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Modern large language model (LLM) serving systems face challenges from highly variable
requests with diverse lengths, priorities, and stage-specific service-level objectives (SLOs).
Meeting these requires real-time scheduling, rapid and cost-effective scaling, and support for
both collocated and disaggregated Prefill/Decode (P/D) architectures.
We present HyperFlexis, a unified LLM serving system that integrates algorithmic and system-
level innovations to jointly optimize scheduling and scaling under multiple SLOs. It features
a multi-SLO-aware scheduler that leverages budget estimation and request prioritization to
ensure proactive SLO compliance for both new and ongoing requests. The system supports
prefill- and decode-stage multi-SLO scheduling for P/D-disaggregated architectures and KV
cache transfers. It also enables cost-effective scaling decisions, prefill–decode instance linking
during scaling, and rapid P/D role transitions. To accelerate scaling and reduce cold-start latency,
a device-to-device (D2D) weight transfer mechanism is proposed that lowers weight loading
overhead by up to 19.39×. These optimizations allow the system to achieve up to 4.44× higher
SLO attainment, 65.82% lower request latency, and cost parity with state-of-the-art baselines.
The code will be released soon.
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1. Introduction

The widespread adoption of large language models (LLMs) [1, 14, 28, 41, 42, 50] across diverse
applications [1, 6, 20, 43, 48], has created an urgent demand for highly scalable and efficient
serving systems [22]. However, serving LLMs effectively remains challenging due to strict
latency requirements, high query concurrency, and limited computational resources.

A fundamental challenge is the need to satisfy diverse and often conflicting service level
objectives (SLOs) associated with different types of tasks. These SLOs may range from tight
latency constraints for real-time interactions to high-throughput requirements for batch jobs,
and cost-efficiency demands for long-running or low-priority tasks. For example, in interactive
chatbots [1], users expect fast responses with minimal latency. In contrast, large-scale document
summarization tasks [48] can tolerate longer startup times but require fast token generation
once the process begins. In practice, the inference cluster must handle a heterogeneous mix of
such requests concurrently, requiring careful balancing of resource allocation between latency-
sensitive and latency-tolerant jobs.

This variability of workloads, particularly in multi-SLO scenarios with diverse latency and
throughput targets, motivates the need for elastic scalability in LLM serving systems. Rapid,
fine-grained scaling is essential, as fluctuating workload intensity and request characteristics
can cause one class of requests to impact others if resources cannot adapt promptly. Achieving
this is non-trivial due to the complexity of resource allocation and adaptation. Collocated
and disaggregated Prefill/Decode (P/D) deployments provide different strategies to handle
these challenges: collocated P/D is simpler and lower-overhead, making it suitable for small-
scale systems where tight coordination between prefill and decode is feasible. In contrast,
disaggregated P/D [17, 57] allows the two phases to scale independently and specialize resources
according to their distinct computational demands, which is crucial for large-scale deployments
with heterogeneous workloads.

Another challenge for P/D disaggregated scenario is that existing systems often make a
one-shot dispatching decision [59], assigning both the prefill and decode instances as soon as
the request arrives. This approach has two drawbacks: first, it is difficult to accurately predict
when the prefill stage will finish due to queuing delays; second, even if the prefill completion
time could be estimated, the decode-stage workload distribution at that future moment is hard to
foresee, potentially leading to SLO violations.

Beyond these limitations, multi-SLO workloads introduce an additional challenge: they
must be scheduled across multiple servers and instances where resource contention can shift
rapidly. Effectively addressing these challenges requires a system that can dynamically schedule
multi-SLO requests while adaptively scaling resources across both collocated and disaggregated
P/D deployments, ensuring SLO attainment under varying workloads.

Recent works have begun to explore the challenges of multi-SLO scheduling in this context.
They primarily focused on single-task [13, 30, 47, 59] or single-instance [40, 52] scheduling,
while some approaches address scaling [16, 38]. Although promising, these methods do not fully
support multi-task, multi-instance workloads, limiting performance and efficiency.

To address the challenges of multi-SLO scheduling and elastic scaling in modern LLM
serving, we introduce HyperFlexis, a unified system that combines algorithmic and system-level
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innovations. Our design supports both prefill-decode disaggregated and co-located execution
models.

Our system makes the following contributions:

• We propose HyperFlexis, a multi-SLO-aware LLM serving system that integrates schedul-
ing and scaling to achieve high SLO compliance, low latency, and cost-efficient operation.

• We design a Multi-SLO-Aware Dispatcher that efficiently serves requests with heteroge-
neous SLOs by organizing them into SLO-aware queues and assigning them to workers via
an Instance-Priority Queue. For P/D disaggregated deployments, the dispatcher schedules
prefill and decode stages independently, using a Dispatcher for prefill-stage tasks and
a Migrator for decode-stage tasks, ensuring proactive SLO compliance and improved
resource utilization. Evaluation shows that HyperFlexis improves SLO attainment by up
to 4.44×, reduces latency by up to 65.82%, and lowers cost by up to 49.81%.

• We develop a unified scaling framework that supports both collocated and disaggregated
execution. The P/D scaling controller dynamically adjusts resources based on load and
utilization, enabling seamless role transitions between prefill and decode workers. To
further reduce scaling overhead, we introduce a fast scaling mechanism that leverages
device-to-device (D2D) model weight transfers, cutting cold-start latency by up to 19.39×.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides background, and Section 3
formulates the problem. Section 4 presents the overall design of HyperFlexis, followed by
detailed discussions of dispatching in Section 5 and scaling in Section 6. Section 7 describes the
experimental setup, and Section 8 presents the evaluation results. Finally, Sections 9, 10, and 11
cover the ablation study, related work, and conclusions, respectively.

2. Background

2.1. Large Language Model & LLM Service

LLMs are deep neural networks trained on vast amounts of text data to perform a variety
of natural language processing tasks, such as text generation, summarization, and question
answering. Examples include Alibaba’s Qwen [5], and Meta’s LLaMA [42], which represent
state-of-the-art open-source models used in research and industry.

LLM inference typically involves two computationally distinct phases: the Prefill phase,
which generates the first token using full-sequence attention, and the Decode phase, where
subsequent tokens are generated incrementally using cached key–value states. The Prefill phase
is both latency-sensitive and compute-intensive due to full attention computation, whereas the
Decode phase is more throughput-oriented, benefiting from batching and sparsity techniques [21].

An LLM service generally follows a client–server architecture: the client submits a sequence
of text as a request; the server, hosting the LLM on accelerators such as GPUs or NPUs, performs
inference over the request and returns (or streams) the generated output to the client. This
architecture enables interactive applications such as chatbots, code assistants, and real-time
translation services.
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2.2. Execution Modes: Collocated vs. Disaggregated

LLM serving systems can be deployed under different execution modes, which determine how
computational and memory resources are organized to process user requests. In the collocated
mode, all stages of inference are executed on the same set of devices, both the compute-intensive
prompt phase and the throughput-oriented decode phase. This approach minimizes inter-device
communication latency, but can lead to under-utilization when workloads are unbalanced. In
the disaggregated mode, computation and/or memory resources are separated across devices or
nodes. Disaggregation enables flexible scaling, better resource utilization, and reduced cost for
large-scale serving, but introduces additional communication overhead [21, 35, 36].

2.3. Ascend NPU

Neural Processing Units (NPUs), including Ascend, are domain-specific accelerator designed
for large-scale matrix and tensor operations common in deep learning, often delivering higher
performance and energy efficiency than general-purpose CPUs or GPUs [26]. Built on the Da
Vinci architecture [27], each AI core integrates a cube tensor engine, vector unit, and scalar unit,
all optimized for neural network computation—unlike GPUs, which were originally crafted for
graphics and then adapted for general compute. The accompanying CANN software stack [60]
supports popular frameworks (e.g., MindSpore, PyTorch) and compiles workloads into optimized
operator graphs for the hardware. Ascend NPUs are deployed in both standalone servers and
large-scale clusters, such as the CloudMatrix platform, enabling scalable, multi-tenant training
and inference for diverse AI applications [19, 58].

2.4. Multi-SLOs Serving

An SLO is a measurable performance target that a system aims to achieve, usually based on
user experience requirements. In LLM inference, common latency-related SLOs include Time-
to-First-Token (TTFT) and Time-Per-Output-Token (TPOT). TTFT measures the elapsed time
from when a request is issued to when the first token is generated. It mainly depends on the
latency-sensitive prompt phase and is critical for interactive applications such as chatbots. TPOT
measures the average time taken to generate each subsequent token after the first. This metric is
influenced by the decode phase and affects throughput.

Multi-SLO serving refers to handling workloads where different requests have distinct SLO
targets. Supporting multiple SLOs in the same system is challenging because optimizing for
one metric can degrade the other. Without multi-SLO awareness, a system may over-provision
resources for low-priority requests or starve latency-critical ones, leading to poor user experience
and inefficient utilization [7, 21, 53].

3. Problem Formulation

In this section, we formalize a dynamic, latency-aware scheduling and scaling problem for LLM
serving under heterogeneous and unpredictable request arrivals, while balancing two competing
goals: (1) Minimizing NPU usage cost. As computing resources are expensive, overprovisioning
directly impacts operating expenses. (2) Maximizing user satisfaction. Users expect strict SLOs
for TTFT and TPOT, especially in interactive applications. Achieving both requires real-time
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Figure 1 | Overview of HyperFlexis’s LLM serving architecture and request flow. A client
request enters through the API Server (1) and passes through the Dispatcher’s Queue Manager
(2). The Scheduler uses the N-token Calculator (3), Latency Predictor (4), and Monitor status
to make a scheduling decision, update the Worker List (5) and send the Decision to workers
(6). In collocated execution (red path), after the execution, the Model Response (7) is sent back
to the API Server. In P/D disaggregated execution (green path), the Dispatcher schedules the
prefill stage (6), and after Prefill Completion (7), the Migrator schedules the decode stage (8),
transferring KV cache (9) via the TLManager before decoding. Once decoding completes, the
Model Response (10) is returned. The Scaler continuously monitors the system and triggers
scaling in or out through the TLManager.

decisions about scaling and dispatching, and stage-dependent processing characteristics.

The system receives a stream of 𝑀 requests, denoted by 𝑅 = {𝑟1, . . . , 𝑟𝑀}. A request 𝑟𝑚
arriving at 𝑇arrival(𝑟𝑚) is characterized by input length 𝑙in(𝑟𝑚), output length 𝑙out(𝑟𝑚), and service-
level objectives TTFT(𝑟𝑚) and TPOT(𝑟𝑚). These attributes jointly determine the computational
demand imposed on the serving system and the likelihood of meeting user-specified SLOs.

Requests are dispatched to NPU workers 𝑊 = {𝑤1, . . . , 𝑤𝑁}, where 𝑁 is bounded by
cluster resource availability. Each request progresses through two distinct stages: the prefill stage
and the decode stage.

In the prefill stage, the prompt is processed in its entirety prior to output generation. Specifi-
cally, given a prefill batch {𝑟1, . . . , 𝑟𝐵}, the prefill latency 𝐸𝑝 can be estimated [57] by

𝐸𝑝 = 𝑎+ 𝑏
𝐵∑︁

𝑚=1

𝑙in(𝑟𝑚) + 𝑐

𝐵∑︁
𝑚=1

(︀
𝑙in(𝑟𝑚)

)︀2
, (1)

where the coefficients are empirically profiled. The quadratic term accounts for the superlinear
growth in latency with large prompt lengths. In the decode stage, output tokens are generated
incrementally. The per-step latency for a decoding batch is given by

𝐸𝑑 = 𝑎′ + 𝑏′
𝐵∑︁

𝑚=1

𝑙cur(𝑟𝑚) + 𝑐′𝐵, (2)

where 𝑙cur(𝑟𝑚) denotes the current length of request 𝑟𝑚, defined as the number of prefill and
decoded tokens so far. The term 𝑐′𝐵 captures batching effects on decoding efficiency.
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System-level performance is evaluated from two complementary perspectives. From the cost
perspective:

Cost =
𝑁∑︁

𝑛=1

(active time of worker 𝑛) · UnitCost, (3)

where UnitCost denotes the cost of renting a worker per second. From user perspective, the
satisfaction can be measured by

Attainment =
1

𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

ITTFT(𝑟𝑚) · ITPOT(𝑟𝑚), (4)

where ITTFT(𝑟𝑚) denotes whether TTFT requirement is met, and similar for TPOT. Other user-
centric metrics can also be considered, e.g., the end-to-end latency for request 𝑟𝑚 is 𝐿E2E(𝑟𝑚) =
𝑇complete(𝑟𝑚)− 𝑇arrival(𝑟𝑚).

The decision problem is to determine, at each event (request arrival or prefill/decode com-
pletion), both (i) whether to adjust the number of active workers and (ii) how to assign pending
requests to available workers. Key challenges include balancing batching for NPU efficiency with
SLO compliance, coordinating prefill/decode stages to avoid contention, proactive scaling under
model startup delays, and adapting to unpredictable workloads. These considerations motivate
real-time scheduling and scaling decision-making that explicitly incorporates stage-level latency
modeling and trade-offs between cost and attainment.

4. HyperFlexis Overall System Design and Framework

In this section, we present the overall system design and framework of HyperFlexis as illustrated
in Figure 1.

We present our design based on two guiding principles:

1. Locally, we ensure that each worker adheres to SLOs for its requests, maximizing the
number of requests it can process without violating these constraints.

2. Globally, a scaler makes scaling decisions based on the current system state, scaling out to
handle urgent requests and scaling in during under-utilization.

At a high level, multiple client applications submit LLM inference requests with hetero-
geneous latency targets, including TTFT and TPOT. These requests enter the system through
an API server and are managed by the centralized Multi-SLO-Aware Dispatcher (§5). The
dispatcher classifies requests by SLO type and enqueues them in a Request Priority Queue.
Leveraging system status information from the Monitor, and using available token budgets and
predicted latencies, it determines which requests to dispatch. A Worker-Priority Queue predicts
worker availability and assigns requests, ensuring that new assignments do not violate the SLOs
of either new or ongoing requests.

Execution proceeds differently depending on the deployment mode. In a collocated configu-
ration, dispatched requests are executed on workers and results are returned directly to clients
through the API server. In a P/D disaggregated setting, scheduling is split into two stages: (i)
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prefill requests are scheduled to prefill workers according to TTFT constraints, and (ii) decode
requests are later migrated and scheduled by the Migrator based on TPOT priorities. The
TransferLink Manager (TLManager) coordinates this migration by transferring KV cache
data between workers.

Resource provisioning is managed by a Scaling Controller (§6), which supports both
disaggregated and collocated deployments. It dynamically adjusts worker counts based on real-
time metrics such as utilization and queue states. The Scaling Controller also enables seamless
role transitions between prefill and decode workers.

To further improve scalability, HyperFlexis integrates a fast scaling mechanism using the
TLManager. Instead of loading model weights from storage, weights are transferred directly
from an already running instance via a high-bandwidth D2D link, significantly reducing cold-start
latency.

The Monitor subsystem underpins these mechanisms by continuously collecting statistics
on worker utilization, request latencies, queue states, and worker roles. This data feeds into both
scheduling and scaling decisions.

In summary, HyperFlexis unifies multi-SLO-aware scheduling, disaggregated prefill/decode
execution, and fast, role-adaptive scaling into a single system. It ensures efficient resource use
while meeting diverse latency objectives. In the following section, we elaborate on how these
mechanisms are realized in practice.

5. Dispatching Mechanism and Policy

5.1. SLO-Aware Dispatching Mechanism.

SLO-aware dispatching must balance two goals: (i) admitting new requests promptly so urgent
work begins without delay and (ii) protecting in-flight requests to meet their SLOs. We use
a centralized dispatcher to avoid the coordination overhead and suboptimal placements of
decentralized schemes, where each worker selects from requests. Our design prioritizes ongoing
requests and admits new ones only when workers can safely accommodate them, determined by
a maturity time that indicates when a worker can accept additional load without risking deadlines.
By maintaining and updating maturity times centrally, the dispatcher enables low-overhead
global scheduling that preserves SLOs while admitting new requests as early as possible.

Collocated Architecture. The Dispatcher module maintains a global queue of incoming
requests (𝑄𝑅), prioritized first by SLO requirements and then by arrival time. The scheduling
process proceeds in five steps: (1) Select a worker. The dispatcher selects the earliest available
worker from a priority queue (𝑄𝑊 ) ordered by maturity time. Maturity time is centrally computed
using per-worker latency models and updated worker state; after each dispatch, it is recalculated
immediately, with periodic telemetry from the monitor used to correct delayed observations. (2)
Compute token budget. For the chosen worker, the dispatcher calculates its token budget 𝑛token,
which bounds how many tokens can be generated without violating any SLOs

𝑛token ≤
TTFT · TPOT− TTFT · 𝐸𝑑 − 𝑎 · TPOT

𝑏 · TPOT
(5)
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Figure 2 | Priority-based SLO mapping example. SLOTTFT is determined from recent perfor-
mance data.

where TTFT and TPOT denote the tightest latency targets, 𝐸𝑑 is the estimated decode cost of
ongoing requests, and (a, b) are coefficients from the latency model. This computation ensures
that the requests assigned to each worker comply with the SLOs. (3) Scan the request queue. The
dispatcher scans 𝑄𝑅, which is sorted by TPOT and arrival time, to identify candidate requests
ℛ that could fit within the token budget. (4) Admit feasible requests. For each candidate, the
dispatcher estimates the probability of meeting its TTFT constraint given its waiting time, TTFT
target, estimated prefill duration, and current worker utilization. Only requests whose probability
exceeds a predefined threshold are admitted into the ℛ. (5) Dispatch and update state. Then
ℛ will be dispatched to the selected worker. The worker’s maturity time is updated based on
the predicted processing duration under the new workload and reinserted into the 𝑄𝑊 . The
dispatcher also updates its local shadow state for that worker before moving on to the next
available one.

This step-by-step process ensures that urgent requests are admitted promptly while preventing
overload, preserving capacity for future high-priority arrivals. The pseudo code for this algorithm
is provided in Algorithm 1.

PD-Disaggregated Architecture. In P/D-disaggregated configuration, we have separate
worker pools for prefill (𝑃 ) and decode (𝐷). Therefore, independent schedulers for each stage are
used based on Algorithm 1, with the 𝑃 -stage handling incoming prefill requests using previous
Dispatcher and the 𝐷-stage processing prefilled requests will be handled by Migrator module.

This two-stage scheduling contrasts with existing systems that often use one-shot dispatching,
assigning both prefill and decode instances as soon as a request arrives. One-shot dispatching
suffers from two main drawbacks: (i) prefill completion times are hard to predict due to queuing
delays, and (ii) decode-stage workload distribution is uncertain, potentially causing SLO viola-
tions. Two-stage, multi-SLO-aware dispatching addresses these issues by decoupling scheduling
into two modules: the Dispatcher for prefill-stage and the Migrator for decode-stage, isolated in
separate processes but sharing instance workload state. This separation prevents performance
interference, naturally balances CPU usage, and is particularly beneficial on Ascend servers with
ARM cores that have limited single-thread performance.

For maturity time, in the 𝑃 stage, since a prefill step in static batching is non-interruptible, we
set the next maturity interval of an instance to the time when its next prefill batch is completed.
In the 𝐷 stage, workers can be interrupted at each decode iteration. We estimate the time for the
next decoding step and make decisions at every iteration.
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Algorithm 1: SLO-aware Dispatcher (adaptive interval based on SLO)
Attribute Request Priority Queue 𝑄𝑅:A queue that stores incoming requests based on

their (TPOT, arrival time).
Attribute Worker Priority Queue 𝑄𝑊 :A queue that maintains the states of all workers

(i.e., instances), ordered by their next available (maturity) time.
Function OnRequestArrive(request 𝑟):

// Triggered when a new request arrives.

Add 𝑟 to the 𝑄𝑅 according to its task type;
Function Init():

Start RunInBackground() and Dispatcher() coroutines, and add them to the
event loop;

Function calculate_p(𝑟):
𝑡remaining ← (arrival_time(𝑟) + TTFT(𝑟))− (now + 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑙𝑙(𝑟));
return 𝑝 based on 𝑡remaining and resource utilization mapped to range [0, 1]

Function get_ntoken(𝑤):
// calculate max number of token without SLO violation.

Coroutine RunInBackground():
while True do

await sleep for interval time 𝑇 ;
Synchronize with the current states of local workers;

Coroutine Dispatcher():
while True do

// Select the worker with the earliest maturity time(available time)

𝑤 ← 𝑄𝑊 .pop()
// Free tokens for each worker are collected during synchronization

token_limit← min(free_token(𝑤), get_ntoken(𝑤));
New requests to dispatchℛ ← ∅;
// Prioritize requests from stricter SLO.

for request 𝑟 ∈ 𝑊𝑅 do
if calculate_p(𝑟) ≥ 𝜃 and (#tokens in 𝑟 + #tokens inℛ < token_limit)
then

Add request 𝑟 toℛ;

Dispatchℛ to worker 𝑤, and update worker states and our local worker’s state
accordingly;

// Compute the next wake-up time for worker 𝑤 to optimize scheduling. Calculate

expected prefill latency 𝐸𝑝

𝐸𝑝 ← 𝑓(ℬwait ∪ℛ; a prefill step);
𝐸𝑑 ← 𝑓(ℬwait ∪ℛ∪ℬrun; a decoding step) ; // Calculate future decoding latency

𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥← min{𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇𝑟 | 𝑟 ∈ ℬwait ∪ℛ ∪ ℬrun} − 𝐸𝑑 ; // Future time-saving in

each decoding iteration

Worker 𝑤 next maturity time← current time +𝐸𝑝 +
𝐸𝑝

𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥
𝐸𝑑;

𝑄𝑊 .push(𝑤);
𝑤′ ← 𝑄𝑊 .peek() ; // Select the next worker from worker priority queue

await 𝑤′.mature_time− now ; // Sleep till the next worker 𝑤′ is available

11



5.2. Priority-Based SLO Mapping

We design a priority-based SLO mapping scheme to handle cases where users cannot specify
explicit metrics such as TTFT or TPOT. In real deployments, customers often lack precise latency
targets, but they can usually express the relative importance of their applications. Our scheme
leverages these priorities to derive latency SLOs dynamically, adapting them over time as the
system operates. This is illustrated in Figure 2 and explained below with five steps.

(1) Priority as input. Each request is assigned a priority 𝑝, with 0 being the highest and 𝑁 −1
the lowest, with 𝑁 representing the total number of priority levels. (2) Sliding-window history.
The system maintains two sliding windows of size 𝑊 for recent TTFT and TPOT values. Each
new result is inserted while the oldest entry is dropped, ensuring SLOs are based on up-to-date
conditions. (3) Mapping priority to latency. For each new request (𝑟new), the system determines
its SLO latency within the window using an indexing scheme. The base index accounts for all
higher-priority requests already placed in the window, while the offset determines the request’s
position within its own priority class. This mapping biases higher priorities toward lower-latency
quantiles and lower priorities toward higher-latency quantiles. Formally:

base =

𝑝−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝐶𝑖, offset =
⌊︂
𝑝+ 1

𝑁 + 1
· 𝐶𝑝

⌋︂
(6)

where 𝐶𝑖 is the count of completed requests with priority 𝑖 in the window. The sum (𝑖𝑠 =
base + offset) indexes the latency used as the provisional SLO for 𝑟new. (4) Correcting for
queuing effects. To prevent temporary queue spikes from inflating SLOs, we subtract the extra
queuing delay between the chosen reference request and the most recent request of the same
priority. This correction keeps SLOs aligned with real-time system behavior. (5) Ensuring
stability. Derived SLOs are bounded within pre-defined ranges per priority. A contention-aware
rule further stabilizes outcomes: If higher-priority requests are pending, the system enforces the
strict lower bound. Otherwise, the bound is relaxed so lower-priority requests may complete
sooner without undermining priority ordering.

Finally, the adjusted TTFT and TPOT values are delivered to the SLO-aware scheduler
(Algorithm 1) for integration into dispatching decisions.

6. Scaling Mechanism and Policy

To mitigate SLO violations from insufficient resources, we design a threshold-based scaling
mechanism (Algorithm 3). The Scaler module executes every 𝜏 seconds, monitoring worker
utilization, request wait times (relative to their SLOs), input queue rates, and system processing
rates. If any of these metrics exceed an upper threshold 𝜖𝑜, additional workers are provisioned.
Conversely, if they remain below a lower threshold 𝜖𝑖 for a sustained period, workers are
decommissioned to improve cost efficiency.

Scaling in disaggregated P/D deployments requires additional considerations. Because
prefill and decode workloads differ in generation length and SLO requirements, our system
independently scales each phase and dynamically reassigns workers across roles when their
demand diverges. This role reconfiguration avoids unnecessary instance churn. To enable it,
vLLM-Ascend engines are role-agnostic and communicate through flexible P/D links that support
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Algorithm 2: Priority-Based SLO Assignment
Input: Request 𝑟𝑛𝑒𝑤 with priority 𝑝 ∈ [0, 𝑁−1]
Output: Assigned SLOs for request 𝑟𝑛𝑒𝑤
Attribute ttft_records and tpot_records: Sorted sliding windows of recent

request SLOs (size 𝑊 )
Attribute 𝐶0, 𝐶1, ..., 𝐶𝑁−1: Counts of requests per priority in sliding window
Attribute last_queue_time: Last observed queue time list for each priority
// Retrieve TTFT and TPOT from sliding windows

𝑖𝑑𝑥← 𝑔𝑒𝑡_𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦_𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥(𝑝, 𝐶[0 : 𝑁 − 1]);
(𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡, 𝑞_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒)← ttft_records[𝑖𝑑𝑥];
𝑡𝑝𝑜𝑡← tpot_records[𝑖𝑑𝑥];
// Adjust TTFT to reduce impact of queue time spikes

∆𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑢𝑒_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 ← 𝑞_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒− last_queue_time[𝑝];
𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡← 𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡−∆𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑢𝑒_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒;
last_queue_time[p]← 𝑞_𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒;
// Retrieve and clamp TTFT and TPOT

𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡← 𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑚𝑝(𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡,min_ttft(𝑝),max_ttft(𝑝));
𝑡𝑝𝑜𝑡← 𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑚𝑝(𝑡𝑝𝑜𝑡,min_tpot(𝑝),max_tpot(𝑝));
return (𝑡𝑡𝑓𝑡, 𝑡𝑝𝑜𝑡);

bidirectional KV data transfer. The TLManager proactively establishes these links when new
workers are added, ensuring immediate traffic handling and avoiding the latency of on-demand
setup as in Mooncake [33].

Fast Scaling A major challenge in scaling is cold-start latency, since loading large model
weights from disk take time if not cached in memory. To address this, we introduce Fast Scaling,
a two-stage weight provisioning design. First, a warm-up pool of instances is pre-initialized:
each launches its CPU runtime but delays weight loading, with the pool size defaulting to the
maximum number of devices. Each running instance includes a WeightManager that maps
tensor names to memory pointers, enabling them to act as weight sources. During scaling, the
TLManager selects a source instance, sets up a temporary communication domain, and maps
devices based on topology. The target issues asynchronous receive_weight requests while the
source performs send_weight operations, transferring data tensor-aligned and device-to-device.
After completion, the target moves from the warm-up to the running pool; on failure, the system
falls back to disk loading. This approach reduces cold-start latency while preserving reliability.

7. Experimental Setup

We evaluate HyperFlexis on different models, realistic hardware constraints, and representative
multi-SLO workloads. Unless otherwise noted, all methods are tested under identical hardware,
software, and workload configurations to ensure a fair comparison. Each experiment is repeated
three times, with the mean shown as point and the standard deviation represented as error bars in
the plots.
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Algorithm 3: SLO-Aware Scaling (High-Level)
Input: 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑠: list of workers utilization,
𝑇𝑤𝑎𝑖𝑡: list of request wait times relative to SLOs,
𝑅𝐼𝑛: rate of incoming requests,
𝑅𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠: rate at which requests are processed
Attribute 𝜏 : scaling interval,
𝜖𝑜: upper threshold for scaling out,
𝜖𝑖: lower threshold for scaling in;
while True do

if time since last scaling decision ≥ 𝜏 then
// Compute overall system load metric

𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑀𝑒𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐← 𝑓(𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑠, 𝑇𝑤𝑎𝑖𝑡, 𝑅𝐼𝑛, 𝑅𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠)
if 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑀𝑒𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐 > 𝜖𝑜 then

scale_out() ; // Add worker

if 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑀𝑒𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑐 < 𝜖𝑖 then
scale_in() ; // Remove worker

7.1. Environment

We conducted all experiments on a cluster of four servers. Each server is equipped with eight
Ascend NPUs [25], each providing 64 GB of memory. Additionally, each server contains four
HiSilicon Kunpeng-920 CPUs [49], with 48 cores per CPU (192 cores in total), running in 64-bit
ARMv8-A mode (aarch64). Our implementation is built upon PyTorch 2.1.0 [4] with the Ascend
backend, Python 3.9.9, CANN 7.6 [24], and vLLM-Ascend [44].

7.2. Serving Models

We evaluate our system using three representative open-source LLMs: Qwen7B and Qwen32B [5],
and Llama70B [42]. These models span a wide range of deployment scales, from lightweight
setups to large-scale deployments. All experiments are conducted with FP16 or BF16 precision,
the standard configuration for inference serving as it balances efficiency and accuracy. We em-
ploy tensor parallelism [37] (TP) to distribute weights across devices, using TP=1 for Qwen7B,
TP=2 for Qwen32B, and TP=8 for Llama70B.

7.3. Benchmark Workloads and Datasets

We evaluate our approach using two distinct multi-SLO task sets. The first set contains four
diverse tasks with heterogeneous SLO requirements, summarized in Table 1. This set includes
the medical_qa dataset [12], which consists of auto-generated answers to clinical medical
questions; the tldr_content_gen and tldr_headline_gen datasets [54], which focus on
text generation by producing article content from headlines and headlines from article content,
respectively; and the wikisql dataset [54, 56], a semantic parsing benchmark mapping natural
language questions to SQL queries over tables. The second set comprises two tasks, gsm8k [11]
that contains grade school math word problems and sharegpt [55] that is a collection of
conversational data, representing high-complexity reasoning and conversational AI workloads,
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Task SLO (s) Lengths

TTFT TPOT Input Output

medical_qa [12] 0.7 0.5 32.57 ± 10.32 38.92 ± 16.83
tldr_content_gen [54] 1 0.7 44.38 ± 6.58 96.04 ± 35.03
tldr_headline_gen [54] 2 0.9 121.82 ± 35.04 13.59 ± 6.55
wikisql [54] 20 1 643.22 ± 337.01 27.82 ± 4.84
gsm8k [11] 0.7 0.2 51.44 ± 15.78 90.13 ± 26.73
sharegpt[55] 2 0.5 259.19 ± 324.88 207.79 ± 234.99

Table 1 | Summary statistics of the benchmark tasks. The first four tasks form the 4-task
multi-SLO set, and the last two form the 2-task set. Input/output lengths are reported as mean ±
standard deviation over 300 requests.

respectively.

For evaluation, we draw 300 samples per task. Requests for each task follow a Poisson
inter-arrival time distribution, with each task contributing an equal number of samples. A fixed
random seed is used to ensure reproducibility.

For priority-based SLO mapping (HyperFlexis-PM), we use the median SLO targets from
Table 1 with a ±25% range to separate priorities while allowing dynamic assignment based on
real-time workloads.

7.4. Baselines

We compare HyperFlexis against four scheduling approaches. A L A D D I N [30] is a heuristic-
based latency optimizer for single-task scenarios. S I M U L AT E D A N N E A L I N G ( S A ) [18]
is a stochastic scheduler for multi-SLO workloads. S C O R P I O [40] also targets multi-SLO
workloads; we added Round Robin logic to it to support multi-instance scheduling. Finally,
we use Llumnix [39] with R O U N D R O B I N ( R R ) as another baseline (referred to simply as
RR). These baselines cover both single-task and multi-SLO strategies, enabling evaluation under
diverse competitive conditions. Experiments are conducted in the collocated system unless stated
otherwise.

7.5. Metrics

We evaluate performance using three metrics (§3): SLO attainment, the fraction of requests
meeting latency targets; E2E latency, the total time from request arrival to token generation; and
Resource cost (Equation 3), the cumulative active time of all instances (one unit = one instance
active for 50 ms), capturing both instance count and duration for fair comparison between
methods with and without scaling.
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Figure 3 |Multi-task performance on 2-task and 4-task workloads. Metrics include SLO
attainment (top, higher is better), end-to-end latency (middle, lower is better), and cost (bottom,
lower is better) for HyperFlexis, RR, SCORPIO, and HyperFlexis-Scaling. Results use two
workers, with up to four for scaling.

8. Evaluation

8.1. Multi-task Performance Evaluation

8.1.1. Collocated Architecture Results

We first evaluate HyperFlexis under multi-task workloads, with the comparative results shown in
Figure 3.

SLO Attainment As shown in the upper row of Figure 3, HyperFlexis and HyperFlexis-
Scaling consistently achieve higher SLO attainment than both R R and S C O R P I O, with the
gap widening at higher query-per-second (QPS). In the 4-task benchmark, HyperFlexis improved
attainment by up to 2.60× over R R and 1.73× over S C O R P I O, while HyperFlexis-Scaling
achieved up to 4.44× and 2.59×, respectively. In the 2-task benchmark, the improvements
were 1.23× and 2.14× for HyperFlexis, and 1.5× and 2.93× for HyperFlexis-Scaling. As the
number of tasks increases, the benchmark becomes more complex, underscoring the need for an
SLO-aware scheduling algorithm that can efficiently allocate resources and sustain high SLO
attainment under diverse conditions.

End-to-End Latency Second row of Figure 3 shows that while all methods have similar
latency at low QPS, our advantages become apparent as the load increases. For Qwen7B on the
2-task benchmark, attainment is similar across methods, but we achieve up to 16.85% lower
latency than RR and 12.58% lower than SCORPIO. Compared to SCORPIO, HyperFlexis
achieves up to 54.26% improvement (latency reduction) with scaling and 49.21% without
scaling. On the 4-task benchmark, our method achieves up to 23.03% and 51.91% improvement
over RR and SCORPIO, respectively, with scaling further increasing these numbers to 50.96%
and 65.82%. These results demonstrate that HyperFlexis’s SLO-aware scheduling effectively
mitigates queuing and contention, maintaining responsiveness under heavy load.

Cost Efficiency Figure 3’s bottom row compares cost across workloads. On the 2-task
benchmark, we observed similar cost to round-robin, with occasional slight reductions of up to

16



10 20
QPS

80

100
At

ta
in

. (
%

)

10 20
QPS

10

20

E2
E 

(s
)

10 20
QPS

2.5

5.0

7.5

Co
st

 (
*1

e3
)

5 10
QPS

50

100

At
ta

in
. (

%
)

5 10
QPS

5

10

15

E2
E 

(s
)

5 10
QPS

2.5

5.0

7.5

Co
st

 (
*1

e3
)

Qwen7B

Qwen32B

Hyperflexis-PD RR-PD Hyperflexis-PD-Scaling

Figure 4 | Performance comparison under P/D disaggregated mode. Results for 4-task
workloads using Qwen7B and Qwen32B.

4.99%. Compared to SCORPIO, HyperFlexis achieves cost reductions of up to 44.46% without
scaling and 45.29% with scaling. On the 4-task benchmark, smaller model incurs a higher cost by
improving attainment and lower latency. However, for larger models, we achieve a comparable
cost to R R, and for Llama70B, we observe up to 49.81% improvement over SCORPIO.

Overall, HyperFlexis and HyperFlexis-Scaling consistently outperform R R and S C O R P I O
in terms of SLO attainment, end-to-end latency, and cost efficiency. SLO-aware scheduling
enables significant improvements in attainment, particularly under high load and complex multi-
task scenarios, while simultaneously reducing latency by up to 65.82% and achieving substantial
cost savings compared to SCORPIO.

8.1.2. P/D Disaggregated Architecture Results

Figure 4 shows the comparison under the P/D Disaggregated Mode for a 4-task workload. For
HyperFlexis-PD-Scaling, we initially allocate 4 instances (2 Prefill and 2 Decode instances)
and allow scaling up to 8 instances on demand. Note that the experiment for Qwen32B (TP=2)
runs across nodes, highlighting the system’s scalability and flexibility. The RR-PD baseline
means that request dispatching in both the Prefill and Decode stages follows a round-robin
policy. As shown in the Figure 4, both HyperFlexis-PD and HyperFlexis-PD-Scaling achieve
higher attainment (up to 2.54×) and lower request latency (up to 31.82% reduction) compared to
RR-PD. With auto-scaling enabled, the cost of HyperFlexis-PD-Scaling is only slightly higher
than RR-PD for Qwen7B and roughly equivalent to RR-PD for Qwen32B.

8.2. Priority Mapping Results

We evaluate HyperFlexis’s performance using priority-based mapping on Qwen models across
both 2-task and 4-task workloads, as shown in Figure 5.
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As shown in Figure 5, HyperFlexis consistently outperforms R R in SLO attainment across all
workloads, with the advantage increasing at higher QPS due to its multi-SLO-aware scheduling
and predictive mechanisms, achieving up to 7.02× improvement in attainment. Latency varies
with workload and load: for 2-task sets, HyperFlexis incurs slightly higher latency due to
scheduling overhead and conservative resource allocation with at most 1.35s, whereas for 4-task
sets at high QPS, it reduces latency through efficient dispatching, prioritization, and lower
queuing delays. The cost metric, which reflects scaling overhead, is not shown here. In general,
HyperFlexis with priority-based mapping achieves superior SLO attainment while maintaining
reasonable latency.

8.3. Fast Scaling Evaluation

We evaluated three scaling strategies for HyperFlexis LLM serving: (1) loading weights from
disk when scaling, (2) offloading weights to CPU when scaling out and reloading from CPU
when scaling in, and (3) loading weights from an already running instance, which we term Fast
Scaling. As shown in Table 2, Fast Scaling significantly reduces scaling time, achieving up
to a 9.88× speedup over CPU offloading and 19.39× speedup over disk-based loading. This
demonstrates that reusing memory-resident weights can dramatically accelerate dynamic scaling
without incurring the overhead of disk or CPU transfers.

9. Ablation Study

9.1. Impact of Dynamic SLO Assignment

To evaluate our system’s ability to dynamically adapt to runtime conditions by mapping priorities
to absolute SLOs (Section 5.2), we conduct experiments under a dynamic workload.
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Qwen 7B Qwen 32B Llama 70B
Fast Scaling 0.89 ± 0.01 2.05 ± 0.02 1.16 ± 0.05
CPU Offloading 2.73 ± 0.17 19.41 ± 3.14 11.50 ± 1.86
Disk loading 4.14 ± 0.26 28.84 ± 2.23 22.58 ± 0.82

Table 2 | Scaling time for different models. Results for Qwen7B, Qwen32B, and LLaMA70B
using different methods, measured in seconds.

Dynamic Task Rate We begin with a single client generating 250 requests lowest-priority
tasks (P3 tasks) at 15 QPS. After 20 seconds, a new client joins, issuing P2 tasks at the same
rate. This process continues until all four priority levels are active, at which point the total task
rate reaches 60 QPS after 60 seconds. The bottom row of Figure 6 shows the resulting stacked
request histogram.

In this experiment, absolute task SLOs are derived from Table 1, and HyperFlexis’s priority
mapping is configured to satisfy these targets.

As shown in the upper row of Figure 6, R R schedules requests as quickly as possible,
creating contention when multiple task types coexist (60–90s window), causing the TTFT of
higher-priority tasks to violate their SLOs (blue dotted line).

In contrast, HyperFlexis dynamically adjusts its scheduling. When the system is underloaded
(first 20s), it assigns tighter SLOs to low-priority (P3) requests to minimize their latency. As
higher-priority requests join and contention increases, HyperFlexis adapts by relaxing the SLOs
for lower-priority tasks up to their configured maximum, thereby preserving capacity to meet the
strict SLOs of higher-priority tasks.

The results demonstrate that HyperFlexis responds effectively to workload dynamics. By
dynamically adjusting assigned SLOs, it optimizes latency when capacity is available and ensures
strict prioritization under contention, ensuring all tasks meet their configured performance targets.

9.2. Single-task Performance Evaluation

To evaluate HyperFlexis in a single-task setting, we run experiments on the WikiSQL workload
using Qwen7B and Qwen32B, allowing comparison with existing single-task, single-SLO
methods and showing that HyperFlexis is at least as effective. We compare HyperFlexis with
two state-of-the-art baselines, A L A D D I N and S A, across varying QPS. For this experiment,
TTFT and TPOT SLOs are set to 0.7 s and 0.5 s, respectively.

As shown in Figure 7, all systems maintain near-perfect SLO attainment under light load. As
QPS increases, however, A L A D D I N’s attainment drops sharply once the system approaches
saturation, while HyperFlexis sustains higher attainment, particularly at the knee point for
Qwen7B (40 QPS).

Figure 7 also reports end-to-end latency. Under higher loads, however, HyperFlexis delivers
more stable performance, avoiding the sharp latency spikes observed with S A and A L A D D I N

(e.g., at 12 QPS on Qwen32B). These results confirm that HyperFlexis’s scheduling and instance-
aware queuing mechanisms improve responsiveness and reduce congestion even in single-task
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settings.

Overall, these results show that although HyperFlexis is designed to handle heterogeneous
multi-SLO workloads, it remains competitive with, and in some cases outperforms, A L A D D I N

and S A in single-task settings. That is, the generality of HyperFlexis does not come at the
expense of performance on simpler workloads.

9.3. Monitor and Scaling Interval

To understand the sensitivity of HyperFlexis’s performance to key system parameters, we
conduct an ablation study varying both the monitoring interval and the scaling interval as shown
in Figure 8.

Effect of Monitor Interval. We vary the monitor interval across 50 ms, 1 s, and 5 s. As
shown in the top row of Figure 8, performance is largely robust to the choice of interval.
However, slight trends are observable: (1) SLO attainment is slightly reduced with a 5 s monitor
interval compared to 50 ms and 1 s, reflecting delayed feedback that slows adaptation to system
status changes; (2) end-to-end latency is marginally higher with the 50 ms interval due to the
slight overhead of frequent monitoring, especially under heavy load, though the impact remains
minimal. Overall, HyperFlexis is robust across a wide range of monitor intervals, and choosing a
moderate interval (e.g., 1 s) provides a good balance between responsiveness and overhead.
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Figure 7 | Single-task performance comparison. Results for Qwen7B and Qwen32B on the
WikiSQL dataset in compare with Aladdin [30] and SA [18]. The TTFT and TPOT SLOs are set
to 0.7 s and 0.5 s, respectively.

Effect of Scaling Interval. We vary the scaling interval across 0.5 s, 1 s, and 2 s to evaluate
how the frequency of scaling decisions affects performance (Figure 8). SLO attainment shows
minimal differences across intervals for most QPS values. At high QPS, shorter intervals exhibit
slightly lower attainment, as the overhead of frequent scaling outweighs the benefits, particularly
under heavy load when time is critical.

These results suggest that HyperFlexis’s performance is largely insensitive to the scaling
interval within the tested range. While very short or intermediate intervals may introduce minor
variability in attainment or latency, overall system robustness is preserved.

10. Related Works

10.1. LLM Inference and Prompt/Decode Separation

Early monolithic systems such as vLLM [21] exploit techniques like PagedAttention for efficient
KV reuse in single-GPU settings, but lack explicit SLO-awareness. FlexGen [36] similarly
operates on a single node, emphasizing CPU–GPU offloading to reduce memory footprint at
the cost of real-time performance. More recent optimizations include Apt-Serve [15], which
combines hybrid KV/hidden-state caching with adaptive batch composition to improve TTFT,
and Sarathi-Serve [2], which uses chunked-prefill scheduling to saturate GPU compute while
bounding Decode latency.

At cluster scale, phase-decoupled systems such as DistServe [57] and Splitwise [31] map
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Figure 8 | Impact of monitor and scaling intervals. Results for Qwen32B on the 4-task bench-
mark are shown with two workers (top) and up to four workers (bottom). Overall, HyperFlexis’s
performance is largely insensitive to changes in the scaling and monitor intervals.

Prompt and Decode to compute- and memory-optimized nodes, respectively.

LoongServe [45] adapts sequence parallelism to request length, while MIRAGE [23] and
BlitzScale [51] improve KV-cache efficiency through remapping and layer-level autoscaling.
These systems enhance utilization and tail-latency control, yet multi-SLO-aware scaling and
dispatch remain unexplored.

10.2. Distributed Multi-SLO Inference Systems

Beyond phase separation, distributed serving frameworks introduce cluster-level scheduling
and SLO-aware execution. Llumnix [39] migrates priority requests across instances to reduce
latency tails, USHER [38] incorporates interference-aware GPU sharing, and SpotServe [29]
resumes preempted workloads at token granularity for spot GPUs. Other designs specialize
in scheduling heuristics: ELIS [10] predicts the remaining output length for SRTF scheduling,
QLM [32] orchestrates heterogeneous GPUs across multi-model workloads, SCOOT [9] uses
Bayesian optimization for single and multi-objective SLOs, and DynaServe [34] introduces
micro-request abstraction for adaptive Prompt/Decode balancing. CoCoServe [46] supports
fine-grained module-level replication and migration for elastic scaling.

These systems expand the design space from single-node optimization to distributed, SLO-
aware serving, but typically treat scaling and placement separately from scheduling.
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10.3. Multi-SLO Scheduling, Placement, and Scaling

A growing body of work seeks to integrate dispatch, placement, and scaling decisions to
meet diverse SLOs. Some approaches extend scheduling with SLO-awareness: Huang et
al. [18] use simulated annealing to prioritize by SLO type and input length; SCORPIO [40]
combines deadline-based admission control with credit-aware batching; and Tempo [52] applies
application-aware scheduling for single-node multi-SLO workloads. However, these either lack
phase-decoupled coordination (Tempo) or use static scaling (SCORPIO).

Others target joint optimization in Prompt/Decode (PD) architectures. Arrow [47] dynami-
cally switches between Prompt and Decode execution pools, Aladdin [30] applies best-fit bin
packing for joint placement/scaling, and PD-Multiplexing [13] shares Decode workloads to boost
throughput. Proteus [3] contributes by dynamically adapting model accuracy to meet throughput
demands, trading off precision for performance and significantly reducing latency timeouts
compared to baseline approaches. PolyServe [59] and SLOs-Serve [8] incorporate multi-SLO
constraints into placement, but rely on offline simulations or fixed thresholds. HAS-GPU [16]
enables fine-grained vertical partitioning with hybrid autoscaling, while USHER [38] optimizes
throughput/latency holistically across replicas. Yet even these integrated systems often assume
slow spin-up times and do not proactively reallocate capacity under bursty load.

In contrast, our work unifies multi-SLO-aware dispatch with dynamic scaling in a both
PD-decoupled and collocated architecture.

11. Conclusion

We presented HyperFlexis, a unified LLM serving system that addresses the challenges of
multi-SLO scheduling and elastic scaling. By combining a multi-SLO-aware dispatcher, a
two-stage P/D scheduling mechanism, adaptive SLO mapping, and a fast, unified scaling con-
troller, HyperFlexis efficiently manages heterogeneous workloads across both collocated and
disaggregated deployments. It also supports distributed settings, including cross-node scenarios.
Our extensive evaluation demonstrates that HyperFlexis significantly improves SLO attainment,
reduces latency, lowers operational cost, and accelerates scaling compared to existing baselines.
These results show that by integrating SLO-aware dispatching with dynamic scaling, HyperFlexis
provides an effective, high-performance, and cost-efficient solution for LLM serving across
diverse, multi-task workloads, generalizing across workload sizes, model scales, and deployment
architectures to support production-grade, multi-tenant inference systems.

Future work includes exploring heterogeneous models and hardware, enabling HyperFlexis
to efficiently serve multiple model types of different sizes and resource requirements on both
low-end and high-end hardware simultaneously.
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A. Latency Prediction

Here, we give further clarification on the latency prediction first introduced in Section 3. We first
recap the latency predictor in DistServe [57]. It estimates execution times for both the prefill
and decode phases and enables latency-aware scheduling and dispatching. Prefill time (𝐸𝑝)
represents the duration to process the prompt and generate the first token, while decode time
per token (𝐸𝑑) models the cost of generating each subsequent token. This predictor supports
accurate latency estimation across diverse request sizes and batching configurations.

To enable informed scheduling and dispatching decisions that respect latency constraints, the
system employs a latency predictor, inspired by [57], to estimate execution times for both the
prefill and decode phases of request processing. The prefill time (𝐸𝑝) corresponds to the time
required to process the input prompt and generate the first token. It is modeled as a quadratic
function of the input lengths in the batch as denoted in Equation 1.

The decode time per token (𝐸𝑑), which models the time to generate each subsequent token
during inference, is estimated using Equation 2.

To determine the coefficients (𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑎′, 𝑏′, 𝑐′), we use a request profiler that monitors the
execution of real requests and collects tuples of the form (𝛽, 𝑙𝑖, 𝑡𝑝, 𝑡𝑑). Here, 𝑡𝑝 and 𝑡𝑑 represent
the actual processing prefill and decode times. The samples are used to fit the model parameters
via least squares regression, minimizing the total squared relative error between predicted and
actual latencies. This approach ensure accurate latency predictions across varying request sizes
and batching configurations.

The coefficients of 𝐸𝑝 and 𝐸𝑑 in § A are obtained by profiling the execution of real requests.
Profiling is performed using various batch sizes (𝛽): 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 96, 128, 160, and 192;
and input lengths (𝑙𝑖): 4, 8, 16, 32, 48, 64, 96, 128, 192, 256, 284, 512, 768, 1024, 1536, and
2020.

B. Computing Token Limit (ntoken)

Here we give a more detailed explanation of computing the token limit to extend that in Section 5.
We compute a token limit (ntoken), which determines the maximum number of tokens the
worker can safely accept without violating any latency constraints. It is constrained by both the
TTFT and the TPOT of a request. To ensure that the TTFT requirement is satisfied, the total time
before the first token is produced must be less than or equal to the TTFT. This includes both the
request’s prefill time and its waiting time in the queue.

In the worst-case scenario, where a request arrives immediately after a dispatch, the waiting
time is equal to the mature time of the worker, which includes the prefill time (𝐸𝑃 ) and the time
needed to decode a number of tokens.

The decoding time is calculated as the product of the number of tokens (𝑀 ) and the per-token
decoding latency (𝐸𝑑). The number of tokens is chosen so that the prefill time 𝐸𝑃 is effectively
amortized by the overlap between prefill and decoding, characterized by the time-saving rate
(𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 − 𝐸𝑑).
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This leads to the following constraint:

𝐸𝑝𝑟 + waiting_time ≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟

𝐸𝑝𝑟 + (𝐸𝑃 +𝑀 × 𝐸𝑑) ≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟

𝐸𝑝𝑟 +

(︂
𝐸𝑃 +

𝐸𝑃

𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 − 𝐸𝑑

× 𝐸𝑑

)︂
≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟

𝐸𝑃 +
𝐸𝑃

𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 − 𝐸𝑑

× 𝐸𝑑 ≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟

(7)

Here:

• 𝐸𝑝𝑟 is the estimated execution time for request 𝑟,
• 𝐸𝑃 is the prefill time,
• 𝐸𝑑 is the decoding time per token,
• 𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 is the TPOT for requests in the worker,
• 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟 is the TTFT constraint for request 𝑟.

To simplify calculation formula, we omit the quadratic coefficient 𝑐 from the 𝐸𝑃 model,
assuming its impact is relatively small compared to the linear term in typical workloads. Addi-
tionally, since we calculate ntoken before dispatching (and not per-request), we omit 𝐸𝑝𝑟 from
the formula.

𝐸𝑃

(︂
𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇

𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 − 𝐸𝑑

)︂
≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇𝑟

⇒ 𝑛𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛 ≤ 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇 × 𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇 − 𝑇𝑇𝐹𝑇 × 𝐸𝑑 − 𝑎× 𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇

𝑏× 𝑇𝑃𝑂𝑇

This constraint formulation ensures that requests can be served within their latency require-
ments, even in the worst-case dispatching scenario.
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