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ABSTRACT

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) has increasingly become a mainstream approach for
scaling large language models, as it expands model capacity while keeping com-
putation cost nearly constant. Training large-scale MoE models relies on Expert
Parallelism (EP), which distributes expert replicas across GPUs and exchanges
tokens through all-to-all communication. The efficiency of EP is often constrained
by two system bottlenecks: cross-node token transfers are limited by inter-node
bandwidth, while skewed expert workloads lead to imbalanced computation across
GPUs. Prior work mitigates these bottlenecks based on per-expert workload statis-
tics, but overlooks the fact that experts could share the communication.

In this work, we empirically present the observation that many pairs of experts
are frequently co-activated by individual tokens. Motivated by this, we present
COBALT, an efficient MoE training framework that leverages expert co-activation
to reduce cross-node traffic and workload imbalance. COBALT adopts a two-stage
expert layout planner that adapts expert layout to the evolving expert co-activation
and workload conditions. It periodically co-locates frequently co-activated experts
on the same node to reduce the cross-node communication, and performs per-step
intra-node adjustment to rebalance the workloads. Subsequently, we develop a
communication-aware task assignment method that routes tokens to fewer remote
nodes based on the current expert layout. Experiments on 32 B200 GPUs show that
COBALT achieves up to 1.53-2.41 x (1.28-1.89x on average) of speedup compared
to existing MoE training frameworks, while reducing cross-node token traffic by
75.74%-99.26%.

1 INTRODUCTION

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) has become the de facto architecture for scaling large language models
(LLMs). By routing each token to a small subset of experts, it increases the model scale while keeping
per-token computation nearly constant (Shazeer et al., 2017; Fedus et al., 2022). Currently, frontier
open-source LLLMs have been scaled to hundreds of billions or trillions of parameters through the
MOoE architecture (DeepSeek-Al, 2026; GLM-5 Team, 2026; Moonshot Al, 2026).

In a nutshell, for each token in an input sequence, the MoE architecture uses a gating module to
select K experts for computation, and merges the results from these experts. Expert parallelism
(EP) (Lepikhin et al., 2021; Fedus et al., 2022) is the standard way for the distributed training of
large MoE models. As depicted in Figure 1, EP distributes experts across GPU ranks to amortize
the memory and computation. Since the experts may be selected by different numbers of tokens,
a common practice is to replicate experts with high workloads, while the placement of all experts’
replicas jointly affects the workload balance across GPU ranks. Given each token’s top-K expert
selection, the task assignment process chooses one replica for each token-expert computation task.
Then, EP uses all-to-all communication to dispatch tokens to their assigned replicas for computation
and triggers another all-to-all communication to combine the results.

However, all-to-all communication of EP can dominate training time as it spans more GPUs. For
example with Figure 2, our profiling results show that MoE communication accounts for 58%-83%
of the training time across three models, and this portion increases as the EP degree grows. Similar
results have also been reported in prior works (Zhai et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2026). Such a high
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Figure 2: Time breakdown of training three MoE

Figure 1: Illustration of expert parallelism and replica- Mmodels with EP degrees of 16 and 32. The value next
tion. In the example, experts a, b, ¢, d have 3,2, 2, and 1 o each bar indicates the portion of MoE communica-

replica(s), respectively. tion in training time.
(a) Layer 35: Boxplot of Ochiai similarity (b) Layer 35: Heatmap of Ochiai similarity (c) Layer 35: Expert workloads
1.0 1 100% Yy
1.0 Sw
75%
50% l\,:M
5//

25%

0.0 "
BN o

Ochiai similarity
o
o
Distribution

—e— Mean 0.41—0.89

0.0
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
(d) Layer 41: Boxplot of Ochiai similarity (e) Layer 41: Heatmap of Ochiai similarity (f) Layer 41: Expert workloads
1.0 1 E1-E93 100% e
E1-E43 5
= 1-E56 1.0 .
] E20-E127 s 75%
T EggaEéﬂ = f
® 0.5 43— 05 2 50% 1
S E72-E127 el 2 J
-S E43§Eé27 E— O 25%
o —e— Mean 0.28—0.86 Egg—gg% 00
0.0 a 0%
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
Training step Training step Training step

Figure 3: Observations when training GLM-4.5-Air. Statistics are collected on two model layers. (a)&(d)
Ochiai similarity generally increases as training progresses. (b)&(e) The expert co-activation condition of
individual expert pairs changes during training. (c)&(f) Distribution of expert workloads w.r.t. training steps.

communication cost can be largely attributed to the costly cross-node token transfers due to the
bandwidth hierarchy. For instance, an NVIDIA B200 GPU server provides up to 1.8 TB/s of NVLink
bandwidth for GPUs within the same node, whereas the inter-node InfiniBand connection provides
at most 400 GB/s of bandwidth in aggregate (NVIDIA, 2026). This gap has driven communication
libraries like DeepEP (Zhao et al., 2025) to deduplicate token transfers at the node level. Specifically,
when two selected experts reside on different GPUs of the same remote node, the token is only
sent across the inter-node connection once, and is forwarded via the intra-node link. Consequently,
cross-node traffic depends on the number of distinct remote nodes selected by a token.

Although there exist various efforts to improve MoE communication and workload balance (He
et al., 2022; Zhai et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2026; Nie et al., 2023), they are mainly driven by per-expert
workload statistics. However, with node-level token transfer deduplication, an expert’s workload alone
cannot indicate whether it could share the cross-node communication with another expert. Particularly,
the potential savings of cross-node traffic depend on whether two experts are simultaneously activated
by many tokens. To investigate whether such potential savings can be realized, we analyze the expert
selections from the perspective of expert pairs, and observe the expert co-activation phenomenon.
Specifically, during the training of GLM-4.5-Air (GLM-4.5 Team, 2025), we track the set of active
tokens for each expert in each step, and compute the Ochiai similarity! of every expert pair that
has co-activation. Figure 3(a)(d) visualizes two layers’ growth in expert co-activation: the average

'Given two sets A, B, their Ochiai similarity is | A N B|/+/]A||B], which is widely used to measure the
similarity between sets. In our observation, a high Ochiai similarity of an expert pair indicates that the two
experts are co-activated by many tokens.



Ochiai similarity rises from 0.41 to 0.89 and from 0.28 to 0.86, respectively. It indicates that expert
co-activation exists in many expert pairs, and occurs more frequently as training progresses.

Inspired by this, we aim to leverage expert co-activation to accelerate expert parallelism training.
However, doing so faces two essential challenges. First, as shown in Figure 3(c)(f), different experts
vary substantially in terms of their workloads (i.e., the number of token-expert computation tasks).
Simply placing frequently co-activated experts on one node may concentrate token-expert tasks there,
causing stragglers. Thus, it calls for reducing cross-node traffic while maintaining workload balance.
Second, the co-activated expert pairs change during training, as depicted in Figure 3(b)(e), and so
does each expert’s workload (Figure 3(c)(f)). As a result, we need to adaptively adjust the expert
layout (including expert replication and replica placement) according to the evolving conditions,
while ensuring the overhead does not harm overall training efficiency, which is unexplored yet.

To address these challenges, we present COBALT, an efficient distributed MoE training framework
that utilizes the expert co-activation information to reduce cross-node communication while taking
workload balance into account.

* To begin with, we formulate the joint optimization problem, which aims to deduce the expert
layout and token-expert task assignment to minimize the communication cost of cross-node token
transfers under the workload balance constraint.

» Subsequently, we dissect the problem to determine expert layout and task assignment accordingly.
For expert layout, we propose a two-stage planner, which periodically updates the layout globally
based on historical expert workloads and co-activation information, and performs per-step intra-
node rebalancing to adjust the expert replicas within each node. Such a two-stage design adapts
the expert layout to the evolving co-activation statistics while limiting the overhead. For task
assignment, we develop a communication-aware task assignment method, which favors fewer
remote nodes for each token given its top- K expert selections and the current expert layout.

* We implement COBALT and conduct experiments on 32 NVIDIA B200 GPUs. Empirical results
show that COBALT outperforms existing works by up to 1.53-2.41x (1.28-1.89x on average), and
shrinks the cross-node token transfers by 75.74%-99.26%.

In summary, we make three major contributions. (New perspective) To our knowledge, this is the first
work to leverage expert co-activation for cross-node communication reduction and workload balance
in distributed MoE training. (New framework) We develop COBALT, which features a two-stage
expert layout planner and a communication-aware task assignment method to reduce cross-node
communication while maintaining workload balance. (State-of-the-art performance) Empirical results
on 32 NVIDIA B200 GPUs show that COBALT achieves up to 1.53-2.41x (1.28-1.89 % on average)
speedup compared to existing training frameworks.

2 RELATED WORK

Load-aware placement and replication. Existing systems adapt either data placement or expert
placement to routing demand. FasterMoE (He et al., 2022), SmartMoE (Zhai et al., 2023), Flex-
MoE (Nie et al., 2023) and LAER-MoE (Liu et al., 2026) adjust expert replication and replica
placement in response to load imbalance. SYMI (Skiadopoulos et al., 2026) and Themis (Qing
et al., 2025) address where expert state resides and when it is materialized. These methods are
driven by per-expert load statistics, and overlook finer-grained routing statistics. Another line of
research exploits such finer-grained statistics. NetMoE (Liu et al., 2025) profiles the expert load
of each training sample and rearranges sample placement between layers to optimize cross-node
communication. HierMoE (Lin et al., 2026) implements node-level token transfer deduplication,
and swaps expert positions to minimize the cross-node communication time. Occult (Luo et al.,
2025) clusters experts with similar workloads onto one GPU rank via one-shot offline profiling, and
then keeps the placement fixed. These methods reduce communication cost, but do not address
the computation imbalance across GPUs. In contrast, COBALT exploits expert co-activation while
accounting for workload balance across GPUs.

MOoE gating and specialization. MoE architectures and gating modules shape which experts a token
activates: DeepSeekMoE (Dai et al., 2024), Mixtral (Jiang et al., 2024a), and OLMoE (Muennighoff
et al., 2025) develop expert specialization and gating designs; BASE (Lewis et al., 2021) and Expert



Choice (Zhou et al., 2022) balance expert selections. TA-MoE (Chen et al., 2022) and LocMoE (Li
et al., 2024) introduce topology or locality into gating. Occult (Luo et al., 2025) changes the selected
experts through modified fine-tuning. COBALT adapts expert layout and task assignment during
training without changing the gating module’s selected experts or weights.

Communication and kernel optimization. HierMoE (Lin et al., 2026) reduces redundant token
transfers through hierarchical deduplication and uses expert swaps to balance communication load.
DeepEP (Zhao et al., 2025) likewise supports node-level token deduplication. Lina (Li et al., 2023),
Lancet (Jiang et al., 2024b), Comet (Zhang et al., 2025), and FLUX (Chang et al., 2024) schedule
or overlap communication with computation, while FastMoE (He et al., 2021), Tutel (Hwang et al.,
2023), MegaBlocks (Gale et al., 2023), and PIT (Zheng et al., 2023) improve MoE execution and
sparse computation. COBALT builds on node-level token deduplication, and is orthogonal to the
scheduling and kernel optimizations above.

Inference scheduling. Semantic Parallelism (Li et al., 2026) groups experts according to their
activation patterns and schedules requests for MoE inference. Libra (Yang et al., 2026) predicts expert
activations to hint replication and token assignment. These systems exploit activation patterns for
inference placement and scheduling. COBALT targets training, where model updates can change co-
activation patterns and expert replication additionally requires correct gradient aggregation, optimizer
updates, and parameter consistency.

3 METHOD

As discussed in Section 1, there exists the expert co-activation phenomenon during the training
of MoE models. COBALT leverages this to reduce cross-node communication while balancing
computation across GPUs. Table 4 summarizes the frequently used notations.

3.1 PROBLEM FORMULATION AND DESIGN OVERVIEW

System decisions. We consider one MoE layer
with E experts distributed over G GPU ranks
on N nodes, with G/N ranks per node. For

Figure 4: Frequently used notations.

each token t, the set of K selected experts is i §3$E§£ gi Ziggg: ;I;liztz/éoiii};izn.
denoted as D;. COBALT preserves these selec- & Number of ranks for EP (i.e., EP degree).
tions, and determines where the resulting token— Number of nodes for EP.

expert computation tasks execute. Specifically,  N(r) Node containing rank 7.

there are two decisions to make. (1) Expert lay- T The number of tokens per training step.
out comprises the expert replication that deter- st Source rank of token ?.

mines how many replicas each expert has, and ~ D:  The set of selected experts of token ¢.

the replica placement that determines the GPU ~ P The set of experts with a replica on rank 7.

rank holding each replica. (2) Task assignment ~ "te ;%w li?nkdasiigned :Olfen-e)l(.p ert task (ﬁ’ €)-
determines the GPU rank that each token—expert Wer orkioad of expert € S Iepiica on rank 7.

. . . p Budget to control the maximum number of
computation task is assigned to. In a nutshell, replicas per rank
the expert layout defines the available ranks for Tolerance factor of workload imbalance.

each task, and task assignment selects one of
those ranks. Thus, they jointly affect commu-
nication and load balance: sending a token’s tasks to fewer nodes saves network transmission but
concentrates workload on these nodes, whereas distributing them facilitates workload balance but
causes higher cross-node communication.

Problem formulation. Formally, the expert layout is represented by P = {P,.}, where P, is the
set of experts who have a replica on rank 7. These sets describe both expert replication and replica
placement: expert e has ), I[e € P,] replicas in total. To avoid out-of-memory errors, we enforce a
replica budget p > 0, which allows at most (1 + p) E/G replica slots per rank.> For task assignment,
we denote 7. as the rank that executes task (¢, ¢e), where e € D; and e € P,,,. We formulate the
problem as searching for the expert layout and task assignment that minimize communication while
taking workload imbalance into account.

2p controls the number of replica slots per rank. Every token—expert computation task executes once, so a
higher p (more replica slots) allows an expert’s work to be divided across ranks while consuming more memory.
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Figure 5: Overview of COBALT’s two-stage expert layout planning.

For communication, we focus on cross-node communication cost as inter-node bandwidth is smaller
than intra-node bandwidth. It is common practice to deduplicate token transmission at the node
level (Zhao et al., 2025): if two ranks on the same node need to receive the same token, then it is done
by one cross-node transmission followed by an intra-node transmission (a.k.a. intra-node forwarding).
Thus, the communication cost can be modeled as the total number of cross-node token transfers, i.e.,

V=311 Ueep, (N0ree)} \ {8(s0)}] . 8

where 7' is the number of tokens, N(r) denotes the node that rank r resides, [ ep, {N(7ze)} is the
set of destination nodes for token ¢, and s; is the source rank for token ¢.

For workload imbalance, we model the workload of the replica of expert e on rank r as the number
of tasks assigned to it, i.e., We, = Et:eeDt I[r:e = 7]. Since every task executes once, we have
ZT Ze wer = KT, and the average per-rank workload is KT'/G. To restrict workload imbalance,
we bound each rank’s load by (1 + ¢) times the average, where € > 0 controls the allowed imbalance.

Putting them together, we formulate the following problem:
argmingp y . 1V
st. >, IleePy]>1, Ve, |P.| < (14 p)E/G, Vr, 2)
e € P, ,Vt, ee€ Dy, ZeGPT Wer < (1 +e)KT/G, Vr.

te?

The first two constraints ensure every expert has at least one replica while the number of replicas
per rank does not exceed the budget. The third constraint ensures that each task is assigned to an
available expert replica, and the last constraint is for workload balance.

Design overview. Solving Equation (2) gives us the optimal expert layout and task assignment
given the top-K selections of one training step. However, each step’s top-K selections become
available only after gating. Computing and applying a new expert layout for every step would require
frequent cross-node transfers of expert parameters. We therefore separate expert layout planning
from task assignment. First, the two-stage expert layout planner (Section 3.2) uses historical statistics
for periodic global updates and rebalances GPUs within each node at every training step. Then,
the communication-aware task assignment (Section 3.3) then assigns the current tasks over the
current expert layout, balancing GPU loads while favoring shared token transfers. Lastly, Section 3.4
describes how these decisions are applied during training.

3.2 Two0O-STAGE EXPERT LAYOUT PLANNER

As mentioned in Section 1, the co-activation evolves during training, which indicates that the optimal
expert layout is not fixed. However, adjusting the expert layout globally requires moving parameters
across the inter-node links, incurring high communication cost. In contrast, exchanging replicas
between ranks on the same node can utilize the faster intra-node links. This motivates us to design
a two-stage expert layout planner. As depicted in Figure 5, it periodically updates both expert
replication and replica placement to re-new the expert layout across all nodes, and adjusts replica
placement within each node for each training step. By doing so, we can limit cross-node expert
parameter transfer overhead while allowing per-step load rebalancing.



Stage 1: Periodic global planning. To adapt to the changes in co-activation, we periodically re-plan
the expert layout (including expert replication and replica placement) while taking the expected
workload balance into account. To capture the workload assigned to each expert as well as the
co-activation phenomenon, the planner uses two statistics from previous training steps: w, is the
exponential moving average (EMA) of expert e’s assigned computation task count. ¢;; is the EMA of
the number of tokens selecting both experts ¢ and j, representing how frequently they are co-activated.

Since we do not have the per-token information (i.e., top-K selections D, and source rank s;) for
periodic planning, we transform Equation (2) for expert layout planning. For one thing, we introduce
auxiliary decision variables w’,. to denote the expected workload assigned to the replica of expert e on
rank 7. For another, we turn the objective from minimizing cross-node communication to maximizing
the total co-activation. Based on these, we re-formulate the following problem:

AIGMAX(p Y {w! }  Dop Dicy Cij Ui € P A e P™)
st. >, IleeP,]>1, Ve, |Pr| < (14 p)E/G, Vr
> Wh, = e, Ve w,, =0 ife¢P,,
Yeep, Wer < (1+)KT/G, Vr

3)

Here, P(") = U,.y (r)=nPr denotes the set of experts that have replica(s) residing on node n. The first
two constraints are the same as Equation (2). The third and fourth constraints ensure all computation
tasks are properly assigned. And the last constraint prevents workload imbalance.

Equation (3) can be re-written as a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP) problem. (Due to
the space constraint, we leave the detailed MILP formulation in Appendix B.) Therefore, it can be
efficiently solved via existing libraries like SCIP (Achterberg, 2009). Moreover, the solving can
be overlapped with the training process. The solution of Equation (3) consists of the expert layout
({P;}) and the expected workload division across ranks ({w.,.}). The former will be used to update
the expert layout, while the latter will be utilized in the subsequent stage.

Stage 2: Per-step intra-node rebalancing. Between global planning, COBALT supports adjusting
replica placement within each node to achieve load rebalancing. Similarly, we estimate each replica’s
workload by tracking the EMA of the number of token-expert computation tasks executed by that
replica. Unlike global planning, the EMA here is at the replica level rather than expert level, and is
initialized from the solution of periodic planning (i.e., w., of Equation (3)) and updated after each
training step. Subsequently, for each node, we need to partition the replicas among the ranks, while
minimizing the highest workload among the ranks.

Undoubtedly, this is a variant of the min-sum set partitioning problem, with two additional constraints
that two replicas of the same expert cannot reside on one rank, and that each rank contains at most
(14 p)E/G replicas. We solve this problem via a greedy bin-packing approach, which sorts the
replicas by the EMA workloads and partitions them into sets greedily. Although it may not achieve
the optimal replica placement, such a heuristic approach is extremely fast and can be overlapped with
the model computation (detailed in Section 3.4), which is necessary since it is done per-step.

3.3 COMMUNICATION-AWARE TASK ASSIGNMENT

Ideally speaking, we could keep the expert layout ({P,}) fixed and solve Equation (2) to deduce the
current batch’s task assignments ({r;. }). However, the top-K selections become available only after
gating, placing this solving on the critical path. Moreover, even with a fixed layout, the problem
retains K'T' decision variables, which makes the solving prohibitively time-consuming. Therefore,
we seek a heuristic task assignment approach that reduces communication based on the current expert
layout, rather than directly solving Equation (2) for every training step.

Our key observation is that a token’s cross-node communication cost depends on its destination nodes,
while choosing ranks within those nodes does not change the number of cross-node input transfers.
We assign tasks in two steps: first selecting the fewest remote nodes needed to serve each token, and
then sampling a replica within each assigned node. The routine is shown in Algorithm 1.

Step 1: Selecting execution nodes. Let R, ,, = {r € R,, : e € P,.} be the ranks holding expert e
on node n, and let V. = {n : R, # @} be the nodes holding expert e. For token ¢, selected experts
that are currently on the source node will be executed there, requiring no cross-node input transfer.



The remaining experts form U, = {e € D; : N(s;) ¢ N.} (line 3). To minimize the cross-node
communication, we only need to solve a minimum set-cover problem, i.e., finding the smallest set
of remote nodes that covers the remaining experts. We solve this problem by enumerating node
subsets with bitmasks. Specifically, for each e € Uy, an (N — 1)-bit mask m;  is able to mark all
remote nodes holding replicas of expert e (line 4). A candidate mask b is feasible exactly when
b& my . # 0, Ve € Uy, and the feasible mask with the smallest population count is the best solution
to the minimum set-cover problem (lines 5-8). Finally, for each e € U;, we randomly select an
execution node n, from the nodes indicated by the best feasible mask (lines 9-10).

Step 2: Selecting execution ranks. For each
task (¢, e), denote ny. as its execution node
selected in Step 1. We uniformly sample an Input: Per-token selected experts D; and source rank s,
execution rank ry. from R, ., (lines 14-15). per-expert residing ranks Re,» and nodes Ne
Thus, replicas of the same expert within a Output: Execution rank re. for each task (¢, e)
node receive equal workloads in expectation.  1: for each token ¢ in parallel do
This exactly matches our per-step layout ad- ZS tip {] : ‘éeléd .e;?c”)”;én X/,O ies'
justment: intra-node rebalancing distributes mt eeRemz)t.eMZtsk( i EN(S ). Ve € U
the replica workloads across ranks, while this e N @ TASL) ) ¢

. .. . . b* 2 — 1// Start from all remote nodes
sampling distributes incoming tasks among

: ! forb=0,1,---,2" "1 —2do
the available replicas. ifb&my,. # 0,Ve € Us and BitCount(b) <

BitCount(b*) then

Algorithm 1 Communication-aware task assignment.

A A

It is noteworthy that our task assignment does

.. 8: b* < b/l Fewer remote nodes but feasible
not explicitly enforce a workload balance con- - "
straint. However, this constraint is already or each e € Uy do )
. . S 10: nte < RandomNode(b* & my,e)
considered during periodic expert layout plan- )
ning and per-step intra-node rebalancing (Sec- 11:  foreache €D, \ U do
. . . 12: Nte < N(st) /l Execute on the local node
tion 3.2). And the uniform sampling in task )
assignment maintains the balance. 13: /] Step 2: Select execution ranks.
14: for each e € D; do
The complexity of Algorithm 1 is O(T2N~1). 15: rte < UniformChoice(Re,n,. )

In practice, the EP degree is not high, so 2V =!  16: return {ry. : e € D}
can be viewed as constant (e.g., EP degree of
G = 32 gives 2V ~! = 8 since each node con-
tains 8 GPUs). Additionally, we can parallelize the task assignment for the T tokens. Consequently,
the time cost of our task assignment process is negligible.

3.4 IMPLEMENTATION

We implement COBALT on top of PyTorch. To deduplicate token transmission and improve communi-
cation efficiency, we adopt DeepEP (Zhao et al., 2025) as the backend for the all-to-all communication.
Both the MILP problem (Eq. (3)) of periodic global planning and the min-sum set partitioning prob-
lem of per-step intra-node rebalancing are solved on the CPU, whereas we implement a GPU kernel
for the task assignment (Algorithm 1) using Triton. By default, we trigger the global expert layout
update every 10 training steps. The solving of expert layout is overlapped with model computation,
while the global update necessitates pausing the training process and transmitting the expert model
parameters of across nodes. However, the overhead is worthwhile given its benefits. For each training
step, we perform the intra-node load balancing immediately after parameter prefetching so that the
adjustment can be fully overlapped by model computation.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Setup. To evaluate the effectiveness of COBALT, we conduct experiments on 4 NVIDIA B200 GPU
servers (32 GPUs in total) with 1.8 TB/s intra-node NVLink and 400GB/s inter-node InfiniBand
connections. We compare COBALT with three baselines. The first is a standard PyTorch implementa-
tion that applies EP to the MoE-FFN module and Fully Sharded Data Parallel (FSDP) (Zhao et al.,
2023) to the other modules. We refer to this baseline as EP+FSDP. The other two baselines are
SmartMoE (Zhai et al., 2023), and LAER-MOoE (Liu et al., 2026). To be fair, all four frameworks use
DeepEP (Zhao et al., 2025) for the all-to-all communication in EP. For the evaluation workloads, we
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Figure 6: End-to-end comparison. We evaluate with 16 and 32 GPUs, respectively. For training step time, we
provide the speedup compared to EP+FSDP on each bar. For cross-node communication volume, we provide the
relative reduction compared to EP+FSDP.
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Figure 7: Ablation studies (GLM-4.5-Air, EP=16).

consider model architectures from Hunyuan3 (Tencent Hy Team, 2026), GLM-4.5-Air (GLM-4.5
Team, 2025), and DeepSeek-V3 (DeepSeek-Al, 2024). Due to the memory constraint, we restrict the
number of layers to be 16, 45, and 12 for the three models, comprising 60B, 106B, and 140B model
parameters, respectively. Since our goal is to improve system efficiency, we conduct the training
on the C4 dataset (Raffel et al., 2020), which is widely used in LLM training, and set the training
sequence length to 8192. In our experiments, all frameworks start from the same checkpoint of each
model, which is obtained after 200 steps of training from scratch. By default, we set p = 0.5 and
€ =0.15. More details of the hardware and workload configurations are provided in Appendix A.

Metrics. We mainly focus on training step time and the corresponding speedup. The training step
time is averaged over 50 steps and includes the time cost of expert layout adjustment. We also
report two metrics to interpret the efficiency: the cross-node communication volume caused by token
transfers (excluding those caused by FSDP and expert layout update), and the workload imbalance
ratio (computed as the maximum workload of a single rank divided by the average workload of all
ranks). We make five runs for each experiment and report the mean and standard deviation.

4.2 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

End-to-end comparison. We first evaluate the end-to-end training efficiency. As shown in Figure 6,
COBALT consistently achieves the best efficiency, outperforming EP+FSDP, SmartMoE, and LAER-
MoE by up to 2.41x, 2.04x, and 1.53x (1.89x, 1.52x, and 1.28x on average), respectively.
Moreover, it can be observed that the speedup of EP=32 is higher than that of EP=16, which is
reasonable because a larger EP size often leads to more cross-node communication.

To interpret the performance, we record the cross-node communication volume and workload imbal-
ance ratio. The gain of COBALT stems from the reduction in both cross-node communication and
workload imbalance. To be specific, COBALT significantly reduces cross-node communication vol-
ume by 75.74-99.26% compared to EP+FSDP and consistently achieves the lowest level of workload
imbalance. LAER-MoE mainly optimizes workload balance across ranks but does not address the
cross-node communication bottleneck. In contrast, COBALT accounts for both, reducing cross-node
communication volume by 30.71-78.29% compared to LAER-MoE under a comparable level of
workload ratio. SmartMoE requires each expert either to have only one replica on a single rank or to
be fully replicated across all ranks, so its performance falls behind ours, especially for EP=32.
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Figure 8: Left & Middle: Sensitivity w.r.t. varying p and ¢, respectively (GLM-4.5-Air, EP=16). Right:
Scalability in terms of training throughput.

Ablation studies. We assess the effectiveness of the proposed techniques in COBALT. The results are
provided in Figure 7. To begin with, our intra-node rebalancing contributes to workload balancing. It
lowers the imbalance ratio from 3.35 to 1.28, yielding 1.22 x of speedup in training time. Then, our
periodic global update significantly shrinks the cross-node communication volume by 95.3%, and it
also helps decrease imbalance ratio to 1.13, resulting in a speedup of 1.43x. Lastly, enabling our
communication-aware task assignment can further reduce the cross-node communication by 98.2%.
Putting them together, COBALTachieves a speedup of 1.53 x compared to the EP+FSDP baseline.

Overhead of proposed techniques. We measure the overhead of our two-stage expert layout planner
in Table 1. In short, the overhead is minor for both planning and adjustment. Intra-node rebalancing
takes negligible time and can be overlapped with previous layer’s model computation. The global
layout planning takes relatively longer time and increases w.r.t. the EP degree, yet it is still minor
compared to the training time. Although the global layout adjustment cannot be overlapped with
model computation, it is triggered periodically, so the impact on overall training efficiency is limited.
In addition, since our communication-aware task assignment is fully parallelized in a GPU kernel, its
overhead stays within 1 millisecond, which is omittable.

Sensitivity. There are two hyper-parameters in COBALT: p controls the maximum replicas per rank
and € controls the expected workload balance ratio. We evaluate the sensitivity w.r.t. them individually.
Figure 8 provides the results with varying p and €. First, COBALT consistently outperforms EP+FSDP
with different p. When p = 1, the performance of COBALT drops slightly, which is due to the
increased overhead of model gradient synchronization. However, with a moderate p between 0.25 and
0.75, COBALT’s performance is relatively stable, demonstrating its robustness to p. Second, COBALT
also has a robust performance w.r.t. £, showcasing less than 5% of differences in training step time
when ¢ changes. Thus, it does not require laborious hyper-parameter tuning.

Scalability. Finally, we assess the scalability of COBALT by varying the number of GPUs to be 8, 16,
and 32. As shown in Figure 8, COBALT shows good scalability, improving the training throughput
by 3.20-3.27 x when increasing the number of GPUs from 8 to 32. When scaling to more GPUs,
it is common to increase the data parallelism degree rather than EP, so we can apply the proposed
techniques within each data parallelism group. As a result, expanding to a larger scale would not
harm COBALT’s effectiveness in reducing the cross-node communication and workload imbalance.

5 CONCLUSION

This work presents COBALT, which leverages expert co-activation to coordinate expert layout and
token-expert task assignment to reduce cross-node traffic while balancing GPU workloads. Its
two-stage planner uses historical co-activation and workload statistics for periodic global updates,
then rebalances replicas within each node at every step. For each token, communication-aware
task assignment selects the fewest remote nodes needed to serve its experts and distributes tasks
among their replicas. Experimental results with three MoE models on 32 NVIDIA B200 GPUs show
that COBALT achieves up to 1.53-2.41x (1.28-1.89x on average) of speedup over existing training
frameworks, and substantially reduces cross-node token-transfer volume by 75.74-99.26%.

Limitations and possible future work. Due to the fact that expert selections are only available
after gating, the expert layout is solved based on exponential moving average statistics rather than
ad hoc statistics, and the task assignment is deduced heuristically. These may lead to sub-optimal
solutions. Hence, a possible future direction is to refine the problem solving. Besides, because of the
high expense of hardware resources, our evaluation is conducted on 32 GPUs. How COBALT behaves
when it is combined with other parallelism strategies on larger clusters is worth exploring.
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A MORE EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Hardware environments. All experiments are conducted on 4 GPU servers, with each server
containing 8 NVIDIA B200 GPUs, totaling 32 GPUs. Each GPU is equipped with 192 GB of
HBM3e memory that provides up to 8 TB/s memory access bandwidth. GPUs within each node are
interconnected by NVLink with 1.8 TB/s of bandwidth. For cross-node communication, each node is
equipped with 8 ConnectX-7 InfiniBand NICs, providing up to 400 GB/s of aggregate bandwidth.

Additional workload configurations. Table 2 lists more details about the evaluated models, and
the default training configurations used in our experiments.

Table 2: Detailed model and training configurations.

Model Hidden = FFN Num. Selected  Attn. Num. Total Params &

ode Dim Dim  Experts  Experts heads Layers  Activated Params per Token
Hunyuan3 4096 1536 192 8 64 16 60B-A5B
GLM-4.5-Air 4096 1408 128 8 96 45 106B-A12B
DeepSeek-V3 7168 2048 256 8 128 12 140B-A8B
Configuration EP16 EP32
Sequence length 8192 8192
Micro-batch size 2 2
Local batch 4 4
Global batch 64 128

B MILP REFORMULATION

In Section 3.2, we mention that Equation (3) can be re-written as a mixed-integer linear programming
(MILP) problem. Below we explain how it is reformulated.

Equation (3) chooses both the expert layout and how to divide each expert’s estimated work among
its replicas. We express these decisions by introducing auxiliary variables: z., € {0, 1} indicates
whether rank 7 holds a replica of expert e, and [.,, > 0 represents the work assigned to that replica.
Thus, P, = {e : &, = 1} and l., represents w’,. in Equation (3). Let R,, = {r : N(r) = n} be the
ranks on node n. The variable u., € [0, 1] indicates whether node n holds at least one replica of
expert e. For each expert pair ¢ < j and node n, the variable z;j,, € [0, 1] indicates whether both
experts have replicas on that node. The resulting mixed-integer linear programing problem is

arg max don 2ic CijZign
{zer}, {ten}, {zijn}, {ler}
st Zepr < Uep, Ve, n, 7 € Ry, Uen <D cp., Ters Ve, M,
Zign S Uin,  Zign < Ujn, Vi< J, N,  Zijn > Uip + Ujn — 1, Vi < j, n,
Zer € {0,1}, Ve, r, Uen € [0,1], Ve, n,
zijn € [0,1], Vi < 4, n, Yo, Ter > 1, Ve,
S oter < (14 p)E/G, Vr, Yo ler = e, Ve,
0 <lep < Weer, Ve, 1, Soler <(1+e)KT/G, Vr,

“)
The first two constraints force u.,, = 1 exactly when node n holds a replica of expert e. The next
two constraints then force z;;, = 1 exactly when node n holds replicas of both experts. Because
Zer 18 binary, both u., and z;;, need only continuous bounds. Therefore, it counts ¢;; once for each
node holding both experts, even if their replicas reside on different ranks of that node, exactly as in
Equation (3). The remaining constraints enforce expert coverage and the per-rank replica budget,
conserve each expert’s estimated work, and prevent a rank without its replica from receiving that work.
The last workload inequality caps each rank’s planned work at the same threshold as Equation (3).
Hence, every feasible solution maps to a feasible placement and workload division in the original
planning problem, and vice versa, with the same objective value. Only the EG placement variables
Z., need to be integer. Consequently, Equation (4) is an MILP reformulation of Equation (3).
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