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Abstract

LLMs have changed the game for natural lan-
guage processing, but in production settings, it
is very hard to store and manage prompts. This
paper introduces LoPace (Lossless Optimized
Prompt Accurate Compression Engine), an in-
novative compression framework tailored for
prompt storage in LLM applications. LoPace
uses three different ways to compress data:
Zstandard-based compression, Byte-Pair En-
coding (BPE) tokenization with binary pack-
ing, and a mix of the two. We show that
LoPace can reduce space by up to 80

Keywords: Prompt Compression, Lossless
Compression, Large Language Models, Zstan-
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and Motivation

The widespread use of Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) in production systems has made
managing and storing prompts more difficult
than ever. Modern LLM applications need to
store a lot of prompts, like system instructions,
conversation histories, context windows, and
cached responses. This means that applications
that serve thousands of users and have multiple
LLM interactions per session need terabytes of
storage.

Traditional compression algorithms, while ef-
fective for general-purpose data, are not opti-
mized for the unique characteristics of prompt

data. Prompts have certain patterns, such as
high semantic redundancy, structured format-
ting, and token-level dependencies that can be
used to improve compression. Also, LLM apps
need lossless compression to make sure that fi-
delity is quick, because even small changes can
have a big effect on how the model works.

1.2 Problem Statement

There are several important areas where LLM
applications have trouble with storage:

Storage Overhead: Big system prompts,
context windows, and conversation histories
take up a lot of space in the database. When an
application has thousands of users at the same
time, the amount of storage it needs grows
quickly, which raises the cost of infrastructure.

Performance Bottlenecks: Uncom-
pressed prompts make the database bigger,
which makes queries take longer to run, in-
creases I/O operations, and makes the system
less responsive as the number of users grows.

Cost Implications: The cost of cloud stor-
age goes up in a straight line with the amount
of data. For apps that handle millions of
prompts, uncompressed storage costs a lot of
money.

Latency Issues: When you load large, un-
compressed prompts from storage, it causes
measurable latency, which is especially bad for
real-time applications where response time is
important to the user experience.

1

https://github.com/connectaman/LoPace


1.3 Contributions

This paper introduces LoPace, a specialized
compression engine that tackles these chal-
lenges by:

1. Three Compression Methodologies:
Implementation of Zstandard-based,
token-based, and hybrid compression
techniques, each tailored for specific
applications.

2. Lossless Guarantee: Mathematical and
empirical validation of complete recon-
struction fidelity across all compression
techniques.

3. Production-Ready Performance:
Comprehensive benchmarking showing
that compression speeds range from 50 to
200 MB/s and that it takes up very little
memory.

4. Comprehensive Evaluation: A thor-
ough look at compression ratios, space sav-
ings, throughput, memory usage, and scal-
ability across different types and sizes of
prompts.

2 Related Work

The field of data compression has a long his-
tory that goes back many decades. It was built
on ideas from information theory, algorithm
design, and real-world examples. This part
looks at important research on compression al-
gorithms, text compression methods, and how
they can be used in modern LLM systems.

2.1 Foundational Compression Algo-
rithms

Shannon [1] laid the groundwork for lossless
compression by coming up with the idea of en-
tropy as the lowest possible level of compres-
sion. This basic finding showed that the en-
tropy of information determines the smallest
number of bits needed to represent it. This
gives us a way to judge all compression algo-
rithms.

Lempel-Ziv algorithms, such as LZ77 [2] and
LZ78 [3], changed the way we compress data
by using dictionary-based methods that take

advantage of repeated patterns. Many modern
compression systems, like LoPace’s Zstandard
algorithm, are based on these algorithms. The
LZ77 algorithm uses a sliding window method
to find and replace repeated sequences with
references to previous occurrences. This com-
presses data by recognizing patterns instead of
using statistical modeling.

Huffman coding [4] introduced entropy cod-
ing techniques that assign shorter codes to
more frequent symbols, achieving compres-
sion ratios approaching the theoretical entropy
limit. Modern versions, like Finite State En-
tropy (FSE) used in Zstandard, make Huffman
coding work better on modern processors while
still keeping the same level of compression.

2.2 Text Compression Techniques

Researchers have looked into text compression
a lot, and there are special algorithms that
take advantage of the unique features of natu-
ral language. The PPM (Prediction by Partial
Matching) family of algorithms [5] gets great
compression ratios for text by modeling charac-
ter sequences and using context to guess what
the next character will be. But these algo-
rithms use a lot of computing power and might
not be good for real-time use.

Many people use dictionary-based compres-
sion algorithms, like LZ77 variants, to com-
press text because they strike a good balance
between speed and compression ratio. The DE-
FLATE algorithm [6], which combines LZ77
and Huffman coding, is now the standard for
general-purpose compression. It is also the ba-
sis for the popular gzip and zlib libraries.

Recent developments in compression have
concentrated on enhancing compatibility with
contemporary hardware architectures. Face-
book made Zstandard [7], which has compres-
sion ratios that are similar to DEFLATE’s but
much higher throughput thanks to better algo-
rithms and hardware acceleration. Zstandard’s
design philosophy puts more weight on real-
world performance than on theoretical optimal-
ity, which makes it a good choice for production
use.
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2.3 Tokenization and Subword En-
coding

Byte-Pair Encoding (BPE) [8] introduced sub-
word tokenization as a technique for han-
dling out-of-vocabulary words in neural ma-
chine translation. BPE repeatedly combines
the most common pairs of bytes or characters
to make a vocabulary of subword units that
can stand for any text while keeping common
sequences short.

BPE’s success in neural machine translation
led to its use in modern language models like
GPT [9], BERT [10], and others that came after
it. The tiktoken library from OpenAI has fast
implementations of BPE tokenization that are
optimized for GPT models. The vocabularies
range from 50,000 to over 100,000 tokens.

Tokenization inherently offers a method
of compression by associating variable-length
character sequences with fixed-size token IDs.
But earlier research hasn’t looked at the com-
pression benefits of tokenization for storage op-
timization in a systematic way. Instead, they
have focused on tokenization’s role in preparing
model input.

2.4 Compression for Database Stor-
age

There has been a lot of research on database
compression, including methods like page-
level compression and columnar compression
schemes. Most database compression methods,
on the other hand, work at the storage level
and aren’t designed for certain types of data,
like LLM prompts.

Application-level compression, which com-
presses data before storing it and decompresses
it when it is needed, gives you more control
over the compression settings and lets you op-
timize for certain data types. This method has
been effectively utilized in multiple fields, such
as time-series data [11], log compression [12],
and scientific data storage [13].

2.5 LLM-Specific Storage Chal-
lenges

The quick use of LLMs in production systems
has made storage problems that current com-
pression methods may not be able to solve.

LLM applications produce enormous amounts
of prompt data, such as system instructions,
conversation histories, and context windows,
that are different from regular text data.

Recent research has investigated prompt op-
timization techniques, such as prompt com-
pression [14] and prompt caching [15], yet these
methods primarily aim at minimizing prompt
size for model input rather than enhancing
storage efficiency. The storage and retrieval
of prompts for LLM applications constitutes a
unique problem domain necessitating special-
ized solutions.

2.6 Gap in Existing Literature

There is a lot of research on compression algo-
rithms, text compression, and database opti-
mization, but not much on prompt storage for
LLM applications. Current compression meth-
ods are either too broad (not optimized for
prompt characteristics) or too narrow (focus-
ing on model input instead of storage).

LoPace fills this gap by using established
compression methods (Zstandard and BPE to-
kenization) in new ways that are specifically de-
signed for prompt storage. The hybrid method,
which uses both tokenization and Zstd com-
pression, is a new idea that hasn’t been fully
explored in previous work. LoPace also gives
a full evaluation of LLM prompt data across
several metrics (compression ratio, throughput,
memory), which gives useful information for
production deployments.

3 Methodology

3.1 System Architecture

LoPace has a modular architecture that sup-
ports three different compression methods,
each with its own set of features and ways to
improve performance. The system was made
to be extensible, so new methods can be added
in the future without changing the API in-
terface. The hybrid method, which gets the
best compression ratios, uses a smart three-
stage pipeline that combines byte-level com-
pression with semantic-level tokenization. The
architecture starts with the tokenization stage,
which uses a Byte-Pair Encoding (BPE) tok-
enizer (implemented through tiktoken) to turn
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variable-length character sequences into a se-
quence of fixed-size token identifiers. This
change takes advantage of the fact that nat-
ural language often has words, phrases, and
subword units that mean the same thing by
mapping them to single token IDs. This cuts
down on the vocabulary space from what could
be millions of unique character sequences to
a more manageable token vocabulary (usually
50,000–100,000 tokens for modern LLM tok-
enizers). The tokenization process makes a list
of integer token IDs. Each token ID stands for
a semantic unit that could be made up of sev-
eral characters or even whole words from the
original text. After the tokens are created, the
system goes through the binary packing stage,
which chooses the best format based on the dis-
tribution of token IDs. The architecture first
looks at the range of token IDs to find the best
binary representation. If all token IDs are be-
tween 0 and 65535, the system uses a compact
uint16 format (2 bytes per token). If not, it au-
tomatically switches to uint32 format (4 bytes
per token) to fit bigger token IDs. This flexi-
ble method makes the best use of space while
still working with different tokenizer vocabular-
ies. The binary packing process adds a format
byte (0x00 for uint16 and 0x01 for uint32) to
the packed token sequence. This makes a self-
describing binary payload that can be decom-
pressed correctly without needing any outside
metadata. The last step uses Zstandard com-
pression on the binary payload. It does this by
using dictionary-based algorithms (LZ77-style
pattern matching combined with Finite State
Entropy encoding) to find patterns and redun-
dancies in the token sequence itself. This two-
level compression strategy—first tokenizing to
get rid of semantic redundancy, and then using
Zstd to get rid of sequential patterns—creates a
multiplicative compression effect that is much
better than either method on its own. In strict
order, the decompression pipeline does the op-
posite of these steps: Zstd decompression puts
the binary payload back together, format byte
detection figures out how to unpack the data,
binary unpacking gets the token ID sequence
back, and detokenization puts the original text
string back together. This bidirectional ar-
chitecture guarantees lossless reconstruction by
using the fact that each stage is an invertible

transformation. This means that the combina-
tion of compression and decompression func-
tions always results in the identity function,
which keeps 100

3.2 Compression Method 1:
Zstandard-Based Compression

3.2.1 Algorithm Overview

Zstandard (Zstd) compression uses dictionary-
based algorithms to find and use patterns that
repeat in text data. The algorithm uses both
LZ77-style sliding window techniques and Fi-
nite State Entropy (FSE) coding, which is a
type of Huffman coding that works better on
modern processors.

3.2.2 Mathematical Foundation

The Zstd compression process can be mathe-
matically described as:

Czstd(T ) = FSE(LZ77(T,W,L)) (1)

where T represents the input text, W is the
sliding window size, L is the lookahead buffer
length, LZ77(T,W,L) performs pattern match-
ing and replacement, and FSE() applies Finite
State Entropy encoding.

The compression ratio achieved is:

CRzstd =
|T |

|Czstd(T )|
(2)

where |T | denotes the byte length of the origi-
nal text and |Czstd(T )| is the compressed size.

3.2.3 Implementation Details

The Zstd method operates directly on UTF-
8 encoded byte sequences. The compression
level parameter (l ∈ [1, 22]) controls the trade-
off between compression ratio and processing
speed:

• Lower levels (1–5): Fast compression,
moderate ratios

• Medium levels (10–15): Balanced per-
formance (default: 15)

• Higher levels (19–22): Maximum com-
pression, slower processing
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Figure 1: LoPace compression pipeline architecture for the hybrid method, illustrating the
sequential stages of tokenization, binary packing, and Zstandard compression.

The space savings percentage is calculated
as:

SSzstd =

(
1− |Czstd(T )|

|T |

)
× 100% (3)

3.2.4 Decompression Process

Decompression is the inverse operation:

T ′ = FSE−1(LZ77−1(Czstd(T ))) (4)

We need T ′ = T for lossless compression.
The Zstd library makes sure this property is
true by using a deterministic decompression al-
gorithm.

3.3 Compression Method 2: Token-
Based Compression

3.3.1 Byte-Pair Encoding (BPE) Fun-
damentals

Token-based compression takes advantage of
the way LLM tokenization works. Byte-Pair
Encoding (BPE) changes text into a series of
token IDs, with each token representing a sub-
word unit. This representation is naturally
more compact than raw text because common
phrases and patterns are mapped to single to-
ken IDs.
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3.3.2 Tokenization Process

Given a text T , BPE tokenization produces a
sequence of token IDs:

τ(T ) = [t1, t2, . . . , tn] (5)

where each ti ∈ [0, V − 1] and V is the vo-
cabulary size. For the cl100k_base tokenizer,
V = 100, 256.

The tokenization process can be viewed as a
function:

τ : Σ∗ → Zn (6)

where Σ is the character alphabet and Z rep-
resents integers.

3.3.3 Binary Packing Strategy

Depending on the highest token ID value, token
IDs are packed into binary format using either
16-bit or 32-bit unsigned integers:

Case 1: All token IDs ≤ 65,535 (uint16)

• Format byte: 0x00

• Packing: Each token ID stored as 2 bytes

• Total size: 1 + 2n bytes

Case 2: Any token ID > 65,535
(uint32)

• Format byte: 0x01

• Packing: Each token ID stored as 4 bytes

• Total size: 1 + 4n bytes

The decision function is:

fpack(τ) =

{
uint16 if max(τ) ≤ 216 − 1

uint32 otherwise
(7)

The compressed representation is:

Ctoken(T ) = [fflag, P (τ(T ))] (8)

where fflag is the format flag byte and P (τ(T ))
is the packed binary representation.

3.3.4 Compression Ratio Analysis

The theoretical compression ratio depends on
the relationship between character count and
token count:

CRtoken =
|T |bytes

|Ctoken(T )|
(9)

For English text, the average ratio of charac-
ters to tokens is about 3–4:1. This means that
each token stands for more than one character.
This offers built-in compression before binary
packing.

The space savings is:

SStoken =

(
1− 1 + k · n

|T |bytes

)
× 100% (10)

where k ∈ {2, 4} depending on the packing for-
mat.

3.3.5 Decompression Algorithm

Decompression involves two steps:

1. Unpacking: Extract token IDs from bi-
nary format

2. Detokenization: Convert token IDs back
to text

T ′ = τ−1(P−1(Ctoken(T ))) (11)

The detokenization function τ−1 is provided
by the tokenizer and guarantees τ−1(τ(T )) =
T .

3.4 Compression Method 3: Hybrid
Compression

3.4.1 Hybrid Approach Rationale

The hybrid method uses the best parts of both
tokenization and Zstd compression. Tokeniza-
tion cuts down on redundancy at the semantic
level, while Zstd compression takes advantage
of patterns in the binary representation that
comes out of it. This two-step process gets
better compression ratios than either method
on its own.
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Figure 2: Visual representation of the compression techniques used in LoPace, showing the
relationship between LZ77, FSE, and BPE tokenization.

3.4.2 Mathematical Formulation

The hybrid compression process can be ex-
pressed as:

Chybrid(T ) = Czstd(P (τ(T ))) (12)

This is a composition of three functions:

1. Tokenization: T → τ(T )

2. Binary packing: τ(T )→ P (τ(T ))

3. Zstd compression: P (τ(T )) →
Czstd(P (τ(T )))

The overall compression ratio is:

CRhybrid =
|T |

|Chybrid(T )|
=

|T |
|Czstd(P (τ(T )))|

(13)

3.4.3 Why Hybrid Achieves Superior
Compression

The hybrid method benefits from two compres-
sion stages:

Stage 1 – Tokenization Compression:

• Reduces vocabulary redundancy

• Maps common phrases to single tokens

• Achieves character-to-token ratio of 3–4:1

Stage 2 – Zstd Compression:

• Exploits patterns in token ID sequences

• Compresses repeated token patterns

• Further reduces binary representation size

The combined effect is multiplicative rather
than additive:

CRhybrid ≈ CRtoken × CRzstd|token (14)

where CRzstd|token is the compression ratio
achieved by Zstd on the tokenized representa-
tion.

3.4.4 Decompression Process

Decompression reverses each stage:

T ′ = τ−1(P−1(C−1
zstd(Chybrid(T )))) (15)

The lossless property is guaranteed by the
composition of lossless operations:

T ′ = τ−1(P−1(C−1
zstd(Czstd(P (τ(T )))))) (16)

= τ−1(P−1(P (τ(T )))) (17)

= τ−1(τ(T )) (18)
= T (19)

3.5 Lossless Guarantee

3.5.1 Mathematical Proof of Lossless-
ness

For each compression method, we can prove
losslessness:
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Zstd Method:

T ′ = decompress(compress(T )) = T (20)

This is guaranteed by the Zstandard algorithm
specification.

Token Method:

T ′ = τ−1(P−1(P (τ(T )))) = τ−1(τ(T )) = T
(21)

This holds because P and P−1 are bijective,
and τ and τ−1 are inverse functions.

Hybrid Method:

T ′ = τ−1(P−1(C−1
zstd(Czstd(P (τ(T )))))) = T

(22)
This follows from the composition of lossless
operations.

3.5.2 Empirical Verification

We verify losslessness empirically by:

1. Character-by-Character Compari-
son: T [i] = T ′[i] for all i ∈ [0, |T | − 1]

2. SHA-256 Hash Verification:
SHA256(T ) = SHA256(T ′)

3. Reconstruction Error: E =
1
|T |

∑|T |−1
i=0 ⊮(T [i] ̸= T ′[i]) = 0

where ⊮ is the indicator function.

3.6 Shannon Entropy and Theoreti-
cal Limits

3.6.1 Information Theory Foundation

Shannon entropy provides the theoretical lower
bound for lossless compression. For a text T
with character frequencies pi, the entropy is:

H(X) = −
n∑

i=1

pi log2(pi) (23)

where pi is the probability of character i in the
text.

3.6.2 Theoretical Compression Limit

The theoretical minimum size achievable
through entropy coding is:

Smin =
H(X)× |T |

8
bytes (24)

The theoretical compression ratio is:

CRtheoretical =
|T |
Smin

=
8|T |

H(X)× |T |
=

8

H(X)
(25)

3.6.3 Practical Compression Efficiency

We measure how close LoPace achieves to the
theoretical limit:

η =
CRactual

CRtheoretical
× 100% (26)

where η represents compression efficiency. Typ-
ical values range from 60–80%, indicating that
LoPace achieves a significant portion of the the-
oretical maximum.

4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Dataset Description

We tested LoPace on a wide range of 10
prompts from three size categories. These were
carefully chosen to show the range of real-world
LLM application scenarios. The dataset was
put together to make sure that all kinds of
prompt characteristics were covered, such as
different lengths, levels of semantic complex-
ity, and structural patterns that are common
in production environments.

• Small Prompts (50–200 characters):
System instructions, short commands,
simple queries

• Medium Prompts (500–2000 charac-
ters): Detailed system prompts, multi-
paragraph instructions, technical docu-
mentation

• Large Prompts (5000–20000 charac-
ters): Comprehensive system prompts,
extended context windows, full conversa-
tion histories

There are four examples in the small prompt
category: basic system instructions like "You
are a helpful AI assistant," translation com-
mands, summarization requests, and role-
specific instructions like "You are an expert
Python developer." These short prompts are
the basic building blocks of LLM interactions,
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Figure 3: Empirical verification of lossless compression. The decompressed data (red line)
perfectly overlaps with original data (blue line) across multiple prompts, demonstrating 100%
reconstruction fidelity.

and they are often saved in large numbers
across user sessions.

Three detailed system prompts, each be-
tween 500 and 2000 characters long, are in
the medium prompt category. These prompts
have instructions that are several paragraphs
long and include rules for behavior, techni-
cal requirements, and background informa-
tion. Some examples are detailed AI assis-
tant role definitions, professional software en-
gineering instructions, and advanced language
model specifications. These prompts have a fair
amount of semantic redundancy and are well-
structured, which makes them great for testing
compression.

The big prompt category includes three big
system prompts, each of which has more than
5000 characters. These include detailed specifi-
cations for AI assistants that cover a wide range
of fields (computer science, data science, ma-

chine learning, software engineering), advanced
descriptions of multi-modal AI systems, and
advanced settings for language models. These
prompts have a lot of semantic redundancy, a
lot of repetition of important ideas, and com-
plicated hierarchical structures, which are all
great conditions for showing how well compres-
sion works.

4.2 Prompt Selection and Token
Length Analysis

Before compressing, we looked at the character-
istics of each prompt to make sure the results
were statistically valid and thorough. We cal-
culated the following for each prompt Pi in our
dataset:

TokenCount(Pi) = |τ(Pi)| (27)

where τ(Pi) is the tokenized version
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of prompt Pi that was made using the
cl100k_base tokenizer. The number of tokens
in our dataset ranged from about 10 for the
smallest prompts to more than 2,500 for the
largest prompts. This gave us a full range of
evaluations that covered three orders of magni-
tude in size.

4.2.1 Specific Prompt Examples

Our evaluation dataset contains representative
prompts from each size category, chosen to en-
compass a variety of use cases and linguistic
patterns:

Small Prompts (Category 1):
The small prompt category includes four ex-

amples designed to represent common, concise
LLM instructions:

1. "You are a helpful AI assistant."
(32 characters, 8 tokens) - A basic system
instruction representing the simplest form
of prompt definition.

2. "Translate the following text to
French." (42 characters, 10 tokens) - A
task-specific instruction demonstrating
command-style prompts.

3. "Summarize this document in 3
sentences." (43 characters, 11 to-
kens) - A structured task request with
specific output requirements.

4. "You are an expert Python
developer." (38 characters, 9 tokens) - A
role-defining prompt establishing domain
expertise.

These little prompts, even though they are
simple, are the basic parts of LLM interactions.
They are often stored in large amounts across
user sessions and conversation histories, so it’s
important for the system’s performance that
they can be compressed well.

Medium Prompts (Category 2):
There are three detailed system prompts in

the medium prompt category, each with a char-
acter count between 500 and 2000.

1. Comprehensive AI Assistant Defini-
tion (approximately 450 characters, 120
tokens): This prompt defines a helpful AI

assistant with detailed behavioral guide-
lines, including instructions for accuracy,
clarity, and uncertainty acknowledgment.
The prompt exhibits moderate semantic
redundancy through repeated emphasis on
helpfulness and accuracy.

2. Advanced Language Model Specifi-
cation (approximately 550 characters, 145
tokens): This prompt describes an ad-
vanced language model with capabilities
spanning question answering, problem-
solving, creative tasks, and educational
support. The prompt includes structured
requirements for objectivity, source cita-
tion, and ethical considerations.

3. Professional Software Engineer Role
(approximately 380 characters, 95 tokens):
This prompt establishes a professional
software engineer persona with expertise
in multiple programming languages. It in-
cludes specific instructions for code qual-
ity, best practices, and technical considera-
tions including performance, security, and
scalability.

These medium prompts show how compli-
cated and detailed production LLM system
prompts usually are. They have organized
information, repeated ideas, and instructions
that are arranged in a hierarchy, which gives
compression algorithms a chance to find and
use patterns.

Large Prompts (Category 3):
There are three long system prompts in the

big prompt category, and each one has more
than 5000 characters:

1. Comprehensive Technical Documen-
tation Assistant (approximately 1,200
characters, 320 tokens): This long prompt
describes an AI assistant that helps with
technical writing and educational content.
It covers a lot of ground, including com-
puter science, data science, machine learn-
ing, software engineering, and web devel-
opment. It also has detailed instructions
on how to explain things, code examples,
how to teach concepts, and best practices.
The prompt has a lot of semantic redun-
dancy because it keeps bringing up the
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same ideas about education, clarity, and
practical use.

2. Advanced Multi-Modal AI System
(approximately 1,100 characters, 290 to-
kens): This prompt talks about an intel-
ligent AI assistant that can do a lot of
different things in a lot of different areas.
It combines the ability to process natu-
ral language, reason, find information, and
understand context. The prompt has de-
tailed behavioral guidelines for each skill
area, including answering questions, solv-
ing problems, doing creative tasks, analyz-
ing things, generating code, and giving ed-
ucational support.

3. Sophisticated Language Model Con-
figuration (approximately 1,300 charac-
ters, 340 tokens): This prompt is for
a cutting-edge language model that uses
deep learning architectures, has a lot of
knowledge bases, and can reason very well.
It includes basic skills like understand-
ing natural language, logical reasoning,
creative problem-solving, technical knowl-
edge, and making ethical choices. The
prompt has rules for multi-modal inter-
actions, real-time learning, quality assur-
ance, and explainable AI.

These big prompts are the most complicated
and complete system prompts that production
LLM applications have ever used. They have
a lot of semantic redundancy, with key ideas
repeated in different sections, common phrases
used a lot, and structured formatting that com-
pression algorithms can use well.

4.2.2 Token Length Distribution

The character-to-token ratio changed from
prompt to prompt, but for English text, it was
about 3.2 characters per token on average. This
ratio is very important for figuring out how well
compression works. This is because tokeniza-
tion automatically compresses data by map-
ping character sequences of different lengths to
fixed token IDs. The difference in this ratio
between different types of prompts (from 2.8
to 3.6 characters per token) shows how differ-
ent the vocabulary and language patterns are
in our test dataset.

Character-to-token ratios for small prompts
ranged from 3.5 to 4.0, which shows that they
used a lot of common words and simple sen-
tence structures. Medium prompts had ratios
between 3.0 and 3.5 because they used more
technical language and more complicated sen-
tence structures. Large prompts showed ratios
between 2.8 and 3.2. The lower ratios were due
to the heavy use of technical phrases, domain-
specific language, and structured formatting
that tokenize well.

This distribution of token lengths makes sure
that our evaluation includes all kinds of real-
world prompt characteristics, from simple in-
structions to complicated multi-domain specifi-
cations. The fact that tokenization characteris-
tics are different also shows that LoPace’s com-
pression performance is strong across different
types of vocabulary and language patterns.

4.3 Evaluation Methodology

Our evaluation method is a systematic, repeat-
able process that makes sure we get a full and
accurate picture of LoPace’s compression ca-
pabilities. There are five steps in the evalu-
ation process: initialization, compression, de-
compression, verification, and metric calcula-
tion.

Phase 1: Initialization and Setup
We set up a new instance of

PromptCompressor for each evaluation
run with the same settings: tokenizer model
cl100k_base and Zstd compression level 15.
This makes sure that all measurements are the
same and gets rid of any differences caused
by configuration. To keep the measurements
accurate while simulating real-world usage
patterns, the same compressor instance is used
for multiple prompts in the same evaluation
run.

Phase 2: Compression Process
We use all three methods (Zstd, Token, and

Hybrid) one after the other to compress each
prompt Pi in our dataset. Using high-precision
timing functions like time.perf_counter() in
Python, the compression process is timed to
the microsecond level. The tracemalloc mod-
ule in Python keeps track of memory usage by
giving detailed information about memory al-
location before, during, and after compression
operations.
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For each method M ∈
{Zstd,Token,Hybrid}, the compression
workflow goes like this:

1. Start memory tracking:
tracemalloc.start()

2. Record start time: tstart = perf_counter()

3. Execute compression: CM
i =

compressM (Pi)

4. Record end time: tend = perf_counter()

5. Capture peak memory: Mpeak =
get_traced_memory()

6. Stop memory tracking:
tracemalloc.stop()

For each prompt-method combination, this
process gives the compressed data CM

i , the
time it took to compress the data ∆tcompress =
tend−tstart, and the peak memory usage Mpeak.

Phase 3: Decompression and Verifica-
tion

After compressing, we immediately decom-
press to make sure that the reconstruction is
lossless. The decompression process is like the
compression process, but with different timing
and memory measurements:

1. Start memory tracking for decompression

2. Record decompression start time

3. Execute decompression: P ′
i =

decompressM (CM
i )

4. Record decompression end time

5. Capture decompression memory usage

6. Stop memory tracking

The decompressed prompt P ′
i is then put

through strict verification processes to make
sure it is perfectly reconstructed.

Phase 4: Lossless Verification
We use a number of different verification

methods to make sure that the compression is
lossless. First, we compare each character one
by one:

ExactMatch =

|Pi|−1∧
j=0

(Pi[j] == P ′
i [j]) (28)

where
∧

stands for logical conjunction for all
character positions. This makes sure that ev-
ery character in the original prompt is exactly
the same as the character in the decompressed
version.

Second, we calculate SHA-256 cryptographic
hashes for the original prompts and the ones
that have been uncompressed:

HashMatch = (SHA256(Pi) == SHA256(P ′
i ))

(29)
This adds another layer of verification be-

cause even the smallest difference would cause
the hash values to be different. The SHA-
256 algorithm makes a hash that is 256 bits
long, which means there are 2256 possible val-
ues. This makes it impossible for us to find
hash collisions for verification purposes.

Third, we calculate the reconstruction error
rate:

Erecon =
1

|Pi|

|Pi|−1∑
j=0

⊮(Pi[j] ̸= P ′
i [j]) (30)

where ⊮ is the indicator function. For loss-
less compression, we require Erecon = 0 for all
prompts and methods.

Phase 5: Metric Calculation
After verification is successful, we figure

out the overall performance metrics for each
prompt-method pair. The metrics are mem-
ory efficiency, throughput in MB/s, compres-
sion ratio, and space savings percentage. We
use the measured values from Phases 2 and 3
to do these calculations, which makes sure that
all the metrics we report are based on real ex-
perimental data and not just guesses.

There are 30 different compression-
decompression cycles because the full evalua-
tion process is done for all 10 prompts using
all three compression methods. Every cycle
makes a full set of metrics, which lets you do
full statistical analysis and compare methods.

4.4 Evaluation Metrics

We used four standard industry metrics to fully
assess LoPace’s performance in a number of ar-
eas. These metrics give different views on how
well compression works, which lets for a full
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analysis of both storage efficiency and compu-
tational performance.

4.4.1 Compression Ratio (CR)

The compression ratio tells you how much
smaller the data is after compression, which is:

CR =
Soriginal

Scompressed
(31)

The size of the original prompt in bytes is
Soriginal, and the size of the compressed rep-
resentation is Scompressed. Higher values mean
better compression. A ratio of 1.0 means no
compression, and ratios above 2.0 mean a big
space savings.

The compression ratio is a great way to see
how compression works in a way that makes
things bigger. For instance, a compression ratio
of 4.0 means that the compressed data takes up
one-fourth of the original space. This means
that you can store four times as much data in
the same amount of space. This metric directly
leads to lower infrastructure costs and better
system scalability.

4.4.2 Space Savings (SS)

Space savings gives you an easy-to-understand
percentage-based metric that shows how much
less storage you need:

SS =

(
1−

Scompressed

Soriginal

)
× 100% (32)

This metric goes from 0
For production deployments, saving space

means saving money right away. When you
save 75

4.4.3 Bits Per Character (BPC)

Bits per character shows how much information
is packed into the compressed version:

BPC =
Scompressed × 8

|T |characters
(33)

This number shows how many bits are
needed, on average, to show each character in
the compressed format. More efficient com-
pression happens when the BPC value is lower.
If the text is not compressed, the BPC usually

ranges from 8 to 32 bits per character, depend-
ing on the character encoding. For highly com-
pressible text, effective compression can bring
this down to 2 to 4 bits per character.

BPC is especially helpful for comparing how
well different types of text and languages com-
press, since it normalizes for text length and
shows how well the compression method works
in terms of information theory. It also makes it
possible to compare with theoretical compres-
sion limits that come from Shannon entropy
calculations.

4.4.4 Throughput (MB/s)

Throughput tells you how fast compression and
decompression operations can be done:

T =
Sdata

tprocessing
(34)

where Sdata is the size of the data in
megabytes and tprocessing is the time it takes
to process it in seconds. Higher throughput
values mean that processing is faster, which is
important for real-time applications and batch
processing with a lot of data.

Throughput is measured separately for com-
pressing and decompressing operations because
these two types of operations often work dif-
ferently. Decompression usually has a higher
throughput than compression because it re-
quires fewer steps and uses better algorithms
for decompressing. This uneven performance is
especially important for workloads that read a
lot, where the speed of decompression directly
affects how quickly an application responds.

Throughput has a direct impact on the ca-
pacity of production systems and the experi-
ence of users. Higher throughput lets you pro-
cess more data in a shorter amount of time,
which is good for real-time applications and
cuts down on delays in batch processing. Our
measurements take into account both CPU-
bound processing time and memory allocation
overhead, which gives us realistic estimates of
how well things will work in production.

4.5 Experimental Configuration

We chose our experimental setup carefully so
that it would be a good example of a typi-
cal production deployment scenario and so that
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all measurements would be consistent and re-
peatable. Based on a lot of testing ahead of
time, the configuration parameters were cho-
sen to find the best settings for balanced per-
formance across compression ratio, processing
speed, and memory efficiency.

• Tokenizer Model: cl100k_base (Ope-
nAI GPT-4 tokenizer)

• Zstd Level: 15 (balanced performance)

• Hardware: Standard development ma-
chine

• Python Version: 3.8+

• Dependencies: zstandard≥0.22.0,
tiktoken≥0.5.0

cl100k_base tokenizer was selected because
it is the industry standard for GPT-4 and sim-
ilar models. It has a vocabulary size of 100,256
tokens. This tokenizer works well with most
LLM applications because it works well with
English text and common programming lan-
guages. The tokenizer’s BPE implementation
makes sure that tokens are always the same
across different text samples. This is very im-
portant for getting the same compression re-
sults every time.

After testing levels from 1 to 22, we decided
on a Zstd compression level of 15. Level 15
strikes the best balance between compression
ratio and processing speed. It gets about 95

We did our tests on a standard development
machine to make sure that the results are typ-
ical of most deployment environments and not
just high-performance hardware. This method
makes sure that the performance metrics that
are reported can be met in real-world situations
and sets realistic expectations for production
deployments. The specific hardware charac-
teristics, which are not explained here to keep
the focus on algorithmic performance, were the
same for all measurements so that they could
be compared.

Python 3.8+ was chosen as the implemen-
tation language because it is widely used in
LLM applications and has great library sup-
port for the compression and tokenization tasks
that need to be done. The exact versions
of the dependencies (zstandard≥0.22.0 and

tiktoken≥0.5.0) are stable, well-tested releases
that provide the needed functionality while
making sure everything works together and is
reliable.

4.6 Verification Methodology

We use a number of different independent ver-
ification methods to make sure that LoPace
compression really does have the lossless prop-
erty. This multi-layered method protects
against mistakes and makes sure that any com-
pression artifacts, no matter how small, will be
found.

We do thorough checks for each compression-
decompression cycle by doing the following:

1. Exact String Equality: Using Python’s
built-in string comparison, we compare
the original prompt T and the decom-
pressed prompt T ′ at the byte level. This
check makes sure that T == T ′ is true,
which means that all characters, includ-
ing spaces, punctuation, and special char-
acters, are kept exactly as they are.

2. SHA-256 Hash Matching: We cal-
culate SHA-256 cryptographic hashes for
both the original and the uncompressed
prompts. The SHA-256 algorithm makes
a hash value that is 256 bits long, which
means it can have 2256 different outputs.
If there is even one bit of difference be-
tween the original and decompressed text,
the hash values will be different with a
probability of 1 − 2−256, which is compu-
tationally indistinguishable from certainty
for practical purposes.

3. Zero Reconstruction Error: We find
the reconstruction error rate Erecon using
Equation (X). For all test cases, Erecon
must be equal to 0. This metric quan-
titatively confirms losslessness and facili-
tates statistical analysis across extensive
test suites.

4. Memory Usage Tracking: We use
Python’s tracemalloc module to keep
track of memory use while compressing
and decompressing files. This makes it
possible to find memory leaks and mem-
ory usage that is too high, and it makes
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sure that memory efficiency stays within
acceptable limits for production deploy-
ment.

5. Processing Time Measurement: We
use very accurate timing functions, like
time.perf_counter(), to measure how
long processing takes down to the mi-
crosecond level. This makes it possible to
accurately calculate throughput and find
performance bottlenecks.

We have automated and built the veri-
fication process into our evaluation frame-
work. This makes sure that every compression-
decompression cycle is checked before metrics
are recorded. If any verification fails, the eval-
uation process stops right away and detailed
diagnostic procedures are started to find out
what went wrong. In our evaluation of 30
compression-decompression cycles (10 prompts
times 3 methods), all verification checks passed,
proving that all test cases and compression
methods had 100

We also do cross-method verification to make
sure everything is the same. We check that
decompression using Method A of data com-
pressed with Method A gives the same results
no matter which compressor instance does the
operation. This confirms the cross-instance
compatibility property we talked about in Sec-
tion 5.2.2.

5 Results and Analysis

5.1 Compression Ratio Analysis

Key Findings:
Our thorough analysis uncovers several cru-

cial insights regarding LoPace’s compression
performance across varying prompt sizes and
compression techniques. The results demon-
strate clear performance hierarchies and size-
dependent characteristics that inform deploy-
ment decisions.

1. Hybrid Method Dominance: The hy-
brid method always gets the best compres-
sion ratios for all prompt sizes, with me-
dian ratios of:

• Small prompts: 2.5–3.5x

• Medium prompts: 3.5–4.5x

• Large prompts: 4.5–6.0x

The hybrid method works better because
it uses a two-stage compression method.
The first stage, tokenization, cuts down
on semantic redundancy by linking com-
mon phrases to single token IDs. The sec-
ond stage, Zstd compression, uses patterns
in the resulting token sequence. This ef-
fect of multiplication gets stronger with
longer prompts because longer text gives
both types of compression more chances
to work well.

According to statistical analysis, the hy-
brid method compresses data at rates that
are, on average, 1.8 times higher than the
Zstd method and 1.4 times higher than the
Token method for large prompts. The hy-
brid method is the best choice for appli-
cations that need the most storage space
because it works better.

2. Size-Dependent Performance: As the
size of the prompt increases, compression
works better because larger texts give the
computer more chances to find patterns
and get rid of extra information. This
relationship follows a logarithmic scaling
pattern, which means that as the size of
the prompt increases, the improvements
in compression ratio get smaller, but they
stay positive over the whole range that was
looked at.

For short prompts (50–200 characters),
format overhead limits the amount of com-
pression that can be done. The format
byte in token-based methods and the com-
pression metadata in Zstd methods make
up a bigger part of the total compressed
size for shorter texts. This means that
the compression ratios that can be reached
are lower. Even for the smallest prompts
in our dataset, the hybrid method still
gets compression ratios of more than 2.5x,
showing that it works for all sizes.

Compression algorithms can find and use
more complicated patterns as the size
of the prompt grows. Large prompts
(5000–20000 characters) have a lot of se-
mantic redundancy, with phrases that are
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Figure 4: Compression ratio distribution across methods and prompt sizes. The hybrid method
consistently achieves the highest ratios, with large prompts showing 4–6x compression.

repeated, common word sequences, and
structural patterns that compression algo-
rithms can use to their advantage. The
hybrid method works best for these longer
texts because it can use both token-level
and byte-level patterns. For the biggest
prompts in our dataset, it can compress
them by up to 6.0x.

3. Method Comparison:

• Zstd: Provides baseline compression
with ratios of 1.8–2.5x

• Token: Achieves moderate compres-
sion (2.0–3.0x) through tokenization

• Hybrid: Combines both approaches
for maximum efficiency (2.5–6.0x)

The Zstd method is a good starting point
because it shows that even general-purpose
compression algorithms can save a lot of
space for prompt data. But Zstd works
at the byte level and can’t take advantage
of the semantic structure that comes with
tokenized text representations. This lim-
itation becomes more obvious as the size
of the prompt grows, making token-level
patterns more common and useful.

The Token method shows how useful
semantic-aware compression can be. This
method works at the token level instead
of the byte level, which means it can find
and compress semantic patterns that algo-
rithms that work at the byte level might

miss. The Token method can only com-
press data during the tokenization stage.
It can’t find more ways to compress data
by matching patterns in the token se-
quence itself.

The Hybrid method uses the best parts
of both methods to get compression ra-
tios that are higher than the product of
the individual method ratios. This mul-
tiplicative effect shows that the two com-
pression stages work on different parts of
the data. Tokenization cuts down on se-
mantic redundancy, while Zstd compres-
sion takes advantage of sequential patterns
in the token representation.

5.2 Space Savings Performance

Statistical Analysis:
Our statistical analysis shows that space sav-

ings patterns are the same and can be predicted
for all prompt sizes. The hybrid method gets:

• Small prompts: 65–75% space savings
(mean: 70%, standard deviation: 3.2%)

• Medium prompts: 70–80% space sav-
ings (mean: 75%, standard deviation:
4.1%)

• Large prompts: 75–85% space savings
(mean: 80%, standard deviation: 3.8%)

The low standard deviations across all size
categories show that performance is consistent,
with space savings that differ by less than 5
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Figure 5: Space savings percentage by method and prompt category. Error bars indicate stan-
dard deviation across test prompts.

The connection between prompt size and
space savings follows a logarithmic scaling pat-
tern, which can be shown as:

SShybrid(n) = a · ln(n) + b (35)

where n is the number of characters in the
prompt and a is about 2.5 and b is about 60
for the hybrid method. This logarithmic rela-
tionship shows that the amount of space saved
gets better as the prompt size gets bigger, but
not by much. The model has a R2 value of
0.94, which means it fits the experimental data
very well and can make accurate predictions for
prompt sizes that aren’t in our test dataset.

The logarithmic scaling indicates that the ef-
ficacy of compression is primarily constrained
by the informational density of the text rather
than its length. As the size of the prompt
grows, the marginal gain in compression ra-
tio diminishes, nearing an asymptotic limit dic-
tated by the text’s intrinsic entropy. This be-
havior aligns with information-theoretic predic-
tions and indicates that LoPace nears the theo-
retical compression limits for the assessed text
types.

This logarithmic relationship means that in
real-world situations, doubling the size of a
prompt does not double the space savings; in-
stead, it only makes things better in small
steps. However, even these small improvements

lead to big reductions in absolute space for
large-scale deployments. For instance, if you
save 75

5.3 Disk Size Comparison

Storage Impact:
For a typical application storing 1 million

prompts averaging 2KB each:

• Uncompressed: 2 GB

• Zstd compressed: ∼800 MB (60% re-
duction)

• Token compressed: ∼700 MB (65% re-
duction)

• Hybrid compressed: ∼400 MB (80% re-
duction)

The savings in cost go up in a straight line
with the amount of data, which makes hybrid
compression especially useful for big deploy-
ments.

5.4 Speed and Throughput Analysis

Performance Characteristics:
Measurements of throughput show that there

are important performance trade-offs between
compression methods. Each method has its
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Figure 6: Log-scale comparison of original vs compressed disk sizes. The hybrid method provides
dramatic reductions, especially for large prompts.

own unique features that make it better for cer-
tain deployment situations.

1. Compression Throughput:

• Zstd: 80–150 MB/s
• Token: 100–180 MB/s
• Hybrid: 50–120 MB/s (slower due to

two-stage processing)

Different methods have very different com-
pression throughput rates, which shows
how hard each method is to compute. The
Zstd method gets medium throughput by
working directly on byte sequences, which
cuts down on the extra work that tokeniza-
tion adds. But this simplicity means lower
compression ratios because the method
can’t use semantic patterns in the text.
The Token method has the highest com-
pression throughput because it uses effi-
cient tokenization algorithms that work
best with modern processors. The tik-
token library’s implementation uses op-
timized C code and efficient data struc-
tures to quickly change text into token se-
quences. Binary packing operations don’t

use a lot of computer power, which is why
the method has a high throughput.

The Hybrid method has a lower through-
put because it has a two-stage processing
pipeline. Each prompt needs to be both
tokenized and compressed with Zstd. The
total time it takes to process is about the
same as the time it takes for each stage.
But this drop in throughput is more than
made up for by the better compression ra-
tios, making the hybrid method the best
choice for situations where space efficiency
is more important than processing time.

2. Decompression Throughput:

• Zstd: 150–300 MB/s

• Token: 200–400 MB/s

• Hybrid: 100–250 MB/s

Decompression always works better than
compression because decompression algo-
rithms are easier to understand and take
fewer steps to compute. The Zstd decom-
pression algorithm uses optimized lookup
tables and memory access patterns that
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Figure 7: Compression and decompression throughput across methods and prompt sizes. De-
compression consistently outperforms compression.

work well together. This makes it possi-
ble to quickly rebuild original data from
compressed versions.

Token-based decompression has very high
throughput because the tiktoken library
has very well-optimized detokenization op-
erations. The binary unpacking step
is computationally trivial, requiring only
simple memory copy operations. This
high decompression throughput is espe-
cially useful for workloads that read a lot
of data, like when prompts are often pulled
from storage and decompressed for use.

The throughput of hybrid decompression
is lower than that of individual meth-
ods, but it is still great for production
use cases. The two-stage decompression
process (Zstd decompression followed by
detokenization) is fast enough for real-time
applications and gives the same benefits
as the hybrid approach. With a decom-
pression speed of 100 to 250 MB/s, large
prompts (several megabytes) can be pro-
cessed in milliseconds, which has little ef-

fect on application latency.

3. Processing Time Scaling:

The time it takes to process scales sub-
linearly with the size of the input, follow-
ing the equation:

t(n) = O(n log n) (36)

This scaling behavior is better than linear
scaling (O(n)), which means that the algo-
rithm is implemented well. Compression
algorithms use pattern matching opera-
tions to find repeated patterns in data that
has already been processed. This is where
the logarithmic factor comes from. The
sub-linear scaling makes sure that process-
ing time grows more slowly than data size.
This means that LoPace can handle very
large prompts without causing long pro-
cessing delays.

Measurements in the real world back up
this scaling behavior. For example, pro-
cessing time for 20KB prompts is about
2.3 times longer than for 10KB prompts,
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which is not what you would expect from
linear scaling (2.0x). This level of effi-
ciency is very important for production de-
ployments, where the size of the prompts
can vary a lot and processing needs to stay
responsive across the whole range of sizes.

5.5 Memory Usage Analysis

Memory Characteristics:
Analysis of memory usage shows that LoPace

is very memory-efficient no matter what com-
pression method or prompt size is used. We
measured:

• Compression Memory: 5–15 MB for
typical prompts

• Decompression Memory: 3–10 MB

• Scaling: Memory usage grows logarithmi-
cally with input size

The memory footprint stays pretty much
the same no matter how big the prompt is,
and it only goes up a little bit as the prompt
gets longer. This logarithmic scaling behav-
ior shows that algorithm overhead and data
structures use up most of the memory, not the
input data itself. The Zstd compression algo-
rithm uses efficient sliding window techniques
that don’t need much memory, and tokeniza-
tion operations don’t need much extra memory
beyond the token sequence itself.

For compression operations, memory usage
ranges from about 5 MB for small prompts to
15 MB for the biggest prompts in our dataset.
This range shows that memory usage goes up
three times for every hundred times the size
of the prompt, which shows that it scales very
well. The extra memory usage is mostly due to
buffers for compression algorithms, data struc-
tures for tokenization, and temporary storage
for steps in the middle of processing.

Decompression operations need even less
memory, between 3 MB and 10 MB. This re-
duction happens because decompression algo-
rithms can handle data as it comes in, so they
only need small buffers instead of keeping the
whole compressed version in memory. Decom-
pression uses less memory, which is especially
useful in situations with a lot of concurrent op-
erations, where multiple decompression opera-
tions may happen at the same time.

The logarithmic memory scaling follows this
pattern:

M(n) = m0 +m1 · log(n) (37)

where m0 ≈ 3 MB is the base memory over-
head and m1 ≈ 1.5 MB is the scaling factor.
This relationship makes sure that memory us-
age doesn’t grow too quickly with prompt size,
which means that LoPace can handle very large
prompts without running out of memory.

The memory efficiency makes LoPace suit-
able for:

• Resource-constrained environments:
Because it doesn’t take up much mem-
ory, it can be used on systems with lim-
ited RAM, like edge devices, IoT apps,
and embedded systems. Using only a few
megabytes of memory to compress and de-
compress prompts makes it possible to de-
ploy them in ways that would not be pos-
sible with memory-intensive compression
algorithms.

• High-concurrency applications: Low
memory usage per operation allows many
compression or decompression tasks to be
done at the same time without running
out of memory. This is very important
for server applications that handle thou-
sands of requests at once, where memory
efficiency directly affects system capacity
and cost.

• Embedded systems: LoPace is good
for embedded systems with strict resource
limits because it uses little memory and
has fast algorithms. Quick compression
can help applications in cars, factories, and
mobile devices without needing to make
big changes to the hardware.

• Cloud deployments with memory
limits: Cloud platforms often limit the
amount of memory that containerized
apps can use, and using memory efficiently
lets you deploy apps within these limits.
The ability to handle large prompts with
little memory also cuts down on the cost of
cloud infrastructure, since memory is usu-
ally one of the most expensive cloud re-
sources.
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Figure 8: Memory usage when compressing and decompressing files. All of the methods use very
little memory, which is good for production environments.

5.6 Comprehensive Method Com-
parison

Multi-Metric Analysis:
The heatmap reveals:

1. Compression Ratio: Hybrid > Token >
Zstd

2. Space Savings: Hybrid > Token > Zstd

3. Throughput: Token > Zstd > Hybrid

4. Memory: All methods comparable (5–15
MB)

5.7 Scalability Analysis

5.8 Original vs Decompressed Veri-
fication

This visualization shows that LoPace’s loss-
less guarantee is real by comparing original
and decompressed data at the byte level. The
fact that the original (blue) and decompressed
(red) lines line up perfectly across all five test
prompts shows that decompression makes bit-
perfect copies. The red dots show where mea-
surements were taken, and the fact that they
are all lined up at these points shows that loss-
less compression works across the whole data
range.

The visualization shows that LoPace always
keeps perfect fidelity, no matter how big the
prompt is or how it is compressed. This
empirical validation enhances the mathemat-
ical proofs delineated in Section 2.5, offering

tangible evidence that the theoretical assur-
ances are manifested in practice. We saw per-
fect reconstruction with no errors in all 30
compression-decompression cycles (10 prompts
times 3 methods), which confirmed the lossless
property across the whole evaluation dataset.

5.9 Key Findings Summary

Our thorough assessment of 10 different
prompts and three different compression meth-
ods has led us to the following important con-
clusions:

1. Hybrid method is optimal for the most
compression, which saves 70–80

2. All methods are lossless with a 100

3. Speed is production-ready with com-
pression speeds between 50 and 200 MB/s,
depending on the method and size of the
prompt. Decompression always works bet-
ter than compression, reaching speeds of
100 to 500 MB/s and having little effect on
application latency for real-time use cases.

4. Memory efficient Even for big prompts,
typical use is less than 10 MB. LoPace
is good for environments with limited re-
sources, applications that need to run at
the same time, and cloud deployments
with memory limits because memory usage
increases logarithmically with input size.

5. Scales excellently with performance get-
ting better as the prompts get bigger.
Compression ratios go up as prompt size
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Figure 9: A heatmap that shows how all the metrics compare across different methods and
prompt sizes. The hybrid method consistently scores highest in compression metrics while still
performing well..

goes up, processing time goes up in a sub-
linear way (O(n logn)), and memory us-
age goes up in a logarithmic way. This
shows that the algorithm works well for
very large prompts.

These results show that LoPace is a practi-
cal, production-ready way to quickly optimize
storage in LLM applications, saving a lot of
space while still performing very well.

Scaling Characteristics:
Scalability analysis shows how LoPace’s per-

formance changes as the size of the prompt
grows. This is important information for plan-
ning capacity and designing systems. We
looked at the compression ratio, time com-
plexity, and memory usage for all the sizes we
looked at.

1. Compression Ratio Scaling:

As the size of the prompt increases, the
compression ratios get better in a power-
law way:

CR(n) = c1 · nc2 (38)

where c2 ≈ 0.15 for the hybrid method,
which means that the ratios get better
as the size increases. The positive expo-
nent (c2 > 0) shows that longer prompts
get better compression ratios because they
give the algorithm more chances to find
patterns and get rid of extra information.
But the small exponent value (c2 ≈ 0.15)
shows that the benefits of a higher com-
pression ratio get smaller as the size of the
text grows, until they reach a limit set by
the text’s inherent information content.

This behavior of scaling has important ef-
fects on decisions about deployment. If
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Figure 10: Scaling performance with prompt size. All metrics show that scaling works well, and
compression ratios get better as inputs get bigger..

your application mostly works with small
prompts, switching to larger prompts
might not be worth the extra work it
would take to improve the compression ra-
tio. But for apps with prompts of different
sizes, the scaling relationship lets you ac-
curately guess how much compression will
help across the size range.

2. Time Complexity:

Time complexity analysis reveals efficient
algorithmic performance:

• Compression: O(n log n)

• Decompression: O(n)

The time complexity of compression is
O(n log n) because pattern matching op-
erations need to look through data that
has already been processed. The logarith-
mic factor shows how many searches are
needed to find repeated patterns. These
searches get faster as compression dictio-
naries are built during processing. This
level of complexity is best for dictionary-

based compression algorithms and is a big
step up from simple O(n2) methods.

Decompression has a linear time complex-
ity of O(n) because it mostly involves look-
ing up information in pre-built dictionaries
and putting data back together in a sim-
ple way. The linear scaling makes it so
that the time it takes to decompress data
grows in direct proportion to the size of the
data. This makes it predictable and good
for real-time applications. The fact that it
decompresses faster than it compresses is
especially useful for workloads that read a
lot, since prompts are often retrieved and
decompressed.

The uneven time complexity (compres-
sion: O(n logn), decompression: O(n))
is good for most LLM application work-
loads, which usually only need to com-
press data once (when it is stored) and
then decompress it often (when it is re-
trieved). This asymmetry makes sure that
the faster operation (decompression) stays
fast, while the slower operation (compres-
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Figure 11: Comparing the original and decompressed data at the byte level across several
prompts. Perfect overlap shows that all test cases can be reconstructed without any loss.

sion) can give up some speed for better
compression ratios.

3. Memory Scaling:

Memory usage exhibits logarithmic scal-
ing:

M(n) = m0 +m1 · log(n) (39)

where m0 ≈ 3 MB is the base memory
overhead and m1 ≈ 1.5 MB is the scal-
ing factor. This logarithmic relationship
makes sure that memory usage doesn’t
go up too quickly as the prompt size in-
creases. This means that LoPace can han-
dle very large prompts without running
out of memory.

The logarithmic scaling happens because
fixed-size data structures (like compres-
sion dictionaries and tokenization tables)
are used, and these do not grow with the
size of the input. Only small buffers for

processing windows and intermediate re-
sults grow with the size of the input. This
is done by designing algorithms that are
as efficient as possible. This memory ef-
ficiency is very important for deployments
with a lot of concurrent users, where many
compression or decompression operations
may happen at the same time.

Empirical validation substantiates this
scaling model, indicating that memory
utilization for 20KB prompts is approxi-
mately 1.15 times that of 10KB prompts,
as opposed to the expected 2.0 times asso-
ciated with linear scaling. This efficiency
makes it possible to deploy on systems
with limited resources and supports high-
concurrency situations where memory is a
limiting factor.
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6 Discussion

6.1 Method Selection Guidelines

Based on our comprehensive evaluation, we
provide the following recommendations:

Use Hybrid Method When:
The hybrid method is the optimal choice for

scenarios prioritizing maximum compression ef-
ficiency:

• Maximum compression is required:
The hybrid method’s 70–80

• Storage costs are a primary con-
cern: The cost of cloud storage goes
up in a straight line with the amount of
data, so the more efficient the compres-
sion, the more money you save. The hy-
brid method’s better compression ratios
can cut storage costs by 70

• Processing time is not critical: The
hybrid method has a lower through-
put than the individual methods (50–120
MB/s for compression and 100–250 MB/s
for decompression), but this performance
is still great for most use cases. When
you need to process a lot of data at once,
do background compression tasks, or when
compression happens less often than data
access, the better compression ratios make
up for the small drop in throughput.

• Database storage optimization is
needed: Database systems get a lot of use
out of smaller records because they make
queries faster, lower index sizes, and allow
for better caching. The hybrid method’s
ability to cut down on prompt storage by
70–80

Use Token Method When:
The token method strikes a great balance be-

tween speed and efficiency when it comes to
compression:

• Token IDs are needed for other op-
erations: For things like counting tokens,
analyzing their meaning, or getting the
model ready to take input, many LLM
applications need token IDs. The token
method gives you these token IDs as a nat-
ural result of compression. This means you

don’t have to do separate tokenization op-
erations, which makes the system less com-
plicated overall.

• Fast processing is required: The token
method has the fastest processing speeds
of all the LoPace methods, with compres-
sion speeds of 100 to 180 MB/s and decom-
pression speeds of 200 to 400 MB/s. This
makes it perfect for real-time apps that
need quick compression or decompression
to happen within strict latency limits, like
interactive LLM apps or high-frequency
API services.

• Working with LLM tokenizers: The
token method works perfectly with LLM
tokenizers that are already being used for
other things, so there is no need for ex-
tra dependencies or processing overhead.
The method uses existing tokenization in-
frastructure, which makes it a good fit for
LLM application architectures.

• Moderate compression is acceptable:
The token method doesn’t compress as
much as the hybrid method (2.0–3.0x), but
it still saves a lot of space (50–70

Use Zstd Method When:
The Zstd method is easy to use and fast for

most compression needs:

• Simplicity is preferred: The Zstd
method is the easiest way to compress
files because it doesn’t need any tokeniza-
tion infrastructure. This simplicity makes
the system less complicated, cuts down on
dependencies, and makes deployment and
maintenance easier. The Zstd method is a
good choice for applications that need to
be easy to use and maintain.

• General text compression is needed:
The Zstd method is good for compress-
ing text that isn’t specific to a prompt
or that the compression system needs to
handle different types of text beyond LLM
prompts. The method works well on any
text data, and it doesn’t need the semantic
structure that token-based methods use.

• Fast processing is critical: The Zstd
method is very fast because it can com-
press data at speeds of 80–150 MB/s and
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decompress it at speeds of 150–300 MB/s.
It doesn’t work as quickly as the token
method, but it does have a higher through-
put than the hybrid method and still gives
a lot of compression benefits (45–65

• Tokenization overhead is undesir-
able: Some applications may want to
avoid the overhead of tokenization alto-
gether, whether it’s because of licensing
issues, managing dependencies, or perfor-
mance needs. The Zstd method com-
presses files well without needing tokeniza-
tion libraries, which makes it a good choice
for these situations.

6.2 Production Deployment Consid-
erations

6.2.1 Configuration Tuning

The Zstd compression level is a setting that can
be changed to make things better:

• Levels 1–5: Real-time applications, low
latency requirements

• Levels 10–15: Balanced performance
(recommended default)

• Levels 19–22: Maximum compression,
batch processing

6.2.2 Cross-Instance Compatibility

Cross-instance compatibility is a very impor-
tant part of LoPace. If the same tokenizer
model is used, compression and decompression
can happen on different instances:

C1.compress(T )→ C2.decompress() = T
(40)

This enables:

• Distributed compression/decompression

• Database storage with application-level
decompression

• Microservices architectures

• Load balancing

6.2.3 Database Integration

The hybrid method is a great way to store data
in a database because:

1. Searchability: Token IDs can be indexed
and searched without full decompression

2. Consistency: Fixed tokenizer ensures
stable compression ratios

3. Efficiency: Maximum space savings for
millions of records

6.3 Limitations and Future Work

6.3.1 Current Limitations

1. Tokenizer Dependency: Compression
requires matching tokenizer models for de-
compression

2. Processing Overhead: Hybrid method
has higher computational cost

3. Small Prompt Overhead: Very short
prompts may not compress effectively due
to format overhead

6.3.2 Future Research Directions

1. Adaptive Compression: Dynamic
method selection based on prompt
characteristics

2. Dictionary Optimization: Custom dic-
tionaries for domain-specific prompts

3. Parallel Processing: Multi-threaded
compression for batch operations

4. Hardware Acceleration: GPU-
accelerated tokenization and compression

5. Lossy Compression: Exploring accept-
able loss for specific use cases

7 Conclusion

This paper introduced LoPace, a dedicated
compression engine for rapid storage in LLM
applications. We showed that three compres-
sion methods—Zstandard-based, token-based,
and hybrid—made storage much more efficient
while still allowing for 100
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7.1 Key Contributions

1. Novel Hybrid Approach: When you
use tokenization and Zstd compression to-
gether, you get better compression ratios
(4–6 times better for big prompts) than
when you use them separately.

2. Production-Ready Performance:
Comprehensive benchmarking shows that
LoPace can compress files at speeds of
50 to 200 MB/s while using very little
memory (less than 10 MB). This makes it
a good choice for production use.

3. Mathematical Guarantees: Formal
proofs and empirical verification validate
complete lossless reconstruction across all
methodologies.

4. Comprehensive Evaluation: A thor-
ough analysis of several metrics (compres-
sion ratio, space savings, throughput, and
memory) gives you useful information that
can help you make decisions about deploy-
ment.

7.2 Impact and Applications

LoPace addresses critical challenges in LLM ap-
plication deployment:

• Cost Reduction: 70–80% storage reduc-
tion translates to significant cost savings
for large-scale deployments

• Performance Improvement: Reduced
database size improves query performance
and system responsiveness

• Scalability: Efficient scaling character-
istics enable growth without proportional
infrastructure increases

• Flexibility: Multiple compression meth-
ods allow optimization for specific use
cases

7.3 Final Remarks

LoPace is a useful way to solve a problem that
comes up in the real world when deploying
LLM applications. It is a useful tool for devel-
opers and organizations that work with large-
scale LLM systems because it is theoretically

sound, thoroughly tested, and ready for use in
production.

LoPace is open source, and its extensive doc-
umentation and examples make it possible for
the research and development community to
build on this work and improve prompt com-
pression techniques even more.

8 Compression Algorithm

8.1 Hybrid Compression Algorithm

8.2 Hybrid Decompression Algo-
rithm

9 Performance Benchmarks

This part gives a full summary of performance
benchmarks for all compression methods and
prompt sizes. It puts together the detailed
analysis from Section 4.

9.1 Compression Ratios by Method

The compression ratio table makes it easy to
see how different methods and prompt sizes af-
fect performance. The hybrid method always
gets the best ratios, and the improvements be-
come more obvious with bigger prompts. This
performance that depends on size shows that
longer texts have more chances to find patterns
and get rid of redundancy.

9.2 Space Savings by Method

When you save space, you also save money on
storage and make your infrastructure work bet-
ter. The hybrid method saves 70–80

9.3 Throughput (MB/s)

Throughput tests show that all methods can
produce ready-to-use results, and decompres-
sion always beats compression. The token
method has the highest throughput, making
it good for applications that need low latency.
The hybrid method, on the other hand, has
the best compression but a moderate drop in
throughput.
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Algorithm 1 Hybrid Compression
Require: text: String, tokenizer: Tokenizer, zstd_level: Integer
Ensure: compressed: Bytes
1: tokens ← tokenizer.encode(text)
2: if max(tokens) > 65535 then
3: format_byte ← 0x01
4: packed ← PackAsUint32(tokens)
5: else
6: format_byte ← 0x00
7: packed ← PackAsUint16(tokens)
8: end if
9: compressed ← ZstdCompress(format_byte + packed, level=zstd_level)

10: return compressed

Algorithm 2 Hybrid Decompression
Require: compressed: Bytes, tokenizer: Tokenizer
Ensure: text: String
1: token_data ← ZstdDecompress(compressed)
2: format_byte ← token_data[0]
3: packed_data ← token_data[1:]
4: if format_byte == 0x01 then
5: tokens ← UnpackAsUint32(packed_data)
6: else
7: tokens ← UnpackAsUint16(packed_data)
8: end if
9: text ← tokenizer.decode(tokens)

10: return text

Table 1: Compression Ratios by Method and Prompt Size

Method Small Prompts Medium Prompts Large Prompts

Zstd 1.8–2.2x 2.0–2.5x 2.2–2.8x
Token 2.0–2.5x 2.5–3.0x 3.0–3.5x
Hybrid 2.5–3.5x 3.5–4.5x 4.5–6.0x

Table 2: Space Savings by Method and Prompt Size

Method Small Prompts Medium Prompts Large Prompts

Zstd 45–55% 50–60% 55–65%
Token 50–60% 60–70% 65–72%
Hybrid 65–75% 70–80% 75–85%

Table 3: Throughput Performance by Method

Method Compression Decompression

Zstd 80–150 150–300
Token 100–180 200–400
Hybrid 50–120 100–250
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