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Abstract—State-of-the-art topologies for datacenters (DC) and
high-performance computing (HPC) networks are demand-
oblivious and static. Therefore, such network topologies are
optimized for the worst-case traffic scenarios and can’t take
advantage of changing demand patterns when such exist. How-
ever, recent optical switching technologies enable the concept
of dynamically reconfiguring circuit-switched topologies in real-
time. This capability opens the door for the design of self-
adjusting networks: networks with demand-aware and dynamic
topologies in which links between nodes can be established and
re-adjusted online and respond to evolving traffic patterns.

This paper studies a recently proposed model for optical leaf-
spine reconfigurable networks. We present a novel algorithm,
GREEDYEGOTREES, that dynamically changes the network
topology. The algorithm greedily builds ego trees for nodes in
the network, where nodes cooperate to help each other, taking
into account the global needs of the network. We show that
GREEDYEGOTREES has nice theoretical properties, outperforms
other possible algorithms (like static expander and greedy dy-
namic matching) and can significantly improve the average path
length for real DC and HPC traces.

I. INTRODUCTION

Communication networks in general and datacenter (DC)
networks, in particular, have become a critical infrastructure
in our digital society. The popularity of data-centric applica-
tions, e.g., related to entertainment, science, social networking,
and business, is rapidly increasing. The ongoing COVID-19
pandemic has further highlighted the need for an efficient-
communication infrastructure, which is now critical for, e.g.,
online teaching, virtual conferences, and health [1].

Network topology is directly related to network performance
in terms of delay, throughput, and reliability. Therefore, re-
search and innovations in network topologies are a fundamen-
tal part of network design in industry and academia alike [2]–
[6]. State-of-the-art (SoA) datacenter network designs typi-
cally rely on static and demand-oblivious optical switches.
However, DC networks currently serve a variety of specific ap-
plications such as web search, machine learning (ML), High-
performance-computing (HPC), or distributed storage. Each
application creates different and dynamic demand patterns and
the overall traffic may be a mix of changing patterns [7], [8].
Hence, it is unclear if fixed network topologies are the right
tool for highly optimized networked environments.

However, even if network designers take traffic demands
into their designs, they have little idea of the specific applica-
tions that will use the network. Thus, the common approach
is to design static and demand-oblivious network topologies
optimized toward worst-case scenarios like all-to-all commu-

nication. However, such an aoblivious pproach is uncommon in
other computing frameworks; for example, servers use caches
(and similar techniques) to enhance performance and respond
to the actual demand. In recent years, the maturation of optical
switching and networks has introduced exciting opportunities
for network design. Namely, optical switches that can dynam-
ically reconfigure their internal connectivity (input-output port
matching), which in turn changes the global circuit-switched
network topology without rewiring or other physical changes
to the network. The enabling of such dynamic switches and
dynamic topologies resulted in a flourish of proposals for
reconfigurable optical networks [9]. These proposals can be
divided into two main dimensions. The first is to keep the
reconfiguration demand-oblivious and use dynamicity to rotate
between predefined topology configurations, e.g., RotorNet
[2], [10], Opera [11], and Sirius [3]. The main advantage of
this approach is that rotation can be done fast on a nanosecond
scale [3]. The second approach, which we focus on more
in this paper, is to make the reconfiguration demand-aware
and adjust the switches based on actual demand in real-time,
e.g., Helios [12], c-Through [13], Eclipse, [14], ProjecTor
[15] and others [9]. The con of this approach is the slower
reconfiguration times which are micro-second scale [9].

Interestingly, a recently proposed model, the ToR-Matching-
ToR (TMT) model, [16] is a unified model that uses a
two layers leaf-spine network architecture and can describe
both static, dynamic, demand-oblivious, and demand-aware
systems. Figure 1 (left) illustrates the TMT model with seven
leaf switches (ToR) and three spine switches (each with a
matching) (see Section II for formal details).

Our work investigates the possibility of a dynamic network
topology that can adjust itself to the workload’s characteristics.
Intuitively, such a network can exploit localities [17] in the
communication patterns and introduce a dynamic topology
that optimizes current trends rather than worst-case trends.
Thus, dynamic networks can yield shorter routing paths and
higher throughput than static networks in highly structured
workloads. Specifically, static networks often use expander
graphs [5] or hierarchical (e.g., FatTree [6]) topologies to
optimize the network diameter which give an upper bound for
the (average) path length. While there are several metrics of
interest when studying a network’s topology, this work focuses
on the average path length since a shorter route length leads to
better utilization of links and higher network throughput [18].
As we will see formally later, our network model provides
the designer (i.e., our algorithm) a set of k matchings of size
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Fig. 1: Example of the leaf-spine TMT model (left) with n = 7
ToR nodes and k = 3 spine switches (matchings) and the
corresponding k regular, directed, network graph at time t,
N(t) =

⋃k
i=1M(i, t) (right). The (directed) multi-hop path

v1, s1, v3, s2, v5, s3, v7 is shown in the figure. Matching are
reconfigured over time within each spine switch.

n, namely a set of nk direct links that we can reconfigure
dynamically. A central perspective we examined in this work
is to treat our edges similarly to a links cache [19]. but, caching
network links is different than caching arbitrary objects. First,
there is a dependency between links in the cache since several
consecutive cached links create a path, and a collection of
links create a cached graph. Second, links caches don’t have
binary hit/miss behavior but incur costs according to the path
length between the source and destination. Thus, adding (or
removing) a link to the cache may impacts many requests from
many sources to many destinations.

Our Contribution: Our work demonstrates that we can
reduce the average path length (APL) significantly on real
network traces using our links cache approach. While even
algorithms that establish only direct links, i.e., paths of length
one, improve static topologies, we show that regarding the
links cache as a graph provide stronger benefits. In turn, as
our main contribution, we proposed a novel online algorithm,
GREEDYEGOTREES, which forms also indirect links, looks
on the cached links as a graph, and attains a considerably
better performance. We prove several theoretical properties of
GREEDYEGOTREES and evaluate it on eight application traces
with feasible parameters within the current technological lim-
itations. Our evaluation demonstrates a consistent reduction in
APL, of up to ≈ 60% compared to static expander networks.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section
II we formally present the network model and the metric of
interest. In Section III we first discuss static solutions and first
present GREEDYEGOTREES. Next, in Section IV we discuss
online and dynamic algorithms, and the online version of our
algorithms. Section V introduces datasets and some further
algorithms that we use for evaluation in Section VI, where
we present our empirical results. After reviewing related work
in VII we conclude the paper in Section VIII with a short
discussion.

II. MODEL AND PRELIMINARIES

Our network model is motivated by recent proposals for two
layers leaf-spine network architectures in which spine switches
support reconfigurable matching between input-output ports

[2], [11]. Such architectures are called the ToR-Matching-
ToR (TMT) model [16] and can model existing systems, e.g.,
Eclipse [14] or ProjecToR [15], which relies on a demand-
aware switches, RotorNet [2], and Opera [11], which rely
on a demand-oblivious switches with matchings that rotate
over time or an optical variant of Xpander [5] which can
be built from a collection of static matchings. Formally, the
network interconnects a set of n nodes {v1, v2, . . . , vn} (e.g.,
leafs, ToR switches) using a set of k optical spine switches
S = {s1, s2, . . . , sk}. Each spine switch has a set of n input
and n output ports, internally connected via a directed (i.e.,
uni-direction) matching from the input to the output port.
These matchings can be dynamic and change over time. We
denote the matching on switch i at time t by M(i, t).

Each node (i.e., ToR switch) has k up links and k down
links. Given any (leaf) node vi, it’s jth up port is connected
to the ith input port of spine switch sj and its jth down port
is connected to the ith output port of spine switch sj . These
links are static and do not change, while, as mentioned, the
internal matching inside each switch can change. See Fig. 1
(left) for an example of the TMT with seven leaf nodes and
three spine switches at a given time t.

At each time t our (abstract) network is the union the
k-matchings, N(t) =

⋃k
i=1M(i, t). Notice that when all

matchings are disjoint perfect matchings, having n directed
edges, then the resulting network N(t) is always a k-regular
directed graph with nk edges. Fig. 1 (right) shows an example
for N(t) which is a 3-regular, directed graph. The network
N(t) supports multi-hop routing during time t where a path
of length 2` on the TMT network is always of the form
(vi1 , sj1 , vi2 , sj2 , · · · , sj` , vi`+1

) and is translated to a path
of length ` on N(t) of the form (vi1 , vi2 , · · · , vi`+1

). Fig. 1
highlights the path (v1, s1, v3, s2, v5, s3, v7) of length 3 from
the source v1 to the destination v7, both on the TMT model
(left) and on the network N(t) (right).

The network N(t) is assumed to serve a workload
or network traffic represented as a trace of packets or
flowlets [20]. Formally, a trace σ is an ordered se-
quence of communications requests (e.g., IP packets) σ =
((s1, d1), (s2, d2), (s3, d3), . . .), where st, dt represent the
source and destination nodes, respectively, and the request,
(st−1, dt−1) occurs before the request (st, dt).

When the tth request, (st, dt), from a source st to a
destination dt arrives, the cost to serve it is assumed to be
proportional to the shortest distance (i.e., number of hops in
forwarding the packet) between st and dt on the network N(t)
which we denote as distN(t)(st, dt). Recall that our model
enables switches to fully reconfigure their connections as long
as they form a set of k matchings, and by that to change N(t)
over time. We assume in our model that switches are restricted
to update their configuration (matching) only at a predefined
rate 1

R ≤ 1, namely R is a minimum number of consecu-
tive communication requests that are required between two
updates. This update rate accounts for the delay needed when
changing a configuration in modern switches (see Section VI).
Therefore, our network is static between configurations (i.e.,



N(t) = N(t+1)), for a period of R requests, but the network
following a reconfiguration may be completely different (i.e.,
usually N(t) 6= N(t+R)).

A self-adjusting network algorithm A is an online algorithm
[21] that selects the k-matchings that compose the network
at time t, namely, N(t). Such dynamic algorithms adjust the
topology based on some history of past requests [22] and uses
it as an approximation for the near future. We denote by AR

an algorithm that is forced to make changes at most once per
R consecutive requests. A static algorithm is an algorithm that
sets the network (i.e., k-matching) once and does not change
it along the trace. We denote this network as N0. An offline
static algorithm is assumed to know the whole trace σ (i.e.,
the future) when it decides or computes N0.

In turn, our work utilizes the average path length (APL)
as the cost metric we tries to optimize. APL is defined as the
cost to serve an entire trace σ of length m = |σ| with respect
to an algorithm A and an update rate R. Formally,

APL(AR, σ) =
1

m

m∑
t=1

distN(t)(st, dt). (1)

In the next section, we discuss two static algorithms, includ-
ing our novel proposed algorithm GREEDYEGOTREES and in
Section IV we discuss online algorithms.

III. STATIC DEMAND-AWARE k-MATCHINGS

In this section we explore static, offline and demand-aware
algorithms that yield a static network N for all the traffic.
Next, in Section IV we study the online and dynamic version
of the problem that constructs a dynamic network N(t).

In the static, offline demand-aware network design (DAN)
problem [23], we receive a demand distribution D, which
describes the frequency (or probability) p(u, v) of requests
between every (directed) pair of nodes in the network. Alter-
nately we can assume that the algorithm receives the trace σ as
an input, and D describe the empirical distribution of σ. Note
that since D is a distribution, we have

∑
p(u, v) = 1. The goal

of the offline DAN problem is to design a static network (aka
a host graph) N ∈ Nk which minimizes the weighted-average
path length where, in our model, we require that Nk is the
set of all possible networks that are a union of k (directed)
matchings. Formally, the k-regular DAN problem is:

DAN(D) = argmin
N∈Nk

∑
(u,v)∈D

p(u, v) · distN (u, v) (2)

Before presenting our algorithm, we first discuss the greedy
k matching algorithm, a simple, naive, but appealing algorithm
to our problem.

A. Selfish Approach: Greedy k-Matching

The weighted k-matching problem is an extension of the
well-known weighed matching problem (i.e., k = 1) [24],
[25]. As is commonly known, a simple greedy matching solves
the weighted matching problem with an approximation ratio
of 1

2 [26]. It is important to note that the optimization goal
of the matching problem (the weight of the matching) is

Algorithm 1 GREEDYMATCHING(D, k) Algorithm

Require: Demand Matrix D, k - number of switches
Ensure: k-Demand-Aware Matching

1: Initiate N as an empty graph . Will be k regular
2: Sort requests in D by frequency (breaking ties rand.)
3: for each request (s, d) do . By order of frequency
4: if out-deg(s) < k and in-deg(d) < k then
5: add (s, d) to G
6: end if
7: end for
8: if G is not k regular and strongly connected then
9: add (random) edges to make N , k regular, connected

10: end if
11: Convert G to k matchings

different than that of the DAN problem (minimum average
path length). Nevertheless, the problems are related since a
maximum matching finds a feasible set of requests (that can
be served in a single hop) with the maximum probability mass
of in D.

Therefore, the greedy k-matching algorithm follows the
same spirit by building a maximum weight k regular directed
graph greedily using edges with the largest probabilities in
D. It starts by sorting the requests in D according to their
frequencies. Then it greedily adds requests as long as both the
source and destination degrees are less than k. Algorithm 1,
GREEDYMATCHING, provides pseudo-code for this approach.

Since our optimization problem is different than the
weighted matching problem and allows adding edges that are
not in D, if we do not yet have a k-regular directed graph
at the end of this phase, our algorithm differentiates from the
classical greedy matching that stops and quits. In contrast,
our algorithm continues and adds random edges until we get
a k-regular graph. We use the fact that any k-regular directed
graph is decomposable to k perfect matchings. Formally,

Theorem 1. Any k-regular (multi) directed graph can be
decomposed to k perfect matchings (one for each of the k
switches)

The theorem proof follows almost directly because if G is a
k-regular directed graph, G can be represented as a k-regular
bipartite graph (by splitting each node to two nodes). In turn,
Hall’s theorem [27] implies that a perfect matching M exists
in G. If we remove M from G, we are left with a graph G′

which is (k−1)-regular directed graph, and we can repeat the
process, (k − 1) more times.

The crucial limitation of the above approach is that it
solves the problem from a single, direct link perspective. This
approach leads to a selfish behavior where each node only
adds edges for its requests. The selfish approach cannot handle
well cases where there is much traffic from a single source
to more than k destinations or traffic between more than k
sources to a single destination. Such patterns are unfortunately
common in real applications. For example, search engines
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(a) Demand matrix (b) The k-matching solution (c) GREEDYEGOTREES solution

Fig. 2: An example of the difference between k-matching and GREEDYEGOTREES. (a) a (directed) demand matrix with a
star-like structure, only v1 and v5 communicates to all other nodes. (b) The result of the greedy 2-matching, shows the network
and the corresponding two matching in s1 and s2. (c) The GREEDYEGOTREES solution for the same demand.

typically partition the search between many destinations. Each
searches its local documents and then merges the results, or
more generally a map-reduce framework [28]. Thus, even if
there are many frequently used edges with the same source
and varying destinations, greedy k-matching can only select k
edges with the same source.

Fig. 2 demonstrates this problem. Fig. 2-(a) present a
weighed demand matrix in a stars like structure where both
v1 and v5 communicates with all other nodes (with different
weighed). Fig. 2 (a) shows the solution imposed by the k-
matching (for k = 2). The solution must be a subgraph of D
so only two edges from each star can be included.

The GREEDYEGOTREES algorithm we present next over-
comes this issue by taking an altruistic approach and adding
indirect paths between sources and destinations using helper
nodes, in particular other destinations of the same source.
Thus, it would still add the most frequent edges in the
examples above, but these would not always be direct edges
due to topology limitations (of degree at most k). Fig. 2-(c)
presents the solution of GREEDYEGOTREES which we discuss
in more detail next.

B. Altruistic Approach: Greedy Ego-Trees Network

We now introduce GREEDYEGOTREES, a novel algorithm
(see Algorithm 2 for pseudo-code) to solve the offline DAN
problem. While the basic idea of GREEDYEGOTREES follows
the spirit of similar algorithms like minimum spanning tree
(MST) [29] and greedy matching, GREEDYEGOTREES brings
a new networking (or topology) perspective to the proposed
solution and has a theoretical foundation that we discuss later.

To build the network N ∈ Nk, we first sort the requests in
D according to their frequency. Next, we greedily create paths
in the network in the order of the sorted requests until N is a k
regular directed graph which is then converted to k matchings
(Theorem 1) defining the concrete switches configurations.

The key idea of GREEDYEGOTREES is that when we build
a path for a request (s, d), all previous requests (which had
higher probabilities) already have a short path between their
source and destination. Since the in-degree and out-degree of
nodes can be at most k, we may need intermediate nodes to
help us to add a short path between s and d to N . We do so
by initiating a forward Breath-First-Search (BFS) starting at s

to find the closet available node to s, denoted as x. That is,
we seek for the closest node whose out-degree is less than k.
Note that initially the closest available node can be s itself.

Next, we preform a backward BFS starting from d to find
the closest available node to d, denoted as y. That is, a node
whose in-degree is less than k, and we can therefore add a
new edge (x, y) to the network. However, we first verify that
adding the edge (x, y) results in a shorter path between s and
d than the current network. Formally, we add the edge (x, y)
to N only if dist(s, x)+dist(y, d)+1 < dist(s, d). See Fig. 3
for an example of finding x and y using forward and backward
BFSs. If no available nodes x or y exist we skip to the next
request in the sorted list.

After adding kn directed edges, or adding all the (s, d)
requests with p(s, d) > 0, if the resulting network is not
k-regular or if it is not strongly connected, then we need
to add or change some of the edges. Specifically, if the
network is strongly connected but is not k-regular, we add
random edges between available nodes until the network is k
regular. If the network is not strongly connected, we identify
connected components and connect them by removing low
weight (i.e., probability) edges and adding new edges until we
reach a single strongly connected component. For simplicity
of presentation, we ignore these (solvable) cases and some
other minor corner cases (e.g., x or y do not exist) in the
pseudo-code description of Algorithm 2. The final step of the
algorithm is to decompose the k-regular directed network N
to k-matchings.

Fig. 2 (c) presents the result of GREEDYEGOTREES for the
demand matrix in (a). As we can observe, GREEDYEGOTREES
utilizes more edges than the k-matching approach. Moreover,
this simple example builds an optimal directed ego tree, both
for v1 (in green) and v5 (in blue).

Next, we discuss several theoretical properties of
GREEDYEGOTREES. We start with the following observation
to provide fundamental insights into the motivation behind
GREEDYEGOTREES and the need for less active nodes or
edges to help with high-frequency requests. We denote by GD
the weighted directed graph when we see D as the adjacency
matrix of a directed graph. Consider any demand distribution
for which GD is a star network with a root r (i.e., r is a
single source, or single destination, for all requests in D).



Algorithm 2 GREEDYEGOTREES(D, k) Algorithm

Require: Demand Matrix D, k - number of switches
Ensure: k-Demand-Aware Matching

1: Initiate N as an empty graph . Will be k regular
2: Sort requests in D by frequency (breaking ties rand.)
3: for each request (s, d) do . By order of frequency
4: Let x be an available node in ForwardBFS(s)
5: Let y be an available node in BackwardBFS(d)
6: if dist(s, x) + dist(y, d) + 1 < dist(s, d) then
7: add (x, y) to N
8: end if
9: end for

10: if G is not k regular and strongly connected then
11: add (random) edges to make N , k regular, connected
12: end if
13: Convert N to k matchings

In this case, GREEDYEGOTREES will create N as a k-ary
directed tree network where r is the root and nodes’ distance
from r is ordered by the frequency they communicate with r.
It is easy to see that such a k-ary tree optimally minimizes the
weighted-average route length and that N ∈ Nk. Similarly,
we can state the following:

Observation 2. GREEDYEGOTREES is optimal for a demand
D for which GD is a collection of disjoint (weighted) stars.

Next, we extend Observation 2 to the more general demand
distribution D where GD forms a forest and we bound the
APL with the Entropy [30] of the distribution D.

The information Entropy (or Shannon entropy) is a measure
of the uncertainty, or disorder, in an information source.
Since being introduced by Claude Shannon in his seminal
1948 work [31], entropy has found many uses, including
coding, compression, and machine learning to name a few
[30]. Recently, the conditional entropy was proved to be a
lower bound for the average path length in static DAN [23].
Formally, for a discrete random variable X with possible
values {x1, . . . , xn}, the (base k) entropy Hk(X) of X is
defined as

H(X) =

n∑
i=1

p(xi) logk
1

p(xi)
(3)

where p(xi) is the probability that X takes the value xi. Note
that, 0 · logk 1

0 is considered as 0. We can state the following
about GREEDYEGOTREES:

Theorem 3. For k > 1 and a distribution D, if GD is a
directed (weighted) forest, then the weighted-average route
length of GREEDYEGOTREES is less than Hk(D) + 1 where
Hk is the entropy (base k) function.

Proof sketch. First, let p1 ≥ p2 ≥, · · · ≥ p|D| denote the prob-
abilities of the requests in D in a non-increasing order. Note
that it must be the case that pi ≤ 1

i , otherwise
∑i

j=1 pj > 1,
contradiction for D being a distribution. Next, we show that for
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Fig. 3: GREEDYEGOTREES Algorithm: Forward BFS and
backward BFS example with the corresponding x and y.

the first |D| edges added to N , N will be a directed forest with
max in and out-degree k. Consider the ith request in the sorted
list of requests, (si, di). Since GD is a forest, the ith request is
the only request in D for which di is a destination. Thus, the
current in-degree of di is zero, and when GREEDYEGOTREES
finishes, its degree will be one. Since the in-degree of all nodes
in N is at most, and there are no cycles, N will also be a
forest. By construction, nodes will have an out-degree of at
most k. Now consider what will be the distance dist(si, di)
after adding the edge (x, y) Following Algorithm 2, y = di and
x is the closet node to si with out-degree less than k. Since N
is a directed forest, the sub-tree rooted at si can have at most
i edges and therefore distN (si, di) can be at most dlogk(i)e,
so distN (si, di) < logk i+ 1. Overall we have,

|D|∑
i=1

pi distN (si, di) ≤
|D|∑
i=1

pi logk i+ 1

≤
|D|∑
i=1

pi logk
1

pi
+ 1 ≤ Hk(D) + 1 (4)

We note that for the case of general distribution D, the
conditional entropy, H(X|Y ) is a lower bound for the average
path length [23], where X,Y are the sources and destinations
nodes, respectively. Such a lower bound can be potentially
much lower than the joint entropy H(D) = H(X,Y ) that we
prove above. Note that after connecting in N all pairs from
D, the algorithm will add random edges to create a k-regular
directed graph.

We conclude this section by showing that the running time
of GREEDYEGOTREES is polynomial.

Theorem 4. The running time of GREEDYEGOTREES is
O(k2n2).

Proof overview. The primary operations in GREEDYE-
GOTREES are of polynomial time. We go over them in the
order of the algorithm. Sorting can be done in O(nk log(nk)).
Next, we need to add one edge, one at a time to N . Such
addition may require the source and destination nodes to
construct their BFS tree (forward or backward). BFS runs in
O(m) where m is the number of edges. Since we have at
most m = kn edges to add, all m BFS searches, two for each
edge can be made at a total time of O(k2n2). Additionally,



we need to find distN (s, d) in the current network for each
path we build. This operation can be done when the source s
(or destination d) preform the BFS mentioned above. If there
is a path from s to d, it will be found. Finally, adding random
edges and the graph decomposition (where each maximum
matching takes at most O(nm) = O(kn2)) takes no more
than O(k2n2) as well.

We believe that improving the running time of GREEDYE-
GOTREES is possible, but leave this question for future work.
In the next section use our static algorithms as building blocks
for our discussion on online algorithms.

IV. ONLINE k-REGULAR DAN

The online DAN problem, denoted as self-adjusting network
[22], deals with cases where we do not know the demand
matrix ahead of time. Instead, we look at a past window of
W requests to approximate the current demand matrix. We
use a fixed-sized window to adjust to changes in the demand
gradually. This section is organized as follows: Section IV-A
presents a meta-framework for online algorithms for the online
DAN problem, Section IV-B explains how use matching based
algorithms on top of the framework. Notice that all these ap-
proaches use the same meta-framework for online algorithms.

A. Meta-Algorithm for the Online DAN problem

All the online demand-aware network (DAN) algorithms
we consider in this work follows the same meta-framework
to maintain a dynamic network N(t) and to minimize the
APL according to Eq. (1). We consider only k-regular DAN
so N(t) ∈ Nk must be a union of k directed matchings at
each time t. Pseudocode for the meta-algorithm is shown in
Algorithm 3, and we explain it next. The algorithm receives
a trace σ, an update rate R defining the number of requests
between subsequent network state updates, and a window size
W used to approximate the current demand matrix D. In
particular at time t, σ[t − W, t] denotes the W last request
in σ, an only those can be used to make decisions about the
reconfigurations. The update rate R reflects the reconfiguration
times imposed by technological limits of optical switches.
Changing matchings takes time and cannot be executed, for
example, after each packet. Therefore, once per R requests,
the algorithm updates the network configuration using the
Update() function (Line 5). The update function yields a
new network configuration N(t + 1), i.e., DAN, according
to the last W requests and the current network configuration
N(t). All the algorithms we study in this work for the online
DAN problem follow this meta-algorithm and vary in their
implementation of the update function, R, and W .

B. Online GREEDYEGOTREES and GREEDYMATCHING

The Online GREEDYEGOTREES algorithm follows the
meta-algorithm. Each time the Update method is called, we
prepare a new traffic matrix D based on the requests in
σ[t−W, t] and run GREEDYEGOTREES. Formally

N(t+ 1) = GREEDYEGOTREES(D, k) (5)

Algorithm 3 Meta online matching-update algorithm

Require: A trace σ, Update rate R, Window size W
Ensure: Dynamic network N(t) ∈ Nk

1: N(1) = Initial network
2: for t = 1 to |σ| do
3: Serve (st, dt) on N(t)
4: if t ≡ 0 (mod R) then . An Update, at rate R
5: N(t+ 1) = Update(N(t), σ[t−W, t])
6: else
7: N(t+ 1) = N(t)
8: end if
9: end for

In the greedy k-matching case we update we use

N(t+ 1) = GREEDYMATCHING(D, k) (6)

In the evaluation section, we compare these two methods on
real traces. Additionally, we compare both GREEDYMATCH-
ING and GREEDYEGOTREES with a recent proposal for an
online b-matching algorithm, [32] we describe next.

C. Online b-matching algorithm: (ONLINE-BMA)

ONLINE-BMA in an online dynamic version of the classic
b-matching problem [33], originally designed for undirected
graphs. For a directed graph the problem is identical to the k
matchings problem where b is the number of switches.

In [32] the authors proposed an online competitive algorithm
with an approximation ratio of O(b) (in practical settings). We
have adopted a directed version of the ONLINE-BMA [32] to
study in this paper. ONLINE-BMA uses a links cache of nk
edges, and whenever a request arrives at the network, if an
edge exists in the links cache, it serves it immediately over
a single hop. Otherwise, ONLINE-BMA routes the requests
using an alternative static expander network. This means that,
while the meta-algorithm above uses nk links, ONLINE-BMA
uses a topology with a total of at most 2kn edges. Another
difference from the meta-algorithm is the update rate and
the window size. While our algorithms can only update the
topology once for every R requests, ONLINE-BMA uses a
cost parameter α to control the update rate. A cost of 0
means that the cache is updated on every request and higher
costs decrease the rate of change. In Section VI we evaluate
ONLINE-BMA with α = 6, same as in [32]. This value means
that in practice, ONLINE-BMA could change edges at a much
faster rate than any of our main algorithms, possibly after
only 2α = 12 request. ONLINE-BMA works greedily by
considering a threshold that depends on α. When a source-
destination requests reach the threshold, ONLINE-BMA adds
that source-destination to the links cache and, if necessary,
evicts other edges to keep the degree bounded. For exact
details of the algorithm, we refer the reader to the paper.

V. DATASETS AND ALGORITHMS

This section introduces the datasets used in this paper and
the algorithms we use in our evaluation.
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Fig. 4: Traffic matrices for several of the communication traces. Colors are scaled individually, and the scale is provided at
the top of each matrix. Axes represent source IDs (vertical) and destination IDs (horizontal). For HPC and star traces, IDs are
given in the order of appearance, and for the Facebook traces, IDs are given by source activity level.

TABLE I: Traces

Name Length Nodes Edges Avg Min Max
HPC/MultiGrid 1M 1024 21240 20.74 7 26
HPC/Nekbone 2M 1024 15461 15.1 0 36
HPC/Mocfe 2.7M 1024 4224 4.12 0 20
HPC/CNS 1M 1024 74308 72.56 53 1023
FB/DB 1M 1024 84159 82.18 0 825
FB/WEB 1M 1024 99301 96.97 0 639
FB/HAD 0.8M 1024 154275 150.65 0 577
Synth/Stars 1M 1024 1984 2 1 31

A. Traffic Traces

We use eight different traces from three different sources
[34]. Four traces are from a high-performance computing
cluster (HPC), three are from a Facebook (FB) datacenter,
and one is a synthetic trace used to present an ideal test case
for our algorithm GREEDYEGOTREES. Table I provides some
high-level relevant statistics such as the length of the traces
and certain properties of the demand graph. These include the
number of unique nodes, the number of directed edges and
average, and the minimum and max of in- and out- degrees. We
will later use some of these properties to explain the empirical
results. Note that a node that only acts as either a sender or a
receiver will have a minimal degree of zero.

HPC traces: Four traces of exascale applications in high-
performance computing (HPC) clusters [35]. We refer to these
traces as MultiGrid, Nekbone, MOCFE, and CNS, each of
these, represents a different application. Fig. 4 (a) through (c)
provides additional intuition about the traffic patterns of these
traces, as they show clear patterns. Some are more ordered
than others.

Facebook Traces: This set contains three different datacen-
ter clusters from Facebook [8]. The original traces represent
more than 300M requests each (including self-loops), with
different entries at different aggregation levels, such as pods,
racks, and host IPs. The traces we used in this paper are sub
traces that contain 1024 nodes of the most active pairs of the
racks level source-destination address trace. The three different
clusters represent three different application types, Hadoop
(HAD), a Hadoop cluster, web (WEB), front-end web cluster
that serves web traffic, and database (DB), MySQL servers.

Stars Trace: The Star trace is the (only) synthetic trace
we use in this work, and we chose it to demonstrate the ideal

patterns for GREEDYEGOTREES. Star contains a demand trace
from a set of disjoint star graphs of the same size. That is,
requests only travel from a star’s center to its leaves or vice
versa. We used a Zipf-like distribution [36] to determine the
traffic distribution in each star. That is, C

i is the probability
of a packet to or from the i’th leaf, and C is a normalization
constant. Specifically, our trace uses 32 stars each with 31
leaves resulting in exactly 1024 nodes like the real traces.
Figure 4 (f) shows the traffic matrix of this trace.

B. Tested Algorithms

Our evaluation includes the three online algorithms pre-
sented in Section IV, Namely online greedy k-matching,
ONLINE-BMA and our proposed algorithm online GREEDYE-
GOTREES.

We also compare the online algorithm with dynamic topolo-
gies to two static topologies as a baseline. Specifically, we
consider two static networks built from k static matching: i) a
demand-oblivious expander graph ii) a demand-aware offline
GREEDYEGOTREES algorithm which assumes the knowledge
of the whole trace.

Demand-oblivious expander network: Since we are inter-
ested in short average path length networks, a natural solution
considers networks with short diameters. Expanders [37] that
were recently suggested as a datacenter topology [5] are well-
known regular graphs with good properties, including large
expansion, multiple disjoint paths, small mixing times, and
short diameter of O(log n) where n is the number of vertices.

We construct our expander network by creating k uniformly
at random matching, one for each switch. It is known from
previous work that expanders can be created by taking the
union of a few matchings [38]. We created many expanders
and selected the best one when considering APL on an all-
to-all communication pattern.

Demand-aware offline GREEDYEGOTREES: Here we con-
sider the GREEDYEGOTREES algorithm when the whole trace
σ is known as an input. Recall that GREEDYEGOTREES
creates a demand-aware k regular network, and in this case,
sees the future requests. Thus it is an interesting benchmark
for online GREEDYEGOTREES, indicating how important it
is to change configuration dynamically and capture temporal
communication patterns within the trace.



Trace Name Best R Best W APL Diff
Online GREEDYEGOTREES

HPC/MultiGrid 0.5x104 2x104 0.4 %
Synth/Stars 10x104 10x104 2.1 %
FB/HAD 10x104 4x104 6.5 %

Online greedy k-matching
HPC/MultiGrid 1x104 2x104 0 %
Synth/Stars 10x104 10x104 0.1 %
FB/HAD 10x104 2x104 2 %

TABLE II: Window size and update rate. Simulation setup are
update rate R = 1x104, window size W = 2x104.

VI. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the algorithms on the traces
dataset. We start by exploring the effects of the window
size (W ) and update rate (R) on the average path length
(APL). In our evaluation we have tested an array of window
sizes and update rates. The tested values for both W and
R were {0.5x104, 1x104, 2x104, 4x104, 10x104} packets. This
provided us with a total of 25 tests per trace.

A. The Window size

We now discuss the window size (W ) parameter used in
GREEDYEGOTREES and greedy k-matching. These algorithms
use (W ) to estimate the current demand matrix, and it is
unclear what is the ideal window size. A short window may
be desirable when the demand matrix changes significantly
over time. When demand is (relatively) static, larger windows
yield a better result as they more accurately sample the current
demand.

Table II indicated what were the best W and R parameters
for three different examples traces. That is, the W,R combina-
tion that produced the lowest APL for both of our main online
algorithms: GREEDYEGOTREES and greedy k-matching. The
last column in the table shows the difference in (%) from the
APL produced when using our chosen parameters, which we
will discuss shortly. When looking at the window size column
at Table II we notice that most optimal values lie at 2x104,
one exception is the Stars synthetic trace, where the largest
tested window size yielded the best result, though by small
margin of 2.1% and 0.1% for online GREEDYEGOTREES and
greedy k-matching respectively. This is predictable since a
small window does not capture all request types. The lack
of temporal locality in the stars trace means that there is
no benefit in using a small windows for this synthetic trace.
This is unlikely to be true for most other traces as they
usually contain some temporal locality [39]. The HAD trace is
intriguing, as greedy k-matching favors a smaller window than
GREEDYEGOTREES. Intuitively, greedy k-matching can only
build a smaller number of paths, and thus in small windows,
it can exploit temporal-locality. However, GREEDYEGOTREES
creates many more (indirect) paths and benefits from a larger
window size.
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Fig. 5: A box plot representing the distribution of most active
nodes source/destination inside each update window, using an
update rate of R = 104. Note that the y axis is in log scale.

In conclusion, our evaluation demonstrates that the desired
window size depends on the workload and the algorithm.
However, from now on, we use W = 2x104 since, as we
can observe in the difference column of Table II, that value is
empirically satisfactory in all the workloads yielding at most
a small difference in APL performance.

B. The Update Rate

The update rate (R) controls the update frequency, and we
expect faster updates to yield better results. However, real-
world constraints on reconfiguration time would prevent real
systems from employing high-speed update rates. Specifically,
the reconfiguration time of state-of-the-art optical switches is
circa a few tens of microseconds (µs) [9], [40]. Due to a lack
of accurate timing regarding packets in our traces, our work
measures the update rate in packet counts. We may determine
that a realistic reconfiguration time would be anything above
once per 104 packets according to the following back of the
envelope calculation: transmitting a single MTU-sized packet
(1500B) on a single 40Gps takes roughly 0.3µs. Therefore,
we can send approximately 100 such packets on a port within
the reconfiguration time of network switches. For 104 packets
to represent a window of time at least 30µs long, we would
need at least one node to send/receive 100 packets or more
during the window. In this case, even if all 100 packets were
sent back to back with no delay from the beginning of the
reconfiguration window, we would know that enough time has
elapsed. Figure 5 explores how common is such an event.
For each of our 8 traces, the a box and whiskers represent
the distribution of the number of packet sent/received by the
most active node in the window of 104 packets, for the whole
trace. We can see that for every trace other than for HAD, the
average number of packets is at least 100. Furthermore, the
distributions show the majority of windows contain at least one
high-volume node. Considering a more empirical approach,
looking at the update rate column at Table II we notice two
cases, for MultiGird, the optimal update rate is low, 104 or
0.5x104, while the other two traces, HAD and stars find an
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Fig. 6: APL for static algorithms (dashed lines) and dynamic algorithms (full lines) on eight traces. We use R = 104, and
W = 2x104 when applicable. The star sign (?) marks the best dynamic algorithm for each trace.

optimal value at 10x104. Again, we can attribute this to the
existence, or lack thereof of temporal locality in a trace.

We conclude that while a low update rate is desired, it is
not always necessary for a good result. Thus, we continue
our evaluation with an update interval of 104 requests, which
we believe matches current technology capabilities, and, as
we can observe in the difference column of Table II, it is
empirically satisfactory in all the workloads yielding at most
a small difference in APL performance.

C. The Average Path Length (APL)

This section discusses the major metric of interest, the
average path length of each dynamic or static topology. The
dynamic algorithms use an update rate of R = 1x104 and a
window of W = 2x104 (where relevant). We run the tests
on all eight traces described in Table I and five algorithms:
online greedy k-matching, ONLINE-BMA, online GREEDYE-
GOTREES, static expander, and static GREEDYEGOTREES.

Figure 6 presents the APL for all traces and algorithms
(topologies). Full lines mark dynamic algorithms in the figure,
and dashed bars mark static algorithms. The figure uses
black stars to indicate which dynamic algorithm has the best
performance (lowest APL). Also note, that the bar charts
are ordered from the lowest to the highest APL for online
GREEDYEGOTREES. We note that the result does not consider
the first window in each trace.

We start with the observation that the expander graph has
APL of roughly 5.9 for all traces. This is not surprising since
the expander is demand oblivious, and on expectation will be
the same for all traces (not aware of the expander topology).
This also shows that demand oblivious networks may reach
consistent results, but fail to take advantage of structure in the
traffic pattern and are optimized for worst case traces, which
lack structure. In contrast, the static GREEDYEGOTREES,
which is demand aware is almost always better than the
expander and changes between traces. But, recall that Static
GREEDYEGOTREES has advance knowledge of the entire

trace. One exception is the DB trace, where Static GREEDYE-
GOTREES is slightly worse than the expander, possibly due
to overfitting the network to the heaviest kn edges. This
overfitting is mitigated for the online version of the algorithm,
showing the benefits of dynamic networks.

Compared to the dynamic online algorithms, static
GREEDYEGOTREES displays mixed results. It is slightly better
than all dynamic algorithms in a few cases, such as for Stars
and HAD, and in others (most notably the Mocfe trace), it is
much worse. For reference, the Stars trace has no temporal
locality, and indeed Static GREEDYEGOTREES is better on
that trace. These results highlight that dynamic demand-aware
networks, such as those represented by online GREEDYE-
GOTREES manages to benefit from temporal-locality, found in
these traces, and can beat static algorithms even those which
are clairvoyant.

Let us compare now the different online algorithms. In
this evaluation, the two matching-based algorithms ONLINE-
BMA and greedy k-matching attain very similar results in all
but the synthetic Star trace. A possible explanation is that
the Star trace has no temporal locality for the algorithms
to exploit. Figure 6 also reveals that GREEDYEGOTREES
has the lowest APL among all the dynamic algorithms with
one exception on the CNS trace, where the result is slightly
in favor of ONLINE-BMA. Recall that ONLINE-BMA uses
more edges as it has an additional expander network. In
any case, GREEDYEGOTREES comes second by less than a
1% in this case. Note also that for CNS there is only a
negligible improvement with GREEDYEGOTREES compared
to the other algorithms, static or otherwise. Therefore, the
benefits of GREEDYEGOTREES could depend on the average
degree and the amount of structure found in the trace. These
results show that our multi-hop based approach beats the
more common k-matching, single hop approach. We can look
into a distribution of path lengths taken by packets on our
online GREEDYEGOTREES and online greedy k-matching to
helps us understand how the former beats the latter. Figure
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Fig. 7: A CDF of path lengths when served by either Online
GREEDYEGOTREES (red) or Online greedy k-matching (pur-
ple) on two traces Mocfe and Nekbone, represented by the
solid and dashed lines respectively.

7 shows a CDF of path lengths served by either Online
GREEDYEGOTREES or Online greedy k-matching on two
traces Mocfe and Nekbone. While Online greedy k-matching
has more requests sent over a single hop for both traces,
a consequence of it optimizing towards this result, Online
GREEDYEGOTREES can optimize towards overall shorter path
lengths by sacrificing single-hop connections. Furthermore, on
the Mocfe trace, online GREEDYEGOTREES can send more
than 70% of requests with a path length of 2 or less, showing
how this algorithm can take advantage of the structure in
the trace and optimize towards lower APL. To conclude, the
results show that GREEDYEGOTREES is better and at least
no worse than any of the other dynamic algorithms. It most
notably outperforms static expander (random graph), repre-
senting a current best demand-oblivious topology. The results
demonstrate locality patterns in real application traces, and
that GREEDYEGOTREES manages to leverage these to yield
shorter routing paths. Also, observe that GREEDYEGOTREES
is better than ONLINE-BMA, which is, in turn, better than
demand-oblivious expanders. Our evaluation demonstrates that
there are opportunities in demand-aware networks, particularly
in dynamic demand-aware networks.

VII. RELATED WORK

Today, multi-rooted fat-trees and Clos topologies are some
of the most widely deployed static datacenter networks [6],
[41], [42]. More recently, Expander graph-based topologies
become an important type of static topology which is being
evaluated [5], [43]. Static topologies are naturally demand-
oblivious, but not all demand-oblivious networks are static. For
example, RotorNet [2], Opera [11] and Sirius [3] are dynamic
optical datacenter network designs that are demand-oblivious.
They work by rotating between oblivious and predefined
matchings, emulating a complete graph network, and thus
providing high throughput. However, these designs introduce
some difficulties in terms of synchronization and routing.
Moreover, they don’t change the topology in a demand-aware

fashion, and some recent work suggests that demand-aware
dynamic topologies may have an advantage over demand-
oblivious networks in terms of throughput [16].

A connection between demand-aware network designs and
information theory is established in [22], [23], [44]. These
studies show that achievable routing performance relies on
the (conditional) entropy of the demand. Furthermore, em-
pirical studies point towards traffic patterns in datacenters
being often skewed and sparse [8], [15]. And an analysis
of datacenter traffic in the form of trace complexity shows
that network traffic contains patterns that can be leveraged
to improve network performance [39]. Another recent work,
Cerbrus [16], has shown that dynamic and static demand-
oblivious networks can be augmented with a demand-aware
network. The combined network can outperform each of the
pure demand-oblivious networks. Meanwhile, several dynamic
demand-aware datacenter network designs were proposed,
including, Eclipse [14], Mordia [40], or Solstice [45]. These
suggestions employ traffic matrix scheduling via Birkhoff-von-
Neumann decomposition. The generated schedule of single-
hop connection serves all demands in an ideal way, with
no limit on reconfiguration. Other projects, such Helios [12],
ProjecToR [15], and Online dynamic b-matching [32] focus
on maximum matching algorithms. None of these designs use
indirect multi-hop routing on their dynamic infrastructure. In
particular, b-matching for undirected graphs is quite similar
to our approach of online greedy k-matching, as it optimizes
for the highest cost matching. They present the ONLINE-
BMA algorithm, which is shown to be a constant factor ap-
proximation. Regrading the offline k-matching (edge-disjoint)
problem (in undirected graphs), in [46] the authors attempt
to find an optimal heavy matching, using different offline
algorithms, which entail higher running times that depend on
k. They also show the k-matching problem is NP-hard for
k ≥ 3. We note that the b-matching and the k edge-disjoint
matchings for undirected graphs are not the same problem.
For example, the three edges of a triangle can be covered
with a 2-matching, but not with a k edge-disjoint matchings.
CacheNet [19] have recently offered to model demand-aware
networks as a network of cached links and compared this
network to the demand oblivious RotorNet [2]. However, while
CacheNet is similar to our approach, it differs in several
ways. First, the optimized metric is different. Second, the
links cache in CacheNet is of unbounded degree, and third,
CacheNet uses only single-hop routing. We are not aware of
any work exploring an online demand-aware algorithm similar
to GREEDYEGOTREES and believe that our interpretation of
links cache in bounded degree networks is novel.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

Our work demonstrates that a demand-aware network design
can further optimize the network topology and reduce the
average path length. We present GREEDYEGOTREES that
successfully leverages temporal and nontemporal localities
in workloads, yielding a shorter average path length than
static expander-based networks and previous demand-aware



algorithms. Specifically, our online GREEDYEGOTREES forms
short routing paths according to a dynamic demand matrix.
Through extensive evaluations, we show that GREEDYE-
GOTREES attains up to 60% reduction in average path length
with respect to the static expander networks.

Looking into the future, we seek to form more dynamic
algorithms that adapt their configuration (most notably the
window size and request weights) to the current workload.
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