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Abstract
Large Language Models (LLMs) have achieved significant success
in various domains, and serving LLMs efficiently has become cru-
cial. LLMs are often served with multiple devices using parallelism
techniques like data, pipeline, and tensor parallelisms. Each par-
allelism presents trade-offs between computation, memory, and
communication overhead, making it challenging to determine the
optimal parallel execution plan. Moreover, input workloads also
impact parallelism strategies. Tasks with long prompts like article
summarization are compute-intensive, while tasks with long gen-
eration lengths like code generation are often memory-intensive;
these differing characteristics result in distinct optimal execution
plans. Since searching for the optimal plan via actual deployment is
prohibitively expensive, we propose APEX, an LLM serving system
simulator that efficiently identifies an optimal parallel execution
plan. APEX performs dynamism-aware simulation, which captures
the complex characteristics of iteration-level batching, a technique
widely used in state-of-the-art LLM serving systems. APEX lever-
ages the repetitive structure of LLMs to reduce design space, main-
taining a similar simulation overhead, even when scaling to trillion
scale models. APEX supports a wide range of LLMs, device clusters,
etc., and it can be easily extended to newmodels or clusters through
its high-level templates. We run APEX simulations using a CPU
and evaluate the optimal parallel execution plans found by APEX
using a cluster with 8 H100 GPUs. The simulations cover a myriad
of LLM architectures, precision formats, cluster configurations, and
input workloads. We show that APEX can find optimal execution
plans that are up to 4.42× faster than heuristic plans in terms of
end-to-end serving latency. APEX also reports a set of metrics used
in LLM serving systems, such as time per output token (TPOT) and
time to first token (TTFT). Furthermore, APEX can identify an opti-
mal parallel execution plan within 15 minutes using a CPU. This is
71× faster and 1234× more cost-effective than actual deployment
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on a GPU cluster using cloud services. APEX will be open-sourced
upon acceptance. Finally, we show that LLM service providers can
utilize APEX to meet service-level objectives and explore hardware
design space to build high-performance LLM serving platforms.
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1 Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have been successfully applied to
various applications, such as code generation [12, 45], question-
answering [28, 49], and many more [40, 46, 48]. Serving an LLM
is both memory- and compute-intensive; therefore, leveraging a
cluster with multiple devices is essential to gain computing power
and memory resources for achieving high performance. Several
techniques have been proposed to parallelize LLM on multiple de-
vices, such as data parallelism (DP) [24], pipeline parallelism (PP)
[14], tensor parallelism (TP) [37], etc. Each parallelism has its pros
and cons. Techniques like TP are more memory-efficient than DP
as it does not produce model replicas, but they incur expensive
collective communication overhead [37]. On the other hand, PP
has lower communication overhead but can suffer from workload
imbalance [14]. To balance the trade-offs, parallelism techniques
can be adopted in a hybrid manner, potentially leading to better
serving performance than relying on a single type of parallelism.
However, determining the optimal parallel execution plan is chal-
lenging due to the many factors involved, including computation
workload, network traffic, memory efficiency, etc. Furthermore, the
optimal parallel execution plan also depends on the characteristics
of the input requests. Some requests lead to long prompts with short
generation lengths, such as summarizing an article, while some lead
to short prompts and long generation lengths, like code generation
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and storytelling. The former type of request is compute-intensive,
while the latter is memory-intensive. As a result, these two types
of requests favor different parallelism techniques to optimize per-
formance. A common practice is to adopt heuristic execution plans
instead, such as applying TP within the same node and PP across
different nodes [30, 39]. Yet, a recent study has shown that applying
such heuristics approaches can be up to 2× slower than the optimal
configuration [17]; this calls for the need for service providers to
search for and adopt an optimal parallel execution plan rather than
relying on heuristics.

To find an optimal execution plan, a straightforward approach
is to deploy and evaluate various parallel execution plans directly;
however, this approach is prohibitively expensive, as it could take
thousands of GPU hours to assess multiple execution plans [1, 2].
Note that this high searching cost cannot be amortized, as the opti-
mal configuration varies depending on the model and the workload
characteristics of the input requests. An alternative is to search via
modeling-based approaches, such as developing performance mod-
els [17] or building simulators [9, 42] to estimate the performance
of a given parallel execution plan; nevertheless, existing solutions
developed for Deep Neural Network [9, 42] or LLM training [4, 17]
cannot be applied to LLM serving, as such systems introduce unique
challenges: (1) Dynamism of iteration-level batching: Unlike
conventional ML systems that adopt static batching, which waits
for all requests in the current batch to be completed before batching
new requests, state-of-the-art LLM serving systems [2, 21, 47] adopt
iteration-level batching [41] to achieve high serving performance.
With iteration-level batching, incoming requests are continuously
added to the processing batch whenever memory becomes available.
This makes it challenging to model the system, as the batch size
changes dynamically during serving. Additionally, some requests
within the batch may be in the prefill stage, while others are in the
generation stage. This interleaving of stages further complicates the
modeling, as these stages have significantly different computational
characteristics (details in Section 2.1). (2) Exponentially-growing
design space: Although modeling-based approaches provide a po-
tentially time-efficient solution to search for the optimal parallel
execution plan, they can still incur substantial overhead as the de-
sign space grows exponentially with respect to the model size and
the number of devices in the cluster. Since LLM serving [2, 21, 47]
often involves large models and clusters, it is non-trivial to develop
a solution that can search for an optimal parallel execution plan
within a reasonable timeframe. (3) Adapting for continuously-
evolving systems: LLM serving system is an emerging area, with
continuous evolution in model architecture, hardware platforms,
and system optimizations such as quantization [13, 25] and paral-
lelism techniques [26, 34]. Consequently, a performance model or
a simulator can easily become obsolete and inapplicable to state-
of-the-art LLM serving systems. Thus, keeping pace with the rapid
evolution of such systems is necessary but also challenging.

To this end, we propose APEX, an extensible and dynamism-
aware simulator for automated parallel execution in LLM serving.
APEX takes an LLM, a set of input requests with various context and
generation lengths, and a device cluster as inputs, and generates an
optimal parallel execution plan for LLM serving. Specifically, for a
given LLM model and device cluster, APEX first generates various

parallel execution plans, each representing a unique way to paral-
lelize the model by combining various parallelism techniques, such
as tensor, data, pipeline, and expert parallelisms. APEX then evalu-
ates each plan by estimating the execution time of serving the input
requests through simulation. APEX performs dynamism-aware sim-
ulation that is capable of modeling the complex characteristics of
iteration-level batching, which involves concurrently serving re-
quests of varying lengths and stages (i.e., prefill and generation
stage). After the simulation, APEX provides a comprehensive eval-
uation for each parallel execution plan, which includes multiple
metrics used in LLM serving systems, such as time per output token
(TPOT), time to first token (TTFT), end-to-end serving latency, P95
latency, among others [29]. A parallel execution plan with the low-
est end-to-end serving latency is chosen as the optimal plan. Despite
performing complex dynamism-aware simulations, APEX remains
time-efficient by leveraging the repetitive structure of transformer
layers in LLMs, which significantly reduces the design space; this
allows APEX to scale to trillion-scale models on multi-node device
clusters. APEX supports a broad range of LLMs, device clusters,
quantization formats, and parallelism techniques, which are essen-
tial for modeling state-of-the-art LLM serving systems. Recognizing
the rapid evolution of LLM serving systems, APEX is designed to
be modular and extensible. We capture the high-level abstractions
of LLMs and device clusters, and develop software templates based
on these abstractions. This approach allows new models and device
clusters to be easily supported with minimal coding effort in the
templates. Additionally, APEX leverages operation-level profiling
results to estimate the execution time of parallel execution plans
on a given device cluster. Profiling-based estimation enables APEX
to adapt to different clusters by collecting profiling data from the
underlying platform. Note that the device cluster APEX supports is
not limited to GPU clusters, but also AI-accelerator clusters such
as TPU [20], Intel Gaudi [16], etc. We plan to open-source APEX
upon paper acceptance. We further demonstrate that, in addition to
identifying optimal parallel execution plans, APEX can also assist
LLM service providers in meeting service-level objectives (SLOs)
and provide valuable insights for building LLM-serving hardware
platforms. The key contributions of this work are:

• We propose APEX, a dynamism-aware simulator that cap-
tures the complex characteristics of LLM serving. APEX
automatically finds an optimal parallel execution plan for a
given LLM, a device cluster, and a set of input requests.

• APEX supports a wide range of LLMs, parallelism techniques,
quantization formats, and device clusters. APEX can also be
easily extended to new models and device clusters.

• We evaluate APEX using four LLMs on three datasets with
distinct workloads. APEX identifies optimal parallel execu-
tion plans that are up to 4.42× faster than heuristic plans in
terms of the end-to-end serving latency.

• APEX provides high-fidelity simulation, achieving less than
10% relative error on average when predicting the speedup
of optimal execution plans over the baseline plans.

• APEX is time-efficient and cost-effective, capable of finding
an optimal parallel execution plan within 15 minutes on a
CPU; this is 71× faster and 1234× cost-effective than actual
deployment on a GPU cluster using cloud services.
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• APEX is highly scalable, maintaining similar simulation over-
head when scaling from billion-scale to trillion-scale models.

• APEX features comprehensive evaluation, which can help
service providers meet SLOs. APEX also provides insightful
suggestions for building LLM-serving hardware platforms.

2 Background
2.1 LLM Inference
Large Language Models (LLMs) are a type of ML models that are
built upon transformer architecture [38]. LLM inference takes a
user prompt as input, and generates a response, token by token,
sequentially. The sequential token generation process is also known
as the auto-regressive generation, which utilizes the previously
generated tokens as input to predict the next token. The inference
process of LLMs consists of two stages:
Prefill Stage: In the prefill stage, LLM processes the input request
(i.e., prompt) to set up intermediate states (keys and values) that
are used to predict the first token. Unlike token generation, the
computation of prefill does not rely on previously generated output
tokens, allowing the tokens of the input request to be processed
in parallel all at once. This high degree of parallelism makes the
prefill stage compute-bound [47].
Generation Stage: During the generation phase, LLM generates
output tokens autoregressively until a stopping criterion is met. The
generation of each token depends on all previous tokens’ output
states (keys and values). The generation phase is often memory-
bound [25], as the latency mainly depends on the speed of data
transfer for the output states from the memory, rather than on the
computation itself.

2.2 LLM Serving and Iteration-Level Batching
LLMs are often hosted by service providers in the cloud [23]. Users
send requests to these providers through APIs or chatbots and then
receive responses generated by the LLMs. While a single LLM in-
ference processes a single input request and generates one output
response, LLM serving concurrently processes multiple input re-
quests from the users and generates multiple output responses, i.e.,
multiple LLM inferences happen in parallel. For LLM serving, it
is critical to achieve both low latency and high throughput: low
latency is necessary to meet service-level objectives, while high
throughput enables service providers to serve a large number of
users simultaneously. Due to the autoregressive nature of LLMs,
the lengths of the generated responses can vary significantly. Con-
sequently, the commonly used static batching leads to suboptimal
performance in LLM serving, as all the batched requests need to
wait for the longest response to be generated to proceed to process
new requests. To overcome this inefficiency, iteration-level batching
[41] is proposed. Iteration-level batching continuously schedules
newly arrived request(s) into the existing batch whenever GPU
memory becomes available, rather than waiting for all the requests
to be completed. Iteration-level batching significantly improves the
serving throughput and is widely adopted in state-of-the-art LLM
serving systems [2, 21, 32, 47].
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Figure 1: An example of a two-level device cluster hierarchy,
where leaves represent the devices. The memory bandwidth
and latency are uniform within the same level.

2.3 Device Clusters and Interconnections
Serving an LLM is bothmemory- and compute-intensive. To achieve
high serving throughput and accommodate the large model size,
LLMs are often deployed on a cluster of devices. The devices are
connected in a tree-based network topology, which is one of the
most popular topologies for node deployment. The memory band-
width and latency is uniform within each level. Figure 1 illustrates
an example of a commonly used two-level device cluster. Devices
within the same node are typically connected by high-bandwidth
interconnects like NVLink [22] at level 1, while devices across differ-
ent nodes are connected via inter-node networks such as InfiniBand
[27] at level 2. In addition to GPUs, clusters of AI accelerators are
also emerging, such as TPU clusters [20] and Gaudi clusters [16].
These clusters also utilize tree-based network topologies for inter-
connection and can be abstracted similarly as GPU clusters [7].

2.4 LLM Parallelisms
LLM is often served with multiple devices (Figure 1), and various
approaches have been proposed to parallelize LLM on the cluster.
We discuss several representative and widely-used parallelisms.
Data Parallelism (DP): In DP [24], the model is replicated across
multiple devices. The input requests are split into micro-batches
and distributed to each model replica for processing. DP incurs no
communication overhead as each micro-batch is processed inde-
pendently. However, having model replicas incurs large memory
overhead, and reduces the number of requests that can be batched
concurrently.
Pipeline Parallelism (PP): PP [14, 31] divides the model in a
layer-wise fashion. Each model partition consists of a subset of
layers, and each subset of layers forms a pipeline stage. The input
requests are split into micro-batches to flow through the pipeline
stages. PP requires point-to-point (p2p) communications between
the pipeline stages. In addition, PP suffers from pipeline stalls when
the execution time of each stage is unbalanced.
Tensor Parallelism (TP): TP [37] divides the model in an intra-
layer fashion, which splits individual layers across multiple de-
vices. TP does not suffer from load imbalance like PP or produces
model replicas like DP. Yet, TP incurs high collective communica-
tion overhead, such as AllReduce, which is prohibitively expensive
for interconnection networks with limited bandwidth like PCIe.
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Figure 2: System overview of APEX

Expert Parallelism (EP): EP [34] is a special type of parallelism
for Mixture of Experts (MoE) models. EP deploys different experts
across various devices. For MoE models, only a subset of experts
are activated for each input token. Thus, EP can result in workload
imbalance and resource under-utilization if none of the experts on
the device are activated; while this can be avoided by adopting TP,
where each device is assigned with a partition of all the experts, EP
incurs a lower communication overhead than TP.

Each parallelism has its own pros and cons, tradeing-off be-
tween computation, memory efficiency, collective communication
overhead, etc. Thus, it’s non-trivial to determine the optimal par-
allel execution plan, especially given that the parallelisms can be
adopted in a hybrid manner. Heuristic plans are typically adopted
for simplicity, such as applying TP to clusters with high-bandwidth
interconnections like NVLink [22], and applying PP to clusters with-
out such networks [30, 39]. APEX aims to evaluate the complex
trade-offs among parallelism techniques to find optimal parallel
execution plans that outperform heuristic approaches.

2.5 LLM Quantizations
Quantization is an essential technique for achieving performant
LLM serving, as it reduces both memory and computation overhead.
Various methods have been proposed to quantize one or more of
the following components to lower precision while preserving high
accuracy: (1) model weights, (2) activations, and (3) KV cache. For
example, AWQ [25] quantizes the model weights, and KVQuant
[25] focuses on quantizing the KV cache. State-of-the-art LLM serv-
ing systems like vLLM [21] and TensorRT-LLM [32] also support
W8A8 quantization, which quantizes both the model weights and
activations to FP8 format. Given the diversity of quantization meth-
ods, it is essential to flexibly support various techniques to find an
optimal parallel execution plan for LLM serving systems.

3 APEX Simulator Design
3.1 System Overview
We depict the system overview of APEX in Figure 2. Initially, the
Offline Profiler (Section 3.2) of APEX takes a set of profiling scripts
to obtain the performance information of the underlying platform,

and the results are stored for APEX’s profiling-based simulation.
Profiling is an offline process that is only performed once when
porting to a new cluster with unknown devices (e.g., porting from
an A100 to an H100 GPU cluster.) Next, given an LLM and device
cluster, the Parallel Execution Plan Generator converts the model
into an intermediate representation (Section 3.3) and generates
various parallel execution plans (Section 3.4 and 3.5); each plan
represents a uniqueway tomap the LLMonto the device cluster. The
Iteration-Level Batching Module (Section 3.6) takes the generated
parallel execution plans and a set of request traces as inputs, and
starts batching the input requests. The Batching Module determines
whether a request should be added to or removed from the batch
in each iteration, and reports the active requests to the Dynamism-
Aware Simulator (Section 3.7). Based on the active requests in the
batch, the Dynamism-Aware Simulator estimates the execution
time for each iteration and keeps track of multiple LLM system
metrics such as time to first token (TTFT), time per output token
(TPOT), P95 latency, etc. After all requests have been processed,
the Dynamism-Aware Simulator produces a Simulation Report for
the corresponding parallel execution plan. This process is repeated
for all the generated parallel execution plans, and the plan with the
lowest end-to-end latency is selected as the optimal plan.

3.2 Offline Profiler
The Offline Profiler collects performance information of the under-
lying platform, where the results are used by the Dynamism-Aware
Simulator (Section 3.7) to estimate the execution time of differ-
ent parallel execution plans. The Offline Profiler leverages the fact
that LLMs are based on transformer architecture, which consists
of similar operations, and performs operation-level profiling, such
as measuring the computation time of multi-head attention, which
is used in the attention layers, and general matrix multiplication
(GEMM), which is used in the feedforward layers. Profiling the
key transformer operations allows APEX to support various LLMs
without exhaustively profiling each model, as they can be broken
down into the same set of operations. In addition to computation
operation, the Offline Profiler also profiles the collective communi-
cation overheads on the cluster, e.g., the time to perform AllReduce,
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Figure 3: Transformer IR represents LLMs in a canonical way

ReduceScatter, All-to-All. This allows APEX to support various
parallelisms, which require different collective communications.
For the computation operations, the profiling is performed by go-
ing through various sequence lengths, number of attention heads,
hidden dimensions, etc. For the collective communication opera-
tions, the profiling is performed by varying the data transfer sizes
and also the number of devices involved, both within a node and
across nodes, in the collective operation. Operation-level profiling
produces profiling results that can support various LLMs, request
traces, parallelisms, and device clusters of different sizes. The profil-
ing only needs to be performed once when porting to a new cluster
with unknown devices, such as porting from an A100 GPU cluster
to a H100 GPU cluster. Therefore, for the same type of device cluster,
the profiling overhead is a one-time cost that can be amortized.

3.3 Transformer IR
APEX identifies an optimal parallel execution plan by generating
and evaluating multiple candidate execution plans. Yet, it is non-
trivial to generate parallel execution plans for a variety of LLMs
as they have different model architectures. To address this, we
introduce the Transformer IR, a unified abstraction for transformer-
based models. APEX utilizes Parallel Templates, developed based on
the Transformer IR rather than specific models, to generate parallel
execution plans. This approach enables APEX to parallelize a wide
range of LLMs that can be represented through the Transformer IR.
We discuss the details of Parallel Templates in Section 3.4.

We depict the idea of Transformer IR in Figure 3. We define the
key operations of transformers, such as the multi-head attention,
as cells. An LLM can be represented as a chain of cells. For exam-
ple, GPT-3 [5] models can be represented as a chain of multi-head
attention cells and multi-layer perceptron cells, and Llama-3.1 [10]
models can be represented as a chain of group query attention [3]
cells and SwiGLU [36] cells. The Transformer IR represents an LLM
canonically, which only captures the key cells in the model and ig-
nores operations like tokenization and position embeddings, as they
are less relevant for model parallelization; this reduces the search
space for simulation. Given that LLMs often use the same set of
cells repeatedly, we further define the smallest set of non-repetitive
adjacent cells as a block. Each cell consists of multiple tasks, such
as the attention heads in the multi-head attention cell, or the ex-
perts in the mixture-of-expert cell. Each task works independently
from the other tasks (i.e., no inter-communication is needed), and
their outputs are combined via operations like concatenation or

𝐻/D
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…

Input Activation
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𝐻/D
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AllReduce
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(a). MHA (TP=2), MLP (TP=2) (b). MHA (TP=2), MLP (DP=2) (c). Parallel Template for MHA

Sync. collective

Figure 4: Examples of APEX’s Parallel Templates for two de-
vices. The parameterized templates can extend to D devices.

AllReduce. To summarize, using the Transformer IR, an LLM can be
unifiedly represented as multiple identical blocks, each block con-
sists of numerous cells, and each cell consists of multiple tasks. We
develop an IR converter, which parses the information of an LLM
configuration file, such as the number of attention heads, number
of layers, etc., and represents the model using Transformer IR.

3.4 Parallel Templates
We develop Parallel Templates to generate various parallel exe-
cution plans for LLM serving. As mentioned in Section 3.3, the
templates are developed based on the Transformer IR, which allows
the templates to support a wide range of LLMs. Each cell type is
associated with a pre-defined Parallel Template that describes how
it can be parallelized on multiple devices. We show some examples
in Figure 4. If tensor parallelism is applied to both the multi-head
attention (MHA) cell and the multi-layer perceptron (MLP) cell, as
in Figure 4 (a), the tasks (e.g., attention heads) in the two cells are
evenly distributed to each device. In addition to distributing the
tasks, the Parallel Templates also handle the collective communi-
cations between adjacent cells. In the example of Figure 4 (a), an
AllReduce is performed between the cells for data synchronization,
which is similar to the case in Megatron-LM [37]. If the numbers
of cell replicas vary between the adjacent cells, tensor resharding
is required for the output activation; such cases happen when dif-
ferent data parallelism (DP) degrees are applied. For example, in
Figure 4 (b), a 2-way DP is applied to the MLP cell, and a 1-way
DP (i.e., no DP) is applied to the MHA cell, resulting in a different
number of cells replicas. Consequently, All-to-All and AllGather
operations are performed for tensor resharding. Figure 4 (c) depicts
a Parallel Template associated with the MHA cell:𝐻 attention heads
are evenly distributed to 𝐷 device for computation, and collective
communications for resharding and synchronization may also be
performed, depending on the number of cell replicas of the adjacent
cells. Note that while Figure 4 shows a simplified example of having
only two devices, the Parallel Templates are parameterized and can
support any number of devices.

3.5 Parallel Scheme Generator & Device Mapper
Given an LLM and pre-defined Parallel Templates, the Parallel
Scheme Generator produces various parallel schemes, which maps
the LLM onto a logical device cluster [43] with various combina-
tions of parallelism techniques. A logical device cluster is a virtual
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Algorithm 1 Parallel Scheme Generation
1: Input: LLM (in Transformer IR), Parallel Templates
2: Output: parallel_schemes
3: 𝑛 = num_of_devices_in_cluster
4: for𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙_𝐷𝑃 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑛: do ⊲ model-level DP
5: 𝑚 = 𝑛 ÷𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙_𝐷𝑃 ⊲𝑚 = num_repica_devices
6: for 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 = 1, 2, ..,𝑚 do ⊲ inter-layer parallelism
7: 𝑠 =𝑚 ÷ 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 ⊲ 𝑠 = num_stage_devices
8: for cell ∈ LLM.block do
9: for 𝑐𝑒𝑙𝑙_𝐷𝑃 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑠: do ⊲ cell-level DP
10: 𝑐 = 𝑠 ÷ 𝑐𝑒𝑙𝑙_𝐷𝑃 ⊲ 𝑐 = num_cell_devices
11: task_mapping = templates(cell, c)
12: cell_schemes.append(task_mapping)
13: for 𝑟 in 0,..., len(LLM.block.cells): do
14: reshard = get_reshard_collective(cell_schemes, 𝑟 )
15: stage_schemes.append(cell_schemes, reshard)
16: parallel_schemes.append(stage_schemes)

overlay that describes the number of devices in the cluster without
the information of the network topology. Consequently, a parallel
scheme only defines the parallelisms applied to the Transformer IR
cells and their corresponding collective communications, such as
the examples in Figure 4 (a) and (b), without assigning the cells to
specific physical devices. We introduce a virtual overlay of a logi-
cal device cluster for design simplicity; this approach allows us to
decouple the Parallel Template designs (Section 3.4) from the hierar-
chal network topology of a device cluster - jointly considering the
network topology in the Parallel Templates would greatly increase
design complexity. The Parallel Scheme Generator creates parallel
schemes using a hierarchical top-down approach, beginning with
the most coarse-grained model-level parallelism and gradually re-
fining to fine-grained cell-level parallelism. The detailed procedure
is outlined in Algorithm 1. First, the Generator decides the degree
of model-level data parallelism (i.e., the number of model replicas),
and also derives the number of devices assigned to each replica (i.e.,
number of replica devices). APEX requires the device cluster to be
evenly partitioned by the number of model replicas, so the avail-
able degrees of parallelism are restricted to the divisors of the total
number of devices in the cluster. Second, the Generator decides the
number of pipeline stages within each replica. Similarly, APEX re-
quires the cluster to be evenly partitioned by the number of stages,
so the available parallelism degrees are the divisors of the number
of devices assigned to the replica. Third, the Generator decides the
degree of cell-level data parallelism for each cell, and generates task
mappings using the pre-defined Parallel Templates. If the degree of
cell-level data parallelism for a specific cell is less than the number
of assigned devices, the Parallel Templates apply intra-layer paral-
lelism like tensor or expert parallelism to parallelize the cell (Section
3.4). For example, if four devices are assigned to a cell with two
replicas, two devices are assigned to each replica, and the cell can
be parallelized using tensor parallelism. Afterward, for each pair
of adjacent cells, the Generator inserts collective communications
into the parallel schemes if tensor resharding is needed.

After generating the parallel schemes, the Device Mapper maps
the logical devices onto the physical device cluster, producing par-
allel execution plans. While the parallel schemes are generated in a
top-down approach, the Device Mapper operates in a bottom-up
manner. The logical devices are first mapped to physical devices
connected at the bottom level of the cluster (see Figure 1); if the
number of logical devices exceeds the available physical devices at
the current level, the Device Mapper moves to the next upper level
to include additional physical devices for mapping. Since lower-
level device connections generally offer higher bandwidth than
upper-level connections, the Device Mapper prioritizes mapping
logical devices assigned to the same cell, as fine-grained cell-level
parallelisms tend to incur expensive collective communication over-
head, such as the AllReduce in tensor parallelism. The Device Map-
per then maps logical devices assigned to the same pipeline stage,
followed by those assigned to the same model replica, progress-
ing through increasingly coarse-grained parallelism levels. This
bottom-up approach maps logical devices with potentially higher
communication overhead to physical devices connected at the lower
level, which have higher interconnection bandwidth, and vice versa.

3.6 Iteration-Level Batching Module
The Iteration-Level Batching Module takes the candidate execu-
tion plans and request traces as inputs, and simulates the behavior
of a serving system using iteration-level batching [41]. Each re-
quest comprises three key attributes: context length, generation
length, and arrival time. As mentioned in Section 2.2, iteration-level
batching continuously adds arriving requests to the current batch
whenever memory permits. Therefore, a Resource Monitor keeps
track of the memory usage and determines whether a new request
can be batched. The Request Scheduler also checks the arrival time
of a request to determine whether a request has arrived and can be
batched. The Request Scheduler maintains a list of active requests,
which are the requests in the current batch. The active request list
also tracks how many tokens have been generated for each request.
If the number of generated tokens matches the generation length
of a request, then the request is completed and should be removed
from the active batch; this releases memory to batch new requests.
One token is generated for each active request in one iteration. In
each iteration, the Iteration-Level Batching Module sends the ac-
tive request list to the Dynamism-Aware Simulator (Section 3.7) to
estimate the execution time. The Request Scheduler greedily adds
arriving requests to the batch whenever memory is available to
accommodate the context length of a request, without considering
the memory required for the KV cache of generated tokens. As a
result, memory capacity may be exhausted before token generation
for all requests is completed. In such cases, the most recently added
requests and their generated tokens are temporarily removed from
the batch to free up memory for earlier requests to complete their
token generation. These removed requests are re-added to the batch
as memory becomes available. Both the removal and re-addition are
performed in order, prioritizing completing the earliest requests.

3.7 Dynamism-Aware Simulator
Given the active requests produced by the Iteration-Level Batching
Module and the Profiling Results, the Dynamism-Aware Simulator

6



Toward High-Performance LLM Serving: A Simulation-Based Approach for Identifying Optimal Parallelism Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

Table 1: Detail of the request traces used for evaluation

Traces Context Lengths Generation Lengths # of requests

Summarization 2742.11±944.33 172.22±73.17 1188

Creation 306.82±81.03 1128.34±419.64 512

Chat 73.32±148.65 189.47±174.18 1024

estimates the execution time of each iteration. The active request
list contains information such as the context length of the request
and the number of tokens that have already been generated for a re-
quest. This allows the Simulator to identify whether a request is in
the prefill stage or the generation stage. Specifically, a request is in
the prefill stage if the number of generated tokens equals zero; oth-
erwise, it is in the generation stage. For requests in the prefill stage,
we calculate the execution time of the operations by setting the
input sequence length as the context length, as the entire sequence
is processed in parallel (Section 2.1). For requests in the generation
stage, we calculate the execution time of the operations by setting
the input sequence length as one; this is because the output states
(i.e., key and value) of the previous tokens are stored in the KV
cache and do not require recomputation. Thus, the computation
is only performed on the current token, reducing the effective se-
quence length to one. Furthermore, requests in the generation stage
are processed in parallel; thus, assuming 𝑛 generation requests, the
Simulator estimates the execution time by setting the sequence
length as 𝑛, as each request has an effective sequence length of one.
The Profiling Results contain the execution time of different atten-
tion heads, hidden dimensions, sequence lengths, etc., allowing the
Simulator to estimate the total execution time for processing the
prefill requests and the generation requests. If a specific data point
is not presented in the Profiling Results, the Simulator estimates
its value by leveraging linear interpolation between the nearest
available profiling points. The Simulator is dynamism-aware as the
Iteration-Level Batching Module continuously updates the list of
active requests in every iteration. In addition, the Simulator utilizes
the repetitive nature of LLMs to reduce simulation overhead. As
discussed in Section 3.3, a block in Transformer IR is the smallest
set of non-repetitive cells. Thus, the Simulator performs simulation
using a single block and projects the execution time of the entire
model, which consists of multiple repetitive blocks. The projection
calculation, such as summing or taking the maximum of the execu-
tion times, depends on the connection pattern of the blocks (e.g.,
sequential or pipelined). In addition to estimating the execution
time of each iteration, the Simulator also features a Metric Monitor,
which calculates the value of several important metrics in LLM
serving systems, such as time to first token (TTFT), time per output
token (TPOT), P95 latency, Model FLOPs Utilization (MFU), Model
Bandwidth Utilization (MBU), among others.

4 Experimental Results
4.1 Experimental Setup
To evaluate APEX, we choose a broad range of LLMs and datasets
with distinct workloads. We also experiment with different data
types. We discuss the setup details below.

Models: For evaluation, we choose four state-of-the-art LLMs:
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct [15], Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct [10], Mistral-
Large-Instruct (123B) [18], and Mixtral 8x22B [19]; This covers a
myriad of LLMs in different sizes, ranging from 32B to 123B, and
also a Mixture-of-Expert (MoE) model. While the models use half-
precision (FP16) by default, we also test cases where the model is
quantized to FP8 format.
Datasets: We prepared three sets of request traces derived from
distinct datasets: a paper abstract summarization dataset [8], a
news abstract summarization dataset [11], and a conversational
dataset, LMSYS-Chat-1M [44]. These datasets represent three dis-
tinct workloads. The paper abstract summarization [8] exemplifies
a prefill-intensive workload, which has a long context length and
short generation length. While some LLM workloads, such as paper
summarization, are prefill-intensive, some (e.g., code generation
and storytelling) are generation-intensive, involving short con-
text lengths and long generation lengths. To create a generation-
intensive workload, we adapt the news abstract summarization
dataset [11], which consists of short summarizations. We modi-
fied the dataset by appending the following prompt to each news
summarization: “Please generate a long story using the provided ab-
stract," and use them as input. This prompts the LLM to produce a
long story from a short abstract, resulting in a generation-intensive
workload. The LMSYS-Chat-1M [44] dataset collects a series of
real-world conversations between users and LLMs. Most requests
in this dataset feature short context and generation lengths, rep-
resenting a lightweight conversational workload. For evaluation,
we randomly subsampled between 512 and 1K requests from each
dataset. To simplify terminology, we refer to these datasets as Sum-
marization (paper abstracts), Creation (news generation), and Chat
(LMSYS-Chat-1M) in the following sections. We assume a Poisson
distribution for request arrival times. Details of the request traces
are listed in Table 1. We report context lengths and generation
lengths in terms of tokens, which vary for different tokenizers.
We use the Llama-3.1 tokenizer as an example in Table 1; other
tokenizers produce similar token counts.
Hardware Platform and Serving Systems: We run APEX simu-
lation using an Intel Xeon 6530 CPU and validated the simulation
results against the actual performance of LLM serving on a GPU
cluster. We deployed vLLM [21] v0.6.0 to configure an LLM online
server on a GPU cluster equipped with 8 Nvidia H100 SXM GPUs,
each with 80 GB of GPU memory. Requests were sent to the server
according to their arrival times. Since vLLM does not natively sup-
port data parallelism, we implemented data parallelism by setting
up multiple vLLM servers and dispatching requests to them in a
round-robin fashion.

4.2 Evaluation of APEX’s suggestion
In this experiment, we address the following research question:
Can APEX improve LLM serving performance by identifying
an optimal parallel execution plan? For evaluation, we design
multiple tasks, with each task comprising an LLM, request traces,
and an arrival rate. We run APEX simulation for each task and
compare the performance of the following three execution plans:

• Baseline plan: We follow the commonly-used heuristics
[30, 39], which applies tensor parallelism within the same
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Table 2: APEX simulation results: End-to-end latency (seconds). APEX demonstrates its ability to identify optimal parallel
execution plans, achieving superior serving performance compared to heuristic baseline plans.

Traces Model Arrival Rate Baseline Feasible Optimal APEX Optimal

Summarization

Qwen-2.5-32B 0.25 2153.27 (1×) 1137.70 (1.89×) 968.26 (2.22×)
0.5 1823.85 (1×) 1116.84 (1.63×) 967.23 (1.89×)

Llama-3.1-70B 0.25 1998.82 (1×) 1340.99 (1.49×) 1175.09 (1.70×)
0.5 1565.11 (1×) 1225.38 (1.28×) 1140.19 (1.37×)

Mistral-Large 0.25 1301.27 (1×) 498.32 (2.61×) 376.13 (3.46×)
0.5 1140.36 (1×) 498.32 (2.29×) 376.13 (3.03×)

Mixtral-8x22B 0.25 1841.90 (1×) 1290.97 (1.43×) 551.94 (3.34×)
0.5 1429.46 (1×) 1137.87 (1.26×) 552.28 (2.59×)

Creation

Qwen-2.5-32B 0.25 5718.22 (1×) 2432.1 (2.35×) 1507.68 (3.79×)
0.5 4950.96 (1×) 2421.82 (2.04×) 1512.95 (3.27×)

Llama-3.1-70B 0.25 6549.85 (1×) 3742.77 (1.75×) 3159.96 (2.07×)
0.5 5240.78 (1×) 4578.49 (1.14×) 3183.67 (1.65×)

Mistral-Large 0.25 6379.09 (1×) 4063.11 (1.57×) 2684.37 (2.38×)
0.5 5221.52 (1×) 4121.53 (1.27×) 2682.05 (1.95×)

Mixtral-8x22B 0.25 2645.24 (1×) 2423.82 (1.09×) 1039.87 (2.54×)
0.5 1442.15 (1×) 1417.75 (1.02×) 1035.62 (1.39×)

Chat

Qwen-2.5-32B 0.25 1251.75 (1×) 798.75 (1.57×) 513.38 (2.44×)
0.5 1115.01 (1×) 786.08 (1.42×) 510.72 (2.18×)

Llama-3.1-70B 0.25 1622.48 (1×) 1118.85 (1.45×) 824.43 (1.97×)
0.5 1344.42 (1×) 1021.09 (1.32×) 808.96 (1.66×)

Mistral-Large 0.25 973.16 (1×) 396.32 (2.46×) 254.26 (3.83×)
0.5 890.71 (1×) 391.96 (2.27×) 254.26 (3.50×)

Mixtral-8x22B 0.25 1757.68 (1×) 1504.88 (1.17×) 397.93 (4.42×)
0.5 1406.75 (1×) 1253.22 (1.12×) 396.80 (3.55×)

node and pipeline parallelism across nodes. Since we only
run on a one-node cluster, we apply tensor parallelism as
the baseline plan.

• APEX Optimal plan: APEX identifies an optimal plan for
each task. However, APEX’s search space extends beyond
the capabilities of current LLM serving systems, including
advanced features like cell-level data parallelism. As a result,
an execution plan may not be fully supported by existing
LLM serving systems.

• Feasible Optimal plan: This is the optimal plan identified
by APEX under the constraint that only parallelism tech-
niques supported by current LLM serving systems are used.
Due to the reduced search space, the feasible optimal plan
may achieve lower performance compared to the uncon-
strained APEX Optimal plan.

While the APEX Optimal plan may not be realizable in current LLM
serving systems, we include the results to showcase the potential
performance gains that can be achieved by supporting a broader
range of parallelism techniques.

We show the experimental results in Table 2. We experiment
with the three request traces and four LLMs mentioned in Section
4.1. We also conduct experiments using two different arrival rates
for the requests, assuming a Poisson distribution. To explore dif-
ferent quantization formats, we quantize the Mistral-Large model
using FP8 for the KV cache, as well as the weights and activations
(i.e., W8A8). APEX identifies optimal parallel execution plans for
both dense and sparse LLMs (i.e, MoE models), and the Feasible
Optimal plans consistently deliver performance improvement over

the baseline, achieving up to 2.61× speedup in terms of end-to-end
serving latency. Furthermore, assuming cell-level data parallelism
is available, the APEX Optimal Plans can achieve a speedup of up to
4.42×. Cell-level data parallelism is particularly effective when the
execution time varies among cells (e.g., MHA and MLP cells). This
approach allows a specific cell to be parallelized further using data
parallelism without requiring replication of the entire model. In this
experiment, we demonstrate APEX is able to identify an optimal
parallel execution plan that improves LLM serving performance
under various LLMs and request traces.

APEX identifies an optimal parallel execution plan for each task.
The optimal plans consist of various combinations of data, pipeline,
and tensor parallelism, effectively balancing the trade-offs of var-
ious factors (e.g., compute, memory, network traffic) to outper-
form the baseline plan, which only relies on tensor parallelism.
While the optimal plans are different from task to task, we observe
that incorporating data parallelism (DP) often yields performance
benefits. Many of the identified optimal plans set the degree of
DP to 2 or even 4. Existing LLM serving systems often overlook
DP, assuming it is prohibitively memory-intensive. Instead, our
results demonstrate that trading memory efficiency for reduced
communication overhead can lead to performance improvements.
We also observe that the Feasible Optimal plan of Mixtral-8x22B
shows marginal improvement over the baseline on the Creation
dataset. This is due to the dominating role of memory utilization
in this setup, leaving fewer trade-offs available for performance
improvement. Specifically, Mixtral-8x22B, with its 141B parameters,
heavily utilizes memory resources, while the Creation dataset’s
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Figure 5: We compare the speedup predicted by APEX against the actual speedup achieved using vLLM. APEX accurately
predicts the speedup of adopting an optimal execution plan over the baseline plan.
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Figure 6: APEX accurately predicts the scalability trend across varying numbers of GPUs, as measured by TPOT (ms)

generation-intensive nature further increases memory demands
due to extensive KV caching. Under these conditions, the baseline
plan, which adopts pure tensor parallelism, performs well owing to
its high memory efficiency. Nevertheless, the APEX Optimal plan
still manages to deliver a 2.54× speedup by enabling cell-level data
parallelism (DP), which is more memory-efficient than replicating
the entire model.

4.3 Evaluation of Simulation Fidelity
In this experiment, we address the following research question:
Can APEX provide high-fidelity simulation for LLM serving?
While we demonstrate in Table 2 that APEX can identify optimal
parallel execution plans that enhance LLM serving performance,
it is also essential to verify the accuracy of its simulation results.
We evaluate the simulation fidelity from two perspectives. First,
under a fixed number of devices, we assess whether APEX can
accurately predict the performance improvement of an optimal
plan compared to a baseline plan. Second, for a given execution
plan, we evaluate whether APEX can reliably predict performance
improvements when scaling across different numbers of devices.
We show the experimental results in Figure 5 and Figure 6. We set
the arrival rate to 0.5 for both experiments as an example; setting
the arrival rate of 0.25 yields similar results.

For the first experiment set, we compare the predicted speedup
of Feasible Optimal plans with the actual speedup achieved on the
device cluster (Figure 5). We do not evaluate Mixtral-8x22B as vLLM
currently does not support expert parallelism. APEX achieves accu-
rate predictions, with an average relative error of 9.5%. The largest
discrepancies occur with the Qwen-2.5-32B model, the smallest

model in our experiment, where the relative error reaches 23%. This
is because, for smaller models, the overhead of operations such as
RMSNorm becomes relatively significant, and APEX does not ac-
count for these operations in its simulations. In contrast, for larger
models like Llama-3.1-70B andMistral-Large (123B), the predictions
are more accurate, as the execution time is dominated by atten-
tion and feedforward cells, which are well-modeled by APEX. The
fidelity for smaller LLMs could be improved by incorporating profil-
ing results for additional operations. However, as APEX primarily
focuses on optimizing performance for serving large models, which
are more computationally intensive, we leave this improvement for
future work. For the second experiment set, we evaluate the time
per output token (TPOT) across different numbers of GPUs using
tensor parallelism. We show the results in Figure 6. The APEX pre-
diction results are shown as blue solid lines, while the actual results
are represented by red dotted lines. The high similarity between
the two lines across all cases demonstrates that APEX accurately
captures the scalability trend when scaling from 2 GPUs to 8 GPUs
across various models and request traces. The estimated TPOT (ms)
of APEX is plotted on the left-hand Y-axis, and the actual TPOT
(ms) is plotted on the right-hand Y-axis. The actual measured TPOT
is consistently higher than the predicted value, as evident from the
larger values on the right-hand Y-axis compared to the left-hand
Y-axis. This is because APEX primarily focuses on the overhead of
key operations, such as attention and feedforward, while omitting
the overhead of other operations. Nevertheless, APEX accurately
captures the relative performance differences between various par-
allel execution plans and degrees of parallelism, as demonstrated
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Figure 7: APEXmaintains similar simulation overhead when
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in Figure 5 and 6. This capability enables APEX to effectively eval-
uate and compare different execution plans, thereby identifying an
optimal parallel execution plan for LLM serving.

4.4 Evaluation of Efficiency
We evaluate the efficiency of APEX by comparing the actual exe-
cution time on the device cluster with the APEX simulation time.
Evaluating all parallel execution plans across the setups in Table 2
(i.e., different models, traces, arrival rates) takes approximately 160
hours on 8H100GPUs. In contrast, the same evaluation is completed
in less than 2.5 hours using APEX on CPU, making it 71× faster
than the actual implementation. From a cost perspective, running
the actual implementation would cost approximately $8,889 (based
on the Azure NC40ads H100 cluster pricing), whereas the APEX
simulation costs only $7.20 (assuming an Azure D64s v6 node). This
translates to a 1234.5× cost reduction, demonstrating the significant
efficiency and cost-effectiveness of APEX. Obtaining the operation-
level profiling results to set up APEX takes approximately 40 GPU
hours. Yet, this is a one-time cost that can be amortized for the
same type of hardware device.

We also evaluate the simulation overhead when scaling to larger
LLMs on larger device clusters. We use the following example
models: Qwen2.5-32B, Llama-3.1-70B, Mistral-Large (123B), and
Llama-3.1-405B. We synthesize a trillion-scale model by scaling
the Llama-3.1-70B model 16 times; this can be done by modifying
values in the LLM configuration file. As shown in Figure 7, APEX
demonstrates high scalability, maintaining a similar simulation
overhead when scaling from a 32B model to a trillion-scale model.
This efficiency is achieved by leveraging the canonical represen-
tation in Transformer IR (Section 3.3) and the repetitive structure
of the transformer architecture (Section 3.7) to greatly reduce the
design space. This scalability highlights APEX’s potential for future
applications, as model sizes continue to grow and the cost of actual
deployment may become even more expensive.

4.5 Evaluation of Extensibility
LLMs and their serving systems are evolving rapidly. While APEX
supports a wide range of models, devices, etc., the simulator may
still become outdated as new advancements emerge. To address
this, APEX is designed for extensibility, enabling easy adaptation

Table 3: Evaluating the overhead of extending APEX

Extension Type Programming Overhead
(Lines of Code)

Implementation Time
Overhead (Hour)

LLM 0 ∼0
LLM (w/ unknown cells) 50 - 150 1-2

Device cluster ∼20 4-8
Batching Mechansim ∼100 1-2

Parallelism 50 - 200 1-2

to support the latest developments. We evaluate APEX’s extensibil-
ity by measuring the overheads to implement a new feature. We
use two metrics: (1) programming overhead, measured in lines of
code required for a feature extension, and (2) implementation time
overhead, measured in hours, including time to write and execute
the necessary code or scripts. We reported the overhead of various
types of extensions in Table 3. Below, we provide details of the
extensions implemented for the evaluation.
Extending to New Models APEX can effortlessly support a new
LLM without additional programming or implementation time by
requiring only a configuration file of the model. However, for LLMs
containing unknown transformer cells (Section 3.3), such as a novel
feedforward network, additional effort is needed. The primary work
involves implementing the Parallel Template (Section 3.4) for the
new cells. For evaluation, wemeasured the effort to support SwiGLU
cells [36] used in the Llama and Qwen models.
Extending to New Device Cluster APEX can easily adapt to new
device clusters by providing the device name, memory capacity,
and interconnection network (e.g., NVLink, PCIe). We evaluated
the effort required to support a new type of GPU and an in-house
AI accelerator. The implementation time overhead mainly involves
running profiling scripts, which take 4 to 8 hours depending on the
hardware’s performance. While extending to new devices requires
a relatively long script execution time, this effort is only necessary
when a new device is released.
Extending to New Batching Mechanism APEX can also support
new batching mechanisms. While this is not as straightforward as
supporting a new model or a new device cluster, it can be done by
modifying the Iteration-Level Batching Module 3.6. APEX adopts a
vLLM-style [21] batching by default. As an example, we evaluate the
overhead of extending to support a Sarathi-Serve-style [2] batching,
which performs chunk prefilling to better interleave prefill and
decode requests. This extension is done by adding a new variable,
chunk size, to the batching module and a counter to each request
to ensure all prefill chunks are completed before moving to the
generation stage.
Extending to New Parallelism The overhead of extending APEX
to support new parallelism types depends on the specific parallelism
being added. For example, supporting a new type of intra-layer par-
allelism is analogous to supporting a new transformer cell, as it
primarily requires adding a new Parallel Template. Similarly, Fully
Sharded Data Parallelism (FSDP) can be integrated into APEX by
extending the existing Data Parallelism implementation, incorpo-
rating additional collective communication steps, and adjusting
memory usage to account for sharded model storage.

In summary, APEX is designed to support a wide range of exten-
sions with minimal programming and implementation overhead,
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enabling it to stay up-to-date with advancements in LLMs, hard-
ware, and serving systems as they continue to evolve.

4.6 Beyond Identifying Optimal Execution Plan
While APEX is primarily developed to identify optimal parallel
execution plans for LLM serving systems, its high simulation fidelity
makes it applicable to other use cases as well. Below, we present
two examples of applications.

4.6.1 APEX provides insights for building LLM serving platform.
When a new hardware device is released, service providers can use
APEX to estimate the expected performance improvements from
adopting the new hardware by adjusting the hardware parameters
of device cluster in APEX. For example, the performance boost of
upgrading from Nvidia A100 to H100 GPUs can be projected by
scaling the compute time and data transfer time according to their
relative compute power and memory bandwidth. Using this ap-
proach, APEX estimates that upgrading from A100 to H100 results
in a 1.79× improvement in TTFT and a 1.66× speedup in TPOT;
this estimation closely aligns with actual results reported in [33],
which shows a 1.85× improvement in TTFT and a 1.43× speedup in
TPOT. APEX also allows users to freely scale hardware parameters
(i.e., creating synthetic hardware) to estimate the hardware upgrade
required to achieve a specific performance boost in LLM serving.

4.6.2 APEX provides insights for meeting SLOs. In addition to mini-
mizing end-to-end serving latency, service providers must also meet
various service-level objectives (SLOs), such as maintaining a time
per output token (TPOT). APEX can assist in achieving these SLOs.
A common strategy to meet latency requirements is to adjust the
batch size by setting a maximum batch size constraint. APEX begins
by simulating a subset of requests to determine an upper bound for
the batch size, denoted as𝑚. It then divides this upper bound into 𝑛
segments and simulates the request traces with various maximum
batch size constraints, ranging from 1×𝑚

𝑛 to 𝑛×𝑚
𝑛 , where 𝑛 is de-

termined heuristically. Figure 8 illustrates two examples using the
Llama-3.1-70B and Mistral-Large models on the Creation dataset.
For simplicity, only results for pure tensor parallelism are shown.
However, similar evaluations are performed across all parallel exe-
cution plans, resulting in numerous design points to choose from.
Assuming a service provider aims to decrease the TPOT to meet the
SLO, they can use the results to estimate the necessary adjustment
to the maximum batch size constraint. For instance, reducing the
maximum batch size constraint from 16 to 8 results in an 18% TPOT
improvement for the Llama model and a 14% improvement for the
Mistral model. However, overly restricting the maximum batch size
can negatively impact end-to-end latency, as illustrated in Figure 8,
where the batch size constraint is set to 4.

5 Related Work
LLM Serving Systems:With the emergence of LLMs, numerous
LLM serving systems have been proposed [2, 21, 32, 33, 41, 47].
Each system introduces innovations to address key challenges in
LLM serving. Orca [41] introduced iteration-level batching, signif-
icantly improving serving throughput. This technique has since
become a standard in LLM serving systems. vLLM [21] proposed
PagedAttention, an efficient method to manage KV cache memory
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Figure 8: APEX can simulate with various maximum batch
size constraints and suggest adjustments to meet SLOs.

usage, enabling more concurrent request batching. Sarathi-Serve
[2] addressed prefill-decoding interference by proposing chunked
prefill, a technique that breaks the prefill stage into smaller stages
to enhance batching efficiency; DistServe [47] tackled the same
issue by disaggregating the prefill and decoding stages, processing
each on separate device clusters optimized for their specific stages.
Splitwise [33] also disaggregated the two stages, allocating requests
to distinct device clusters to achieve higher throughput and cost-
effectiveness. While these systems allow users to manually specify
parallel execution plans (e.g., degrees of tensor and pipeline paral-
lelism), they do not provide guidance on determining the optimal
parallel execution plan. APEX complements these works. Users can
utilize APEX to simulate and derive an optimal parallel execution
plan tailored to their LLM serving setup, which can then be used
to configure the serving system for improved performance.
Partition-Strategy-Search Tools: Several tools have been pro-
posed to identify an optimal configuration for LLM training. Cal-
culon [17] proposes a performance model that helps developers
determine an optimal parallel execution plan for LLM training.
vTrain [4] and ASTRA-sim [35] are simulators that guide users to
find a system configuration that optimizes the LLM training time
or the training cost. Nevertheless, these works cannot be applied
to LLM serving due to the dynamism of iteration-level batching.
LLMServingSim [6] and Vidur [1] are the few simulation frame-
works designed for LLM serving systems. Both perform fine-grained
simulations that account for the dynamism of iteration-level batch-
ing. However, LLMServingSim primarily focuses on NPUs and
Processing-in-Memory (PIM) architectures, as it relies on their cor-
responding hardware simulators to estimate execution times. In
contrast, APEX utilizes operation-level profiling data to estimate
execution time and does not rely on other hardware simulators.
Vidur requires a model onboarding step before simulation, which
involves parsing the operations within the target LLM and profil-
ing them. APEX bypasses this requirement by capturing the key
operations of LLMs and utilizing pre-collected profiling results,
allowing simulations to start immediately with amortized profil-
ing costs. More importantly, the capabilities of both works are
insufficient for simulating state-of-the-art LLM serving systems.
Specifically, they do not support quantization techniques, their par-
allelism support is limited to pipeline and tensor parallelism, and
they are constrained to traditional dense LLMs, lacking provisions
for emerging architectures such as Mixture of Experts (MoE) mod-
els. While it is theoretically possible to extend these simulators
to accommodate additional models and parallelism strategies, the
required effort remains uncertain due to the lack of evaluations on
their extensibility.
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6 Conlusion
In this work, we developed APEX, an extensible and dynamism-
aware simulator for LLM serving. We evaluated APEX across vari-
ous LLMs and distinct workloads, demonstrating its high-fidelity
simulation with less than 10% relative error on average. APEX
successfully identified optimal parallel execution plans, achieving
up to 4.42× speedup compared to heuristic plans. The simulation
proved highly efficient, providing a 71× speedup and 1234× greater
cost-effectiveness than deployment on actual hardware. APEX also
showcased high scalability, maintaining a similar simulation over-
head when scaling from billion-scale to trillion-scale models. Addi-
tionally, we demonstrated APEX’s ease of extensibility to accom-
modate new models, device clusters, and more. In the future, we
plan to extend APEX to support multimodal LLMs, which will in-
volve incorporating parallel execution plans for encoders handling
modalities such as vision and audio.
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