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Abstract

Large language model (LLM) routing distributes inference work across differ-
ent models, advancing the cost-quality Pareto frontier of LLM serving. While
coarse-grained routing at the session or query level has been widely adopted in
production systems, recent algorithmic work shows that fine-grained token-level
routing can yield substantial efficiency and quality gains. However, efficiently
serving token-level routed inference poses significant challenges to existing sys-
tems. Built on single-LLM assumptions, current systems suffer from severe step
desynchronization and frequent batch admission delays under token-level routing,
and they also impose high implementation complexity on developers. To ad-
dress these challenges, we design TokenRouter, an efficient and developer-friendly
serving system for token-level routed LLM inference. TokenRouter follows the
principle of request-centric programming, model-centric execution: developers
describe routing logic from the perspective of a single request, while the runtime
launches a subserver for each LLM and dispatches requests asynchronously. Each
subserver employs a delayed-batching scheduler, whose optimal hyperparame-
ters are derived from a mathematical throughput model of the system. Across
diverse routing algorithms, workloads, and model pairs, TokenRouter achieves
2.01-64.15 x higher decoding throughput than existing systems, substantially ad-
vancing the serving efficiency of token-level LLM routing. Our code is available at
https://github.com/thu-nics/TokenRouter,
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Figure 1: TokenRouter improves serving efficiency for token-level routing. (a) At concurrency 8,
engineering optimizations yield a 1.71 x throughput gain, and TokenRouter achieves 2.76 x overall,
relative to the official R2R implementation. (b) Throughput—speed trade-off. TokenRouter achieves
18.58x higher throughput than R2R under a stricter SLO.
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1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated strong capabilities across a wide range of applica-
tions. To meet diverse demands, modern LLMs vary in size and domain expertise, showing different
latencies and capabilities. To exploit this diversity and improve the cost-quality Pareto frontier of
LLM inference, model routing has emerged as a common serving paradigm.

Coarse-grained routing at session or query level is already widely used in production LLM serving
systems. For example, commercial systems, such as ChatGPT [[1] and Cursor [2], direct each user
query to different backend models based on predicted difficulty or topic. Academic systems such
as RouteLLLM [3]] also show that query-level routing can achieve strong intelligence at a lower cost
with preference data. However, in these systems, once a request is routed, the response is generated
entirely by a single model until the next round.

Recent algorithmic work shows that routing at the finer foken level can unlock benefits that query-level
routing cannot reach [4H12]]. On the efficiency side, token-level routing exploits the sharp variation in
generation difficulty within a single query. For example, R2R [5] can match a 32B model’s quality
while routing only 5% of tokens to the 32B model and decoding the rest with a 1.5B model, versus
routing around 40% of queries to the 32B model. On the quality side, token-level routing allows
models with complementary expertise to collaborate in a single response, surpassing the generation
quality of any single LLM [9, [11} [13]. It also provides smooth control over the entire cost-quality
trade-off, rather than the few discrete operating points imposed by coarser routing granularities.

However, existing LLM serving systems lack efficient support for token-level routing. Current
systems such as SGLang [[14] and vLLM [[15]] are designed for single-LLLM serving, where all active
requests are synchronous at each decoding step. Token-level routing breaks this assumption by
allowing the target LLM to change at every decoding step, creating three main challenges. First, step
desynchronization. Different LLMs differ widely in per-step latency. Keeping requests in a single
batch synchronized forces every step to wait for the slowest model, leaving the faster models idle.
Second, batch admission delay. Because token-level routing causes frequent model switches, a
routed request often arrives while its target model is still processing a previous batch. It must then wait
to be admitted into the next batch, creating bubbles and fragmenting batches. Third, implementation
complexity. Current serving systems expose no programming interface for per-step routing decisions.
Implementing token-level routing inside these systems therefore requires extensive modifications to a
large codebase. The routing logic must also be carefully coordinated with tightly coupled features
such as continuous batching and prefix caching.

To address these challenges, we propose TokenRouter, an efficient and developer-friendly serving
system for token-level LLM routing. The key design principle is request-centric programming,
model-centric execution: developers describe a routing algorithm by tracing how a single request
flows across cooperating LLMs, while TokenRouter handles efficient serving through asynchronous
model-centric subservers. This separation hides the system complexity of routing serving from
developers and gives the runtime full control to optimize cross-model execution and batch scheduling.
For the user client, TokenRouter exposes a single external interface, allowing it to serve as a drop-in
replacement for standard single-LLM servers. Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

* Request-centric programming interface. We provide a route-send-receive interface that
lets developers express diverse token-level routing algorithms by simply tracing how a single
request moves across cooperating LLMs.

* Asynchronous execution for serving optimization. We propose decoupled tri-loop execu-
tion that addresses step desynchronization across cooperating LLMs, with a handoff-resume
mechanism to simplify inter-model switches.

* Delayed batching for scheduling optimization. We propose a delayed-batching scheduler
that reduces average batch admission latency, with optimal hyperparameters derived from a
throughput-based mathematical model.

TokenRouter brings a high-efficiency LLM serving framework to the token-routing community,
turning theoretical benefits into real-world speedups over mature single-LLM serving systems.
Experiments across different algorithms, workloads, and model pairs show a 2.01-64.15 x throughput
boost over existing implementations.
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Figure 2: (a) Routing granularities in LLM serving. Token-level routing allows decisions at each
token, whereas session- or query-level routing binds an entire request to one model. (b) TokenRouter’s
model-centric runtime. Each cooperating LLM is hosted by an autonomous subserver that implements
three user-defined routing functions (route, send, receive) and runs three decoupled scheduler loops,
shown in purple (client-server), blue (decoding), and black (inter-model). The Server Interface
exposes a single external endpoint to the client.

2 Related Work

Model routing. Model routing distributes requests across candidate LLMs to improve efficiency or
quality. Most methods operate at the session or query level, choosing models for entire requests or
conversation turns. Efficiency-oriented routers typically send easier requests to cheaper models under
a quality constraint [3, [16H21]], while quality-oriented routers select the expert best suited to each
request and may combine model outputs to surpass any single LLM [22H25]]. This coarse granularity
lets production serving stacks [1]] reuse standard single-LLM batching and scheduling. TokenRouter
instead targets token-level routing, which requires coordinating model switches within a response.

Token-level routing. Token-level routing selects a model for each token or short span, enabling
collaboration in a single response. Efficiency-oriented methods invoke larger models for difficult
tokens or segments, using trained lightweight routers [15, 16} I8 [12, 26] or heuristic signals such as
confidence and entropy [27, [28]]. Quality-oriented methods combine model expertise by accepting
expert tokens [7} [10] or fusing output distributions [9, [11]]. Despite different policies, these methods
share an execution lifecycle: select next model, transfer the request state, and receive its tokens
or distributions to continue generation. This lifecycle motivates TokenRouter’s route-send-receive
programming interface.

LLM serving systems. Modern LLM serving systems accelerate inference through continuous
batching [29], paged KV-cache management [15]], and efficient structured generation runtimes [14].
These techniques work well for single-model decoding, where each request stays with one model
and advances at that model’s pace. Speculative decoding also uses multiple models, but couples
draft generation and target verification in a predictable pattern [30H32]]. Token-level routing instead
allows data-dependent model switches at each token, leading to irregular model-local arrivals and
fragmented batches. TokenRouter addresses these dynamics with a model-centric runtime that hosts
each model as an autonomous subserver, preserving continuous batching and prefix caching locally.

3 Programming Interface

To provide a simple and general programming interface, TokenRouter abstracts diverse token-level
routing algorithms with three main components: route, send, and receive. These components
allow developers to describe when a request should switch models, what state should be transferred,
and how returned tokens should be accepted. Section [3.1]explains the design principle behind this
interface, and Section [3.2] presents the concrete APIL, followed by an example in Section[3.3]

3.1 Principle: Sequential Request-centric Programming

TokenRouter is designed to support diverse token-level routing algorithms while keeping their imple-
mentation simple and intuitive. Although TokenRouter executes requests through an asynchronous,
model-centric runtime, developers should not need to reason about low-level batching, scheduling, or



asynchronous execution. Instead, they should only describe a routing algorithm by tracing how a
single request moves among cooperating LL.Ms.

Therefore, we revisit the common lifecycle of a request in token-level routing algorithms. A request
first enters an entry model and performs a decoding step. After the forward pass, an algorithm-specific
router decides whether the request should continue locally or be delegated to another model. If the
request is delegated, the current model gathers the necessary context, such as the latest generated
tokens, and sends it to the target model. The target model receives the request, continues decoding,
and repeats the same route-send-receive process. This lifecycle can be written as:

receive — decode — route — send — peer receive — peer decode — peer route — - - - .

Based on this observation, TokenRouter lets developers implement token-level routing algorithms by
filling in only three components: route, send, and receive. Developers program the algorithm from a
simple request-centric view, while the TokenRouter runtime executes it with model-centric subservers.
This request-centric programming, model-centric execution abstraction is the key principle behind
TokenRouter’s programming interface.

3.2 Core Interface

We now detail the three components that developers implement in TokenRouter.

route (result) is called after each decoding step of an LLM. It determines a destination index for
each request in the batch based on the forward-pass result such as hidden states, next-token logits,
and sampled tokens. A destination of 0 means that the request continues decoding locally, while a
nonzero destination points to the corresponding peer model.

send (req) is called when route delegates a request. It returns a customized PeerReq message that
carries the request ID, the suffix of tokens that the peer model has not yet seen, a status field indicating
whether the request is still active or has terminated, and any algorithm-specific fields needed by the
receiver. A position anchor req.loc is also attached to indicate the decoding position before the
PeerReq is sent. The receiver can use this anchor to determine the minimal suffix that should be
sent back. The exact token suffix is algorithm-dependent. For example, a scheduler may exclude or
include the just-sampled token depending on whether the peer should regenerate it.

receive (peer_req) is called when a PeerReq arrives from a peer model. It converts the PeerReq to
the local request format so that the receiver model can continue decoding. By default, receive commits
all transferred tokens from the PeerReq, which is sufficient for most token-level routing algorithms.
Developers only need to override receive when the handoff semantics are algorithm-specific. For
example, an algorithm may attach additional state before resuming decoding.

3.3 Running Examples

Figure [3] shows an example of the interface for the small-model side of R-Stitch [27]. The SLM
delegates high-entropy tokens to the LLM, while the LLM sends low-entropy tokens back.

Table|l|summarizes the routing behavior of the five token-level routing algorithms evaluated in this
work. Despite using different routing signals, each is expressible with route function. For CITER,
R2R, and Co-LLM, Model i invokes Model j upon detecting an uncertain token, while Model j
returns control after generating one token. R-Stitch instead adopts a symmetric design, where the two
models switch control based on token entropy. ME further generalizes token-level routing to more
than two models, selecting the next model after every token according to the ensemble weights.

4 System Design

This section presents TokenRouter’s model-centric runtime, which aims to efficiently serve token-
routed inference. Section[4.1]first gives an overview of the system architecture. Section[4.2]addresses
step desynchronization through asynchronous tri-loop execution and a handoff-resume mechanism.
Section addresses batch admission delay with delayed batching, which trades a small waiting
time for larger same-model batches. Our implementation builds on SGLang [14]]; Appendix [B|and
Appendix |C|describe more routing-specific engineering optimizations.



class RStitchSLM(BaseRouter):
# self.tau (threshold) and self.peer_idx (LLM subserver index) come from the config.

def route(self, result):
# Delegate high-entropy tokens to the LLM peer; keep the rest local.
probs = result.logits_output.next_token_logits.softmax(dim=-1)
entropy = -(probs * probs.log()).sum(-1) / math.log(probs.shape[-1])
destination = torch.zeros_like(entropy, dtype=torch.long)
destination[entropy > self.tau] = self.peer_idx
return destination.cpu()

def send(self, req) -> PeerReq:
# Drop the just-decoded uncertain token; ask the LLM to regenerate.
token_ids = req.origin_input_ids + req.output_ids[:-1]
peer_anchor = req.peer_locs[self.peer_idx] or 0
return PeerReq(rid=req.rid, token_ids=token_ids[peer_anchor:],
loc=len(token_ids), finished=req.finished(), ...)

# receive falls back to the default and accepts all returned tokens.

Figure 3: Small-model side of the R-Stitch [27] in TokenRouter. route sends high-entropy tokens to
the large model and keeps low-entropy tokens local. send excludes the uncertain token and transfers
only the peer-unseen suffix, letting the large model regenerate from that position. receive uses the
default accept-all conversion for returned large-model tokens. The large-model side is identical,
except that > is replaced by <= in route to dispatch low-entropy tokens to the SLM.

Table 1: Routing behavior of the evaluated token-level routing algorithms. Each entry under Model 7
or Model j specifies the condition under which that model routes generation to another model.

Algorithm #Models Model ¢ Model j
CITER [12]] 2 low-confidence token after one token
R2R [5] 2 predicted-divergent token after one token
R-Stitch [27] 2 high-entropy token low-entropy token
Co-LLM [10] 2 high-deferral token after one token
ME [33] >2 after every token, according to ensemble weights

4.1 System Overview

TokenRouter’s runtime is organized as multiple subservers behind a single external interface, as
shown in Figure 2} Internally, each subserver hosts one candidate LLM. It owns a scheduler, an LLM
runner with a private KV-cache pool, and three user-defined functions to construct the router, sender,
and receiver. Subservers progress independently and communicate through peer requests. Their
identical internal layout makes it easy to scale to more LLMs by launching additional subservers.

Externally, TokenRouter exposes a single server interface, which receives client requests and forwards
them to a designated entry subserver. The client-side protocol is therefore identical to that of standard
single-LLM servers such as vVLLM [15] and SGLang [14], regardless of how many LLMs participate
in routing behind the interface. This design allows TokenRouter to serve as a drop-in replacement for
existing single-LLM servers.

4.2 Efficient Serving with Asynchronous Execution

TokenRouter addresses the step desynchronization challenge by adding a decoupled inter-model loop
and a handoff-resume mechanism on top of the model-centric architecture. Figure {fa) illustrates
the desynchronization problem that arises when token-level routing directly follows the synchronous
design of single-LLM serving systems. If requests at the same logical decoding step are synchronized,
the whole batch must wait for the slowest model.

Modern serving systems also support speculative decoding, but its two models run in a tightly
coupled, periodic pattern, whereas token-level routing invokes random model access. Forcing routing
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Figure 4: Scheduling strategies of token-level routing. (a) Step-Sync sets step barriers; the next step
starts only after all models finish the current one. (b) Model-Sync runs one model at a time; the
inactive model’s requests stall. (c) Eager-Async processes peer requests immediately, causing large
batch admission delay. (d) TokenRouter preserves asynchronous scheduling but delays LLM requests
until enough same-model requests accumulate, amortizing the cost across a wider batch.

algorithms to mimic speculative decoding serving would also incur severe idle time (Figure fb)). To
avoid global synchronization, TokenRouter adopts an asynchronous design (Figure @{c, d)).

Decoupled tri-loop execution. To support inter-model handoff, TokenRouter extends the standard
execution structure of single-LLM serving with an additional decoupled loop. As shown in Figure 2}
a standard server has two asynchronous loops: a client-server loop (purple) for request admission
and response streaming, and a decoding loop (blue) for request scheduling and model execution.
TokenRouter adds a third decoupled loop, the inter-model loop (black), to send and receive peer
requests between subservers. This third loop allows a routed request to leave the local batch and
resume when the peer request returns. While the routed request is being processed by the peer model,
the remaining local requests continue executing at the pace of the local decoding loop. When the
peer request returns, the scheduler admits the resumed request back into the local batch. Thus, each
subserver progresses at its own pace, while routed requests move asynchronously across models.

Handoff and resume across models. TokenRouter designs a handoff and resume mechanism for
the decoupled inter-model loop. The naive handoff treats a returning request as a fresh call, which
redoes prefix matching and KV-cache allocation, incurring unnecessary costs. To deal with this,
TokenRouter introduces a pending state, an intermediate status between the two standard states
running and finished. A pending request is skipped by the scheduler, but its serving state is preserved.
At handoff, the routed request is marked as pending. Upon resumption, pending is toggled to running
or finished according to the peer’s output. If not finished, TokenRouter appends new tokens to the
request and admits it into the local batch as if it had never left. By skipping prefix matching and KV
reallocation, handoff-resume reduces inter-model transitions to little more than a token append.

4.3 Efficient Scheduling with Delayed Batching

While asynchronous execution removes synchronization across subservers, each subserver still needs
a scheduling policy that handles sparse and irregular routed-token arrivals. We define batch admission
delay as the waiting time between a request’s arrival at a subserver and the start of its execution.



Figure f{c) illustrates the issue under eager asynchronous scheduling. If a subserver starts a new
decoding step as soon as any peer request arrives, requests that arrive while the model is already
processing a batch cannot be admitted until that step finishes. For example, request 3’s token 3 cannot
start until the LLM finishes decoding request 2’s token 2, incurring the admission delay from time 2
to time 4.5. Because token-level routing causes frequent model switches and high per-step latency
variance, such admission stalls occur repeatedly and lead to fragmented batching.

Delayed-batching scheduler. To reduce admission delay, we propose a delayed-batching scheduler.
The key idea is to wait for a short, controlled interval so that more requests targeting the same model
can be executed together. Specifically, the scheduler buffers received requests and launches a batch
only when the buffer size reaches a threshold B. Figure ffd) shows an example where the LLM
subserver uses B = 2, while the SLM subserver uses B = 1. Although an early-arriving request
waits longer than under eager-async in Figure [d{c), later-arriving requests can be admitted with much
less waiting, so the workload’s average batch admission delay drops.

Throughput-optimal threshold. TokenRouter analytically determines the throughput-optimal
delayed-batching threshold B*. This requires balancing a strict trade-off: too small B causes large
batch admission delay, while too large B traps requests in the queue and starves the SLM of active
work. We model the routing process as a Discrete-Time Markov Chain (DTMC). Given a token-level
routing algorithm, concurrency N, routing probability P, and per-step decoding latency L; of each
LLM, our model derives the throughput as a function of B and searches the threshold B* that
maximizes the throughput. Full details are provided in Appendix [D]

5 Experiment

5.1 Setup

Token-level routing algorithms. We evaluate five token-level routing algorithms in TokenRouter,
namely CITER [12]], R2R [5], R-Stitch [27], Co-LLM [10], and ME [33]. CITER, R2R, R-Stitch, and
Co-LLM route between Qwen3-0.6B and Qwen3-32B [34]], while ME routes among Qwen3-0.6B,
Qwen3-8B, and Qwen3-32B. For CITER, we train the router and set 7 = 0.98. For R2R, we use the
official router and threshold. For R-Stitch, we set 7 = 0.03. For Co-LLM, we fine-tune Qwen3-0.6B
and set n = 0.15. For ME, we set the ensemble weight to 0.5, 0.3, and 0.2. We also evaluate each
algorithm using the model pair and the dataset from its original paper, as summarized in Table 4]

Hardware. All experiments run on an 8 X A100-80G GPU server. For two-model algorithms, the
small model is deployed on one GPU and the large model on two GPUs with tensor parallelism, with
two models sharing two GPUs via CUDA MPS. For ME, each model is deployed on one GPU.

Baselines. We compare TokenRouter against two baselines. Official Code refers to the algorithm’s
released implementation, available for all but R-Stitch (whose code is not released). Among these,
Co-LLM uses a per-model vLLM [[15] server with continuous batching, while CITER and R2R are
inference engines without continuous batching. Std. Serving is a standard SGLang-based baseline
that we build for a fair comparison. It uses one SGLang server per LLM; each server returns one
token at a time, and an external dispatcher routes each token between servers.

Workloads. We evaluate three workloads spanning different input/output lengths. (1) For Low-effort
reasoning (short input, short output), we use AIME2024 [35] prompts (~100 tokens) with a maximum
output length of 2,048. (2) For High-effort reasoning (short input, long output), we use AIME2024
prompts with a maximum output length to 8,192, keeping only problems whose Qwen3-32B solutions
exceed 8,192 tokens. (3) For Agentic tasks (multi-turn), we use SWE-Smith [36] trajectories of
around 8,192 input tokens with a maximum output length of 1,024.

Metrics. We report the throughput and the end-to-end request completion latency. For inference
engines, we form a batch of N requests and process the batch. For serving systems, we launch N
workers, each of which issues a new request as soon as the previous one completes. We measure
throughput as the total number of generated output tokens divided by elapsed time.

5.2 Serving Efficiency

As shown in Figure[5|and|[6] across all 15 algorithm—workload combinations, TokenRouter consistently
outperforms the baselines, improving throughput by 2.01-64.15x compared with the stronger
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Figure 6: Latency (s) comparison across serving systems at concurrency 4.

baseline. TokenRouter also reduces the end-to-end latency of Std. Serving by 2.03—63.64 x. Although
Std. Serving substantially improves upon the official Co-LLM and CITER implementations through
asynchronous execution, it lacks TokenRouter’s handoff-and-resume mechanism. Consequently, the
serving state of a routed request cannot be preserved across model switches, and each returning
token must be treated as a new request. This incurs substantial overhead for operations such as prefix
matching and KV-cache updates. We further break down the per-step latency of Std. Serving to
quantify this overhead in Table[I0]

TokenRouter also scales gracefully with output length. When we compare low-effort and high-effort
reasoning workloads (max output 2,048 vs. 8,192 tokens), TokenRouter’s throughput holds steady
while Std. Serving loses 58.1-85.2% of its throughput.

When evaluated on the original settings of the token-level routing algorithms, as shown in Table[2]
TokenRouter reduces latency by 2.78-21.61 x over the official implementations while substantially
improving throughput by 2.73-21.97 x. These results show that TokenRouter efficiently supports
diverse token-level routing algorithms under their original algorithmic settings.

Throughput-Speed Trade-off. Figure[Tb|evaluates the trade-off between throughput and per-user
speed as the concurrency increases from 1 to 16. When the concurrency increases from 1 to 16,
TokenRouter’s throughput increases by 8.61 x, while retaining 51.7% of its single-user speed. In
contrast, official R2R reaches only 5.14 x and retains 31.3% of its single-user speed. Notably, at
concurrency 16, TokenRouter achieves 18.58 x higher throughput than official R2R at concurrency 1,
while still providing 1.13x higher per-user speed. This means that, TokenRouter delivers substantially
higher throughput even under a stricter per-user speed Service Level Objective (SLO).

5.3 Ablation Study

We briefly summarize the conclusions of the ablation study here, with details in Appendix [A2]

Gain breakdown. Figure [Ta] breaks down TokenRouter’s throughput at concurrency 8. Engineering
optimizations with extended CUDA graphs raise throughput from the base implementation’s 132.78
t0 230.79 token/s, or 1.71 x the official R2R implementation (134.9 token/s). Asynchronous execution
and delayed batching further increase throughput to 296.86 and 372.48 token/s, respectively, reaching
2.76 x overall. Table [f] provides additional ablations at concurrency 1 and 4.

Effect of model pairs. Table|3|evaluates TokenRouter against the most competitive R2R system
baseline across diverse model pairs. Compared with the official implementation of R2R, TokenRouter
achieves 1.99-3.21 x throughput improvement across different model pairs. These results suggest
that TokenRouter’s optimizations are effective across different SLM and LLM scales.



Table 2: TTFT, throughput, and end-to-end latency at concurrency 4, comparing across serving
systems under original settings.

Algorithm Implementation | Throughput/(token/s) TTFT/s Latency/s

LLM-only 145.30 0.13 411.98
R2R Official Code 89.62 0.11 751.15
TokenRouter 244.56 0.11 270.19
LLM-only 123.72 0.083 2.68
CITER Official Code 17.16 0.036 7.64
TokenRouter 149.31 0.036 0.48
LLM-only 134.79 0.069 13.39
Co-LLM Official Code 3.46 1.14 247.61
TokenRouter 76.02 0.067 11.46
LLM-only 150.41 0.15 360.76
R-Stitch Official Code N/A N/A N/A
TokenRouter 140.58 0.067 151.30
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Table 3: R2R vs. TokenRouter across SLM-LLM Figure 7: Throughput—accuracy trade-off. QR
pairs. Throughput is reported in token/s. denotes query-level routing from RouteLLM.

Parallel strategy. Table[7]shows that increasing LLM tensor parallelism size is vital for throughput,
while the SLM tensor parallelism size has little effect. Thus, unless otherwise specified, we set LLM
tensor parallelism size to 2 and SLM tensor parallelism size to 1.

5.4 Advancing the Pareto Frontier

We evaluate the throughput-accuracy trade-off of TokenRouter, the official R2R implementation,
and query-level routing baselines on AMC23, using the Qwen3-0.6B and Qwen3-32B pair with
greedy decoding and a maximum output length of 8,192 tokens. All requests are sent concurrently;
throughput is computed per request as output tokens divided by elapsed time; and SLM/LLM memory
fractions are held equal across systems for a fair comparison. Figure [/| shows that TokenRouter
shifts token-level routing to a new Pareto frontier, making fine-grained routing more competitive than
coarse-grained routing on state-of-the-art frameworks such as SGLang.

6 Conclusion

We presented TokenRouter, an efficient serving system for token-level LLM routing that decouples
routing algorithms from serving-system optimization. TokenRouter lets developers express routing
semantics through a request-centric route-send-receive interface, while the runtime handles asyn-
chronous model-centric execution. We overcome the step desynchronization and batch admission
delay challenges for efficient serving with asynchronous execution and the delayed-batching scheduler.
Across routing algorithms, workloads, and model pairs, TokenRouter consistently achieves 2.01—
64.15x higher decoding throughput than existing implementations, providing a strong foundation for
future token-routing research.

Limitation and future work. Our mathematical model assumes that the number of tokens between
two consecutive sends follows an geometric distribution, which holds for most token-level routing
algorithms. Handling corner cases that violate this assumption is left for future work.
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Table 4: Model pairs and benchmarks used by different token-level routing algorithms.

System  Model Pair Benchmark
R2R DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-1.5B / 32B  AIME [35]]
CITER Qwen2-1.5B/72B CommonsenseQA [37]]
Co-LLM LLaMA2-7B (tuned) / 70B GSMSK [38]
R-Stitch  L1-1.5B-Short / QwQ-32B AIME [35]]

[ Official Code [ Std. Serving [ TokenRouter

low-effort reasoning high-effort reasoning agentic
w
§ 111 102 113 115
S 100 87 84
S 73 71
3
o
<
o
=3
£
[ Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME
Figure 8: Throughput (token/s) comparison across serving systems at concurrency 1.
[ Std. Serving [1 TokenRouter
low-effort reasoning high-effort reasoning agentic
1500 1247 1285 1356
n
> 1000
c 678 580
s 500 302
3 200 134 163 112 n7s 00 183 138

18 20 28 48 % 45 71 7t 16 10 17 59 16 59 26

Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME Co-LLM CITER R2R  R-Stitch ME

Figure 9: Latency (s) comparison across serving systems at concurrency 1.

A Additional Experiment Results

A.1 Additional Concurrency

Figure [§]and [0] compare different implementations of five token-level routing algorithms across three
workloads at concurrency 1. TokenRouter consistently outperforms standard serving in all settings,
achieving 2.12-19.74 x higher throughput and a 2.12-18.83 x latency speedup; it also provides
1.60-19.74 x higher throughput than the stronger available baseline between the official code and
standard serving.

As shown in Table[5] under the original settings of each token-level routing algorithm at concurrency
1, TokenRouter consistently improves serving efficiency over the official implementations. It achieves
1.93-10.20x higher throughput and reduces end-to-end latency by 2.30-10.09x for R2R, CITER,
and Co-LLM, while maintaining comparable TTFT.

A.2 Additional Ablation Study

Gain breakdown. We break down the throughput gains of TokenRouter to quantify the contribution
of each optimization. As shown in Table [] enabling CUDA graphs improves the throughput by
1.88-2.12 . On top of these gains, asynchronous execution and delayed batching further improve
throughput by 1.12x and 1.31x, respectively, at concurrency 4. These results demonstrate that
TokenRouter’s overall performance gain stems from the combined benefits of these optimizations.

Parallel strategy. Table [/| studies how tensor-parallelism (TP) configurations for the SLM and
LLM affect throughput. Taking the two-GPU setting as an example, increasing the LLM TP size
from 1 to 2 improves throughput by 40.6% at N = 1 and 22.8% at N = 4. In contrast, once the
LLM uses TP size 2, further increasing the SLM TP size from 1 to 2 brings only 0.8% and 0.4%
throughput improvements, respectively. This indicates that additional TP resources are substantially
more beneficial to the LLM than to the SLM. Therefore, we prioritize tensor parallelism for the LLM
and serve the SLM with TP size 1 by default throughout the paper.
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Table 5: TTFT, throughput, and end-to-end latency at concurrency 1, comparing across serving
systems under original settings.

Algorithm Implementation | Throughput/(token/s) TTFT/s Latency/s

LLM-only 40.17 0.074 388.12
R2R Official Code 54.77 0.12 330.69
TokenRouter 105.81 0.11 144.10
LLM-only 34.40 0.055 2.42
CITER Official Code 14.26 0.031 2.41
TokenRouter 50.63 0.031 0.36
LLM-only 36.06 0.049 12.66
Co-LLM Official Code 2.80 0.34 76.68
TokenRouter 28.57 0.068 7.60
LLM-only 40.82 0.072 341.84
R-Stitch Official Code N/A N/A N/A
TokenRouter 55.78 0.102 119.29

Table 6: Ablation study of different optimization components. Throughput is reported in token/s.

Method N=8 N=4 N=1
TokenRouter 372.48 210.61 73.02
- Delayed batching 296.86 161.26 73.02
- Async execution 230.79 143.88 73.02
- Router CUDA graph 228.10 142.33 72.62
- LLM CUDA graph 164.08 95.55 51.22
- SLM CUDA graph (= R2R) 132.78 75.54 34.20
R2R official code 134.89 73.27 36.17

A.3 Additional Deployment Configurations
A.3.1 Non-overlapping GPU Deployment

We deploy Qwen3-0.6B (1 GPU) and Qwen3-32B (TP=2, 2 GPUs) on separate GPUs, so that the
LLM in token-routing uses the same resources as the LLM-only baseline. This configuration improves
the throughput of TokenRouter by 6.43% on average compared with the original overlapping setting.

A.3.2 Cross-node Deployment

We evaluate TokenRouter under cross-node deployment setups. Specifically, we deploy Qwen3-0.6B
(1 GPU) and Qwen3-32B (2 GPUs, TP=2) on one or two nodes and test the throughput under the
low-effort reasoning setup. The two nodes are connected via RoCE at 3.7 GB/s. As shown in
Table 0] cross-node throughput is comparable to single-node throughput with the same computational
resources, translating to 1.93-32.81 x improvements over the respective official implementations.

A.4 Latency Breakdown of the Std. Serving Baseline

To understand the gap over the CUDA-graph-enabled Std. Serving baseline, we profile the average
SLM-side runtime per decoding step over the final 128 steps of a 2,048-token generation. As shown in
Table[I0] the majority of latency is attributed to prefix matching and RadixCache maintenance. This
overhead stems from the single-model assumption in Std. Serving, where each returning request is
treated as a new extend operation from the user side, incurring repeated prefix matching and K'V-cache
bookkeeping. In contrast, TokenRouter preserves the request-level KV-cache state across model
handoffs and directly resumes execution when peer results return, thereby substantially reducing such
overhead.
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Table 7: Throughput across parallel strategies. Throughput is reported in token/s.
Total #SLM #LLM Overlap N=1 N=4
1 1 50.37 160.74

70.83 197.40
71.41 198.13

93.23 284.62

109.67 296.34
106.02 289.08
110.02 297.63
105.59 288.35
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Table 8: Throughput (token/s) comparison across routing strategies under different concurrency and
overlap settings.

Setup Routing Algorithm
N Deployment R2R R-Stitch Co-LLM CITER
Overlapping 73.27  43.06 47.46 102.29

Non-overlapping 74.90  47.53 48.25 108.65

Overlapping 205.05 108.42 16596  281.27
Non-overlapping 228.94 116.14 170.20  308.36

B Token-Routing-Specific Optimizations

Beyond the core mechanisms in Section[d] TokenRouter adapts several single-LLM serving assump-
tions that token-level routing breaks. Each subsection first identifies the broken assumption and then
describes TokenRouter’s fix.

Automatic KV-cache memory allocation. Single-LLM servers [[14} [15] assume one model owns
the entire K'V-cache budget on the GPU. Token-level routing co-locates cooperating LLMs on the
same GPU and forces them to contend for this budget. Over-reserving per model then causes out-
of-memory at full concurrency, while under-reserving idles capacity. TokenRouter resolves this by
treating per-model KV reservations as a joint allocation. Given each model’s weight footprint and
per-token KV-cell size, the runtime computes the largest common KV-token capacity that fits within a
configurable shared GPU budget and assigns each subserver its share before launch. This eliminates
manual reservation tuning.

CUDA -graph capture for extend mode. Single-LLM servers capture CUDA graphs only for decode
batches, where the per-step shape is stable. Under token-level routing, however, every peer return
arrives as an extend batch, so extend mode (rather than decode) dominates the routing-handoff
path. TokenRouter therefore captures CUDA graphs over a configurable range of extend batch sizes
and token lengths and falls back to the standard non-graph extend path when a batch exceeds this
range. Since the common case stays within the captured range, per-handoff kernel-launch overhead is
eliminated on the dominant path while long extends remain correctly served.

In-process router. In single-LLM and query-level serving, the router (when present) runs once per
request, so a cross-process invocation is acceptable. Token-level routing inverts this scaling, since
the route function runs after every forward pass on every active request, orders of magnitude more
frequently. A cross-process router would add an IPC round-trip per token and serialize routing against
the next decoding step. TokenRouter therefore co-locates the router with the scheduler on the same
GPU as the LLM runner, so each route decision becomes an in-process tensor op.

Global state tracking. The delayed-batching threshold (Section4.3)) depends on the system-wide
active request count, so all subservers must agree on this count. Otherwise B* would be selected
against stale concurrency and drift from optimal. Rather than adding a central coordinator, Token-
Router piggybacks status updates on the peer-message channel. Every newly admitted or finished
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Table 9: Throughput comparison across single-node and multi-node settings.

Setup Routing Algorithm
N Deployment R-Stitch R2R CITER

Single-node 47.53 7490  108.65
Multi-node 46.19 69.92 93.99

Single-node 116.14 22894 308.36
Multi-node 10420 20243 277.56

Table 10: Latency breakdown of the SLM-side execution per decoding step in Std. Serving.

request is announced as a control message alongside data tokens, keeping each subserver’s view

Operation Latency (ms) Ratio
Prefix matching 7.78 20.94%
Locking cache nodes 6.49 17.47%
SLM inference 1.56 4.20%
Releasing locks 5.13 13.81%
Update radix cache 12.12 32.62%
Others 4.08 10.98%

consistent without separate coordination infrastructure.

C Implementation Details

TokenRouter is implemented on top of SGLang [14] 0.5.1. The Server Interface is adapted from
SGLang’s FastAPI front-end to support multi-model port arguments, and inter-subserver messages
travel over local ZeroMQ IPC. Each subserver runs its three-stage iteration as a single event loop
in a dedicated subprocess, and the only inter-subserver coordination is the peer-message channel of
Section[4.2] All evaluated routing algorithms (Section[5) share this runtime, each implemented as a

scheduler subclass over the three functions of Section

D Mathematical Modeling for Delayed-Batching Optimization

Table 11: Key notations used throughout the analysis.

Notation Definition

M Number of cooperating models.

N Number of concurrent requests in the system.

L; Latency of one decoding step on model :.

Dij Probability that a request is routed from model ¢ to model j after a decoding step.

Cij Number of output tokens committed when a request is routed from model ¢ to model j.
B; Delayed-batching threshold of model i.

ki Number of requests waiting at model .

b; Size of the currently executing batch on model .

T Residual execution time of the currently executing batch on model .

Re Set of states reachable under delayed-batching threshold B.

7(s) Holding time of state s.

A(s) whose current batches complete at the next state transition.

m; Destination-count vector for the batch completed on model .

Ty, B Transition matrix and stationary distribution of the DTMC model under B.

g(s, M) Number of tokens committed during a state transition from s with routing outcome M.
T7(B) Steady-state aggregate committed-token throughput under delayed-batching threshold B.
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We develop a mathematical model to optimize the delayed-batching threshold introduced in Sec-
tion[4.3] We first formulate the problem in Section[D.I] then derive the steady-state system throughput
in Section [D.2] and optimize the batching threshold in Section Finally, we use R2R [3] as a
representative case study to validate the model in Section[D.4] The key notation used throughout the
analysis is summarized in Table [T 1]

D.1 Problem Formulation

Consider a token-level routing system consisting of M models, indexed by ¢ € {0,...,M — 1},
serving N concurrent requests. Let L; denote the latency of one decoding step on model .

After completing a decoding step on model 4, a request is routed to model j with probability p;; and
commits ¢;; output tokens. We define the routing transition matrix and the token-commit matrix as

P = [pij]nrxar, C = [cij]mxn, (D

where
M—-1
pi; =0, Y pi=1 ©)
j=0

In particular, p;; denotes the probability that a request remains on model ¢ for the next decoding
step. We assume that the routing probabilities are stationary across decoding steps. If the routing
probabilities vary over time, the same analysis applies over a short time interval during which they can
be approximated as constant. Under this assumption, for p;; < 1, the number of consecutive decoding
steps a request executes on model ¢ before transitioning to another model follows a geometric
distribution with parameter 1 — p;;. We further assume that routing decisions are independent across
requests.

To improve efficiency, each model i employs delayed batching with threshold B;: a new batch is
launched only when at least B; requests are available in its waiting queue. We denote the threshold
vector by

B =(By,...,Bp-1). 3)

Our objective is to characterize the steady-state throughput of TokenRouter as a function of B and
determine the throughput-optimal threshold vector.

D.2 Derivation of System Throughput
D.2.1 Problem Modeling: Discrete-Time Markov Chain
We represent the system state as

s := (ko,bo, 70, .-  knvr—1,bam—1,7Mm—1), 4)

where k; is the number of requests waiting at model 4, b; is the size of model ¢’s currently running
batch, and r; the residual execution time of that batch, measured immediately after the most recent
batch-completion event in the system. If model ¢ has no running batch, we set b; = r; = 0. Under a
delayed-batching threshold vector B, the state space is

M—-1
Sp = {SERLMJ:Z(}%+I)Z‘)N, k; €N, b; € N,
=0
bi:O:>k’i<Bi,’l“i:07 &)

b7>0§blZB7,O<T1SL1}

Since the residual execution times are continuous, Sg is generally infinite. To obtain a finite-state
model, we introduce a common time quantum § and assume that the decoding-step latency of each
model is an integer multiple of ¢§:

L;=di6, d;eN,i=0,1,...,M—1. ©6)

17



We further assume that all initial residual times are integer multiples of §. Then all subsequent
residual times remain on the same discrete grid, yielding the finite candidate state space

M—-1

gB3: {SGRgAI:Z(k‘i—‘rbi):N, ki € N, b; € N,
=0
bi=0=k; <B;, r;, =0, @)

b; >0=0b; > B;, r; € {(5,25,,(1“3}}

We define a state transition at each batch-completion event, i.e., whenever one or more models
complete their current batches. Because the state records the queue length, running batch size, and
residual execution time of every model, the distribution of the next state depends only on the current
state. Therefore, the system observed at batch-completion epochs forms a finite-state discrete-time
Markov chain (DTMC).

For a fixed B and an initial state sy € SB, let Ry denote the set of states reachable from s0 with
positive probability under the routing and scheduling dynamics. In practice, R can be enumerated

using breadth-first search (BFS). By construction, Rg C SB and is therefore finite.

D.2.2 Transition Matrix and Stationary Distribution

We next characterize the state-transition dynamics of the DTMC and derive its stationary distribution,
which will be used to compute the steady-state system throughput.

For a state s, define its holding time as

7(s) := 7%1;10 ;. 8)

The set of models whose current batches complete at the next transition is therefore

A(s) :=={i:b; >0, r;, =7(s)}. )
For each model i € A(s), its batch of b; requests completes one decoding step and is subsequently
routed to the next models. Let m; = (m;, ... , My, M—1) be the corresponding destination-count
vector, where m;; is the number of requests routed from model 4 to model j. By definition,
M-1
j=0

Conditioned on s, m; follows a multinomial distribution:

H iy, (11)

P(m; |s) = —7—— 1
H] 0 U
with

We collect the routing outcomes of all completing models sas M(s) = (m;);c 4¢s). Under the
independence assumption across requests, their joint probability is

PM|[s)= [] Pi(m;]s). (13)
i€ A(s)

After the completed requests are routed and all batches that satisfy their delayed-batching thresholds
are launched, the system transitions to

s’ = ®(s,M,B), (14)

where ® denotes the deterministic state-update function induced by the routing outcome and the
delayed-batching policy.
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We define the transition matrix T'g over the reachable state space Rg. For any s,s’ € Rg,

Tg(s,s') = P(siy =5 |s; =s) = > P(M | s). (15)
M:®(s,M,B)=s’

If the finite-state chain on Ry is irreducible, it has a unique stationary distribution 7g satisfying

(T —I)wg =0, > mm(s)=1. (16)
SERB

Empirically, we observe that the reachable-state chain is irreducible for all configurations encountered
during optimization.
D.2.3 Throughput Derivation

We now derive the steady-state aggregate committed-token throughput from the stationary distribution
of the DTMC.

For a transition from state s with routing outcome M, the number of committed tokens is

M-—1
g(s; M) = > Y ciymy;. (17)

i€ A(s) j=0

The long-run aggregate committed-token throughput is therefore

T(B) = lim =2

lim ! 9(sn, M) (18)

We first derive the expected number of committed tokens per state transition. Taking the expectation
of Equation [I'7)and applying Equation[T2] we obtain
E[g<sa M)} =E; [EM [g(s, M) | SH
i M-1
=Es| > > cijEmlmi|s]

[ i€A(s) j=0

i M-1
=Es Z Z bicijpij
[ i€A(s) j=0
M-1

- Z Z ZWB(S)biCijpij.

sERB i€ A(s) j=0

19)

Similarly, the expected time between consecutive state transitions is

E[r(s)] = > mB(s)7(s). (20)

sERB
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Figure 10: Predicted and measured R2R throughput under different concurrency levels and delayed-
batching thresholds. We fix the SLM threshold at By = 1 and vary the LLM threshold B;. An
asterisk (*) marks the highest throughput for each concurrency level in each panel.

Substituting Equation [I9]and [20]into Equation [I§] gives

Z Z ZWB bC”ij

SERB i€ A(s) J

> ma(s)r(s)

sERB

T(B) = 1)

D.3 Delayed-Batching Threshold Optimization

We now optimize the delayed-batching threshold vector B using the throughput model derived above.

To avoid deadlock states in which no model has enough queued requests to launch a batch, we impose
the feasibility condition

M-1
Y (Bi—-1)<N. (22)
i=0
This condition defines the finite feasible set
M—1
BM::{Be{l,...,N}M: Z(Bi—1)<N}. (23)
i=0

The throughput-optimal delayed-batching threshold vector is then given by

o> z_:WB(S)biCijpij

B* — arg max s€RB icA(s) j=0

BeBy Z mg(s) min r; 7

2:b; >0
SERB

(24)

where mgis the stationary distribution obtained by solving Equation[T6

D.4 Empirical Validation of the Throughput Model

We empirically validate the throughput model using R2R [J3]], a representative token-level routing
algorithm with M = 2 models. Following the indexing convention used throughout our formulation,
model 0 denotes the SLM and model 1 the LLM. For R2R, the routing-probability matrix P and
token-commit matrix C are given by

_|1=p »p |11 0
P—[ 1 0}, C_[l 0} (25)

Under the experimental setup described in Section[5.I} p = 0.35. The measured decoding-step
latencies of two models are Ly = 6.0 ms for the SLM and L; = 27.9ms for the LLM. We set
§ = 0.1 ms and use Equation 21]to predict the throughput under different concurrency levels N and
delayed-batching threshold vectors B.
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Figure [T0] fixes By = 1 and compares the predicted throughput against measurements obtained
on hardware while varying B;. The model closely captures the throughput trends across both
concurrency levels and batching thresholds. More importantly, at every evaluated concurrency level,
the threshold predicted to maximize throughput coincides with the empirically optimal threshold.
These results show that the proposed model accurately captures the effect of delayed batching on
system throughput and can guide the selection of throughput-optimal batching thresholds.
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