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Abstract—Large language models (LLMs) have shown great
potential in natural language processing and content generation.
However, current LLMs heavily rely on cloud computing, leading
to prolonged latency, high bandwidth cost, and privacy concerns.
Edge computing is promising to address such concerns by
deploying LLMs on edge devices, closer to data sources. Some
works try to leverage model quantization to reduce the model
size to fit the resource-constraint edge devices, but they lead
to accuracy loss. Other works use cloud-edge collaboration,
suffering from unstable network connections. In this work, we
leverage collaborative edge computing to facilitate the collabora-
tion among edge devices and cloud servers for jointly performing
efficient LLM inference. We propose a general framework to
partition the LLM model into shards and deploy on distributed
devices. To achieve efficient LLM inference, we formulate an
adaptive joint device selection and model partition problem and
design an efficient dynamic programming algorithm to optimize
the inference latency and throughput, respectively. Experiments
of Llama2 serial models on a heterogeneous physical prototype
demonstrate that EdgeShard achieves up to 50% latency reduc-
tion and 2x throughput improvement over baseline methods.

Index Terms—Large Language Models, Edge Computing, Edge
Al Distributed Machine Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ecently, the emergence of Large Language Models
(LLMs) has attracted widespread attention from the
public, industry, and academia, representing a significant
breakthrough in artificial intelligence (AI). Many players are
coming into this field with their advanced models, such as
OpenAl’'s GPT-4 [1f], Meta’s Llama [2f, and Google’s PALM
[3]. Built on the foundation of transformer architecture [4],
LLMs are characterized by their massive scale in terms of
the number of parameters and the amount of data they are
trained on. The scale of LLMs, often numbering in hundreds
of billions of parameters, enables the models to capture
complex patterns in language and context, making them highly
effective at generating coherent and contextually appropriate
responses. Such a phenomenon is also known as “intelligence
emergence”. The outstanding capability of LLMs makes them
valuable and well-performed in a wide range of applications,
from ChatBot and content generation (e.g., text summation and
code generation) to assisting tools of education and research.
However, current LLMs heavily rely on cloud computing,
suffering from long response time, high bandwidth cost, and
privacy concerns [5]]. Firstly, the reliance on cloud computing
hampers the capability for rapid model inference necessary for
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Fig. 1. Collaborative edge computing integrates the computing resources of
ubiquitous geo-distributed devices for jointly performing computational tasks,
with great benefits of enlarged resource pool, low-latency data processing,
flexible device access, and expanded service region.
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real-time applications such as robotics control, navigation, or
exploration, where immediate responses are crucial. Secondly,
the transmission of large amounts of data, including texts,
video, images, audio, and IoT sensing data, to the cloud
data centers leads to substantial bandwidth consumption and
immense strain on the network architecture. Thirdly, cloud-
based LLMs raise significant privacy issues, especially when
handling sensitive data of hospitals and banks, as well as
personal data like text inputs and photos on mobile phones.

Edge computing is a promising solution to address the afore-
mentioned challenges by deploying LLMs on edge devices
(e.g., edge servers, edge gateways, and mobile phones) at the
network edge closer to the data sources [[6]. However, LLMs
are computation-intensive and resource-greedy. For example,
the inference of a full-precision Llama2-7B model requires at
least 28GB memory, which may exceed the capacity of most
edge devices. Some works leverage model quantization [7]—-
[12] to reduce the model size to fit into the resource-constraint
edge devices. However, they often lead to accuracy loss. Other
works tend to use cloud-edge collaboration [[13[], [[14], which
partitions the LLMs into two sub-models and offloads part of
the computation workload to the powerful cloud servers with
high-end GPUs. However, the latency between edge devices
and cloud servers is usually high and unstable.

Alternatively, we have witnessed the continuous growth
of the computing power of edge in recent years, and a
large number of edge servers and edge clouds have been
deployed at the network edge, leaving significant resources
to be used. Collaborative edge computing (CEC) [15], [16]]
is hence proposed recently to integrate the computing re-
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sources of geo-distributed edge devices and cloud servers for
efficient resource utilization and performance optimization.
As shown in Fig. |1} ubiquitous and distributed edge devices
and cloud servers are connected and form a shared resource
pool, collaboratively providing instant data processing and
Al services. CEC is different from existing edge computing
research. Existing edge computing research focuses on the
vertical collaboration among cloud, edge, and end devices,
while neglecting horizontal edge-to-edge collaborations, suf-
fering from unoptimized resource utilization, restricted service
coverage, and uneven performance.

Motivated by the vision of CEC, we propose a general LLM
inference framework, named EdgeShard, to support efficient
collaborative LLM inference on distributed edge devices and
cloud servers. For simplicity, we use computing devices below
to refer to edge devices and cloud servers. Given a network
with heterogeneous computing devices, EdgeShard partitions
the LLM into multiple shards and allocates them to judicious
devices based on the heterogeneous computation and network-
ing resources, as well as the memory budget of devices. To
optimize performance, we formulate a joint device selection
and model partition problem and design an efficient dynamic
programming algorithm to minimize the inference latency and
maximize the inference throughput, respectively. Extensive ex-
periments on a practical testbed show that EdgeShard reduces
up to 50% latency and achieves 2x throughput over on-device
and vertical cloud-edge collaborative inference methods.

Our work is different from those works that partition the
LLMs and allocate to multiple GPUs in cloud data centers,
such as Gpipe [[17] and PipeDream [18]]. Deploying LLM at
edge computing is vastly different from that in the cloud.
First, cloud servers are usually with homogeneous GPUs,
while edge devices are with heterogeneous computation ca-
pabilities in nature. Second, modern cloud GPUs for LLMs
are usually connected by high-bandwidth networks, such as
InfiniBand and Nvlinks, while edge devices are connected with
heterogeneous and low-bandwidth networks. For example, the
bandwidth of NVlinks can go up to 600GB/s, while the
bandwidth among edge devices ranges from dozens of Kbps
to 1000Mbps. The solution of LLMs deployment designed for
cloud data centers neglect the heterogeneous and resource-
constrained edge computing environment.

Our contributions are three folds.

o First, we propose a general LLM inference framework
for deploying LLMs in the edge computing environment,
which enables the collaborative inference among hetero-
geneous edge devices and cloud servers.

o Further, we quantitatively study how to select computing
devices and how to partition the LLM for optimized
performance. We mathematically formulate a joint device
selection and model partition problem, and propose a
dynamic programming algorithm to optimize the latency
and throughput, respectively.

e We also evaluate the performance of EdgeShard with
state-of-the-art Llama2 serial models on a physical
testbed. Experimental results show EdgeShard remark-
ably outperforms various baseline methods.
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Fig. 2. LLM inference has an autoregressive nature.
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TABLE I
MINIMUM MEMORY USAGE OF LLMS INFERENCE AND MEMORY
CAPACITY OF EDGE DEVICES.

Model Full g hit 4ebit Edge
Precision Devices
Llama2-7B 28GB 7GB 3.5GB Smartphone(6-12GB)
Llama2-13B 52GB 13GB  6.5GB Jetson Orin(8-16GB)
Llama2-70B 280GB 70GB  35GB  Jetson AGX(32-64GB)

II. PRELIMINARIES AND MOTIVATIONS

Generative LLM Inference. LLMs generally refer to
decoder-based transformer models with billions of parameters.
Different from encoder-based architecture like BERT [19]],
whose inference process is single phase, the process of LLM
inference is iterative and typically involves two phases: the
prompt processing phase and the autoregressive generation.
The prompt processing phase is also known as prefill.

In the prompt processing phase, the model takes the user
initial token (1, ..., 2, ) as input and generates the first new to-
ken x,,+1 by computing the probability P(x,+1 | Z1, ..., ZTpn)-

In the autoregressive generation phase, the model generates
one token at a time, based on both the initial input and the
tokens it has generated so far. This phase generates tokens
sequentially for multiple iterations until a stopping criterion
is met, i.e., either when generating an end-of-sequence (EOS)
token or reaching the maximum number of tokens specified
by user or constrained by the LLM.

As shown in Fig. [2| suppose the LLM model has N layers,
which will take a sequence of input tokens and run all layers
to generate a token in a one-by-one manner. In the prefill
phase, the model takes the input ("Today is a”) at once,
and the first generated token is ”good.” In the autoregressvie
generation phase, the model first takes ("Today is a good”)
as input and generates the next token (“day”). It then takes
("Today is a good day”) as input and generates the next token
("EOS”), which indicates the end of the generation. Since a
token generated is determined by all its previous token in
a sequence, LLMs utilize Key-Value caching (KV caching)
to avoid repetitive computation, storing past computations to
expedite responses, thereby reducing computational workload
and improving response times. The time to generate a token
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Fig. 3. Framework of EdgeLLM. It consists of three stages: offline profiling, task scheduling optimization, and online collaborative LLM inference.

in the prefill stage is much higher (usually 10x) than that of in
the autoregressive stage, as the prefill stage needs to calculate
the KV cahche of all input tokens as initialization.

LLMs are memory-consuming. A single edge device may
not have sufficient memory to accommodate a LLM model.
Take one of the most popular LLM models, i.e., Llama2,
as an example. As shown in Table. Llama2 has three
different versions, i.e., 7B, 13B, and 70B. We can see from the
Table that the full precision inference of Llama2-7B requires
at least 28GB memory, but the smartphones usually only
have 6-12 GB memory, and the Jetson Orin NX has 8-16
GB memory. They are unable to burden the on-device LLM
inference. Some works try to use low-precision quantization,
e.g., 8 bit and 4 bit. However, it may still exceed the memory
capacity of edge devices. For example, the 4-bit inference of
Llama2-70B requires at least 35GB memory, which cannot be
accommodated on most edge devices. Moreover, low-precision
inference leads to performance degradation.

In this work, we leverage collaborative edge computing,
a computing paradigm where geo-distributed edge devices
and cloud servers collaborate to perform computational tasks.
Based on that idea, we propose EdgeShard, a general LLM
inference framework that allows adaptive device selection and
LLM partition over distributed computing devices, to address
the high memory requirements and leverage heterogeneous
resources to optimize LLM inference.

III. COLLABORATIVE EDGE COMPUTING FOR LLMSs

There are three stages of the framework, including profiling,
task scheduling optimization, and collaborative inference. The
workflow is shown in Fig. 3]

Profiling is an offline step that profiles the necessary run-
time traces for the optimization step and only needs to be
done once. Those traces include: 1) the execution time of
each layer on different devices; 2) the size of activations and
memory consumption for each layer of the LLM model; 3)
available memory of each device and the bandwidth among
devices. For the execution time of each layer, we profile the
time to generate a token in the prefill stage and autoregressive
stage, respectively, and take the average. For those devices

16 layers
Device 1 10 layers Device 3 Bl | B2 | B3 | B4
Device 2 6layers| Device 2 Bl |B2|B3|B4|B5
Device 3 Devicel | B1| B2 | B3 | B4 | BS | B6

t t

(a) Sequential inference (b) Pipeline parallel inference

Fig. 4. Collaborative LLM inference

that may not have efficient memory to hold the full model for
performing the profiling, we utilize a dynamic model loading
technology, where the model layers are consecutively loaded
to fit the constrained memory. The profiling information will
then be used to support intelligent task scheduling strategies.

Scheduling Optimization. At the task scheduling optimiza-
tion stage, the scheduler generates a deployment strategy by
determining which device to participate in, how to partition
the LLM model in a layer wise, and which device should the
model shard be allocated to. The strategy thoroughly considers
the heterogeneous resources, the memory budget of devices,
and the privacy constraint, and later be applied to selected
devices for efficient LLM inference. More details is described
in Sec. [Vl

Collaborative inference. After getting the LLM model par-
tition and allocation strategy, the selected devices will perform
the collaborative inference. We pre-allocate memory space for
KV cache on each participating device. We consider two cases
for the collaborative inference, i.e., sequential inference and
pipeline parallel inference.

In sequential inference, devices take turns to perform the
computation with the allocated model shards. As shown in
Fig. f{a), suppose the LLM model is partitioned into 3 shards
and allocated to device 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Device 1 will
first process the input data and then send the activations/out-
puts to device 2, which will process the data and then transmit
to device 3. Sequential inference is suitable for serving a single
user, such as in smart home scenario, where users’ personal
devices (e.g., tablet, phones, and smart speaker) collaborate to
perform LLM inference. In such scenario, user inputs a prompt
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TABLE II
LIST OF NOTATIONS
[ Symbol | Descriptions |

Xij binary variable, whether layer ¢ of a model is allocated to
device j

tedmp computation time of layer ¢ on device j

tz;ﬂﬂ __| computation time of layer 4 to layer m on device j

t,@;,i;,’i;f communication time to transmit activations of layer ¢—1 from
device k to device j

DP(i,7) | minimal total execution time of the first ¢ layers if layer ¢ is
allocated to device j

9(4, S, k) | processing time of the slowest node to process the first 4
layers with device set .S

and gets the response and then input another prompt. We aims
to minimize the latency of sequential inference.

However, sequential inference is not resource-efficient from
the system’s perspective. When device 1 is performing com-
putation, device 2 and device 3 are idle. We thus take pipeline
parallelism to improve resource utilization. For the pipeline
parallel inference as taken in previous work Gpipe [17] and
PipeDream [18]] for cloud servers, the input data will first be
split into micro-batch and subsequently feed into the system.
As depicted in Fig. f[b), device 1 first handles data B1 and
then transmits intermediate data to device 2. After handling
data B1, device 1 immediately goes to handle data B2. In
such a pipeline manner, every device is busy with high system
resource utilization.

IV. OPTIMIZE LLM INFERENCE

We consider a general collaborative edge network with het-
erogeneous devices and bandwidth connection. More specif-
ically, given a set of heterogeneous devices connected with
heterogeneous bandwidth, EdgeShard aims to select a subset
of devices and partition the LLM into shards, which will be
allocated to the selected devices to minimize the inference
latency or maximize the throughput.

System Model. LLMs usually have a layered architecture,
which consists of an embedding layer, multiple decoder layer,
and an output layer. Sizes of parameters and activations (i.e.,
the output of a layer) vary across layers. We assume the model
is with IV layers. O; represents the size of activations of layer
1,0 < 7 < N — 1. The memory consumption of a layer ¢ is
denoted by Reg;.

We consider a network consisting of M edge devices and
cloud servers. The devices have heterogeneous computation
and memory capabilities, and cloud servers are much more
powerful than edge devices in terms of computation capability.
The memory budget of a device j is Mem;. The computing
devices are interconnected. Bandwidth between a device k and
adevice jis By, 0 < k< M—-1,0<j <M~ 1. There
is a source node where the input tokens reside. Without loss
of generality, we set the source node as node 0. The main
notations used in this paper are shown in Table.

A. Optimize LLM inference latency

Problem Formulation. We use a binary variable X; ; to
denote the LLM allocation strategy. X; ; equals to 1 if layer

1 is allocated to node j. Otherwise, X; ; equals to zero. A
layer will be and only be allocated to one node. Hence, we
have EM ' X, =1,Vi. Let tigmp denotes the computation
time of layer 1 on node j. Suppose layer ¢ — 1 and layer 7 are
allocated to node % and node 7, respectively. We use ¢ 157 to
denote the communication time to transmit the activations of
layer ¢ — 1 from node k to node j. The data transmission time
is determined by the output size of a layer and the bandwidth
between two nodes. If layer ¢ — 1 and layer ¢ are on the same
node, we assume the transmission time is zero. Hence, we

have

tz—l k.j _
comm

O;_1 . .
B, WUE#T 0
0, otherwise.

The total inference time can thus be calculated by the
following equation.

N—1M-1 N—-1M-1M
Z 1.k,
Tior = X comp Xifl,k?*X >ktéornmj
=0 j=0 i=1 j=0 k=0
2
Hence, the problem of minimizing the LLM inference

latency can be formulated as follows, where Eq. (@) is the
privacy constraint. It shows that the first layer of the LLM
model should always be allocated to node 0, which is set to
be the source node with input tokens. In such a case, the
raw input data resides on the source node and avoids to be
transmitted among computing devices. Eq. (3) shows that the
memory requirements of all the layers allocated to node j
cannot exceed its memory budget.

min T} 3)
Xoo =1 “4)
N-—1
Z X, ;* Req; < Mem; (5)
1=0

Solution. To minimize the inference latency, we design
a dynamic programming algorithm. The intuition is that the
minimal execution time of the first ¢ layer is determined by
the first 2 — 1 layer, which means the optimal solution can be
constructed from the optimal results of the sub-problems. It
has the optimal sub-problem property, which motivates us to
use dynamic programming.

Let DP(i, j) denote the minimal total execution time of the
first ¢ layers after the layer ¢ is allocated to the node j. The
state transition equation is formulated as:

min - (DP(i =1, k) + Ly + toomm’)
DP(i,j) = 1<i<N-1 B
mitt (DP( =1, k) 4+t + tromini? + tedim
i=N-1

(6)

Where DP(i — 1, k) indicates the minimal execution time
of the first ¢ — 1 layers if layer ¢ — 1 is allocated to device k.
Eq. (6) shows that DP(i, j) is determined by traversing at all
possible nodes of the previous layer and choosing the one that
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minimizes the execution time of the first ¢ layers. Moreover,
due to the autogressive nature of LLM, the generated token
needs to be sent back to the source node for next iteration of
generation. Hence, for the last layer N —1, the communication
time not only includes the data transmission time from the
N — 2 layer, but also the transmission time to the source
node ¢ ~1.J:0 Additionally, we initialize DP(0,0) as shown

comm

in Eq. by considering the privacy constraint.

DP(0,0) = 0

comp

)

By traversing each layer and each node based on Eq. (),
we can fill in the dynamic programming table DP(i,75) to
track the minimum total execution time to reach each layer.
Finally, the minimal total execution time at the last layer can
be calculated by Eq. (8). We can then get the optimal node
allocation for each layer by backtracking D P (%, j).

minj—o,...m—1(DP(N —1,7)) ®)

This method is simple and effective. With dynamic pro-
gramming, we can quickly traverse the solution space and find
the best LLM partition and allocation strategy. The algorithm
to find the optimal LLM partition and allocation strategy for
minimizing inference latency is shown in Algo. [T}

In Algo. [I] we first initialize the dynamic programming
table DP(i,7) and choice table choice(i,j) (lines 1-2). We
initialize DP(0,0) according to Eq. (7). The choice(i, j)
records the node % to host the ¢ — 1 layer. It is the optimal
variable of Eq. (6). We then traverse the layers of the large
language model from layer 1. For each layer, we traverse all
the computing devices with sufficient memory and calculate
the inference time (lines 3-19). After filling the DP table, we
can find the minimal DP(N — 1,5), which represents the
minimal time for executing the LLM model, and the last node
to host layer N — 1. Finally, by backtracing choice(i, j), we
get the model partition and allocation strategy R (lines 20-28).
The computational complexity of Algo. |l|is O(N x M x M),
where N is the number of layers of the LLM model and M
is the number of devices in the network.

B. Optimize LLM inference throughput

Problem Formulation. For optimizing throughput, pipeline
parallelism is adopted to avoid device idleness. As illustrated
before, the computation time of layer ¢ on node j is tig'mp, and
if layer 7 to layer m are all allocated to node 7, the computation
time is indicated by /)77, The data transmission time of
the activations of layer ¢ — 1 from node k to node j is
ti=1k.J In pipeline parallel inference, the computation time
and communication time can be overlapped to maximize the
throughput. Thus, for the inference task, the maximum latency

for the device j can be calculated as:

J _
71laife'm:y - max{ ti—LkJ (9)
Ideally, for the selected devices, achieving the maximal
throughput is equivalent to minimizing the latency of the
slowest device. We use S to denote the selected devices, and

Algorithm 1: Joint device selection and LLLM partition
for optimizing latency
Input: A LLM model; Computing device M ; Profiled
traces; bandwidth By, ;;
Output: the device selection and LLM partition
strategy
// initialization
1 Initialize DP table DP(i,j) = INF, and choice table
choice(i,j) = NULL to record the strategy;
2 Enforce first layer to be allocated to node 0 by
DP(0,0) = t2,, and choice(0,0) = 0;
// fill in the DP table
3fori=1t N—1do

4 for j=0to M — 1 do

5 if Mem; < Regq; then

6 ‘ Continue;

7 end

8 else

9 for k=0t M —1 do

10 Calculate the total execution time by

Eq. and assign it to tiotal;

11 if tiotaqr < DP(i,j) then

12 Update DP(i,j) by assigning
DP(Z7.7) = ttotal’

13 Update memory Mem;

14 Record allocation plan
choice(i, 7) = k;

15 end

16 end

17 end

18 end

19 end

// backtrace for allocation strategy
20 Initialize optimal strategy R;
21 Find the last selected node
Nigst = argminj(DP(N —1,5));
22 Add N, to R;
23 fori=N —11t 0 do
24 Find the previous node Nj,s; = choice(i, Nigst);
25 Add Ny, to R;
26 end
27 Reverse R;
28 return R;

then the problem of maximizing the inference throughput can
thus be formulated as follows, where j € S.

; J
mln{z-’latency

j €S} (10)

Solution. Similar to minimizing the inference latency, the
problem of maximizing the throughput also has an optimal
sub-problem property. Maximizing the throughput of the first
1 layer can be deduced from solving the problem of allocating
the first :— 1 layer, which indicates that the optimal solution of
the whole problem can be constructed from the sub-problems.

We also use dynamic programming to solve the problem.
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Let g(i,.5, k) denote the minimum time to process the first
1 layers with the set of used devices S, and the device k is
the last node to be used, k € S. We use g(m,S’, j) to denote
the next state to process the first m layers with the set of used
devices S’, and the device j is the last node to be used, where
0<i<m<N-1,jeM\S 8 =5SU{j}

The state transition equation is formulated in Eq. (TI),
where ¢(m,S’,j) is determined by the previous state
9(i, S, k), and the maximum latency of devive j, i.e., the com-

: : i—1,k,J : : : i—m,J
putation time .,/ and the communication time ¢.,,”. The

final optimal solution 7 to,ffou is the minimum g(N — 1,5, j),
where S’ C M.
g_(i,1 é}: k)
g(m,S',j) = min - max ¢ teon,’ (11)
el 0<i<m<N—1 ; ;
s=su0) OSERS trari”

Additionally, we have constraints when performing state
transition. They are the memory constraint shown in Eq. (I2)
and privacy constraint in Eq. (13).

Regi—m < Mem; (12)
9(1,1,0) =t ., (13)

Algo. [2| describes the pseudo-code to find the optimal solu-
tion T};""  and the corresponding model partition and alloca-
tion strategy. In Algo. 2| we first initialize the dynamic pro-
gramming table g(m,S’, j) and choice table choice(m, S, j),
and assign t2),  to g(1,1,0) (lines 1-2). We then traverse
the layers of the large language model from layer 1. For each
layer, we traverse all the computing devices with sufficient
memory and calculate the maximum latency (lines 3-23). After
filling the DP table, we can find the maximum latency, based
on which we then backtrace the choice table and finally get
the model partition and allocation strategy (lines 24-32). The
computational complexity of Algo. [2[is O(N? x 2M x M?),
where N is the number of layers of the LLM model and M
is the number devices in the network.

Pipeline Execution Optimization. Note that the above
problem formulation and solution are based on the ideal case,
where there is no idle device at any time. A device processes
a batch of data and continues to handle another batch of data
without waiting. However, it is impractical for LLM inference
in real-world cases.

As shown in Fig. [5[a), different from those one-phase
computation applications, the decoder-based LLM application
has an autoregressive nature, where there will be multiple
tokens to be generated and the calculation of the current token
relies on all the previous tokens. The computation of the
current token cannot start until it gets the previously generated
token. It leads to bubbles in pipeline execution.

To approximate the ideal case and enhance the resource
utilization for improving throughput, we tend to reduce the
bubbles in the pipeline execution. We propose EdgeShard-No-
bubbles, which allows for immediate token generation without
waiting for the ending of all micro-batches in an iteration. As
shown in Fig. 5[b), after the prefill stage P1 ends of the first
batch, Device 1 immediately executes the token generation of

Algorithm 2: Joint device selection and LLLM partition
for optimizing throughput
Input: A LLM model; Computing devices M; Profiled
traces; bandwidth By, ;;
Output: the device selection and LLM partition
strategy R
// initialization
1 Initialize DP table ¢(i,S, k) = INF, and choice table
choice(m, S, j) = NULL to record the strategy;
2 Enforce first layer to be allocated to node 0 by
9(1,1,0) = 2, and choice(1,1,0) = (0,0,0);
// £ill in DP table
3fori=1t0 N—1do

4 for each subset S C M do
5 for last node k € S do
6 form=i+1to N—1do
7 for j € M\ S do
8 if Mem; <Y Reg; then
9 | Continue;
10 end
11 else
12 Get S’ by adding node j to the
selected device set S,
13 Calculate current mamixum
execution time 71},,,, via
Eq. for the maximum
execution time in all stages;
14 end
15 if Tz < g(7, S, k) then
16 g(m7 S/mj) = Tmazs
17 Record the current strategy
choice(m,S’, j) = (i,4,k);
18 end
19 end
20 end
21 end
22 end
23 end

// backtrace for optimal allocation
24 Initialize optimal strategy R;
25 Find selected device set S and the last selected node
Nigst by S, Nigst = argming ,(g(N — 1,5, k));
26 Initialize layer = N — 1;
27 while layer > 0 do
28 (4,7, k) = choice(layer, S, Nigst);
29 | Add (¢ — layer,j) to R;
30 Update layer, S and Njgg;
31 end
32 return R;

the first batch as indicated by Gy 4. Similarly, when G 4 ends,
Device 1 goes to the next iteration of token generation indi-
cated by G15. Compared to EdgeShard-Bubbles, EdgeShard-
No-bubbles reduces bubbles by mitigating device idle time
and is expected to improve throughput. From the pipeline
execution graph in Fig. 5] we can see that EdgeShard-No-
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Devicel | P1 | P2 | P3 | P4 Gia | Goa | Gaa | Gaa Gz | Gy | Ga | Gus

Device 2 P1 | P2 | P3| P4 Gia | Goa | Gsa | Gaa Gig | Gos | Gas | Gup

Device 3 P1 | P2 | P3 | P4 Gl | Gya | G3a | Gyn Gz | Gy | Gas | Gus

Device 4 PL | P2 | P3 | P4 Gia | Goa | Gaa | Gia Gip | Gop | Gap | Gug
(a) Bubbles

Device1 | P1 | P2 | P3 | P4 | Gip | Goa | Gaa | Gun | Gis | Gos | Gas | Gus | Gic | Gac | Gac | Gac | Gio | Gao | Gap | Gup | Gie

Device 2 PL | P2 | P3 | P4 | Gjp | Goa | Goa | Gua | Gig | Gos | Gss | Gas | Gic | Gac | Gac | Guc | Gip | Gap | Gap | Gup

Device 3 PL | P2 | P3 | P4 | Gip | G | G3a | Gaa | Gig | Gog | Gas | Gus | Gic | Gac | Gac | Guc | Gip | Gop | Gap

Device 4 Pl | P2 | P3 | P4 | Gjp | Gon | Gan | Gya | Gig | Gog | Gag | Gag | Gic | Gac | Gac | Gac | Gip | Gap

(b) No-bubbles

Fig. 5. Different pipeline execution strategies of EdgeShard. EdgeShard-No-bubbles reduces device idle time to improve throughput by allowing immediate

token generation of a micro-batch without waiting for other micro-batches.

Fig. 6. Our testbed has heterogeneous edge devices and cloud server. Their
specifications are shown in Table [[TI]

TABLE III
SPECIFICATIONS OF HETEROGENEOUS PHYSICAL DEVICES

Category Device Memory Al Performance
Edge Device  Jetson AGX Orin 32GB 3.33 TFLOPS
Edge Device Jetson Orin NX 16GB 1.88 TFLOPS
Cloud Server RTX 3090 24GB 36 TFLOPS

bubbles generates more tokens at the same time.

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION
A. Experimental Setup

Testbed. We use various edge devices and cloud servers to
act as the heterogeneous computation devices in collaborative
edge computing. The specifications of those devices are listed
in Table. m We use 15 devices, including 12 Jetson AGX
Orin, 2 Jetson Orin NX, and one cloud server to configure the
collaborative edge network. The physical testbed is shown in
Fig.[f] Those devices are connected with a route and a switch.
The bandwidth between any two devices is 1000Mbps. We
use the Linux TC tool to vary network bandwidth and
communication latency between devices.

Benchmarks. We test the performance of EdgeShard with a
series of Llama2 models [2]], including Llama2-7B, Llama2-
13B, and Llama2-70B. Llama2 is released by Meta in July

2023 and is one of the most popular and powerful open-
source large language models, representing a groundbreaking
leap in the field of artificial intelligence and natural language
processing. For the model inference, we adopt the text gen-
eration task to test the performance. We use the WikiText-2
dataset from HuggingFace. We extract a subset of samples
with the length of input tokens as 32 and generate 96 tokens.
We use full-precision model inference in all the following
experiments.

Baselines. We compare the performance in terms of latency
and throughput of EdgeShard with various baselines. (We
don’t use the cloud-only as a baseline because it requires the
input token to be transmitted to the cloud server, which may
lead to privacy concerns).

o Edge-Solo. In this case, the LLMs are deployed locally
on an edge device without model partition.

e Cloud-Edge-Even. In this case, the LLMs are evenly
partitioned into two parts. One is allocated to the edge
device, and another is allocated to the cloud server.

¢ Cloud-Edge-Opt. In this case, the LLMs are partitioned
into two shards. One is allocated to the edge device, and
another is allocated to the cloud server. For the partition
strategy of LLMs, we also use the proposed dynamic
programming algorithms. The difference is that there is
only two devices as the algorithm input.

B. Overall Evaluation

We set AGX Orin as the source node and the bandwidth
between the source node and the cloud server as 1Mbps.
The bandwidth between other computing devices is set to
be 50Mbps with a variance of 20%. To test the throughput,
we set the batch size as the maximum batch size that the
participating devices can support. The latency and throughput
of LLM inference are shown in Table. [Vl

We have the following observations. First, EdgeShard is
potential and beneficial for large language model deployment.
For Llama2-70B model, the memory requirement is about
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TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE OF LLM INFERENCE. (AVERAGE LATENCY: MILLISECONDS/TOKEN; THROUGHPUT: TOKENS/SECOND).
Llama2-7B Llama2-13B Llama2-70B
Latency  Throughput Latency  Throughput Latency  Throughput
Edge-Solo 140.34 24.36 OOM OOM OOM OOM
Cloud-Edge-Even ~ 227.35 7.56 319.44 4.68 OOM OOM
Cloud-Edge-Opt 140.34 24.36 243.45 4.74 OOM OOM
EdgeShard 75.88 52.45 173.43 10.45 3086.43 1.25
250 350 ‘ 3120
[ —&— Edge-Solo | —&— Cloud-Edge-Even 2 2 A
— 200 —&— Cloud-Edge-Even — 300 | Cloud-Edge-Opt - 3100 —&A— EdgeShard-Even
g g;;“egi‘:gde-ol“ g —=+— EdgeShard £ 3080 —=#— EdgeShard
g 150, A A A g 250 g 3060
D D D
= = = 3040
=~ 100 - 200 [
~_ . 3020
50 4+ 4 150 - < —* 3000
1 10 20 30 50 1 10 20 30 50 1 10 20 30 50
Bandwidth (Mbps) Bandwidth (Mbps) Bandwidth (Mbps)
(a) Llama2-7B (b) Llama2-13B (c) Llama2-70B
Fig. 7. Impact of Network Bandwidth to Latency of Collaborative LLMs inference
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(a) Llama2-7B

(b) Llama2-13B

(c) Llama2-70B

Fig. 8. Impact of Bandwidth to Throughput of Collaborative LLMs Inference

280GB, which far exceeds the memory capacity of solo edge
deployment and cloud-edge collaborative deployment. They
will have the out-of-memory issue (OOM). However, Edge-
Shard tackles this challenge by splitting the large model into
shards and allocating them to multiple devices, enabling col-
laborative model inference. Second, EdgeShard achieves obvi-
ously lower inference latency and higher inference throughput
than baseline methods. For Llama2-7B model, EdgeShard
achieves 75.88ms latency, which is about 1.85x faster than
Edge-Solo and Cloud-Edge-Opt, and about 3x faster than
Cloud-Edge-Even. For the inference throughput, EdgeShard
achieves 52.45 tokens per second with a maximum batch size
of 8, which is around 2.2 times larger than Edge-Solo and
Cloud-Edge-Opt, and about 7 times larger than Cloud-Edge-
Even. Similar performance improvement is also observed
for Llama2-13B model, where EdgeShard achieves 45.7%
and 28.8% lower latency than Cloud-Edge-Even and Cloud-
Edge-Opt, respectively. Also, EdgeShard has 2.23x and 2.2x
higher throughput than Cloud-Edge-Even and Cloud-Edge-
Opt. Third, we can also see that, for Llama2-7B, Cloud-Edge-
Opt tends to have the same performance in terms of both
inference latency and throughput as Edge-Solo. This is because
the bandwidth between the source node and the cloud server
is very limited in this experimental setting, i.e., IMbps. The

optimal deployment strategy of Cloud-Edge-Collaboration is
local execution, which is the same as Edge-Solo.

C. Effects of Bandwidth

We set the source node as AGX Orin and vary the bandwidth
between the cloud server and the source node from 1Mbps to
50Mbps. The performance of the latency and throughput of
LLM inference are shown in Fig. [7] and Fig. [8] respectively.

For Llama2-13B, a single AGX Orin cannot accommodate
the full model. We only compare the performance among
Cloud-Edge-Even, Cloud-Edge-Opt, and EdgeShard. Simi-
larly, due to the memory constraint, the three baseline methods
are not able to deploy the Llama2-70B model. Instead, we
compare the performance of EdgeShard with its variant, i.e.,
EdgeShard-Even, where the model is equally partitioned and
deployed to all the participating computing devices. It selects
11 AGX Orin and 1 RTX 3090 to deploy the Llama2-70B
model.

In terms of latency, except for Edge-Solo, the latency of the
other three methods decreases with the increasing bandwidth.
This is because the three methods are collaboration-based,
and the latency is influenced by the data transmission time.
The increasing bandwidth leads to reduced communication
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time. We can also see that for the collaboration methods,
there is a dramatically latency reduction when the cloud-
source bandwidth changes from 1Mbps to 10Mbps and a
minor variance from 10Mbps to 50Mbps. This is because
the bandwidth is gradually saturated at that time, and the
computation time becomes the bottleneck.

Moreover, we can see that when the bandwidth is greater
than 10Mbps, cloud-edge collaboration methods outperform
the Edge-Solo method, as the cloud-edge collaboration meth-
ods introduce the powerful cloud server for computation
acceleration. However, when the bandwidth is 1Mbps, Cloud-
Edge-Even performs worse than EdgeSolo. This is because the
data transmission cost is high in this case. The Cloud-Edge-
Opt method tends to deploy the LLM model locally, which is
the same as the Edge-Solo method. Interestingly, the latency of
Cloud-Edge-Opt and EdgeShard is nearly the same when the
bandwidth is greater than 10Mbps. We found that EdgeShard
generates the same model partition and allocation policies as
the Cloud-Edge-Opt method. The variance comes from the
small fluctuations in model execution. It shows that the per-
formance of EdgeShard will not be worse than that of Cloud-
Edge-Opt, and the Cloud-Edge-Opt method is a special case of
EdgeShard. A similar pattern is also observed for Llama2-13B.
For Llama2-70B, EdgeShard performs better than its variant
EdgeShard-Even, as there is resource heterogeneity among
cloud server and edge devices, and EdgeShard adaptively
partitions the LLMs among computing devices. However, the
performance improvement is not so obvious as there are 11
AGX with the same computation capacity and only 1 RTX
3090.

In terms of throughput, similar patterns to the latency
evaluation are also found for Llama2-7B model. Differently
and interestingly, for Llama2-13B, EdgeShard does not show
a closing performance with the Cloud-Edge-Opt method when
the bandwidth is 10Mbps, but with a great improvement,
where EdgeShard has about 2x higher throughput than the
Cloud-Edge-Opt method. This is because of the high memory
consumption of the RTX 3090 and the source node, i.e.,
AGX Orin. We observed that for the Cloud-Edge-Opt, the
memory consumption of the two devices goes up to 95%
and 98%, respectively, which only allows for a maximum
batch size of 4. Otherwise, there will not be enough memory
for the KV cache on the computing devices. However, when
the bandwidth is 10Mbps, EdgeShard involves several edge
devices where the memory consumption of an individual
device becomes dramatically decreased, allowing for a larger
batch size, i.e., 8 in this case. When the bandwidth is higher
than 10Mbps, EdgeShards tends to have the same model
partition and allocation strategy as Cloud-Edge-Opt, which
yields a closing performance, as shown in Llama2-7B. For
Llama2-70B, there is a slight throughput improvement of
EdgeShard, and EdgeShard-Even shows a steady throughput
as the evenly partition strategy will not change with the cloud-
source bandwidth.

D. Effects of Source Node

We also test the influence of the source node on the
inference latency and throughput, as the source node may have
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] [ AGX Orin
200 - OrinNX | |
2
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>
]
@
= 100~ 4
-
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Fig. 9. Impact of Source Node

different computation and memory capacities, and EdgeShard
enforces the first layer of LLM models residing on the source
node to avoid raw data transmission. We set the source node
as AGX Orin and Orin NX, respectively, and compare their
performance. We set the bandwidth between the source node
and the cloud server as 1Mbps. The results of Llama2-7B
inference are shown in Fig. [0]

We find that when the source node is Orin NX, the Edge-
Solo and Cloud-Edge-Even methods encounter the OOM error.
This is due to the relatively lower memory of Orin NX, which
cannot accommodate the Llama2-7B model, even for half part
of the model. The difference between the two cases under the
Cloud-Edge-Opt method is much more obvious than that of
EdgeShard. For Cloud-Edge-Opt, there is about a 60ms gap,
and for EdgeShard, the gap is about Sms. This is because there
are only two devices in the Cloud-Edge-Opt case, and it tends
to put more layers on the source node. However, AGX Orin is
much more powerful than Orin NX in terms of computation
capacity. EdgeShard tends to involve more devices and put
fewer model layers on the source node, which can fill in
the gap in computation capacity between the source nodes. A
similar phenomenon is also observed for the throughput, where
AGX Orin has 6x higher throughput than Orin Nx for the
Cloud-Edge-Opt method and only 2x higher throughput under
the EdgeShard method. It shows EdgeShard can make full use
of the computation resources in the network to optimize the
performance.

E. Effects of Pipeline Execution strategy

We evaluate the two pipeline execution strategies. We set
the bandwidth between the cloud server and the source node
as 1Mbps. The results are shown in Fig.

We can see that for all methods, EdgeShard-No-bubble
outperforms EdgeShard-Bubble. Specifically, for Llama2-7b,
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Fig. 10. Impact of Pipeline Execution Strategy

EdgeShard-No-bubble achieves an improvement of about 0.36
and 6.96 tokens per second than Edgeshard-bubble for Cloud-
Edge-Even and EdgeShard, respectively. For the Cloud-Edge-
Opt method, it selects local execution in this case. There is no
pipeline execution, so the throughput for the two methods is
the same. For Llama2-13b, EdgeShard-No-bubble achieves an
improvement of about 1.69, 1.89, and 5.21 tokens per second
than Edgeshard-Bubble for Cloud-Edge-Even, Cloud-Edge,
and EdgeShard, respectively. Compared to EdgeShard-Bubble,
EdgeShard-No-bubble does not need to wait for the completion
of all micro-batches in an iteration and can effectively reduce
the devices’ idle time, thus leading to a higher throughput.

VI. RELATED WORK

This section reviews research works of LLM in the edge
computing environment from two aspects, i.e., edge computing
for efficient LLM deployment and LLM for optimizing edge
computing.

A. Edge Computing for Efficient LLM

LLM is computation-intensive and memory-consuming. To
address the issue of memory wall, quantization is widely
adopted [[7]-[12]]. GPTQ [8|] quantizes LLM with hundreds of
billions of parameters to 3-4bits based on approximate second-
order information. Lin et al. [[10] reduce quantization error by
optimizing channel scaling to preserve the salient important
weights. They are weight-only quantization. SmoothQuant
[11] and Agile-Quant [7] take a further step, which quantize
not only the model weights, but also the model activations.
However, the computation capacity and memory of a single
device is still limited even for quantized LLM. Moreover, the
performance of quantized LLM usually cannot be compared
to that of its full-size model.

Other works [13]], [14] tend to leverage the cloud-edge
collaboration to partition and distribute the massive compu-
tation workload of LLM inference and finetuning. Wang et
al. [13]] increase the throughput by distributing the computa-
tion between cloud servers and edge devices, and reducing
the communication overhead of transmitting the activations
between the central cloud and edge devices by leveraging
the low-rank property of residual activations. Chen et al. [|14]]
efficiently leverage location-based information of edge devices
for personalized prompt completion during collaborative edge-
cloud LLM serving. However, the latency between edge de-
vices and the central cloud is usually high and unstable, which
will affect the inference and finetuning performance of LLM.

Our work is different from those works. We propose a
general framework to integrate the computation resources of
heterogeneous and ubiquitous cloud servers and edge devices.
The framework allows the adaptive selection of computation
devices and partition of the computation workload of LLM
inference for optimized latency and throughput.

B. LLM for Optimizing Edge Computing

LLMs also have great potential in making complex and
coherent decisions. There are also some works that leverage
LLM to optimize resource utilization in edge computing,
such as resource allocation and task offloading, network man-
agement, and intelligent IoT control. Li et al. [22]] propose
LAMBO, a LLM-based task offloading framework for mo-
bile edge computing, to address the challenging issues of
heterogeneous constraints, partial status perception, diverse
optimization objectives, and dynamic environment that are not
well addressed in traditional task offloading research. LAMBO
shows that LLM is more effective compared to traditional
DNN and deep reinforcement learning-based methods in com-
plex and dynamic edge computing environments. They further
design a LLM-based multi-agent system and incorporate com-
munication knowledge and tools into the system, empowering
it with the ability to optimize semantic communication in
a 6G network [23]. Apart from optimization of resource
utilization, Shen et al. [24] leverage the outstanding abilities of
GPT in language understanding and code generation to train
new models among federated edge devices. Rong et al. [25]]
leverage LLMs to generate adaptive control algorithms for
addressing the diverse, dynamic, and decentralized network
conditions in 6G integrated terrestrial network (TN) and non-
terrestrial network (NTN). Though LLMs have shown great
potential in making intelligent decisions, especially in complex
and dynamic edge computing systems, the related research is
still in the early stages. Challenges such as significant resource
consumption, latency of decision-making, and uncertainty of
generated decisions need further studies.

VII. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORKS

This section discusses some open issues and future works
that may appeal to readers.

Incentive mechanisms. In this work, we partition the
LLM into multiple shards and allocate them to heterogeneous
devices. For edge computing scenarios, such as smart home
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and smart factory, there is a set of trusted devices owned by a
single stakeholder. They may be able to use those devices
for collaborative inference. However, if the devices belong
to different stakeholders, they may not be willing to share
devices’ computation resources. Further incentive mechanisms
are needed to reward resource sharing.

Batch size aware optimization. Large batch size will
increase memory usage and affect the inference throughput.
As shown in the experiment, by partitioning the workload
of LLM inference to multiple devices, the memory usage of
participating devices can be reduced and thus allows for a
larger batch size, leading to increased throughput. However,
the designed dynamic programming algorithm does not con-
sider the influence of batch size, which remains space for
further optimization.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose EdgeShard to enable the efficient
deployment and distributed inference of LLMs on collabo-
rative edge devices and cloud servers. We formulate a joint
device selection and model partition problem to optimize in-
ference latency and throughput, respectively, and solve it using
dynamic programming algorithms. Experimental results show
that edgesplit can adaptively determine the LLM partition
and deployment strategy under various heterogeneous network
conditions for optimizing inference performance. Edgeshard
is not designed to replace cloud-based LLM inference, but
to provide a flexible and adaptive LLM serving methods
by utilizing ubiquitous computing devices. Experiments also
shows that EdgeShard outperforms the cloud-edge collabora-
tive inference method when cloud bandwidth is insufficient
and tends to yield the same deployment strategy as the cloud-
edge collaborative inference method when facing relatively
abundant cloud bandwidth.

This is a pioneering work of deploying LLM in collaborative
edge computing environment. We hope this work can stimulate
more ideas and further research in this promising area.
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