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ABSTRACT

Reasoning and agentic workloads increasingly demand efficient long-context in-
ference. Yet full-attention decoding reads the growing history at every step, al-
though the benefit of global access varies across prediction positions. We find
that, before global attention is computed for the current step, the decoding states
available after local computation in frozen pretrained models already contain in-
formation predictive of its benefit over local attention. Building on this finding,
we introduce On-Demand Attention (ODA), a local-first decoding method: after
local computation, a lightweight recall head decides whether to recompute the
current step with global attention. ODA trains only the recall head with modest
data and compute budgets, leaving pretrained weights unchanged and retaining
the complete historical KV cache so that information skipped at one step remains
available for later access. Experiments across model scales and families, includ-
ing hybrid attention backbones, show that ODA recovers most of the performance
lost under local attention while substantially reducing the frequency of global at-
tention. Controlled long-context measurements in vLLM further show that GPU-
side conditional execution translates fewer global reads into practical decoding
speedups over full attention. These findings show that pretrained decoding states
can support both token prediction and decisions about accessing distant informa-
tion, allowing models to allocate global computation as needed during decoding.
Code will be available upon acceptance.

1 INTRODUCTION

Reasoning and agentic tasks often require large language models to generate extended outputs
while processing a growing history, making efficient long-context decoding increasingly impor-
tant (Massenkoff et al., 2026; Yang et al., 2026). Full-attention decoding accesses the complete
history at every step, so history reads and attention computation become more costly as the context
grows (Tang et al., 2024). However, the additional benefit of accessing distant information over
using only the local context can vary across generation steps (Vakilian et al., 2026; Luo et al., 2025).
Invoking global attention at every step does not account for this variation and incurs the cost of
reading the complete history even when the additional benefit is limited. This raises a key question:
before computing global attention for the current step, can we estimate the additional predictive
benefit it would provide over local computation and use this estimate to decide whether to access
the complete history?

We find that the decoding states available after local computation in pretrained models already con-
tain signals predictive of the benefit of global attention over local attention (Figure 3(a)). This gives
local computation a dual role: its output supports the current prediction and, together with other
available states, helps determine whether additional global computation is worthwhile. One class
of dynamic attention methods jointly trains the language model and its access policy to learn local—
global allocation (Luo et al., 2025; Choudhary et al., 2026; Zhao et al., 2026; Pan et al., 2026); we
instead keep pretrained weights unchanged and learn to read out this benefit signal from the model’s
existing states to guide global access.
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Figure 1: ODA decoding and execution efficiency. (a) After Local computation, the recall head
accepts its result or triggers Full recomputation from the same pre-step history. Recall updates
the current next-token distribution from p! to p!" before token selection. (b) Warm single-request
decode throughput relative to Full. (¢) Major decode FLOPs as a percentage of Full. Panels (b,c)
use Qwen3-1.7B with fixed continuations and prescribed Full-call rates; throughput excludes prefill.
Further details appear in Appendix B.7.

Building on this finding, we introduce On-Demand Attention (ODA), a local-first decoding method
that invokes global attention on demand. Each decoding step begins with local computation, after
which a lightweight recall head uses the available decoding states to decide whether to accept the
local result or recompute the step with global attention (Figure 1(a)). We train only the recall head
with modest data and compute budgets, using the benefit of global attention over local attention
under the same history as supervision and keeping pretrained weights unchanged. ODA also retains
the complete historical KV cache, so information skipped at the current step remains available for
later access.

ODA performs local computation and makes a recall decision at every step, so its net computational
savings depend on whether the avoided global computation outweighs these costs. Our cost analysis
shows that, with a fixed local window and global-attention call frequency, computational savings
over full attention increase with context length. To translate these savings into practical decoding
speedups, we build a vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023) runtime for on-demand global access that integrates
local computation, recall decisions, and conditional global recomputation into GPU-side conditional
CUDA Graphs and uses local KV workspace reuse and fused KV commits across layers to reduce
synchronization, kernel-launch, and cache-maintenance overhead.

We evaluate ODA at two levels: benefit prediction under fixed histories and recall decisions during
free generation. In fixed-history diagnostics on Qwen3-1.7B (Qwen Team, 2025), the recall head
captures 2.81x the expected net predictive gain of random selection under the same 40% offline
access budget (Figure 3(a)). In free-generation evaluations on five RULER16K (Hsieh et al., 2024)
tasks with this model, ODA achieves performance comparable to full attention at a global-attention
call frequency of approximately 41% and outperforms random recall by 56.2 points at similar call
frequencies (Figure 3(b)). These results show that ODA’s quality recovery depends on both the
frequency of global-attention calls and how those calls are allocated. Results on RULER at 4K—
64K context lengths and evaluations on LongBench (Bai et al., 2024) further support this trade-off
between quality and access frequency and demonstrate ODA’s applicability across model scales and
architectures, including Qwen3, Qwen3.5 (Qwen Team, 2026), and Gemma (Gemma Team, 2026)
(Tables 1 and 2). In independent controlled vVLLM measurements on Qwen3-1.7B with 512K input
tokens and a prescribed 12.5% global-attention call frequency, ODA achieves 2.65x the single-
request decoding throughput of native full attention after warm-up (Figure 1(b)).



Our contributions are threefold:

* Predicting global-attention benefit from pretrained states. We find that the decoding
states available after local computation in frozen pretrained models contain signals predic-
tive of the benefit of global attention over local attention, providing empirical support for
using existing model representations to guide information access.

* Local-first On-Demand Attention. We introduce ODA and train only a lightweight recall
head to decide when to recompute with global attention, allocating global computation
according to decoding needs while keeping pretrained weights unchanged and preserving
access to the complete history.

« Efficient conditional execution. We build a vLLM runtime that combines GPU-side con-
ditional execution with efficient KV-state maintenance and validate the long-context decod-
ing speedups enabled by on-demand access through independent controlled measurements.

2 ON-DEMAND ATTENTION

On-Demand Attention (ODA) gives each Local computation two roles: producing a candidate state
for the current prediction and providing information for deciding whether global computation is
needed. A recall head reads states available after Local and chooses either to accept the candidate or
to recompute the current step with Full from the same pre-step history (Figure 1(a), lower diagram).
ODA trains only the recall head, keeps pretrained parameters frozen, and retains the complete history
so that positions skipped at one step remain accessible at later steps.

2.1 LOCAL-FIRST DECODING

At decoding position ¢, the model processes the known input token z; to predict the next token x4y .
Let C;_1 denote the state committed before this step, including historical KV and any other state
required by the model. Local and Full are two access modes of the same frozen backbone Fy. Full
uses the model’s native configuration. Local restricts layers that natively attend to the full history to
s initial positions and a recent window of width w. For these layers, the access sets are

SEF={1,...,t},

ey

SE={1,... min(s,t)} U {max(1,t —w +1),...,t}.
The recent window includes the current token. This initial-token-plus-window pattern follows
StreamingLLM (Xiao et al., 2024). For hybrid backbones, Local restricts only the full-history atten-
tion layers; recurrent layers retain their native computation.

Each step first executes Local and then computes a recall score:
(hi, AC)) = Ff(x45Ci1),

2
Gt = Ry (he—1, By (1), hi').
Here hl is the final normalized Local hidden state and AC is its candidate state update. The
head also receives the preceding step’s selected hidden state h;_; and the embedding E4(z;) of the
known input token. All head inputs are available before the current Full computation and require no
reference next token. The head architecture is detailed in Appendix A.2.

If g+ > 6, ODA recomputes the current step with Full from the same C;_; while the Local update
remains uncommitted; otherwise, it accepts Local. The default threshold is 8 = 0.

Only the selected hidden state h; passes through the frozen vocabulary projection Wy to produce
the next-token distribution and becomes the preceding-state input to the next recall decision. The
corresponding current-position KV and other state updates are committed to C;. For hybrid back-
bones, a Full retry also restores the same pre-step recurrent state.

Algorithm 1 gives the complete online step. Decoding starts from Full prefill, which supplies the
initial history, preceding hidden state, and first generated token (Appendix A.3).



Algorithm 1 One decoding step of On-Demand Attention

Require: Known input x;, committed history C_1, selected state h:_1, threshold 0
I: (h, ACF) « Fj (z4;Cio1)
2: qt < Rﬁ’(ht*h E¢($t), hfL)
3: if ¢t > 0 or q; is nonfinite then
4 (ht, ACt) < F¢F($t; Ct71)
5: else

6:  (he, ACy) < (hi', ACF)

7

8

9

0

1:

: end if

1 Cp — CoMMIT(Cy—1, ACY)

: pt + softmax(Winmhy)

LTl DECODE(pt)
return Tt41, Ct, ht

—_—

2.2 LEARNING TO PREDICT RECALL BENEFIT

The recall decision asks how much an additional Full computation would improve the current pre-
diction. We measure this benefit by comparing the two branches at the same history and on the
same reference next token ;1. For branch b € {L, F}, let p? be its next-token distribution and
¢ = —log p?(ws11) its negative log-likelihood (NLL). The access gain is

gt = EtL - ff = 10gpf,F(fUt+1) - IOgPtL(ItH)- 3)
Positive gain means that Full increases the reference token’s probability; negative gain favors Local.
Even when both branches have the same top-ranked token, their assigned probabilities can differ.
Access gain therefore captures changes that prediction agreement alone misses, as illustrated by the
schematic Friday example in Figure 1(a).

Let a; € {0,1} denote the access action, with a; = 0 accepting Local and a; = 1 invoking Full.
Assign the Full call a penalty A > 0 on the prediction-loss scale. At a fixed history and reference
token, the penalized one-step loss is

Coar) = (1= a)lf + as (6 +X)
= fgf — at(gt — )\)
Invoking Full lowers this loss when its predictive improvement exceeds the assigned penalty. Rela-
tive to the better action, an incorrect choice incurs an excess loss of |g; — A| (Appendix A.1). Two
incorrect decisions can therefore have very different consequences. Retaining gain magnitude in
the supervision distinguishes marginal improvements from high-value accesses, a distinction that a

binary benefit label alone does not express. This comparison concerns one-step prediction at a fixed
history.

“4)

To construct paired supervision, we first run the frozen Full backbone on reference sequences to form
the history, then compute Local and Full candidates from the same pre-step reference history at each
position. These candidates leave the history read by later training positions unchanged. Training
hidden states are selected using reference gains and shifted by one position within each sequence to
form the head’s preceding-state input. During deployment, both the history and the preceding hidden
state follow the head’s actual branch selections. Training thus uses paired supervision on reference
histories, while decoding follows the history formed by its own decisions. The full construction is
given in Appendix A.3 and Algorithm 2.

We regress the gain after subtracting the call penalty, d; = g — A. A signed-log transform com-
presses large target values while preserving their sign and ordering:

yo=T(d),  T(u) = sign(u) log(1 + lul). )
The head learns this target with Huber regression (Huber, 1964), using a transition point of one:
1
[’(d)) = m ZgHuber,l(qt - yt) (6)
te€

Here £ contains eligible positions in a training batch, each with a valid reference next token and
different Local and Full access sets. Training updates only the recall-head parameters v; the back-
bone, embedding, and vocabulary projection remain frozen. Sequence-boundary handling and loss
reduction across batches and devices are detailed in Appendices A.3 and A 4.



The head learns a regression score ¢; from transformed gains for online branch selection. The
penalty A controls the access preference during training, while 6 sets the decision threshold during
deployment.

2.3 COMPUTATIONAL COST AND EFFICIENT EXECUTION

Computational savings. Let F[ .. and Fry(n) denote the two branches’ backbone FLOPs at
history length n, excluding the vocabulary projection, and let FRrecan denote the recall-head FLOPs.
At a Full-call rate p, ODA’s average per-step savings relative to Full are

AF(n,p) = (1 = p)Frau(n) — FLocal — FRecall- (7

Net savings depend on whether the skipped Full computation covers the Local and recall costs paid
at every step, including recalled steps. Both methods project the final selected hidden state to the
vocabulary once, so this common cost cancels in the difference. With a fixed Local range and call
rate p < 1, these savings increase with context length.

Efficient execution. To translate these computation savings into faster decoding, our Qwen3 run-
time in vVLLM (Kwon et al., 2023) provides an execution path for Local attempts and conditional
Full recomputation. Full retains native FlashAttention and the paged KV cache. Local uses a ded-
icated window-restricted attention path with a persistent ring KV workspace to bound KV reads
and avoid repeated window materialization. GPU-side conditional CUDA Graphs integrate Local,
recall-head scoring, conditional Full, and selected-state commitment, so branch selection proceeds
without copying each score to the CPU for scheduling. Fused cache updates across layers and graph
reuse within compatible length intervals further reduce small-kernel launch and graph management
overhead. These optimizations preserve the recall head’s actual computation, absolute token posi-
tions for Local access, and selected-history commitment semantics. Cache layout, graph reuse, and
the complete latency model are detailed in Appendices A.5 and A.6.

3  EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate ODA’s quality—access trade-off across models, tasks, and context lengths. Benefit di-
agnostics, free-generation controls, and runtime measurements examine the role of access selection
and its execution benefits.

3.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Tasks and models. We evaluate on RULER and LongBench v1 (Hsieh et al., 2024; Bai et al.,
2024). RULER tests controlled long-context capabilities, including retrieval, tracing, and aggrega-
tion, at 4K, 8K, 16K, 32K, and 64K tokens. Our LongBench evaluation comprises ten tasks span-
ning single-document QA, multi-document QA, summarization, and passage retrieval; throughout
this paper, LongBench refers to this task set. Qwen3-1.7B is our primary model. We addition-
ally evaluate Qwen3-8B (Qwen Team, 2025), Qwen3.5-2B, Qwen3.5-27B (Qwen Team, 2026), and
Gemma-4-12B-it (Gemma Team, 2026) to examine applicability across model scales, families, and
native architectures.

Compared policies and shared settings. We compare ODA, each model’s native attention con-
figuration (Full), and a fixed local-access policy using the StreamingLLM pattern (Xiao et al., 2024).
StreamingLLM and ODA’s Local branch share the same access range: the first four positions and the
most recent 2,048 positions, including the current token. ODA’s recall head decides whether to per-
form additional Full computation. In hybrid architectures, the local restriction applies only to native
global attention layers; all other layers retain their native computation. All generation evaluations
use Full prefill, after which each policy generates its own continuation and maintains its own history.
We train a separate recall head for each model while keeping the pretrained backbone frozen.

Metrics and evaluation protocol. We use each task’s official quality metric and report task-macro
scores and actual Full-call rates during decoding. Table captions specify aggregation across tasks
and context lengths. Training configurations, checkpoints, thresholds, decoding settings, and metric



Table 1: RULER generation quality by context length. The percentage below each ODA score
is its realized Full-call rate, pooled over routed decoding positions at that length. Avg takes the
unweighted mean over the five lengths for scores and call rates separately.

Model Method 4k 8k 16k 32k 64k ‘ Avg
Full-attn 90.63 87.10 81.94 75.63 64.61 79.98

StreamingLLM 6129  33.51 19.23 12.90 9.11 27.21

Qwen3-1.7B 90.12 86.57 81.17 74.68  63.90 79.29
ODA 54.69%  60.76%  41.64%  65.45%  69.63% 58.43%

Full-attn 95.19 9445 9298 9152  83.11 91.45

StreamingLLM 6723 40.37 2545 17.08 14.22 32.87

Qwen3-8B 95.02 9379 92.05 90.63 82.13 90.72
ODA 40.75%  48.40% 54.17%  57.55% 57.87% 51.75%

Full-attn 94.54 9462 9431 93.99  93.10 94.11

StreamingLLM ~ 67.59  40.83 2827 19.88 13.64 34.04

Qwen3.5-2B 93.82 9391 94.07 9358 92.24 93.52
ODA 3433%  39.50% 44.06% 46.77%  47.01% 42.33%

Full-attn 97.69  92.09 9591 97.36  97.21 96.05

StreamingLLM 6642 4556  31.36  25.60  20.97 37.98

Qwen3.5-27B 9598 90.15 9579 96.23  96.36 94.90
ODA 27.52%  3525% 2947% 32.59%  34.64% 31.89%

Full-attn 97.41 97.19  96.61 96.34  94.86 96.48

. StreamingLLM  67.18  41.00  30.07  22.38 17.61 35.65
Gemma-4-12B-it 9720 9672  96.12  95.67 94.02 95.95
ODA 61.22% 65.87% 67.50% 68.88%  70.91% 66.88%

Table 2: LongBench v1 generation quality on ten tasks. Avg is the unweighted mean of task
scores; parentheses report the mean Full-call rate over the same tasks.

Synthetic
Model Method Single-doc QA Multi-doc QA Summarization retrieval Avg
Qasper MF-En MF-Zh 2Wiki Hotpot MuSiQue DuReader QMSum VCSum PRet-Zh \
Qwen3 Full-attn 3734 46.78 5529 34.62 39.60 16.06 32.42 22.76 15.15 95.00 39.50
L7B StreamingLLM  31.69 30.42 39.39 29.46 31.10 8.36 17.75 20.92 13.52 48.00 27.06
. ODA 36.84 45.67 5499 34.59 40.00 16.28 31.61 2247 14.87 94.67 | 39.20 (80.12%)
Qwen3 Full-attn 46.08 54.13 62.55 40.79 56.76 32.08 26.78 24.19 13.94 97.50 45.48
SB StreamingLLM  37.59 37.30 45.74 3355 4591 21.67 17.68 21.53 14.20 49.50 32.47
ODA 4596 53.83 62.55 40.78 56.77 31.89 26.62 24.03 14.05 97.50 | 45.40 (88.35%)
Qwen3.5 Full-attn 39.63 52.06 61.61 34.63 48.15 31.92 27.97 22.07 13.13 84.50 41.57
2B ™ StreamingLLM 32.56 34.55 44.04 29.98 36.21 17.64 16.17 19.95 11.87 50.50 29.35
ODA 39.21 5175 61.72 34.63 48.14  32.29 28.65 21.87 12.73 84.50 | 41.55 (82.23%)
Qwen3.5 Full-attn 47.63 5524 6473 66.79 67.58  55.71 24.07 22.23 13.11 100.00 51.71
27B ©"  StreamingLLM 41.36 40.28 53.37 64.01 58.73 47.17 16.27 19.72 12.45 98.00 45.14
ODA 47.18 55.02 64.89 66.70 67.65 55.75 23.29 22.13 1294  100.00 | 51.55 (53.07%)
Gemma-4 Full-attn 48.06 58.14 66.62 6550 63.70  46.59 27.18 24.22 1472 100.00 51.47
12B-it StreamingLLM 41.81 42.83 51.71 60.68 54.02 33.47 16.68 20.85 13.45 98.50 43.40
ODA 48.23 56.63 65.61 65.68 63.74  46.01 25.87 24.14 14.26 99.50 | 50.97 (58.65%)

definitions appear in Appendix B.1; experiment-specific conditions are given in the corresponding
sections.

3.2 GENERATION QUALITY UNDER SELECTIVE GLOBAL ACCESS

Context length. ODA preserves generation quality close to Full across 4K-64K (Table 1). As
RULER retrieval inputs grow, targets are more likely to lie outside the fixed local window, increasing
the need to retrieve distant evidence. When the input doubles from 32K to 64K, the Full-call rate
increases by only 0.24—4.18 percentage points across the five models, with all score gaps to Full
below one point at 64K, while Local continues to degrade. This change is consistent with increased
demand for remote access: ODA compensates for local restrictions through a modest increase in
global calls, while retaining many generation steps completed by Local.

Task objectives. On LongBench, ODA’s average score is within approximately 0.5 points of Full
for all five models (Table 2). Generation trajectories further illustrate the relationship between task



(a) RULER multi-value retrieval (b) QMSum meeting summary

The special magic numbers for **blue-eyed-drummer** The User Interface introduced the prototype of the

mentioned in the provided text are: remote control by describing its appearance,
functionality, and design elements. They mentioned

1. **5449324%** it was yellow, rubber, and had a variety of

2. **0487336** materials, including hard plastic and rubber. The

3. **3222252%* remote control featured a large, blue button, a

4, **4576135%* joystick for volume and channels, and a -
scroll-wheel. It was described as having a "fancy

These numbers are explicitly mentioned in the text look-and-feel" and was intended to be fashionable.

as "special magic numbers for blue-eyed-drummer."

Full Local prefill — answer / source detail

Figure 2: Token-level access allocation across tasks. Routing trajectories from the same Qwen3-
1.7B recall head on (a) RULER multi-value retrieval and (b) an excerpt from a QMSum meeting
summary.

objectives and access allocation (Figure 2). In RULER multi-value retrieval, Full calls concentrate
on the target numbers, while Local handles much of the introductory text and list formatting. In
QMSum, Full calls more continuously cover descriptions of source details. These examples orga-
nize their outputs around discrete answers and continuous content integration, respectively, with
corresponding differences in the positions and density of global access. Additional RULER and
MultiNews examples appear in Appendix B.2.

Model architecture and scale. ODA complements models’ native history-processing mecha-
nisms, reducing global calls in full-attention, linear—global hybrid, and window—global hybrid archi-
tectures. On RULER, Qwen3.5 uses fewer Full calls than Qwen3 and Gemma. We hypothesize that
Qwen3.5’s recurrent states, which continually aggregate history, may reduce the need for explicit
global reads, whereas Gemma’s windowed computation may depend more on global layers to sup-
ply distant information. Scaling within a family also suggests potential for further access savings:
increasing Qwen3 from 1.7B to 8B and Qwen3.5 from 2B to 27B reduces the average Full-call rate
by 6.68 and 10.44 percentage points, respectively, while each model’s average score remains within
1.2 points of its own Full baseline. The larger Qwen3.5 model similarly preserves near-Full qual-
ity with fewer calls on LongBench. These results suggest that architectural pathways for historical
information and greater representational capacity may offer further opportunities to improve ODA’s
quality—access trade-off.

3.3 EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE-DEPENDENT ACCESS

Access selection. Figure 3 compares state-dependent access with random calls through predictive
benefit and free generation. On Qwen3-1.7B’s fixed reference records, all rankings use the same
histories and selection budgets. At a 40% budget, the recall head captures 0.150 nats of net gain
per reference position, 2.81x the expected gain of random selection and above Local entropy’s
0.065. The difference is more pronounced in free generation: on five RULER16K tasks, ODA scores
88.96 at approximately 41% Full calls, comparable to Full, whereas Random scores only 32.79 at
a similar call rate. These comparisons show that using model states to select access positions both
captures more predictive benefit within a fixed budget and yields better generation quality at a similar
proportion of global calls.

Benefit concentration. The learned-policy curves show large early gains followed by smaller in-
crements. In Figure 3(a), the highest-scoring approximately 10% of positions already capture 0.144
nats of net gain per reference position; expanding the budget to 40% increases this to only 0.150. In
Figure 3(b), ODA already scores 85.17 at 24.8% Full calls, reaches 88.88 at 36.1%, and stays around
89 across the remaining measured configurations up to 58.3%. In comparison, random selection’s
expected benefit grows linearly with its budget, while random calling yields only gradual gains in
generation score. These patterns indicate that access value varies across positions: the learned pol-
icy prioritizes beneficial accesses and recovers much of the quality at relatively low call rates, with
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Figure 3: Global-access benefit and generation quality (Qwen3-1.7B). (a) Selected signed NLL
gains, normalized by all reference positions. (b) Quality versus Full-call rate, averaged over five
RULERI16K tasks. Shading: 95% sequence-bootstrap intervals; Random error bars: standard devi-
ations across three seeds. The ring marks 6 = 0.

Table 3: Effect of recall-head inputs on quality and Full-call rate. Qwen3-1.7B heads share the
same architecture and are evaluated on RULER16K at § = 0. H, E, and L denote the preceding
selected hidden state, current token embedding, and current Local state, respectively.

H E L RULERI16K Full (%)

v - — 76.84 83.20
— v - 49.88 87.32
—- — Vv 81.60 89.25
v v = 81.94 99.73
v - v 67.96 21.86
— v Vv 81.53 97.51
v v v 81.57 76.22

smaller increments from additional calls over these measured ranges. This leaves room to retain
valuable accesses while assigning more generation steps to Local.

State inputs. The current Local computation provides evidence for the recall decision. Under
shared training settings and a zero decision threshold (Table 3), using only the preceding selected
hidden state H and current token embedding E yields 81.94, but invokes Full on 99.73% of steps.
Adding the current Local state L maintains a score of 81.57 while reducing the Full-call rate to
76.22%. Using L alone yields a similar 81.60 but requires 89.25% Full calls. The combined inputs
provide the preceding context representation, current token information, and current Local result,
supporting the head in accepting more Local outputs while preserving similar quality. This agrees
with ODA’s local-first design: first form the current prediction state through local computation, then
decide whether additional global information is needed.

These results indicate further potential for state-dependent access allocation. Global access provides
unequal benefits across generation positions, and prioritizing high-value accesses allows fewer calls
to recover much of the generation quality. Under fixed histories, the offline Oracle still captures
more benefit than the current recall head, suggesting room to improve this trade-off through more
accurate selection. As context length grows, each avoided global access also saves more computation
(Section 2.3). Better identification of access benefit may therefore further reduce expensive global
computation while preserving long-context generation quality.

3.4 COMPUTATION AND DECODING EFFICIENCY

Using the VLLM runtime in Section 2.3, we evaluate Qwen3-1.7B’s computational savings and
decode throughput across context lengths and Full-call rates. At each length, all methods share the
input and a fixed continuation, with Full calls controlled by prescribed schedules. The recall head



executes at every ODA step, and timing covers the complete decoding path, including conditional
recomputation and state maintenance.

Figure 1(c) shows major decoding FLOPs as a percentage of Full at each context length. For the
512K input and 12.5% Full calls, ODA uses 15.69% of Full’s FLOPs, an 84.31% reduction and a
6.38 x computation ratio. The relative cost decreases with context length, while larger recall budgets
leave more repeated computation.

Figure 1(b) reports the resulting decode throughput. Measurements use batch size one and CUDA
Graphs for both ODA and native Full, with matched hardware configurations within each length.
At the same 512K/12.5% operating point, median throughput rises from 77.64 to 205.71 tokens/s
(2.65x). At 4K, however, ODA remains 13.1% slower at the same call rate: avoiding short global
reads does not offset the Local and conditional-execution overhead. Thus, the speed benefit depends
on both context length and recall frequency.

Further experimental details are provided in Appendix B.7.

4 RELATED WORK

Dynamic local-global attention. AHA learns per-token choices between global and sliding-
window attention for each head (Luo et al., 2025), while Switch Attention learns token- and layer-
dependent routing through continued pretraining (Zhao et al., 2026). L2A uses local outputs to
gate a global branch within each layer (Choudhary et al., 2026), and LoGo couples local and global
branches with a controller for the global-attention budget (Pan et al., 2026). ODA makes a sin-
gle recall decision after a complete Local forward pass and trains only the recall head, keeping the
pretrained backbone frozen.

Sparse access and KV management. H,O evicts KV entries (Zhang et al., 2023), while QUEST
selects pages from retained KV using the current query (Tang et al., 2024). SeerAttention-R learns
block selection through attention distillation with frozen pretrained weights (Gao et al., 2025). Re-
freshKV alternates full-context and subset attention, updating a small cache using attention from
each global step (Xu et al., 2025). Like RefreshKV, ODA preserves subsequent access to the com-
plete history; it learns when to extend a fixed Local read to Full rather than which remote KV subset
to read.

Model-guided information acquisition. FLARE uses low-confidence tokens in a draft sentence
to trigger retrieval and regeneration (Jiang et al., 2023), while Probing-RAG reads hidden states
to decide whether further document retrieval is needed (Baek et al., 2025). Declarative Attention
uses model-generated <global>, <focus>, and <local> declarations to control subsequent
attention without additional training (Ho et al., 2026). LongPPL uses long—short context prediction
differences to identify key tokens for evaluation and training reweighting (Fang et al., 2025). ODA
uses paired Full-Local prediction gains under a shared history to supervise a state readout that
decides whether to recompute the current step with Full.

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Discussion. ODA retains the complete history for later recall, while KV storage grows with se-
quence length. Access decisions shape subsequent states, so later Full computation uses the policy’s
actual history rather than reconstructing an Always-Full trajectory. The head learns one-step gains
on reference histories constructed with Full, whereas deployment histories evolve with its own de-
cisions. Future work could learn recall on policy-generated histories and account for downstream
generation quality and cumulative computational cost.

Conclusion. We find that states available after local computation in frozen models contain sig-
nals predictive of the benefit of additional global attention. ODA reads out these signals with a
lightweight recall head, recovering most of the generation quality lost under local attention with
fewer global calls while retaining the complete history. Our vLLM runtime with GPU-side condi-
tional execution delivers decoding speedups in independent controlled long-context measurements.



These findings show that pretrained decoding states can support both token prediction and the on-
demand allocation of global computation.

Al USE STATEMENT

Generative Al assistance (OpenAl Codex) was used to support manuscript writing, translation, and
language editing. This included suggesting word choices and alternative phrasing, improving gram-
mar and sentence structure, and refining wording for clarity, conciseness, and consistency. The
authors take responsibility for the final content of the manuscript.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Algorithms 1 and 2 specify the decoding procedure and training update. Appendix A details the su-
pervision, state handling, and computational cost assumptions. Appendix B.1 describes the training
and evaluation settings, and Appendix B.8 provides the primary training configuration and resource
measurements. Appendix B reports per-task results and diagnostic protocols, including the con-
trolled runtime measurements in Appendix B.7. The anonymous supplementary package provides
implementation code, experiment configurations, numerical records, and scripts for checking ag-
gregates and regenerating plots. Its README documents dependencies, data organization, and
execution commands.
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A ADDITIONAL METHOD DETAILS

A.1 ACCESS GAIN AND THE COST OF ROUTING ERRORS

At a fixed history and reference token, write £ = — log p?(x,,1) forb € {L, F} and g, = ¢ — ¢F.
Let a; € {0, 1} indicate whether Full is selected. The excess loss relative to the better current branch
is

(1 —an)lf + alf —min(¢f,0]) = (1 — a)[ge)+ + ac[—gel+, (8)
where [u]; = max(u,0). Selecting the worse branch costs |g:|, so routing-error counts alone do
not measure the resulting NLL penalty. With the Full-call penalty ), the same identity holds for
penalized losses after replacing g; by g — A. This is a comparison on fixed states: summing it does
not give the loss of an alternative generated trajectory. Huber regression is a surrogate and does not
directly minimize this excess loss.

Reference benefit and distribution disagreement. KL divergence Dy, (pl'||pF) averages
logpf (Y) — logpF(Y) over Y ~ pf'. It therefore measures expected gain under Full’s predic-
tive distribution, whereas g, evaluates the reference next token. Exact current-step KL also requires
executing Full, so it is an offline diagnostic.

A.2 RECALL-HEAD ARCHITECTURE

For Qwen3-1.7B, each of the three 2,048-dimensional inputs passes through an independent RM-
SNorm (Zhang & Sennrich, 2019), a biased 2048 — 1024 projection, and SiLU. For tower outputs
a,b,c € R19%% the interaction vector is

u=[a;b;c;a @byla—bl;a®cla—cl;boc|b—c|] € R, )
A biased fusion projection gives
20 = 3[a+b+c+ SILU(Wpu + by)], (10)

with Wy € R1024x9216 Two pre-RMSNorm residual SwiGLU blocks (Shazeer, 2020) follow, each
with bias-free 1024 — 2048 gate and up projections and a 2048 — 1024 down projection. A final
RMSNorm and biased scalar projection produce ¢;. The head has 28,325,889 parameters and uses
FP32 weights and arithmetic. The backbone, embedding, and vocabulary projection remain frozen.
Head training uses neither dropout nor weight decay.

A.3 PAIRED SUPERVISION AND HISTORICAL INPUTS

Branch computation. The access sets are defined in Equation 1, with s = 4 and w = 2048.
They coincide through position 2,052; eligible supervision begins at position 2,053. Padding and
packed-sequence boundaries prevent cross-sequence attention. For either branch,

(hy, ACY) = Fj(24;Cy—1), be{L,F}, (1)

where A! is the final normalized hidden state. The candidate update AC} contains current-position
KV at every attention layer and, for hybrid backbones, the native recurrent-state updates.

Training computes a Full trunk and two current-position counterfactuals. Both counterfactuals read
the trunk’s historical state, while propagating their own current-position activations through the
layers. Past attention uses j < t¢; each candidate’s current KV contribution is merged separately
by online softmax. Neither counterfactual changes the trunk history used at later positions. The
Full counterfactual and trunk are mathematically equivalent in exact arithmetic, but their different
BF16 reduction paths can change small gain signs. The reported implementation therefore uses the
separate Full counterfactual for the Full NLL target.

The frozen vocabulary projection supplies both reference-token NLLs. Vocabulary log-sum-exp is
evaluated in chunks of 16 positions to avoid storing a sequence-by-vocabulary tensor. Eligibility
requires valid current and next tokens, an unmasked reference label, consecutive position IDs within
the same segment, and context length greater than 2,052. Backbone features and labels are computed
without gradients.
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Algorithm 2 One recall-head training update
Pretrained parameters ¢ are frozen; only Ry, is trained.

Require: Token batch X, Full-call penalty A, history threshold Thist
: € < ELIGIBLE(X)

: (CF,H™) < FULLTRUNK(X)

c (HY HT) + PAIR(X, CT)

. g < ACCESSGAIN(H®, HY | X)

: HT o SELECT(HY, H'™, g, Thist)
H™ < SHIFT(H™™)

: fort € £do

qt < Rw(Ht_’ E¢(xt)7 htL)

yi < T(ge = A)

10: end for

11: £ + HUBERREDUCE(q,y, &)

12: Update 1) using VL

VRN B DN

PAIR computes both candidates from the Full-trunk history. SELECT uses H” at eligible positions with g; <
Thist, and H* otherwise. SHIFT moves the selected states one position forward within each sequence, using
zero at its start. HUBERREDUCE applies Equation 6, using the configuration-specific reduction and empty-
batch handling in Appendix A.4.

Previous hidden state during training. With eligibility indicator m;, the preceding-state input is
constructed from the selected training states
Licf
htrain — ht ¢ ) m; = 1 and Gt < Thist, (12)
K Rk otherwise.

These states are detached and shifted within each sequence, so the head at ¢ receives h%rfi“, corre-
sponding to H, in Algorithm 2. The input is zero at each segment start. The Full branch of this
feature uses the trunk hidden state; the Full counterfactual is used for the gain target. This selection
does not alter training KV. Because g,_; is measured on the already observed x4, it does not depend
on the current reference target x;, ;. It nevertheless requires both preceding predictions, whereas
deployment uses the branch actually selected by the head. Training and deployment therefore differ
in both historical-state construction and preceding-state selection.

Prefill handoff. For prompt x1.,,, Full prefill commits C,,, sets h,, = hr‘i, and produces the
first output 2, +1. The first routed step consumes this token with (C,,, h,,) and produces 2,4 2.
Consequently, /N generated outputs contain /N — 1 routed steps. All reported routing counts exclude
the output supplied directly by prefill.

A.4 REGRESSION TARGET AND REDUCTION

For residual e = q; — vy, the loss is

Le? <1
14 uber = 2¢ ‘€| - 13
st = {7y 1030 “

All eligible gains, including near-zero values, are retained. There is no gain-dependent weighting or
auxiliary sign-classification loss. The primary Qwen3-1.7B configuration averages the distributed
eligible-token means of its accumulated microbatches. The input ablations and Qwen3.5-2B train-
ing instead divide the summed losses by the total eligible-token count over the entire optimizer
update. For accumulated microbatch sets £; pooled across data-parallel workers, these reductions

are, respectively,
M
1 Zteg g £

»Crnicro = M Z Wy

j=1
M

Zj:l Ztegj £
YL 1€5]

(14)

['step = )
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shown for nonempty microbatches. They need not agree when eligible-token counts differ. In the
step-normalized implementation, empty microbatches contribute zero and an entirely empty update
is skipped. Training settings for the input ablation are recorded in Appendix B.5; model-specific
evaluation settings are given in Appendix B.1.

The Qwen3-1.7B head used for RULER16K uses A = 0 and 7,351 = 0.001; its LongBench head
uses A = 0 and 1,354 = 0. The Qwen3.5-2B head and input ablations use A = 0.001 and 7,35 = O.
The Full-call penalty is expressed on the NLL scale and is not a measured hardware cost. The
history threshold and deployment score threshold are separate parameters. Although the signed-
log transform is invertible, Huber regression on a transformed target does not make its inverse an
estimate of the conditional mean raw gain. We use ¢, as a regression score, without interpreting it
as a probability or calibrated NLL benefit.

A.5 SELECTED-STATE EXECUTION

Let by = F when ¢; > 60 and b; = L otherwise; nonfinite scores fall back to Full. The selected
branch determines all committed outputs:

hy = hi’t, py = softmax(Wrnhy),

(15)
Cy=Cy_1 || ACY",

The operator || appends the selected current KV and applies any recurrent-state updates. The same
h: becomes the preceding hidden input at the next step; it is updated after Local as well as Full
selections. Candidate state remains uncommitted until the action is final. Only the selected hidden
passes through the vocabulary projection at deployment. Full recall reads the history produced by
ODA’s actual actions, without reconstructing an Always-Full trajectory.

Complete history and Local workspace. The Qwen3 runtime measured in Figure 1(b,c) retains
native FlashAttention over the paged complete KV cache. Local reads a persistent ring workspace
containing the same selected history within its access range. For s = 4 and w = 2,048 (including
the current token), it holds at most 2,051 committed positions: four initial positions in dedicated
slots and 2,047 recent positions in a ring. The current Local candidate KV is supplied separately
and remains uncommitted until selection, preserving the pre-step history for either branch. Advanc-
ing the ring replaces its oldest recent entry; the complete paged cache retains that entry for later Full
access, so total KV storage grows with context. Queries and keys use their original absolute posi-
tions for rotary encoding. Ring wraparound changes physical storage slots while preserving token
positions and cached key encodings.

Conditional execution and fused commitment. Local, the actual FP32 recall head, conditional
Full, and commitment run inside device-side CUDA Graphs. Four captured stages—Local plus the
head, Full, Local commitment, and Full commitment—form two mutually exclusive branches after
scoring. Each step uses one top-level graph launch, which executes multiple kernels. The device
predicate applies the score threshold and nonfinite fallback, so routing requires no per-token host
score read. A Full retry reads the same preceding committed KV as Local. If Local is selected,
one fused kernel writes its current KV across all layers to both the paged cache and the appropriate
Local slots. If Full is selected, native Full has already written its current paged KV; the fused update
copies the Full candidate into the Local workspace without writing the paged cache a second time.
Unselected scratch is overwritten by the next Local attempt. Thus, both history views advance with
the same selected candidate once per step. Updating the selected hidden state and advancing the
position are separate graph operations. The common engine output path projects and samples once
outside this conditional graph; engine scheduling and CPU sequence bookkeeping remain part of
decoding.

Length-compatible graph reuse. In the measured vLLM 0.18 Qwen3-1.7B implementation, con-
ditional graph groups are keyed by [L/128], where L is the effective attention length including the
current token. Each group is captured at an actual length in its interval. For the pinned FlashAtten-
tion backend and model shape, the KV block count, split plan, and rounded length are compatible
throughout that interval. Replay updates the device-side effective length and current cache position.
Reuse also checks model parameters, the routing threshold, input and metadata tensor addresses
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and layouts, and the attention backend; using the engine’s maximum capacity as a universal capture
length would not preserve the same attention reduction plan.

Crossing an interval boundary transfers the preceding selected hidden state and routing counters on
the GPU. Capture and warm-up save and restore the current paged slot, ring slot, hidden state, and
counters, so trial executions do not advance the committed history. This rollback is confined to graph
construction; ordinary replay updates only the current selected state. Each new request initializes its
own history and head state; reusing workspaces or compatible graphs does not reuse the previous
request’s history. In tensor-parallel execution, graph capture uses the vLLM TP-group context and
registers custom-allreduce buffers for graph replay. The warm-up and timing protocol is given in
Appendix B.7.

When Local and Full have identical access sets, the Transformers implementation can reuse the
Local result for a logical Full action. The distinct-range cost model assumes n > s + w.

Direct-ring Local implementation. Local attention uses two Triton kernels that directly read ring
KV. The first processes blocks of 16 logical positions, maps query heads to KV heads for GQA, and
computes block maxima, exponential sums, and weighted values in FP32. The second combines
these partial results with stable softmax rescaling and casts the output to BF16. Persistent per-layer
scratch buffers support up to 129 blocks, avoiding repeated allocation, window gathering, and KV-
head replication. GPU position tensors determine ring addresses at replay time.

The standalone Local reference uses the same attention kernels with a single graph for embedding,
the Local backbone, and ring commitment. It has no recall head or complete paged history after Full
prefill. Its execution costs therefore differ from forcing zero Full calls in ODA.

Hybrid recurrent state. For Qwen3.5-2B, Local restricts only the six ordinary attention layers,
at zero-based indices 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, and 23. The remaining 18 Gated DeltaNet layers retain their
native computation. Before Local, the runtime saves convolution and recurrent states; before a Full
retry, it restores the pre-step state. Only the selected updates are committed. Native precision uses
BF16 backbone, KV, and convolution state, with FP32 recurrent state. These state transactions are
necessary for recomputation from the same history; the Qwen3 timing results do not establish a
speedup for this hybrid implementation.

A.6 COST OF CONDITIONAL RECOMPUTATION

Let B be history-independent backbone cost, A(n) attention cost at history length n, R recall-head

cost, and O the shared output cost. Let Dr and Dopa denote execution overheads. For a fixed
Local range ¢ = s 4+ w and recall rate p, an additive timing model is

Tr(n) = B+ A(n) 4+ O + D, (16

Topa(n,p) = B+ A() + R+ p[B + A(n)] + O + Dopa. a7

The Local attempt is paid at every step, including recalled steps, while the output projection is

paid only once. This model assumes no reused backbone prefix and comparable branch kernels;
measured branch times can replace the shared B, A approximation.

Writing H = R+ Dopa — D, acceleration requires
A(n) — A0) — H
B+ A(n)
For A(n) = an, a > 0, and p < 1, this becomes n > [pB + af + H]/[(1 — p)a]. The ratio
approaches 1/p only when global-attention cost dominates all other terms. Thus, a 12.5% recall rate

does not imply an 8X finite-context speedup, and a fixed positive recall rate retains O(n) expected
attention cost per decoding step.

(18)

For an actual continuation, costs must be summed over its history lengths n; and recall indicators
Q.
Topa = Y [Bi+ A(l) + Re + ar(By + A(nt)) + Or + Dopa.¢)- (19)
t
The timing of recall matters through the lengths n;, not only its frequency. Similarly, total attended
positions count both Local reads and any additional Full reads. Neither total traffic nor throughput
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can be inferred from 1 — p alone. The FLOPs measurements in Appendix B.7 use the actual model
shapes and call schedules.

B ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS AND EVALUATION PROTOCOLS

B.1 TRAINING AND EVALUATION SETTINGS

Training runs. The recall heads are trained with frozen backbones. Qwen heads use model-
tokenized versions of a content-deduplicated long-context SFT corpus derived from Step-3.5-Flash-
SFT (StepFun, 2026). The training pool contains 196,608 examples with maximum length 16,384;
development and test splits each contain 8,192 examples. Pool size is not the number of distinct
examples consumed during a training run. The main-table operating points are separate, model-
specific runs. The Qwen3-1.7B head used for the RULER16K main result is also used for the
five-task Random control and the fixed-reference diagnostics. Its LongBench main result uses a
separate head. These trained heads are reported as measured operating points rather than selected
by an independent validation rule. The primary Qwen3-1.7B training configuration and measured
resource consumption are detailed in Appendix B.8.

Generation protocol. RULERI16K uses 13 tasks with 100 examples each. LongBench v1 is the
ten-task, 1,950-example evaluation under a 40,960-token input budget, rather than the full Long-
Bench collection. Scores follow each task’s official metric and are macro-averaged within each
benchmark. The reported NPU evaluations use greedy decoding with thinking disabled, Full pre-
fill, and a 512-token output cap. Each policy advances its own generated continuation and selected
cache. StreamingLLM and ODA’s Local branch use four initial positions and a 2,048-token recent
window including the current position. In hybrid backbones, the restriction applies only to layers
that otherwise read the full history; native local or Gated DeltaNet layers retain their own computa-
tion.

Full-call rates and aggregation. Full-call rate is the fraction of routed decoding steps assigned to
Full, excluding the first output produced by prefill. For task d, let F; and N, be the Full-decision
and routed-step counts summed across its examples, giving pg = Fy/Ny. Across D tasks, we
distinguish

2 qFa 1
,Opoolcd = ) Ptask = = Z Pd-
S Na D~

The pooled rate weights tasks by routed-step count; the task-averaged rate weights tasks equally.
RULER main-table rates at each length, input ablations, and training-duration comparisons use the
pooled rate. RULER’s Avg averages the five length-specific rates equally. LongBench and the five-
task ODA—Random comparison use the task-averaged rate. Random means and standard deviations
are computed across seed-level statistics, as detailed in Appendix B.4. Individual trajectory rates
use that trajectory’s Full-decision and routed-step counts. Runtime experiments use prescribed Full-
call rates over a fixed continuation, such as 126/1008 = 12.5%. The offline selection budget in
fixed-reference diagnostics instead specifies the fraction of reference positions selected for access;
it is distinct from a free-generation Full-call rate.

Evaluation cohorts and source precision. The Qwen3-1.7B RULER16K point uses a GPU eval-
uation, together with Full and StreamingLLM from the same evaluation cohort. The remaining
main-table points use NPU evaluations. RULER benchmark scores and Full-call rates at 4k, 8k,
32k, and 64k are transcribed from the original result tables at two-decimal precision for all five
models and three methods. The five-length averages combine these values with the higher-precision
16k records. Qwen3-1.7B uses a different recall head for its 16k main-table point than for the other
RULER lengths. Its five-length Avg therefore combines distinct operating points and is descrip-
tive. The other models each use the same recall head and fixed threshold across RULER lengths.
In particular, the 32k—64k comparisons use an unchanged head and threshold within each model.
Qwen3-8B and Qwen3.5-27B share heads across the two benchmarks; Qwen3-1.7B and Gemma
use benchmark-specific heads. The supplemental Qwen3.5 LongBench ODA task scores and Full-
call rates are transcribed from the original result tables at two-decimal precision. Gemma’s Long-
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Bench Full and StreamingL. LM references use batch 2, while the ODA run uses batch 1. Its score
differences are therefore descriptive cross-batch comparisons.

B.2 ADDITIONAL TOKEN-LEVEL GENERATION TRAJECTORIES

Figures 4 and 5 extend Figure 2 with four examples from the same frozen Qwen3-1.7B head used for
the RULER 16K main result, at threshold zero. All examples use greedy decoding, thinking disabled,
and a 512-token output cap. RULER examples come from the recorded RULER 16K rerun; QMSum
and MultiNews are qualitative replays with the same frozen head and runtime; the LongBench main
table uses a separately trained head. Archived uninstrumented replay checks reproduce generated
token IDs and native routing counts for both MultiNews cases.

Pink, blue, and gray denote recorded Full decisions, Local decisions, and the initial token produced
by prefill. Orange underlines mark reference answers in RULER or manually selected source-linked
summary details. The main RULER panel shows the complete visible answer without its termina-
tion token; the QMSum panel shows the first 85 tokens, ending at a sentence boundary. Full-rate
denominators exclude the prefill token. Complete-trace counts include the termination token; the
panels separately report the counts for the displayed output. These selected examples describe ob-
served allocation and its variation across outputs, without establishing that Full was necessary at
each marked position.

(a) RULER variable tracking (b) RULER multi-query
Example 7 | Input: 16,218 tokens Example 3 | Input: 16,144 tokens
Overall Full: 24/79 routed (30.4%) Overall Full: 64/115 routed (55.7%)
Shown Full: 24/78 routed Shown Full: 64/114 routed
Full visible output; EOS omitted Full visible output; EOS omitted
Based on the chain of variable The special magic numbers mentioned in
assignment in the text above, the the provided text for the following
variables assigned the value **65591** categories are:
are:
1. **Productive-kitsch**:
1. **FWXMB** - *¥*7705062**
2. **BYXOQA**
BRI 2. **Tranquil-investment**:
4. **SKCEG** - **1093026**
5. **VKXIT**

3. **Clever-spit**:
These variables are assigned the value - *%3475836%*
**65591** in the text.
4. **Fresh-secretariat**:
- *¥%8132769**

These numbers are highlighted in the
text as special magic numbers that are
relevant to the respective categories.

Full Local prefill —— answer / source detail

Figure 4: Additional token-level access allocation on RULER16K. (a) Variable tracking, example
7: all 16 tokens overlapping the five underlined reference variable names use Full, while the com-
plete trajectory uses Full at 24 of 79 routed positions (30.4%). (b) Multi-query retrieval, example 3:
all 28 tokens overlapping the four underlined reference numbers use Full, while the complete trajec-
tory uses Full at 64 of 115 routed positions (55.7%). Both panels show the complete visible output
with the termination token omitted. Local handles many positions in the surrounding explanation
and list syntax.
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(a) MultiNews: Occupy protests

Example 0 | Input: 2,703 tokens

Overall Full: 299/430 routed (69.5%)
Shown Full: 150/173 routed

Opening excerpt: 174 generated tokens

**Summary : **

The news highlights ongoing protests in
several major cities, including
Philadelphia, Los Angeles, and others,
as Occupy movements continue to
challenge the status quo and demand
economic justice. In Philadelphia,
Occupy Philadelphia members remained on
site at City Hall into the evening of
November 28, despite a deadline for
their departure. The group, which
includes homeless individuals and
activists, continued to protest against
corporate greed and government inaction.
Police, however, did not evict the
protesters, and city officials expressed
a willingness to work with the movement.
The protesters, who had set up a camp on
Dilworth Plaza, were seen serving food,
chanting slogans, and engaging in
peaceful demonstrations. The city had
plans to renovate the area, including
the SEPTA tunnels and the addition of a
cafe and ice rink, but the protesters
were still seeking a new location.

Full Local prefill

(b) MultiNews: Ellen Pao

Example 5 | Input: 1,439 tokens
Overall Full: 240/391 routed (61.4%)
Shown Full: 74/124 routed

Opening excerpt: 125 generated tokens

**Summary : **

The venture capital firm Kleiner,
Perkins, Caufield and Byers (KPCB) is

seeking approximately $973,000 in legal
costs from former partner Ellen Pao, who
lost a high-profile gender
discrimination case against the firm.
The case, which garnered significant
attention in Silicon Valley, involved
Pao claiming that KPCB retaliated
against her for her gender, leading to a
decline in her career. A jury found in
favor of KPCB in March, clearing the
firm of liability, and the case sparked
a broader discussion about gender
diversity in the tech industry.

— answer / source detail

Figure 5: Variation in token-level access allocation within MultiNews. Both panels show con-
tiguous opening paragraphs from qualitative summary replays. (a) Occupy protests, example O: the
first 174 generated tokens contain 150 Full calls over 173 routed positions; the complete trajectory
uses 299/430 (69.5%). Full is selected for 11 of 12 tokens overlapping the underlined source-linked
details. (b) Ellen Pao case, example 5: the first 125 generated tokens contain 74 Full calls over 124
routed positions; the complete trajectory uses 240/391 (61.4%). Only 4 of 25 tokens overlapping
the marked entities and figures use Full. This example starts with 1,439 input tokens and reaches a
maximum context of 1,830 tokens, so its complete history fits within the 2,048-token Local window.
It illustrates recorded routing when the complete history is locally available.
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B.3 PER-TASK GENERATION RESULTS

The following tables give per-task scores for each completed main-table operating point, with eval-
uation settings given in Appendix B.1. LongBench uses the same ten tasks and order as its main
table. Each table pairs Full and StreamingLLM with ODA for the same model and task set. The
overall ODA Full-call rate appears after Avg in smaller indigo type. LongBench appendix averages
and rates therefore match the main table. The Qwen3-1.7B and Qwen3-8B LongBench per-task
Full-call rates were supplied from their batch-2 run records to two decimal places. Task scores and
benchmark averages are displayed to two decimal places. Averages use the full stored precision
where available. For the supplemental Qwen3.5 LongBench ODA results, task scores and Full-call
rates are available only to two decimal places, and the reported averages are computed from those

supplied values.

Table 4: Qwen3-1.7B RULER16K per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
cwe 12.00 25.80 14.90
fwe 84.00 70.33 84.00
niah_multikey_1 ~ 99.00 17.00 100.00
niah_multikey_2 ~ 89.00 10.00 88.00
niah_multikey 3~ 90.00 2.00 82.00
niah_multiquery ~ 98.25 14.75 97.25
niah_multivalue  97.00 14.75 94.50
niah_single_1 100.00 12.00 100.00
niah_single_2 100.00 18.00 100.00
niah_single_3 100.00 11.00 100.00
ga-hotpotqa 37.00 18.00 34.00
qa-squad 60.00 21.00 61.00
vt 99.00 15.40 99.60
Avg 81.94 19.23  81.17 41.64%)

Table 5: Qwen3-8B RULER16K per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
cwe 91.40 46.90 88.90
fwe 94.00 86.00 93.00
niah_multikey_-1 ~ 99.00 17.00 99.00
niah_multikey 2 98.00 10.00 99.00
niah_multikey-3 ~ 98.00 5.00 95.00
niah_multiquery  100.00 14.50 99.75
niah_multivalue  100.00 12.50 99.75
niah_single_1 100.00 12.00 100.00
niah_single_2 100.00 18.00 100.00
niah_single_3 100.00 12.00 100.00
qa-hotpotqa 53.00 40.00 50.00
qa_squad 79.00 41.00 79.00
vt 96.40 16.00 93.20
Avg 92.98 25.45  92.05 (54.17%)
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Table 6: Qwen3.5-2B RULER16K per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
cwe 97.00 84.40 97.60
fwe 100.00 92.00 99.33
niah_multikey_1  100.00 17.00 100.00
niah_multikey 2 100.00 13.00 100.00
niah_multikey 3 100.00 5.00 99.00
niah_multiquery ~ 100.00 14.75 100.00
niah_multivalue  100.00 15.00 98.00
niah_single_1 100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_single_2 100.00 18.00 100.00
niah_single_3 100.00 13.00 100.00
qa_hotpotqa 51.00 24.00 51.00
qa-squad 78.00 31.00 78.00
vt 100.00 24.40 100.00
Avg 94.31 28.27  94.07 (44.06%)

Table 7: Qwen3.5-27B RULER16K per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
cwe 77.10 82.00 100.00
fwe 99.67 89.33 99.67
niah_multikey_1  100.00 18.00 99.00
niah_multikey_2  100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_multikey_3  100.00 5.00 99.00
niah_multiquery ~ 100.00 12.50 93.25
niah_multivalue  100.00 12.00 87.75
niah_single_1 100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_single_2 100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_single_3 100.00 13.00 100.00
qa-hotpotqa 74.00 54.00 73.00
qa-squad 96.00 67.00 94.00
vt 100.00 6.80 99.60
Avg 95.91 31.36  95.79 (29.47%)

Table 8: Gemma-4-12B-it RULER16K per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
cwe 99.80 90.50 99.80
fwe 99.67 80.33 99.67
niah_multikey_1  100.00 18.00 100.00
niah_multikey_2  100.00 15.00 100.00
niah_multikey_3  100.00 5.00 99.00
niah_multiquery  100.00 15.25 99.00
niah_multivalue ~ 99.50 6.00 94.75
niah_single_1 100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_single_2 100.00 16.00 100.00
niah_single_3 100.00 13.00 100.00
ga-hotpotqa 70.00 46.00 70.00
qa_squad 91.00 51.00 91.00
vt 96.00 18.80 96.40
Avg 96.61 30.07  96.12 (67.50%)
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Table 9: Qwen3-1.7B LongBench v1 per-task scores.

Task Full Streamingl.I.M ODA
qasper 37.34 31.69 36.84
multifieldqa_en 46.78 30.42 45.67
multifieldqa_zh 55.29 39.39 54.99
2wikimqa 34.62 29.46 34.59
hotpotqa 39.60 31.10 40.00
musique 16.06 8.36 16.28
dureader 3242 17.75 31.61
gmsum 22.76 20.92 22.47
vesum 15.15 13.52 14.87
passage_retrieval zh ~ 95.00 48.00 94.67
Avg 39.50 27.06  39.20 (80.12%)

Table 10: Qwen3-8B LongBench v1 per-task scores.

Task Full StreaminglLLM ODA
qasper 46.08 37.59 45.96
multifieldqa_en 54.13 37.30 53.83
multifieldga_zh 62.55 45.74 62.55
2wikimqa 40.79 33.55 40.78
hotpotga 56.76 4591 56.77
musique 32.08 21.67 31.89
dureader 26.78 17.68 26.62
gqmsum 24.19 21.53 24.03
vesum 13.94 14.20 14.05
passage_retrieval_zh  97.50 49.50 97.50
Avg 45.48 3247 45.40 (88.35%)

Table 11: Qwen3.5-2B LongBench v1 per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingL.LM ODA
qasper 39.63 32.56 39.21
multifieldqa_en 52.06 34.55 51.75
multifieldqa_zh 61.61 44.04 61.72
2wikimqa 34.63 29.98 34.63
hotpotqa 48.15 36.21 48.14
musique 31.92 17.64 32.29
dureader 27.97 16.17 28.65
gmsum 22.07 19.95 21.87
vesum 13.13 11.87 12.73
passage_retrieval zh  84.50 50.50 84.50
Avg 41.57 29.35  41.55 (82.23%)

Table 12: Qwen3.5-27B LongBench v1 per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
qasper 47.63 41.36 47.18
multifieldqa_en 55.24 40.28 55.02
multifieldqa_zh 64.73 53.37 64.89
2wikimqa 66.79 64.01 66.70
hotpotqa 67.58 58.73 67.65
musique 55.71 47.17 55.75
dureader 24.07 16.27 23.29
gmsum 22.23 19.72 22.13
vesum 13.11 12.45 12.94
passage_retrieval_ zh  100.00 98.00 100.00
Avg 51.71 45.14 51.55 (53.07%)
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Table 13: Gemma-4-12B-it LongBench v1 per-task scores.

Task Full StreamingLLM ODA
qasper 48.06 41.81 48.23
multifieldqa_en 58.14 42.83 56.63
multifieldga_zh 66.62 51.71 65.61
2wikimqa 65.50 60.68 65.68
hotpotqa 63.70 54.02 63.74
musique 46.59 33.47 46.01
dureader 27.18 16.68 25.87
gmsum 24.22 20.85 24.14
vesum 14.72 13.45 14.26
passage_retrieval_ zh ~ 100.00 98.50 99.50
Avg 51.47 4340 50.97 (58.65%)
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B.4 RANDOM AND LEARNED GLOBAL ACCESS

Common evaluation. The Qwen3-1.7B head from the RULER16K main result is evaluated on
NIAH Single, NIAH Multikey, variable tracking, frequent-word extraction, and QA SQuAD, with
the same 100 examples per task across policies. This is a separate NPU evaluation with batch size
one, a BF16 backbone, an FP32 head, greedy decoding, and thinking disabled. Full prefill, the Local
range, and selected-state commitment are shared. Full and StreaminglLLM are reevaluated under this
setup, scoring 88.626 and 27.214 on the five-task macro.

Random control. ODA uses thresholds —0.01, —0.005, —0.001, 0, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05. For
each threshold and task d, Random uses the unrounded observed ODA Full rate pQP4 as its
Bernoulli probability at each routed step, with seeds 42, 43, and 44. Both policies then follow their
own generated trajectories. This controls the task-specific target frequency, without guaranteeing

identical realized rates. No reference answer selects Random’s individual actions.

Both plotted coordinates average the five tasks equally. Each Random seed first supplies a task-
averaged score and Full-call rate; reported means and error bars are their means and sample standard
deviations over the three routing seeds. They do not measure prompt or training-seed uncertainty.
At threshold zero, the plotted task-averaged Full-call rates are 41.33% for ODA and 40.99% for
Random. The corresponding pooled Full-call rates are 36.86% and 36.06%, respectively. Random’s
pooled rate is computed separately within each seed and then averaged across the three seeds; counts
are not pooled across seeds.

Table 14: Learned and random access for eight ODA thresholds. Random entries are means + sam-
ple standard deviations across three routing seeds. Scores and realized Full-call rates are averaged
across tasks.

Threshold ODA score ODA Full (%) Random score Random Full (%)
-0.01 89.05 5829  35.75+0.86 58.03 £0.33
-0.005 88.95 47.09  33.56 £0.65 46.61 +£0.14
-0.001 89.32 42,12 32.90 £ 1.03 41.72 £ 0.21

0 88.96 41.33 32.79 £ 0.95 40.99 £ 0.09

0.001 89.09 40.57  32.64 £0.81 40.28 £0.19
0.005 88.99 37.82  32.34+0.29 37.47+0.13
0.01 88.88 36.13 32.32 £0.19 35.88 £0.17

0.05 85.17 24.85 30.25 £ 0.95 24.81 £ 0.55

Table 15: Per-task scores at ODA threshold zero. Parentheses report actual Full-call percentages;
Random entries average three routing seeds.

Task Full  StreamingL.LM ODA (Full%) Random (Full%)
NIAH Single 100.00 12.00  100.00 (31.04%) 12.00 (30.92%)
NIAH Multikey 98.00 17.00 99.00 (38.26%) 17.67 (38.32%)
Variable tracking 98.80 15.40 99.80 (33.62%) 16.60 (33.60%)
Frequent words 84.33 70.67 83.00 (42.58%) 76.67 (42.20%)
QA SQuAD 62.00 21.00 63.00 (61.15%) 41.00 (59.89%)

All 170 task runs are retained: 40 ODA, 120 Random, five Full, and five StreamingL.LM runs,
covering 17,000 generations. Eight Random task runs depart from the target rate by more than two
percentage points, all on QA SQuAD; the maximum is 3.71 points. Output-cap hits are 9/4,000
for ODA, 75/12,000 for Random, 1/500 for Full, and 2/500 for StreamingL.LLM. Thus, the observed
score gap includes the effects of routing on generation length and termination. Runner elapsed times
are not used as optimized-vLLM measurements.

B.5 INPUT COMPOSITION AND TRAINING BEHAVIOR

Input subsets. Seven heads use subsets of the preceding selected hidden state (H), current token
embedding (£), and current Local hidden state (L). This ablation series uses a separate training
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Figure 6: Learned and random access across individual tasks. Random error bars show standard
deviations across three routing seeds on both axes. Panels use task-specific axis ranges; vertical axes
are broken except for frequent-word extraction.

configuration from the primary head in Table 1. All start from the same seed-42 initialization and
retain the same 28,325,889-parameter architecture. Missing streams are filled by the first available
inputin H,E, L order: H — (H,H,H), E — (E,E,E), L — (L,L,L), HE — (H,E, H),
HLw— (H,H/L),EL— (E,E,L),and HEL > (H, E, L). Each head is trained separately and
every policy computes Local before routing. In particular, the L-only head can request Full and is
distinct from the fixed Streamingl.LLM baseline.

All seven input-ablation heads use a frozen BF16 backbone, an FP32 head, eight-way data paral-
lelism, global batch 64, microbatch one per device, and eight accumulation steps. Training uses
AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019), peak learning rate 3 x 10, a 102-step warm-up followed by
cosine decay, gradient clipping at 1.0, and zero head dropout and weight decay. Their cost penalty is
A = 0.001 and history threshold is ;¢ = 0. Evaluation uses Transformers SDPA, batch size two,
greedy decoding, Full prefill, and at most 512 outputs on the same 13 RULER16K tasks, with 100
examples per task. Every trained head uses threshold zero. Since the resulting Full rates differ, these
comparisons measure the learned policies’ natural operating points; they do not isolate an input’s
contribution at equal access frequency.

Table 3 reports these seven input configurations after 1,024 training updates. Each configuration has
one training trajectory with the shared initialization seed.

The complete H + E + L run continues with the same optimizer, schedule, random state, and data
order. Its Full rate falls from 76.22% at update 1,024 to 50.11% at 2,048, then rises to 71.43% at
3,072, while its scores remain between 81.33 and 81.57. Longer training does not monotonically
improve this run’s quality—access trade-off.

Table 16: Effect of training updates on the complete H + E + L head.
Updates RULER16K Full (%) Fullcalls Routed steps

1,024 81.57 76.22 60,848 79,829
2,048 81.33 50.11 40,634 81,083
3,072 81.36 71.43 59,098 82,739
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Table 17: Benefit-sign discrimination on Qwen3-1.7B fixed-reference positions. Positive benefit
is g: > 0; subsets are defined by Local’s top-1 correctness. Intervals are 95% paired sequence-
bootstrap intervals.

Subset Positions g+ > 0  Router AUROC [95% CI]  Entropy AUROC [95% CI]
All 2,048  52.0% 0.556 [0.502, 0.610] 0.534 [0.455, 0.618]
Local correct 1,373  52.4% 0.503 [0.445, 0.564] 0.593 [0.483, 0.689]
Local incorrect 675 51.1% 0.643[0.577,0.707] 0.486 [0.442, 0.526]

B.6 FIXED-REFERENCE QWEN3 DIAGNOSTICS

Collection. The Qwen3-1.7B head from the RULER16K main result is evaluated with CPU
FP32/SDPA. Sixteen test sequences are chosen by fixed content-hash order, four in each length
bucket with edges 4,096, 6,144, 8,192, 10,240, and 16,385. Each contributes one contiguous block
of 128 supervised reference positions beyond the Local window. Selection does not use predictions
or gains; the supplied content audit finds none of these sequences in train or dev. After Full prefill,
reference tokens advance ODA’s selected history. Both current candidates start from the same saved
state, and only the branch chosen by the head is committed. The reference token is fixed indepen-
dently of that action. Observer-disabled replay matches the actions, selected top-1 tokens, and final
KV digests on all 16 sequences.

Benefit ranking. Positive benefit is g; > 0. Local-correct and Local-incorrect subsets are deter-
mined after evaluation from the Local top-1 prediction. They are not available to the policy. Table 17
compares the head with Local entropy. On the 675 Local-incorrect positions, the other scalar confi-
dence rankings—negative maximum probability, negative probability margin, and negative top-two
log-probability ratio— also have AUROCs between 0.486 and 0.491. Directions are fixed to rank
lower-confidence positions first.

For offline budget b, each method selects its top K = |b|S|| positions within population S. Net gain
is |S|71 37, ¢ 4 9+ including negative gains. Random’s expectation is (K/|S|) times the population
mean gain; Oracle ranks by realized gain and uses information unavailable online. At 40% of all
2,048 positions, K = 819: ODA, Random, and Oracle capture 0.149978, 0.053385, and 0.227453
nats per position. The ODA-Random interval is [0.045747,0.160134]. Intervals use 2,000 paired
document-bootstrap resamples with seed 20260910, repeating selection within each resample.

Table 18 separates positive gains from negative costs. Across all positions, the head exceeds entropy
in 40%-budget net gain, with difference interval [0.0315,0.1388], although their AUROC and AP
differences remain unresolved. Within Local-incorrect positions, the AUROC difference interval
is [0.069, 0.230] and the net-gain difference interval is [0.1516, 0.5010]. Within Local-correct posi-
tions, both rankings have negative net gain. These are complete-head comparisons on fixed histories,
rather than a confidence-controlled attribution to input L.

Table 18: Full-Local gain decomposition for Qwen3-1.7B. Each subset is ranked independently,
selecting 40% of its positions. Positive gain and negative cost are sums in nats; mean net gain is
normalized by the subset’s total number of reference positions.

Subset Ranking Calls Positive gain  Negative cost Mean net gain [95% CI]
All Router 819 378.486 71.331  0.1500 [0.0679, 0.2497]
All Entropy 819 283.170 149.730  0.0652 [0.0114, 0.1265]
Local correct Router 549 10.253 23.822 —0.0099 [—0.0186, —0.0026]
Local correct Entropy 549 19.336 40.529 —0.0154 [—0.0284, —0.0046]
Local incorrect  Router 270 378.419 50.544  0.4857[0.2503, 0.7118]
Local incorrect ~ Entropy 270 163.380 52.520 0.1642 [0.0663, 0.2647]

Benefit is distinct from correctness. Of 2,048 positions, 1,342 are top-1 correct under both
branches, 31 only under Local, 60 only under Full, and 615 under neither. Among the 1,342
both-correct positions, Full increases the reference probability at 718 and decreases it at 437; the
remaining 187 gains are zero. Among the 675 Local-incorrect positions, 345 have positive gain but
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only 60 become top-1 correct under Full. Local can therefore have a better immediate prediction
even though Full has lower aggregate NLL.

Table 19 reports sign counts at several magnitude cutoffs. The cutoffs are descriptive, not validated
numerical-noise bounds. Changing the positive label from g, > 0 to g; > 0.001 leaves the Local-
incorrect AUROC and AP unchanged because that subset contains no gains in (0, 0.001]. The CPU
precision and fixed-reference protocol are separate from the GPU free-generation evaluations.

Table 19: Reference-position counts at different NLL-gain thresholds for Qwen3-1.7B. Each row
partitions the same 2,048 positions; € is measured in nats.

€ g<—€ lg|<e gi>ce¢

0 797 187 1,064
0.0001 649 632 767
0.001 594 788 666
0.01 503 1,012 533
0.1 313 1,419 316

B.7 RUNTIME PROTOCOL AND COMPLETE RESULTS

Environment and workload. The matrix uses vVLLM 0.18.0, A100 GPUs, batch size one, and
pipeline parallelism one. Backbone and KV are BF16; the recall head is FP32. The 4K—-128K groups
use one GPU (TP1), 256K uses two (TP2), and 512K uses four (TP4). All five methods within each
length run on the same physical GPU group; speedups are normalized to that group’s native Full
baseline. Thus, the longer-context points also change the hardware allocation. YaRN (Peng et al.,
2024) uses factors 5, 9, and 17 with maximum sequence capacities of 139,264, 278,528, and 540,672
for the 4K—-128K, 256K, and 512K groups, respectively. Each group’s methods share the same RoPE
configuration. These extensions support timing and do not establish model quality at those lengths.

Each length uses one complete benchmark prompt, without repetition or concatenation: 4,139 to-
kens from ZeroSCROLLS Qasper (Shaham et al., 2023), 15,918 from LongBench v2 (Bai et al.,
2025), 31,400 from LongBench vl NarrativeQA (Bai et al., 2024), 63,852 from ZeroSCROLLS
NarrativeQA, 128,852 from LooGLE long-dependency summarization (Li et al., 2024), and 261,696
and 516,788 from RULER multi-query and multi-key retrieval, respectively. Within each group, all
methods share the prompt and a fixed 1,009-token continuation produced by Full. The recall head
runs after every ODA Local attempt, but a device-side schedule selects Full for the first 2, 4, or 8
steps of every 16-step period. Over 1,008 routed steps, this gives 126, 252, or 504 Full calls, ex-
actly 12.5%, 25%, or 50%. Nonfinite scores trigger Full and fail the count check. Native Full uses
vLLM’s FULL_DECODE_ONLY CUDA Graph with compilation mode zero. Standalone Local uses
its own whole-step graph, without a recall head or complete paged history after Full prefill; it is
distinct from zero-call ODA.

Timing. Throughput is 1,008/ (t1009 — t1), Where timestamps record when each output becomes
available from the serial vVLLM engine loop. It includes all layers, the head, conditional Full, state
commitment, output projection, controlled output selection, sampling, and the engine loop. It ex-
cludes loading, tokenization, prefill and its first output, detokenization, and HTTP transport. Nu-
merical observers are off. Each configuration runs one complete warm-up request to populate all
relevant graphs and then three measured requests. Reported TPS is their median; speedup is the
ratio of method and Full medians. Capture counters must remain unchanged during measured Local
and ODA requests.
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Major-operation FLOPs. Using the notation of Appendix A.6, with costs now counted in FLOPs,
the ledger is

Frai = Y _[B+ A(ny) + O], (20)
t

Flroca = Y _[B+ A(ty) + O], 1)
t

Fopa =Y _[(14a))B+ A(t) + arA(ny) + R+ O). (22)

t

The count includes MLP and QKV/output projections, both attention branches, the recall head, and
one vocabulary projection. It uses actual model shapes, history lengths, and schedules. Attention
FLOPs scale with query heads; KV bytes scale with KV heads. This is an analytical count of ma-
jor operations, not measured hardware FLOPs or a latency prediction, and excludes tensor-parallel
communication and execution-management costs. At 516,788 input tokens and 126 Full calls, the
computation ratio is 6.375 and the measured warm throughput ratio is 2.650. The full matrix retains
slowdowns at short contexts and larger recall budgets.

Numerical checks and scope. Implementation checks first compare the Local kernels with an in-
dependent FP32 materialized-window attention calculation on the same Q/K/V inputs. They then
compare graph execution against eager execution with the same Local kernels, fixed continuation,
and routing schedule. Logit checks require cosine similarity at least 0.999, KL at most 0.005, and
top-1 agreement at least 0.99; repeated request resets must match exactly. These checks cover at-
tention computation and selected-state execution, rather than equivalence to the Always-Full output
distribution. The measurements isolate execution cost at controlled call schedules. Joint task qual-
ity and speed for the same learned policy, prefill-inclusive latency, peak memory, and multi-request
batch scaling have not been measured.
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Table 20: Runtime and major FLOPs for all 35 Qwen3-1.7B vLLM configurations. TP denotes the
number of tensor-parallel GPUs. TPS is tokens/s, reported as the median of three requests after
warm-up. Speedup and FLOPs savings use the corresponding native Full baseline.

Input tokens TP Method Full (%) TPS Speedup FLOPs saved (%)

4,139 1 Full 100.0 205.46 1.000x 0.00
4,139 1 Local 0.0 21390 1.041x 13.19
4,139 1 ODA 12.5 178.52 0.869x 1.17
4,139 1 ODA 25.0 16490 0.803x -9.60
4,139 1 ODA 50.0 143.00 0.696x -31.15
15918 1 Full 100.0 177.30 1.000x 0.00
15918 1 Local 0.0 21427 1.209x 45.73
15918 1 ODA 12.5 175.80 0.992x 33.53
15918 1 ODA 25.0 159.46 0.899x 22.11
15918 1 ODA 50.0 136.67 0.771x -0.73
31,400 1 Full 100.0 148.31 1.000x 0.00
31,400 1 Local 0.0 21421 1.444x 63.64
31400 1 ODA 12.5 171.73 1.158x% 51.34
31,400 1 ODA 25.0 153.73 1.037x 39.57
31,400 1 ODA 50.0 126.68 0.854x 16.01
63,852 1 Full 100.0 111.55 1.000x 0.00
63,852 1 Local 0.0 215.00 1.927x 78.51
63,852 1 ODA 12.5 163.84 1.469x 66.13
63,852 1 ODA 25.0 14090 1.263x 54.06
63,852 1 ODA 50.0 111.37 0.998x 2991
128,852 1 Full 100.0  75.27 1.000x 0.00
128,852 1 Local 0.0 214.45 2.849x 88.19
128,852 1 ODA 12.5 150.69 2.002x 75.75
128,852 1 ODA 25.0 123774 1.644x 63.49
128,852 1 ODA 50.0 89.67 1.191x 38.96
261,696 2 Full 100.0 76.44 1.000x 0.00
261,696 2 Local 0.0 27481 3.595x 93.85
261,696 2 ODA 12.5 174.00 2.276x 81.38
261,696 2 ODA 25.0 14231 1.862x 69.00
261,696 2 ODA 50.0 9887 1.293x 44.25
516,788 4 Full 100.0 77.64 1.000x 0.00
516,788 4 Local 0.0 342.63 4.413x 96.80
516,788 4 ODA 12.5 205.71 2.650x 84.31
516,788 4 ODA 25.0 158.02 2.035x 71.88
516,788 4 ODA 50.0 107.29 1.382x 47.01
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B.8 PRIMARY QWEN3-1.7B TRAINING AND RESOURCES

Data and sampling. The primary run uses Step-3.5-Flash-SFT (StepFun, 2026) restricted to
its compiled/gwen3/general subset. We retain complete records with 4,096-16,384 to-
kens, without truncation. Candidates are randomly ordered within four length bins, [4096, 6144),
[6144,8192), [8192,10240), and [10240, 16385), using seed 20260721. After global exact-content
SHA-256 deduplication and exclusion of the fixed development and test sets (8,192 records each),
each bin contributes 49,152 records. The resulting 196,608-record dataset contains 1,663,312,927
non-padding input tokens. A dataset audit identifies 886,844,336 eligible supervision positions un-
der the four-sink, 2,048-token-window configuration.

Optimization. The BF16 backbone remains frozen, and only the FP32 recall head’s 28,325,889
parameters are optimized. Training uses eight A100-SXM4-80GB GPUs with DDP, microbatch
size two per GPU, and four accumulation steps, giving a global batch of 64. AdamW (Loshchilov &
Hutter, 2019) uses zero weight decay, gradient-norm clipping at 1.0, and a learning rate that warms
up for 102 updates to 3 x 10~* and then remains constant through update 3,072. This run completes
exactly one epoch; its configured cosine phase begins at the stopping boundary. The training seed
is 20260827. Training uses FlexAttention with PyTorch 2.7.1, CUDA 12.6, and Triton 3.3.1. These
settings describe the original primary run; the input-ablation configuration is reported separately in
Appendix B.5.

Measured resources. Summing the recorded step times over all 3,072 updates gives 13.67 hours,
or 109.34 GPU-hours across eight GPUs. The interval from the first startup log to the final check-
point save is 13.75 hours, corresponding to an eight-GPU allocation of approximately 110 GPU-
hours. These totals cover the complete one-epoch run, including frozen-backbone feature and
paired-label computation; the primary RULER16K result uses the head after 1,024 updates. Data
preparation, preliminary experiments, other training runs, and downstream evaluation are excluded.
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