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Abstract

Multi-turn conversation is a fundamental scenario in LLM
applications, widely used in chatbots and AI agents. As the
conversation evolves, historical tokens accumulate continu-
ously. Existing systems cache their key-value (KV) pairs to
avoid redundant computation. However, limited GPU mem-
ory (HBM) capacity often forces these KV caches to be of-
floaded to CPU memory or SSD, making KV cache reloads
increasingly costly in terms of latency as the context grows.
Meanwhile, the constrained HBM capacity also limits the
maximum inference length, thereby restricting the number
of turns that can be supported in a conversation.

To address these two challenges, we propose SwiftCache,
a collaborative inference system that enables heterogeneous
models to share underutilized GPU memory and NVLink
bandwidth within a server. Specifically, models with low KV
cache demand donate idle GPU memory to store the prefix
cache of high-demand models, allowing cross-model KV
cache sharing over NVLink and avoiding slow PCle transfers.
SwiftCache further reduces memory pressure by keeping
only the KV cache of the currently active layer in local GPU
memory, thereby enabling longer-context inference. Our
experiments on real-world workloads show that SwiftCache
reduces P99 time-to-first-token (TTFT) by up to 69% and
extends maximum context length by up to 3.98x compared to
vLLM and SGLang, with minimal interference to co-located
models.

CCS Concepts: -« Computer systems organization —
Real-time systems; - Computing methodologies — Nat-
ural language processing; Distributed computing methodolo-
gies.

“Corresponding author

Minxian Xu*
Shenzhen Institutes of Advanced
Technology, CAS CAS
Shenzhen, Guangdong, China

Min Shen
Alibaba Group
Hangzhou, China

Sa Wang
Institute of Computing Technology,

Beijing, China

Kejiang Ye
Shenzhen Institutes of Advanced
Technology, CAS
Shenzhen, Guangdong, China

Chengzhong Xu
University of Macau
Macau, Macau, China

Keywords: Large Language Models, KV Cache, Multi-Model
Serving, Cross-Model Memory Sharing

1 Introduction

With the rapid advancement of large language models (LLMs),
the maximum context window supported by modern LLMs
has increased dramatically. Many state-of-the-art LLMs now
support inference with context windows ranging from 128K
to 1M tokens. Multi-turn conversation is a critical and highly
prevalent long-context inference scenario, widely used in
chatbots [4, 6, 10, 29], Al agents [30, 39], and other interac-
tive applications. In multi-turn conversations, the amount of
historical tokens increases as the number of turns grows, be-
cause the content from all previous turns, primarily consist-
ing of user prompts and system responses, must be preserved
and continuously incorporated into inference. In contrast,
each new turn typically contributes only a relatively small
amount of additional user input or response content. The KV
pairs corresponding to historical tokens are usually cached in
HBM. However, as the number of historical tokens increases,
HBM eventually becomes insufficient to accommodate ad-
ditional KV pairs. As a result, part of the KV pairs must
be offloaded to CPU memory or SSD. Such a hierarchical
caching strategy has already been adopted by mainstream
LLM serving systems, including vLLM [18, 24], SGLang [56],
and Mooncake [33]. However, existing hierarchical caching
mechanisms still face two major challenges when serving
long-context multi-turn conversations.

First, KV cache reload becomes increasingly expen-
sive as history grows. As conversational context continues
to grow, TTFT rises substantially even though newly en-
tered input remains relatively stable across turns [12]. This
latency growth is mainly due to the cost of fetching histor-
ical KV caches from CPU memory or SSD back into GPU
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Figure 1. Latency breakdown for computing 256 new tokens
and loading KV cache with varying numbers of historical
tokens on two 96 GB H20 GPUs using the LWM-1M-Text [23].
The system uses PCle 4.0 with a peak bandwidth of 32 GB/s
and NVLink with a peak bandwidth of 400 GB/s.

memory over PCle, which becomes the dominant bottleneck.
As shown in Figure 1, PCle-based loading takes around 75ms
at 5k historical tokens, while computation only takes about
27ms, and the transfer overhead rises from 73.2% to 86.2% as
history grows to 50k tokens. This suggests that in multi-turn
conversations, KV cache transfer for historical tokens is non-
negligible and can dominate the overall latency. By contrast,
NVLink can substantially reduce this transfer overhead and
mitigate its impact on end-to-end inference latency.

Second, limited HBM capacity restricts the maxi-
mum context length. Although many modern LLMs adver-
tise very long context windows, the actual length they can
handle is often much smaller due to HBM limits. For example,
although LWM-1M-Text [23] supports a maximum context
length of 1M tokens, it can only process sequences up to 18K
tokens on a 32GB V100 GPU and up to 160K tokens even
on a 96GB H20 GPU. Existing approaches such as chunked
prefill 2], parallelization [17, 20, 38], and compression-based
methods [15, 19, 54, 55] can help, but they either require more
hardware or may hurt accuracy. Meanwhile, we observed
that some co-located models still leave idle GPU memory, cre-
ating an opportunity to extend inference length by sharing
memory across models.

To address these two challenges, we propose SwiftCache,
an efficient inference system designed for long-context multi-
turn conversations. The core ideas of SwiftCache are as fol-
lows: (1) it offloads KV pairs into idle blocks in the
KV caches of other models via high-speed NVLink to
accelerate KV cache transmission. This is motivated by
the observation that heterogeneous models co-located on
the same server often serve workloads with markedly differ-
ent KV cache demands: some models handling long-context
multi-turn conversations require large cache capacity, while
others serving shorter or less cache-intensive workloads
leave substantial KV cache space idle. Meanwhile, because

different models usually run independently, they rarely gen-
erate frequent GPU-to-GPU communication with each other
at the hardware level. SwiftCache leverages this otherwise
idle bandwidth and memory for fast cross-model KV cache
sharing. (2) it retains only the KV pairs of the currently
active layer in the local KV cache, thereby reducing
GPU memory overhead and supporting longer infer-
ence lengths. We observed that only the currently execut-
ing layer accesses its own KV cache, while the KV caches of
other layers remain temporarily idle but still occupy valu-
able GPU memory. Existing systems [18, 27, 56] typically
keep all layer KV caches resident in local GPU memory, but
this design significantly increases peak memory usage and
limits the maximum context length. (3) it introduces an
elastic cache mechanism that can be resized in O(1)
time according to workload intensity. In multi-model
serving, cache capacity needs to be flexibly reallocated as
workload intensity changes over time. However, existing
systems often incur substantial data movement if KV cache
resizing is required because of the layer-major layout. To
tackle this, SwiftCache proposes a block-major layout and in-
tegrates it into the elastic cache, enabling fast, low-overhead
reallocation.

Overall, SwiftCache is designed as a multi-model collab-
orative inference system for long-context workloads. It en-
ables KV cache memory space sharing across co-located
models, allowing models with high KV cache demand to
offload prefix KVs to idle cache blocks of other models. The
core components of SwiftCache are layer stream cache and
elastic cache. Layer stream cache stores only the KV pairs of
the currently active layer in local GPU memory. It streams
the KV pairs of other layers from external memory on de-
mand, thereby reducing memory pressure and extending the
maximum inference length (§3.2). To further support flexible
and efficient cache reallocation, SwiftCache introduces elas-
tic cache with block-major layout, which dynamically adjusts
the cache capacity assigned to each model with only O(1)
overhead according to workload demand (§3.4). Together,
these designs improve GPU memory utilization and overall
serving performance for long-context inference.

We evaluate SwiftCache on two real-world multi-turn
conversation datasets, ShareGPT [36] and L-Eval [5], using
Qwen3-family [49] models and LWM-1M-Text [23]. Com-
pared with state-of-the-art inference systems, SwiftCache
reduces P99 TTFT by up to 69% and extends the maximum
inference length by up to 3.98x across GPUs with various
HBM capacities. Our key contributions are:

e We analyze the characteristics of multi-turn conversa-
tions and identify two key challenges for LLM serving
in this scenario: inefficient KV cache transfer and lim-
ited HBM capacity.

e We propose SwiftCache, a collaborative serving system
that enables heterogeneous models to share KV cache



through NVLink and dynamically reallocate memory
across models, fully utilizing underused NVLink band-
width and GPU memory within a server.

e We design layer stream cache and elastic cache, two
mechanisms that reduce local KV footprint and sup-
port efficient O(1) resizing of cache allocations.

e We demonstrate significant gains in latency and maxi-
mum context length across real-world workloads and
different GPU memory capacities, with only minimal
interference to co-located models.

2 Background and Motivations

2.1 KV Cache and Prefix Caching

Autoregressive LLMs produce tokens one after another, and
each token looks back at all the tokens generated before
it. In each iteration, the model recomputes the keys and
values for all preceding tokens in the sequence. To reduce this
redundancy, modern inference systems [18, 27, 56] widely
adopt KV cache, which stores the key and value states of past
tokens for reuse in later decoding steps. By reusing these
cached states, KV cache significantly improves decoding
efficiency and is a core mechanism in LLM inference.

In addition to intra-sequence reuse during generation,
many workloads also exhibit prefix reuse across different
requests, where multiple prompts share the same system
instruction, template, or other common prefix. KV cache can
store the KV pairs from a processed request. When a subse-
quent request shares the same prefix, these cached pairs can
be reused to avoid redundant computation. We refer to this
cross-request reuse of KV cache as prefix caching [12, 27, 53].
One typical use case of prefix caching is multi-turn con-
versations. Since LLMs do not have an intrinsic memory
mechanism, multi-turn interaction is implemented as a se-
quence of independent requests, where the prompt of each
turn is constructed by concatenating the previous content
with the user’s current input. Consequently, all requests in
a session share the same prefix, which makes multi-turn
conversations a natural use case for prefix caching.

2.2 Multi-turn Conversations Inference in LLMs

Transformer architecture. Transformer [44] is the back-
bone architecture of modern LLMs. As shown in Fig. 2,
a transformer layer typically consists of embedding, self-
attention, feed-forward network, and normalization modules.
Given an input sequence, the model first maps tokens into
hidden representations through the embedding layer. These
representations are then projected into query, key, and value
vectors via the QKV projection. In the attention module,
each token attends to all tokens that precede it to capture
contextual dependencies. The resulting representations are
further processed by output projection and feed-forward
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Figure 2. An illustration of multi-turn conversation infer-
ence in LLMs. Historical tokens from previous turns are
cached in GPU, CPU, or SSD memory, while only new tokens
in the current turn need to be computed. During attention,
the cached key-value pairs of historical tokens are loaded
and combined with newly computed tokens to generate the
next response.
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Figure 3. Token length statistics in ShareGPT.

layers, which usually include gated-up projection, activa-
tion, and down-projection operations. By stacking multiple
Transformer layers, LLMs can model complex semantic rela-
tionships over long sequences.

Multi-turn conversations. Multi-turn conversations are
a common interaction pattern for LLMs, where a user and
the assistant exchange multiple rounds of messages. In this
setting, the tokens from previous turns form the conversa-
tional history, while the newly entered user tokens constitute
the current input. During inference, only the new tokens
need to be computed, whereas the historical tokens can be
reused through the KV cache. Compared with recomput-
ing all historical tokens from scratch, using the KV cache
avoids repetitive execution of embedding, feed-forward net-
work, normalization, and projection operations, which are
essentially large matrix multiplications, thereby reducing
the overall computational cost of inference. Specifically, in
the attention computation of a new turn, the model retrieves
the cached KV pairs of historical tokens and combines them
with the KV pairs from the new tokens. This mechanism al-
lows the model to avoid recomputing previously seen tokens,



Table 1. Performance of the LWM-1M-Text model across various workloads on an H20 GPU with and without prefix cache.

Workload Classifications | Data Source ‘ Hit Rate (%)

TTFT w/ Cache | TTFT w/o Cache | Avg. Input Length | Demand

Summarization L-Eval [5] 6.3
Code Completion HumanEval [8] 0.1
Multi-turn Conversations | ShareGPT [36] 90.7
Question Answering L-Eval [5] 81.8

0.77s 0.86s 7124 Low
0.03s 0.03s 155 Low
0.11s 0.72s 6231 High
0.92s 7.95s 43958 High

significantly reducing the TTFT of the next turn. When the
historical tokens’ KV pairs can be reused in the next round,
we refer to this as a prefix cache hit.

Characteristics of multi-turn conversations. In multi-
turn conversations, historical tokens accumulate across turns,
whereas each new turn typically adds only a short user in-
put. Thus, inference latency is driven not only by new-token
computation but also by historical KV cache loading, which
becomes expensive when cache is offloaded to CPU memory
or SSD. As shown in Fig. 3a, 90% of user prompts are shorter
than 132 tokens, indicating that prefill computation is rela-
tively lightweight. In contrast, Fig. 3b shows that 10% and
1% of sessions exceed 13k and 56k tokens, respectively, lead-
ing to severe GPU memory pressure and limiting maximum
inference length.

2.3 Different Workloads Have Different Prefix Cache
Demands

In LLM inference, we observe that the demand for prefix
cache varies substantially across workloads. As Table 1 shows,
multi-turn conversational and question answering scenarios
often involve extensive reuse of prefix KV pairs, with pre-
fix cache hit rates of 90.7% and 81.8%, respectively, making
prefix caching a critical mechanism for reducing inference
latency. Therefore, models serving such workloads require
large KV cache capacity for higher prefix cache hit rates.
In contrast, tasks like summarization or code completion
typically present distinct contexts, resulting in low hit rates
and minimal cache usage, with prefix cache hit rates of 6.3%
and 0.1%, respectively. Turning off prefix cache in these tasks
would not significantly impact performance. This difference
in KV cache demand highlights the sharply different KV
cache capacity requirements of LLM services across sce-
narios, and suggests an opportunity to optimize inference
through cross-model KV cache sharing.

Insight-1: Models with high KV cache capacity demand can
offload their prefix cache to the KV cache space of lower demand
models, thereby improving overall GPU memory utilization.

2.4 Underutilized NVLink Bandwidth Between
Heterogeneous Models

In a server, where each model may occupy one or more

GPUs, we observe that GPUs belonging to different models

rarely engage in direct GPU-to-GPU communication. This

is because mainstream parallelization strategies, including
Tensor Parallelism [38], Model Parallelism [21], and Pipeline
Parallelism [17], operate exclusively within the scope of a
single model, leaving high-bandwidth interconnects such
as NVLink or NVSwitch between GPUs of different mod-
els largely underutilized. Even in multi-model collaborative
scenarios such as multi-agent systems, inter-model commu-
nication is typically mediated by the CPU through network
or process-level messaging rather than direct GPU-to-GPU
transfer. As a result, NVLink links between heterogeneous
models often remain idle or only lightly utilized. Therefore,
if we co-locate a model with high KV cache demand and
a model with low KV cache demand within a server, the
former can offload its prefix cache to the GPUs of the latter
via these high-speed interconnects. Compared to the con-
ventional approach of offloading the prefix cache to host
memory or SSD through PCle, which incurs higher latency
and CPU involvement, this direct GPU-to-GPU transfer is
significantly faster and fully bypasses the CPU.

Insight-2: We can co-locate models with high KV cache ca-
pacity demand and models with low demand on a server, and
transfer prefix cache via NVLink.

2.5 Only One Layer of KV Cache is Active During
LLM Inference

In LLM inference, the attention of each layer only accesses
the KV cache of that layer. KV caches from other layers re-
main idle but still occupy GPU memory. This means that
most of the KV cache is inactive while a given layer is run-
ning. Based on this observation, all layers’ KV caches can
be stored in external memory such as another GPU, CPU
memory, or high-speed devices. The local GPU only keeps a
buffer for the current layer. When executing the attention
of a certain layer, its KV cache is loaded from the external
memory into the local GPU in advance. This way, the GPU
only needs memory space for one layer’s KV cache at a time,
allowing that space to store more KV pairs and support a
longer context length.

For example, consider a model with three decoder layers
on a given GPU, where each layer can store up to 10K tokens
of KV cache. If the KV caches of the other two layers are
stored on other GPUs, the local GPU can repurpose all KV
cache memory, originally allocated for the KV pairs of all
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Figure 4. SwiftCache system overview.

three layers, to store just a single layer, theoretically increas-
ing its capacity to 30K tokens. This both preserves the KV
caches of other layers and increases the maximum context
length during inference.

Furthermore, based on Insight-1 and Insight-2, when
high KV cache capacity demand models and low demand
models are co-located on the same machine, the prefix cache
of the high demand model can be transferred to the GPUs of
the low-demand model via high-speed NVLink interconnects.
This direct GPU-to-GPU migration avoids PCle and CPU
involvement, thereby preventing high inference latency from
cache transfer.

Insight-3: Inactive KV caches from other layers in LLM infer-
ence can be offloaded, enabling the active layer to store more
KV and extend the maximum context length.

3 SwiftCache Design
3.1 Overview

To address the above challenges we propose SwiftCache, a
multi-model collaborative system that is based on our three
insights to improve GPU memory utilization and NVLink
bandwidth efficiency within a server. As shown in Fig. 4,
SwiftCache consists of one model with high KV cache de-
mand, referred to as the master, and multiple models with
low KV cache demand, referred to as workers. Each model has
its own scheduler, cache manager, coordinator, and inference
engine. User requests are dispatched to either the master or a
worker based on their KV cache demand, and the scheduler
adopts an iteration-level [51] scheduling policy with FCFS
ordering.

On the master side, the master cache manager maintains
two cache structures: layer stream cache and regular cache.

The layer stream cache keeps only the KV cache of the active
layer in local GPU memory to reduce local memory usage,
while the regular cache stores full-layer KV blocks in the
master’s local memory for low-latency reuse, without incur-
ring any cross-GPU data transfer (§ 3.2). On the worker side,
the worker cache manager maintains an elastic cache with
a block-major layout that supports O(1) cache resizing be-
tween local workloads and master borrowing (§ 3.4). When
a worker is lightly loaded, it donates idle cache blocks to
the master; when its own demand increases, it reclaims the
borrowed capacity. This constant-time resizing is enabled by
block-level remapping, allowing each worker cache manager
to update its local block table and coordinate synchroniza-
tion without expensive data movement (§ 3.5). The master
and workers interact through their respective coordinators
to ensure the elastic cache is reasonably allocated between
them (§ 3.5).

3.2 Master Cache Manager Design

In this section, we describe the two key components of the
master cache manager, layer stream cache and regular cache,
and show how they together enable SwiftCache to extend
the maximum inference length.

Layer Stream Cache. Layer stream cache (LSC, denoted
by @ in Figure 4) is a GPU buffer designed to temporar-
ily hold the KV cache of only the currently executed layer
during inference. In scenarios where the requested prefix
cache is stored on a worker GPU, SwiftCache preloads the
KV cache for a given layer into the LSC of the master GPU
before the model executes the attention of that layer. Newly
generated KV entries are also written into this memory and
subsequently transferred back to the worker GPU after com-
putation. Because LSC stores only one layer’s KV cache at
any given time, it significantly reduces the amount of KV
cache that needs to reside in the master’s local GPU memory,
thus enabling a longer maximum inference context length.
The capacity of LSC, measured in terms of the number of
blocks it can hold, is determined by the total KV cache size
of all worker models and the memory footprint of a single
block in the master model. Specifically, let the total KV cache
size across all worker models be YN, C\i}igrker, where C‘Sgrker
denotes the KV cache size of the i-th worker model and N is
the total number of worker models. In the master model, the
memory footprint of a single KV block per layer is given by:

Myjock = 2 X B X Hgy X Dy X dtype, (1)

where the factor of 2 reflects the storage of both key and
value tensors, B, Hiy, Dyy, and diyp. denote the block size,
the number of KV heads, dimension per KV head, and the
number of bytes per element in the master, respectively.

Let K; denote the number of master full-layer blocks that
can be stored using the KV cache space of the i—th worker
model, i.e.,



K; = (2)

(i)
M
Mylock X L |

where L denotes the number of decoder layers of the master.
Let Kmaster denote the number of single-layer blocks that
the master’s local memory can store:

C
Kaster = {ﬁJ s (3)
ocl

where Cpasier 1S KV cache size of the master.
Then, the number of KV blocks in LSC is given by:

N
ZKis Kmaster .

i=1

©

NLSC = min

This formulation ensures that LSC is sized to hold the KV
cache from all worker devices, up to the master’s local mem-
ory limit, and enables the master to process long sequences
without exhausting its memory.

Regular Cache. Since the size of LSC is strictly determined
by Eq. 4, the master’s local GPU memory may not be fully
occupied. When Zﬁ\il K; < Kpaster> LSC consumes exactly
>N K; single-layer blocks, leaving surplus memory for regu-
lar cache (RC, denoted by @ in Figure 4). RC stores KV cache
directly on the master’s local memory and retains full-layer
data throughout the entire inference process, offering the
lowest access latency as it requires no cross-GPU transfer.
Using the notation defined above, the number of full-layer
KV blocks that RC can store is given by:

N
Kmaster - i=1 Ki

Nrc = I

®)

Conversely, when Zl{il K; > Kpasters LSC occupies the
entire master memory, leaving no space for RC. Ultimately,
the maximum inference length supported by the master is
(Npsc + NRC) X B tokens.

Here is a specific example. Assume the master has L =
10 layers. The master’s local memory can store a total of
Kinaster = 100 single-layer blocks. Worker 1 can store K; =
9 full-layer blocks, and worker 2 can store K; = 8 full-
layer blocks. The number of blocks that LSC can store is
Nisc = 9 + 8 = 17. Thus, LSC occupies 17 blocks, leaving
100 — 17 = 83 single-layer blocks in master memory for RC.
Since RC stores full-layer blocks, the number of RC blocks
is Nrc = |83/10] = 8. Therefore, the maximum inference
context length supported is Ny sc + Nrc = 25 blocks. In con-
trast, a conventional system without LSC can only support
[100/10] = 10 blocks.
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Figure 5. Resizing operations in a layer-major KV cache
layout.

3.3 Overlapping KV Cache Transfer with
Computation

To minimize the latency introduced by cross-GPU KV cache
transfers, both load and store operations are performed in a
layer-wise manner and can be overlapped with computation.

KV Store. Newly generated KV entries are produced after
the QKV operation of each layer. Once generated, they can
be asynchronously transferred to the worker GPU without
blocking subsequent computation.

KV Load. For the first layer, the KV cache loading can begin
immediately after the scheduling phase, before the attention
computation starts. For subsequent layers (i.e., layer i where
i > 2), the KV cache of layer i must wait until both the
attention of layer i — 1 has completed and the layer-wise KV
cache transfer of layer i — 1 has finished. This ensures that
no data is overwritten before being successfully transferred
back to the worker GPU. Once these conditions are satisfied,
the KV cache of layer i can be loaded asynchronously while
the FFN of layer i — 1 executes, effectively hiding the transfer
latency.

By leveraging layer-wise pipelining, overlapping computa-
tion with communication, and the high-bandwidth NVLink
interconnect, the overhead of both loading from and storing
to worker GPUs can be effectively hidden, thereby improving
overall inference throughput.

3.4 Worker Cache Manager Design

Elastic Cache. In multi-model inference scenarios, worker
models must continue serving their own requests concur-
rently with the master model. Consequently, it is infeasible
for a worker model to permanently allocate all of its GPU
memory reserved for KV cache to the master. To address this
constraint, we propose the elastic cache (denoted by @ in
Figure 4) that enables the worker to dynamically reallocate
portions of its KV cache memory to the master according to
workload intensity.

High Cost of Elasticity in Existing Systems. Most cur-
rent inference frameworks (e.g., vVLLM [18], SGLang [56],
LightLLM [7, 13]) are not designed for dynamic KV cache
resizing. If such resizing operations are performed within
these systems, they would incur substantial overhead due
to their layer-major layout. In this layout, memory is orga-
nized with the layer index as the first dimension and the
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Figure 6. Resizing operations in a block-major KV cache
layout.

block index as the second dimension, so the shape of the KV
cache tensor is (n_layers, n_blocks, block_elems), where
n_layers is the total number of transformer layers in the
model. n_blocks is the number of KV cache blocks allocated
per layer. block_elems is the number of elements in a block,
computed as block_size X n_heads x head_dim. Under this
layout, all KV blocks belonging to the same layer are stored
contiguously in memory, while blocks from different layers
reside in separate, non-adjacent regions.

When resizing, such as reducing the number of blocks
allocated to a worker model or increasing the allocation for
a master model, the change is applied uniformly across all
layers. This means that the same block index must be added
or removed in every layer. Under the layer-major layout,
all blocks within a single layer are stored contiguously, but
blocks with the same index from different layers reside in
separate regions of GPU memory. As a result, removing a
block from the worker requires shifting subsequent blocks
within each affected layer to close the gap and retain that
layer’s internal contiguous arrangement. Similarly, inserting
new blocks for the master entails moving existing blocks
within each layer to make room for the additions. This per-
layer rearrangement, although logically concerning only a
single block index, induces extensive physical memory move-
ment across multiple disjoint regions, leading to significant
latency and reallocation overhead.

The left part of Figure 5 shows the scaling-up process of a
model with three decoder layers, each containing four blocks.
In this case, each layer is extended with one additional block,
which causes extensive data movement. For instance, the
first block of the second layer must give up its position to
the newly inserted fifth block in the first layer, and then be
shifted to occupy the position of the second block in the
second layer, triggering similar moves for subsequent blocks.
The right part of Figure 5 shows the scaling-down process of
the same model, where the fourth block of each layer is freed.
Because blocks within the same layer are stored contiguously
and blocks from different layers reside in separate memory
regions, removing the last block requires shifting all blocks
starting from the first block of the second layer forward. For
example, the first block of the second layer is moved to the
position originally occupied by the fourth block of the first
layer. Since blocks in the first layer remain in place while
blocks in the other layers must be moved, both operations

result in a time complexity of O(n_layers x n_blocks).

Block-Major Layout for Efficient Resizing. To eliminate
cross-layer migration, we propose a block-major layout in
which all layer data belonging to the same block are stored
contiguously in device memory. The KV cache shape is ad-
justed to (n_blocks, n_layers, block_elems). As a result,
resizing operations require only appending a new block at
the end for expansion or releasing the last block for contrac-
tion, without relocating data from other blocks. The com-
plexity is thereby reduced from O(n_layers X n_blocks)
to O(1).

In this layout, all KV cache blocks with the same index
across layers are stored contiguously in memory, while blocks
of different indices are stored in separate regions. The left
part of Figure 6 shows the scaling-up process, where each
layer is extended with one additional block (block index 5).
Since the newly added blocks are placed at the end of their
respective contiguous regions, no existing KV cache data
needs to be moved. The right part shows the scaling-down
process, where the last block of each layer (block index 4)
is freed. Removing these blocks simply releases the ending
memory region without shifting any other blocks. Because
both operations avoid moving existing KV cache data, the
time complexity is O(1), making block-major layout highly
efficient for dynamic resizing.

The Minimum Granularity of Scaling. Due to differences
in the number of layers, the size of each block, the num-
ber of attention heads, and the dimensionality of each head
between the master and worker models, the number of ele-
ments contained in each KV cache block (block_elems) also
varies. If KV cache borrowing and returning are performed
at the granularity of a block, GPU memory alignment may
not be preserved, leading to memory wastage. Therefore, it
is necessary to establish a shared alignment unit for memory
scaling. This unit must ensure that, from both the master
and worker perspectives, any expansion or shrinkage is per-
formed in increments that are integer multiples of both KV
cache block sizes. By doing so, memory waste can be avoided.
This requirement naturally leads to the adoption of the least
common multiple (LCM) [53] principle for determining the
scaling unit.

We define the number of elements in a single block of the
master model as

BE,, = L X B X Hyy X Dyy, 6)

and the number of elements in a single block of the i-th
worker model as

BE; = Ly x By x H) x D, (7)
where L;, B;, Hli‘i]) and Dlgi) denote the number of layers,
the block size, the number of KV heads and dimension per
KV head, respectively. The least common multiple of these



Algorithm 1 Elastic KV Cache Scale-Up and Scale-Down

1: Input:

2:  Nj: Current #KV blocks for i-th worker

3 B; : Block size for i-th worker

4 MEU; : Minimum elastic unit for i-th worker

5:  MEU,, : Minimum elastic unit for master

6:  request_len: Number of tokens in the current request.

7. t: Time window

8: Output: Number of blocks needed to update for master
and i-th worker

9:

10: function ScALEUP(N;, B;, MEU;, MEU,,, request_len)
11: need « [request_len/B;]

12: if need < N; then

13: return (0,0)

14: else

15: dif f « need — N;

16: k « [dif f/MEU;]

17: return (k X MEU;, k X MEU,,)

18: end if

19: end function

20:

21: function ScALEDowN(Nj, B;, MEU;, MEU,,, t)
22: max_len « max{len(r) | r in last ¢t seconds}
23: max_need «— [max_len/B;]

24: if max_need > N; then

25: return (0, 0)

26: else

27: dif f « N; — max_need

28: k « |dif f/MEU;]|

29: return (k X MEU;, k X MEU,,)

30: end if

31: end function

quantities is denoted as
LCMelem = lem(BE,,, BE;), 8)

which serves as the shared alignment unit in terms of ele-
ments. From each model’s perspective, the minimum elastic
unit (MEU) is then given by

_ LCMejem

LCM,
elem ’ MEUi _
BE,, BE;

This implies that whenever the master model scales up or
down by MEU,, blocks, the i-th worker model must simul-
taneously scale down or up by MEU; blocks. Furthermore,
any scaling operation involving both the master and the i-
th worker will necessarily touch at least MEU,, and MEU;
blocks, respectively.

This strategy ensures that scaling operations are performed
in units that are integer multiples of both the master and
worker KV cache block sizes, thereby preserving GPU mem-
ory alignment and avoiding wastage.

MEU,, = )

3.5 Master-Worker Coordination

The master and worker models collaboratively manage KV
cache capacity to balance serving demand and memory uti-
lization. This cooperation is mediated by the coordinator
(denoted by @ in Figure 4) in each cache manager, which
handles cache borrowing, reclamation, and block-table syn-
chronization. When the worker is under low load, its idle
cache blocks can be borrowed by the master; when its own
demand increases, it triggers a scale-up operation to reclaim
capacity. This dynamic coordination enables SwiftCache to
adapt cache allocation to changing workloads while preserv-
ing memory alignment and block mapping consistency.

Worker KV Cache Scale-Up. The worker scale-up oper-
ation is triggered when the current number of KV cache
blocks allocated to a worker is insufficient to handle the
incoming request. The scale-up procedure is described in
the function ScaLeUP in Algorithm 1. We first calculate the
total number of KV cache blocks required for the incoming
request (line 11). If the required number of blocks is less
than or equal to the worker’s currently allocated blocks, this
indicates that the worker already has sufficient capacity to
serve the request, and no scaling operation is performed
(lines 12-13).

Otherwise, we determine the additional number of blocks
needed to accommodate the request. This increment must
be an integer multiple of the worker’s MEU to preserve
memory alignment (lines 15-17). The worker cache manager
then expands its local KV cache allocation accordingly and
notifies the master cache manager through the coordinator.
Upon receiving the synchronization message, the master
cache manager updates its replica of the worker’s block table
to reflect the new allocation. This synchronization ensures
that both the worker and master maintain a consistent view
of the block mapping after reallocation.

Worker KV Cache Scale-Down. The worker scale-down
operation is performed periodically to determine whether
the KV cache allocation for a worker can be reduced. The
procedure is described in the function ScALEDowN in Algo-
rithm 1. At each check interval, the worker examines the
longest request observed within the past time window ¢ (e.g.,
1 minute) and uses it as an estimate for the potential length
of future requests (lines 22-23). If the maximum number of
KV cache blocks required by any request in this window
is greater than or equal to the worker’s currently allocated
blocks, we assume that similar requests may occur in the
future, indicating that the current allocation is necessary. In
this case, no scale down operation is performed (lines 24-25).
Otherwise, when the maximum block requirement within
the past time window is smaller than the worker’s current
allocation, a scale-down is triggered. We calculate the dif-
ference between the current number of blocks and the past
maximum requirement to determine the number of blocks



Table 2. Model specs and per-token KV cache size (float16)

Model Layers Heads Head Dim Overhead/Token
LWM 32 32 128 0.50 MB
Qwen3-8B 36 8 128 0.141 MB
Qwen3-14B 40 8 128 0.156 MB
Qwen3-32B 64 8 128 0.25 MB

to be released (lines 27-29). This number also must be an in-
teger multiple of the worker’s MEU. Similar to scale-up, the
master and worker synchronize their block tables through
their respective coordinators.

4 Implementation

SwiftCache is an end-to-end, high-performance inference
system designed to optimize KV cache storage and trans-
mission during the prefill stage. It operates in single-server,
multi-GPU environments to coordinate multiple heteroge-
neous models, fully utilizing both GPU memory and inter-
GPU bandwidth resources. We employ FastAPI [35] as the
front-end interface for user requests. The inference engine
components of SwiftCache are implemented in about 8.6K
lines of Python and Triton [41] code. However, the scheduler
and the cache manager are implemented in about 1.8K lines
of C++ code, in order to accelerate request scheduling and
scaling operations. For control message exchange between
the master and worker models, we use the ZeroMQ [28]
messaging component. Transmission of KV cache across
GPUs is managed using the torch.distributed library in
PyTorch [31].

In addition, SwiftCache integrates several common LLM
inference optimization techniques, including continuous
batching [51], FlashAttention [9], and PagedAttention [18].
The current implementation supports the Qwen3 [49] series
and LLaMAZ2 [42] series models.

5 Evaluations

In this section, we present our experimental setup and eval-
uate the performance of SwiftCache with state-of-the-art
LLM inference systems under various real-world workloads.

Model. We use the Qwen3 [49] series models in our eval-
uation, including Qwen3-8B, Qwen3-14B, and Qwen3-32B.
All three models support a maximum context length of 40K
tokens and adopt the GQA [3] mechanism, which optimizes
the size of the KV cache. In addition, to highlight the impact
of KV cache transmission on inference performance, we also
use the LWM-1M-Text [23] model. This model shares the
same parameter scale and architecture as Llama2-7B [42, 43],
employs the conventional MHA [44] technique, and sup-
ports a maximum context length of 1 million tokens. All
models use FP16 precision. The detailed specifications of
these models are summarized in Table 2.

Testbed. Our experiments are conducted on a server
equipped with four NVIDIA H20 GPUs (96 GB each), a 64-
core CPU, and 128 GB of host memory. The GPUs are in-
terconnected via NVLink with a bidirectional bandwidth
of 400 GB/s. The software environment includes Python
3.10.18, PyTorch 2.7, CUDA 12.4, and OpenAl Triton 3.3.0.
The connection between the host memory and the GPUs is
through PCle 4.0, providing a total bandwidth of 32 GB/s
that is shared among the four GPUs.

Workloads. In our evaluation, requests are sent to the
server according to a Poisson arrival process, and all requests
originate from the following two datasets.

e ShareGPT [36]: It is a real-world dataset collected
from user interactions with ChatGPT [29], and has
been widely used in recent studies. It contains approx-
imately 90K multi-turn conversations, with session
length ranging from 12 to 602K tokens.

e L-Eval [5]: It is a comprehensive dataset with more
than 500 tasks, covering long-context multi-turn con-
versations, question answering, and summarization
tasks. The sequence length in this dataset ranges from
2.6K to 195.0K.

Baselines. We compare SwiftCache to three state-of-the-
art baseline systems:

e vLLM [18] (LMCache [24, 45])!: vLLM is an open-
source serving engine for LLMs. LMCache stores KV
pairs of computed prefixes to reduce redundant com-
putation across requests. We use LMCache as imple-
mented in vLLM as a representative cache-based serv-
ing baseline.

e vVLLM w/ chunked prefill [2]: vLLM with chunked
prefill reduces peak GPU memory usage by processing
prompts in chunks, thereby lowering activation mem-
ory overhead during prefill. We use it as a baseline for
measuring maximum context length.

e SGLang [56] (HiCache)?: SGLang is an LLM serv-
ing framework designed for efficient multi-turn con-
versations and complex task execution. HiCache ex-
tends caching by maintaining hierarchical cache [12,
52] structures to maximize prefix reuse under diverse
workloads. We adopt HiCache in SGLang as another
representative caching baseline.

Metrics. We use the following metrics to evaluate the
performance and effectiveness of SwiftCache:

e P99 TTFT: The 99 percentile of the time-to-first-
token latency, which reflects the worst-case respon-
siveness for the first output token across requests.

e Interference: It measures the interference experi-
enced by the worker model, defined as the ratio of

1yLLM version is 0.14.0 and LMCache version is 0.3.15.
2SGLang version is 0.5.3, and HiCache is a built-in module in SGLang and
does not have its own version number.
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Figure 7. P99 TTFT of SwiftCache vs. vLLM (LMCache) and SGLang (HiCache) on ShareGPT and L-Eval datasets.

the inference latency without interference to the in-
ference latency under interference.

e Maximum Context Length: The largest input se-
quence length that the system can handle, indicating
the capability to process long-context requests.

5.1 End-to-End Performance

In this section, we conduct experiments using LWM, Qwen3-
14B, and Qwen3-32B on the ShareGPT and L-Eval datasets.
For each experiment, we designate one model as the mas-
ter, with the remaining two serving as workers. We mea-
sure the master’s P99 TTFT, the performance degradation of
each worker during the prefill and decoding stages, and the
maximum request length that the master can handle. Both
baselines are configured with 96 GB of CPU memory as the
offloading space.

Before conducting the formal experiments, we first send
the initial rounds of multi-turn conversations to the server
as a warm-up process, in order to eliminate the substan-
tial recomputation overhead caused by the first requests
and their impact on the P99 latency. To better demonstrate
SwiftCache’s performance in long-context conversations,
for LWM, we select requests with lengths greater than 20K,
with no upper limit, from each dataset. For Qwen3-14B and
Qwen3-32B, we select requests ranging from approximately
20K to 40K tokens, as the maximum context length sup-
ported by the Qwen3 series is 40K. As shown in Figure 7,
SwiftCache reduces P99 TTFT by approximately 67% and
69% on the ShareGPT and L-Eval datasets, respectively, com-
pared to SGLang (HiCache). Compared to vLLM (LMCache),
SwiftCache reduces P99 TTFT by approximately 54% and 58%
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on these two datasets, respectively. These improvements pri-
marily stem from two optimizations: SwiftCache leverages
high-speed NVLink instead of PCIe for KV cache transfers,
and utilizes idle GPU memory on worker GPUs to expand
the capacity of the prefix cache.

5.2 Interference on Worker Models

We evaluate the interference from the master model on the
worker models during the prefill and decoding stages under
varying input lengths and request rates, as shown in Figure 8.
When LWM is used as the master, we test input lengths of
16K, 32K, and 64K tokens. For Qwen3-14B as the worker, the
maximum increases in TTFT across these lengths reach 9.7%,
while Time-Per-Output-Token (TPOT) increases by up to
6.5%. For Qwen3-32B as the worker, TTFT increases by up to
7.9% and TPOT by up to 6.4% across the same three lengths.
Given that Qwen3-32B has a built-in maximum inference
length of 40K tokens, we evaluate it with input lengths of
16K, 32K, and 40K tokens when serving as the master. In this
setting, TTFT increases by up to 7.7% and TPOT by up to
5.6%.

These results demonstrate that in SwiftCache, interference
from the master to the worker is minimal. This is because
KV cache loading and storing operations on worker GPUs
do not occupy any compute resources, consuming only net-
work resources and a negligible fraction of GPU memory
bandwidth. The network resource usage between the master
and worker has no impact on worker performance. Overall,
SwiftCache delivers substantial performance gains for the
master, but it incurs only a slight performance loss on the
workers (<9.7%).



—e— 16k —8— 32k —— 64k 40k
LWM = Qwen3-14B LWM = Qwen3-32B Qwen 32B = LWM
1.00 A 1.00 A 1.00 A
kel
]
o
E 0.95 A 0.95 A 0.95 A
E
0.90 T T T T T 0.90 T T T T T 0.90 T T T T T
0.0 05 1.0 15 20 25 00 05 1.0 15 20 25 0.0 02 04 06 08 1.0
Request rate (req/s) Request rate (req/s) Request rate (req/s)
1.00 A 1.00 A 1.00 A
kel
T
o
5 0.95 4 0.95 A 0.95 A
o
'_
0-90 T T T T T 0.90 T T T T T 0.90 T T T T T
0.0 05 10 15 2.0 25 0.0 05 10 15 2.0 25 00 0.2 04 06 08 1.0

Request rate (req/s)

Request rate (req/s)

Request rate (req/s)

Figure 8. Normalized TTFT and TPOT of different worker models under master interference in SwiftCache.

5.3 Maximum Context Length

In model inference, the achievable maximum context length
is often constrained by the memory capacity of the GPU on
which the model is running. In our experiments, we selected
two categories of GPUs to represent typical industrial infer-
ence environments: high capacity GPUs with 96GB and 80GB
VRAM, corresponding to NVIDIA H20 and A100, and low ca-
pacity GPUs with 32GB and 24GB VRAM, corresponding to
NVIDIA V100 and L4. For the 96GB, 80GB, and 32GB settings,
we chose Qwen3-14B and Qwen3-8B as worker models; for
the 24GB setting, we deployed two Qwen3-8B workers, as
Qwen3-14B cannot fit into 24GB memory. To more compre-
hensively evaluate the effectiveness of SwiftCache, we do
not consider the maximum context length specified in the
model’s configuration.

Figure 9 shows the maximum context length achievable
by the master model under these configurations. Among
the three baselines, vLLM with chunked prefill [2] using a
chunk size of 8K tokens (the default configuration of vLLM)
supports the longest context length, due to its smallest activa-
tion footprint during the prefill stage. However, SwiftCache
achieves significantly longer contexts compared to this base-
line, with improvements ranging from 1.58x to 3.98% across
the tested VRAM settings. Compared to the other two base-
lines, vLLM without chunked prefill and vLLM with chunked
prefill (chunk size = 32K), SwiftCache delivers memory ef-
ficiency gains corresponding to maximum context length
improvements in the range of 1.81X to 6.66X.

These results demonstrate that SwiftCache’s superiority
in context length scalability stems from its layer stream cache
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mechanism, described in § 3.2, which enables efficient stream-
ing of layer outputs and reduces peak activation memory
usage during inference. Moreover, LSC is orthogonal to chun-
ked prefill, seamlessly integrating with it to further alleviate
activation memory pressure in ultra-long contexts.

5.4 Latency Breakdown

To understand SwiftCache’s effectiveness in more detail, we
perform a latency breakdown of the prefill stage. We divide
the lifecycle of the prefill stage into four phases: prefill queu-
ing, load KV, prefill execution, and store KV. The total latency
of the prefill stage is obtained by summing the time spent in
each phase across all requests. In this analysis, we temporar-
ily ignore any overlap between computation and KV cache
transmission.

Figure 10 shows the latency breakdown for the Qwen3-
32B model on the ShareGPT and L-Eval datasets. We chose
Qwen3-32B because KV cache transmission is more demand-
ing for larger models. Despite this, KV cache loading and
storing account for less than 1.4% and 1.1% of the total la-
tency, respectively. When considering the overlap between
computation and transmission, the time spent on KV cache
transmission drops to below 0.1%.

By examining the CDFs of transmission delay in Figure 11,
we observe that even for Qwen3-32B, 99% of requests have
KV cache loading times under 11 ms, and 99% of requests
have KV cache storing times under 6 ms. Such overhead is
negligible for Qwen3-32B requests with more than 10K to-
kens, where computation time is orders of magnitude greater,
ranging from hundreds of milliseconds to several seconds.
Although LWM has a larger KV cache footprint per token
as shown in Table 2, its significantly smaller model weights
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Qwen3-32B on the ShareGPT dataset with SwiftCache. Right:
The latency breakdown when serving Qwen3-32B on the
L-Eval dataset with SwiftCache.

compared to Qwen3-32B leave more GPU memory available
for regular cache allocation. Consequently, more KV pairs
can be stored in the local regular cache rather than workers’
elastic cache, thereby reducing transmission overhead.

6 Related Work

Efficient LLM serving: Recently, many studies [14, 22, 34,
47, 59] have focused on improving the inference efficiency
of LLM serving systems. Orca [51] introduces continuous
batching, which eliminates the need for padding between
requests of different lengths, and leverages iteration-level
scheduling to remove completed requests from the infer-
ence engine promptly. vLLM [18] proposes PagedAttention
to reduce memory fragmentation and improve memory uti-
lization, thereby increasing the throughput of LLM serving,.
SwiftCache integrates both continuous batching and Page-
dAttention to enhance general inference performance for
LLMs. DistServe [58] and Splitwise [32] decouple the prefill
and decoding stages to meet the SLO requirements of each
stage individually. SwiftCache is also compatible with such
PD separation strategies.

KV cache reusing: CachedAttention [12, 16, 52] extends the
capacity of KV cache to host memory and SSD storage, en-
abling the system to support more prefixes and reduce recom-
putation overhead during the prefill stage. Mooncake [33]
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constructs a centralized KV cache pool shared across multi-
ple model instances, thereby improving throughput in multi-
turn dialogue scenarios. SwiftCache dynamically extends the
KV cache of a model to the GPUs of other models, which,
compared to existing PCle-based KV cache transmission,
substantially reduces transfer latency and improves overall
GPU memory utilization.

In addition, many works [19, 25, 37, 50, 57] exploit the
sparsity in the KV cache or decoding layers to enable cache
reuse. While these approaches can significantly increase
system throughput, they may also cause semantic accuracy
degradation due to partial cache utilization.

Notably, both Mooncake and DroidSpeak [26] involve

sharing KV cache across LLMs. Mooncake shares KV cache
across different instances of the same model, whereas Droid-
Speak supports LLMs originating from the same foundation
models, since such models must have identical architectures.
In contrast, SwiftCache enables direct sharing of KV cache
memory buffers across heterogeneous models, even when
their architectures differ.
Long context inference: PrefillOnly [11] proposes hybrid
prefilling to reduce activations during inference, thereby
lowering memory usage and supporting longer text genera-
tion. LoongServe [46] introduces elastic sequence parallelism,
which reduces KV cache transmission overhead and effi-
ciently supports long-context inference. Chunked prefill fur-
ther improves inference efficiency by splitting long prompts
into smaller chunks during prefill, reducing peak memory
usage and enabling support for longer sequences. In addi-
tion, works like [1, 40, 48] reduce the size of the KV cache to
lower memory consumption and further support longer text
generation, but at the cost of some accuracy degradation,
whereas SwiftCache does not incur such loss.

7 Conclusions and Discussions

In this paper, we presented SwiftCache, a multi-model collab-
orative LLM serving system for efficient multi-turn conver-
sations with heterogeneous KV cache sharing. By leveraging
NVLink-based cache sharing and layer stream cache together
with elastic cache, SwiftCache improves memory utilization
and serving efficiency for long-context inference. Experi-
mental results also show that SwiftCache reduces P99 TTFT
by up to 69% and extends the maximum context length by
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up to 3.98x compared with state-of-the-art baselines, while
incurring only modest interference to co-located models.
These results demonstrate the effectiveness of SwiftCache
for efficient long-context multi-turn LLM serving. Currently,
SwiftCache is primarily designed for deployment on a single
multi-GPU server, since GPUs located on different servers
cannot communicate directly through NVLink. Extending
SwiftCache to multi-server environments would incur signif-
icant communication overhead and may require additional
hardware support, which we leave for future work.

Code Availability

The code of SwiftCache is open-source and publicly available
at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/SwiftCache-97FE for
research usage.
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