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This work presents a systematic characterization of Large Language Model (LLM) inference to address
fragmented understanding. Through comprehensive experiments, we establish a four-dimensional analytical
framework: (1) Two-Phase Heterogeneity Observation; (2) Microarchitectural Root Cause Analysis; (3) System
Scaling Principles; and (4) Emerging Paradigm Boundaries. Our investigation progresses systematically from
observation to foresight: identifying performance phenomena, revealing hardware causes, validating system
behavior, and exploring new paradigms. This study not only consolidates a reliable empirical foundation for
existing research but also provides new discoveries and practical optimization guidance for LLM inference.

1 Introduction
The inference of Large Language Models (LLMs) has emerged as a critical workload spanning from
data centers to edge devices [6, 16, 36, 50, 55, 58, 60]. As LLM deployment expands across diverse
applications—from real-time conversational systems [24, 34, 49] to complex retrieval-augmented
generation [10, 14, 22, 30] pipelines—optimizing inference efficiency has become increasingly
vital [29, 31, 32, 38, 41, 56, 59, 63]. Unlike conventional deep learning workloads, LLM inference
exhibits a distinctive two-phase execution pattern: the parallelizable Prefill phase and the sequential
Decode phase [25, 62]. This inherent computational heterogeneity generates conflicting hardware
demands that dictate system performance across latency, throughput, and energy efficiency metrics.
Although the compute-bound nature of Prefill and memory-bound characteristics of Decode

have gained broad recognition, current research predominantly treats this dichotomy as a static
assumption rather than examining it through dynamic quantitative analysis. The growing com-
plexity of model architectures—particularly the shift toward Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) [4, 11, 43]
paradigms—coupled with expanding deployment scenarios encompassing edge computing and
sophisticated Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) workflows, has further complicated the inter-
play between hardware constraints and software characteristics. This landscape creates a pressing
need for a systematic characterization that can not only validate established understandings with
rigorous microarchitectural evidence but also reveal fundamental relationships between execution
patterns, memory hierarchy behavior, and energy consumption profiles.
Existing characterization studies exhibit significant fragmentation across research domains.

Device- and energy-focused analyses profile platform-specific latency and power patterns [3, 12, 26,
35, 40], while quantization research examines precision-performance trade-offs [44]. Kernel- and
compiler-level investigations dissect attention/GEMM operations and optimization strategies [5, 7,
51, 57], and system-oriented studies explore serving, scheduling policies, and cachemanagement [20,
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the LLM inference process, comprising the Prefill and Decode phases.

28, 42, 46, 47, 52, 53, 62]. Despite this breadth, current work remains siloed—lacking the cross-layer,
component-integrated perspective needed for holistic LLM inference characterization.

To bridge this gap, our research introduces a unified experimental framework that systematically
synthesizes existing knowledge while exploring new analytical directions. This integrated approach
enables us to provide architectural-level verification and refinement of established conclusions while
yielding new insights in previously underexplored domains. Our systematic investigation progresses
through four interconnected analytical dimensions. (1) Two-Phase Heterogeneity: We establish the
fundamental dichotomy between Prefill and Decode phases through cross-scenario measurements,
defining phase heterogeneity as a core paradigm for LLM inference. (2) Microarchitectural Root
Causes: Using Roofline modeling and stall analysis, we identify the hardware origins of phase
divergence through operator characteristics and data reuse patterns. (3) Scaling Behavior: We
validate phase-aware parallelization strategies across multi-GPU systems, and shows how the
bottlenecks of Prefill and Decode phases are amplified at the edge device. (4) Emerging Paradigms:
We characterize sparse activation tradeoffs in MoEs models and bottleneck migration in RAG
workflows, informing next-generation system design.

Our findings establish a systematic framework for understanding LLM inference. These insights
provide both theoretical foundations for future model-system co-design and practical optimization
guidances for real-world deployment across diverse hardware environments.

2 Background
2.1 LLM Inference
We focus on decoder-only Transformer architectures (e.g., Llama-3, Qwen2.5). As shown in Fig. 1,
the inference process naturally decomposes into two distinct phases. (1) Prefill Phase. The model
processes the entire input prompt in parallel. The self-attention mechanism computes the Key and
Value tensors for all prompt tokens and stores them in the KV Cache. This parallel computation
establishes the initial context required for subsequent generation. (2) Decode Phase. The model
generates output tokens autoregressively, one step at a time. Each step processes only the single
newly generated token. To maintain context, the attention mechanism uses the KV Cache to retrieve
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Fig. 2. Overview of Emerging Paradigms: (a) MoE architecture; (b) RAG workflow.

the Key and Value tensors of all preceding tokens, computing attention scores against the full
history before appending the current step’s KV pairs to the cache.

2.2 Emerging Paradigms: MoE and RAG
While dense Transformer architectures have dominated early LLM development, two emerging
paradigms are fundamentally reshaping the computational characteristics of LLM inference.

Mixture-of-Experts. MoE represents a fundamental architectural shift from dense computation
to sparse activation. By replacing dense feed-forward networks with specialized expert layers, MoE
architectures achieve unprecedented decoupling of model capacity from computational cost. As
illustrated in Fig. 2(a), a routing network dynamically selects only the top-𝑘 experts per token,
enabling massive parameter counts while activating minimal computational paths. This sparse acti-
vation dramatically reduces FLOPs per token but introduces distinct system challenges: significant
routing overhead emerges during sequential Decode, while expert partitioning creates fragmented
memory access patterns, establishing new phase-dependent optimization frontiers.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation. RAG transforms LLM inference by integrating explicit knowl-
edge retrieval components. These systems create a heterogeneous CPU-GPU pipeline where external
knowledge retrieval precedes LLM execution, fundamentally redistributing system bottlenecks. As
shown in Fig. 2(b), performance constraints shift from GPU computational throughput to CPU-side
retrieval latency and memory bandwidth saturation. Furthermore, the integration of retrieved
knowledge substantially expands effective context length during the Prefill phase, introducing
additional computational complexity and memory demands that reshape the entire inference profile.

The RAG workflow comprises five distinct stages. Keyword Extraction: LLM processes the input
query to extract semantic keywords and generate embeddings. Knowledge Graph (KG) Retrieval:
Hybrid vector and graph-based searches retrieve relevant contextual information. Dialogue History
Processing: Management and preparation of previous conversation turns. Prompt Construction:
Integration of retrieved context, dialogue history, and current query into the final prompt. LLM
Generation: Standard inference execution on the augmented prompt.
The KG Retrieval stage further decomposes into six functional sub-stages. Edge/Vertex Vector

Matching: Compute vector similarities to identify relevant graph entities. Edge/Vertex Traversal:
Navigate graph structure to expand retrieval scope. Get Context: Acquire textual content associated
with retrieved entities. Context Processing: Preprocess and prepare retrieved text for integration.
The matching sub-stages handle similarity computation, while the traversal and processing sub-
stages manage graph navigation and text preparation, respectively.
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3 Characterization Methodology
This section details our characterization methodology, experimental setup, and profiling approaches.

3.1 Methodology
Our characterization methodology is designed to systematically unravel the performance landscape
of LLM inference, moving from symptomatic observation to prescriptive insight. The four steps
form a causal chain: we first establish what the core performance phenomena are, then determine
why they occur at the hardware level, subsequently validate how these principles govern behavior
in realistic systems, and finally explore where the performance boundaries are being redefined by
emerging paradigms. These steps are implemented as follows.

(1) Phenomenon Observation: Establishing the "What" – Two-Phase Heterogeneity.
• Objective: Identify the fundamental macroscopic performance characteristics.
• Action: We systematically measure latency distribution, throughput, and energy across diverse
application scenarios of LLM inference.

• Outcome: This step establishes the core empirical fact of a fundamental dichotomy between the
Prefill and Decode phases, documenting their distinct bottleneck profiles, dynamic migration,
and predictable behaviors. It answers what the system’s performance symptoms are.
(2) Root Cause Explanation: Uncovering the "Why" – Microarchitectural Etiology.

• Objective: Diagnose the root causes of the two-phase performance dichotomy.
• Action: We employ Roofline modeling to quantify arithmetic intensity, warp stall analysis to
pinpoint pipeline bottlenecks, and memory behaviors profiling to assess memory locality.

• Outcome: This step connects macroscopic symptoms to microarchitectural root causes, revealing
that Prefill is inherently compute-bound due to high-intensity GEMMs, while Decode is memory-
bound due to low-intensity, KV-cache-dominated data access.
(3) Scaling Effect Analysis: Validating the "How" – System-Level Governing Principles.

• Objective: Test how phase-aware principles generalize to scaled and constrained environments.
• Action: We extend the analysis to multi-GPU setups (evaluating Tensor and Pipeline Parallelism)

and edge devices (profiling under resource constraints).
• Outcome: This step demonstrates how the root causes dictate system design. It validates that the

compute-bound Prefill scales with Tensor Parallelism, while the memory-bound Decode is better
served by Pipeline Parallelism, and shows how these bottlenecks are amplified at the edge.
(4) Boundary Redefinition: Exploring the "Where" – Paradigm Shifts.

• Objective: Investigate how new architectural and workflow innovations reshape the established
performance boundaries.

• Action: We characterize sparse MoE models and RAGworkflows, quantifying their new efficiency
trade-offs and bottleneck migrations.

• Outcome: This step looks forward to where the landscape is evolving. It shows how MoE
decouples total parameters from active computation, and how RAG shifts the bottleneck from
GPU to CPU, thereby redefining the optimization frontier for next-generation systems.
This structured progression from observation to explanation, validation, and foresight ensures

our characterization is not merely descriptive, but fundamentally explanatory and prescriptive.

3.2 Experimental Setup
To implement our characterization methodology, we established a comprehensive experimental
framework comprising the platforms, models, workloads, and profiling methods detailed below.
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Table 1. Information of evaluated LLMs.

Model Params (B) Layers Hidden Dim. Attn. Heads (Q/KV) Arch. Experts
Llama-3-8B-Instruct 8 32 4096 32 / 8 Dense –
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 7 28 3584 28 / 4 Dense –
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 32 64 5120 40 / 8 Dense –

Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 30.5 / 3.3† 48 2048 32 / 4 MoE 128 (top-8)
†Total / activated parameters per token, as reported by the official model card of Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507.

Table 2. Summary of evaluation workloads.
Scenario Dataset Input length Output length #Prompts
Chat ShareGPT-V3 (sharegpt) variable (from dataset) 128 16
Summary Sonnet (sonnet) 8192 256 8
Translate Synthetic (random) 512 512 16
Code InstructCoder (HF, hf) variable (from dataset) 2048 8
Story Synthetic (random) 256 3072 4

Platforms. We employ two platforms spanning the compute spectrum: a high-performance
server with two Intel Xeon Platinum 8350C CPUs and four NVIDIA A100 80GB SXM GPUs
(interconnected via NVLink in pairs and PCIe across pairs); and an NVIDIA Jetson AGX Orin for
edge-device characterization. All experiments use vLLM v0.9.2 [27] with BF16 precision.
Models. Our evaluation covers four instruction-tuned LLMs (see Table 1): the dense models

Llama-3-8B-Instruct [9] and Qwen2.5-7B/32B-Instruct [48], which share architectural similarity but
differ in scale; and the sparse model Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct [54], an MoE model activating 3.3B
of its 30.5B total parameters per token. This selection provides a comprehensive testbed covering
parameter scales from 7B to 32B across both dense and MoE architectures.
Workloads. We evaluate five representative workloads covering common LLM application

scenarios, as configured in Table 2. These workloads are strategically chosen to elicit the two-phase
behavior central to our analysis: 1) Chat (ShareGPT-V3), interactive dialogue with variable-length
inputs; 2) Summary (Sonnet corpus), long-context processing with 8K input tokens; 3) Translation
(Synthetic), balanced input-output task; 4) Code Generation (InstructCoder): long-output scenario;
5) Story Writing (Synthetic): creative writing with extended generation.
All experiments use vLLM’s offline inference benchmark with fixed request batches to isolate

intrinsic execution behavior from arrival dynamics. The synthetic dataset enables precise control
over prompt lengths, while real-world datasets provide realistic usage patterns.
Profiling Methods. We employ NVIDIA Nsight Systems/Compute for GPU analysis and Intel

PCM for CPU microarchitecture characterization in RAG workflows. Experiments run in eager
execution mode with high-frequency power sampling via nvidia-smi for energy measurements. All
configurations are repeatedly executed and averaged to ensure statistical reliability.

4 Phenomenon Observation — Establishing Two-phase Heterogeneity
We begin our characterization by establishing the fundamental macroscopic performance phenom-
ena of LLM inference. Through systematic measurements, we objectively document the intrinsic
dichotomy between Prefill and Decode phases—two execution phases that exhibit fundamentally
distinct performance signatures. Our analysis reveals that these phases differ radically in their
GPU resource utilization patterns and energy efficiency characteristics. Furthermore, we observe
dynamic bottleneck migration between phases as input/output lengths and model scales vary,
alongside identifying strong predictable relationships: Prefill latency demonstrates a linear depen-
dence on the number of uncached tokens, while total energy consumption scales linearly with
output length. This phase establishes the essential “symptom profile” of LLM inference performance,
providing the empirical foundation for subsequent root-cause investigation.
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Fig. 3. (a) Overview of SM utilization and DRAM throughput across Prefill and Decode in the Chat scenario.
(b) Transition of latency dominance from Decode to Prefill phase under increasing input length and fixed
output (128 tokens), measured on Qwen2.5-7B with a single GPU.

4.1 Resource Utilization Divergence Between Prefill and Decode Phases
We observe pronounced differences in how the two phases utilize GPU resources. As shown in
Fig. 3(a), Prefill exhibits significantly higher Streaming Multiprocessor (SM) utilization than Decode,
indicating its stronger dependence on computational throughput. Conversely, Decode demonstrates
notably higher memory bandwidth utilization, reflecting its greater demand for data access. This
fundamental disparity in resource utilization patterns reveals the intrinsic difference in performance
bottlenecks between the two phases. These observations lead to a key insight: 1 The Prefill
and Decode phases are bottlenecked by different resources: Prefill by computational
throughput and Decode by memory bandwidth.

4.2 Dynamic Performance Behavior of Prefill and Decode Phases
LLM inference exhibits inherently dynamic performance characteristics, shaped by the complex
interplay of workload properties (e.g., input/output lengths), model scales, and system configura-
tions (e.g., batch size). To systematically deconstruct this behavior, we analyze its manifestations
across three critical dimensions: first, we examine how latency bottlenecks migrate between phases
and principal operators under varying conditions; second, we characterize the dynamic trade-off
between throughput and latency as a function of batching strategy; and third, we investigate the
predictability of Prefill latency, establishing its deterministic relationship with workload.

4.2.1 Bottleneck Migration. LLM inference is characterized by a dynamic bottleneck migration,
where the dominant performance constraint shifts between execution phases and core operators.
This subsection systematically unpacks how critical factors—namely input/output length and model
scale—govern these transitions, revealing the context-dependent nature of inference performance.

Phase-Level Bottleneck Migration. As illustrated in Fig. 3(b) for Qwen2.5-7B with a fixed output
of 128 tokens 𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑡 , the Decode phase accounts for most of the latency at short input lengths
𝐿𝑖𝑛 . However, as input length grows, the Prefill latency share increases progressively, surpassing
Decode after a critical point (around 2k tokens) to become the dominant bottleneck. Notably,
the per-step Decode latency remains largely stable, independent of input length. This empirical
analysis across models and workloads reveals a consistent pattern: 2 A clear crossover point
exists in the latency breakdown between Prefill and Decode as input length increases:
Decode dominates at shorter inputs (forming Decode-Dominant regions), while Prefill
becomes the bottleneck beyond a critical length (creating Prefill-Dominant regions). This
crossover originates in the fundamental complexity differences between the two phases: Prefill
performs one-time self-attention over the entire input, with quadratic complexity 𝑂 (𝐿2𝑖𝑛), whereas
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Table 3. Dominant operator types under different phases, context lengths, and model scales.

Phase Context Length (𝑛) Small Model (8B) Large Model (32B)

Prefill
Typical context (1K-8K) FFN FFN
Extremely long context (>16K-32K+) Attention Attention

Decode
Typical context (1K-8K) Attention FFN
Extremely long context (>16K-32K+) Attention Attention

Decode reuses the KV cache and computes incrementally per token, leading to approximately linear
complexity 𝑂 (𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑡 ) and stable per-step cost.

Operator-Level Bottleneck Migration. Within LLM architectures, the FFN and Attention modules
collectively account for the majority of inference latency, representing 94% to 96% of the total
execution time across phases and scenarios. This predominance reveals that: 3 The vast majority
of inference latency is occupied by the FFN andAttention operators.We therefore investigate
how the dominant operator shifts between FFN and Attention under varying conditions. As shown
in Fig. 4, measurements across typical context lengths (1k–8k) reveal consistent trends. For extremely
long contexts (16k–32k+), prior studies [23, 37] have established that Attention emerges as the
primary bottleneck in both phases, owing to its rapidly escalating computational and memory
overhead. In summary: 4 The bottleneck operator in LLM inference shifts between FFN
and Attention as model scale and context length change.

Table 3 details this switching pattern. The underlying mechanism lies in the differing computa-
tional complexities of FFN and Attention with respect to context length 𝑛. In the Prefill phase, FFN
scales as 𝑂 (𝑛) while Attention scales as 𝑂 (𝑛2). For typical contexts (1K–8K), the quadratic term
of Attention is not yet dominant, so the substantial fixed cost of FFN prevails. In extremely long
contexts, however, Attention’s quadratic cost surpasses FFN, making it the primary bottleneck.
In the Decode phase, FFN cost per step is roughly constant 𝑂 (1), while Attention grows linearly
𝑂 (𝑛) due to full KV-cache traversal. Thus, under typical contexts, large models (e.g., 32B) are
FFN-dominated due to high fixed costs, while small models (e.g., 8B) are Attention-dominated.
As context length extends further, Attention’s linear growth eventually exceeds FFN’s fixed cost,
causing both model scales to become Attention-dominated in extremely long contexts.

4.2.2 Throughput-Latency Trade-off. We systematically characterize the fundamental yet conflict-
ing relationship between throughput and latency in LLM inference, focusing on how batch size
serves as the critical control parameter for balancing this trade-off.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, we characterize the throughput and latency trends under varying batch
sizes across three representative models. Our analysis reveals a consistent pattern: 5 A dynamic
throughput–latency trade-off exists: as batch size increases, system throughput (tokens/s)
rises initially but exhibits diminishing returns, while average decoding latency grows
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monotonically, creating a fundamental performance conflict. This behavior stems from
two competing effects: larger batches improve GPU utilization and amortize fixed overheads (e.g.,
kernel launching and scheduling), thereby boosting throughput. However, they also introduce
increased queuing delays—since requests within a batch must complete jointly and decoding
proceeds token-by-token, inter-step dependencies prolong average waiting time. Beyond a critical
batch size, throughput gains plateau while latency penalties accelerate, leading to a latency trap.

4.2.3 Predictability of Prefill Latency. The predictability of Prefill phase latency (Job Completion
Time, JCT) is crucial for understanding system behavior and constructing effective scheduling
models. Unlike the autoregressive Decode phase, which involves sequential dependencies and
sampling variability, the computational workload of Prefill is determined solely by the number of
input tokens, suggesting inherent deterministic behavior. Our experimental results confirm this
hypothesis: 6 JCT of Prefill phase exhibits a strong linear relationship with the number
of uncached tokens, enabling highly accurate latency prediction.
We systematically evaluate Prefill’s JCT across three representative models. Input lengths cov-

ered short to long contexts 𝑛input ∈ {1,024, 2,048, 4,096, 8,192}, with KV cache hit ratios varied
as 𝑟 ∈ {0%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 90%}. For each (𝑛input, 𝑟 ) combination, we execute prefill-only infer-
ence—generating exactly one output token—multiple times, recording the Prefill’s JCT and the
number of uncached tokens, defined as: 𝑛uncached = 𝑛input − 𝑛cached. As shown in Fig. 6, Prefill’s JCT
exhibits a strong linear correlation with 𝑛uncached across all three models. The Pearson correlation
coefficients are: 𝑐 = 0.971 for Qwen2.5-7B, 𝑐 = 0.991 for Qwen2.5-32B, 𝑐 = 0.977 for Llama-3-8B.
The relationship is well-approximated by the linear model: JCT ≈ 𝑎 + 𝑏 × 𝑛uncached, where the coef-
ficient 𝑏 reflects the average computational cost per uncached token, measured as approximately
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minimal contribution; (b) Energy vs. output length with fixed input (64 tokens), demonstrating strong linear
dependence; (c) Energy scaling with model parameters under fixed workload (64-input, 256-output tokens).

0.0312 ms/token (Qwen2.5-7B), 0.0612 ms/token (Qwen2.5-32B), and 0.0324 ms/token (Llama-3-8B).
Notably, the unit cost increases with model scale, indicating higher computational demand for
larger models. A marginally weaker correlation observed at shorter input lengths (∼ 1K) is due to
the relatively larger impact of fixed overheads and measurement jitter in such regimes.

4.3 Energy Analysis
Energy efficiency has become a critical concern in LLM inference, especially for large-scale de-
ployments where power consumption directly impacts operational costs and environmental sus-
tainability. This subsection presents a comprehensive analysis of energy consumption patterns
across different phases, output lengths, and model scales, with the goal of establishing predictable
energy models. We conduct energy measurements in a single A100 GPU environment. Our mea-
surement methodology employs a precise power sampling approach. Before each inference task,
we record GPU idle power for 10 seconds and compute the average as 𝑃baseline. During infer-
ence execution, we sample instantaneous power 𝑃sample (𝑡) at 100ms intervals using nvidia-smi
–query-gpu=power.draw. Finally, we compute net energy consumption by integrating baseline-
adjusted power over the task duration: 𝐸net =

∫ end
start max

(
𝑃sample (𝑡) − 𝑃baseline, 0

)
𝑑𝑡 .

4.3.1 Energy vs. Workload. To dissect the energy contributions of Prefill and Decode phases, we
systematically varied input and output lengths while measuring total energy consumption.
When fixing output length at 256 tokens and increasing input length from 16 to 2048 tokens

(Fig. 7(a)), total net energy remains nearly constant at ≈ 440 J (fluctuation within ±2%), exhibiting
extremely low correlation with input length (𝑅2 = 0.071). This leads to our first energy insight:
7 LLM inference energy consumption is dominated by the Decode phase, with Prefill
contributing negligibly to total energy. Although Prefill is computationally intensive, its one-
time execution contributes minimal energy compared to the hundreds of memory-access-dominated
iterations in Decode phase, where KV Cache operations accumulate to dominate total energy.
Conversely, when fixing input length and varying output length (Fig. 7(b)), we observe a fun-

damentally different pattern: 8 Energy consumption exhibits a highly linear relationship
with the number of output tokens (𝑅2 = 0.999). The fitted relationship 𝐸 = 1.72 × 𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑡 − 6.48
reveals a marginal energy cost of approximately 1.72 J per generated token. The small intercept
(≈ 6.5 J) further confirms the minimal energy contribution of Prefill.

4.3.2 Energy vs. Model Scale. We further investigate the relationship between energy consumption
and model scale by measuring total net energy across models ranging from Qwen2.5-0.5B to 14B
under a fixed workload (64 input tokens, 256 output tokens).
As shown in Fig. 7(c), energy consumption exhibits a strong dependence on model scale: 9

Energy consumption scales near-linearly with model parameter count 𝑃 (𝑅2 = 0.998). The
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experimental data is well-characterized by both a power-law fit (𝐸 = 76.6 × 𝑃0.91) with exponent
close to 1, and a linear relationship (𝐸 = 28.2+57.7𝑃 ). The observed near-linear energy scaling stems
from larger models concurrently elevating instantaneous power draw and prolonging execution
time, with their product dictating the total energy consumption.

4.3.3 Predictability of Inference Energy. Our analysis establishes that 10 LLM inference energy
consumption can be accurately predicted from prompt features prior to execution. This
capability derives from a composite function: prior work [61] enables output length prediction from
prompts (𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑡 ≈ 𝑔(Prompt)), while our results confirm a strong linear energy-length relationship
(𝐸 ≈ 𝑓 (𝐿𝑜𝑢𝑡 )). Thus, 𝐸 ≈ 𝑓 (𝑔(Prompt)) provides early energy estimation for incoming requests.

5 Root Cause Explanation: Determining the "Why" – Microarchitectural Etiology
While above analysis established the pronounced two-phase heterogeneity in LLM inference, these
findings remain at the level of aggregate performance metrics. Fundamental questions persist:
which underlying operators drive these phase differences, and how are GPU execution resources
utilized—or wasted—in each phase? To uncover the microarchitectural mechanisms behind the
macroscopic observations, this section systematically investigates the computational roots of phase
divergence. We first identify and quantify the core CUDA kernels dominating execution time, then
employ Roofline analysis to diagnose their resource constraints, followed by warp stall analysis to
pinpoint hardware-level inefficiencies, and finally examine memory access patterns.

5.1 Execution Bounds Analysis
This subsection identifies and categorizes the CUDA kernels responsible for the majority of execu-
tion time, analyzing their computational characteristics and hardware resource constraints.

5.1.1 Kernel Classification and Time Distribution. We focus on the top-5 most time-consuming
CUDA kernels, which collectively account for >90% of Prefill and >85% of Decode execution time.
Analyzing these critical kernels reveals the core computational patterns in each phase.

We classify these dominant kernels into three categories based on their computational roles in
LLM architectures: 11 The top-5 kernels fall into three categories: DM (Dense Matrix), FA
(Fused Attention), and EW (Element-wise). The DM comprises dense matrix multiplications
(GEMM) for FFN (gate-up, down) and attention (Q/K/V, output) projections. The FA includes
fused attention kernels (e.g., FlashAttention) that minimize memory movement. The EW covers
element-wise operations like activation, normalization, and positional encoding.

From Fig. 8(a) and (b), we observe a striking pattern: 12 Despite fundamental performance
differences, Prefill and Decode share remarkably similar kernel-type distributions, with
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Fig. 8. Consistent dominance of Dense Matrix (DM) kernels in both (a) Prefill and (b) Decode phases, revealing
similar computational structures despite divergent performance characteristics. In each scenario group, the
three bars represent Llama-3-8B, Qwen2.5-7B, and Qwen2.5-32B respectively from left to right.
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Fig. 9. Roofline analysis of major kernels under the Chat scenario, measured on Tensor Cores.

DM kernels dominating execution time in both phases. This distribution similarity despite
phase heterogeneity indicates that the core computational patterns remain consistent, while kernel
efficiency and resource utilization differ substantially.

5.1.2 Roofline Analysis. The Roofline model relates arithmetic intensity (AI) to achievable per-
formance, offering an intuitive method to diagnose whether an operator is compute-bound or
memory-bound. Fig. 9(a) and (b) illustrates the Roofline distributions of key kernels for two repre-
sentative models—Llama3-8B and Qwen2.5-32B—under the Chat scenario.

Prefill and Decode phases are systematically separated in Roofline space. Prefill kernels (high AI,
≈55–100) are compute-bound, reflecting dense GEMM execution, whereas Decode kernels (low AI,
≈1–10) are memory-bound due to frequent KV-cache accesses. Thus: 13 Prefill is fundamentally
compute-bound, while Decode is memory-bound. A detailed breakdown by kernel category
further elucidates this behavior. DM kernels in Prefill (e.g., FFN.gate.up.proj, Attn.qkv.proj)
achieve high AI and performance. During Decode, however, their AI drops sharply due to small
per-token inputs, shifting execution toward memory-bound regimes. FA kernels such as Attn.core
exhibit moderate AI in Prefill, balancing compute and memory demands. In Decode, repeated KV-
cache access further reduces AI, placing them firmly in the memory-bound region. Notably, under
long-context workloads such as the Summary scenario, the quadratic complexity of Attention
significantly increases AI—reaching 319.3 for Llama3-8B and 382.1 for Qwen2.5-32B in the Prefill
phase—thereby pushing Attention kernels deeper into the compute-bound zone. 14 Phase het-
erogeneity originates from tensor size and data reuse differences: Prefill leverages large
tensors with high reuse, while Decode operates on small per-token inputs with frequent
memory access, determining their compute-bound vs. memory-bound characteristics.

5.2 Issue Stall Analysis
While Roofline analysis identifies resource bounds, GPU stall behavior explains the performance
divergence between Prefill and Decode. Our warp-level analysis in Fig. 10(a) reveals that both
phases exhibit low GPU Execution (Prefill: 27%, Decode: 24%), meaning 70%–80% of cycles are spent
stalled. However, the root causes differ fundamentally between phases, as detailed in Fig. 10(b).

5.2.1 Prefill Phase Stalls. In Prefill, GEMM-intensive kernels including QKV-Proj, O-Proj, FFN-Up,
and FFN-Down are predominantly stalled by Execution Dependency (≈39%) and Pipeline Busy
(≈37%), as shown in Fig. 10(b). This pattern uncovers the microarchitectural basis for Prefill’s
compute-bound nature: 15 Prefill experiences dual saturation of computational throughput
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Fig. 10. Issue stall analysis for Llama3-8B inference in the Chat scenario. (a) Proportion of stall time to total
execution time; (b) Detailed breakdown of stall causes across Prefill and Decode phases. Abbreviations: QKV-Proj:
Query/Key/Value projection; AttnCore: Core attention computation (e.g., FlashAttention); O-Proj: Output projection of
Attention; FFN-Up: Up-projection and gating fusion in the feed-forward network; Act (SiLU): Activation and element-wise
multiplication in FFN; FFN-Down: Down-projection layer in FFN; LayerNorm: Layer normalization; P: Prefill; D: Decode.

and instruction latency: high Pipeline Busy indicates sustained Tensor Core utilization,
while Execution Dependency reflects warps waiting for long-latency HMMA instructions.

The low Memory Dependency (24%) confirms effective memory latency masking through high
AI and data reuse. Attention kernels show balanced stall distributions, aligning with their memory-
aware design, while element-wise operations like Act (SiLU) remain memory-dependent.

5.2.2 Decode Phase Stalls. Decode’s stall profile shifts fundamentally: Pipeline Busy plunges to
3∼4%, while Memory Dependency dominates. This reveals that 16 Decode is primarilymemory-
bound, as limited parallelism and intensive KV-cache access make memory latency the
primary bottleneck. This shift is particularly evident in Attention kernels (AttnCore), where the
dominant stall transitions from Execution Dependency (32.8% in Prefill) to Memory Dependency
(32.7% in Decode), consistent with intensive KV-cache operations. Further analysis reveals hetero-
geneous bottlenecks among Decode’s GEMM kernels: FFN-Up is memory-bound, with Memory
Dependency reaching 58% due to GEMV-like computation patterns that cannot hide HBM weight-
loading latency. O-Proj/FFN-Down are execution-bound, with Execution Dependency reaching 51%
due to extreme register pressure (≈130 live registers) that limits schedulable warps and prevents
HMMA latency hiding. This reveals: 17 Decode’s GEMM kernels exhibit heterogeneous bot-
tlenecks: FFN-Up is memory limited, while O-Proj/FFN-Down are instruction-dependency
bound. Additionally, LayerNorm shows significantly increased Synchronization stalls (from 11.0%
to 27.7%), revealing: 18 Small-batch reduction operations in Decode exacerbate synchro-
nization overhead, as early-finishing warps wait at barriers, creating tail latency effects.

5.3 Memory Pattern Analysis
We complete our microarchitectural characterization by examining the memory behavior that
distinguishes Prefill and Decode phases. Using DRAM bandwidth utilization and L2 cache hit rate as
key metrics, we analyze kernel-level memory patterns across Chat (Fig. 11(a) and (b)) and Summary
(Fig. 11(c) and (d)) scenarios in Llama-3-8B. Phase transitions are quantified via median per-kernel
differences between Decode and Prefill, providing a robust measure of trend shifts.

5.3.1 Phase-Level Memory Characteristics. In the Chat scenario, median DRAMutilization increases
by 48.2% from Prefill to Decode, while median L2 hit rate decreases by 54.0%. The Summary scenario
shows even more pronounced shifts, with 56.2% higher DRAM utilization and 58.5% lower L2 hit
rates. These consistent patterns lead to a key insight: 19 Compared to Prefill, Decode exhibits
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Fig. 11. Memory performance for key kernels in Llama-3-8B. (a) DRAM Bandwidth and (b) L2 Hit Rate in
Chat scenario; (c) DRAM Bandwidth and (d) L2 Hit Rate in Summary scenario.

a clear shift toward higher DRAM bandwidth dependence and lower data locality. This
fundamental divergence stems from intrinsic computational differences: Prefill leverages large
GEMMoperations with extensive data reuse, while Decode’s token-by-token execution and frequent
KV-cache accesses result in insufficient arithmetic intensity to hide memory latency.

5.3.2 Operator-Level Memory Patterns. We analyze how memory behavior shifts across operators
from Prefill to Decode. Attention Kernels suffer severe locality degradation, with L2 hit rates
dropping 81.9% (Chat) and 73.3% (Summary), while DRAM utilization increases up to 76.4%. 20

Attention kernels transition from compute-friendly to memory-bound due to exhaustive
KV-cache scanning. Prefill’s consolidated access maximizes reuse, whereas Decode’s scattered
reads across the KV-cache destroy locality, making performance bandwidth-bound. FFN Kernels
exhibit a bottleneck shift, with DRAM utilization rising 62% and arithmetic intensity plummeting
from∼95 to ∼8 FLOP/byte. 21 FFN transitions from compute-bound tomemory-bound, with
weight-loading bandwidth as the primary constraint. Prefill’s batch GEMM reuses weights,
while Decode’s per-token GEMVs reload weights from DRAM. LayerNorm shows improved locality
(DRAM utilization drops 78%–82%, L2 hit rates slightly increase). Its small working set fits in
on-chip caches, preventing it from becoming a bottleneck.

5.3.3 Scenario-Dependent Memory Behavior. We dissect how memory behavior varies across
scenarios, focusing on how context length interacts with phase-specific memory characteristics.
Comparative analysis reveals contrasting trends between Chat and Summary scenarios: AttnCore
DRAM utilization increases by an additional 38.1% in Decode when transitioning to the long-
context Summary scenario, while Prefill utilization decreases by 9.3%. This divergence confirms:
22 Extended context lengths systematically amplify the memory bottleneck in attention
kernels. This occurs because Prefill leverages enhanced data reuse, while Decode’s linearly growing
KV-cache footprint intensifies bandwidth pressure, further entrenching its memory-bound nature.

6 Scaling Analysis: Validating the "How" – System-Level Governing Principles
With the root causes established, we examine how these phase-aware principles govern performance
in deployment scenarios. In multi-GPU environments, we demonstrate that the compute-intensive
Prefill achieves optimal scaling through Tensor Parallelism (TP) [45], while the memory-intensive
Decode benefits more from Pipeline Parallelism (PP) [21] due to reduced communication overhead.
When extending to edge devices, we observe that resource constraints amplify these phase-specific
characteristics: memory bandwidth limitations exacerbate Decode bottlenecks, while thermal
constraints trigger frequency throttling that particularly impacts Prefill performance. These scaling
experiments validate that the two-phase paradigm persists across system scales.
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Table 4. Performance comparison of different parallelization strategies across two representative workloads:
Chat with short input and long output; Summary with long input and short output.

Workload Metric Single TP2 PP2 TP4 PP4 TP2+PP2

Chat
Throughput (tokens/s) 22.16 20.53 21.08 18.55 18.54 18.18
Latency (ms/token) 45.12 48.72 47.43 53.92 53.94 55.01

Summary
Throughput (tokens/s) 8.19 11.21 8.22 8.77 7.40 10.65
Latency (ms/token) 122.16 89.19 121.67 114.06 135.17 93.94
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Fig. 12. Prefill and decode (per-step) latency under different parallelization strategies across two representative
workloads: (a) Chat with short input and long output; (b) Summary with long input and short output.

6.1 Multi-GPU Scaling Laws
Building on the phase-aware scaling foundation, we evaluate parallelization strategies against the
distinct computational profiles of Prefill and Decode in multi-GPU environments. We systematically
compare tensor, pipeline, and hybrid parallelism. Using Qwen2.5-32B on four A100s, we test five
configurations: Single (1-GPU baseline), TP2 (2-GPU tensor parallelism), PP2 (2-GPU pipeline
parallelism), TP4 (4-GPU tensor parallelism), PP4 (4-GPU pipeline parallelism), and TP2+PP2 (4-
GPU hybrid parallelismwith two TP2 groups forming pipeline stages). Twoworkloads represent key
scenarios: Chat (64-input, 128-output) for Decode-dominant and Summary (4096-input, 16-output)
for Prefill-dominant patterns, enabling a comprehensive study of phase-dependent parallelization.

6.1.1 Overall Performance. We evaluate end-to-end performance across workloads to establish
how parallelization interacts with phase-specific patterns, with results shown in Table 4 and Fig. 12.

Chat Scenario: Decode-Dominant. Single-GPU achieves optimal throughput (22.2 tokens/s),
while parallel configurations reduce it (TP2: 20.5, PP2: 21.1) and increase latency (45.1 ms/token to
53.9–55.0 ms/token). Phase-level analysis in Fig. 12(a) reveals that while TP2 slightly reduces Prefill
latency (46.1 ms → 44.4 ms), Decode latency consistently increases due to communication and
synchronization overhead. This leads to a critical finding: 23 For Decode-dominant workloads,
communication and synchronization costs outweigh computational parallelism benefits,
making single-GPU execution optimal for both latency and throughput.

Summary Scenario: Prefill-Dominant. Tensor parallelism excels: TP2 boosts throughput by 36.6%
(11.2 tokens/s) and cuts latency by 27% (89.2 ms/token). TP dramatically shortens Prefill (1.24 s
→ 0.66 s) as shown in Fig. 12(b). Pipeline parallelism shows minimal gains (PP2: 8.2 tokens/s) or
degradation (PP4: 7.4 tokens/s), establishing: 24 Prefill-dominant workloads benefit substan-
tially from tensor parallelism, which effectively distributes GEMM computation, while
pipeline parallelism suffers from stage serialization and bubble overhead.
These results reveal fundamental phase-dependent scaling, leading to a crucial design insight:

25 Optimal parallelization is phase-aware: Prefill scales with tensor parallelism, while
Decode performs best on single-GPU or tuned pipeline parallelism.
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Fig. 13. Kernel-level time decomposition under different parallelization strategies: (a) Chat scenario (Decode-
dominated workload) and (b) Summary scenario (Prefill-dominated workload). P and D denote Prefill and
Decode phases respectively. Stacked bars show the proportional time spent in DM (Dense Matrix), FA (Fused
Attention), EW (Element-Wise), and Communication operations.

6.1.2 Time Breakdown. To elucidate performance variations, we decompose kernel time into DM,
FA, EW, and Communication, with breakdowns for both Chat and Summary shown in Fig. 13.

Chat Scenario: Decode-Dominant. Single-GPU execution is dominated by DM kernels (>93%),
with FA and EW contributing 7%. Multi-GPU configurations diverge sharply: TP introduces sub-
stantial Communication overhead (30% in Prefill, >60% in Decode for TP4), while PP maintains high
DM share (83–90%) with low Communication (5–10%). The hybrid TP2+PP2 shows intermediate
Communication levels. This divergence stems from communication patterns: TP requires frequent
collective operations (e.g., All-Reduce) per layer, and in Decode-dominant workloads, minimal
per-step computation cannot amortize this overhead, making communication dominant. PP, with
only infrequent activation transfers at stage boundaries, preserves computational efficiency.

Summary Scenario: Prefill-Dominant. TP2 introduces modest Communication (6%) while drasti-
cally reducing Prefill latency (1.24 s→ 0.66 s) by parallelizing DM kernels. PP2, however, incurs
high Communication (32%) without proportional computational benefit, maintaining similar Prefill
latency (1.23 s). Aggressive configurations (TP4/PP4) become communication-dominant (59–64%).

Our analysis establishes: 26 Multi-GPU scaling efficiency is governed by the computation-
communication balance. Tensor parallelism justifies its cost in compute-intensive Prefill but fails
in Decode, where per-step computation is too small to amortize overhead.

6.2 Edge-Scaling Characteristics
Edge devices present fundamentally different computational constraints compared to data-center
GPUs, characterized by limited compute capability, reduced memory bandwidth, and strict power
budgets. To understand how LLM inference behavior scales under these constraints, we deploy
Llama3-8B on an NVIDIA Jetson AGX Orin platform. By contrasting Roofline distributions and SM
frequency characteristics with our A100 findings, we characterize how performance bottlenecks
transform when the same model executes on resource-constrained edge systems.

6.2.1 Kernel-level Roofline. We examine how computational patterns translate to edge devices via
Roofline analysis (Fig. 14), revealing how constraints reshape performance boundaries.

Prefill Phase. Self-attention kernels (QKV-Proj, O-Proj, FlashAttention) maintain high AI near the
compute-bound region, indicating stable computational characteristics across platforms. In contrast,
FFN GEMM kernels shift dramatically: limited cache and LPDDR bandwidth force frequent data
movement, reducing AI and causing a fundamental bottleneck transformation: 27 FFN kernels
transition from compute-bound on data-center GPUs to memory-bound on edge devices,
exhibiting heightened sensitivity to memory bandwidth and cache resources.
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Fig. 14. Computational characteristics of Llama3-8B on Jetson AGX Orin: (a) Roofline analysis showing AI
versus achieved performance for key kernels across Prefill and Decode; (b) SM frequency distribution across
transformer layers under 1.3 GHz frequency cap, revealing phase-dependent DVFS behavior.

Decode Phase. Both attention and FFN kernels cluster strongly in the bandwidth-limited region
with low AI. The combination of small per-step computation and intensive KV-cache access creates
overwhelming memory pressure: 28 Decode performance becomes dominated by KV-cache
data movement, exhibiting extreme memory-bandwidth sensitivity that amplifies the
Prefill–Decode bottleneck divergence.
Collectively, LLM inference in edge devices exhibits systematically stronger memory-bound

characteristics compared to data-center environments, especially impacting FFN and Decode.

6.2.2 Frequency Behavior and DVFS Effects. Building on Roofline analysis, we examine how dy-
namic voltage and frequency scaling (DVFS) interacts with phase-specific patterns. Fig. 14(b)
presents SM frequency distributions of key kernels under Jetson’s 1.3 GHz frequency cap.

Prefill Phase. In Prefill, compute-intensive GEMM kernels (QKV-Proj, O-Proj, Gate-Up-Proj)
operate at significantly reduced average frequencies compared to the maximum cap, while FlashAt-
tention maintains frequencies closer to the maximum due to its more balanced compute-memory
profile. This frequency throttling indicates that on power-constrained edge devices, compute-
bound kernels trigger aggressive DVFS mechanisms, sacrificing peak performance to manage
instantaneous power consumption and thermal dissipation.

Decode Phase. In contrast, Decode phase exhibits substantially different frequency behavior.
Dominated by memory-intensive KV-cache operations rather than computational workloads,
Decode maintains smoother frequency profiles that remain closer to the maximum cap across layers.
The reduced computational intensity generates lower instantaneous power demand, minimizing
thermal pressure and DVFS-induced frequency reductions.
This frequency analysis reveals a crucial dimension of phase heterogeneity: 29 Edge devices

exhibit phase-dependent DVFS behavior: compute-intensive Prefill triggers significant
frequency throttling to manage power/thermal constraints, while memory-bound Decode
maintains higher frequencies due to reduced computational pressure. Prefill thus faces dual
computational and power constraints, while Decode remains memory-subsystem limited.

7 Redefining Boundaries: Exploring the "Where" – Paradigm Shifts
Finally, we investigate how emerging model architectural and workflow innovations are redefining
LLM inference performance boundaries. For model architecture, we characterize how MoE designs
decouple total parameter count from computational cost via sparse activation, reducing latency
while introducing new routing overheads that become pronounced in Decode. In workflow integra-
tion, we reveal how RAG shifts system bottlenecks from GPU computation to CPU-side memory
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Fig. 16. Decode-phase FFN efficiency comparison under varying batch sizes: (a) Arithmetic intensity evolution;
(b) SM and DRAM utilization patterns; (c) L2 cache behavior for dense versus MoE architectures.

access during retrieval operations, creating a new heterogeneous execution paradigm. These inves-
tigations demonstrate that while the two-phase perspective remains relevant, new architectures
and workflows are actively reshaping where and how performance bottlenecks manifest.

7.1 Tradeoffs in MoE Architecture
We explore MoE tradeoffs and how architecture transforms inference bottlenecks by comparing
dense and MoE models across five scenarios. Measurements of Prefill/Decode latency and kernel-
level time distributions reveal how sparse activation introduces distinct overhead patterns.

Performance-Overhead Tradeoffs. To uncover MoE’s performance-cost trade-offs, we examine
kernel-level time distributions. Our analysis compares end-to-end latency between architectural
paradigms (Fig. 15(a)) and decomposes MoE execution (Fig. 15(b)) using DM/FA/EW categories
augmented with “MoE” (expert operation) and “Others” (routing and auxiliary operations). The
model achieves significant speedups (4.56× Prefill, 2.39× Decode) over dense equivalents, revealing:
30 MoE architectures decouple model capacity from computational cost, with inference
performance determined by activated parameters rather than total parameter count.
Time decomposition shows Prefill is dominated by expert operation (39.4%–76.0%) with minimal
routing overhead (9.3%–16.3%). In Decode, expert operation remains substantial (48.0%–69.8%) but
routing overhead surges to 18.6%–28.1%, becoming the second-largest cost. This phase-dependent
pattern arises because Prefill’s parallelization amortizes routing latency, while Decode’s sequential
generation exposes it, establishing: 31 MoE exhibits phase-dependent patterns: Prefill is
dominated by expert operations, while Decode incurs substantial routing overhead that
becomes a major performance factor alongside expert computation.
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Fig. 17. Characterizing RAG scalability: (a) Latency distribution between GPU inference and CPU retrieval
across knowledge base sizes; (b) Memory traffic breakdown; (c) Detailed time breakdown of KG retrieval.

FFN Efficiency Tradeoffs. We now focus on Decode-phase FFN efficiency, comparing dense and
MoE models across batch sizes in: arithmetic intensity (Fig. 16(a)), SM and DRAM utilization
(Fig. 16(b)), and cache behavior (Fig. 16(c)). Arithmetic intensity reveals a fundamental gap: the
dense model’s FFN intensity grows to 15.74 FLOP/byte, while MoE remains low (8 FLOP/byte) due
to 32 MoE routing distributes global batches across experts, creating small per-expert
effective batches that prevent computational intensity from reaching dense model levels,
fundamentally constraining GEMM efficiency. Hardware utilization further illuminates the di-
vergence: dense FFNs scale strongly toward compute-bound operation (SM utilization 41.7%→76.5%,
decreasing DRAM pressure), while MoE FFNs sustain both low SM utilization (28%–34%) and high
DRAM pressure (>80% at small batches). This reveals: 33 MoE FFNs operate under simultane-
ous computational underutilization and memory bandwidth saturation, demonstrating
how sparse expert partitioning trades computational efficiency for model capacity. Cache
analysis completes the picture and reveals MoE’s batch-sensitive locality: at small batches, L2
hit rates are poor (25.6% vs. dense 44.6%) due to fragmented expert weight reuse; however, at
larger batches (128), it surpasses dense models (43.2% vs. 37.8%) as token concentration within
experts improves. This demonstrates: 34 MoE cache efficiency exhibits strong batch size
dependence, requiring substantial concurrency to achieve effective weight reuse through
expert-focused token routing.
Collectively, MoE Decode-phase FFNs face compounded challenges from fragmentation, band-

width saturation, and sensitive cache behavior.

7.2 Workflow Design: RAG-in-the-Loop
Retrieval-augmented generation [30] has become a standard paradigm to incorporate external
knowledge. While prior analysis focused on GPU-centric inference, we examine how integrating
retrieval reshapes system bottlenecks. We implement a hybrid RAG workflow using LightRAG [15].

End-to-End Workflow Scalability. Fig. 17(a) shows workload evolution with knowledge base
scale: CPU-side KG retrieval incurs increasingly higher latency share as the knowledge base grows
(1.1 GB to 18 GB), becoming non-negligible at large scales. Memory analysis (Fig. 17(b)) confirms
this shift, showing KG retrieval dramatically increases CPU-side memory traffic while GPU patterns
remain stable. This reveals: 35 Scaling knowledge bases triggers a bottleneck shift from
GPU computation to CPU-side retrieval and memory overhead. This establishes a new
heterogeneous paradigm where the pipeline is jointly constrained by GPU throughput and CPU
memory efficiency.

TimeDecomposition of KG Retrieval. Time breakdown in Fig. 17(c) pinpoints the CPU bottleneck:
with large knowledge bases, Edge and Vertex Matching dominate retrieval time, while graph
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Fig. 18. CPU microarchitectural analysis of retrieval stage (18 GB knowledge base): (a) Cache hierarchy
efficiency across sub-stages; (b) Pipeline utilization patterns revealing bottleneck sources.

traversal (Edge/Vertex Traversal) and text processing (Get Context, Context Process) are minimal.
This shows the primary cost is similarity matching computation over the expanding vector store,
not complex graph operations. As the knowledge base grows, the linear-scaling vector store drives
computation overhead, while sparse graph connectivity limits traversal growth. This divergence
leads to a crucial architectural insight: 36 Graph-RAG workloads are ultimately constrained
by similarity computations rather than graph traversal: similarity matching dominates
CPU cost, while graph operations contribute minimally to overall latency.

Microarchitectural Characteristics of KG Retrieval. We now examine the microarchitectural man-
ifestations of KG retrieval bottlenecks. Cache analysis (Fig. 18(a)) shows the dominant matching
operations exhibit high L2 hit rates but low L3 utilization, characteristic of a streaming work-
load with strong spatial but weak temporal locality. Pipeline analysis (Fig. 18(b)) further reveals
these operations are predominantly Backend Bound, indicating CPU cores stall waiting for data
despite efficient control flow. Combining these perspectives yields: 37 Similarity matching in
Graph-RAG is a memory-bandwidth-bound streaming workload, constrained by memory
throughput, not compute capability.

8 Optimization Guidelines
The key insights are summarized in Table 5.

Grounded in our systematic characterization and insights, we propose the following guidelines.
System Architecture and Scheduling. (1) Phase-Decoupled Serving. Route Prefill to compute-

optimized instances and Decode to bandwidth-rich hardware ( 1 , 13 ) [19, 39, 62]. Use Chunked
Prefill for interleaved execution where hardware disaggregation is infeasible, mitigating the latency
trap in mixed workloads ( 5 ) [1]. (2) Predictability-Driven Scheduling. Employ Shortest Remaining
Processing Time scheduling based on linear Prefill latency scaling with uncached tokens ( 6 ) [8]. Im-
plement energy-aware throttling and placement strategies using the predictable linear relationship
between energy consumption and output length ( 8 , 10 ).

Microarchitecture and Kernel Optimization. (1) Prefill Latency Hiding. Address Tensor Core
saturation andHMMA instruction latency through instruction-level parallelism, software pipelining,
and K-tile double buffering [17] ( 13 , 15 , 14 ). Utilize persistent GEMM-style kernels and warp-level
prefetching to sustain pipeline occupancy [7]. (2) Decode Weight Optimization. Apply weight-only
quantization to memory-bound FFN-Up layers to alleviate bandwidth pressure [13, 33]( 17 , 21 ).
For execution-bound O-Proj/FFN-Down kernels, optimize register allocation or employ operator
fusion ( 17 ). (3) KV-Cache Bandwidth Management. Reduce memory footprint via Grouped Query
Attention [2] and KV-cache quantization [18] ( 19 , 20 , 22 ).
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Table 5. Summary of key insights.

(1) Performance Bottlenecks are Phase-Dependent and Dynamic
- A clear crossover point exists in the latency breakdown between Prefill and Decode as input length
increases: Decode dominates at shorter inputs, while Prefill becomes the bottleneck beyond a critical length.
- At the operator level, the bottleneck migrates between the Feed-Forward Network and Attention. Feed
Forward Network typically dominates at typical context lengths, whereas Attention becomes the primary
bottleneck under extremely long contexts due to its quadratic (Prefill) or linear (Decode) complexity scaling.
- Microarchitecturally, Prefill is fundamentally compute-bound, with high Arithmetic Intensity and Tensor
Core utilization, whereas Decode is memory-bound, constrained by frequent KV-Cache accesses and low
Arithmetic Intensity.
(2) Energy Consumption is Predictable and Decode-Centric
- Total energy is dominated by the Decode phase and exhibits a strong linear relationship with the number
of output tokens (𝑅2 > 0.99). The Prefill phase contributes negligibly to total energy.
- Energy consumption scales near-linearly with model parameter count, as larger models incur both higher
instantaneous power draw and longer execution times.
- Combined with the predictability of output length from prompts, energy consumption can be accurately
forecasted before request execution.
(3) Scaling Laws are Governed by Phase Characteristics
- In multi-GPU setups, Prefill benefits from Tensor Parallelism due to its compute-bound nature, achieving
near-linear scaling. In contrast, Decode gains little from Tensor Parallelism and is often optimal on a single
GPU or with Pipeline Parallelism, as communication overhead outweighs computational benefits.
- On resource-constrained edge devices, constraints are amplified: memory bandwidth limitations exacer-
bate Decode bottlenecks, while thermal/power constraints trigger frequency throttling that particularly
impacts Prefill performance.
(4) Emerging Architectures and Workflows Reshape Bottlenecks
- MoE decouples model capacity from computational cost, achieving superior latency and throughput by
activating a subset of parameters. However, they introduce significant routing overhead in Decode, which
becomes a major performance factor.
- In RAG workflows, scaling the knowledge base triggers a bottleneck shift from GPU computation to CPU-
side memory access during retrieval operations, forming a heterogeneous CPU-GPU execution paradigm.

Parallelism Strategy Selection. (1) Phase-Adaptive Parallelism. Assign Tensor Parallelism
to Prefill-heavy workloads and Pipeline Parallelism (or single-GPU execution) to Decode-heavy
scenarios( 23 , 24 , and 25 ). Employ dynamic parallelism switching or heterogeneous configurations.
(2) Communication-Computation Overlap. Split projection matrices into moderate-sized chunks
to enable overlapping of collective communication with GEMM computation ( 23 , 26 ).

Domain-Specific Optimizations. (1) Bandwidth-Aware Edge Execution. Prioritize bandwidth
conservation and thermal stability over peak throughput ( 28 , 27 , 29 ). Limit batch sizes and optimize
memory layouts for LPDDR characteristics ( 29 ). (2) Locality-Aware MoE Routing. Implement
expert-affinity scheduling to improve weight locality under small effective batches ( 31 , 34 ). Group
requests activating the same experts while balancing load ( 32 ). (3) Accelerated Retrieval in RAG.
Offload similarity computation to near-memory accelerators when feasible ( 35 , 37 ).

9 Conclusion
This study establishes a systematic multi-level characterization for LLM inference optimization,
encompassing microarchitectural profiling, energy consumption analysis, and system scaling evalu-
ation. The resulting insights provide both foundational principles for architecture-system co-design
and actionable optimization strategies, enabling efficient LLM deployment across heterogeneous
computing environments spanning from cloud data centers to resource-constrained edge devices.
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