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Abstract
A serving node sized for interactive traffic spends most of its life well below its throughput ceiling.
On our GPU testbed, a vLLM node serving only online chat traffic emitted about a third of the output
tokens per second that the same node sustains when saturated with offline work — and capacity left
unspent in one scheduler iteration cannot be banked for the next. Commercial providers sell exactly
this slack as a second product: a batch API at half the online price with a 24-hour completion window.
A self-hosted deployment has no equivalent product. vLLM’s own batch tooling can drain an offline
workload at full speed, but only by dedicating the machine to it, and the research systems that do
harvest slack behind live traffic (HyGen, ConServe) fork the engine and promise no completion time
— no deadline a customer could plan around. Tidal supplies the missing product over unmodified
vLLM: an OpenAI-compatible /v1/batches front end, an admission test that refuses any deadline
window the system’s own observed completion rate cannot meet, and per-job escalation governed by
laxity — the classical real-time measure of how much time a job can still afford to lose before its
deadline is at risk. On RTX A6000 nodes serving Qwen2.5-7B under a flat 20 req/s online load, a
gateway sidecar recovers 69.3% of the node’s steady-state offline ceiling while online request latency
rises to 1.18× a matched node’s online-only baseline at the median and 1.23× at the 99th percentile;
under a diurnal trace at 12.1 req/s mean offered load it recovers 78.1%. We also implement the
identical policy inside the engine as a scheduler plugin and compare the two placements of one
policy — outside the engine versus inside it — as an explicit design axis. Code and evidence are
open source.

1 Introduction
A vLLM engine serves requests in a loop: the scheduler assembles the work for one step, the model
runs that forward step, and the loop repeats. Nothing fixes the pace of that loop — each iteration takes
as long as its forward step takes, which for a 7B-class model on server GPUs is typically some tens of
milliseconds — but what an iteration may do is capped by a token budget, written 𝜏 throughout this
paper: the number of tokens the engine will schedule into one step while keeping that step short enough
for interactive latency. The budget’s value is a deployment choice that scales with the hardware and
the model being served; both our testbeds pin it at 2,048. An engine serving only online traffic rarely
comes close to spending it. A few dozen live conversations each decode one token per iteration, so the
overwhelming share of the budgeted tokens goes unused— and budget unused in one iteration cannot be
saved for the next. That slack is the margin commercial providers monetize as a second product: submit
a file of requests, receive results within 24 hours, pay half the online price. Three gaps keep a self-hosted
vLLM deployment from selling the same product:

• The budget is perishable and mostly unspent. Our in-engine instrumentation shows online-only
traffic on the CPU testbed leaving nearly the whole budget idle in a typical iteration (Section 5.6),
and the GPU baseline tells the same story at larger scale (Section 2.1). vLLM itself can batch: its
offline entrypoints drain a list of requests at the engine’s full throughput. But that path assumes the
machine is dedicated to it — it offers no way to sell the remainder of a node that is also serving
online users — and an SLA-tier proposal for the scheduler was closed without adoption [26].

∗Code, receipts, and raw evidence: github.com/rajagurunath/tidal
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• Best-effort co-location is not a product. The harvesting systems that come closest — HyGen [8]
and ConServe [9], which recover 78–88% of dedicated-offline throughput behind online traffic —
expose no per-job deadline, no admission decision, and no promise a customer can plan around
(no SLA); both are forks of the engine. Deadline-aware schedulers (Niyama [11]) target second-
to-minute horizons and degrade under overload rather than refuse work at submission.

• The naive path is catastrophic. vLLM already ships a per-request priority field, and simply mark-
ing batch work low-priority sounds sufficient. It is not: on our CPU testbed that alone multiplied
online median latency by 27.3 (22.6× at the 99th percentile; Section 5.4). Priority decides who
is served first, but it does not bound how many batch requests become resident in the engine and
dilute every subsequent iteration. Something must meter how much batch work exists at all.

The missing piece is not a better preemption mechanism—ConServe’s layer-wise safepoints already
yield in single-digit milliseconds — but a contract: a specific job, a specific deadline, admission that
refuses infeasible work, and scheduling that spends exactly as much online headroom as that deadline
requires. The contract is what makes the tier sellable. A customer submits an overnight batch because
“done by morning” is dependable enough to plan around; our motivating client, lazycode [28, 29] — a
coding agent that plans work with a realtime model and executes it on provider batch APIs at the discount
— exists only because that window is dependable. And the contract changes what the scheduler may do:
where disaggregation separates prefill from decode in space, a deadline-contracted tier may separate
work in time (Section 6).

Tidal implements the contract with deliberately classical machinery. The central quantity is laxity, an
idea from hard-real-time scheduling [21] with a one-sentence intuition: how much time can this job still
afford to lose? Concretely, laxity is the time remaining until the deadline minus the time the remaining
work will take at the observed completion rate; a job with five hours of laxity could be starved for five
hours before its deadline came under threat. (Section 3.2 gives the definitions and a worked example.)
The same arithmetic serves twice. At admission, a job whose projected completion already exceeds its
window is refused outright, with an error that shows the numbers. During execution, a job’s scheduling
urgency ramps up only once its laxity falls inside a short escalation horizon: a job that is on track stays at
the lowest priority no matter how long it has been running, a job at risk escalates early, continuously, and
independently of other jobs, and a token-bucket floor guarantees a minimum rate of progress at maximum
urgency — progress that feeds back into the laxity calculation and settles the job at the floor instead of
oscillating around it.

The same policy can live in two different places, and we implement both — this comparison is the
axis the paper turns on, so we name the placements here and keep the names throughout. Technique A
places the policy outside the engine: a sidecar gateway submits batch items to a stock vLLM as low-
priority requests and throttles how many are in flight, once per second, with a TCP-style feedback rule
driven by the engine’s public metrics (Section 3.3). Technique B places the identical policy inside the
engine, through vLLM’s pluggable scheduler interface: a subclass wraps the stock scheduler and caps the
batch tokens admitted to each iteration against a latency model fitted continuously from the engine’s own
step timings (Section 3.4). Neither placement forks the engine, and no prior co-serving system evaluates
this choice — each evaluates only its own placement.

Terminology. “Batch” is overloaded in this domain, so we fix our words here and hold to them for the
rest of the paper. An online request is a latency-sensitive request from a live user; it reaches the engine
directly and runs at priority 0, and we call this traffic as a whole the online tier. A batch job is the
customer-facing unit of the product: one file of requests submitted to /v1/batches under one deadline
window, and the unit to which laxity, admission, and escalation apply. The lines of that file are batch
items; when the dispatcher submits an item to the engine it becomes a batch request, distinguished from
an online request only by its non-zero priority. Offline always names a regime rather than a request class:
a machine dedicated to draining batch work with no online tier present — the regime that defines the
throughput ceiling we normalize against. Finally, when we mean vLLM’s per-iteration grouping of work
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(continuous batching), we say iteration or decode batch, never bare “batch.”
Contributions:

1. A customer-facing batch contract for self-hosted serving (Section 3.2): OpenAI-wire /v1/batches
with durable per-job state, laxity-based admission refusal, horizon-scaled escalation, and a progress
floor — semantics neither the co-serving nor the deadline-scheduling literature exposes. One
caveat, stated here and examined in Section 5.5: the contract’s machinery demonstrably operates—
escalation engages, admission refuses, the progress floor holds — but we have not yet constructed
a load regime in which the contract makes a deadline that best-effort scheduling would have missed.
The mechanism is validated; the end-to-end outcome is not yet demonstrated.

2. The measured price of the no-fork placement at GPU scale (Section 5.3): 69.3% of a same-
node steady-state offline ceiling at 1.18×/1.23× online p50/p99 under flat load, 78.1% under a
diurnal trace at 12.1 req/s mean offered load — inside the 78–88% band the fork-based literature
reports, over an engine we never modified.

3. Placement as an empirical design axis (Section 5.4): the same policy outside versus inside the
engine on identical traces is a throughput/latency frontier, not a ranking— at capacity on the CPU
testbed the gateway holds online p99 to 1.97× where the in-engine scheduler reaches 9.9× while
harvesting 26 more points of ceiling; the one GPU point shows the frontier moves with hardware
(the 2.54× CPU median tax is 1.18× on the A6000).

4. An audited measurement discipline for co-serving harvest (Section 5.1): normalize to a steady-
state-tail offline denominator, and treat any harvest above 100% of a claimed ceiling as a failed
ceiling, not a system win. This rule changed our own reported result.

2 Motivation
2.1 One budget, two products
Where that budget comes from is best seen as the latest step in how LLM serving learned to batch, and
Figure 1 draws the whole lineage. Static batching runs a fixed group of requests to completion: the group
is assembled once, and because generation lengths vary wildly, every request that finishes early leaves its
slot idle until the longest one ends, while new arrivals wait outside for the next group. Dynamic batching
— the pattern inference frontends popularized — re-forms the group between runs, which shortens the
wait at the door but keeps the waste inside each run. Continuous batching dissolved the group altogether:
Orca’s iteration-level scheduling [3] rebuilds the working set every iteration, so a finished request exits
immediately and a new one takes its slot mid-flight, and chunked prefill [1] slices long prompt processing
under the same per-iteration token budget — the 𝜏 that vLLM V1 inherits [1, 23]. That step removed the
waste batching granularity causes, but it cannot conjure work: when online traffic is sparse, the budget
goes unspent all the same. Each step in this lineage widened what may share one iteration—first requests
of different lengths, then requests in different phases. Tidal is the next widening, to two different products:
the budget the online tier leaves unspent is filled, under an explicit latency cap, with tokens from deadline-
contracted batch jobs. Continuous batching decides which requests join an iteration; Tidal decides on
whose behalf the iteration runs.

The token budget the introduction sketched has an exact form: a vLLM V1 iteration schedules up to
max_num_batched_tokens (𝜏) tokens across running andwaiting requests, with 𝜏 sized so an iteration’s
latency fits the inter-token target. A running decode consumes one token per iteration, a prefill up to a
chunk; the KV cache separately bounds how many requests may be resident. The token budget is the
perishable good.

Two distinct mechanisms make the slack harvestable, and they spend different idle resources. The
first spends idle compute: batch prefill chunks can fill whatever budget online work leaves in an iteration,
because prefill is compute-bound and chunked-prefill schedulers already know how to interleave it under
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online tokens prefill chunk batch-job tokens budget wasted / unspent arrival queued outside

(a) static batching

every early finisher idles until the longest
request ends; arrivals wait for the next batch

(b) dynamic batching

batches re-formed between runs: the door
moves faster, the waste inside remains

(c) continuous batching + chunked prefill

𝜏 unspent:
nothing to run

requests join and leave per iteration; prefill is chunked
under 𝜏 — but sparse online traffic leaves 𝜏 unspent

(d) + deadline-contracted batch jobs (Tidal)

cap 𝑋 +
KV guardband

the unspent remainder is sold: batch requests at priority
≥ 1 fill to a cap, yielding where online work needs the room

Figure 1: How serving learned to batch, and where Tidal sits. Rows are engine slots, columns are iterations,
cells are scheduled tokens. (a) Static batching runs a fixed group to completion, so every early finisher idles until
the longest request ends. (b) Dynamic batching re-forms groups between runs; arrivals queue less, but the waste
inside each run remains. (c) Continuous batching [3] rebuilds the working set every iteration and chunked prefill [1]
slices prompt processing under the token budget 𝜏 — which removes the batching waste, but cannot conjure work:
sparse online traffic leaves 𝜏 unspent. (d) Tidal fills that remainder with tokens from deadline-contracted batch
jobs, capped by the latency model and KV guardband so online work always has the room it needs. Each step
widens what may share one iteration: requests of different lengths, then requests at different phases, then — here
— two different products.

a latency budget [1]. The second spends idle memory bandwidth: batch decodes ride alongside online
decodes. During decode, every iteration must stream the model’s weight matrices out of GPU memory,
and with 𝐵 requests decoding concurrently that single traversal serves all 𝐵 tokens at once. A thicker
decode batch therefore moves the projection andMLPmultiplies from thin matrix–vector shapes (GEMV,
one token per traversal) toward genuine matrix–matrix work (GEMM, higher arithmetic intensity), and
throughput rises with 𝐵 at nearly flat iteration latency. The free ride ends where compute saturates, or
where the KV-cache reads become the binding cost — those do not amortize, because each request reads
its own private history. Neither effect is monotonic or free; both are bounded by the online latency
budget. Our GPU result — 1,408 batch output tokens/s added while online median latency rose to 1.18×
baseline — is consistent with this arithmetic, but we have not run the controlled batch-size sweep, with
kernel-level profiling (e.g. NVIDIA Nsight) attributing the gain to the GEMV→GEMM transition, that
would demonstrate the mechanism directly; Section 8 names that experiment as future work.

A roofline reading. The roofline model bounds attainable performance by the lower of a compute
ceiling and a bandwidth ceiling selected by a kernel’s arithmetic intensity [2]. The GEMV→GEMM
effect above is exactly a move rightward along that intensity axis, and co-batching is the only lever an
unmodified engine offers for making it. Roofline is therefore the frame, GEMV→GEMM themechanism,
and the following ordering the evidence:

hardware roofline ≥ engine offline ceiling ≥ co-serving ≥ online-only.

We do not measure the leftmost term. That would require a validated compute-and-bandwidth model
of the deployed A6000 at the engine’s precision, which we did not build, and we make no claim about
it beyond the inequality. The second term we do measure: the same engine, model, and node saturated
with offline work and nothing else sustains 2049.6, 2031.5, and 2057.0 output tok/s in steady state across
our three nodes (Section 5.1). It is an operational stand-in — a measured lower bound sitting under
the hardware roofline, and the only denominator we are entitled to divide by. The distance below it is
what this paper is about. Online-only traffic at 20 req/s Poisson makes that distance concrete: over the
baseline run’s 6-minute window the node emitted 687.6 output tokens/s— 33.5% of the 2,049.6 tok/s the
same node sustains when saturated offline—while holding a mean of only 15.64 requests resident in the
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Figure 2: The budget is mostly unspent — and spending it naively is catastrophic. Left: resident online
requests (≈ decode tokens per iteration) under online-only traffic on the CPU rig — mean 0.41, i.e. 0.02% of the
𝜏 = 2048 budget (the GPU baseline’s mean of 15.64 resident is the same story at 0.8%). Right: the online latency
price of naive co-location (vLLM’s priority field alone), 27.3×/22.6× p50/p99 on the CPU rig (Section 5.4) —
admission priority does not bound resident-request contention, which is why something must meter how much
batch work exists at all.

engine. (A request is resident while the engine holds its state and schedules it each iteration; residency,
not arrival rate, is what fills or fails to fill the budget.) The CPU rig at chat-scale load is starker still, a
mean of 0.41 resident requests (Figure 2). The gateway lifts harvested work to the 1,408 batch output
tok/s the previous paragraph tied to the co-batching arithmetic, and to 1,607 under the diurnal trace at
12.1 req/s mean offered load (Section 5.3). The chain is an ordering of regimes, not an additive budget:
each term is measured on its own request mix, so the online and batch token rates are not summable, and
the online rate is set by offered load rather than by capacity — which is why co-serving’s price shows up
in latency and not in online throughput.

2.2 Why best-effort is not a product
Best-effort co-location delivers whatever slack happens to exist; the customer learns at hour 24 howmuch
that was. The obvious repair — “priority rises every hour, parity at hour 24” — fails twice: it escalates
small on-track jobs pointlessly and escalates large at-risk jobs too late, with full service beginning exactly
when time has run out. Feasibility is a relation between remaining work and remaining capacity —
which is laxity, and which is why the same arithmetic serves as the admission test. We require of a
contract: (R1) urgency is a function of remaining work versus remaining capacity, never of the clock
alone; (R2) infeasible work is refused at submission, not accepted and missed; (R3) escalation is per-job
and continuous, so at-risk jobs neither wait for a synchronized threshold nor flood the online tier together.

2.3 The placement question
Engine schedulers act per iteration (∼10–100ms) with exact visibility of the token budget and KV state;
an external controller acts at 1Hz on aggregate metrics. Intuition says in-engine must dominate. But the
engine’s own priority preemption already covers token-granularity interference between controller ticks,
and an external controller survives engine upgrades untouched. No prior co-location work isolates this
variable; Section 5.4 measures it, and the intuition does not survive contact.
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batch client
(any OpenAI SDK;

lazycode unchanged)

Tidal gateway (placement A)
1 admission: laxity refuses infeasible windows
2 durable store (/v1/files+/v1/batches)
3 claim in deadline order at laxity priority
4 AIMD throttle at 1 Hz on /metrics

unmodified vLLM
priority scheduling, chunked prefill, budget 𝜏

5 placement B: TidalScheduler
plugin (--scheduler-cls): caps batch
tokens per iteration via self-calibrating
𝑇̂, KV guardband, cheapest-victim evict

online users

batch
jobs

items, prio
100 . . . 1

straight past
the gateway

/metrics: waiting, KV usage, completion rate

Figure 3: One policy, two placements. Batch jobs enter through anOpenAI-wire gateway that 1 refuses infeasible
windows at admission, 2 stores jobs durably, 3 claims items in deadline order at their laxity priority, and 4 throttles
dispatch by AIMD over the engine’s public metrics. Placement A stops there: the engine is stock vLLM, and online
traffic never traverses the gateway. Placement B moves admission inside the engine 5 as a scheduler plugin that
caps batch tokens per iteration against a self-calibrated latency model. Both are plugins; neither forks the engine.

3 Design
3.1 Overview
Figure 3 shows the datapath. Batch jobs enter through an OpenAI-wire /v1/files+/v1/batches API
(any OpenAI SDK works with a changed base_url), are validated line-by-line, checked for feasibility,
and stored durably (SQLite WAL; the store is a repository interface, so Postgres is a DSN change). Items
progress pending→ inflight→ succeeded/failed with idempotent terminal transitions. Online
traffic never traverses the gateway. Technique A (the placement outside the engine) stops at the engine’s
public API; technique B (the placement inside) adds a scheduler plugin. Both run the same contract
arithmetic.

3.2 The contract: laxity at admission and in scheduling
The contract’s arithmetic is small enough to state in full. For each active batch job 𝑏 the dispatcher tracks
three quantities: the deadline 𝐷𝑏, the count of remaining items 𝑅𝑏, and the rate 𝑟𝑏 at which the job’s
items have recently been completing (a sliding-window estimate; while a job has no completion history
the drain term is dropped entirely, so a job escalates on evidence or on deadline proximity, never on a
missing denominator). From these it computes:

laxity(𝑏) = (𝐷𝑏 − now) − 𝑅𝑏/𝑟𝑏 (1)

urgency(𝑏) = clamp
(
1 − laxity(𝑏)

𝐻
, 0, 1

)
𝐻 = escalation horizon (6 h ≪ 24 h window) (2)

priority(𝑏) = 100→ 1 linearly with urgency (online requests are 0; the opt-in sla_strict tier may reach 0)
(3)

A worked example. A batch of 9,000 items is submitted mid-flight with 10 hours left in its window,
and the dispatcher has been observing 𝑟𝑏 = 0.5 items/s for this job. Draining the remaining work needs
9,000/0.5 = 18,000 s, five hours, so laxity(𝑏) = 10 − 5 = 5 hours: this job could lose five whole hours
to online bursts before its deadline came under threat. Five hours is inside the 𝐻 = 6-hour escalation
horizon, so the job starts to escalate — mildly: urgency = 1 − 5/6 ≈ 0.17, mapping to priority ≈ 83, a
step above the lowest band and still far from the online tier at 0. Had 20 hours remained, laxity (15 h)
would sit beyond the horizon and the job would stay pinned at priority 100 no matter how long it had
already run. Had only 5.5 hours remained, laxity (0.5 h) would drive urgency to 0.92 — past the 0.9
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threshold where the token-bucket floor guarantees the job a minimum admission rate regardless of what
else wants the node.

Admission (R2). The same arithmetic runs once more at POST /v1/batches: projected completion
𝑅/𝑟global is checked against the requested window with a configurable margin, and an infeasible job is
rejected with an error naming the numbers. A system with no completion history yet accepts — it cannot
judge what it has never measured.

What refusal means operationally (and what it does not). Refusal is a signal, not a dead end. The
rejected submission carries the arithmetic — requested window, observed rate, projected completion —
so a client can immediately resubmit with a window the node can honor, or split the job across nodes. Two
further responses build naturally on the same signal, and we are explicit that Tidal implements neither
today. First, an explicit best-effort tier: accept the job with no deadline and schedule it beneath every
contracted job — precisely the service the harvesting literature already provides, and one that composes
cleanly with the contracted tier. Second, refusals as an autoscaling signal: a run of infeasible submissions
is a precise, deadline-denominated statement that demand has outgrown this node, which an operator or a
serverless control plane can answer by adding capacity. Both are roadmap; the measured system refuses,
reports the numbers, and stops there.

Scheduling (R1, R3). Figure 4 is the picture to hold onto; the rules below only formalize its three
curves. A job that is on track — laxity at least the horizon 𝐻 — stays pinned at priority 100, the lowest
band, however deep into its window the clock has run: having been submitted eighteen hours ago is
not, by itself, a reason to push ahead of anyone (R1). What moves a job is its own laxity falling inside
the horizon; from there, urgency climbs continuously as laxity shrinks, each job independently of every
other, which is what prevents a synchronized stampede of at-risk jobs into the online tier (R3). The
horizon rather than the 24-hour window is the yardstick deliberately: scaling urgency by the window
would make urgency grow with elapsed wall-clock time, which is exactly the aging rule Section 2.2
rejected, in disguise. Above urgency 0.9 a token bucket guarantees the job a minimum admission rate,
and that assured progress feeds back into the laxity calculation, so the job settles at the floor instead of
oscillating around it. One vLLM-specific consequence: the engine fixes a request’s priority at submission,
so escalation acts on each newly submitted item, and the backlog that laxity governs is by construction the
not-yet-submitted portion of the job. Co-location has a latency price even at the lowest band— Section 5
measures it. The contract’s property is never spending more online headroom than the deadline requires,
not zero cost.

3.3 Technique A: external control
Technique A never touches the engine; it controls the one variable available from outside — how many
batch requests exist in the engine at all. A loop wakes once per second, reads three metrics every vLLM
already exports (queue depth, KV-cache usage, completion rate), smooths them, and adjusts a target for
the number of batch items in flight by additive-increase/multiplicative-decrease (AIMD), the feedback
rule that governs TCP congestion control [22]: while the engine shows headroom, raise the target by
one; at the first sign of online queueing or a high KV watermark, cut it in half. The asymmetry is the
point — probe upward gently, retreat drastically — and it keeps the controller hovering just below the
level where batch work would start to interfere. One conservative twist: vLLM’s waiting-queue metric
is not partitioned by priority, so the controller cannot tell whose requests are queued, and it halves as if
every one of them were its own. Items are claimed in deadline order, grouped by shared prompt prefix
so that arrival order recovers some prefix-cache locality (a heuristic we did not ablate against HyGen’s
engine-side ordering [8]), and each item is submitted at its batch’s current laxity priority. If the engine
becomes unreachable, a circuit opens and in-flight items re-queue idempotently. The cost of all of this is
one metrics scrape and one 𝑂 (jobs) laxity pass per second — negligible beside a single decode step.
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Figure 4: The contract in one picture. Wall-clock aging (gray dashes) escalates every job on the clock alone.
Laxity escalation separates the cases: an on-track job (solid) stays at the lowest band for the entire window, while
an at-risk job (dotted) ramps linearly over its last 𝐻 = 6 h of slack — beginning when its laxity crosses 𝐻, not at
any fixed hour — to one notch below online. Above urgency 0.9 (shaded) a token bucket guarantees a minimum
admission rate, whose assured progress feeds back into laxity and stabilizes the job at the floor; sla_strict allows
the dashed final step to priority 0 — parity — exactly at the deadline.

3.4 Technique B: in-engine work conservation
TidalScheduler subclasses the V1 scheduler behind --scheduler-cls and wraps — never reim-
plements — the stock schedule() (Algorithm 1). The idea fits in one sentence: before each stock
scheduling pass, decide how many batch requests that pass is allowed to see, and hide the rest. Re-
quests with priority ≥ 1 are the batch class. The decision is a small feasibility problem solved each
iteration: given the online work that must run — 𝑃on prefill tokens against total attention context 𝐶 —
find the largest batch admission 𝑥 such that the predicted step time still fits the inter-token latency bud-
get, 𝑇 (𝑃on + 𝑥, 𝐶) ≤ TBTbudget. The predictor is ConServe’s context-aware form 𝑇 (𝑃,𝐶) = 𝑘1𝑃 +
𝑘2𝑃(𝑃+𝐶) + 𝑘4(𝑃+𝐶) + 𝑘5 [9], chosen because it prices the attention cost that a pure token count misses.
Where ConServe fits its model in an offline profiling sweep, however, TidalScheduler fits the same form
continuously from the engine’s own (𝑃,𝐶, step-time) stream — a ring buffer of recent observations, pe-
riodic least squares, non-negativity clamps, and an 𝑅2 gate that falls back to a conservative static cap
whenever the fit turns poor — which removes the profiling sweep HyGen and ConServe both require.
With zero online requests resident the cap lifts entirely (offline mode: batch fills 𝜏). Two protections
guard the KV cache: a guardband (an EWMA of online demand, clamped to 5–30%) stops batch ad-
mission before an online burst can be starved of cache space, and proactive eviction picks as its victim
the batch request with the least non-prefix-cached work to lose. Enforcement is deliberately coarse — at
chunk granularity, we bound which requests the stock scheduler may see, never its inner token loop —
and that coarseness is what keeps the wrapper robust to upstream drift: it survived an upstream jump of
roughly 1,700 commits during development, and porting to release v0.26.0 required one keyword argu-
ment. The price of the same coarseness is the interference Section 5.4 quantifies. Per-iteration overhead
is one closed-form cap solve and two list partitions; the least-squares refit is periodic and off the step
path.

3.5 Robustness
The failure paths are part of the design, consolidated here. Model misfit: if 𝑇’s fit fails its 𝑅2 gate, the
cap falls back to a conservative static value. Cold start: with no completion history the laxity drain term
is dropped — escalate on evidence, never on a missing denominator. Engine loss: the circuit opens,
in-flight items re-queue idempotently, and a restarted dispatcher re-claims resultless items (re-execution
rides the prefix cache). Duplicate control: a second dispatcher against one store is data-safe but duplicates
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OBSERVE

PRE-GATE

POST

TidalScheduler.schedule() — iteration 𝑛

observe the previous step: (𝑃, 𝐶, step_ms), where
step_ms is the monotonic delta between schedule() calls

fit 𝑇̂ (𝑃, 𝐶 ) = 𝑘1𝑃 + 𝑘2𝑃 (𝑃+𝐶 ) + 𝑘4 (𝑃+𝐶 ) + 𝑘5
ring buffer → periodic least squares
→ non-negativity clamps → 𝑅2 gate

classify: priority ≥ 1 ⇒ batch; priority= 0 ⇒
online (an sla_strict job that reaches 0 is online)

zero online resident?
offline mode

cap lifted entirely:
batch work fills 𝜏

yes

𝑋 = max{𝑥 : 𝑇̂ (𝑃on + 𝑥, 𝐶 ) ≤ TBT · (1 − guard) }
cold start / failed 𝑅2 gate: 𝑋 =

0.25 · 𝜏; clamp to [0, 𝜏 − 𝑃on ]

no

hide every waiting batch request beyond 𝑋 in
the held set — the stock pass never sees them

guardband 𝐻 =
clamp(EWMA of online KV demand, 5%, 30%)

admission stops at kv > 1 − 𝐻;
proactive eviction at kv > 1 − 𝐻/2

victim = batch request with the
least non-prefix-cached work

super().schedule() — stock vLLM V1 pass:
online first, then the visible batch requests

restore the held set in a finally block (exception-
safe, heap order preserved); emit TickStats telemetry

ne
xt

ite
ra

tio
n

per-iteration token budget

𝜏
=

ma
x_

nu
m_

ba
tc
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d_
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ns

online tokens 𝑃on

batch fill, up to 𝑋

cap 𝑋

unfilled slack
(starved_slack,
alarmed)

Figure 5: Technique B: one engine iteration. TidalScheduler wraps rather than reimplements the stock
schedule(). Before the stock pass it feeds the previous step’s (𝑃,𝐶, step_ms) to a continuously refitted latency
model, solves that model for the largest batch-token cap 𝑋 that keeps the step inside the guarded inter-token budget,
and hides every waiting batch request beyond 𝑋 — lifting the cap entirely when no online request is resident. A KV
guardband stops batch admission before online bursts can be starved of blocks and evicts the cheapest batch victim
under further growth. After the stock pass the held set is restored in a finally block. The side panel shows what
𝑋 governs: online tokens occupy the bottom of the 𝜏-token budget, batch work fills up to the cap, and whatever is
left unfilled is reported as starved slack.
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Algorithm 1 TidalScheduler pre-gate (one iteration)

1: 𝑥 ← max{𝑥 : 𝑇 (𝑃on+𝑥, 𝐶) ≤ TBTbudget} ⊲ 𝑥 ←∞ if no online resident
2: hide batch waiters beyond 𝑥; hide all batch if KV > 1−𝐻kv
3: out← stock schedule() ⊲ unmodified upstream pass
4: restore hidden waiters (exception-safe)
5: if KV > 1 − 𝐻kv/2: evict cheapest batch victim
6: record (𝑃,𝐶, step time); periodically refit 𝑇 , gate on 𝑅2

Table 1: Testbeds. The CPU rig is for controlled mechanism and placement comparisons only; the GPU rig carries
the capacity and latency claims.

CPU (mechanism/placement) GPU (capacity/latency)

hardware Apple M4 Pro, CPU-only build RTX A6000 48GB × 3 nodes (io.net)
model Qwen2.5-0.5B-Instruct Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
engine vLLM v0.26.1 @ e6d67fdd vllm/vllm-openai:v0.26.0 image
budget, policy 𝜏=2048, priority, eager 𝜏=2048, priority
online load Poisson, seeded, 1–3 req/s Poisson, seeded, 20 req/s
windows 10 min 6 min flat; 20 min diurnal; warmup 45 s
metric total request latency total request latency (non-streaming)

work; there is no ownership lease (roadmap). Late results for cancelled or expired items are recorded-
then-discarded without corrupting counts. Non-stable interfaces: scheduler_cls is not a stable vLLM
interface; technique B pins a version and probes signatures. What we deliberately did not build: Con-
Serve’s layer-wise safepoint preemption and incremental KV checkpointing address unbounded iteration
times; chunked prefill bounds ours to one 𝜏-sized step, and Section 5.4 argues sub-iteration control is
exactly what technique B lacks.

4 Implementation
Tidal is Python over unmodified upstream vLLM (v0.26 series): 424 tests including integration tests
against a live engine, with the API layer wire-verified against the official OpenAI SDK. Item claims
are single atomic updates; terminal transitions are idempotent, so duplicate or late results never drift
request_counts; result-file attachment is first-writer-wins, so concurrent finalization cannot split a
batch’s outputs. Metering prices batch tokens at a configurable discount against an online price table; we
make no claim about what discount amarginal-costmodel would justify. The strongest wire-compatibility
evidence is external: lazycode’s Tidal adapter mirrors its Anthropic batch adapter nearly line-for-line —
an existing batch-API client adopted the self-hosted tier as just another provider [29]. One obligation a
fork never meets: vLLM attaches log handlers only to its own logger tree and runs the scheduler in a
forked process, so an engine plugin injects logging configuration or runs blind. Operational semantics
in full: Appendix B.

5 Evaluation
Five questions, in order of weight: Q1 what does the no-fork gateway cost and recover at GPU scale
(Section 5.3)? Q2 does harvest follow the online tide (Section 5.3)? Q3 how does placement change
the price of the same policy (Section 5.4)? Q4 does the contract machinery change deadline outcomes
(Section 5.5)? Q5 does the in-engine model calibrate itself (Section 5.6)?
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Table 2: What each system exposes. ∗as reported by those papers, for forked engines, denominator methodology
unreported; †steady-state-tail denominator (Section 5.1), unmodified engine, diurnal row at lower mean offered
load (12.1 vs 20 req/s). BlendServe is offline-only; its number is % of a profiled practical optimum, and its only
deadline notion is a pool-wide blending window.

per-job admission online engine placements
deadline refusal tier change evaluated / harvest

HyGen — — ✓ fork 1 / 78–88%∗
ConServe — — ✓ fork (∼9.2k LOC) 1 / 78–88%∗
BlendServe window only — — modified backend 1 / 86.6–90.8% of 𝑇𝑜
Niyama per-request (s–min) degrades QoS classes fork 1 / —
Tidal 24 h, per job refuses ✓ none (plugin/sidecar) 2 / 69.3%; 78.1%†

Table 3: GPU results (A6000, Qwen2.5-7B, online 20 req/s Poisson). “% of ceiling” uses each node’s own steady-
state-tail probe (Section 5.1). Latency ratios are cross-node. The diurnal row is a 20-minute run, peak 20 req/s,
mean offered load 12.1 req/s (𝑛=14,498, zero errors) — not directly comparable to the flat row.

condition online p50 online p99 vs baseline batch otok/s % of ceiling

online_only (baseline) 0.753 s 1.570 s 1.00× — —
technique_a (flat) 0.886 s 1.927 s 1.18×/1.23× 1408 69.3%
technique_a (diurnal) 0.85 s 1.90 s ∼1.13×/∼1.21× 1607 78.1%

5.1 Testbeds, and defining the ceiling
Table 1 fixes both rigs. Requests are short chat completions; we measure total non-streaming request
latency (on these configurations a request is a short prefill plus a short decode; a TTFT/TPOT split is not
measured here).

Defining the ceiling. Every “% of ceiling” below divides by the same node’s dedicated-offline rate —
and how that denominator is measured decides the result. A burst probe’s whole-burst average is ramp-
dominated: our probe drains 600 items at concurrency 512 with an 18.5 s makespan, so roughly half the
window is pipeline fill, and the whole-burst figure (1438, 1427, and 1468 output tok/s across the three
nodes) understates the node by 43%. The correct denominator is the probe’s steady-state tail (last 10 s):
2049.6, 2031.5, and 2057.0 tok/s, a ±0.62% cross-node band — a tighter instrument as well as a correct
one. We learned this by being wrong: an independent numerical audit of our first draft rejected the
whole-burst denominator, and the tell was in our own table — a diurnal run “harvesting” 109% of it. The
rule this yields is free to apply and the field does not apply it: any co-serving harvest above 100% of a
claimed ceiling is proof the denominator is not a ceiling. The prior literature does not report how its
ceilings were measured (Section 7). Both denominators and the audit trail are archived in the repository.
Throughput is normalized per node; latency ratios are cross-node (no within-node baseline/co-serving
pair exists in the evidence) and are labeled as such throughout.

5.2 Comparison points
Table 2 makes the positioning checkable rather than asserted. Our evaluation arms: online_only
(baseline), naive (vLLM priority field alone — the policy-free control), technique A, technique B, and
offline_only (the ceiling probe).

5.3 Q1–Q2: the no-fork price at GPU scale
The gateway recovers 69.3% of the node’s steady-state offline ceiling while holding the online tax
to 1.18×/1.23× p50/p99 (Table 3, Figure 6) — inside the 78–88% band HyGen and ConServe report
for forked engines, from a sidecar over a stock container image. Under the diurnal trace, harvest rises
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Figure 6: The headline trade at GPU scale. Left: online request-latency CDF, baseline versus technique A
(cross-node). Right: batch harvest as a fraction of the node’s steady-state offline ceiling, with the band the fork-
based literature reports shaded for reference.

to 78.1% — but the diurnal run’s mean offered load is 12.1 req/s against the flat run’s 20 (completion
lengths are nearly identical, 56.0 vs 54.8 mean output tokens), so the two rows are different regimes, not
a dose-response, and we do not present 78.1% as evidence that diurnal load helps per se.

The tide (Q2). Per-minute batch completions anti-correlate with online load at 𝑟 = −0.85 with the
first-minute pipeline-fill bin excluded (minute 0 completes 771 items against 1667–1894 in every later
minute; including it drags the correlation to −0.38, a startup artifact). The GPU tide is in phase with the
CPU tide (−0.85 vs −0.95; Figure 7) but much shallower: batch completions split −6.4% between above-
and below-mean-load minutes on GPU against −22% on CPU — consistent with the GPU having more
absolute headroom at the diurnal run’s 78.1% ceiling point (12.1 req/s mean offered load) than the CPU
box had at 45%.

What the GPU campaign did not produce. Technique B’s compatibility canary passed on release
v0.26.0 (one keyword-argument fix; 14 engine tests pass against both release and dev vLLM), but its
matrix measurement— and the offline_only and naive GPU arms—were lost to a two-stage harness
defect in the direct-submission path (Appendix A). The placement comparison therefore remains CPU-
only, and the CPU naive arm stands as the policy-free control.

5.4 Q3: placement, and an inversion
Naive co-location is catastrophic despite correct priority ordering (Table 4, Figure 8): admission priority
does not bound resident-request contention. Between the two placements the naive expectation — in-
engine must dominate — is wrong on this hardware. Technique B’s cap and guardband address channels
that never bind here: peak KV usage stayed below 0.5%, so eviction never fired, and a resident batch
request decodes every iteration regardless of the admission cap. The binding channel is resident-decode
contention, and only sub-iteration participation control — precisely ConServe’s layer-wise mechanism,
which our no-fork constraint excludes — could bound it. Technique A holds latency in both regimes
(1.76× vs 8.25× p99 at equal work; 1.97× vs 9.9× at capacity) because its control point — how many
batch requests exist at all — is upstream of residency. In the capacity regime, technique B converts
that residency into 26 more points of ceiling (71.2% vs 45.1%). Placement is a frontier (Figure 9): the
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Figure 7: Batch fills the trough on both testbeds. Per-minute batch completions (bars) against online arrivals
(line): CPU 𝑟 = −0.95 (top), GPU 𝑟 = −0.85 with the first-minute pipeline-fill bin shaded and excluded (bottom).
On the CPU run the AIMD target never moved from its cap— the tide is produced entirely by engine-level priority
scheduling, the two-level division of labor observed directly.

gateway buys latency protection with throughput, the in-engine scheduler the reverse. The comparison
is of two placements of one policy, not of two systems — and the GPU crossover remains unmeasured
because the direct-submission GPU arms failed (Section 5.3). The one GPU point shows the frontier
moves: the median tax that costs 2.54× on CPU costs 1.18× on the A6000.

5.5 Q4: the contract, honestly
The honest headline of this subsection is a negative result, and we state it plainly before the numbers.
We set out to construct the scenario in which the contract visibly changes an outcome: a feasible-but-
tight job that best-effort co-location misses and laxity escalation meets. On this testbed we could not
construct it: every load regime we tried left enough slack that both arms finished inside the window.
Even at 3 req/s with a 900-item/15-minute job — the heaviest online load we could apply — the job
completed with 3.5 minutes to spare, and at 2–2.6 req/s every configuration finished early for both arms
(Table 5; full grid in Appendix D). We therefore do not claim demonstrated deadline improvement.
What the runs do establish: the escalation machinery operates (per-tick priority traces show laxity bands
engaging, minimum priority 66), the floor engages at its configured urgency, and admission refuses jobs
the observed rate cannot serve. The A6000 runs validate slack harvesting under flat and diurnal load but
still do not construct the discriminating regime; doing so — bursty load with genuinely scarce slack —
remains the contract’s open experiment.
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Table 4: CPU placement comparison, one table, two regimes: equal-work (all conditions complete the identical
1,200-item batch; 10-min windows, 1 req/s) and capacity (non-draining 3,000-item pool). Ceiling: 4.43 items/s
(68.5 output tok/s), dedicated-offline.

condition regime online p50 online p99 vs baseline (p50/p99) % of ceiling

online_only equal-work 0.44 s 1.43 s 1.00×/1.00× —
naive equal-work 11.97 s 32.24 s 27.3×/22.6× —
technique A equal-work 1.12 s 2.52 s 2.54×/1.76× —
technique B equal-work 1.26 s 11.80 s 2.86×/8.25× —

technique A capacity — — p99 1.97× 45.1%
technique B capacity — — p99 9.9× 71.2%

Figure 8: Online request-latency distribution under each CPU condition. The medians degrade more than the tails
everywhere — co-serving adds a near-constant per-step cost that dominates fast requests — so p99-only reporting,
common in this literature, flatters every technique, including ours.

5.6 Q5: self-calibration
From cold start on the CPU rig, 𝑇 passed its 𝑅2 gate within the first capped phase of the integration
run and settled at MAPE ≈ 0.11 on live traffic; the batch-token cap moved from the cold-start 40 to a
converged 1 — correctly tight, since at a 60ms budget with ∼25ms online-only steps this box has little
slack to sell, and the model discovered that (Figure 10). The same trace shows the offline-mode transition:
when online traffic stops, the held set empties and batch fills the whole budget. Regime-change adaptation
(model swap, thermal drift) is untested.
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Figure 9: Placement is a frontier, not a ranking. Online p99 ratio (log) against harvest, all measured arms, with
the band the fork-based literature reports shaded. The same policy moves from the CPU point to the GPU point
when the binding resource changes; technique B’s GPU point was not obtained (open marker).

Table 5: Deadline-stress runs (technique A, 15-minute windows). Every feasible configuration completed inside
the window for both arms; escalation engaged but was never the difference-maker. Full five-row grid: Appendix D.

run online load items completed makespan min. priority

saturated, best-effort 3.0 req/s 900 900/900 692 s 100
tight, best-effort 2.6 req/s 500 500/500 351 s 100
tight, laxity (+floor) 2.6 req/s 500 500/500 328 s 66

Figure 10: Technique B, step by step: online and batch tokens scheduled per iteration (top) and batch requests
held back by the pre-gate (bottom). Online traffic stops near 𝑡 = 600 s; the held set empties and batch takes the
whole budget — offline mode.
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6 Discussion: widening the control plane
Everything measured above places the batch tier against one aggregated engine. The same contract
widens along three axes, and we are precise about the evidence each carries: local measurements for
fleets and phase splitting, a design mapping only for disaggregation (details, tables, and figures in Ap-
pendix C). Fleets: with two phase-shifted replicas, placement that follows slack harvested +32% over
pinning all batch to one replica, with per-replica batch completions anti-correlating with that replica’s
own load (𝑟 = −0.83, −0.56) — mechanism proven on a CPU rig whose shared memory bus is a named
confound on the latency side. Disaggregation: the three signals technique A scrapes have direct coun-
terparts in NVIDIA Dynamo [20] (KVBM block metrics, router queue depth, per-worker throughput);
the one non-rename nuance is that batch work is prefill-heavy, so the tier should target prefill-worker
troughs. Phase splitting: a deadline legalizes an arbitrary gap between a request’s prefill and its decode.
A freeze/thaw spike — prefill in one process, KV persisted to disk, process killed, a fresh process thaws
— produced bit-identical greedy decode with TTFT 31.8× faster than recomputing (7.277 → 0.229 s,
median of 5). Total FLOPs are unchanged; only their placement in time moves, and the bill moves to
storage (12,288B/token at 0.5B; ∼2 orders worse at 70B-class). Disaggregation separates prefill from
decode in space; a deadline-contracted batch tier separates them in time.

7 Related Work
Iteration-level scheduling. Orca introduced iteration-level batching [3]; Sarathi-Serve’s chunked pre-
fill and token budget are the structure vLLM V1 inherits [1]; FastServe brought preemptive MLFQ to
inference [4]; InferCept’s preemption taxonomy [24] underlies HyGen’s KV handling. DistServe and
Splitwise disaggregate phases in space [6, 7]; Llumnix rebalances by live migration [5]; LMCache and
Mooncake [18, 19] own the KV-persistence mechanics our freeze/thaw spike deliberately reuses rather
than rebuilds.

Online/offline co-serving. ConServe [9] is the closest system and the strongest published harvest–
interference frontier: an offline-profiled context-aware latency model, layer-wise safepoint preemption,
and incremental KV checkpointing, at 78–88% of ceiling within 25% of online-only latency. We take
its numbers as the target our in-engine placement should reach rather than a claim we contest, and we
differ on exactly three axes, none of which is a better preemption mechanism. First, ConServe’s offline
pool has no per-job identity: its only SLO is the online one, its offline metric is aggregate tokens per
second, its s knob is an operator dial — nothing is ever refused. Tidal’s contribution sits there (per-job
windows, admission refusal, horizon-scaled escalation, a floor with laxity feedback). Second, ConServe
is a ∼9.2k-LOC fork including in-model instrumentation; both our placements are unforked, and we treat
that as a measured cost/benefit — our wrapper survived an upstream jump of roughly 1,700 commits at
the price of chunk-granular enforcement, which is one side of our placement frontier. Third, ConServe
evaluates one placement; we compare two. HyGen [8] shares ConServe’s shape (profiled budget, prefix-
aware offline order, starvation tempering) and the same three differences. OOCO [16] and Echo [17] are
contemporaneous co-scheduling work, also contract-free.

Offline batch optimization. BlendServe [10] exploits the same physics from the opposite side: with
no online tier, it reorders an offline pool so compute-heavy and memory-heavy requests overlap, reaching
86.6–90.8% of a profiled optimum. Tidal’s setting inverts the degrees of freedom: the memory-bound
side of our blend is pinned by an exogenous arrival process we cannot reorder, our control variable is
an admission rate under a live latency constraint rather than a one-time request order, and where Blend-
Serve’s one deadline notion is a pool-wide blending window, our unit of promise is the individual job.
The systems compose: BlendServe’s compute-density order is the right intra-job claim order for our
dispatcher, and its density metric suggests selecting batch items whose resource shape complements the
current online mix — neither system implements that today.

Deadline-aware serving. QLM [13] (ILP queue reordering), Ascendra [14], SCORPIO [15], and
closest, Niyama [11]: per-request deadlines across QoS classes at second-to-minute horizons, degrading
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under overload. None exposes day-scale per-job windows or admission refusal. FREESH [12] runs
true LLF inside an engine for energy-aware scheduling of one request class — evidence the math runs
in this setting, aimed at a different problem. Within vLLM itself: priority scheduling was motivated by
batch/interactive co-location [25], an SLA-tier RFC was declined [26], and an online batch-API endpoint
remains an open PR [27] — demand without an assembled answer. Every individual mechanism here is
published; the contribution is the contract, the placement measurement, and the audited synthesis.

8 Limitations
Seven, one line each; full provenance in Appendix A. (1) Technique B’s admission gating does not bound
resident-request inflation — the dominant residual interference channel on the CPU testbed; bounding
it requires sub-iteration control. (2) The contract is mechanism-validated, not outcome-demonstrated
(Section 5.5), and sla_strict’s latency price is unmeasured. (3) The placement inversion is CPU-
only; technique B’s GPU arm was lost to a harness defect. (4) The GPU ceiling is a steady-state tail
of a probe burst, not a 6-minute dedicated run, and GPU latency ratios are cross-node. (5) The fleet
experiment’s latency side is confounded by shared memory bandwidth (thread-count isolation only). (6)
Single engine, singlemodel, one dispatcher per store (no lease); submission-time escalation cannot re-age
already-queued items; scheduler_cls is not a stable interface. (7) The models measured (Qwen2.5-7B
on GPU, Qwen2.5-0.5B on CPU) are a generation old; repeating the GPU campaign on a current model,
and attributing the co-batching gain mechanistically with kernel-level profiling (NVIDIA Nsight), are
the named next measurements.

9 Conclusion
The batch API is the rare product where the entire margin is scheduling. Tidal implements its contract
— admission, escalation, floor — over an unmodified open-source engine with classical real-time ma-
chinery, prices the no-fork placement at GPU scale, and is explicit about what remains undemonstrated.
We offer it as usable infrastructure, a baseline for deadline-contracted serving, and a placement study
whose GPU evidence currently covers the gateway but not the in-engine scheduler. What is not mea-
sured here is equally specific: the in-engine GPU matrix, blocked by our harness defect; a load regime
that discriminates escalation end-to-end; and a repeat of the campaign on a current-generation model
with kernel-level attribution (Section 8).

A Artifact and provenance
Harness defects. (1) The direct-submission path fails at GPU scale twice-over: an unbounded drain
(fixedwith bounded salvage, 12 tests) and a remaining stall-after-warmupmode; it cost the offline_only,
naive, and technique-B GPU arms. (2) macOS fleet isolation is thread-count only. (3) Diurnal-B and
B-matrix GPU numbers are absent, blocked by (1). (4) Metrics evidence is our own 1Hz instrumentation
plus archived CaaS API responses and engine logs (no production observability stack on the dev cluster).
(5) Two analysis defects found by an independent audit, not by us: a ramp-dominated probe average used
as a ceiling and a pipeline-fill bin left inside a correlation— both corrected in Section 5.1 and Section 5.3,
both with tells we did not act on (a >100% harvest; a first bin completing 771 items against 1667–1894).

B Operational semantics and the client
A restarted dispatcher re-queues resultless in-flight items; re-execution rides vLLM’s prefix cache. Late
results for cancelled or expired items are recorded-then-discarded without corrupting counts, and un-
wedge finalization. One dispatcher per store is assumed; a second is safe for data, not for duplicated work
(no ownership lease; roadmap). Figure 11 traces one batch through the gateway path end to end; Figure 12
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closes the loop from client intent to applied code. The client’s architecture — the planning algebra,
rewrite-rule optimizer, wave scheduler, and batch-vs-cached-realtime economics — is the companion
paper’s subject [29].
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Client Gateway + Store Dispatcher vLLM
OpenAI SDK FastAPI + SQLite (WAL) 1 Hz control loop unmodified engine

1 files.create
JSONL,

purpose="batch"

validate line by line
(custom_id, method,
url, body); store blob

2 batches.create
completion_window="24h"

admission feasibility
𝑛/𝑟global ≤ 24 h×margin?

400 batch_infeasible
(no history ⇒ admit)

rows persisted: batch
validating, items

pending, expires_at
= now + 24 h

no yes

3 tick @ 1 Hz: scrape
/metrics → EWMA

/metrics:
running, wait-
ing, KV usage

AIMD target: halve on
online queueing or KV
high; +1 below KV low

laxity(𝑏) → urgency
→ priority 100→ 1;
token-bucket floor
above urgency 0.9

single atomic
UPDATE … RETURNING

(no double claim)

claim items, EDF ×
prefix order: pend-
ing → inflight

online clients
(interactive chat)

vLLM V1 priority
scheduler: online
𝑝=0 first, batch

𝑝 ∈ [1, 100] behind

online traffic never traverses the gateway

4 POST
/v1/chat/completions

priority= 𝑝

5 succeeded (idempo-
tent) → meter at 0.5×
→ finalize_if_done

result

output.jsonl /
error.jsonl attached

(first-writer-wins);
batch completed

6 batches.retrieve
→ files.content

Crash recovery. On restart the dispatcher
re-queues every resultless inflight item to
pending; re-execution rides vLLM’s prefix
cache.

Expiry sweep. Each tick, batches past
expires_at become expired; items already
succeeded still ship in the output file.

Figure 11: Technique A: the batch request lifecycle, end to end. A client uploads a JSONL file and creates a
batch; the gateway validates every line and applies the laxity admission test, refusing with batch_infeasible
any job whose projected completion exceeds the window times a margin, and otherwise persisting PENDING items
with a 24-hour expires_at. A 1Hz dispatcher scrapes the engine’s public metrics, sets an AIMD in-flight target,
computes each batch’s laxity-derived priority, claims items in deadline × prefix order and submits them to vLLM
as ordinary low-priority chat completions — while online clients (thick arrow) reach the engine directly, never
through the gateway. Results settle idempotently, are metered at the batch discount, and are assembled into the
output and error files the client downloads.
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lazycode planner
realtime LLM

optimizer
rules + phys-

ical plan

barrier waves
of rendered calls

OpenAIBatch
Adapter

idempotency
key in metadata

Tidal gateway
admission →

store → dispatch

vLLM
co-served with

online users

output.jsonl
+ error.jsonl

adapter fetch
union by

custom_id

verifier
→ apply

git worktree
applied code

lazycode (client) Tidal engine

one wave: plan →
batch → verify → apply

Figure 12: The complete loop. A realtime model plans the work; the optimizer lowers the plan into barrier waves
of rendered calls; the OpenAIBatchAdapter uploads a wave as JSONL and stamps a server-side idempotency key
in the batch’s metadata, so a crashed run can adopt its own orphaned batch. Tidal admits, stores and dispatches
the wave into a vLLM that is simultaneously serving online users; the adapter fetches the output and error files
and reassembles the wave by union over custom_id; the verifier runs the results and applies what passes into a
git worktree, which feeds the next wave. This is the request lifecycle from client intent to applied code, entirely on
self-hosted capacity at batch pricing. The client-side stages (planner, optimizer, waves, verifier) are detailed in the
companion paper [29]; this figure shows only their interface to the serving tier.
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C The A-ladder: fleets, disaggregation, phase splitting
Table 6 lays out the ladder; Figure 13 draws it. The ladder is the complement of technique B, not a
competitor: B is maximum visibility over minimum scope (one engine’s iteration); the ladder trades
coarser signals for widening scope, ending in a decision B cannot express — parking work in time.

Table 6: The A-ladder: widening the scope over which the deadline-contracted tier places work, with the evidence
status of each rung.

rung scope status

A0 single aggregated engine measured on GPU (Section 5.3)
A-F fleet placement across replicas mechanism proven locally (Table 7)
A-D disaggregated-aware injection design + Dynamo metric mapping

(Table 8)
A-P phase-split freeze/thaw spike-proven locally (31.8× TTFT)

online traffic batch traffic durable store M metrics scraped by the gateway measured / proven design only

A0 · one aggregated engine measured on GPU

batch jobs
(24 h SLA) online users

Tidal
gateway

vLLM engine
prefill + decode

together

straight past
the gatewaymetered by

watermarks
+ laxity

M

one engine’s token
budget 𝜏

online batch fill

unfilled
slack

Harvests one engine’s blended slack: 69.3% of the node’s steady-state
ceiling at 1.18× / 1.23× online p50 / p99 (GPU).

A-F · fleet placement mechanism proven locally

Tidal
gateway

replica 1
at its trough

replica 2
at its peak

now

most batch here

little or none

M

online

online

Chases uncorrelated troughs across replicas: +32% harvest, per-replica
anti-phase 𝑟 = −0.83 (local rig).

A-D · disaggregation-aware design + Dynamo mapping

Tidal
gateway

prefill
workers

decode
workers

KV,
immediate

inject when the
prefill pool idles

M

Mper-pool signals
(KVBM,

queue depth,
per-worker rate)

online

Targets phase-specific slack: batch work is prefill-heavy while steady-state
online is decode-heavy, so the two are complementary (design + Dynamo
mapping; not yet measured).

A-P · phase-split freeze / thaw spike-proven locally

prefill
worker

decode
worker

KV store
frozen

KV: 12 KiB/token thaw tokens out

runs at 𝑡1 —
a prefill-slack

window

held for hours; the 24 h
SLA legalizes the gap

runs at 𝑡2 —
a decode-

slack window
hours (deadline-funded)

𝑡1 prefill 𝑡2 decode time

Prefill when prefill is free, decode when decode is free: a thawed TTFT
is 31.8× faster than a cold one, with bit-identical output (local spike). The
bill moves to storage — materialize-versus-recompute economics.

Figure 13: The A-ladder, drawn. The four rungs of Table 6, in order of widening scope: A0 places deferrable
work inside one aggregated engine, A-F across the replicas of a fleet, A-D into the idle phase pool of a disaggregated
deployment, and A-P across time itself, by freezing a finished prefill’s KV to a durable store and thawing it into a
decode worker hours later. Each panel carries the advantage that rung buys and the number that evidences it; A-D
is drawn dimmed because it is design plus a metric mapping (Table 8) rather than a measurement. The last rung
makes the section’s one-liner literal: disaggregation separates prefill from decode in space; a deadline-contracted
batch tier separates them in time.

A-F: fleet placement. Two CPU replicas (Mac M4 Pro; thread-count isolation only — macOS cannot
pin cores, so shared memory bandwidth is a named confound), phase-shifted diurnal load (period 600 s,
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phases 0/𝜋), 20-minute window, identical 4000-item pool. This is not the GPU setup (Qwen2.5-0.5B,
peak 1 req/s, 16-token completions); its only job is the placement mechanism. Fleet placement (sticky
prefix affinity + least-loaded + headroomfilter, per-replica AIMDwith replica-local circuits; 95 of the 424
tests) harvested 2494 in-window items versus pinned 1884 (+32%), with batch volume split nearly evenly
(1239/1255) but timed into each replica’s trough— per-replica correlation −0.83/−0.56 (Figure 14). The
cost is real: blended online p50 3.41 s vs 1.44 s, p99 12.1 vs 3.7 — attributed to the shared-substrate
confound (spreading batch loads both replicas’ shared memory bus). GPU fleets with real isolation are
where the latency side resolves; the mechanism claim is what this rig proves.

Figure 14: A-F mechanism, per replica: measured batch completions (bars) against each replica’s own analytic
online rate (line). Volume splits evenly; timing follows each replica’s trough.

Table 7: A-F fleet versus pinned placement, two phase-shifted CPU replicas.

arm batch items in-window batch tok/s blended online p50 / p99

pinned (all batch→ replica 0) 1884 24.4 1.44 s / 3.7 s
fleet (placement follows slack) 2494 32.2 3.41 s / 12.1 s

A-P: freeze/thaw. vLLMCPUbuild, ExampleConnector (the renamed SharedStorageConnector),
kv_role=kv_both, prefix caching disabled. Prefill in process 1→ KV persisted (23.6MB for a 1973-
token prompt: whole 128-token blocks only, 1920 cached tokens at exactly 12,288B/token)→ process
killed→ fresh process thaws→ bit-identical greedy decode, TTFT 7.277→ 0.229 s = 31.8× (median of
5). A duplicate arm thawing from the in-engine prefix cache measured 48.2×; we quote the cross-process
number because durability— surviving process death— is the property a deadline-deferred prefill needs.
Short prompts (208 tokens) get 1.9×, so the ≈1k-token crossover is an interpolation between two mea-
sured points. Load-bearing caveats: debug-grade connector; all-or-nothing exact-prompt-hash keying
(partial prefix reuse is LMCache/Mooncake territory [18, 19]); GPU KV-connector mode forces piece-
wise cudagraphs.

A-D: signal mapping. Table 8. A-D needs no new policy, only new signals; the non-rename nuance is
targeting prefill-worker troughs.
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Table 8: A-D signal mapping to a Dynamo-style disaggregated deployment.

tidal signal Dynamo counterpart

kv_usage KVBM block metrics
waiting router queue depth
observed rate per-worker throughput
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D Full deadline-stress grid

Table 9: All deadline-stress runs (technique A, 15-minute windows).

run online load items completed makespan min. priority

saturated, best-effort 3.0 req/s 900 900/900 692 s 100
easy, best-effort 2.0 req/s 350 350/350 204 s 100
easy, laxity 2.0 req/s 350 350/350 188 s 91
tight, best-effort 2.6 req/s 500 500/500 351 s 100
tight, laxity (+floor) 2.6 req/s 500 500/500 328 s 66
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