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Abstract

Long-context inference in large language models (LLMs) is
increasingly constrained by the KV cache bottleneck: mem-
ory usage grows linearly with sequence length, while atten-
tion computation scales quadratically. Existing approaches
address this issue by compressing the KV cache along the
temporal axis through strategies such as token eviction or
merging to reduce memory and computational overhead.
However, these methods often neglect fine-grained impor-
tance variations across feature dimensions (i.e., the channel
axis), thereby limiting their ability to effectively balance effi-
ciency and model accuracy. In reality, we observe that chan-
nel saliency varies dramatically across both queries and po-
sitions: certain feature channels carry near-zero information
for a given query, while others spike in relevance. To ad-
dress this oversight, we propose SPARK, a training-free plug-
and-play method that applies unstructured sparsity by prun-
ing KV at the channel level, while dynamically restoring
the pruned entries during attention score computation. No-
tably, our approach is orthogonal to existing KV compression
and quantization techniques, making it compatible for inte-
gration with them to achieve further acceleration. By reduc-
ing channel-level redundancy, SPARK enables processing of
longer sequences within the same memory budget. For se-
quences of equal length, SPARK not only preserves or im-
proves model accuracy but also reduces KV cache storage
by over 30% compared to eviction-based methods. Further-
more, even in an aggressive pruning ratio of 80%, SPARK
maintains performance with less degradation than 5% com-
pared to the based eviction method, demonstrating its ro-
bustness and effectiveness. Our code will be available at
https://github.com/Xnhyacinth/SparK.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) are increasingly deployed
in diverse and complex tasks requiring extended (even in-
finite) contextual understanding (Liu et al. 2025), such as
book summarization (Kim et al. 2024), multi-turn dialogue
(Guo et al. 2025), and code or math reasoning (Zhao et al.
2024; Lightman et al. 2023). To support these applications,
recent models like GPT-4 (Achiam et al. 2023), Gemini-2.5
(Comanici et al. 2025), and Qwen-3 (Yang et al. 2025) have
scaled to 100K+ token contexts. However, handling such
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Figure 1: Illustrative comparisons among (a) full KV
cache, (b) eviction-based KV compression, (c) structured
channel pruning-based KV reduction, and (d) our proposed
SPARK, which employs unstructured channel pruning with
subsequent recovery during attention score computation.

long sequences poses serious challenges in memory and la-
tency due to the growing Key-Value (KV) cache in inference
(Tang et al. 2024b). For example, storing the KV cache for
100K tokens in LLaMA3.1-8B (Dubey et al. 2024) exceeds
50G B, surpassing the model size itself (Shutova et al. 2025;
Liao et al. 2025a). For a hidden size of 128, matrix multipli-
cation latency increases from 2ms at 1K tokens to 764ms
at 16K, nearly 380x slower. Consequently, KV cache has
become a critical bottleneck, restricting the scalability and
deployment of LLMs in long-context scenarios (Fu 2024).
Specifically, the total KV cache size is determined by the
batch size B, sequence length S, number of layers L, atten-
tion heads NV, and the head dimension D. Prior efforts on
KV cache compression have primarily targeted the follow-
ing aspects: 1) Temporal axis (S): by evicting (Ge et al.
2023; Zhang et al. 2023) or merging (Wan et al. 2024; Wang
et al. 2024) unimportant tokens using attention scores or re-
dundancy heuristics (Cai et al. 2025). 2) Spatial axis (L, N):
by sharing KV across similar layers (Brandon et al. 2024;
Wu and Tu 2024) or pruning attention heads with limited
contribution to long-range dependencies (Xiao et al. 2025).
3) Channel axis (D): by applying low-rank decomposition
(Liu et al. 2024; Sun et al. 2024a) or structured pruning (Xu
et al. 2024). 4) Quantization: by applying low-bit precision
storage (Hooper et al. 2024b; Zhang et al. 2024Db).
However, these approaches predominantly adopt struc-
tured channel sparsity, applying uniform pruning strategies
that either discard or retain entire channels, or enforce fixed
pruning masks across all tokens (Shi et al. 2024). Such meth-
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ods rest on the assumption that channel importance remains
consistent throughout the input sequence, which overlooks
the dynamic and token-specific nature of attention in LLMs.
Moreover, by applying identical pruning masks to both keys
and queries, these methods fail to account for the asym-
metric roles and token-wise variability in channel saliency,
ultimately limiting the flexibility of the dot-product atten-
tion mechanism. Instead of directly discarding unimportant
channels, we argue that replacing unimportant channel en-
tries with approximate or low-magnitude entries can mit-
igate attention score distortion and maintain performance
even under an aggressive pruning ratio.

In this paper, we propose SPARK, a method that intro-
duces fine-grained query-aware unstructured sparsity to the
KV cache while guaranteeing the recoverability of pruned
channel entries. We reformulate channel pruning as a criti-
cal channel set selection problem aimed at maximizing ag-
gregate saliency across selected channels. To this end, we in-
troduce a lightweight metric to quantify the per-token, per-
channel importance and adopt a greedy algorithm to solve
the resulting optimization problem efficiently. To mitigate
information loss under high pruning ratios, we further in-
troduce a recovery mechanism that approximates the contri-
butions of pruned channels through a recovery function F
during attention computation. This approximation ensures
effective information retention without incurring additional
memory cost. We additionally explore value cache pruning
via a simple norm-based heuristic, showing promising re-
sults and paving the way for future refinement. Furthermore,
we propose two ratio-free variants: group-based (SPARK-g)
and top-p pruning (SPARK-p), demonstrating the flexibility
and generality of SPARK.

Extensive experimental evaluations demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of SPARK across a wide range of scenarios,
benchmarks (Bai et al. 2024; Hsieh et al. 2024), and LLMs
(Dubey et al. 2024; Yang et al. 2025). Importantly, SPARK
is compatible with prior methods that optimize S, L and NN.
When integrated with token eviction strategies, SPARK not
only preserves computational efficiency and achieves com-
parable or superior accuracy but also reduces KV cache stor-
age by over 30%. Remarkably, even at high channel prun-
ing ratio (> 70%) while maintaining the same sequence
length via token eviction methods such as SnapKV (Li et al.
2024) or PyramidKV (Yang et al. 2024a), SPARK maintains
performance degradation within 5% compared to the based
method, significantly outperforming THINK, which incurs a
47.6% accuracy loss under similar settings. Our main con-
tributions are listed as follows:

* We propose SPARK, a novel training-free plug-and-play
KV cache compression approach that introduces unstruc-
tured fine-grained sparsity along the channel dimension.
We reformulate the pruning task as a critical channel set
selection problem that aims to maximize the saliency con-
tribution of preserved channels.

* We introduce an on-the-fly recovery mechanism that ap-
proximates the contribution of pruned channels during at-
tention score computation using a lightweight function F
to mitigate information loss with little increasing memory

footprint or computational overhead.

» Extensive experiments show that our method consistently
achieves remarkable effectiveness in various benchmarks
and LLM. Notably, even when pruning 80% of the chan-
nels at the same sequence length, the performance degra-
dation remains within 5%.

2 Related Work

Existing KV cache compression methods can be broadly
categorized into three categories based on dimensions:
temporal-axis, spatial-axis, and channel-axis methods.
Temporal-Axis Optimization reduces the sequence length
S to alleviate the linear memory growth in long-context in-
ference (Xiao et al. 2023; Liao et al. 2025b). Token eviction
methods selectively remove low-contributing tokens based
on attention scores (Li et al. 2024; Ge et al. 2023; Yang et al.
2024a; Zhang et al. 2023) or redundancy heuristics (Cai et al.
2025). Token merging techniques compress inputs by merg-
ing semantically similar tokens (Nawrot et al. 2024; Wan
et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024) or aggregating discarded ones
(Hooper et al. 2024a; Zhang et al. 2024a). Paged KV cache
architectures, such as vLLM (Kwon et al. 2023), further en-
hance scalability via memory paging.

Spatial-Axis Optimization reduces redundancy by shrink-
ing the number of layers L or heads N. Cross-layer shar-
ing (Sun et al. 2024b; Yang et al. 2024b) enables KV reuse
across layers, while MQA (Shazeer 2019) and GQA (Ainslie
et al. 2023) share KV pairs across heads. Head optimiza-
tion aims to identify and prune attention heads that are less
sensitive to long-range dependencies (Fu et al. 2024; Tang
et al. 2024a), and DuoAttention (Xiao et al. 2025) special-
izes heads for retrieval or streaming to enhance efficiency.
Channel-Axis Optimization targets the channel dimension
D to reduce KV cache memory. Low-rank methods (Sun
et al. 2024a; Zhu et al. 2024) decompose KV matrices
into compact representations, while MLA (Liu et al. 2024)
learns latent heads to compress channels, requiring retrain-
ing. Closest to our work, THINK (Xu et al. 2024) performs
query-guided structured pruning, but its structured strategy
significantly degrades performance under high pruning ra-
tios. In contrast, we propose unstructured, dynamic prun-
ing with on-the-fly recovery, enabling adaptive removal and
restoration of KV entries during computation.

3 Preliminaries

LLM inference comprises two stages: prefill and decode.
During prefill, the entire input sequence is processed in par-
allel to generate the first output token. Given a prompt em-
bedding X € R¥*H  where S is the sequence length and H
is the hidden dimension, the key and value matrices for each
attention head ¢ € [1, N] are computed as:

Ki=XWi. VvV, =XWi (1)

where Wi W' € RZXD are the projection matrices for
the ¢-th head, and D is the dimensionality of each head. The
resulting keys and values are stored in the KV cache. During
decode, each newly generated token embedding x € R'*H
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(a) 3D surface visualization of score contri- (b) Coefficient of Variation (CV) distri- (c) Metric comparison: performance loss
butions, highlighting token-wise unstructured bution across channels, suggesting dynamic caused by the method, highlighting the impor-

sparsity.

channel modulation for different contexts.

tance of unstructured pruning and recovery.

Figure 2: Rethinking the salience of key channels using LLaMA3.1-8B-Instruct (Dubey et al. 2024) on Longbench (Bai et al.
2024). All visualizations are derived from the 18th attention layer and the Oth attention head.

is projected to obtain the corresponding query, key, and
value vectors and appended to the existing KV cache:

q; = fol, ki =xWi v;=xW'.
IC; + Cat[ICi, ki}, V; Cat[vi, Vi].
The attention output for each head is then computed as:

(@)
3)

qi’Cz—'r

VD

Finally, the outputs o; from all heads are concatenated and
passed to the feed-forward network (FFN). In scenarios in-
volving extended contexts or large batch processing, the
primary bottlenecks in memory consumption and compu-
tational speed stem from the KV size. While existing ap-
proaches primarily focus on reducing KV size through tem-
poral (S) or spatial (L, V) optimization, we draw inspiration
from THINK (Xu et al. 2024) and propose optimizing the
KV cache from channel D, thereby offering a complemen-
tary and orthogonal direction for KV compression.

a; = Softmax ( > , 0, =a;V;. 4)

4 Methodology

In this section, we begin with an experimental analysis and
motivation for SPARK in Sec.4.1, followed by problem for-
mulation and analysis in Sec.4.2. We further introduce the
proposed SPARK in Sec.4.3.

4.1 Motivations and Observations

To understand the role of individual key channels, we con-
duct an empirical analysis' of the QK dot-product scores.
As shown in Figure 2, we observe unstructured, token-
dependent channel importance patterns that vary signif-
icantly across different tokens, which motivates the need
for adaptive pruning strategies that can dynamically select
different channels for different tokens, rather than applying
uniform pruning across the entire sequence.

"More analysis and metric details refer to the Appendix B.

Observation 1: Token-wise Unstructured Channel Spar-
sity. Empirical analysis reveals that attention heads exhibit
highly unstructured channel-wise sparsity, varying signifi-
cantly across tokens. As shown in Figure 2(a), the 3D sur-
face visualization highlights token-dependent activation pat-
terns, where different tokens rely on distinct subsets of chan-
nels. This contradicts structured pruning assumptions where
importance is globally consistent. To quantify this variabil-
ity, we compute the coefficient of variation (CV) across to-
kens for each channel, as illustrated in Figure 2(b). The aver-
age CV exceeds 1.1, indicating that token-wise fluctuations
dominate. This suggests that channel importance is highly
context sensitive and cannot be accurately captured through
a static and structured sparsity. Figure 2(c) further demon-
strates that unstructured pruning, which respects token-level
heterogeneity, substantially outperforms structured pruning.
At 50% pruning, unstructured pruning leads to only 1.2%
performance drop (vs. 4.2% for structured); at 80% pruning,
it maintains a 27.4% gap (28.3% vs. 55.7%). These results
affirm the necessity of unstructured sparsity.

Observation 2: Retaining Dimensional Structure Miti-
gates Pruning Impact. Figure 2(c) also shows that replac-
ing pruned channel entries with minimal constant values
(e.g., 0.01) during attention score computation rather than
zeroing or omitting them yields substantial performance
gains. This lightweight strategy preserves the structural in-
tegrity of the attention mechanism while avoiding pruning
queries. Under 80% pruning, this approach significantly nar-
rows the performance gap. On SAMSum, it reduces per-
formance degradation from 55.7% to 12.2%; on HotpotQA,
from 69.4% to 41.3%; and on RB-P, from 50.0% to 24.4%.
On average, the substitution of entries reduces the loss of ac-
curacy by 32. 4% compared to removal. These results high-
light that even a coarse query-agnostic constant of pruning
channel can play a pivotal role in maintaining performance.



4.2 Problem Formulation and Analysis

LetC;; = {c1,ca,...,cp} denote the original channel set
for each head 7 and token ¢, where D is the head dimen-
sion. We aim to select a subset C;; C C;; of T" channels
(T' <« D) that retain the most salient attention contribu-
tions, thereby enhancing inference efficiency while mini-
mizing performance degradation. To formalize this, we in-
troduce a binary mask S, = {z},,...,2z5} € {o,1}P
W1th zZ . €{0,1} 1ndlcat1ng whether channel j is retained

(z +=1) or pruned (z] + = 0). Our primary goal is to mini-
mize the discrepancy (5 ) in attention weights after pruning:

rélii?g(si,t) = ||C1z‘,tk¢T,t - (Qi,tSi,t)(ki,tSi,t)THF7 ©)
where |||| » denotes the Frobenius norm for vectors. Solving
this combinatorial problem exactly is intractable as it corre-
sponds to a cardinality-constrained low-rank approximation.
To derive an approximate solution, we expand the squared
Frobenius norm of £ for each token ¢:
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©
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where qgvt and kit are the j-th dimensions of ¢, ; and k; ¢
respectively (similarly for r). The first term measures indi-
vidual contributions of each pruned channel, while the sec-
ond reflects inter-channel redundancy. In practice, we ob-
serve that different channels are nearly uncorrelated (i.e.,
<kft,k ;) =~ 0 for j # r), allowing us to drop the sec-
ond term. Thus, minimizing £(S; ;) is well-approximated by
minimizing the sum of the norms of pruned channel contri-
butions for each token, which is equivalent to maximizing
retained channel scores while the number of selected chan-
nels for each token is fixed: Z z] ;+ = 1. We introduce

a proxy saliency score w?, = ||q, 2]k} ,||2, which up-
per bounds the contribution of channel j at token ¢ to the
Frobenius norm. The optimization problem is reformulated
as follows:

D

maxz wl tzz . Z zg’t =T, vt, (D

1t] 1 Jj=1

Since the objective is linear and additive in z;, the optimal
solution is simply to select the 7" channels with the highest
saliency score w;, which can be efﬁciently solved using a
greedy algorithm: C; ; = Top;(w) 4r--»wp,). Given the
pruning ratio A, we only keep the T = [(1 — A)D] most
important channels among D channels of each head.

4.3 SPARK

Building on above analysis, we redefine the channel pruning
problem as (Eq. 6). Since this study focuses on efficiency
in long-context inference, we employ a heuristic algorithm
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Figure 3: An illustration of SPARK. SPARK computes
channel-wise saliency scores and applies unstructured prun-
ing during prefill. During decoding, SPARK leverage F and
sampling from the cached distribution to reconstruct the
pruned channels and then perform standard full attention.

with relatively low computational complexity to obtain an
approximate solution. To this end, we introduce an unstruc-
tured channel pruning method (Figure 3), which selects an
appropriate channel subset while ensuring that it satisfies the
constraint. Our approach is training-free, plug-and-play, and
model-agnostic, which makes it applicable to any LLM.

As illustrated in Figure 3, the proposed method consists of
two primary phases: 1) unstructured channel pruning based
on saliency measurement during prefill, and 2) channel re-
covery using stored distribution patterns during decode. Fol-
lowing previous work (Li et al. 2024; Xu et al. 2024), to
reduce the computation cost, we only use the last observa-
tion window to calculate the saliency score. Specifically, we
approximate the attention interaction by replacing per-token
query vectors with the mean query vector computed over a
local observation window. Specifically, for an observation
window of size IV, the mean query vector q; for the head ¢
is calculated as the average of the query vectors q; ; over the

window: @/ = 21"tV g . where tg is the starting
token index of the window.

Saliency Measurement and Unstructured Pruning. We
compute the proxy saliency score w;; for each channel j
and token t to estimate per-channel contribution to the atten-
tion mechanism. We sort the scores in descending order and
construct a binary pruning mask S; € {0,1}°*P for head i,
retaining the top-71" channels. The pruned key matrix is de-
noted as K; = K; [Si] € RS*T, where K;[S;] extracts the
channels indexed by S. To support recovery during decod-
ing, we further compute the distributional statistics®> (mean
1, standard deviation o;) of the saliency scores, or the mean
of pruned entries t; prunea- These statistics are critical for re-
covering approximations of the pruned channels as our goal
is to select channels with lower final attention scores, rather
than those with inherently small key entries, given the non-
trivial dependency of scores on query key interactions.

Channel Recovery. Based on Observation 2 in Section 4.1,

Detailed formulations are provided in Appendix A.2.
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Table 1: Performance comparison on LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct at LongBench. SPARK () and THINK()\) denote the channel-wise
key cache pruning ratio A. Full results including other cache budgets and additional models are provided in Appendix F.2.

we propose a query-aware recovery function JF to recon-
struct pruned key channels, addressing the limitations of dis-
card or fixed-value replacement. We utilize cached distri-
butional statistics collected during the prefill stage to sam-
ple plausible score values and then back-compute the corre-
sponding key entries. Specifically, we sample a score w; ;

7y

and the sampled key entry is computed as 12{ ;= HZ;)I‘ , en-
; 72
suring that the inner product (q,k’,) ~ w],, consistent

with the sampled score. We consider the following instanti-
ations of the recovery function JF:

* Gaussian distribution: W], ~ N'(;,07)

 Exponential distribution: drzyt ~ Exp(1/p;)

* Degenerate (only 1) distribution: usg',t = I4 pruned
The choice of distribution is flexible and can be configured
per head or globally. Empirically, degenerate sampling per-
forms robustly across tasks and layers. Overall, the JF is de-
fined as:

sample(dist(p,0))
Il

Finally, we reconstruct the full key matrix K by combin-

ing the cached pruned keys with the sampled keys according

kl, = F(u,o0) = : ®)

to the mask S;, ensuring both structural completeness and
numerical consistency of the attention computation.

5 Experiments
5.1 Experimental Setup

Benchmark Datasets. We evaluate our proposed method
against state-of-the-art KV cache compression methods on
three widely recognized long-context understanding bench-
marks: LongBench (Bai et al. 2024) and RULER (Hsieh
et al. 2024) to thoroughly assess SPARK’s achievable per-
formance.

Implementation Details. To validate SPARK’s general ef-
fectiveness, we evaluate it on LLMs of varying scales
and capabilities, including LLaMA-3/3.1-8/70B-Instruct
(Dubey et al. 2024), Qwen3-8B/32B (Yang et al. 2025). To
ensure a fair comparison between KV cache compression
strategies and their integration with SPARK, we adopt con-
sistent hyperparameter settings across all settings. Unless
otherwise specified, we apply SPARK to the key cache only
and use the degenerate distribution as the default recovery
strategy.

Baselines. We benchmark SPARK against the standard full
KV cache and prior KV cache compression methods, includ-
ing Streamingl.LM (Xiao et al. 2023), PyramidKV (Yang
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+THINK(0.5) 972 1000 48 994 930 492 987 9875 9616 846 8833 762 524 7405
+THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 024 00 148 194 265
+SPARK(0.5) 992 992 52 994 976 544 9795 987 9816 1684 8627 796 568  76.1
+SPARK(0.8) 994 988 52 992 944 442 971 977 9524 1208 862 784 540  73.99

Table 2: RULER evaluation results on the LLaMA3.1-8B-Instruct model with SPARK under a 20% KV cache budget and 16K
input length. Additional results across varying cache budgets and input lengths are reported in Appendix F.3 for completeness.

et al. 2024a), SnapKV (Li et al. 2024) and ExpectedAtten-
tion (Jegou et al. 2024) under various cache budgets.
Additional experimental details can refer to Appendix C.

5.2 Benchmark on LongBench

Table 1 presents the performance comparison of KV com-
pression methods and their integration with our proposed
key cache channel pruning for LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct, evalu-
ated in various KV budgets on the LongBench. The pruning
ratio A = 0.8 indicates that 80% of key cache channels are
removed, resulting in a 40% reduction in the total KV cache
memory. The following observations can be drawn:
Compatibility with Existing Methods. When integrated
with token eviction strategies (e.g., PyramidKV), SPARK
further boosts effectiveness. Comparisons between SnapKV
and PyramidKYV integrated with channel pruning further val-
idate the robustness and general applicability of SPARK.
Notably, the stronger the eviction strategy, the greater
the gains observed from incorporating SPARK. Combin-
ing SPARK(0.5) outperforms the integrated eviction base-
line and combining SPARK(0.8) maintains 95% of accuracy
while reducing cache storage by 40%.

Superior Performance under High Pruning Ratios.
SPARK consistently outperforms THINK across all budgets
and pruning ratios. In particular, under a high pruning ratio
(A = 0.8), we observe that integrating THINK with either
SnapKV or PyramidKV leads to substantial degradation in
performance (average drop of 65%). In contrast, combining
SPARK with the same baselines incurs less than 5% average
performance loss. SPARK’s recoverable pruning preserves
both expressivity and stability even at 80% sparsity, while
THINK suffers catastrophic degradation.

5.3 Benchmark on RULER

Table 2 presents the results of RULER under 20% cache
budget. SPARK consistently outperforms THINK while pre-
serving competitive accuracy under all settings. Notably, un-
der a stringent cache budget (20% or 50%) with 8K and 16K

inputs, THINK (0.8) suffers drastic degradation with perfor-
mance dropping below 3%, while SPARK (0.8) retains ac-
curacy within 3% of baseline eviction methods, highlight-
ing the effectiveness of our recovery mechanism. Even at
moderate pruning (e.g., 0.5), SPARK consistently outper-
forms THINK and matches or surpasses baseline strategies,
demonstrating both accuracy preservation and general appli-
cability of our method SPARK.

5.4 Analysis

We conduct a comprehensive evaluation of SPARK across
three key dimensions: pruning ratio, input length, and cache
size. Results are summarized in Figure 4.

Impact of Pruning Ratio. Figure 4(a) shows that SPARK
consistently outperforms THINK and the unrecovered vari-
ant, particularly under high compression. At A = 0.8,
THINK incurs a performance drop exceeding 35%, whereas
SPARK maintains a degradation within 5%. This highlights
the effectiveness of channel-aware pruning and query-aware
recovery in preserving attention quality.

Throughput under Long Inputs. Figure 4(b) illustrates the
decoding throughput across varying input lengths with KV
budget of 128. While the full-cache baseline fails beyond
64k due to memory overflow, SPARK sustains high through-
put across all lengths. Notably, SPARK achieves comparable
throughput to THINK, despite the added recovery step. This
indicates that the recovery mechanism introduces negligible
overhead in decoding latency.

Cache Size vs. Performance. As shown in Figure 4(c),
SPARK achieves superior performance under the same or
smaller cache budgets. By pruning key channels, both
SPARK and THINK achieve lower memory usage than
SnapKV under the same KV size. Compared to THINK,
SPARK consistently delivers performance closer to SnapKV
across varying compression ratios. Under equal memory
budgets, SPARK outperforms all baselines, underscoring its
effectiveness in complementing KV compression methods
for improved memory efficiency.

Pruning Value Cache Channels. We further extend SPARK
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performance trade-off. SPARK achieves favorable efficiency—performance balance compared to THINK and SnapKV.

A=0.5 A=0.38

Dist.

128 512 1024 2048 128 512 1024 2048

Norm. 32.71 39.76 41.37 42.18 31.25 38.78 41.03 41.68
Exp. 3256 40.16 42.18 43.04 31.43 39.04 4121 41.87
Deg. 32.04 40.22 42.24 43.13 31.16 39.41 41.26 42.09

Table 3: Ablation study on recovery distribution.

to support simultaneous pruning of both key and value cache
channels (\; + A,) in the Appendix D. As shown in Table 5,
SPARK maintains strong robustness under joint pruning. For
example, under the (0.5+0.5) configuration with SnapKV
in 128 KV-size, the average performance drops marginally
from 32.38 to 32.03, despite a further reduction in memory
footprint. Notably, the results of (0.5 + 0.3) and (0.5 + 0.5)
configuration achieve comparable or even superior perfor-
mance to the (0.5) configuration. Although extreme com-
pression (0.8+0.8) leads to more noticeable accuracy drops,
the recovery mechanism ensures that the additional loss re-
mains within 5% on average. These results demonstrate that
SPARK generalizes effectively to joint KV pruning, enabling
greater memory savings under moderate settings while pre-
serving task performance, and highlight the flexibility of our
channel-wise sparsity and the critical role of recovery in
maintaining accuracy.

5.5 Ablation Studies

Unless stated otherwise, all ablation experiments are con-
ducted on the LongBench benchmark using the LLaMA3-
8B-Instruct model with various KV budgets.

Recovery Distributions. We investigate the impact of dif-
ferent recovery distributions under two pruning ratios (A =
0.5 and 0.8). As shown in Table 3, all three strategies De-
generate, Gaussian (Normal) and Exponential perform com-
parably, indicating that SPARK is robust to the choice of
statistical modeling. Degenerate recovery outperforms other
strategies, particularly on long inputs, suggesting its stability
under aggressive pruning. While Gaussian and Exponential

5 Pruning Threshold Group KV-Size Overall
Variants

Ratio (\) p) (2) 128 512 1024 2048 Ratio

SPARK 0.5 - 32.04 4022 4224 43.13 0.50

SPARK-p - 99% 32.11 40.13 42.18 4295 0.58

SPARK-g - - 5 32.06 40.17 42.17 42776  0.55

SPARK-g - - 4 32.11 40.11 4245 4327 044

Table 4: Ablation study on variants.

offer moderate flexibility, they tend to introduce slight noise
that may not always benefit attention approximation when
key is highly limited. The exponential distribution yields
slightly better results at short sequences, likely due to its
heavier tail offering greater diversity in sampled keys.
Adaptive Variants of SPARK. We further explore two
adaptive variants of SPARK that remove the need for a pre-
defined pruning ratio. The first variant, SPARK-p, applies a
top-p thresholding strategy by greedily selecting the min-
imum number of salient channels per token that cumula-
tively account for 99% of the total saliency. The second vari-
ant, SPARK-g, groups the D channels into ¢ disjoint seg-
ments with ascending importance and assigns progressively
larger pruning ratios to less salient groups. Specifically, for
g = 4, we assign pruning ratios of (0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0);
for g = 5, we use (0.1,0.3,0.5,0.7,0.9). As shown in
Table 4, both variants achieve comparable accuracy to the
fixed-ratio baseline, while offering greater flexibility. No-
tably, the grouped variant with ¢ = 4 achieves the high-
est overall performance (43.27 at 2048 input length) with
a lower average pruning ratio (0.44), suggesting that fine-
grained structured sparsity can lead to better trade-offs be-
tween compression and performance. These results under-
score the potential of SPARK as a flexible and extensible
framework for KV compression.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce SPARK, a novel channel-
wise pruning that leverages unstructured sparsity along-



side a lightweight statistical recovery mechanism. Unlike
prior methods that suffer from significant degradation un-
der high pruning ratios, SPARK preserves attention fidelity
by selectively retaining salient channels and reconstruct-
ing pruned entries using cached statistics. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate that SPARK significantly reduces mem-
ory consumption and maintains competitive performance,
highlighting the importance of channel recovery in mitigat-
ing the adverse effects of aggressive pruning.
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A SPARK
A.1 Error Objective Expansion

Our goal is to minimize the attention discrepancy after prun-
ing, measured by the Frobenius norm between the original
and pruned attention matrices:
Igin E(Siy) = ||qi,tk;’rt - (qi,tSi,t)(ki,tSi,t)THF~ 9
it
This objective is combinatorial and difficult to solve ex-
actly. To enable efficient channel selection, we expand the
squared Frobenius norm. Let q; ;[j] and k; ;[j] denote the

7-th channel vector of query and key, respectively. Using the
identity

IA—B|% = IAl% + | BIIF — 2(A, B),
we can rewrite the squared error as:
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A.2 Caching Pruned Channel Statistics

Specifically, for each attention head i, first, we identify the
set of channels that were pruned after the Top-T" selection.
Let this set of pruned channel indices be C; pruned = C; \ CAl
We then compute the distribution statistics for the saliency
scores w; ; of all channels within the pruned set C; pruneq:
Mean (Ni,pmned):

i pruned = |C | Y wi;eRY (D
4,pruned
]GCL pruned
Mean (p;):
pi= 5 Y wi; € RS (12)
IC |
JEC;

Standard Deviation (o;):

1
0i = \/C,| > (wiy = p)? (13)
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Then these calculated statistics (x; and o, or possibly just
the mean of the pruned channels £i; pruneq) are cached. In later
stages, when it’s necessary to recover or compensate for the
impact of pruned channels, these statistics enable the gen-
eration of more reasonable compensation values, mitigating
performance degradation that would result from simple zero
or constant padding.

B Observations
B.1 Coefficient of Variation (CV)

The Coefficient of Variation (CV) is a standardized statisti-
cal measure that quantifies the relative variability of a dataset
by expressing the standard deviation as a proportion of the
mean. Formally, for a random variable X with mean p and
standard deviation o, the CV is defined as:
o _ VE[X —n)?

cv="2=
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W EX] (o

This dimensionless metric enables direct comparison of
variability across datasets with different scales and units,
making it particularly suitable for analyzing heterogeneous
patterns in neural network activations.

The CV analysis is particularly necessary for key chan-
nel pattern analysis because: (1) it captures the context-
sensitivity of individual channels by measuring how much
their contributions vary across different input tokens; (2) it
provides a scale-invariant measure that allows comparison
across channels with different activation magnitudes; and
(3) it enables systematic categorization of channels based
on their behavioral patterns, informing adaptive compres-
sion strategies.

In our context, we employ CV to quantify the variabil-
ity of channel-wise attention key activations across tokens.
High CV values indicate that the importance of a given chan-
nel varies significantly with the input context, suggesting
that a globally fixed importance ranking may be insufficient.
This motivates the use of token-dependent, dynamic chan-
nel pruning strategies over static, globally ranked pruning.
Therefore, CV provides a principled criterion for evaluating
the necessity of fine-grained, context-aware channel selec-
tion in our method.

B.2 Token-Specific Channel Activation Patterns

To gain deeper insight into how different channels contribute
to the attention computation, we visualize the QK scores
across channel indices for representative tokens in Figure 5
and heatmap of channels in Figure 6.

C Implementation

For all tasks, we use a batch size of 1 for evaluation and
follow the settings of the based eviction method. For in-
stance, when comparing SnapKV and SnapKV integrated
with THINK, we used a maximum pooling kernel size of 7
and an observation window size of 32, maintaining the same
KV size for both configurations. For the RULER benchmark
(Hsieh et al. 2024), we adopt 10 repetitions for each test unit
and use context lengths of 16k and 8k. We implement all
experiments in PyTorch (Paszke 2019) and Flash Attention
(Dao 2024).

D Pruning Value Cache Channels

Unlike keys, value vectors cannot be assessed using the
query for their relative importance, which makes structured
pruning strategies such as those used in THINK (Xu et al.
2024) less suitable. To address this limitation, we adopt an
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Figure 5: Visualization of QK-score distributions across channel indices for 6 representative tokens. Brighter hues indicate
higher attention contributions, revealing: (1) Position-dependent sparsity (e.g., Token 0 vs 1195), (2) Task-critical channel

clustering, (3) High variance in salient channel indices.

unstructured sparsity approach that better aligns with the
distributional characteristics of value channels.

Specifically, for each token ¢, we estimate the importance
score of each value channel v/ , denotes the j-th channel at
head i. This norm-based scoring captures per-channel acti-
vation strength, allowing us to identify and prune the least
informative dimensions in a fine-grained manner. We then
apply the same masking and recovery mechanism as in key
pruning: pruned channels are removed from the cache, and
only the top-T' channels (according to the norm) are re-
tained. Unlike key recovery, value recovery requires no ad-
ditional operations such as scaling or recombination, as val-
ues are directly consumed in the final weighted sum. This
greatly simplifies the recovery process and reduces runtime
overhead. The full results on LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct are in
the Table 5.

While this norm-based criterion offers a practical and
lightweight solution, it does not fully capture the semantics
of value representations. We leave the exploration of more
sophisticated pruning strategies—potentially leveraging at-
tention weights, value-token correlations, or dynamic token
importance—for future work.

E Limitations

Increased Computational Overhead. Although our recov-
ery mechanism enables accurate reconstruction of pruned
channels, it inevitably introduces additional computations

during attention score estimation. This overhead, while
lightweight in steady-state throughput, contributes to in-
creased Time-To-First-Token (TTFT), particularly in low-
latency applications or systems with stringent serving con-
straints.

Limited Gains on Short Inputs. Our method is primarily
designed to improve efficiency under long input sequences
and large KV cache budgets. In contrast, for short inputs
(e.g., leqdk tokens), the memory footprint is already mini-
mal, and the overhead introduced by dynamic channel scor-
ing and recovery may outweigh the benefits. In such cases,
static caching or lightweight token-eviction strategies may
offer better latency-efficiency trade-offs.

Heuristic-Based Value Pruning. While our channel-wise
pruning for the key cache is guided by query-aware saliency,
the value cache pruning currently relies on simple norm-
based heuristics. This limits its ability to fully exploit the se-
mantic structure of value representations. Future work could
explore task- or position-adaptive value pruning strategies.

F Extended Results
F.1 Memory Efficiency Analysis

To further assess the memory efficiency of our method, we
conduct a peak memory usage analysis under varying batch
sizes using the LLaMA-3.1-8B-Instruct model. We com-
pare the full KV cache baseline with SPARK under differ-
ent pruning ratios (0.5 and 0.8). Results are summarized in
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(b) Heatmap visualization of channel distribution across channels.

Figure 6: More visualizations for motivations of layer 18 and head 0.
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Figure 7: Batch Size and Memory. SPARK enables a 300%
larger batch size, saving more than 20GB memory.

Figure 7.

Substantial Memory Reduction. Across all batch sizes,
SPARK consistently reduces peak memory consumption
compared to the full KV cache. At batch size 32, the full
cache consumes 43.41 GB, while SPARK (0.5) and SPARK
(0.8) reduce it to 25.41 GB and 25.02 GB, respectively. At
batch size 64, memory drops from 73.69 GB to 37.65 GB
(SPARK-0.5) and 35.83 GB (SPARK-0.8), indicating a ; 50%
reduction.

Scalability under Memory Constraints. We additionally
measure the maximum supported batch size under an 80GB
memory cap: Full KV cache supports only 72 batch sizes,
SPARK (0.5) supports up to 222 batch sizes, SPARK (0.8)
supports up to 241 batch sizes. This highlights SPARK’s ef-
fectiveness in enabling larger batch inference under fixed
hardware budgets, improving throughput by over 3x with-

out sacrificing quality.

F.2 Longbench

To further validate the generality and robustness of our
method, we conduct extensive experiments on the Long-
Bench benchmark across multiple open-source LLMs with
varying model scales and instruction-following capabili-
ties. Specifically, Table 6 presents results on LLaMA3-8B-
Instruct, while Tables 7, 8, 9, and10 extend the evaluation
to LLaMA3.1-8B, LLaMA3.1-70B,Qwen3-8B, and Qwen3-
32B, respectively.

F.3 RULER

To further assess SPARK’s robustness under extreme long-
context settings, we evaluate its performance on the RULER
benchmark with 8K and 16K input lengths under various
cache budgets (20% and 50%). The results are reported in
Table 11.

Together, these results reinforce the compatibility of our
method with diverse LLM architectures and its potential as
a plug-and-play component for long-context optimization.
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SnapKV 15.29 20.03 29.2 39.92 28.26 15.06 17.74 19.27 18.05 21.0 68.64 36.64 6.0 66.0 57.86 59.08 32.38
+SPARK (0.5) 13.52 20.19 29.28 38.77 26.33 14.44 17.66 19.12 17.98 21.0 68.95 36.66 5.5 65.5 58.49 59.18 32.04

+SPARK (0.5+0.3) 13.54 20.59 2824 39.69 26.01 14.07 17.63 19.36 17.87 210 67.69  36.12 75 675 56.02 56.04 31.8
+SPARK (0.5 +0.5) 13.68 20.28 29.95 40.44 26.34 13.16 17.4 19.38 1743 210 71.53  36.23 7.5 665 5577 55.88 32.03
+SPARK (0.8) 13.82  20.28 28.63 40.84 26.75 14.25 17.29 19.06 1723 220 572 35.41 70 640 572 57.61 31.16

o0
?'u +SPARK (0.8 +0.3) 13.81 1948 2932 4151 2407 1496 1719 1905 1772 210 5972 3569 65 650 54.43 5517 3091
% +SPARK (0.8+0.8) 1339 1941 2928 3707 2453 1178 1606 1868 1561 180 6354 3152 609 635 49.85 5204 294
€ PyramidKV 2179 446 4596 4833 4363 2582 3042 2245 2705 720 8869 4159 60 715 6221 4872 438
+SPARK (0.5) 2266 4395 4582 4833 4385 2485 3016 2276 2684 700 8834 414 65 715 62.83 51.15 4381
+SPARK (0.5+03) 21.97 43.67 4569 4883 4404 2649 3009 2276 2698 715 8813 4186 55 720 61.99 51.83 43.96
+SPARK (0.8) 2244 442 4462 4629 4037 2268 27.83 2256 2567 69.0 842 4017 55 720 6038 41.98 41.87
+SPARK (0.8 +0.3) 2359 42.82 4672 4689 4038 2266 284 2282 2638 67.5 8849 3996 60 720 60.89 44.66 4251
+SPARK (0.8+0.8) 19.0 37.38 4583 4205 3414 1939 2304 2173 2401 640 8798 3642 3.83 70.5 5649 57.01 40.17
SnapKV 1924 3651 4361 4683 3662 2311 2262 2117 2403 450 8859 4009 60 715 63.75 58.65 40.46
+SPARK (0.5) 1866 36.13 4323 4666  36.17 2286 2244 2119 237 425 8911 4015 65 715 638 59.0 4022
+SPARK (0.5+0.3) 18.89 3642 4227 463 371 2189 2233 2136 2354 430 8846 4023 55 715 61.89 56.65 39.83
+SPARK (0.5+0.5) 17.66 3629 4412 4807 3633 2272 217 2148 2307 425 8853 3929 50 715 6274 59.51 40.03
«  +SPARK (0.8) 1823 3734 4242 4471 3485 2314 218 2126 2368 415 8722 38838 50 725 62.86 55.01 39.40
T 4SPARK (0.8+03) 1802 3592 4288 4484 3393 2364 2114 2134 2343 415 874 3857 50 720 614 5322 3901
% +SPARK (0.8+0.8) 1608 28.99 4135  40.58 307 2085 1955 2088 21.15 345 8591 358 39 68.5 5449 57.92 3632
T PyramidKV 2179 446 4596 4833 4363 2582 3042 2245 2696 720 8869 4159 60 715 6221 4872 4379
+SPARK (0.5) 2279 4399 4563 4883 4364 2487 3034 2289 2657 700 8875 4228 65 715 6272 50.81 43.88
+SPARK (0.5+03) 21.92 4378 4589 4933 4354 2629 2992 2273 2685 715 8808 4157 55 715 62.03 5226 43.92
+SPARK (0.8) 2273 441 472 4647 4051 2281 2666 2272 2487 680 88.63 4044 55 720 59.61 42.44 42.17
+SPARK (0.8 +0.3) 22.87 4299 4623 4699 4003 2315 2806 2276 260 675 888 3992 55 725 60.89 44.56 42.42
+SPARK (0.8 +0.8) 19.01 36.61 4644 4191 3464 1924 2313 2166 2402 640 8792 3619 333 705 5629 5575 40.04
SnapKV 2139 3989 4454 4878 4351 2376 2461 2192 2564 555 8851 4079 60 725 6376 56.05 42.32
+SPARK (0.5) 219 3892 4522 4869 4127 2425 2465 2192 2588 550 888 4122 65 720 6343 5622 42.24
+SPARK (0.5+03) 20.13 385 4306 4754 4182 2436 2413 2103 2562 545 8573 4045 60 715 614 53.17 41.18
+SPARK (0.5+0.5) 21.28 38.17 4504 4617 3797 2434 2281 2015 2496 50.5 8545 393 60 70.0 59.58 52.92 40.29
& +SPARK (0.8) 2126 39.65 4548 4693 3885 2284 2398 2194 2537 540 8793 3934 50 720 63.66 51.97 41.26
S 4SPARK (0.8+03) 21.02 373 46.12 4415 3679 2297 2231 2059 2454 510 8541 3889 45 735 58.04 48.65 39.74
B ISPARK (08+0.8) 1574 3207 4023 3454 3389 1933 2008 1954 2192 465 7937 331 39 615 5268 5342 3549
;' " PyramidKV 2179 44.6 460 4833 4363 2582 3042 2245 2653 720 88.69 4159 6.0 715 61.87 4872 43.75
+SPARK (0.5) 2253 4384 4597 4783 4364 2487 3006 229 2682 700 8928 4187 65 715 614 50.84 43.74
+SPARK (0.5+03) 21.78 4349 4599  49.66 4346 2632 3007 226 2649 715 8814 4192 55 720 61.96 51.76 43.92
+SPARK (0.8) 2259 4435 4766  47.3 3996 2294 2804 2268 2537 685 88.65 4062 55 725 57.89 4328 4235
+SPARK (0.8 +0.3) 23.19 43.03 47.13 4621 403 2347 2854 2259 2594 680 87.99 4034 60 725 6024 443 42.49
+SPARK (0.8 +0.8) 1936 3694 4503  41.86 3347 2029 2305 2175 2347 645 8805 3609 333 69.0 5515 56.56 39.87
SnapKV 2266 4171 4674 4886 4368 2376  27.09 2239 2728 620 883 4145 60 720 63.64 538 4321
+SPARK (0.5) 2298 40.11 4665 4886 4248 2397 2724 2227 2699 615 88.69 4145 65 720 6357 5477 43.13
+SPARK (0.5+0.3) 23.06 4075 4587  49.11 4343 2492 2691 2215 2705 600 8756 4094 60 715 619 5397 42.82
+SPARK (0.5+0.5) 22.82 4178 4632 4799 4056 2386 2616 2232 2679 60.5 8899 4094 70 715 6252 56.11 42.88
% +SPARK (0.8) 2365 4191 4659  47.13 4133 2184 2599 2258 2681 59.0 88.04 39.62 50 725 6274 48.69 42.09
&  +SPARK (0.8+03) 21.88 41.94 46.18  47.17 3895 2262 2541 2229 2574 590 8851 3996 45 725 6122 47.0 41.55
B ISPARK (0.8+0.8) 18.68 346 4504 4242 3595 2052 2227 2158 23690 610 8854 343 333 700 5718 57.6 39.79
£ PyamidKV 237 4237 4543 487 4373 2286 2665 2216 2673 605 8844 4136 60 720 61.91 50.23 4267
+SPARK (0.5) 233 4047 4147 4772 4338 2349 255 2185 2549 595 88.02 4141 60 710 61.79 51.52 41.99
+SPARK (0.5+0.3) 22.89 41.54 466 4837 4298 2175 2611 2214 2678 600 87.85 4138 55 710 62.14 53.62 42.54
+SPARK (0.8) 2193 4148 4524 462 415 2238 2308 2174 2583 555 8679 3972 50 725 59.55 44.35 40.8

+SPARK (0.8 +0.3) 21.0 40.12 46.12 47.48 39.06 19.7 249 22.09 2638 585 8791 40.17 45 715 61.23 47.19 41.12
+SPARK (0.8 +0.8) 18.15 34.74 46.88 42.72 35.85 18.39 21.42 2132 2348 575 8682 3543 333 685 56.39 5629 39.2

Table 5: Performance comparison of pruning both K and V cache on LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct at LongBench. SPARK (A\x+ )
denote the channel-wise key cache pruning ratio A; and value cache pruning ratio A,. SPARK () denote the channel-wise key
cache pruning ratio .
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LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct
- Vanilla 2248 4472 4623 48.49 44.71 24.43 30.7 22.8 27.28 72.0 88.35 42.28 6.5 72.0 63.61 51.67 44.27

StreamingLLM 13.64 18.03 17.79 31.36 27.46 8.67 17.31 18.99 17.87  31.0 31.21 35.71 1.5  67.5 56.63 55.16 28.11
ExpectedAttention 17.32 24.08  23.87 38.76 26.43 12.55 22.26 20.81 2357 205 7722  36.59 55 625 52.78 46.45 31.95

TOVA 1709 2335 3788 4332 2868 1585 1987 2054 1851 265 8518 3915 40 605 59.98 57.17 34.85

T SnapKV 1529 2003 292  39.92 2826 1506  17.74 1927 1805 21.0 68.64 3664 60 660 57.86 59.08 32.38
w  +THINK (0.5) 136 192 3178 3624 2505 1192 1685 19.17 164 20 5073 328 60 650 5229 52.11 2820
E +THINK (0.8) 76 703 1745 1998 9.8 6.9 1437 1415 125 00 2136 1122 102 63.0 3042 34.69 16.97
3 +SPARK (05) 1352 2019 2928 3877 2633 1444 1766 1912 1798 210 6895 3666 55 655 5849 59.18 32.04
£ +SPARK (0.8)  13.82 2028 2863 4084 2675 1425 1729 1906 1723 220 572 3541 70 640 572 57.61 3116

" PyramidKV 2179 446 4596 4833 4363 2582 3042 2245 2705 720 8869 4159 60 715 6221 4872 438
+THINK (0.5) 2248 4056 4794 4583 3495 2319 2755 2254 2573 535 8488 327 778 710 539 51.54 4038
+THINK (0.8) 637 553 1373 1253 547 316 1697 1421 1702 00 2303 754 173 130 29.67 27.51 1234
+SPARK (0.5) 22,66 4395 4582 4833 4385 2485 30.16 2276 2684 700 8834 414 65 715 62.83 51.15 4381
+SPARK (0.8) 2244 442 4462 4629 4037 2268 2783 2256 2567 69.0 842  40.17 55 720 60.38 41.98 41.87
StreamingLLM 1398 2372 2026 3582 2976 1134 2212 1956 2449 450 5498 3832 45 67.0 5816 52.63 326
ExpectedAttention 19.73 3341 302 4506 3281 2043 2555 2145 2625 510 8576 3957 60 560 620 54.84 38.13
TOVA 18.84 3346 440 4836 3682 2147 2307 2072 2433 630 8891 4101 60 710 64.66 5833 415

T SnapKV 1924 3651 4361 4683  36.62 2311 2262 2117 2403 450 8859 40.09 6.0 715 63.75 58.65 40.46
«  +THINK (0.5) 1873 33.83 4147 4372 2798 2091 2059 2156 2225 155 8462 3382 7.0 715 57.01 56.97 36.09
© +THINK (0.8) 948 659 1862 1828 8.32 9.2 1711 1537 1646 00 4394 86 221 34.62 3343 3547 17.36
3 +SPARK (05)  18.66 36.13 4323 4666 3617 2286 2244 2119 237 425 8911 4015 65 715 638 590 40.22
C  +SPARK (0.8) 1823 37.34 4242 4471 3485 2314 218 2126 2368 415 8722 3888 50 725 62.86 55.01 39.40

" PyramidKV 2179 446 4596 4833  43.63 2582 3042 2245 2696 720 88.69 4159 60 715 62.21 48.72 4379
+THINK (0.5) 2248 4056 4794 4583 3495 2319 2755 2254 256 535 8488 327 778 710 539 51.54 4037
+THINK (0.8) 637 553 1373 1253 5.47 316 1697 1421 1711 00 2303 754 173 130 29.67 27.51 1235
+SPARK (0.5) 2279 4399 4563 4883 4364 2487 3034 2289 2657 700 8875 4228 65 715 6272 50.81 43.88
+SPARK (0.8) 2273 441 472 4647 4051 2281 2666 2272 2487 680 88.63 4044 55 720 59.61 4244 42.17
StreamingLLM  18.05 2835 253 3835 3.0 1231 241 2026 2592 525 7187 3891 55 615 5589 48.71 3491
ExpectedAttention 21.06 36.69 37.86 4576 3536 2208 2659 2162 2676 645 89.64 4036 55 620 63.79 5567 40.95
TOVA 2078 3749 4634 4892 4196 2191 2515 2172 2636 69.0 8933 4183 7.0 715 64.13 57.03 43.15

T SnapKV 2139 39.89 4454 4878 4351 2376 2461 2192 2564 555 8851 4079 6.0 725 63.76 56.05 42.32
5 +THINK 05) 19.44 384 4516 463 3201 2018 224 2188 2443 305 8545 3398 7.0 720 57.09 55.86 3832
S +THINK (0.8) 797 608 1709 167 6.41 723 1741 1533 1675 0.0 3844 812  1.64 22.14 33.76 34.42 15.59
S 4SPARK (0.5) 219 3892 4522  48.69 4127 2425 2465 2192 2588 550 888 4122 6.5 720 6343 5622 42.24
£ +SPARK (08) 2126 39.65 4548 4693 3885 2284 2398 2194 2537 540 8793 3934 50 720 6366 51.97 41.26
PyramidKV 2179 446 460 4833 4363 2582 3042 2245 2653 720 88.69 4159 60 715 61.87 4872 4375
+THINK (0.5) 2248 4056 4778 4583 3495 2319  27.55 2254 2525 535 8449 3258 778 71.0 54.33 51.54 40.33
+THINK (0.8) 637 553 1375 1253 5.44 316 1697 1421 1688 0.0 2303 755 173 130 29.59 27.51 12.33
+SPARK (0.5) 2253 4384 4597 4783 4364 2487 3006 229 2682 700 8928 4187 65 715 614 50.84 43.74
+SPARK (0.8) 2259 4435 47.66  47.13 3996 2294 2804 2268 2537 685 8865 4062 55 72.5 57.89 4328 42.35
StreamingLLM 2021 38.11 2847 3922 3822 1687 2669 2083 2697 650 8511 3993 50 525 59.55 45.66 38.02
ExpectedAttention 23.0 4133 4355 4773 4037 2123 2821 2177 2738 685 8941 4075 85 63.5 63.84 5496 42.75
TOVA 2183 4199 4537 4847 4354 2392 2741 224 2707 675 8921 4214 65 720 64.16 5553 437

T SnapKV 22666 4171 4674 4886  43.68 2376  27.09 2239 2728 620 883 4145 60 720 63.64 538 4321
% +THINK (05) 2006 4036 4802 4555 3694 223 2423 2233 2574 475 8441 3397 614 715 5641 5549 40.06
& +THINK (0.8) 608 494 1532 1356 543 654 1719 150 1677 00 315 776 201 1521 32.81 337 13.99
S 4SPARK (05) 2298 4011 4665 4886 4248 2397 2724 2227 2699 615 8869 4145 65 720 63.57 5477 43.13
;’ +SPARK (0.8) 2365 4191 4659  47.13 4133 2184 2599 2258 2681 590 88.04 39.62 50 725 62.74 48.69 42.09

PyramidKV 237 4237 4543 48.7 43.73 22.86 26.65 22.16 2673  60.5 88.44  41.36 6.0 72.0 61.91 50.23 42.67
+THINK (0.5) 21.64 39.24 45.13 44.64 36.05 224 24.07 22.56 26.07 400 8429 3272 8.62 715 54.38 52.73 39.13
+THINK (0.8) 6.55 491 14.13 13.94 6.65 5.54 17.1 14.68 16.96 0.0 2827 791 1.73  21.6 29.64 28.33 13.62
+SPARK (0.5) 233 4047 4147 47.72 43.38 23.49 25.5 21.85 2549 595 88.02 4141 6.0 71.0 61.79 51.52 41.99
+SPARK (0.8) 21.93 4148 4524 46.2 41.5 22.38 23.08 21.74 25.83 555 86.79 39.72 5.0 725 59.55 4435 40.8

Table 6: Performance comparison on LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct at LongBench. SPARK (\) and THINK()\) denote the channel-wise
key cache pruning ratio \.
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Vanilla 30.84 474 56.07 59.3 50.23 32.12 34.81 24.84 27.15 725  81.27 4447 1125 100.0 64.7 58.77 49.73

KV-size 128

StreamingLLM 142 2237 2351 34.93 30.51 9.4 17.76 20.2 1875 245 814 35.1 45  99.0 59.89 56.18 34.51
ExpectedAttention 19.62 26.06  31.65 40.95 25.31 15.1 24.01 21.99 2438 21.0 87.16 3822 5.0 97.67 44.09 40.46 35.17

TOVA 26.14 2654 46.7 47.0 33.23 18.31 21.49 21.83  20.73 375 8675 40.78 40 89.0 61.43 58.43 39.99
AdaSnapKV 203 2427 39.46 49.14 36.34 17.8 18.1 21.04 2026 250 8445 39.12 45 965 62.11 61.76 38.76
SnapKV 14.81 22.58 39.17 4551 33.78 10.46 17.54 20.27 18.84 265 8527  38.17 55 940 61.63 57.79 36.99

+THINK (05) 1552 2021 37.06 4155 3217 1243 167 2026 1822 115 7444 3391 35 945 5145 49.12 3328
+THINK (0.8) 1124 991 2163 2392 1032 527 1304 1395 1392 00 4782 1194 138 80.89 3236 31.77 20.59
+SPARK (0.5) 1548 21.07 3847 4586 3346 1057 1787 205 1826 250 8351 3803 65 935 60.19 5731 366
+SPARK (0.8)  13.09 1589 2561 3404 2321  8.12 122 1445 1225 160 6685 2526 30 710 37.63 44.72 26.46

" PyramidKV 309 48.14 56.19  59.16  50.73 3256 3474 2482 27.8 710 8232 4489 10.83 100.0 64.65 59.33 49.84
+THINK (0.5) 3094 4836 5506 5576 4981 3055 3339 2605 2656 645 8736 3868 10.11 99.5 49.42 46.87 47.06
+THINK (0.8) 1162 733 1286  17.06 6.56 604 1757 1581 1692 00 5285 894 20 61.54 2823 2747 183
+SPARK (0.5) 3096 47.79 5629  59.22 502  32.88 3469 2494 266 710 8112 4474 136 995 62.36 55.66 49.47
+SPARK (0.8) 3146 4778 568 5888  49.68 3301 3307 2532 2628 700 79.88 4323 1238 99.0 59.15 59.05 49.06

KV-size 512

StreamingLLM 16.84 2376 247 39.54 31.5 10.49 23.39 20.51 2413 460 8256 3824 45 965 6578 62.7 382
ExpectedAttention 24.6 3746 3547 46.79 40.86 19.36 27.5 2213 2628 495 9042  40.63 45 905 59.19 51.2 41.65

TOVA 3063 3932 5432 51.82 431 277 253 2248 2462 585 8264 4429 675 995 6553 61.08 46.07
" AdaSnapKV 2736 395 5265 5746 4836 2875 2434 233 2467 460 8242 41.73 9.0 99.5 66.58 62.59 45.89
SnapKV 2774 3803 5223 5696 4497 2494 2405 2326 2429 420 831 4092 80 995 67.21 61.42 4491
+THINK (0.5) 2629 3637 4956  55.67 418 2518 2267 225 2343 385 8847 3888 525 995 5597 51.55 426
+THINK (0.8) 1596 1202 2063 284 57 121 1665 1603 1674 00 6446 1095 3.88 90.16 33.15 32.12 23.68
+SPARK (0.8) 2462 3279 37.63 5058 3667 243 2023 1867 190 340 6734 3205 60 755 51.75 51.68 3643
" PyramidKV 309 48.14 56.19  59.16  50.73 3256 3474 2482 2709 710 8232 4489 10.83 100.0 64.65 59.33 49.83

+THINK (0.5) 30.94 4836 55.06 55.76 49.81 30.55 33.39 2605 2645 645 8736  38.68 10.11 99.5 49.42 46.87 47.05
+THINK (0.8) 11.62 733 12.86 17.06 6.56 6.04 17.57 15.81 16.8 0.0 52.85 8.94 2.0 61.54 28.23 27.47 18.29
+SPARK (0.5) 308 476 56.74 59.47 50.2 33.59 34.45 25.03 2667 710 82.1 4494 141 99.5 62.41 56.06 49.67
+SPARK (0.8) 30.88 47.52  57.03 58.54 49.19 32.03 33.39 2548 2606 70.0 8055 4321 11.12 99.5 60.21 58.0 48.92

KV-size 1024

StreamingLLM ~ 17.96 29.67 30.09  41.9 336 1212 260 206 2574 530 8593 4021 50 910 66.58 62.56 40.12
ExpectedAtiention 26.99 40.54 41,78 5137 4331 2291 2931 2293 2696 545 90.64 4271 50 955 64.23 5658 44.7
TOVA 30.72 4218 5618 5463 4984 2516 27.68 231 2621 625 8218 4419 775 99.5 6555 60.57 47.37

" AdaSnapKV ~ 30.19 4459 5431 5831 4801 297 2707 2339 2627 575 7869 4319 9.5 1000 66.74 62.6 475
SnapKV 30.07 4395 5524 5789 48.15 2809 2672 2304 2591 580 783 4179 1006 99.5 66.71 60.64 47.13
+THINK (0.5) 3034 4213 5049 5482 4724 2657 2527 2312 2523 495 8555 3852 756 99.5 54.59 51.42 44.49
+THINK (0.8) 1468 10.65 1696  25.68 706 975 1773 1601 1713 00 6002 1047 45 8542 33.49 30.72 22.52

+SPARK (0.5) 30.23 4491 54.68 5891 47.57 29.89 26.81 2329 2605 565 79.05 4195 956 99.5 66.19 60.3 47.21
+SPARK (0.8) 30.63 43.51 54.81 57.89 46.01 28.87 25.73 2345 2517 545 81.61 40.6 8.88 99.5 6597 61.3 46.78

PyramidKV 309 48.14 56.32 59.16 50.73 32.56 34.74 2482 2691 710 8232 449 10.83 100.0 64.12 59.33 49.8
+THINK (0.5) 30.94 4836 55.22 55.76 49.81 30.55 33.39 26.05 26.15 645 8736  38.71 10.11 99.5 49.08 46.87 47.02
+THINK (0.8) 11.62  7.33 13.03 17.13 597 6.04 17.57 15.81 1656 0.0  52.85 8.95 2.0 61.54 27.74 27.47 18.23
+SPARK (0.5) 31.36 4791 56.71 59.14 50.11 33.38 349 25.21 2579 705 7937 4468 13.1  99.5 60.68 55.88 49.26

+SPARK (0.8) 31.1 4772 55.73 58.1 49.31 32.15 33.15 2548  25.12 695 8096 4359 13.38 100.0 60.34 57.83 48.97

KV-size 2048

StreamingLLM 19.92 3944 3349 45.13 434 16.55 28.46 21.15 2653 59.0 8843  41.79 45 920 67.32 65.08 43.26
ExpectedAttention 30.41 44.32 48.43 58.07 48.53 27.53 31.45 23.46 26.80 61.0 89.12 4352 75 96.0 64.73 59.54 47.53

TOVA 3043 4582 5674 5611 5225 2583 3044 2397 2694 705 8204 4493 1033 100.0 64.86 60.3 48.84
" AdaSnapKV 3029 4643 544 5929 5035 3032 2952 2419 2682 69.0 8097 4334 10.03 100.0 64.62 61.17 48.8
SnapKV 3148 4632 5491 5828 5042 2945 2995 2401 2688 645 8159 4302 1033 99.5 64.96 60.58 48.51
+THINK (0.5) 319 4443 5434 5517 4531 3032 27.82 2409 2645 565 8694 3841 82 995 51.15 509 4571
+THINK (0.8) 1441 587 1047 2173 52 892 1817 1579 1731 00 5983 948 20 77.77 31.76 31.12 20.61

+SPARK (0.5) 31.68 4827 55.07 59.06 49.59 31.96 30.01 24.31 2722 645 81.12 4322 10.83 100.0 64.74 59.73 48.83
+SPARK (0.8) 31.81 4645 562 57.82 46.31 32.03 28.69 24.07 2645 620 8245 4213 10.63 100.0 65.09 60.4 48.28

PyramidKV 29.98 47.38 55.54 56.59 50.78 26.76 28.93 23.74 2658 565 90.64 42,69 12.0 99.5 67.13 63.77 48.66
+THINK (0.5) 30.03 4645 53.54 55.27 47.27 26.83 27.65 24.04 2635 52.0 84.38 3627 993  99.5 50.66 47.87 44.88
+THINK (0.8) 1332 822 14.99 2232 6.37 8.8 17.86 16.63 16.45 0.0 57.64 9.72 2.09 81.56 28.89 29.25 20.88

+SPARK (0.5) 22.13 46.05 56.08 57.04 50.11 28.03 28.03 23.95 26.4 545 7935 4256 115 995 60.64 57.25 46.44
+SPARK (0.8) 20.87 44.67 53.79 55.64 48.57 27.47 26.05 24.04 2536 550 7833 39.78 11.44 98.5 60.86 56.25 45.41

Table 7: Performance comparison on LLaMA-3.1-8B-Instruct at LongBench.



Single-Document QA Multi-Document QA Summarization Few-shot Learning Synthetic Code

> 5 > Q> Q@ L o S LY VR o2 o &
Method « (\40, Q?"’Qe N\Q& Q&‘Qo\ ?ﬂ.\\‘@ §‘\‘$\Q (,0“?&? Qﬂ‘@ @0\“ Q (‘Q& (‘(_\i\pr 5?31\9’0 < cooﬁ‘ e ?S,X Avg.

LLaMA-3.1-70B-Instruct
Vanilla 3642 49.85 55.65 64.4 68.55 46.9 35.28 2423 2674 77.0 9445 46.83 20.0 985 35.74 46.95 51.72

KV-size 128

StreamingLLM 19.55 2196 2595 39.65 39.61 18.13 18.21 18.98 18.94 55 9161 37.87 105 97.5 59.35 52.39 3598
ExpectedAttention 20.92 25.17 29.53 3291 35.18 7.08 23.17 15.5 2447 200 9253 3829 135 67.5 38.39 40.08 32.76

+THINK (0.5) 204 206 3523 47.79 41.39 21.6 17.61 18.34 18.64 5.0 91.4 35.5 11.0  96.75 53.23 50.44 36.56
+THINK (0.8) 13.09 9.1 26.23 36.04 22.66 10.4 15.09 13.06 14.29 0.0 5646 10.67 0.0 19.17 3557 333 19.7
+SPARK (0.5) 20.01 22.88 37.19 50.54 43.07 19.73 18.1 18.96 1899  21.0 93.06  39.05 9.0 985 53.57 54.24 38.62
+SPARK (0.8) 19.04 19.74 33.94 49.59 39.51 19.06 17.11 16.8 17.62 35 9329 32585 8.5 96.0 50.71 48.28 35.35

PyramidKV 36.53 49.06 55.67 65.39 67.96 46.6 35.25 24.25 2695 775 9435 47.11 21.0 985 362 46.77 51.82
+SPARK (0.5) 3599 4851 55.18 65.02 67.8 46.84 35.01 24.14 2687 770 93.85 46.5 19.0 98.5 3537 45.39 51.31

KV-size 512

StreamingLLM 20.08 2843  27.65 45.26 43.04 22.5 24.35 19.64 242 475 9226 40.67 11.0 97.5 63.09 55.94 41.44

TOVA 3254 4381 5085 5486 6261 2481 1748  20.13 2407 615 941 4736 3.5 165 52.99 62.44 41.85
T SnapKV 337 4446 4981 637 6426 4193 2481 21.87 2429 580 9395 4521 160 98.5 46.84 58.94 49.14
+THINK (0.5) 3354 4038 5109 6045 609 3823 2417 2198 2371 400 9214 4178 150 985 61.99 59.7 47.72
+THINK (0.8) 1739 56 2545 414 222 1428 1863 1348 1866 0.0 2597 757 100 87.5 33.89 32.15 23.39

+SPARK (0.5) 33.79 43.77 49.88 63.6 64.53 41.56 24.74 2229 2421 570 9395 443 16.5 98.5 45.62 58.13 48.9
+SPARK (0.8) 32.08 4145 495 59.84 56.91 36.55 22.99 2197 2302 380 932 3929 15.0 98.0 56.77 56.54 46.32

KV-size 1024

PyramidKV 36.53 49.06 55.67 65.39 67.96 46.6 35.25 2425 2677 715 9435  47.11 210 985 36.2 46.77 51.81
StreamingLLM 23.1 3235 2938 51.12 4722 22.36 26.4 20.12 259 60.5 9372 4195 140 96.5 60.28 59.95 44.08
TOVA 2731 476  55.04 61.25 66.88 37.54 26.12 2112 26.04 700 94.1 473 15.0 985 42.65 58.25 49.67
SnapKV 35.17 48.76  52.53 65.03 66.14 44.55 28.01 2235 2617 655 9395 4503 155 985 40.57 55.82 50.22

+THINK (0.5) 36.05 4636 523 62.73 62.43 40.67 26.98 2317 2517 53.0 93.14 4239 135 99.0 63.86 59.65 50.02
+SPARK (0.5) 3526 47.63 5234 64.76 66.51 44.68 27.88 23.19  26.18 660 9395 4554 145 985 40.12 55.21 50.14

KV-size 2048

+SPARK (0.8) 35.11 4539  51.37 59.55 60.45 40.1 24.67 2279  24.87 525 9295 36.9 12.5 985 5481 554 47.99
PyramidKV 36.53 49.06 55.56 65.39 67.96 46.6 35.25 2425 2664 775 9435 47.12  21.0 985 36.54 46.77 51.81
StreamingLLM 25.53 41.15 3829 5291 53.74 26.76 29.14 20.82 2634 66.5 933 4355 175 97.0 47.63 60.9 46.32
TOVA 34.03 4895 5537 63.53 67.43 46.93 31.0 23.17 2668 760 94.35 47.0 16.5 98.5 37.87 53.94 51.33
SnapKV 36.49 50.02 5343 65.58 65.28 46.99 30.75 2349 2635 705 9445 46.1 17.5  98.5 37.22 5341 51.0

+THINK (0.5) 36.49 4846 5292 65.15 66.19 46.28 30.82 23.83 2673 70.5 9395 4641 18.0 98.5 37.09 52.31 50.85
+SPARK (0.5) 35.66 50.33 5134 62.69 62.64 41.71 28.99 23.74 2593 605 93.14 4199 165 99.0 63.66 59.72 51.1
+SPARK (0.8) 3524 48.11 51.69 59.3 59.89 39.86 26.44 23.09 2546  56.0 932 3572 16.0 98.0 50.07 53.62 48.23
PyramidKV 37.11 48.66  55.56 64.38 67.06 46.67 30.09 23.38 2651  67.0 92.87 46.18 18.0 98.5 36.52 53.64 50.76

Table 8: Performance comparison on LLaMA-3.1-70B-Instruct at LongBench.



Single-Document QA Multi-Document QA Summarization Few-shot Learning Synthetic Code

» Q> © w* o -° » N X
Method Q> & S $ N o Q0 o e W S N e o % Avg
$(v1 Qc,e& ﬂ\@ ‘\0‘@ : sﬂ'\\“ v‘\\s\ Go,ﬂ& 0?@ g\\‘\“ (‘Q& (‘(\«‘b sb@ QC,“ DLl Y 2
Qwen-3-8B
Vanilla 29.07 4426 55.57 62.3 48.11 35.81 33.59 24.52 249 69.0 88.9 41.04 9.0 91.43 68.99 67.93 49.65

KV-size 128

StreamingLLM 14.81 19.68 24.18 28.9 29.81 9.55 15.78 18.72 1558 17.75 43.86  34.02 3.0 40.46 63.21 60.35 27.48
ExpectedAttention 16.9 27.23  29.24 25.32 14.29 9.95 23.55 20.31 21.48 85 77.06 3523 427 1233 46.07 414 25.82

+THINK (0.5) 1615 2352 3033 3871 3145 1699 1525 19.19 1443 95 68.64 2954 15 7262 5651 53.93 31.14
+THINK (0.8) 1151 1443 1833 261 2052 759 1243 1743 1134 05 2787 913 30 435 29.13 2846 17.58
+SPARK (0.5) 1682 2308 3376 4025 3449 1561 1599 1899 153 195 7226 3661 3.0 7423 62.99 5848 33.84
+SPARK (0.8)  17.16 2303 3266 3841 3353 147 1569 1892 1555 185 6476 355 1.0 7079 6224 5854 3256

" PyramidKV 2976 4426 5627 6152 48.17 3364 3354 2442 2461 680 8852 4165 100 91.92 67.0 66.66 49.37
+THINK (0.5) 2474 4212 5107 6022 4499 3128 3247 2391 2403 690 8655 2849 80 99.75 61.04 60.23 46.74
+SPARK (0.5)  29.12 435 5557 6214 4795 3349 3339 2434 2409 680 89.07 4108 100 92.67 6621 65.86 49.15
+SPARK (0.8) 2836 4403 5346  59.63  49.67 3146 3308 2382 2422 680 89.6 3984 100 956 66.03 64.27 48.82

KV-size 512

StreamingLLM 1691 23.14 2692 32.25 32.57 10.41 22.37 19.71 2129 450 62.68  36.52 7.0 34.58 67.59 63.55 32.66
ExpectedAttention 21.17 31.86 36.85 44.82 37.1 20.29 28.9 21.23 2411 450 8571 38.66 3.26 21.33 56.83 53.56 35.67

+THINK (0.5) 2226 3285 4524 5457 3856  27.18 2081 2085 19.09 340 866 3157 45 995 61.68 60.95 4126
+THINK (0.8) 1025 1731 2436 2942 2044 1171 1661 1766 1404 00 5087 1005 45 77.25 3043 33.04 230
+SPARK (0.5) 2472 3356 4653 5493 416 2629 2275 2092 2116 490 893 3822 803 9678 67.98 67.25 4431
+SPARK (0.8) 246 3277 4596 5633 404 2376 2247 2075 2093 425 873 3715 7.02 97.83 6751 66.52 4336

" PyramidKV 2976 4426 5627 6152  48.17 3364 3354 2442 2428 680 8852 4165 100 91.92 67.0 66.66 49.35
+THINK (05) 2474 4212 5107 6022 4499 3128 3247 2391 2382 69.5 8639 2822 7.5 99.75 61.13 60.12 467
+SPARK (0.5)  29.03 4377 551 6207 4821 3394 3347 244 2417 690 8857 411 95 91.92 66.75 6621 492

+SPARK (0.8) 28.7 4397 5329 60.98 48.45 31.44 32.63 23.66 2425 67.0 89.43  40.03 9.5 95.1 66.01 64.77 48.7

KV-size 1024

StreamingLLM 1931 25.15 29.14 33.38 33.8 11.9 25.51 20.71 2355 535 7195 3715 85 312 68.17 6542 349
ExpectedAttention 24.01 35.71  42.89 50.51 42.38 24.08 30.44 21.7 2471 63.0 8636 39.64 436 29.07 63.3 59.55 40.11

TOVA 250 39.60 4996 5853 4563 2951 26390 2141 23.19 625 8825 4252 7.66 9572 69.18 67.44 47.04
T SnapKV 2559 39.64 5209 5663 4485 3269 2623 2204 2317 615 89.18 39.64 8.6 96.88 69.69 69.15 4735
+THINK (0.5) 2351 3686 49.17 5785 4275 3057 2384 2204 2205 515 8659 3104 50 100.0 61.96 61.05 44.11
+THINK (0.8) 1081 1551 2445 2939 1926 1358 1751 1824 146 00 4282 945 35 6642 2865 3229 21.65
+SPARK (0.5) 2571 39.83 5244 5594 4577 3251 2625 222 232 600 892 39.1 759 97.54 68.66 68.98 47.18
" PyramidKV 2976 4426 5605 6152 4817  33.64 3354 2442 2388 680 8852 4161 100 91.92 66.83 66.66 493

+THINK (0.5) 25.17 424 4981 61.18 46.02 31.23 32.72 2382 2348 695 8639 2822 7.5 99.75 61.69 60.12 46.81
+SPARK (0.5) 29.32 4379 5492 62.15 48.89 33.4 33.25 2434 2379 685 8854 4128 100 92.29 66.64 66.16 49.2
+SPARK (0.8) 28.16 43.57 53.83 60.06 46.95 31.48 33.07 24.07 2362 680 89.1 39.93 85 94.6 6576 64.84 48.47

KV-size 2048

StreamingLLM 2255 31.89 35.35 39.99 39.72 16.92 28.83 21.35 2457 62.0 80.83 38.22 75 3692 67.1 65.52 38.7
ExpectedAttention 26.73 40.61  48.65 54.65 43.82 28.51 32.08 22.71 2486 67.17 874 40.79  6.53 49.12 66.46 63.74 43.99

+THINK (0.5)  25.77 4045 50.64 6034 4355 327 2749 2263 2381 625 8651 3053 60 1000 623 62.6 46.11
+THINK (0.8) 939 1195 2163 2622 1833 1171 1762 1758 1473 00 3365 96 30 525 26.89 29.85 19.04
+SPARK (0.5)  28.11 4324 5307 6107 4942 3431 2937 2273 2428 675 8943 398 582 97.21 68.12 68.47 48.87

" PyramidKV 2588 39.26 5205  57.87 4273 292 2737 2258 2409 60.0 89.66 40.17 7. 97.18 67.5 65.81 4678
+THINK (0.5) 2357 3832 5162 5682 3867 275 2558 2247 2342 550 8682 3094 60 99.75 61.38 60.34 4426
+SPARK (0.5) 2588 4006 531 5791 427 2885 2737 2259 242 625 8883 3968 8.0 97.85 66.95 659 47.02

+SPARK (0.8) 2377 39.99 50.94 57.31 42.23 24.97 26.9 22.57 2372 550 89.6 38.05 7.0 98.42 65.87 64.71 45.69

Table 9: Performance comparison on Qwen3-8B at LongBench.



Single-Document QA Multi-Document QA Summarization Few-shot Learning Synthetic Code

KV-size 128

> Q> 3 ot o S ¢ > ™ q
Method Q> P Q7 o By o eV g0 O o N e o 5 Ave
N o @ o Y @ W RSN AR e
Qwen-3-32B
StreamingLLM 17.04 21.12 2696  30.13 3741 969 1518 19.17 1659 175 2137 2911 3.0 8501 2586 28.1 252
TOVA 3032 31.87 4271 5513 4872 2831 1768 2031 1641 215 7192 320 55 91.0 3525 36.03 36.54
SnapKV 1995 2441 3594 3932 3929 1123 1639 1946 1653 1825 3529 3186 45 91.62 400 44.29 30.52

+THINK (0.5) 20.79 2339 36.97 33.74 35.55 11.15 15.4 19.71 15.74 40 31.86 33.12 45 89.03 41.18 43.81 28.75
+THINK (0.8) 13.79 1877  20.3 25.04 22.29 8.88 11.24 17.8 12.1 0.0 21.62 13.15 25 709 26.54 28.88 19.61
+SPARK (0.5) 20.57 24.09 35.54 38.06 38.71 10.54 16.46 19.45 1652 185 32,18  31.86 4.5 91.57 40.66 44.06 30.2
+SPARK (0.8) 21.78 22.85 34.93 38.07 37.8 12.36 16.4 19.22 1628 17.0 2939 3148 3.5 86.38 42.51 43.12 29.57
PyramidKV 31.44 4785 5149 53.25 55.54 28.19 33.19 2414 2539 71.0 7732 39.09 165 99.75 24.4 30.59 44.32

KV-size 512

StreamingLLM 17.91 25.73  29.19 31.66 39.0 11.66 21.19 19.14 2231 465 2746  32.05 6.5 77.11 27.56 29.59 29.04

+THINK (0.5) 26.8 383 47.0 53.64 4253 26.07 21.81 22.14 2074 305 7794 3741 115 98.05 30.5 36.47 38.84
+THINK (0.8) 14.58 21.64 23.01 28.87 17.27 13.34 14.75 18.1 15.12 0.0 33.46 10.87 7.0 85.66 22.56 22.71 21.81
+SPARK (0.5) 30.6 3881 46.44 55.66 49.99 28.92 23.56 21.65 2254 390 7017 3476 11.0 9331 27.35 37.7 39.47
PyramidKV 3144 4785 5149 53.25 55.54 28.19 33.19 2414 2509 710 7732 39.09 165 99.75 24.4 30.59 443

KV-size 1024

StreamingLLM 20.66 27.99  30.63 35.26 38.14 12.78 23.67 20.13 2405 565 37.11 34.17 8.0 63.12 28.85 32.81 30.87

+THINK (0.5) 28.24 4185 47.89 54.1 45.95 27.42 24.57 22.92 23.6 455 8239  38.09 12.0 99.75 26.13 36.3 41.04
+THINK (0.8) 15.01 22.06 20.19 26.13 15.92 11.32 16.26 17.51 15.45 0.0  29.65 7.53 7.0 87.57 20.93 20.67 20.83
+SPARK (0.5) 30.62 44.09 47.06 56.38 52.26 30.51 27.0 22.33 2464 51.0 7955 3587 155 96.32 24.26 3295 419
+SPARK (0.8) 30.18 4372  47.09 56.42 50.13 30.06 26.26 22774 24.17 46.17 76.16 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 41.19
PyramidKV 3144 4785 513 53.25 55.7 28.19 33.19 2414 2482 710 77.65 39.06 165 99.75 23.71 30.59 44.26

KV-size 2048

StreamingLLM 23.1 35.85 35.58 37.33 44.36 16.88 27.19 21.03 2482 605 4244 36.5 13.5 62.0 28.88 31.62 33.85

+THINK (0.5) 28.95 4323 4836 54.22 45.77 29.25 28.16 2356 2472 60.17 84.44 3795 11.0 100.0 24.42 34.04 42.39
+THINK (0.8) 14.06 21.21 17.2 23.84 15.96 9.55 16.75 17.33 15.29 0.5  30.04 4.53 9.0 89.79 18.22 19.38 20.17
+SPARK (0.5) 3229 4576 50.09 55.42 54.04 31.44 29.58 23.66  25.18 61.5 7775 3697 13.0 98.32 250 33.2 43.33
PyramidKV 29.62 4339 5028 559 51.83 28.31 26.45 22.21 2439 47.67 76777 3673 16.0 98.35 24.38 38.59 41.93

Table 10: Performance comparison on Qwen3-32B at LongBench.



Method Niahl Niah2 Niah3 MKeyl MKey2 MKey3 MValue MQuery VT CWE FWE QA1 QA2 Avg

16K
Vanilla 100.0 1000 1000 99.6 100 992 991 990 998 889 900 810 572 9336
StreamingLLM 188 174 190 202 200 184 1825 182 3284 0.8 8133 314 336 2535
ExpectedAttention 992 420 34 338 570 08 935 211 6612 5446 706 720 482 4446
TOVA 1000 1000 97.8 994 968 04 989 9925 99.76 5404 908 774 546 8224
“SmapkV 1000 100.0 100 998 972 632 977 9945 9736 5392 8573 808 572  80.18
2 +THINK(0.5) 966 996 94 990 922 554 9855 9825 9484 2912 8887 760 506 76.03
§  +THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 005 00 00 032 00 188 202  3.03
T +SPARK(0.5) 1000 1000 102 994 966 628 9805 9945 97.64 538 862 808 560  80.07
S SPARKO®) 1000 098 96 92 942 494 981 _ 9875 9664 4112 §707_ $00_ 53 7751
& 7 PyramidKV 1000 1000 50 998 982 550 986 9935 986 1688 870 800 572 7659
+THINK(0.5) 972 1000 48 994 930 492 987 9875 9616 846 8833 762 524 7405
+THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 024 00 148 194 265
+SPARK(0.5) 992 992 52 994 976 544 9795 987 9816 1684 8627 796 568  76.1
+SPARK(0.8) 994 988 52 992 944 442 971 977 9524 1208 862 784 540 7399
StreamingLLM 470 454 494 512 486 480 481 480 6856 1084 8513 826 434 5202
ExpectedAttention 1000  93.0 180 934 980 426 7255 7715 97.96 8152 8387 800 546 7636
TOVA 1000 1000 1000 998 998 486 9885 989 998 90.6 9187 806 566  89.65
“SnapkvV 1000 1000 720 99.6 1000 978 985 9915 99.6 840 904 818 572 90.77
2 +THINK(0.5) 974 998 694 994 984 960 990 979 982 69.06 91.67 782 514 88.14
§ +THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 005 00 00 162 007 104 146 206
Z  +SPARK(0.5) 1000 996 718 986 998 978 9865 990 99.68 842 8827 816 568 9045
Y _+SPARK(0§) 990 950 700 982 968 942 9865 986 9924 7526 9127 806 552 8862
% " PyramidKV 1000 1000 486  99.8 1000 952 992 991 998 5288 9013 810 574 8639
+THINK(0.5) 982 996 474 996 988 924 9915 978 9864 329 922 774 522 8356
+THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 005 00 00 074 00 96 134 183
+SPARK(0.5) 998 1000 474 996 998 956 992 9905 998 528 9027 808 572 8626
+SPARK(0.8) 1000 1000 478 998 998 934 9915 9915 9928 4738 9033 802 540 8541
8K
Vanilla 1000 1000 1000 1000 998 992 999 996 99.88 97.6 8793 828 622 9453
StreamingLLM 188 188 208 202 184 180 181 1725 336 968 826 324 452 2722
ExpectedAttention 988 620 00 562 662 04 164 355 6312 6022 68.53 656 542 4978
TOVA 1000 998 934 1000 962 04 994 994 9956 4432 6767 748 568 7937
“SmapkV 1000 992 2.6 1000 974 360 9615 99.6 9476 62.04 7073 812 618 77.04
2 +THINK(0.5) 930 970 26 994 880 312 9625 995 9076 4566 6807 776 560 727
§  +THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 016 00 264 254 40
Z  +SPARK(0.5) 1000 992 26 1000 970 346 9615 99.65 9548 6168 7073 812 610 7687
S $SPARKOS) 930 920 26 958 884 250 896 9205 8544 478 664 768 512 607
& 7 PyramidKV 1000 998 24 1000 982 278 984 9965 9424 3244 6667 812 626 7All
+THINK(0.5) 950 982 24 996 882 252 979 9955 91.04 1902 6327 778 562  70.26
+THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 016 00 262 246 392
+SPARK(0.5) 1000 996 24 998 978 280  98.1 99.65 9384 3164 66.13 790 618  73.67
+SPARK(0.8) 972 966 24 992 936 204 943 974 8876 2106 6367 748 544  69.52
StreamingLLM 470 494 554 544 520 500 512 4965 7108 265 856 334 534 5223
ExpectedAttention  99.8 912 100 968 954 354 735 788 9436 952 824 786 592 762
TOVA 1000 1000 100.0 1000 998 530 998 99.65 99.88 8728 7807 822 620 89.36
“SnapkvV 1000 1000 480 100.0 99.6 928 990 997 988 9248 8327 826 626 89.14
2 +THINK(0.5) 970 990 432 996 962 898 99.15 997 9728 860 8127 784 578  86.49
§ +THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 005 00 00 326 00 192 210 335
Z  +SPARK(0.5) 1000 1000 478 1000 99.6 932 988  99.55 9892 9248 8307 822 614  89.0
X _+SPARK(0S) 1000 998 430 1000 992 856 976 997 9756 885 8227 798 578 8699
" PyramidKV 1000 1000 246 1000 998 874 998 996 990 69.54 7973 828 616 8491
+THINK(0.5) 980 996 218 994 988 858 9955 9925 9792 549 7793 774 572 8212
+THINK(0.8) 0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 124 00 174 206 3.2
+SPARK(0.5) 992 994 250 998 994 872 9935 9925 986 69.14 798 828  60.6 8458
+SPARK(0.8) 990 1000 240 998 996 842 9875 9925 97.64 6526 7847 804 584  83.44

Table 11: RULER evaluation results on the LLaMA3.1-8B-Instruct model with SPARK under a 20% and 50 % KV cache budget
with 8K and 16K input length.



