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Abstract— The increasing adoption of large language models
(LLMs) necessitates inference serving systems that can deliver
both high throughput and low latency. Deploying LLMs with
hundreds of billions of parameters on memory-constrained
GPUs exposes significant limitations in static batching methods.
Current inference serving systems often treat batch sizes as fixed
hyper-parameters, hindering real-time adaptation to varying
system conditions. In this paper, we propose a dynamic batching
method that continuously monitors memory utilization and
adheres to service-level agreements (SLAs) to enable real-time
batch size configuration adjustment. The method comprises
two core components: a memory-aware batch scheduler that
dynamically allocates GPU resources and a latency feedback
mechanism that optimizes decoding processes under SLA
constraints. The numerical experiments demonstrate throughput
gains of 8% to 28% and capacity improvements of 22%
compared to traditional static batching methods, while main-
taining full compatibility with existing inference infrastructure.
These results highlight the effectiveness of dynamic batching
in balancing computational efficiency and quality-of-service
requirements for contemporary LLM deployment scenarios.
The source code of this work is publicly available at https:
//github.com/KevinLee1110/dynamic-batching.

I. INTRODUCTION

The widespread deployment of large language models
(LLMs) [1]–[7] in chatbots [8], code assistants [9], and
searching service [10] has created unprecedented demands for
efficient inference serving systems that simultaneously achieve
high throughput and low latency. In recent years, numerous
optimization techniques have been developed, attempting to
meet these demands. Strategies such as speculative decoding
[11], [12], kernel fusion [13], and key-value (KV) cache
management [14] have been proposed, alongside methods
in request and iteration scheduling [15]–[17] and distributed
strategies [18], [19]. From the perspective of batching, a
key configuration for enhancing throughput, current research
includes continuous batching [20], [21] and PagedAttention
[14], both of which aim to increase batch sizes to enhance
parallelism and throughput. However, all these traditional
methods apply static batching policy and treat batch size as a
hyper-parameter, which show limitations in handling dynamic
workloads characterized by variable request patterns, sequence
lengths, and latency requirements.

The primary limitation arises from rigid batch size man-
agement associated with static batching. Static batching
methods pre-allocate fixed resources, risking either GPU
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Fig. 1: Dynamic batching as a real-time control problem

underutilization in low-demand periods or memory overflow
during traffic surges. Even the state-of-the-art dynamic
inference serving systems focus primarily on token-level
scheduling rather than proactive batch size optimization [15],
[16]. It creates two critical bottlenecks. First, it results in
the conflict between memory efficiency and computational
throughput. Large batch size increases parallelism, which
further improves computational throughput, but also causes
memory usage to grow linearly with sequence length. Second,
it leads to the tension between computational throughput
and quality-of-service requirements. Excessive batching risks
maintaining latency compliance, directly impacting service
quality.

The real-world operational complexity intensifies these chal-
lenges. Diverse text generation tasks and application-specific
latency constraints require batch schedulers simultaneously
adapt to both hardware states and service objectives. Existing
solutions often treat batch size as a fixed hyper-parameter
while optimizing secondary factors, such as KV cache
management. It leaves untapped potential in treating batch
size as a first-class optimization decision variable for real-time
dynamic batching. Developing an effective solution requires
overcoming three key technical barriers: 1) The nonlinear
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relationship between batch size and system performance
varies significantly across model architectures; 2) frequent
batch adjustments may introduce computational overhead that
offsets throughput gains; 3) coordinating competing objectives,
e.g., preventing memory errors, maximizing throughput,
and meeting latency targets, demands robust multi-criteria
optimization under uncertainty. These challenges call for a
fundamentally new approach that dynamically optimizes batch
size configurations based on real-time system telemetry while
maintaining operational stability.

As illustrated in Fig. 1, our work repositions static batch
size hyper-parameter optimization as a real-time control
problem that dynamically maximizes LLM inference through-
put under GPU memory constraints with optional service-
level agreements (SLAs) considerations for decoding latency.
We first establish theoretical foundations and numerical
relationships between batch size configurations and real-time
throughput. Building on this analysis, we develop a memory-
aware dynamic batching model that makes time-efficient
batching decisions through continuous system monitoring.
We further propose a variant that explicitly incorporates SLA
constraints into the optimization framework. In particular,
our method remains effective in prefill-decode (PD) fusion
scenarios through adaptive chunk size determination. Nu-
merical experiments demonstrate 8% to 28% throughput
improvement over traditional static batching methods in
vLLM implementations and 22% capacity improvement under
the SLA constraints.

Our key contributions are threefold. First, we introduce a
dynamic batching method that dynamically adjusts batch
size configurations based on instantaneous system states,
effectively overcoming the limitations of static batching
methods in both SLA-constrained and unconstrained en-
vironments. Second, we develop a rigorous mathematical
model that characterizes the complex interplay between
throughput maximization, memory constraints, SLA con-
straints, and dynamic batching, with theoretical guarantees.
Third, comprehensive empirical evaluations reveal consistent
throughput improvements across diverse operational scenar-
ios, demonstrating our method’s effectiveness in balancing
computational efficiency with quality-of-service requirements.
These advances collectively provide both theoretical insights
and practical tools for optimizing LLM inference serving
systems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II defines the dynamic batching problem and presents its
mathematical formulation. Section III details our theoretical
analysis, algorithmic implementations, and experimental
validation. Section IV discusses implications, limitations, and
future research directions.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Problem description

Batch size configuration critically impacts three interdepen-
dent metrics in LLM inference serving systems: throughput,
latency, and memory usage. Throughput, defined by tokens
processed per second, increases with larger batch sizes due
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Fig. 2: Dynamic batching according to memory use

to parallel computation across multiple requests, analogous
to batch processing in manufacturing systems. However,
this gain exhibits diminishing returns as memory constraints
tighten. Decoding latency, measured as time between tokens
(TBT), increases with batch size due to the higher computa-
tional cost, caused by the enlarged matrix dimensions in the
matrix multiplication operations required for larger batches.
The memory constraint stems from the KV cache, a dynamic
data structure storing intermediate attention states. The KV
cache size scales linearly with batch size and sequence length,
establishing a hard capacity limit for concurrent requests.

Current inference serving systems, such as vLLM, em-
ploy static batching, requiring operators to preset a fixed
maximum batch size. This approach forces suboptimal trade-
offs. Undersized batches waste GPU capacity through low
utilization, while oversized batches risk memory overflows
during demand spikes or long-sequence workloads. The
static batching policy cannot adapt to time-varying request
arrival patterns or heterogeneous sequence lengths, leading
to either resource underutilization or SLA violations. This
limitation persists despite advances in memory management
techniques, such as PagedAttention [14], which optimize
memory allocation but do not dynamically change batch size.
In this work, we propose a dynamic batching method to better
utilize GPU memory as illustrated in Fig. 2.



Although large batch sizes face memory overflow risk,
researchers have developed mitigation techniques, such as
swapping and recomputation [14]. The swapping method
involves temporarily moving data from GPU memory to CPU
memory when capacity is exceeded. The data are moved back
to the GPU when space becomes available. Recomputation
occurs when regenerating the KV cache from intermediate
states during request reactivation. While these methods
effectively resolve temporary memory overflow issues, they
incur non-negligible overhead. Swapping introduces data
migration latency, and recomputation increases computational
redundancy. However, it suggests that memory limitations
could be treated as soft constraints with probabilistic guaran-
tees, rather than absolute capacity boundaries requiring strict
enforcement.

B. Problem formulation

The core challenge lies in designing an adaptive batch
scheduler that dynamically adjusts batch sizes under opera-
tional constraints. We formulate it as an online optimization
problem, where the batch size at time 𝑡 ∈ Z+ is denoted
by 𝑏𝑡 ∈ Z+, the maximum batch size limit is denoted by
𝐵max ∈ Z+, and the minimum batch size limit is denoted by
𝐵min ∈ Z+. The following constraints should be satisfied.
• Memory constraints: The memory consumption un-

der batch size 𝑏𝑡 must satisfy 𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) ≤ 𝑀max, where
𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) ∈R+ refers to dynamic KV caches and 𝑀max ∈R+
represents the remaining GPU memory after allocating
space for LLM parameters and preallocating space for
temporary activations.

• Workload dynamics: Workload dynamics are associated
with non-stationary request arrival rate at time 𝑡, denoted
by 𝜆 (𝑡) ∈ R+, and heterogeneous sequence length as a
discrete random variable, denoted by 𝐿. Let 𝐿max ∈ Z+
be the possibly largest sequence length.

• Latency requirements: Per-request decoding latency is a
function of batch size 𝑏𝑡 , denoted by 𝐷 (𝑏𝑡 ) ∈ R+. It is
observed that 𝐷 (𝑏𝑡 ) linearly depends on batch size 𝑏𝑡 .
We use 𝐷SLA ∈ R+ to define the largest allowed latency
according to SLA constraints. Thus, we have constraint
𝐷 (𝑏𝑡 ) ≤ 𝐷SLA.

The problem at each scheduling interval is formulated as
an optimization model as follows.

max
𝑏𝑡

Φ (𝑡) = E
[

𝐿𝜆 (𝑡)
𝜏step (𝑏𝑡 ) 𝑛 (𝑏𝑡 )

]
, (1)

s.t. P (𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) > 𝑀max) ≤ 𝜖M, (2)
𝐷 (𝑏𝑡 ) −𝐷SLA ≤ 𝜖D, (3)
𝑏𝑡 ∈ Z+,

where 𝜏step (𝑏𝑡 ) ∈ R+ denotes the computation time per
decoding step for batch size 𝑏𝑡 , and 𝑛 (𝑏𝑡 ) ∈ Z+ denotes
the number of inference steps required at this scheduling
interval. In the objective function (1), Φ (𝑡) ∈ R+ represents
the expected token throughput, incorporating both batch size
efficiency and sequence length distribution. Constraint (2)
guarantees that the probability of the memory in use 𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 )

exceeding the memory limit 𝑀max should be lower than a
threhold, denoted by 𝜖M ∈ (0,1). Constraint (3) enforces SLA
satisfaction with an absolute error 𝜖D ∈ R+.

In this problem, memory consumption 𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) scales
linearly with batch size 𝑏𝑡 and sequence length 𝐿 due to KV
cache overheads. Decoding latency 𝐷 (𝑏𝑡 ) increases linearly
with 𝑏𝑡 due to GPU parallelism, but the relationship varies
depending on hardware and LLM architectures. Bursty request
arrivals, such as sudden spikes in 𝜆 (𝑡), may force abrupt batch
size reductions to prevent out of memory (OOM) errors,
leading to throughput instability. Heterogeneous sequence
lengths complicate memory prediction, as long sequences in
a batch may exhaust memory even at small 𝑏𝑡 .

III. SOLUTION AND EXPERIMENTS

While some applications operate under strict SLA con-
straints that specify performance guarantees for TBT, others
do not have explicit SLA constraints and instead priori-
tize maximizing throughput to process high volumes of
requests efficiently. For instance, applications, such as real-
time customer support systems and conversational AI used
in healthcare or finance, typically enforce stringent SLA
constraints to ensure low-latency responses and high reliability.
On the other hand, batch-processing tasks, such as document
summarization, offline content generation, and large-scale data
labeling, emphasize throughput maximization without strict
SLA constraints. Understanding the distinct requirements of
these applications is essential for designing inference serving
systems that can effectively balance latency, throughput,
and computational resource utilization in heterogeneous
deployment environments. In this section, we introduce
two solution methods for scenarios with and without SLA
constraint (3), respectively.

A. Solution without SLA constraint

We start with the objective function Φ(𝑡), which is
equivalent to

Φ (𝑡) = E
[

𝐿

𝑛 (𝑏𝑡 )

]
𝜆 (𝑡)

𝜏step (𝑏𝑡 )
, (4)

as the randomness over output lengths is independent than
both the arrivals of requests and the batching policy. We
assume full batch utilization, which means that, at each
inference round of decoding, the number of working requests
equals the batch size 𝑏𝑡 . Thus, we have

𝑛 (𝑏𝑡 ) =
𝐿𝜆 (𝑡)
𝑏𝑡

. (5)

This assumption is naturally true when we seek to maximize
throughput with relatively large arrival rate 𝜆 (𝑡). Under this
scenario,

Φ (𝑡) = 𝑏𝑡

𝜏step (𝑏𝑡 )
. (6)

The numerical relationship between system throughput
Φ (𝑡) and batch size 𝑏𝑡 is illustrated by the blue curve in
Fig. 3. Given the established positive linear dependence of
𝜏step (𝑏𝑡 ) on 𝑏𝑡 , the experimental results demonstrate that
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Fig. 3: Relationship among dynamic batch size, inference
throughput, and decoding time

Φ (𝑡) maintains a monotonic increasing relationship with 𝑏𝑡 ,
while exhibiting a diminishing marginal gain. Specifically, the
first derivative 𝑑Φ (𝑡) /𝑑𝑏𝑡 remains positive throughout the op-
erational domain, whereas the second derivative 𝑑2Φ (𝑡) /𝑑𝑏2

𝑡

becomes negative, indicating characteristic concave curvature.
This concave progression implies that, although increasing 𝑏𝑡
effectively enhances throughput, the incremental benefit per
unit 𝑏𝑡 decreases progressively. Consequently, the throughput
maximization problem under no SLA constraints is reduces to
maximize batch size 𝑏𝑡 in the feasible region {𝑏𝑡 | 𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) ≤
𝑀max}.

To illustrate the relationship between 𝑏𝑡 and 𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ), we
provide the following analysis. Suppose that the random
variables representing the input and output token numbers
on the 𝑖th batch, for 𝑖 = 1,2, · · · , 𝑏𝑡 , are denoted by 𝑙in,𝑖 and
𝑙out,𝑖 , respectively. Let 𝜂 ∈ Z+ be the maximum number of
tokens available in the system given the memory limit 𝑀max.
The total number of tokens in the system at steady state is
the sum of independent and identically distributed random
variables, expressed as

𝑆 =

𝑏𝑡∑︁
𝑖=1

(
𝑙in,𝑖 + 𝑙out,𝑖

)
. (7)

For any 𝑖, the expected value of 𝑆, denoted by 𝜇𝑆 , is given
by

𝜇𝑆 = 𝑏𝑡
(
E[𝑙in,𝑖] +E[𝑙out,𝑖]

)
. (8)

The variance of 𝑆, denoted by 𝜎2
𝑆

, is given by

𝜎2
𝑆 = 𝑏𝑡

(
Var

(
𝑙in,𝑖

)
+Var

(
𝑙out,𝑖

) )
. (9)

Given that the batch size 𝑏𝑡 is typically large, we can invoke
the Central Limit Theorem to approximate 𝑆 as normally
distributed, i.e., 𝑆 ∼ N

(
𝜇𝑆 ,𝜎

2
𝑆

)
. Consequently, we can use

the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal
distribution, denoted by Θ (·), to calculate the following
probability.

P (𝑆 > 𝜂) ≈ 1−Θ
(
𝜂− 𝜇𝑆
𝜎𝑆

)
. (10)

Thus,

P (𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) > 𝑀max) = P (𝑆 > 𝜂)

≈ 1−Θ
(
𝜂− 𝜇𝑆
𝜎𝑆

)
≤ 𝜖M. (11)

Given that 𝑏𝑡 is given by (8), (9), and (11), let 𝜃 =

Θ−1 (1− 𝜖M), and we have

𝑏𝑡 ≤
©«
√︃
(𝜎𝑆𝜃)2 +4𝜇𝑆𝜂−𝜎𝑆𝜃

2𝜇𝑆

ª®®¬
2

. (12)

According to equations (8), (9), (11), and 𝜃 = Θ−1 (1− 𝜖M),
the batch size 𝑏𝑡 can be obtained as follows.

𝜂− 𝑏𝑡
(
E
[
𝑙in,𝑖

]
+E

[
𝑙out,𝑖

] )
≥ 𝐿0, (13)

𝑏𝑡 ≤
𝜂− 𝐿0

E
[
𝑙in,𝑖

]
+E

[
𝑙out,𝑖

] , (14)

where 𝐿0 = 𝜂 − (𝜃𝜎𝑆 + 𝜇𝑆) can be computed offline and
updated online periodically using equation (10). This 𝐿0
can be considered as a safety buffer allocated to prevent
from hitting memory limit. This method allows for real-
time calculation of the batch size 𝑏𝑡 as a linear function
with limited online information, including only current
average input and output length

(
E
[
𝑙in,𝑖

]
+E

[
𝑙out,𝑖

] )
. The

corresponding algorithm is detailed in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Memory constrained dynamic batching
Input: Previous batch size 𝑏𝑡−1, expected prompt

length E
[
𝑙in,𝑖

]
and output length E

[
𝑙out,𝑖

]
Output: Current batch size 𝑏𝑡

1 𝐿0← 𝜂− (𝜃𝜎𝑆 + 𝜇𝑆)
2 Function

BatchingMemory(𝑏𝑡−1,E
[
𝑙in,𝑖

]
,E

[
𝑙out,𝑖

]
):

3 𝑏𝑡 ← 𝑏𝑡−1
4 if 𝑁d

𝑡−1 > 0∧𝑁p
𝑡−1 > 0 then

5 𝑏𝑡 ←
⌊

𝜂−𝐿0
E[𝑙in,𝑖 ]+E[𝑙out,𝑖 ]

⌋
6 𝑏𝑡 ←min{max{𝑏𝑡 , 𝑁d

𝑡−1}, 𝐵max}
7 return 𝑏𝑡

In the algorithm, we compute the number of pre-allocated
tokens periodically. Subsequently, we introduce a function,
BatchingMemory, designed to dynamically modify the
current batch size 𝑏𝑡 . Within this function, 𝑏𝑡 is initialized to
the previous batch size 𝑏𝑡−1 by default. Let 𝑁p

𝑡 ∈ Z+ and 𝑁d
𝑡 ∈

Z+, for 𝑡 ∈ Z+, be the numbers of prefill requests and decode
requests, respectively. Only if both 𝑁

p
𝑡−1 and 𝑁d

𝑡−1 exceed
zero, the current batch size can be adjusted in accordance
with equation (12). Here, the condition 𝑁d

𝑡−1 > 0 ensures that
𝑀 (𝑏𝑡 ) > 0, while 𝑁

p
𝑡−1 > 0 implies that no adjustment to

the batch size is necessary in the absence of prefill requests.
Line 6 in the algorithm guarantees that 𝑏𝑡 must exceed the
number of currently running requests and remain below the



maximum batch size limit 𝐵max. In practical inference serving
systems such as vLLM, our algorithm can be implemented
using blocks rather than relying on the number of tokens.

B. Solution with SLA constraint

According to the result in Fig. 3, scenarios without SLA
constraints can be simplified to a problem that maximizes
𝑏𝑡 under the constraints of memory. Let 𝑏mem

𝑡 ∈ Z+ be such
maximized 𝑏𝑡 only under the constraints of memory. Then,
we use 𝑏SLA

𝑡 ∈ Z+ to denote the maximized 𝑏𝑡 only under
SLA constraint. We can calculate 𝑏mem

𝑡 using Algorithm 1.
The algorithm used to obtain 𝑏SLA

𝑡 is provided in Algorithm
2. Thus, the optimal batch size can be obtained by 𝑏∗𝑡 =
min{𝑏mem

𝑡 , 𝑏SLA
𝑡 }. The information provided in Fig. 3 also

offers a straightforward method to explore how SLA, batch
size, and throughput influence each other. For example, if an
SLA with a decoding time of 50 milliseconds is specified,
the batch size 𝑏𝑡 can be estimated from the red line to
be approximately 100. The throughput Φ (𝑏𝑡 ) can then be
estimated from the blue line to be around 1,900 tokens per
second. If the service provider allows the SLA to increase to
80 milliseconds, the batch size can increase to 230, and the
throughput can rise to 2,700 tokens per second.

Algorithm 2: SLA constrained dynamic batching
Input: 𝐷SLA and the search space [𝐵min, 𝐵max]
Output: Current batch size 𝑏𝑡

1 Initialize 𝑏low
0 ← 𝐵min, 𝑏

high
0 ← 𝐵max

2 Function BatchingSLA(𝐷SLA, 𝐵min, 𝐵max):
3 Get recent average decode latency 𝜏

4 Get recent average decode batch size �̄�

5 if 𝜏 > 𝐷SLA + 𝜖D then
6 𝑏

high
𝑡 ←max{�̄�, 𝑏low

𝑡−1 +𝛼}
7 𝑏low

𝑡 ←max{𝑏low
𝑡−1− 𝛿, 𝐵min}

8 else if 𝜏 < 𝐷SLA− 𝜖D then
9 𝑏low

𝑡 ←min{�̄�, 𝑏high
𝑡−1 −𝛼}

10 𝑏
high
𝑡 ←min{𝑏high

𝑡−1 + 𝛿, 𝐵max}
11 else
12 𝑏

high
𝑡 ←min{�̄� + ⌊𝛼/2⌋, 𝐵max}

13 𝑏low
𝑡 ←max{�̄�− ⌊𝛼/2⌋, 𝐵min}

14 𝑏𝑡 ← ⌊(𝑏low
𝑡 + 𝑏

high
𝑡 )/2⌋

15 𝑏𝑡 ←min{max{𝑏𝑡 , 𝑁d
𝑡−1}, 𝐵max}

16 return 𝑏𝑡

In Algorithm 2, we introduce an online SLA-constrained
dynamic batching algorithm designed to adjust to variations
in user request sizes. The hyper-parameters 𝐷SLA, 𝐵min,
and 𝐵max are specified by users, representing the SLA for
decoding time, the hard upper and lower bounds for batch
size, respectively. We define 𝑏low

𝑡 ∈ Z+ and 𝑏
high
𝑡 ∈ Z+ as

the temporary lower and upper bounds of the algorithm’s
search space. Initially, 𝑏low

𝑡 and 𝑏
high
𝑡 can be set equal to 𝐵min

and 𝐵max. The algorithm primarily employs a binary search
technique. To reduce noise during the search, we incorporate
a small constant 𝛿 ∈ Z+ as a corrective element. Additionally,
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a constant 𝛼 ∈ Z+ is utilized to control the interval between
𝑏low
𝑡 and 𝑏

high
𝑡 . The algorithm demonstrates efficiency and

robustness in handling online request arrivals.

C. Numerical experiments

The numerical experiment results using real LLM and real
prompts are presented in TABLE I and TABLE II.

In TABLE I, we present the results of a comparative
analysis between the baseline, which employs a static batch
size as configured by vLLM, and the throughput achieved
using our proposed dynamic batching method. In this ex-
periment, the request arrival rate is set to infinite, meaning
that all requests are sent to the LLMs simultaneously at the
start. This setup allows us to assess the maximum potential
token generation rate. We have implemented our method
directly on vLLM by modifying their scheduling architecture
to accommodate dynamic batching. The results indicate that
our method increases throughput by 8% to 28% across all
scenarios, irrespective of different LLM configurations and
prompts. We further examine the average GPU utilization
rate, and it increases from less than 40% to nearly 50%.

TABLE II presents the results of the baseline method using
vLLM with our method, which employs SLA-constrained
dynamic batching. Under the constraints imposed by the SLA,
we compare the maximum request sending rate achievable
by both the baseline and our method. The results indicate
that our method enhances the throughput of various LLMs
and different prompts while adhering to the SLA constraints.
Moreover, the third line is implemented with PD fusion sce-
nario, showing that our method is also valid for determining
chunk size.

In Fig. 4, we adopt the definition of capacity from [21],
which refers to the maximum number of requests that a
system can handle while meeting the specified SLA targets.
Higher capacity values indicate better performance. With an
SLA on decoding time requirement of 50 milliseconds, our
dynamic batching method increases the system’s capacity
from 5.4 to 6.6 queries per second (qps).



TABLE I: Throughput using static vs. dynamic batching under different LLMs and prompts settings

LLM Experimental Settings Throughput (token/s) ImprovementPrompt Tokens Output Tokens Request Num Static Batching Dynamic Batching

LLaMA-65B 68.4 344.5 1319 1983 2146 8.2%
LLaMA3-70B 68.4 454.4 1319 3153 3357 6.5%
LLaMA3-70B 191.0 381.9 3000 2296 2575 12.2%

PanGu-7B 128 128 1000 2305 2956 28.2%
PanGu-38B 128 128 1000 2215 2569 26.0%

PanGu-135B 128 128 1000 1342 1449 8.0%

TABLE II: Throughput with SLA using static vs. dynamic batching under different LLMs and prompts settings

LLM
Experimental Settings Capacity (qps) Throughput (token/s)

Improvement
𝐷SLA

Prompt
Tokens

Output
Tokens

Request
Num

Static
Batching

Dynamic
Batching

Static
Batching

Dynamic
Batching

LLaMA-65B 50ms 237.7 416.2 3000 3 3.3 1190 1223 2.7%
LLaMA3-70B 50ms 256.6 61.5 3000 5.4 6.6 331 405 22.4%
LLaMA3-70B 50ms 256.6 447.5 3000 3.0 3.8 1322 1665 25.9%

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we aim at LLM inference optimization
in scenarios with and without SLA constraints. Our main
contribution is to develop a dynamic batching method that
can outperform traditional static batching methods. Through
theoretical analysis and numerical experiments, we system-
atically explore the interrelationships between throughput,
dynamic batch size, memory limitations, and decoding latency.
Specifically, we develop two novel algorithms. Algorithm 1
introduces a memory-aware dynamic batching mechanism,
while Algorithm 2 extends this framework to incorporate SLA
constraints. Extensive experiments using the widely adopted
vLLM inference engine reveal that both algorithms achieve
substantial throughput improvements of up to 28% over
static batching methods. Under SLA constraints, the dynamic
batching method also enhances capacity by 22%. Importantly,
our implementation maintains compatibility with existing
vLLM architectures, requiring minimal code modifications
for practical deployment.

For future research, we identify three areas for exploration.
First, the computational efficiency of Algorithm 1 could be
improved by replacing the current heuristic approach with
the rigorous formulation in (12). Second, due to hardware
constraints, we have not yet evaluated our framework on
mixture-of-experts (MoE) architectures like DeepSeek-V3;
extending our methodology to these advanced models presents
a promising research opportunity. Third, there is potential in
integrating our algorithms into the sampling process of large
language model reinforcement training, such as reinforcement
learning with human feedback (RLHF) and post-training with
reinforcement learning, where predefined prompts and varying
output lengths play a significant role.
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