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Abstract
Serverless computing, with its ease of management, auto-

scaling, and cost-effectiveness, is widely adopted by deep

learning (DL) applications. DL workloads, especially with

large language models, require substantial GPU resources

to ensure QoS. However, it is prone to produce GPU frag-

ments (e.g., 15%-94%) in serverless DL systems due to the

dynamicity of workloads and coarse-grained static GPU al-

location mechanisms, gradually eroding the profits offered

by serverless elasticity.

Different from classical serverless systems that only scale

horizontally, we present introspective elasticity (IE), a fine-

grained and adaptive two-dimensional co-scaling mecha-

nism to support GPU resourcing-on-demand for serverless

DL tasks. Based on this insight, we build Dilu, a cross-layer

and GPU-based serverless DL system with IE support. First,

Dilu provides multi-factor profiling for DL tasks with ef-

ficient pruning search methods. Second, Dilu adheres to

the resourcing-complementary principles in scheduling to

improve GPU utilization with QoS guarantees. Third, Dilu

adopts an adaptive 2D co-scaling method to enhance the elas-

ticity of GPU provisioning in real time. Evaluations show

that it can dynamically adjust the resourcing of various DL

functions with low GPU fragmentation (10%-46% GPU de-

fragmentation), high throughput (up to 1.8× inference and
1.1× training throughput increment) and QoS guarantees
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1 Introduction
Serverless computing has been widely used in DL serving.

Many end-to-end DL platforms, like AWS SageMaker [5], Al-

ibaba PAI [4] andMicrosoft ACI [33], have adopted serverless

concepts to provide ease-of-use experience and reduce man-

agement efforts of developers. Studies investigate the integra-

tion of elastic training [18, 26, 50] and inference [19, 25, 51]

tasks within serverless, offering numerous benefits such as

low resource consumption, automatic deployment, and auto-

scaling. Propelled by the emergence of Large Language Mod-

els (LLMs), GPU-based serverless DL systems become more

popular and notable [7, 15, 19, 51].

However, GPU fragmentation tends to occur in serverless

DL systems due to various factors, such as the dynamicity

of DL task workloads, static GPU allocation and keep-alive

strategies to balance the overheads of cold starts. Further,

it leads to several issues, such as low resource utilization,

and high cost, which significantly undermine elasticity and
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Figure 1. GPU provisioning of serverless DL systems.

cost-efficiency (i.e., pay-as-you-go) brought by serverless

computing. Specifically, as shown in Figure 1, most systems

[7, 15, 18] adopt the exclusive GPU allocation method (left),

resulting in a significant waste of GPU resources. Works

like [10, 19, 51], leverage slightly fine-grained GPU provi-

sioning via MPS [38], allowing several instances to share

a single GPU with a fixed resource quota (medium), which

lacks efficient dynamic resourcing adjustment. We argue that

resourcing-on-demand GPU provisioning is the ideal status

to improve GPU utilization in serverless computing (right),

maximizing the potential benefits of serverless elasticity.

Constrained by the aforementioned exclusive or static

GPU provisioning, existing serverless DL systems [18, 19, 51]

merely scale horizontally (i.e., scaling in/out at the inter-

instance level) reactively in response to workload changes.

In contrast, we present introspective elasticity (IE), which

means fine-grained and dynamic GPU provisioning for server-

less DL functions, supporting vertical scaling (scale up/down

GPU compute cores at the intra-instance level) and hori-

zontal scaling in a coordinated manner to minimize GPU

fragmentation. However, it is non-trivial to design such a

cross-layer system. It faces several challenges, including ac-

curately profiling basic resource requirements of DL tasks

to identify fragments, scheduling with consideration of mul-

tiple factors (e.g., Quality of Service/QoS, heterogeneous

workloads), and performance interference caused by disor-

dered resource consumption between instances in real time.

In this paper, we build Dilu, a serverless DL system de-

signed to achieve GPU resourcing-on-demand with intro-

spective elasticity. First, to determine multiple resourcing

requirements to facilitate identifying GPU fragments, espe-

cially GPU compute resources, we introduce efficient prun-

ing search strategies for heterogeneous DL tasks. Second,

we design a resourcing-complementary scheduling policy

to minimize GPU consumption while ensuring QoS of col-

located tasks. Most importantly, we present an adaptive

two-dimensional co-scaling strategy, combining fast scaling-

up/down with lazy scaling-out/in. It can dynamically adjust

GPU provisioning and smoothly transition between verti-

cal scaling and horizontal scaling, promoting DL serving

performance. The evaluation shows that Dilu successfully

delivers GPU resourcing-on-demand for serverless DL tasks,

reducing fragmentation by 10-46% and boosting inference

and training throughputs by 1.8× and 1.1× compared to the

SOTA baseline. It also guarantees QoS by reducing 11-71%

violation rate.

In summary, we make the following major contributions:

• We present an efficient binary-search-based GPU resource

profiling method for training and a Hybrid Growth Search

Strategy for inference tasks, where the latter speeds search-

ing efficiency up to 3.3× compared to the SOTA method.

• We introduce a resourcing-complementary scheduling

method to defragment GPU while considering QoS, signif-

icantly improving GPU utilization and increasing function

deployment density.

• We co-design fast scaling-up/down and lazy scaling-in/out

to achieve introspective elasticity in a cross-layer manner.

It reduces the cold start rate of inference functions by 91%

at most, while maintaining the lowest serving violation

rate.

• We develop a prototype system of Dilu on Kubernetes and

Docker, which is publicly available
1
. The cluster evalua-

tions show that Dilu boosts inference and training through-

puts by 1.8× and 1.1× compared to INFless.

2 Background and Motivation
2.1 Serverless DL Serving
Considering manifold drawbacks (e.g., high resource con-

sumption, complicated server operations) of server-centric

DL serving, cloud providers and studies promote the server-

less DL serving patterns and deliver explicit progress. Nowa-

days, propelled by LLMs, serverless DL serving becomes

more promising to provide elastic GPU provisioning.

Serverless Training. Providers or developers benefit

from the serverless paradigm to build ready-to-use online

training services, automatic deployment of training work-

flows (e.g., LambdaML [26], Siren [46], Cirrus [6], FuncPipe

[29], Hydrozoa [22]), and elastic scaling for training workers

(e.g., ElasticFlow [18], 𝜆DNN [50] and Dorylus [45]). Specifi-

cally, FuncPipe [29] and Hydrozoa [22] automatemodel parti-

tioning for dynamic hybrid parallel training, and ElasticFlow

[18] adaptively adjust serverless DP workers according to

residual GPU resources.

Serverless Inference. Unlike training, inference ismainly

online with fluctuated workloads, naturally suitable with the

serverless paradigm. Since inference is more time-sensitive,

studies [3, 25, 27, 35, 53, 55] pay attention to guaranteeing

Service Level Objectives (SLOs, e.g., inference latency within

100ms). Additionally, studies like INFless [51] and BATCH

[2] introduce batching execution to serverless to improve

GPU utilization. Others [15, 42, 51] leverage layered caches

and keep-alive strategies to reduce cold start overhead.

1
https://github.com/sigserverless/Dilu.

https://github.com/sigserverless/Dilu
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(a) Temporal workload characteristics (b) Spatial occupying characteristics (c) Inference latency (d) Training throughput

Figure 2.Observations on serverless DL serving. (a)(b): GPU fragmentation in temporal and spatial dimensions. The black-color

models represent training and the gray is for inference models. (c)(d): The RoBERTa-large inference latency and Bert-base

training throughput comparisons under the co-scaling mechanism using 3 GPUs, relative to the Exclusive mode using 4 GPUs.

Trends. The serverless DL functions aremore compute- or

memory-bound due to the larger model sizes. Though stud-

ies [7, 15, 18, 19, 51] devote to building GPU-based serverless

DL systems, they suffer from coarse-grained GPU resourc-

ing techniques, which hinders their ability to deliver highly

efficient, elastic, and cost-effective DL services.

2.2 GPU Resourcing
GPU Device.With the LLM emergence, GPUs are increas-

ingly prominent for DL. GPUs consist of several Streaming

Multiprocessors (SMs), each equipped with numerous Tensor

Cores, CUDA Cores and scarce memory. High-level DL pro-

grams (e.g., based on PyTorch [31], TensorFlow [17]) are first

transformed into CUDA kernels and dispatched to run on

SMs. However, DL tasks vary significantly in types and sizes

of kernels. For example, forward and backward propagations

in training are compute-bound, while gradient synchroniza-

tion is usually memory-bound caused by communication.

The prefilling in LLM inference is compute-bound while de-

coding is memory-bound [56]. Thus, it may directly lead to

the underutilization of specific GPU resources with improper

task assignment at the high level.

GPU Allocation in Cloud. A common method is exclu-

sively allocating the whole GPU to each DL instance, com-

monly seen in many serverless DL systems [7, 15, 18, 22, 54].

To further improve GPU utilization, studies leverage GPU-

sharing methods to multiplex GPUs, including MPS-based

spatial partition used by [10, 19, 51], virtual GPU [35], tem-

poral methods used by [19, 20, 47] and rCUDA [54]. Stud-

ies have also explored spatio-temporal sharing methods

[8, 19, 23], all of which are based on MPS. These methods

require frequent adjustments of partition sizes at the process

level to accommodate the highly fluctuating workloads, lead-

ing to significant time overhead. Moreover, due to the static

allocation enforced by MPS, they are unable to exceed the

resource limits of a single instance to handle burst workloads

instantaneously. Thus, a non-negligible gap exists to sup-

port fine-grained GPU provisioning on demand in current

serverless DL systems.

2.3 Fragmented GPU Resourcing in Serverless
With current monotonous elasticity, existing serverless DL

systems are prone to produce GPU fragments. We make the

following observations of the fragment sources:

Observation-1: GPUoverprovisioning.With static GPU

allocation for DL functions, each instance is easy to be over-

provisioned since the resource quotas are often set empiri-

cally high or assigned in a coarse-grained manner to ensure

training job completion times or meet inference SLOs. As

Table 1 shows, taking the basic resource definition with <re-
quest, limit> in Kubernetes as an example, both Exclusive-

and MPS-based allocation mechanisms can be regarded as

an equal setting of request and limit quotas. Specifically, as
shown in Figure 2(a), INFless allocates a constant 30% SM

rate to handle RoBERTa inference with a batch size of 4

at maximum, while this SM quota cannot be reallocated to

other instances dynamically, though the workload is low.

Figure 2(b) shows the average GPU utilization in terms of

SM and memory, which is much lower than the actual allo-

cated GPU resource quotas, especially under the exclusive

allocation [7, 18, 22].

Observation-2: GPU idling of serverless serving. In
distributed training, each worker needs to communicate

to synchronize gradients. Since this process does not con-

sume GPU compute resources, it results in significant GPU

idling time. As shown in Figure 2(a), the GPU idling time ex-

ceeds 40%, in which a 4-worker GPT2-large training task

utilizes PyTorch.DDP [32] and NCCL [36]. We also fine-

tune LLaMA2-7B with pipeline parallelism via DeepSpeed

[34] and each worker yields nearly 20% GPU idling SM as

shown in Figure 2(b). As for distributed inference, works

like [15, 25, 29, 53] introduce model parallelism to serverless,

which undoubtedly leads to substantial bubble time due to

pipeline execution characteristics.

Observation-3: Keep-alive strategy for serverless in-
ference tasks. Keep-alive is adopted in serverless DL sys-

tems [19, 27, 42, 51] to balance cold start overheads, and also

becomes an important source to exacerbate fragmentation.

As shown in Figure 2(a), we simulated the workload traces

according to Faaswap[54], which indicates that less than 85%

of functions are invoked per minute on average in Alibaba.
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Table 1. Comparison of GPU provisioning in serverless. Dilu

allows the definition of unequal request and limit quotas dur-
ing profiling and dynamically adjusts resource provisioning

based on real-time demand.

Mechanism Req/Lim Allocation Resourcing

Exclusive equal,1 - static

MPS equal,<1 profiling-based static

Dilu unequal,<1 profiling-based On-Demand

Two keep-alive inference function instances only handle 3-4

requests within a nearly-50s lifecycle. It means the keep-

alive strategy brings over 95% of resource waste in the time

dimension.

Implications. The GPU fragmentation and allocation

limitation pull down the elasticity and deployment density

[11] of serverless DL functions, increasing both user and

provider costs. We argue that a proper GPU resourcing-on-

demand mechanism is imperative and essential for current

serverless DL serving.

2.4 Motivation and Challenges
Insight: Introspective Elasticity. Introspective Elastic-

ity (IE) is a specialized mechanism for GPU resourcing-on-

demand. It refers to a holistic and novel GPU provisioning

paradigm tailored for serverless DL functions, which pro-

vides fine-grained, continuous and adaptive GPU resources.

Unlike current horizontal-only elasticity in serverless [19,

51], which merely provides discrete GPU provisioning and

focuses solely on eliminating external resource fragments,

IE expands it by dynamically multiplexing internal GPU

fragments of instances according to real-time kernel-level

workloads, to maximize GPU utilization.

IE requires the system to identify static GPU fragments,

which provides the opportunity to eliminate them with the

collocation method. It also emphasizes the need to efficiently

reuse dynamic fragments generated by varying workloads.

More importantly, these two capabilities ought to be coordi-

nated to effectively manage bursty workloads.

Preliminary Verification. We verify this idea through a

toy experiment using Exclusive and Collocation setups with

serverless functions: the Exclusive setup involves 4 GPUs, 3

GPUs for training and 1 GPU for inference. In contrast, the

Collocation mode occupies only 3 GPUs, each collocating a

training worker and an inference worker (vertical scaling).

For the collocation case, requests are loaded balance to 3

inference workers (horizontal scaling). The results in sub-

figures 2(c) and 2(d) show that on top of saving 25% of GPU

resources, the co-scaling mechanism effectively improves

inference throughput by 46% with QoS guarantees while

merely decreasing throughout of the collocated training task

by 5.2% at RPS=256.

Profiler

Developer

Control 
Plane
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Plane

Scaling 
Plane

User

Global Scaler
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Figure 3. The system architecture of Dilu.

Challenges. IE is carried out by essential co-scaling but

builds on indispensable profiling and scheduling. However,

building such a serverless DL system with IE support is non-

trivial. Challenge 1: It is costly and difficult to precisely

measure the basic GPU resource quotas required to guar-

antee QoS for each DL function. The profiling result helps

prevent overprovisioning and converts previously internal

GPU fragments of DL functions into external resources for

potential reassignment. Diverse factors, including DL func-

tion types or priorities, varying model sizes, and complex

execution patterns (e.g., batching for inference), exacerbate

the profiling sampling spaces. Challenge 2: It requires wise
scheduling to reuse GPU fragments and make collocation

decisions efficiently. The real-time fluctuations of function

workloads and the cluster’s resource status expand the sched-

uling and collocation search space, making it challenging

to achieve multiple objectives simultaneously (e.g., defrag-

mentation, QoS guarantees). Challenge 3: A deliberate and

cross-layer coordination mechanism is needed to handle re-

source contention of collocated tasks. For example, under the

high RPS (e.g., 256 and 512), there exist serious inference SLO

violations in Figure 2(c) and training throughput decrease

in Figure 2(d), caused by blunt high-level horizontal scaling

and disordered low-level vertical scaling.

3 System Design
This section outlines the design of Dilu. We first describe

the system’s execution workflow (Section 3.1), followed by

detailed explanations of key components. Section 3.2 profiles

resources to identify available GPU fragments. Section 3.3

involves GPU allocation principles from the global sched-

uler’s perspective. Lastly, Section 3.4 presents the core 2D

co-scaling mechanism for GPU resourcing-on-demand.

3.1 Architecture Overview
Dilu is a serverless DL system with introspective elasticity

support for GPU resourcing-on-demand. It collocates DL

functionswith resource-complementarity concerns to reduce
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GPU fragments, and adaptively adjusts GPU provisioning

to guarantee QoS. The system architecture is depicted in

Figure 3. It consists of a control plane, a scaling plane, and a

serving plane.

The Control Plane. It takes charge of DL task profiling,

deploying, scheduling and request dispatching. Users submit

DL function programs with pre-defined QoS descriptions to

the system ❶. Specifically, we generally consider training

throughput and inference latency as QoS objectives. The

profiler acquires resource plans with pruning-search trials, as

resourcing metadata referred by scheduling. After profiling,

developers deploy functions to the gateway ❷, which then

forwards them to the scheduler. The scheduler manages

instance deployment requirements of DL tasks adhering to

several principles. The gateway dispatches all internal and

external API requests to the target modules.

The Scaling Plane. It mainly provides an adaptive 2D co-

scaling service in horizontal and vertical dimensions, deliv-

ering a practical introspective elasticity for GPU resourcing-

on-demand. The global scaler informs the scheduler to carry

out horizontal scaling of DL functions, including launching

and terminating instances ❸. The local scaler is distributed

in each GPU server. It dynamically adjusts the compute re-

source of functions by resizing up or down the SM quotas

to ensure QoS and improve GPU utilization. Putting them

together, as the external invocation workloads increase ❹,

the two-layer scaling will initiate a fast scaling-up and a lazy

scaling-out process to deal with bursty workloads and reduce

cold starts. Conversely, while the workloads decrease, a fast

scaling-down joint with lazy scaling-in will be triggered.

The Serving Plane. The DL functions are running as

instances in the serving plane with shared GPUs and other

cloud resources, to handle dispatched requests ❺. The func-

tions may employ multiple GPUs or servers for large-scale

LLM computations.

3.2 Multi-Factor Profiling
Dilu profiles three key resourcing factors of DL tasks, includ-

ing the GPU SM rate (SMR), memory size and inference batch

size (IBS), for ensuring QoS. The SMR directly influences

training throughput and inference latency. The memory size

is usually a constant due to the memory pool management

in DL frameworks. The IBS plays a major role as the request

batching can improve throughput significantly [2, 3, 8, 51].

Inspired by the resource quota definition like CPU and

host memory in Kubernetes[1], Dilu adopts a similar <re-
quest, limit> mechanism for SMR quotas, while memory

size remains the same due to its steady demand. The re-
quest quota denotes the minimum compute resource require-

ment to ensure QoS (e.g., 80% exclusive training throughput,

<100ms inference SLO) and the limit indicates the optimal

cost-effective quota value, approximately reaching marginal

effect points (e.g., near-exclusive training throughput with

Table 2. Inference function profiling comparison for models

(a)-(d) as illustrated in Figure 4. The number represents pro-

filing iterations, approximately 30s per trial.

Baseline a b c d Method

Traversal 60 60 60 60 pre-running

INFless[51] 20 40 40 30 prediction

GPUlet[8] 16 16 16 16 pre-running

Dilu 8 6 6 9 pre-running

least compute resource, adaptive for burst inference work-

loads with SLO ensurance). Leveraging this mechanism, ac-

tual allocated SMR can be continuously adjusted between

request and limit, effectively avoiding task starvation and

GPU overprovisioning.

Training Profiling.Dilu employs a binary searchmethod

to iteratively seek the request and limit quotas of SM. The

profiler records exclusive throughput 𝑇1 with ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ (=100%,

firstly) SMR and 𝑇2 with 𝑚𝑖𝑑 (=50%) SMR quota (𝑙𝑜𝑤 = 0

indicates zero throughput and is therefore omitted). If 𝑇2 is

less than 𝑇1 ∗ 𝑝 , indicating underprovisioned GPU compute

resources, the 𝑙𝑜𝑤 value is set to𝑚𝑖𝑑 . Otherwise, the ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ

value is set to𝑚𝑖𝑑 . The profiling ends until the 𝑇𝑖 satisfies

𝑇1 ∗ 𝑝 ± 2%. The SMR for𝑇𝑖 serves as the request quota when
𝑝 is set to 80% and the limit quota when 𝑝 = 100%.

Inference Profiling.We adopt a novel Hybrid Growth

Search Strategy to search the most cost-efficient settings of

<SMR, IBS>. Although SMR is positively related to through-

put, we observemarginal effects when increasing it, as shown

in Figure 4. For example, there is merely a 2% throughput

boost for RoBERTa-large model with IBS = 4, while increas-

ing SMR doublely from 50% to 100%. Thus, we introduce the

throughput efficacy (TE) metric, defined as TE =
Throughput

SMR
=

IBS

𝑡exec ·SMR

2
to denote throughput per SM unit. As illustrated in

Figure 4, all the tested models form a convex surface in the

three-dimensional space of ⟨IBS, SMR,TE⟩. With this strat-

egy, IBS iteratively increases by doubling during profiling,

while SMR increases linearly by a fixed rate (i.e., 10 units).

While some untested models may not conform to the ex-

pected convex surface, the QoS is assured since the search

process is established on the premise of meeting SLOs. Fi-

nally, the star in each subfigure of Figure 4 contains the

optimal SMR, marked as the request quota. We empirically

set the limit quota at twice of request to accommodate bursty

workloads.

Profiling Efficiency. As Table 2 demonstrates, Dilu out-

stands all baselines in search iteration times, 0.7-1.7× speedup
compared with the traversal method, and 1-3.3× to the SOTA
GPUlet [8]. INFless [51] may sustain lower accuracy due to

model decomposition and operator time prediction.

2
We adhere to 𝑡exec = SLO/2 like INFless [51], to account for additional

overheads caused by communication, batching waiting, preprocessing, etc.
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(a) Resnet152 (b) RoBERTa-large (c) GPT2-large (d) LLaMA2-7B

Figure 4. Throughput efficiency under varying SM rates and batch sizes for inference models with specific SLO targets. The

star indicates the optimal configuration pair <IBS, SMR>, blue points denote configurations meeting SLOs, red crosses indicate

SLO violations, and the black solid line shows the forward path with the dashed line representing blocked paths.

3.3 Resourcing-Complementary Scheduling
The scheduler manages the GPU allocation plans of DL func-

tions at the cluster level, and makes collocation decisions.

The primary goal is to improve GPU cluster utilization and

aggregate throughput, increasing the deployment density

[11] of DL tasks with QoS guarantees. The objective is for-

malized in Equation 1, minimizing the number of GPUs used,

where 𝑛 represents the number of GPUs in the cluster, and

𝑔𝑖 = 1 indicates GPU 𝑖 is occupied, otherwise idle. Con-

straint 2 ensures that each function instance 𝑓𝑗 is allocated

to at least one GPU, where𝑚 denotes the number of all in-

stances and 𝑓𝑖 𝑗 = 1 indicates 𝑓𝑗 occupies GPU 𝑖 . Constraint

3 ensures that the execution time of 𝑓𝑗 (compute resource

requirements) meets the corresponding QoS𝑄 𝑗 . Constraint 4

ensures that the total memory usage of collocated instances

remains within the limit of a single GPU card. Constraint 5

ensures that GPU 𝑖 is marked as occupied if it is assigned

any 𝑓𝑗 .

min
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑔𝑖 (1)

s.t.
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑖 𝑗 ≥ 1, ∀𝑗 = 1, . . . ,𝑚, (2)

𝑡 (𝑓𝑗 ) ≤ 𝑄 𝑗 , ∀𝑗 = 1, . . . ,𝑚, (3)

𝑚∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑀 (𝑓𝑖 𝑗 ) <= 𝑀 (𝑔𝑖 ), (4)

𝑔𝑖 = 1 if

𝑚∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑓𝑖 𝑗 ≥ 1 else 𝑔𝑖 = 0, (5)

𝑓𝑖 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1}, ∀𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛,∀𝑗 = 1, . . . ,𝑚. (6)

The scheduling can be regarded as a 2D bin-packing prob-

lem, by coordinating SMR (with IBS) and memory size. It is

a well-known NP-complete problem, hence Dilu adopts a

heuristic greedy Algorithm 1 to reduce complexity, which

adheres to the following three principles.

Func-a instance-1 Func-a instance-2

Func-b instance-1 Func-c instance-1

timeline
SM

R

(a) Without workload affinity

Func-a instance-1

Func-b instance-1

timeline

SM
R

Func-a instance-2

Func-b instance-2

(b) With workload affinity

Figure 5. Workload-affinity effect comparison.

Principle-1: Reducing laggers with affinity-first col-
location. Each DL function may differ in its characteristics

and workload, and impact the SM consumption accordingly.

Random scheduling may lead to situations shown in Fig-

ure 5(a), where the resources allocated to instances of train-

ing Func-a vary differently. It results in a severe barrel effect

since the training speed depends on the lagger instance with

the least compute resources. Considering the runtime affin-

ity of functions, Dilu strategically collocates instances with

similar workloads (line 11-12) to reduce the impact of the

barrel effect. Specifically, instances of the same function

(e.g., instance-1/2 of Func-a) often keep analogous loads or

SM consumption trends. Thus, as Figure 5(b) shows, Dilu

tends to collocate the running instance-2 of Func-a with

newly launched instance-2 of Func-b, instead of conflicting

instances of Func-c. Thus, it mitigates the impact of the barrel

effect and prevents elastic scheduling failures.

Principle-2: Defragmentation throughResourceCom-
plementarity. Dilu considers both SM and memory re-

sources to maximize GPU utilization (the SelectOptGPU func-

tion in lines 19-29). The bestScore corresponds to the GPU

with the minimum weighted fragmentation. For models that

fit within a single GPU fragment, we employ a best-fit strat-

egy. For larger models (e.g., LLMs) that exceed a single GPU

fragment, we adopt amemory-basedworst-fit strategywhich

prioritizes choosing GPUs with the most remaining memory,

to minimize pipeline stages and reduce end-to-end latency.

If no GPU fragments are available, a new GPU instance will

be allocated (line 15-16).
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Algorithm 1 Heuristic GPU Scheduling Algorithm

1: Input:
2: 𝐺𝑎𝑐𝑡 : Active GPUs with at least one deployed function.

3: 𝑚 𝑗 , 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗
, 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗
, 𝑛 𝑗 : Resource requirements and number of GPUs

needed for function 𝐹 𝑗 .

4: Ω, 𝛾,𝑀𝑖 : Max allowable sums of SM requests and limits ratios, and

memory on each GPU.

5: Output:
6: 𝐼 ∗: Set of optimal GPUs for deployment.

7: function ScheduleInstances

8: while True do
9: Accept the deployment request for 𝐹 𝑗 and initialize 𝐼 ∗ ← ∅.
10: for 𝑘 ← 1 to 𝑛 𝑗 do
11: 𝐺𝑊𝐴 ← GPUs hosting instances with high workload-affinity.

12: 𝑖∗ ← SelectOptGPU(𝐺𝑊𝐴, 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗
, 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗
,Ω, 𝛾 )

13: if 𝑖∗ == −1 then ⊲ Select from the GPUs without WA

14: 𝑖∗ ← SelectOptGPU(𝐺𝑎𝑐𝑡 \𝐺𝑊𝐴, 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗
, 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗
,Ω, 𝛾 )

15: if 𝑖∗ == −1 then ⊲ No available active GPU

16: 𝑖∗ ← Start a new GPU instance

17: Update resource info of𝐺𝑖∗ for 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗
and 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗

18: 𝐼 ∗ ← 𝐼 ∗ ∪ {𝑖∗}
return 𝐼 ∗

19: function SelectOptGPU(𝐺𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 , 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗
, 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗
, Ω, 𝛾 ,𝑚 𝑗 )

20: bestScore, 𝑖∗ ←∞, −1
21: for each 𝑖 in𝐺𝑐𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑠 do
22: 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑅𝑒𝑞𝑆𝑢𝑚 ← ∑

𝑘∈Funcs on 𝑖 𝑠𝑚
𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑘
+ 𝑠𝑚𝑟𝑒𝑞

𝑗

23: 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝐿𝑖𝑚𝑆𝑢𝑚 ← ∑
𝑘∈Funcs on 𝑖 𝑠𝑚

𝑙𝑖𝑚
𝑘
+ 𝑠𝑚𝑙𝑖𝑚

𝑗

24: 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑈𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑒 ← ∑
𝑘∈Funcs on 𝑖 𝑚𝑘 +𝑚 𝑗

25: 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 ← 𝛼 ·
(
1 − 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑅𝑒𝑞𝑆𝑢𝑚

𝑆𝑀𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙
𝑖

)
+ 𝛽 ·

(
1 − 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑈𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑒

𝑀𝑖

)
26: if 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑅𝑒𝑞𝑆𝑢𝑚 ≤ Ω and 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝐿𝑖𝑚𝑆𝑢𝑚 ≤ 𝛾 and

𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑀𝑒𝑚𝑈𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑒 ≤ 𝑀𝑖 and 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 < bestScore then
27: bestScore← 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒

28: 𝑖∗ ← 𝑖

29: return 𝑖∗

Principle-3: Balancing the oversubscription and QoS
guarantees.Higher oversubscription leads to increased func-
tion density but will cause severe performance interference.

Given the QoS guarantees, two parameters, Ω and 𝛾 (line 26),

are used respectively to restrict the maximum sum of request
and limit quotas provided per GPU. We conservatively set

these hyperparameters (e.g., Ω = 1, 𝛾 = 1.5) to minimize the

effects of oversubscription.

3.4 Adaptive 2D Co-Scaling
Dilu introduces an adaptive two-dimensional co-scalingmech-

anism, which provides dynamic and fast vertical provision-

ing (i.e., scaling up/down) elasticity and cost-effective and

lazy horizontal elasticity (i.e., scaling in/out). Compared

with horizontal-only scaling in classic serverless comput-

ing, it strengthens GPU resourcing-on-demand and provides

a smooth transition to handle fluctuating workloads, mini-

mizing the impact of cold starts. Specifically, GPU compute

provisioning quotas have shifted from traditional discrete

integers to continuous decimals (unit is # of GPU).

Figure 6. The vertical scaling workflow in Dilu.

3.4.1 Dynamic and Fast Scaling Up/Down. The vertical
scaling is responsible for throttling compute resources (i.e.,

SMs), and has two objectives: to support GPU resourcing-on-

demand at the intra-GPU level, and to facilitate a transition

to bulky horizontal scaling, as discussed in Section 3.4.2.

Since GPU drivers (e.g., NVIDIA) are often closed-source,

direct SMmanagement is unfeasible. Inspired by themonitor-

and-control mechanisms used in [19, 20, 47, 52], Dilu overall

adopts a server (Real-time CUDA Kernel Manager, RCKM)

-client (Interception Library, IL within each container) ar-

chitecture to indirectly manage SM consumption of each

instance, as illustrated in Figure 6. They cooperate to mon-

itor and restrict the launched CUDA kernels of collocated

instances that shares a single GPU. The workflow mainly

consists of the following processes:

• Kernel Intercept: CUDA kernel calls emitted by each

instance from the host CPU are first intercepted by the

Interception Library into respective queues via Linux’s

LD_PRELOAD mechanism.

• Token Request: Token represents available GPU time

for each co-located instance per period. To forward

kernels, IL first asks for tokens from the RCKM server

periodically (e.g., 5ms).

• Token Issue: RCKM issues tokens to IL based on sev-

eral factors, including<request, limit> quotas, task pri-

ority, and continuous execution cycles. We discuss it

on Algorithm 2 in detail.

• Kernel Redirect: IL determines to block (# tokens <

current kernel counts) or release (# tokens >= current

kernel counts) CUDA kernels for execution.

The Algorithm 2 details introspective vertical elasticity,

explaining how dynamic GPU provisioning works for each

DL instance. The motivation stems from observations via

Nsight System [39], where we note that SM contentionwould

prolong the kernel launching cycle (KLC) time within an iter-

ation
3
, e.g., from 25ms to 50ms for RoBERTa-large inference.

3
We consider one iteration to encompass a forward and backward propa-

gation for training tasks, as well as a single batch execution for inference

tasks.
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Therefore, the core idea is to dynamically allocate GPU to-

kens for collocated instances on the same GPUs based on

KLC changes of high-priority task instances, without moni-

toring reactive metrics from the application layer.

Specifically, when the calculated KLC increases signifi-

cantly (line 14), it implies either a bursty workload of it-

self or overly aggressive GPU provisioning for its collo-

cated instances. Then RCKM sets the global variable state to
𝐸𝑀𝐸𝑅𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐶𝑌 and fast resizes up its issued tokens (line 15).

Accordingly, the collocated instances are temporarily resized

down based on the KLC variation (line 26-27). Only the cur-

rent instance can reset or modify the 𝐸𝑀𝐸𝑅𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐶𝑌 state.

Next, we explain the dynamicity. If no kernels have been

launched recently, then the instance will scale down (line 16-

17). And if its collocated instances have not launched kernels

recently, its quotas will gradually be increased (line 18-19).

Otherwise, RCKM will maintain the current provisioning

plans in the relatively stable CONTENTION state.

Discussion. Different from previous spatio-temporal GPU

sharing methods in [8, 19, 23], which all depend on static

MPS [38] allocation technique, Dilu enables basic spatial

sharing via collocation and fine-grained token issuing man-

agement based on pre-profiled <request, limit> meta-quota

to avoid task starvation and GPU overprovisioning. In the

temporal dimension, it dynamically allocates tokens between

<request, limit> from a global perspective (RCKM), ensur-

ing high utilization of the entire GPU. Moreover, Dilu relies

on the isolation properties of containers for security, pro-

viding reliable protection for multi-tenant services. As for

fault tolerance, Dilu leverages the classic restart strategy in

serverless.

3.4.2 Lazy Scaling Out/In. Dilu also facilitates introspec-

tive horizontal scaling, effectively integrating it with vertical

scaling to amplify system resilience.

Classic horizontal-only scaling (e.g., FaST-GS [19]) launches

or terminates function instances reactively as workloads in-

crease or drop. Advanced approaches (e.g., INFless [51] and

Azure Serverless [42]) calculate pre-warming and keep-alive

duration based on prior knowledge to associate workload pre-

diction with pre-provisioning. However, due to short-term

unpredictability, these strategies still incur significant cold

start overheads caused by the slow and bulky deployment

of large DL functions. It also leads to severe SLO violations.

Instead, Dilu strengthens horizontal scaling in cooperation

with fast vertical scaling to manage the burst workloads.

Specifically, Dilu handles sudden workload increases by

first triggering fast scaling-up, adaptively delaying the scaling-

out execution and avoiding cold starts caused by few-second-

level bursty requests. The global scaler maintains a sliding

window (i.e., size=40s) for each function to guide the hori-

zontal scaling. If at least 𝜙out RPS values within the window

exceed the serving throughput of deployed instances (ac-

quired from profiling), the scaler informs the scheduler to

Algorithm 2 Fast Scale-up/down Control Algorithm

1: Input:
2: 𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 : Maximum number of tokens that can be issued.

3: 𝑅𝑊 : Kernel rate windows for instances.

4: 𝑅current: Current kernel execution rate.

5: 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡, 𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑡 : Request/limit rate for the instance.

6: 𝑇𝑦𝑝𝑒 : Type of the instance (e.g., SLO-sensitive).

7: 𝑇current,𝑇min: Current and minimum recorded KLCs.

8: Output:
9: 𝑅issue: Issued tokens of the instance during this cycle.

10: function IssueToken

11: Shift Rate Window 𝑅𝑊 [𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 ] with 𝑅current.

12: if Type is SLO-sensitive then
13: Δ𝑇 =

𝑇current−𝑇min

𝑇
min

⊲ Calculate the relative change

14: if Δ𝑇 > 𝜂𝑣𝑖𝑜𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 then ⊲ Trigger protective logic, scale up

15: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑅issue ← 𝐸𝑀𝐸𝑅𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐶𝑌,𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑡

16: else if sum(𝑅𝑊 [𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 ] ) == 0 then ⊲ Scale down

17: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑅issue ← 𝑅𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐸𝑅𝑌,𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡
18: else if sum(𝑅𝑊 [𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠 ] ) == 0 then ⊲ Scale up

19: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑅issue ← 𝑅𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐸𝑅𝑌, 𝑅
last
∗ 𝜂𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒

20: else
21: 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑅issue ← 𝐶𝑂𝑁𝑇𝐸𝑁𝑇𝐼𝑂𝑁,𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡
22: else
23: switch 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 do
24: case 𝑁𝑂𝑁𝐸: ⊲ Without collocation instances

25: 𝑅issue ← 𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑡

26: case 𝐸𝑀𝐸𝑅𝐺𝐸𝑁𝐶𝑌 : ⊲ Scale down

27: 𝑅issue ← min(𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡, 𝑅
last
)/Δ𝑇

28: case 𝑅𝐸𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐸𝑅𝑌 : ⊲ Scale up

29: 𝑅issue ← min(𝑅
last
∗ 𝜂𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒 , 𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 ∗ 𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑡 )

30: case𝐶𝑂𝑁𝑇𝐸𝑁𝑇𝐼𝑂𝑁 :

31: 𝑅issue ← 𝑅
last

launch new instances. Here, 𝜙out (i.e., 20) indicates a rela-

tively stable high workload. Conversely, to avoid frequent

restarts of new instances, a scaling-in decision is only trig-

gered if more than 𝜙in (i.e., 30) RPS values in the window

fall below the serving throughput of (# of instances - 1).

Notably, the lazy scaling-out only occupies a small portion

of GPU memory (as shown in Figure 2(b)). Due to the fast

scaling-down mechanism mentioned above, the idle SMs can

be dynamically reallocated to other collocated instances.

4 System Implementation
Prototype system. We have implemented a prototype sys-

tem based on Docker and Kubernetes, with 5k lines of code,

including 2k+ python LOC for the scheduler and 3k+ C LOC

for the scaler. Additionally, we have developed 3k+ lines

of code for simulation, evaluation and scripts. The profiler,

scheduler, and global scalers are all deployed within contain-

ers. Dilu is compatible with any CUDA-based programming

framework like [14, 17, 31].

Serverless DL Functions. In the system, we build a DL

function with model-parameter files, an execution entry

script and groups of DL runtimes, including Pytorch, trans-

formers, or deepspeed libraries. We also pack IL with each

DL function and add its path to the /etc/ld.so.preload file.
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Profiler. It receives DL function images provided by devel-

opers. The profiling script varies SMR viaCUDA_MPS_ACTIVE-
_THREAD_PERCENTAGE of MPS [38] API to allocate differ-

ent compute resources for each pre-running instance.

Scaler. The local vertical scaler on each node establishes

a Unix domain socket with IL hooked into each instance. It

then receives accumulated kernel counts and sends tokens. IL

intercepts cuLaunchKernel,cuLaunchCooperativeKernel, and
other related APIs. Notably, both tokens and kernels are

measured in units of CUDA kernel blocks. Each GPU device is

managed by a separate POSIX thread. The global horizontal
scaler periodically (e.g., every 1 second) retrieves workload

information from the Application Layer Gateway.

Scheduler. The scheduler accesses the resource require-
ment metadata of each function from the profiler and al-

locates ip_address, GPU index, port for launched instances.

For distributed DL function instances, we leverage NCCL
[36] to communicate and adopt the accelerate [13] library for

the LLM model partition. All instances run on the NVIDIA
Docker runtime.

5 Evaluation
5.1 Methodology
Experiment testbed. We set up an environment of a self-

hosted, five-worker Kubernetes (v1.23.4) cluster, each equipped

with 4 NVIDIA A100-40GB-PCIE GPUs. Each node is based

on PyTorch v1.11, DeepSpeed v0.11.1, NCCL v2.10.3, NVIDIA

driver v515.105.01, CUDA v11.7 and Docker v24.0.5.

Workloads. Several popular DL models are selected for

evaluation, including ResNet152 [24], VGG19 [43] from com-

puter vision, and BERT-base [9], RoBERTa-large [28], GPT2-

large [40] from natural language processing, and LLAMA2-

7B [30], ChatGLM3-6B [12] of the thriving LLM family. The

model parameters range from 0.2GB to 12.6GB.

For training, we adopt the torch.DDP [32] for medium-

and small-size models, and DeepSpeed pipeline-parallelism

[34] for LLM fine-tuning. For inference, several workload

patterns are considered, including Poisson distribution (used

by [2, 3, 44, 56]), Gamma distribution (used by FastServe [48]),

and three typical traces from Azure Function’s Production

Traces [42]: Bursty, Sporadic, and Periodic (used by INFless

[51]).

To study the large-scale performance (Section 5.5), we sim-

ulate a cluster of 1,000 nodes, each equipped with 4 GPUs.

We generate 3,200 DL instances of varying types in the clus-

ter, with the distribution of training, LLM inference, and

non-LLM inference instances by a ratio of 2:2:6.

Metrics. Training throughput (e.g. images/s of computer

vision models, tokens/s of natural language processing mod-

els), latency (e.g., p50/p95) and SLO violation rate (SVR), cold

start count (CSC) of inferences are measured. For the LLM

inferences, the average time-per-output-token of requests is

regarded as LLM latency.

Baselines. They are chosen for both GPU- and cluster-

level comparisons. At the GPU level, the baselines include:

• Exclusive: All GPUs are allocated exclusively to DL

function instances via pass-through.

• NVIDIA MPS [38]: The official NVIDIA GPU sharing

mechanism is widely used in serverless DL systems

[10, 19, 51].MPS-l (MPS with limit quotas from Dilu

profiling) andMPS-r (MPS with request quotas from
Dilu profiling) are used for comparisons.

• FaST-GS [19]: A typical spatio-temporal GPU sharing

method, specifically designed for serverless DL infer-

ence, relies on MPS. For fairness, we allocate the same

amount of SMR spatially as MPS-l.

• TGS [47]: A transparent GPU sharing method, improv-

ing opportunistic job throughput while guaranteeing

productive jobs.

At the cluster level, the baselines include:

• Exclusive: It is used by [7, 18, 22, 33] to allocate GPUs
exclusively for DL functions, which is a common basic

scheme in Kubernetes.

• FaST-GS+ [19], INFless+ [47]: Two serverless infer-

ence systems based on MPS improve serving through-

puts. We extend them to support training scheduling

as FaST-GS+ and INFless+.

5.2 Vertical Scaling Performance
High GPU utilization and aggregate throughput. We

analyze the vertical scaling performance in Dilu on three typ-

ical collocation cases. Experiments show that Dilu effectively

achieves GPU resourcing-on-demand, dynamically adjusting

resource provisioning while ensuring QoS. Dilu outperforms

all the GPU sharing baselines, and is close to the Exclusive

mode which occupies more GPUs and generates an amount

of resource fragmentation.

Training-inference collocation. As shown in Figure 7,

compared to the Exclusive, Dilu achieves only 1.24× p50 and
1.28× p95 latencies on average along with 97.2% Exclusive’

throughput, while saving 50% of GPU resources. TGS shows

similar inference performance and sub-optimal p95 latency

of all, but it nearly stops the collocated training functions.

Because TGS simply prioritizes the high-priority inference

instance to execute first, slowly and incrementally increases

execution opportunities for another low-priority instance

through trial. It may not lead to starvation, but it lacks the

mechanism of adapting to highly hybrid and fluctuated DL

workloads. MPS-r results in higher inference tail latencies

and lower training throughput due to its static and conserva-

tive resource provisioning. Compared to the average p50 and

p95 latencies of MPS-l and MPS-r, Dilu obtains reductions

of 35% and 25%, and 13% and 21%, respectively. Especially,

the LLaMA2-7B inference instance is deployed using four

fragmented GPUs, except the Exclusive baseline. We can see
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(a) Inference latency: the dark and light bars resprsent p50/p95, and the mean

RPS from left to right is 35, 20, 10 and 3, respectively.

(b) Collocated training throughput: error bars represent standard deviation.

Figure 7. Training-Inference collocation performance.

(a) Inference latency under the bursty distribution, and the scaling factor of

the initial burst workload from left to right is 4,6,6,4 respectively.

(b) Collocated inference latency under the Poisson distribution, and the mean

RPS from left to right is 20, 30, 20 and 3, respectively.

Figure 8. Inference-Inference collocation performance.

that Dilu balances training throughput and inference latency,

achieving the highest aggregate performance.

Inference-inference collocation.
In this case, Dilu still keeps the best performance and con-

sistently attains higher GPU utilization than other baselines.

The inference performance in Figure 8(a) almost aligns with

Figure 7(a), with the only difference that MPS-l performs

better than MPS-r due to less resource contention in cur-

rent collocation mode. In Figure 8(b), TGS’s average p50 and

p95 latencies are 442× and 405× of Dilu respectively, due to

its conservative and speculative sharing mechanism previ-

ously mentioned. Compared to MPS-l in Figure 8(b), Dilu

reduces the average p95 by 25% through fast vertical scaling

to manage bursty workloads. In Figure 8(b), the p95 latency

of LLaMA2-7B inference with Dilu is slightly higher (less

than 6%) than MPS-l, due to the relatively fair token issuing

to ensure SLOs of both collocated instances. Additionally, we

include comparisons with FaST-GS, a spatio-temporal shar-

ing mechanism. Since it relies onMPS, its performance upper

limit matches that of MPS-l only when compute resources

are not temporally shared. However, frequent collection of

CUDA Event time statistics and the prioritized dequeuing

mechanism for temporal sharing introduce significant over-

head, leading to higher latency than MPS-l in most cases, as

shown by the green bars. This gap becomes negligible for

smaller models, such as Bert-base and VGG19.

Training-training collocation. On average, Dilu achieves
176% of the aggregate training throughput of Exclusive, out-

performing all other baselines. As shown in Figure 9, Dilu

is 10%-14% and 3%-14% higher than MPS-l and MPS-r. We

Figure 9. Training-Training collocation performance: the

bottom bars represent the left models.

also observe intense SM contention in the RoBERTa and

BERT collocation case, resulting in lower throughput for

MPS-l compared to MPS-r. TGS still prioritizes high-priority

tasks, but the performance of collocated low-priority tasks

is severely affected.

Fast adaptivity. Under fluctuating Gamma distribution

workloads, Dilu guarantees SLOs like the Exclusive setup

and surpasses other baselines, thanks to the fast scaling-

up capability of RCKM. The p95 latencies of Dilu on the

smaller RoBERTa-large model are only 6%-29% higher than

the Exclusive in Figure 10(a), and 7%-9% higher on the bigger

GPT2-large model in Figure 10(b). However, MPS-l and MPS-

r both show an exponential growth trend as the Coefficients

of Variation (CV) increase due to static resource provisioning.

Specifically, at CV=6, the p95 of MPS-l and MPS-r are 2.08×
and 4.76× higher respectively than Dilu, while Dilu is only

9% higher than Exclusive.

Adaptive kernel issuing. In Figure 13, we explore kernel

issuing traces of <RoBERTa-large, LLaMA2-7B> case in Fig-

ure 7 and <GPT2-large, RoBERTa-large> case when CV = 5



Dilu: Enabling GPU Resourcing-on-Demand for Serverless DL Serving via IE ASPLOS ’25, March 30–April 3, 2025, Rotterdam, Netherlands

0.001 1 2 3 4 5 6
CV

0

200

400

600

800

1000

P9
5 

La
te

nc
y(

m
s)

Exclusive
Dilu
MPS-r
MPS-l

(a) RoBERTa-large with RPS=64

0.001 1 2 3 4 5 6
CV

0

200

400

600

800

1000

P9
5 

La
te

nc
y 

(m
s)

Exclusive
Dilu
MPS-r
MPS-l

(b) GPT2-large with RPS=48

Figure 10. Inference latency under gamma distributions,

collocated with Bert-base and RoBERTa-large training in-

stances, respectively.
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Figure 11. Vertical scaling overhead.

in Figure 10(b). When the workload is low (average 10 req/s,

as shown in Figure 13(a)), Dilu maintains a low normalized

kernel issuing ratio for the inference instance, allowing the

collocated training to utilize more SMs. However, MPS-r still

keeps a relatively high ratio for inference, resulting in an

overall training throughput decrease of 15% than Dilu. Fig-

ure 14 further illustrates total issuing kernel counts in this

case, where the purple trace indicates that Dilu maintains

the highest GPU utilization. Under the fluctuating workload

shown in Figure 13(b), Dilu consistently provides more to-

kens than MPS-r, which explains why the p95 of MPS-r is

3.1× higher than Dilu.

Negligible vertical scaling overhead. Figure 11(a) demon-

strates that the average throughput loss for different train-

ing models with vertical scaling is below 1%. Similarly, Fig-

ure 11(b) reveals negligible overhead in inference perfor-

mance, even as the number of managed instances on a single

GPU increases.

Sensitivity analysis. Figure 18(b) shows the impact of the

𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛 size in RCKMonDL performance. A conservative

setting severely affects the collocated instances, while an

excessively high setting causes interference, particularly in

inference tasks.

5.3 Co-Scaling Performance
Low SLO violation rate and few cold starts. As shown in

Table 3, Dilu stands out with the co-scaling support, achiev-

ing the lowest SVR and the fewest CSC, while significantly

savingGPU costs and ensuringQoS. Specifically, Dilu achieves

an average SVR of 4.7%, reducing CSC by 75%-77% and

Figure 12. Trace analysis on co-scaling performance. SVR

denotes the SLO violation rate.

Table 3. Horizontal scaling performance. CSC represents

cold start counts. SVR denotes SLO violation rate. SGTmeans

saved GPU time.

Trace Baseline CSC SVR(%) SGT

Bursty

FaST-GS+ 40 10.79 715.4s

INFless+ 27 6.28 433.6s

Dilu 7 1.79 -

Periodic

FaST-GS+ 41 19.25 650.4s

INFless+ 27 11.09 346.8s

Dilu 11 9.85 -

Sporadic

FaST-GS+ 4 7.57 65.0s

INFless+ 11 5.17 216.8s

Dilu 1 2.33 -

SVR by 46%-67%, compared to INFless+ and FaST-GS+, re-

spectively. FaST-GS+’s eager scaling-out strategy and static

scaling-up capability result in a high SVR. INFless+ slightly

reduces CSC using prior knowledge but maintains a group

of keep-alive instances, leading to substantial GPU waste.

Smooth transition. The co-scaling mechanism brings a

smooth transition to guarantee inference SLOs. To investi-

gate further, we record and analyze the serving trace under

bursty workloads, as shown in Figure 12.

At certain periods, e.g., framed 200-240 seconds, there ex-

ists a workload surge as the top subfigure shows. The fast

scaling-up capability provided by RCKM ensures sufficient

resource provisioning for these large number of instanta-

neous requests, thereby securing enough response time to

scale out new instances, as indicated by the increase of in-

stance count around 225 seconds in the medium subfigure.

Low horizontal scaling overhead. Regarding the sched-
uling overhead, Dilu generates scheduling decisions for 3,200

instances concurrently within 1.12 seconds. For real-world
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Figure 13. Kernel issuing traces analysis. The normalized kernel ratio denotes inference kernel counts divided by the total

kernel counts of all collocated tasks.
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Figure 14. Total kernel counts comparison.

workloads, the scaling overhead of each instance is less than

1 ms.

5.4 End-to-End Scheduling Performance
Few resource fragments andhigh throughput. To demon-

strate the effectiveness of our scheduling mechanism, we

submit 4 training functions at different times, including 2

with 2-workers and 2 with 4-workers, along with three infer-

ence functions with varying workloads (specifically, bursty,

periodic, and Poisson distributions). Figure 15 shows the

end-to-end results. Although Exclusive achieves the best

DL performance, it requires 1.5× GPUs compared to Dilu.

INFless+-r performs poorly due to its lower-bound resource

allocation. INFless+-l achieves comparable training perfor-

mance to Dilu but occupies three more GPUs. Figure 16

reveals that Dilu obtains the highest aggregate throughput

(i.e., the inference RPS or training throughput divided by

the resources they occupy, following a similar definition as

INFless [51]). Specifically, it achieves 3.8×, 2.8×, and 2.3×
the performance of Exclusive, INFless+-l, and INFless+-r in

inference, and 2.5×, 2.1×, and 1.2× in training.

Ablation study.Without RC, though there is a slight gain
in SVR, it requires one additional GPU due to the lack of a

distributed deployment strategy for LLM instances. Without

WA, a slight decline in both training and inference perfor-

mance occurs due to the barrel effect. Without VS, as train-
ing infringes on more compute resources, a slight reduction

in overall training Job Completion Time (JCT) is observed.

However, the average and maximum inference SVR increase

by 158% and 203%, respectively, compared to Dilu.
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Figure 15. End-to-end performance comparison and com-

ponent analysis of Dilu in local cluster. The error bar in (a)

represents the standard deviation of all inference function’s

SVRs and each boxplot of (b) is constructed based on all nor-

malized training JCT relative to the Exclusive. -RC: without

resource complementarity and multi-GPU LLM deployment;

-WA: without workload affinity; -VS: without vertical scaling.

Figure 16. Aggregate throughput performance comparison.

5.5 Large Scale Cluster Simulation
Minimal GPU occupancy and least resource fragmen-
tation. The results in Figure 17 indicate that Dilu maintains

the lowest memory and SM fragmentation, thereby minimiz-

ing GPU occupancy. Compared to Exclusive and INFless+-l,

Dilu reduces costs by 30% and 23% respectively, at a scale of

3,200 instances. The bottom of Figure 17 presents the varia-

tion in GPU count over time, corresponding to the dynamic

launching and termination of instances. The consistently

lower purple line indicates that Dilu keeps the most efficient

GPU occupying. Meanwhile, Exclusive and INFless+-l ex-

hibit an increasing gap in GPU usage compared to Dilu as

the number of instances grows.

Sensitivity analysis. Figure 18(a) is based on the 3,200

instances. As the oversubscription coefficient increases, re-

source fragments and GPU occupancy gradually decrease,



Dilu: Enabling GPU Resourcing-on-Demand for Serverless DL Serving via IE ASPLOS ’25, March 30–April 3, 2025, Rotterdam, Netherlands

Figure 17. GPU provisioning efficiency in large-scale sim-

ulations. The dark bottom and light-striped bars represent

SM and memory fragments respectively.

(a) Oversubscription coefficient (b) Max tokens

Figure 18. Sensitivity analysis on oversubscription coeffi-

cient and max tokens. The oversubscription coefficient de-

notes the sum of limit for collocated instances.

with diminishing returns beyond 1.5. Since excessive over-

subscription can degrade QoS, we set this parameter to 1.5

in our experiments.

6 Related Work
Serverless DL Systems. In general, studies aim to simplify

deployment and reduce costs for both DL training and infer-

ence tasks through the classic horizontal elasticity of server-

less computing. LambdaML [26], Siren [46] and Cirrus [6]

build data-parallel workers with serverless functions, while

FuncPipe [29] and Hydrozoa [22] extend it to the hybrid-

parallelism pattern. Works like 𝜆DNN [50] and ElasticFlow

[18] explore to leverage serverless elasticity to accelerate

training. For inference, studies such as INFless [19, 51] fo-

cus on improving throughput. Amps [25] and Gillis [53]

enable distributed inference in serverless context. MArk [55]

and Tetris [27] enhance CPU and host memory utilization

separately to optimize resource usage. ServerlessLLM [15]

leverages memory locality to decrease the launching time

of LLM-inference functions. Considering the granularity of

serverless elasticity, these studies inevitably produce GPU re-

source fragments due to the adoption of static GPU allocation

methods and classic horizontal scaling patterns. In contrast,

Dilu enables GPU resourcing-on-demand for serverless DL

serving, leveraging fine-grained and introspective elasticity.

GPU Sharing. Previous works attempt to enable GPU

sharing in either spatial or temporal dimensions. NVIDIA

MIG [37] supports physical partitioning of GPU compute

resources, andMPS [38] offers logical partitioning by limiting

the active CUDA threads percentage per process, as adopted

by [8, 10, 19, 51]. Orion [44] designs a kernel-scheduling

mechanism to share GPU with local threads, but not suitable

in the cloud. TGS [47] and Antman [49] prioritize productive

jobs to occupy GPUs in timeshare. GPUlet [8] and FaST-GS

[19] enable spatio-temporal sharing to improve inference

throughput, while depending on static MPS and are hard to

adjust quickly in serverless context. Dilu introduces dynamic

GPU provisioning through <request, limit> quota control and
high-level scheduling to support spatio-temporal sharing.

DL Scheduling. With the rise of deep learning, many

studies focus on scheduling DL tasks to improve resource

utilization. Antman [49], Tiresias [21] and Pollux [41] con-

centrate on reducing the average JCT for training tasks while

ElasticFlow [18] and Chronus [16] are deadline-aware. For

inference workloads, although INFless [51] and FaST-GS [19]

optimize inference throughput and guarantee QoS through

existing horizontal-scaling mechanisms, they fail to fully

utilize temporal resource fragmentation. Moreover, these

works cannot adjust GPU provisioning at the 5ms granular-

ity, whereas Dilu can.

7 Conclusion and Discussion
Given the rising trends in serverless DL serving and appar-

ent inefficiencies in current GPU provisioning methods, we

present Dilu, a cross-layer and introspective design to im-

prove GPU utilization and extend the elastic scaling dimen-

sions of serverless DL systems. The adaptive 2D co-scaling

mechanism not only dynamically adjusts GPU provisioning

at the intra-instance level to minimize fragmentation, but

also enhances the capability to handle sudden workloads,

and reduces cold starts at the inter-instance level while guar-

anteeing QoS. To our knowledge, Dilu is the first serverless

DL system with dynamic and omultidimensional elasticity

for heterogeneous DL functions.

In the future, we plan to further extend Dilu to explore

more elastic serverless training and LLM serving. Addition-

ally, GPU-sharing protection will be aligned with low-level

security mechanisms.
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