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Abstract—With the increasing popularity of recommendation
systems (RecSys), the demand for compute resources in data-
centers has surged. However, the model-wise resource allocation
employed in current RecSys model serving architectures falls
short in effectively utilizing resources, leading to sub-optimal
total cost of ownership. We propose ElasticRec, a model serving
architecture for RecSys providing resource elasticity and high
memory efficiency. ElasticRec is based on a microservice-based
software architecture for fine-grained resource allocation, tailored
to the heterogeneous resource demands of RecSys. Additionally,
ElasticRec achieves high memory efficiency via our utility-based
resource allocation. Overall, ElasticRec achieves an average 3.3×
reduction in memory allocation size and 8.1× increase in memory
utility, resulting in an average 1.6× reduction in deployment cost
compared to state-of-the-art RecSys inference serving system.

Index Terms—Machine learning, recommendation model, re-
source management, resource scaling, microservice, model de-
ployment

I. INTRODUCTION

Deep neural network (DNN) based recommendation sys-
tem (RecSys) accounts for a significant portion of machine
learning (ML) inference cycles in modern datacenters (75%
in Meta [20], 25% in Google [24]). These latency-critical
ML services operate with stringent service level agreement
(SLA) goals on tail latency, so maximizing latency-bounded
throughput (i.e., number of service queries processed per
second that meets SLA, aka QPS) becomes critical.

To serve billions of service queries around the world,
datacenters replicate a large fleet of inference servers, each
server replica provisioned with its own copy of the entire
model parameters [18], [20], [28], [46]. Such baseline “model-
wise” resource allocation enables each server replica to in-
dependently service user queries, which helps utilize query-
level parallelism across the fleet and improve QPS. However,
a critical limitation of model-wise resource allocation is that
the way resources are allocated does not consider how well it
is actually utilized, leading to significant waste in resources.
This work identifies two key reasons behind the baseline’s
sub-optimal resource allocation:

1) Heterogeneous resource demands of sparse and dense
layers in RecSys. Modern RecSys combines sparse
embedding layers with dense DNN layers, each layer
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exhibiting notable differences in their compute and
memory characteristics. Consequently, the QPS of a
dense DNN layer and sparse embedding layer becomes
uneven (i.e., one layer type typically shows much
lower QPS than the othey layer type), rendering the
low-performance layer to bottleneck the overall QPS
(Section III-A). To maximize end-to-end model-wise
throughput, an optimal resource allocation would have
more compute resources provisioned just to the bottle-
necked layer. Unfortunately, the baseline model-wise
resource allocation treats the entire RecSys model as
one monolithic unit for allocating resources. As such,
it is challenging to selectively provision more resources
to only a subset of model layer(s), failing to satisfy the
unique resource demands of each layer independently.

2) Sparse embedding table accesses and its skewed
access distribution. The embedding tables employed in
sparse embedding layers are memory capacity limited,
amounting to several tens of GBs. Access patterns to
these tables generally exhibit a power-law distribution
where a small subset of (hot) table entries receive very
high access frequency while the remaining (cold) entries
receive only a small number of accesses. Because the
baseline mechanism allocates resources in a coarse-
grained, model-wise fashion, each server replica must
allocate the entire embedding tables in memory without
accounting for the individual embedding’s actual “util-
ity”. As such, the baseline model-wise resource alloca-
tion suffers from significant memory waste and limits the
total number of server replicas that can be instantiated
across the datacenter fleet, deteriorating fleet-wide QPS.

To this end, we propose ElasticRec, a RecSys model serving
architecture providing resource elasticity and high memory
efficiency. The unique aspects of ElasticRec are twofold. First,
our proposed system employs a microservice-based inference
server for high resource elasticity. Second, ElasticRec achieves
high memory efficiency via our utility-based resource alloca-
tion policy.

• Microservice software architecture for RecSys. Elasti-
cRec employs the microservice [44] programming model
as the core mechanism to enable fine-grained resource
allocation that meets the heterogeneous resource demands
of RecSys. The benefit of microservices is that it helps
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Fig. 1: A modern DNN-based RecSys model architecture.

partition a large monolithic application (in our case the
model-wise replication of a RecSys inference server)
into many fine-grained and loosely-coupled services.
ElasticRec partitions a target RecSys model into fine-
grained model shards, each of which is implemented as
a microservice and containerized for deployment. These
model shards are utilized as the unit of resource allo-
cation which allows the container orchestration system,
Kubernetes [32], to independently scale the number of
shard replicas, providing high resource elasticity.

• Utility-based resource allocation policy. Our Elasti-
cRec partitions the baseline monolithic RecSys model
architecture into two distinct model shard types, a shard
that handles dense DNN layers and sparse embedding
layers. The embedding layer shard is further partitioned
into hot and cold embedding shards based on the utility
of embedding table entries. Such design decision opens
up unique opportunities to properly align its resource
allocation with its actual utility. First, ElasticRec can now
selectively scale-out the number of replicas for the hot
embedding shards that matches its high memory access
demands. On the other hand, it also prevents Elasti-
cRec from needlessly over-provisioning shard replicas
servicing cold embeddings thereby minimizing resource
waste. ElasticRec exploits these properties to design a
utility-based resource allocation policy that identifies the
optimal embedding table partitioning algorithm, which
Kubernetes’ autoscaling policy utilizes to replicate the
appropriate number of shards to fulfill a target QPS goal.

Overall, ElasticRec presents a model serving architecture
for RecSys that helps customize its resource allocation best
suited for its resource demand. We demonstrate that ElasticRec
provides an average 3.3× reduction in memory allocation
size and 8.1× increase in memory utility, which reduces
deployment cost by an average 1.6×.

II. BACKGROUND

A. DNN-based Recommendation Models

Recent RecSys combines both sparse and dense features to
enhance model accuracy and utilize two major components, a
dense DNN layer using multi-layer perceptrons (MLP) and a
sparse embedding layer (Figure 1). A sparse feature represents
a categorical input (e.g., Ads a user has clicked in the past) and
a dense feature represents a continuous input (e.g., user’s age).
Sparse features cannot be used directly as inputs to a dense
DNN layer because they represent categorical information.
As such, RecSys models use embedding tables to translate a
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Fig. 2: (a) A containerized ML inference server using model-wise
resource allocation, and (b) using Kubernetes to scale out multiple
server replicas across the datacenter to meet a target QPS goal.

given sparse feature value into a dense embedding vector. An
embedding table is an array of embedding vectors and a sparse
feature input (which is an index ID to the embedding table) is
used to read out a particular embedding vector from this table.
Because the number of unique items that fall under a sparse
feature category can amount to several millions to billions
(e.g., number of product items sold in Amazon), an embedding
table can be sized at several tens of GBs. In general, multiple
embeddings are gathered from a given embedding table which
are subsequently pooled into a single embedding vector using
reduction operations like element-wise additions.

There are two distinguishing aspects of embedding lay-
ers vs. dense DNN layers. First, the compute intensity of
embedding gather and pooling operations are extremely low,
exhibiting memory bandwidth limited behavior, especially for
embedding layers with large pooling values (number of em-
beddings to gather from a table). Second, because a modern
RecSys model employs multiple embedding tables, deploying
a RecSys model causes high memory capacity overheads.

B. Model Serving Architectures

ML inference server design. Current ML inference servers
utilize containers [10] for their deployment because of its
portability and scalability (e.g., TensorFlow Serving, Torch-
Serve [48], [51]). A containerized ML inference server is
packaged as a Docker image which contains all the essential
ML software packages, the necessary system environment set-
tings, and importantly the ML model to deploy. Because a ML
model is treated as one monolithic application to be serviced
and containers are the smallest unit of resource allocation and
deployment, any given replica of the containerized inference
server must contain a copy of the entire ML model parameters
(Figure 2(a)). This paper refers to such baseline resource
allocation mechanism as model-wise resource allocation.

Deploying inference servers at scale. The de facto standard
in container orchestration is Kubernetes [32] which helps
automate the deployment, scaling, and resource management
of the containerized inference servers at scale (Figure 2(b)).
Kubernetes cluster scheduler enables system designers to hand
over the responsibility of resource management by defining
deployment policies. When deploying an application, pro-
grammers can simply set the desired policy, and Kubernetes
transparently manages the allocation of resources based on
the specified policy. One important, automated resource man-



agement feature provided with Kubernetes is the Horizontal
Pod Autoscaling (HPA) [31]. HPA automatically adjusts the
number of container replicas of inference servers to satisfy
a target service throughput metric (e.g., QPS) and guarantee
high-quality service experience to the end users.

When a new inference server is instantiated by Kubernetes,
it provisions all the resources needed for that container. As
such, an initialized inference server uploads all of its ML
model parameters in memory. Such model-wise allocation
of resources enables each replica of the inference server to
independently service user queries.

System architectures for RecSys inference server. As
noted in Section II-A, the size of a single embedding table
can be up to several tens of GBs. Therefore, each inference
server must be provisioned with a large enough memory
to store these embedding tables. Because high-bandwidth
memory employed in GPUs are not large enough to store
the entire embedding tables, modern RecSys inference servers
employ CPU-only [18], [20], [21], [23], [28], [39], [49] or
hybrid CPU-GPU systems [1], [7], [18], [19], [34], [35], [45],
[56], [60]. Both CPU-only and CPU-GPU systems share a
common property where the memory-hungry embedding tables
are stored in capacity-optimized CPU memory.

Therefore, unlike compute-intensive DNN layers which get
executed by the GPU in a CPU-GPU system (i.e., CPU-only
executes DNNs using the CPU), the embedding layers are
executed by the CPU in both CPU-only and CPU-GPU.

Hence, effectively utilizing CPU memory with maximum
efficiency becomes vital to optimize cost. This is because
the total CPU memory size determines how many RecSys
inference servers can be deployed across the datacenter, which
heavily impacts the fleet-wide QPS. In this work, we study
the merits of ElasticRec’s resource allocation by using both
CPU-only and CPU-GPU based RecSys inference servers,
demonstrating its wide applicability.

C. Microservices

Microservices [44] break apart complex monolithic applica-
tions, whose functionality is implemented as a single service,
into many fine-grained and loosely-coupled microservices.
Each microservice is designed to serve a small subset of
the original application’s functionality, communicating with
other microservices using Remote Procedure Calls (RPC) or
a RESTful API [9], [12], [26], [54]. A key advantage of mi-
croservices is its elasticity. Specifically, because the granularity
in which resource allocation and scheduling are done is in
individual microservices, it facilitates deploying, scaling, and
updating individual microservices independently, improving
the elasticity of resource allocation and its scheduling.

D. Related Work

With the growing interest in RecSys, there has been a large
body of prior work exploring hardware/software optimizations
for RecSys which we summarize below.

Memory bandwidth bottleneck of RecSys. As discussed
in Section II-A, the embedding vector gathers and pooling

operations in RecSys incur significant memory bandwidth de-
mands causing a bottleneck. Several prior work proposed near-
/in-memory processing [4], [27], [30], [34], [35], in-storage
processing [55], [57] to alleviate embedding layer’s memory
bandwidth demands. Similar to our work, there are also studies
that observes and utilizes the skewed embedding table access
pattern in RecSys for system-level optimizations. For instance,
several prior studies utilize the skewed embedding access
patterns to explore the efficacy of caching to reduce overall
memory bandwidth demands [5], [11], [25], [27], [33], [36],
[37], [41], [58], [59]. Others leverage a heterogeneous memory
hierarchy [2], [3], [52], [53] to effectively lower the average
latency to access slow memory. Overall, these prior work alle-
viates the embedding layer’s memory bandwidth requirements
by exploiting the skewed access patterns. ElasticRec, on the
other hand, utilizes embedding table’s unique access pattern to
develop a cost-efficient, elastic resource management system.

Memory capacity bottleneck of RecSys. Kwon et al. [34],
[35] proposed a disaggregated memory architecture to store
large embedding tables in a remote memory node and Gouk et
al. [15] explored the viability of CXL-based memory pooling
for storing embedding tables. Lui et al. [39] explores the
efficacy of distributed inference for RecSys where a model
is partitioned and distributed across multiple machines for
deployment. Such design point helps address RecSys embed-
ding layer’s memory capacity demands by storing different
embedding tables in remote CPU nodes, collecting the pooled
embedding vectors using RPC calls, which is similar to
ElasticRec’s microservice based design. Mudigere et al. [42]
explores various model-parallel training schemes targeting
embedding tables, discussing different table partitioning plans
(e.g., column-wise, row-wise, table-wise partitioning) to ad-
dress the memory capacity demands of RecSys training. All
of these prior work strictly focus on evaluating the efficacy
of their solution under a single inference and/or training
server setting without consideration of its deployment at scale
nor its resource allocation efficiencies. More importantly, the
RecSys model architecture is implemented as one monolithic
application, unlike ElasticRec where we focus on partitioning
its implementation into fine-grained model shards using a
microservice architecture to enable elastic resource scaling.
DisaggRec [29] proposes a disaggregated memory system
augmented with near-memory processing architectures for
RecSys inference, which is designed to cost-effectively man-
age large embedding tables. DisaggRec addresses resource
inefficiencies that arise from the varying computational and
memory requirements of dense and sparse layers. Similar to
[39], DisaggRec employs a distributed inference approach
for RecSys and aims to tackle the resource underutilization
issue by distributing the allocation of dense layers and sparse
embedding layers across compute-nodes and memory-nodes,
respectively, which helps improve machine utilization. Unlike
ElasticRec’s dynamic, elastic resource management system,
however, DisaggRec allocates a fixed amount of resources
to each layer, and determining the optimal distribution of
resources requires an exhaustive search. Overall, the key
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Fig. 3: The fraction of (a) FLOPs, memory consumption and (b) end-
to-end inference latency (over CPU-only and CPU-GPU systems) the
sparse embedding and dense DNN layers account for when evaluated
over the three models studied in this paper (RM1, RM2, and RM3).
FLOPs and memory consumption are architecture-independent, so its
values are identical over CPU-only and CPU-GPU systems. Section V
details our methodology. FLOPS percentage of sparse embedding
layers in (a) are 2%, 1%, and 0.1% for RM1, RM2, and RM3,
respectively. Memory consumption percentage of dense DNN layers
in (a) are 0.02%, 0.02%, and 0.4% for RM1, RM2, and RM3,
respectively.

contribution of ElasticRec is orthogonal to these related work.
Runtime system and scheduling for RecSys. While

not necessarily employing microservices, there are several
prior work suggesting RecSys optimized runtime systems
or scheduling policies. Prior work [18], [20], [28] suggests
multi-tenant scheduling to improve the throughput of RecSys
inference servers. JiZhi [38] optimizes the serving cost of
RecSys by batching the model serving pipeline. MP-Rec [22]
dynamically selects the optimal hardware platform within
a heterogeneous RecSys inference server containing GPUs,
TPUs, and IPUs, for better performance. In general, the key
contributions of ElasticRec is orthogonal to these prior work.

III. MOTIVATION

A critical limitation of model-wise allocation is that it
is difficult to flexibly allocate the appropriate amount of
resources to individual layers that match their utility and need,
leading to resource waste. This section describes the two key
factors behind baseline mechanism’s sub-optimal performance.

A. Heterogeneous Resource Demands of RecSys

The sparse embedding layer and dense DNN layer exhibit
notable differences in their compute and memory characteris-
tics, including compute intensity (FLOPs), memory footprint,
and memory access pattern. Compared to large embedding
tables, MLP’s model size is only in the range of several
MBs, yet their compute intensity is much higher than em-
bedding gather and pooling operations. For instance, in case
of RM1 (Table II), dense DNNs account for 98% of FLOPs
and 67%/19% of CPU-only/CPU-GPU’s end-to-end inference
time, yet their model size only accounts for 0.02% of overall
memory consumption (Figure 3). From a memory access pat-
tern’s perspective, servicing a single query requires the entire
MLP parameters to be accessed, exhibiting 100% utility of the
model parameters allocated in memory. In contrast, embedding
layers, due to its sparse table access patterns, exhibit extremely
low memory utility as it only touches 0.001% (with a pooling
factor of 100 per table) of the embedding tables per inference.
This means that, on average, 99.999% of the parameters
allocated in memory are of waste whenever a query is serviced.
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Fig. 4: An example RecSys where the dense DNN layer exhibits
half the QPS than the sparse embedding layer. (a) How the baseline
model-wise resource allocation would replicate two servers to reach
100 queries/sec and (b) how our proposed ElasticRec would reach
such QPS goal using fine-grained, per-layer resource allocation.
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Fig. 5: Service throughput (QPS) of dense DNN and sparse embed-
ding layers over (a) CPU-only and (b) CPU-GPU system when sepa-
rately measured over the three RecSys models used in our evaluation
(see Table II). As shown, due to the heterogeneous resource demands
of RecSys, a significant QPS mismatch exists between sparse and
dense layers, for both CPU-only and CPU-GPU system.

The mismatch in compute intensity and memory utilization,
leading to significant resource waste, cannot be addressed
under the baseline model-wise resource allocation. Consider
the example in Figure 4 which assumes that a dense DNN
and sparse embedding layer can each service 50 queries/sec
and 100 queries/sec, respectively. Such mismatch in QPS
is common in RecSys due to its heterogeneous model ar-
chitecture (Figure 5). As the DNN layer exhibits half the
QPS of the embedding layer in Figure 4, the end-to-end
model-wise throughput will be bounded at 50 queries/sec. To
increase the system-wide throughput to 100 queries/sec, the
baseline model-wise allocation would require two replicas of
the inference server to be instantiated. From a memory effi-
ciency perspective, such model-wise replication is a significant
waste as the entire embedding tables are needlessly duplicated
without contributing much to improving QPS (Figure 4(a)).
A more desirable solution would be to double the allocated
resources only to the dense DNN and improve its aggregate
QPS to 100 queries/sec and resolve it from being a bottleneck
(Figure 4(b)). Unfortunately, fine-tuning the resource alloca-
tion separately on a per-layer basis is impossible with the
baseline mechanism as each inference server is containerized
as one monolithic application, forcing Kubernetes to replicate
the entire model parameters whenever a higher system-wide
QPS is desired and a new server replica is deployed.

B. Skewed Access Pattern and Locality in Embeddings

Figure 6 illustrates the access distribution of individual
embedding table entries in real world RecSys datasets. As
depicted, the table access pattern exhibits a power-law dis-
tribution where the majority of table accesses are covered by
a very small subset of the table entries (e.g., 94% of accesses
covered by only 10% of the table entries in MovieLens).
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Fig. 6: Sorted access frequency of embedding vectors in real world
RecSys datasets: (a) Amazon books [6], (b) Criteo [8], and (c)
MovieLens [16]. The y-axis is plotted on a log-scale.

Given such property, we can infer that an embedding layer’s
throughput is primarily governed by how much performance
can be reaped out for embedding vector gather operations tar-
geting those embeddings that are accessed frequently, i.e., the
“hot” embeddings. To put it differently, in order to enhance the
effective throughput of an embedding layer, it is more advan-
tageous to selectively allocate more resources to embedding
gathers targeting hot embeddings rather than cold embeddings.
Unfortunately, as in our example in Figure 4(a), the baseline
mechanism allocates resources in a coarse-grained, model-
wise manner, having the entire embedding tables be replicated
in memory without consideration of its actual utility.

Overall, we conclude that the baseline model-wise resource
allocation does not align well with the unique properties of
RecSys model serving. This misalignment leads to significant
waste in memory resources, which is particularly detrimental
to the memory-capacity limited embedding tables.

IV. ELASTICREC MODEL SERVING ARCHITECTURE

A. Microservice-based Inference Server Design

Server architecture overview. Figure 7 provides an
overview of ElasticRec’s model serving architecture. Elasti-
cRec employs a microservice programming model to break
down the monolithic RecSys model serving architecture into
different model shards, each of which is implemented as a
microservice. There are two types of model shards, a dense
DNN shard and a sparse embedding shard. The dense DNN
shard services all the computations related to the bottom/top
MLP and feature interactions (Figure 1). On the other hand,
the sparse embedding shard is responsible for gathering the
requested embedding vectors stored within that shard. An
embedding table is partitioned into various sized embedding
shards based on the hotness of embeddings. The table parti-
tioning is done by our dynamic programming based partition-
ing algorithm (detailed in Section IV-B) which determines the
optimal partitioning plan that maximizes resource efficiency.

In ElasticRec, each model shard is containerized as a Docker
image. For CPU-only systems, all model shards (both dense
and sparse) are CPU-centric so they are designed as containers
only requiring CPU resources. As for CPU-GPU systems, the
containers that service sparse embedding shards are similarly
designed with only CPU resource requirements. Because of
dense DNN layer’s high compute intensity and small memory
footprint (Figure 3), CPU-GPU systems service dense DNN
shards using a GPU-centric container utilizing both CPU/GPU
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Dense 
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Dense 
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Deployment information
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Fig. 7: High-level overview of our ElasticRec server architecture.
The example assumes that ElasticRec partitions the RecSys model
into one dense DNN shard and three embedding shard types, each of
which is containerized for deployment. To sustain a target QPS, the
example assumes that Kubernetes instantiated 5/4/1/2 replicas of the
dense DNN and embedding shard A, B, and C, respectively.

resources. In our design, model shard instances communicate
with each other using the gRPC protocol [17].

Life of an inference query. When a user query arrives
to the inference server, the input data is routed to the dense
DNN shard, which splits it into two parts: the sparse input
and the dense input. The dense DNN shard then processes the
bottom MLP layers using the dense input while concurrently
initiating RPC calls to the sparse embedding shards to collect
the required embeddings. Sending embedding gather requests
across the sparse embedding shards requires a bucketization
process that determines which among the partitioned em-
bedding shards the input query should gather embeddings
from (Section IV-C details the bucketization algorithm). The
embedding shards, each storing the partitioned embedding
table, gather the embeddings requested by the dense DNN
shard. Once all embeddings are gathered and pooled, the
sparse embedding shards send them back to the caller mi-
croservice, i.e., the dense DNN shard. Upon receiving the
pooled embeddings from the sparse embedding shards, the
dense shard goes through the remaining inference process
including feature interaction, top MLP, and finally calculating
the event probability which is returned back to the user.

Scaling out inference servers using Kubernetes. In Elas-
ticRec, the containers that service dense and sparse model
shards become the unit of resource allocation and scheduling
by our container orchestration system, Kubernetes [32]. This
enables ElasticRec to independently scale the number of
model shard replicas to satisfy a target QPS goal, whether
it be a CPU-centric shard or a GPU-centric shard, achieving
high resource elasticity. Kubernetes horizontal pod autoscaling
(HPA) policy defines when to scale up/down the number of
shard replicas under what condition. In Section IV-D, we detail
how ElasticRec utilizes such feature to adaptively adjust the
shard replica numbers according to the incoming query traffic.

B. Utility-based Resource Allocation for Embeddings

The key objective of ElasticRec’s embedding table parti-
tioning algorithm is to determine (1) the optimal number of
embedding shards to partition the table and (2) how many
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Fig. 8: Partitioning (a) an example embedding table as-is without any
preprocessing, and (b) sorting the table first based on the hotness
of embeddings and then partitioning the table into two different
shards, hot (red) vs. cold (blue) embedding shards. When it comes
to partitioning an embedding table, this paper always assumes that
an embedding shard includes a non-overlapping set of embeddings
with consecutive index IDs.

embeddings to include within each embedding shard, which
minimizes its deployment cost while sustaining target QPS
goals. ElasticRec proposes a dynamic programming (DP)
based table partitioning algorithm which is based on our
profiling-based deployment cost (i.e., memory consumption)
estimation model. We discuss each of these components below.

Embedding table preprocessing. As shown in Figure 8(a),
hot embeddings are randomly dispersed across the embedding
table, so partitioning the table as-is into multiple shards where
each shard consists of a non-overlapping set of consecutive
embeddings inevitably mixes up hot and cold embeddings
altogether. Such partitioning plan reduces the effectiveness of
ElasticRec’s fine-grained resource allocation and scaling pol-
icy as cold embeddings will needlessly be duplicated whenever
a new embedding shard is replicated.

To this end, ElasticRec first preprocesses the embedding
table by sorting each embedding’s location within the table
based on its access frequency. The access frequency of an
embedding can be determined by keeping a history of each em-
bedding’s access count within a given time period, one that can
easily be implemented in production inference servers [37],
[52]. As shown in Figure 8(b), once the table is sorted, the
hottest embedding vector will be stored at the leftmost location
indexed with an ID=1 and the coldest embedding located at
the rightmost location indexed with ID=(number of embedding
vectors in table). Using the sorted embedding table, we can
now create a model shard that only includes embeddings much
hotter than the other ones, which functions as a vehicle for
designing our utility-based resource allocation policy, i.e., the
ability to replicate a larger number of model shards only for the
hot embeddings without duplicating cold embeddings. Note
that sorting the embedding table incurs a one-time latency
overhead (approximately three seconds for the largest table
we evaluate) and more importantly, such preprocessing step is
off the critical path of serving online inference queries.

Deployment cost estimation. Using the sorted embed-
ding table, ElasticRec iterates through the evaluation space
of various partitioning plans (detailed in Algorithm 2) and
estimates each plan’s memory consumption to identify the
optimal partitioning plan, i.e., one with the lowest memory
consumption. We use Algorithm 1 to explain how ElasticRec
predicts the memory consumption of a given partitioning plan,
which is determined by both the size of each shard and the

Algorithm 1 Deployment Cost Estimation Algorithm
1: function COST(k, j)
2: num replicas = REPLICAS(k, j)
3: shard size = CAPACITY(k, j) + min mem alloc
4: memory consumption = num replicas × shard size
5: return memory consumption
6: end function

7: function REPLICAS(k, j)
8: # nt: average number of vectors to gather from the table
9: # target traffic: predefined constant representing user traffic

10: # QPS(x): Estimated QPS of a shard that gathers x embeddings,
which is derived by our profiling-based regression model

11: probability = CDF(j) - CDF(k)
12: ns = probability × nt

# ns: average number of vectors gathered from the shard
13: estimated QPS = QPS(ns)
14: num replicas = target traffic/estimated QPS
15: return num replicas
16: end function

17: function CAPACITY(k, j)
18: return (j − k + 1)× (size of a single embedding vector)
19: end function

number of replicas to instantiate for each shard (line 4).
The number of shard replicas to instantiate can be estimated

by dividing up the target QPS with the number of queries
a specific shard is able to process per second (line 14). We
observe that the QPS an embedding shard can sustain is
primarily determined by two key parameters: (1) the number
of embeddings to gather from that shard and (2) the size of
each embedding vector which determines the overall volume
of data to fetch from memory. We employ a profiling-based
approach to estimate these parameters as explained below.
Suppose the number of vectors to gather from the original,
non-partitioned embedding table is defined as nt (line 8). We
first need to predict how many embeddings will be gathered
from the partitioned embedding shard (ns) out of the overall nt.
The value of ns can be estimated by predicting what fraction
of the overall table accesses (nt) is likely to fall under the
given embedding shard. Since the embedding vector’s access
frequency (one which we already used to sort and preprocess
the table) is a direct indicator of which embeddings are most
likely to be accessed to service a query, we construct a CDF
(cumulative distribution function) using the “sorted” embed-
ding table’s access frequency information. Because ElasticRec
constructs embedding shards over non-overlapping set of em-
bedding vectors with consecutive index IDs (Figure 8(b)), an
embedding shard starting from index ID k to j (k < j) is likely
to account for (CDF(j)−CDF(k)) percentage of nt gathers
(line 11). By multiplying this probability with nt, we get a
reliable estimation of the value of ns (line 12).

Now that we have determined the number of embeddings
to gather from a shard (ns), we discuss how to predict the
estimated QPS for that shard. The QPS of an embedding
gather operation is determined not only by the number of
embeddings to gather from that shard but also the underlying
hardware architecture the gather operation is initiated. Given
such, ElasticRec conducts a one-time profiling of embedding
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Fig. 9: The changes in QPS (y-axis) as a function of the number of
embedding gathers (x-axis) conducted over a 20M entry embedding
table. We change the size of the embedding vector dimension (from
32 to 512 element vector) to illustrate how different data volume
sizes that are fetched from memory impact the QPS, i.e., the larger
the dimension size, the smaller its QPS due to higher read traffic.

vector gather operations, swept over various number of vector
gathers, and measures its QPS to construct a lookup table
indexed by the number of gathers (Figure 9). We utilize this
profiled lookup table to generate a regression model (QPS(x)
in line 10, 13) that estimates the QPS of an embedding gather
operator as a function of ns. The estimated QPS of a shard is
utilized to determine the number of replicas required to meet
a target QPS goal (line 14). As for the target QPS goal in line
14, it serves as a constant value for the dynamic programming
algorithm as all the partitioning plans share the same QPS
values. Any QPS values that make the number of replicas
larger than 1 can be utilized for the target QPS. Here, we
utilized 1000 for the QPS goal. Since each shard’s memory
consumption (line 3) is determined by the embedding shard
size (line 18) and other minimally required memory allocations
for each container (e.g., code, input buffers, min mem alloc
in line 3), we multiply the number of replicas (line 2) with
per-shard memory consumption (line 3) to get an estimated
memory consumption for deploying that shard (line 4).

DP-based table partitioning algorithm. DP is a problem-
solving technique that breaks up a complex problem into a set
of sub-problems. DP expresses the solution to the complex
problem recursively in terms of the sub-problems and solving
the recursive relation without repeatedly solving the same sub-
problem twice by memoizing previously solved sub-problems.
We use Figure 10 to explain how DP sub-problems are defined
and solved for embedding table partitioning.

Consider an embedding table E having Nmax embedding
vectors already sorted based on their hotness as discussed
in Figure 8(b). We define Mem[numshards][x] as the lowest
memory cost incurred when a table E′ containing only the x
most hot embeddings of table E (i.e., x ≤ Nmax, so when
x equals Nmax, E′ is equivalent to E) is partitioned into
numshards shards. In Figure 10, for instance, E is a table with
a total of Nmax=5 embeddings. Also, Mem[2][3] stores the
smallest memory cost of partitioning the table E′ sized with 3
most hot embeddings of E (i.e., E[1,2,3]) into numshards=2
shards. The key objective of ElasticRec’s DP algorithm is to
iterate through the problem space of Mem[numshards][-] and
identify the value of numshards and its partitioning plan that
results in the least memory consumption.

In Figure 10, we illustrate the process of deriving
Mem[3][5], which represents the minimum memory cost when

Mem[2][2] = 1.5

Mem[2][3] = 3

Mem[2][4] = 5.3

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

COST(5,5) = 0.2

+

+

+

COST(4,5) = 1

COST(3,5) = 3

Mem[3][5] = 4
Optimal partitioning plan

= [1,3,5]

➔ 5.5

➔ 4

➔ 4.5

Expected memory consumption

Op.3

Op.2

Op.1

Previous shards Last shard

Fig. 10: Example of how our DP algorithm evaluates Mem[3][5] and
its optimal partitioning plan. Different shards are colored differently
(red/yellow/green). For clarity of explanation, this example assumes
that COST(k,j) is defined as a simple function (unlike Algorithm 1)
that returns a value equal to (j - i + 1)2/i. For instance, COST(4,5)
= (5 - 4 + 1)2/4 = 1.

Algorithm 2 Embedding Table Partitioning Algorithm
1: function FIND OPTIMAL PARTITIONING PLAN

# Mem[numshards][x]: The smallest memory cost when partitioning
the table E′ including x most hot embeddings to numshards shards

# COST (startID, endID): Expected memory consumption of a
shard that contains embeddings with ID from startID to endID

2: for endID = 1 to Nmax do
3: Mem[1][endID] = COST(1, endID)
4: end for
5: for numshards = 2 to Smax do
6: for endID = numshards to Nmax do
7: min estimation = float(inf)
8: for startID = numshards to endID do
9: prev shards mem = Mem[numshards-1][startID - 1]

10: last shard mem = COST(startID , endID)
11: cur estimation = prev shards mem + last shard mem
12: if cur estimation < min estimation then
13: min estimation = cur estimation
14: Memorize current partitioning points
15: end if
16: end for
17: Mem[numshards][endID] = min estimation
18: end for
19: end for
20: return partitioning points corresponding to smallest Mem value
21: end function

the table E is partitioned into three shards. Each partition-
ing plan’s memory consumption is the summation of two
values: (1) the estimated memory consumption of the first
two shards (red/yellow) and (2) the third (green) shard’s
memory consumption. Because of the recursive relationship
in DP, the optimal memory consumption for the first two
shards can be determined by referencing the memoized value
of Mem[2][x] (x=4/3/2), which represents the least memory
consumed when E′ is partitioned into two shards. Since
the memory consumption of the third (green) shard can be
evaluated using the COST function (Algorithm 1), we arrive
at the estimated memory consumption of option 1/2/3 as
shown in Figure 10. By comparing the estimated memory
consumption for each partitioning option, we can identify
the optimal solution to this problem (option 2) that incurs
the lowest memory cost. In the given example, the first
two (red/yellow) shards partitioned with Mem[2][3] (i.e., red
and yellow shards containing E[1] and E[2,3] embeddings
respectively) and having the third (green) shard include the the
remaining two embeddings (E[4,5]) yields the least memory
consumption. Thus, Mem[3][5] is updated with a memory cost



of 4 and the partitioning points of [1, 3, 5] (which stores
the last index ID of each shard) is separately stored as the
corresponding, optimal partitioning plan for this example.

In Algorithm 2, we detail ElasticRec’s table partitioning
algorithm, which is a generalization of the aforementioned
example. The initialization step of our DP algorithm par-
titions the table into a single shard. Here the values of
Mem[1][endID] represent the optimal memory consumption
when a single shard contains the endID most hot embeddings
(line 2-4), one which is derived using our COST function
(Algorithm 1). The remaining Mem[numshards][-] values are
derived by exploiting the recursive relation between the table
partitioned with (i - 1) shards and the table partitioned with i
shards where the optimal Mem value for the (i - 1) shards can
always be retrieved through the memoized solution, without
re-computation (line 9). Similar to the example in Figure 10,
we iterate through all possible shard sizes for the last shard
by changing startID, from numshards to endID (line 8), and
evaluate its COST function (line 10) in order to determine the
overall minimum memory consumption under that partitioning
plan (line 17). After the entire design space of Mem[-][-] is
evaluated up to maximum possible number of shards (Smax),
the one with the minimum memory cost is chosen as the final
partitioning plan (i.e., the number of shards to partition the
original table and its partitioning points).

The cost of our DP algorithm is O(Smax×Nmax) which can
be calculated within 18 seconds for an embedding table with
20M entries. Importantly, executing the DP algorithm is off
the critical path of serving online inference queries.

C. Bucketization

Since ElasticRec partitions an embedding table into multiple
embedding shards, the index IDs used to lookup the original
embedding table should be remapped appropriately, in accor-
dance to the partitioned embedding shards. We refer to such
process as bucketization which we explain below.

Consider the example in Figure 11 which assumes that a
table with 10 embeddings are partitioned into two shards. To
improve throughput, a single query contains multiple inputs
that are batched together for concurrent processing. As such,
when accessing an embedding table, two arrays are utilized,
the index array and the offset array. The index array stores
the list of IDs to lookup from the table, whereas the offset
array is used to separate out which elements within the
index array should different inputs within the query utilize. In
Figure 11(a), for instance, the first element in the offset array
(value 0, red) indicates that input 0 requires index IDs starting
from offset 0 of the index array, whereas input 1 should
utilize IDs starting from offset 2 (gray) of the index array.
Since these two arrays can no longer be used as-is to access
the partitioned embedding shards, our proposed algorithm
bucketizes the original input into two partitions as follows.
First, it iterates through the original index array (and offset
array) and determines which embedding shard each embedding
should be gathered from, generating the intermediate index and
offset arrays as shown in Figure 11(b). The values stored in

Input 0 Input 1

520 320 1431
Shard BShard A

520 986 7431
Shard BShard A

520 986 7431
Embedding table

Table

Offsets

Indices

0,2

1,7,3,4,8

0,1 0,1

1,3,4 7,8
Shard A Shard B

0,1 0,1

1,3,4 1,2
Shard A Shard B

Index-base subtractedPartitioned
(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 11: An example bucketization process that partitions a 10
element table into two shards. Indices and offsets used for input 0
and 1 are highlighted in red and gray, respectively.

shard B’s index array is then subtracted by 6 (i.e., the size
of the first shard A) so that the index IDs used to lookup
the sharded table can start from a base value of 0. The
bucketization algorithm is simple to implement and highly
parallelizable. We omit the pseudo-code that summarizes its
implementation for brevity.

D. Deploying ElasticRec at Scale using Kubernetes

Since each model shard is encapsulated as a container,
Kubernetes can independently scale each shard replicas as
dictated by the HPA policy. We employ a throughput-centric
metric as the HPA target for sparse shards while a latency-
centric metricis is used for dense shards’ HPA target.

For sparse shards, we utilize shard’s maximum QPS as
the autoscaling target. Specifically, ElasticRec measures the
maximum QPS each sparse shard can sustain (QPSmax),
stress-testing each one of them by gradually increasing input
query traffic intensity and monitoring at which point the tail
latency increases rapidly. ElasticRec then configures the HPA
policy to have each sparse shard’s respective QPSmax value
be set as the threshold to trigger each sparse microservice to
replicate an additional shard instance. For dense shards, we
define a latency threshold where the auto-scaling HPA target
is set to 65% of the SLA, ensuring that service latency remains
within acceptable bounds and does not lead to SLA violations.
Overall, ElasticRec can adaptively adjust the replicas of each
shard type that satisfies the demands of incoming query traffic
while also achieving high memory efficiency.

V. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A. Hardware Architecture

CPU-only inference server. In Section VI, we first evaluate
ElasticRec over CPU-only systems using a multi-node CPU
cluster consisting of one master node and eleven compute
nodes. Each compute node’s configuration is in line with
those employed in production CPU-only RecSys inference
servers [20]. Specifically, each CPU node is equipped with a
dual-socket Intel Xeon Gold 6242 Skylake CPU containing 32
logical cores and 192 GB of DRAM per socket, each socket
providing 128 GB/sec of memory bandwidth. The compute
nodes communicate over a 10 Gbps network.

CPU-GPU inference server. We also evaluate ElasticRec’s
applicability over CPU-GPU systems using Google Kuber-
netes Engine (GKE) in Google Cloud [14]. In this setup, we
utilize a GKE cluster that contains twenty hybrid CPU-GPU



TABLE I: The key parameters changed in our microbenchmark based
evaluations in Section VI-A. The default RecSys model configuration
for our microbenchmark is based on DLRM RM1 (Table II).

Configurations
MLP
layer
size

Light Medium Heavy
Bottom: 64-32-32

Top: 64-32-1
Bottom: 256-128-32

Top: 256-64-1
Bottom: 512-256-32

Top: 512-64-1

Locality Low Medium High
P: 10% P: 50% P: 90%

Table (N) Total number of embedding tables: 1, 4, 10 , 16

Shard Number of shards to partition the table: 1, 2, 4, 8, and 16

compute nodes (n1-standard-32 node [13] containing 32
CPU logical cores and 120 GB of DRAM, and connected to an
NVIDIA Tesla T4 GPU [47] over PCIe). The compute nodes
communicate over a 32 Gbps network.

B. Software Architecture

Each model shard communicates with one another using
C++ gRPC protocol. RecSys models are designed using Py-
Torch’s libtorch (v1.12) and the DLRM GitHub repository
[40]. Resource management is handled by Kubernetes (v1.26),
which is responsible for scaling in/out each model shard
replicas according to input query traffic. Load balancing is
managed using Linkerd (v2.12), routing the input queries to
the shard replicas as appropriate. We also use a Prometheus
metrics server [50] to collect various custom statistics, e.g.,
CPU usage, memory consumption, tail latency, and QPS.

C. Workloads

To better illustrate ElasticRec’s effectiveness on model
serving, we use both microbenchmarks (Table I) and state-of-
the-art RecSys model configurations (Table II) used in prior
work.

Microbenchmarks. We construct several microbenchmarks
using DLRM’s RM1 (Table II) as our default model configu-
ration. The microbenchmarks are designed to better cover the
large evaluation space by changing some of its key model
parameters in terms of (1) the dense MLP layer size, (2)
embedding table’s locality, (3) number of tables, and (4) the
number of shards to partition a table (Table I). We use these
microbenchmarks to evaluate the sensitivity of ElasticRec
across a wide range of DLRM configurations, focusing on
ElasticRec’s effectiveness in reducing memory allocation size.

State-of-the-art RecSys workloads. We also evaluate Elas-
ticRec across multiple dimensions in detail using three rep-
resentative DLRM configurations (Table II) used in prior
work [18], [20], [28], [39], [42], [43]. The SLA target is
set to 400ms to be consistent with industry recommendations
on SLA for RecSys, which is several hundreds of millisec-
onds [18]. All experiments are collected while ensuring that
the 95 percentile tail latency does not violate SLA.

Query modeling. A query consists of multiple items to be
ranked for a given user, thus the size of a query determines
the input batch size. We follow the methodology from prior
work [18] to model the query distribution by setting the batch
size as 32. To model the effect of locality on embedding table
accesses, we introduce a locality metric P , which indicates the

TABLE II: State-of-the-art RecSys workload configurations.

RM1 RM2 RM3
Bottom MLP 256-128-32 256-128-32 2560-512-32

Top MLP 256-64-1 512-128-1 512-128-1
Number of embeddings 20M 20M 20M

Number of tables 10 32 10
Embedding dimension 32 32 32

Number of embedding gathers 128 128 32
Locality (P) 90% 90% 90%

percentage of total accesses that are captured by the top 10%
most frequently accessed vectors (e.g., P=94% for MoveLens
dataset, indicating that 94% of embedding table lookups are
covered by the top 10% hottest embeddings). Table I and
Table II shows the P values in our evaluated microbenchmarks
and state-of-the-art RecSys workloads.

VI. EVALUATION

This section evaluates ElasticRec over both CPU-only and
CPU-GPU systems. For brevity and clarity of explanation, we
focus our evaluation over CPU-only systems when studying
our microbenchmarks in Section VI-A. We then evaluate state-
of-the-art RecSys workloads over CPU-only and CPU-GPU
systems in Section VI-B and Section VI-C, respectively.

A. Microbenchmarks

MLP layer size. When the number of parameters in MLP
layers is increased (from “Light” to “Heavy” in Figure 12(a)),
the MLP layers become more compute-intensive and experi-
ences lower QPS. To meet the target system-wide QPS goal,
model-wise allocation must instantiate additional server repli-
cas which in turn ends up duplicating the entire embedding
tables. Consequently, as the MLP layer’s compute requirement
increases, the overall memory consumption under model-wise
allocation also increases rapidly. In contrast, when the MLP
size is increased to “Heavy”, ElasticRec is able to provision
additional resources only to the bottlenecked MLP layers,
allowing only a modest increase in memory consumption.

Locality in embedding tables. We discussed in Section IV
that ElasticRec can allocate more resources only to those
embedding shards that are accessed more frequently. As shown
in Figure 12(b), when the locality in table accesses is “High”,
ElasticRec instantiates a larger number of replicas for the hot
embedding shards while spawning a relatively smaller number
of cold embedding shards. Such feature helps ElasticRec
minimize wasted memory resources allocated for servicing
embedding that are not accessed frequently, achieving 2.2×
memory consumption savings when locality is “High”. The
baseline model-wise allocation, on the other hand, is not able
to save memory allocations at all by exploiting the table’s
locality, experiencing almost a constant memory consumption
regardless of the level of locality.

Total number of tables. Recent large-scale RecSys model
architectures contain a large number of sparse features, which
translates into a large number of embedding tables. The mi-
crobenchmarks in Figure 12(c) is designed to demonstrate the
scalability of ElasticRec’s table partitioning algorithm when
the number of tables is increased (the experiment assumes that
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Fig. 12: Memory consumption in our microbenchmarks, exploring
the impact of (a) MLP size, (b) embedding table locality, (c) number
of tables, and (d) the number of shards to partition a table.

all tables are sized identically, i.e., the larger the number of
tables, the larger its aggregate memory consumption). When
a model contains multiple tables, ElasticRec applies its table
partitioning algorithm separately for each individual table. For
instance, if ElasticRec’s partitioning algorithm decides that
an embedding table should be partitioned into 4 shards and
there exists 10 tables, a total of 40 shards (4 shards × 10
tables) will be generated, each of which will be subject for
resource allocation independently by Kubernetes. Such fine-
grained resource management provides ElasticRec with high
scalability to multiple tables, showing a large performance gap
against baseline model-wise allocation.

Number of shards to partition a table. In Section IV-B,
we discussed how our table partitioning algorithm identi-
fies the optimal number of shards to partition a table. To
demonstrate the effectiveness of ElasticRec’s table partition-
ing, Figure 12(d) shows the overall memory consumption
when we manually change the number of partitioned shards.
As depicted, as the number of shards increases, the memory
consumption generally decreases. Note that the memory con-
sumption plateaus at 4 shards, a point which ElasticRec’s table
partitioning algorithm also determines as the optimal parti-
tioning plan to minimize memory consumption. As discussed
in Section IV-B, every container replica incurs a minimally
required memory consumption (e.g., code, input buffers) to
prevent containers from an out-of-memory error. As such,
having an excessively large number of container replicas adds
high memory overheads, leading to diminishing returns.

B. State-of-the-art RecSys Workloads (CPU-only)

Memory consumption. Figure 13 shows the overall mem-
ory consumption when both model-wise allocation (denoted
“MW”) and ElasticRec allocate server resources to meet the
same target QPS goal. For each of RM1, RM2, and RM3,
ElasticRec’s partitioning algorithm decides to partition the
embedding tables into 4, 3, and 3 shards, respectively. As such,
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Fig. 13: CPU-only system’s memory consumption over three state-
of-the-art RecSys models (100 queries/sec).

0
3
6
9
12
15

0
20
40
60
80

100

S1 S1 S2 S3 S4 S1 S1 S2 S3 S1 S1 S2 S3

MW ElasticRec MW ElasticRec MW ElasticRec

RM1 RM2 RM3

# 
o

f 
re

p
lic

as

M
e

m
o

ry
 u

ti
lit

y 
(%

)

Memory utility (%) Number of replicas

Fig. 14: CPU memory utility (left axis) and number of shard replicas
instantiated to meet target QPS (right axis) in CPU-only system.
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Fig. 15: The number of CPU server nodes required to meet the same
QPS target (100 queries/sec) in CPU-only system.

a total of 40 shards (4 shards × 10 tables), 96 shards (3 shards
× 32 tables), and 30 shards (3 shards × 10 tables) for RM1,
RM2, and RM3 (see Table II) are generated for each model’s
deployment, allowing Kubernetes to flexibly tune the number
of shard replicas in a fine-grained manner. Overall, ElasticRec
shows substantial reduction in memory usage, achieving 2.2×,
2.6×, 8.1× reduction in memory consumption. Note that
ElasticRec’s memory saving is particularly significant for
RM3. This is because the MLP layers in RM3 are much
more compute-intensive than the other two models, causing the
model-wise allocation to replicate a larger number of inference
servers as a whole (detailed later in Figure 14) and suffer more
from needless duplication of cold embedding vectors.

Memory utility. ElasticRec’s significant memory reduction
can be attributed to intelligently allocating memory resources
based on its actual utility. We demonstrate how well memory
is utilized by measuring the percentage of embeddings that
are actually accessed within a shard while servicing the first
1,000 queries. Figure 14 illustrates the memory utility of each
embedding shard. For brevity, we only show the utility of the
first embedding table from each workload. Each embedding
shard is denoted as S(N ), where N represents the shard ID.
For ElasticRec, embedding shards with a smaller ID contains
hotter embeddings (e.g., embeddings in S1 are hotter than
those in S2). Because model-wise allocation does not partition
the embedding tables, a single embedding shard exists that
includes the entire embeddings (denoted S1 under “MW”). On
average, model-wise allocation achieves only 6% of memory
utility. Despite such low memory utility, model-wise allocation
must replicate the entire inference server to meet target QPS,



substantially wasting memory. Such problem becomes espe-
cially more pronounced for the compute-intensive RM3, lead-
ing to a large number of replicated servers and high memory
consumption (as discussed in Figure 13). With our ElasticRec,
hotter shards consistently exhibit higher memory utility. More
importantly, the number of shard replicas is proportional to the
hotness of each individual shard, allowing memory resources
to be preferentially allocated to those shards that will actually
utilize it efficiently. Overall, ElasticRec achieves an average
8.1× higher memory utility.

Cost. We quantify ElasticRec’s cost savings by measuring
the total number of CPU servers required to satisfy the same
target throughput of 100 QPS (Figure 15). While the additional
communication overheads of ElasticRec adds 31 ms of average
latency (8% of SLA), our proposal demonstrates its efficiency
by cutting down the number of deployed servers (1.67×,
1.67×, 2.0× reduction vs. model-wise allocation for RM1/2/3,
respectively) and substantially reducing cost by an average
1.7× vs. model-wise allocation. These results highlight the
practical benefits and cost-efficiency of ElasticRec’s utility-
based resource allocation.

C. State-of-the-art RecSys Workloads (CPU-GPU)

We now demonstrate ElasticRec’s effectiveness over CPU-
GPU systems. In ElasticRec, containers that service sparse
embedding shards are designed with only CPU resource re-
quirements while compute-intensive dense DNN shards are
designed as GPU-centric containers utilizing both GPU and
CPU resources. The baseline model-wise allocation, on the
other hand, encapsulates all CPU (sparse embedding layers)
and GPU (dense DNN layers) resources in a single container,
having coarse-grained resource allocation. Below we evaluate
ElasticRec’s effect on memory consumption/utility and cost.

Memory consumption. In our CPU-GPU server, the CPU
architecture specification is different vs. our CPU-only setting
(Section V-A). As such, ElasticRec’s partitioning algorithm
decides to partition all the embedding tables into 3 shards
per table for all three models, amounting to a total of
30 shards, 96 shards, and 30 shards for RM1, RM2, and
RM3, repectively. Figure 16 summarizes ElasticRec’s effect
on memory consumption. It is worth pointing out that the
benefit of ElasticRec’s memory consumption saving for RM3
(2.6× reduction) is less pronounced compared to CPU-only
systems (8.1× reduction). RM3 has relatively larger MLP
layers than RM1/2 so it leads to lower QPS in a CPU-only
system, necessitating a larger number of replicas to fulfill its
compute/memory demands. With CPU-GPU systems, these
compute-intensive dense DNNs are offloaded to the GPU
and are executed more efficiently, requiring less replicas.
As such, the inefficiency of duplicated resource allocation is
alleviated under CPU-GPU systems which leads to a smaller
gap in memory consumption between baseline and ElasticRec.
Nonetheless, ElasticRec still shows significant reduction in
memory usage, achieving 2.7×, 3.6×, 2.6× smaller memory
allocation size.
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Fig. 16: CPU-GPU system’s memory consumption over three state-
of-the-art RecSys models (200 queries/sec).
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Fig. 17: CPU memory utility (left axis) and number of shard replicas
instantiated to meet target QPS (right axis) in CPU-GPU system.
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Fig. 18: The number of CPU-GPU server nodes required to meet the
same QPS target (200 queries/sec) in CPU-GPU system.

Memory utility. Similar to CPU-only systems, baseline
model-wise allocation still suffers from significant memory
underutilization averaging 6% memory utility (Figure 17).
ElasticRec again demonstrates its effectiveness in improving
memory utility where hotter shards consistently exhibit higher
memory utility. Furthermore, the number of shards replicated
is proportional to the hotness of each individual shard, making
sure that memory resources are allocated to those shards that
actually utilize it effeciently. On average, ElasticRec achieves
an average 8× higher memory utilization.

Cost. Figure 18 shows the number of CPU-GPU server
nodes needed to reach a target throughput of 200 QPS. While
the additional communication overheads of ElasticRec adds
60 ms of average latency (15% of SLA), ElasticRec requires
1.4×, 1.6×, 1.2× fewer servers for RM1, RM2, and RM3,
respectively, than baseline model-wise allocation. Overall,
these results highlight the wide applicability of ElasticRec
across different hardware platforms.

D. Effectiveness to dynamic input query traffic

At-scale datacenters have a constantly changing input query
traffic, necessitating Kubernetes to adaptively adjust the num-
ber of inference server replicas to deploy. In Figure 19,
we demonstrate the robustness of ElasticRec to dynamically
changing target QPS goals when executing RM1. We collect
the resulting QPS achieved with baseline and ElasticRec, its
memory consumption, and tail latency. The input query traffic
is changed in a total of 5 increments, from Time=5 until
Time=20, and then decreased at Time=24. As the input traffic
changes, Kubernetes scales in/out the number of replicas based
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Fig. 19: Changes in QPS, memory consumption, and tail latency in
response to the fluctuation in input traffic. The yellow line represents
the target QPS in response to the input traffic. As discussed in
Section V, the SLA target is set to 400ms. For brevity, we only
show the results over a CPU-only system.

on the underlying HPA policy. For every change in target
QPS, ElasticRec’s achieved QPS slightly drops in response
to the traffic change and the accompanied change in the
deployed shard replicas. However, after the shard replicas are
appropriately provisioned, ElasticRec is able to quickly reach
the target QPS goal while also meeting the tail latency in
a stable manner. The baseline model-wise allocation, on the
other hand, exhibits several shortcomings as follows. First,
the amount of memory allocated is significantly higher with
baseline, reaching 3.1× higher memory consumption than
ElasticRec at its peak usage. Second, model-wise allocation
responds much more slowly than ElasticRec to reach the
target QPS (e.g., the QPS of model-wise starts to increase
at around Time=20), exhibiting much more frequent spikes in
tail latency that violates SLA (400ms). These drawbacks arises
because the granularity of resource allocation is much more
coarse-grained under model-wise allocation, taking more time
to initialize an inference server, load the model parameters
into memory, and get ready to service queries. Overall, these
experiments illustrates the ElasticRec’s ability to effectively
adjust its resource allocation to the dynamically fluctuating
input query traffic.

E. ElasticRec vs. GPU Embedding Caches

As mentioned in Section II-D, there exists prior work that
utilizes the skewed embedding table access patterns to cache
hot embedding vectors inside a GPU-side embedding cache,
which helps alleviate the CPU memory bandwidth pressure
of embedding table lookups and increase embedding layer’s
throughput. In this section, we compare ElasticRec’s fine-
grained resource management vs. baseline monolithic model-
wise resource management augmented with a GPU-side em-
bedding cache. In Figure 20, the baseline model-wise alloca-
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Fig. 20: CPU-GPU system’s memory consumption (200 queries/sec).

tion augmented with a GPU embedding cache is denoted as
“model-wise (cache)”. Depending on the size of the GPU-side
embedding cache (which must be implemented inside GPU’s
capacity-constrained HBM), the amount of embedding table
lookup operations captured within the GPU’s embedding cache
(HBM) can vary significantly (e.g., [36] reports that a GPU-
side embedding cache that uses up to 20% of GPU’s 32 GB
HBM can capture 40% to 90% of embedding table accesses in
GPU memory). The purpose of this study is to evaluate the im-
plication of GPU-side embedding cache on memory consump-
tion savings and its overall competitiveness vs. ElasticRec, so
we conservatively model the baseline “model-wise (cache)” as
follows. Following the methodology by Kwon et al. [36] we
assume that model-wise (cache) contains a large enough cache
to always capture 90% of its embedding gather operations
within GPU’s local memory while the remaining 10% of
embedding gathers are serviced from the CPU. Compared to
baseline model-wise, model-wise (cache) is able to reduce
the average latency for embedding layer’s execution by 47%,
leading to an increase in each shard instance’s throughput and
thereby reducing the total system-wide memory consumption
by 41%. However, the challenges of the coarse-grained model-
wise resource allocation still remains with model-wise (cache),
allowing ElasticRec to reduce overall memory consumption by
1.7× vs. model-wise (cache).

VII. CONCLUSION

We present ElasticRec, a RecSys model serving architecture
providing resource elasticity and high memory efficiency.
ElasticRec overcomes the limitations of conventional model-
wise resource allocation by employing a microservice software
architecture to partition a RecSys model into fine-grained
model shards, which act as the unit of resource allocation.
By independently scaling the number of shard replicas, we
demonstrated how ElasticRec effectively addresses the het-
erogeneous resource demands of sparse and dense layers in
RecSys.
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