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Abstract—The Large Language Model (LLM) has gained
significant popularity and is extensively utilized across various
domains. Most LLM deployments occur within cloud data
centers, where they encounter substantial response delays and
incur high costs, thereby impacting the Quality of Services (QoS)
at the network edge. Leveraging vector database caching to
store LLM request results at the edge can substantially mitigate
response delays and cost associated with similar requests, which
has been overlooked by previous research. Addressing these gaps,
this paper introduces a novel Vector database-assisted cloud-
Edge collaborative LLM QoS Optimization (VELO) framework.
Firstly, we propose the VELO framework, which ingeniously
employs vector database to cache the results of some LLM
requests at the edge to reduce the response time of subsequent
similar requests. Diverging from direct optimization of the
LLM, our VELO framework does not necessitate altering the
internal structure of LLM and is broadly applicable to diverse
LLMs. Subsequently, building upon the VELO framework, we
formulate the QoS optimization problem as a Markov Decision
Process (MDP) and devise an algorithm grounded in Multi-
Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) to decide whether to
request the LLM in the cloud or directly return the results from
the vector database at the edge. Moreover, to enhance request
feature extraction and expedite training, we refine the policy
network of MARL and integrate expert demonstrations. Finally,
we implement the proposed algorithm within a real edge system.
Experimental findings confirm that our VELO framework sub-
stantially enhances user satisfaction by concurrently diminishing
delay and resource consumption for edge users utilizing LLMs.

Index Terms—Edge Computing, Quality of Services, Vector
Database, Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning, Large Language
Model, Request Scheduling

I. INTRODUCTION

The Large Language Model (LLM), as the latest achieve-
ment in the field of generative artificial intelligence, can be
widely used in production and daily life by achieving accurate
dialogue service through reasonable prompt text [1]. LLM
can provide satisfactory answers to users through reasoning,
but its extensive parameters demand substantial computational
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resources, thus prolonging the total time required to generate
a comprehensive response for users [2]. Additionally, LLMs
relying on traditional cloud computing frameworks introduce
additional data transfer latency and network traffic stress [3].
Conversely, edge computing can offer ample computing power
and low latency simultaneously by facilitating collaboration
between the edge and the cloud [4].

Current related research primarily focuses on optimizing the
challenges of large model sizes and high computational latency
by constructing lightweight models [2]. Techniques such as
model quantization and compression are employed directly in
the cloud or at the edge to address this issue [5]. This can
optimize model parameters by directly reducing the parameter
count while minimizing the impact on model performance
[6], [7]. Other approaches, such as knowledge distillation
and model pruning, are utilized to collaboratively fulfill LLM
requests based on cloud-edge collaboration between models
of different scales [8]. However, all the mentioned methods
involve invasive alterations to the model structure, significantly
limiting its versatility. Moreover, all LLM requests still depend
on computation, consuming substantial resources, while high
latency largely persists. Therefore, optimizing the Quality of
Services (QoS) of LLM with the help of edge servers remains
a worthwhile research problem [9]–[11].

Vector database can cache historical Questions and Answers
(QA) as vectors, reducing LLM inference by reusing them
when similar requests recur, or enhancing requests through
prompt expansion. As a non-invasive LLM optimization tech-
nology, it effectively minimizes request completion delay and
conserves computational resources while ensuring satisfactory
request fulfillment [12]–[14]. The main costs of the vector
database come from CPU and memory consumption when
calculating the similarity between different vectors. As shown
in TABLE I, we have tested the delay required to directly
request LLM to return answers and the delay of directly
returning answers through database queries at the edge [15].
Even if the vector database stores 11.34 × 106 vectors, the
memory required is only 12.2 GB. Additionally, the query
delay is still very small when the vector database is deployed
on the edge server [16], [17]. Therefore, compared with
the large amount of GPU resources and high request delay
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TABLE I: Comparison between LLM and vector database

The amount Loading LLM request completion delay (s)
of cached memory Vector Database Cloud LLM:

vector (106) (GB) Edge Cloud Qwen14b
3.64 4 0.82 1.05 3.34
9.62 10.4 0.84 1.08 3.34
10.60 11.4 0.83 1.03 3.34
11.34 12.2 0.81 1.05 3.34

required to directly deploy LLM on the edge server, deploying
a vector database at the edge and storing LLM request results
is a very promising method to improve the QoS for edge users.

We propose a novel Vector database-assisted cloud-Edge
collaborative LLM QoS Optimization (VELO) framework. In
the VELO framework, we deploy the vector database on edge
servers and cache some results returned by the LLM. The
scheduling decisions of new LLM requests are made based
on requests features and vector similarity in the edge vector
database. Specifically, the user first offloads the LLM request
to the nearest edge server. Then, the edge server chooses one
of the following processing methods to return the answer for
this request: 1) Query the request directly from the edge vector
database and return the answer. 2) Utilize similar vectors in
the edge vector database to enhance the user request, and
then request the LLM from the cloud to return the answer. 3)
Directly request the LLM from the cloud to return the answer.

However, several challenges remain unresolved when deter-
mining whether LLM requests should be processed by the edge
or the cloud. Firstly, the correlation between LLM requests is
significant, and there are new features in this scenario, such
as one question for multiple answers, multiple queries corre-
sponding to one answer, and timeliness of request results [18],
[19]. Secondly, traditional scheduling methods base decisions
on analyzing the similarity between newly arrived requests
and the cached vectors. However, different LLM requests
exhibit varying sensitivities to the similarity between requests,
reflected in the diverse forms and descriptions of language
requests [20]. Additionally, the features of LLM requests
are discrete, which can pose challenges in early exploration
and lead to data wastage in related training models [21].
Fortunately, Reinforcement Learning (RL) can effectively and
dynamically consider the relationship between complex LLM
requests and vectors stored in the vector database through the
learning of policy networks and the design of rewards, thereby
making LLM request scheduling decisions with higher long-
term returns [22].

We present a distributed LLM Request Scheduling (LRS)
algorithm utilizing Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning
(MARL) to enhance the scheduling process of LLM requests
[22], [23]. The RL agent is placed on each edge server
to determine LLM request scheduling. First, to address the
challenges of feature extraction and similarity analysis of
diverse requests, we introduce a request feature extraction
network built on the Transformer Encoder [24], [25]. This

network merges various request features with vector query
outcomes from the edge vector database, thereby boosting
the learning capacity of the policy network. By employing
Centralized Training and Decentralized Execution (CTDE), the
edge vector database can offer users high-quality, low-delay
services efficiently [26], [27]. Secondly, to address the discrete
nature of LLM requests, we suggest a policy network training
approach based on expert demonstrations [28]. The network
is updated with the support of similar decision-making agents
to achieve superior performance. The integration of expert
demonstrations effectively resolves concerns regarding poor
vector richness and challenges in model fitting due to early
action sampling.

In this paper, we propose the VELO framework to optimize
the QoS of LLM at the network edge by deploying vector
databases at edge servers. Additionally, we design the LRS
algorithm to determine whether a user’s LLM request should
be processed in the cloud or at the edge. We have made
numerous enhancements to the algorithm, such as incorporat-
ing feature extraction modules and expert demonstrations. To
validate the effectiveness of the VELO framework, we deploy
a real edge system comprising a cloud and multiple edge
servers. The open-source model Qwen is deployed and utilized
as an LLM in the cloud [29], while public datasets serve
as LLM requests from users [30], [31]. Experimental results
demonstrate that our VELO framework and LRS algorithm
can effectively enhance the QoS of LLMs at the edge. The
main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

• We introduce the vector database-assisted cloud-edge
collaborative LLM QoS optimization framework, VELO.
In VELO, vector databases are deployed on edge servers
to store LLM request processing results. This framework
is highly versatile, maintaining the structure of LLMs and
applicable across various LLM implementations.

• We propose the LRS algorithm based on MARL to
determine whether an request should be processed in
the cloud LLM or on an edge server. Additionally, to
enhance feature extraction and convergence performance,
we incorporate a feature extraction network and include
expert demonstrations during training.

• We have implemented the VELO framework and LRS
algorithm in a real edge system, complemented by larger-
scale simulations using virtual machines. Experimental
results indicate the efficacy of our algorithms in enhanc-
ing the QoS of edge users when requesting LLMs, leading
to higher satisfaction and lower latency.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, the VELO framework and problem formulation are
described. The LRS algorithm is proposed in Section III. The
system implementation and experimental results are described
in Section IV. Finally, Section V concludes the paper.

II. VELO FRAMEWORK AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. VELO Framework
The VELO framework, illustrated in Fig. 1, comprises users,

edge servers, vector databases, and the cloud LLM. Various



users dispatch distinct LLM requests to nearby edge servers.
Upon receiving a user request, the edge server decides how
to handle it based on the request’s content and subsequently
provides the result. Using Edge Server 1 as an illustration,
upon receiving a request from User 1, it initially queries
the local vector database and then assesses request features
alongside vector query outcomes. Based on this analysis, it
selects LLM request scheduling actions from the following
options: Action A - returning the answer directly from the
vector database, Action B - directly requesting the cloud LLM
and returning the answer, and Action C - augmenting the user
request with the vector database query results and requesting
the LLM in the cloud to return the answer. Consequently,
edge servers can offer high QoS request scheduling decisions
through cloud-edge collaboration, predominantly assessed by
completion satisfaction and delay. The specifics are elaborated
as follows.

Vector Query

Vector Query Request 

Enhancement

...

Edge Server 2

User m

Edge Server n

...

LLM 

Request
User 2

User 1

Edge Server 1

Q-A resultQ-A result

Action B: LLM 

Direct Request

Request EnhancementRequest Enhancement

Cloud LLMCloud LLM

Action A: Directly 

Return Answer

Vector Data 

Recording

Action C: 

LLM  Request

Fig. 1: VELO framework overview.

Users and edge servers: There exists a set of mobile
users M and a set of edge servers N. At each time slot
t, the LLM request is generated by user m ∈ M and
offloaded to edge server n ∈ N, which can be represented
as xm,n(t). Subsequently, the LLM request is embedded as a
vector fm(t). The experience samples generated by the server
processing the LLM request is En, with a quantity of ln. The
experience generated by all agents can be represented as EN .
In addition, there are expert demonstrations Eg, with a quantity
of lg, cached in advance on the server.

Vector database: Each edge server n has a vector database
Vn(t) to cache request completion records, with a current data
volume of k(t) [26]. A vector query result of an LLM request
in Vn(t) is a vector data collection Lm,n(t) of P items with
the highest similarity to the request. The p-th item of data
in Lm,n(t) can be described as lm,n,p(t). Vector cache value
cr
n,p(t) is cached in the Vn(t), with an average value of c̄r

n(t).
The correlation between request fm(t) and vector

query data Lm,n(t) can be expressed as cm,n(t). Then,
the correlation between fm(t) and one of the vector
query data lm,n,p(t) can be expressed as cm,n,p(t) =
{cs

m,n,p(t), c
k
m,n,p(t), c

f
m,n,p(t)}. In which, cs

m,n,p(t) denotes
the value of similarity between fm(t) and lm,n,p(t), cf

m,n,p(t)
is the number of times vector data lm,n,p(t) has been used,

and ck
m,n,p(t) ∈ {1, 2} denotes the type of lm,n,p(t) including

question and answer.

B. QoS Definition

As shown in Fig. 1, edge servers provide high QoS request
scheduling decisions through cloud-edge collaboration, which
is mainly measured by request completion satisfaction qm,n(t)
and request completion delay dm,n(t) [32].

Request completion satisfaction: The similarity between
LLM requests and vector data lm,n,p(t) can be calculated
based on L2 Euclidean distance [15].

Jm,n,p(t) =

√√√√ H∑
h=1

(fm,h(t)− lm,n,p,h(t))
2
. (1)

where the dimension of fm(t) and the vector data obtained
from query lm,n,p(t) is H . The qm,n(t) is used to evaluate
the satisfaction of completing LLM request at time t. When
the reference answer of the LLM request is known, qm,n(t)
is measured by the similarity between the current answer and
the reference answer, which is calculated as Eq. (2).

qm,n(t) = −

√√√√ H∑
h=1

(
f a
m,h(t)− f r

m,h(t)
)2

. (2)

where f a
m(t) and f r

m(t) are the answers obtained through LRS
algorithm and reference answers.

Request completion delay: The dm,n(t) represents the
delay in the return of request xm,n(t), which is determined
as follows:

dm,n(t) =


de
m,n(t), Action A
dc
m,n(t), Action B
de
m,n(t) + dc

m,n(t), Action C.
(3)

In Eq. (3), de
m,n(t) is the delay for the system to complete

LLM requests through Action A, dc
m,n(t) is the delay for

the system to complete LLM requests through Action B, and
de
m,n(t) + dc

m,n(t) is the delay for the system to complete
LLM requests through Action C including the time when the
server acquires cache knowledge and the time when the LLM
is requested.

C. Vector Database Operations

When the LLM request is resolved by Action B, the server
embeds the QA and inserts their information including vec-
tor embedding, ck

m,n,p(t), c
f
m,n,p(t), and vector cache value

cr
n,p(t) separately into the vector database. When the server

processes LLM requests through Action A and Action C, vector
data most relevant to the LLM request lm,n,p(t) in the request
query result Lm,n(t) is filtered to assist in LLM request
processing. The principles of filtering can be represented as
argmax

p∈P
Fn,p(t), which can be further expressed as [33]:

Fn,p(t) = ϕ1c
s
m,n,p(t) + ϕ2c

f
m,n,p(t), p ∈ P. (4)



where ϕ1 and ϕ2 are weights used to balance the effective of
these factors. In addition, the cache value of query vector is
updated as:

cr
n,p(t) = (cr

n,p(t− 1) + qm,n(t)− dm,n(t))/2. (5)

which is beneficial for analyzing and managing cached vector
data. When the cached data is correctly matched to the request,
cr
n,p(t) will increase, and vice versa.

D. Problem Formulation

We aim to maximize the QoS of the LLM request for the
system, which mainly depends on Eq. (2) and Eq. (3). The
goal is to find the best policy to enhance QoS while adhering
to constraints. The definition of LRS problem is as follows:

minW (t) =
∑
m∈M

∑
n∈N

(
− φ1qm,n(t) + φ2dm,n(t)

)
s.t. qm,n(t)< 0,∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N,

dm,n(t)> 0,∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N,
ck
m,n,p(t)∈ {1, 2},∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ P,
cr
m,n,p(t)< 0,∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ P,
cs
m,n,p(t)> 0,∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ P,
cf
m,n,p(t)> 0,∀m ∈M,∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ P

The LRS problem is NP-hard and can only be solved heuris-
tically. However, most heuristic algorithms make scheduling
decisions based on deterministic policies and cannot consider
the effects of dynamic environments and continuous decisions.
For meta-heuristic algorithms, it is necessary to know all future
information, but the future LLM requests are unknown. The
Greedy strategy, a common strategy for heuristic algorithms,
makes judgements based on the similarity between the ques-
tion and the database content, but different types of requests
have different sensitivities to similarity. Whereas the arrival of
LLM requests and updates to the environment are memoryless,
so this problem can be modeled as a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) [34].

To solve the MDP problem, RL is a promosing method and
has been widely adopted. By treating each server as an agent,
we propose our LRS algorithm based on Multi-Agent Proximal
Policy Optimization (MAPPO) to make the LLM request
scheduling decisions [35]. Through LRS training, the agent
considers the associated status of cached vector databases and
then selects the action from a global perspective. The long-
term QoS of the system for handling LLM requests can be
improved by the reward function.

III. OUR ALGORITHMS

A. Algorithm Settings

The LRS algorithm is founded on MAPPO, with an agent
deployed on each edge server to make scheduling decisions
independently. Each agent maintains a local state and shares
a policy. Furthermore, a global value function incorporates
global information and updates the policy network, enabling

multiple agents to collaborate and optimize for better long-
term benefits for the system. The main settings are outlined
as follows.

State: The state provides a comprehensive description of
LLM request and the queried vectors. It encompasses the
correlation between the LLM request and the vectors, as well
as the features of the request. Therefore, the state of the agent
on edge server n at time slot t can be divided as follows.

Correlation State: The correlation information between the
LLM request and the edge vector database is represented by
a matrix cm,n(t), which can be denoted as:

cm,n(t) =

cs
m,n,1(t) . . . cs

m,n,p(t)
ck
m,n,1(t) . . . ck

m,n,p(t)
cf
m,n,1(t) . . . cf

m,n,p(t)

 . (6)

Request Feature State: Considering the different sensitivity
of various requests to the vector database, it is crucial to
include the request features in the state representation. To
accomplish this, we employ a request embedding tool based
on the Transformer Encoder [36], defined as:

f ′
m(t) = T [fm(t)], (7)

where T [·] represents the network layers based on the Trans-
former Encoder and fully connected layer used to extract the
features of the initial request vector fm(t). Then, the local
state of each agent is obtained as:

sn(t) = {cm,n(t),f
′
m(t)} . (8)

And the global state can be denoted as:

s(t) = {sn(t)|m ∈M, n ∈ N} . (9)

Action: Each action refers to the scheduling of the LLM
request, which can be denoted as:

an(t) ∈ {0, 1} , (10)

where an(t) = 0 indicates that the LLM request is pro-
cessed by the edge vector database, with two sub-actions:
either returning the results directly from the vector database
(Action A) or using the vector database to enhance the request
before querying the LLM in the cloud (Action C). Conversely,
an(t) = 1 signifies that the request is directly forwarded to
the LLM in the cloud (Action B).

Reward: The objective of each agent is to maximize the
reward. In the VELO framework, the aim is to enhance the
QoS, encompassing increasing user satisfaction and reducing
request completion delay, which can be denoted as:

rn(t) = −W (t). (11)

Policy: The policy is utilized to select actions, typically
represented by π [37]. Each agent selects an action based on
local states and a shared policy πθ(an(t)|sn(t)) to maximize
the cumulative discounted reward Jθ, which is denoted as:

Jθ = Esn(t),an(t) [Σtγr(t)] . (12)

where γ is a discount factor.
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Fig. 2: LRS Algorithm Overview.

B. Vector Database-assisted Feature Extraction

The LLM Request Feature Extraction module is described
in Fig. 2. By extracting the LLM request query result features
from the vector database and combining the LLM request fea-
tures, the high-dimensional LLM request vectors are mapped
while the LLM information is fully extracted. As shown in
Fig. 2, each edge server, acting as an agent, independently
performs the request feature learning process.

Taking agent n as an example, we analyze the process from
bottom to top. LLM request is first encoded into vector fm(t)
through the Towhee framework and then utilized through two
pathways. The LRS performs a vector query in the vector
database to obtain the matching results between LLM and
vector database content after comparing fm(t) with vector
data Lm,n(t). In addition, LRS feeds fm(t) to the Transformer
Encoder, which consists of a position encoder and z multi-head
attention modules to obtain a better representation of the task
features f e

m(t). Then f e
m(t) is further compressed through a

linear layer to obtain the LLM request features f ′
m(t) for the

inputs of policy network and value network. Finally, features
cm,n(t) and f ′

m(t) will be connected.

C. Training with Expert Demonstrations

To solve the problems of sparse training data and slow
convergence at the early stage of training, we add expert
demonstrations during the training process, as shown in Algo-
rithm 1. To ensure that each network update is valuable, we set
the minimum number of expert demonstrations and experience
required for network training and updating to lgmin and lmmin,
respectively. Then, we denote the number of network updates
as u(u < umax).

Algorithm 1 is deployed on the edge server for network
training. Through LRS training, the weights of the network
b(t) are updated and sent down to all agents. Algorithm 1
describes the expert demonstrations assisted network training

and updating process in the Multi-Agent Network Policy and
Update module in Fig. 2. As shown in Fig. 2, after processing
LLM requests, edge servers cache the experience locally and
send it periodically to the server for network training. If the
server has collected enough experience for each agent, it will
train the network according to lines 7 - 21. The number of
expert demonstration items lug used in training decreases as
the number of network updates increases. When lug is above
the threshold lgmin, the server will sample the expert demon-
strations, train and update the network according to lines 10 -
12. Conversely, considering that the expert demonstrations are
outdated for the network, it will be trained and updated using
only EN according to lines 13 - 14.

Policy optimization: We use the policy gradient method to
update the network parameters. The policy estimation of time
step t for parameter θ can be calculated as

ĝt(θ) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

Eτn

[
Tn∑
t=0

∇θ log πθ(an(t)|sn(t))Ân(t)

]
.

(13)
where Eτn represents the expectation for the trajectory of
agent n, πθ (an(t)|sn(t)) is the policy function of agent n,
and Ân(t) is an adjusted advantage function introduced in the
LRS algorithm to handle the mutual influence between agents
in multi-agent environments, which can be denoted as:

Â(t) = δ(t) + γλδ(t+ 1) + . . .+ (λδ)T−t+1λ(T − 1). (14)

where δ(t) = r(t) + γV π (s(t+ 1)) − V π (s(t)), and if the
agent starts in state s(t) and takes action according to policy π,
the value function V π (s(t)) gives the expected return, which
can be denoted as:

V π (s(t)) = Eτ∼π[r(τ)|s = s(t)]. (15)

The loss function of the policy gradient is:

LPG(θ) = Ê[logπθ(a(t)|s(t))Â(t)]. (16)



Algorithm 1: LRS Training

1 Input: Eg, EN , u, lg, ln
2 Output: b(t)
3 Initialize policy network πθ;
4 Initialize u = 0, ln = 0;
5 while u < umax do
6 Check EN and calculate ln, n = (1, . . . , N);
7 if ∀ln > lmmin, n = (1, . . . , N) then
8 lug = lg/u;
9 for n = 1, 2, . . . , N do

10 if lug > lgmin then
11 Sample lug expert demonstrations from

Eg to get E′
g;

12 Get training experience {E′
g,EN};

13 else
14 Get training experience EN ;
15 end if
16 Compute Â(1), . . . , Â(T ) by Eq. (14);
17 Compute L(θ) by Eq. (17);
18 Optimize the network and get b(t);
19 u = u+ 1;
20 Update weights πold ← πθ;
21 end for
22 Send b(t) to all agents;
23 Drop EN on the edge server;
24 end if
25 end while

Moreover, the loss function is constrained to ensure that the
difference between new and old parameters is not too large,
which is further expressed as: [38]:

L(θ) = Ê[Lclip(θ)− c1LE(θ) + c2Ce[πθ](s(t))]. (17)

where LE(θ) is the mean square error of the reward and the
corresponding state value, Ce[πθ](s(t)) is the cross entropy of
the action probability distribution, c1 and c2 are hyperparam-
eters, with values of -0.5 and 0.01, respectively. The Lclip(θ)
is denoted as:

Lclip(θ) = Ê[min(ψt(θ)Â(t), clip(ψt(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Â(t))].
(18)

where ψt(θ) is the probability ratio of actions under two
policies, clip(ψt(θ), 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ) is used to clip the ψt(θ)
between (1−ϵ, 1+ϵ), and ϵ is a hyper-parameter, e.g., ϵ = 0.2,
which can make the value of actions lower or higher than the
average amplitude between (1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ).

D. LLM Request Scheduling

Algorithm 2 describes the LRS algorithm, whose output is
the reward value rn(t) that represents the QoS of agent n.
The update time for local network weights is bT

n(t) and the
periodicity of vector database content checking and updating
is ξ. First, agent n creates a collection of vector databases
and obtains the update time of the local network weights,

as shown in lines 5 - 6. Then, the server processes the
arriving LLM requests and stores experience, as shown in
lines 12 - 14. In each time slot, the LRS inputs sn(t) into
the policy network to obtain the corresponding action an(t)
and the probability of action execution ap

n(t). Then the agent
n samples actions based on the ap

n(t). In addition, the server
periodically executes the vector data eviction policy, as shown
in lines 15 - 22.

When the experience accumulated by agents is sufficient, it
is sent to the global value network, as shown in lines 23 - 26.
Then, after completing the network update, new weights are
sent to all agents.

Vector data eviction policy: Low-quality data records
resulting from poor policies need to be updated and processed
promptly. Therefore, in addition to data insertion and update
operations, we also introduces checks and updates for vector
data quality. For each elapsed time ξ, data in the vector
database will be dropped when they satisfy cr

n,p(t) < c̄r
n(t),

as these data usually exhibit characteristics such as training
failures, mismatches, and outdated answers.

Algorithm 2: The LRS Algorithm

1 Input: T , bT
n(t), u, xm,n(t), ln, ξ, cr

n,p(t) k(t)
2 Output: rn(t)
3 Initialize u = 0, t = 0;
4 Create vector data collection;
5 bi

n = bT
n(0);

6 Reset environment and get sn(0) ;
7 while u < umax and t < T do
8 if bT

n(t) ̸= bi
n then

9 Update networks by calling Algorithm 1;
10 bi

n = bT
n(t);

11 end if
12 Get an(t), a

p
n(t) by sn(t);

13 Execute an(t) and get rn(t);
14 Store {sn(t), an(t), ap

n(t), rn(t)} in ln;
15 if t%ξ = 0 then // Vector data eviction

policy

16 c̄r
n(t) =

1
k(t)

∑k(t)
p=1 c

r
n,p(t);

17 for p = 1, 2, . . . , k(t) do
18 if cr

n,p(t) < c̄r
n(t) then

19 Drop the vector data;
20 end if
21 end for
22 end if
23 if t%lmmin = 0 then
24 Send experience to the training server;
25 ln = 0
26 end if
27 Get sn(t+ 1) based on xm,n(t+ 1);
28 sn(t) = sn(t+ 1);
29 u = u+ 1;
30 t = t+ 1;
31 end while



E. Computational Complexity Analysis

The LRS algorithm can be mainly divided into four parts:
state observation, action selection, reward calculation, and net-
work updates. The computational complexity of each section
is analyzed below. First, the state is shown in Eq. (9), and the
complexity of this part can be calculated to be O(|N|), where
|N| represent the number of servers. Secondly, the complexity
of action selection for all servers can be expressed as O(|N|).
The complexity of reward calculation does not vary with the
number of servers, so its complexity can be expressed as
O(1). The extracted requests features are mapped through fully
connected layers, with L1 hidden layers and G neurons in
each layer. The complexity of this section can be calculated
as O(|N| ×G+ L1 ×G2) [39].

The computational complexity of the Transformer Encoder
module is primarily influenced by its multi-head self-attention
operation, which is one of its key components. This complexity
is determined by the embedding dimension H and the number
of patches C, which can be expressed as O(H2C+HC2) [40].
Assuming that the Transformer Encoder module contains L2

layers, its overall complexity can be calculated as O(L2 ×
(H2C +HC2)).

The total amount of experience used for each update is fixed
for network updates, and the ratio of expert experience to the
experience of agents varies. The other operations in the LRS
have a relatively small impact on computational complexity
analysis. Therefore, the complexity of the LRS algorithm is
O(|N| ×G+ L1 ×G2 + L2 × (H2C +HC2)).

IV. SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION AND EXPERIMENTS

A. System Implementation

We have implemented a VELO prototype system and de-
ployed the LRS algorithm into the system using Python. The
VELO system consists of edge servers and cloud LLM, where
the edge mainly consists of Towhee Service and Milvus Service
[15], [41], all of which are deployed through containers. The
experimental platform consists of three desktops featuring an
Intel i9-10900K 10-Core CPU and NVIDIA RTX 2070 Super
GPU. Data from edges is transmitted to a desktop for network
training, which is equipped with an Intel i7-13700KF 16-Core
CPU and an NVIDIA RTX 4070ti GPU.

The Qwen7b quantized by int8 is deployed as the cloud
LLM, based on FastAPI and Uvicorn servers [29]. A high-
performance workstation with an Intel i9-14900KF 24-Core
CPU, an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU, and 64GB RAM is used
as the cloud. Given the slow processing speed for parallel
LLM requests and the limited experimental devices, some
experiments are conducted in virtual machines (VMs). Each
VM has a minimum of four CPU cores, 50GB storage, and
8GB RAM. The system overview we have implemented is
illustrated in Fig. 3.

LLM requests from users can be offloaded to the nearest
server and then vectorized through Towhee service and input
into a vector database to query relevant vectors. The LRS
Algorithm Layer can determine the scheduling location of
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Fig. 3: System implementation details.

LLM requests, including directly sending results to users
through Action A at the edge and sending LLM requests to
the cloud through Action B or Action C. The cloud server
outputs the answer to the LLM request after instantiating
FastAPI. Each server sends experience to the edge server
for training through the TCP protocol and obtains the latest
network weights through the FTP protocol.

Milvus service: Milvus service is an open-source vector
database that enables vector similarity search [15]. Milvus
enables indexing and querying vector data through different
containers. Vector data is usually stored on the hard drive
through data flush and loaded into memory to accelerate
queries as they are used. The type of collection index is
IVF FLAT, which is an index type based on inverted files.
Based on this, we create 128 inverted lists for the inverted
files. When performing a vector query, the 10 closest candidate
items are searched from the inverted lists for precise distance
calculation [15].

Towhee service: We use the open-source Towhee framework
and adopt gpt-neo-1.3B as the embedding model [36], [41].
This is a trained GPT-style language model, which supports
multilingual embedding requests. We have deployed a Triton
acceleration framework based on the NVIDIA plugin on the
server to improve embedding speed. Through the pipeline
cached embedding model, LLM requests can be embedded
in vectors with a dimension of 768.

B. Experimental Settings

Data preprocessing: We use the multilingual open dialogue
dataset oasst1 as LLM requests [30], [31]. Due to the multilin-
gual and diverse nature of the LLM request, the highest-ranked
dialogue from the oasst1 is chosen as the training set. Each
item in the training set is expanded into five versions: English,
Spanish, German, Chinese, and Russian using Qwen14b. The



test set was obtained by restating the Question in QA pairs
through Qwen14b.

Parameter settings: For a training dataset of 3000 samples,
13500 rounds are used for training and 500 rounds for testing.
As the dataset size increases, the number of training rounds is
adjusted accordingly. Results are recorded every 300 rounds
during the experiment. The learning rates for the policy and
value networks are set to 0.0003 and 0.001, respectively. The
discount factor is set to 0.99.

Baselines: The following baselines are conducted.
1) Greedy-0.1, Greedy-0.3, Greedy-0.5 [42]: These al-

gorithms make scheduling decisions by judging the
vector query results and the fixed threshold. When the
vector query results is higher than the threshold, the
server directly requests the LLM; otherwise, it use the
vector database to enhance the request. Experiments are
conducted with thresholds of 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5.

2) Greedy-LLM: The algorithm completes LLM requests
with an initial estimated reward, updated periodically
based on directly requesting LLM completion satisfac-
tion. When the vector query result is better than the
reward, the vector database is used to complete requests;
otherwise, the server requests the LLM directly.

3) MAPPO [43]: This algorithm is a multi-agent proximal
policy optimization algorithm based on deep RL.

4) G-MAPPO: This algorithm is a MAPPO algorithm with
expert demonstrations.

5) T-MAPPO: This algorithm is a MAPPO algorithm
with an external Transformer Encoder, which takes the
connection of the extracted request vector features and
the vector cache comparison results as input.

6) Random: Edge servers complete LLM requests by
randomly selecting actions.

Evaluation methods: Because of the differing quality of
cached data for each server during training, we suggest two
evaluation methods, which can be outlined as follows:

• LLM requests are offloaded to the nearest server.
• LLM requests are offloaded to all servers, and the fastest

response is returned as the answer to the request. While
distributed servers collaborate in training, disparities in
their processing capabilities arise from variations in vec-
tor databases.

C. Experimental Results

To showcase the effectiveness of the LRS algorithm, we
carry out training and evaluation within the system. After
every 300 LLM requests are fulfilled, we document an average
outcome in the figures. Within the figures, LLM Direct Re-
quest Frequency represents the proportion of direct processing
requests via LLM out of the total processed requests. The
weight ratio is computed as w = φ2/φ1. The reward value in
the figures represents the average value achieved by all servers
that complete LLM requests. To enhance the fitting ability of
the network, we have increased the reward value in Eq. (11)
by a factor of 10.

Performance with different reward weights: Fig. 4 il-
lustrates the performance of the algorithms during training
episodes with w = 0.1. The shaded regions in Fig. 4 depict the
proportional relationship between expert demonstrations and
experience utilized in network training. The shaded segment
of the curve in the figure reflects the mean and variance rela-
tionships of the evaluation results, indicating the performance
and disparities of agents. From Fig. 4(b) and Fig. 4(c), it
is evident that LRS’s request completion satisfaction notably
improves, while LLM’s request completion delay remains
relatively low. Furthermore, Fig. 4(a) and Fig. 4(d) reveal
that LRS and G-MAPPO guided by expert demonstrations can
attain higher initial reward values and a greater frequency of
vector data reuse. Fig. 4 demonstrates that the shadow area
of the LRS algorithm’s curve is relatively small, indicating its
superior ability to optimize multiple agents simultaneously.
The overall stability of the LRS algorithm surpasses that of
other algorithms.

From Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 6(b), it is clear that LRS has a
significant advantage with w = 0.1. This is because changes
in weight not only affect system performance but also net-
work fitting. When w is high, the rewards of all algorithms,
including LRS and baseline algorithms, are relatively low, as
shown in Fig. 5(a). On the other hand, as shown in Fig. 5(c),
a low w causes the system to prioritize delay less, resulting in
a relatively high overall request completion delay. Therefore,
we set w to 0.1 in subsequent experiments.

From Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, the reward obtained with the
Greedy-LLM algorithm is higher. This is due to the task
scheduling strategy of the Greedy-LLM algorithm minimizing
the use of Action C. While the algorithm decreases the latency
of LLM request processing, it also raises the risk of incor-
rect matching between vector knowledge and LLM requests,
leading to decreased satisfaction and reduced usability of the
algorithm. This is evident from the experimental results in Fig.
6(b) and beyond.

When LLM requests are distributed to multiple servers,
the request completion delay can be significantly reduced
due to the varied capabilities of each server in handling
LLM requests. With w set at 0.1, LRS exhibits a reasonable
LLM direct request frequency, enhancing the utilization of
vector databases for collaboration with LLM and improving
request completion quality. Despite not being optimal, LRS
shows enhanced request completion satisfaction, along with a
reduction in LLM direct request frequency for similar requests,
as depicted in Fig. 6(c) and Fig. 6(d).

The experimental results indicate that the LRS algorithm
can boost the overall reward value by up to 14.59% with
w = 0.1 and the offloading of LLM requests to all servers.
Moreover, the request completion satisfaction of the system is
increased by 13.83%, 7.37%, 10.98%, 5.65%, 6.08%, 8.22%,
14.72%, and 4.31% on average compared with Greedy-0.1,
Greedy-0.3, Greedy-0.5, Greed-LLM, Random, MAPPO, G-
MAPPO, and T-MAPPO algorithms, respectively.

Performance with different number of servers: We also
evaluate the algorithms’ performance under different numbers
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Fig. 4: Performance of LRS during training episodes with a weight ratio ω = 0.1
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Fig. 5: Performance with different weight ratio ω when LLM requests are offloaded to the nearest edge server.
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Fig. 6: Performance with different weight ratio ω when LLM requests are offloaded to all servers.
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Fig. 7: Performance with different number of edge servers when LLM requests are offloaded to the nearest edge server.

of servers, as depicted in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. Previous exper-
iments compared LRS with other MARL and random algo-
rithms. Given LRS’s superior performance, these algorithms
are not revisited in this section. As shown in Fig. 8(a) and
Fig. 8(b), LRS excels with fewer servers. The performance of
LRS is impacted by an increase in the number of servers when
the network structure remains constant.

Unlike Greedy-LLM, which minimally utilizes LLM, LRS

makes more judicious scheduling decisions, as depicted in Fig.
7(d) and Fig. 8(d). The figures illustrate that LRS enhances
the total reward value by up to 16.49% when three servers are
present in the system and the LLM requests are distributed
across all servers.

Performance with different training set sizes: After
obtaining parameters with performance advantages, we further
verify the performance of algorithms on different training
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Fig. 8: Performance with different number of edge servers when LLM requests are offloaded to all servers.
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Fig. 9: Performance with different training set sizes when LLM requests are offloaded to the nearest edge server.
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Fig. 10: Performance with different training set sizes when LLM requests are offloaded to all servers.

set sizes. Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 show the evaluation results on
different training set sizes. As the training set size expands,
the advantage of LRS becomes more prominent, indicating that
LRS makes LLM request scheduling decisions with high QoS
under optimal hyperparameter conditions. Furthermore, the
LLM request frequency is not strictly inversely proportional
to the QoS of request completion. The results show that
the average reward value increases by 25.10% and 4.59%,
respectively, compared with the Greedy-0.3 and Greed-LLM
algorithms. Therefore, the LRS algorithm based on cloud-edge
collaboration is a powerful way to improve QoS.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented a framework for optimizing
QoS in LLMs through a collaborative cloud-edge approach
assisted by vector databases. We comprehensively modeled the
LRS problem, considering both the satisfaction of the LLM
request and the completion delay. We proposed a method for
extracting LLM request features based on the Transformer
Encoder and combined these features with the query result

features of LLM requests to fully describe the request prop-
erties and their relevance to local vector data. Additionally,
we introduced training and updating algorithms based on
expert demonstrations to optimize the sparse LLM request
features and address policy exploration challenges. Finally,
we presented the LRS algorithm to enhance the QoS of LLM
requests through cloud-edge collaboration. The system was
deployed in a physical environment and evaluated using open-
source QA datasets. Experimental results demonstrated that
the LRS algorithm outperformed baseline algorithms by up to
15.31%. Future work will focus on deploying and testing joint
optimization problems that consider server resource usage and
data characteristics. This will further enhance the efficiency
and scalability of the proposed VELO framework in real-world
applications.
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