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Abstract—For large language model (LLM) inference, pre-
fill/decode disaggregation (P/D) is deployed in production to
isolate phases with different resource demands. Attention/feed-
forward network disaggregation (AFD) splits decode again,
but adds communication, placement constraints, and another
provisioned pool. We ask whether role-specific placement repays
this cost as models and accelerator roadmaps change. Infrastruc-
ture is committed before future models and hardware can be
benchmarked. We present SILICONFORGE, a calibrated model
that varies the serving decomposition and hardware assignment
independently. We compare P/D and P/D+AFD across four model
directions, four accelerator classes anchored to current and
announced parts, and two fabrics. We co-optimize each design
using the same rules for pipeline overlap and the same power
budget. Our main comparisons show no robust deployment-
level AFD advantage in service-level objective (SLO) goodput
per kW. Most nominal estimates favor P/D. The largest AFD
lead comes from fitting one more prefill replica, not from a
more efficient decode pool. AFD has a nominal lead in the KV-
heavy (key–value) model direction when the co-located expert
pool spans several small scale-up domains. Larger domains or
a fast fabric for both designs weaken that lead. We therefore
find that prefill provisioning, decode memory bandwidth, links,
and pool granularity decide deployments more than the split
alone. A fixed hardware assignment can lose its advantage as
models, fabrics, hardware assumptions, and objectives change.
Re-optimizing mappings and pool sizes on the same hardware
cuts early commitment’s median normalized goodput loss from
36% to 9%. We recommend adjustable mappings and pool sizes
to let boundary and hardware choices follow model demands.

I. INTRODUCTION

Accelerator roadmaps for large language model (LLM)
inference trade compute, memory bandwidth, capacity, inter-
connect, and power, while prefill, decode attention, and decode
feed-forward computation stress those resources differently.
Prefill is compute-intensive and sets time to first token (TTFT).
Decode attention reads a growing key–value (KV) cache, and
the feed-forward network (FFN) reads dense or expert weights,
together setting time per output token (TPOT) [113], [117],
[161], [162]. This mismatch creates two decisions. The serving
decomposition chooses which roles get their own pool of
accelerators. The hardware assignment selects an accelerator
class for each pool. A boundary is where data crosses the
network between pools. Prefill/decode disaggregation (P/D)
separates prefill from decode; attention/feed-forward network
disaggregation (AFD) splits decode attention from the FFN.

†Ramyad Hadidi wrote this paper independently, in personal time while
at d-Matrix and at Volantis Semiconductor and in the interval between the
two. The tools, code, and parameters contain no confidential information. All
views are the author’s own and do not represent those of any employer.

P/D is standard industry practice [23]. It is supported by
serving frameworks such as NVIDIA Dynamo, vLLM, and
SGLang [36], [126], [143]. AFD is also being seriously
considered. ByteDance reports AFD in production on nearly
10,000 GPUs [162]. NVIDIA’s Vera Rubin platform assigns
decode attention to Rubin GPUs and mixture-of-experts (MoE)
FFNs to Groq 3 LPX accelerators [14].

AFD adds a new serving boundary. Each boundary moves
data, creates independently sized pools, can strand capacity,
and restricts placement. AFD helps only if role-specific place-
ment repays those costs. However, AFD sends each token
across the boundary twice per MoE layer, or 116 times in
DeepSeek-V3 [32]. In contrast, co-located decode with expert
parallelism keeps expert communication within the decode
pool, but the KV cache and expert weights share device
memory. This can limit batch size as contexts grow [162]. Prior
studies often change the boundary and hardware assignment
together. Studying the two choices independently separates
the effect of splitting decode from the effect of hardware
assignment. Whether or not AFD becomes the preferred
design, these decisions commit substantial capital, determine
latency and throughput, and influence accelerator roadmaps.
For accelerators still on the roadmap, hardware design changes
become expensive once the silicon design is frozen [133].
We ask one question. Does AFD repay its cost across future
models and accelerators, and which lever matters more?

To answer this question, we compare P/D and P/D+AFD
and their hardware assignments before future models and
accelerators are built. Existing AFD measurements come from
system builders or hardware vendors, each using their own
hardware and baseline [14], [43], [162]. However, a prospec-
tive comparison must account for future model demands,
workload ranges, and changes in accelerator capabilities. We
built SILICONFORGE, a calibrated cross-layer model that
composes LLM architectures with hardware specifications. To
build SILICONFORGE, we assemble a catalog of 39 accelera-
tors in six hardware archetypes and define four classes for the
comparison (Table I). Drawing on six published DeepSeek,
Kimi, and Qwen models, we construct four prospective direc-
tions by varying expert and KV demands while rescaling width
or depth (Table III). SILICONFORGE models compute and
memory costs, communication, and pipeline overlap (§II-B–
§II-C, §V-A). Queueing converts the resulting service times
into goodput, while an event-driven simulation checks the
queueing model. We calibrate against published measurements
and check comparative accuracy on published comparison
pairs (§V-B). SILICONFORGE reports several metrics, includ-
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ing saturation throughput and service-level objective (SLO)
goodput, the largest request arrival rate that meets both TTFT
and TPOT targets [161].

Both designs share compute, memory, pipeline, and queue-
ing models and a calibration policy fixed across the design
space. Updating the models and calibration as future LLM
and hardware specifications become clearer lets the commu-
nity evaluate new designs. We independently optimize each
design’s mapping and pool sizes under a common power
budget. A margin passes our two-part test only if its nominal
magnitude exceeds the 9% envelope and its sign holds at every
tested specification corner.

Our first finding is that (I) AFD has no robust deployment-
level advantage in SLO goodput per kW across the accelerator
classes and model directions in our main comparison. Most
nominal estimates favor P/D. The largest AFD lead comes
from fitting one more prefill replica into the budget. When
decode alone is optimized, P/D+AFD has lower throughput
per decode kW (§IV-A). Our second finding is that (II) AFD
has a nominal lead in the KV-heavy model direction when the
co-located expert pool spans several small scale-up domains.
Larger domains or a fast fabric for both designs weaken
that lead. More broadly, prefill provisioning, decode memory
bandwidth, links, and pool granularity decide deployments
more than the split alone (§IV-C). With decode mappings
fixed, doubling memory bandwidth cuts TPOT by 39–49%,
while doubling FLOPs cuts it by at most 1.8%. Prefill traffic
also makes link bandwidth matter beyond the attention/FFN
exchange (§IV-A, §IV-B). Our third finding is that (III) a fixed
hardware assignment can lose its advantage as models, fabrics,
hardware assumptions, and objectives change. Re-optimizing
mappings and pool sizes on the same hardware cuts early
commitment’s median loss of normalized goodput from 36%
to 9%. The tested reserves add less recovery (§IV-D).

We make three contributions. First, SILICONFORGE, a
cross-layer model, compares independently optimized P/D
and P/D+AFD under common modeling assumptions and a
common power budget. We check comparative accuracy on
held-out published pairs for each boundary and report failures
(§V-B). Second, we identify when splitting decode helps,
showing how prefill provisioning, decode memory bandwidth,
links, scale-up domains, and pool granularity govern its mod-
eled benefit (§IV-A, §IV-B). Third, we quantify the goodput
cost of early hardware commitment and the recovery avail-
able from re-optimizing mappings and pool sizes (§IV-D).

II. DISAGGREGATED SERVING FOR LLMS

Disaggregated LLM serving assigns request work to sepa-
rate pools of accelerator replicas with independently chosen
hardware, size, and batching [113], [117], [161]. P/D places
prefill and decode in separate pools. P/D+AFD further sepa-
rates decode attention and FFN into distinct pools. This section
explains SILICONFORGE’s modeling and metrics.

A. Serving pools and boundaries

A serving boundary is a handoff between pools, determining
which work shares hardware and which crosses the fabric.
Unified serving keeps prefill and decode in one pool. Produc-
tion systems limit interference with chunked prefill and decode
priority [4]. P/D places the two phases in separate pools and
transfers the completed prompt KV state once per request (the
KV handoff ) [113], [161]. A request’s KV cache holds its
resident context. The capacity-bound batch is the maximum
number of requests whose weights and caches fit in usable
memory and therefore shrinks as context grows.

In an MoE layer, each token activates k of E experts [129]
(8 of 256 routed experts in DeepSeek-V3). Expert parallelism
(EP) spreads experts over decode units, sending each token
to its experts and back (in-pool dispatch and combine). P/D
co-locates attention and FFN/expert work within the decode
pool, sharing devices and a batch. P/D+AFD separates an
attention pool that holds and reads KV state from a dense
or expert FFN pool. Activations cross the inter-pool link
twice per MoE layer of every decode step, once each way
(the exchange) [150], [162]. Attention reads KV state, while
experts repeatedly stream weights, creating different capacity
and bandwidth demands. Role-specific placement can match
them but adds recurring communication and idle capacity.

Figure 1 shows serving decomposition and hardware as-
signment as independent choices. Adding a boundary changes
communication, pooling, capacity, and queueing even when
the two pools it separates use the same accelerator class.
Reassigning hardware changes service time, feasibility, and
provisioned power without changing the boundary. We there-
fore vary the two axes separately. For each experiment, we fix
the workload, precision, fabric, SLO, and queueing conven-
tion. A mapping sets tensor parallelism (TP), data parallelism
(DP), EP, pipeline parallelism (PP), the per-replica batch, and
the microbatch count M . For P/D and P/D+AFD separately,
SILICONFORGE searches the allowed hardware assignments,
mappings, and pool sizes (§III). It maximizes SLO goodput
across feasible deployments under the common power budget.

B. LLM model demands on serving pools

LLM architecture determines which resources each pool
consumes. Attention may be dense, sliding-window, or sparse,
while its KV representation may use grouped-query attention
(GQA), multi-query attention (MQA), or multi-head latent
attention (MLA). FFN layers may be dense or MoE, with
routed and shared experts. These choices change projection
arithmetic, weight traffic, KV residency and read span, and
the model state that must fit in each pool [21], [114]. In-

hardware assignment
One class Specialization allowed

P/D

P/D+AFD

P D
one shared class

P D
classes may differ

P A F
one shared class

P A F
classes may differ

+ AFD

more hardware-assignment freedom

Fig. 1. Serving decomposition and hardware assignment. P, D, A, and F
denote prefill, decode, attention, and FFN.
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put sequence length (ISL), resident context, output sequence
length (OSL), batch, and precision scale those demands.
SILICONFORGE encodes the model through its layer, pro-
jection, attention, expert, context, and precision parameters.
SILICONFORGE counts causal attention until a sliding window
caps it, uses the declared GQA/MQA or MLA dimensions,
activates top-k rather than all E routed experts, and accounts
for shared experts separately. Each hardware entry supplies
the corresponding compute, bandwidth, capacity, network, and
nameplate-power parameters. SILICONFORGE derives com-
pute and memory time from operator-level arithmetic and
modeled memory traffic, then combines them with collective
costs and frozen efficiency factors [53], [149]. SILICONFORGE
models prefill as one service phase over the full prompt.
Its residency check includes weights, prompt KV, and one
chunk of activations in usable memory. For MoE decode,
SILICONFORGE estimates attention and FFN service times
separately and composes them with dispatch and combine
costs. This demand–supply split lets SILICONFORGE evaluate
specification ranges for hardware that does not yet exist [127].
For each pool, SILICONFORGE models FLOPs, bytes, state,
feasibility, service time, and token throughput.

LLM architecture changes latency and feasibility through
different paths. Dense attention makes KV residency and per-
step reads grow with context, while sliding-window attention
caps both. Sparse attention reduces selected-token reads but
retains the full resident cache and index scan. Sparse attention
can therefore reduce time without removing a capacity wall.
GQA shards KV only through its supported head factor,
whereas MLA KV remains replicated across tensor-parallel
ranks. FFN service reads the dense-layer, routed-expert, and
shared-expert weights used on each step. Uneven token routing
can leave some expert-hosting units idle while the busiest
unit finishes its work. This can lengthen FFN service and
concentrate dispatch and combine traffic. SILICONFORGE uses
mean routed load in the main comparison and evaluates expert
imbalance as a sensitivity (§VI). SILICONFORGE charges
every expert assigned to a unit against that unit’s capacity.
A pool is infeasible when its weights, KV state, and ac-
tivations do not fit in usable memory. For feasible decode
pools, SILICONFORGE combines compute and memory time
with partial overlap, then adds collectives and fixed per-layer
costs. SILICONFORGE allows decode microbatches to overlap,
with pipeline fill and drain evaluated as a sensitivity (§V-D).
SILICONFORGE streams every modeled weight and KV byte
from each hardware entry’s serving memory tier.

C. End-to-end serving metrics

TTFT includes prefill service (§II-B), the KV handoff,
and waits for prefill and decode admission. The handoff
transfers completed prompt KV state once per request and
contributes to TTFT, not steady-state TPOT. We model it as
store-and-forward without compression, prefix reuse, or layer-
wise streaming.

TPOT depends on the recurring decode schedule. Figure 2
illustrates how overlap affects TPOT through several example

decode schedules. The attention/FFN boundary exchanges
activations twice per MoE layer of every decode step. It length-
ens TPOT unless microbatch overlap hides the exchange. Co-
located decode can hide its in-pool dispatch and combine with
two-batch overlap (Figure 2a). One microbatch then commu-
nicates while the other computes [33], [138]. P/D+AFD hides
the exchange with ping-pong pipelining of M microbatches
between the pools [43], [162]. With M microbatches of b
requests in flight, each resource serves the phases in one fixed
order. TPOT is this schedule’s steady period T , in which
every resident request emits one token. For a homogeneous
P/D+AFD stack (M ≤ 8) with a dedicated inter-pool link,

T = Lmax
(
M max(tA, tF, tD, tC), tA + tD + tF + tC

)
, (1)

where tA, tD, tF, and tC are one microbatch’s attention,
dispatch, FFN, and combine times in each of L layers. The
busier pool sets T in Figure 2b and Figure 2d, hiding the
exchange (§IV-B). In Figure 2c, the round trip tA+tD+tF+tC
sets T and exposes the exchange. A link can also set T .
Max-plus algebra exactly evaluates this order for mixed dense
and MoE stacks and co-located P/D (M ≤ 2). A shared link
also carries the in-pool collectives. A design holds U = Mb
resident requests and delivers X = U/T tokens/s. With
M = 1, Eq. (1) is the submitted serial law. The fill-and-drain
effect remains a sensitivity (§V-D).

SLO goodput is the largest request arrival rate satisfying
both TTFT and TPOT targets and the stability constraint
(§V-A). At each arrival rate, SILICONFORGE adds the modeled
99th-percentile (p99) of summed prefill and decode queue
waits to base TTFT and tests these constraints. Pool separation
can remove interference and enable role-specific batching, but
it adds queues and caps SLO goodput at that of the least-

microbatch 1 microbatch 2 adjacent layer exposed wait
(a) P/D, co-located decode with two-batch overlap
Decode pool

In-pool EP
A1 A2 F1 F2 A1 A2 F1 F2

C2 D1 D2 C1 C2 D1 D2 C1
layer ℓ: T/L layer ℓ+1

(b) P/D+AFD, ping-pong with M = 2: exchange hidden
Attn pool

A→F link
FFN pool

F→A link

A1 A2 A1 A2
2 1 2 1

F2 F1 F2 F1
2 1 2 1

layer ℓ: T/L layer ℓ+1

(c) Same, with a slower inter-pool link: exchange exposed
Attn pool

A→F link
FFN pool

F→A link

A1 A2 A1 A2
1 2 1 2

F2 F1 F2 F1
2 1 2 1
layer ℓ: T/L layer ℓ+1

(d) Fast link, busier FFN device: the FFN pool sets the period
Attn pool
FFN pool

A1 A2 A1 A2
F2 F1 F2 F1

layer ℓ: T/L layer ℓ+1
time

Fig. 2. Microbatch overlap hides the attention/FFN exchange only when
the busier pool sets the steady-state period. Steady-state decode schedules
over two layers with M = 2 microbatches. A, D, F, C: attention, dispatch,
FFN, combine. Arrows mark microbatch 1’s return. (a) Co-located decode
hides D and C. (b) AFD ping-pong hides the exchange in the slack of the
shorter FFN stage. Balanced stages need M ≥ 3 (§IV-B). (c) A slower link’s
round trip outlasts both microbatches’ attention; the attention pool idles. (d) A
busier FFN device lengthens F to set the period; attention waits. Routed tokens
can crowd one device’s experts.
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TABLE I
HARDWARE CATALOG AND STUDY ROLES: 39 ACCELERATORS IN SIX ARCHETYPES.

Hardware archetype
(entries)

Catalog entries by release status
(unmarked: current; Ann.: announced, pre-release; Spec.: speculative, projected specifications) Role in this paper

GPU (13) A100 [93]; H100/H200 [27], [95]; B200/GB200/GB200 NVL72 [94], [139]; AMD
MI300X/MI325X/MI355X [10]. Ann.: B100 [139]; GB300 [98]; Rubin [105]; Rubin Ultra [106].

GPU class (Rubin anchor)

Custom HBM (11) Inferentia2 [8]; Trainium2 [9]; TPU v5e/v5p/v6e [45]–[47]; TPU v7 Ironwood [48]; Gaudi 3 [55];
Maia 100 [80]; RNGD [44]; ATOM [123]. Ann.: REBEL [124].

Systolic class (TPU v7 anchor)

3D-DRAM/in-memory (2) Ann.: d-Matrix Raptor [89]. Spec.: Fractile Transformer Chip [42]. 3D-DRAM class (Raptor anchor)
SRAM/dataflow (5) Cerebras WSE-3 [20]; Groq LPU v1 [1]; SambaNova SN40L [116]; Untether speedAI240 [141]. Ann.:

Groq 3 LPX [14].
SRAM/dataflow class (Groq 3 LPX
anchor)

Commodity DRAM (5) MTIA v1/v2 [77], [78]; Tenstorrent Blackhole/Wormhole [134], [135]. Ann.: Positron Asimov [115]. Tool support (Figure 3)
Model-specific ASIC (3) Spec.: Etched Sohu [87]; MatX C1 [76]; Taalas HC1 [88]. Tool support (Figure 3)

TABLE II
PROSPECTIVE ACCELERATOR CLASSES MODELED IN THIS STUDY. VALUES ARE NOMINAL PER DEPLOYMENT UNIT [LOWEST–HIGHEST SPECIFICATION

CORNER]. ACROSS CLASSES, NOMINAL VALUES SPAN LESS THAN 2× IN COMPUTE, 163× IN MEMORY BANDWIDTH, AND 72× IN CAPACITY.

Class (anchor, memory) Unit Tier1 FP8 PFLOPS 2 Mem. TB/s Cap. GiB Scale-up TB/s Domain Scale-out Tb/s Power W (est.)3

GPU: Rubin4 [102], [105], HBM4 2-die package Ann. 1.25 17.5 [17.5–37.2] 19.2 [19.2–30.0] 288 [288–450] 1.5 [1.5–2.3] 72 1.6 [1.6–2.5] 1,800 [1,665–2,475]
Systolic5: TPU v7 [48], HBM3e 2-die chip Datash. 1.0 13.8 [9.2–18.5] 7.4 [7.4–11.1] 192 [192–288] 0.6 [0.6–0.9] 9,216 0.10 [0.10–0.15] 600 [555–825]
3D-DRAM: Raptor [89] 2-chip card Est. 1.5 10.0 [10.0–16.3] 100 [100–225] 32 [32–152] 1.0 [1.0–1.6] 8 0.8 [0.8–1.3]6 844 [591–1,097]
SRAM/dataflow: Groq 3 LPX [14] 8-LPU tray Ann. 1.25 9.6 [9.6–20.4] 1,200 [1,200–2,550] 4.0 [4.0–17.5] 10.0 [10.0–21.3] 32 0.8 [0.8–1.7]6 3,000 [2,100–3,900]

Electrical fabric: Class tiers as above, per direction and unit (vendor bidirectional figures halved). Per-hop latency is 0.5–2 µs on scale-up tiers and an estimated 4 µs on scale-out,
with 4–8 µs as a sensitivity [51]. A cross-class inter-pool link runs at the slower endpoint’s scale-out rate (systolic data-center network, DCN: 0.1 Tb/s = 12.5 GB/s).
Photonic fabric: At nominal specifications, every inter-unit tier both designs use runs at no less than 12 Tb/s per direction [4–32], with latency as electrical. Public optical I/O
parts deliver 8–64 Tb/s (both directions) per engine [15], [69] and 114 Tb/s per interposer [70].
1Confidence and range-widening factor; Datash.: datasheet; Ann.: announced; Est.: estimated. 2Dense peaks where published. 3Nameplate, without hosts, switches, or cooling.
4Rubin HBM and NVLink values differ across NVIDIA sources [13], [104], [105]. The range covers both. 5Constructed from the TPU v7 memory system with 2–4× its
4.6 PFLOPS (3× nominal; not widened). 6Estimate. 3D-DRAM also uses a PCIe 7 rack scale-up tier at 0.256 TB/s per direction, with an estimated 64-card domain.

admissible pool. SILICONFORGE returns SLO goodput and
the saturation throughput of the complete deployment, its
largest sustainable token rate. A design can gain throughput
yet lose goodput by lengthening TPOT near a tight target. We
therefore report both and vary the target (§IV-C). By default,
both designs use the same nameplate power ceiling. We
report goodput per kW using the selected hardware’s summed
rated power, reflecting how many accelerators a power-capped
rack may admit [38], [112]. Decode-only comparisons use
decode kW. We also normalize goodput by deployment unit,
the smallest unit a vendor ships (§III-B). We include only
mechanisms with explicit cost models and call one deployment
better only when its margin passes the two-part test (§V-C).

III. EVALUATION SCENARIOS

A. Serving decomposition and hardware assignment

Our main comparison evaluates the incremental atten-
tion/FFN split by comparing P/D with P/D+AFD (Figure 1).
Unified serving is considered separately in the KV-footprint
sensitivity (§IV-C), where its modeled SLO goodput is an
upper bound because chunked prefill is hidden in decode
steps. A placement policy constrains hardware assignment by
specifying which pools may use different accelerator classes.
One-class placement uses one class for every role and com-
pares homogeneous deployments. Phase-split lets prefill and
decode differ. Role-specific lets prefill, attention, and FFN
differ. FFN-targeted holds prefill and attention on one class
and chooses the FFN class freely.

B. Four accelerator classes expose different resource tradeoffs

SILICONFORGE’s hardware catalog contains 39 accelerators
across six archetypes, with current, announced, and speculative

entries (Table I). Archetypes group hardware by organization.
Table I lists the accelerators, their release status, and their
study roles. Commodity DRAM and model-specific ASIC
appear in the catalog sweep but not the main comparison.

Using accelerator anchors from Table I, we define four
prospective classes for the main comparison: GPU, systolic,
3D-DRAM, and SRAM/dataflow. These classes span different
resource tradeoffs because accelerator roadmaps do not scale
compute, memory bandwidth, and capacity together [14], [29],
[48], [105]. TPU v7’s memory system anchors the constructed
systolic class, although Table I groups that accelerator under
Custom HBM. SILICONFORGE models each class’s resources
as ranges to test comparisons across uncertainty in published
and estimated specifications. Table II lists the nominal resource
values and declared ranges for each class. The 32 specification
corners (64 with the photonic band) combine endpoints of
compute, memory bandwidth, capacity, links, and power. At
each corner, we optimize each design’s allowed hardware
assignments, mappings, and pool sizes for maximum SLO
goodput within the common power budget. For each resource,
all classes use their own lower or upper endpoint together.
Lower-confidence inputs use wider ranges, and no capability
corner falls below its anchor. A range-width curve scales every
widening factor from 0.5× to 2×.

Figure 3 illustrates SILICONFORGE’s mapping coverage
across the full hardware catalog for DeepSeek-V3 with
ISL and OSL both 16K. The sweep uses one-class place-
ment for decode attention and FFN, with ceilings of 128
units and 1 MW. It varies the hardware system, release
status, mapping (TP, DP, EP, batch, and M ≤ 8), and
deployment size. Moving right means faster token deliv-
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1,000

(a) GPU
GB200 NVL72: 5 racks,
1 attn + 4 FFN, 768 users

(b) Custom HBM

1 10 100 1,000

(c) SRAM/dataflow
SN40L sets the efficiency end,

WSE-3 the speed end
SN40L sets the efficiency end,

WSE-3 the speed end

1 10 100 1,000
1

10

100

1,000

(d) Commodity DRAM

1 10 100 1,000
Per-user token rate (tokens/s)

(e) Model-specific ASIC

200 300 500 1,000

(f) 3D-DRAM/in-memory

Same mapping
(36 units):
Raptor → Fractile
(speculative)

To
ke

ns
/s

 p
er

 k
W

Current Announced Speculative One deployment Discussed deployment Band: P10–P90

Fig. 3. Coverage of the hardware catalog under one controlled workload. (a)–(f) Six archetypes; DeepSeek-V3 deployments with ISL and OSL both 16K,
one-class placement for decode attention and FFN, ≤128 units, and ≤1 MW; 36 of 39 accelerators support at least one of the 58,310 feasible deployments.
Parts without native FP8 run FP8-stored weights at their 16-bit rate. Bands: P10–P90 of deployments; Figure 3f has its own x range.

TABLE III
PROSPECTIVE DIRECTIONS AND MODEL CATALOG. THE FOUR DIRECTIONS SPAN 35–55B ACTIVE PARAMETERS (1.6×). TOTAL WEIGHTS VARY BY 5.6×,
AND STORED KV PER TOKEN VARIES BY 8.9×. THE DIRECTIONS USE C = 8K/32K/128K (ISL = C , OSL = 1,024, FP8). KV PER REQUEST IS KV PER

TOKEN ×(C +OSL). A STEP READS KV PER TOKEN ×C . SPARSE ATTENTION INSTEAD READS THE TOP-2,048 TOKENS PLUS THE FULL INDEX.

(a) Four prospective model directions (nominal)
Expert-heavy MoE KV-optimized MLA KV-heavy GQA-MoE Sparse-attention MLA

Demand varied FFN work, expert capacity KV bytes per token KV-cache capacity KV reads per step

Anchor (total/active) Kimi K2 [61] (1.04T/32B) DeepSeek-V3 [32] (671B/37B) Qwen3-235B [120] (235B/22B) DeepSeek-V3.2-Exp [34] (685B/37B)
Trend from
(published models)

3: DeepSeek-V2, V3, Kimi K2 [31],
[32], [61]: experts 160→256→384,
active share 8.9→5.5→3.1%

4: DeepSeek-V2, V3, R1,
Kimi K2 [31], [32], [49], [61]:
latent rank 512 in all four; a what-if

1: Qwen3-235B’s 96 kB/token FP8
GQA cache; the size range is a
scenario

1: V3.2-Exp sparse attention [34],
[157]: top-2,048 tokens, 128-wide
index

Construction Experts ×3, width ×1.2, expert
FFN ×1.125; active share 1.0%

Latent rank 512→320, width ×1.1 Width ×1.31, depth ×1.73
(94→163 layers), every layer MoE

Width ×1.1; budget and index fixed

Total / active params 4.11T / 42B 737B / 35B 916B / 55B 737B / 35B
Layers / MoE layers 61 / 60 61 / 58 163 / 163 61 / 58
Experts rt./sh./top-k 1,152 / 1 / 8 256 / 1 / 8 168 / 0 / 8 256 / 1 / 8
Width / query heads 8,576 / 64 7,936 / 64 5,376 / 40 (5 KV) 7,936 / 64
KV per token (kB) 35.1 23.4 208.6 42.9 (35.1 + index 7.8)

(b) Family Catalog: 20 published model anchors plus one scaled proxy Role in the study

Dense transformer (6) Llama-3.1 8B/70B/405B [73]; Mistral 7B; OPT-13B; Qwen2.5-72B Calibration and controls; no synthetic dense growth point
MoE with GQA (9) Mixtral 8x7B/8x22B [56]; Qwen3 30B/235B; Llama 4 Scout/Maverick;

GPT-OSS 20B/120B [110]; Grok-1
Uncompressed GQA KV; Qwen3-235B seeds the KV-heavy direction

MoE with MLA (5+1) DeepSeek-V2/V3/R1/V3.2-Exp; Kimi K2; scaled 2T MoE proxy Latent KV; seeds the other three directions

ery to each user; moving up means more throughput per
kW. Each frontier traces feasible mapping and deployment
choices. The GB200 NVL72 star in Figure 3a marks a
balanced deployment with 4× as many FFN racks as at-
tention racks. Points farther right trade throughput per kW
for faster token delivery by serving fewer users. Figure 3b
covers custom-HBM accelerators. In Figure 3c, SN40L sets
the efficiency end of the current SRAM/dataflow frontier,
and WSE-3 sets the speed end. The preferred system de-
pends on the deployment target. Figure 3d and Figure 3e
cover commodity-DRAM and model-specific ASIC accel-
erators, respectively. Groq 3 LPX and Groq LPU v1 in
Figure 3c cannot hold the model in 128 units, and Taalas
HC1 in Figure 3e targets another model. The matched
mapping in Figure 3f predicts 3.7× Raptor’s through-
put per kW for Fractile, using projected Fractile and
announced Raptor specifications.

C. Communication fabrics and collectives

Optical fabrics are maturing across the interconnect hi-
erarchy [15], [71], [96]. We model electrical links as the

current baseline and use the photonic roadmap range listed
in Table II for sensitivity analysis. SILICONFORGE represents
each fabric as a hierarchy of link tiers defined by bandwidth,
latency, and supported group size. Within each fabric, we
compare a dedicated inter-pool link with a shared scale-up
domain, where the attention/FFN exchange competes with in-
pool collectives (e.g., local TP reduction [102]). A faster inter-
pool link shortens AFD’s exchange, but the same upgrade in a
shared domain also accelerates P/D’s in-pool collectives. We
evaluate fabric and serving choices jointly under both modes.

Data movement and synchronization can erase the through-
put benefit of additional TP, PP, DP, or EP [64], [90],
[114], [130]. SILICONFORGE derives message sizes from the
model, mapping, and precision, and sizes DP replicas. It
charges the expert all-to-all per hop on the tier that hop
crosses (§V-A) and every other collective on the tier that
spans its participants. SILICONFORGE models in-network
collective reduction only when the selected fabric supports
it (e.g., SHARP [103]). Otherwise, it uses recursive halv-
ing/doubling (Rabenseifner), with ring and offload-disabled
implementations as sensitivities.
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D. LLM architecture directions

SILICONFORGE evaluates specific LLM models and con-
trolled future directions. These vary model properties sepa-
rately rather than along one “model size,” following recent
frontier families that move expert width, attention state, and
context on separate axes [35], [63], [86], [121]. Expert-heavy
MoE increases FFN work and expert communication while
activating only a fraction of its weights [39], [64], [129].
Total weight capacity and active compute can therefore grow
differently. Attention variants, from GQA [5] to MLA [31],
change the KV bytes stored per token. Longer contexts make
this state a capacity and data-movement constraint [62], [117],
[156]. Sparse attention reduces selected KV reads per step
while retaining the complete cache [34], [75], [157]. A model
can read little KV yet exceed attention-pool capacity.

The model catalog contains 26 entries, including 25 pub-
lished model anchors and one scaled 2T MoE proxy. Ta-
ble III(b) lists 20 of these anchors and the proxy. The main
comparison uses four controlled future directions rather than
averaging across the catalog. Each compound synthetic sce-
nario extends one model family mainly along one demand
dimension [28] while rescaling width or depth, as shown in
Table III(a). Their resident contexts are C = 8K, 32K, and
128K with ISL = C. Model mechanisms enter through KV
bytes per token and bytes read per step. Gated attention adds
no KV state [119]. A hybrid with full attention in a fraction
f of layers, such as Qwen3.5 (f = 1/4) [121], stores about
f times the KV per token plus a fixed state per request. That
storage sets its capacity need.

E. SLOs, goodput, workload, and budget

SILICONFORGE sweeps the request arrival rate to test both
latency targets (§V-A). In the main sweep, TPOT is fixed at
each deployment’s full-occupancy value, while queueing raises
tail TTFT until its target fails. The separate load simulation lets
TPOT vary with batch occupancy (Figure 8). Each comparison
cell fixes one model direction, fabric, link-sharing mode,
context, and placement policy. Its SLO pairs a TTFT target
of 1 or 5 s with a TPOT target of 10, 20, 50, or 200 ms.
The separate regime map sweeps eight contexts (4K–256K)
and 24 TPOT targets (10–300 ms) at nominal specifications.
In the main workload, the prompt fills the resident context
(ISL = C), and the KV handoff moves C tokens. Each request
produces 1,024 output tokens and has no prefix-cache hit.
Every policy uses a 128 kW budget. Scale runs use 512 kW.
One-class placement is also evaluated at 64 units. Under the
main search rule, EP starts at 8 and doubles for both designs.
We sweep M = 1, . . . , 8 for P/D+AFD and M = 1, 2 for P/D.
Prefill TP exceeds 8 only if no smaller replica fits.

The 16 headline comparisons cross four directions, two
fabrics, and two link-sharing modes. Each uses C = 32K, a
50 ms TPOT target, a 5 s TTFT target, a 128 kW budget, and
FP8 weights, KV, and activations, except 16-bit combine. We
define two verdict sets before presenting the results (§V-C).
The best-allowed set represents the architect’s decision and

gives each design its best allowed placement policy. The one-
class set gives each design its best single class. Both designs
select the same class in 14 of the 16 comparisons.

IV. WHEN DOES SPLITTING DECODE PAY?

We vary the serving decomposition and hardware assign-
ment independently, in four steps. Does adding the atten-
tion/FFN boundary help under a common budget? Which parts
of decoded-token latency, and which link, determine whether
role-specific placement repays that boundary? When a fixed
deployment exceeds capacity, which lever restores feasibility?
Which hardware assignments remain stable as the model,
fabric, hardware assumptions, and objective change?

A. Under one budget, the ranking depends on pool allocation

Does the attention/FFN split help by itself, or through
different accelerator classes? Figure 4 compares the four
model directions relative to P/D’s SLO goodput per kW at
100%. AFD− (Step 1) compares each design’s best one-class
deployment. AFD+ (Step 2) allows role-specific placement
for P/D+AFD and phase-split placement for P/D. Circles mark
electrical cases and squares photonic. Solid and dashed blue
segments lead to AFD− and AFD+, respectively. The gray
band marks the 9% envelope around P/D. Whiskers show
AFD+ with finer P/D decode pool sizes.

Each comparison independently searches both designs’
mappings and pool sizes for the highest feasible SLO goodput
under 128 kW, reported per kW. Workload, SLO, precision,
calibration, and available classes stay fixed. Each comparison
uses its own optimized P/D reference. At nominal values, the
AFD− comparison has no consistent winner. Role-specific
placement in AFD+ changes little. Under the main power-
of-two EP rule, only photonic sparse attention lies beyond the
9% envelope (favoring P/D), and none is robust over the tested
specification corners (§V-D).

The extra class choices in AFD+ change the margin in
only four of eight cases. GPU placement helps P/D+AFD
through the FFN pool in expert-heavy MoE and through prefill
in KV-heavy electrical. For example, expert-heavy MoE on
photonic fabric selects a GPU FFN pool under AFD+. Its
margin improves by 5.8 points (Figure 4a). P/D also benefits
from phase-split placement, which moves the KV-optimized
photonic comparison toward P/D (Figure 4b). Extra class
choices can improve either design.

Pool allocation explains the positive headline margins.
When optimized alone under the same TPOT target, P/D has
higher throughput per decode kW in every cell. Selected best-
allowed P/D+AFD deployments also have longer TPOT than
P/D, although both meet the target. KV-heavy GQA-MoE on
photonic fabric gives the largest P/D+AFD margin, +8.1%
(Figure 4c). Its pool allocation leaves room for eleven prefill
replicas, versus ten for P/D. That replica explains the gain.

At the headline workload, sharing the attention/FFN link
with in-pool collectives (e.g., local TP reduction) does not
limit the selected deployments. Dedicated and shared modes
select the same configurations and yield the same margins,
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(c) KV-heavy GQA-MoE

P/D AFD−
Step 1
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(d) Sparse-attention MLA

AFD−: one-class placement
AFD+: role-specific placement allowed

electrical
photonic

AFD+ with finer P/D pools
P/D

9% envelope

Fig. 4. Under the revised model and 128 kW, adding the attention/FFN boundary on one class moves SLO goodput per kW by −10.4% to +8.1%,
and role-specific placement changes little. Seven of eight AFD+ margins lie inside the 9% envelope. (a)–(d) Headline cells (32K, TPOT 50 ms, TTFT
5 s, dedicated). Whiskers allow any integer EP for P/D (−16.6% to +2.9% under AFD+).

giving eight distinct results from 16 comparisons. At nominal
values, the search selects systolic and GPU classes. Keeping
all FFN weights resident on the modeled SRAM/dataflow class
exceeds the 128 kW budget for these directions.

FastAFD measures 1.35–1.45× the per-GPU decode
throughput of tuned co-located vLLM [43]. AFD-Ledger’s
model re-provisions both designs under one budget and nar-
rows AFD’s Qwen3-235B 8K gain to 0.99× [118]. On these
development data, SILICONFORGE predicts 1.37× and 1.47×
at FastAFD’s recorded 8K and 16K deployments. Optimizing
each design within FastAFD’s GPU budgets gives 0.94× at
both. In these modeled cases, AFD’s gain disappears when
both designs can optimize their mappings and pool sizes under
the same GPU budget.

Finer EP choices can avoid oversized decode pools, leaving
more power for prefill. The main power-of-two rule makes
P/D resize its co-located decode pool in larger steps, while
P/D+AFD can size attention separately. Allowing any integer
EP for P/D (fractional experts per rank, §V-A) removes most
P/D+AFD regime-map leads beyond 9% (§IV-C). This relaxes
only P/D’s sizing rule. Giving both finer pool sizes restores
some leads in the tested regime-map cases, but no nominal
headline P/D+AFD margin exceeds 9%. Starting EP below 8
has little effect at the headline workload. With finer sizing
for both designs, most surviving leads reflect lower power at
nearly the same absolute goodput, and a few improve it.

Takeaway 1. Headline margins lean P/D and depend on
pool allocation, search limits, and prefill assumptions. They
establish no robust deployment-level AFD advantage over P/D.

B. Role-specific placement trades weight reads for exchange

Why does faster FFN hardware sometimes leave TPOT
unchanged? Figure 5 shows how TPOT changes with context
for the four model directions, holding each direction’s selected
P/D deployment and batch size fixed. The upper strip shows
TPOT by component in milliseconds, and the lower stack
shows component shares. The gray region marks where that
fixed batch no longer fits in memory.

Weight-read time stays nearly constant per step, whereas
KV work grows with context. Memory reads take 57–95% of
TPOT in these deployments. For example, KV reads overtake
weight reads at about 5K tokens in the KV-heavy model
direction (Figure 5c). Faster FFN weight reads then address a
shrinking share of decode time. Sparse attention caps selected-
token reads, but its index scan and full resident cache still grow
(Figure 5d). All four fixed deployments run out of capacity
before TPOT reaches the 50 ms target. Longer contexts require
re-batching or another deployment, evaluated in §IV-C.

As Figure 2b illustrates, faster FFN weight reads leave
TPOT unchanged when attention remains the bottleneck. For
this run, Figure 6a starts from the one-class P/D+AFD deploy-
ment selected for each model–fabric case. The baseline search
varies batch size and M = 1, . . . , 8 along with hardware,
mappings, and pool sizes. We then move only the FFN pool to
the GPU class, keeping attention, prefill, the selected batch size
and M , mappings, and pool sizes fixed. Pale bars show time
absorbed by overlap. Dark bars show time that changes TPOT,
and diamonds give the net change. For KV-optimized MLA
on electrical fabric, three microbatches keep attention busy.
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Fig. 5. Context shifts decoded-token time from weight reads toward KV work while absolute latency rises. (a)–(d) Each panel fixes one direction’s
selected P/D deployment (headline cell, electrical; decode class, units, and batch b printed) and grows the resident context. Top: TPOT by component; bottom:
exact additive shares (one microbatch). Gray zone: past the wall, b exceeds the capacity-bound batch (label: wall at 2× HBM capacity); re-batching serves
longer contexts (Figure 10). Bar: non-memory share at the wall (label: range).
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Fig. 6. Moving the FFN pool to GPUs saves FFN time equal to 17–39% of original TPOT, yet every move loses decode tokens/s per decode kW.
Baselines in Figure 6a–b are one-class P/D+AFD deployments selected under 128 kW at 32K context, a 50 ms TPOT target, and a dedicated link. (a) Only FFN
hardware changes. Row labels give this run’s selected M , held fixed with batch size. Ledger in % of original TPOT; KV-read time is unchanged. (b) Change
in decode tokens/s per decode kW; reassignment changes power. Circles mark electrical and squares photonic. (c) Separate cross-class searches relative to P/D
at a 50 ms TPOT target (electrical, catalog domains, 4 µs). Circles mark 99% of each direction’s best goodput. Dotted lines mark the links in Figure 6a–b.

The reduction in FFN service time equals 18% of original
TPOT. Added exchange equals 26% of original TPOT, yet
TPOT is unchanged. In this run, the selected sparse electrical
deployment uses one microbatch. Without overlap, its TPOT
grows by 35% after the FFN move. In three other moves,
TPOT falls. However, Figure 6b shows that all eight moves
reduce decode tokens/s per decode kW after accounting for
the higher decode power of GPU reassignment. Shorter FFN
service alone does not establish a more efficient deployment.

Inter-pool bandwidth helps until exchange no longer delays
decode. For a homogeneous P/D+AFD stack on a dedicated
link, hiding the exchange requires two conditions from Eq. (1).
A microbatch’s full round trip must finish within the busier
pool’s work on all M microbatches, and neither transfer may
outlast that pool’s work on one microbatch. Figure 2b meets
these conditions, but Figure 2c does not. Unequal stages can
leave enough slack with M = 2, whereas balanced stages need
at least three microbatches. At fixed microbatch size, extra
microbatches keep more KV state resident. Fitting that state
while still meeting the TPOT target can require more devices
or smaller microbatches. With one microbatch, the selected
sparse-attention deployments expose the round trip and leave
both pools below 60% utilization.

In Figure 6a, every M ≥ 2 move already hides its exchange
on its existing link. Figure 6c shows what more bandwidth
would buy. A separate search over cross-class P/D+AFD
deployments sweeps the inter-pool bandwidth and reports SLO
goodput per kW relative to P/D. Three of four model directions
reach 99% of their best goodput at 11–16 GB/s per attention
unit, per link direction (circles; 50 ms TPOT target, catalog
scale-up domains). Beyond this knee, extra bandwidth adds
little goodput. Sparse attention gains only about 3% more. At
this 50 ms target, no swept link produces a P/D+AFD lead
beyond 9%. At a tighter 10 ms TPOT target, expert-heavy’s
nominal lead over its optimized P/D reference is 17.2% at
8–200 GB/s (not shown). That lead falls to 3.8% with finer
P/D pools. Hiding the exchange removes a cost but does not
guarantee a deployment-level win [68].

In 8-unit scale-up domains (one 8-GPU server), the KV-
heavy P/D decode pool spans several domains at 32K context

and a 50 ms TPOT target. Expert traffic across domains delays
decode. P/D+AFD keeps its FFN pool in one domain. Its
nominal lead is 9.2%, falling to 2.8% with finer P/D pools.
No specification corners were tested. Larger domains or suf-
ficiently fast links for both designs cut the lead below 9%.

With the decode mappings of the 64 selected headline
deployments (16 comparisons × two designs × two verdict
sets) fixed, doubling memory bandwidth cuts TPOT by 39–
49%, versus at most 1.8% for doubling FLOPs. Complete
deployments can favor different upgrades because prefill also
needs compute and pays for all-reduce and KV handoff. With
uncached prompts, prefill uses 38–85% of these deployments’
power. Re-optimizing each design’s hardware assignments,
mappings, and pool sizes under 128 kW can therefore make
compute or link upgrades improve SLO goodput even when
fixed decode barely responds.

Takeaway 2. FFN savings reduce TPOT when they shorten
the limiting stage or round trip. Faster decode alone does not
establish higher SLO goodput per kW, because prefill and
power can change which upgrade helps.

C. Re-batching or reassignment restores feasibility
When context or arrival rate makes a fixed deployment

infeasible, is the serving boundary at fault, or has one mapping
exhausted its resources? We vary context, TPOT target, arrival
rate, and KV footprint, then search offline for changes that
restore feasibility. Figure 7 maps the margin for the four model
directions over resident context (horizontal) and TPOT target
(vertical). Diagonal hatching marks margins inside ±9%, and
vertical hatching marks P/D+AFD leads beyond it. The plus
marks the 32K, 50 ms headline cell. Dots mark leads beyond
the envelope only with power-of-two P/D pools. P/D’s leads
beyond 9% (unhatched) cluster at TPOT targets of 31 ms or
tighter and are largest in Figure 7a and Figure 7c. Prefill
replicas and rounded pool sizes change in steps as context
grows, shifting the margin. Context alone therefore does not
give a single threshold for choosing the serving boundary.

We next separate throughput limits from latency-target
failure. At P/D’s largest headline lead, Figure 8a–c plots
throughput, p99 TTFT, and p99 TPOT against arrival rate.
P/D+AFD’s absolute goodput and saturation throughput are
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Fig. 8. At P/D’s largest headline lead, P/D+AFD’s 9.1% lower absolute
goodput comes from lower saturation throughput rather than different
losses at the latency target. Both designs deliver 99% of saturation
throughput within the SLO.

both 9.1% lower; both designs deliver 99% of saturation
within the SLO. TTFT exceeds its target near saturation while
TPOT stays below its target, so the goodput gap reflects lower
saturation throughput. In Figure 9, we vary KV heads in
the KV-heavy model direction, re-optimizing both designs on
GPUs at 32K under 128 kW. In Figure 9a, KV heads fall
left to right from 40 (multi-head attention, MHA) to one
(MQA) [128]. Each exit is SLO goodput; shading between the
main curves marks rates where only the higher design meets
both latency targets. Smaller caches cut per-request KV reads
and storage, raising both load limits.

The thin P/D line allows finer decode-pool sizes, avoiding
the main rule’s coarse allocation steps. At MHA, P/D+AFD
exits 45% above main P/D but 24% below P/D with finer
pools. Only P/D receives this relaxation. The thin line exceeds
P/D+AFD throughout the MHA-to-MQA sweep. Figure 9b
shows both main configurations reaching 90–99% of satura-
tion. Their goodput gaps mainly reflect different saturation
throughputs. The MLA diamonds represent a separate model
that also changes attention computation. Unified serving, not
drawn, reaches up to 2.6× the best split design’s goodput. This
is an upper bound because chunked prefill is fully hidden in
decode steps (§III-A).

The rescue search tests whether re-batching, remapping, or
hardware reassignment restores feasibility as context grows.
Remapping changes mappings and pool sizes on the same
classes, whereas reassignment can replace classes that miss
TTFT. Figure 10a–d plots resident context horizontally and
the minimum provisioned power (kW) satisfying memory
and SLO constraints vertically. Bars mark each 32K headline
deployment’s fixed, re-batched, and re-optimized limits. The

last allows reassignment. Curves show the co-optimized power
requirement. For example, the KV-heavy one-class P/D+AFD
deployment (Figure 10c) stops at 34K because its batch no
longer fits in memory. Re-batching, a new batch and M on
the same pools, extends service to 168K. Full co-optimization
extends both designs to 423K within 128 kW. With uncached
prompts, prefill eventually limits both designs at the same
context within each direction. The KV-heavy example reaches
this TTFT wall even though attention capacity holds to 1M.
The 5 s TTFT target becomes binding under our prefill rule
(TP≤8 unless nothing smaller fits). Allowing prefill TP up to
64 makes 512K feasible for three directions.

Restoring feasibility does not restore 32K goodput. Fig-
ure 10e sweeps the budget for sparse attention at 256K, where
power raises both designs’ goodput. Figure 10f plots the best
goodput at each context and budget as a fraction of the 32K
best at 128 kW. At 256K, increasing sparse attention’s budget
from 128 to 512 kW raises that fraction from 1.3% to 9%.
Per-request prefill time grows faster than context length.

The uncached-prompt wall does not apply unchanged to a
cached prefix. We re-evaluate Wu et al.’s Qwen3-235B case
with a cached 1M-token prefix (FP8 KV) [150]. Only the
4,096 new tokens are prefilled. Under the same capacity and
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Fig. 9. Smaller KV caches raise both designs’ SLO goodput; finer P/D
pools erase the P/D+AFD leads in the MHA-to-MQA sweep. (a) Exits
at TTFT 5 s and TPOT 50 ms, co-optimized on the GPU class under 128 kW
(KV-heavy GQA-MoE, 32K). Main curves use power-of-two EP; the thin line
uses finer P/D pool sizing. (b) Main-rule exit over saturation throughput.
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largest 128 kW lead surviving finer P/D pools; 64-way prefill TP removes it. (f) Best goodput at 128 and 512 kW over the 32K best at 128 kW, for four directions.

performance rules for both designs, P/D fits on their B200.
With our classes at 128 kW, it also fits at nominal values
and all 32 corners. Their “AFD required” conclusion therefore
does not follow. Under the main EP rule at 128 kW, best-
allowed P/D+AFD leads at nominal values (+32%) and at all
32 corners (+5% to +99%). This lead is conditional (§V-C).

Takeaway 3. Context length alone does not choose the
serving boundary. KV footprint, latency targets, and pool
sizing shape both designs’ supported load. Re-optimization can
extend context limits, but uncached prefill can still leave long-
context SLO goodput far below the short-context baseline.

D. Hardware assignments are not stable

Can a fleet commit each serving role to one accelerator
class? Changing the objective from goodput per kW to goodput
per deployment unit moves six of eight best deployments from
systolic to GPU-based hardware. We measure lock-in by vary-
ing specification corner, context, model direction, or objective,
changing only each nominal-best 128 kW deployment’s batch.
With comparisons and axes weighted equally, the median loss
is 35.7% of scenario-best SLO goodput per kW (per unit on
the objective axis). Re-optimizing mappings and pool sizes
within the existing hardware cuts this loss to 9.3%. Beyond
remapping, a 25% reserve of units or power lowers it to 5.1%,
and switching the serving design lowers it to 5.7%. Doubling
inter-pool bandwidth lowers it only to 9.2%. None of these
changes supplies an absent accelerator class.

Takeaway 4. The evidence supports capability preservation
rather than early lock-in. Fleet planners should let the serving
decomposition and hardware assignment follow the models
they serve. They should keep mappings and pool sizes ad-
justable rather than lock a future fleet to the accelerator class
with the highest score at one operating point.

V. CALIBRATION AND ROBUSTNESS TESTING

A. Governing equations

Each role’s service time follows its busiest chip’s compute
and memory work. Role r ∈ {A,F} has per-microbatch layer
time tr = max(Φr,Θr) + (1− γ)min(Φr,Θr) + tTP + t0 in
Eq. (1). Here Φr and Θr are compute and memory times, γ
their calibrated overlap ratio, tTP TP all-reduce time, and t0

fixed per-layer launch latency. Each microbatch re-streams its
weights and pays t0.

Exchange. Both designs pay for expert dispatch and combine
across scale-up and scale-out tiers. Dispatch sends each token
of width d to ke = k + nsh experts (shared ones always
active) at σD bytes per element. tD adds per-hop latency for
every touched scale-up domain to the slower of injection,
bskedσD/βinj, and ejection, ι bkedσD/(EPβej). Here bs is
the sending rank’s token count, βinj and βej are endpoint
bandwidths, and ι = 1 gives mean receiver load. Combine uses
the same rule with σC = 2σD (FP8 dispatch, 16-bit combine).
The model includes endpoint bandwidth limits without tracing
switch paths or simulating network queues. Experts are spread
evenly over EP ranks, fractionally when EP does not divide
the expert count.

Capacity. Memory available for KV state bounds concurrency.
A unit of capacity H has ϕH − Hc usable memory, with
ϕ = 0.9 [144] and communication buffer Hc = 2GiB;
SRAM/dataflow uses its full SRAM. Resident requests U are
capped at DPAskv(ϕH −Hc − ω)/((C +O)κ). DPA counts
attention replicas, skv is the KV shard factor, κ KV bytes per
token, C+O the peak resident context after O output tokens,
and ω other resident state.

Waiting and SLO goodput. We convert service times into
SLO goodput with a queue per pool. For Poisson arrivals
at rate λ and c servers of rate µ, Erlang-C gives queueing
probability PQ(c, λ/(cµ)) [52]. Conditional wait is exponen-
tial with Allen–Cunneen rate 2(cµ−λ)/(1+v2) [7], where v2

is the service-time squared coefficient of variation. Nominal
v2 = 1 is conservative for the fixed-length workload. Decode’s
U slots of rate 1/(OT ) saturate at X/O requests/s. Prefill has
RP replicas of bP slots at rate 1/tP. Given T ≤ STPOT and
λ < cµ in each pool, SLO goodput is the largest λ satisfying
tP + tKV + T/M +W99 ≤ STTFT. tKV is the KV handoff,
W99 the exact p99 of the summed prefill and decode waits
WP +WD, and T/M bounds the microbatch-boundary wait.

Queue scope. The fixed-order schedule folds per-layer syn-
chronization and attention–FFN backpressure into T . The
queue omits batch coupling, stragglers, and decode-to-prefill
backpressure, and treats the two waits as independent.
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Fig. 11. Comparative errors against the 9% envelope. (a) Ratio errors
(dots) and distance to the 9% envelope (segments; §V-C). (b) Published
prediction checks by source.

B. Frozen calibration and validation

We freeze four timing effects across all evaluation scenarios:
GEMV-to-GEMM bandwidth Hill curves (per class where
public data support them), a common sustained-to-peak com-
pute ratio η, per-layer launch latency t0, and compute/memory
overlap γ. Calibration used published low-concurrency token
rates without target-specific tuning. We compare the frozen
model’s throughput and between-design ratios [53] with 252
throughput results and 47 primary comparison pairs from
18 published sources (Figure 11b). The AFD and Infer-
enceX [125] pairs were held out from tuning under a pre-
registered protocol fixing the model and drivers before predic-
tion. Figure 11a compares errors with the 9% envelope (§V-C).

The AFD checks use fixed configurations at saturated
decode throughput without an SLO [2], [43], sometimes
with forced expert balancing and logical-scale emulation. The
primary check of unified and P/D frontiers at matched per-
user rates [125] fails because under-predicted TTFT admits
configurations excluded by the measured frontier. A later
DistServe driver under-predicts P/D’s advantage [161]. Some
published speedups were known before prediction. Absolute
single-system throughput is substantially over-predicted [12],
[79], [82]–[85], [101], [107]–[109], [136]–[138], [155].

AFD checks cover fixed configurations within one scale-
up domain; no published pair spans two studied accelera-
tor classes. Other reports lack per-design steady-state good-
put [11], [145] or the realized mapping [142], [148] and cannot
be matched. Testing complete-deployment model estimates
needs both designs’ measured p99 TTFT, TPOT, steady-
state goodput, and realized mapping near saturation on the
same model, hardware, engine, and budget. An event-driven
simulation checks only the queueing closed forms (§V-A).
Goodput margins agree within 0.2 percentage points; closed
forms conservatively estimate p99 TTFT near saturation.

C. When a modeled difference is interpretable

For headline comparisons, the margin ∆ in SLO goodput
per kW is (P/D+AFD − P/D)/P/D; positive values favor
P/D+AFD. The two-part test calls a comparison decided, with
a robust margin, when the same design leads at every tested
specification corner and nominal |∆| exceeds the 9% envelope;
otherwise, it is undecided. Corners represent specification
uncertainty, not a sampling distribution, and do not establish
behavior between them. Published inference-error summaries
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Fig. 12. Headline verdicts under both pool-sizing rules. best: best-allowed;
OC: one-class; cond.: conditional; pin: range deciding the row when pinned
(BW: memory bandwidth; several: no single range); ρcrit (Figure 12a): least
sign-preserving error correlation (∞: none). Pre-declared Figure 12a–b flags:
T, within 10% of the TPOT target; Q, verdict changes with v2=4 or saturation
throughput instead of SLO goodput; F, verdict changes with another collective
or link convention.

anchor the 9% comparison envelope [3], [40], [158]. Verdicts
passing 9% but not the largest observed AFD gain error
are conditional, as are all role-specific verdicts because no
published pair spans two studied classes.

D. Applying the two-part test

We independently re-optimize both designs at each tested
specification corner. Figure 12 shows nominal margins (mark-
ers) and corner ranges (bars) against the 9% envelope. Under
the main rule (Figure 12a), every range spans both signs;
no headline comparison is decided. With finer P/D pools
(Figure 12b), one-class sparse attention conditionally favors
P/D beyond 9% on both fabrics. No P/D+AFD or best-allowed
comparison is decided. Best-allowed sparse attention ties at
one corner where the same prefill pool limits both designs.
Error cancellation. We sweep error correlation in Monte
Carlo with 9% error per candidate deployment, re-selecting
each design’s best without extrapolating the six AFD pairs’
measured cancellation. Figure 12’s ρcrit is the least correlation
preserving the nominal lead in 95% of draws (∞: none).
Robustness. Under the main rule, halved t0, γ = 0.5 or 1.0,
v2 up to 4, collective or link conventions, pipeline fill and
drain, a straggler, capacity–bandwidth coupling, and M ≤ 2
leave headline comparisons undecided but can move nominal
margins. Less usable memory (ϕ = 0.8) can favor P/D+AFD,
while prefix reuse can favor either design. Halved ranges
decide photonic sparse attention for P/D. With finer P/D pools,
speculative decoding (§VI) or full usable memory (ϕ = 1) can
undo one-class preferences; all added verdicts favor P/D.

Whole-expert EP divisors give no nominal P/D+AFD lead
beyond 9%. Their main-rule subset caps KV-heavy’s P/D pool
at 64 units and can create such a lead.
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VI. DISCUSSION AND SCOPE

Serving and capacity model. Both designs use the same
queueing and capacity model. Design-specific scheduler or
prefix-reuse policies do not enter the margin. Other policies,
parallelism, or distributed prefill may change feasibility.
Large expert parallelism can narrow what AFD adds.
Published decode deployments use EP 72–320 [32], [33],
[138], [163]. Large EP gives co-located decode the FFN
batching of AFD’s second pool. At 512 kW, forcing both
designs to EP 64 or 128 can flip GPU one-class margins toward
P/D. With EP re-optimized, electrical best-allowed margins
remain within the 9% envelope. We omit EP beyond the expert
count and configurations with redundant experts.
Expert imbalance is an evaluated sensitivity. SILICON-
FORGE can estimate the busiest EP rank’s load under uniform
random routing with a binomial model, charging it to routed
FFN work and receiving traffic. We evaluated this sensitivity
with dedicated links at 32K context, at 128 kW for one-class
and best-allowed placement and at 512 kW for GPU one-class
placement. With EP re-optimized, no margin changes sign or
its side of the 9% envelope.
New fabric features are link parameters. NVLink 5 and 6,
SHARP, NVLink Fusion, and device-initiated RDMA [13],
[51], [99], [102] map to tier bandwidth, latency, domain size,
and collective offload. SHARP speeds all-reduce, not dispatch
and combine. In headline comparisons, no tested named link
gives P/D+AFD a lead beyond 9% under either pool-sizing
rule. Small domains give AFD a nominal lead (§IV-B).
Extending to speculative and diffusion decoding. Specula-
tive decoding can place a small draft and larger verifier in
separate pools [19] and increases both designs’ FFN tokens
per weight read [32], [65], [66]. In our one-draft-token sensi-
tivity, which omits draft cost and draft or transient KV state,
KV-optimized MLA’s one-class AFD lead in throughput per
decode kW begins at nearly twice the context. Full-serving
SLO goodput includes prefill under the common budget; this
sensitivity establishes no P/D+AFD preference under either
pool-sizing rule (§V-C). Unevaluated diffusion decoding raises
tokens per weight read [54], [91] and repeats prefill [37], [59].

VII. RELATED WORK

Serving disaggregation. DistServe and Splitwise separate
prefill from decode [113], [161]; Mooncake emphasizes KV
transfer and reuse [117], and P/D-Serve and HexGen-2 demon-
strate large-scale and heterogeneous deployments [57], [58].
Dynamo, SGLang, llm-d, and Corsair provide production P/D
paths [30], [74], [97], [126]. Heterogeneous-P/D studies show
accelerator class, precision, fabric, and KV residency change
the hardware assignment [146], [147]. These systems fix the
boundary at P/D. Splitwise asks which silicon should serve
each phase. We ask this at the attention/FFN boundary.

MegaScale-Infer, Step-3, xDeepServe, Janus, Lamina,
AiDE, and Rubin–LPX use an attention/FFN split [14], [24],
[60], [132], [152], [160], [162]. Measurements, models, and
sweeps show that AFD’s value depends on the model, work-
load, and fabric [67], [72], [81], [131], [150]. AFD’s measured

gain changes sign with pool provisioning [2]. A gain at one
deployment does not settle the boundary choice before future
model demands and hardware resources are known.
Closest design-space models. Wu et al. search parallelism,
P/D, and AFD on 128 B200 GPUs, deferring unreleased
hardware [150]; we re-evaluate one case in §IV-C. Song et al.
study A/F provisioning under stochastic workload variation
using latency models calibrated on Huawei Ascend 910C
NPUs [131]. Their closed-form rule assumes a compute-
bound FFN, with no co-located baseline. Their FFN arithmetic
intensity is 299 FLOP per weight byte. This lies below the FP8
ridge of B200 and our GPU and systolic classes, where the
attention-to-FFN ratio scales with FFN memory bandwidth.
Frontier’s simulations flip the P/D-versus-AFD ranking with
the TTFT SLO [40]. Liu et al. trace an AFD “dead zone” to
scale-out bandwidth [72]. These four studies evaluate fixed
hardware. Models and simulators cover current and prospec-
tive systems [3], [17], [18], [22], [26], [53], [149], [153],
[158]. Statistical methods track model error and quantify
predictive confidence over measured systems [6], [16], [25],
[50], [92], [122], [151], [154]. Prospective SPAD, Rubin CPX,
memory-centric attention, and Raptor studies illustrate the
need to combine these practices for hardware that cannot yet
be run [89], [100], [111], [156], [159]. We vary future LLM
architecture directions anchored in published families and
hardware resource ranges anchored in announced accelerators
(Tables III and II). Regime and pool-sizing searches recorded
about 59.5 million decode candidate evaluations; both designs
are re-optimized under a common budget at each specification
corner. We compare nominal margins with model error and
test whether their signs survive specification uncertainty.
Concurrent work. Three studies posted after the initial sub-
mission report related conditions. OpWeave proves that one-
class operator splitting pays only once KV growth pushes
the co-located batch below the compute-bound threshold [68].
HeteroPanacea finds that adding AFD to P/D pays only on gen-
uinely different devices [41]. Under a common budget, AFD-
Ledger selects one-class AFD in 7 of 36 settings [118]. SQD
instead splits decode at the quadratic/subquadratic attention
boundary [140]. Our comparison tests P/D against P/D+AFD
across future LLM architecture directions and jointly varied
hardware-specification ranges.

VIII. CONCLUSION

SILICONFORGE separates serving decomposition from
hardware assignment. Headline comparisons lean P/D without
a robust AFD advantage. AFD nominally leads for the KV-
heavy direction when the co-located expert pool spans small
scale-up domains. Hardware assignments change with objec-
tives and specification corners. Prospective modeling informs
substantial fleet investments that shape customer experience
and accelerator roadmaps. We recommend keeping mappings
and pool sizes adjustable.
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