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1. Introduction 2. Method: ExFairS
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@ The Trap--""Deceptive Fairness": Conventional
schedulers (e.g., FCFS, VTC) prioritize System-
Centric Fairness (e.g., equalizing resource usage). e eme—
We argue this creates an ""Experience-Blindness" R § LLM Engine Queue | WW
gap, leading to "Deceptive Fairness" where system || | ¢lent IR : G _—
metrics look good, but users are unhappy. ) | | ﬁt. i. i.

@ The Reality--Diverse Sensitivities: As showninthe || - L 4 )
figure, users have different latency tolerances (SLOs). | '
A 3s delay might be acceptable for a complex
reasoning task but 1s disastrous for an interactive chat.
Equal resource allocation does not mean equal
satisfaction.
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@ Our Solution--Equity of Outcome: We propose & Status Evaluator (Quantify): Unifies SLO Compliance and
Experiential Fairness, shifting the scheduling Resource Usage 1nto a single fairness score (SAFI).
objective from Equality of Opportunity (access to € Credit Exchange (Balance): "Happy'" clients yield resources to
resources) to Equity of Outcome (SLO fultillment). earn credits; ""Sad'" clients spend credits to gain priority.
ExFairS 1s the first framework to explicitly quantity @ Priority Queue (Schedule): Uses Proportional Insertion to re-
and optimize this user-centric metric. order requests, strictly guaranteeing Starvation Avoidance.

3. Main Results 4. Resources
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