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Post-training has evolved from a simple one-pass stage in LLM production into a widely used infrastructure
workload. As LLMs move toward trillion-scale parameter counts, real-world deployment, and lifelong learn-
ing from experience (Yao, 2025; Silver and Sutton, 2025), frontier model developers increasingly emphasize
the complexity of building reliable frameworks for training modern agentic LLM capabilities (DeepSeek-Al,
2026a,b; GLM-5-Team, 2026; Kimi Team, 2026; MiniMax, 2026; Qwen Team, 2026; OpenAl, 2026; Anthropic,
2025). These workloads introduce a range of infrastructure challenges, including hardware resource manage-
ment, distributed-computing scheduling, and version control for model artifacts. Traditional infrastructures
rely on copying or serving a full fine-tuned checkpoint for each model variant are increasingly difficult to scale
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We present MindLab Toolkit (MinT), a managed infrastructure system for Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) post-training and online serving. MinT targets a setting where many trained policies are
produced over a small number of expensive base-model deployments. Instead of materializing each
policy as a merged full checkpoint, MinT keeps the base model resident and moves exported LoRA
adapter revisions through rollout, update, export, evaluation, serving, and rollback. This adapter-
revision path hides the complexity of distributed training, serving, scheduling, and data movement
behind a service interface, making large-scale LoRA RL easier to run and reproduce.

MinT scales this adapter-revision path along three axes. Scale Up extends LoRA RL to frontier-
scale dense and Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) architectures, including MLA and DSA attention paths
via LoRA target mapping and rollout correction, while model-parallel training and serving paths
are validated beyond 1T total parameters. Scale Down minimizes the training-serving handoff by
moving only the exported LoRA adapter, which can be less than 1% of the base-model size in
compact rank-1 settings, eliminating full-checkpoint materialization entirely. In our measurements,
adapter-only handoff reduces the measured handoff step by 18.3x on a 4B dense model and by
2.85% on a 30B MoE model; under the same resident-base allocation, concurrent multi-policy Group
Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) shortens wall time by 1.77x and 1.45x, respectively, without
increasing peak memory. ScaleOut expands the policy namespace while keeping engine-local execution
bounded. MinT separates durable policy addressability from CPU/GPU hot working sets: a tensor-
parallel serving deployment supports 105-scale addressable policy catalogs, with measured single-
engine sweeps through 100K entries and thousand-adapter active waves at cluster scale. To address
the main bottleneck that first-touch adapters serialize through the engine load path, MinT treats cold
loading as scheduled service work and uses packed MoE LoRA tensors to improve live engine loading
by 8.5-8.7x.Together, MinT makes multi-tenant training services a practical reality. Experimental
validation demonstrates the infrastructure’s ability to manage million-scale LoRA policy catalogs
while training and serving selected adapter revisions over shared 1T-class base models.
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Introduction

under the modern demands of continuous training, deployment and agentic reinforcement learning.
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Figure 1 MinT overview. User intent selects a base model, data and rewards, a LoRA RL recipe, and evaluation or
serving targets. MinT turns those inputs into queued work, policy records, and exported revisions, then manages
a policy population over shared base deployments while scheduler, fault-tolerance, adapter-lifecycle, and serving-
residency mechanisms remain behind the service interface.

To address these challenges, we propose the MindLab Toolkit (MinT), which uses Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) adapters as the basic policy units for post-training and online serving. In MinT, the base model
remains resident, while task behaviors, product branches, experimental versions, tenant-specific variants,
and rollback points are represented by different adapters (Hu et al., 2022; Schulman and Thinking Machines
Lab, 2025). As shown in Figure 1, MinT transforms user intent into queued jobs, policy records, and
exported adapter revisions on top of shared base-model deployments. Instead of repeatedly moving, loading,
or copying full models between training and serving, the system transfers and manages only compact LoRA
parameters. Following the service-interface practice of Tinker (Thinking Machines Lab, 2025a,b), MinT
connects rollout, update, export, evaluation, serving, and rollback into a LoRA-centered workflow. It hides
distributed training, model sharding, tensor-layout conversion, adapter admission, and serving access behind
a simple service interface, making large-scale LoRA-based reinforcement learning easier to run, reproduce,
and deploy.

This adapter-centered design changes what crosses the training-serving boundary. Full fine-tuning moves
a full checkpoint for each trained variant. Merge-based LoRA reduces training memory, but still folds the
adapter back into the base model and moves a merged checkpoint before inference. MinT instead exports
the updated LoRA as a serving-compatible adapter revision, checks that it matches the resident base model,
and loads it into an inference engine that already holds that base. Figure 2 illustrates this difference: MinT
moves adapter revisions, not full model checkpoints.
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Figure 2 What crosses from training to serving under three adaptation paths. Blue marks the trained parameters.
Full fine-tuning moves a full checkpoint for each variant. Merge-based LoRA trains adapters beside a resident base,
then moves merged full checkpoints. MinT trains adapters beside a resident base and moves only adapter revisions
to an inference engine that already holds the compatible base.

In this report, we introduce MinT’s capabilities follow three scaling axes. Scale Up supports LoRA RL on
frontier-scale dense and MoE architectures, with model-parallel training and serving paths validated beyond
1T total parameters (Qwen Team, 2025; DeepSeek-Al, 2026b; GLM-5-Team, 2026; Moonshot AI, 2025). This
axis keeps the same adapter-revision path usable when the base requires tensor-parallel or expert-parallel
placement, sparse-route consistency, and distributed adapter export. Scale Down minimizes the training-
serving handoff by moving only the exported LoRA adapter, which can be less than 1% of the base-model
size in compact rank-1 settings, eliminating full-checkpoint materialization entirely. In our measurements,
adapter-only handoff reduces the measured handoff step by 18.3x on a 4B dense model and by 2.85x on a
30B MoE model; under the same resident-base allocation, concurrent multi-policy GRPO shortens wall time
by 1.77x and 1.45x, respectively, without increasing peak memory. Scale Out expands the policy namespace
while keeping engine-local execution bounded. MinT separates durable policy addressability from CPU/GPU
hot working sets, builds on modern multi-adapter serving support (Kwon et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2024; Sheng
et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2024; Jaiswal et al., 2025), and treats first-touch adapter loading as scheduled service
work. A tensor-parallel serving deployment supports 10%-scale addressable policy catalogs, with measured
single-engine sweeps through 100K entries and thousand-adapter active waves at cluster scale; packed MoE
LoRA tensors improve live engine loading by 8.5-8.7x by reducing small-object fanout on the cold-load path.
Together, these axes make continuously evolving LoRA post-training cheaper to operate, easier to reproduce,
and better matched to multi-tenant policy populations.

MinT contributes four concrete pieces:

e Adapter lifecycle from update to serving. MinT exports trained LoRAs as PEFT adapter revisions, includ-
ing sharded-to-serving conversion, compatibility checks, rollout records, sampler loading, served-result
attribution, and rollback. The adapter revision becomes the fixed behavior selected by rollout, evalua-
tion, online serving, and recovery.

e Large-scale multi-LoRA RL training. MinT time-slices LoRA training sessions over resident shared bases
and supports both single-worker PEFT and distributed Megatron training paths. It reports end-to-end
LoRA RL on large dense and MoE deployments, including 235B-A22B-scale training and a 1T-class
MOoE countdown-task path.

e Policy-population multi-LoRA serving. MinT serves exported adapters through shared-base vLLM engines,
separates durable policy addressability from CPU/GPU hot working sets, and treats cold loading as
scheduled work for cache misses. Its packed MoE LoRA serving representation reduces small-object
fanout and speeds live engine loading by 8.5-8.7x%.

e Public reproducibility paths. MinT provides a Tinker-compatible API (Thinking Machines Lab, 2025a,b)
and uses mint-cookbook recipes (Mind Lab, 2026) to reproduce SFT, preference optimization, rollout-
based RL, and AutoResearch examples through the same adapter lifecycle.



2 From LoRA Adapters to Managed Policy Revisions

Once many trained behaviors share a few resident base models, MinT has to separate the bytes that execute a
behavior from the service state that makes the behavior manageable. An adapter revision is a fixed, exported
snapshot of the LoRA adapter, frozen at a specific training step and stored in serving tensor layout; it is the
executable LoRA payload that crosses from training to rollout, evaluation, and serving (it is not a training
iteration or a transfer event). The policy record is the service-owned lifecycle state that makes that payload
reproducible, reloadable, and rollbackable. This distinction lets a shared base support many LoRA policies
without turning every policy into another full checkpoint or another full-model server.

An RL update leaves more than a LoRA file. After one update, the trainer has adapter tensors, optimizer
moments, scheduler position, accumulated gradients, and rollout records that may still be needed for scoring.
A sampler cannot consume that training checkpoint directly. It needs a fixed adapter revision in serving
tensor layout, tied to the base model that is already resident in the inference engine. Later requests may
select the same revision after the original worker has exited or after the serving cache has evicted the adapter
bytes.

The service therefore has to answer four con-

crete questions after every update. Which Training worker Rollout worker
base deployment can run this adapter? Which oD
training checkpoint should a trainer restore if @ | olovtreeerds | aD
training resumes? Which fixed adapter revi- (G
sion should rollout, evaluation, or serving use?
Where are those adapter bytes now: active in lsa"e revision selected adapte’T
a GPU batch, cached in CPU memory, or only
present in shared storage? MinT stores these cool: stored

o e (G | G : CPU h
?nswsrs separately because they change at dif: O W:a"“ :cac Y T U
erent tiues. oD |
A MinT policy record is the durable entry O ( ( )
for one trained behavior over a compatible R
base model. It names the base version, LoRA Policy population

rank and target modules, the latest training

checkpoint, the rollout records kept for later Figure3 Adapter lifecycle in MinT. Training saves revisions into
updates, and the exported adapter revisions the policy population; rollout uses the hot GPU-batch subset
available for fixed behavior. A live train-  and returns records for the next update.

ing session is a temporary restoration of that

record on a worker. MinT allows one training session per policy record; concurrent branches become separate
records so each worker writes a different adapter and optimizer state. Export freezes the current training
checkpoint into a fixed adapter revision. Evaluation, rollout, and online serving select a revision, while worker
placement and cache state can change around it.

The RL loop crosses this lifecycle on every iteration. Rollout samples trajectories with a selected adapter
revision on an inference engine that already holds the base. Training recomputes token probabilities for
those trajectories, applies the objective, and changes the adapter and optimizer state. The next rollout needs
another export because inference engines consume fixed PEFT adapter files in serving layout. Trainer-local
optimizer checkpoints stay on the training side. Evaluation uses the same fixed-revision rule so a reported
score names the adapter revision that produced it.

Serving adds another time scale. A request can name an adapter revision long after its bytes have left the
local engine. The request first resolves a user-facing policy name to an exported revision and an engine-local
adapter id. If the adapter is already active in the GPU batch, decoding can use it immediately. If it is
cached in CPU memory, the engine promotes it. If it is absent from the local cache, the serving actor fetches
the adapter file from shared storage and loads it before decoding. This lets MinT keep a large addressable
catalog while bounding the much smaller CPU-cache and same-batch working sets.

Training has the opposite problem: one resident base deployment may serve several policy records over time.
When a trainer switches from policy A to policy B, MinT must save A’s adapter, optimizer moments, scheduler



position, accumulated gradients, and unconsumed rollout records before restoring B’s corresponding state.
The base weights stay resident. Only the LoRA tensors and training state change. Policies may also use
different LoRA ranks or target-module sets, so the policy record carries the adapter shape that the worker
must allocate and restore.

Sparse models split rollout metadata into two cases. MoE rollout records can carry selected expert ids.
When the training backend can map those ids to its expert-parallel layout, log-probability scoring reuses the
recorded expert path; when the ids are missing or unmappable, MinT removes that token from the replayed
policy-gradient term. GLM-5-style dynamic sparse attention uses a different treatment. MinT currently lacks
replay for every DSA indexer selection. The rollout record stores the backend/model path and correction
policy, not per-token DSA indexer selections, and IcePop-style rollout correction zeroes importance weights
whose training/rollout ratio falls outside the trusted band. That mitigation keeps unstable tokens out of the
gradient term; it does not reconstruct the exact sparse-attention token set selected by the inference engine.

The adapter revision is the behavior-carrying payload; the policy record is the service state that makes
that payload schedulable and durable. In this paper, a deployable LoRA policy over a resident base is the
LLM behavior that MinT trains, evaluates, serves, and rolls back. MinT keeps the base deployment, training
checkpoint, rollout record, exported adapter revision, and adapter cache state as separate facts so one trained
behavior can be resumed, scored, exported, evicted, reloaded, and served in a larger population.

3 System Design

MinT is a Tinker-compatible managed service for LoRA RL over resident base-model deployments. A client
package calls the service to sample rollouts, compute gradients, apply an optimizer step, export an adapter
revision, evaluate or serve that revision, and poll for the result. The service keeps the user-facing loop
simple while dense and MoE bases remain loaded in resident trainers, samplers, and serving actors. Durable
operation ids and policy records keep retries precise: the service knows which adapter generated a rollout,
which checkpoint can resume training, which export is visible to samplers, and which resident worker can
run the next request.

Figure 1 gives the service view, and figure 2 shows the training-serving boundary. The runtime must preserve
both: a simple client interface and an adapter-only handoff. MinT therefore separates service control from
resident compute. The service plane validates each call, records a pollable operation id, resolves the policy
record or exported revision, and admits work onto a compatible worker. The compute plane has three
service roles because different operations on one policy record require different compatible worker shapes.
Single-worker PEFT trainers run LoRA updates when one worker can hold the base replica. Distributed
Megatron trainer groups run LoRA updates when tensor, pipeline, or expert parallelism partitions the base
and adapter tensors across ranks. vLLM sampler and serving actors hold inference bases and attach exported
LoRA adapters for rollout, evaluation, and online serving. The runtime path has four mechanisms: service-
plane visibility and policy-record resolution, time-sliced training over resident bases, export from trainer state
to serving adapter files, and shared-base rollout or serving with adapter cache tiers.

3.1 Service Plane and Resident Workers

The service plane owns the client-visible state for each operation. It decides when a request becomes scheduled
work, when a produced file becomes a usable checkpoint, exported revision, or result, and what a retry
observes after a worker exits.

Operation visibility. The service plane turns each client call into scheduled work on a compatible resident
worker. It validates the request, enqueues the operation, returns an id that the client can poll, and admits the
work only when a worker with the required base deployment and adapter capacity is available. A worker may
keep temporary tensors while it executes the call. A checkpoint, exported adapter revision, rollout record, or
operation result becomes visible only when MinT writes the metadata entry that names its completed files
and stores the pollable result. If a worker crashes after writing adapter files but before recording that entry,
later requests cannot select those uncommitted files; the caller can retry the operation, and cleanup can
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Figure 4 MinT runtime organization. Tinker-compatible client packages call the service and receive a pollable
operation id. The service queues the operation, reads the policy record, admits work onto the compute plane, and
records completed operation results until clients poll them. Trainer workers update LoRA tensors and optimizer state
over a resident base model; vLLM sampler and serving actors generate with exported adapter revisions. Durable
storage holds checkpoints, rollout records, and exported revisions.

remove unreferenced attempt paths. The same visibility rule covers training checkpoints, exported adapter
revisions, rollout records, and pollable operation results.

Policy record resolution. Every training or sampling call resolves to a policy record before it reaches
a worker. The record names the compatible base version, LoRA rank, target modules, and storage loca-
tions for checkpoints, rollout records, optimizer state, and exported revisions. Training restores the state
named by the record: adapter tensors, optimizer moments, scheduler position, gradients, and rollout meta-
data. Sampling selects an exported adapter revision from the same record. If the service process restarts,
completed checkpoints, exported revisions, rollout records, and finished operation results remain recoverable
from storage.

Worker admission and eviction. Training and sampling workers consume cluster GPUs in different
shapes, so the service admits them through one resource view. A single-worker PEFT trainer occupies one
model replica. A Megatron training group spans tensor-parallel, pipeline-parallel, or expert-parallel ranks. A
vLLM sampler reserves memory for a base model plus adapter slots. MinT tracks live workers, active training
sessions, in-flight generation, pinned adapters, idle time, and reclaimable base deployments. Evicting an idle
trainer frees compute while stored LoRA tensors, optimizer state, rollout records, and exported revisions
remain requestable. Evicting an idle sampler removes actor-local cached adapters and GPU-batch slots while
the exported revisions remain in shared storage for later loading.
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Figure 5 Time-sliced multi-LoRA training. One trainer keeps the base model resident. A scheduled policy loads its
LoRA tensors, optimizer state, gradients, and rollout records into the trainer; the previous policy writes the same
state back to storage before the switch.



3.2 Time-Sliced Multi-LoRA Training

MinT trains many LoRA policies over one resident base without allocating one base replica per policy.
Replicating the frozen base for every active policy would spend most GPU memory on repeated weights and
would remove the memory advantage that made LoRA attractive. Multi-LoRA training kernels, as explored
by mLoRA for fine-tuning workloads (Ye et al., 2024), can update several adapters in one batch. MinT
instead time-slices policies on each trainer because RL requests usually contain enough rollout tokens to form
efficient per-policy batches. The trainer swaps only the selected policy’s LoRA tensors and optimizer state
between requests while the frozen base remains loaded.

Each trainer time-slices locally. The service can run several resident trainers and samplers for the same base
family, and the queue assigns ready policy operations across that pool. Each trainer executes one policy
training session at a time so optimizer state and accumulated gradients have one writer, while other policies
can progress on other workers or in sampler actors.

When policy A yields the trainer to policy B, MinT writes A’s training state out and restores B’s state before
the next gradient computation. The swapped state includes LoRA tensors, optimizer moments, scheduler
position, accumulated gradients, and rollout records. After the update, MinT writes the changed state back.
The base model stays in GPU memory across policy switches, while inactive adapter tensors and optimizer
state can sit in CPU memory or storage until another request selects them.

The service supports different LoRA ranks and target-module sets on the same resident base when the
worker was configured for those shapes. Two policies may use different ranks or target different modules,
such as attention-only adapters versus adapters on attention, MLP, and output layers. A worker advertises
supported adapter-shape limits when it joins the service. Within those limits, the trainer allocates adapter
slots at configured maximum shapes, pads smaller adapters into those slots, and masks inactive rows or
modules so each policy updates only its own parameters. Requests outside those limits require a worker
configured for the larger rank or target-module set.

Single-worker PEFT trainers and distributed Megatron trainer groups restore LoRA tensors, run the update,
and checkpoint the result. For smaller dense models, a trainer restores one adapter into one complete model
replica. For Megatron MoE models, a trainer group restores tensor-parallel slices and expert-parallel adapter
tensors onto the ranks that own the corresponding base shards. The model-parallel base remains distributed
and resident; only LoRA tensors and optimizer state change when the scheduler selects a different policy.

3.3 Adapter Data Flow Between Training and Serving

After the trainer updates a LoRA, the next rollout, evaluation run, or serving request must use that adapter
on an inference engine. The trainer holds LoRA tensors, optimizer state, and, for distributed training, rank-
local tensor shards. vLLM expects a fixed adapter revision in the serving tensor layout, with optimizer state
and rank-local training files removed. MinT exports the trained LoRA in PEFT format, carrying adapter
tensors, rank, target modules, and base-model compatibility metadata without copying base checkpoint bytes.

Distributed export rebuilds serving adapter from sharded trainer files. Tensor-parallel ranks may hold slices
of the same adapter tensor, and expert-parallel ranks may own different expert adapters. MinT gathers
tensor-parallel slices, writes replicated tensors once, collects expert tensors from the ranks that own experts,
and emits the PEFT layout expected by the sampler. For MoE adapters with shared-expert LoRA on each
expert-parallel shard, the export path deduplicates shared-expert tensors, and the loader materializes one
copy instead of repeating it for every shard. The file that crosses from training to rollout or serving is one
adapter revision assembled in serving layout; it excludes merged base weights and rank-local training files.

The sampler admits an exported adapter only when its base model family, target modules, rank, and tensor
layout match the resident base deployment and configured adapter buffers. The policy may continue training
after export, while evaluation and serving select the fixed revision produced by a particular export.
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Figure 6 Shared-base multi-LoRA sampling. A request reaches the serving map, which resolves the selected policy
to exported adapter revision r. The solid path uses revision r because its LoRA L, is already in a GPU batch slot.
The vLLM actor runs inference with the resident base and L., then returns response tokens. Dashed arrows show the
cold path: fetch revision r from shared storage into the per-sampler CPU cache, then admit L, into a GPU batch
slot before inference.

3.4 Shared-Base Rollout and Serving

MinT uses vLLM for rollout and serving because vLLM can run inference from a resident base with a LoRA
adapter resident in a GPU batch slot. vLLM handles token generation. MinT handles revision selection,
adapter load queues, adapter cache tiers, and the export path that turns trainer state into serving adapter
files. A sampler actor keeps one base deployment resident, admits exported adapters into vLLM’s LoRA
slots, and runs inference with the adapter named by MinT. The service maps a user-facing policy name to
a policy record, chooses an exported adapter revision, and sends the sampler that revision. Figure 6 shows
the serving path for a request that resolves to revision r.

Each sampler manages adapter cache state across three tiers, which section 5.3 measures in detail. The
addressable catalog holds exported revisions in shared storage. The CPU cache holds adapter bytes already
near one sampler actor. The GPU batch holds adapters resident in current inference slots. A request uses
a GPU-batch adapter if it is already resident in a slot, promotes a CPU-cached adapter if it is warm, or
schedules a cold load from shared storage if the adapter is only in the catalog. Cold adapter loads are
scheduled service work before inference: MinT resolves the revision, queues the load job, controls which cold
loads enter the sampler, and delays inference starts when too many distinct cold adapters arrive together.

4 Three Scaling Axes

Section 3 defined the training-to-serving path: a rollout is generated by a resident base plus an adapter
revision, training updates that adapter, and export returns a PEFT adapter file in serving layout. Scaling
MinT stresses three parts of that path: large-base placement, exported adapter bytes, and adapter cache
state. Scaleup keeps LoRA RL usable when dense or MoE bases require model-parallel placement and sparse-
routing metadata. Scale down makes the adapter revision, rather than a merged checkpoint, the object that
crosses from training to serving. Scaleout keeps a large addressable policy catalog selectable while each engine
admits only bounded CPU-resident and GPU-active working sets.

4.1 Scale Up: LoRA RL on Large Dense and MoE Bases

Megatron placement. MinT uses Megatron training groups when the base model is too large for a single
PEFT worker. Tensor parallelism shards dense tensors. Expert parallelism assigns MoE experts to rank
groups. Dense-module LoRA tensors follow the tensor-parallel shards for the dense weights they modify.
Per-expert LoRA tensors are keyed by expert id: the EP shard owns the experts assigned to it, and TP
shards the expert matrices inside that owner group when the run also uses tensor parallelism. Shared-expert
LoRA is stored once per EP shard and deduplicated during export.



Policy switching. The base shards stay resident across policies. A policy switch restores the adapter
tensors, optimizer moments, and accumulated gradients on the ranks that will execute the next update. This
keeps the policy training state small relative to the resident base while preserving Megatron’s sharding rules.

Distributed export. Serving needs one PEFT adapter revision that can attach to a resident vLLM base
deployment. Export converts the Megatron training view into that serving view: tensor-parallel LoRA slices
are gathered, replicated tensors are deduplicated, and expert LoRA tensors are collected from their expert-
parallel owners. The exported adapter is the policy revision that later appears in serving, evaluation, rollback,
and catalog records.

MOoE router replay. MoE RL requires training-time scoring to use the expert path that generated each
rollout token. R3 identifies router mismatch as a concrete source of instability in MoE RL: small implemen-
tation or precision differences can route the same token to different experts during rollout and training (Ma
et al., 2025; Chiang et al., 2026a). R3 records MoE expert routing. For Qwen3-style MoE runs, MinT stores
selected expert ids with rollout records. Training can replay a recorded route when the backend can recon-
struct that expert path. Training masks a token when the rollout record lacks selected expert ids or the
training backend cannot map those ids to its expert-parallel layout.

Sparse-attention provenance. Dynamic sparse attention has a separate mismatch channel. In GLM-5
and GLM-5.1, the DSA indexer and top-k path decide which tokens participate in sparse attention; small
numerical differences can change that token set (GLM-5-Team, 2026; Chiang et al., 2026b). MinT removes
observed implementation mismatches where the stack exposes a concrete cause: indexer RoPE layout, normal-
ized query /key inputs, deterministic top-k behavior, frozen indexer defaults, long-context THD/CP support,
and LoRA loading for DSA target modules. Probability mismatch can remain after those fixes, so MinT uses
IcePop-style rollout correction (Ling Team et al., 2025): when the training/rollout probability ratio leaves
the configured lower—upper trusted band, the token receives zero importance weight. This mitigation filters
unsafe scoring terms. It does not replay every DSA indexer choice, and it does not prove that training used
the exact sparse-attention token set selected by the inference engine.

Table 1 Representative model-family support validated by the current MinT stack.

Family Model structure Scale validated MinT support path

Single-worker PEFT, Megatron MoE
. . 0.6B/4B dense adapters; 30B-A3B training, expert-route records, adapter
Quwen3 series Dense and Mok variants and 235B-A22B MoE runs export, and shared-base serving (Qwen
Team, 2025; Chiang et al., 2026a)

MLA /MoE adapter placement,
Megatron-Bridge conversion, vLLM
serving, and trillion-parameter-class LoRA
RL (Chiang et al., 2026a; Liu et al., 2025;
Moonshot AT, 2025)

DSA/MTP training patches, DSA LoRA
target mapping, vLLM custom-forward
LoRA loading, bridge conversion, and
IcePop rollout correction (GLM-5-Team,
2026; Chiang et al., 2026b; Ling Team

et al., 2025)

Moonlight-16B-A3B bring-up; Kimi

Moonlight & Kimi K2 MLA Mok K2 1.04T countdown-task LoRA RL

Frontier agentic family with
DSA/MTP training and serving
bring-up

MLA, DSA, MTP, and

GLM-5/GLM-5.1 MoE

4.2 Scale Down: Adapter-Only Training-Serving Handoff

Adapter handoff bytes. The training-serving handoff uses the LoRA adapter as the checkpoint. A
measured Qwen3-4B rank-32 PEFT adapter file is 264,310,274 bytes, about 252 MiB. Adapter byte size is
determined by rank, target modules, dtype, and tensor layout. A four-billion-parameter bf16 base checkpoint
has an 8.0 GB weight floor before metadata and optimizer state. The measured adapter is about 3.3% of that
base-weight floor, and the serving path can load it without materializing another full base copy. Since LoRA
tensor bytes scale approximately linearly with rank for a fixed target-module set, the same target pattern at
rank 1 would be about 7.9 MiB, or roughly 0.10% of the bf16 base-weight floor. This supports the abstract’s
conservative 1% claim: compact rank-1 settings can fall below 1%, while broader target-module choices and



Table 2 Three cache tiers separate addressability from local residency and same-batch execution. A policy revision
can occupy any subset of these tiers at a given moment; the scales, lifetimes, and control surfaces differ.

Tier Scale Lifetime Promotion / eviction Measured in this paper

Catalog sweep 1k-100k (table 6);
10%-entry sizing in
Appendix table 13

Durable (control Promoted by adapter export;

3_106 .
Addressable catalog 10°-10" entries planc) retired manually

Promoted by router or

Hundreds per 369 / 550 cached on one engine

CPU adapter cache engine Per actor run cache-miss load; LRU under (table 6; Appendix table 10)
memory pressure
s Promoted by the batch . -
GPU batch < 64 distinct One decoding step scheduler; released at end of Same-batch frontier N=64

adapters (table 6; Appendix table 10)

step

metadata can increase the footprint. The system property remains the same: the crossing artifact is an
adapter revision, not a full checkpoint.

Serving-compatible export. MoE export applies the same adapter-revision rule to sharded training runs.
The trainer writes a PEFT adapter file in the tensor layout expected by vLLM, with optimizer state and
rank-local training files removed. The file that crosses from training to serving is the adapter revision.

Served-score attribution. A served score names the exported adapter revision together with its compat-
ible base model, target modules, prompt renderer, scorer, and serving path. When a row reports a served
score, MinT compares isolated adapter loading against shared-base serving before attributing the served score
to the exported revision. This check separates the policy result from loader and routing differences.

4.3 Scale Out: Policy-Population Serving

From stored adapters to live policies. Scale-out begins when exported adapters stop being a small set
of training files and become a large set of deployable policies. The catalog can grow with tenants, product
variants, rollback points, personalization branches, evaluation snapshots, and research sweeps. A user-facing
name resolves to an exported adapter revision, the revision resolves to a durable adapter file, and a serving
actor maps that file to a local adapter id when the policy enters that actor. Table 2 names the three tiers
that a policy revision can occupy at once; the paragraphs below visit them in turn.

Catalog size is the request-name scale. The measured 1k—100k catalog sweep keeps name resolution
separate from engine-local cache state. The Qwen3-30B TP=4 experiments resolve request names against
catalogs up to 100k entries, keep hundreds of adapters cached near one engine, and run clean same-batch
probes through 64 distinct adapters. Appendix table 13 extrapolates the measured single-engine limits to
a 10%-entry accumulated catalog under a fleet-level routing model. These measurements split scale-out into
three quantities: how many policy revisions can be named, how many can stay cached near an engine, and how
many can execute in the current batch. The 106 number is addressability, not simultaneous GPU residency.

Traffic locality drives cache state. Catalog membership and local cache state change on different time
scales. Catalog entries live in the control plane. Cache entries are local to a serving actor. The same adapter
revision can be addressable in the catalog, cached in CPU memory on one actor, active in the current GPU
batch, evicted back to shared storage, and later loaded again. Recurring traffic should stay near an engine
that already holds the selected policy, while weak-locality sweeps and rollout waves expose cache misses.

Cold loading is service work. A cache miss does more than read a small LoRA file. The serving actor
fetches tensors, materializes loader objects, registers the adapter with the engine, and activates it before
decoding can start. Different missing policies serialize through the engine load path, so latency grows as a
staircase when many unique policies arrive together. Concurrent cache-miss requests for the same missing
policy can share one load; requests for different missing policies remain separate load jobs. MinT therefore
treats cold loading as scheduled service work with deduplication and bounded backpressure.
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Serving contract. Policy-population serving requires controls after name lookup. Routing preserves CPU-
cache reuse when traffic has locality. Batch construction respects the smaller same-batch adapter limit; the
addressable catalog is larger than any realized batch. Cold loading is observable, retryable, and backpressured
because it turns a stored adapter revision into an engine-local adapter object. The policy record and exported
revision stay stable while the adapter moves among shared storage, the CPU cache, and the GPU batch.

Representation controls the load staircase. MoE LoRA makes the cold path visible because a moderate-
size adapter can expand into tens of thousands of tiny tensor objects and hundreds of megabytes of cached
state across TP workers. MinT packs these tensors into a serving representation with nearly unchanged
declared bytes, reducing object fanout before engine registration. The detailed serving measurements in
section 5.3 show 37,248 tensors reduced to 672 and an 8.5-8.7x live-load speedup, with the packed live
engine-load slice below 0.2 seconds in the measured bursts. This live-load number is one component of a
longer cold path that also includes routing, queueing, fetch, and generation. The exported adapter remains
the policy unit, while cold loading becomes an explicit adapter lifecycle stage that can be routed, prewarmed,
throttled, and optimized.

5 Evaluation
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Figure7 Concurrent multi-LoRA training overlaps GRPO runs under the same base-model allocation. Timeline lanes
show the schedule, and the lower panels summarize average GPU utilization, samples below 10% utilization, and peak
memory from the same runs. Vertical dashed lines mark completion time for the concurrent and sequential schedules.

Table 3 Concurrent-training schedule summary for three GRPO policies. Time saved and speedup compare each
concurrent MinT row against the sequential row for the same model.

Model Schedule ‘Workloads Wall time Time saved Speedup Peak memory
Qwen3-4B
Qwen3-4B Sequential 3 GRPO policies 3081.2 s 1.00x 65.6 GiB
Qwen3-4B Concurrent MinT 3 GRPO policies 1736.1 s 1345.1s / 43.7% 1.77x 65.6 GiB
Qwen3-30B
Qwen3-30B Sequential 3 GRPO policies 10130.0 s — 1.00x 68.0 GiB
Qwen3-30B Concurrent MinT 3 GRPO policies 7008.4 s 3121.6 s / 30.8% 1.45% 68.0 GiB
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The experiments test the three scaling axes through the same LoRA lifecycle. Scale Down is measured
by adapter-only handoff against merge-and-load paths and by concurrent training schedules that reuse one
resident base allocation. Scale Up is measured by dense SF'T, DPO, and GRPO runs, sparse-route MoE RL,
Qwen3-235B-A22B GRPO, and a Kimi K2 1T countdown-task path. Scale Out is measured by separating
addressable catalog size, CPU-cache size, same-batch adapter diversity, and cold-load cost; the million-scale
claim is a catalog and routing claim, not a claim that one engine keeps every adapter resident or active.

An adapter revision means a fixed exported adapter version selected by rollout, evaluation, serving, or rollback.
The term names the behavior selected by a request, separate from the file transfer or load operation that
may place that adapter near a sampler.

The handoff and utilization measurements isolate the systems effect of making the adapter the training-
serving artifact. The learning measurements confirm that the same lifecycle supports the public cookbook
recipes and larger sparse-model deployments. The serving measurements show that a large policy catalog
is an addressability scale, while CPU-cache residency, same-batch adapter diversity, and cold-load work are
the online execution scales. This distinction is the evidence boundary for the abstract: MinT can manage a
million-scale catalog while training and serving selected revisions through bounded resident working sets.

SFT denotes supervised fine-tuning. DPO denotes pairwise preference optimization. GRPO denotes rollout-
based reinforcement learning. The public MinT cookbook is the recipe layer around the framework: it
packages task configurations, benchmark manifests, proxy screens, full confirmations, and maintained adapter
recipes (Mind Lab, 2026). DAPO-AIME24 is the math-RL cookbook recipe evaluated on AIME 2024, chat-
DPO is the pairwise-preference recipe, LawBench is the legal-reasoning recipe, and Fineval is a finance-domain
supervised benchmark.

I materialize / admit I rollout
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80 A 74.9s 595.5s
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s 40 A S 300+
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2 £ 200
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Adapter Merge Adapter Merge

Figure 8 Adapter handoff avoids the merge-and-load stages that dominate the full-checkpoint path. Each stacked bar
separates materialization or adapter loading from rollout under the probe protocol for the corresponding model.

5.1 Scale Down and Multi-Train Utilization

Adapter handoff compares two ways to send a newly trained policy to the sampler. The merge path mate-
rializes a full checkpoint and then loads that checkpoint before rollout. The MinT path loads the exported
adapter into a resident shared-base sampler. Figure 8 plots total step time as materialization or adapter
loading plus rollout, and table 4 records the file sizes, cold first-sample latency, and total versus warm gen-
eration rates used to interpret the bars. The total rate includes the first request in the probe sequence,
while the warm rate excludes it. A merged checkpoint may achieve higher or lower token throughput than
a LoRA-based adapter during rollout, so the end-to-end comparison involves a trade-off between the cost of
shipping the artifact and the resulting sampling throughput. In these runs, loading the adapter saves enough
materialization and loading time to dominate the rollout-speed differences.
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Table 4 File and sampling metrics for the adapter-handoff comparison in figure 8. Cold first sample is the first request
wall time. The total sample speed includes that first request, while the warm sample speed excludes it.

Model Path Clirealigpeiinii Oliealapelinis il poes o liomifon @ loedl Cloldl g somosile sample speed
parameters size total /warm
Qwen3-4B
Qwen3-4B Adapter rank-32 LoRA 252 MiB 0.036 s 4.114 s 15.568,/15.567 tok/s
Qwen3-4B Merge full model 8.061 GB 71.820 s 55.704 s 4.697/20.595 tok/s
Qwen3-30B
Qwen3-30B Adapter rank-16 LoRA 1.692 GB 46.455 s 117.304 s 1.874/5.700 tok/s
Qwen3-30B Merge full model 61.084 GB 402.245 s 156.074 s 1.573/6.904 tok/s

Concurrent training measures schedule utilization under one resident base allocation. A sequential schedule
can fit in memory while leaving the resident base idle between rollout, update, export, and evaluation phases.
MinT keeps the same peak memory budget and lets other policies use those idle periods on resident trainers
and samplers. The measured speedup comes from filling cross-policy gaps in the schedule, while each rollout
and optimizer step still runs the same model computation for its selected policy. In the completed GRPO
runs, concurrent execution finishes in 1736.1 s instead of 3081.2 s on Qwen3-4B and in 7008.4 s instead of
10130.0 s on Qwen3-30B, while peak memory remains unchanged within each model size. Figure 7 shows the
measured schedule timeline and matching GPU telemetry, and table 3 records the schedule summaries.

The timing and utilization experiments isolate the systems effect of the adapter design. Learning quality is
evaluated under the same adapter lifecycle in the next group of experiments.
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Figure 9 Dense-model learning traces. Each panel keeps the native metric for its training paradigm instead of forcing
SFT loss, DPO reward margin, and GRPO train accuracy onto one axis.

5.2 Scale Up Across Training Paradigms and Model Scales

Dense-model experiments use Qwen3-4B for SF'T and DPO, and Qwen3-8B base for GRPO. The SFT rows
use FinEval and finance-sentiment benchmarks from the FinGPT evaluation suite (Guo et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2023). The DPO row uses the chat-DPO recipe’s reward-margin trace. The GRPO row uses the Qwen3-
8B-base DAPO-AIME24 trace on the 2024 American Invitational Mathematics Examination (Mathematical
Association of America, 2024). Figure 9 shows the learning traces, while table 5 separates curve-backed rows
from held-out confirmation rows.

Each paradigm exercises a different part of the same lifecycle. SFT tests whether a supervised dataset moves
into the adapter, trains through the LoRA path, and produces held-out gains comparable to a full fine-tune;
the five FinGPT-suite rows cover finance-domain accuracy and the broader FinEval task at the same time.
DPO tests whether a preference-pair objective drives the same adapter through the chat-DPO recipe and
increases the chosen-minus-rejected reward margin during optimization. GRPO tests whether a rollout-based
RL recipe updates the adapter from on-policy AIME 2024 rollouts. Together, the rows show one adapter
type and one export format carrying SFT loss, DPO reward margin, and GRPO train accuracy without any
per-paradigm tooling change. Table 5 reports the endpoint rows that quantify each of these checks.
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Table 5 Dense-model result rows. The table keeps the native metric for each objective and separates plotted traces
from held-out confirmation scores. FPB, FiQA-SA, TFNS, and NWGI are finance-sentiment held-out sets from the
FinGPT evaluation suite (Liu et al., 2023).

Paradigm Benchmark Metric Evidence Result

SFT: finance suite

SFT Fineval accuracy held-out score 0.4226 — 0.7811

SFT FPB accuracy held-out score 0.6906 — 0.8804

SFT FiQA-SA accuracy held-out score 0.8255 — 0.8473

SFT TFEFNS accuracy held-out score 0.5959 — 0.9095

SFT NWGI accuracy held-out score 0.4954 — 0.5925
Preference optimization

DPO chat pairs reward margin trace endpoint —0.03 — 30.88

Reinforcement learning

train accuracy
(EMA)

0.11 — 0.47; best raw

GRPO AIME24 0.568 at step 76

Qwen3-8B trace

The dense rows separate two kinds of evidence under the same adapter lifecycle. The five SF'T rows from
the FinGPT evaluation suite all confirm large held-out gains over the base Qwen3-4B score: roughly 436
points on FinEval, 419 on FPB, +31 on TEFNS, and smaller but consistent moves on FiQA-SA and NWGI.
The DPO row reports the reward-margin endpoint from the chat-DPO optimization trace. The GRPO row
reports the Qwen3-8B-base DAPO-AIME24 training trace, whose EMA train accuracy rises from 0.11 to 0.47
and whose raw best point reaches 0.568 at step 76. The combined message is paradigm-agnostic: the same
lifecycle carries supervised, preference-based, and rollout-based updates without any per-paradigm checkpoint
surgery.

MoE experiments add two conditions beyond the dense rows. First, expert routes must be replayed during
training-time scoring so that tokens are scored under the MoE path that generated them. Second, large
MoE models test whether the adapter/base split survives distributed placement across tensor-parallel and
expert-parallel workers. The Qwen3-235B-A22B run uses the Hopper-class mint-prod-aliyun profile: a 32-
GPU Megatron trainer with TP=4 and EP=8 (PP=1), paired with a 16-GPU TP=16 serving deployment.
The Kimi K2 1.04T countdown-task run uses a 64-GPU H800 deployment with the same LoRA RL path on
32.6B active parameters. Figure 10 shows the 30B and 235B AIME24 curves together with the Kimi K2 1T
countdown-task RL curve (Liu et al., 2025).
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Figure 10 MoE RL curves. The 30B/235B panels use AIME24 mean@1 with aligned y axes and smoothed overlays.
The Kimi K2 panel gives the end-to-end LoRA RL reward curve for the 1T countdown-task run (Liu et al., 2025).

The 30B-A3B and 235B-A22B panels share the same y axis to make the scale jump readable. The 30B-A3B
AIME24 curve rises from a noisy near-zero start to a stable mid-band by the end of the logged window, while
the 235B-A22B curve reaches 0.967 peak mean@1 — close to saturation on AIME24 under the same LoRA RL
path. The Kimi K2 panel switches to task reward instead of an AIME-style accuracy because the countdown
task has a different correctness target, but the curve follows the same rollout-update-export-evaluate loop on
a 1.04T-parameter base. Together, the three panels close the scale-up claim along the adapter lifecycle: the
LoRA adapter remains the policy object across a 30B sparse base, a 235B-A22B Hopper deployment, and a
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trillion-parameter MoE, with no change to the training-serving handoff between them.

Autoresearch Progress: 28 experiments, 6 kept
v24
0.60 cleaned-scorer fix

0.58
ol 1 v23
g 0.56 full eval rejected weighted mix +;\onger run
o - —~—
w
= best full eval
g ¥3ama e-dispute mix ‘LIOIR% Irtole-4 0539
£ 054 ge-disp - *
2 ~ O
< vl
;; foundation reweight
=
o
S 0.52 v
- doc-correction mix
o
o 0.50
2 .
=
©
—

0.48 . : ¢ Proxy discarded

@  Proxy kept
Proxy running best
046 © - Full eval result

0 5 10 15 20 25

Experiment #

Figure 11 LawBench AutoResearch trace from the cookbook utilities. Pale gray points are proxy-screened candidates
that were not promoted, blue-outlined points are kept proxy candidates, the blue step line is the running best among
kept candidates, violet points are full LawBench evaluations, and the black diamond is the full-manifest control. The
labeled v11 proxy high was rejected after full-benchmark confirmation.

The MoE route counters report how often token-level scoring attempts needed route-consistency handling.
On Qwen3-30B, the run with R3 has a mean out-of-route scoring ratio of 0.0013% across 87 logged steps,
while the comparable no-R3 run averages 0.0097% across 50 logged steps. On Qwen3-235B, the R3 run
averages 0.0253% across 88 logged steps. These counters are small because they are token-level rates, yet
they identify the exact failure channel that R3 controls: a token sampled under one expert route should not
be scored as if a different route had produced it. The Qwen3-235B curve reaches 0.967 peak mean@1 on
AIME24.

AutoResearch evaluates recipe candidates in two stages. Proxy LawBench tasks screen many data-manifest
and recipe variants, and selected variants then receive full LawBench confirmation before being counted as
improved recipes (Fei et al., 2024). FinGPT, DAPO-AIME, and chat-DPO supply confirmed SFT, GRPO,
and DPO rows above. The cookbook provides AutoResearch utilities for coding agents to launch MinT
runs, screen candidate recipes on proxy LawBench tasks, and promote selected candidates to full LawBench
confirmation. In the LawBench run, the base Qwen3-4B full score is 0.4628. The v10 recipe is the ear-
lier learning-rate-tuned line. The high-proxy v11 candidate remains discarded because its full LawBench
score is 0.4858, below v10’s 0.4889. The full-manifest control reruns the later data manifest without the
promoted changes and reaches 0.4712. The maintained v23 weighted-aligned recipe extends the aligned-data
line to a fairer exposure budget; it reaches 0.5554 on the proxy screen at step 100 and 0.5079 on the full
benchmark (Mind Lab, 2026). Figure 11 plots the proxy-search trajectory and full-benchmark confirmation
points.

The proxy-versus-full divergence is the methodological signal the cookbook is built around. The v11 candidate
set a new proxy high but its full LawBench score fell below v10’s; this is the exact failure mode an unsupervised
proxy can produce when its task distribution diverges from the full benchmark’s. The full-manifest control
at 0.4712 shows that the later data manifest alone does not produce the gain, which separates data effects
from recipe effects in the same trace. The maintained v23 weighted-aligned line is the candidate that survives
both stages, with a proxy reading of 0.5554 at step 100 and a full reading of 0.5079, well above the base
0.4628 and the v10/v11 cluster. Reading the running-best line together with the kept-candidate filter is how
AutoResearch decides to record progress instead of celebrating a single high point, and it is the same lifecycle
pattern the previous paradigms use: train an adapter, freeze it as a revision, evaluate that exact revision,
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then decide whether it enters the maintained recipe set.

Table 6 Policy-population serving bounds on one Qwen3-30B rank-1 serving actor with TP=4.

Resource tier

Question Measured bound

Takeaway

Control-plane addressability

Addressable catalog

Local adapter cache

CPU adapter cache

Adapters in one GPU batch

Cold-load path

Cold loading

Adapter representation

Catalog sweep from 1k to 100k
adapters

How many policy revisions can
requests select from?

369 loaded adapters at a
512-adapter hotset; 550 loaded
adapters under 2048-adapter
weak-locality pressure

How many adapters can one
actor keep resident?

How many adapters can decoding 64 distinct adapters in the tested
use? same-batch window

Warm N = 64 p95 21.35 s;
cold-cache p95 199.81 s; N = 16
cold-load staircase 1.375-23.267 s

‘What happens on cache misses?

37,248 tensors to 672 tensors;
1.05x byte change; 8.5-8.7x
faster live load

How costly is tensor fanout?

Catalog size stays a
name-resolution scale; local
cache state determines
warm/cold latency.

CPU memory holds hundreds
of adapters; weak locality
raises tail latency.

Batch execution has the
smallest measured
adapter-diversity window.

Different missing adapters are
loaded one at a time before
decoding.

Packing speeds the cache-miss
load path by removing
small-object fanout.

5.3 Policy-Population Serving

Multi-LoRA serving becomes a policy-population problem when many exported adapter revisions are deploy-
able at once. Training still exports a LoRA adapter instead of a full checkpoint, and serving still keeps the
base model resident. A request names one policy revision; the serving actor either finds the adapter in the
GPU batch, promotes it from the CPU cache, or loads it from shared storage after a cache miss. Only the
policies selected by the current batch consume GPU-batch adapter slots.

The serving experiments use Qwen3-30B rank-1 MoE LoRA adapters on one 4-GPU tensor-parallel serving
actor, with prompt length 1024 and maximum output length 64. The probes cover the path from request
name to generation: catalog expansion from 1k to 100k entries, repeated-hotset and unique-adapter traffic,
warm and cold latency, the tested same-batch adapter window, CPU-cache growth, cold-load accounting,
and packed tensor loading. Appendix table 13 extends these single-engine measurements into a 105-entry
addressable-catalog sizing sketch; the main measurements do not imply that 106 adapters are simultaneously
resident or active. Table 6 gives the main bounds.

Adapter cache levels. MinT treats each exported adapter revision as an addressable policy revision that
can move through three cache levels. The durable catalog names policy revisions that can be requested; the
CPU cache is local to one serving actor; the GPU batch is the smaller set attached to a decoding step. A
cold load moves a policy revision from the durable catalog into the actor before decoding can begin.

Large catalogs split fleet-level routing from engine-local memory. A million accumulated policy revisions is a
catalog and routing problem; one engine keeps only a bounded local cache. The main experiments measure
warm/cold behavior across independently run catalogs up to 100k adapters, while Appendix table 13 turns
the measured single-engine limits into a 10%-adapter capacity model under a 2300-distinct-adapter active-
wave assumption. Appendix table 8 gives the byte and memory accounting behind these cache levels: HBM
remains dominated by the resident base model, while CPU memory and adapter object shape determine how
many policies can be kept cached near one engine.

Cached adapters and batch diversity. Local adapter caches absorb locality before requests touch shared
storage. Tenant variants, rollback points, personalization branches, and recent evaluation candidates often
recur; broad rollout waves and experiment sweeps have much weaker locality. The service has to support
both traffic shapes while keeping CPU cache size separate from same-batch execution.

16



[ loaded adapters steady p95 [ loaded adapters steady p95

700 70 700 70
600 60 600 60
550

500 50 500 50
"
g cl H 3
%400 40 3 %400 40 3
3 ] g 3 ™ g
° T° ° o
3 — g 3 3
E 300 30 4 E 300 30 4

200 20 200 20

100 “ 10 100 10
L . 1 .

128 192 256 384 512 64 128 256 512 1024 2048
requested hotset size unique-adapter target
(a) Repeated-adapter traffic. (b) Unique-adapter traffic.

Figure 12 Cached-adapter scaling on one 4-GPU Qwen3-30B rank-1 serving actor. Bars use the left axis for loaded
adapters; lines use the right axis for steady p95 latency. The left panel measures locality absorption under repeated-
adapter traffic, reaching 369 loaded adapters at a 512-adapter working set. The right panel measures cache growth
under weak locality, reaching 550 loaded adapters at a 2048-adapter unique target while p95 rises to 63.14 s.

Figure 12 measures these two regimes. Repeated-adapter traffic reaches 369 loaded adapters at a 512-adapter
hotset with p95 37.13 s and no errors. Weak-locality traffic reaches 550 loaded adapters at a 2048-adapter
unique target with p95 63.14 s and no errors, so it is cache-growth evidence under pressure rather than a clean
warm-cache endpoint. Up to target 512 the two panels report essentially the same loaded count (127, 236,
and 369), so locality matters only once the request stream exceeds the working set; beyond that, weak-locality
p95 saturates rather than diverges, peaking at 66.92 s at target 1024 and settling at 63.14 s at target 2048 as
the CPU cache plateaus near 550. Both loaded-adapter counts are larger than the tested same-batch window
of 64 distinct adapters: one actor can cache more adapters than it can execute together in one GPU batch.
Routing should preserve warm reuse, while batching still has to respect the smaller same-batch adapter limit.
Appendix table 10 gives the ordered ladder data, and Appendix table 11 shows stress probes where long
outputs, weak locality, and high concurrency make simple warm-cache assumptions break down.

Cold loading as service work. Cold misses expose the cache-miss work inside a policy population. New
adapters, rollback points, long-tail personalization branches, and evaluation snapshots keep producing cache
misses. A cold miss fetches adapter tensors, builds loader objects, registers the adapter with the serving
engine, and only then starts generation. MinT therefore treats cold loading as scheduled service work, with
deduplication for repeated cache-miss requests to the same policy and bounded backpressure when too many
distinct missing policies arrive together.

Figure 13 shows why this is a separate capacity dimension. CPU-cached requests take the warm regime.
Cache-miss requests take the cold regime. Increasing the independently run catalog from 1k to 100k adapters
keeps the same warm/cold latency modes; Appendix table 9 reports the full sweep, including one failed cold
request in the 100k row. The right panel isolates the controlled cold-miss component: 16 different cache-miss
policies form a load staircase from 1.375 s to 23.267 s, about 1.35-1.40 s per policy. Concurrent cache-miss
requests for the same missing policy can share one load, while different missing policies remain separate load
jobs. Appendix table 12 decomposes this path into API queueing, shared loads, unique-policy loading, and
retryable load rejection.
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Figure 13 Warm routing and bounded cold-load cost. Left: CPU-cached adapters take the warm latency path, while
cache-miss policies take the cold path. Middle: warm measurements stay in the warm p95-latency regime and cold
measurements stay in the cold p95-latency regime as independently run adapter catalogs grow to 100k entries. Right:
16 different cache-miss policies form a serialized load staircase from 1.375 s to 23.267 s, about 1.35-1.40 s per policy.

Cold-load representation. The load staircase also explains why the adapter file format matters. A rank-1
MoE LoRA adapter is moderate in bytes, while the measured adapter file is fragmented into 37,248 tensor
objects, mostly tiny expert tensors. In these probes, local-disk staging shortened the read path; it left tensor
fanout, Python object creation, and loader-side registration work unchanged. MinT therefore packs MoE
expert tensors into a serving representation with nearly unchanged declared bytes, reducing object fanout
before the engine loads the policy.

Table 7 Packed MoE LoRA loading reduces cold-load overhead by removing tensor fanout. The byte-size change is
small; the speedup comes from replacing many tiny tensor objects with a compact serving representation. The final
three rows report the median duration of one live load call measured at each cache-miss burst size.

Metric Original Packed Effect
Adapter-file shape
File size 110.75 MB 105.58 MB 1.05% smaller
Tensor objects 37,248 672 55.4x fewer
Cold-load slice
Read tensors 0.3669 s 0.0067 s 54.8x faster
Build loader objects 0.7540 s 0.0256 s 29.5x faster
Live engine loading
N = 4live load 1.363 s 0.156 s 8.7x faster
N = 8live load 1.361 s 0.159 s 8.6x faster
N = 16 live load 1.388 s 0.164 s 8.5x faster

Table 7 shows the effect. Packing changes file size only from 110.75 MB to 105.58 MB and reduces tensor
objects from 37,248 to 672. The direct loader slice improves by 29.5-54.8x, and live engine loading for N = 4,
N = 8, and N = 16 improves by 8.5-8.7x, with packed live-load medians under 0.2 seconds. This number
refers to the live engine-load slice after packing; end-to-end cold latency still includes routing, queueing, fetch,
and generation. The measured speedup comes from object layout: the serving representation removes the
small-object storm on cache misses while the declared tensor bytes stay nearly unchanged.

Together, these measurements locate the serving work for policy populations. Catalog lookup and raw LoRA
count are control-plane scales in the measured sweep; CPU-cache size, tested same-batch diversity, and unique
cold-load cost are online execution scales. Routing and prewarming turn recurring traffic into CPU-cache hits.
Batch construction respects the smaller same-batch adapter limit. Cache misses enter an explicit cold-load
stage before sampling latency begins. Packing reduces the load staircase itself, making cache misses cheaper
without changing the base-model deployment or the addressable policy revision. Appendix section B contains
the full ladders, accounting tables, stress probes, and fleet-level sizing sketch behind this contract.
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6 Related Work

Post-training workload. MinT targets a workload where post-training leaves many policy variants over
a smaller set of base models. Yao argues that future progress shifts more weight toward problem defini-
tion, evaluation, and agent-environment interaction (Yao, 2025). Silver and Sutton frame future agents as
learning from streams of experience in addition to static human data (Silver and Sutton, 2025). Recent
frontier-model reports expose the same systems pressure through reasoning, coding, tool use, executable
environments, asynchronous agent RL, and long-horizon evaluation (DeepSeek-AI, 2026a,b; GLM-5-Team,
2026; Kimi Team, 2026; MiniMax, 2026; Qwen Team, 2026; OpenAl, 2026; Anthropic, 2025, 2026). These
workloads produce task variants, evaluation candidates, product branches, tenant adapters, rollback points,
and personal adapters that share base models while retaining separate histories.

Service interfaces. Remote post-training interfaces make training loops programmable. Tinker exposes
low-level post-training primitives through a remote service (Thinking Machines Lab, 2025a,b). SkyRL tx
implements a Tinker-style backend and documents model and benchmark coverage across Qwen3 dense and
MoE models, Llama 3, DeepSeek V3, GSM8K, and DAPO/AIME recipes (NovaSky AI, 2026). OpenTinker
frames a broader RL-as-a-Service stack around agents, environments, protocols, scheduling, training, and
inference (OpenTinker Authors, 2026). Tinker specifies how users program remote post-training; MinT
keeps a compatible programming surface and defines the LoRA-specific service path underneath it: policy
record, training checkpoint, rollout record, exported adapter revision, and adapter cache state.

RL execution systems. HybridFlow/verl, AReal, OpenRLHF, Relax, ROLL, StreamRL, AsyncFlow,
Laminar, and NeMo-Aligner study rollout scheduling, colocated and disaggregated execution, asynchronous
optimization, GPU utilization, failure isolation, and end-task quality (Sheng et al., 2025b; Fu et al., 2025;
Hu et al., 2024; Relax Authors, 2026; Alibaba ROLL Contributors, 2025; Zhong et al., 2025; AsyncFlow
Authors, 2025; Sheng et al., 2025a; Shen et al., 2024). Their central systems objects are actors, rollout
replicas, parameter services, queues, and placement groups. MinT uses the same execution concerns and
adds LoRA-specific service state: adapter revisions, optimizer state, rollout records, MoE route records, DSA
correction metadata, exported adapters, and adapter cache state stay tied to the policy that produced them.

Training-serving consistency. Modern RL pipelines often generate rollouts through an inference engine
and score them through a training backend. Yao et al. study token-probability gaps in hybrid vLLM/FSDP
pipelines and propose truncated importance sampling (Yao et al., 2025). Jet-RL shows that mixed BF16
training and FP8 rollout can destabilize on-policy RL under long generations, then uses a unified precision flow
to reduce numerical mismatch (Xi et al., 2026). R3 studies MoE router disagreement between training and
inference and reuses inference-time expert-route records during training (Ma et al., 2025). MinT addresses
the same problem by storing the adapter revision, rollout record, MoE route or DSA correction metadata,
and served evaluation path that name which behavior generated and scored a token.

Parameter-efficient tuning and multi-LoRA training. LoRA freezes the base model and trains low-
rank matrices attached to selected layers (Hu et al., 2022). AdaLoRA allocates rank budget across matrices
according to importance (Zhang et al., 2023). QLoRA combines frozen quantized bases with LoRA updates
for memory-efficient fine-tuning (Dettmers et al., 2023). LoRA Without Regret argues that LoRA can reach
strong post-training quality (Schulman and Thinking Machines Lab, 2025), supporting the premise that LoRA
can be more than a memory-saving approximation. MinT turns that premise into managed infrastructure
for RL service operation: each update restores one adapter and optimizer state over a resident base, each
export produces a serving revision, and each rollout or serving request selects that revision through cache
and residency state.

Multi-LoRA serving. Multi-LoRA serving systems optimize inference after adapters already exist. Punica,
S-LoRA, dLoRA, dynamic operator optimization, and vLLM improve batching, memory management, schedul-
ing, and kernels for many adapters over a shared base (Chen et al., 2024; Sheng et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2024;
Zhou et al., 2025; Kwon et al., 2023). Compress then Serve reduces adapter storage and serving overhead
through individual and joint LoRA compression (Gabrielsson et al., 2024). FastLibra manages LoRA and
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KV cache dependencies in a unified HBM cache (Zhang et al., 2025). LoRAServe handles rank heterogeneity,
placement, and routing across distributed LoRA serving clusters (Jaiswal et al., 2025). MinT connects the
serving catalog to the training lifecycle: an addressable adapter is an exported revision of a trained policy,
and a cache miss reloads that revision from the policy’s exported adapter file.

Large-model infrastructure. Ray provides the distributed execution framework used by many Al sys-
tems (Moritz et al., 2018). Megatron-LM, Efficient Megatron-LM, ZeRO, and MoE Parallel Folding provide
the model-parallel, memory-partitioning, and MoE-parallel techniques that make large-model and sparse-
MoE training practical (Shoeybi et al., 2019; Narayanan et al., 2021; Rajbhandari et al., 2019; Liu et al.,
2026). DeepSeek-V4 describes large-model infrastructure through concrete state units such as hybrid KV
cache entries, state caches, on-disk cache storage, rollout WALs, and teacher-state scheduling (DeepSeek-
Al 2026b). MinT applies the same resource-accounting style to LoRA RL: base deployments stay resident,
adapter revisions move across subsystems, and adapter cache state controls which exported policies are hot.

7 Conclusion

Post-training now couples rollout, update, evaluation, serving, scheduling, and data movement around many
policy variants over a small number of expensive base-model deployments. Full-checkpoint workflows make
every task branch, benchmark candidate, product version, tenant variant, rollback point, or personal policy
look like another complete model deployment. This abstraction does not scale when the target workload is
a large and continuously changing population of trained behaviors over shared frontier bases.

MinT makes exported LoRA adapter revisions the managed unit for this setting. Base-model deployments
remain resident, while adapter revisions carry trained behavior through rollout, update, export, evaluation,
serving, and rollback. The adapter revision is the behavior-carrying payload; the policy record is the ser-
vice state that makes that payload reproducible, schedulable, and durable across worker changes, training
checkpoints, rollout records, and serving-cache movement.

The measurements validate the same adapter-revision path along three scaling axes. Scale Up supports
LoRA RL on dense and MoE architectures with model-parallel training and serving paths exercised beyond
1T total parameters. Scale Down removes full-checkpoint materialization from the training-serving handoff:
adapter-only handoff reduces the measured handoff step by 18.3x on a 4B dense model and by 2.85x on a
30B MoE model, while concurrent multi-policy GRPO shortens wall time by 1.77x and 1.45x under the same
resident-base allocation. Scale Out separates durable policy addressability from CPU/GPU hot working sets:
the serving path supports 106-scale addressable policy catalogs, with measured single-engine sweeps through
100K entries and thousand-adapter active waves at cluster scale; first-touch cold loading becomes scheduled
service work, and packed MoE LoRA tensors improve live engine loading by 8.5-8.7x.

Together, these results show that multi-tenant LoRA training services can be made practical without turning
every trained policy into a full-model server. MinT lets policy count grow through adapter revisions, policy
records, cache tiers, and controlled cold-load admission, while selected revisions train and serve over bounded
resident working sets. This makes LoRA a service-level unit for large-scale post-training today and a practical
path toward larger populations of organizational and personal policies over shared 1T-class base models.
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B Additional Serving Measurements

This appendix expands the serving-side measurements used in section 5.3. The tables use the same serving
quantities as the main text: catalog size, CPU-cached adapters, adapters in one GPU batch, and the cold-
load path that loads an adapter when a request selects an entry outside the actor’s local cache. The order
separates exploratory probes that rule out simple explanations, measurements that identify the serving limit,
and follow-up probes that reduce or isolate that limit.

Several rows intentionally leave the clean warm path. They create weak locality, cold churn, long online
generations, or high concurrency so that the failure mode is visible rather than hidden inside average latency.
We keep them in the appendix because they identify the control points that a MinT deployment must own:
routing for warm reuse, prewarming for predictable waves, bounded cold loading for cache-miss traffic, and
lower-fanout adapter representation for unavoidable misses. The shaded bands in the tables separate cache
levels and probe families, so a reader can scan from the MinT service path to the measured limit without
treating every row as the same kind of claim.

Adapter memory and representation. Table 8 separates adapter bytes, tensor fanout, CPU cache
footprint, and base-model HBM footprint. This accounting explains why the packed loader experiment
matters. The measured adapter is moderate in byte size and fragmented into tens of thousands of small
tensors, most of them no larger than 4 KB. Cold loading therefore pays object and registration overhead even
when the total bytes are small.

Table 8 Memory and representation accounting for the measured 30B MoE LoRA adapter files. The rows separate
byte size from object fanout and cache pressure.

Tier / object Item Measurement Serving implication

Adapter-file shape

= . E R
Adapter file Adapter bytes 110.75 MB file; 105.5 MB declared Bytes are moderate for a 30B

tensor bytes rank-1 adapter.
Adapter file Tensor fanout 37,248 tenst;)lrasl;1 i’?}(ng no larger Object farll(;);lj ‘c)‘llzr:llz.nates cold
Resident execution footprint
CPU warm tier CPU cache footprint 5§v66§kg5/f4%3’?h2§r;;ijkgp CPU Cacilacclilse tlkilrc;i};.cr—cnginc
GPU memory N <S4 mepshotsshow sbout 212 Base dpleyment dominates

Packed cold-load representation
37,248 — 672 tensors; 110.75 — Packing removes fanout; bytes

Adapter-file format Packed representation 105.58 MB stay nearly unchanged.

Adapter catalog size. Table 9 varies the adapter catalog from 1k to 100k entries. The warm/cold split
persists across the sweep and the measured tail appears when many distinct cold adapters enter cold loading.
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These rows support the main-text claim that MinT should keep catalog resolution in the control plane and
manage cache state and cold loading in the serving plane.

Table 9 Adapter catalog sweep for N = 64 serving. Warm and cold rows are split so the stable regime gap is visible
at each catalog size.

Catalog Regime Success  Drain p95 Distinct Readout
. catalog lookup stays in the warm
1k warm 64/64 21.16s  20.89s 51 regime
1k cold 64/64 193.23 s 193.04 s 56 cold loading dominates
10k warm 64,64 12.56 s 12.16 s 64 larger catalog stays in the warm
’ : mode
10k cold 64/64 190.99 s 190.73 s 56 cold regime persists
100k warm 64/64 20.35s 12.12 s 63 100k-entry catalog remains
addressable
100k cold 63/64 190.08 s 189.73 s 56 tail follows cold loading

Cached working sets. Table 10 gives the ordered data behind the warm-cache claim in figure 12. The
repeated-hotset rows model adapter locality after routing has found a useful engine placement. The unique-
adapter rows remove this locality and measure how many distinct adapters can become cached near one
engine before the run stops being a clean warm-path claim. These measurements define the CPU-side tier
between the durable adapter catalog and the same-batch adapter window.

Table 10 Cached-working-set ladder on one 4-GPU Qwen3-30B rank-1 serving actor. Shaded group rows separate
routed locality from unique-adapter load pressure.

Regime Target Loaded Steady p95 Errors Tier Readout
Routed locality: repeated hotsets
Repeated hotsets 128 127 5.52 s 0/3200 CPU warm baseline warm tier
Repeated hotsets 192 183 10.59 s 0/3200 CPU warm locality preserved
Repeated hotsets 256 236 20.74 s 0/3200 CPU warm p95 rises with hotset
Repeated hotsets 384 317 30.12 s 0/3200 CPU warm larger cached set
Repeated hotsets 512 369 37.13 s 0/3200 CPU warm endpoint in figure
Unique-adapter calibration: clean active-window probes
Unique adapters 16 16 1.22s 0 GPU active exact target
Unique adapters 32 32 1.34 s 0 GPU active exact target
Unique adapters 64 64 1.41 s 0 GPU active same-batch frontier
Unique-adapter ladder: pressure on local cache
Unique adapters 128 127 5.70 s 0 CPU warm loading begins
Unique adapters 192 183 10.57 s 0 CPU warm mirrors hotset count
Unique adapters 256 236 17.79 s 0 CPU warm cache growth
Unique adapters 384 317 38.37 s 0 CPU warm tail appears
Unique adapters 512 369 45.36 s 0 CPU warm warm cache still grows
Unique adapters 640 410 59.01 s 0 CPU warm diminishing cache growth
Unique adapters 768 440 62.85 s 0 CPU warm near plateau
Unique adapters 896 466 64.66 s 0 CPU warm near plateau
Unique adapters 1024 486 66.92 s 0 CPU warm mid-ladder endpoint
Unique-adapter high ladder: cache plateau
Unique adapters 1280 513 60.91 s 0 CPU warm plateau persists
Unique adapters 1536 525 60.95 s 0 CPU warm slow cache growth
Unique adapters 1792 537 59.95 s 0 CPU warm stable p95 band
Unique adapters 2048 550 63.14 s 0 CPU warm largest measured target

Mixed online-length stress traffic. Table 11 intentionally leaves the clean warm-path setting. These
rows combine mixed output lengths, high concurrency, weak locality, prewarm changes, and different slot
limits to show where simple routing choices stop being enough. The sticky-hash row is a negative probe:
fixed hashing alone fails to provide cache-aware routing under this stress shape. The GPU-slots-64 row is a
bounded probe; it verifies a slot-limit setting over two rounds, with long-run stability left outside this claim.
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Table 11 Mixed online-length traffic on a 2048-adapter catalog. The GPU/CPU column gives the GPU-batch LoRA
slot limit and the CPU-cache LoRA limit.

Probe C GPU/CPU Prewarm Success Err. p50 P95 P99 Interpretation
Single-route stress envelope
Single route 8 32/1024 128 256,256 0.00% 28.79 66.23  70.47 IOW']‘;‘;‘S‘;‘;IYIZC“CY
Single route 16 32/1024 128 499/512 2.54% 63.18 134.03 179.74 tail begins to rise
Single route 32 32/1024 128 969/1024  5.37% 124.35 320.82 358.71 q““”“/iﬁﬁg churn
Single route 128 32/1024 0 4032/4096  1.56% 508.92 1028.08 1403.44 h‘gh'cs‘;’r‘g';s”ency
Single route 230 32/1024 0 7037/7360 4.39% 967.10 1469.37 1717.43 no-prewarm reference
Single route 230  32/2048 164 6707/7360  8.87% 926.94 1441.86 1710.01 S alo}’:ifg }llca"c tail
Routing and slot probes
Sticky hash, 2 replicas 230  32/2048 164 3737/7360  49.23% 925.62 1435.62 1746.58 “a‘veuﬁrf:tigismng
GPU slots 64, 2 rounds 230  64/2048 164 460/460  0.00% 848.98 1351.34 1690.24 bo“ndi’foﬁi‘ét‘hm‘t

Table 12 Cold-load accounting and service protection.

1D Probe Measured result Mechanism isolated Design response
Unique-no-warm p95 125.35 s; load LoRA loading drives .
Same-server no-warm, B N . . . Separate cold loading
A1 N — 64 median 60.27 s; queue wait median waiting before generation; f 3 line lat
B 0.010 s API queueing is small. rom samphing fatency.
Same adapter vs uni Same-adapter load median 1.56 s; Repeated cache-miss Reduce unique cold
A2 ame adapter vs unique unique adapters form 1.47, 2.84, 4.23, requests can share one  misses through routing
adapters, N = 16  qs N R
..., 23.83 s staircase load. and prewarming.
Structured add timin Engine time median 1.370 s; lock-wait Exclusive writer/load Budget unique
A3 N =16 & median 10.890 s; total load p95 21.900 path serializes unique cold-load capacity per
- S loads. engine.
Max in-flight 1 and queue depth 1: a Cold pressure can be Prefer bounded
A4 Bounded cold-load probe 4-request cold burst loads 2 and rejects p backpressure over

observable and retryable.

2 unbounded blocking.

Table 13 Capacity-planning sketch from measured per-engine limits to a 1M-entry accumulated adapter catalog and
a 2300-distinct-adapter active-wave stress envelope.

Axis Sizing rule Engines GPUs System interpretation
Warm-path placement
Warm distinct concurrency [2300/64] 36 144 ideal placement l?y sa'me—batch
adapter diversity
Warm headroom band 36 x {1.2,1.33,1.5} 44-54 176-216 AT for skew, retries, and
imperfect routing
. . throughput-only floor; ignores
Warm throughput floor 60 s SLO; 2.57 req/s/engine 15 60 distinct placement
Cold-path isolation
. rates the cold-load service with
Cold-load rate 38.3 cold LoRA/s; 0.7/engine 55 220 burst tail tracked separately
isolates worst-case first touch
Cold-burst isolation 2300 cold uniques; < 32/engine 72 288 through prewarm or

backpressure

Cold-load accounting. Table 12 decomposes the cold path into API queueing, shared loads for repeated
cache-miss requests, unique-adapter loading, and bounded backpressure. The probes show that the bottleneck
is unique cold adapter loading into one engine. Requests wait before generation on LoRA loading; the
measured API queue wait is small. Deduplicating identical missing adapters avoids repeated load work,
while distinct cold adapters remain separate load jobs. This supports the main-text claim that cold loading
is scheduled service work before ordinary sampling latency.

Fleet-level sizing sketch. Table 13 uses measured single-engine limits as sizing inputs for a larger MinT
deployment. This table is a 106-adapter capacity model under a 2300-distinct-adapter active-wave assumption.
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The main serving experiments sweep adapter catalogs up to 100k entries. The extrapolation asks how many
engines would be needed if a larger accumulated adapter catalog produced that active wave before routing
or prewarming restored locality. The 60 s service-level objective is the warm-response target used for the
throughput floor, and 2.57 req/s/engine is the observed warm-throughput input for that row. The cold-load
rows size the separate case in which many selected adapters are cold at first touch.
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