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Abstract
Switch-based interconnects are used in a number of application
domains including parallel system interconnects, local area networks, and wide area networks. However, very few switches have
been designed that are suitable for more than one of these application domains. Such a switch must offer both extremely low latency
and very high throughput for a variety of different message sizes.
While some architectures with output queuing have been shown to
perform extremely well in terms of throughput, their performance
can suffer when used in systems where a significant portion of the
packets are extremely small. On the other hand, architectures with
input queuing offer limited throughput, or require fairly complex
and centralized arbitration that increases latency.
In this paper we present a new input queue-based switch architecture called HIPIQS (HIgh-Performance Input-Queued Switch).
It offers low latency for a range of message sizes, and provides
throughput comparable to that of output queuing approaches. Furthermore, it allows simple and distributed arbitration. HIPIQS
uses a dynamically allocated multi-queue organization, pipelined
access to multi-bank input buffers, and small cross-point buffers,
to deliver high performance. Our simulation results show that
HIPIQS can deliver performance close to that of output queuing
approaches over a range of message sizes, system sizes, and traffic. The switch architecture can therefore be used to build high
performance switches that are useful for both parallel system interconnects and for building computer networks.

1 Introduction
Switch-based interconnects are used for a large number of applications. Such applications vary from low-latency interconnects
for parallel systems based on networks of workstations [2, 5, 6, 17]
to local area and wide area networks [4, 10]. Current generation switches have typically been built keeping particular application domains in mind. For example, parallel system interconnects place heavy emphasis on reducing latency and on accommodating a range of packet sizes. On the other hand, network
switches place greater emphasis on throughput while tolerating latencies that are higher by orders of magnitude. Furthermore, many
of these switches are built for fixed size packets (such as cells in
ATM networks [1]).
An important design decision involves the queuing of blocked
packets in the buffers of a switch. Two major queuing organi-
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zations have been proposed in the literature: input queuing and
output queuing [8, 19]. In input queuing, packet queues are maintained at input buffers. The packets in an input queue may be
destined for any of the switch’s output ports. However, the packets in a given input queue all arrive from a particular input port of
the switch. On the other hand, under output queuing, packets in
a queue are all destined for the same output port—they can arrive
at the switch through any of its input ports. Furthermore, these
queues are in dedicated buffers associated with every output port
or within a single buffer shared by all output ports.
It has been shown that output queuing performs extremely well
[8], and much better than input queuing. In particular, a form of
output queuing that uses a shared central buffer has been shown
to achieve extremely good performance and such an approach is
currently being used in a number of current day switches [4, 17].
In such a switch, multiple input and output ports may want to
access this central buffer concurrently. We therefore need some
mechanism to match the input and output bandwidths through the
switch. A practical approach for matching input and output bandwidths through a switch with a shared central buffer is to use wider
data paths within the switch [17]. Input and output bandwidths are
matched by scheduling one write and one read to/from the shared
buffer every cycle. However, the width of the data path is used
to write/read enough data to allow a port to write/read again only
after all the other contending ports have finished their write/read
operations. Thus, the data paths are set to the sum of the widths of
the incoming/outgoing links to achieve such bandwidth matching.
For example, for a k-port switch (k input ports and k output ports)
with a shared central buffer, it is required that the width of the data
path inside a switch be k times the width of its input/output link.
It can also be observed that the bandwidth of links used for interconnection has continued to increase in the recent years [16].
This increase in link bandwidth has caused a further increase in
the width of the data paths within output-queued switches with
shared central buffers. However, the size of packets used in parallel systems have not changed much over the years, and the packets
have therefore shrunk relative to these wider data paths. In parallel
systems using the Distributed Shared Memory (DSM) paradigm
for example, a significant percentage of packets may be extremely
small1 (e.g., those used as control messages). As data paths into
1 It

is true that with increase in the amount of shared memory in DSM
systems, the size of control packets have also increased. However, this increase has been relatively small and grows logarithmically with the shared
memory size.

and out of the shared central buffer and within a switch continue
to widen, they will soon exceed the size of these small packets.
Since the size of these data paths very often determine the units of
storage in buffer memory, such a situation would lead to fragmentation (and loss) of buffer space. Furthermore, we may face the
situation where the input and output bandwidths of the switches
are not matched any more; i.e., there is a loss of bandwidth.
To eliminate the problem of handling concurrent writes to the
buffer and to handle small packets more efficiently, we would like
to design a switch architecture that uses input queuing. In addition
to meeting the possibly diverse demands of various interconnects,
this architecture must handle small packets without such fragmentation and loss of bandwidth. Such a switch should provide low latency communication by making use of cut-through switching and
simple distributed arbitration. Furthermore, it must be capable of
delivering high throughput (close to 100%). The switch must also
be capable of handling a wide range of message sizes efficiently.
In this paper, we present the architecture of such a switch—
HIPIQS (HIgh-Performance Input-Queued Switch)—which uses
input queuing, pipelined multi-queue input buffers [9], cutthrough switching, and simple distributed arbitration to achieve
very high performance (low latency as well as high throughput).
We present a taxonomy of switch architectures to show how HIPIQS differs from other switches presented in the literature, present
a detailed overview of HIPIQS and its important components, and
describe how HIPIQS can achieve efficient communication for
both small and large packets.
We then perform detailed simulations to evaluate the performance of HIPIQS in the context of a bidirectional Multistage Interconnection Network (BMIN) based parallel system (such as the
IBM SP, CM5, and the Meiko CS2). After comparing HIPIQS
with a traditional FIFO based input queuing architecture and a
central shared-buffer-based output queuing architecture, we establish that HIPIQS achieves performance very close to that of output
queuing. These results imply that: (i) HIPIQS performs better
than previously proposed input queuing architectures and (ii) it
achieves close to the best performance achievable by either input
or output queuing.
Next, we perform additional simulations to study the impact of
system parameters such as packetization, system size, and various
forms of non-uniform traffic on the performance of HIPIQS. Our
results establish that the HIPIQS architecture can indeed deliver
performance that meets most of its design goals.
This paper is organized as follows. In the next section we provide a taxonomy of switch architectures and review some of the
related work. In Sec. 3 we present the HIPIQS architecture and
in Sec. 4 we qualitatively compare our architecture to some of the
related switch architectures. We then present the results of our
simulation experiments in Sec. 5 and present our conclusions in
Sec. 6.

2 A Taxonomy of Switch Architectures
In recent years, considerable research has focussed on the design of high-performance switches. In this section, we provide a
taxonomy of switch architectures, review some of the related work
in the context of this taxonomy, and show how HIPIQS differs
from existing switch architectures.
As shown in Fig. 1, switch architectures can be divided into two

broad classes depending on the approach they adopt for queuing
blocked packets that are stored at the switch. As mentioned before,
input queue-based switches queue packets according to the input
port they arrive from—every queue that is maintained at the switch
contains packets that have all arrived at the switch through a given
input port. On the other hand, under output queuing, all packets in
a queue are destined for a given destination port.
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Figure 1. Taxonomy of switch architectures.
Typically, input queues are maintained at buffers associated
with the input ports of a switch. Output queues are maintained at
buffers associated with the individual output ports or at a common
buffer shared by all output ports.

2.1 Architectures with Input Queuing
Input queuing approaches can be classified based on whether a
single buffer is associated with every input port or whether multiple buffers are associated with every input port. An architecture
with input queuing and a single buffer per input port can organize
blocked packets into a single FIFO queue or into multiple FIFO
queues.
In the organization with a single FIFO queue, all packets irrespective of their destination are stored in this queue. Only packets
at the head of the queue are eligible for transmission. If the destination output port for the packet at the head of the queue is busy,
the packets behind it are subjected to head of line (HOL) blocking delays. Such a scheme has been shown to have a maximum
throughput of around 60% [8]. The switches of Servernet [6], Intel Paragon, and the CM5 use such a queuing scheme.
To overcome this HOL blocking, schemes with multiple input queues within the same input buffer have been proposed [19].
Typically, there is one queue corresponding to every output port in
every input buffer. Thus, every queue has packets that have arrived
from a given input port and that are all destined for the same output port. This scheme is also referred to as virtual output queuing
[10] because of this.
The space for these multiple queues may be allocated statically,
wherein, the buffer space is divided among the input queues (according to some distribution) apriori. For switches used in a general purpose system, such a distribution of buffer space may lead
to poor performance especially when traffic is not uniformly distributed. An alternative is to dynamically allocate space among the
queues according to the proportion of the traffic that is intended
for the corresponding destination output ports. Such a scheme is

referred to as DAMQ [19] (dynamically allocated multi-queue).
Under the DAMQ scheme, packets at the head of the individual
(FIFO) queues are eligible for transmission. However, only one
of these packets may be transmitted from the buffer at any given
time. Thus, there is a single data output per input buffer. In the
case where multiple output ports only have packets in a given input
buffer, one of them can access the buffer and transmit a packet: the
other output ports wait idly for this port to finish transmitting its
packet. Furthermore, since no more than one output port can read
from a given input buffer at a time, this scheme requires a fairly
complex, centralized arbitration scheme to determine a conflictfree assignment of output ports to input buffers that have packets
for them. Current-day switches such as the SGI Spider [5] and
Tiny Tera [10] use such a queuing scheme coupled with centralized arbiters.
Input queuing approaches may also use multiple buffers per
input port. One example of such a buffering scheme has separate buffers for every output port. Such a scheme is referred to
as cross-point buffering [9], and is equivalent to the SAFC (Statically Allocated, Fully Connected) scheme studied in [19]. A crosspoint buffering scheme can theoretically achieve 100% throughput. However, the main problem with cross-point buffering is that
the space associated with an input port is not shared dynamically:
traffic in which some output ports are more frequently used than
others will be adversely affected.
A scheme that is claimed to perform better than crosspoint
queuing uses multiple buffers per input port but does not dedicate
the buffers to specific output ports. Instead, an arriving packet may
use any of the buffers, usually the one that has the least number of
packets in it. Such a scheme has been used for the PaRC [7], Arctic [3], and HAL’s PRC [11] switch chips. In these switches, k
buffers are maintained at every input port (where k is the number of input and output ports in the switch) and an arriving packet
may use any of these k buffers. The crossbar complexity of such a
scheme is higher than those of the DAMQ or cross-point schemes
[3] as each buffer is an input to the crossbar. The advantage over
the DAMQ scheme is the potential of multiple buffers at an input port being simultaneously accessed by multiple output ports,
while the performance benefit over cross-point buffering is due to
the more dynamic sharing of the total buffer storage associated
with an input port.

2.2 Architectures with Output Queuing
Output queuing methods can be categorized according to
whether a dedicated buffer is associated with every output port or
whether a single buffer is shared among all output ports. The latter
approach performs better, is easier to implement, and is the most
prevalent [13]. We will therefore restrict the following discussion
to this approach.
Since all output queues exist in a single shared buffer, at any
given time, all input ports could be contending to write to the same
buffer, while all output ports could be contending to read from
the same buffer. If the buffer has only one read and one write
port, such a situation would lead to a loss of bandwidth, as every
port will be unable to access the buffer every cycle. A variety
of approaches have been proposed to solve this problem. These
approaches can be classified based on whether they implement the
shared buffer as a single module or as multiple modules.

If the buffer is implemented as a single module, the above mentioned problem is solved in two ways. In one solution, the memory
is treated as a single block (bank) that is k flits wide. Every read or
write from this ‘wide memory’ occurs in these k-flit units referred
to as chunks. The input ports (output ports) take turns writing to
(reading from) this memory block, with an input port (output port)
getting a turn at least once every k cycles. This requires the input
ports to buffer k flits before writing and output ports to serialize the
transmission of the k-flit chunk after reading. Such an approach is
used by the IBM SP2 switch [17].
Another solution that eliminates the requirement for such a
‘wide memory’ is to split the memory module into multiple banks.
Note that we use modules to refer to memory blocks that are physically and logically independent (from other modules); banks refer
to memory blocks that are physically independent but are logically part of the same module. Instead of being implemented as
one bank that is k flits wide, the module is now implemented as
k flit-wide banks. Instead of writing a k -flit wide unit in a cycle,
an input port pipelines writes so that it writes to bank 0 in the first
cycle, bank 1 in the second cycle, and so on. While an input port is
writing to bank 1, another input port may begin writing to bank 0.
Thus the writes of the input ports are pipelined through the banks.
At any given cycle therefore, all input ports may be writing to different banks of the same module. A similar principle applies to
the reads by the output ports. This scheme achieves a performance
similar to the ‘wide memory’ approach described above, but may
result in a simpler implementation. Such a scheme is described in
[9].
The main problem with these single module approaches occurs
when packets are smaller than a chunk. Under such circumstances,
the input (output) ports have to write to (read from) the buffer in
less than k-flit units and have to do so more frequently than once
every k-cycles, resulting in a loss of bandwidth as well as memory
fragmentation.
The shared buffer may alternatively be implemented as multiple modules. A module is shared between an input port-output
port pair. However, there may be more than one module associated
with every input port-output port pair. No more than one packet is
allowed to be stored in a module. Such an implementation solves
the problem of multiple reads and writes to the buffer by organizing the writes and reads so that they occur at different modules
(each having one read and one write port) with no more than one
write and one read per module. Such an approach has been used in
the IBM Prizma switch [4]. The primary drawback of this scheme
is that when it is used in systems with varying packet sizes, the solution leads to extensive memory fragmentation or large crossbars.
If the module size is chosen to be larger than the largest packet in
the system and a significant proportion of packets in the system are
small, the remaining module space is wasted2 . Correspondingly,
if a module is made as small as the smallest packet (so that large
packets use multiple modules), the number of modules for a given
buffer space increases, and this causes an increase in the crossbar
complexity.
2 Of course, one can think of trying to reuse fragmented space for new
packets, but such a scheme would be very complex, requiring maintenance
of lists of partially filled modules and then a matching of a packet’s size
with the entries in such a list (which would also increase latency significantly).

3.2 Overall Organization of Switch
The overall organization of the switch is shown in Fig. 2. The
switch consists of k (k = 4 in Fig. 2) input modules connected
to k output buffers through a number of multiplexors. A packet
enters the switch through the input module and makes its way to
the output buffer through the MUX. Only one packet at a time can
proceed through the MUX.

3.1 Basic Idea
One of the limiting factors of the DAMQ [19] performance is
that each of its (input) buffers has a single read port. Because of
this, no more than one output port can read from a buffer at any
given time. Output ports which only have packets in buffers that
are already being read from, remain idle till the buffer is again
available for reading (or alternatively, multiple output ports can
read from the same buffer, all at reduced bandwidth). This limitation of having only one output port read from a buffer at a time
requires a complex and centralized arbitration mechanism to maximize performance, since output ports must read from input buffers
in a conflict-free manner.
In the context of output queuing with shared (centralized)
buffers, we have already seen that a buffer with a single read port
can satisfy the requests of k output ports concurrently by allowing ports to read in k-flit chunks or by pipelining the concurrent
reads through a multi-bank buffer [9]. The same principle can be
applied to make an input buffer with a DAMQ organization behave like a buffer with multiple read ports. This would eliminate
the necessity for output ports to remain idle if all packets destined
for them are in buffers that are already being read from. More
importantly perhaps, it would also eliminate the need for complex
centralized arbitration—every output port can now independently
decide which input buffer it is going to read from. Even if all
output ports should happen to decide on the same input buffer,
transmission can proceed without loss of bandwidth.
Our proposed architecture also offers additional advantages
over output queuing approaches with a shared central buffer. Since
multiple input ports can concurrently write to a common shared
buffer, multiple packets intended for the same output port could be
concurrently written to the buffer. Because of this, reusing fragmented space resulting from packets that are smaller than a chunk
becomes harder and more time consuming. On the other hand,
with an input queued architecture such as HIPIQS, only one input port can write to the buffer at any given time. It is therefore
considerably easier to reuse fragmented space in the buffers for
new packets without incurring much overhead. This helps reduce
the amount of fragmented space in the buffers. More importantly,
it almost eliminates the loss of bandwidth due to multiple output
ports accessing packets which are smaller than a chunk.
An architecture with cross-point buffering [9] also has certain
advantages. Most importantly, since every input port-output port
pair has a dedicated buffer, an output port can immediately begin
transferring data from a corresponding dedicated buffer as soon as
it has decided which input port it is to read from next. We use
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Figure 2. An overview of a 4-port HIPIQS architecture.
Figure 3 presents a more detailed view of an input module. The
main components of the input module are an input buffer, routing
and arbitration logic, a (k + 1) k crossbar, and k small FIFO
units. In addition, a series of registers (R1–R4) help achieve a
pipelined transfer of packet flits from the input register (IR) to the
output buffer (OB). A number of signals are used to convey the
status of the queues within the input buffer and the status of the
FIFO units.
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In this section, we propose a switch architecture that uses input
buffering and can achieve close to 100% throughput for uniform
traffic even for very small packets. We first present the basic idea
behind the architecture and the overall organization of the switch.
We then describe the structure of each of the input buffers in the
switch. Finally, we describe the steps involved in message communication using the proposed architecture.

...

3 The HIPIQS Switch Architecture

a similar idea to hide/eliminate the pipeline set-up latency mentioned above.
Having described the basic principles behind the HIPIQS architecture, we now examine the overall organization of the proposed
switch.

... ..

In this section we have presented a taxonomy of contemporary
switch architectures and have reviewed some related work in the
context of this taxonomy. We now examine the architecture of
HIPIQS in greater detail.
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Figure 3. (a) Detailed view of an input module and (b) alternative implementations of the
FIFO unit in a 4-port HIPIQS architecture.
As indicated in the figure, the memory is organized as k banks
(where k is the number of input ports or output ports in the switch).
The multiple banks help provide pipelined transfer of packet flits
from the buffer to the output ports. A more detailed description
of the organization of these input buffers is presented in the next

3.3 Organization of the Input Buffer
Figure 4 shows the organization of an input buffer of HIPIQS.
The buffer consists of k banks of data and one bank which stores
next chunk (NC) information. As mentioned before, packet transmission through the buffer occurs in k-flit units known as chunks:
a chunk consists of k flits, one each in every bank at the same
offset.
The buffer space is broken up into (k + 1) lists. Just as with
the DAMQ, space is allocated to the lists dynamically based on
demand. Every output port is associated with one of these lists
(the output queues), and the last list (the free list) maintains infor3 This

mission.
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section. The exact steps followed by a packet through a switch are
described in Sec. 3.4.
Data read from the input buffers is stored in R2 before entering
the crossbar. R2 actually consists of k separate registers R20 –
R2k,1 . Each of these registers is an input to the crossbar. An additional input to the crossbar represents a data path used by packets
when they bypass the input buffer. Such a bypass is allowed only
when the queue corresponding to packet’s destination port in the
input buffer is empty and the corresponding FIFO is not full.
Each output of the crossbar feeds a small FIFO unit. The purpose of the FIFO unit is to allow output ports awaiting their first
turn at reading the input buffer to begin transmission before their
turn arrives. These FIFO units thus provide a functionality similar
to cross-point buffers by allowing output ports to begin transmission without delay as soon as they decide on the input buffers they
are going to next read from. Each of the FIFO units has storage of
at least two packet chunks (i.e. 2k flits)3 . An output port is certain to get a turn at reading the buffer before the flits in the FIFO
have been completely transmitted. Thus, flits can be transmitted
in a continuous pipeline by the output port without incurring the
overhead of waiting idly for other contending ports to finish their
turn at reading the buffer.
As shown in Fig. 3(b), there are at least two alternative implementations for the FIFO unit which vary in efficiency and complexity with increasing FIFO size. The first implementation uses
registers (R3’) to implement the FIFO and data is directly stored
in these registers from the crossbar output. The second implementation consists of a RAM unit and requires an additional register (R3”) to store the data before it is written to the RAM. This
implementation results in an increase of at least one stage in the
pipelined transfer of packet flits: the copy from R3” to the RAM.
However, this implementation could become more cost effective if
the FIFO size is large (eg. for large k, or for FIFOs larger than 2k
flits).
A second bypass path is provided to get around the FIFO unit
if it is empty and to directly transmit to the register R4. Depending
on the implementation of the FIFO, this can save 1 to 2 cycles in
the pipeline. As described later, this bypass path allows for an
efficient two stage (two cycle) pipeline through the switch when
there is no other packet pending transmission from the input port
to the given output port (and if the output port is free).
Before examining the steps involved in handling packets using the various components of the described architecture, we first
examine the organization of the input buffer of Fig. 3.

NC => Next
Chunk

Figure 4. Detailed view of the organization of
the input buffers in a 4-port HIPIQS architecture.
mation about free chunks in the buffer. We use the term queuex
to refer to the output queue corresponding to output port x in a
given input buffer. Every output queue in the buffer has two associated registers. The first of these registers (the head register)
points to the head of the queue while the second register (the tail
register) points to the last element in the queue. The two registers help maintain a strict FIFO ordering among the chunks in an
output queue. On the other hand, a single register suffices for the
free list because there is no necessity to maintain FIFO ordering
among its chunks—newly freed chunks may be added to the head
of the list. Thus, the free list is organized as a LIFO list with a
single register that points to the head of the list.
An output port can begin reading packets from the buffer starting with the location pointed to by its head register. Flits of the
chunk are read out one by one into the successive registers of R2.
To allow for pipelined transfer, as flits are being read from the
banks into the corresponding registers of R2, flits may be transferred from the registers of R2 across the crossbar. Thus, the transfer of the chunk is achieved by reading a flit from bank 0 to R20 in
the first cycle, then transferring this flit across the crossbar while a
second flit is read from bank 1 into R21 in the second cycle and so
on. As soon as the last flit of the chunk has been read from bank
k
1, the next chunk is begun to be read from bank 0 of the location pointed to by the NC field of the current chunk4 . Furthermore,
the completely-read chunk is added to the free list.
Similarly, if a packet is to be stored in the input buffer, the
location at which the packet flits are stored is obtained from the
free list. If the output queue for the packet’s destination port is not
empty, the NC field pointed to by the corresponding tail register as
well as the value of the register itself are updated to the location
obtained from the free queue. The packet flits are then written into
the free location starting with bank 0. If the packet is larger than a
chunk, another free location is obtained from the free list, and the
packet flits continue to be written starting with bank 0 of this new
location.

,

4 For the discussion, we have focussed only on complete chunks. If the
chunk is partial, then the steps are taken as soon as the last flit of the chunk
has been read out from bank where (0
1).

s

<s<k,

The above explanation is applicable if packet sizes are perfect
multiples of chunk sizes. If packets are smaller than a chunk or if
packets are not exact multiples of the chunk size, starting from a
free location for every new packet would result in fragmentation
because of partially filled chunks (PFCs). Figure 4 shows examples of such PFCs. This fragmentation can result in a significant
loss of space if the switch is used in a system where a significant
fraction of the packets are smaller than a chunk. Furthermore,
if a majority of the packets in the buffer are all smaller than a
chunk, there could be a temporary (but significant) loss of bandwidth since multiple output ports may want to read from the buffer
more frequently than once every k cycles.
To alleviate this situation, we propose an optimization that allows new packets to be written into a PFC location. Thus, a chunk
can contain multiple packets. However, PFCs are only filled with
packets that are destined for the same output port. Thus, although
a chunk contains multiple packets, it belongs to only one of the
output queues.
An arriving packet thus begins to be written starting with the
bank in the PFC that has not yet been filled. A bit is maintained in
the tail register to identify whether the tail register points to a PFC,
and if so, an additional field in the tail register stores the identity
of the starting bank into which a new packet is to be written. This
identity requires log2 k bits (and thus the tail register requires an
additional log 2 k + 1 bits). Because of the optimization we have
proposed, at any given time only the last chunk in a queue can be
a PFC. Thus, fragmentation is limited to at most k chunks. Furthermore, temporary bandwidth loss can occur only in the unusual
circumstance in which a number of the output ports are reading
their last chunk from the same input buffer concurrently.
Given the organization of the switch and input buffers and a
general idea of how they work, we now examine the steps followed
in transferring a packet under the HIPIQS architecture.

3.4 Steps involved in Message Transmission
In this section we describe the steps in the transmission of
packets through the switch. Figure 5 shows alternative data paths
through which packet flits are transferred in a pipelined fashion.
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Figure 5. Alternative paths for the pipelined
transfer of flits through the switch.
When a message header arrives at a switch (in the input register
IR) it is directed to the routing and arbitration logic The routing
logic deciphers the target port of the packet. Once the destination
port x of the message is known, the signals carrying the status of
queuex and the status of FIFOx are examined. If queuex as well as
FIFOx are empty, the crossbar is set up to transfer the packet flits
to R4x . Furthermore, the output from the crossbar uses the bypass
path to hasten the transfer of packet flits since the FIFO is empty.

This activity occurs during the cycle after the arrival of the header
flit in IR i.e. between cycle 0 and cycle 1 in Fig. 5.
In the following cycle, if the output port is free, the first packet
flit can be transferred from R4 to the destination output buffer. At
the same time, the next flit which has arrived in IR is transferred
to R4x . An efficient, two-stage pipeline (Pipe 1 of Fig. 5) is thus
set up consisting of transfers from IR to R4x in the first stage and
from R4x to the output buffer (OB) in the second stage. This two
stage (two cycle) pipeline is the normal data path used by packets
that are not blocked and which arrive when the queues are empty.
If the output port is blocked at any point during the transfer,
data in R4x must be prevented from being overwritten by the succeeding flit. To prevent such overwriting, the succeeding flits are
stored in FIFOx till the FIFO fills. At this point, any remaining
packet flits are written to the appropriate queue in the input buffer.
If FIFOx is not empty (but queuex is), the crossbar output is
written into FIFOx (instead of using the bypass path around it).
Depending on the implementation of the FIFO unit, this may result in a 3 or 4 stage pipeline. If the FIFO is implemented using
registers (Pipe 2 of Fig. 5), there are three stages in the pipeline:
transfer from IR to R3’ in the first stage, R3’ to R4x in the second,
and R4 to OB in the third. On the other hand, if the FIFO is implemented as a RAM (Pipe 2’ of Fig. 5), data is transferred from
IR to R3” in the cycle following the arrival of the first packet flit
in IR. In the following cycle, data from R3” is written to the RAM
and when the data reaches the head of the FIFO, it is transferred
to R4x . We thus have a four stage pipeline (if the data is written to
the FIFO just as it empties).
If FIFOx is full or if queuex is not empty when the first flit of
the packet arrives, the packet flit is transferred from IR to R1. The
pipeline now consists of 6 or 7 stages (Pipes 3 and 3’ respectively
of Fig. 5) depending on whether the FIFO is implemented using
registers or a RAM, respectively.
It is important to note that although pipes 2, 2’, 3, and 3’ all
have more than 2 stages, these paths are used only if a blocked
packet already exists. Thus, the pipeline setup latency is hidden in
the time it takes for the previously arrived packet to be transmitted. It is also to be noted that as the FIFO begins to empty, data
is transferred from the queue to the FIFO so that the pipeline is
always full.
In this paper we have focussed on point to point (unicast) message communication. Multicasting of packets which have multiple
destination ports at a given switch can also be supported in HIPIQS with architectural enhancements similar to the ones proposed
in [14, 18]. However, the details of multicast implementation are
beyond the scope of the current paper and hence are not included.

4 Qualitative Comparison of Alternative
Switch Architectures
HIPIQS is targeted for switching environments that require
high throughput even for very small packets. The HIPIQS solution
is built on ideas and mechanisms from several existing switching solutions: DAMQ, crosspoint queues, and central buffering.
In this section we qualitatively compare HIPIQS with these approaches.
It is well-known that output queuing—and in particular
dynamically-allocated central buffering—provides the highest
performance obtainable for most types of traffic. However, as

internal data path widths continue to increase, it becomes difficult for practical central buffering approaches to maintain high
throughput for small packets. Like output queuing, HIPIQS can
theoretically achieve 100% throughput. The advantage of HIPIQS
over central buffered output queuing is that it can maintain this
high throughput even for very small packets. For very large packets, we would expect it to perform worse than central buffering in
practice because it cannot share the total buffer space among the
input ports.
Compared to the DAMQ approach, HIPIQS should always perform better. The complex central arbitration required in DAMQ
cannot, even in the best case, perform as well as HIPIQS. This is
true because HIPIQS allows multiple packets to be concurrently
sent from the same input port. Furthermore, unlike DAMQ, HIPIQS achieves optimal arbitration: every output port that has packets queued for it can receive a packet regardless of the state of
other output ports.
Compared to crosspoint queuing, HIPIQS should almost always perform better. The HIPIQS FIFOs provide the theoretical
100% bandwidth of crosspoint queues. The shared input buffers
of HIPIQS allow dynamic allocation of buffer space to the output
queues that currently need it most. The only potential drawback is
that a single clogged output port might “hog” too much space inside the buffer. To avoid such a situation, it may be advantageous
to guarantee some minimum amount of space inside the shared
buffer for each output queue.
Although HIPIQS performs better than existing input queuing
methods, this performance advantage comes at a cost: the crossbar
complexity at each input port in HIPIQS is (k + 1)kf , where f
is the flit size. Thus, the total crossbar cost for the HIPIQS input
ports is (k + 1)k2 f . Including the output port MUXs, the total
switch complexity is (k + 2)k2 f .
In contrast, the SP central buffer approach requires three crossbars, one to enter the central buffer, one to exit the central buffer,
and one for packets that bypass the central buffer. The total crossbar complexity is 3k2 f . The DAMQ and crosspoint queuing
approaches have crossbar complexities identical to simple input
FIFO queuing: k2 f . The DAMQ approach adds complexity of the
required central arbitration. The cost of this arbitration varies with
its optimality and with the time constraints in which it operates.
It must be noted that several contemporary switches such as
Arctic [3], HAL’s PRC [11], and IBM’s Prizma [4], already incur crossbar complexity similar to HIPIQS (approximately k3 f ).
Furthermore, the HIPIQS architecture has significant potential as
a basis for multicast. Finally, as our close examination of the performance of HIPIQS in the next section shows, HIPIQS provides
significant performance benefits.

5 Performance Evaluation
In this section we describe the results of simulation experiments carried out to evaluate the performance of the proposed architecture. We first describe our basic methodology and our base
configuration. We then examine the effect of various system parameters on the performance of HIPIQS in greater detail.

5.1 Experiments
We carried out experiments using a C++/CSIM based simulation testbed [12] which models cut-through routing on a flit by
flit basis. A bidirectional Multistage Interconnection Network

(BMIN) based parallel system was assumed for our experiments
and various synthetic workloads were used to evaluate the influence of the different system parameters on performance. Our experiments compare the performance of HIPIQS with that of two
other architectures: (i) switches with a single FIFO queue per input
port that are susceptible to head of line blocking and (ii) switches
with output queuing using a shared central buffer. In each of our
experiments we equalized the total amount of buffer space taken
up by all the input buffers to the space taken up by the central
buffer and the associated (small) input buffers. In this section we
use the term output queuing to refer to architectures with a shared
central buffer, in particular, a shared buffer consisting of a single
module [9, 17].
The previously proposed input queuing schemes perform worse
than output queuing [19]. By establishing that HIPIQS performs
almost as well as output queuing, we show that HIPIQS performs
better than previously proposed input queuing schemes. Furthermore, this also demonstrates that the performance of HIPIQS is
close to the best achievable by either input or output queuing.

Figure 6. The base system used for our simulations: a 16-node BMIN.
Our base system consists of 16 nodes interconnected by a 2stage, 8-switch BMIN network consisting of 8-port switches (as
shown in Fig. 6). The packets used turnaround routing by traveling adaptively towards their least common ancestor switch before
turning back. Some of the base system parameters that we use
are an input buffer size of 640 flits, a default message length of
64 flits, a flit size of 2 bytes that defines the link width, and the
latencies within a switch as described in Sec. 3.4. The rationale
for our default input buffer size is as follows. The 1996 version
of the IBM SP switches contain a total of 5 KBytes of storage
with 2 bytes/flit. This corresponds to 320 flit buffers for an 8-port
input buffered switch with equal total storage. Recognizing improvements in VLSI technology and the trend towards using larger
buffers in switches [16], we assume a default buffer size of 640 flits
for the switches with input buffers and an equivalent amount of
space for the central buffered switch. Like most network studies,
we assume zero software overhead for message injection and consumption in our experiments, and all our experiments used fixed
sized messages. We studied the impact of message size, buffer
size, packetization, system size, and some forms of non-uniform
traffic on the performance of HIPIQS.
In all our experiments we vary the applied load and study its
impact on the received load and the average latency of the messages. Both applied load and received load are measured as a fraction of the total bandwidth. Like a majority of network simulations, we assume injection queues of infinite size. Every one of
our experiments was run for at least one million cycles with measurements beginning after 350,000 cycles. Except in Sec. 5.4 we

use the term message and packet interchangeably.

5.2 Effect of Message Length and Buffer Size
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Figure 7. Impact of message size on input
queued architectures with buffers of size 320
flits, 640 flits and 1280 flits and an output queued architecture with an equivalent
shared buffer space.
In this section, we examine the performance of uniform traffic
with different packet sizes for three different input buffer sizes—
320 flits, 640 flits, and 1280 flits. We measure the performance of
uniform traffic with packets of three different sizes: 64 flits, 128
flits, and 256 flits. As can be seen from Fig. 7 the architecture that
uses input queuing with a single queue (labeled ‘FIFO’) saturates
well before the applied load reaches 0.60. This is consistent with
previous research results [8]. Since the performance of the single
FIFO queue approach is considerably worse than the performance
of both HIPIQS and output queuing, we do not consider its performance in the remaining part of this section.
The relative performance of input and output queuing is of
greater interest. HIPIQS performs almost as well as output queuing (labeled ‘Central Q’ denoting the central shared buffering) for
messages that are smaller than 20% of the input buffer size. For
messages that are larger than this fraction, output queuing benefits
significantly because of better utilization of the buffer space. For a
buffer size of 320 flits for example, messages of size 128 and 256
flits perform considerably worse than output queuing. Similarly,
messages of size 256 flits perform considerably worse than output
queuing for a buffer size of 640 flits. For a buffer size of 1280 flits,
all three message sizes are 20% or less than the buffer size, and the
performance for all three is comparable to the performance of output queuing. Note once again that in each of our experiments, the
total space taken up by the input buffers was equalized to the space
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Figure 8. Impact of buffer size on messages
of size 64 flits and 128 flits.
5.2.3 Interplay between Message Length and Buffer Size
We have observed an interesting (and intuitive) interplay between message length and buffer size. As can be seen in Fig. 9,
the performance (in terms of the applied load required for saturation, or in terms of the received load) of 64-flit messages with
320-flit buffers is almost identical to the performance of 128-flit
messages with 640-flit buffers and 256-flit messages with 1280-flit
buffers. This indicates that the fraction of the buffer size occupied
by a message is directly related to its performance. The performance of messages that are the same fraction of the input buffer
size is almost identical. Doubling each of the above message sizes
produces a similar result, corroborating our finding.
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To study the impact of different buffer sizes on messages of
given size, we examine the performance of uniform traffic with
packet sizes of 64 and 128 flits for the three different buffer sizes
(320 flits, 640 flits, and 1280 flits). Increasing buffer size helps
improve performance by raising the saturation throughput. However, such an increase has diminishing performance returns. In
particular, once the packet size falls to about 20% of the buffer
size, increasing the buffer size beyond that point results in very
little performance gain (in terms of saturation load). For example,
in Fig. 8, the performance gain for a 128-flit message beyond a
buffer of size 640 flits is only marginal. However, we see a more
significant improvement in performance for a 256-flit message for
a similar increase in input buffer size.
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Figure 9. Interplay between buffer size and
message size.
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Figure 10. Impact of system size on the performance of the central queue based architecture and HIPIQS, for two different message
sizes.

5.4 Effect of Packetization
To study the impact of packetization on messaging performance, we study the performance of messages of various size with
and without packetization for two different buffer sizes on a 16node system. The packet size was assumed to be 64 flits in our
experiments. Figure 11 presents our results. In general, packetization improves saturation bandwidth but not message latency.
Furthermore, the higher the number of packets for a given message
size, the greater the disparity between the performance of packetized and non-packetized communication: the amount of received
traffic for packetized communication and the message latency both
become relatively higher.
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Figure 12. Impact of non-uniform traffic traffic
on the performance of HIPIQS.
Under transpose traffic, a node an,1 ::an=2 an=2,1 ::a0 communicates with a node an=2,1 ::a0 an,1 ::an=2 when n is even (as
is the case in our experiments). In a 64-node system, saturation
occurs at a load of around 0.87 for 64-flit messages and at around
0.80 for 128-flit messages. Again, this compares well with saturation loads of around 0.90 for the output queuing approach for both
message sizes. Once again, for a message size of 128 flits, HIPIQS
performs slightly better than output queuing in terms of received
traffic beyond saturation.

5.6 Summary
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is necessary to examine the performance of the network when
faced with such traffic. We examine the impact of two types of
non-uniform traffic—bit-reverse and transpose. Our experiments
on 16-node systems with HIPIQS have shown that bit-reverse and
transpose traffic can be transmitted without saturation for applied
loads close to 1.0 [15]. We therefore only report our results for
the more interesting case of a 64-node system. We also provide
a comparison with the shared central buffer-based output queuing
approach.
Under bit-reverse traffic, a node an,1 an,2 :::a1 a0 communicates with a node a0 a1 :::an,2 an,1 . The results in Fig. 12 show
that with HIPIQS, bit-reverse traffic does not cause saturation for
loads of up to 0.83 for a message size of 64 flits, and up to loads
of 0.75 for a message size of 128 flits. This compares well with
corresponding figures of around 0.88 and 0.85 for output queuing. More interestingly, for a message size of 128 flits, HIPIQS
performs better than output queuing in terms of received traffic
beyond saturation. This is possibly because of unfair “hogging” of
the shared central buffer space by some of the input ports beyond
saturation.
Received Traffic (fraction of max. BW)

All of our previous experiments were on 16-node systems. To
ensure that the performance of the system scales with system size,
we examine the performance of a 64-node (BMIN) system. From
Fig. 10, it can be observed that the performance of HIPIQS scales
well with system size and remains close to the performance of output queuing. However, increase in system size reduces the saturation throughput of HIPIQS by a greater amount than with output
queuing.
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Figure 11. Impact of packetization on HIPIQS
with 640 flit and 1280 flit input buffers and a
packet size of 64 flits.

5.5 Effect of Non-Uniform Traffic
The previous sections have examined the performance of HIPIQS for various uniform traffic patterns. In practice however, various non-uniform traffic patterns may also be encountered and it

From the above sections, we can draw the following conclusions.



The performance of HIPIQS is much better than input queuing approaches with a single FIFO queue and head of line
blocking. More interestingly, the performance of HIPIQS
very nearly matches the performance of output queuing for
a significant range of message sizes. Furthermore, HIPIQS
also does better than the published result of [19]. Thus, HIPIQS performs much better than the other input queued ar-







chitectures presented in the literature [19, 7] As mentioned
above, this establishes that the performance of HIPIQS is
close to the best achievable using either input or output queuing.
The performance of HIPIQS depends on the size of the messages as a fraction of the input buffer size. For messages that
are greater than 20% of the buffer size, the performance of
HIPIQS worsens compared to the performance of the output
queuing approach with a shared central buffer. This is because of the more dynamic nature in which this output queuing approach shares the available buffer space at the switch.
The performance of HIPIQS scales well with system size.
For a 64 node system, throughputs of 0.8-0.9 are achieved.
The performance remains close to that of output queuing.
Packetization results in an increase in throughput. However,
packetization also causes an increase in the latency of message transmission.
HIPIQS performs well for non-uniform traffic too. For 64node systems, saturation occurs only at loads of around 0.750.87. Again, the performance compares well with output
queuing. Interestingly, in some cases, HIPIQS performs better than output queuing in terms of received load beyond saturation.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we have presented the architecture of HIPIQS,
a new high-performance input-queued switch that achieves performance close to that of output queuing. We have described the
architecture of HIPIQS in detail and have compared it with a number of related architectures. We have also presented a taxonomy of
switch architectures and have classified HIPIQS as well as a large
body of related work on switch architectures in terms of this taxonomy. HIPIQS uses dynamically-allocated queues in pipelined,
multi-bank input buffers to achieve good performance. It also uses
small cross-point buffers to achieve further performance enhancements.
We have evaluated the performance of HIPIQS with a number
of simulation experiments. Our experiments show that the performance of HIPIQS is extremely close to output queuing for message sizes that are smaller than 20% of the buffer size. These results are particularly significant keeping in mind that buffer sizes
within switches continue to increase whereas the message sizes
in a large number of applications remain relatively unchanged.
Furthermore, HIPIQS almost eliminates the loss of bandwidth
and memory space that can occur due to extremely small packets used in the context of some shared buffer based output queuing approaches. Overall, HIPIQS performs better than previously
proposed input queuing schemes, achieves performance enhancements over output queuing for small packets, and comparable performance to output queuing for a reasonable range of large packets. Thus, HIPIQS can be used as the basis for building general
purpose, high performance switches that deliver low latency as
well as high throughput for a range of message sizes.
Additional Information: A number of related papers and
technical reports can be obtained from http://www.cis.ohiostate.edu/˜panda/pac.html.
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