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ABSTRACT
Large language models (LLMs) demonstrate exceptional per-
formance but incur high serving costs due to substantial mem-
ory demands, with the key-value (KV) cache being a primary
bottleneck. Existing KV cache compression methods, includ-
ing quantization and pruning, struggle with limitations such as
uniform treatment of keys and values and static memory allo-
cation across attention heads. To address these challenges, we
introduce LeanKV, a unified KV cache compression frame-
work that enhances LLM serving efficiency without compro-
mising accuracy through three innovations: (1) Hetero-KV
quantization, which stores keys at a higher precision than val-
ues to reflect their greater impact on attention computations;
(2) per-head dynamic sparsity, which allocates memory based
on token importance per head and per request; and (3) unified
KV compression, integrating mixed-precision quantization
and selective pruning to enable a smooth tradeoff between
model accuracy and memory efficiency. To efficiently support
these techniques, LeanKV introduces systems optimizations
including unified paging and on-GPU parallel memory man-
agement. Implemented on vLLM, LeanKV compresses the
KV cache by 3.0× to 5.0× without accuracy loss and up to
11.0× with under 5% accuracy loss, enhancing throughput by
1.9× to 2.5×, and up to 6.9×.

1 INTRODUCTION
Large language models (LLMs) like GPT [4, 7, 43] and Gem-
ini [52] have demonstrated significant potential to impact our
daily lives, offering promising applications in areas including
chatbots [10, 53], programming [21, 23], mathematics [47,
64] and medical assistance [46, 58]. Despite their exceptional
performance, hosting LLMs is costly due to their large model
sizes, demanding extensive hardware resources. Given the
pervasive adoption of LLMs, enhancing serving efficiency
has become critically important [6, 16, 24, 29, 33, 44, 50, 61].

LLMs are fundamentally based on the Transformer archi-
tecture [55, 56], which employs the attention mechanism to
generate tokens sequentially, based on the input prompt and
previously generated tokens. Within the attention mechanism,
each token is transformed into query, key and value feature
vectors. The attention scores, derived from the dot product

*Equal contribution.

of the query and key vectors, enable the model to weigh the
significance of different tokens. Subsequently, the output is
computed as the weighted sum of the value vectors, based on
the attention scores. To capture diverse relationships between
tokens, the attention mechanism is typically divided into mul-
tiple heads [5, 48, 55]. Each head independently computes
attention, and their outputs are concatenated and transformed
to create a richer representation of the input data

To avoid redundant computation, LLM inference frame-
works typically cache intermediate key and value tensors in
memory, commonly referred to as the KV cache [30]. The size
of the KV cache scales linearly with both sequence length
and the number of concurrent requests, often comprising
over 90% of total memory consumption [19, 30, 59, 60].
As state-of-the-art models continue to support longer se-
quences [4, 15, 28, 36, 52, 54], the KV cache has emerged
as a critical bottleneck for LLM serving efficiency. It limits
the number of concurrent requests that can fit in memory and
increases attention computation latency due to its memory
bandwidth-bound nature [12, 13].

Recognizing the critical role of the KV cache in limit-
ing serving efficiency, researchers have investigated vari-
ous compression techniques, primarily focused on quantiza-
tion [2, 26, 35] and pruning [8, 20, 32, 57, 62]. Quantization
reduces the size of the KV cache by converting floating-point
feature values into integers, representing them based on pre-
defined intervals. Pruning, on the other hand, reduces the
token sequence length by eliminating tokens deemed insignif-
icant based on attention scores. Despite the promise of these
techniques, both of them face limitations in efficiency and
practicality. First and foremost, existing quantization meth-
ods apply the same treatment to key and value vectors of all
tokens, disregarding the different roles of keys and values in
attention computation, as well as the varying significance of
different tokens. Second, current pruning methods statically
allocate memory across attention heads, failing to account
for the dynamic attention patterns across heads and requests.
Moreover, these pruning methods have not been comprehen-
sively evaluated on workloads requiring advanced reasoning,
such as programming and mathematics. Lastly, prior work
has largely overlooked the potential of unifying quantization
and pruning to achieve even greater serving efficiency.
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In this paper, we propose LeanKV, a unified KV cache com-
pression framework that addresses the limitations of existing
methods and enhances LLM serving efficiency. LeanKV in-
troduces three algorithmic principles:
1. Hetero-KV. LeanKV compresses key and value vectors
using heterogeneous precisions, with key vectors stored at
higher precision and value vectors at lower precision. This de-
sign leverages the observation that key vectors have a greater
influence on attention calculations, as they affect the attention
scores of all tokens, whereas value vectors only impact the
contributions of individual tokens to the attention output.
2. Per-head Dynamic Sparsity. LeanKV dynamically iden-
tifies critical tokens on a per-head and per-request basis, ad-
justing memory allocation accordingly. This design stems
from the observation that attention score distributions exhibit
dynamic sparsity across both heads and requests. Within a
single request, the number of critical tokens varies across
heads, and for the same head, the number of critical tokens
also varies across different requests.
3. Unified KV Compression. Built on Hetero-KV quanti-
zation and per-head dynamic sparsity, LeanKV unifies KV
compression strategies by applying mixed-precision quantiza-
tion and selective pruning on a per-head and per-request basis,
with token importance serving as a unified metric. Critical
tokens are stored at higher precision, less important tokens
are quantized at lower precision, and the least significant to-
kens are pruned. This integrated approach enables a smooth
tradeoff between model accuracy and memory efficiency.

Implementing LeanKV’s algorithmic innovations presents
new challenges in system design, particularly regarding mem-
ory management. Unlike traditional attention mechanisms
that adopt uniform memory allocation across attention heads,
LeanKV requires dynamic, per-head memory allocation for
each request, significantly increasing system complexity. More-
over, LeanKV must flexibly configure memory to accommo-
date varying numbers of tokens stored at different precision
levels or pruned entirely, further complicating memory man-
agement.

To address these challenges, LeanKV introduces two novel
techniques. First, LeanKV employs unified paging, which di-
vides memory into fixed-size pages containing vectors stored
at various precisions. Each page is dynamically parsed based
on the precision configuration required by the head and re-
quest, while an attention GPU kernel is co-designed with
the page layout to maximize memory bandwidth utilization.
Second, LeanKV introduces an on-GPU memory manage-
ment mechanism that accelerates memory management by
parallelizing it directly on the GPU with minimal metadata
overhead.

We implement LeanKV on vLLM [30], a state-of-the-art
LLM inference system, and evaluate it across three promi-
nent model families using representative workloads, including

tasks that demand advanced reasoning such as mathemat-
ics and coding. Our experimental results demonstrate that
LeanKV offers a superior cost-accuracy tradeoff compared
to existing KV cache management methods. Specifically,
LeanKV compresses the KV cache by 3.0× to 5.0× without
loss in model accuracy, and by up to 11.0× with a marginal
accuracy reduction of under 5%, resulting in throughput im-
provement of 1.9× to 2.5×, and up to 6.9× correspondingly.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK
In this section, we describe Transformer-based large language
models and review existing techniques for KV cache manage-
ment aimed at improving LLM serving efficiency.

2.1 Large Language Models
Transformer Architecture. Large language models (LLMs)
are predominantly built upon the Transformer architecture [55],
which is used to capture complex long-range dependencies in
sequential data. At the core of Transformer architecture is the
attention mechanism, which allows each token in a sequence
to weigh the significance of other tokens when constructing its
contextualized representation. Mathematically, the attention
computation is defined as:

Attention(Q,K,V)𝑖 =
𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

softmax
(
QK⊤
√
𝑑

)
𝑖 𝑗

v𝑗

=

𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

exp
(
q𝑖 ·k𝑗√
𝑑

)
∑𝑖
𝑛=1 exp

(
q𝑖 ·k𝑛√
𝑑

) v𝑗 (1)

Q and K are matrices of size 𝑙×𝑑 , representing the queries and
keys, respectively, where 𝑙 denotes the number of tokens and
𝑑 represents the feature dimensionality. Vectors q𝑖 , k𝑖 , and v𝑖
correspond to the query, key, and value of the 𝑖 th token. The
dot product between Q and K measures the relevance between
each pair of query and key. The softmax function normalizes
these dot products to form a probability distribution, referred
to as attention scores, which are used to compute a weighted
sum of the value vectors and produce the output.

To capture a broader range of interactions between tokens,
Transformer models employ multi-head attention (MHA),
where each head independently computes attention using
distinct projections of queries, keys, and values. The out-
puts from different heads are concatenated and linearly trans-
formed to create a more expressive representation. Grouped-
query attention (GQA) [5] improves the efficiency of MHA by
allowing a group of query heads to share the same projection
of keys and values, referred to as a KV head.
Autoregressive Generation and KV Cache. The autore-
gressive generation process of LLMs consists of two phases:
the prompt phase, during which the model computes latent
representations for all tokens in the prompt, the user-provided



context, and generates the first new token, and the genera-
tion phase, where the model iteratively generates subsequent
tokens by attending to both the prompt and previously gen-
erated tokens. To avoid redundant computations across gen-
eration steps, KV cache is introduced to store the keys and
values of all previous tokens. However, the size of the KV
cache grows linearly with both the sequence length and batch
size, quickly becoming a bottleneck for inference through-
put [30, 60]. Therefore, efficient KV cache management is
critical for alleviating memory bottlenecks and improving
LLM serving efficiency.

2.2 KV Cache Optimization
PagedAttention. Static KV cache management systems
[1, 60] reserve memory for the maximum possible sequence
length, leading to considerable memory waste when actual se-
quences are shorter. To mitigate this inefficiency, vLLM [30]
introduces PagedAttention, which partitions the KV cache
into pages, each containing a fixed number of tokens, and
allocates the pages on-demand as the sequence length grows.
By managing the KV cache at the granularity of pages, vLLM
reduces memory waste and enables larger batch sizes to im-
prove serving efficiency.
KV Cache Quantization. Quantization [14, 22, 26, 39] re-
duce the KV cache size by approximating high-precision
floating points with discrete low-bit values. To quantize a
given tensor X, we first calculate the scale 𝑠 and zero point 𝑧
as shown in Eq. (2), where Xmax and Xmin represent the max-
imum and minimum values in X, and 𝑏 is the bit-width. Then,
quantization is applied element-wise as: Q = round

(X+𝑧
𝑠

)
.

During inference, the original values are approximately re-
constructed via dequantization: X̂ = 𝑠 · Q − 𝑧. Unlike the
quantized tensor Q, the metadata 𝑠 and 𝑧 are kept in higher
precision (e.g., FP16) to ensure more accurate dequantization.

𝑠 =
Xmax − Xmin

2𝑏 − 1
, 𝑧 = −Xmin (2)

State-of-the-art KV cache quantization methods such as
Atom [63] and Qserve [35] apply this process to each key and
value vector independently. However, these uniform quantiza-
tion methods, which apply a fixed bit-width across keys and
values of all tokens, may not be optimal. They overlook the
varying importance of tokens as well as the different roles of
keys and values in the attention calculation.
KV Cache Pruning. Several recent works [8, 20, 32, 37, 57,
62] have explored KV cache pruning to alleviate the memory
bottleneck in LLM inference, which can be considered as an
extreme case of quantization. These methods use attention
scores to assess token importance and evict less important
tokens, thereby reducing the KV cache size. The effectiveness
of these methods, however, is limited by their static and inflex-
ible allocation of memory resources. Specifically, H2O [62]

and SnapKV [32] allocate the same memory budget uniformly
across all attention heads and layers. PyramidKV [8] allocates
more memory in lower layers and less in higher ones, based
on the empirical observation that the number of important
tokens shrinks as the model depth increases, but still relies
on static heuristics and cannot dynamically adjust cache al-
locations to suit various workloads. Complementary to KV
cache pruning, another line of work [31, 49] addresses GPU
memory constraints by offloading the entire KV cache to CPU
memory and selectively loading important tokens to the GPU
for attention computations. However, these methods do not
inherently reduce the KV cache size and incur significant
latency due to data transfers between the CPU and GPU.

3 MOTIVATION
In this section, we present the key findings that underpin the
design of LeanKV, as well as their implications on KV cache
management.

3.1 Impact of Key And Value
While the significance of different tokens can be directly
inferred from attention scores, the roles of the key and value
vectors within a token are less obvious. However, examining
Equation 1 reveals a divergence in their impacts. Each token’s
contribution to the attention output depends on two factors:
the attention score from softmax and the value vector. Key
vectors, as part of the shared softmax denominator, influence
the attention scores of all tokens, whereas value vectors only
affect their respective token’s contribution to the output.

Beyond the broader impact of key vectors, it is crucial to
establish the relative significance of attention scores, deter-
mined by key vectors, over value vectors. Without this, the
significance of key vectors could be overshadowed by that
of value vectors. To this end, we reformulate the attention
mechanism as a weighted sum of unit vectors, as presented in
Equation 3. This formulation decomposes each input token’s
contribution into two components: the unit vector 𝑣𝑗

|𝑣𝑗 | , repre-
senting only the direction of the token in feature space, and a
coefficient, defined as the product of the attention score and
the norm of the value vector, which determines the relative
significance of the token’s direction. This allows us to assess
the relative importance of attention scores and value vectors
by examining their contributions to these coefficients.

Attn(Q,K,V)𝑖 =
𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

softmax
(
QK⊤
√
𝑑

)
𝑖 𝑗

|v𝑗 |︸                      ︷︷                      ︸
Coefficient

v𝑗
|v𝑗 |︸︷︷︸

Unit vector

(3)

Figure 1 presents the distributions of the average atten-
tion score per token and the norms of value vectors across
three representative layers of the Llama3-8B model [15], eval-
uated on the first one thousand articles from the Wikitext
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Figure 1: Distribution of attention score and value vector
norm in Llama3-8B.

dataset [38]. Notably, the attention scores span seven orders
of magnitude, vastly exceeding the range of value vector
norms, which only cover at most two orders of magnitude.
Similar patterns are also observed in the larger Llama3-70B
model. This pronounced disparity highlights the pivotal role
of attention scores in determining each token’s contribution
to the attention output. We therefore conclude that key vec-
tors exert a broader and more impactful influence than value
vectors, motivating further exploration of processing key and
value vectors at distinct precision levels.

3.2 Dynamic Sparsity Patterns
Existing approaches to KV cache pruning primarily rely on
static memory allocation for each transformer layer in LLMs,
either distributing memory uniformly [20, 32, 57, 62] or al-
locating it based on offline profiling [8]. However, LLMs
exhibit dynamic sparsity patterns across both attention heads
and individual requests, which static memory allocation can-
not adequately handle. To evaluate the sparsity of attention
computation, we analyze the minimum number of critical
tokens required to retain the majority of information, specifi-
cally by preserving a target percentage (e.g., 95%) of the total
attention score.

We begin by investigating dynamic sparsity patterns across
layers. Using the first thousand articles from the Wikitext
dataset, we evaluate the Llama3-8B model. Figure 2 illus-
trates the average number of critical tokens per layer, aggre-
gated across all KV heads, required to retain 95% of the total
attention score. Vertical bars represent the standard devia-
tion, capturing variability across individual requests. Notably,
the degree of sparsity varies considerably across layers, as
indicated by differences in the number of critical tokens.

Next, we delve into the dynamic sparsity within individual
layers. Figure 3 presents the average number of critical tokens
per KV head for three representative layers, with horizontal
bars indicating the standard deviation across requests. The
sparsity pattern remains highly dynamic: within each layer,
the number of critical tokens varies significantly across KV
heads. Furthermore, within individual KV heads, the number
of critical tokens can vary substantially across requests, as
shown by the high standard deviation in some KV heads.
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Figure 2: Number of critical tokens per layer in Llama3-
8B to preserve 95% of the total attention score.
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Figure 3: Number of critical tokens per KV head in
Llama3-8B to preserve 95% of the total attention score.

These highly dynamic sparsity patterns, across layers, at-
tention heads, and individual requests, underscore the ne-
cessity of adaptive memory management on a per-head and
per-request basis.

3.3 Unifying Quantization and Pruning
Quantization compresses the KV cache by representing fea-
ture values with a reduced bit width, whereas pruning can be
viewed as an extreme form of quantization: effectively storing
feature values with zero bits. By using attention scores to mea-
sure the significance of tokens, we can unify the spectrum of
KV cache compression by storing progressively less critical
tokens at decreasing precision levels, ultimately leading to
the pruning of the least critical tokens.

To investigate the feasibility of this unified approach, we
experiment with a simple design: quantizing both the key and
value vectors of significant tokens to 8 bits while pruning
insignificant ones. Figure 4 compares the performance of the
FP16 baseline, 8-bit quantization, pruning, and the combina-
tion of 8-bit quantization with pruning on the CNN/Daily Mail
summarization dataset using the Llama3-8B model. For both
pruning and the combined approach, approximately 20% of
insignificant tokens are pruned. The ROUGE-1 score, which
measures the fidelity of the LLM-generated responses to ref-
erence answers, is nearly indistinguishable among the four
approaches. However, the combination of 8-bit quantization
and pruning achieves the lowest memory usage. The improved
efficiency of this combined approach motivates us to further
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Figure 4: Rogue-1 score and normalized KV cache mem-
ory usage of the Llama3-8B model on CNN/DailyMail.
explore the spectrum of KV cache compression by introduc-
ing varying levels of precision to accommodate tokens of
differing significance.

3.4 Key Findings and Implications
In this section, we outline the key findings that motivate the
design of LeanKV. Specifically, we demonstrate that within
individual tokens, key vectors have a greater impact than value
vectors, inspiring us to propose storing key vectors at higher
precision than value vectors. Beyond that, the significance
of different tokens, as indicated by softmax scores, exhibits
dynamic sparsity patterns across both heads and requests.
These patterns necessitate flexible memory management on a
per-head and per-request basis. Lastly, we show that unifying
quantization and pruning can outperform either approach
when used in isolation.

These findings motivate us to further explore the spectrum
of KV cache compression, on a per-head and per-request
basis to achieve the maximum memory efficiency. Specifi-
cally, each attention head should be allowed to store tokens
at varying precision levels and to prune the least important
ones, according to the sparsity patterns of individual requests.
Additionally, within each token, the key and value vectors
should be stored in different precisions. However, this unified
approach presents significant challenges on memory manage-
ment systems due to the resulting irregular memory layout,
where the KV cache of each head and request consists of
varying number of tokens stored at different precisions.

4 UNIFIED COMPRESSION ALGORITHM
In this section, we present the design of LeanKV’s unified
compression algorithm, which leverages the insights from
Section 3 to optimize memory efficiency. To account for the
greater impact of key vectors compared to value vectors, we
propose Hetero-KV, a strategy that quantizes keys at a higher
precision than values. For instance, key and value vectors can
be quantized to 8 and 4 bits (K8V4), or to 4 and 2 bits (K4V2).
Additionally, we propose per-head memory management tai-
lored to dynamic sparsity patterns. Rather than imposing a
fixed memory budget, each head adaptively determines its
memory allocation by quantizing tokens at various precision
levels or pruning, based on the attention score distributions of
individual requests. Specifically, tokens are categorized into
three significance classes: the most important tokens are quan-
tized at high precision (e.g., K8V4), moderately important

tokens at low precision (e.g., K4V2), and the least important
tokens are pruned.

Next, we describe the unified compression algorithm in
greater detail, addressing the prompt phase and the generation
phase separately. Notably, in both phases, compression is
conducted on a per-head and per-request basis.
Prompt Phase. In the prompt phase, key and value vectors
for all tokens in the prompt are computed. The compression
algorithm then determines the appropriate precision for stor-
ing each token based on its significance. The significance of
the 𝑖𝑡ℎ token is calculated by averaging the 𝑁 − 𝑖 attention
scores it receives from subsequent tokens, where 𝑁 denotes
the sequence length. This average is then normalized to ensure
that the total significance across all tokens sums to one.

To prevent premature compression, the algorithm reserves
a recent window of size𝑊 , where all tokens are quantized
at a high precision.𝑊 is predefined and typically set to 64.
The remaining tokens are then sorted by significance. The
least important 𝑁𝑝 tokens, whose cumulative significance is
below the threshold 𝑇𝑙 , are pruned. The next 𝑁𝑙 tokens, with
a cumulative significance less than 𝑇ℎ , are quantized to low
precision, while the most important 𝑁ℎ tokens are quantized
to high precision. Here, 𝑁𝑝 +𝑁𝑙 +𝑁ℎ +𝑊 = 𝑁 , and𝑇𝑙 and𝑇ℎ
are predefined thresholds determined by offline profiling. As
a result of this mixed-precision compression, the KV cache is
conceptually divided into two parts: a high precision section
𝐾𝑉ℎ and a low precision section 𝐾𝑉𝑙 .
Generation Phase. In the generation phase, a single token
is compressed at each step, aligning with the autoregressive
nature of the generation process. The most recent token is
added to the recent window to prevent premature compres-
sion, while the earliest token 𝑡𝑐 in the window becomes a
candidate for more aggressive compression. The compression
procedure can be divided into two parts. First, token 𝑡𝑐 is quan-
tized at either a high or low precision and added to the corre-
sponding section of the KV cache, or it may be completely
pruned. Next, if 𝑡𝑐 is quantized, the least significant token 𝑡𝑣
in the corresponding precision section of the KV cache is ei-
ther re-quantized to lower precision or pruned, depending on
its significance. Essentially, this policy establishes a smooth
downgrading path for the less important token: rather than
being pruned directly, it is first re-quantized to low precision,
with pruning occurring only if it remains insignificant.

The detailed procedure is outlined in Algorithm 1 and is
governed by two predefined thresholds: the high precision
threshold 𝑇ℎ and the low precision threshold 𝑇𝑙 . If the signif-
icance of 𝑡𝑐 is at least 𝑇ℎ , it is quantized at high precision
and added to 𝐾𝑉ℎ , the high precision section of the KV cache
(line 6). Subsequently, the least significant token in 𝐾𝑉ℎ is
identified as the victim token 𝑡𝑣 for more aggressive compres-
sion (line 7). If 𝑡𝑣’s significance exceeds𝑇ℎ , it remains in 𝐾𝑉ℎ;
if it falls between𝑇ℎ and𝑇𝑙 , 𝑡𝑣 is re-quantized to low precision



and moved to 𝐾𝑉𝑙 , the low precision section of the KV cache
(line 9); otherwise, 𝑡𝑣 is pruned. Similarly, if 𝑡𝑐 ’s significance
falls between 𝑇ℎ and 𝑇𝑙 , it is quantized to low precision and
added to 𝐾𝑉𝑙 (line 14). The least important token in 𝐾𝑉𝑙 is
designated as the victim 𝑡𝑣 (line 15), and is further pruned if
its significance falls below 𝑇𝑙 (line 17).

Notably, the proposed unified compression algorithm is
extensible beyond three precision levels, and we adopt three
precision levels to minimize metadata overhead and improve
system efficiency, as detailed in the following section.

Algorithm 1: Unified compression (generation phase)

1: Input: Thresholds 𝑇ℎ & 𝑇𝑙 ; Candidate token 𝑡𝑐
2: Input: High & low precision 𝑃ℎ & 𝑃𝑙
3: Input: High & low precision KV cache 𝐾𝑉ℎ & 𝐾𝑉𝑙
4: Function: Significance 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒; Quantization 𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑛𝑡 ;
5: if Score(𝑡𝑐 ) ≥ 𝑇ℎ then
6: 𝐾𝑉ℎ .add(Quant(𝑡𝑐 , 𝑃ℎ))
7: 𝑡𝑣 = 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑡 ∈𝐾𝑉ℎ (Score(𝑡))
8: if 𝑇𝑙 ≤ Score(𝑡𝑣) < 𝑇ℎ then
9: 𝐾𝑉ℎ .remove(𝑡𝑣), 𝐾𝑉𝑙 .add(Quant(𝑡𝑣 , 𝑃𝑙 ))

10: else if Score(𝑡𝑣) < 𝑇𝑙 then
11: 𝐾𝑉ℎ .remove(𝑡𝑣)
12: end if
13: else if Score(𝑡𝑐 ) ≥ 𝑇𝑙 then
14: 𝐾𝑉𝑙 .add(Quant(𝑡𝑐 , 𝑃𝑙 ))
15: 𝑡𝑣 = 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑡 ∈𝐾𝑉𝑙 (Score(𝑡))
16: if Score (𝑡𝑣) < 𝑇𝑙 then
17: 𝐾𝑉𝑙 .remove(𝑡𝑣)
18: end if
19: end if

5 SYSTEM DESIGN
In this section, we present the design of the LeanKV system
that leverages the proposed unified KV cache compression
algorithm to boost LLM inference efficiency. We first discuss
the challenges that the compression algorithm poses to system
performance, and then present novel techniques to tackle these
challenges.

5.1 Challenges
The Need for Flexible Paging. In PagedAttention [30], all
tokens are stored at the same precision, making a fixed page
format sufficient. However, Hetero-KV and mixed-precision
quantization introduce varying precision levels across differ-
ent tokens, rendering a fixed page format inadequate. Specifi-
cally, a fixed page format requires conservatively allocating
high-precision slots for all tokens regardless of their actual
precisions, leading to considerable memory wastage. Suppose
memory is allocated to accommodate the highest precision
K8V4, a token with K4V2 precision would waste 50% of the

memory. Additionally, such a fixed page format results in mis-
aligned memory accesses, which hinder memory bandwidth
utilization and reduce overall computational efficiency. To
fully realize the benefits of Hetero-KV and mixed-precision
quantization, we need a more flexible paging design that can
dynamically adapt to varying precision levels, while ensuring
compact memory usage and efficient memory accesses.
Increased Memory Management Overhead. The per-head
KV cache compression algorithm in LeanKV introduces both
significant latency and metadata overhead in memory man-
agement. In PagedAttention, the memory management com-
plexity is 𝑂 (#𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠) regardless of the number of heads, as
it partitions memory uniformally across heads and assigns
identical page IDs to each head. In contrast, LeanKV must
handle varying numbers of high-precision and low-precision
tokens across different heads, which increases the complexity
to𝑂 (#𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠×#ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑠). If not carefully optimized, this over-
head could overshadow the performance gains from cache
compression. Moreover, to track both high-precision and low-
precision tokens, a straightforward approach would involve
using separate data structures for each precision, resulting in
increased metadata overhead.

5.2 On-GPU Memory Management
A detailed analysis of the memory management process re-
veals opportunities for parallelization and acceleration. Specif-
ically, memory management for the unified compression al-
gorithm consists of two phases: planning and coordination.
In the planning phase, each head independently determines
its memory allocation requirements. The subsequent coordi-
nation phase synchronizes these per-head requirements and
maps them to the GPU’s physical memory. For instance, as-
sume two attention heads require 16 and 32 bytes, respec-
tively, as determined in the planning phase, with all GPU
physical memory available. Then in the coordination phase,
physical memory bytes 0 to 15 are allocated to the first head,
and bytes 16 to 48 to the second. The primary source of in-
creased memory management complexity lies in the planning
phase, which is perfectly parallel and well-suited to the GPU’s
parallel compute capabilities. Parallelizing the coordination
phase is more challenging, as it requires synchronization
across heads. However, we observe that this phase can be
parallelized effectively via parallel prefix sum [40].

Thus, we design an on-GPU memory management system
to efficiently handle per-head dynamic memory allocation and
recycling. This system introduces three GPU-resident data
structures that collectively tackle the aforementioned chal-
lenges: the (1) unified paging to enable flexible paging, (2)
the circular free page list to efficiently execute the coordina-
tion phase in memory management, and (3) the bidirectional
page table to minimize metadata overhead for tracking high-
precision and low-precision tokens.



Unified Paging. We partition the available GPU memory
into evenly sized pages, each configured upon allocation to
store tokens at a given precision. Each unified page consists
of six segments: quantized keys, quantization metadata for
keys, quantized values, quantization metadata for values, to-
ken scores, and positions. The quantization metadata includes
scales and zero points for the key and value vectors. The
number of tokens stored per page is adjusted according to the
quantization configuration, ensuring compact memory usage.
Unified paging allows flexible handling of tokens with vary-
ing precisions while maintaining a consistent memory layout,
effectively supporting our unified compression algorithm. Fur-
thermore, by consolidating keys, values, and their metadata
into a single structure, unified paging enhances data local-
ity and eliminates the need for scattered lookups, improving
memory access efficiency during attention computation.
Circular Free Page List. To facilitate efficient page allo-
cation and recycling, we manage all available page IDs in a
centralized, GPU-resident data structure called circular free
page list. The list tracks free pages using a pair of start and
end pointers, which wrap to the beginning of the list upon
reaching the end, maintaining a circular structure. When a
page is allocated, the start pointer increments to the next avail-
able page ID; when a page is freed, the end pointer increments
to add the freed page ID back to the list.

Notably, both the available and unavailable regions in the
list remain contiguous, enabling the coordination phase in
memory management to be parallelized via parallel prefix
sum. Specifically, after each head determines the number of
pages to be allocated or freed in the planning phase, a parallel
prefix sum operation computes a unique offset for each head
relative to the start or end pointer, ensuring non-conflicting
operations within the list. For memory allocation, each head
concurrently retrieves its new page IDs from its designated
region in the list, with the start pointer incremented by the
cumulative number of pages required across all heads. Sim-
ilarly, for memory recycling, each head concurrently writes
freed page IDs to it designated region, with the end pointer
incremented by the total number of pages released.
Bidirectional Page Table. Similar to PagedAttention, LeanKV
maintains a page table for each attention head, mapping re-
quests to physical memory. Each entry in the page table is a
list of page IDs allocated to the head for a specific request. To
avoid the doubled metadata overhead associated with main-
taining separate page tables for high- and low-precision pages,
LeanKV introduces a unified, GPU-resident data structure
called the bidirectional page table. This structure efficiently
supports the use of three precision levels for KV cache com-
pression, as proposed in Section 4, minimizing the metadata
overhead. In each entry of the bidirectional page table, high-
precision page IDs grow from the left side of the list, while
low-precision page IDs grow from the right, dynamically

Head B’s Page TableHead A’s Page Table

Free Page List unavailable available

democracy builds on trust , openness and justiceRequest:

high-prec page

low-prec page

Free Page List

Free Page List

Figure 5: Memory management flow in the prompt phase.
adapting to the precision requirements of the workload. The
length of each page table entry is determined by the maximum
sequence length divided by the tokens per high-precision
page, ensuring no overflow since low-precision pages always
contain more tokens than high-precision ones. This unified
approach not only minimizes metadata overhead but also elim-
inates the need for separate lookups based on precision levels,
thereby enhancing memory access efficiency during attention
computations. The memory overhead of the bidirectional page
table is minimal: for example, with a batch size of 128 on
Llama-2-7B, which has 32 layers and 32 attention heads per
layer, the total size of all bidirectional page tables is only 64
MB. By contrast, the KV cache for a single request occupies
2 GB.

5.3 Memory Management Workflow
In this section, we delve into LeanKV’s memory management
workflow, demonstrating how the proposed data structures
interact to efficiently support unified KV cache compression.
Notably, this memory management workflow is executed once
per inference step for all requests in the batch and across
all layers in the LLM. This design choice ensures sufficient
parallelism for efficient GPU execution and amortizes the
associated GPU kernel launch overheads.
Prompt Phase. Figure 5 illustrates the memory management
workflow during the prompt phase using an example request
with eight tokens. In this setting, one high-precision page
can store two tokens, and one low-precision page can store
four. Since the exact number of high- and low-precision pages
required by each head is unknown prior to running the com-
pression algorithm, we conservatively allocate four unified
pages per head, assuming that all tokens will be stored at
high precision. Each head then independently applies the KV
cache compression algorithm to determine which tokens to



store at high-precision, low-precision, or to prune. This step
constitutes the planning phase, during which each head calcu-
lates its specific memory needs based on its unique sparsity
pattern. In this example, the first head uses one high-precision
page, while the second head uses two; both heads also require
one low-precision page. High-precision pages are allocated
from the left side of the bidirectional page table, while low-
precision pages are allocated from the right side. Following
the planning phase, any unused pages are marked for recy-
cling, triggering the coordination phase. Here, we employ
a parallel prefix-sum-based approach, as described in the
previous section, to facilitate efficient and conflict-free page
recycling across heads.
Generation Phase. At each generation step, a head allocates
a new page only if either its high-precision or low-precision
pages are full, requiring at most one additional page per step.
Each head independently checks its page availability and, if
needed, allocates a new page in parallel using the prefix-sum-
based approach. Unlike in the prompt phase, page recycling
is not performed during generation, as the total number of
stored tokens either remains the same if an old token is evicted
or increases by one if no eviction occurs. Once a request is
finished, all pages allocated for that request are recycled,
freeing up memory for incoming requests.

6 IMPLEMENTATION
We implement LeanKV on top of vLLM, comprising 4.5K
lines of CUDA/C++ code and 9K lines of Python. We first
outline the architecture of LeanKV and then detail our cus-
tom GPU attention kernel, designed to efficiently support the
unified cache compression algorithm.

6.1 LeanKV Architecture
The architecture of LeanKV is illustrated in Figure 6. At
each inference step, the scheduler batches as many requests
as possible within the available GPU memory to maximize
throughput, sending the selected requests to all workers. Each
GPU hosts one worker, responsible for executing a segment
of the model. LeanKV utilizes tensor parallelism [51], where
each worker handles a partition of each matrix multiplication
and a subset of the attention heads. Each worker includes
a dedicated memory manager to oversee the KV cache for
its assigned attention heads, using the method described in
Section 5. Due to dynamic sparsity patterns, memory require-
ments vary per head for each request, leading to an irregular
memory layout. Additionally, each worker incorporates an
execution engine for model computation. To support unified
KV cache compression, the execution engine integrates a KV
compressor and a custom GPU attention kernel. After com-
puting key and value vectors, the KV compressor is invoked
to compress them using the algorithm in Section 4, storing
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Figure 6: LeanKV architecture.
the results in the KV cache. The custom GPU attention ker-
nel then efficiently computes the attention output using the
compressed KV cache.

6.2 Efficient Attention Kernel
We develop a custom GPU attention kernel that efficiently
supports per-head dynamic sparsity and Hetero-KV quantiza-
tion, fully harnessing the reduction in memory access volume
and translating it into accelerated performance.

Overall, we assign each CUDA thread block to process a
single attention head per sequence. However, mixed-precision
quantization introduces potential load imbalance, as high-
precision tokens demand more bandwidth, which is the bot-
tleneck of attention, than low-precision ones. Thanks to the
unified paging mechanism that stores tokens of the same pre-
cision together in a page, we mitigate this issue by having
thread warps iterate over high-precision pages first, followed
by low-precision pages, ensuring that threads within a warp
remain load-balanced. Each page is processed in two phases:
dot product between the query and keys to derive attention
scores, and weighted sum of values. These two phases fol-
low different computation patterns: reduction over the feature
dimension and token dimension, respectively. To ensure co-
alesced and vectorized memory accesses for both phases,
we design tailored data layouts and parallelization strategies,
elaborated in the following paragraphs.

For key processing, each warp handles one page at a time,
with threads in the warp divided into groups responsible for
distinct keys. Within a group, each thread fetches its assigned
keys in a vectorized manner, performs dequantization on the
fly, and computes a partial dot product between the keys and
corresponding query. Using a straightforward layout such as
[𝐹 , 𝑁tokens] for keys in each page, where 𝐹 denotes the feature
dimension length, would cause threads within a group to fetch
non-contiguous elements strided by 𝑁tokens when parallelizing
across the feature dimension. Alternatively, using [𝑁tokens, 𝐹 ]
would cause thread groups to fetch non-contiguous elements
strided by 𝐹 when parallelizing across tokens. Both layouts
suffer inefficient strided memory accesses, leading to low
bandwidth utilization. Instead, we organize the layout of keys
as [ 𝐹

𝐾vec×𝐾group
, 𝑁tokens, 𝐾group, 𝐾vec], where 𝐾vec denotes the



vectorization factor and 𝐾group denotes the number of threads
per group. During each execution step, each thread fetches
𝐾vec consecutive elements, threads within a group collectively
fetch 𝐾group adjacent chunks, and groups within the warp
access contiguous chunks along the 𝑁tokens dimension. As a
result, the combined memory accesses of all threads in a warp
are contiguous, enabling memory coalescing and maximizing
bandwidth utilization.

For value processing, tokens in a page are evenly dis-
tributed across thread groups in a warp; within each group, in-
dividual threads perform sum reductions over specific ranges
of the feature dimension and save their accumulation results
in registers. Once all groups finish, a tree reduction aggregates
these partial results and produces the output. The number of
registers required per thread is proportional to the feature
dimension range assigned to it, while during key processing
each thread only requires a single register to store the partial
dot product. As a consequence, vectorization along the feature
dimension, as used in key processing, is not suitable for value
processing, because it would significantly increase register
pressure by forcing each thread to handle a larger portion of
the feature dimension. To better align with the computation
pattern of reduction across tokens during value processing,
we apply vectorization to the token dimension instead, which
reduces register pressure and ensures more effective paral-
lelization. We organize the layout of values as [ 𝐹

𝑉group
, 𝑁tokens
𝑉vec

,
𝑉group, 𝑉vec] accordingly.

7 EVALUATION
We first evaluate the effectiveness of LeanKV’s unified KV
cache compression algorithm and analyze the sensitivity of
different models to KV cache compression. Then, We demon-
strate the improvements in throughput achieved by LeanKV.

7.1 Experiment Setup
We evaluate LeanKV on six models across three families:
Llama2-7B and 70B [54], Llama3-8B and 70B [15], Mistral-
7B [27], and Mixtral-8x7B [28]. Mixtral-8x7B employs a
Mixture-of-Experts (MOE) architecture, while the remain-
ing models are dense. Performance of LeanKV is evalu-
ated on five benchmarks, grouped into two categories. The
first includes tasks requiring advanced reasoning and logic:
GSM8K [11] (mathematics), HumanEval [9] (coding), and
MMLU [25] (academic level question answering). The second
category includes traditional text processing tasks: SQuAD [45]
(reading comprehension) and CNN-DailyMail [41] (summa-
rization). Throughput and latency is measured on Nvidia L40
GPUs, each with 48GB of memory [42].

7.2 Evaluating Unified Cache Compression
We first demonstrate the effectiveness of Hetero-KV quantiza-
tion and dynamic sparsity individually, and then evaluate the
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Figure 7: Performance of Hetero-KV.

end-to-end benefits of the proposed unified KV cache com-
pression. To mitigate the noise and randomness in floating-
point computations, each experiment is repeated five times
with the dataset randomly shuffled, and the reported results
are the average of these runs.
Evaluating Hetero-KV. Figure 7 shows the performance of
Hetero-KV quantization, namely K8V4 and K4V2, compared
to FP16 baselines, on GSM8K and SQuAD, representing
benchmarks from the two categories. To validate our intuition
that key vectors have a more significant impact than value
vectors (Section 3.1), we additionally evaluate the mirror con-
figurations of Hetero-KV, namely K4V8 and K2V4, where
values are stored with higher precision than keys.

K8V4 maintains the accuracy of the FP16 baseline across
both benchmarks for all models, whereas its mirror config-
uration, K4V8, results in noticeable degradation, particu-
larly on the reasoning-intensive GSM8K benchmark. The
performance gap between K4V2 and K2V4 is even more pro-
nounced. On GSM8K, K4V2 retains at least 77.8% of FP16
performance, while K2V4 reduces accuracy to nearly zero for
all models. On SQuAD, K4V2 achieves 94.7% to 99.4% of
FP16 performance, whereas K2V4 achieves only 28.2% to
60.0%. These results confirm that key vectors play a more crit-
ical role than value vectors, and demonstrate that Hetero-KV
is effective in maintaining the accuracy of the FP16 baseline.
Evaluating Dynamic Sparsity. We evaluate the effectiveness
of per-head dynamic sparsity (Section 3.2) in identifying
critical tokens, comparing it to the static sparsity method used
in H2O [62], which allocates an equal memory budget to all
attention heads. The results are shown in Figure 8, where we
use the Mistral-7B model as an example and all tokens are
stored in FP16.

For reasoning-intensive workloads such as GSM8K and
HumanEval, dynamic sparsity significantly outperforms static
sparsity, with the performance gap widening as the fraction of
pruned tokens increases. For traditional text processing tasks,
however, the benefits of dynamic sparsity are less pronounced:
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Figure 8: Performance of dynamic vs. static sparsity.

it slightly outperforms static sparsity on SQuAD and performs
similarly on CNN-DailyMail.

The difference between SQuAD and CNN-DailyMail can
be attributed to their differing sensitivities to token pruning.
SQuAD (reading comprehension) requires precise retrieval
of specific words from the prompt, making it more sensi-
tive to pruning critical tokens. In contrast, CNN-DailyMail
(summarization) inherently involves discarding less relevant
information to generate concise summaries, resulting in lower
sensitivity to token pruning. To summarize, dynamic sparsity
is superior to static sparsity for reasoning-intensive tasks and
text processing that involves precise information retrieval.
Evaluating Unified KV Cache Compression. Finally, we
evaluate the end-to-end performance of the unified KV cache
compression described in Section 4. For each benchmark,
we perform grid search over the high-precision threshold 𝑇ℎ
(with discrete values from {0.5%, 1%, 5%, 10%, 20%}) and
the low-precision threshold 𝑇𝑙 (with discrete values from
{0%, 0.1%, 0.5%, 1%}), selecting the configurations that min-
imize the KV cache memory budget under different perfor-
mance constraints. To account for the inherent randomness in
floating-point computations, we consider a configuration to
be performance-neutral if its average performance falls within
three standard deviations of the FP16 baseline.

Table 1 reports the KV cache memory usage of LeanKV,
normalized to vLLM [30], across all evaluated models and
benchmarks. The results are presented for two configurations:
performance-neutral, which ensures no degradation in output
quality, and less-than-5% performance degradation, a common
target in prior work [17, 18, 31, 34, 35, 63] that enables
more aggressive memory savings while preserving acceptable
quality. Across models and workloads, LeanKV achieves
performance neutral with 18.9% to 28.9% of the KV cache

memory budget, and less-than-5% performance degradation
with 7.6% to 20.6% of the memory budget.

Additionally, Figure 9 shows the Pareto performance-memory
curves of LeanKV on the reasoning-intensive benchmark
GSM8K and text processing benchmark SQuAD. The results
are compared against the FP16 baseline, conventional 8-bit
quantization (K8V8) and 4-bit quantization (K4V4), and the
pruning-only technique H2O [62]. For GSM8K, K8V8 pre-
serves the FP16 baseline performance, while K4V4 leads
to a noticeable performance degradation of 2.8% to 7.3%. In
comparison, LeanKV achieves FP16-equivalent performance
with only 19.8% to 23.1% of the memory budget, even less
than K4V4, which requires 25% memory. Moreover, LeanKV
offers a more flexible memory-performance tradeoff, with
performance degradation limited to less than 5% while using
just 9.4% to 16.3% of the memory. In contrast, under similar
memory constraints, H2O results in near-zero accuracy. Simi-
lar trends are observed on the SQuAD benchmark: LeanKV
matches the performance of FP16 and K8V8 with less mem-
ory than K4V4, which causes noticeable performance degra-
dation, and outperforms H2O under comparable memory bud-
gets.

Notably, across all evaluated models and benchmarks, LeanKV
achieves performance-neutral with the K8V4-K4V2 configu-
ration, where critical tokens are stored with K8V4 precision,
non-critical tokens with K4V2, and no pruning is applied.
For the less-than-5% degradation setting, the optimal con-
figuration varies across models. For large 70B models, less-
than-5% degradation is achieved with the more aggressive
K4V2-K4V1 quantization without pruning, as pruning signif-
icantly degrades performance even on top of K8V4-K4V2.
In contrast, for smaller models, less-than-5% degradation is
achieved by further pruning the least important tokens on top
of K8V4-K4V2. These varying configurations in low-memory
regimes are also visualized in Figure 9, where each data point
for LeanKV is annotated with its corresponding configuration.
This disparity underscores the varying sensitivity of models to
KV cache compression techniques, emphasizing the need for
a unified framework capable of adapting to diverse scenarios
to maximize efficiency.

In summary, LeanKV provides a superior performance-
memory tradeoff compared to conventional methods. It main-
tains the performance of FP16 and 8-bit quantization while
using even less memory than 4-bit quantization. Additionally,
LeanKV offers a smooth tradeoff in the low-memory regime
(10% to 20% of memory), where pruning-only methods expe-
rience significant performance degradation.

7.3 Sensitivity to KV Cache Compression
We investigate the varying sensitivity of models to KV cache
compression, using the Llama model family as an example,
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Figure 9: KV cache memory normalized to vLLM vs.
benchmark performance tradeoff of LeanKV
Table 1: Memory usage of LeanKV normalized to vLLM
across models and benchmarks.

Models Benchmarks
GSM8K MMLU HumanEval SQUAD CNN-DailyMail

Llama2-7B perf-neutral 18.9% 22.8% 23.1% 21.2% 21.6%
5% perf-loss 11.3% 11.5% 18.9% 14.6% 7.6%

Llama2-70B perf-neutral 21.3% 21.4% 21.2% 21.1% 20.1%
5% perf-loss 19.5% 15.9% 18.2% 16.0% 15.7%

Llama3-8B perf-neutral 20.7% 26.7% 26.6% 24.1% 20.0%
5% perf-loss 9.4% 20.6% 22.1% 12.8% 8.8%

Llama3-70B perf-neutral 23.1% 21.5% 22.7% 22.7% 19.5%
5% perf-loss 16.3% 16.1% 21.2% 16.0% 15.7%

Mistral-7B perf-neutral 26.8% 28.9% 23.0% 26.2% 19.4%
5% perf-loss 17.7% 13.6% 15.1% 15.9% 9.7%

Mixtral-8x7B perf-neutral 19.8% 20.1% 21.4% 21.1% 20.0%
5% perf-loss 13.8% 8.9% 10.7% 8.9% 10.0%

due to their similar training data and methodologies. Fig-
ure 10 illustrates the normalized performance degradation
relative to the FP16 baseline for Llama2-7B, Llama3-8B,
and Llama3-70B as the fraction of pruned tokens increases.
Among the models, Llama2-7B exhibits the least performance
degradation, even when compared to Llama3-8B, which has
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Figure 10: Sensitivity to KV cache pruning.
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Figure 11: Sensitivity to low-bit KV cache quantization.
a comparable parameter size. This resilience can be attrib-
uted to Llama2-7B’s MHA architecture, which introduces
greater redundancy in the KV cache compared to the more
memory efficient GQA architecture utilized by Llama3-8B
and Llama3-70B. Llama3-70B experiences the most signifi-
cant performance degradation, suggesting that larger models
distribute attention more evenly across tokens, making them
more sensitive to pruning.

Figure 11 further illustrates the normalized performance
degradation of the K4V2-K4V1 configuration as the fraction
of tokens stored in K4V1 increases. The Llama3-70B model
exhibits the greatest resilience to low-bit quantization, main-
taining near-baseline performance even when 60% of tokens
are stored in K4V1. In comparison, smaller models show
noticeable performance degradation even when all tokens
are stored in K4V2, highlighting their greater sensitivity to
aggressive quantization.

These observations justify the two key trends outlined
earlier: larger models and newer models employing more
memory-efficient network architectures are more sensitive to
pruning, while smaller models are more adversely impacted
by low-bit quantization.

7.4 Evaluating Latency and Throughput
In this section, we provide a comprehensive evaluation of
LeanKV’s performance, comparing it against state-of-the-art
systems including vLLM and H2O across various models
and configurations. All experiments were conducted on a
machine equipped with eight NVIDIA L40 GPUs. For mod-
els that fit into a single GPU’s memory, such as Llama2-7B
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and Llama3-7B, we use one GPU. For larger models like
Llama2-70B and Llama3-70B, we parallelize the computa-
tion across four GPUs. Our evaluation focuses on latency
breakdown, attention kernel speedup, and end-to-end through-
put to demonstrate the efficiency and scalability of LeanKV.
Memory Management Overhead. Figure 12 shows the la-
tency breakdown of LeanKV during one inference step with
a sequence length of 1024 tokens, evaluated across different
batch sizes. The memory management overhead is remark-
ably low, contributing less than 0.2% of the total latency in
the prompt phase and under 0.9% in the generation phase.
Model execution dominates the latency in both phases, ac-
counting for 96–97% of the latency in the prompt phase and
92–93% in the generation phase. Notably, as the batch size in-
creases, the percentage of time spent on model execution rises
slightly, reflecting the scalability of LeanKV. For comparison,
in vLLM, model execution contributes 97% of the latency in
the prompt phase and 95% in the generation phase. These re-
sults demonstrate that LeanKV effectively minimizes latency
contributions from memory management and KV compres-
sion, ensuring that these auxiliary processes do not become
performance bottlenecks.
Attention Kernel Speedup. Figure 13 shows the speedup
of the LeanKV’s custom attention kernel against vLLM un-
der different quantization configurations. LeanKV achieves a
near-linear speedup proportional to the reduction in KV cache
size. For example, with K8V8, which halves the KV cache
size relative to FP16 datatype, the theoretical speedup is 2×,
and LeanKV achieves 1.7×. The slight gap is primarily due to
the overhead of accessing quantization metadata and perform-
ing dequantization. Additionally, LeanKV achieves greater
speedups on longer sequences, indicating that its bandwidth
optimization techniques become increasingly effective as the
sequence length grows.
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Figure 14: Throughput and achieved batch size.

End-to-End Throughput. Figure 14 presents the end-to-end
throughput and achieved batch sizes of LeanKV compared
to vLLM and H2O. We conduct experiments on 1000 se-
quences sampled from the ShareGPT [3] dataset, setting the
generation length to 4096 tokens. The compression thresh-
olds for LeanKV are selected based on the most challenging
dataset, MMLU, making them the most conservative choices.
In configurations with no accuracy loss, LeanKV achieves
throughput speedups ranging from 2.0× to 2.5× compared to
vLLM across various models. When allowing a 5% accuracy
loss, LeanKV achieves even higher speedups, ranging from
3.0× to 6.9×. These improvements are directly correlated
with the larger batch sizes supported by LeanKV, enabled
by its KV cache compression techniques. For instance, with
the Llama2-7B model, LeanKV sustains a batch size of 62
without accuracy loss and 177 with 5% accuracy loss, far
exceeding vLLM’s batch size of 22. The increased batch size
enables LeanKV to maximize the utilization of GPU compute
capacity, leading to higher throughput. Llama3-7B exhibits a
less significant speedup compared to Llama2-7B because it
utilizes GQA, which reduces its KV cache size by 4×. As a
result, vLLM already supports a relatively large batch size of
51.5 for Llama3-7B, narrowing the batch size advantage that
LeanKV can leverage. Nevertheless, LeanKV still achieves
up to 3.4× higher throughput over vLLM on Llama3-7B.

Notably, H2O supports even smaller batch sizes than vLLM
and consequently has lower throughput. This is because H2O
consumes additional memory during the prompt phase for
intermediate results required to calculate compression met-
rics, limiting the batch size that can be supported. In contrast,
we design a FlashAttention-compatible kernel using Triton,
which avoids the additional memory overhead caused by inter-
mediate results and achieves performance on par with vLLM.

8 CONCLUSION
We propose LeanKV, a unified KV cache compression frame-
work designed to enhance LLM serving efficiency through
three key techniques: Hetero-KV, per-head dynamic sparsity,
and unified KV compression. To support these innovations,
LeanKV incorporates system optimizations including unified



paging and on-GPU parallel memory management. Our ex-
periments show that LeanKV achieves 1.9× to 2.5× higher
throughput over state-of-the-art systems without compromis-
ing model accuracy, and up to 6.9× higher throughput with
minimal accuracy degradation.
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