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Abstract

Reinforcement learning (RL) has emerged as the de-facto paradigm for improving
the reasoning capabilities of large language models (LLMs). We have developed
RLAX, a scalable RL framework on TPUs. RLAX employs a parameter-server
architecture. A master trainer periodically pushes updated model weights to the
parameter server while a fleet of inference workers pull the latest weights and
generates new rollouts. We introduce a suite of system techniques to enable
scalable and preemptible RL for a diverse set of state-of-art RL algorithms. To
accelerate convergence and improve model quality, we have devised new dataset
curation and alignment techniques. Large-scale evaluations show that RLAX
improves QwQ-32B ’s pass@8 accuracy by 12.8% in just 12 hours 48 minutes on
1024 v5p TPUs, while remaining robust to preemptions during training.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has become a critical step for large language model (LLM) post training.
It significantly strengthens an LLM’s capability at aligning with human preferences [28] and reasoning
tasks (e.g., mathematics, coding). Today, almost all top performers in AI coding benchmarks have
become RL-based reasoning models, including OpenAI o3 [27], Claude 4 [4], Grok 4 [41], Gemini
2.5 [11], DeepSeek R1 [14], and Qwen 3 [43].

We introduce RLAX, a reinforcement learning framework designed to execute state-of-the-art RL
algorithms on large-scale distributed TPU clusters efficiently. At the same time, RLAX is fully
preemptible, enabling higher-priority jobs (e.g., inference workloads) to immediately reclaim TPU
resources when needed. RLAX has adopted a disaggregated architecture, where trainers, inference
workers, and verifiers are logically separated. The logical separation enables RLAX to flexibly
allocate compute resource to them independently.

RLAX uses an existing model training system, AXLearn [22], as its default training backend.
AXLearn is built on top of JAX [7] and XLA [1]. It supports configurable model and data parallelism.
On the inference worker side, we repurpose AXLearn as an inference engine by incorporating standard
inference optimizations such as paged attention [21] and continuous batching [45]. Model weights are
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synchronized between inference workers and trainers via distributed parameter servers. The verifiers
are language-specific code-execution runtimes optimized for each programming language in the
training corpus. For example, to ensure efficient and deterministic verification of Python programs,
we containerize standard Python dependencies and spawn identical containers for code execution.

RLAX focuses on addressing four key challenges in large-scale LLM post-training using RL: (1)
how to build a training framework that flexibly supports a wide range of RL algorithms; (2) how to
efficiently handle both on-policy and off-policy RL; (3) how to scale RL training to large distributed
clusters while enabling seamless, anytime preemption; and (4) how to maintain numerical alignment
between the trainer and the inference workers.

RLAX exposes programmable knobs for users to specify RL algorithms and different RL paradigms
(i.e., on-policy, off-policy). RL algorithms are highly structured and can be expressed succinctly
using polymorphism. The training paradigms are realized through parameter server versioning and
runtime policies within RLAX. The key distinction between them lies in which rollouts the trainer
consumes. In on-policy RL, all rollouts are generated using the most recent version of the model
weights. In contrast, off-policy RL allows rollouts generated by older versions of the model to be
reused. To manage this behavior, RLAX provides user-configurable knobs that enforce staleness
bounds, specifying both how often inference workers pull new model weights and the maximum
rollout staleness tolerated by the trainer. This enables users to flexibly choose between on-policy and
off-policy RL, as well as to tune the degree of staleness permitted in off-policy training.

To support preemption at any point during execution, RLAX adopts a simple but powerful design
philosophy: every component in the system is passive, with the controller serving as the only active
entity. Moreover, all controller actions are idempotent. If RLAX is preempted, its current state is
naturally captured using model checkpointing. The in-memory states can be lost, and the controller
will reconstruct its state from the checkpoint and resume.

Finally, in large-scale RL for language models, small numerical mismatches between training
and inference can distort log-probabilities and destabilize model training. RLAX recomputes
log-probabilities using an inference-matched training graph. These measures significantly reduce
numerical drift and provide the stable log-prob estimates needed for reliable off-policy RL.

We evaluate RLAX by training QwQ-32B using Codeforces problems from 2013-2024 as training
data and testing on Codeforces problems in 2025. Our results show that RLAX improves the
pass@8 accuracy of QwQ-32B by 12.8% in just 12 hours and 48 minutes on 1024 v5p TPUs, while
maintaining robustness to preemptions during training.

2 Background

We first describe the general research area of LLM post-training using RL. We then describe several
key problems RLAX has focused on.

RL for post-training LLMs. RL has become a critical process for post-training LLMs. Specifically,
RL from human feedback [28, 31] enables better alignment with human preferences, such as following
instructions and generating safe content. Scoring functions can also be mathematical functions or
program compilers/interpreters, allowing RL to improve an LLM’s mathematics and coding skills [14].
Today, all the AI coding benchmarks have been dominated by LLMs trained via RL [19, 23, 10].

A typical RL training iteration works as follows: an LLM samples token sequences based on a set
user prompts using an LLM inference worker, e.g., “write a Python program that output the sums of
all the integers from 1 to 100”. The output token sequences is a Python program. These generated
Python programs are then verified through a verifier (i.e., Python interpreter) to check whether the
result is correct (in this case, the correct result is 5050). The trainer then updates the model weights
in order to increase the probability of the correct program from being generated by the LLM.

Problem #1: Support for Various RL Algorithms. A large variety of RL algorithms exist for
LLMs, making comprehensive support for these diverse and rapidly evolving algorithms a highly
desirable property of an RL training system, while remaining easy to maintain and debug. To
introduce these algorithms, we use q to denote the question (user prompt), toiu

G
i“1 to denote a group

of G outputs generated for q, and t pAiu
G
i“1 to denote the advantage estimate for each output given q.
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Here oi is generated using πθold , which can be either a previous checkpoint or a detached version of
the current policy. To compensate for possible distribution shift, an importance sampling weight is
typically used to make the loss function “on-policy”:

ri,tpθq “
πθpoi,t|q, oi,ătq

πθold poi,t|q, oi,ătq
. (1)

We also denote ripθq “
ś|oi|

t“1 ri,tpθq as the importance weight of the entire generation.

One type of algorithm uses log πθ as the source of gradients due to the log-derivative trick. These
include REINFORCE [39, 36], which performs gradient ascent on the following surrogate objective:

JREINFORCEpθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

«

1

G

G
ÿ

i“1

sgrripθqs pAi log πθpoi|qq

ff

. (2)

Here sgrs is the stopping-gradient operator. Other notable instances of this type of algorithm include
CISPO [9] and the single-sided clipping objective in LlamaRL [40].

Proximal policy optimization (PPO, [31]) uses the importance ratio ri,tpθq as the source of gradients.
In the previous category, even though ri,tpθq may appear in the objective, its gradient is stopped.
Here we use the clipped surrogate objective of PPO as an example:

JPPOpθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

»

–

1

G

G
ÿ

i“1

1

|oi|

|oi|
ÿ

t“1

min
␣

ri,tpθq pAi, clippri,tpθq, 1 ´ ϵ, 1 ` ϵq pAi

(

fi

fl .

pAi is computed using a learned value network. The clipping mechanism in PPO constrains the
importance ratio, preventing excessively large policy updates that could destabilize training. When
the advantage pAi is positive, the clipping discourages the new policy from deviating too far (ą 1 ` ϵ)
from the old policy in the direction of increasing probability for that action. Conversely, when the
advantage is negative, it limits how much the probability can be decreased. This conservative update
strategy balances exploration with stable, incremental policy improvement. Other variants in this
category include GRPO [32], DAPO [46], GSPO [47], and GFPO [34].

Problem #2: Support for Different Training Paradigms. RL has diverse distributed training
paradigms. We would like to support all the paradigms to facilitate model engineers exploring
different choices. The most obvious training paradigm is on-policy RL, where rollout generations
and trainers do not overlap. Inference workers always use the most up-to-date model weights, and
the controller must wait till all the inference workers finish their rollouts in every training iteration.
On-policy RL provides our model engineers precise control and predictability during training process.
However, this also means when the trainer trains the neural network, the inference workers are idle,
and vice versa. To make training infrastructure achieve high utilization, off-policy RL allows the
trainer to accept training data (i.e., the generated rollouts from the inference workers) from stale
model weights. This means the trainer and inference workers can run concurrently. However, the
staleness can adversely affect the training convergence. Several RL systems (e.g., StreamRL [48])
specifically optimize for training throughput given staleness constraints.

Problem #3: Scaling and Supporting Preemption. We leverage large-scale TPU infrastructure
to support the demanding computational requirements of RL, driven by increasing model sizes,
extended context lengths, and the integration of Chain-of-Thought (CoT). We want our RL system to
be scalable, where we can easily configure the training cluster size and allocating resources to the
inference workers and the trainer independent. Further, because we operate on large-scale shared
infrastructure, we must support preemption when higher-priority jobs, such as inference, need to
reclaim resources. However, RL systems have multiple components, and fully checkpointing and
restoring the state of all the components in a black-box fashion is inefficient. For example, there is no
need to checkpoint the kv cache states in the inference workers.

Problem #4: Numerical Consistency between the Inference System and the Trainer. A key
technique in RL is importance sampling (IS), which uses a ratio rpθq to correct for differences
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between policies. This ratio is defined as: (c.f., Equation (1))

rpθq “
πθpa|sq

πθold pa|sq
.

Here, πθ represents the current policy being optimized, and πθold is the behavior policy that was used to
generate the training trajectories. In an off-policy setting, the policies are different by definition. The
IS ratio rpθq is essential to re-weight observed rewards and gradients, correcting for the data-policy
mismatch. In a strictly on-policy setting, the behavior policy and the current policy are identical
(πθ “ πθold ). Therefore, the importance sampling ratio should theoretically always be rpθq “ 1.0.
However, we have observed in practice that rpθq ‰ 1.0 even in on-policy implementations. This
phenomenon has also been reported in other work, such as [17] and [29].

The root cause of this discrepancy is the non-associative nature of floating-point arithmetic, especially
in low-precision formats like bfloat16. Floating-point addition is not associative, meaning pa` bq ` c
may not equal a ` pb ` cq due to intermediate rounding errors. When calculations are performed in
different orders, the final accumulated values can diverge.

This numerical instability can stem from two sources: compute non-determinism or implementation
divergence. Compute non-determinism is a common issue on accelerators like GPUs. During
concurrent operations like atomic-add, the accumulation order is not guaranteed, which can yield
different results even with the exact same inputs. The fix on GPUs is to avoid concurrency in the
reduction dimension by enforcing a sequential accumulation, which makes the result deterministic
[17]. In contrast, a TPU’s systolic array architecture inherently solves this problem by design, as it
provides a fixed, deterministic accumulation order for numerical blocks.

Because compute non-determinism is not a problem on TPU, the remaining issue of RLAX is the
implementation divergence between the trainer and inference service. This divergence is driven by
two primary differences: (1) different parallelism strategies employed in the trainer and the inference
service, and (2) variations in compiler-driven kernel fusion, both of which alter the final order of
operations.

3 System Design

RLAX is a scalable, preemptible RL framework for LLM post-training on TPUs. Figure 1 shows the
overall system architecture. RLAX adopts a parameter-server–based design with a single centralized
controller. It comprises five key components: an inference service (which consists of a set of inference
workers), a controller, a trainer, a parameter server, and a verification service (which includes coding
and math verifiers). The controller orchestrates when the trainer, inference workers, and verifiers run
based on the chosen RL algorithm.

Built on TensorStore [16], the RLAX parameter server extends TensorStore’s native sharding
schemes to support in-memory persistence and custom version management. We align parameter-
server partitioning with the model’s native weight sharding. For example, in a configuration with data
parallelism of 4, expert parallelism of 8, and model parallelism of 8 (across 8-TPU-core hosts), RLAX
deploys four parameter-server replicas, each spanning eight hosts to match the model-parallelism
degree. Inference workers are evenly mapped to these replicas.

To support off-policy RL with bounded staleness, each parameter server maintains up to N weight
snapshots in host memory. Garbage collection of checkpoints prior to step t occurs only once global
progress to step t is confirmed across all replicas. Furthermore, we extended the TensorStore client
to support gRPC-based communication enriched with additional metadata. Loading times can be
further accelerated by enabling RDMA for weight transfers.

RLAX uses AXLearn [22] as the trainer. For each RL iteration, the trainer updates the model weights
in the parameter server using the training data from the controller. RL algorithms are implemented by
extending AXLearn modules, which we collectively refer to as the RL plugin in AXLearn.

The inference service consists of multiple inference workers, each comprising a group of TPUs
capable of independently running model inference. Each inference worker is an instance of AXLearn
using its inference mode. Inference workers pull the latest model weights from the parameter server
and generate rollouts based on prompts provided by the controller.
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Figure 1: RLAX’s system diagram. Blue parts represent RLAX’s core software components. Yellow
parts represent 3rd party components we use. RLAX uses AXLearn for trainer and inference workers.

The controller forwards these rollouts to the verification service. The verification service includes a
pool of code-execution environments, one for each programming language present in the training
distribution (e.g., Python, C++, Rust, Go). This design supports training batches that contain multiple
programming languages code writing tasks. Both rollouts and model weights are periodically
checkpointed to persistent storage. These checkpoints ensure fault tolerance and reproducibility in
the event of preemption or system failures.

In the rest of the section, we describe how RLAX ’s system design supports different training
paradigms and handles preemption.

3.1 Support for Different Training Paradigms

RLAX is designed to flexibly support a wide range of training paradigms. Users can choose on-policy
and off-policy RL by configuring two staleness parameters: the inference reload staleness and the
trainer acceptance staleness. The inference reload staleness j determines how frequently inference
workers fetch updated model weights from the parameter server. In other words, j means that workers
reload only every j-th model version. The trainer acceptance staleness k constrains how outdated a
rollout may be when consumed by the trainer: each rollout is tagged with the model version used for
its generation, and the trainer is allowed to use it only if the rollout’s model version is at most k steps
behind the trainer’s current model version.

This interface yields a unified formulation for several commonly used RL training modes:

• On-policy RL (j “ k “ 1). The trainer only consumes rollouts produced by the most
recent model version, ensuring a strict lockstep schedule between inference, verification,
and training. This corresponds to traditional synchronous PPO-style pipelines.

• One-step off-policy RL (j “ 1, k “ 2). The trainer may use rollouts generated by a model
that is one step behind, allowing limited overlap between rollout generation and model
updating. This mode aligns with the 1-step off-policy design used in StreamRL [48].

• Off-policy RL (j ě 1, k “ 8). The trainer imposes no staleness constraint and may train
from arbitrarily old rollouts. This maximizes throughput but sacrifices training stability,
which may require additional safeguards such as off-policy corrections.

This unified abstraction allows RLAX to support a spectrum of RL algorithms and system-level
trade-offs with minimal modification to user code or infrastructure. The trainer will always favor
using more up-to-date rollouts and discard ones that are not used. We empirically found that bounded-
staleness RL, with small j and k (e.g., pj, kq “ p16, 16q or p16, 32q, often provides a favorable
trade-off: it significantly reduces idle time for inference workers while avoiding the generation of
excessively stale rollouts that the trainer would later discard. In our experiments, we typically set
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pj, kq “ p16, 32q unless otherwise noted, as this value provides strong empirical performance while
enabling substantial hardware parallelism.

3.2 Support for Preemption

Preemption is a fundamental consideration when running large-scale RL workloads on shared or elas-
tic clusters. RLAX is designed to tolerate preemption without loss of correctness or reproducibility.
Our approach centers on a controller-driven, checkpoint-based recovery mechanism guided by three
core design principles:

• Principle #1: Controller-Centric, Passive Components. All components outside the
controller (i.e., inference workers, parameter-server replicas, verifiers, trainer) operate as
passive executors. They perform work only in response to explicit instructions from the
controller. This architecture ensures that system progress is fully serialized through the
controller, eliminating hidden state transitions that would complicate recovery. Because
no component autonomously advances its own state, a restarted controller can reliably
reconstruct the global system state.

• Principle #2: Persistent, Self-Contained Snapshots. At each weight-reload boundary
(typically once per training step), the controller writes a complete snapshot of its operational
state to persistent storage such as Google Cloud Storage (GCS) or Amazon S3. These
snapshots include the model checkpoint step, the progress of the prompt mixture, the state of
RNG streams, and any additional metadata required for deterministic regeneration of rollouts.
Importantly, these snapshots serve as the single source of truth for recovery, ensuring that
the system can always resume from a well-defined, consistent point.

• Principle #3: Idempotent Controller Execution. The controller is designed to behave
deterministically between any two snapshots. Starting from a saved snapshot, it will reload
the same model weights, issue the same sequence of prompts, and drive the system through
the same operations. This idempotence guarantees that failures between snapshots do not
introduce divergence work in the training trace.

During normal operation, the trainer and inference workers read model weights from the in-memory
parameter server for maximum throughput. In parallel, RLAX continuously checkpoints model
weights to persistent object storage. This dual storage strategy ensures that training can always
resume from persistent storage, even if the trainer process, the parameter server, or its host machine
is entirely lost.

All randomness used in prompt mixture sampling is controlled by reproducible RNG streams whose
states are included in every controller snapshot. The controller also logs the number of prompts
consumed per training step. On recovery, RLAX reinstates both the RNG state and the consumption
counters, enabling bitwise-identical prompt selection and ensuring that rollouts generated after
recovery follow the exact trajectory of a preemption-free run.

When an ungraceful shutdown or preemption is detected, the controller initiates a deterministic
recovery procedure: (1) The controller loads the most recent state snapshot from persistent storage,
including model version, prompt-mixture progress, and RNG states. (2) The controller restores
its internal bookkeeping structures and reattaches to the parameter server or reloads weights from
persistent storage if needed. (3) The controller resumes rollout generation and training precisely from
the recorded checkpoint and prompt position, ensuring continuity of both the training trajectory and
logged metadata.

4 Support for RL Algorithms

RLAX adopts a modular design for computing the loss function given a batch of rollout results. This
design provides substantial flexibility for algorithmic ablations. At each iteration, we first sample B
questions from the dataloader. For each question q, we sample a group of G rollouts toiu

G
i“1 using

πθold (πθold is detached from the current policy πθ in the on-policy case). Finally, we receive rewards
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tRiu
G
i“1. In a unified view, the objective of modern RL algorithms can be designed as:

Junifypθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

”

G
ÿ

i“1

|oi|
ÿ

t“1

sgrAggXi,t ¨ ISXi,ts ¨ psgrAdvXi,ts ¨ GradTerm1Xi,t

` GradTerm2Xi,tq
ı

, (3)

where sgrs is the stopping-gradient operator, and X “ pπθ, πθold , q, toi, Riu
G
i“1q is the full information

packet of the current batch. We explain each component as follows.

Aggregation Weight. Agg is the aggregation weight for each token so that the objective is rea-
sonably bounded. Common choices are individual trajectory average ( 1

G|oi|
), group-level average

( 1
řG

i“1 |oi|
) and max-length average ( 1

GLmax
, where Lmax is the maximum generation length).

Importance Sampling Weight. IS accounts for the distribution shift between the current policy πθ

and the sampling policy πθold . From a loss function perspective, this term corrects an off-policy loss
to an on-policy loss when πθold is stale in asynchronous training. From a numerical perspective, a
mismatch exists between the true πθold and the actual sampled distribution due to approximations in
the inference engine [44]. This issue appears even when training is fully synchronous (πθold “ sgrπθs).
For more details, refer to §5. For conceptual and engineering rigor, we require that IS does not
contribute to the gradients. While PPO-like algorithms use the importance weight as the source of
gradients, we attribute the gradients to GradTerm1.

Advantage Estimator. Adv distinguishes responses in the “good” direction from those in the “bad”
direction. In the RLAX design, different advantage estimators (the basic Monte-Carlo estimator,
GAE [30], and others) can be easily plugged in.

Gradient Terms. GradTerm1 is the main source of gradients, as it is guided by Adv. GradTerm2
accommodates regularization. By explicitly masking out gradient terms with 0, we can recover the
clipping trick in PPO-like algorithms, which also provides a cleaner view of objective design.

4.1 Benefits of Modular Design

Engineering. We find that modern RL (policy optimization) algorithms for LLMs can be easily
instantiated by this modular design. It enables plug-in implementation of each algorithmic component,
making algorithm tweaking as easy as a few lines of code change. Any bug fixes or feature changes to
any component (e.g., tricks to improve numerical stability for the importance weight) automatically
take effect across all training configurations without re-inspecting its occurrences.

On the other hand, we note that while a modular design for advantage estimators is prevalent in modern
RL libraries (verl [33], AReaL [15], slime [49], TorchRL [6], SkyRL [8]), other implementation
details in the RL objectives are either redundant or suffer from low readability due to inheritance
hierarchy: in these libraries, contributors either totally rewrite a class for a specific RL objective,
resulting in redundancy, or inherit from an existing objective class and override its methods, resulting
in low readability for both algorithm design and hyperparameter settings. A similar observation
is made in AXLearn [22] that many training frameworks has redundancy in neural network layer
implementation due to the use of subtyping.

Perception. Explicitly separating gradient terms and non-gradient terms provides a clearer view
of each component’s functionality. For example, although both GRPO (Equation (5)) and CISPO
(Equation (7)) clip the importance sampling weights, their influences on the gradients are drastically
different. For GRPO, the clipped terms do not have gradients, meaning that its clipping is in fact a
gradient mask. For CISPO, the clipped terms still have gradients, but with weights confined to the
neighborhood around 1, meaning that its clipping is in fact a regularizer.

4.2 Instantiations of Modern RL Algorithms

We now present an example of instantiating modern RL algorithms using Junifypθq (Equation (3)).
For notational ease, we use the same definition as in Equation (7) in [9] to denote the gradient mask
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due to PPO-like clipping:

Mi,t “

$

&

%

0, if pAi,t ą 0 and ri,tpθq ą 1 ` ϵhigh,

0, if pAi,t ă 0 and ri,tpθq ă 1 ´ ϵlow,
1, otherwise.

(4)

For algorithms with symmetric clipping, ϵhigh “ ϵlow “ ϵ.

GRPO. By Equation (3) in [32], the original GRPO objective is

JGRPOpθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

«

1

G

G
ÿ

i“1

1

|oi|

|oi|
ÿ

t“1

´

min
␣

ri,tpθq pAi, clippri,tpθq, 1 ´ ϵ, 1 ` ϵq pAi

(

´ βxKLtpπθ||πrefq

¯

ff

, (5)

where

pAi “
Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q

stdptRi1 uGi1“1q
,

and xKLtpπθ||πrefq is the K3 estimator for KLpπθp¨|q, oi,ătq||πrefp¨|q, oi,ătqq (c.f., Equation (4) of
[32]):

xKLtpπθ||πrefq “ ri,tpθq ´ log ri,tpθq ´ 1.

Thus, we can instantiate Equation (3) with

AggXi,t “
1

G|oi|
,

ISXi,t “ 1,

AdvXi,t “
Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q

stdptRi1 uGi1“1q
,

GradTerm1Xi,t “ Mi,t ¨ ri,tpθq,

GradTerm2Xi,t “ ´βpri,tpθq ´ log ri,tpθq ´ 1q.

DAPO [46] can be instantiated with AggXi,t “ 1
řG

i1“1
|oi1 |

, removing GradTerm2, and turning on the

dynamic sampling switch in §6.2. Dr. GRPO [24] can be instantiated with AggXi,t “ 1
GLmax

, where
Lmax is the maximum generation length, disabling batch normalization, and removing GradTerm2.
REINFORCE++ [18] can be instantiated by replacing Adv with Equations (11) and (12) in [18] and
replacing GradTerm2 with the K2 estimator.

We implement the original version of GRPO from [32] in Listing 1.

For other algorithms, refer to Appendix A.

5 Addressing Numerical Misalignment between the Inference Workers and
the Trainer

There are two sources for divergent trainer and inference worker implementation that can lead to
numerical misalignment.

Source #1: Divergent Parallelism Strategies The parallelism strategies used for training and
inference are often different to optimize for their distinct objectives.

• Inference: Typically uses Tensor Parallelism (TP) to maximize effective memory bandwidth
and reduce latency across multiple devices.
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1 loss_func = RLObjective.default_config ().set(
2 agg=IndividualAggregation.default_config (),
3 # DAPO: GroupAggregation.default_config (),
4 # Dr. GRPO: MaxLengthAggregation.default_config ()
5 IS=None ,
6 adv=AdvantageEstimator.default_config ().set(
7 batch_mean=True ,
8 batch_norm=True , # Dr. GRPO: False
9 ),

10 grad_1=MaskedISGrad.default_config ().set(
11 mask_func=PPOClipMask.default_config ().set(
12 eps_high =0.2, # DAPO: 0.28
13 eps_low =0.2,
14 ),
15 ),
16 grad_2=K3Grad.default_config ().set( # DAPO & Dr. GRPO: None
17 beta =0.04 ,
18 ),
19 ).instantiate ()

Listing 1: Configuration for the original GRPO objective.

• Training: Commonly employs more complex hybrid parallelism schemes as combinations
of Data Parallelism, FSDP, and Context Parallelism to better overlap computation with
communication and scale to larger models.

These different strategies inherently change the order of operations. For example, a parallel summation
ř

px1, ...xnq might be computed as
ř

px1, ...xn
2

q `
ř

pxn
2 `1, ...xnq in one setup (e.g., TP) but as a

single sequential sum in another. Because bfloat16 arithmetic is sensitive to the order of operations,
such variations can lead to measurable numerical discrepancies.

Source #2: Differences in JAX Kernel Fusion The JAX compilation process also leads to different
fused kernels for training and inference.

• Inference: A pure inference call triggers only the primal function. The compiler has full
freedom to fuse operations aggressively for maximum speed.

• Training: A training step triggers both the forward and backward functions. The forward
pass must emit intermediate values (residuals) required by the backward pass, which restricts
the compiler’s ability to fuse operations.

A concrete example is RMSNorm. In inference mode, JAX may fuse RMSNorm with subsequent
operations (e.g., a residual add), computing the combined block in a highly optimized kernel. During
training, however, the forward pass must explicitly output the output of RMSNorm for use in the
backward pass. This requirement prevents fusion and results in a different kernel decomposition
and thus a different computational order compared to the inference path. These subtle, low-level
differences in computation order are sufficient to cause numerical divergence in bfloat16, ultimately
leading to the unexpected observation rpθq ‰ 1.0.

5.1 Mitigation Strategies

Obtaining highly accurate log-probabilities (πθold pa|sq) is critical for RL training convergence, par-
ticularly in off-policy settings where Importance Sampling (IS) is heavily relied upon. To mitigate
numerical divergence, we employ log-prob recomputation with training-inference graph alignment,
similar to approaches discussed in [44].

To ensure maximal alignment, we do not rely on cached log-probs from inference workers. Instead,
we maintain a copy of the old policy that mirrors the exact model parallelism configurations of the
trainer and re-run a prefill step to compute πθold . Crucially, we further force the training model’s
forward path to match the inference model’s computational graph (e.g., kernel fusion patterns) by
disabling most activation saving (except for essential layer outputs) in the trainer. This effectively
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forces the training forward pass to behave like the inference worker’s inference pass. While this heavy
rematerialization ("nothing-saveable") combined with recomputation can incur up to some slowdown
for the training process, it has negligible impact (less than 10%) for the end-to-end performance.
This is because, in our RL workloads, the dominant performance bottleneck is the rollout generation
on the inference workers rather than the trainer. Therefore we consider this performance tradeoff
necessary to achieve the required numerical consistency. For Mixture of Experts (MoE) models, we
have observed an additional source of divergence: the set of activated experts can differ significantly
between the old and new policy models, a phenomenon also noted in [47]. We plan to address this in
future work by enforcing routing alignment, ensuring the new policy adheres to the expert routing
decisions of the old policy during specific training phases.

6 Other System Designs and Optimizations

Next, we discuss our verifier service implementation and data curation methods.

6.1 Verifiers

In contrast to answer-only math verifiers, which typically take tens of milliseconds and can be run
using a single thread locally on the inference workers, code verifiers are more resource-intensive. For
example, a high-quality competitive coding problem usually requires code to pass 10´ 100 test cases,
each within a time limit of 1 ´ 10 seconds. As is often the case, sub-sampling from the large number
of test cases easily leads to false positive results. For such problems, a local code verifier is too slow.
To make matters worse, it can easily damage the system if the execution context is not safely isolated.

To make code verification scalable, we designed OUBLIETTE, a remote code execution service
utilizing the AWS Lambda service. OUBLIETTE supports two fundamental operations: executing
code (with compilation if necessary) and executing a binary executable directly, both supporting
standard or file input/output.

OUBLIETTE plays a crucial role in verifying the official Codeforces1 dataset. After de-duplication
and removing problems without English statements or that are interactive [25], the official Codeforces
dataset contains 9096 problems and 449797 test cases, with uncompressed total size ą 500 GB.
Apart from its extremely large scale, Codeforces further distinguishes itself from other competitive
coding datasets by extensively using special checkers [3] for each problem. At a high level, a special
checker handles problems with multiple feasible solutions and is itself an executable program.

We designed the following code verification pipeline:

Before training. Process all data (including compiling the checkers into executable binaries to
reduce service-side compilation overhead) and upload them to a persistent OUBLIETTE repository.
We obtain the links to each test case. This step only needs to be done once, as long as the data itself
does not change.

During training. When code is being verified, the client sends only the code and links to inputs
to OUBLIETTE. OUBLIETTE then executes the code with inputs drawn from the specified links,
stores the outputs to a transient OUBLIETTE repository, and returns the links to the outputs. Next,
the client sends links to the checker binaries, inputs, and answers (all stored in the same repository),
as well as links to the outputs, to OUBLIETTE. Finally, OUBLIETTE executes the checker binaries
and sends the verdicts (these are very short) generated by the checkers directly to the client.

We describe the efficiency and scalability of OUBLIETTE in our use case here. A typical request to
OUBLIETTE contains 2000 unique pairs of pcode, inputq to be executed in parallel. The time limit
is set to 10 seconds per pair. The average verification time, including two rounds of client-server
interaction (code and checker), is less than 30 seconds per request. Moreover, there is no upper bound
on the maximum concurrency of code runs OUBLIETTE can handle, as AWS Lambda is a serverless
function service. Thus, there is no bottleneck even when there are large numbers of rollouts due to
hitting max generation length in the first batch. The network transaction overhead is also drastically
reduced thanks to the persistent repository storing test data. Assuming the average code size is 3 KB

1Apple acquired license. Website: https://codeforces.com
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Figure 2: Training reward and test set accuracy over steps when training QwQ-32B on Codeforces
dataset using RLAX.

and the average link size is 50 B, compared to full data transaction to any remote code execution
server, one epoch on the entire Codeforces dataset is reduced from ą 449797ˆ3

1024ˆ1024 ` 500 ą 500 GB to
449797ˆp3`3ˆ50{1024q

1024ˆ1024 « 1.35 GB.

6.2 Data Curation

Data quality represents a fundamental bottleneck in reinforcement learning, particularly for Group
Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) algorithms. data quality is extremely important for RL tasks,
which usually have sparse 0/1 reward signals.

The core challenge lies in avoiding homogeneous rewards in a group that provide no learning signal.
When coding problems are either trivially easy or prohibitively difficult, all samples generated from
a single problem prompt tend to receive identical rewards—either all correct (reward = 1) or all
incorrect (reward = 0). Such uniform distributions eliminate the reward variance necessary for
any algorithms estimating advantages using a group of samples, including GRPO, etc. to compute
meaningful policy gradients. The optimal training scenario requires a balanced reward distribution
where, among n samples generated from a single prompt, some solutions are correct while others
contain errors, creating the reward diversity essential for effective learning.

To address this challenge, RLAX has an extention to optionally add a data filter to use one of the
two data curation strategies as follows:

Pre-filtering Approach: This method conducts preliminary evaluation runs on the training dataset,
retaining only problems where the model achieves partial success rates. While this maximizes dataset
efficiency and enables curriculum learning by deploying problems of varying difficulty at appropriate
stages, it introduces manual overhead that can slow the training pipeline.

Dynamic Filtering Approach: This strategy implements real-time filtering during training, forward-
ing trajectories only when batches contain both correct and incorrect samples from the same problem
(similar to DAPO [46]). Although this eliminates manual evaluation overhead through automated
filtering, it exacerbates computational bottlenecks by discarding trajectory portions.

7 Evaluation

We first present our main results demonstrating how RLAX improves the accuracy of QwQ-32B
[37]. We then provide ablation studies on the choice of staleness bounds and the numerical alignment
method. Finally, we evaluate RLAX ’s ability to be preempted and resumed.

7.1 Main Results

RLAX is capable of training and delivering high-quality models, including both internal and open-
source variants. Here, we show RLAX’s effectiveness through a case study involving RL training
on QwQ-32B for competitive coding tasks. We use Codeforces 2013-2024 for training and 2025
for evaluation, with OUBLIETTE as the reward model for code execution against test cases. In this

11



128 256 512 1024
Number of v5p TPU Cores

0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

70,000

Th
ro

ug
hp

ut
 (

to
ke

ns
/s

)

8,834

17,624

34,693

70,727
Ideal Linear Scaling
Actual Throughput
Step Time

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

St
ep

 T
im

e 
(s

ec
on

ds
)

135.82s

78.28s

45.89s
37.79s

(a) Inference service throughput and training step time.

0 100 200 300 400 500
Wall Time (minutes)

50

100

150

200

250

St
ep

v5p Cores
128
256
512
1024

(b) Training steps at different wall time.

Figure 3: TPU Scalability: Rollout throughput and training step time vs core count
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Figure 4: RLAX’s training rewards under different staleness settings.

experiment, we deployed v5p-512 clusters for both training and rollout. Figure 2 shows the training
rewards and test set accuracy over training steps. Using RLAX, we achieved test set accuracy
improvements of 6.7%, 12.8%, and 12.0% for reward, pass@8, and pass@32 respectively. Since
QwQ-32B ’s knowledge cutoff is November 28, 2024 [35], these gains on Codeforces 2025 represent

genuine gains in coding capability.

A key objective of our system is to maintain near-linear throughput scaling as inference capacity
increases. To assess this, we conduct identical RL workloads on TPU v5p inference clusters of size
128, 256, 512, and 1024, each hosting the same model and exposing the same serving interface. We
used the same v5p-512 cluster as the trainer to compare generation throughput and training step times
across different settings. Figure 3a reports the steady-state inference service throughput and training
step latency for each configuration. As the blue curve in Figure 3a shows, the inference throughput
grows roughly linearly with the size of the inference service, up to v5p-1024, with minimal deviations
from ideal scaling. The system achieves an 8.0ˆ improvement from using v5p-128 to v5p-1024 as
the size of the inference service, indicating that the controller introduces very low overhead even at
large scale.

The overall training performance increases as we scale out the size of the inference service. The
green curve in Figure 3a shows is the training step latency. The training step latency reduces by 3.6ˆ,
when the inference service’s throughput improves by 8.0ˆ. This is because, as inference throughput
increased, the system became training-bound. Figure 3b shows step times vs wall time from the first
256 steps under each setting: RLAX’s training step latency is consistent across training steps.

7.2 Ablation Study

Impact of staleness on convergence and training speed. We study how different staleness settings
affect convergence and training performance. In our main run, we had the inference reload staleness
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to be 16 and trainer acceptance staleness to be 32. This means pj, kq “ p16, 32q. We also tested
a configuration where the trainer acceptance staleness was equal to the inference reload staleness
pj, kq “ p16, 16q, effectively causing the trainer and the inference workers to synchronize more
frequently and thus wait for each other more often. We compare the training reward curves between
these two settings.

Figure 4 shows the results for our experimental settings (Codeforces dataset, QwQ-32B , 16k context
length). In the figure, stale-16 means k “ 16, and stale-32 means k “ 32. Both configurations
achieve similar reward gains per step. However, the configuration with greater trainer acceptance
staleness (trainer acceptance staleness > inference reload staleness) reduces average step time from
75 to 45 seconds, resulting in higher reward gains per unit of wall time.

However, high staleness can slow reward convergence per step, though not in our main experiments.
In other experiments with a smaller model (3B) and fewer samples (10, overfitting scenario), high
staleness both slowed convergence and increased time-to-plateau. How staleness bound changes
accuracy and performance in RL is workload-dependent and requires validation runs before full
experiments.
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Figure 5: Absolute the Log Probability Difference
Between Trainer and Rollout

Numerical alignment. To quantify the dis-
crepancy between the trainer policy and the
behavior policy, we measure the absolute per-
token log-probability difference between them.
Let πβ denote the behavior policy that gener-
ated the trajectories and πθ the current trainer
policy being optimized. For each action token,
we compute the masked mean of |log πβpat |

stq ´ log πθpat | stq|. Figure 5 reports results
from two controlled experiments conducted with
off-policy learning using the QwQ-32B model,
comparing training runs with and without our nu-
merical log-probability recomputation method
(§5.1). Models trained without correction ex-
hibit markedly more volatile log-probability dif-
ferences, including sharp spikes that correlate
with instability in reward learning. In contrast, enabling our method consistently suppresses these
fluctuations and yields smoother, more stable policy updates. Quantitatively, we summarize stability
using the 95th percentile of the per-step log-probability difference over 512 training steps: the
baseline run without recomputation reaches a 95th percentile of 0.044348, while our recomputation
method reduces this to 0.019943.

7.3 Supporting Preemption
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Figure 6: RLAX’s training rewards over time with a pre-
emption event.

We evaluate RLAX ’s robustness un-
der preemption by examining its be-
havior during real preemptions. Sev-
eral resource-related preemptions oc-
curred naturally during our staleness
ablation experiments (§7.2), provid-
ing representative stress tests with-
out requiring synthetic fault injection.
Figure 6 shows an example of RLAX
being preempted. RLAX reliably re-
sumed training from the most recent
persisted checkpoint after the preemp-
tion, with no observable deviation in
learning curves or system behavior.
This result confirm that the checkpoint-and-restore mechanisms of RLAX are effective in practice
and that the system can tolerate preemption without compromising training progress.
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8 Related Work

Off-policy RL. There are many possible approaches to implementing off-policy reinforcement
learning (RL) for large language models. RLAX currently adopts a straightforward, rollout-level
off-policy design: each rollout is generated entirely using a single model version, and the trainer is
allowed to consume any rollout whose originating model is at most k steps stale. Under this scheme,
inference workers must discard partially completed rollouts whenever they refresh their weights from
the parameter server. Any continuation would produce rollouts whose model provenance cannot be
cleanly attributed to a single version.

Recent work has begun to explore mechanisms that relax this constraint by enabling a single rollout to
be generated using multiple model versions. Magistral [26], for example, continues generation using
updated model weights while reusing the KV cache produced by older weights, thereby salvaging
partial computations that would otherwise be discarded. LlamaRL [40] similarly improves data
efficiency through mixed-version rollouts, wherein stale rollouts are prefixed with a fresh prefill
computed using the latest weights. These approaches increase hardware utilization and reduce rollout
waste, and can be extensions to RLAX.

RL on TPUs. RLAX is a full-stack RL post-training systems designed for TPU clusters, but it is
not the only recent effort in this space. Google’s Tunix library [5] provides a TPU-based RL fine-
tuning framework focused on simplicity and extensibility. However, Tunix currently lacks multi-host
distributed training capabilities and relies on standard attention implementations, which makes it
less suitable for long-context LLMs. In contrast, RLAX is designed for large-scale, multi-host
deployments and leverages optimized kernel implementations such as FlashAttention [13, 12] to
support efficient training of long-context and high-capacity models.

Checkpoint-and-restore in ML Systems. Checkpoint-and-restore mechanisms have long been
a standard practice of large-scale ML systems, enabling fault tolerance and preemption support
in distributed training. Prior works typically focus on supervised training workloads with tightly
synchronized iterations [42, 38]. In contrast, RL post-training introduces unique challenges: rollouts
depend on prompt-mixture sampling, verifier outcomes, and model-version provenance, all of which
must be kept consistent across restarts. Naively checkpointing all state, including large transient
artifacts such as KV caches or intermediate verifier states, would result in unnecessarily large and
slow-to-load checkpoints.

By tightly integrating deterministic controller logic, reproducible RNG streams, and dual in-
memory/persistent storage of model weights, RLAX extends traditional checkpoint-and-restore
techniques to the RL setting. This allows RLAX to guarantee correctness under frequent preemption,
a property that is critical for large-scale RL workloads running on shared or elastic compute clusters.

9 Conclusion

We present RLAX, a scalable and distributed reinforcement learning framework for large language
models (LLMs) that unifies a broad spectrum of RL algorithms and training paradigms within a
single, flexible system architecture. Designed for practical large-scale deployment on TPUs, RLAX
provides efficient rollout generation, high-throughput training, and built-in support for preemption
and recovery. In large-scale evaluations, RLAX improves QwQ-32B ’s pass@8 accuracy by 12.8%
in just 12 hours and 48 minutes on 1024 v5p TPUs, and it does so while remaining robust to multiple
unexpected preemptions throughout training.
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A More Instantiations of Modern RL Algorithms

REINFORCE. First introduced in [39], REINFORCE has many variations. An on-policy
REINFORCE performs one-step gradient update using the objective in Equation (6), where
pAi “ Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q is the unbiased advantage estimator.
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Thus, we can instantiate Equation (3) with

AggXi,t “ 1rt “ |oi|s ¨
1

G
,

ISXi,t “ rtpθq,

AdvXi,t “ Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q,

GradTerm1Xi,t “ 1rt “ |oi|s ¨

|oi|
ÿ

t1“1

log πθpoi,t1 |q, oi,ăt1 q,

GradTerm2Xi,t “ 0,

A token-level REINFORCE

Jtoken-REINFORCEpθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

»

–

1

GLmax

G
ÿ

i“1

|oi|
ÿ

t“1

sgrri,tpθqs pAi log πθpoi,t|q, oi,ătq

fi

fl . (6)

can be instantiated with

AggXi,t “
1

GLmax
,

ISXi,t “ ri,tpθq,

AdvXi,t “ Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q,

GradTerm1Xi,t “ log πθpoi,t|q, oi,ătq,

GradTerm2Xi,t “ 0,

where Lmax is the maximum generation length. The leave-one-out advantage estimator [20] can
be instantiated with AdvXi,t “ G´1

G pRi ´ 1
G´1

ř

j‰i Rjq. Regularization (such as Equation (12) in
[2]) can be instantiated by setting GradTerm2 accordingly. LlamaRL [40] can be instantiated with
ISXi,t “ mintri,tpθq, ρu.

CISPO. Equation (4) in [9]:

JCISPOpθq “ E
q„D

toiu
G
i“1„πθold p¨|qq

»

–

1
řG

i1“1 |oi1 |

G
ÿ

i“1

|oi|
ÿ

t“1

sgrpri,tpθqs pAi log πθpoi,t|q, oi,ătq

fi

fl , (7)

where

pri,tpθq “ clippri,tpθq, 1 ´ ϵISlow, 1 ` ϵIShighq, pAi “
Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q

stdptRi1 uGi1“1q
.

Thus, we can instantiate Equation (3) with

AggXi,t “
1

řG
i1“1 |oi1 |

,

ISXi,t “ clippri,tpθq, 1 ´ ϵISlow, 1 ` ϵIShighq,

AdvXi,t “
Ri ´ meanptRi1 uGi1“1q

stdptRi1 uGi1“1q
,

GradTerm1Xi,t “ log πθpoi,t|q, oi,ătq,

GradTerm2Xi,t “ 0.

[9] also stated that GradTerm1 could be masked with Mi,t.
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