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Abstract
Large Language Models (LLMs) show strong performance in RTL
generation, but different models excel on different tasks because of
architecture and training differences. Prior work mainly prompts
or finetunes a single model. What remains not well studied is how
to coordinate multiple different LLMs so they jointly improve RTL
quality while also reducing cost, instead of running all models
and choosing the best output. We define this as the multi-LLM
RTL generation problem. We propose VeriDispatcher, a multi-LLM
RTL generation framework that dispatches each RTL task to suit-
able LLMs based on pre-inference difficulty prediction. For each
model, we train a compact classifier over semantic embeddings of
task descriptions, using difficulty scores derived from benchmark
variants that combine syntax, structural similarity, and functional
correctness. At inference, VeriDispatcher uses these predictors to
route tasks to a selected subset of LLMs. Across 10 diverse LLMs on
RTLLM and VerilogEval, VeriDispatcher achieves up to 18% accuracy
improvement on RTLLM using only 40% of commercial calls, and on
VerilogEval maintains accuracy while reducing commercial usage
by 25%, enabling cost-effective, high-quality LLM deployment in
hardware design automation.

1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) are transforming hardware design
automation, enabling RTL generation [13, 14], assertion synthe-
sis [20], testbench creation [1], and security evaluation [7, 24, 26].
While these advances accelerate design cycles and democratize ex-
pertise [8], most research focuses on improving individual models
via better data or pipeline [13, 32], architectures [29, 33], reason-
ing [25, 30, 33], or reflection [5]. This overlooks a practical reality:
engineering teams often access diverse models with complementary
strengths across task complexities. What remains underexplored is
how to coordinate multiple LLMs to both improve RTL generation
quality and reduce cost compared to running all models and picking
the best result. We call this the multi-LLM RTL generation problem.

Real-world deployments combine commercial APIs, open-source
models, and fine-tuned variants, each trained on different data
distributions, and alignment objectives.Without a principled way to
match tasks to models, teams either guess or run all models, which
is inefficient and risks mismatching task characteristics and model
strengths. What is missing is a pre-generation tool that estimates
how well each LLM can handle a Verilog task and how difficult that
task is for each model. Existing benchmarks [12, 14] provide only
§Authors contributed equally to this research.
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Figure 1: Traditionalmulti-LLMRTL generation vs. difficulty-
aware VeriDispatcher.

post-hoc difficulty labels, and simulation or synthesis feedback [27,
28] is available after code has been generated. Simple heuristics
such as prompt length correlate poorly with true complexity, since
short specifications can encode highly intricate behavior.

To close this gap, we propose VeriDispatcher, a framework that
improves both generation quality and efficiency by routing each
RTL task to the most suitable LLM using difficulty-aware model
selection. The key idea is that difficulty is model-dependent: a task
hard for one model may be easy for another due to differences in
training data or architecture. Instead of using a single global predic-
tor, VeriDispatcher trains a lightweight classifier for each model to
learn its capability boundary. These classifiers take semantic task
embeddings as input and are supervised by empirical generation
outcomes, enabling calibrated alignment between tasks and models.

Fig. 1 contrasts the traditional multi-LLM RTL generation frame-
work with our difficulty-aware VeriDispatcher. In the traditional
pipeline (top), each RTL task is broadcast to all available LLMs;
each model generates RTL, the outputs are evaluated, and the best
pass@𝑘 result is selected, achieving good quality but at high cost.
On the left, the t-SNE [15] plots visualize semantic embeddings of
the same task set for different LLMs, where easy and hard instances
cluster differently per model, revealing that task difficulty is inher-
ently model specific. Leveraging this observation, VeriDispatcher
(bottom) encodes each task into a semantic embedding and feeds it
to a per-model lightweight Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) trained
on difficulty scores combining syntax, structural similarity, and
functional correctness. At inference time, the predicted difficulty
scores route each task only to the LLM expected to handle it best, re-
ducing model calls while maintaining or improving RTL generation
quality.
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Figure 2: Complete VeriDispatcher pipeline from task embedding extraction through difficulty-aware model dispatching.

We evaluate VeriDispatcher on RTLLM [14] and VerilogEval [12]
across 10 different LLMs. Results show our approach obtains up
to 18.18% improvement over single-model baselines and random
selection dispatching. Improvements persist under confidentiality
constraints by dispatching sensitive tasks to on-premise models,
ensuring effective model utilization. In summarize, we have the
following contributions:
(1) We formulate multi-LLM RTL generation as a difficulty-aware

model selection task that assigns tasks to the most suitable LLM.
(2) We present VeriDispatcher, which assigns RTL taskswithmodel-

specific difficulty predictors from semantic embeddings.
(3) We conduct a comprehensive evaluation showing strong gains

on complex benchmark with detailed insights and analysis.

2 Background
2.1 LLMs for RTL Generation
LLMs have demonstrated significant potential across hardware
design domains [18, 23], including RTL code generation [19], as-
sertion synthesis [10], and testbench development [1]. Recent ad-
vances have pursued diverse strategies to improve generation qual-
ity. Model architecture innovations include RTL-Coder [13], which
synthesizes instruction-code pairs to surpass GPT-3.5 performance,
and CodeV [31], which employs multi-level summarization and
FIM-Tag fine-tuning for Verilog and Chisel generation. CodeV-
R1 [33] further integrates reasoning distillation with reinforcement
learning to achieve state-of-the-art results. OriGen [5] advances
open-source RTL generation through code-to-code augmentation
and compiler-guided reflection, matching commercial model per-
formance. Novel strategies include HAVEN [29], which uses non-
textual prompting representations, and VeriThoughts [30], which
introduces reasoning-augmented datasets with formal verification
labels. Despite advances in single LLMs and fine-tuned variants
for RTL generation, it remains unclear how to intelligently select,
from a pool of different LLMs, the model best suited for a given RTL
task in a cost-effective way, motivating our focus on pre-inference
difficulty estimation from internal embedding representations.

2.2 Representations and Embeddings of Inputs
Transformer-based LLMs encode input semantics through latent
embeddings and hidden representations [17, 34] that correlate with
task complexity, reasoning trajectories, and model confidence be-
fore generation. Embedding-space analyses in natural language
reasoning reveal separable patterns between easy and hard ques-
tions, indicating that hidden states inherently capture perceived
task difficulty. This enables assessing complexity directly from in-
ternal embeddings without token generation.

2.3 LLMs Difficulty Evaluation
Existing Verilog benchmarks, VerilogEval [12] and RTLLM [14], ad-
vance LLM evaluation but face critical limitations. They rely on sub-
jectively defined difficulty hierarchies that may not reflect model-
intrinsic capabilities, and require expensive simulation-based vali-
dation through toolchains like Yosys [28] and Icarus Verilog [27],
creating scalability bottlenecks. Difficulty estimation in other do-
mains employs: (1) statistical methods analyzing performance pat-
terns [21]; (2) LLM-as-a-judge frameworks [2, 4]; and (3) repre-
sentation -based methods using hidden embeddings [34]. While
the first two require repeated generation, representation-based ap-
proaches enable direct complexity estimation from model-internal
states without costly sampling. However, such methods remain
unexplored in hardware design, where syntactic correctness and
functional equivalence create unique challenges. This gap prevents
scalable evaluation, early risk assessment, and adaptive resource
allocation in LLM-driven EDA workflows. Our work addresses this
through a representation-based framework that estimates task dif-
ficulty directly from hidden states, enabling intelligent resource
allocation and security-aware Verilog generation.

3 Framework
VeriDispatcher is a lightweight framework for solving multi-LLM
available RTL generation: it routes each task to the most suitable
LLM using a pre-inference difficulty predictor that estimates how
likely each model is to solve the current task correctly. As shown
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Figure 3: Classifier F1-macro scores on VerilogEval benchmark comparing embedding strategies and classifier architectures.
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Figure 4: Classifier F1-macro scores on RTLLM benchmark comparing embedding strategies and classifier architectures.

in Fig. 5, our framework uses semantic embeddings of task descrip-
tions to predict whether a model-specific generation can complete
the task before code synthesis, obviating the costly post-generation
verification and validation to determine model suitability.

3.1 Design Embedding
LLMs possess self-awareness capabilities even before generation [17],
encoding their understanding of task complexity in hidden repre-
sentations. We exploit this property by extracting semantic em-
beddings from the model’s last layer to capture intrinsic difficulty
perception. For open-sourcemodels with accessible internals, we ex-
tract three complementary embedding types using attention masks
from last layer: (1) last token embedding as the final compressed
representation, (2) average pooling across all tokens for holistic
semantics, and (3) weighted decay pooling for holistic but em-
phasizing recent context. Each view captures different aspects of
model-perceived complexity (Fig. 2 (3)). For commercial models (e.g.,
GPT-5 and Claude-4.5) where internal hidden states are inaccessi-
ble, we use external embedding models, text-embedding-3-large
and Qwen3-Embedding-8B, as semantic proxies. While these can-
not capture model-specific architectural biases, they provide strong
general-purpose semantic features enabling unified difficulty pre-
diction across our heterogeneous model pool.

To probe perception boundaries and improve classifier general-
ization, we apply prompt-based augmentation to each benchmark
task. As illustrated in Fig. 2 (1)(2), we generate multiple semantic
variants per task by systematically varying linguistic formulation,
technical vocabulary, abstraction level, and presentation style while
preserving core functionality. This augmentation shows how well
each model’s sense of task difficulty holds up across different ways

of phrasing the same requirement, giving richer training data for
the downstream difficulty predictor.

3.2 Difficulty Classifier
Defining task difficulty for Verilog generation requires comprehen-
sive evaluation beyond syntax checking. Generated designs may
appear structurally correct yet fail functionally. We therefore evalu-
ate each model across three dimensions: syntax validity, structural
similarity via Dolos [16], and functional equivalence checking.
Difficulty Score: For each remaining augmented task variant, we
perform 10 independent generations per model and aggregate the
difficulty score 𝑆𝑑𝑖 𝑓 𝑓 into a filtered difficulty score 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑑 (𝑆𝑑𝑖 𝑓 𝑓 )
in [0,1] representing the empirical failure rate (Fig. 2 (4)). During
the filtration process [22], we filter score based on the mean value
falling within [0.3, 1.8] and standard deviation exceeding 0.1, which
removes samples that are either too trivial (consistently high suc-
cess) or too difficult (consistently low success).Applying a threshold
of 0.5, we create binary labels: tasks scoring above 0.5 are labeled
hard, while those below 0.5 are easy. This model-specific labeling
captures that difficulty varies across LLMs.
Training Classifiers: Using the extracted embeddings and binary
labels, we train lightweight classifiers, MLP, XGBoost (XGB [3]),
and LightGBM (LGBM [11]), for each model. Once trained, these
predictors enable pre-inference difficulty assessment(Fig. 2 (5)):
given a new task description, each classifier predicts whether its
corresponding LLM can successfully generate correct code without
requiring actual generation or verification.
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Method VerilogEval (pass@k) RTLLM (pass@k)

1 5 10 1 5 10

HaVen 0.48 0.56 0.60 0.26 0.42 0.42
CodeV-QW-7B 0.45 0.65 0.69 0.04 0.28 0.40
RTLCoder-Mistral 0.36 0.50 0.56 0.24 0.40 0.46
RTLCoder-DeepSeek 0.26 0.51 0.58 0.28 0.36 0.40
OriGen 0.33 0.56 0.63 0.34 0.42 0.48
CodeV-CL-7B 0.31 0.56 0.62 0.18 0.34 0.44
CodeV-DS-6.7B 0.46 0.64 0.71 0.22 0.38 0.44
CodeV-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B 0.52 0.65 0.70 0.32 0.46 0.46
Commercial Models
GPT-5 0.70 0.76 0.79 0.24 0.34 0.38
Claude-4.5-Sonnet 0.78 0.84 0.86 0.42 0.44 0.44

Dispatching strategies using MLP
Average Emb.-wo 0.43 0.62 0.69 0.26 0.44 0.50↑
Qwen Emb.-wo 0.43 0.61 0.65 0.32 0.44 0.48
OpenAI Emb.-wo 0.38 0.60 0.65 0.36↑ 0.46 0.50↑
Average+OpenAI Emb.-w 0.69 0.76 0.80 0.36 0.46 0.50↑
Qwen Emb.-w 0.65 0.74 0.79 0.38 0.48↑ 0.50↑
OpenAI Emb.-w 0.69 0.78 0.79 0.38 0.46 0.50↑

Table 1: Pass@k results for VerilogEval and RTLLM. Com-
mercial bests are in green; open-source bests in orange.

3.3 Difficulty-Aware Dispatching
With trained difficulty predictors, VeriDispatcher determines which
model(s) to invoke for each task, balancing success rate and com-
putational cost (Fig. 2 (6)). For each incoming task, the framework
queries all model-specific classifiers using their optimal embedding
type (determined via validation performance) to obtain difficulty
predictions. Each classifier outputs a binary prediction indicating
whether its corresponding model can successfully handle the task.
To accommodate deployment scenarios with varying cost and per-
formance requirements, it provides two configurable mechanisms:
(1) Commercial Model Inclusion: it can include or exclude ex-
pensive commercial models (GPT-5, Claude-4.5) from the candidate
pool, enabling users to trade cost for quality or maintain privacy
through open-source-only routing. (2) Top-k Selection: Rather
than dispatching to a single model, it also support top-k dispatching
where k models with highest predicted calibrated success probabil-
ity are selected. For 𝑘 = 1, the task is assigned to the most confident
model; for 𝑘 > 1, multiple models attempt generation in parallel, in-
creasing success rate at higher computational cost. By routing each
task to models predicted to handle it well, VeriDispatcher leverages
model specialization to achieve superior aggregate performance
compared to single-model baselines or random selection.

4 Experiment Setups
4.1 Dataset Preparation
We evaluate VeriDispatcher on two standard RTL generation bench-
marks: RTLLM [14] (50 cases) and VerilogEval [12] (156 cases). To
mitigate limited dataset size, we use Claude-4.5-Sonnet to reverse
engineer each reference design into ten prompt variants. For each
variant, we sample ten generations and verify them with simulation
and synthesis. This process captures LLM stochasticity and yields
rich difficulty signals. The expanded datasets comprise total 1,716
tasks with 17,160 generations for VerilogEval, and total 550 tasks
with 5,500 generations for RTLLM. The original benchmarks (156
VerilogEval and 50 RTLLM) are reserved for dispatching evalua-
tion only, while the expanded variants are used for difficulty-aware

training. Each task generation is labeled with verification outcomes
and assigned an initial difficulty score 𝑆𝑑𝑖 𝑓 𝑓 . We aggregate each
task’s ten inference scores using metrics from [22] to obtain a diffi-
culty value 𝑓 𝑖𝑙𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑑 (𝑆𝑑𝑖 𝑓 𝑓 ). Tasks are labeled as hard (score > 0.5)
or easy (score ≤ 0.5).

4.2 Model Selection
We select a diverse set of LLMs based on three principles. (1) Do-
main Specialization: We include Verilog-specific fine-tuned mod-
els (HaVen-CodeQwen, RTLCoder-Mistral, RTLCoder-DeepSeek,
OriGen, CodeV-QW-7B, CodeV-CL-7B, CodeV-DS-6.7B) to capture
domain adaptation effects. (2) Reasoning Diversity:We include
reasoning models (CodeV-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B, GPT-5, Claude-4.5-
Sonnet), enabling difficulty encoding analysis with intermediate
reasoning chains. (3) Model Source Balance: We include open-
source models and commercial models (GPT-5, Claude-4.5-Sonnet)
to reflect real-world deployment diversity. For embedding extrac-
tion, we use three types: (i) the target model’s own hidden states
(using last token, average, or decay pooling with weight 0.9), (ii)
text-embedding-3-large, and (iii) Qwen3-Embedding-8B, enabling
cross-model compatibility for difficulty prediction evaluation.

4.3 Predictor Training
We evaluate three classifier families: MLP, XGB, and LGBM. MLPs
model non-linear structure, while XGB and LGBM are well-suited
for tabular embeddings with interpretability.We conduct grid search
over the ranges: MLP hidden sizes {(512, 256), (1024, 512)}, dropout
{0.1, 0.3, 0.5}, learning rates {1e-3, 1e-4, 1e-5}; XGB/LGBM learning
rates {0.05, 0.1}, estimators {500, 800}, max depth {20, 30} for XGB
and leaves {64, 128} for LGBM. Using an 80/20 train-validation
split with early stopping, we identify the optimal configurations:
MLP with hidden size (512, 256), dropout 0.1, learning rate
1e-4; XGB/LGBM with learning rate 0.05, 500 estimators (max
depth 20 for XGB; 64 leaves for LGBM). As MLP achieves the best
performance, we apply temperature scaling [6] on the validation set
to improve probability calibration for reliable easy/hard predictions.
Unless explicitly stated, all classification tasks are performed using
an MLP classifier.

5 Experiment Results
5.1 Embedding Approach Comparison
Embedding strategy comparison reveals clear, dataset-dependent
patterns. On VerilogEval (Fig. 3), external embeddings (OpenAI,
Qwen) form a tight cluster, reaching up to 0.86 F1-macro for open-
source models and 0.91 for commercial models, reflecting the bench-
mark’s strong semantic separability. The minimal gap between
encoders (0.01–0.04) suggests either encoder sufficiently captures
VerilogEval’s semantic structure among task variants. For internal
embeddings, average pooling consistently outperforms last-token
and decay pooling, indicating that token-level aggregation yields
more stable semantic representations than relying on a single ter-
minal token [9]. Notably, average-pooled internal embeddings can
approach external embedding performance.

In contrast, RTLLM (Fig. 4) exhibits far broader performance
range (0.48–0.91) even for external embeddings, revealing more
fragmented and irregular difficulty boundaries driven by richer
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Figure 5: Number of solved cases across Top-K dispatching strategies for VerilogEval and RTLLM benchmarks.

control-flow and protocol semantics. This variance is amplified with
internal embeddings, where performance differences across LLMs
become more pronounced, several fall below 0.50 even with average
pooling. However, models with stronger RTLLM understanding,
such as OriGen (best performer in Tab. 1), achieve strong embedding
quality across all pooling strategies. These results suggest RTLLM
requires more discriminative, globally trained representations to
properly capture its structural and protocol-level complexity.

Overall, external embedding encoders provide consistent dif-
ficulty signals across varying task complexity, while internal en-
coders’ effectiveness correlates with the base model’s domain profi-
ciency models excelling at RTL generation naturally produce more
informative embeddings for difficulty prediction.

5.2 Training Algorithms Analysis
Classifier performance exhibits clear dataset-dependent behavior.
On VerilogEval, top-performing models such as GPT-5 and Claude-
4.5 Sonnet achieve nearly classifier-invariant accuracy (0.86–0.91;
Fig. 3). This stability across MLP, XGBoost, and LightGBM shows
that when embeddings already provide well-structured difficulty
information, classifier choice has little impact. Because VerilogEval
is semantically focused, even simple classifiers perform well with
high quality embeddings, which indicates that is embedding quality,
rather than architecture, is the primary factor.

RTLLM, however, shows a different pattern on Fig. 4. While
GPT-5 remains consistently stable (∼0.84) across classifiers, Claude-
4.5 Sonnet varies noticeably–strong with MLP and LightGBM but
weaker with XGBoost. Open-source models exhibit even larger
swings even up to 0.34 F1-macro, indicating that RTLLM’s frag-
mented difficulty boundaries require more expressive models to
capture non-linear decision regions. Tree-based methods behave
inconsistently, suggesting the difficulty landscape does not align
with axis-parallel splits, whereas MLPs generalize more reliably.

Cross-model trends support this distinction. Commercial models
are stable across settings, while open-source models exhibit dataset

and classifier dependent variation. HaVen degrades under certain
classifier-embedding combinations, whereas OriGen improves un-
der specific configurations. Overall, effective difficulty prediction
requires joint optimization of embeddings and classifier architec-
ture, especially on structurally complex benchmarks like RTLLM; in
contrast, semantically driven tasks like VerilogEval rely primarily
on embedding strength with minimal classifier sensitivity. This sug-
gests that deployment strategies should be task-aware: lightweight
classifiers suffice for semantically-focused benchmarks, while struc-
turally complex tasks demand careful classifier-embedding co-design.

5.3 Dispatching Performance
Tab. 1 shows pass@k results of VeriDispatcher using MLP versus
individual models. The results show distinct trends across the two
benchmarks, confirming the effectiveness of difficulty-aware dis-
patching.

On VerilogEval, our best strategy using a combined averaging
scheme with OpenAI embeddings achieves a pass@1 score of 0.69,
nearly matching GPT-5’s 0.70 while clearly outperforming all open-
sourcemodels.With larger sampling budgets, it reaches 0.78 pass@5
and 0.79 pass@10 (matching GPT-5). This shows that model dis-
patching can replicate premium performance by combining diverse
model strengths.Without commercial models, we still achieve 0.69
pass@10, surpassing six of eight open-source baselines. The advan-
tage of OpenAI over Qwen embeddings, with a 0.04 absolute pass@1
gain, highlights the importance of high-quality task representations
for difficulty prediction on semantically benchmarks.

Dispatching yields even greater gains on RTLLM, which involves
complex, protocol-rich tasks. Our OpenAI-based configuration
achieves 0.38 pass@1 and 0.50 pass@10, significantly outperform-
ing GPT-5 (0.24 and 0.38), corresponding to 58% and 32% relative im-
provements. It also exceeds Claude-4.5-Sonnet at higher sampling
rates. These results show VeriDispatcher delivers gains beyond any
single model, especially under varying task difficulty. Notably, with-
out OpenAI embeddings, our configuration reaches 0.36 pass@1
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and 0.50 pass@10, outperforming most standalone models, includ-
ing GPT-5. This demonstrates that VeriDispatcher remains practical
under privacy constraints where external embedding services are
unavailable. Overall, VeriDispatcher is a generalizable, scalable, and
efficient routing solution for RTL generation.

5.4 Dispatching Algorithm Comparison
Fig. 5 compares Top-k dispatching performance across three embed-
ding types (average pooling, Qwen, OpenAI). Increasing 𝑘 improves
solved counts by reducing dispatch noise and approximating the
oracle case, where all models are evaluated and the best is chosen.

With OpenAI embeddings, Top-1 solves 102 cases (123 w/ com-
mercial), Top-2 reaches 107 (131), and Top-3 hits 111 (133), recov-
ering 85–94% of optimal (130/142) using just three LLM calls. This
trend holds across embeddings, suggesting pool size drives gains
more than embedding choice. Improvements diminish with increas-
ing 𝑘 (+4–5 cases from Top-1 to Top-2, ≤3 cases to Top-3), with most
gains achieved by 𝑘=2. In contrast, RTLLM shows less 𝑘 sensitivity,
with solved cases ranging 24–27 (without commercial) and 25–26
(with commercial). The primary gain occurs from Top-1 to Top-2
(38.46% improvement for average pooling), after which performance
plateaus, indicating difficulty structure saturates quickly.

Random selection performs substantially worse, solving <100
VerilogEval cases and<24 RTLLM cases—less than half of embedding-
guided performance—confirming naive selection fails to exploit
difficulty patterns. Even restricting to open-source models, average
pooling Top-1 achieves 107 VerilogEval cases (31.37% improvement
over random), demonstrating strong dispatching effectiveness.

5.5 Model Selection Analysis
We analyze the relationship between each model’s intrinsic capabil-
ity and its selection frequencywithin the VeriDispatcher framework.
We evaluate both benchmarks with and without commercial models
(Claude-4.5-Sonnet and GPT-5). To obtain stable selection trends,
we aggregate results across all embedding variants, including aver-
age pooling, OpenAI, and Qwen embeddings. As shown in Fig. 6, for
VerilogEval without commercial models (VerilogEval-wo), the cor-
relation between model capability and selection frequency is weak
(r = 0.084), consistent with the modest dispatching gains reported
in Table 1. When commercial models are included (VerilogEval-
w), this correlation increases markedly (r = 0.691), suggesting that
VeriDispatcher more reliably identifies strong performers, particu-
larly Claude-4.5 -Sonnet, which is selected far more frequently.

In contrast, the RTLLM benchmark exhibits strong positive cor-
relations in both configurations (r = 0.753 without commercial
models and r = 0.827 with commercial models). This aligns with
the substantial improvements observed in Table 1, where VeriDis-
patcher surpasses the best single-model pass@10 performance by
≥2% in both settings, demonstrating consistently effective model
routing regardless of commercial model availability. This disparity
reflects distinct routing dynamics. On RTLLM, complexity creates
pronounced capability differentiation, models like OriGen excel
on specific task types while others struggle, enabling effective dis-
patching. Conversely, VerilogEval’s simpler semantics yield more
uniform performance across models, leaving narrow capability
gaps. Despite high prediction accuracy, marginal model differences
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Figure 6: Veridispatcher model selection statistics.

lead to frequent routing misjudgments, particularly without strong
commercial models to establish a clear performance ceiling.

As shown in Fig. 5, Top-3 yields the best performance across all
configurations; so we focus on its accuracy gains and commercial
model usage. On VerilogEval, pass@10 with OpenAI’s embeddings
exceeds GPT-5 by 5.77% while reducing commercial model usage
by 25%. On RTLLM, pass@10 with average pooling embedding
improves performance by 12.5% without any commercial model,
and by 18.18% with using only 40% commercial models.

5.6 VerilogEval: Constrains on classifier
The performance gap between VeriDispatcher on RTLLM and Ver-
ilogEval largely stems from differences in semantic density. As
shown in Table 2, RTLLM contain far richer descriptions with 363.90
tokens on average, nearly double VerilogEval’s 183.28 tokens. This
additional context directly strengthens classifier accuracy. Fig. 3
and 4 show that RTLLM classifiers consistently reach 0.81–0.91
F1-macro, whereas VerilogEval tops out at 0.75–0.86, with a partic-
ularly large gap for open-source models. Richer task descriptions
give difficulty predictors more semantic cues, allowing them to
form cleaner decision boundaries and align tasks with the right
models more reliably. In contrast, VerilogEval’s concise prompts
offer fewer discriminative features, limiting the predictor’s ability
to gauge difficulty and reducing the effectiveness of routing. This
semantic bottleneck explains the difference in gains: on RTLLM,
VeriDispatcher delivers a 58% pass@1 improvement over GPT-5,
driven by precise difficulty-aware routing. On VerilogEval, where
semantic signals are weaker, improvements rely more on ensemble
diversity than on accurate prediction.

Table 2: Semantic richness by average token number.
RTLLM (Qes.) RTLLM (Ref.) VerilogEval (Qes.) VerilogEval (Ref.)

363.90 369.16 183.28 123.31

6 Conclusion
VeriDispatcher optimizes RTL generation by intelligently dispatch-
ing tasks across multiple LLMs using pre-inference difficulty pre-
diction. We train model-specific classifiers on semantic embeddings
of task descriptions, enabling the system to match each task to
the most capable model. This approach significantly boosts genera-
tion quality, achieving up to 18.18% higher on RTLLM and 5.77%
on VerilogEval compared to GPT-5, matching commercial models.
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VeriDispatcher remains effective under budget constraints, achiev-
ing strong results using only open-source models. Our analysis
reveals that external embeddings and average pooling embedding
outperform other internal states, semantic richness improves classi-
fier accuracy, and task difficulty is model-dependent. VeriDispatcher
provides a scalable and generalizable framework for real-world RTL
generation, helping teams leverage diverse LLM portfolios while
maintaining cost-efficiency and deployment flexibility.

Despite strong performance, VeriDispatcher is limited by the
small size of current RTL benchmarks, which constrains difficulty
prediction performance. Future work includes hierarchical dispatch
from cheap to premium models, extending to other EDA tasks, e.g.,
testbench generation, assertion synthesis, and developing difficulty-
aware embeddings.
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