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Abstract
Recent breakthroughs in Large-scale languagemodels (LLMs)
have demonstrated impressive performance on various tasks.
The immense sizes of LLMs have led to very high resource
demand and cost for running the models. Though the models
are largely served using uniform high-caliber GPUs nowa-
days, utilizing a heterogeneous cluster with amix of available
high- and low-capacity GPUs can potentially substantially
reduce the serving cost. There is a lack of designs to sup-
port efficient LLM serving using a heterogeneous cluster,
while the current solutions focus on model partition and
uniform compression among homogeneous devices. This
paper proposes LLM-PQ, a system that advocates adaptive
model quantization and phase-aware partition to improve
LLM serving efficiency on heterogeneous GPU clusters. We
carefully decide on mixed-precision model quantization to-
gether with phase-aware model partition and micro-batch
sizing in distributed LLM serving with an efficient algorithm,
to greatly enhance inference throughput while fulfilling
user-specified model quality targets. Extensive experiments
on production inference workloads in 11 different clusters
demonstrate that LLM-PQ achieves up to 2.88× (2.26× on
average) throughput improvement in inference, showing
great advantages over state-of-the-art works. Source code
available at https://github.com/tonyzhao-jt/LLM-PQ.

1 Introduction
Large-scale language models (LLMs) such as GPT3, LLaMA,
OPT, and BLOOM [31, 33, 40] have exhibited unprecedented
performance in pushing the envelope of various artificial
intelligence (AI) tasks. The outstanding model performance
is largely attributed to a very large model size ranging from
a few hundred million to even half a trillion parameters.
Training an LLM requires thousands of GPUs and millions of
dollars [3]. Serving a trained LLM is also resource-demanding
and cost-intensive, as an LLM cannot commonly be fit into
a single GPU, therefore multiple GPUs are required for dis-
tributed inference.
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Figure 1. GPU proportions and utilization rates in a real-
world production AI cluster.

To cope with the massive size of LLMs, a number of ap-
proaches have been proposed to enable their efficient deploy-
ment in practice. DeepSpeed [1], FasterTransformer andHug-
gingFace Text Generation Inference (TGI) [13] integrate exist-
ing model parallelism techniques, such as tensor-parallelism
(TP) and pipeline parallelism (PP), with memory footprint re-
duction schemes, e.g., quantization or offloading, to lower the
resource demands of model serving in a distributed manner.
For memory footprint reduction schemes, quantization con-
verts model weights into lower-precision formats (e.g., 8-bit),
reducing memory consumption. Offloading methods [32]
leverage aggregate CPU andNVMememory capacity to store
weights or compute a portion of the GPUworkload. However,
the existing solutions are mainly designed for models serv-
ing on homogeneous clusters, limiting their performance in
a heterogeneous cluster.

A practical AI cloud or machine learning (ML) cluster of-
ten contains heterogeneous devices, e.g., GPUs of different
models purchased at different times. Utilization of different
types of GPUs may differ substantially. Fig. 1 shows the pro-
portion of different GPUs in a production cluster, with fewer
percentages of high-calibre GPUs (NVIDIA A100, V100) the
majority being relatively low-calibre inference GPUs (such
as T4). The utilization rate of other GPUs is much lower than
that of A100, which are used intensively for both training
and inference of large models nowadays for the best perfor-
mance. Efficiently exploiting available heterogeneous
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GPUs for LLM serving is worthwhile to explore, to fully
utilize available resources and substantially reduce the cost
of provisioning LLM-enabled applications.
The commonly adopted TP and PP paradigms partition

model operations/layers evenly among the GPUs, which is
not suitable for heterogeneous GPUs and results in either
low utilization of high-capacity GPUs or out-of-memory
(OOM) errors on low-memory GPUs. The limited studies of
models serving on heterogeneous clusters [17] focus on the
partition of encoder-based transformer models. However,
mainstream LLMs with decoder-only structures contain two
phases during inference: prompt processing (prefill) and to-
ken generation (decode). While the former phase is similar
to the inference of encoder-based transformers, the latter has
a totally different pattern (see Sec. 2.1), making the previous
partition solutions not suitable. Besides, the execution time
required for each phase, depending on the prompt length
and token generation number, varies significantly. What is
worse, in a heterogeneous cluster, this difference can even
be amplified, causing model partitioning that focuses on the
time of the first phase instead of both being far from optimal.
Therefore, phase-aware model partition schemes warrant in-
vestigation. Additionally, extra memory required for pre-and
post-processing during LLM inference, such as text embed-
ding for converting input tokens to word vectors, should also
be considered, especially when utilizing low-calibre GPUs
which have limited GPU memory.

When the model is partitioned among heterogeneous
GPUs, adopting a single quantization precision across all
model layers in different types of GPUs is always subopti-
mal. uniform single-precision model quantization can select
a precision, e.g., INT4, that is suitable for GPUs with lower
memory to avoid OOM (Out Of Memory) problem, but caus-
ing a notable portion of memory waste for those with abun-
dant GPU memory. Adaptive mixed-precision quantization
for LLM, which is not investigated in the literature [14, 36], is
more desirable. By using higher precision for model weights
on GPUs with more available memory instead of forcing
them to use the same one in those low-calibre GPUs, adaptive
mixed-precision quantization can not only avoid memory
waste but promote the model quality as well.

In this work, we propose a novel system, LLM-PQ, to en-
able efficient LLM generative serving on heterogeneous GPU
clusters. Instead of emphasizing the enhancement of through-
put faced with infinite requests, as commonly pursued in
recent works like vLLM [20]. LLM-PQ directs its focus to-
ward the efficient processing of a given workload, which
is faced by the offline task. LLM-PQ advocates adaptive
model quantization and phase-aware model partition, as well
as efficient micro-batch scheduling for LLM pipeline serving.
It jointly determines the quantization precisions, model layer
partition, and hybrid micro-batch sizing strategies, given the
LLM, available resources of the heterogeneous cluster, and
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Figure 2. Two phases in LLM generative serving: (Top) Pre-
fill phase takes the prompt sequence to generate the initial
key-value pairs. (Bottom) Decode phase takes previously
generated token & stored KV pairs to generate the next to-
ken.

user-specified model quality targets. Our contributions in
designing LLM-PQ can be summarized as follows:

⊲We provide a cost model that details the memory require-
ments of LLM serving under a mixed-precision quantization
scheme. We learn a linear regression model to accurately
predict the latency of mixed-precision LLM inference work-
loads with varying sequence lengths and batch sizes based
on their phase-aware computational characteristics.

⊲ We introduce adaptive mixed-precision into the search
space of heterogeneous pipeline serving of LLM and pro-
vide a variance indicator the measure the layer sensitivity
towards different level quantization. We develop an iterative
algorithm that first explores possible GPU orderings and
different (phase, micro-batch size) pairs in the pruned search
space, and then solves an integer linear programming (ILP)
problem to determine the best partition and quantization
bitwidths.

⊲ We have implemented a prototype of LLM-PQ, includ-
ing the serving pipeline, a thread-safe micro-batch scheduler,
and an on-the-fly quantized weight loader. We extensively
evaluate LLM-PQ under various settings on 11 clusters com-
posed of the most common GPU types (e.g., T4, P100, V100,
A100, and A800). Experimental results demonstrate that our
cost model incurs less than 6% prediction errors and our LLM
serving achieves up to 2.88× throughput improvement (2.26×
on average) as compared to state-of-the-art approaches.

2 BackGround and Motivation
2.1 Generative Inference of LLM
LLM generally refers to a suite of decoder-only transformer
models with large parameter sizes [31, 40]. Unlike encoder-
based transformers like ViT-Huge [11] and Bert-Large [9]
that are sequence-to-sequence, LLMs generate tokens one by
one in an inference process that comprises two phases [31,
40](Fig. 2): prefill and decode [32]. In the prefill phase, the
input prompt sequence produces key/value (KV) caches for
each transformer layer, which is used in the attention mech-
anism as a context vector for later token generation. During
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Figure 3. Phase time decomposition with different preci-
sions. × indicates time on P100 compared to V100.

the decode phase, stored KV pairs are updated as each subse-
quent token is generated one by one based on the preceding
token; the token generation process continues until a stop-
ping criterion is met, such as reaching the end of a sequence
(EOS) or exceeding the maximum number of tokens allowed.
During generative inference, each layer of the LLM under-
goes a prefill phase followed by several passes in the decode
phase (an example is given in Fig. 2).

The time taken by the prefill and decode phases varies to
the prompt length. By sampling 10,000 conversations gener-
ated by chatGPT from the ShareGPT [30] dataset, we found
that the prompt length varies substantially: < 128 (14.20%),
129-512 (20.52%), 513-1024 (14.24%), 1025-2048 (14.53%) and
others (36.51%). In the upper part of Fig. 3, we evaluate the
time required to process a batch of 8 sequences and generate
32 tokens per sequence, with prompt lengths of 1024 and 128
on opt-13b and opt-30b models [40], respectively. The prefill
time increases with the prompt length (as it processes all the
prompt tokens once) and is substantial (≥ 36%) when the
prompt is long. Unlike prefill time, the decode time is deter-
mined by the number of generated tokens. These character-
istics make the inference pattern of LLM more complicated
than encoder-based transformers.

2.2 Heterogenous Model Parallelization
Pipeline parallelism [1, 18] has been widely adopted to

distribute massive parameters of LLM across devices. The
model is split into stages and micro-batches are processed
over the stages in a pipeliningmanner. Each device executes a
model stage, and data is passed between devices as it moves
through the pipeline. Workload balance among stages is
important as the throughput of pipeline serving is bounded
by the execution time of the slowest stage.

Deriving optimal partitions among heterogeneous devices
is challenging, especially when considering the two-phase
token generation. The lower part of Fig. 3 gives the execution
time of a single layer of the respective model with prompt
length 512 and batch size 8. The execution time ratio when
running the same phase on different devices varies substan-
tially. For example, under FP16, the execution time of the
layer in the prefill phase on P100 is 14.53× larger than that

on V100, while the execution time ratio is 7.29× for the de-
code phase. Since the LLM inference time contains these two
phases, pipeline stage partitioning should consider the exe-
cution time of both phases on each GPU. Existing solutions
(e.g., PipeEdge [17]) partition single-phase encoder-based
models on heterogeneous devices, whose solutions cannot
be directly extended to two phases of LLM serving.

Furthermore, a complete language model includes an em-
bedding layer, which is responsible for converting sentences
into word vectors. In heterogeneous clusters, the embedding
layer encountersmore significant imbalance issues compared
to homogeneous clusters due to the variety of the GPU’s
computing and memory capabilities.

2.3 Online and Offline Serving Task
There are two suites of the LLM inference workload. The
online task handles infinite requests from runtime users,
where the prompt length and token generation number are
unpredictable. vLLM [20] introduces pageAttention to effi-
ciently manage substantial and dynamically changing KV
caches for each request. The offline task consists of pre-
dictable batch prompt processing tasks, where prompts are
padded to a uniform length and the number of token genera-
tions is predetermined. FlexGen [32] addresses the memory
constraints in this scenario by employing multi-hierarchy
offloading and zig-zag packing techniques.
LLM-PQ targets the offline task with the prior knowl-

edge of the prompt length and token generation number.
Opportunity 1: Phase-Aware Model Partition on Het-
erogenous GPUs. By considering the inference time of both
the prefill and decode phases, and also taking into account
the resource consumption and computation of the embed-
ding layer, we can obtain a more comprehensive understand-
ing of the complex generation process of LLM and therefore
a more accurate latency modeling for making pipeline stage
partition decision. This approach ensures improved perfor-
mance in heterogeneous pipeline serving.

2.4 Quantization in LLM
Quantization is a model compression technique that maps
high-precision values, such as those stored in FP16, to their
low-precision counterparts. For symmetric quantization, the
input data or model weight distribution is evenly partitioned
into a fixed number of bins. Each bin is rounded to an n-bit
quantized value using 𝑥 = [ 𝑥−𝑞𝑥

𝑠𝑥
], where 𝑥 is the original

value in floating-point format, 𝑞𝑥 and 𝑠𝑥 are the zero-point
and scaling factor, respectively, [·] is the rounding function
and 𝑥 is the resulting quantized value in lower-precision
form. For each element 𝑥 ∈ vector x, the scaling factor is de-
rived as 𝑠𝑥 =

x𝑚𝑎𝑥−x𝑚𝑖𝑛

2𝑏−1 , where x𝑚𝑎𝑥 and x𝑚𝑖𝑛 are maximum
and minimum values of the vector, and 𝑏 is the bitwidth.
Dequantization is done with 𝑥 = 𝑠𝑥𝑥 + 𝑞𝑥 , where 𝑥 is the
dequantized value in floating point.
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Figure 4. BLOOM-3b (a) and OPT-1.3b (b) perplexity (PPL)
& accuracy under different quantization schemes. Smaller
PPL means the model is more confident in its prediction.

LLM Quantization. The weights of LLMs are typically
stored in FP16/BF16. Due to the large size of LLMs, it is
often necessary to further compress the model weights for
inference serving, e.g., using INT8 quantization to reduce
the weight storage by half. Existing LLM quantization ap-
proaches can be categorized into two: (1) W8A8 kernel-based
quantization (e.g., SmoothQuant [36] and ZeroQuant[37]),
which quantizes both activations and weights during serv-
ing; (2) weight-only quantization [14, 15, 21], which only
quantizes model weights when loading the model into GPU
memory. In this paper, we adopt decomposition kernel-based
HuggingFace bitsandbytes [6] to implement INT8 quanti-
zation. For precisions lower than 8 (e.g., 3 and 4), we use
weight-only kernels provided by GPTQ [14] following serv-
ing system setup of HuggingFace TGI [13], OpenLLM [28].
However, Existing LLM quantization works uniformly

quantize all model layers to the same bit by default (e.g.,
3, 4, or 8 [6, 14]) which leads to underutilized memory on
high-calibre GPUs or OOM problems on low-calibre GPUs
in a heterogeneous cluster. This is because different types of
GPUs are not allowed to choose their most suitable quanti-
zation precision to match their capacities.
Opporunity 2: Adaptive Quantization for Better Ac-
curacy and Speed.We advocate adaptive quantization by
choosing potentially different bits for model layers on dif-
ferent GPUs, to better utilize the available memory, as well
as to improve model quality and computation speed as com-
pared to uniform quantization. We illustrate the benefits of
adaptive quantization as follows:
1. Adaptive quantization can lead to better model accuracy.
We run BLOOM-3b1 [31] and OPT-1.3b [40] with different
precision setups on A100 and evaluate the perplexity [19], on
three text datasets [23, 24, 29]. We also measure the model
accuracy on popular zero-shot question-answering bench-
marks LAMBADA [26], ARC[5] and PIQA [2];We use cali-
bration data from the C4 dataset to determine quantization
statistics. In Fig. 4, the ‘mixed4-8’ case denotes that we uni-
formly randomly assign 4 or 8 bits to each model layer, while
‘mixed3-4’ is to uniformly randomly assign bitwidth 3 or 4
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Figure 5. Execution time of prefill and decode phases under
different precisions and batch sizes.

Table 1. Model performance comparison under different
layer quantizations. The best results are marked in bold.
Unselected layers are retained in FP16.

Model Layers Quantized to 4-bit Avg. Perplexity Avg. Accuracy (%)

OPT-1.3b
0-8 15.52 62.82
8-16 15.78 62.49
16-24 15.98 61.67

BLOOM-3b
0-10 17.65 60.71
10-20 17.88 60.24
20-30 17.94 60.37

to each layer. Mixed-precision quantization leads to better
model performance than uniformly using the lower bit.
2. Adaptive quantization speeds up inference. Fig. 5 shows
how quantization performs with different device types and
input shapes. The latency is measured on a single layer of
OPT-30b with prompt length 512. We observe that uniform
low-precision quantization may not always result in infer-
ence speed-up, due to additional overhead that quantization
introduces. FP16 precision leads to the fastest inference in
many cases. If low-precision uniform quantization does not
fully occupy the GPU memory, swapping certain layers with
faster higher-precision kernels can accelerate the inference
process. For instance, when there is remaining memory after
uniformly quantizing to INT8, utilizing INT8-FP16 mixed-
precision can be beneficial.

2.5 Challenges
Adopting adaptive mixed-precisions in conjunction with a
heterogeneous pipeline model serving poses new challenges.
Quantization bit (precision) selection must be considered
jointly with layer partition, as the same quantized kernel can
perform differently on different GPUs, as shown in Fig. 3 and
Fig. 5. For example, T4 supports fast INT8 due to its tensor
core, making the execution time of the 8-bit layer comparable
to FP16, while V100’s INT8 implementation always incurs
longer latency than FP16. Other factors such as micro-batch
size, prompt length, and token generation number also affect
the kernel speed and pipeline bubble in prefill and decode
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phases. To produce an optimized inference execution plan,
we should take into account all these factors, which results
in a complex problem with a very large solution space.

First, determining the optimal inference execution plan re-
quires an accurate estimation of memory and latency across
devices under different precisions. Profiling every possible
combination of precision, GPU type, and input shape for all
partition cases would be very time-consuming. An efficient
cost model is needed to reduce the overhead. Second, differ-
ent layers in an LLM may exhibit different sensitivities to
quantization, in terms of model performance impact, when
quantized to the same bit. Table 1 shows that selecting dif-
ferent layers of LLMs for quantization can render different
model qualities. This finding highlights the importance of
identifying a suitable layer quantization sensitivity indicator
to guide bits selection, achieving the goal of reducing mem-
ory waste and promoting model quality simultaneously. Last,
due to the large solution space of our joint decision-making
problem, offline search for optimal solutions can still be time-
consuming. An efficient algorithm is in need to effectively
prune the solution space.
We design LLM-PQ to handle all these challenges and

achieve significant performance gains of LLM serving on
heterogeneous clusters.

3 LLM-PQ Overview
LLM-PQ includes an offline assigner and a distributed model
inference runtime. A system overview is given in Fig. 6.

The offline assigner makes optimized decisions on model
layer partition, micro-batch sizing, and quantization bit as-
signment to each layer. It collects user inputs including the
pre-trained LLM, devices and their resource configurations in
the heterogeneous cluster, precision candidates, query work-
load characteristics (the prompt length, token generation
length, and batch size), and a ‘quality scalar’ that represents

Table 2. Notation

ℎ1 Hidden dimension of Transformer layers ℎ2 Hidden dimension of 2nd MLP layer
𝑣 Batch size 𝑠 Prompt length
𝑡 Index of current generated token 𝑏𝑖𝑡 Bitwidth of the current layer
𝑑𝑡 Dimension of word embedding projection 𝑑𝑝 Dimension of position embedding

𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑏𝑠 Vocabulary size 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑠 Max position embeddings

user’s level of concern for mode quality (Sec. 4.3). The cost
models include: (i) an analytical memory model which takes
model meta-information such as hidden space size and de-
coder layer number as input and predicts the GPU memory
occupation for a model shard with its mixed-precision plan;
(ii) a latency cost model, which predicts the execution la-
tency of a model shard based on inference latency samples
of a single decoder layer collected by the profiler on different
GPUs. The Indicator Generator is responsible for producing
an indicator that quantifies the model performance perturba-
tion introduced by a quantized layer under a specific bit. The
optimizer derives the bit assignment, layer partition, and
micro-batch sizing using the indicator and the cost models.
The distributed runtime executes the plans generated by

the assigner and conducts LLM generative inference. The
master engine handles preprocessing and postprocessing for
token generation, such as embedding lookup and process
logits into a predicted token, and micro-batch sizing for dif-
ferent generation phases. Each worker process is responsible
for one pipeline stage and is located on a different GPU.

4 Assigner Design
4.1 Cost Model
Memory CostModel.Memory is a first-class citizen in LLM
serving systems. The peak memory usage of pipeline LLM
serving is largely due to the model weights, the KV cache
for all requests, and the peak temporary memory required
by the model layers.
Weight Storage. The model weight storage is dominated

by embedding weights, projections convert the hidden di-
mension into the word embedding dimension at the model’s
head and tail, and linear weights inside the decoder layers.
The embedding weights consist of (1) token embeddings:
𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑𝑡 (refer to Table 2 for notation); (2) position em-
beddings: 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑠 × 𝑑𝑡 ; and (3) projections (only present when
ℎ1 ≠ 𝑑𝑡 ): 2 × ℎ1 × 𝑑𝑡 . The LM head is a single linear layer
with weight shape 𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑏𝑠 ×𝑑𝑡 . Since the embeddings and LM
head make up a very small portion of the LLM (e.g., 1.4GB
out of a 60GB OPT-30b model), LLM quantization [6, 14]
typically does not quantize this part of the model, which
remains in FP16 format. We adopt the same practice, and the
memory requirement for them (in bytes) can be summarized
as (𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑𝑡 + 𝑑𝑝 × ℎ1 + 2 × ℎ1 × 𝑑𝑡 + 𝑣𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑏𝑠 × 𝑑𝑡 ) × 2.

For decoder layers, only linear and layer norm layers con-
tribute to memory consumption. For self-attention, the pa-
rameters consist of (1) QKV, OUT: ℎ2

1; (2) Layernorm: 4ℎ1
for normal layernorm and 2ℎ1 for RMSNorm [39]. For FFN,

5



the parameters are: (1) 2 MLP: ℎ1 × ℎ2; (2) Layernorm: 2ℎ1.
The weight of the linear layer can be quantized, making the
memory requirement for decoder layers with quantization
precision 𝑏𝑖𝑡 is: (4×ℎ2

1 + 2×ℎ1 ×ℎ2) × 4×𝑏𝑖𝑡
32 + 6×ℎ1 or 4×ℎ1.

KV Storage Modeling. Like in other frameworks [25], LLM-
PQ reserves the KV cache with a size of maximum sentence
length, combining the maximum prompt length 𝑠 and token
generation number 𝑛 = 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 , to ensure that there is enough
space for subsequent token generation. For batched requests,
the memory size (in bytes) required by the KV cache can
be estimated as 2 × 𝑣 (𝑠 + 𝑛)ℎ1 × 4×𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑘𝑣

32 , where 𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑘𝑣 is the
bitwidth used to represent each element in the KV cache.
Peak Temporary Memory. Temporary memory required

by operators depends on many factors including precision,
kernel implementation, and the cache allocator mechanism
of the DNN framework. We consider a worst-case scenario
in evaluating the peak memory required by all involved
operators inside the embedding layer and one decoder layer
in both prefill and decode phases.
Latency Cost Model. Computation intensity varies across
the prefill and decode phases. For example, NVIDIA V100
GPU has an arithmetic intensity of 139 (125TFLOPS / 900
GB/s); the arithmetic intensity during the decode phase of
inference over OPT-175b and 30b models for a batch size of
32 and prompt length of 512 is 48 and 43, respectively. On
the other hand, execution of the prefill phase on the models
incurs arithmetic intensity of 9553 and 6354, respectively,
showing that the prefill phase is more computation intensive.

Therefore, wemodel the execution time of the prefill phase
as a function of FLOPs, based on 𝑣, 𝑠, 𝑣𝑠 and 𝑣𝑠2. The decode
phase is dominated by memory access; we hence use the
total number of bytes accessed(also called MOPs), to model
decoding time, based on parameters 𝑣, 𝑣 (𝑡 +𝑠) and (𝑡 +𝑠). We
profile the execution time of each phase on one decoder layer
under different precisions with common prompt lengths and
batch sizes. We then use interpolation among the sample
points to obtain a linear regression model for the execution
time of one decoder layer in each phase. We choose linear
regression because, in LLM serving, GEMM takes more than
80% latency [12] and is either FLOPs andMOPs related, while
the other operators scaled with MOPs, thus workload can be
shaped and scaled by the previous parameters. The latency of
a model shard can be obtained by summing up the latencies
of all involved decoder layers with respect to their precisions.

4.2 Indicator of Model Perturbation by Quantization
We build performance indicators for low-precision weight-
only kernels. INT8 kernel in this paper incurs little per-
formance dradation [6], we take the same indicator for-
mat with weight-only kernels for simplicity. State-of-the-art
weight-only quantization of LLMs focuses on linear opera-
tors and [8, 14, 21] typically target the following objective:

Q∗ = arg min
𝑄

L(W̃), L(W̃) = ∥WX − W̃X∥22 (1)

Here L is the loss function, typically the minimum square
error (MSE).W denotes the set of original FP16 weights of
a decoder layer, and W̃ is the set of quantized weights by
quantization method 𝑄 , i.e., W̃ = 𝑄 (W). X is the input fea-
ture, which refers to the layer input that corresponds to a
small set of data points running through the network [14].
The goal is to identify the quantization method 𝑄∗ which
minimizes the loss. Previous research [10] has used the eigen-
values of the Hessian matrix H of L with respect to W to
measure a layer’s sensitivity (error term) to quantization, as
𝜔 = 𝜆∥𝑄 (W) −W∥22, where 𝜆 is the top eigenvalue of Hes-
sian H. It requires computation of Hessian and quantization
error (∥𝑄 (W) −W∥22) with respect to different precisions,
incurring large computation overhead.
We adopt a different approach to describe a layer’s sen-

sitivity upon quantization. One key observation is that the
quantization error originates from the 𝑅𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 function. For
a vector x, 𝑅𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 rounds each of its elements 𝑥 to ⌊𝑥⌋ or
⌈𝑥⌉. We consider the round variance of quantization for
two widely applied rounding methods, i.e., deterministic and
stochastic [34], and derive an upper bound of the output
variance introduced by quantization.

Theorem 1. The variance of a linear operator’s output af-
ter weight-only quantization using stochastic or deterministic
rounding is:

𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃X] =


𝑉𝑎𝑟 [WX] +𝐷W𝑆2

W
1
4
𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X], Deterministic

𝑉𝑎𝑟 [WX] +𝐷W𝑆2
W

1
6
(E[X]2 +𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X] ), Stochastic

(2)

where 𝐷W is the dimension of model weights W and 𝑆W is the
scaling factor.

The theorem shows that the variance introduced by quantiza-
tion in each linear operator is proportional to the dimension
and scaling factor of the model weights. The scaling factor
𝑆W is typically defined as 𝑆W = W𝑚𝑎𝑥−W𝑚𝑖𝑛

2𝑏−1 (for asymmetric
quantization), or 𝑆W =

𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑎𝑏𝑠 (W𝑚𝑎𝑥 ),𝑎𝑏𝑠 (W𝑚𝑖𝑛) )
2(𝑏−1)−1 (symmetric

quantization), whereW𝑚𝑎𝑥 andW𝑚𝑖𝑛 are the largest and
smallest weight values inW. GivenW, the scaling factor is
a function of quantization bitwidth 𝑏, denoted as 𝑆W (𝑏).

Proposition 2 (Variance Indicator). We measure the quan-
tization sensitivity of a decoder layer 𝑖 using the estimated
quantization variance of the layer’s output, i.e.,

𝜔𝑖,𝑏 =

𝑂𝑖∑︁
𝑜

𝐷W𝑜 (𝑆W𝑜 (𝑏𝑖 ) )
2𝐺 (X𝑜 ) (3)

where𝑂𝑖 is all linear operator within a layer,𝑊𝑜 represents the
weight of linear operator 𝑜 , 𝑋𝑜 is the input feature, and 𝐺 (X)
equals 1

4𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X] for deterministic or 1
6 (E[X]

2 +𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X]) for
stochastic, respectively.

The variance indicator𝜔 models the extra variance of output
of a layer due to weight quantization. We use this indicator
to rank the model performance impact of different quantiza-
tion precisions for different layers. Operations in 𝐺 (X), i.e.,
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mean and variance, are elementwise, with greatly reduced
computation complexity as compared to Hessian calcula-
tion (O(𝐷W𝑖

𝐷X𝑖
) vs. O(𝐷W𝑖

𝐷2
X𝑖
)). The missing proofs can

be found in supplementary materials.

4.3 Optimizer
We present an iterative algorithm (Algorithm 1) to decide the
quantization bitwidth for each decoder layer, micro-batch
sizes, and LLM model partition and on each device, to strike
the best balance between inference latency andmodel quality
degradation. The algorithm explores potential device topol-
ogy orderings and micro-batch sizes for prefill and decode
phases; given a device topology ordering and micro-batch
sizes, we solve an integer linear program (ILP) to determine
the most suitable bitwidth assignment and layer partition
among the devices.
Bidwidth Assignment and Layer Partition.
We use binary variable 𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 to denote whether layer 𝑖 is

assigned to device 𝑗 with quantization bitwidth 𝑏 (1) or not
(0). 𝐵, 𝜂, 𝜉 denote the global batch size, the micro-batch size
in the prefill phase, and the micro-batch size in the decode
phase, respectively. 𝐿 is the number of layers in the LLM,
and 𝑛 is the token generation number. We suppose input
sequences within a batch are padded to the maximal prompt
length 𝑠 . There are 𝑁 devices, denoted as 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, ..., 𝑁 }.
𝑀 𝑗 is the memory capacity of device 𝑗 . 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠 is the set of
available bitwidth choices, e.g., 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠 = {3, 4, 8, 16}.
𝑇
𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑚𝑎𝑥 and 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐

𝑚𝑎𝑥 denote the maximum singe-stage latency
among pipeline stages in the prefill and decode phase, respec-
tively. 𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒 and 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐 represent execution time of the whole
model in the prefill phase and decode phase, respectively. We
aim to minimize both inference latency and model perfor-
mance variance, taking into account both serving speed and
model quality. The user’s concern for model quality degrada-
tion is weighted through coefficient 𝜃 > 0, with a smaller 𝜃
trading off more model quality over inference acceleration.

The first parenthesized term in the objective (4) represents
the end-to-end serving latency for a batch’s token generation.
In a pipeline-parallel serving system, the latency of serving
a batch is the execution time of all pipeline stages plus 𝜇 − 1
times the time taken by the slowest stage, where 𝜇 is the
number of micro-batches [41]. In our LLM serving system,
the end-to-end inference latency consists of the execution
time of prefill and decode phases, corresponding to micro-
batch numbers 𝜇𝑝𝑟𝑒 = ⌈𝐵𝜂 ⌉ and 𝜇𝑑𝑒𝑐 = ⌈

𝐵
𝜉
⌉ for the two phases,

respectively. Given 𝑛 tokens to generate, the end-to-end
latency is the sum of the prefill time of the first token and
the decode time of the remaining 𝑛 − 1 tokens. The second
term in the objective corresponds to overall model quality
degradation (measured by our variance indicator).
𝑇
𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑚𝑎𝑥 ,𝑇

𝑑𝑒𝑐
𝑚𝑎𝑥 ,𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒 and 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐 are contingent upon Z (the vec-

tor of all decision variables 𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 ) as in constraints (5)-(8) ,
where 𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒,𝑗 is execution time on device j. 𝑙𝑠,0

𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏
represents

min
Z

( ⌈ 𝐵
𝜂
− 1⌉𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒

𝑚𝑎𝑥 + ⌈
𝐵

𝜉
− 1⌉ (𝑛 − 1)𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐

𝑚𝑎𝑥 +𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒 +𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐 )

+ 𝜃
𝑁∑︁
𝑗=1

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖,𝑗,𝑏𝜔𝑖,𝑏

(4)

𝑇
𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑚𝑎𝑥 ≥ 𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒,𝑗 =

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏𝑙
𝑠,0
𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏

, ∀𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 (5)

𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐𝑚𝑎𝑥 ≥ 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑗 =
𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏𝑙
𝑠,𝑛2
𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏

, ∀𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 (6)

𝑇
𝑝𝑟𝑒
𝑚𝑎𝑥 ≥

𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑒

𝑓𝑗
, 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐𝑚𝑎𝑥 ≥

𝑃𝑑𝑒𝑐

𝑓𝑗
, ∀𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 (7)

𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑗

𝑇𝑝𝑟𝑒,𝑗 , 𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑗

𝑇𝑑𝑒𝑐,𝑗 (8)

𝑁∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 = 1, ∀𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝐿 (9)

𝑁∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 = 𝑦𝑖,𝑏 , ∀𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝐿, 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠 (10)∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 = 𝑢𝑖, 𝑗 , ∀𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝐿, 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 , (11)

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏𝑀
𝑠+𝑛
𝑖,𝑏
≤ 𝑀𝑗 , ∀𝑗 = 2, ..., 𝑁 (12)

𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠

𝑧𝑖,1,𝑏𝑀
𝑠+𝑛
𝑖,𝑏
+𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏 ≤ 𝑀1 (13)

𝑦𝑖,𝑏 , 𝑢𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑧𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏 ∈ 0, 1, ∀𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝐿, 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 , 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠 (14)
𝑢0,0 = 1, 𝑢𝐿,𝑁 = 1, (15)
𝑢𝑖, 𝑗 + 𝑢𝑖−1,𝑘 ≤ 1,∀𝑖 = 2, ..., 𝐿, 𝑗 = 1, ..., 𝑁 − 1, 𝑘 = 𝑗, ..., 𝑁 − 1 (16)

the average prefill computation time per-batch under prefill
micro-batch size 𝜂, and 𝑙𝑠,

𝑛
2

𝑖, 𝑗,𝑏
is the average decode computa-

tion time per-batch under decode micro-batch size 𝜉 , where
𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑏 refers to the layer index, device index, and bitwidth, 𝑠
is the prompt length. We half the token number (𝑛2 ) for time
estimation since decode cost increases linearly with each ad-
ditional token in the past sequence for the next token. Costs
are obtained from the latency cost models in Sec. 4.1. Com-
munication in our system is asynchronous, as specified in
constraint (7), 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑒 and 𝑃𝑑𝑒𝑐 denote the transmission data size
in the prefill and decode phases and 𝑓𝑗 is the communication
bandwidth between device 𝑗 and its successor.
Constraints (9) - (11) ensure that only one bitwidth is

assigned to a given layer and each layer can only be placed on
a single device. Constraints (12)-(13) guarantee that memory
consumption on each device 𝑗 does not exceed its available
memory capacity 𝑀 𝑗 (which is typically the GPU memory
minus those consumed by cuda context), where𝑀𝑠+𝑛

𝑖,𝑏
denotes

memory reservation according to the maximum sequence
length, using our memory cost model. Constraint (13) of
the first device in the given device ordering accommodates
the memory requirement, 𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑏 , of embeddings for LLM
pre or postprocessing as well. Constraints (15)-(16) ensure
a continuous layer partition solution, as adjacent layer can
be only placed on same or neighboring stage, where 𝑢𝑖, 𝑗
indicates whether layer 𝑖 is placed on device 𝑗 .
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Algorithm 1 Best Inference Execution Plan

Require: LLM Model 𝐴 with 𝐿 Layers, Cluster 𝐶 , Workload 𝐽
Ensure: Best plan 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗
1: G ← 𝐺𝑒𝑡𝐷𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑂𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑟 (𝐶), S ← 𝐺𝑒𝑡𝑀𝑖𝑐𝑟𝑜𝐵𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑠 (𝐽 ,𝐶)
2: 𝑝𝑙𝑚 ← ∅
3: for (𝐺1,𝐺2, . . . ,𝐺𝑘 ) ∈ G do
4: for (𝑆1, 𝑆2, . . . , 𝑆𝑘 ) ∈ S do
5: Compute 𝑝𝑙𝑚𝑖 = 𝐹 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐽 , 𝑆𝑖 .𝜂, 𝑆𝑖 .𝜉) by solving Optimiza-

tion (4)
6: if 𝑝𝑙𝑚𝑖 .𝑜𝑏 𝑗 < 𝑝𝑙𝑚

∗ .𝑜𝑏 𝑗 then
7: 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗ ← 𝑝𝑙𝑚𝑖

8: end if
9: end for
10: end for
11: return 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗

We solve the ILP using an off-the-shelf solver GUROBI [16].
Device Topology Ordering and Microbatch Sizing.We
enumerate all possible combinations of device topology or-
dering (𝐺𝑒𝑡𝐷𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑂𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑟 in line 1 of Alg. 1) and micro-batch
sizes (𝐺𝑒𝑡𝑀𝑖𝑐𝑟𝑜𝐵𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑠 in line 1 of Alg. 1). The device topol-
ogy ordering is a sequential order of the devices/pipeline
stages (one stage on one device) and all candidates G can be
derived by permutating the devices. The micro-batch size
set S includes sizes 𝜇 ∈ [1, 𝐵]. Given each combination, we
solve the ILP to obtain the corresponding best quantization
bitwidth and layer partitions.
Complexity of Algorithm 1. The solution space size of
ILP problem (4) is 𝐿!

𝑁 !(𝐿−𝑁 )! ( |𝐵𝑖𝑡𝑠 |)
𝐿 , as there are 𝐿!

𝑁 !(𝐿−𝑁 )!
possible partitions of the layers and |𝐵𝑖𝑡𝑠 | possible bitwidths
for each layer. The number of algorithm iterations is |G| |S| at
most. Alg. 1’s search space is hence |G| |S| 𝐿!

𝑁 !(𝐿−𝑁 )! ( |𝐵𝑖𝑡𝑠 |)
𝐿 .

This may raise concerns for scalability. We propose several
practical optimizations to expedite it.
Optimization #1: Pruning. As discussed in Sec. 4.1, prefill

phase is compute-bound, while the decode phase is memory-
bound. GPUs have higher computation capacity than mem-
ory bandwidth. Increasing the micro-batch size during the
decode phase improves efficiency, but excessively large sizes
waste computation capabilities. Evenly partitioning the global
batch size across pipeline stages optimizes performance. In
the prefill phase, a smaller batch size reduces pipeline bub-
bles, but extremely small sizes are inefficient. Thus, we enu-
merate prefill micro-batch size within [1, 𝜉].
Optimization #2: Grouping. Grouping multiple layers to-

gether and deciding group placement and bitwidth selection
can reduce the solution space exponentially. For models with
a parameter size smaller than 30b, layer grouping is not nec-
essary as 𝐿 is small. For models larger than 30b, grouping
layers in sets of 2 is typically sufficient.

Optimization #3: Heuristic to solve ILP (4).

Algorithm 2 Bitwidth Transfer. Replacing ILP in Algo. 1

Require: 𝐺𝑖 , J, 𝜂, 𝜉, 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠
Ensure: Best plan 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗

𝑖
1: 𝐴𝑑𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑠 = 𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑣𝑒𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 (𝐼𝐿𝑃, 𝑙𝑎𝑡)
2: 𝑜𝑏 𝑗0, 𝑝𝑙𝑚

∗
𝑖
= 𝐴𝑑𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑡𝑠 (·)

3: C = 𝐺𝑒𝑡𝐶 (𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠), K = 𝐺𝑒𝑡𝐾 (𝑝𝑙𝑚∗
𝑖
)

4: while True do
5: K̀ = 𝑠𝑜𝑟𝑡 (K), 𝑠𝑡 = K̀ [−1], 𝑠𝑜𝑙 = ∅
6: for 𝑝𝑖 ∈ K̀ [: −2] do
7: for 𝑐 = (𝑏𝑠𝑡 , 𝑏𝑝𝑖 , 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑠) ∈ C do
8: if 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑 (𝑐, 𝑠𝑡, 𝑝𝑖) then
9: Find optimal layers {𝑙}𝑝𝑖 , {𝑙}𝑠𝑡
10: 𝑜𝑏 𝑗∗ = 𝐸𝑥𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑃𝑎𝑖𝑟𝑠 ({𝑙}𝑝𝑖 , {𝑙}𝑠𝑡 )
11: if 𝑜𝑏 𝑗∗ > 𝑜𝑏 𝑗0 then
12: 𝑜𝑏 𝑗0 = 𝑜𝑏 𝑗∗, 𝑠𝑜𝑙 = (𝑐, {𝑙}𝑝𝑖 , {𝑙}𝑠𝑡 )
13: end if
14: end if
15: end for
16: end for
17: if 𝑠𝑜𝑙 ≠ ∅ then
18: K = 𝑈𝑝𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒 (K, 𝑠𝑜𝑙)
19: 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗

𝑖
= 𝑈𝑝𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑝𝑙𝑚∗

𝑖
, 𝑠𝑜𝑙)

20: else
21: break {no valid transformation found}
22: end if
23: end while
24: return 𝑝𝑙𝑚∗

𝑖

GPUs exhibit varying computation capacities, leading to
different execution performances for layers while their mem-
ory occupation remains fixed. This characteristic allows for
precision conversion and layer partition alteration between
stages according to transformation rules C. These rules are
defined by a three-element tuple (𝑏𝑠𝑡 , 𝑏𝑝𝑖 , 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑠). For exam-
ple, (4, 8, 2) facilitate the replacement of one 8-bit layer from
the pioneer with 2 * 4-bit layers from the straggler. Such
transformations increase precision or reduce layer count to
accelerate the slowest stage. Leveraging this observation,
we propose a heuristic approach called bitwidth transfer,
detailed in Algorithm 2, for solving the ILP problem (4). Ini-
tially, we remove the latency objective from the ILP and solve
it under reduced constraints, noted as adabits(comparison
in Sec. 6.9)(lines 1-3). We generate potential transformations
(line 3), identify the slowest (straggler) and other stages (line
5), and apply possible transformations to improve the tar-
get objective value iteratively (lines 6-16). The heuristic is
effective in most cases, particularly when KV size does not
dominate memory occupation. Further discussion on its us-
age is provided in Sec. 6.7.

5 Implementation
Wehave implemented LLM-PQ using PyTorch-2.0.0 [27] with
over 6000 LoCs (1355 LoCs for Assigner). We extend models
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on HuggingFace [35] (transformers-4.28.0) to support pre-
allocated KV cache and adaptive quantization.We implement
pipeline serving and a thread-safe micro-batch manager on
top of the heterogeneous pipeline in [17] with asynchronous
communication among stages.
On-The-Fly Quantizer To optimize the utilization of low-
caliber GPUs with smaller DRAM that may frequently expe-
rience precision changes, we have developed a specialized
and efficient plugin for on-the-fly quantized model loading.
In this approach, we have decoupled the integrated model
weight into module-level weights. During runtime, we deter-
mine the granularity of processed weights by overlapping
the disk-to-CPUweight loading time with the on-GPUmodel
quantization and CPU-to-GPU memory copy. This results in
a significant reduction in DRAM required for model loading
but also improves recovery speed from the possible failure.
API and Commands. LLM-PQ provides an entry file for
the plan generation for different heterogeneous devices.

llmpq-algo \

--model-name ${model_name} --model_size

${model_size} \

--device_names "${device_names[@]}" \

--device_numbers "${device_numbers[@]}" \

--omega_file $omega_file \ # indicator file

--global_bz $batch_size --s $s --n $n \ # workload

--theta $theta \ # user scalar

--<group $group_size> <--shaq-efficient> \ # faster

--<fit/use_profiler_prediction> # use cost model or

profiled result

The output strategy can be launched directly. If the same
GPU type is located on the same node, other configurations,
such as ranks, will be derived automatically and registered to
the distributed runtime. Alternatively, distributedconfigs
same as those in PyTorch can be used to launch the strategy,
but the noauto flag must be specified.

llmpq-dist --strat_file_name $strategy_file_path \

<--master_addr --master_port>/<distribtedconfigs

--no_auto>

6 Evaluation
6.1 Experimental Setup
Models & Precisions.We run BLOOM [31] and OPT [40]
model families, focusing on middle- and large-sized mod-
els, specifically OPT-13b, 30b, 66b, and BLOOM-176b. We
evaluate candidate precisions: 𝐵𝐼𝑇𝑠 = {3, 4, 8, 16}.
Baselines. We compare LLM-PQ with three baselines: (1)
PipeEdge, where we apply uniform quantization and use
PipeEdge [17] for heterogeneous layer partition. (2) Uni-
form, which uses uniform quantization, evenly partitions the
model layers among devices and decides micro-batch sizes

that minimize the inference latency, mimicking the policy
of existing serving systems such as HF-Transformers [35]
and Deepspeed [1]. (3) Offloading, where we adopt CPU and
disk swapping in FlexGen [32] to maximize the throughput
of token generation for low-calibre GPUs, we adopt even
partition for this method. For (1)(2), we keep lowering the
quantization bitwidth from the maximum (i.e., FP16) until
the model can fit into the devices or no feasible solutions are
available. For (1)(3), we use the same micro-batch size for pre-
fill and decode phases by partitioning the global batch size by
the number of pipeline stages. FlexGen is specialized for OPT
models and thus has no results on BLOOMmodels. We did not
conduct a comparison with vLLM [20] as it primarily focuses
on the online task, and the paged attention mechanism is of
no use when dealing with fixed token generation numbers.
Also, vLLM didn’t support pipeline parallelism, making the
comparison unfair in our case.
Metrics.We evaluate LLM serving performance by (1) token
generation throughput, (2) end-to-end serving latency of
one batch, and (3) model quality, using perplexity (PPL) on
WikiText2 [24], Penn Treebank (PTB) [23] and C4 [29]. The
weight calibration data consists of 128 randomly selected
2048-token segments from the C4 dataset [29].
Workload. We use synthetic datasets following the prompt
length setup in the DeepSpeed paper [1], i.e., 128 and 512.
By default, we pad input prompts to 512 tokens, use an input
batch size of 32, and set the number of tokens to be generated
to 𝑛 = 100. We follow the same setup as in ORCA [38] to
never emit the EOS but continue to generate tokens until
reaching the expected token generation length.
Heterogeneous Clusters. Devices/nodes are in our pro-
duction cluster. We construct a number of heterogeneous
clusters for model serving (clusters 1-8 in Table 3), with a
mix of common types of GPUs. GPUs of the same type are
located on the same node, intra-connected with NV-LINK;
Clusters 1,2,9,10,11 are on a single node and others consist
of two nodes. Nodes in Clusters 3,5,8,11 are interconnected
with 800Gbps Ethernet; 4,6, and 7 with 100Gbps Ethernet. All
GPUs are equipped with GB/s SSD; Each node is equipped
with two CPUs, P100 nodes with Intel Xeon CPU E5-2630
v4 2.2GHz, 64G RAM, V100 and A800 with Intel Xeon Gold
6230 2.1GHz, 128G RAM and 450G RAM, T4 with Intel Xeon
Platinum 8260 CPU, 108G RAM, A100-40G with AMD EPYC
7H12 64-Core, 256G RAM. OS: Ubuntu 20.04.6 LTS. We also
show LLM-PQ’s performance on several homogenous clus-
ters (clusters 9-11 in Table 3).
Experiment Settings 𝜃 is handtuned in main experiments.
Table 4, 5 has an average solving time 18.38s using GUROBI
(max: 115.981s). Detailed 𝜃 , solver setup, and overhead table
are provided in Appendix A.2. The model size to run on each
cluster is decided such that the total weight size of the non-
quantized model is comparable to the overall device memory
capacity in the cluster.
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Table 3. Cluster Configurations

Cluster Devices Model Size Cluster Devices Model Size
1 1xV100-32G 13b 2 1xA100-40G 13b
3 3xT4-16G + 1xV100-32G 30b 4 3xP100-12G + 1xV100-32G 30b
5 4xT4-16G + 2xV100-32G 66b 6 2xV100-32G + 2xA100-40G 66b
7 4xV100-32G + 4xA100-40G 176b 8 4xV100-32G + 2xA800-80G 176b
9 4xT4-16G 30b 10 4xV100-32G 66b
11 4xA800-80G 176b

Figure 7. Comparison of memory and latency reported by
the cost models and obtained in real systems.

6.2 Fidelity of Cost Models
We evaluate our memory cost model on BLOOM of sizes
560m and 1b7, and OPT of 13b, 30b, and 66b, with prompt
length uniformly sampled between 128 and 512, the batch
size chosen among 2, 4, and 8, generated token length sam-
pled between 100 and 200, and randomly generated precision
setting from the available bitwidth set. We consider the mem-
ory consumption of model weights and KV caching here and
compare the predicted memory usage with those collected
from real systems. We also create 50 unseen workloads with
different precisions, batch sizes (3,5 or 7), prompt lengths,
and past sequence lengths (384 or 768) for each device, eval-
uate our latency cost model on them. Fig. 7 shows that the
error of the memory cost model is almost negligible, and the
average error of the latency cost model is less than 6%.
We observed that, during the prefill phase, the cost of

observations typically increases linearly with the workload.
However, it is noteworthy that in the decode phase, a notable
difference in latency occurs only when a substantial change
in context length (50-100) is present.

6.3 Serving in Heterogeneous Clusters
Table 4 demonstrates that LLM-PQ achieves the highest infer-
ence throughput by dividing the total number of generated
tokens in a batch by the corresponding end-to-end latency.
and the best model accuracy in clusters 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8. In
cluster 2, LLM-PQ incur a negligible perplexity drop (0.01)
but achieves a much faster inference speed (1.5×). In cluster
6, the perplexity of LLM-PQ is even better than in the FP16
case. As compared with PipeEdge and Uniform, LLM-PQ can
better utilize memory in heterogeneous devices and conduct
phase-aware and precision-aware model partitions. LLM-PQ
also outperforms FlexGen and FlexGen-int8 in most cases
as they suffer from heavy swapping overhead. The results
on cluster 1 reveal that our micro-batch sizing reducing the
peak temporary memory needed by the model, allowing the
int8 quantized model to fit nicely into the device memory.

6.4 Serving in Homogeneous Clusters
On homogeneous clusters, 9, 10, and 11, Table 5 shows that
LLM-PQ still achieves throughput gains, though smaller than
on heterogeneous clusters. In the case of cluster 9, the per-
formance and perplexity of LLM-PQ are inferior to that of
FlexGen-int8. This discrepancy is attributed to the limited
GPU memory compared to the workload requirement, result-
ing in high compression and usage of more low-precision
kernels. Consequently, the computational speed is slower,
but the efficiency of swapping is enhanced. Among other
cases, LLM-PQ performs the best on model quality and serv-
ing throughput.

6.5 Effectiveness of Variance Indicator
To further validate the effectiveness of our model variance
indicator, we compare it with random assignment, where
𝜔𝑖,𝑏 is assigned a value sampled from a uniform distribution.
In the random indicator, we force higher bitwidth indica-
tor values to be kept smaller than lower bitwidth indicator
values within a layer. We also compare our indicator with
Hessian-based as discussed in Section 4.2. We replace the
indicator used in LLM-PQ and adjust 𝜃 in (4) to ensure that
different indicators lead to similar inference latency, eliminat-
ing the influence of value range of the indicator. In Table 6,
we observe that LLM-PQ achieve better perplexity than FP16
on cluster 6. On cluster 9, with heavier quantization as men-
tioned above, Hessian-based and our indicators yield the
same perplexity, outperforming the pure random indicator.

6.6 Serving with Shorter Prompts
We next experiment with input prompt length of 128 and
maximal token generatoin number 𝑛 = 200. Table 7 shows
that LLM-PQ achieves substantial inference speed-ups with-
out any accuracy degradation, and even shows accuracy im-
provements. This confirms the correctness of our two-phase
latency modeling in LLM-PQ. We note that the throughput
gain of LLM-PQ in cluster 4 is much lower than that with
prompt length 512, which we attribute to the reduced KV
cache memory and the fact that smaller prompts and larger
token generation numbers make the inference system more
akin to the one-phase system that PipeEdge focuses on.

6.7 Approaches Expediting Optimizer Algorithm
In LLM-PQ, we provide two approaches, layer grouping,
and a heuristic, to reduce and the complexity of the opti-
mizer’s bitwidth selection, model partition, and placement.
We evaluate the inference throughput and the time required
to derive the solution when applying three strategies (group
= 2, group = 1, and heuristic), on clusters 3, 4, 6, and 10. group
= 2 means group 2 decoder layers together for decision. We
set a 60-second time limit for the ILP solver.
Group = 1 covers the entire solution space and typically

produces better results compared to group = 2 (on clusters
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Table 4. Serving performance comparison. The best results are marked in bold. The missing results are due to OOM. The × is
derived comparing with the PipeEdge baseline.

Model Size Cluster Model Scheme PPL Latency (s) Throughput (Token/s) Model Size Cluster Model Scheme PPL Latency (s) Throughput (Token/s)

13b

1 OPT

PipeEdge 11.78 233.77 13.69

66b

5 OPT

PipeEdge 10.50 750.84 4.26
𝑈𝑛𝑖 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑚∗ 11.23 57.59 55.57(4.06×) Uniform † † †
FlexGen 11.22 174.88 18.30(1.34×) FlexGen † † †

𝐹𝑙𝑒𝑥𝐺𝑒𝑛 − 𝑖𝑛𝑡8∗ 11.23 50.20 63.74(4.66×) FlexGen-int8 10.34 704.93 5.11 (1.20×)
𝐿𝐿𝑀 − 𝑃𝑄∗ 11.23 57.59 55.57(4.06×) LLM-PQ 10.40(-0.10) 320.84 9.97(2.34×)

2 OPT

PipeEdge 11.38 30.84 103.76

6 OPT

PipeEdge 10.34 115.03 27.82
Uniform 11.38 30.84 103.76 Uniform 10.50 431.92 7.41(0.27×)
FlexGen 11.22 71.09 45.01(0.43×) FlexGen 10.33 279.05 11.47(0.41×)

FlexGen-int8 11.23 31.11 102.87(0.99×) FlexGen-int8 10.34 202.32 15.82 (0.57×)
LLM-PQ 11.23(-0.14) 20.63 155.13(1.50×) LLM-PQ 10.31(-0.03) 68.67 46.60(1.68×)

30b

3 OPT

PipeEdge 10.70 146.40 21.86

176b

7 BLOOM

PipeEdge 10.97 729.91 4.38
Uniform 10.78 948.90 3.37(0.15×) Uniform † † †
FlexGen 10.70 820.72 3.90(0.18×) FlexGen † † †

FlexGen-int8 10.70 309.95 10.32(0.47×) FlexGen-int8 † † †
LLM-PQ 10.70 80.60 39.70(1.82×) LLM-PQ 10.90(-0.07) 427.76 7.48(1.71×)

4 OPT

PipeEdge 10.78 449.55 7.12

8 BLOOM

PipeEdge 10.97 848.98 3.77
Uniform † † † Uniform † † †
FlexGen 10.70 1,348.16 2.37(0.33×) FlexGen † † †

FlexGen-int8 10.70 448.18 7.14(1×) FlexGen-int8 † † †
LLM-PQ 10.70(-0.08) 214.19 14.94(2.10×) LLM-PQ 10.90(-0.07) 294.68 10.86 (2.88×)

Table 5. Serving performance comparison in homogenous
clusters. The best inference throughput is marked in bold.

Model Cluster Scheme PPL Latency (s) Throughput (Token/s)

OPT-30b 9

PipeEdge 10.78 1,045.93 3.06
Uniform 10.78 1,045.93 3.06
FlexGen 10.70 1,033.39 3.10(1.01×)

FlexGen-int8 10.70 313.46 10.21(3.34×)
LLM-PQ 10.75 407.75 7.85(2.57×)

OPT-66b 10

PipeEdge 10.33 182.47 17.54
Uniform 10.50 477.52 6.70(0.38×)
FlexGen 10.33 433.99 7.37(0.42×)

FlexGen-int8 10.34 206.93 15.46(0.88×)
LLM-PQ 10.33 178.11 17.97(1.02×)

BLOOM-176b 11
PipeEdge 10.90 49.12 65.14
Uniform 10.97 895.45 3.57(0.05×)
LLM-PQ 10.90 45.45 70.41(1.08×)

Table 6. Effectiveness of LLM-PQ’s variance indicator. PPL is
compared with Random, while × is compared with Hessian.

Model Cluster Method PPL Overhead (s)

OPT-66b 6
Random 10.33 0
Hessian 10.33 25625.44
LLM-PQ 10.31(-0.02) 434.78(58.15×)

OPT-30b 9
Random 11.04 0
Hessian 10.75 15670.87
LLM-PQ 10.75(-0.29) 215.60(72.69×)

6 and 10), but it introduces a larger overhead, as shown in
Table 8. On cluster 4, group = 1 cannot find a good solution
within the time limit. On cluster 3, group = 1 and group =
2 produce the same solution. Performance of the heuristic
largely depends on the starting point produced by adabits
(start point of optimization #3 in Sec. 4.3). It leads to the best
throughput with the smallest overhead in clusters 4 and 10.

Table 7. Serving performance comparison under shorter
prompts. The best results are marked in bold.

Model Cluster Scheme PPL Latency(s) Throughput (Token/s)

OPT-13b 1

PipeEdge 11.23 84.80 75.47
Uniform 11.23 84.80 75.47(1.00×)
FlexGen 11.22 119.24 53.68(0.71×)

FlexGen-int8 11.23 80.35 79.65(1.06×)
LLM-PQ 11.23 47.63 134.38(1.78×)

OPT-30b 4

PipeEdge 10.70 366.54 17.46
Uniform 10.80 281.83 22.71(1.30×)
FlexGen 10.70 2,147.03 2.98(0.17×)

FlexGen-int8 10.70 681.78 9.39(0.54×)
LLM-PQ 10.70 262.34 24.40(1.40×)

OPT-66b 6

PipeEdge 10.33 132.34 48.36
Uniform 10.33 298.99 21.41(0.44×)
FlexGen 10.33 408.19 15.68(0.32×)

FlexGen-int8 10.34 376.69 16.99(0.35×)
LLM-PQ 10.30(-0.03) 75.98 84.23(1.74×)

Table 8. Effectiveness of Grouping and Heuristic approaches
under time limit. The best results are marked in bold.

Model Cluster Method Throughput (token/s) Overhead (s)

OPT-30b 3
Group=2 39.70 1.07
Group=1 39.70(+0) 3.29
Heuristic 35.17 5.36

OPT-66b 6
Group=2 39.56 2.70
Group=1 44.93(+5.37) 19.14
Heuristic 28.45 7.70

OPT-30b 4
Group=2 14.72 12.29
Group=1 13.93(-0.79) 204.59
Heuristic 14.94(+0.22) 1.99

OPT-66b 10
Group=2 16.64 59.27
Group=1 17.57(+0.93) 127.28
Heuristic 17.97(+1.33) 2.11

We highlight the utilization of heuristics significantly en-
hances the scalability of LLM-PQ in offline workloads: solv-
ing time of a cluster comprising two P100, V100, and A100
GPUs each for OPT66B is reduced to 31s.
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Figure 9. Comparison with pure adaptive quantization.

6.8 Parameter Sensitivity
We next investigate the impact of user quality scalar 𝜃 in (4).
We denote the value of 𝜃 we used in experiment in Sec. 6.4 as
10×, scale it by 0.1 and 10 to obtain 𝜃 values of 1×, 100×. We
evaluate model quality and serving throughput of LLM-PQ
under each 𝜃 value. Fig. 8 shows that a larger 𝜃 generally
results in lower inference throughput and higher model accu-
racy, as less weight is placed on inference latency and more
on model quality in our ILP optimization.

6.9 Comparison with Pure Adaptive Quantization
To verify the significance of concurrently considering adap-
tive bitwidth, layer partitioning, and micro-batch sizing, we
further compare LLM-PQ with adabits used in the heuristic
method. We evaluate the performance of adabits with same
model setup on clusters 3, 5, and 6, 9 with prompt length 512
and on cluster 4 with prompt length 128. In Fig. 9 LLM-PQ
outperforms adabits in all selected cases.

7 Discussions
Search for Tensor Parallelization.We did not incorporate
tensor parallelism in our serving system implementation due
to the favorable characteristics of the pipeline when dealing
with heterogeneity, which results in reduced communication
requirements. It can be readily included in our search space.
Tensor parallelism heavily relies on the 2-d device mesh con-
figuration, and tensor sharding strategies can be searched
based on the device mesh enumeration. Given 2 nodes with
8 GPUs per node (totaling 16 devices), we can represent
them as a device mesh of size 2×8, 1×16, 4×4, 8×2, or 16×1,
where the device communication with different bandwidths
for the first and second-dimension, and the tensor-parallel
can apply along either the first or second dimension [41]. As

the possible device mesh is limited, it is similar to how we
enumerate all possible 1-d device orderings. For the above
reason, we can view the device along the tensor-parallel di-
mension as a new device with larger memory and different
kernel performance (as tensor-parallel will introduce some
communication overhead), and it is still a 1-d partition prob-
lem along another axis, which conforms to our solutions.
Other Quantization Schemes There is rapid development
in quantization methods for LLM. The latest weight-only
quantization methods, such as AWQ [21], SpQR [8] and
QLoRA [7], AWQ improves kernel efficiency through re-
order free quantization and utilizes TensorCore. SpQR im-
proves the accuracy of GPTQ through better outlier detec-
tion. QLoRA proposes a memory-efficient 4-bit finetuning
method and introduces double quantization to further re-
duce the memory footprint by quantizing the scalars used
in quantization. LLM-PQ views these schemes as candidate
quantization schemes, and these new schemes can be effi-
ciently integrated into our system.
Apply to ORCA or vLLM ORCA [38] introduces iterative-
level scheduling, while vLLM [20] possesses an efficient page-
attention technology for memory management. LLM-PQ’s
design is orthogonal to both of them. However, unlike the
offline task, the online workload is unpredictable, and the
available paged memory for Key-Value (KV) storage is af-
fected by quantization level. While the available memory
plays a crucial role in influencing throughput when con-
fronted with an infinite number of requests, there is always
a trade-off between the speed of quantized operators and the
amount of available memory. This trade-off necessitates new
design considerations for performance optimization when
implementing LLM-PQ at runtime.

8 Conclusion
We propose LLM-PQ, an efficient system for LLM serving
atop heterogeneous clusters. We derive efficient cost mod-
els to accurately predict memory occupation and execution
latency of mixed-precision LLM serving. We introduce adap-
tive mixed-precision into the search space of pipeline serv-
ing and proposed an efficient indicator to guide bitwidth
selection in the search process. We jointly consider serving
latency in different token generation phases based on various
precision settings, micro-batch sizes, and layer partitions,
and derive efficient optimized solutions. Our extensive exper-
iments validate the performance of LLM-PQ on a variety of
cluster setups, which surpasses state-of-the-art approaches
of serving LLM on heterogeneous clusters.
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Table 10. Problem solving overhead for Table 4 and 5

Cluster Overhead(s)
1 0.2977
2 0.2977
3 2.78127
4 2.28628
5 9.9239153
6 115.981
7 44.3031
8 19.31674
9 1.15838
10 2.45544
11 3.4

AVG 18.38195685
SLOWEST 115.981

Table 9. Solver setups for Table 4 and 5

Cluster Group Heuristic? 𝜃

1 1 N 1
2 1 N 1
3 1 N 1
4 - Y 1000
5 - Y 50
6 1 N 100
7 1 N 10
8 1 N 10
9 1 N 1
10 - Y 1
11 - Y 10

A Appendix
A.1 Proof of Theorem 1
Proof. Let X be the input features sampled from a given
distribution 𝐷 , the initial variance introduced by weight-
only quantization is proportional to the weight dimension
and its corresponding scaling factor, and scaled by its input
variance. The actual scalar multiplication within the matrix
multiplication to be 𝑦 = 𝑤̃𝑥 , where 𝑤̃ ∈ 𝑄 (W) and 𝑥 ∈ X ∼
𝐷 .

In deterministic rounding [14, 36], quantized scalar can be
either 𝑤̂ = ⌊𝑤−𝑞𝑤

𝑠𝑤
⌋ or ⌈𝑤−𝑞𝑤

𝑠𝑤
⌉, and the error term 𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑤 = 𝑤−

𝑤̃ is thus deterministic and bounded by ± 1
2𝑠𝑤 . The variance

with respect to the output value can be thus formulated as
𝑉𝑎𝑟 [𝑦] = 𝑉𝑎𝑟 [𝑥 (𝑤 +𝑒𝑟𝑟𝑤)] = 𝑉𝑎𝑟 [𝑦] + 1

4𝑠
2
𝑤𝑉𝑎𝑟 [𝑥], making

𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃X] = 𝑉𝑎𝑟 [Y] + 1
4𝐷W𝑆

2
W𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X].

For stochastic rounding [4, 22], scalar 𝑤̂ = ⌊𝑤−𝑞𝑤
𝑠𝑤
⌋ with

probability 𝑝 =
𝑤−𝑞𝑤
𝑠𝑤
− ⌊𝑤−𝑞𝑤

𝑠𝑤
⌋, or up to ⌈𝑤−𝑞𝑤

𝑠𝑤
⌉ with prob-

ability 1 − 𝑝 . Suppose 𝑤̂ − ⌊𝑤−𝑞𝑤
𝑠𝑤
⌋ = 𝜎 ∼ 𝑈𝑛𝑖 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑚(0, 1),

and 𝑉𝑎𝑟 [𝑤̃] = 𝑠2
𝑤

6 ,𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃] =
𝑠2
𝑤𝐷W

6 , and we always have
E[W̃] = E[W].𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃X] = E[W̃]2𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X]+E[X]2𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃]+
𝑉𝑎𝑟 [W̃]𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X] = ∥W∥2𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X] + 𝐷W𝑆2

W
6 (E[X]2 +𝑉𝑎𝑟 [X])

□

A.2 Experiment
A.2.1 𝜃 and Solver Setup. Table 9 provides the 𝜃 and
solver configurations used in both hetero- and homogeneous
results for LLM-PQ.

A.2.2 Overhead Table. Table 10 presents the solving la-
tency of both hetero- and homogeneous results for LLM-PQ.
We also provide a data point for the three-nodes cluster: Clus-
ter of P100, V100, and A100 GPUs (two each type): solving
time with 31s for OPT66B using heuristic.
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