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Abstract
As augmented large language models (LLMs) with exter-

nal tools become increasingly popular in web applications,
improving augmented LLM inference serving efficiency and
optimizing service-level objectives (SLOs) are critical for en-
hancing user experience. To achieve this, inference systems
must maximize request handling within latency constraints, re-
ferred to as increasing effective throughput. However, existing
systems face two major challenges: (i) reliance on first-come-
first-served (FCFS) scheduling causes severe head-of-line
blocking, leading to queuing delays exceeding the SLOs for
many requests; and (ii) static batch token limit, which fails to
adapt to fluctuating loads and hardware conditions. Both of
these factors degrade effective throughput and service quality.

This paper presents AugServe, an efficient inference frame-
work designed to reduce queueing latency and enhance effec-
tive throughput for augmented LLM inference services. The
core idea of AugServe is a two-stage adaptive request schedul-
ing strategy. Specifically, AugServe combines the inference
features of augmented LLM requests to optimize the order
of scheduling decisions (stage I). These decisions are contin-
uously refined with runtime information (stage II), adapting
to both request characteristics and system capabilities. In
addition, AugServe dynamically adjusts the token batching
mechanism based on hardware status and real-time load, fur-
ther enhancing throughput performance. Experimental results
show that AugServe achieves 4.7-33.1×and 3.3-13.2×higher
effective throughput than vLLM and InferCept, while reduc-
ing time-to-first-token (TTFT) by up to 96.3% and 95.0%,
respectively.

1 Introduction

Augmented Large Language Models (LLMs) have rapidly
emerged as a promising paradigm in modern web services
[1, 15]. In contrast to traditional text-only LLMs, which rely
on fixed pretrained parameters and lack real-time knowl-
edge [11, 29], augmented LLMs extend their capabilities by
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Figure 1: Augmented LLM inference process.

invoking external tools (e.g., web APIs, database, or special-
ized models) during inference [6, 7, 14, 22, 23, 27, 29]. This
approach enables augmented LLMs to perform more complex
tasks such as arithmetic computation [5, 15, 36], real-time
information retrieval [11, 33], and web interactions [26, 40],
gradually positioning them as a core component of web ser-
vices.

Augmented LLM inference service systems are becoming
the key infrastructure for next-generation web services, with
their inference efficiency directly impacting user experience.
Figure 1 illustrates the workflow of the augmented LLM in-
ference service [1,13]. (i) During inference, the augmented
LLM identifies the need for real-time information and trig-
gers the corresponding tool calls. (ii) The inference process
is then paused while awaiting the response from the external
augmentation module. (iii) Once the response is returned,
the serving system appends it to the sequence generated and
resumes normal generation. Additionally, inference systems
need to efficiently handle large numbers of concurrent user
requests, which must meet service-level objective (SLO) re-
quirements [3,12,25,35,42] (e.g., requiring time-to-first-token
(TTFT) below a fixed threshold [12]). Therefore, inference
systems must maximize request handling within latency con-
straints [3, 20, 38]. This metric, commonly referred to as ef-
fective throughput or goodput, is defined as the number of
completed requests meeting SLOs per unit time, reflecting a
system’s real-time performance.

State-of-the-art research focuses on improving inference
performance. vLLM [21] introduces PageAttention to op-
timize GPU memory utilization. However, in augmented
LLM inference, vLLM treats external calls as request ter-
mination and discards the request’s context (i.e., Key–Value
(KV) cache). When the call returns, costly recomputation is
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Figure 3: Effective throughput
(req/s) of InferCept under differ-
ent request rates.

required, causing severe GPU memory and computational
resource waste. InferCept [1] proposes dynamic context han-
dling during external calls, selecting among discarding the
KV cache, preserving it in GPU memory, or swapping it to
CPU, based on call duration and context length. This approach
reduces resource waste and improves augmented LLM infer-
ence efficiency.

However, existing inference systems still face two chal-
lenges in improving the effective throughput of augmented
LLM inference:

C1: Excessive queuing delays that break SLOs . In ex-
isting service systems, many requests experience queueing
times far beyond SLOs requirements, sharply degrading good-
put. Frameworks such as vLLM and InferCept typically rely
on first-come-first-served (FCFS) scheduling, where long re-
quests block short ones, causing severe head-of-line (HoL)
blocking and higher latency. In augmented LLM inference,
long context handling policies during external calls and un-
certainty in return length further amplify the HoL problem
and increase queuing delays. Figure 2 and 3 illustrate the
queuing latency distribution and effective throughput of In-
ferCept with OPT-13B on an H800 GPU, using a merged
augmented LLM workload [1]. As shown in Figure 2, 50%
of requests at 4.0 req/s have queuing delays exceeding 343s,
far surpassing SLOs (e.g., TTFT < 1s). Moreover, Figure
3 shows that when the load exceeds 2.0 req/s, the number
of completed requests per second meeting SLOs drops con-
siderably. This strict arrival-order scheduling severely limits
effective throughput under high-load augmented LLM infer-
ence.

C2: Static batch token limit restricts throughput im-
provement. In augmented LLM inference, the lengths of
inputs, outputs, and API responses vary significantly across
requests. A fixed batch token limit fails to adapt to dynamic
workloads, where overly small limit leads to fewer requests
being processed per iteration and lower throughput, whereas
an excessively large limit causes resource contention and
redundant recomputation.

In this paper, we propose AugServe, an efficient inference
serving framework designed to reduce request queuing latency
and improve effective throughput for augmented LLM infer-
ence services. We introduce a two-stage adaptive request
scheduling strategy (C1), which adaptively makes schedul-
ing decisions based on the features of augmented LLM infer-

ence requests and runtime information, effectively addressing
HoL blocking and reducing queuing delays. Additionally, we
propose a dynamic token-level batching mechanism (C2),
which dynamically sets the batch token limit based on real-
time load and system conditions. By combining these two
mechanisms, AugServe effectively adapts to request demands
and load fluctuations, significantly improving the service per-
formance of the augmented LLM inference.

For the two-stage scheduling, we focus on the external
call features of augmented LLM inference requests, including
call duration, return length, and context handling policies. By
combining these with request input and output length, we
design a decision-making approach to evaluate each request’s
scheduling value in terms of waiting time and memory usage.
A small model is employed to predict call duration and output
length for guiding scheduling value computation. Using the
value, the most suitable requests are selected for batching in
each iteration to minimize overall queueing delay (Stage I).
Furthermore, to better adapt to system status, we dynamically
refine the scheduling value based on actual external call return
lengths and context handling policies (Stage II). Otherwise,
an anti-starvation mechanism is introduced to ensure fairness.

For dynamic token-level batching, we propose dynamically
setting the batch token limit based on the external call pat-
terns, real-time load, and hardware memory usage, maximize
throughput while meeting SLOs under varying workloads.
Furthermore, we impose bounded constraints to prevent ex-
treme cases, thereby ensuring system stability while improv-
ing inference efficiency.

We implemented AugServe on vLLM and evaluated its
performance against both vLLM and InferCept using two
LLMs, GPT-J-6B [34] and OPT-13B [39], across various hard-
ware platforms (NVIDIA RTX 4090, H800, and A100 GPUs).
Overall, AugServe demonstrates superior latency and effective
throughput performance compared to both baseline systems.
AugServe achieves 4.7-33.1× and 3.3-13.2× higher effective
throughput than vLLM and InferCept, while reducing TTFT
by up to 96.3% and 95.0%, respectively.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• We introduce AugServe, an efficient inference serving

framework for augmented LLMs, which reduces request
queuing latency and improves effective throughput. (§4)

• We design a two-stage adaptive request scheduling strategy
that adaptively optimizes request scheduling order based
on request features and runtime information. (§4.3)

• We develop a dynamic token-level batching mechanism
that adjusts the batch token limit adapting to real-time load.
(§4.4)

• We conduct extensive evaluations to confirm that AugServe
outperforms vLLM and InferCept in inference performance
(§5).
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2 Background

2.1 Augmented Large Language Models
As LLMs rapidly evolve, their text-only capabilities and fixed
model parameters have exposed limitations, such as halluci-
nations and lack of real-time knowledge [8, 11, 29], making
them inadequate for growing application demands. To address
these issues, augmented LLMs integrate external tools and
resources (e.g., web APIs, database queries, external models)
during inference [6,7,14,22,23,27,29], enhancing their ability
to perform diverse tasks like arithmetic computation [5,15,36]
and real-time web interaction [26, 40].

Meanwhile, with the popularization of Function Calling
[24] and the Model Context Protocol (MCP) [4], invoking
external tools has also become increasingly prevalent within
LLM inference services [1, 9, 13, 23], enabling support for
more diverse user needs. Consequently, augmented LLM in-
ference systems are gradually emerging as the core infrastruc-
ture for modern web applications.

2.2 Existing LLM Inference Systems
LLM inference services have become a dominant workload
in modern data centers, motivating the design of advanced
systems to improve overall efficiency.

To more efficiently handle arriving requests with varying
sequence lengths, Orca [37] replaces request-level schedul-
ing with iteration-level scheduling, forming batches before
each iteration, allowing completed short requests to exit early,
and admitting new requests. This design maximizes GPU
parallelism and improves throughput and has been widely
adopted in inference frameworks. Meanwhile, some efforts
focus on improving GPU memory utilization. vLLM [21] in-
troduces PagedAttention, which partitions GPU memory into
fixed-size blocks and allocates them on demand. This avoids
pre-allocating large memory regions and greatly reduces frag-
mentation, enhancing memory efficiency and inference perfor-
mance. Additionally, some works optimize prefill and decode
stages, such as chunked prefill [2] and prefill–decode sepa-
ration [16, 42]. Other approaches explore offloading the KV
cache to CPU memory or SSD storage [17,18,32] to alleviate
GPU memory pressure.

While prior works adopt a single context (KV cache) han-
dling policy during external calls in augmented LLM infer-
ence, InferCept [1] advances these approaches by dynamically
selecting among Preserve, Discard, or Swap context handling
policies based on the external call duration and context length:
• Preserve: The KV cache remains in GPU memory during

the call, and decoding resumes once the response returns.
• Discard: The KV cache is discarded, and recomputation is

required after the response returns.
• Swap: The KV cache is swapped to CPU memory, then

moved back to GPU memory once the response returns.
Since each policy results in different memory waste, this
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Figure 4: Effective throughput (req/s) and TTFT (s) with FCFS and
random scheduling under different request rates.

adaptive design avoids inefficiently relying on a single policy
and further reduces memory waste and inference latency.

3 Motivation

We focus on maximizing effective throughput under SLO con-
straints in augmented LLM inference services, as it directly
impacts user experience. However, existing inference systems
that rely on FCFS scheduling and static batch token limit
struggle to meet this requirement. This motivates a systematic
empirical investigation of current challenges and potential
opportunities.

3.1 Rigid FCFS Scheduling Policy
Challenge 1: FCFS scheduling increases queuing delay
and reduces effective throughput. Current inference sys-
tems typically adopt an FCFS scheduling, batching requests
by arrival order without considering variations in input or
output lengths. As a result, long requests block shorter ones,
causing severe HOL blocking, higher queuing delays, and
degraded throughput. In augmented LLM inference, unaware-
ness of call return length worsens the problem. Specifically,
early-arriving long requests with large token returns require
substantial KV computation and memory footprint, blocking
subsequent short requests and aggravating the HoL issue.

We use random scheduling to shuffle the request order and
compare it with FCFS scheduling. We apply these scheduling
policies on InferCept, running with OPT-13B on an NVIDIA
H800 GPU, and using the merged augmented LLM dataset
with Poisson arrivals. Following prior work [12, 35], we set
the SLOs to a TTFT of 1s and an average token latency of
10× the iteration time.

As shown in Figure 4a, random scheduling consistently
achieves higher effective throughput than FCFS across differ-
ent loads. This indicates that FCFS batches requests strictly
by arrival order and causes HoL blocking, leading to through-
put degradation. In contrast, random scheduling breaks this
rigid order, alleviating the HoL issue to some extent and thus
achieving higher throughput. Meanwhile, Figure 4b illustrates
that random scheduling yields lower queuing latency than
FCFS under both load conditions. This occurs because re-
ordering allows short requests to complete ahead of long ones,
thereby reducing the queuing delays for some requests. As
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Table 1: Effective throughput (req/s) with different max batch to-
kens, request rates, models, and GPUs.

Max batch tokens 100 500 1000 1500 2000

2.0req/s, GPT-J-6B, 4090
GPU

0.29 0.41 0.25 0.11 0.10
4.0req/s, OPT-13B, H800

GPU
0.01 0.16 0.18 0.22 0.19

a result, more requests meet the SLO constraints, consistent
with the effective throughput results in Figure 4a.

However, random scheduling only coarsely shuffles the
request order, providing limited improvement in throughput,
while TTFT and tail latency remain high. This suggests that
more fine-grained scheduling decisions are needed to better
adapt to request features and system status, thereby achieving
optimal performance.

Opportunity 1: Augmented LLM inference requires
fine-grained scheduling to optimize request ordering, re-
ducing queueing latency and enhancing effective through-
put.

3.2 Fixed Batch Token Limit
Challenge 2: Fix batch token limit restricts throughput
improvement. The batch token limit determines the maxi-
mum number of tokens processed in a single forward iteration.
If the batch token limit is too small, each iteration can process
only a few requests, and overall throughput remains low. Con-
versely, if the limit is set too large and exceeds GPU capacity,
it leads to intensified resource contention. The GPU memory
occupied by previously generated KV caches will be evicted,
requiring additional recomputation, which in turn degrades
the overall inference efficiency.

Building on the configuration in §3.1, we additionally run
GPT-J-6B on an NVIDIA 4090 GPU to evaluate the effective
throughput with different statically configured batch token
limits. As shown in the Table 1, both excessively small and
overly large limits degrade effective throughput. Moreover,
the optimal token limit varies across hardware conditions and
workload levels.

Opportunity 2: Dynamically adapting the batch token
limit to real-time load and hardware status is essential for
maximizing effective throughput.

3.3 Analysis of Augmented LLM Inference
We perform a detailed analysis on two augmented LLM
datasets, including the Merge dataset from InferCept and the
ToolBench dataset from ToolLLM [28]. Figure 5 illustrates
the significant variations in request input, output, and exter-
nal call (API) return lengths of requests. In particular, API
returned tokens impose both high computational and memory
demands during inference, as they require computing new
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KVs for the returned tokens while relying on the KV cache
of the preceding context.

We conduct experiments with different input, output, and
API return lengths to evaluate system performance. As shown
in Table 2, varying API return lengths result in distinct good-
put performance. Larger API return lengths and mixing dif-
ferent API return lengths generally tend to reduce throughput.
This underscores that API return length is an key factor in-
fluencing the system’s effective throughput. Figure 6 further
presents the TTFT under different API return lengths. As the
API return length increases, TTFT rises accordingly, suggest-
ing that requests with large API return lengths require careful
scheduling to mitigate the latency challenge.

Some prior works use output or total length to guide
scheduling [10, 19, 31]. However, in augmented LLM infer-
ence, relying solely on total length is suboptimal, as it fails
to accurately reflect the actual processing time. For example,
even when Request 2 has a longer total length than Request 1
(Tl,2 > Tl,1), it may still complete earlier (Tt,2 < Tt,1) if their
API return lengths difference that meets certain conditions. A
simple derivation is provided below, with symbol definitions
listed in Table 5 (Appendix A).

Proposition 1 (Longer request can finish earlier). For request
i, let the total length be Tl,i =Gl,i+Al,i, where Gl,i and Al,i de-
note the generation length and API return length, respectively.
Let Nmax denote the maximum number of tokens processed
per iteration, and It is the iteration time. The total service
time Tt,i is:

Tt,i = Gl,i It +
Al,i

Nmax
It = It

(
Gl,i +

Al,i

Nmax

)
. (1)

When Tl,2 > Tl,1 and Tt,1 > Tt,2 (2)

hold simultaneously, the necessary and sufficient condition is

Tl,2−Tl,1 <
(

1− 1
Nmax

)
(Al,2−Al,1). (3)

The proposition shows that a longer request can still finish
earlier when the difference in API return length is sufficiently
large relative to the total length difference.

In addition to return length, the context handling policies
(e.g., Preserve, Discard, and Swap) during external calls also
impact system performance. Different policies result in vary-
ing levels of memory overhead and consequently affect infer-
ence efficiency.
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Table 2: Effective throughput (req/s) comparison with different API
return length, prompt, and output lengths (token).

Prompt length
+ output length

32+32 32+512 512+32 512+512

API return 0 3.78 0.16 0.48 0.078
API return 32 3.71 0.24 0.23 0.070

API return 256 0.22 0.43 0.13 0.071
API return 32+256 0.45 0.35 0.15 0.068

Opportunity 3: External call characteristics should
be incorporated into fine-grained scheduling to improve
scheduling efficiency and overall system performance.

Insight and summary: Augmented LLM inference sys-
tems must consider not only overall workload, but also request
specific external call features. These factors should guide the
design of fine-grained scheduling and the dynamic setting
of batch token limit that adapt to real-time load and system
capacity, thereby reducing queuing delays and improving ef-
fective throughput.

4 Design

In this section, we present the core design of AugServe, which
integrates a two-stage scheduling strategy and a dynamic
token-level batching mechanism. The overall goal is to mit-
igate HoL blocking, reduce TTFT, and improve effective
throughput.

4.1 Design Overview
AugServe consists of three modules: (1) Prediction module:
estimates the output length range and API call duration from
the request input and call type, providing prior signals to guide
context handling policy selection and assist scheduling. (2)
Scheduling module: computes scheduling values based on
context handling policy and request features. To avoid error
amplification and improve robustness, we adopt a two-stage
design: (i) initially relying on predictions, (ii) while runtime
feedback dynamically corrects priorities to ensure efficient
and fair request ordering. (3) Dynamic token batching mod-
ule: continuously monitors runtime load and resource usage
to adaptively adjust the batch token limit with bounded con-
straints, ensuring stability while maintaining high throughput
under fluctuating workloads. Together, these modules form
a unified framework that reduces queueing delay, and maxi-
mizes effective throughput across diverse augmented LLM
workloads.

4.2 Prediction of Request Characteristics
Efficient scheduling requires knowledge of the request output
length, which is unknown before decoding. Following prior
studies on output length prediction, we fine-tune a lightweight
BERT-base-uncased model to estimate both the output length
range and the API call duration. With only millions of pa-
rameters, the model provides fast predictions with negligi-

ble overhead, enabling seamless integration into the serving
pipeline. For output length, we discretize ranges into buckets
and formulate prediction as classification, a design shown to
outperform direct regression [16, 19]. For API call duration,
we adopt a regression approach leveraging observed time dis-
tributions across API types. We train and evaluate the model
on the Merge and ToolBench datasets with 70/30 and 60/40
splits, respectively. Our model achieves 85% accuracy on
ToolBench and 65% on Merge for output length prediction,
and the mean squared error for API call time is about 5s and
0.4s. These levels are sufficient to support our scheduling
strategy, and further accuracy optimization is left to future
work.

4.3 Adaptive Two-Stage Scheduling Strategy
In augmented LLM inference services, request scheduling
must cope with highly heterogeneous characteristics, includ-
ing input length, output length, API call duration, and return
length. A single-stage scheduler typically ranks requests at
admission using predicted lengths or response times, but such
static decisions tend to amplify prediction errors. For instance,
if a long request is misclassified as a short one, placing at
the head of the queue, discarding its context during API in-
vocation, and recomputing upon return, leading to excessive
GPU memory consumption and blocking subsequent requests,
which is an instance of the HoL problem. Without a mech-
anism for runtime correction, such errors will accumulate,
sharply increasing queueing latency and reducing throughput.

Therefore, an effective scheduling framework must com-
bine predictive signals with adaptive correction during exe-
cution. Guided by this principle, we introduce a two-stage
scheduling value estimation that evaluates and prioritizes re-
quests separately in the pre-invocation and post-invocation
phases, thereby integrating predictive foresight with runtime
adaptivity.

Stage I: Predictive value estimation. When a request
arrives, the system computes a provisional scheduling value
representing the expected system cost of the request based
on predictive features, including output length range, API
call duration, return length, and context handling policy. By
sorting requests according to this scheduling value, the system
can prioritize those requests with lower expected costs and
faster completion, thereby mitigating HoL blocking caused
by long requests occupying the front of the requests queue.

Before request i enters the waiting queue, we first estimate
its context handling policy Ŝi ∈ {Preserve,Discard,Swap}
for the external call. Following InferCept, we choose a han-
dling policy by minimizing the waiting-phase cost in terms of
memory waste (Equations 4-8). The definitions of all symbols
are listed in Table 5 in Appendix A. Here, T INT

i denotes the
duration of API call invocation, M is the context memory foot-
print per token, Ci means the context length, and T fwd is the
processing time of one forward iteration. The memory waste
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of each handling policy, denoted as Wastepolicy
i , is computed

as follows:
WastePreserve

i = T INT
i ·Ci ·M, (4)

WasteDiscard
i = T fwd(Ci) ·Ci ·M + T fwd(Ci) ·Cother ·M, (5)

WasteSwap
i = 2 ·T swap(Ci) ·Nfwd

max ·M, (6)

Ŝi = policy ∈ {Preserve,Discard,Swap}, (7)

WasteŜi
i = min(WastePreserve

i ,WasteDiscard
i ,WasteSwap

i ). (8)

After selecting the context handling policy Ŝi, we estimate
the predicted scheduling value Vi accordingly. Specifically,
we compute the system cost of request i across phases, includ-
ing the prefill stage, the generation stage, and the memory
residency during API call invocation. Under Discard and
Swap, the request will release its context memory upon invo-
cation, whereas under Preserve it remains allocated through-
out. Since future rounds are hard to anticipate, the scheduling
value Vi of Preserve is approximated using the system cost
before the invocation returns.

Let Costi denote the cost of request i in a given phase. Here,
Lpre

i represents the actual input length, L̂out
i is the predicted

output length, T̂ api
i is the predicted API invocation duration,

Nfwd
max and Sfwd

out denote the maximum number of tokens pro-
cessed per forward iteration, and the maximum number of
tokens swapped out to CPU memory per iteration, respec-
tively. The system cost for each phase is computed as follows:

Costprefill
i =

1
2

M ·
(Lpre

i )2

Nfwd
max

·T fwd, (9)

Costdecode
i = M ·T fwd

(
Lpre

i · L̂
out
i +

1
2
(L̂out

i )2
)
, (10)

Costapi
i = M · (Lpre

i + L̂out
i ) · T̂ api

i , (11)

Costswap-out
i =

1
2

M ·
(Lpre

i + L̂out
i )2

Sfwd
out

·T fwd. (12)

Next, the scheduling value is computed based on the se-
lected policy Ŝi. Each policy includes the costs of the prefill
and decode phases. Besides, Preserve accounts for memory
residency during the API invocation, while Swap incorpo-
rates the overhead of context swapping. The calculation is as
follows:

V (1)
i,Preserve =Costprefill

i +Costdecode
i +Costapi

i , (13)

V (1)
i,Discard =Costprefill

i +Costdecode
i , (14)

V (1)
i,Swap =Costprefill

i +Costdecode
i +Costswap-out

i . (15)

The scheduling value obtained in Stage I, V (1)
i,Ŝi

, is used as
the basis for ranking requests in the waiting queue or before
the first external API invocation. However, since prediction
errors may accumulate and system states can change after
invocation, Stage II is introduced to refine this value with
runtime observations and corrections.

Stage II: Runtime correction and re-prioritization. Al-
though Stage I provides a prediction-based scheduling value

V (1)
i,Ŝi

, its accuracy is limited by uncertainties in output length,
API call time, and policy prediction. Such errors may accu-
mulate, distorting priority ordering and increasing overall
queuing delay. To mitigate this, we use runtime observations
to replace predictions, correcting the scheduling value for
each request. The corrected scheduling value V (2)

i,S̃i
more ac-

curately reflects the resource consumption of request i and
serves for re-prioritization after invocation.

We present the system cost formulations after incorporating
the actual return lengths of API calls, covering the context
swap-in phase, the recomputation phase, the processing of
API returned tokens, and the subsequent generation phase.
After the call returns, the request re-enters the system with
updated input information, which enables us to predict the
output length and new call features of the new round. Here,
Ltotal

i denotes the total length processed before the call, and
L̃ret

i denotes the actual return length of the call.

Costswap-in
i =

1
2

M ·
(Ltotal

i )2

Sfwd
in

·T fwd, (16)

Costrecompute
i =

1
2

M ·
(Ltotal

i )2

Nfwd
max

·T fwd, (17)

Costpro-api
i = M · T fwd

Nfwd
max

(
Ltotal

i · L̃ret
i +

1
2
(L̃ret

i )2
)
, (18)

Costdecode-post
i =M ·T fwd

(
(Ltotal

i + L̃ret
i ) · L̂out,next

i +
1
2
(L̂out,next

i )2
)
.

(19)
The scheduling value is then determined according to the

context handling policy S̃i applied during invocation.

V (2)
i,Preserve =Costpro-api

i +Costdecode-post
i , (20)

V (2)
i,Swap =Costswap-in

i +Costpro-api
i +Costdecode-post

i , (21)

V (2)
i,Discard =Costrecompute

i +Costpro-api
i +Costdecode-post

i . (22)

Building on the Stage II scheduling value V (2)
i,S̃i

, we incor-
porate the potential context handling policy in the new round
to obtain the final scheduling value V final

i . If the next round
adopts Swap, the additional cost of swapping out context is
included; if it adopts Preserve, the memory footprint dur-
ing the subsequent API invocation will be contained. In this
way, V final

i provides a more comprehensive estimate of future
resource consumption, serving as the basis for cross-round
scheduling decisions.

V final
i,Swap =V (2)

i,S̃i
+

1
2

M ·
(
Ltotal

i + L̃ret
i + L̂out,next

i
)2

Sfwd
out

·T fwd, (23)

V final
i,Preserve =V (2)

i,S̃i
+M ·

(
Ltotal

i + L̃ret
i + L̂out,next

i
)
· T̂ api,next

i , (24)

V final
i,Discard =V (2)

i,S̃i
. (25)

Anti-starvation adjustment. On top of the final scheduling
value V final

i , we incorporate an anti-starvation term to ensure
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that long-waiting requests gradually gain higher priority. The
waiting time is measured as the difference between the current
time and the last scheduling time, while the coefficient α

controls the trade-off between fairness and throughput:

V sched
i =V final

i +α ·
(
now− last_schedule_timei

)
. (26)

In summary, we designed an adaptive scheduling strategy
that integrates prediction-driven scheduling value estimation
(Stage I), runtime correction with real-time information (Stage
II), and an anti-starvation mechanism. The overall algorithm
details are provided in Appendix A. This design enables the
system to dynamically balance adaptability and fairness, en-
suring high throughput and stable latency performance in
augmented LLM inference services.

4.4 Dynamic Token Batching
Existing systems often use a fixed batch token limit to safe-
guard GPU memory, but this static approach limits throughput.
To address this, we design a dynamic batch token limit mech-
anism that adjusts the maximum number of tokens processed
per iteration according to runtime resource availability.

Specifically, we monitor two key quantities: (i) free GPU
memory and (ii) context memory of paused requests. We
configure the paused memory can be preempted by active
requests, so the sum of the two parts is considered as the avail-
able capacity. Based on this, we calculate the current memory
usage of each component, denoted by Gpart, as follows:

Gactive
kv (t) = M · ∑

i∈running
Ltotal

i , (27)

Gpaused
kv (t) = M · ∑

j∈paused
Ltotal

j , (28)

Gfixed = Gmodel +Gruntime +Gsafety, Gsafety > 0. (29)

Gfree(t) = Gtotal−Gfixed−Gactive
kv (t)−Gpaused

kv (t). (30)

Gavail(t) = Gfree(t)+ γ ·Gpaused
kv (t), γ ∈ [0,1], default γ = 1.

(31)

token_budget(t) =
⌊

Gavail(t)
M

⌋
. (32)

To prevent transient fluctuations in available GPU memory
from causing excessive token budget expansion and memory
overload, we add interval constraints. We first determine an
appropriate reference upper limit targetmax through offline
profiling. At runtime, the dynamic token limit is bounded
within [βlow ·targetmax,βhigh ·targetmax], where βlow and βhigh
serve as smoothing parameters. This ensures flexible scaling
under real-time conditions while avoiding over-adjustments
from short-term memory variations.

To sum up, this mechanism enhances overall throughput
and improves scheduling efficiency.

5 Evaluation

We evaluate our approach and baselines across different hard-
ware, models, and datasets. We first analyze end-to-end perfor-
mance, including effective throughput, TTFT, and normalized
latency, then conduct sensitivity and robustness studies, and
finally perform ablation experiments to assess each compo-
nent’s effects.

5.1 Experiment Setup
Environment and models. Our experiments are conducted
on diverse hardware platforms to demonstrate the generality
of our system. We run GPT-J-6B on an NVIDIA RTX 4090
GPU with 24GB memory, and OPT-13B on either an NVIDIA
H800 GPU with 80GB memory or two NVIDIA A100 GPUs
with 40GB memory each.

Datasets. To assess the effectiveness of AugServe in aug-
mented LLM inference, we adopt two representative datasets:
(i) a merged dataset by integrating six categories of augmented
LLM tasks used in InferCept. We refer to this dataset as
"Merge" throughout the paper. And (ii) ToolBench, provided
by ToolLLM [28], which contains thousands of API calls
spanning dozens of categories.

Workloads. We consider three types of workload genera-
tion: (W1) a Poisson arrival process, running for 30 minutes
to simulate real-world random request streams; (W2) a fixed
request count of 2k requests to evaluate system completion
efficiency; and (W3) a Gamma arrival process, also running
for 30 minutes, where the coefficient of variation (CV) is ad-
justed to control burstiness under the same average arrival
rate, serving as a robustness test.

Baselines and metrics. We compare AugServe with vLLM
and InferCept, focusing on performance under SLO con-
straints. For latency, we report normalized latency and TTFT.
Normalized latency is defined as the each request’s end-to-end
latency divided by its generated length, and TTFT captures
the time to generate the first token and includes queuing delay.
For throughput, we measure Goodput and SLOs Attainment.
Goodput is the number of SLO-satisfying requests completed
per unit time. SLOs Attainment is the fraction of completed
requests that meet SLOs , reflecting service quality. Following
prior work, we set SLOs as TTFT < 1s and normalized latency
< 10× iteration time.

5.2 End-to-End Performance
We evaluate AugServe against vLLM and InferCept by mea-
suring effective throughput, TTFT, and normalized latency on
Merge and ToolBench under W1 workload with GPT-J-6B
and OPT-13B on different GPUs. The results demonstrate
that AugServe significantly boosts effective throughput and
also reduces TTFT and normalized latency, highlighting its
advantages in augmented LLM inference.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 7: Effective throughput (req/s) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with different
models and GPUs. Higher is better.

5.2.1 Effective Throughput

Figure 7 presents the effective throughput of AugServe and
the baselines across different hardware configurations and
request rates. Across all load levels, AugServe consistently
achieves the highest goodput. On the Merge dataset, corre-
sponding to the three experimental environments in Figure 7,
AugServe delivers average 33.2×, 5.9×, and 15.0×higher effec-
tive throughput than vLLM, and 12.9×, 3.4×, and 6.8×higher
than InferCept. On ToolBench, similar improvements are
observed. For example, at a load of 5.0 req/s on the H800
with ToolBench, the goodput of vLLM and InferCept is only
0.25req/s and 0.21req/s, while AugServe maintains a high
level of approximately 2.35 req/s.

The fundamental reason for this discrepancy is that, as
load increases, FCFS scheduling exacerbates the HoL block-
ing. Furthermore, high concurrency intensifies GPU memory
contention, triggering frequent KV swapping and recompu-
tation. These factors together increase latency and cause a
large number of requests to miss SLOs , resulting in the sharp
throughput degradation of vLLM and InferCept. By contrast,
AugServe alleviates HoL blocking by its two-stage adaptive
scheduling, and adapts to varying loads via dynamic token
batching, which avoids excessive recomputation and resource
waste. As a result, AugServe sustains significantly higher ef-
fective throughput across all hardware and loads, with its
advantage particularly evident on memory-constrained con-
sumer GPUs. For instance, on the RTX 4090 GPU, AugServe
achieves more than 10×higher goodput than both vLLM and
InferCept. We also present the effective throughput at 5×SLOs
in Appendix B to further validate the stability and perfor-
mance of AugServe.

Summary. AugServe outperforms vLLM and InferCept,
achieving substantially higher effective throughput.

5.2.2 TTFT

TTFT is a critical factor for effective throughput, as failing
to meet the TTFT SLO causes a large number of requests to
be treated as invalid, leading to a significant drop in goodput.
Figure 8 compares the average TTFT of AugServe with vLLM
and InferCept under different configurations. In all scenarios,
AugServe consistently achieves lower TTFT than the base-
lines, with reductions of up to 96.3% and 95.0%. As the load
increases, TTFT rises across all systems, but AugServe main-

tains excellent performance. For example, at 5.0 req/s with
Merge on H800, the average TTFT of AugServe is reduced by
90.8% compared to InferCept and 90.5% compared to vLLM.
This reduction in TTFT enables more requests to complete
within the SLOs, sustaining higher effective throughput. We
also present the comparison of P95 TTFT (the 95th-percentile
TTFT) in Appendix B, which evaluates the system’s tail la-
tency.

Summary. AugServe markedly reduces TTFT, indicating
lower queuing delays and more efficient request scheduling.

5.2.3 Normalization Latency

We further evaluate normalized latency, defined as end-to-end
latency divided by output length. This metric reflects the aver-
age token response efficiency and removes the bias of varying
output lengths, allowing fairer comparison across requests.
As shown in Figure 9, normalized latency increases for all sys-
tems as the load grows, but the growth of AugServe is much
slower than that of InferCept and vLLM. For example, at 5.0
req/s on the ToolBench dataset and H800 GPU, the average
normalized latency of AugServe is reduced by 57.6% and
80.3% compared to InferCept and vLLM, respectively. Over-
all, AugServe achieves 80.3% and 62.7% lower normalized
latency than vLLM and InferCept, indicating higher token
generation efficiency. Combined with TTFT reductions, the
lower normalized latency demonstrates AugServe’s distinct
advantages in both request-level and token-level efficiency.
Similarly, the results of P95 normalized latency and time-per-
output-token (TPOT) are presented in Appendix B to supple-
ment the analysis of tail latency and decoding efficiency.

Summary. AugServe consistently achieves the lowest nor-
malized latency, reflecting higher per-token efficiency.

5.3 Sensitivity and Robustness
In this section, we fix the workload to 2k requests (W2 work-
load) to compare the performance of different systems under
the same task volume. We report effective throughput and
SLOs attainment to evaluate completion efficiency and ser-
vice quality.

Table 3 presents the effective throughput when processing
2k requests with OPT-13B on an H800 GPU. On the Merge
dataset, at 3.0 req/s, AugServe achieves a goodput of 0.57
req/s, two to three times higher than vLLM (0.15 req/s) and
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 8: Average time-to-first-token (TTFT) (s) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with
different models and GPUs. Lower right is better, i.e., shorter response time and queueing time.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 9: Average token Latency (s/token) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with
different models and GPUs. Lower right is better, i.e., sustains higher serving load.

Table 3: Effective throughput (req/s) comparison of vLLM, Infer-
Cept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets under different
request rates (req/s) with OPT-13B and an H800 GPU.

Datasets Merge dataset ToolBench dataset
Request rate 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

vLLM 0.22 0.15 0.11 1.09 0.25 0.19
InferCept 0.27 0.21 0.16 0.31 0.16 0.10
AugServe 0.60 0.57 0.51 1.11 0.71 0.56
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Figure 10: Breakdown of AugServe components with Merge dataset,
OPT-13B, and an H800 GPU.
InferCept (0.21 req/s). On ToolBench, at a load of 5.0 req/s,
AugServe still sustains 0.71 req/s, while vLLM and InferCept
fall to 0.25 req/s and 0.16 req/s, respectively. Overall, across
both datasets and all load levels, AugServe consistently deliv-
ers higher goodput than vLLM and InferCept, and maintains
stable performance even under heavy load. We also report the
corresponding SLOs attainment under the same experimental
setting in Appendix B. Otherwise, We also assess the robust-
ness of AugServe and the baselines under varying burstiness
in request arrivals, which is detailed in Appendix B.

Summary. Under the 2k-request setting, AugServe
achieves higher effective throughput than vLLM and Infer-
Cept, confirming superior efficiency and service quality.

5.4 Ablation Study
To further understand the effectiveness of the AugServe de-
sign, we conduct an ablation study by breaking down its core

Table 4: Time breakdown for serving requests with AugServe on
Merge and ToolBench datasets with OPT-13B and an H800 GPU.

Breakdown Predict Queueing Execute
Merge-3.0req/s 0.55% 10.88% 88.57%

ToolBench-5.0req/s 0.14% 8.57% 91.29%

components. Specifically, we first add dynamic token batching
(AugServe w/ MaxBatch in Figure 10) to evaluate the through-
put improvement. We then introduce a two-stage scheduling
strategy and compare it against vLLM and InferCept, both of
which use FCFS scheduling to assess additional performance
improvements. The experiments used the Merge dataset, the
OPT-13B model, and an H800 GPU.

Figure 10 presents the results on key performance metrics.
First, the introduction of dynamic token batching improves
effective throughput. For example, with a load is 2.0 req/s,
this design increases vLLM’s 0.22 req/s and InferCept’s 0.28
req/s to 0.35 req/s. This shows that the dynamic batching
mechanism can effectively adapt to runtime resource con-
ditions and enhance overall efficiency. Moreover, with the
addition of two-stage scheduling, effective throughput is fur-
ther significantly improved, and latency is obviously reduced.
This is because FCFS strictly follows arrival order, while
our scheduling strategy adapts to request features, thereby
enhancing overall efficiency.

Furthermore, Table 4 shows the breakdown of request com-
pletion time in AugServe, where the prediction module ac-
counts for less than 1% of the total, making its overhead
negligible.

Summary. The ablation study shows that dynamic batching
helps improve goodput. Furthermore, introducing two-stage
scheduling significantly reduces TTFT and further boosts
effective throughput, confirming the complementary benefits
of both components.
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6 Related Work

Memory optimizations. vLLM [21] improves GPU memory
utilization with PageAttention, allocating memory in fixed-
size blocks and gradually assigning them, reducing fragmen-
tation and memory waste. InferCept [1] proposes a dynamic
context handling strategy during augmented LLM inference
pauses, selectively swapping KV cache to CPU memory to
minimize memory waste. Sarathi [2] employs chunked prefill,
splitting the input into blocks and processing them together
with decoding to maximize resource utilization. FlexGen [32]
and FlashGen [18] optimize KV cache management by of-
floading data to CPU memory or SSDs to boost throughput.
These memory optimization techniques, including PageAt-
tention, dynamic context handling, and chunked prefill, are
already integrated into AugServe to enhance performance.

Scheduling. Recent research has made efforts in opti-
mizing requests scheduling. For instance, Orca [37] uses
iteration-level batching to leverage GPU parallelism, and Fast-
Serve [35] employs preemptive time-slicing to reduce com-
pletion times. Other methods [10, 16, 19, 30, 31, 41] predict
output lengths for near-shortest-job-first (SJF) scheduling to
minimize queuing delays. However, these approaches fail to
address the unique characteristics of augmented LLM infer-
ence, such as API call return length, making them less suitable
for augmented LLM. AugServe overcomes these limitations
with an adaptive two-stage scheduling strategy that dynam-
ically adjusts to key features of augmented LLM inference,
for efficient request scheduling and improved throughput.

7 Conclusion

This paper proposes AugServe to optimize inference efficiency
for augmented LLM inference services. The core of AugServe
is an adaptive request scheduling strategy and dynamic token
batching. AugServe introduces two-stage scheduling decisions
and runtime corrections, tailored to the unique features of
augmented LLM inference and varying request demands. Ad-
ditionally, AugServe dynamically adjusts the batch token limit
based on real-time conditions, efficiently adapting to work-
load variations. Combining these two advantages, AugServe
reduces overall queueing delays and significantly improves
effective throughput. Experiments demonstrate the high effi-
ciency and stability of AugServe.
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Table 5: Notation and definitions of key symbols.

Symbol Definition

Tl,i Total length of request i (generate and API return)
Tt,i Total processing time of request i
Gl,i Generate length of request i
Al,i API return length of request i
Nfwd

max Maximum number of tokens processed per iteration
M Per-token KV cache memory footprint
T INT

i API call duration of request i
Ci Context length (tokens) before external API invocation
T fwd Processing time of one forward iteration
Lpre

i Actual input length of request i (prefill tokens)
L̂out

i Predicted output length of request i
L̃out

i Observed (true) output length of request i
T̂ api

i Predicted API invocation duration of request i
L̃ret

i Observed API return length of request i
Ltotal

i Total length processed before API call of request i
Sfwd Maximum number of tokens swapped per iteration
Ŝi Predicted context-handling policy for request i
S̃i Selected context-handling policy for request i
Costi System cost of request i in a specific phase
V (1)

i,Ŝi
Stage I scheduling value of request i (prediction-based)

V final
i Stage II scheduling value of request i (runtime-corrected)

V sched
i Scheduling value with waiting time of request i

Gactive
kv Memory footprint of running requests

Gpaused
kv Memory footprint of paused requests

Gavail
kv Available memory for new tokens
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A Algorithm

Table 5 defines the symbols used in the paper’s equations.
Algorithm 1 illustrates how AugServe employs a two-stage
adaptive request scheduling strategy and dynamic token batch-
ing mechanism to perform scheduling in each iteration. Upon
request arrival, the prediction module is invoked to estimate
the external call time and output length, helping select an
optimal context handling policy. This informs the calculation
of the stage I scheduling value, which determines the initial
order of requests (lines 2-9). After the actual call is completed,
the scheduling value for stage II is updated based on the ac-
tual context handling policy and API return length, and the
request is reinserted into the appropriate queue according to
the chosen policy (lines 10-24). Additionally, the available
GPU memory is used to update the batch token limit in each
iteration, maintaining it within an optimal range to prevent
extreme fluctuations (line 25-27). Finally, the requests are
sorted based on their scheduling values (lines 28), and the
batch is filled sequentially until it is full (lines 30-40) and
processed in a forward pass.

B Performance

B.1 Evaluation of Robustness
To evaluate the robustness of AugServe and the two baseline
systems under burst traffic, we use the Gamma distribution
to simulate the request arrival process and the coefficient of
variation (CV) to control the level of load fluctuation. Specifi-
cally, we fix different request rates in the two datasets with
OPT-13B on an H800 GPU, then set various coefficients of
variation to compare the effective throughput of several infer-
ence systems.

Table 6 presents a detailed goodput comparison. Across all
datasets and load conditions, AugServe exhibits more stable
performance compared to vLLM and InferCept. As shown in
the table, as the burst request level increases, the efficiency of
the inference system declines. For instance, under the Merge
workload with a load of 2.0 req/s and CV = 1.5, the effective
throughput of both vLLM and InferCept drops to approxi-
mately 0.1 req/s. However, AugServe maintains a stable 1.15
req/s, demonstrating excellent reliability.

Summary. AugServe enhances effective throughput while
ensuring superior system stability.

B.2 Effective Throughput of Different Metrics
B.2.1 Workloads with Fixed Requests

Table 7 reports the SLO attainment under the same experi-
mental conditions as in §5.3, with a fixed total service request
count of 2k and varying request rates. This metric reflects
the qualification rate at which the inference system success-
fully completes requests under SLO constraints. As the load

Algorithm 1: AugServe Scheduler
Input: Request queues: running, swapped,

waiting_resume, waiting_new, paused;
predictor Pred; waiting parameter α; token
parameter β; token limit Nmax

1 while True do
// (1) Stage-I scheduling value

2 foreach r ∈ arrivals do
3 (pre_call durationt ,pre_generatel)← Pred(r)
4 compute WastePreserve

r ,WasteDiscard
r ,WasteSwap

r
5 r.pre_policy← argmin{Waste·r}
6 V (1)

r,pre_policy← Costphases
r by (9)-(15)

7 r.stage1_sched_value←V (1)
r,pre_policy

8 waiting_new.push(r)
9 end

// (2) Stage-II scheduling value
10 foreach (r,S) ∈ paused do
11 if r.apiFinished() then
12 update V (2)

r ← S & API return length by
(16)-(22)

13 if S = Preserve then
14 running.push(r)
15 end
16 else if S = Swap then
17 swapped.push(r)
18 end
19 else
20 waiting_resume.push(r) // Discard
21 end
22 update r.stage2_sched_value←V (2)

r

23 end
24 end

// (3) dynamic token limit
25 update Nmax← Gavail by (27)-(32)
26 Nmax = max(Nmax,βlow · target_max)
27 Nmax = min(Nmax,βhigh · target_max)

// (4) queue ranking
28 sort(queues) by

r.sched_value+α · (r.waiting_time)
// (5) schedule: running ⇒ swapped ⇒

waiting_resume & waiting_new
29 scheduled ← /0 {scheduled is the running batch of

the current step}
30 foreach Q ∈ queues do
31 foreach r ∈ Q do
32 if scheduled_tokens < Nmax then
33 scheduled← scheduled + r
34 update r.waiting_time
35 end
36 else
37 break // scheduled is full
38 end
39 end
40 end

// (6) execute one iteration
41 forward(scheduled)
42 end
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Table 6: Goodput (req/s) comparison of vLLM, InferCept, and
AugServe under different request rates and arrival burstiness (CV)
on Merge and ToolBench datasets with OPT-13B and an H800 GPU.

Datasets Request
rate CV vLLM InferCept AugServe

Merge

2.0
1 0.22 0.28 0.87

1.5 0.10 0.13 1.15
2 0.05 0.08 0.47

3.0
1 0.15 0.20 1.16

1.5 0.07 0.11 0.58
2 0.04 0.06 0.35

ToolBench

3.0
1 2.91 2.80 2.92

1.5 0.16 0.10 2.04
2 0.11 0.05 1.39

4.0
1 2.81 1.06 3.90

1.5 0.14 0.07 1.65
2 0.08 0.05 1.51

increases, the attainment of vLLM and InferCept declines
sharply. For example, on ToolBench, when the load increases
from 4.0 to 5.0 req/s, vLLM’s attainment drops from 98.4%
to 22.7%, a nearly fivefold decrease, while InferCept drops
from 28.3% to 14.0%. In contrast, AugServe still maintains
63.8% under the same condition. This indicates that AugServe
significantly meets service-level objectives under high load,
maintaining service quality far superior to the baselines.

Table 7: SLO attatinment (%) comparison of vLLM, InferCept, and
AugServe under different request rates on Merge and ToolBench
datasets with OPT-13B and an H800 GPU.

Datasets Merge dataset ToolBench dataset

Request rate 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

vLLM 19.5 13.8 9.7 98.4 22.7 17.8
InferCept 28.3 19.1 14.2 28.3 14.0 9.3
AugServe 54.3 51.3 45.8 100.0 63.8 50.1

B.2.2 Workloads with Fixed Time

To more fairly compare the effective throughput performance
of AugServe with the two baseline systems, we also report the
SLO attainment under the same experimental conditions as
in §5.2, as well as the goodput at 5× SLOs. All experiments
are run for 30 minutes under different load conditions, with
the results shown in Figures 11 and 12. It is clear that, under
different evaluation metrics, AugServe achieves significantly
higher SLO attainment and goodput than vLLM and Infer-
Cept, demonstrating better effective throughput performance,
which is consistent with the results in §5.2.

Summary. Across various metrics, AugServe consistently
achieves significantly higher SLO attainment and goodput
compared to the two baselines.

B.3 Tail Latency Performance
To demonstrate the stability of the system’s latency perfor-
mance and user experience, we further analyze the P95 TTFT
and P95 normalized latency performance of the system under
different loads. The experimental setup is consistent with §5.2,
and the results are presented in Figures 13 and 14. Specifically,
the tail latency of vLLM and InferCept increases gradually
as the load increases, indicating that these systems face se-
vere queuing delays and resource contention issues under
high load, which leads to performance degradation. In con-
trast, AugServe maintains low tail latency and good stability,
providing a better user experience.

Summary. AugServe maintains better stability and lower
tail latency than vLLM and InferCept under high load, ensur-
ing an enhanced user experience.

B.4 Influence of TPOT
We analyze the time-per-output-token (TPOT) of different sys-
tems to compare the computational efficiency across various
inference systems under different loads and datasets. The ex-
perimental setup is consistent with §5.2. As shown in Figure
15, vLLM uses a single discard-and-recompute policy, which
leads to higher memory consumption and computational time,
resulting in higher TPOT latency. Meanwhile, InferCept dy-
namically chooses context handling policies considering the
characteristics of augmented LLM request inference, demon-
strating superior TPOT latency. AugServe goes a step further
by employing dynamic scheduling and batch processing strat-
egy, more effectively allocating computational resources and
reducing computation latency.

Summary. AugServe optimizes TTFT while maintaining
excellent TPOT performance, showcasing exceptional com-
putational efficiency.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 11: SLO attainment (%) with SLOs comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with
different models and GPUs. Higher is better.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 12: Effective throughput (req/s) with 5×SLOs comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets
with different models and GPUs. Higher is better.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 13: P95 time-to-first-token (TTFT) (s) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with
different models and GPUs. Lower right is better, i.e., shorter response time and queueing time.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 14: P95 token Latency (s/token) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench datasets with different
models and GPUs. Lower right is better, i.e., sustains higher serving load.
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(a) Merge dataset.
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(b) ToolBench dataset.
Figure 15: Average time-per-output-token (TPOT) (s/token) comparison among vLLM, InferCept, and AugServe on Merge and ToolBench
datasets with different models and GPUs. Lower right is better, i.e., sustains higher serving load.
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