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Figure 1. Overview of XStack. Top: in our benchmark, the agent explores a PyTorch repository built for GPUs,
reads its code and runs the source, then builds and tests a JAX version on TPUs. Bottom left: pass rates of the 5
best-performing agents among the 7 we evaluate. Bottom right: the pass rates against total cost on a log scale; the
dashed line is a linear fit, and the shaded steps are the Pareto frontier, the best pass rate reached at or below each cost.

Abstract
ML code should run where researchers choose, not where it was first written. Today, machine
learning code mainly lives in two ecosystems, PyTorch on NVIDIA GPUs and JAX on Google TPUs.
Migrating repositories between them means building and testing across frameworks and hardware.
This migration is (1) a practical need, since it unlocks different hardware for researchers, and (2)
a natural benchmark: it involves different frameworks and hardware, covers whole repositories,
and is long-horizon and challenging. We introduce XStack, a benchmark that evaluates agents on
migrating ML repositories between these two ecosystems. Each agent receives a PyTorch repository
and a clean TPU machine and must deliver a JAX repository. Its output passes if it meets our
grading criteria, based on the source repository’s published result, authenticated and calibrated by
us. Migration by agents remains unreliable: Claude Opus 5 passes 75%, GPT-5.6-sol 45%, and every
other agent at most 40%. XStack is a step toward freeing ML code from its ecosystem. We release
XStack to make progress toward reliable migration across frameworks and hardware measurable.
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1 Introduction
Suppose you find a repository that does exactly what you need. Its paper reports strong results, the code is
public, and the experiment has already been shown to work. There is only one problem: it was built for the
wrong machine. Your lab has TPUs, but the repository assumes GPUs and PyTorch. Although, in principle,
nothing about the scientific idea depends on this choice, in practice you are trapped. Using it means rewriting
the model, optimizer, data pipeline, and evaluation in JAX, since that is the stack TPUs run, then making
everything work under a different compiler, memory hierarchy, and distributed execution model. What looks
like an implementation detail becomes a barrier to reusing the science. The hardware a team happens to have
can determine which published ideas it can build on.

This is exactly the kind of barrier that coding agents should make disappear. Much published ML code is
written in PyTorch for GPUs, while, for example, people also use TPUs, which are commonly programmed
through JAX1. By the end of 2025, TPUs made up nearly a fifth (18.2%) of the world’s AI compute: 3.81
million of 20.93 million H100-equivalents (Epoch AI, 2026). Yet only 4.2% of the framework-based code
released with ML papers in 2024 used JAX (Papers with Code, 2025). This creates a growing need to move
working systems across software and hardware stacks, a real-world task that researchers care about because it
unlocks access to different hardware. Doing so means crossing not only code-level framework boundaries, but
also machine-level differences. This is exactly the problem we want agents to solve; we want to bring pure
science back to researchers, and provide a measurement for this progress.

PyTorch on GPUs JAX on TPUs
chips made by NVIDIA and others Google
where to get them most clusters and clouds Google Cloud or buyers’ own sites
how the code runs one step at a time compiled by XLA before execution
how a model is written objects that hold their weights functions that take the weights

Table 1. PyTorch on GPUs versus JAX on TPUs. A migration changes the hardware as well as the code, so
the agent must do more than translate code (Bradbury et al., 2018; Paszke et al., 2019).

We ask the following question directly:
Can an agent migrate a working ML repository to a new framework and new hardware correctly?

Existing benchmarks do not quite test this. Issue-resolution benchmarks (Jimenez et al., 2024; Zan
et al., 2025) start from broken code and ask agents to fix it, while conversion benchmarks (Wang et al., 2026c;
Song et al., 2026; Hong et al., 2026) compare translated code with the original on the same machine. In
our case, the repository already works on the original machines. The challenge is to preserve that behavior
while moving the entire system onto hardware the original code does not support. We introduce XStack
(XStack stands for Cross-Stack Benchmark) to test this directly. Each task gives an agent a working PyTorch
repository and a clean TPU machine, then asks it to rebuild the code on TPU with JAX and make an original
experiment run end to end and reach its published result.

The answer to our question above is currently no: agents are not fully reliable for this task. Our results show
that this barrier is beginning to break, but has not disappeared. The strongest agent successfully migrates
15 of 20 repositories. Agents can therefore already carry some ML systems across framework and hardware
boundaries at repository scale. Yet this capability is far from reliable across agents and repositories. Agents
are beginning to loosen the link between scientific code and the stack it was written for, but we are still not
at a point where researchers can simply run published work wherever they choose.

A broader pattern emerges from the failures: agents can write a great deal of code, but they are still much
less reliable at verifying that what they built is faithful, complete, and actually works in the real environment.
This shows up across models as missed evaluations, fidelity gaps, crashes, and even attempts to work around
the task when they get stuck.
1JAX is Google’s Python library for array computation; it compiles NumPy-style code with the XLA compiler to run on TPUs
and GPUs (Bradbury et al., 2018).
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Figure 2. Pipeline of XStack. Top: the agent migrates a PyTorch repository to JAX on a bare TPU. Bottom: we
rerun the output on a fresh TPU and check its number against the source’s result and with two model judges. If they
fail, the alignment step (phase 2, pink) gives the agent the main experiment’s recipe, lets it change only the entry
script, and regrades the result. A pass also needs the weights to load into the original PyTorch model.

Overall, our contributions are:

• We introduce XStack, a benchmark of 20 real repositories for testing whether agents can migrate
working ML systems across frameworks and hardware.

• We evaluate seven coding agents on real TPUs and release the grading criteria and full agent trajectories,
so progress on this capability is measurable.

• We find that agents can sometimes complete these migrations, but still struggle to reliably verify that
what they built is faithful, complete, and actually works end to end. We also observe that pass rate
grows linearly with the log of an agent’s cost (Figure 6).

2 The XStack Benchmark
Each task in XStack is a PyTorch repository that already works and reports a result (Figure 2). The agent
migrates it to JAX on a bare TPU machine, and we run the migrated code again on a fresh machine to
check that it meets our grading criteria. For fairness, grading has two phases: if the first attempt fails, a
second phase tells the agent which experiment we grade, so a correct migration is not failed only for running a
different experiment (Section 2.2). The numerical target stays hidden, and only the entry script may change;
all other code and setup remain frozen. Section 2.1 defines the task, Section 2.2 explains how we grade it, and
Section 2.3 describes our repositories and agents.

2.1 Task Formulation

Input. The agent receives the repository, pinned to one git commit so that every agent sees the same code,
and a TPU machine. One prompt template, the same for every repository, asks it to migrate the entire
repository to JAX, with Flax for the model and Optax for the optimizer (Bradbury et al., 2018; Heek et al.,
2020; DeepMind et al., 2020) (Table 1), and to run it the way the source runs its experiments, at full scale.
For four repositories whose source offers several configurations, one or two added lines name the graded
configuration or a flag the grader uses, so that every agent knows what it has to do without learning the
grading target (Appendix B).

Machine setup. The machine has no machine learning software; setting it up is part of the task: the agent
installs every package, fetches the data and decides how to use its hosts. It works from a sandbox on our
cluster, reaches the machine over SSH and has no time limit while it produces output (Appendix C).

Output. The agent delivers the migrated repository with three scripts. setup_env.sh prepares a clean
machine, the entry script run_train.py trains, evaluates and writes metrics, and export_torch.py saves the
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Language

LoRA · 1.5 h makemore · 0.25 h nanochat · 7 h

llama2.c · 3 h x-transformers · 1.5 h minGPT · 0.2 h

SimCSE · 2 h modded-nanoGPT · 1 h nanoGPT · 11 h

Vision & audio

airbench · 1.5 h S4 · 2.5 h AST · 1 h nanoVLM · 6 h TensoRF · 6 h

deepspeech · 2 h

Structured data & control

HSTU · 2 h TGN · 0.2 h PatchTST · 0.7 h TabR · 0.3 h

TD-MPC2 · 6 h

Figure 3. Repositories of XStack. Rows group the 20 repositories into three task families. The number beside
each name is the expected duration, in hours, of one graded run, which trains the model at the source’s full scale.

agent
phase 1 phase 2 grader

source repository ✓ ✓ ✓
TPU machine ✓ ✓ fresh
task prompt ✓ ✓ ×
experiment recipe × ✓ ✓
grading target × × ✓
grading code × × ✓
outcome × × ✓

Table 2. What the agent and the grader see. The agent never sees the grading target, so it has to migrate the
whole repository; phase 2 adds the main experiment’s recipe to ensure grading fairness.

weights under the source’s parameter names. In phase 1 the agent is not told which number we grade, what
value to reach or whether it passed (Table 2), so it has to migrate the whole repository, not one experiment.

2.2 Grading a Migration

Reaching the grading target. We copy the migrated repository, without its git history, to a freshly
wiped machine and run setup_env.sh and run_train.py once (the purple stage of Figure 2). A script, the
grader, compares the graded number with the grading target, usually the number the source published, with
a tolerance (Appendix A). Each grading target follows the source’s published result, which we authenticated
against the pinned source; for 3 repositories we set it from our own runs of the unmodified source, and for
minGPT as a rule (Section 2.3). A faithful migration reaches the grading target by reproducing the repository,
without knowing the target. A run that writes no metrics within ten times its expected run time fails.

Judges. A number can also reach the grading target for the wrong reason, such as a smaller variant or another
run’s files. Two model judges, both GPT-5.6-sol, therefore review every result that reaches the grading target
(the verifiers of Figure 2). The correctness judge checks that the number comes from this run’s training of the
main experiment, and the cheat judge checks that the agent did not reach it by cheating, for example by
clamping the metric or using another run’s files. A result passes only if it reaches the grading target, both
judges accept it, and its weights load into the source model.

Two phases. With the criteria hidden, an agent can migrate the code correctly and still run an experiment
we do not grade, such as AST’s ESC-50 recipe instead of Speech Commands (Warden, 2018). Scoring that as
a failure would penalize a choice the task never specified. Phase 2 removes this unfairness without making the
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Figure 4. Pass rate per agent. Light bars: after phase 1; dark bars: after phase 2. Phase 2 adds a few passes for
every agent: once aligned with the main experiment, each agent passes more repositories.

task easier: after a failed phase 1, one message (the alignment step of Figure 2) freezes everything except the
entry script and gives the recipe of the main experiment, but not the grading target (Table 2). Changing any
other file fails phase 2 as a freeze violation, and the judges fail a pass whose entry script rebuilds the frozen
code, a broken freeze. We report the pass rate after phase 2 as the main result.

2.3 Repositories and Agents

Repositories. XStack contains 20 repositories from fourteen domains (Figure 3; Table A1 gives each grading
target). Seven are language models: minGPT (Karpathy, 2020), nanoGPT (Karpathy, 2022b), makemore
(Karpathy, 2022a), llama2.c (Karpathy, 2023), modded-nanoGPT (Jordan et al., 2024), nanochat (Karpathy,
2025) and x-transformers (Wang, 2020b). The others are LoRA (Hu et al., 2022), SimCSE (Gao et al., 2021),
airbench (Jordan, 2024), AST (Gong et al., 2021), S4 (Gu et al., 2022), HSTU (Zhai et al., 2024), TD-MPC2
(Hansen et al., 2024), TensoRF (Chen et al., 2022), nanoVLM (Wiedmann et al., 2025), deepspeech (Naren,
2017), TGN (Rossi et al., 2020), PatchTST (Nie et al., 2023) and TabR (Gorishniy et al., 2024). We chose
them from more than 200 PyTorch repositories, most of which we rejected because of their published number.

Grading targets. For 15 repositories, the grading target is the number that the README or paper reports,
which we authenticated against the source at its pinned commit; deepspeech’s comes from its release notes. A
fair target must be one that the original code itself reaches, and our experiments confirm that each of these
targets can be reached. For 3 others, we set the target from our own GPU runs of the unmodified source. For
example, the makemore README reports a loss of about 1.92, but eight runs of the unmodified source on
our GPUs average 1.989 with a standard deviation of 0.017, so a target of 1.92 would fail the original code
itself. We therefore set its target to a best test loss of at most 2.023, the mean plus two standard deviations.
For minGPT, whose task trains a small GPT to add two-digit numbers, we require at least 495 of the 500
held-out sums to be correct: a trained model is expected to solve all 500, and the margin allows five misses
for seed and numerical noise.

Agents and cells. We evaluate 7 agents from 5 labs (Table 3): GPT-5.6-sol, GPT-5.6-terra and GPT-5.6-luna
(OpenAI, 2026), Claude Opus 5 (Anthropic, 2026), GLM-5.3-Flash (Z.ai, 2026; GLM-5 Team, 2026), DeepSeek
V4.1 Flash (DeepSeek-AI, 2026) and Muse Spark 1.3 (Meta, 2026), all at high reasoning effort. We call a pair
of an agent and a repository a cell. Each cell runs on a TPU v6e, v5p or v4 machine (Jouppi et al., 2023;
Google Cloud, 2026a,b), and we ensure every repository has adequate compute (Appendix H; Figure H1).
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agent harness reasoning effort list price
GPT-5.6-sol Codex CLI high 5 / 0.5 / 30
GPT-5.6-terra Codex CLI high 2 / 0.2 / 12
GPT-5.6-luna Codex CLI high 0.2 / 0.02 / 1.2
Claude Opus 5 Claude Code CLI (Anthropic) high 5 / 0.5 / 25
GLM-5.3-Flash Claude Code CLI (Z.ai) high 0.15 / 0.03 / 0.5
DeepSeek V4.1 Flash Claude Code CLI (DeepSeek) high 0.3 / 0.006 / 1.2
Muse Spark 1.3 Claude Code CLI (Meta) high 1.25 / 0.15 / 4.25

Table 3. Harness, reasoning effort and price per agent. All agents run at high reasoning effort with the same
settings, and every model is called through its developer’s official API. Prices are the official list prices on September
14, 2026, USD per million tokens (input / cached input / output).

3 Results Analysis
3.1 Main Results

Phase 1. In phase 1, the agents pass 30/140 cells (21%; Figure 4). The grader passed 58 phase 1 results, and
the judges rejected 28 of these. Claude Opus 5 leads by a wide margin with 12/20. DeepSeek V4.1 Flash
follows with 6/20, and among the GPT-5.6 tiers only sol passes any repository (6/20). Migrating a whole
repository is thus still hard for current agents: most attempts fail, even though every agent has the full source
and its own TPU, on which it can test extensively.

Phase 2 runs on 108 cells that failed phase 1. The grader passed 44 of them, and the judges let 16 of these
pass. These are the cases the phase was designed for, such as a fixed number of steps where the source trains
until a stop rule, a training statistic reported where the source runs an evaluation, or another variant of the
source’s recipe. The judges rejected 28 phase 2 passes, 21 of them because the entry script rebuilt the frozen
code, and the remaining phase 2 failures lie in the frozen code (Section 2.2). After phase 2, 46 cells pass the
grader and the judges. The weights of 2 of them do not load under the source’s parameter names, so the
agents pass 44/140 cells (31%). Appendix E lists every cell’s result.

Phase 2 aligns the agent with the recipe of the experiment we grade, so a correct migration that first ran a
different experiment is not failed for that choice. Every agent gains at least one pass from it. It also helps
ensure the remaining failures lie in the migrated code, not in an under-specified task (Section 2.2). Running
all 140 cells took 22,802 TPU chip-hours (Figure H1), and the agents’ trajectories sum to 12.5 billion tokens.

3.2 Judges, Cost and Behavior

Effect of the judges. The judges are needed, because they catch results that reach the grading target for
the wrong reason, which the metric alone cannot detect. Across both phases, they rejected 56 of the 102
results that the grader passed (Figure 5; Table 4). We checked many rejections by hand and found them
sound; the judge caught a llama2.c migration that wrote the published number into its metrics beside its own
and a minGPT migration evaluated on its training data.

What the judges find. Apart from broken freezes, the judges catch two kinds of false positives. The grader
reads whatever number the run reports, which may not be the recipe’s own, such as a separate validation
pass in place of the recipe’s averaged loss; the correctness judge finds the recipe’s number in the run’s logs
and checks it, so every pass is a true positive. The cheat judge catches cheating, such as training on another
task’s machine or reading another session’s files.

Accuracy versus cost. Pass rate grows linearly with the logarithm of cost (Figure 6). We fit pass rate on
log cost because the agents’ costs for the 20 repositories span from $10.0 to $1,844. Every 10× in cost adds
about 25 percentage points, and the line explains most of the difference between agents (𝑅2 = 0.66, 𝑟 = 0.81,
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Figure 5. Outcomes by phase. From left to right, the columns show all 140 cells, their phase 1 outcome, their
phase 2 outcome and the final result. Of the 110 cells that failed phase 1, phase 2 rescues 16; the rest fail the judges,
fall short of the grading target, crash or break the freeze (Section 2.2). Two rescued cells fail the weight-loading check.

𝑝 = 0.027, 𝑛 = 7 agents). The trend is statistically significant at the 5% level. The upper edge of the shaded
area, the efficient frontier, runs through three agents: GPT-5.6-luna, the cheapest; DeepSeek V4.1 Flash, the
cheapest per pass; and Claude Opus 5, the most accurate. Every other agent lies below it; Muse Spark 1.3,
for example, costs more than seven times as much as DeepSeek V4.1 Flash and passes fewer repositories.

pass rate cost and time
agent target +correctness +cheat +weights pass tokens $/cell $/pass hours
Claude-Opus-5 95% 80% 80% 75% 15/20 156M 92 123 8.7
GPT-5.6-sol 75% 70% 45% 45% 9/20 23M 16 36 1.0
DS-4.1-Flash 75% 60% 40% 40% 8/20 106M 1.9 4.7 11.1
GLM-5.3-Flash 60% 50% 25% 25% 5/20 43M 1.6 6.3 12.6
Muse-Spark-1.3 50% 35% 20% 20% 4/20 32M 14 71 4.1
GPT-5.6-terra 35% 25% 15% 10% 2/20 5.3M 2.0 20 0.4
GPT-5.6-luna 20% 15% 5% 5% 1/20 16M 0.5 10.0 0.6
all 59% 48% 33% 31% 44/140 54M 18 58 5.5

Table 4. Checks and cost per agent. Left: share of repositories passing each check in turn (grading target,
correctness and cheat judges, weight loading). Right: repositories passed, mean tokens per cell (input, cached input
and output over all turns, as billed), list-price dollars per cell and per pass, and mean agent hours per cell.

Behavior difference between agents. Reading the trajectories, we found that Claude Opus 5 differs from
the other agents in how it checks its work: before handing in, it runs the source’s experiment to the end and
compares its number with the published one. This checking takes time and tokens, and Opus is both the
most expensive agent and the one that passes the most (Table 4). On nanochat, GPT-5.6-sol estimated the
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Figure 6. Accuracy against cost. Each dot is one agent’s final pass rate against its cost at the list prices of
September 14, 2026 (Appendix F). The dashed line is a least-squares fit of pass rate on log cost. The blue line is the
efficient frontier, the upper convex hull of the agents with cost on a log scale. Pass rate rises by about 25 percentage
points with every 10× in cost.

full run at a few hours and handed in without running it. Muse Spark 1.3 does run the full experiment, but
on LoRA it handed in a BLEU score far below the paper’s and called its migration “fully validated”. We find
that diligent testing and experimentation, together with careful comparison against the original code, are
what a migration needs to succeed.

4 Why Do Agents Fail?
4.1 Failure Taxonomy

A third judge, the failure judge, assigns every graded run one class from a fixed taxonomy (Appendix D),
based on its metrics, its log and the diff of the migrated code. The failure judge only reads the run; it cannot
determine whether the run passes or fails. Figure 7 shows the failure judge’s classification of phase 1 runs.

The code fails, not the choice of experiment. We group the classes by what could fix them. A wrong or
incomplete experiment (a different pipeline, the right one at a different scale, or a run that never reaches the
main evaluation) is a problem with what the entry script runs, and phase 2 can fix it. A fidelity gap, a crash
or a run that never ends is a problem in the migrated code. In phase 1, 27% of the failures are wrong or
incomplete experiments and 47% are code failures; the judges reject the rest. Phase 2 removes the first group.
The cells it does not rescue still fail in the code, or they break the freeze by rebuilding the migrated code
inside the entry script (Figure D1). Aligning the agent with the grading recipe does not make a cell pass if its
migration is wrong in the first place.

Agents fail differently. DeepSeek V4.1 Flash rarely crashes (1 cell), and 15/20 of its cells reach the
grading target, but the judges reject half of these, mostly for cheating. Terra’s failures are spread over wrong
experiments, fidelity gaps and crashes, and luna’s over almost every class (Figure D1).

Translation alone is not the hard part. Because JAX also runs on GPUs, we can also test translation
between PyTorch and JAX alone, on the same hardware. In the earlier development of our benchmark, we
asked for a whole JAX repository and graded it on GPU. There the migration was nearly solved: GPT-5.5 at
high reasoning effort migrated 12 PyTorch repositories to JAX and passed 99% of the checks, 116 of 117, with
11 of the 12 repositories passed in full (Appendix G, Table G1). The checks are strict: forward and gradient
parity with PyTorch, checkpoints that load in both frameworks, decoding that matches token for token, and
one miss fails the repository.
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Claude-Opus-5 12 5 1 2

GPT-5.6-sol 6 5 6 1 2

DS-4.1-Flash 6 6 3 4 1

GLM-5.3-Flash 3 3 2 1 11

Muse-Spark-1.3 3 6 3 6 2

GPT-5.6-terra 2 8 5 5

GPT-5.6-luna 1 7 3 9

pass failed by judges wrong experiment fidelity gap crash / no termination

Figure 7. Failure breakdown after phase 1. Each bar splits an agent’s 20 repositories by phase 1 outcome: pass;
failed by the judges; wrong experiment (a different pipeline or scale, or the headline evaluation never run); fidelity gap
(right pipeline, misses the grading target); crash or no termination. The last two, 47% of failures, are faults in the
migrated code, which phase 2 cannot repair.

On TPUs, even after phase 2, the agents’ average pass rate is only 31%, and about half the failures are code
that crashes or falls short on a machine the agent set up. The comparison suggests the difficulty lies not in
translation alone but in migrating across both framework and hardware. Testing this ability therefore requires
migrating across hardware, which is exactly what XStack does.

4.2 Behavior and Integrity

Agents that pass follow the source’s documentation, running the README’s default recipe, reporting its
numbers under its names, and getting results close to the source’s. Agents that get stuck explore the machine
instead, reading other cells’ leftovers or using our credentials. We found these leaks in our initial experiments,
hardened the sandbox, and reran the three affected cells cleanly. Two incidents that aimed at the grading
target, a clamped metric and a copied checkpoint, also date from building the benchmark and affect neither
the current benchmark nor its results. In the final benchmark, cheating incidents instead use what the source
offers, such as a sibling variant or the published number, and our checks and the cheat judge catch them.

5 Related Work

Code migration. Code translation has grown from single functions and small programs (Roziere et al., 2020;
Pan et al., 2024) to whole repositories (Ibrahimzada et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2026c; Li et al., 2026), although
some repository benchmarks still grade one function in context (Ou et al., 2025) or fill in a skeleton (Zhang
et al., 2025; Khatry et al., 2025). Migration benchmarks upgrade a language version (Liu et al., 2026) or
move a repository onto another software stack (Hong et al., 2026).

Framework conversion. For machine learning code, framework conversion has been studied for single
snippets (Phan et al., 2026), short programs (Yan et al., 2023) and training codebases (Song et al., 2026), or
avoided with a portability layer (Lenton et al., 2021). T2J-Bench (Song et al., 2026) is the closest: whole
PyTorch training codebases to JAX under a hidden evaluator, but on one GPU, the framework-only setting
our GPU experiments found nearly solved (Section 4.1). Kernel benchmarks write kernels for one accelerator
(Ouyang et al., 2025; Tschand et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026b), one operator at a time against a reference
that already runs on it. Models do worse on hardware rare in their training data (Wen et al., 2025). In all of
these the accelerator stays the same or the unit is one kernel. XStack moves a whole repository to a new
framework and hardware and forbids PyTorch at runtime, so no agent passes by doing nothing.
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Agent benchmarks. Since SWE-bench (Jimenez et al., 2024), issue-resolution benchmarks have graded
a change with tests that fail before it and pass after it. Later benchmarks ask for a codebase built from
scratch (Zhao et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026). A working repository, however, has no failing test in its own
environment. Most also give the agent a ready environment; SetupBench (Arora et al., 2025) and DeployBench
(Wang et al., 2026d) test setup alone, but stop once the code runs. Closer to our setting are benchmarks
graded against research results. Agents reproduce a paper’s results from the authors’ code (Siegel et al., 2024),
replicate papers against rubrics or reference code (Starace et al., 2025; Seo et al., 2026), or maximize a score
on machine learning tasks (Chan et al., 2025; Wijk et al., 2025). Our grading target, in contrast, is the source
repository’s own result (Section 2.3), which a faithful migration will naturally reach.

Evaluation integrity. Agents exploit underspecified objectives (Krakovna et al., 2020; Skalse et al., 2022)
and game checks they can see or tamper with (Zhu et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2026a); benchmarks built from
public code risk memorization (Jain et al., 2025; Liang et al., 2026). In XStack, the grading target is hidden:
the agent is never told it or whether it passed. For fairness, after a failed first attempt a second phase aligns
the agent with the graded experiment while its code, except the entry script, stays frozen. We rerun the
code on a fresh machine, so remembering an answer is not enough, and model judges review every result that
reaches the target (Section 2.2).

6 Conclusion
We introduce XStack, a benchmark that evaluates agents’ ability to migrate working ML repositories from
PyTorch on GPUs to JAX on TPUs. Across 7 agents from 5 labs, the average pass rate is 31%, and pass rate
grows linearly with the logarithm of cost. Our analysis shows that verification separates success from failure:
agents that run the source’s experiment to the end and compare their result with the original tend to pass,
and agents that hand in untested code tend to fail. We encourage other benchmarks with hidden criteria to
adopt a similar frozen second phase that aligns the agent with what is graded, so that they stay fair to agents.
Although current agents are not yet reliable at migrating across both frameworks and hardware, we hope
they will one day handle this task reliably and unlock access to different hardware for researchers. In the
meantime, XStack will help measure progress toward this hardware freedom.
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A Repositories, Headline Metrics and Grading Targets

Sourcing. Hard requirements: a training-centric pipeline that is the repository’s point; a readable, vendorable
tree at a pinnable commit under a permissive license read from the LICENSE file, not the GitHub label; a
headline metric that the repository’s own code computes, for a configuration the tree actually runs, with a
published value; anonymously acquirable data; a full-scale run of about ten hours or less on one TPU host.

Notation. Table A1 is generated from the criteria files the grader reads. Grading target uses the comparator’s
notation: ≤ and ≥ are one-sided, [𝑥, 𝑦] is a band whose upper bound is the metric’s ceiling or, on a loss, a
leakage floor. Origin: readme or paper, the source’s own published number for the configuration in the tree;
anchor, a pre-registered band around our runs of the unmodified source; rule, a floor we set for a repository
that publishes no number; released-checkpoint, the number the source’s release notes report for its pre-trained
checkpoint. The table in the release quotes each statement verbatim with its line pointer.

repository domain headline metric grading target origin
Language
llama2.c language

modeling
a best validation loss of at
most 1.130 at the source’s
own 100,000-iteration
default horizon

≤ 1.13 anchor
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repository domain headline metric grading target origin
LoRA fine-tuning a corpus BLEU of at least

0.680 on the E2E test set
[0.68, 1.0] readme

makemore language
modeling

a best test NLL of at most
2.023

≤ 2.023 anchor

minGPT language
modeling

at least 495 of 500 correct
adder test answers

≥ 495 rule

modded-
nanoGPT

language
modeling

a FineWeb validation
cross-entropy loss of at most
3.285

≤ 3.285 readme

nanochat language
modeling

a base-evaluation-suite score
of at least 0.256525

[0.2565, 1.0] readme

nanoGPT language
modeling

a validation loss at the
graded iteration budget

≤ 3.12 readme

SimCSE sentence
embeddings

an average Spearman
correlation of at least 73.5
across the seven STS test
sets

[73.5, 100.0] readme

x-transformers language
modeling

a validation loss between
0.8788 and 0.9788

[0.8788, 0.9788] anchor

Vision
airbench image

classification
a test-time-augmented
CIFAR-10 test accuracy of
at least 0.9393, taken as the
mean over the source’s own
25-trial loop

[0.9393, 1.0] paper

Generative & multimodal
nanoVLM vision-language a best MMStar accuracy of

at least 0.353
[0.353, 1.0] readme

Structured data
HSTU recommendation a MovieLens-20M HR@10

of at least 0.3450
[0.345, 1.0] readme

PatchTST time-series
forecasting

a test mean squared error of
at most 0.380 in
standardized units

≤ 0.38 paper

TabR tabular learning a test accuracy of at least
0.9745 on the Covertype
test split of 116,203 rows

[0.9745, 1.0] paper

TGN temporal graph
learning

a transductive test average
precision of at least 0.980
for future edge prediction
on JODIE Wikipedia

[0.98, 1.0] paper

Science & 3D
TensoRF neural fields a mean test-view PSNR of

at least 36.10 dB on
Synthetic-NeRF lego

[36.1, 45.0] paper

Control & sequence
S4 long-sequence

modeling
a top-1 accuracy of at least
87.0 percent on a held-out
CIFAR-10 split

[87.0, 100.0] readme
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repository domain headline metric grading target origin
TD-MPC2 reinforcement

learning
a mean evaluation return of
at least 750.0 over the
source’s 10-episode
evaluation on DMControl
walker-run

[750.0, 1000.0] readme

Audio & speech
AST audio

classification
a test-split top-1 accuracy
of at least 0.975

[0.975, 1.0] readme

deepspeech speech
recognition

a word error rate of at most
20.0 percent on the AN4
test set

[1.5, 20.0] released-
checkpoint

Table A1. The 20 repositories by domain family, with the graded quantity and its grading target.

B Agent Inputs, Verbatim
A cell’s input is the rendered prompt, the access document with live addresses, and the vendored repository.
Below, typography is normalized and lines re-wrapped to fit the page; the words are verbatim. The recipe
paragraph of every repository, the three judge prompts and every judge answer are released with the benchmark;
the prompts are in the code at github.com/zlab-princeton/XStack under prompts/.

B.1 Prompt Template

Phase 1 Prompt Template

# PyTorch −> JAX on TPU: whole−repo transfer

Port the fixed−commit PyTorch repository under `source_torch/` entirely to a working JAX/Flax/Optax repository, and make it
work at real scale on the TPU machine described in `TPU_ACCESS.md` −− a clean machine: set it up yourself. You have full
access to that machine to develop, run, and test your port. The deliverable is the working repository itself: produce a faithful
port and run it the way the source does.

Deliverables at this workspace root:

− `setup_env.sh` −− prepares a worker of the TPU machine from clean state, including any data the repository's pipeline
needs, obtained and prepared the way the source repository does. It is sourced before the entry point runs.
− `run_train.py −−seed S −−out DIR −−metrics PATH` −− runs the repository's training pipelines the way the repository runs
them, at their own scale, and writes the numbers the repository itself reports to the metrics JSON. It checkpoints to `−−out` as
it trains and resumes from an existing checkpoint in `−−out`.
− `export_torch.py −−ckpt DIR −−out PATH` −− writes the trained weights as an `.npz` of numpy arrays keyed by the source
model's own parameter names (exact names and shapes).
{{REPO_CONTRACT}}
Your submission is collected from this workspace and executed on a fresh machine of the same type. It is judged on behavior
that is fundamental to the source repository, not all of which is spelled out here.

Rules:

− Do not import or call PyTorch anywhere in your submission at runtime.
− Data, library, and package downloads are allowed; do not fetch, clone, or copy model or porting code from the internet.

## Goal

Keep working until your submission passes grading.

The slot {{REPO_CONTRACT}} renders empty for sixteen of the 20 repositories. For nanoGPT it renders two
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lines: a –max-iters N knob the entry must honor (the grader passes 120,000) and the line naming GPT-2
124M on OpenWebText as the graded configuration. For HSTU it renders one configuration line (HSTU-large
on MovieLens-20M). For TD-MPC2 it renders –task NAME and –max-steps N knobs (the grader passes
walker-run and 500,000; the prompt names neither). For nanochat, the same –max-iters knob, dormant.

B.2 Access Document

The multi-host document; a single-host twin exists for one-host machines:

Access Document (multi-host)

# TPU access

A multi−host TPU machine is allocated to this task for its duration. It is a standing machine that must stay up (rules at the end).

− Google Cloud v5p slice with 8 worker hosts, 4 TPU chips each (32 chips total). A JAX program launched simultaneously on
ALL workers sees all 32 devices as one machine.
− Each worker: Ubuntu 22.04, remote user `<user>`, stock Python 3.10, no ML stack preinstalled, its own ~100 GB local disk (
set up every worker; large datasets and repeated checkpoints can exhaust it).
− TPU name `<name>`, zone `<zone>`. Worker external IPs: <list>

Run a command on worker N (this form is the reliable one):

gcloud alpha compute tpus tpu−vm ssh <user>@<name> \
−−zone <zone> −−worker=N −−command 'command' −−quiet \
−−ssh−flag=−i −−ssh−flag=$HOME/.ssh/<key>

Copy files to worker N:

gcloud alpha compute tpus tpu−vm scp −−recurse local_path \
<user>@<name>:remote_path −−zone <zone> −−worker=N −−quiet \
−−scp−flag=−i −−scp−flag=$HOME/.ssh/<key>

Direct `ssh −i ~/.ssh/<key> <user>@<worker−ip>` also works but times out intermittently in this zone; if you use it, set
generous connect timeouts and retry. Prefer the gcloud form.

Notes:

− To use the whole machine, launch the SAME program on ALL workers at the same time (e.g. loop the command over
workers with `&`); on TPU the JAX runtime discovers the other hosts automatically.
− Every worker has internet access; installing packages works on each.
− A dropped ssh session kills its foreground child: run long remote commands under `nohup` (or `tmux`) and poll their logs.
− Your final submission is collected from THIS workspace, then run on that machine (launched on all workers simultaneously).

Rules (the machine is shared infrastructure and must stay up):

− Never reboot, shut down or power off a worker, and never stop or restart system services. If the TPU looks stuck, a process
of yours is still holding the devices: kill your own processes on every worker and wait for them to exit.
− All workers are yours to use. On each of them, keep your files under the `<user>` home directory, /tmp and /dev/shm, and
only touch processes you started.

The document is re-rendered with live addresses before every turn.
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B.3 Frozen Phase 2 Message

After a phase 1 fail the agent receives nothing but this message: no failure sentence and no pass or fail. The
frame is one sentence followed by the repository’s recipe paragraph:

Frozen Phase 2 Message

Your submission is now frozen: from this point do not change your ported code, setup, or any other file. Edit only `run_train.py`
so that one invocation does exactly the following, using your ported code as it is:

{{RECIPE}}

C Sandbox and Isolation
The agent runs on our cluster inside a sandbox that hides the benchmark repository, our reference migrations,
the grading criteria, the results archive and the session files of every other cell. The sandbox also turns off
the agent’s memory across sessions. The TPU machine itself stores no results: every graded turn is archived
elsewhere, and the hosts are wiped before every cell. An agent turn has no time limit while output flows:
thirty minutes of silence after activity ends the turn as a hang, and thirty minutes with no output at all
counts as a provider outage and the turn is retried.

D Failure Taxonomy Definitions
The failure judge assigns one of the classes below.

class meaning
pass grading target reached (a pass in the figures also needs the

judges)
scope miss a different pipeline than the headline one, or only part of

the repository (nanoGPT’s Shakespeare quick-start instead of
GPT-2 on OpenWebText; minGPT’s chargpt instead of the
adder; HSTU’s ML-1M example)

incomplete transfer the right pipeline trained, the headline evaluation never run
(nanochat without the CORE suite; LoRA without beam de-
coding and BLEU)

fidelity gap the right pipeline and evaluation, the model short of the grading
target

scale deviation the recipe run at a different scale than the source (batch, steps,
model size, data ratio)

runtime crash the graded run exited non-zero or hung
no termination the migration has no stop rule; the run reached the cap and

wrote no metrics
no TPU the graded run never acquired the TPU (CPU fallback)
wrong fix a later turn that changed something other than the defect
unchanged tree the agent returned without editing the deliverable
grader artifact the grade was the harness’s error, not the migration’s; the

class describes the grader
fabricated result the headline number was not produced by running the pipeline

(copied, hard-coded, or evaluated on downloaded finished
weights)

freeze violation a phase 2 turn changed something other than the entry file
infra machine or harness outage; the turn was not consumed

A turn may carry a secondary class. Rows are added when the grade lands and never change it.
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Figure D1 repeats the phase-1 breakdown of Figure 7 after phase 2. The wrong-experiment group disappears,
because phase 2 states the recipe: a cell that ran the wrong pipeline in phase 1 either passes now or fails in
its migrated code. What remains is the two code groups, fidelity gaps and crashes, which no entry script
can fix, the judges’ rejections, and the 16 cells that broke the freeze by rebuilding the migration inside the
entry script. Phase 2 turns the wrong experiments of the stronger agents mostly into passes, and those of the
weaker agents into judge rejections, fidelity gaps and freeze violations. GLM-5.3-Flash is the clearest case: its
eleven phase-1 crashes become two, because in phase 2 it rewrites the migration inside the entry script, which
the freeze forbids, and six of its cells fail on that rule instead.

Claude-Opus-5 16 1 1 1 1

GPT-5.6-sol 9 6 2 1 2

DS-4.1-Flash 8 6 1 4 1

GLM-5.3-Flash 5 6 1 2 6

Muse-Spark-1.3 4 4 1 7 2 2

GPT-5.6-terra 3 4 1 5 5 2

GPT-5.6-luna 1 2 5 10 2

33%

21%

18%

15%

11%

46/140
pass

pass failed by judges wrong experiment fidelity gap crash / no termination freeze violation

Figure D1. Failure breakdown after phase 2. Outcome of each cell after phase 2, grouped as in Figure 7 plus
freeze violations: runs that changed more than the entry script or rebuilt the migration in it. The ring at the right
sums the bars over the agents. Passing in either phase counts as a pass. A cell without a phase 2, or whose phase 2
left the entry script unchanged, keeps its phase 1 outcome.

E Per-Cell Results
Figure E1 gives the result of every cell. Rows are the 20 slate repositories and columns the 7 agents; the
last two rows repeat the per-agent rates of Figure 4. Table 4 gives the pass rate per agent after each check.
Claude Opus 5 on PatchTST and GPT-5.6-terra on deepspeech reach the target and pass the judges, but
their exported weights do not load under the source’s parameter names, so the figure draws them as fails.
Two repositories bracket the matrix. minGPT, the smallest source, passes for every agent but GLM-5.3-Flash;
nanoVLM, the longest pipeline, passes for none. Five repositories (LoRA, SimCSE, nanochat, airbench, AST)
pass for Claude Opus 5 alone, and that is where its lead over the field comes from. The mid-field agents
pass the small language-model repositories (minGPT, makemore, nanoGPT, llama2.c) and a few others each;
GPT-5.6-terra and GPT-5.6-luna pass little beyond minGPT and makemore. Phase 2 adds between one and
three passes per agent and breaks the three phase-1 ties: GPT-5.6-sol above DeepSeek, GLM-5.3-Flash above
Muse Spark, and GPT-5.6-terra above GPT-5.6-luna.

F Cost
Cost and time. At list prices as of September 14, 2026 (Table 3), the 20 cells cost $10.0 for luna, $40 for
terra, $32 for GLM-5.3-Flash, $37 for DeepSeek, $283 for Muse Spark, $323 for sol and $1,844 for Claude
Opus 5 ($92.18 per cell, of which phase 1 is $49.42); 97% of input tokens are cache hits. The list prices of
Table 3 are all undiscounted, and we used no promotional price when computing costs.

G GPU-Only Experiment
Before the TPU benchmark we ran a GPU-only generation of the study: twelve small PyTorch repositories,
each migrated whole to JAX by GPT-5.5 at high reasoning effort and graded on the same GPU by ten
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GPT-5.6

sol

GPT-5.6

terra

GPT-5.6

luna

Claude

Opus 5

GLM-5.3

Flash

DeepSeek

V4.1 Flash

Muse Spark

1.3

minGPT pass pass pass pass fail pass pass

makemore pass pass fail pass pass fail fail

LoRA fail fail fail pass fail fail fail

x-transformers pass fail fail fail fail fail fail

llama2.c pass fail fail pass fail pass fail

modded-nanoGPT fail fail fail fail fail pass fail

SimCSE fail fail fail pass fail fail fail

nanochat fail fail fail pass fail fail fail

nanoGPT pass fail fail pass fail pass pass

airbench fail fail fail pass fail fail fail

nanoVLM fail fail fail fail fail fail fail

HSTU fail fail fail pass fail fail pass

TGN pass fail fail pass pass pass fail

PatchTST fail fail fail fail pass fail fail

TabR pass fail fail fail fail fail fail

TensoRF fail fail fail pass fail pass pass

S4 pass fail fail pass pass fail fail

TD-MPC2 pass fail fail pass pass pass fail

AST fail fail fail pass fail fail fail

deepspeech fail fail fail pass fail pass fail

phase-1 pass

after phase 2

6/20

9/20

0/20

2/20

0/20

1/20

12/20

15/20

3/20

5/20

6/20

8/20

3/20

4/20

Figure E1. Every cell, repositories grouped by family: the final result, pass or fail.

checks (Table G1; Section 4.1). The twelve are DDPM (Wang, 2020a), makemore (Karpathy, 2022a),
minGPT (Karpathy, 2020), nanochat (Karpathy, 2025), nanoGPT (Karpathy, 2022b), nano-vLLM (Yu, 2025),
pyGCN (Kipf, 2017), x-transformers (Wang, 2020b), and the MNIST, REINFORCE, VAE and word language
model examples of PyTorch (PyTorch Contributors, 2016). The checks are what a careful reviewer of a
translation would write: the migration has its own entry points and no PyTorch, the same weights give the
same logits, loss and gradients, optimizer and data pipeline match, checkpoints round-trip, greedy decoding
matches token for token, and a restarted run resumes. The agent met 116 of 117, and the single miss is a
convergence band (x-transformers, A6).

H Code Size and Compute
Every cell had enough compute: Figure H1 gives the TPU chip-hours of all 140 cells, split into the agents’
turns and our grading. Grading, not generation, is where the compute goes: our full-scale grades took more
than twice the chip-hours of the agents’ own turns, and the v6e machines carried nearly three quarters of the
total. The table converts chip-hours to H100-equivalents at each chip’s peak bf16 throughput relative to an
H100, so the campaign is comparable with GPU budgets.

The left panel of Figure H1 sets each passing migration’s size against its source: 16 of the 44 passes are larger
than the repository they came from. Most passing migrations sit within a factor of two of their source’s size,
and the agents differ systematically: Claude Opus 5, DeepSeek and GLM write migrations about as long as
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Repository Checks
DDPM 10/10
makemore 10/10
minGPT 10/10
MNIST 9/9
nano-vLLM 9/9
nanochat 10/10
nanoGPT 10/10
pyGCN 9/9
REINFORCE 10/10
VAE 10/10
word language model 10/10
x-transformers 9/10 A6

All 116/117

Check Passes if the migration has . . .
A0 Completeness a JAX code base with its own entry

points and no PyTorch inside
A1 Forward parity same weights give the same logits and

loss as PyTorch
A2 Gradient parity same gradients as PyTorch autograd
A3 Optimizer the learning-rate schedule and optimizer

step match the source
A4 Data pipeline batches are the source’s token windows
A5 Checkpoints weights round-trip between the two

frameworks
A6 Convergence its own trainer reaches the source’s

validation-loss band
A7 Resume a restarted training run continues from

its checkpoint
A8 Generation greedy decoding matches the source to-

ken for token
A9 Runnability its own train and sample scripts run

stand-alone

Table G1. The GPU-only experiment. Left: checks passed per repository by GPT-5.5 at high reasoning effort,
whole-repository PyTorch to JAX migrations graded on an A100 against the running source (the GPU generation’s
last run); 11 of 12 repositories passed every check (x-transformers missed A6). Right: the ten checks, each a test
against the running PyTorch source. MNIST and pyGCN have no generation and nano-vLLM no training resume, so
they have nine. Five of the twelve repositories are in XStack.
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Claude Opus 5
GPT-5.6-sol
GPT-5.6-terra
GPT-5.6-luna
GLM-5.3-Flash
DeepSeek V4.1 Flash
Muse Spark 1.3

Generation Grading Total
TPU chip-hours

v4 71 455 526
v5p 633 5,163 5,796
v6e 5,940 10,540 16,480
all 6,644 16,158 22,802

H100-equivalent hours
v4 20 126 146
v5p 294 2,396 2,690
v6e 5,514 9,782 15,296
all 5,828 12,304 18,132

Figure H1. Code size and compute. Left: Python lines of each passing migration against the source it came from,
one mark per cell (44 cells; the dashed line is equal size). Right: TPU chip-hours of all cells, split into the agents’
turns (generation) and our grading of their code, and the same in H100-equivalent hours at peak bf16 throughput.

the source; GPT-5.6-sol and GPT-5.6-terra write compact ones, under a thousand lines even for sources ten
times that size. The two largest sources that were migrated successfully, x-transformers and HSTU, came out
at a fraction of their size: both are libraries, and their passing migrations preserve the model, training and
evaluation paths the headline experiment runs rather than every option the library offers.
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