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ABSTRACT

Reinforcement learning (RL) can become off-policy due to training-inference mis-
match, mini-batch updates, and asynchronous training. The resulting mismatch is
especially harmful in Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models, where rollout-training
discrepancies can change routing decisions and lead to router drift. Rollout Rout-
ing Replay (R3) mitigates this mismatch by reusing expert selections from the
rollout stage during training. Our analysis shows that routing replay introduces
gradient bias by losing contributions from experts selected by the training router
but not the rollout router. To address this, we propose Router Drift Control
(RDC), which uses routing disagreement between rollout and training as a signal
of off-policy staleness and selectively rejects high-drift responses. The sequence-
level filtering avoids gradient bias introduced by replay while preserving native
expert selection and the associated learning signals for retained responses. Ex-
periments show that RDC achieves larger gains as policy staleness increases and
remains effective in asynchronous RL. In asynchronous training, RDC combined
with Truncated Importance Sampling (TIS) improves the average peak validation
accuracy across AIME 2024 and AIME 2025 by 5.5 points over TIS and 4.5 points
over R3.

1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards is widely used to improve the reasoning abilities
of large language models (Shao et al.l 2024} |Guo et al.| 2025; [Yu et al., [2026). In practical Re-
inforcement learning (RL) systems, rollout generation and policy optimization are often handled
by separate inference and training engines (Wang et al., 2026). Consequently, the policy used to
generate responses can differ from the current training policy, making nominally on-policy training
effectively off-policy. As illustrated in Figure|[I] off-policy mismatch can arise from three common
sources:

* Training-Inference Mismatch. Rollout and training engines may use different numer-
ical precision, computational kernels, and parallel execution strategies (Liu et al., |2025}
Wasti et al., 2025 He & Labl [2025; |Zhang et al.| [2025). As a result, even with identical
model parameters and inputs, the rollout and training engines can produce different token
probabilities.

* Mini-Batch Updates. Large rollout batches are often used to improve hardware utilization
and are partitioned into multiple mini-batches for sequential policy updates (Zheng et al.,
2025b). Because the policy is updated after each mini-batch, later mini-batches become
increasingly stale relative to the current policy.
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Figure 1: Three common sources of off-policy mismatch in LLM reinforcement learning. Training
and inference discrepancy, sequential mini-batch updates, and asynchronous policy lag can cause
the policy used for generation to diverge from the policy used for optimization.

* Asynchronous Training. To improve system throughput by overlapping rollout generation
with policy optimization, asynchronous RL decouples the two stages. As a result, training
may use trajectories generated by earlier policy versions, introducing policy staleness (Es-
peholt et al.| 2018; Zhang et al.| 2026bj [Yao et al., [2025)).

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) model architectures scale model capacity by activating only a subset
of experts for each token, with a router determining which experts participate in the computation
(Shazeer et al.l [2017; |ILepikhin et al., 2021} [Fedus et al., |2022)). As a result, routing decisions di-
rectly determine the computation path and the experts that receive learning signals. Under off-policy
conditions, even small differences between the rollout and training policies can change routing de-
cisions, causing the same token to be assigned to different experts during rollout and training (Ma
et al.| 2025} [Zhang et al., 2026a). We refer to this rollout—training routing mismatch as router drift.
As illustrated in Figure [2] router drift changes the computation path of a response and the expert-
level learning signals during training.

Existing methods mitigate off-policy effects from different perspectives (Zheng et al.| [2025a} |L1
et al., |2025; [Ma et al., [2025). Probability-based methods, such as truncated importance sampling
(TIS), reweight token-level updates using truncated likelihood ratios between the training and roll-
out policies (Yao et al.l [2025; [Zheng et al.| 2025a)). These ratios capture differences in token
probabilities but do not directly reveal changes in expert assignments. Rollout Routing Replay (R3)
addresses routing drift by reusing expert selections from the rollout stage during training (Ma et al.,
2025)). While this enforces routing consistency between rollout and training, our analysis shows that
replay alters gradient attribution relative to native routing, omitting contributions from experts that
would otherwise be selected by the current training router.

We further observe that the degree of routing disagreement varies across responses. Motivated by
this insight, we propose Router Drift Control (RDC), which selectively filters high-drift responses
while preserving the native routing of the remaining responses. RDC quantifies routing disagree-
ment between rollout and training. It uses this signal to exclude a small fraction of responses from
each policy update. For retained responses, the training router remains free to select experts and
receive the associated learning signals. Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

* We analyze the role of routing in MoE reinforcement learning and show that routing deci-
sions determine expert-level gradient attribution beyond what token probabilities can cap-



[0 0 || mpus || 0 " Training :
"""""""""""""" Vol (""“““““'""""'"‘- 1
L W;he i " 1 Router = W;h, y !
| Positional embedding Lo T S S oo
T Softmax E' {} softmax
r W
| Layer norm | "
' "0 am
|

E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6

| Attention |

E1 E3 E4 E6 E1 E2 E4 ES

E2 E3 E4 E5 | E2 E3 E4ES

E1 E2 E4 E6

E1 E2 E4 E5 |}
i

_________________________________________________________________

Figure 2: Router drift in MoE reinforcement learning. The same response can activate different
experts during rollout and training, resulting in different computation paths and expert-level gradient
attribution.

ture. We further show that routing replay alters this gradient attribution and can introduce
bias relative to native routing.

* We propose RDC, which quantifies rollout—training routing disagreement at the response
level and uses it to identify high-drift responses. RDC selectively filters these responses
while preserving the native training routes of retained responses, providing a routing-aware
correction without route replay.

* We evaluate RDC under both synchronous and fully asynchronous RL, showing that its
gains become more pronounced as policy staleness increases. In asynchronous training,
RDC combined with TIS improves the average peak validation accuracy on AIME 2024
and AIME 2025 by 5.5 points over TIS and 4.5 points over R3, while maintaining stable
training dynamics.

2 RELATED WORK

Modern LLM reinforcement learning systems often use separate engines for rollout generation and
policy optimization. Differences between these engines can cause rollout—training mismatch to pro-
duce different token probabilities even under identical model weights (Yao et al., 2025} Liu et al.,
2025; [Zheng et al.| 2025a). Recent work has shown that such mismatch can undermine the approx-
imation of the sequence-level reward objective by token-level policy optimization and destabilize
training (Zheng et al., [2025aib). More broadly, rollout—training mismatch also arises from policy
staleness. Multiple sequential updates and asynchronous rollout generation can create a gap between
the training policy and the rollout policy (Schulman et al.,[2017; |[Espeholt et al.| [2018; Zhang et al.,
2026b). Existing work addresses these sources of mismatch at the system, probability, and routing
levels.

2.1 SYSTEM-LEVEL CORRECTIONS

System-level methods aim to reduce training—inference mismatch by improving numerical consis-
tency between the rollout and training engines. [He & Lab| (2025)) study inference nondeterminism
caused by non-associative floating-point reductions and batch-dependent execution. [Zhang et al.
(2025) develop tensor-parallel-invariant kernels to maintain bitwise consistency across different par-
allel configurations. Related work also aligns training and inference implementations to support
bitwise-consistent on-policy RL (Wasti et al., [ 2025).

These methods mitigate mismatch arising from numerical differences between rollout and training.
However, numerical consistency alone cannot address policy staleness caused by sequential mini-
batch updates or asynchronous training. Algorithm-level corrections are therefore still needed.



2.2 PROBABILITY-SPACE CORRECTIONS

Algorithm-level methods address rollout—training mismatch by modifying how rollout data con-
tributes to policy updates. A common approach is to control token-level importance ratios. TIS
truncates large ratios (Yao et al., [2025; [Zheng et al., [2025a), while CISPO stops gradients through
the importance weights (Chen et al.,[2025)). Other methods modify how these ratios are aggregated:
GSPO uses sequence-level ratios (Zheng et al., [2025b), GMPO adopts geometric rather than arith-
metic averaging (Zhao et al.l[2026)), and CTPO accounts for cumulative ratios across tokens (Zhang
et al.} 2026c). Some methods instead apply probability-based corrections selectively. SIS adjusts
the contribution of off-policy tokens (Li et al., [2026), while TRM identifies trust-region violations
using the maximum token-level KL divergence and masks the corresponding sequences (Li et al.,
2025)).

Although these methods use different objectives and correction rules, they primarily characterize
off-policy mismatch through probability-space signals, such as token probabilities and likelihood
ratios. These signals can capture distributional differences between rollout and training, but they
do not directly reflect the computation paths taken by an MoE model. This limitation becomes
important when the same response is routed to different experts during rollout and training.

2.3 ROUTING CORRECTIONS FOR MOE MODELS

Sparse MoE models increase capacity by activating only a subset of experts for each token (Shazeer
et al., 2017; [Lepikhin et al.| 2021} [Fedus et al.,|2022). Their discrete routing decisions can be sen-
sitive to small computational changes (Huu et al., [2026), making rollout—training routing mismatch
an important issue in MoE reinforcement learning. Ma et al.|(2025) study routing disagreement be-
tween rollout and training and introduces two forms of routing replay. Routing Replay (R2) records
the routes selected by the training policy during probability computation and reuses them during the
policy update. R3 further reuses rollout-time routes in the training forward pass (Ma et al.|, 2025).
PR? predicts updated routing decisions to reduce the staleness caused by replaying fixed rollout
routes (Dong et al.l [2026). RSPO uses router-aware importance weights to account for changes in
routing scores (Zhang et al.| 2026a).

These methods address routing disagreement either by modifying the training routes or by reweight-
ing rollout data. In doing so, they alter either the computation path or the contribution of each
response to the policy update. RDC takes a different approach: it uses response-level router drift to
determine which responses participate in optimization, while preserving the native training routes
of retained responses. Combined with TIS, RDC addresses routing disagreement and token-level
probability mismatch through complementary mechanisms.

3 METHOD

3.1 SETUP AND NOTATION

We consider reinforcement learning with separate rollout and training engines. Let (- | ) denote
the behavior policy realized by the rollout engine, and let 7wy (- | ) denote the current training policy.

For a sampled response y = (y1,...,yr), let T = {1,...,T} denote its token positions. We
consider an MoE model with L MoE layers and E' experts per layer. Each token is routed to K
experts. For token ¢ at layer [, we denote the expert sets selected during rollout and training by

RIGH, BT C{1,..., B}, |RI®)| = [RT ()] = K. M
We use R(y) and R™(y) to denote the routing assignments over the full response.

The training route is obtained by evaluating the sampled response under teacher forcing. Let ¢; =
(z,y<¢) denote the context before token y;. The rollout and training engines assign probabilities
w(ye | ¢¢) and mo(yy | ¢t), respectively.

3.2 ROUTER DRIFT CONTROL

RDC uses rollout—training routing disagreement to decide which responses should contribute to a
policy update. RDC does not force the training engine to replay rollout routes. Instead, it filters
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Figure 3: Overview of Router Drift Control (RDC). RDC aggregates layer-wise differences in expert
usage between rollout and training into a response-level drift score. It filters high-drift responses
before policy updates. Retained responses follow their native training routes.

responses with large router drift and preserves the current training policy’s routing decisions for
retained responses.

Figure 3] shows the overall procedure. For each response, RDC compares expert-usage distributions
between rollout and training across MoE layers. It aggregates the layer-wise differences into a
response-level router drift score. Based on this score, RDC filters a small fraction of responses with
the largest drift before policy optimization.

Response-level router drift. For engine @ € {u, 7}, we define the expert-usage distribution at
layer [ over response y as

T
ui(e|y) = 11(2_: [e € R} (t)], ee{l,...,E}. (2)

Here, uf(e | y) denotes the fraction of expert selections assigned to expert e, normalized over all
TK selections in the response. Thus, uf'(- | y) forms a distribution over experts.

We measure the routing difference at each layer between the two expert-usage distributions using
total variation distance:

di(y) = 5 1w’ (- [y) = ui 19l - 3)

We then average the layer-wise distances to obtain the response-level router drift score:
Drowte(y) = 7 D di(y)- “)

The score lies in [0, 1], with larger values indicating greater mismatch in aggregate expert usage be-
tween rollout and training. It characterizes the overall shift in expert utilization across the response.

Selective response filtering. Let ¢ € [0,1) denote the filtering ratio. RDC ranks responses by
D oute(y) and filters those with the highest scores.

In practice, we rank responses by their router drift scores within groups of similar response lengths,
rather than comparing scores across substantially different lengths.

For a rollout batch B, let F,(3) denote the responses selected for filtering. The response-level mask

is
mp(y) =1y ¢ F4(B)]. ()



Let {y(y; R) denote the sum of the token-level Algorithm 1 Router Drift Control

policy losses for response y under routing assign-

ment R, and let Ng denote the total number of .

valid tokens in the retained responses. The RDC E m’_ratlo q .
nsure: Updated policy g

objective is 1: forall y € B do
1 2 Obtain training routes R” (y)
Lrpc(0) = Ng Z mp(y) lo(y; R™(y)) . (6) 3 Compute D;oute(y) using Eqs.[2H4]
yeB 4: end for
5: Partition B into length buckets
The mask excludes filtered responses from the  6: for all buckets B, do
7.
8
9:
0
1

Require: Batch B, rollout routes R*, training policy

policy update while retained responses follow the ~ 7:  Select the top [g|Bs|] responses

routing decisions of the current training policy. : end for )

RDC can be combined with token-level proba- 9: Construct my using Eq. 5]

bility corrections such as TIS. Algorithm [T de- - Cognputg Lroc () Eusmg ]zq@

scribes a single optimizer update and is applied _ Update  using Vs Lrpo (6)

separately to each update mini-batch. Before every update, we recompute the routing scores and
filtering mask using the current training policy, and rank responses within the length buckets of the
current mini-batch.

1
1

3.3 ROUTING DETERMINES GRADIENT SUPPORT

RDC uses routing information because expert selection determines which parameters can receive
the local training signal.

At layer [ and token ¢, an MoE layer computes
() = D gate (8 Eye (h(1)) @)

e€R(t)

where E . denotes expert e and gate; .(t) denotes its routing weight (Shazeer et al., 2017; Fedus
et al.l [2022).

Let 6 . denote the parameters of expert e. If the router does not select this expert, the token provides
no direct gradient to its parameters through this MoE layer:

ohg ()
€ ¢ Rl(t) — 897176 =0. (8)

Thus, routing determines which expert parameter blocks can receive direct gradients through the
current token’s MoE computation.

This matters when rollout and training use different routes. The rollout engine processes response y
through R*(y). The training engine computes gradients through R™(y). If these routes differ, the
expert support used during training differs from the one used during rollout. Some experts activated
during rollout may receive no direct gradient in training. Other experts may receive gradients even
though they were not used during rollout.

Router drift can therefore change how learning signals are distributed across experts, even when its
effect on token probabilities is small.

3.4 TOKEN PROBABILITIES DO NOT IDENTIFY ROUTING

Token probabilities do not uniquely determine the underlying routing decisions. Different expert
paths can produce the same output distribution while assigning gradients to different expert param-
eter blocks. Consider a top-K MoE layer. Let .S contain K — 1 shared experts, and let e; and e5 be
two distinct experts outside S. Consider two routing assignments

R1 :SU{El}, Rg :SU{62}. (9)

Suppose the shared experts have the same routing weights under both assignments, and the two
replacing experts have equal routing weights. Further suppose that their outputs at the current input

are identical: ' .
Epe, (W (1)) = Epe, (W"(1)) - (10)



Under these conditions, the two routing assignments produce the same MoE output. If the remain-
ing computation is identical, they also produce the same logits and probability distribution. Conse-
quently, likelihood ratios and token-level KL divergence computed from these probabilities cannot
identify which routing assignment was used.

The direct expert-gradient support can nevertheless differ. Under R;, expert e; participates in the
MoE computation, whereas expert e5 does not. Under R, their roles are reversed:
O™ (t; Ry) O™ (t; Ra)
00, 00, ¢,
Thus, even when the two assignments produce identical token probabilities, they can direct learning

signals to different expert parameter blocks. Routing information therefore reveals differences in
the training computation that cannot be uniquely recovered from token probabilities alone.

=0, =0. (11)

3.5 SELECTIVE CONTROL VERSUS ROUTE REPLAY

Probability-based corrections, such as TIS, reweight rollout data while preserving the native training
route. R3 instead replaces this route with the route recorded during rollout (Ma et al., 2025)).

To examine the effect of route substitution, let
90(y; R) = Voly(y; R) 12)

denote the gradient contribution of response y under routing assignment R, where ¢4 (y; R) is defined
in Section[3.2] For the same response, replacing the training route with the rollout route changes the
gradient contribution by

Avoute(y) = go(y; R (y)) — go(y; R™(y)) - (13)

The substitution can alter expert-level gradient support and introduce bias relative to the native-
routing objective. Appendix [B]provides a detailed analysis.

RDC retains the native training route and uses routing disagreement to determine which responses
contribute to the update. We combine RDC with TIS: TIS adjusts token-level contributions using
truncated importance weights, while RDC filters responses based on router drift.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate RDC on mathematical and logical reasoning tasks under both synchronous and asyn-
chronous RL settings. In synchronous training, we vary the update batch size to study the effects
of sequential policy updates on rollout data. We further evaluate RDC under fully asynchronous
training with policy lag between rollout and optimization. We compare GRPO, TIS, R3, and RDC
combined with TIS, using validation accuracy as the primary metric. For simplicity, we use RDC to
denote RDC combined with TIS in the experiments below. We also track training reward, gradient
norm, rollout-training KL divergence, and response length to analyze training dynamics.

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Model and Datasets: We train Qwen3-30B-A3B (Yang et al., 2025) on DAPO-Math-17K (Yu
et al.| [2026). Evaluation uses AIME 2024, AIME 2025, MATH-500 (Lightman et al., |2024) and
ZebralLogic (Lin et al.,2025). All methods follow the same evaluation protocol on each benchmark.
We evaluate every five global steps and report the best validation accuracy reached during training.

Methods: All methods use GRPO (Shao et all [2024) as the baseline, with DAPO Clip-Higher
objective (Yu et al., |2026) (€jow = 0.2, €pnjgh = 0.27). We compare four settings: GRPO, R3, TIS,
and RDC+TIS. RDC ranks responses by Dioute(y) within response-length groups and filters the
highest-drift fraction before optimization. Unless otherwise specified, we set the filtering ratio to
q = 0.08. We combine RDC with TIS to address routing disagreement and token-level probability
mismatch: RDC filters responses with large routing disagreement, while TIS corrects token-level
probability mismatch on the retained responses. Within each training regime, all methods use the
same rollout budget and training configuration.



Table 1: Best validation accuracy under different update batch sizes in synchronous training.

(Brottout, Bapdate) Method ZebraLogic AIME24  AIME25  MATH-500
GRPO 612 777 652 9.6
GRPO+R3 63.0 74.9 65.4 97.6
(2048,2048) GRPO+TIS 66.1 80.0 713 98.2
GRPO+TIS+RDC 73.9 78.5 72.4 97.8
GRPO 463 622 50.8 96.0
GRPO+R3 55.2 69.9 57.9 96.6
(2048, 512) GRPO+TIS 613 70.6 60.3 97.0
GRPO+TIS+RDC 68.1 715 62.5 97.6
GRPO 611 534 40.0 922
GRPO+R3 53.1 61.0 48.7 95.0
(2048, 128) GRPO+TIS 78.2 70.6 62.9 97.6
GRPO+TIS+RDC 86.1 77.0 67.2 97.8

Table 2: Best validation accuracy under asynchronous RL.

Method Zebralogic AIME24 AIME25 MATH-500
GRPO 46.9 63.4 50.7 96.2
GRPO+R3 53.9 68.7 53.1 96.2
GRPO+TIS 53.7 65.0 54.8 96.4
GRPO+TIS+RDC 53.0 71.2 59.6 97.2

Multiple Mini-Steps: In synchronous training, each rollout batch contains 2,048 responses, gen-
erated from 256 prompts with n = 8 responses per prompt. We keep the rollout batch size
fixed and vary the number of responses used in each policy update. Specifically, we consider
(Brollout, Bupdate) € {(2048,2048), (2048, 512), (2048,128)}. A smaller update batch leads to
more successive updates on the same rollout batch, increasing the staleness of the data relative to
the current policy.

Asynchronous Training: We further evaluate RDC under fully asynchronous training. Rollout
generation and policy optimization run independently, and the Trainer consumes generated samples
from a rollout queue. Each prompt generates n = 8 responses, and each local update uses 32 prompt
groups, corresponding to 256 response trajectories. The rollout and training processes therefore
continue at different rates, allowing the trainer to consume data generated by earlier policy versions.
For each training batch, the Trainer recomputes routing under the current policy, measures router
drift, and filters high-drift responses before the policy update. After every four local updates, the
updated Trainer parameters are synchronized to the rollout workers.

Other Settings: We use Megatron for BF16 policy optimization and vLLM for FP8 rollout gen-
eration (Shoeybi et al., 2019; [Kwon et al., 2023). We set the maximum response length to 20,480
tokens during training and 30,720 tokens during evaluation. Additional optimization, asynchronous
scheduling, batching, and implementation details are provided in Appendix [A]

4.2 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Synchronous Training. We first compare the four methods under synchronous training with dif-
ferent update batch sizes. Table[I|reports the best validation accuracy observed during training. RDC
performs competitively under low policy staleness and delivers larger gains as the update batch be-
comes smaller. Under (2048, 512), RDC achieves the highest accuracy on all four benchmarks. The
advantage becomes more pronounced under (2048, 128). Compared with TIS alone, RDC improves
Zebralogic, AIME24, and AIME25 by 7.9, 6.4, and 4.3 percentage points, respectively. These
results suggest that routing-aware response selection becomes more useful as rollout data grows
increasingly stale.
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Figure 4: Validation accuracy during asynchronous reinforcement learning on AIME24, AIME2S,
MATH-500, and Zebralogic.
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Figure 5: Training dynamics under asynchronous reinforcement learning, showing training reward,
gradient norm, response length, and training—inference KL for GRPO, TIS, R3, and RDC+TIS.

Asynchronous Training. We further evaluate RDC under fully asynchronous training. Table 2]
reports the best validation accuracy, while Figure [] shows the full validation trajectories. RDC
achieves the highest accuracy on AIME24, AIME25, and MATH-500, while R3 performs slightly
better on ZebralLogic. On AIME24 and AIME25, RDC improves the average peak score by 5.5
points over TIS and 4.5 points over R3. R3 avoids reward collapse but exhibits late-stage degradation
in validation accuracy, whereas RDC maintains strong late-stage performance, particularly on the
two AIME benchmarks. The uncorrected GRPO baseline collapses after roughly 100 training steps,
while RDC continues to improve and remains stable across the evaluation benchmarks.

Training Dynamics. Figure[5|provides a closer view of the training dynamics under asynchronous
RL. The uncorrected GRPO baseline exhibits clear late-stage degradation. Its reward rises during
early training but drops sharply after around 100 steps and eventually becomes negative. The re-
sponse length decreases at the same time, from roughly 6,000 tokens to around 2,000 tokens. In
contrast, TIS, R3, and RDC maintain positive rewards and avoid this response-length collapse. This
degradation coincides with rapid growth in both training—inference KL and gradient norm.

For GRPO, the training—inference KL increases rapidly and eventually exceeds the displayed range,
while the gradient norm rises sharply during the same stage. TIS and RDC keep both quantities
low and stable throughout training, whereas R3 shows a more pronounced increase in both KL and
gradient norm during later stages.

Overall, RDC improves validation accuracy over TIS under smaller update batches and asyn-
chronous training, while maintaining stable training dynamics.

5 CONCLUSION

Off-policy mismatch can degrade performance and destabilize reinforcement learning in MoE mod-
els. In this work, we study router drift as a distinct source of off-policy mismatch in MoE rein-
forcement learning. We show that changes in routing alter the expert-level gradient support and that
replaying rollout routes changes the training gradient relative to the native routing of the current
policy. Based on this observation, we propose Router Drift Control (RDC), which filters high-drift
responses while preserving the current training policy’s routing decisions. Combined with TIS,
RDC improves validation performance and training stability under mini-batch updates and fully
asynchronous training. These results demonstrate the value of routing-aware filtering as an alterna-
tive to rollout routing replay.
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Table 3: Additional experimental hyperparameters. TP, PP, EP, and ETP denote tensor, pipeline,
expert, and expert tensor parallelism, respectively.

Parameter Value

Learning rate (synchronous / asynchronous) 3 x 107%/1 x 107°
Weight decay / gradient clipping threshold 0.1/1.0

PPO epochs 1

Loss aggregation token-mean
Sampling temperature (training / validation) 1.0/0.6

Top-p (training / validation) 1.0/0.95

Top-k (training / validation) Disabled / 20

TIS threshold C 2.0

Response-length bucket boundaries
Megatron TP / PP / EP / ETP

2048, 4096, 8192, 12288
4717412

A EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Table |3| summarizes additional experimental hyperparameters, followed by implementation details
for RDC and the two training regimes.

We initialize all runs from the post-trained Qwen3-30B-A3B checkpoint and disable thinking mode
during both training rollouts and evaluation. For AIME 2024 and AIME 2025, we sample 32 re-
sponses per problem and compute accuracy by averaging binary correctness over the sampled re-
sponses and problems. During training, a response receives a reward of +1 if its answer is correct
and —1 otherwise. During evaluation, correctness is scored as 1 for a correct answer and 0 otherwise.

For asynchronous training, rollout generation and policy optimization use separate resource pools.
We set require_batches to 1l and staleness_threshold to 0.5. For each Trainer batch,
RDC computes the response-level expert-usage difference once, using the BF16 routing assignments
recorded when computing o1d_log_prob. It then filters responses before the policy update.

B GRADIENT BIAS UNDER ROLLOUT ROUTING REPLAY

We analyze the gradient bias introduced by rollout routing replay (R3) (Ma et al.,[2025). We first de-
rive the local gradients of an MoE layer and then compare the gradients and optimization objectives
under replayed and native routing.

B.1 SETUP

We consider a sparsely gated MoE layer (Shazeer et al.,[2017). For one token at this layer, we omit
the token and layer indices for clarity. Let h be the layer input, and let
z=W.h+b,, SN = TopK(z). (14)

Native routing selects the current expert set S°**. In contrast, R3 uses the expert set S™!! recorded
during rollout.

We consider routing replay that fixes expert identities but recomputes gate weights from the current
router logits. For a selected set .5, let

s exp(ze)
9 = =—""""——, eeS. (15)
Zies exp(z;)
The MoE output is
OS:ZQEEe(hﬂpe)a (16)

eesS
where 1. denotes the parameters of expert e.

Our analysis considers local gradients through this MoE output, holding the layer input fixed. Expert
parameters are distinct, and expert outputs do not depend directly on router logits. We exclude
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auxiliary router losses and assume no token dropping. As in standard top-k routing, the selected
expert set is treated as fixed during backpropagation. The derivatives below therefore apply away
from routing selection boundaries.

B.2 GRADIENTS UNDER FIXED ROUTING
Let £° be the downstream loss evaluated using expert set S, and define

0% =Vl a7 = (%) Ee(hsve). a7
Both 0° and §° may depend on the selected expert set.

For e, j € S, differentiating the normalized gate weights gives

g s ; s
€ = 1le = 4] — ¢7). 1
o, g: (e =41 - g7) (18)
Consequently,
0% _ o8 (By(hiy) — o = 9
5 = 0 (Bi(hstpy) = 0%),  je€S. (19)
Zj

For j ¢ S, the output has no direct dependence on z; when S is held fixed. Thus, the local router-
logit gradient is

s 8 .
70*.9 = 8£S —_ g‘js <aJS _dea6> v JE S’ (20)
J 8zj ecS
0, j¢s.
For the linear router, the corresponding local parameter gradients are

vVVT‘CS|1<)caL1 = rShT’ vbT‘CS|l(>ca.l - T'S. (21)

Let J;(h) = OE;(h;1;)/0; denote the expert Jacobian. The direct expert gradient is

s TeS
s _Jg7Ji(h) 0%, jES,
vd’jﬁ |local - {Of ’ ] ¢ S. (22)

These are local gradient contributions for one token at one layer. An unselected expert may still
receive gradients from other tokens.

B.3 CHANGES IN LOCAL GRADIENT SUPPORT

Proposition 1. Fix the layer input and current model parameters. Suppose j € S \ S™Il,
Routing replay gives zero local gradients with respect to z; and 1);. Under native routing, the direct
expert gradient is nonzero if

T () T8 £ 0, (23)
and the local router-logit gradient is nonzero if
(87T (8 (hs hy) = o™) # 0, (24)

where the superscript cur denotes evaluation under S°.

Proof. Since j ¢ S™!, the replay output has no direct dependence on zj or 1. Both local
gradients are therefore zero by Egs. [20] and Under native routing, j is selected and gj™ > 0
for finite logits. The stated conditions then imply nonzero local expert and router-logit gradients,
respectively. ]

Proposition 1 shows that routing replay changes local gradient support: experts selected only by
native routing lose their direct gradient contributions, whereas experts selected only by replay can
receive gradients instead. Shared experts may also receive different gradients due to changes in gate
weights and downstream gradients.
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B.4 GRADIENT BIAS RELATIVE TO NATIVE ROUTING

Let R§"™ (z,y) denote the routing assignments under the current training policy, and let Rl denote
the recorded rollout routes. For a fixed empirical distribution D over training examples and their

recorded routes, define
qur(a) = E'D M <9a x,Y, Rgur<x7 y))] ’
Jr3(0) =Ep [€ (H;z,y,’Rronﬂ .

Both objectives use the same policy-optimization loss, with the data, advantages, old log-
probabilities, and other loss inputs held fixed. They differ only in the routing assignments used
during the forward pass.

(25)

Away from routing selection boundaries, we define the gradient bias relative to the native-routing
objective as
breplay(e) = VOJRS(G) - VOqur(0)~ (26)

Proposition 2. Routing replay can introduce nonzero gradient bias relative to the native-routing
objective. In particular, there exist routing assignments, expert parameters, and a policy-gradient
loss for which byepiay (6) # 0.

This follows from Proposition 1: when native routing selects an expert excluded by replay, the two
routing rules can yield different expert-parameter gradients under the same training loss.
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