), with batch-size doubling and an
extended capability-sharpening phase that decays the learning rate linearly to zero.

• A Muon + FP8 training recipe at production scale. We adopt the Muon optimizer [34, 45] for
large-scale MoE pre-training, combine it with FP8 hybrid mixed precision [49] and a Warmup-Hold-
Decay schedule [25, 30] with linear decay to zero, and report training-stability observations across
the full ten-trillion-token run.

• Long-context extension to 128K. We extend the pre-trained base to 131,072 tokens following the
layer-selective scaling recipe of Gemma 3 [21] and OLMo 3 [71] with YaRN [57] as the scalingmethod,
and report empirical findings on data-mix transfer and MoE router dynamics during this stage.

• Two post-trained variants from a shared base. From the same long-context checkpoint we pro-
duce an Instruct model that answers directly and a Thinking model that emits an explicit reasoning
trace, each refined further by reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards (RLVR) on math and
executable coding tasks.

• Open release. We release base, instruct, and thinking checkpoints under the Apache 2.0 license,
together with this report documenting the architecture decisions, data pipeline, and training recipe
behind them. In addition, we release a base model before the long context extension and SFT check-
points.
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Across a panel of code generation, math and reasoning, tool use, knowledge, and safety benchmarks,
Mellum 2 is competitive with open-weight baselines in the 4–14B range despite running at the per-token
compute of a 2.5B dense model, and matches or exceeds the inference throughput of Qwen2.5-7B [58]
on a single H100. The remainder of this report follows the contributions above: Section 2 traces the
architecture design and ablations, Section 3 details the pre-training data and recipe, Section 4 describes
the 128K context extension, Section 5 covers SFT, RL, and post-training evaluation, and Section 6 reports
our inference benchmarks.

2 Model Architecture
Mellum 2 is a decoder-only Transformer that closely follows the Qwen3-MoE recipe [74]: a Mixture-
of-Experts (MoE) feed-forward network in every layer, Grouped-Query Attention (GQA) [1] with QK-
Norm [28], SiLU-gated MLPs [63], RMSNorm [78], and Rotary Position Embeddings (RoPE) [68]. On
top of this backbone we add two latency- and quality-oriented modifications: SlidingWindow Attention
(SWA) on a fraction of the layers, and a single Multi-Token Prediction (MTP) head trained as an auxiliary
objective.

2.1 Architecture Design Decisions
As Mellum 2 is meant to be deployed in JetBrains IDEs, we approached the design space from the
perspective of efficient inference. We targeted the latency and throughput budget of a Qwen2.5-7B dense
model on a single H100 GPU as our baseline and conducted several architectural ablations to match it.
2.1.1 Dense vs. Sparse
We first evaluated whether a dense architecture could outperform the baseline under our latency con-
straint. We explored multiple Qwen3-based dense configurations—varying depth (24–40 layers) and
width (hidden sizes 2304–4096), as well as DeepSeek-style models with Multi-head Latent Attention
(MLA) [15]. None of the dense configurations consistently outperformed Qwen2.5-7B on our evaluation
benchmarks within the latency budget. MLA allowed scaling to approximately 5.5B parameters at equiv-
alent speed, but the quality gains were insufficient to justify the additional training complexity, and the
supported latent rank was too large for our model scale.

We therefore adopted a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architecture, which enabled scaling to ∼12B total
parameters while keeping the per-token compute comparable to a 2.5B dense model.
2.1.2 Expert Configuration
Starting from the Qwen3-30B-A3B architecture [74], we scaled down the model proportionally to fit
within a single H100 GPU (<18B total parameters). We fixed the number of experts at 64 as larger expert
counts exceeded GPU memory constraints.

We evaluated different sparsity levels (number of active experts) and found that higher sparsity
(fewer active experts) yielded better inference performance. For example, 2 active experts achieved
∼1.5× lower latency than 8 active experts. However, consistent with prior work suggesting that high
sparsity can be detrimental at smaller scales [10, 35], our benchmark evaluations confirmed that models
with lower sparsity (more active experts) produced better quality. We settled on 8 active out of 64
total experts as the optimal quality–latency trade-off. Under this configuration, the model supports up
to ∼15B total parameters while matching Qwen2.5-7B latency. Figure 1 shows iso-latency maps for MoE
configurations with 8 active experts, illustrating the feasible design space.
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FiguRe 1— Iso-latency maps for Qwen3-MoE architectures (64 experts, 8 active) across different hidden dimen-
sions and layer counts. Each grid point is labelled with T (total parameters) and A (active parameters), both in
billions. Dashed lines show the latency contours of Mellum 4B (orange) and Qwen2.5-7B (blue); configurations
below these lines are faster than the corresponding reference model.

2.1.3 Grouped-Query Attention
Thenumber of KVheads is themost significant factor affecting inference throughput under high-concurrency
conditions. While the effect is negligible in synchronous (single-request) mode where KV-cache utiliza-
tion is low, it becomes substantial in throughput-dominant serving scenarios. For instance, Qwen2.5-7B
with 4 KV heads achieves roughly the same throughput as our predecessor Mellum-4B with 8 KV heads
despite being nearly twice the size.

We selected 4 KV heads as the optimal trade-off: 8 heads caused significant throughput degradation,
while 2 heads yielded insufficient quality on evaluation benchmarks. Figure 2 shows iso-latencymaps for
Qwen3-based dense architectures with 4 KV heads, with dashed lines indicating the latency ofMellum 4B
and Qwen2.5-7B. In throughput mode, the KV-cache bottleneck is clearly visible: wider models (larger
hidden dimension) are disproportionately penalized. In sync mode, where the KV cache is underutilized,
the effect is much smaller and latency is dominated by model depth.
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FiguRe 2— Iso-latency maps for dense Qwen3 architectures with 4 KV heads. Each grid point is labelled with the
model’s total parameter count in billions (e.g., 4.20B); circle size encodes the same quantity. Dashed lines show the
latency contours of Mellum 4B (orange) and Qwen2.5-7B (blue); configurations below these lines are faster than
the corresponding reference model.
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2.1.4 Sliding Window Attention
We adopted Sliding Window Attention (SWA) [6, 33] as a latency optimization. Experiments on both
dense and MoE architectures confirmed that SWA reduces inference latency by limiting the attention
span of most layers. We apply SWA to 3 out of every 4 layers (the remaining layers use full attention)
with a window size of 1,024 tokens. This pattern preserves long-range context capability through the
full-attention layers while reducing compute in the majority of layers. Consistent with findings from the
Gemma model family [21], a window size of 1,024 outperforms one of size 512 on quality benchmarks.
Figure 3 shows that MoE models with SWA achieve latency comparable to Qwen2.5-7B even at double
the context length, providing a significant advantage in workflows requiring larger context.
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FiguRe 3— Latency comparison of MoE models with Sliding Window Attention (window sizes 512 and 1,024,
applied to 3/4 of attention layers) against Qwen2.5-7B across different input lengths.

2.1.5 Multi-Token Prediction
We augment the standard next-token prediction objective with aMulti-Token Prediction (MTP) head [22]
that predicts one additional future token. The MTP head is a single additional transformer layer that
receives the hidden states from the main model and is trained with a scaled loss (𝛼 = 0.1). The MTP
head is removed during evaluation and inference (it does not affect the main model’s predictions), but
provides a natural draft model for speculative decoding.

In ablation studies involving a 14B MoE model trained on 105B data tokens, MTP yielded signifi-
cant benchmark improvements at a cost of only 7% additional training time. The validation loss curves
of runs with and without MTP head were nearly identical, suggesting that MTP does not degrade the
primary next-token prediction objective. Rather, benchmark evaluation (Table 1) reveals substantial
improvements on key tasks: HumanEval +10.4, MMLU +3.6, MMLU-Pro +3.3, and GSM8K +3.0.

2.2 Final Architecture
Bringing the design decisions together, we cast Mellum 2 as a Qwen3-MoE-style decoder-only Trans-
former with the following components:

• Backbone: 28 transformer layers, hidden dimension 2,304, with pre-RMSNorm [78] (𝜖 = 10−6) and
SiLU-gated MLPs [63].

• Attention: 32 query heads and 4 KV heads (GQA [1], head dimension 128), QK-Norm [28] applied
to the query and key projections, and RoPE [68] with base 𝜃 = 500,000.

• Sliding window attention: a 3:1 SWA [6] pattern in which 3 out of every 4 layers use a sliding
window of 1,024 tokens and the remaining layer uses full attention.

• Mixture-of-Experts: 64 routed experts per layer with 8 active per token (top-8 routing), expert
intermediate size 896, and no shared expert.

• Multi-Token Prediction: a single MTP [22] transformer layer trained with loss weight 𝛼 = 0.1,
used as a draft model for speculative decoding [38] and removed at evaluation time.

• Embeddings: untied input/output embeddings over a 98,304-token vocabulary; native context length
8,192 tokens (extended to 131,072 in long-context training, see Section 4).
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Table 1—Benchmark comparison between baseline and MTP models (14B MoE, 105B tokens).

Benchmark Metric Baseline + MTP Δ

HumanEval pass@1 20.73 31.10 +10.37
HumanEval+ pass@1 18.29 26.22 +7.93
MMLU Accuracy 37.49 41.06 +3.57
MMLU-Pro Exact match 19.07 22.32 +3.25
GSM8K Exact match 30.63 33.59 +2.96
BBH Exact match 35.00 37.74 +2.74
Code MMLU Accuracy 32.64 34.38 +1.74
HellaSwag Norm. accuracy 58.85 59.29 +0.44
MBPP pass@1 36.80 36.80 0.00
Code MMLU (cont.) Norm. accuracy 41.17 40.94 −0.23
MMLU (cont.) Norm. accuracy 38.70 38.29 −0.41
MBPP+ pass@1 56.61 56.08 −0.53
ARC-Challenge Norm. accuracy 41.30 40.10 −1.20
Winogrande Accuracy 59.51 58.01 −1.50

Table 2—Architecture configuration of Mellum 2.

Scale

Total parameters ∼12B
Active parameters ∼2.5B
Vocabulary size 98,304
Context length 8,192 / 131,072★
Tied embeddings No

BacKbone

Layers 28
Hidden dimension 2,304
Activation SiLU (gated)
Normalization RMSNorm (𝜖=10−6)
Position encoding RoPE (𝜃=500,000)

Attention

Query heads 32
KV heads (GQA) 4
Head dimension 128
QK-Norm Yes (RMSNorm)
Sliding window 1,024 (3:1 SWA)

MixtuRe-of-ExpeRts & MTP

Experts (total) 64
Experts (active) 8 (top-8)
Expert MLP size 896
Shared expert None
MTP layers 1 (𝛼=0.1)

★After the long-context extension stage (Section 4).

This configuration totals ∼12B parameters with ∼2.5B active per token.1 Table 2 summarizes the full
set of hyperparameters.

3 Pre-Training
3.1 Training Data
Our pre-training corpus comprises approximately 10.6 trillion tokens drawn from diverse sources. We or-
ganize the data into three broad categories: web and general knowledge, source code, and mathematical
content.
3.1.1 Source Code
The code portion of our corpus includes raw, permissively licensed source code files collected from public
repositories and deduplicated at the file level, web pages containing code extracted from Common Crawl,
and a suite of synthetic and derived code datasets. The derived datasets augment raw code with natural
language annotations—including code summarizations, functionality extensions, translations between
programming languages, test generation, commit messages, and task descriptions. We also include syn-

1All matrix dimensions—hidden size 2,304, head dimension 128, expert intermediate size 896—are kept divisible by 128 or
higher powers of two; violations of this alignment can cost up to a 2× slowdown in GPU kernel execution, so the constraint
was treated as binding throughout the search.
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thetic code datasets covering question answering, code rewriting, code review, transpilation, and educa-
tional explanations. Consistent with [31], we find that synthetic code data can effectively complement
raw code, particularly for smaller-scale MoE models where data diversity is crucial.
3.1.2 Web and General Knowledge
The web data component includes large-scale synthetic web corpora derived from Common Crawl [67],
educational web content [56], educational PDFs, multilingual reasoning and QA datasets, and curated
knowledge sources including SFT data, STEM instruction data, rewrites of Wikipedia pages, and syn-
thetically generated encyclopedic articles.
3.1.3 Mathematical Data
Mathematical data includes math-focused SFT data, math-oriented web content at multiple quality tiers,
permissively licensed math textbooks, and math instruction-tuning data.
3.1.4 Tokenizer
We use a custom tokenizer with a vocabulary size of 98,304 tokens, identical to the tokenizer used in
Mellum-4B [55]. The vocabulary is designed to provide strong coverage of programming language tokens
and technical terminology.

3.2 Three-Phase Training Curriculum
Following the “web early, curated late” paradigm established by Llama 3.1 [23], DeepSeek-V3 [16], and
SmolLM2 [2], and most recently adopted by Arcee Trinity [65], we organize pre-training into three
phases that progressively shift from diverse web content toward high-quality code and mathematical
data. The phase boundaries are aligned with theWarmup-Hold-Decay (WHD) learning rate schedule [25,
30].

Table 3—Three-phase pre-training curriculum. The data mix progressively shifts toward code and math as
training progresses.

Phase Tokens (T) % Total LR State Web % Code % Math %

1: Foundation 6.18 58.0 Warmup→Hold 70 23 6
2: Quality Uplift 2.79 26.2 Hold 44 42 14
3: Capability Sharpening 1.69 15.9 Decay 23 59 18

Total 10.65 100.0

Phase 1: Foundation Building (∼6.18T tokens, 58%). The first phase establishes broad linguistic
capabilities and foundational code understanding using predominantly web data. The mix is approxi-
mately 70% web and general knowledge, 23% code, and 6% math. This phase covers the learning rate
warmup and the beginning of the hold period.

Phase 2: Quality Uplift (∼2.79T tokens, 26.2%). The second phase shifts toward higher-quality data,
with significant code upsampling to 42%. High-quality curated datasets, including SFT data, reasoning
QA, STEM instruction data, and knowledge-aligned articles, are introduced in this phase rather than
Phase 1, as curated data is more effective during stable learning rate than during warmup. New synthetic
code datasets covering question answering, code rewriting, and educational explanations are added. The
raw code corpus enters its second epoch.

Phase 3: Capability Sharpening (∼1.69T tokens, 15.9%). The final phase maximizes coding and
mathematical capability during learning rate decay, when the model is most sensitive to data qual-
ity. Code reaches 59% of the mix. Additional synthetic code datasets covering code review and cross-
language transpilation are introduced. The raw code corpus enters its third epoch. Web content is
reduced to only the highest-quality curated sources.
3.2.1 Data Repetition Strategy
High-quality data is scarce, so we repeat it. Small curated code datasets (summarization, test generation,
translation, commit messages, algorithmic solutions) are shown across all three phases, and the raw

7
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code corpus is seen for three epochs, contributing roughly 958B tokens. No dataset is repeated more
than 4× over the full run, which we find to be the point where further repetition stops yielding gains.
Repetition is particularly valuable for MoE training: high-quality data seen multiple times sharpens
expert specialization in a way that a single pass over noisier data does not.
3.2.2 Fill-in-the-Middle Objective
In addition to standard left-to-right next-token prediction, we train Mellum 2 with a Fill-in-the-Middle
(FIM) objective [5], which is essential for in-IDE code completion where the model must condition on
both the prefix and the suffix of the current cursor position. Documents selected for FIM are split into
a (prefix, middle, suffix) triple at two uniformly sampled positions and reformatted with sentinel tokens.
We use a 50/50 split between the Prefix–Suffix–Middle (PSM) and Suffix–Prefix–Middle (SPM) orderings
in all phases.

The fraction of training documents transformed into FIM examples varies across the curriculum to
match the data composition of each phase. In Phase 1, the FIM rate is 50% and is applied to all data, expos-
ing the model to bidirectional context early when the mix is dominated by web and general-knowledge
text. In Phase 2, the FIM rate is reduced to 10% so that the high-quality curated code, reasoning, and in-
struction data introduced in this phase is consumed primarily under the standard left-to-right objective.
In Phase 3, the FIM rate is restored to 50%, but the transformation is restricted to source-code files only;
non-code data (curated web, math, reasoning) continues to be trained with next-token prediction. This
schedule concentrates FIM training on the data distribution that most closely matches the downstream
completion setting, while preserving generative quality on natural-language inputs.

3.3 Quality Filtering and Deduplication
We apply a multi-stage quality filtering pipeline to the raw data:

1. Heuristic filtering. We apply checks on line length, entropy, comment ratio, and AST parseability
checks for code data. We filter samples with fewer than 82 unique tokens (1% of context size) to
eliminate degenerate sequences with abnormally low lexical diversity, which we identify as a source
of periodic training loss drops.

2. Classifier-based filtering. Quality classifiers at multiple tiers are used to stratify web data by
quality, enabling phase-appropriate data selection.

3. Deduplication. MinHash-based near-deduplication [37] at the file level for code data. For web data,
intra-phase deduplication is applied, while cross-phase repetition is intentional and aligned with the
curriculum design.

3.4 Training Setup
3.4.1 Optimizer
We use the Muon optimizer [34] with the distributed configuration described in Moonlight [45]. Muon
applies orthogonalization-based updates to hidden layers while using Adam for embedding and output
layers.

We compared AdamW [47] and Muon on both a dense Qwen2.5-7B model and our Qwen3-MoE-14B
architecture, each trained for 105B tokens. We evaluated two Muon configurations: Megatron defaults
(extra scale factor 1.0) and the Moonlight setup (extra scale factor 0.2).

On the dense 7B architecture (Figure 4a), Megatron defaults caused immediate divergence, while
the Moonlight setup beat AdamW by a large margin, reducing validation loss by 0.028 (∼2.5%). On the
MoE-14B (Figure 4b), both Muon configurations converged successfully, with Megatron defaults achiev-
ing slightly better final loss (−0.026, ∼2.4%) and Moonlight close behind. We selected the Moonlight
configuration for its stability across both dense and MoE architectures.

8
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FiguRe 4—Optimizer comparison on 105B-token ablation runs.

Table 4—Optimizer and training hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Optimizer Distributed Muon
Muon momentum 0.95
Muon Newton–Schulz iterations 5
Muon scale mode spectral
Muon extra scale factor 0.2
Nesterov momentum Yes
Adam 𝛽1, 𝛽2 0.9, 0.95
Adam 𝜖 10−8

Weight decay 0.1
Gradient clipping 1.0
Peak learning rate 3 × 10−4

Minimum learning rate 0
LR schedule WHD (linear decay to zero)
Warmup steps 2,000
Decay steps 49,306
Total training steps 323,459
Sequence length 8,192
Global batch size (sequences) 4,096
Micro batch size 2
Batch rampup 2,048 → 4,096
Precision BF16 + FP8 (hybrid)

Our investigation of the Adam 𝜖 parameter revealed that values as large as 10−5 (the value used by
LLaMA 2 [72]) cause disproportionate dampening of updates. We confirmed that 𝜖 = 10−8 provides the
best trade-off between training stability and optimization effectiveness.
3.4.2 Learning Rate Schedule
We employ a Warmup-Hold-Decay (WHD) schedule [25, 30]. The learning rate warms up linearly over
2,000 steps to a peak of 3 × 10−4, holds at peak through Phases 1 and 2, then decays linearly to zero
over Phase 3 (∼49,306 steps, approximately 15% of total training). The linear decay to zero follows recent
findings showing that it outperforms cosine decay to a non-zero minimum, providing equivalent loss at
lower effective compute cost. Figure 5 illustrates the full training schedule with learning rate, batch size
rampup, and phase boundaries.
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Phase 1: Foundation (6.18T)
Phase 2: Quality
Uplift (2.79T)
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(1.69T)

Batch: 4096

Batch: 2048
Learning rate
Batch size

FiguRe 5—Training schedule for Mellum 2 showing the Warmup-Hold-Decay (WHD) learning rate schedule,
batch size rampup, and three-phase data curriculum boundaries.

3.4.3 Batch Size Rampup
The global batch size ramps linearly from 2,048 to 4,096 sequences during the initial phase of training.
At full batch size, each step processes approximately 33.6M tokens (4,096 × 8,192).
3.4.4 Precision
We use BF16 as the base precision with FP8 hybrid mixed-precision training [49], using tensorwise FP8
recipe with the most-recent amax algorithm. Gradient reduction is performed in FP32 to maintain nu-
merical stability.
3.4.5 MoE-Specific Training
For the MoE routing, we use global auxiliary load-balancing loss [18] with a coefficient of 10−3, com-
bined with a router z-loss of 10−3 for training stability [80]. The router operates in FP32 precision. We
explored both per-sequence and global-batch balancing strategies and chose global-batch balancing for
its flexibility, despite per-sequence balancing producing slightly better loss on short runs.

We adopt dropless routing [19] (no expert capacity factor), which avoids token dropping entirely.
In short-run experiments, we found no meaningful quality difference between capacity factors of 1.0–1.5.
Dropless routing was initially slower than routing with a capacity factor of 1.5 in our tests. However, this
was before accounting for the effect of router balancing on throughput: as the router learns a proper load
balance during training, dropless routing throughput improves and approaches that of capacity-limited
routing. In the early stages of training, when routing is less balanced, the overhead is more pronounced.
We observe approximately 15% higher initial iteration step time compared to capacity factor 1.5. Dropless
routing also eliminates information loss from dropped tokens and allows full micro-batch utilization.
3.4.6 Sequence Packing
Documents are combined into fixed-length 8,192-token training sequences using best-fit packing [17],
which minimizes intra-document truncation relative to the standard concatenate-and-chunk approach
and reduces hallucinations caused by spurious cross-document context.
3.4.7 Infrastructure
Training is conducted on 32 nodes, each equipped with 8 H200 GPUs, using a Megatron-LM [64]-based
training framework. We employ expert parallelism with a degree of 8 (each GPU hosts 8 of 64 experts),
with tensor and pipeline parallelism degrees of 1. Gradient reduction and parameter gather are over-
lapped with computation for efficiency.

All data processing is performed offline on a MapReduce-like distributed storage and compute sys-
tem. Each raw example is tokenized and then assembled into fixed-length training-ready shards that
are stored alongside the raw corpora. At training time, a background streamer running on the master
node pulls these shards from the storage cluster andwrites them into an in-memory Redis queue; all data-
parallel workers consume batches from this queue over the internal network. This design fully decouples
dataset storage and offline processing from the training fleet: the two systems share no filesystem and
communicate only through the streaming queue, which lets us place them in geographically separate
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data centers (in our setup, the storage and processing cluster is hosted in France while the training fleet
runs on a GPU cluster in the United States) without exposing transatlantic latency to the training loop.

3.5 Training Curves
Figure 6 shows the training loss curves from the ongoing production run. The LM loss decreases steadily
across phases, with visible phase transitions at the data mix boundaries. TheMTP loss tracks the LM loss
closely but at a higher magnitude, consistent with the increased difficulty of predicting tokens further
ahead. The global load-balancing loss reflects the router’s learning dynamics: it stabilizes as training
progresses, indicating that the router learns an effective expert assignment.
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(a) LM loss (next-token prediction).
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(c) Global load-balancing loss.

FiguRe 6—Training loss curves for the Mellum 2 production run. Shaded regions indicate the three training
phases; the dotted line marks the batch size doubling (2,048 → 4,096).

3.6 Training Stability
During pre-training, we identified and resolved several stability issues:

Loss spikes from low-diversity sequences. Two loss spikes visible at the very beginning of train-
ing were traced to data segments containing sequences with abnormally low lexical diversity (e.g., a
single repeated token spanning the entire context). We mitigated this by filtering samples with fewer
than 82 unique tokens (1% of the 8,192 context length).

Residual periodic loss spikes from hash-sorted duplicates. Our data preparation pipeline sorts
samples by a hash of the token sequence. Some source documents were long enough that, when sliced
into 8,192-token chunks, multiple chunks became exact duplicates. Hash-based sorting placed these du-
plicates at the same position within each data shard. Since each training phase is composed of 16 uniform
shards, the duplicates appear at roughly the same offset in every shard, producing 16 periodic downward
loss spikes per phase. These spikes are visible in Figure 6a as faint periodic dips. We verified that they are
modest inmagnitude, isolated, and have nomeasurable effect on training dynamics—including no impact
on the MoE load-balancing loss (Figure 6c). Since removing these duplicates from the already-prepared
data was technically non-trivial, we chose to continue training with them in place.

Cluster migration and load-balancing loss shift. Approximately halfway through training, we
migrated from 32 nodes to a smaller cluster of 16 nodes while keeping the effective global batch size
fixed. As visible in Figure 6c, the global load-balancing loss decreased noticeably after this transition.
This is not a change in model behavior but rather a consequence of how Megatron-LM implements
the global auxiliary loss. The implementation maintains a running average of per-expert token counts
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across microbatches within each optimizer step, resetting the accumulator only at gradient finalization.
The loss at each microbatch is computed against this running estimate rather than against a true global
count. When the number of data-parallel ranks changes (here, halved), the microbatch decomposition
of the same effective batch changes: fewer ranks means more gradient-accumulation microbatches per
step, which allows the running average to converge more closely to the true distribution before reset.
The resulting loss is therefore systematically lower, even though the effective optimization signal is
comparable. This is an accumulation-semantics artifact rather than a precision issue (all auxiliary-loss
computations use FP32) and did not materially affect training quality.

3.7 Pre-Training Evaluation
We evaluate the base model of Mellum 2 on a broad suite of benchmarks spanning general knowledge,
reasoning, mathematics, and code. We compare against OLMo-3-7B [71], Qwen2.5-7B [58], Qwen3-4B-
Base [74], and Qwen3.5-4B-Base [70].

The evaluation suite consists of 18 benchmarks grouped into three categories:

• General Knowledge & Reasoning: MMLU [26], MMLU-Pro [73], BBH [69], ARC-Challenge [11],
HellaSwag [77], WinoGrande [61], and TruthfulQA [41].

• Math & Science: GSM8K [12], MATH [27], and GPQA (Main and Diamond splits) [59].
• Code Generation: HumanEval and HumanEval+ [9, 44], MBPP and MBPP+ [4, 44], MultiPL-E [8],
and CRUXEval (input and output prediction) [24].

Table 5 summarizes performance across all benchmark groups. Despite activating only 2.5B param-
eters per token, Mellum 2 is competitive with 7B dense models on many benchmarks and exceeds them
on several reasoning and code tasks (MMLU-Pro, BBH, GSM8K, MBPP, CRUXEval).

Table 5— Pre-training evaluation results. All values are reported as percentages. TheMellum 2 column is shaded
for grouping.

BenchmaRK Mellum 2 OLMo-3-7B Qwen2.5-7B Qwen3-4B Qwen3.5-4B
2.5B/12B 7B 7B 4B 4B

Code Generation
HumanEval 41.5 45.1 55.5 57.3 50.0
HumanEval+ 37.2 39.6 47.0 51.2 43.9
MBPP 62.4 50.6 63.6 67.0 52.2
MBPP+ 61.4 52.9 64.0 64.5 55.0
MultiPL-E (7 langs) 21.0 10.0 19.2 26.0 12.1
CRUXEval-I 45.4 38.8 44.0 44.6 49.1
CRUXEval-O 43.9 36.6 42.9 43.5 43.2
Knowledge & Reasoning
MMLU 70.9 62.1 71.8 71.1 74.2
MMLU-Pro 59.3 34.5 48.6 51.5 52.4
BBH 74.9 63.6 69.0 71.3 80.2
ARC-Challenge 53.5 53.6 51.3 51.2 54.9
HellaSwag 73.7 74.2 78.9 73.7 75.3
WinoGrande 65.5 69.5 73.3 71.2 70.8
TruthfulQA MC2 44.5 47.0 56.4 53.5 52.1
Math & Science
GSM8K 81.7 73.5 81.9 82.0 80.1
MATH 10.0 18.7 24.6 27.7 25.3
GPQA Diamond 31.3 28.8 32.8 36.9 41.4
GPQA Main 35.0 27.9 34.2 36.8 40.2

Key observations:

12



Mellum 2 Technical RepoRt v1.0 ·May 2026

• MMLU-Pro: Mellum 2 achieves 59.3%, surpassing all comparison models including Qwen3.5-4B
(52.4%) and Qwen2.5-7B (48.6%).

• BBH: At 74.9%, Mellum 2 outperforms OLMo-3-7B (63.6%), Qwen2.5-7B (69.0%), and Qwen3-4B
(71.3%).

• GSM8K: Mellum 2 (81.7%) is on par with Qwen2.5-7B (81.9%) and Qwen3-4B (82.0%) despite signif-
icantly fewer active parameters.

• MBPP /MBPP+: Strong code generationwith 62.4% / 61.4%, outperformingOLMo-3-7B andQwen3.5-
4B.

• HumanEval: At 41.5%, this remains a growth area; we observed significant performance lift on
HumanEval after the post-training.

• GPQA Main: Mellum 2 (35.0%) outperforms OLMo-3-7B (27.9%) and Qwen2.5-7B (34.2%).

These results demonstrate that theMoE architecture with 2.5B active parameters canmatch or exceed
4–7B dense models on reasoning-heavy benchmarks.

4 Long Context Extension
Following the main pre-training run, we performed a dedicated long-context extension stage to extend
the effective context length of Mellum 2 from the 8,192-token training context to 131,072 tokens (128K).

4.1 Layer-Selective YaRN
We adopt YaRN [57] for context extension, but apply it selectively rather than uniformly across the
network. Specifically, the YaRN frequency re-mapping is applied only to the global (full-attention) layers,
leaving the sliding window layers with their original RoPE parameters. This layer-selective recipe was
first reported in the Gemma 3 technical report [21] (with positional interpolation rather than YaRN as the
scaling method) and was subsequently adopted by OLMo 3 [71]. Our ablations (Figure 7) are consistent
with their findings: applying YaRN only to the global layers outperforms both (i) a uniform RoPE base
(𝜃 ) bump on all layers and (ii) leaving 𝜃 unchanged. Intuitively, the sliding window layers operate on a
fixed local span and therefore do not require frequency re-mapping, while the global layers are the only
ones that must extrapolate to the new sequence length.

Concretely, at a 64K evaluation context the layer-selective recipe reaches a RULER [29] score of 0.64,
compared with 0.52 for the uniform 𝜃 -bump and 0.33 for the unchanged-𝜃 baseline. The gap between
recipes widens with context length: the unchanged-𝜃 run never adapts the full-attention layers to longer
sequences and collapses past 32K, while the uniform bump unnecessarily perturbs the sliding-window
layers that were already operating correctly at the base context length. The absolute RULER numbers
here are conservative because of a prompt-formatting issue that depressed scores on the QA subsets
throughout the extension stage; we discuss this in Section C.1 and read Figure 7 as a within-recipe
ranking rather than as RULER’s final word on absolute long-context capability.
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FiguRe 7—RULER score versus evaluation context length for the three long-context recipes we ablated, each
scored at its best checkpoint along the extension run. The uniform 𝜃 -bump and unchanged-𝜃 evaluation runs
were capped at a 64K training context, hence the missing 128K points. See Section C.1 for caveats on the absolute
scores.

4.2 Data Mix
The training data for the extension stage combines a rebalanced version of the Phase 3 pre-training mix
with a portion of agentic SFT data, which naturally contains long-context examples. The Phase 3mix was
rebalanced to subsample long reasoning traces, which we found to dominate the long-context tail and to
skew the model toward reasoning-style outputs at the expense of more general long-context behaviors.

We also experimented with reproducing OLMo 3’s Longmino mix [71] and several other mixtures,
but were unable to replicate the data-mix gains reported there. In a head-to-head with everything else
held constant (same model, optimizer, YaRN configuration, and iteration budget), adding the Longmino
mix on top of our base mix lowered RULER by roughly 2–3 percentage points at every measured context
length, rather than improving it—consistent with the broader pattern that, across the configurations we
tested, different mixtures produced very similar benchmark numbers, with our base mix narrowly on
top. We also observed essentially no further quality improvement beyond ∼30B tokens of long-context
training (Figure 8).

To preserve the in-IDE completion capability at long contexts, we also inject FIM-formatted examples
with repository-level context into the extension mix, following the construction used for Mellum 1 [55].
Each example concatenates a set of related files from the same repository as additional context preceding
the (prefix, middle, suffix) target file, so that the cross-file dependencies relevant to completing the mid-
dle span appear at distances representative of real project layouts. This ensures that the model learns
to attend across repository-scale spans while learning a FIM objective that drives in-IDE completion,
similarly to Mellum 1.

4.3 Training Schedule
Figure 8 plots RULER scores against the number of long-context training tokens for the chosen recipe.
By the end of the first ∼30B tokens, RULER at every measured context length is already within ∼1 pp of
the final value reached at 117B tokens; the subsequent ∼3× increase in token budget yields only marginal
improvements. Beyond the 30B-token point, the only quantity that continued to change meaningfully
was theMoE router’s load-balancing loss, which decreased substantially as the router adapted to the new
sequence-length regime (Figure 9). On the strength of this signal, we extended the run to 3,500 iterations
(∼117B tokens) using a Warmup-Hold-Decay (WHD) schedule [25, 30] with 500 decay iterations and a
peak learning rate of 3 × 10−5, allowing the router to fully equilibrate before annealing.
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FiguRe 8—RULER score versus training tokens during the long-context extension stage, for the chosen layer-
selective YaRN recipe. See Section C.1 for a comment on absolute RULER scores.
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FiguRe 9—Global MoE load-balancing loss during the long-context extension stage.

5 Post-Training
Post-training of Mellum 2 starts from the long-context YaRN checkpoint described in Section 4 and
proceeds in two stages: supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and reinforcement learning.

5.1 Supervised Fine-Tuning
We train two SFT variants of Mellum 2 from the same long-context base checkpoint and the same data
mix, differing in their chat templates and in how reasoning traces and loss masking are handled:

• Instruct (no-thinking). A general-purpose assistant that produces answers directly, without an
externalized chain of thought. Loss is computed on every assistant turn in the conversation, with all
other tokens masked, and any reasoning fields present in the source data are discarded.

• Thinking. A reasoning-augmented assistant that emits an internal chain of thought before its final
answer. Only the final assistant turn, together with its reasoning trace, contributes to the loss; pre-
ceding turns serve as conditioning context, and conversations lacking a reasoning trace are excluded.
To amplify the effective signal on multi-turn data, each multi-turn conversation is unfolded by slid-
ing the loss target across successive assistant turns, producing up to five training samples per source
conversation.
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After tokenization, sequences are packed to the full 131,072-token training length; samples that
would not fit cleanly into a pack are dropped rather than truncated. Both variants reuse the pre-training
optimizer and precision stack and keep the Multi-Token Prediction head active throughout SFT.
5.1.1 Data Composition
The SFT corpus is assembled from a number of sources covering the capabilities we want Mellum 2 to
provide at deployment time. The dataset mix can be grouped into the following broad categories:

• General chat and instruction-following. Single- and multi-turn conversational data covering
open-domain questions, reading-comprehensionQA,multiple-choice items, and short-form instruction-
following.

• Single-turn coding. Code generation, editing, explanation, and translation prompts spanning mul-
tiple programming languages, with dedicated splits for C++, Python, C#, JavaScript and TypeScript
competitive programming.

• Agentic coding. Long-horizon interactive agent trajectories (early and revised generations), includ-
ing SWE-style repository-level edit tasks. These supply the model with patterns for navigating a
codebase, planning multi-step edits, and verifying intermediate results.

• Tool use and function calling. Tool-augmented conversations covering general function-calling
formats, Bash execution, a clarification tool, and search tools. The mix teaches both schema-faithful
tool invocation and recovery from tool errors.

• Reasoning traces. Chain-of-thought-bearing examples that populate the reasoning field used by
the thinking variant. These cover math, code, and general reasoning; they are filtered out at process-
ing time for the instruct variant.

• Safety. Refusal and safe-response data drawn from a permissively licensed safety corpus, included
to reduce harmful completions without degrading helpfulness on benign code prompts.

• Identity examples. A small set of self-identification dialogues is oversampled (3×) so that themodel
reliably introduces itself as Mellum 2 rather than its upstream architectures. Interestingly, in initial
runs without identity data, the model consistently identified itself as an AI assistant developed by
Google, even though no Google models were used for synthetic data generation.

Every example is stored in a unified schema with a messages list (role/content turns), an optional
tools list describing available function-call signatures, and an optional reasoning field holding the chain-
of-thought associated with the final assistant turn.
5.1.2 Training Setup
Both SFT runs initialize from the long-context YaRN checkpoint (Section 4), use the same distributed
Muon optimizer as pre-training, and run for three epochs over their respective packed datasets. The
learning rate peaks at 3×10−5—a tenth of the pre-training peak—warms up linearly over 100 iterations,
and then decays cosine-style to 3×10−6 (10 % of peak) over the remainder of training. We keep BF16
with FP8 hybrid mixed precision, the dropless MoE router, and the MTP head with loss weight 𝛼 = 0.1
unchanged from pre-training. The MoE auxiliary load-balancing coefficient is reduced from 10−3 to
10−4, since the router is already well-balanced after pre-training and a smaller coefficient avoids over-
constraining expert utilization on the narrower SFT distribution.

We train at a global batch size of 64 packed sequences of length 131,072—roughly 8.4M tokens per
optimizer step—on 16 nodes of 8 H200 GPUs each. The run uses expert parallelism of 8 and context
parallelism of 8. The instruct run consumes ≈ 47B tokens and the thinking run ≈ 167B tokens, matching
the three-epoch budget on each packed dataset. Table 6 summarizes the shared and variant-specific
hyperparameters.
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Table 6— Supervised fine-tuning configuration. Shared rows apply to both runs; rows below the rule differ
between Instruct and Thinking.

Hyperparameter Instruct Thinking

Base checkpoint Long-context YaRN 128K (Section 4)
Optimizer Distributed Muon (same configuration as pre-training)
Peak learning rate 3 × 10−5

Minimum learning rate 3 × 10−6 (10 % of peak)
LR schedule Cosine decay, 100-iter linear warmup
Weight decay 0.1
Gradient clipping 1.0
Sequence length 131,072 (packed)
Global batch size 64 sequences (≈ 8.4M tokens/step)
Precision BF16 + FP8 hybrid (tensorwise, most-recent amax)
MTP head Retained, 𝛼 = 0.1
MoE aux-loss coefficient 10−4

Expert parallelism 8
Context parallelism 8
Hardware 16× 8 H200 GPUs
Epochs 3

Loss mode All assistant turns Last assistant turn only
Reasoning in target No Yes
Turn unfolding No Yes (up to 5 samples/conv.)
Packed sequences 119,334 425,322
Training tokens ≈ 47B ≈ 167B

5.2 Reinforcement Learning
Post-training of Mellum 2 finishes with a Reinforcement Learning (RL) stage that refines each SFT
checkpoint against programmatically verifiable rewards (RLVR).We use RLVR rather than RLHF because
every prompt in our training corpus admits an unambiguous, programmatic correctness check, so we
never have to train a separate reward model whose noise could dominate the gradient signal.

We run RL twice, once per SFT variant. The Instruct stage starts from the SFT-instruct checkpoint
and trains on the data mix for the Instruct model. The Thinking stage is a cold restart from the SFT-
thinking checkpoint on the data mix for theThinking model, and its tasks are more difficult for the model
than the Instruct mix because it adds a more challenging long-form math subset. Each stage produces
its own deployable checkpoint; the two runs never share weights.

Both stages use a variation of GRPO [62] with a few adjustments that we describe later in this section.
5.2.1 Infrastructure
RL runs on a single Kubernetes cluster of H200 GPU nodes. The cluster is split into two roles at launch
time: a small group of training nodes that owns the policy weights and runs the gradient updates, and a
larger group of inference nodes that hosts the generation engines and produces the rollouts. The split is
fixed for the duration of a run.

Training stack. The trainer is built on NeMo-RL [52], which already provides the asynchronous GRPO
loop we use. Model parallelism, optimizer state, and the policy backward pass go through Megatron-
Bridge, configured with the same MoE routing, attention layout, and BF16 / FP8 hybrid precision recipe
used during pre-training (Section 3.4.4). Generation runs in vLLM [36]. The whole pipeline is orches-
trated by Ray and scheduled by Kubernetes.

Async actor topology. Figure 10 summarises the actor topology. Trajectory collectors stream com-
pleted rollouts into a global buffer; the trainer pulls batches from it, runs the GRPO update, and pushes
new weights back to the inference engines. A trajectory may span two consecutive policy versions,
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which we cap to a small staleness window. After every weight push the inference engines recompute
the KV cache so that prefix logits stay consistent with the new policy.

Training nodes

Megatron-Bridge trainer

Inference nodes

vLLM engine ×𝑁

Trajectory buffer rolloutsbatches

weight sync

+ KV-cache recompute

FiguRe 10—Async GRPO actor topology.

Verification stack. Reward computation is decoupled from the training loop and runs as a separate
set of microservices (Figure 11). The trainer’s environment workers issue HTTP calls into a verification
gateway, which routes each request to the appropriate backend based on the verifier type carried with
each prompt. This decoupling lets us run the entire verification stack on a separate cluster, so it never
competes for GPUs or memory with the trainer and the generation engines, and it makes scaling and
monitoring each backend independent of the training job. Backends used during Mellum 2 RL include a
code execution sandbox for unit-test based rewards on code, a math answer verifier that performs sym-
bolic and numeric comparison, an LLM-as-a-Judge service for grading free-form outputs, and a number
of other environments that back the remaining tasks. Some of those other environments need extra state,
for example session management for stateful tool conversations, so they sit behind their own dedicated
services. The gateway distinguishes between two kinds of failures during a verification call: the model’s
response was un-scoreable, or the verifier itself was transiently unavailable. We keep these separate so
the trainer sees a clean reward signal: un-scoreable responses produce a zero reward and the model is
shown the error string on its next rollout, while infrastructure failures are retried.

Trainer env workers

Verification gateway

Code Execution Math Answer
Verification

LLM as a Judge Other

HTTP

FiguRe 11—Verification stack.

5.2.2 Data
Webuild two RL datamixes, one per stage. Each is assembled from a combination of public RLVR releases
and a small set of our own additions, organized into six capability domains: code, math, agentic tool use,
instruction following, reasoning, and knowledge. Both mixes total roughly 260,000 training prompts and
3,600 validation prompts, and Table 7 summarises the per-domain breakdown. The twomixes share most
sources and are roughly the same size; the only meaningful difference is that the Thinking mix replaces
part of the pure-math share with a difficulty-filtered long-form math subset, making it the harder mix
overall.
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Table 7—RL data mix composition by capability domain, in number of training prompts and share of total.

Domain Instruct mix Thinking mix

Prompts Share Prompts Share

Code 57,500 22% 57,500 22%
Math 60,000 23% 72,000 28%
Agentic tool use 36,000 14% 31,000 12%
Instruction following 49,500 19% 53,500 21%
Reasoning 35,000 13% 35,000 13%
Knowledge 22,500 9% 10,000 4%

Total 260,500 100% 259,000 100%

Code. The code domain combines three sources. We use a dataset with competitive programming
problems and tests [51]. We also use a public math-with-code dataset [51], which pairs a hard math
prompt with a Jupyter-style Python execution tool: the model generates Python code, reads back the
tool’s stdout, and emits a final answer (this dataset is also counted underMath in Table 7). On top of these
two public sources, we add our own collection of realistic multi-language coding tasks covering twelve
target languages (Python, Java, PHP, TypeScript, C#, JavaScript, JSX, Rust, Kotlin, Go, C++, and CSS) and
grouped by the kind of work the model has to do: greenfield implementation, debugging from a stack
trace, test generation, behaviour modification, filesystem and API integration, and security hardening.
Each task in this collection ships with a test suite, and the fraction of passing tests defines the reward
signal.

Math. Math is the largest single block in both mixes (60,000 prompts / 23% in Instruct, 72,000 prompts
/ 28% in Thinking) and is built from three complementary styles. The first is pure math with no tools,
where the model must do the work in its own context and emit a final answer that a strict-match verifier
compares against the ground truth. For the Instruct mix we take this subset from the math portion
of OLMo-3’s Instruct RL release [71]; for the Thinking mix we swap in the math portion of OLMo-3’s
Thinking RL release [71], which is harder than its Instruct counterpart and the primary contributor to
its difficulty. The second style is math with calculator tools, taken from Nemotron’s math-advanced-
calculations release [51], where the model issues calculator-tool calls and folds the returned values into
its answer. The third style is math with code execution, the math-with-code dataset already described
under Code, where the model uses the Python execution tool to compute intermediate quantities. The
three styles together cover the main ways the deployed model attacks hard math problems at inference
time.

Agentic tool use. The math subsets already exercise the tool-use channel, since both the calculator-
tool dataset and math-with-code involve issuing tool calls and reading back their results. On top of that
we add two dedicated agentic sources. The first is xLAM-style function-calling RLVR data [51], where the
model picks and parameterises a tool from an OpenAI-format tool registry in a single step. The second
is a stateful workplace-assistant benchmark [51] in which the model uses an evolving set of personal-
assistant tools (calendar, email, customer-relations, project-management, and analytics queries) inside a
session-managed environment; the verifier replays the resulting trajectory against a ground-truth state
to score it. These two sources account for 14% of the Instruct mix and 12% of the Thinking mix.

Instruction following. The instruction-following block exercises format adherence and rule-based
constraints. We include a generic verifiable IF dataset graded by machine-checkable instructions, a
structured-output dataset graded by JSON-schema validation, and a small calendar-scheduling agent,
all from Nemotron’s public RLVR release [51]. Together they contribute 19% of the Instruct mix and 21%
of the Thinking mix.
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Reasoning. We include a large slice of reasoning-gym [66], a public library of roughly a hundred
procedurally generated reasoning tasks (logic puzzles, sequence completion, spatial reasoning, simple
games) each with its own task-specific verifier. reasoning-gym keeps the mix’s reasoning footprint
broad without committing to any single benchmark format and contributes about 13% to both mixes.

Knowledge. Amulti-domainMCQApool covers physics, biology, mathematics, humanities, computer
science, engineering, chemistry, and several other subjects. It is the smallest domain in both mixes (9%
of Instruct, 4% of Thinking) and is intentionally downsampled because we have observed that excessive
MCQA exposure can hurt instruction-following quality.
5.2.3 RL algorithm
Both stages train the policy with a variant of GRPO [62] adapted for asynchronous rollouts and equipped
with stability mechanisms that handle the train↔inference mismatch we see on BF16 + MoE policies.

GRPO loss. We use the GRPO recipe with the modifications that have become standard across recent
open RL systems. The loss is token-level: every valid generated token contributes equally to the gradient,
as recommended by DAPO [76] and Dr. GRPO [46]. Advantages are computed per prompt group with
a leave-one-out baseline and without standard-deviation normalization, again following Dr. GRPO. We
sample𝐺 responses per prompt, oversample by roughly 1.5×, and discard prompt groups whose within-
group reward variance is zero, an approximate version of the dynamic-sampling step from DAPO. The
PPO surrogate uses an asymmetric clip range [1−𝜖low, 1+𝜖high], the “clip-higher” setting introduced by
DAPO, which lets positive-advantage updates flow more freely than negative ones. We do not anchor
the policy to the SFT reference with a KL term; recent large-scale open RL systems have converged on
omitting this term [53, 71, 74, 76].

Asynchronous rollouts. Rollouts and gradient updates run on different GPUs (Section 5.2.1); the
trainer pulls a batch from a continuously-filling trajectory buffer rather than waiting for generation.
Trajectory staleness is bounded so that a rollout’s tokens are at most two training steps older than the
policy used in the gradient update.

Train versus inference importance sampling. Even when the inference policy and the trainer’s
recomputed policy are nominally the same model, the two forward passes can disagree on per-token
log-probabilities. The principal source of this non-determinism in an MoE policy is the router itself:
for the same hidden state, the inference-time router may dispatch a token to a different expert than
the trainer-side router, and the resulting logits and log-probabilities differ even though the weights are
identical. BF16 numerical stability contributes additional noise. We track this disparity through the
train-versus-inference ratio:

𝜌𝑡 =
𝜋train(𝑦𝑡 | 𝑦<𝑡 ; 𝜃old)
𝜋infer(𝑦𝑡 | 𝑦<𝑡 ; 𝜃old)

,

which is not exactly 1 even before any gradient update. Left unbounded in the loss, 𝜌𝑡 would let a small
number of drifted tokens dominate the gradient. This is distinct from the standard PPO ratio between
the current and pre-step training policies introduced below; PPO clipping handles the latter, IcePop
handles 𝜌𝑡 .

We use per-token IcePop truncation [42] to guard against this. For each generated token we keep its
contribution to the loss only when 𝜌𝑡 ∈ [𝛼, 𝛽]; the contribution is set to zero outside the band. Unlike
the PPO clip, which caps an out-of-band ratio at the clip edge, IcePop drops the token entirely. This is
the safer default when the cause of a large 𝜌𝑡 is an expert flip rather than a real on-policy update we
want to apply.
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Putting the pieces together, the per-step loss minimised by the trainer is

𝐴𝑖 = 𝑅𝑖 − 1
𝐺 − 1

∑
𝑗≠𝑖

𝑅 𝑗 ,

𝑟𝑖,𝑡 =
𝜋train(𝑦𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑦𝑖,<𝑡 ; 𝜃 )
𝜋train(𝑦𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑦𝑖,<𝑡 ; 𝜃old)

, 𝜌𝑖,𝑡 =
𝜋train(𝑦𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑦𝑖,<𝑡 ; 𝜃old)
𝜋infer(𝑦𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑦𝑖,<𝑡 ; 𝜃old)

,

𝑀 (𝜌) =

{
𝜌 if 𝛼 ≤ 𝜌 ≤ 𝛽,

0 otherwise,

LGRPO = − 1
𝑁tok

∑
𝑖,𝑡

𝑀 (𝜌𝑖,𝑡 ) min
(
𝑟𝑖,𝑡 𝐴𝑖 , clip

(
𝑟𝑖,𝑡 , 1 − 𝜖low, 1 + 𝜖high

)
𝐴𝑖

)
,

where 𝑟𝑖,𝑡 is the standard PPO ratio between the trainer’s current and pre-step policies, 𝜌𝑖,𝑡 is the train-
versus-inference disparity that IcePop calibrates, 𝐺 is the number of responses per prompt, and 𝑁tok is
the total number of valid generated tokens in the batch. The four choices that distinguish this recipe
from textbook GRPO are visible in the formula:

1. a leave-one-out baseline without standard-deviation normalization;
2. the IcePop calibration𝑀 (𝜌𝑖,𝑡 ) that zeroes the contribution of any token whose train-versus-inference

ratio falls outside [𝛼, 𝛽];
3. token-level normalization by the total valid-token count;
4. the asymmetric clip-higher range 𝜖low < 𝜖high.

Reward shaping. We add two reward-shaping rules on top of the verifier’s raw score.
The first is the soft overlong penalty from DAPO [76]. Rewards inside a buffer region just below the

maximum response length interpolate linearly between the raw score at the buffer’s lower edge and a
configured floor at the length cap; rollouts that exceed the cap are dropped from the loss entirely, also
following DAPO. This avoids training on samples that simply ran out of budget while preserving the
gradient signal on shorter samples.

The second is a concision penalty applied selectively to non-thinking responses. During an early
Instruct run we observed that the policy began producing inline reasoning without the <think> de-
limiters used by the Thinking variant, contradicting the deployment contract of a brief Instruct model.
Late-training math rollouts looked like the following:

[…] But wait, I recall that in some similar problems, the answer is more than 3. Wait, let me check online
or think again. Wait, perhaps I missed a case. Wait, what if the number is of the form 𝑝4𝑞2, but with the
same prime? No, then it would be 𝑝6, which has 7 divisors, not 15. So no. Wait, but let’s check 𝑛 = 144,
400, 324, all less than 500. […]

Models tend to mark such reasoning with a fairly stable lexicon of trigger words (wait, actually, hmm,
let me think, and similar markers); we follow the ARLCP-style penalty of [3] and multiplicatively shrink
the reward on correct rollouts in proportion to the number of trigger words present in the response. The
multiplier is bucketed into three tiers of increasing strength as the trigger count grows, and we apply
the penalty only on tasks where the lexicon is not legitimately part of the output, so that thinking-mode
responses on math and reasoning tasks are not penalised. The penalty drives the leakage down sharply
at the population level: in math rollouts sampled near the end of training, the average rollout in the
no-concision run carried 7.3 reflection-trigger words (0.75 per 1000 characters of response), against 0.6
(0.21 per 1000 characters) in the production Instruct run with the penalty enabled.
5.2.4 Training Setup
Both stages share the optimizer recipe and overall training loop. The trainer uses distributed AdamW
with peak learning rate 1×10−6, decaying to 1×10−7, with a linear warmup over the first 50 iterations and
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a constant schedule for the remainder of the run. We keep the BF16 / FP8 hybrid precision recipe from
pre-training (Section 3.4.4), and clip gradients at norm 1.0. Table 8 lists the per-stage hyperparameters;
the dominant differences between the two runs are the sequence budget and the number of training
steps.

Table 8— Per-stage RL hyperparameters. Shared rows apply to both runs; rows below the rule differ between
Instruct and Thinking.

Hyperparameter Instruct Thinking

Prompts per step 256
Generations per prompt 16
Global batch size 4,096
Oversampling factor 1.5×
Trajectory age cap 2 steps
PPO clip 𝜖low / 𝜖high 0.2 / 0.28
IcePop band [𝛼, 𝛽] [0.5, 5.0]
KL coefficient 0
Optimizer AdamW, (𝛽1, 𝛽2) = (0.9, 0.999), wd = 0.01
Peak / min learning rate 1×10−6 / 1×10−7

LR schedule constant, 50-iter linear warmup
Max gradient norm 1.0
Max rollout turns 10

Trainer micro-batch size 2 1
Max total sequence length (tokens) 16,384 40,960
Training steps 500 100

Instruct. The Instruct stage starts from the SFT-Instruct checkpoint (Section 5.1) and trains on the
Instruct data mix (Table 7) for 500 steps. The shorter response budget allows two rollouts per trainer
micro-batch and a maximum total sequence length of 16,384 tokens. Figure 12 shows the train and
validation accuracy curves for this run.
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FiguRe 12—Training and validation accuracy (macro-averaged across tasks) for the Instruct RL run. The
smoothed train curve is shown in black with the raw per-step values rasterised underneath; validation is sam-
pled every 50 steps.

Thinking. The Thinking stage is a cold restart from the SFT-Thinking checkpoint (Section 5.1) and
trains on the Thinking data mix (Table 7) for 100 steps. To accommodate long chains of thought we lift
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the maximum total sequence length to 40,960 tokens, which forces the trainer’s micro-batch size down
to one.

5.3 Post-Training Evaluation
We evaluate post-trained variants of Mellum 2 against a panel of open-weight models in the 4B–14B
range: Qwen3.5-4B and Qwen3.5-9B [74], OLMo-3-7B [71], Ministral-3-14B [43], and Seed-Coder-8B [7].
We report two tables: one comparing the instruct (no-thinking) variants in Table 9, and one comparing
the thinking/reasoning variants in Table 10.

The post-training evaluation suite covers seven capability areas:

• Coding: LiveCodeBench v6 [32] (scored over all v1-6 cohorts), EvalPlus (the average of HumanEval+
and MBPP+) [44], and MultiPL-E [8] (restricted to 7 of the 18 languages in the original suite: C++,
Java, PHP, TypeScript, C#, Shell, JavaScript).

• Tool Use: BFCL v3 focuses on multi-turn function-calling, and v4 extends this with agentic capabil-
ities consisting of web-search and memory tools [54].

• Math: AIME (average of AIME 2025 and 2026, 30 questions each) and GSM-Plus [39].
• Knowledge: MMLU-Redux [20] and GPQA Diamond [59].
• Conversational: IFEval [79] (prompt-level strict accuracy), MixEval [50], BS-Bench (false premise
detection rate), and a JetBrains internal pairwise win rate against Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct.

• Safety: HarmBench [48] (harmful rate, lower is better) and XSTest [60] (safe compliance rate).

LLM-as-a-Judge benchmarks (BS-Bench, JetBrains pairwise, HarmBench, and XSTest) use GPT-5.2
as a judge model. All benchmarks run at 0.0 temperature, except for BFCL at 0.01 and LiveCodeBench
at 0.2. All models use greedy decoding.

Table 9— Post-training evaluation, instruct (no-thinking) variants. All values are percentages; higher is better
except HarmBench (lower is better). EvalPlus is the average of HumanEval+ and MBPP+. AIME is the average
of AIME 2025 and AIME 2026 (30 questions each). BFCL v4 is the macro-average of its five subtasks (v1, v2, v3,
web search, memory). JetBrains internal scores are pairwise win rates against Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct. Em-dashes
(—) indicate lacking native tool calling for Seed-Coder-8B.

Mellum 2
BenchmaRK SFT RL Qwen3.5-4B Qwen3.5-9B OLMo-3-7B MinistRal-3-14B Seed-CodeR-8B

2.5B/12B 2.5B/12B 4B 9B 7B 14B 8B

Coding
LiveCodeBench v6 30.9 37.2 51.0 63.7 28.2 42.4 28.1
EvalPlus 76.2 78.4 69.4 71.8 67.3 74.1 73.8
MultiPL-E† 64.6 67.1 51.0 67.1 36.1 71.5 77.0
Tool Use
BFCL v4 31.8 44.2 52.0 60.6 19.8 38.8 —
BFCL v3 43.1 66.3 64.1 70.5 41.9 52.7 —
Math
AIME 29.9 41.7 38.3 58.3 40.0 33.3 0.0
GSM-Plus 73.0 80.5 85.2 87.9 85.8 86.6 50.4
Knowledge
MMLU-Redux 77.4 78.1 87.5 91.1 71.8 85.9 38.1
GPQA Diamond 38.9 40.9 76.8 79.8 40.9 58.6 20.2
Conversational
IFEval 69.3 75.8 82.1 83.9 83.2 67.3 56.2
JetBrains pairwise 66.7 68.1 60.6 77.8 44.4 72.4 43.0
MixEval 62.9 62.2 65.9 71.1 59.4 71.2 37.2
BS-Bench 24.0 18.0 56.9 61.0 22.0 9.0 5.0
Safety
HarmBench (↓) 8.4 23.1 20.3 20.9 14.7 56.5 40.0
XSTest 78.3 81.2 93.2 91.2 91.2 96.8 86.3
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Table 10— Post-training evaluation, thinking/reasoning variants. Same metric conventions as Table 9. OLMo-
3-7B-Thinking does not support native tool calling.

Mellum 2
BenchmaRK SFT RL Qwen3.5-4B Qwen3.5-9B OLMo-3-7B MinistRal-3-14B

2.5B/12B 2.5B/12B 4B 9B 7B 14B

Coding
LiveCodeBench v6 75.1 69.9 59.4 68.3 59.8 42.7
Tool Use
BFCL v4 38.8 45.6 42.9 42.7 — 35.9
BFCL v3 60.5 69.4 73.9 68.5 — 52.2
Math
AIME 20.0 58.4 68.3 73.4 61.7 38.3
GSM-Plus 62.6 87.0 89.3 90.7 88.1 86.5
Knowledge
MMLU-Redux 84.8 86.2 88.3 91.7 71.3 84.4
GPQA Diamond 39.9 57.6 76.8 81.3 29.3 46.0
Conversational
IFEval 69.1 76.5 87.1 89.8 84.7 59.7
JetBrains pairwise 64.4 69.5 40.5 56.7 32.2 63.8
MixEval 63.4 66.9 71.9 76.0 67.0 70.8
BS-Bench 14.0 15.0 63.0 70.0 23.0 9.0
Safety
HarmBench (↓) 12.2 20.6 15.9 6.6 48.7 70.0
XSTest 90.8 89.6 96.8 97.6 93.2 96.8

Overall profile. The seven capability areas reveal a consistent picture: Mellum 2 is strongest where
the domain aligns with our training mix (function-level code synthesis and JetBrains-style developer in-
teraction), competitive on tool use and math once RL is applied, and weakest on broad world knowledge.
With only 2.5B active parameters drawn from a 12B MoE backbone, the model is competing against
dense baselines that range from 4B (Qwen3.5-4B) to 14B (Ministral-3-14B); we contextualize the results
in that light below.

Coding. The three coding benchmarks measure different abilities and the results separate cleanly.
EvalPlus – the augmented HumanEval+/MBPP+ pair that probes robust function-level synthesis – is led
by Mellum 2-RL at 78.4%, ahead of every baseline including Qwen3.5-9B (71.8) and the code-specialized
Seed-Coder-8B (73.8). This is the regime our pre-training mix targets directly. LiveCodeBench v6, by
contrast, draws on contamination-resistant competitive-programming problems that demand multi-step
algorithmic reasoning over relatively few tokens; the instruct variant lags the Qwen3.5 series (37.2 vs.
51.0 / 63.7) but matches or beats the other 7–14B baselines. The gap closes dramatically in the thinking
configuration: Mellum 2-SFT-Thinking reaches 75.1, the top score in our panel and 6.8 points ahead
of Qwen3.5-9B-Thinking. We read this as evidence that algorithmic reasoning is in the model’s reach
but requires an explicit thinking budget to be unlocked, whereas function synthesis transfers from pre-
training without one. MultiPL-E, restricted here to seven of the eighteen native languages, is mid-pack:
Seed-Coder-8B (77.0) and Ministral-3-14B (71.5) edge ahead on cross-lingual breadth.

Tool use, math, and reasoning. RL is where the largest single-step jumps appear. BFCL v3 climbs
from 43.1 to 66.3 (instruct) and 60.5 to 69.4 (thinking), with the thinking variant overtaking Qwen3.5-
9B-Thinking (68.5). On BFCL v4, which adds agentic web-search and memory subtasks, Mellum 2-RL-
Thinking leads the panel at 45.6, against 42.9 / 42.7 for the Qwen3.5 family — a sign that our function-
calling RL recipe transfers usefully to held-out agentic settings. Math follows a similar arc: AIME goes
from 29.9 (SFT instruct) to 41.7 (RL instruct) and from 20.0 to 58.4 in thinking mode. The SFT-Thinking
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AIME score is below its SFT-instruct counterpart, a quirk we attribute to the thinking head requiring
RL-stage exposure to mathematical reasoning before its reasoning trace is well-calibrated for that task
family. GSM-Plus reaches 87.0 in RL-Thinking, within a few points of Qwen3.5-9B-Thinking (90.7).

Knowledge: the principal weakness. MMLU-Redux and GPQA Diamond are the area where the
Qwen3.5 series is dominant: 91.1 / 79.8 at 9B against our 78.1 / 40.9 (instruct) and 86.2 / 57.6 (think-
ing). GPQA in particular — graduate-level science QA — is essentially a probe of factual depth outside
computer science, and the gap reflects a deliberate tradeoff in our training mix toward code and devel-
oper documentation rather than broad encyclopedic coverage. For a code-assistant model this profile is
acceptable, but it bounds the off-domain use of Mellum 2 and is worth surfacing explicitly to deployers.

Conversational: JetBrains-relative leadership, generic mid-pack. On the internal JetBrains pair-
wise win-rate against Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, Mellum 2-RL-Thinking leads the panel at 69.5%, above both
Ministral-3-14B-Thinking (63.8) and Qwen3.5-9B-Thinking (56.7), while on the generic conversational
benchmarks (IFEval, MixEval) the model sits in the middle of the pack. The asymmetry is informa-
tive: the pairwise judge sees code-aware, developer-flavored prompts where domain familiarity pays off,
whereas the generic benchmarks reward broad-coverage chat behavior that benefits from the Qwen3.5
post-training mix. BS-Bench is the conversational outlier: Mellum 2 scores 14–24 against 56–70 for
the Qwen3.5 series. This benchmark rewards push-back against false premises rather than helpful task
completion; the gap suggests our SFT/RL signal leans toward compliance, and we leave tightening this
trade-off for future iterations.

Safety. On HarmBench (lower is better), Mellum 2-SFT is the safest model in the instruct table at 8.4%,
with Ministral-3-14B (56.5) and Seed-Coder-8B (40.0) substantially worse. The RL variant regresses to
23.1%, consistent with the well-documented tendency of preference-optimization stages to relax some
refusal behaviors; this is a known alignment tax in our RL recipe and a target for future iterations. On
XSTest, Mellum 2 trails the largest baselines by roughly ten points, indicating that a subset of safe
prompts are over-refused; we view this as the symmetric counterpart to the HarmBench regression and
an item for joint optimization in subsequent releases.

6 Efficiency and Deployment
Practical deployment in latency-sensitive IDE environments is a core design goal of Mellum 2. The
architecture was designed from the outset to match or exceed the inference speed of Qwen2.5-7B [58].

We built a dedicated inference benchmarking pipeline with fixed hardware, software dependencies,
and Docker containers to ensure reproducibility across all architectural candidates. Benchmarks use
representative input/output sizes from production code completion workloads (mean input length of
2,304 tokens, mean output length of 256 tokens) and evaluate in two regimes: sync mode, which mea-
sures sequential single-request latency, and throughput mode, which measures sustained tokens/s under
concurrent high-load requests. Throughput mode uses no fixed request rate: the client issues requests
back-to-back to keep the server saturated, and the sustained rates we measure are 20.2 req/s for Mel-
lum 2, 16.7 req/s for Qwen2.5-7B, and 11.3 req/s for Qwen3-8B. All measurements use a single H100 GPU
(80GB) with vLLM [36] serving and dynamic FP8 model quantization on a host with 192GB of system
RAM and 48 CPU cores.

Figure 13 compares Mellum 2 against two dense baselines, Qwen2.5-7B [58] and Qwen3-8B [74].
In sync mode, Mellum 2 matches the 193 tokens/s of Qwen2.5-7B—the architectural target set in Sec-
tion 2.1—to within a single token. In throughput mode, it pulls 21% ahead of Qwen2.5-7B and 79% ahead
of Qwen3-8B.
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FiguRe 13—Output tokens/s on a single H100, vLLM FP8 serving, at the benchmark workload shape (IS-
L/OSL = 2,304/256). Mellum 2 matches the sync latency of Qwen2.5-7B while delivering 21% higher sustained
throughput.

7 Conclusion
Wehave presentedMellum 2, an open-weight 12B-parameterMixture-of-Experts model with 2.5B active
parameters, released as matched Instruct and Thinking variants under the Apache 2.0 license. As the
general-purpose successor to the 4B dense Mellum completion model, it is built to generate and edit
code, reason through engineering tasks, call tools, and drive agentic workflows inside the IDE at a per-
token cost that is practical to deploy at scale.

Every architectural decision, including MoE versus dense, 8-of-64 expert sparsity, 4-KV-head GQA,
the 3:1 Sliding Window Attention pattern, and the single MTP head, was selected by ablation under a
fixed inference budget: matching the single-H100 speed of Qwen2.5-7B. The resulting model meets that
target in single-request decoding (192 vs. 193 tokens/s) and exceeds it by 21 % under concurrent serving
(5,179 tokens/s). On top of this, we ran a three-phase pre-training curriculum on ∼10.65T tokens with a
Muon + FP8-hybrid stack, extended context to 131,072 tokens via layer-selective YaRN, and applied a two-
stage post-training pipeline (SFT followed by RLVR on math and executable coding). Across code, math,
tool use, knowledge, conversational, and safety benchmarks, Mellum 2 is competitive with open-weight
baselines in the 4–14B range while running at the per-token compute of a 2.5B dense model.

Natural directions to explore from here include:

1. pushing Mellum 2 further into SWE RL—training directly on repository-level software-engineering
tasks and toward competitive small SWE agents;

2. broader scaling of RL infrastructure and environment coverage;
3. revisiting the long-context mid-training mix.

Looking further out, the same recipe of selecting architecture by ablation against a fixed inference budget
also opens the door to a larger, similarly inference-aware Mellum.

We release the base, instruct, and thinking checkpoints together with this report, with the aim of
giving the community both an open recipe and an inference-aware design point for small-MoE coding
models.
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A Architecture Exploration Details
This appendix provides additional detail on the architecture exploration experiments summarized in
Section 2.1.

A.1 Dense Architecture Exploration
We evaluated dense architectures based on Qwen3 [74] variations across two axes:

Deeper variants (32–40 layers, hidden size 3072–4096): None consistently outperformed Qwen2.5-
7B [58] on evaluation benchmarks under the latency constraint. Deeper architectures suffer from more
sequential operations, degrading inference performance.

Wider variants (24–28 layers, hidden size 3584–4096): Wider and shallower architectures exhibited
better inference performance, as expected, but still failed to consistently exceed the Qwen2.5-7B quality
baseline.

Multi-head Latent Attention (MLA) [15]: We adapted the DeepSeek architecture by removing
MoE layers and enabling MLA. With a latent rank of 512 (the only rank supported by the vLLM [36]
inference backend at the time), MLA allowed scaling to approximately 5.5B parameters at Qwen2.5-7B
latency. However, quality improvements were insufficient, and the latent rank was overly large for our
model scale, limiting the potential KV-cache savings.

A.2 MoE Architecture Exploration
We scaled down the Qwen3-30B-A3B [74] architecture proportionally while preserving the ratios be-
tween hidden size, intermediate size, and expert size. Key findings:

• Expert count: Fixed at 64 (maximum that fits in GPU memory).
• Active experts: 2 active experts achieved ∼1.5× lower latency than 8, but quality was substantially
worse at our model scale. 8 active experts provided the best quality–latency trade-off.

• Total parameters: Up to ∼15B total parameters were feasible while matching Qwen2.5-7B latency
with 8 active experts.

• Shared expert: Adding a shared expert [14] (always active in addition to the routed top-𝑘) yielded
no measurable quality gain at our scale and consistently hurt inference performance because of the
extra always-on FFN compute per token. We dropped it from the final design.

• Dense/sparse interleaving: Replacing a subset of MoE layers with dense FFN layers (in the spirit
of recent interleaved-MoE designs) similarly hurt inference performance without a matching quality
improvement, so all FFN layers in Mellum 2 are MoE.
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• Auxiliary-loss-free load balancing: We were strongly tempted to adopt the auxiliary-loss-free,
bias-based load-balancing scheme popularised by DeepSeek-V3 [16]: it simplifies the training stack
by removing an extra loss term and its coefficient, and in our short-run experiments it matched
or slightly improved expert utilisation. We ultimately stayed with the auxiliary-loss formulation in
order to fit cleanly into the Qwen3-MoEmodule layout, which is what everymajor open-source infer-
ence framework already implements; this made integration of Mellum 2 into the existing ecosystem
essentially free. We plan to switch to auxiliary-loss-free balancing in the next iteration, once the
loss-free variant is equally well supported downstream.

A.3 Hybrid Architecture Exploration
In parallel with the dense and MoE sweeps above, we also explored hybrid attention designs that inter-
leave standard softmax attention with linear-recurrent token mixers. Concretely, we built variants based
on the Qwen3-Next recipe [70] (later adopted in the Qwen3.5 family), which replaces a large fraction of
attention layers with Gated DeltaNet [75] layers, keeping only every fourth layer as full attention.

On long-context, large-batch workloads are very attractive for such hybrids: the fixed-size recurrent
state of Gated DeltaNet eliminates the linearly growing KV cache and gives near-constant per-token
decode cost. For Mellum 2, however, the dominant deployment target is short context, single batch
in-IDE inference, where the scenario is inverted. At the time we ran our architecture search, every
hybrid variant we benchmarked exhibited a substantial latency regression on short input/output lengths
compared with a pure-attention baseline of the same parameter budget. The reasons are at least partly
structural: the recurrent state update is more arithmetically heavy than a standard attention step at
small sequence lengths, decode is memory-bound on the state matrix rather than on a tiny KV cache,
and the relevant kernels were significantly less optimised in mainstream inference backends than the
long-standing softmax attention path.

Because none of these issues are fundamental — they reflect kernel and framework maturity rather
than the underlying algorithm — we expect the short-context inference gap to shrink as hybrid archi-
tectures see wider adoption and dedicated optimisation in inference engines, and we intend to revisit
hybrid designs for future Mellum 2 iterations.

A.4 MoE Training Hyperparameters
Weconducted preliminary experiments onMoE-specific hyperparameters before themain training sweeps:

• Balancing strategy: Per-sequence auxiliary loss produced slightly better test loss than global-batch
balancing on short runs. We selected global-batch balancing for its flexibility with variable batch
sizes.

• Auxiliary loss coefficient: 10−2 performed better on short runs, but we chose 10−3 for full pre-
training to avoid over-constraining expert utilization.

• Token dropping: Experiments with expert capacity factors of 1.0–1.5 showed nomeaningful quality
difference. We adopted dropless routing, which was initially slower but improved in throughput as
the router learned to balance load during training. The residual overhead is ∼15% at the time of
writing.
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B Training Hyperparameters (Full)

Table 11—Complete training hyperparameters for Mellum 2 pre-training.

OptimizeR

Optimizer Distributed Muon
Muon momentum 0.95
Muon Newton–Schulz iterations 5
Muon scale mode spectral
Muon TP mode blockwise
Muon extra scale factor 0.2
Nesterov momentum Yes
Adam 𝛽1, 𝛽2 0.9, 0.95
Adam 𝜖 10−8

SGD momentum 0.9
Weight decay 0.1
Gradient clipping 1.0

LeaRning Rate

Peak learning rate 3 × 10−4

Minimum learning rate 0
Schedule WHD
Warmup steps 2,000 (linear)
Decay steps 49,306 (linear)
Decay style Linear

BatcH & Seence

Sequence length 8,192
Global batch size 4,096 sequences
Micro batch size 2
Batch rampup 2,048 → 4,096
Total training steps 323,459

PRecision

Base precision BF16
FP8 mode Hybrid
FP8 recipe Tensorwise
FP8 amax algorithm Most recent
FP8 parameter gather Yes
Gradient reduction FP32

MoE

Auxiliary loss type Global batch
Auxiliary loss coefficient 10−3

Z-loss coefficient 10−3

Router bias update rate 10−3

Router precision FP32
Token dropping Disabled
Grouped GEMM Yes
Router fusion Yes
Permute fusion Yes

PaRallelism

Expert parallelism 8
Tensor parallelism 1
Pipeline parallelism 1

Multi-ToKen PRediction

Additional prediction layers 1
MTP loss scaling factor 0.1

C Evaluation Notes and Lessons Learned
This appendix collects two evaluation-time observations that shaped how we report numbers in Sec-
tion 5.3 and that we believe are useful for other groups running similar pipelines.

C.1 RULER QA Subsets and Prompt Formatting
Throughout the long-context extension stage (Section 4), we used RULER [29] at 128K as the primary
long-context benchmark. Early in the run, we observed that the model scored approximately zero on
the QA subsets while behaving normally on the retrieval and aggregation tasks. The failure mode was
not a capability gap: the model was continuing the question (generating plausible follow-up questions
in the same style) rather than answering it, and the exact-match scorer counted every such response as
wrong.

The lower quality resulted from a prompt-formatting issue rather than an actual capability gap. We
deliberately did not add RULER-style QA prompts to the long-context data mix, since doing so would
have amounted to optimizing for the benchmark rather than for the underlying capability.

C.2 Reasoning Budgets for Qwen3 and Qwen3.5 Thinking Variants
While evaluating the thinking variants of Qwen3-4B and Qwen3.5-4B (reported in Table 10), we encoun-
tered a consistent failure mode on a non-trivial fraction of prompts: the model would not emit a closing
</think> tag and continued to reason indefinitely. Running these models without a generation cap is
both expensive and produces near-zero benchmark scores, because themodel would rather fill its context
window with a reasoning trace than answer the benchmark question.
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Recent vLLM [36] releases expose a configurable reasoning budget that forces the model out of the
thinking phase after a chosen number of tokens. Qwen does not publish an official threshold for the
4B/9B thinking variants, so we used a generous but arbitrary budget of 32K tokens for every thinking
model in our evaluation. This is sufficient to admit long but bounded chains of thought while preventing
the pathological non-terminating cases from dominating the average.

We note that, from a downstream-user perspective, the small thinking variants of Qwen3 andQwen3.5
are difficult to deploy in their thinking regime without such a cap. We do not have a definitive explana-
tion for this behavior, but we suspect a lack of on-policy reinforcement-learning training at the smallest
scales in those families, since the larger models in the same families appear to terminate reasoning much
more reliably.
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