
VDTuner: Automated Performance Tuning for
Vector Data Management Systems

Tiannuo Yang1, Wen Hu2, Wangqi Peng1, Yusen Li1, Jianguo Li2, Gang Wang1, and Xiaoguang Liu1

1 College of Computer Science, TMCC, SysNet, DISSec, GTIISC, Nankai University, Tianjin, China
2 Ant Group, China

Email: {yangtn, pengwq, liyusen, wgzwp, liuxg}@nbjl.nankai.edu.cn, {huwen.hu, lijg.zero}@antgroup.com

Abstract—Vector data management systems (VDMSs) have
become an indispensable cornerstone in large-scale information
retrieval and machine learning systems like large language
models. To enhance the efficiency and flexibility of similarity
search, VDMS exposes many tunable index parameters and
system parameters for users to specify. However, due to the
inherent characteristics of VDMS, automatic performance tuning
for VDMS faces several critical challenges, which cannot be well
addressed by the existing auto-tuning methods.

In this paper, we introduce VDTuner, a learning-based au-
tomatic performance tuning framework for VDMS, leveraging
multi-objective Bayesian optimization. VDTuner overcomes the
challenges associated with VDMS by efficiently exploring a
complex multi-dimensional parameter space without requiring
any prior knowledge. Moreover, it is able to achieve a good
balance between search speed and recall rate, delivering an
optimal configuration. Extensive evaluations demonstrate that
VDTuner can markedly improve VDMS performance (14.12%
in search speed and 186.38% in recall rate) compared with
default setting, and is more efficient compared with state-of-the-
art baselines (up to 3.57× faster in terms of tuning time). In
addition, VDTuner is scalable to specific user preference and
cost-aware optimization objective. VDTuner is available online
at https://github.com/tiannuo-yang/VDTuner.

Index Terms—vector database, parameter tuning, search
speed, recall rate, machine learning

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the emergence of large language models
(LLM) has brought the development of AI technology to an
unprecedentedly thriving stage [1], [2]. In the LLM applica-
tion scenarios, unstructured multimedia data is usually con-
verted into embedding vectors as a strong knowledge base to
overcome the hallucination problem in conversations [3]–[6].
Consequently, various purpose-built vector data management
systems (VDMSs) [7]–[10] have been developed to provide
efficient, scalable, and reliable management of these vectors.
The booming development of LLM applications makes the
high efficient VDMS become the infrastructure of the LLM-
era. Many popular VDMSs, such as Milvus [7] and Qdrant [9],
now possess a substantial user base with an especially active
community.

VDMS has three distinguished features. First, like many
traditional databases, VDMS usually exposes many tunable
system parameters which have significant impacts on perfor-
mance. Second, particularly built for similarity search with
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massive vector data, VDMS involves an important indexed
query step, which requires users to specify one index type and
several index parameters. Third, VDMS contains two critical
performance metrics simultaneously: search speed and recall
rate. Although the auto-configuration of traditional databases
have been extensively studied [8], [11]–[18], none of the exist-
ing literature considers dedicated auto-configuration solution
for VDMS. Thus, in this paper, we aim to address the problem:
how can VDMS parameters be automatically configured to
maximize both search speed and recall rate?

While we observe that auto-configuring VDMS has great
performance improvement potential, designing an optimally
efficient performance tuning approach for VDMS is non-
trivial. First, the parameters of VDMS are intricately in-
terdependent, thus finding the optimal VDMS configuration
requires exploring complex multi-dimensional search space.
Second, VDMS has two conflicting performance metrics (i.e.,
recall rate and search speed), and simultaneously optimizing
the two metrics is challenging. Third, tunable parameters are
different for different index types. To identify the most suitable
index type within limited tuning budgets is challenging.

Many auto-tuning solutions have been proposed for improv-
ing the performance of traditional databases [19]. However,
they all fall short on efficiency and optimality for tuning
VDMS. The naive-search methods such as random and sim-
ulated annealing lack efficiency because they can not use
historical information effectively. Although heuristic strategies
[20], [21], which usually employ some numerical optimization
techniques, incur very low overhead, they commonly suffer
from unstable performance and local optimum as they failed
to consider the complex dependency between parameters.
Learning strategies such as Bayesian optimization [11], [17],
[22] and reinforcement learning [12], [16] have also gained
a lot of attention in database tuning. Although these leaning
strategies can learn complex configuration space to achieve
superior performance, they still lack efficiency when facing
the conflicting objectives and non-fixed parameter space for
different index types in VDMS tuning.

To address the above challenges, we propose VDTuner, an
auto-tuning framework for VDMS, aiming to maximize both
search speed and recall rate. VDTuner has many promising
features which are highly suitable for VDMS tuning: (1) it
does not require prior knowledge about VDMS; (2) it is
able to explore complex multi-dimensional parameter space
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efficiently; (3) it is able to strike a good balance between
search speed and recall rate. The key idea of VDTuner is
to leverage Multi-objective Bayesian Optimization (MOBO)
[23], [24], which is a popular technique widely used for
solving multi-objective optimization problem with expensive
and black-box function. However, applying MOBO to VDMS
tuning is not easy (section III-D), and we have proposed many
new techniques to address these challenges (section IV).

We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate VDTuner.
Results prove that VDTuner can significantly improve search
speed and recall rate (up to 14.12% and 186.38%, respectively)
compared with default setting, which confirms the necessity
of auto-configuring VDMS. Moreover, VDTuner outperforms
state-of-the-art baselines in terms of VDMS performance and
tuning efficiency with a significant margin (1.48× to 3.57×
faster).

In summary, we make the following major contributions:
• We perform extensive preliminary studies to identify

the main challenges of VDMS tuning and analyze the
deficiencies of existing solutions in VDMS tuning.

• We propose VDTuner, a performance tuning framework
for VDMS, which utilizes Multi-objective Bayesian Opti-
mization to discover the optimal configuration of VDMS,
maximizing both search speed and recall rate.

• We comprehensively evaluate VDTuner to verify its per-
formance and analyze the reason of its efficiency. We
demonstrate that VDTuner beats all baselines with a
significant margin.

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

A. Vector Data Management System (VDMS)

Vector database management system (VDMS) is a purpose-
built data management system to efficiently manage large-
scale vector data [7]. The most common operation in VDMS is
similarity search, i.e., searching for the top K similar vectors
from stored data given a new vector. VDMS is featured mainly
by the following aspects.

Multiple Components. To enhance elasticity and flexibility,
modern VDMS architecture usually consists of multiple layers
(e.g., Access, Coordinator, Worker and Storage) dedicated for
specific functions. Each layer has many components working
together. For example, within Milvus, the data coordinator
and index coordinator components manage the topology of
data nodes and index nodes, respectively. These components
expose many tunable system parameters of VDMS for users
to specify, as a fixed configuration may not be applicable to
all scenarios.

Multiple Index Types. Similarity search is noted for its
high complexity. Except for brute-force search, many ap-
proximate nearest neighbor search (ANNS) algorithms (e.g.,
Product Quantization) are integrated into VDMS to improve
the performance of similarity search. Each ANNS algorithm
requires its own index type, hence, VDMS usually need to
maintain multiple index types. For instance, the index type
IVF PQ internally employs a Product Quantization algorithm,

while HNSW utilizes a graph-based ANNS algorithm known
as Hierarchical Navigable Small World Graph.

A complete indexed query process requires users to specify
one index type (e.g., HNSW) and several index parameters
(e.g., node degree M and search scope efConstruction). In this
manner, VDMS dramatically accelerates the time-consuming
similarity search on large datasets.

Multiple Performance Metrics. Different ANNS algo-
rithms present different search speed (i.e., the request number
that VDMS can handle per second) and recall rate (i.e., the
ratio of correctly retrieved similar vectors to the total actual
similar vectors). In addition, different parameters of a specific
ANNS algorithm also results in different search speed and
recall rate. Therefore, VDMS users usually care about two
metrics simultaneously: search speed and recall rate.

B. Challenges in Auto-Configuring VDMS

While the parameter setting of VDMS can greatly impact its
performance, auto-configuring VDMS faces many challenges.

Challenge 1. VDMS parameters are intricately inter-
dependent, thus finding the optimal VDMS configuration re-
quires exploring a complex and multi-dimensional search
space.

Take the popular VDMS, Milvus [7], as an example, the
index and system parameters recommended for performance
tuning have totally 16 dimensions, and the values of most
parameters are continuous. The resulting space is prohibitively
large, thus exhausting all possible configurations becomes
impossible. An alternative approach is to consider each param-
eter separately to reduce searching complexity. Unfortunately,
this is infeasible since VDMS configurations are intricately
interdependent with each other.

Figure 1 shows an example of configuring two system
parameters (segment maxSize and segment sealProportion). A
darker color indicates a better search speed or recall rate. It
can be seen that the performance of one parameter is impacted
by another. For instance, most of the segment sealProportion
values (higher than 0.1) can lead to high search speed under
a large segment maxSize (= 1000), while the value needs
to be higher than 0.9 if segment maxSize is limited to 100.
Similarly, the interdependence also exists between index and
system parameters. As shown in Figure 2, the best index type
under different system configurations can be different: for
system configuration 1 and 2, IVF FLAT is optimal, while
HNSW becomes better under system configuration 3 and 4.
This is because some index configurations may have higher
segment size requirements in similarity search. Unfortunately,
these interdependencies are not easy to understand even for
experts, because VDMS is at a stage of rapid development.
Milvus updates almost every few days or weeks, with frequent
changes of parameters’ number and ranges [25]. Therefore, a
promising method should coordinately tune these parameters
without requiring any prior domain knowledge.

Challenge 2. VDMS focuses on two important metrics:
search speed and recall rate, and finding a configuration that



Fig. 1. Complex configuration space: search speed and recall rate of
different system configurations. The red line identifies the high-quality space
where the configurations outperform the default setting. The stars mark the
configurations that are optimal for both objectives.
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strikes a good balance between the conflicting objectives is
challenging.

As noted before, there are two important metrics (search
speed and recall rate) to measure the performance of VDMS.
However, it is difficult to find a configuration that is optimal
for both metrics, since they are naturally conflicting. As
presented in Figure 1, the high-search-speed configurations
and high-recall-rate configurations (marked by red lines) are
very different from each other. Optimizing only one objective
can lead to significant performance loss of the other. For
example, the highest-recall-rate configuration has an unaccept-
able search speed, which is only 28.8% of the default value.
Therefore, an intelligent approach must strike a balance be-
tween the conflicting objectives, consequently finding optimal
configurations without or less sacrificing any of the objectives
(marked by red stars).

A naive approach to mitigate this difficulty is to simply
fix the index type to the ”generally recognized best one”.
Unfortunately, there are no winners in all scenarios [26].
Figure 3 (a) and (b) illustrates the performance of index
types under two datasets (i.e., the stored data in VDMS for
similarity search). If a user wants to maximize search speed
while keeping recall rate higher than 0.8, then SCANN is a
sufficiently good choice in dataset 1. However, in dataset 2,
HNSW becomes the best one since most of the index types
fail to keep reasonable recall rate.

Challenge 3. Tunable parameters are different for different
index types, while identifying the most suitable index type
within limited tuning budgets is challenging.

There are many index types that can be selected in VDMS,
however, the tunable parameters under each index type are
different. Table I shows the optional index types as well as

TABLE I
INDEX TYPES AND CORRESPONDING PARAMETERS IN MILVUS.

Supported Description Building & Searching
Index Parameters
FLAT Exhaustive approach N/A ; N/A

IVF FLAT Quantization-based nlist ; nprobe
IVF SQ8 Quantization-based nlist ; nprobe
IVF PQ Quantization-based nlist, m, nbits ; nprobe
HNSW Graph-based M, efConstruction ; ef
SCANN Quantization-based nlist ; nprobe, reorder k

AUTOINDEX Default configuration N/A ; N/A

the corresponding tunable parameters in Milvus. It can be
seen that although some of the parameters are shared among
different index types, the tunable parameters combinations are
very different for different index types (e.g., IVF FLAT and
IVF PQ both have parameter nlist and nprobe, while IVF PQ
has unique parameter m and nbits). This could introduce extra
complexity to auto-configuring VDMS, since most of the
existing tuning methods [11], [12], [16], [17], [22] assume
a fixed set of tunable parameters, that is, the parameters and
their ranges do no change.

A natural idea to address this problem is to tune the
parameters for each index type individually. However, it is
time-consuming since we end up selecting only one index
type disregarding the rest. In addition, optimizing only the
optimal index type is also intractable, because it is difficult
to find the best index type through simple sampling methods.
Figure 3 (c) shows the performance change of each index type
with the number of samples (by uniform sampling). It can be
observed that different index types have different degrees of
performance variation, making it difficult to distinguish which
one is optimal. For example, if we just select the best index
type according to the first 10 samples, the green one would
be the best. However, the red one is actually better as it
surpasses the green one afterwards. Note that identifying the
most suitable index type requires far more than 10 samples
because we need to collect multiple samples for each index
type before comparing them.

C. Limitations of Existing Solutions

So far, many auto-tuning solutions have been proposed to
find a high-performance configuration for databases. However,
owing to the challenges observed before, none of the existing
solutions can solve the VDMS tuning problem very well.

Heuristic Strategies. Heuristic strategies include rule-
based [15] and search-based [20], [21] methods. Rule-based
strategies design search rules relying on professional domain
knowledge, which is difficult to obtain beforehand in VDMS
tuning. Search-based strategies first sample a proportion of
the whole configuration set, and then optimize around these
sampled configurations. While search-based strategies incurs
very low overhead even facing thousands of dimensions, they
lack efficiency because the sampling process may miss better
configurations within such a huge search space of VDMS
tuning.

Bayesian Optimization Strategies. Bayesian optimization
(BO) is an online learning-based method, which has been
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widely used in traditional database tuning [11], [17], [22],
[27]. It employs a surrogate model to approximate the com-
plex configuration-performance function and an acquisition
function to recommend promising configurations. While BO
can effectively speedup the search process towards optimal
configuration, none of the existing BO-based database tuning
solutions can strike the balance between search speed and
recall rate in VDMS tuning. Moreover, they usually assume
a fixed set of parameters, while in VDMS tuning, tunable
parameters vary with the specified index type.

Reinforcement Learning Strategies. Reinforcement learn-
ing (RL) learns the tuning strategy by iteratively interacting
with database system [12], [16], [28], [29]. While RL-based
solutions present excellent performance for high-dimensional
[12], query-aware [16] and workload-aware [29] parameter
tuning, they usually require very high tuning overhead or ex-
tensive offline training to obtain a well-behaved tuning agent.
Moreover, existing RL-based database tuning solutions suffer
from inefficiency and suboptimality when facing conflicting
objectives and non-fixed action space in VDMS tuning.

III. VDTUNER: AN OVERVIEW

In this paper, we propose VDTuner, a framework adopting
MOBO to automatically configure VDMS for maximizing
both recall rate and search speed. In this section, we introduce
the working principles of MOBO and summarize the advan-
tages and challenges in designing an efficient MOBO based
auto-tuner.

A. Bayesian Optimization

Bayesian optimization (BO) [30] is a powerful sequential
model-based optimization technique that aims to find the
global optimum of an expensive, black-box function. The
core idea behind BO is to construct a probabilistic surrogate
model, typically using Gaussian processes, to approximate the
unknown objective function. This surrogate model is iteratively
updated as new function evaluations are obtained, allowing for
the incorporation of new information and the refinement of the
model’s predictions.

In each iteration, BO uses an acquisition function, such
as expected improvement or probability of improvement, to
determine the next point to evaluate. This acquisition func-
tion balances the exploration of unexplored regions and the

exploitation of promising areas, enabling the algorithm to
efficiently search for the global optimum with limited function
evaluations.

B. Multi-Objective Bayesian Optimization

Multi-objective Bayesian optimization (MOBO) [23], [24] is
an extension of BO, which addresses problems with multiple
conflicting objectives. It aims to find a set of solutions that
represents the Pareto front, which represents the optimal trade-
offs between the different objectives.

In MOBO, the surrogate model is extended to handle
multiple objectives. This is straightforward by modeling and
predicting each objective individually. The model captures
the relationships between the input variables and the multiple
objective functions, allowing for the prediction of objective
values at unobserved points.

In MOBO, the acquisition function is extended to select
promising solutions that strike a balance among the conflicting
objectives. A popular approach is to use expected hypervolume
improvement (EHVI) [24], which is a metric to assess the qual-
ity of a new solution by estimating the increase in hypervolume
it would contribute when added to an existing set of solutions.
To calculate EHVI, we first need to construct a hypervolume
indicator, which quantifies the hypervolume of the current set
of solutions. Then, the expected improvement in hypervolume
is computed by integrating over the uncertain regions of
the objective space and taking into account the probability
distribution of the new solution. Among all the candidate
solutions, the solution with highest EHVI is preferred by the
acquisition function. Figure 4 shows an example of how EHVI
is computed.

The EHVI metric considers not only the improvement in
individual objectives but also the overall coverage of the Pareto
front, which represents the optimal trade-off solutions. By
optimizing EHVI, we can guide the search towards solutions
that improve the overall quality and diversity of Pareto front.

C. Why MOBO is Suitable for VDTuner

VDTuner adopts MOBO as its core optimization engine
for the following primary reasons. First, MOBO does not
require any prior knowledge about VDMS, which releases
administrators’ pressure of understanding complex and rapidly
changing VDMS versions. Second, the evaluation of a VDMS



(a) (b)

Fig. 4. An illustration of EHVI. In (a), the blue area represents the
hypervolume of three Pareto frontier solutions; in (b), the red area represents
the EHVI of the newly added solution x1, and the green area represents the
EHVI of the newly added solution x2; x2 has higher EHVI than x1, which
will be considered as a better solution.

configuration is expensive, often taking several minutes to even
hours, especially when re-building the vector index after a
change in index type. MOBO can circumvent the need for
excessive configuration evaluations by exploring the complex
multi-dimensional parameter space efficiently and intelligently.
Third, MOBO was originally designed to optimize multiple
objectives, which aligns perfectly with our need to optimize
two objectives (search speed and recall rate).

D. Challenges in Applying MOBO to VDMS Tuning

Despite of MOBO’s many attractive advantages, applying it
to VDMS tuning is still challenging for the following reasons.
First, original BO model typically requires a fixed set of
tuning parameters, while the tuning parameters are not fixed
for different index types in VDMS. Therefore, a specialized
design is needed in order to apply BO to VDMS. Second, our
preliminary studies (Figure 3 (c)) have shown that different
index types have obvious performance differences. Therefore,
allocating the tuning budgets to all index types equally is
inefficient, and a more efficient budget allocating way is
required. Third, there are some global tuning parameters (e.g.,
system parameters) shared by all index types in VDMS,
implying that the knowledge learned from one index type may
also be inspiring for other index types. Therefore, how to fully
leverage the knowledge learned from different index types is
worth exploring.

IV. VDTUNER: DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The overall workflow of VDTuner is described in Figure
5. Basically, VDTuner iteratively samples the configurations
of VDMS to learn a holistic BO model which incorporates
all tunable parameters of all index types. In each iteration,
VDTuner specifies an index type and the acquisition function
of the BO model recommends a configuration to be sampled
for the specified index type. The index type is specified in a
polling manner, but VDTuner successively abandons the index
types with poor performance to ensure that more important
index types receive a larger budget allocation. The newly
sampled configuration is then used to update the surrogate
model. The tuning process is terminated until a sufficiently
good configuration is found.

A. Why Use a Holistic BO Model

VDTuner aims to find the optimal configuration of VDMS,
including the index type and the parameter setting for the index

type. However, the tuning parameters associated with each
index type are different. An intuitive approach is to build a
separate BO model for each index type, and choose the best
index type after all the BO models are well learned. However,
this is not efficient, because first, many parameters (e.g., the
system parameters) are shared among different index types,
and the shared parameters will be tuned repeatedly; second, the
knowledge about the shared parameters learned from different
index types cannot be shared with each other.

In light of this, VDTuner incorporates the parameters of
all index types in a holistic model (the shared parameters
among different index types only have one copy), and tunes
the parameters of different index types in a polling manner.
This is more efficient because the shared parameters will not
be tuned repeatedly. Moreover, since all index types share one
BO model, the knowledge about the shared parameters learned
from one index type is also useful for other index types. For
example, the system parameter gracefulTime is shared by all
index types, which controls the bounded consistency level of
VDMS. A small value of this parameter will lead to severe
request blocking no matter which index type is chosen. By
using a holistic BO model, VDTuner can learn this rule from
previously sampled index types, which can greatly improve
the tuning efficiency.

B. Surrogate Model

The surrogate model in BO serves as a proxy to approximate
the unknown objective function based on the available data.
In our context, the surrogate model is used to approximate
the relationship between the tunable parameters and the per-
formance of VDMS. A commonly used surrogate model is
Gaussian process (GP), which is fully characterized by its
mean function m(x) and covariance function k(x,x′), where
x and x′ represent input variables. Mathematically, a GP is
defined as follows:

f(x) ∼ GP (m(x), k(x,x′)). (1)

Here, f(x) represents a function drawn from the GP.
The mean function m(x) represents the expected value of
f(x) at any given input x. The covariance function k(x,x′)
determines the similarity between function values at different
inputs x and x′. It captures the correlation structure of the
function and controls the smoothness and variability of the
GP. We choose Matérn 5/2 as the kernel function, owing to
its excellent ability to balance the flexibility and smoothness
when modeling the unknown function [31].

In our context, an input x refers to a configuration of
the tuning parameters, including the index type, the index
parameters of all index types, and the system parameters.
Since we are concerned with two performance metrics, search
speed and recall rate, VDTuner adopts a multi-output GP by
assuming each output to be independent. Given an input x,
the GP model can estimate the performance (for both search
speed and recall rate) of VDMS under this configuration.
By updating the mean and covariance functions based on
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the continuously sampled configurations, the GP model will
become increasingly accurate.

Despite of GP’s theoretically-grounded prediction ability,
roughly applying it to VDTuner is still inefficient. This is
because at the early learning stage, the performance differ-
ences between different index types can vary significantly.
The BO model is likely to exploit around the configurations
recommended by the index types with good performance,
rather than exploring the configurations recommended by the
index types with bad performance. However, the index types
with poor performance may not necessarily be bad because
the current sampling is very limited, and it is not possible to
judge the final performance accurately. This will increase the
risk of getting trapped in local optimum.

To address this issue, VDTuner adopts a polling surro-
gate, which normalizes the input data of GP by taking into
account the performance variability of different index types.
Instead of using the performance directly, we use a modified
normalized performance improvement (NPI) [17] to evaluate
the performance of configurations. Specifically, for a sampled
configuration xi, let (yspdi , yreci ) denote the performance of
xi, where yspdi denotes the search speed and yreci denotes the
recall rate. The normalized performance of xi is defined as:

(ŷspdi , ŷreci ) = (
yspdi

yspdt

,
yreci

yrect

), (2)

where (yspdt , yrect ) is a base performance value of index type
t, which is set based on the most balanced non-dominated
configuration achieved by index type t. Denote by Xt the set
of sampled configurations of index type t, which are non-
dominated (i.e., the performance of these configurations are
not dominated by other sampled configurations). Let Yt denote
the set of performances of the configurations in Xt, then
(yspdt , yrect ) is defined as:

(yspdt , yrect ) = argmax
(yspd,yrec)∈Yt

1

|yspd/yspdmax − yrec/yrecmax|
, (3)

where yspdmax and yrecmax represent the maximum search speed
and recall rate within Yt.

The polling surrogate trains the GP model with the normal-
ized performance, which reflects the relative improvement of a
candidate configuration compared to the current best configu-
ration for a specific index type. Therefore, it can eliminate

performance differences between different index types and
effectively prevent BO from getting trapped in local optimum.

C. Acquisition Function

In our context, the acquisition is used to recommend a
configuration to be sampled for a specified index type. To
this end, the acquisition function first sets the index type as
the specified index type and sets the parameters not belonging
to this index type as their default values, then recommends
a configuration of the parameters belonging to this index
type that achieves the maximum utility value according to the
surrogate model’s prediction.

For a single-objective optimization, the acquisition function
expected improvement (EI) is often applied to measure the
utility values of configurations. Since we are concerned with
two objectives, VDTuner employs the multi-objective gener-
alization of EI, expected hypervolume improvement (EHVI)
[23], [24] to recommend the configuration in VDMS tuning.
Denote by Y the set of performances of all sampled non-
dominated configurations, EHVI is defined as:

αEHV I(X ′, r,Y)

= E [HV (r,Y ∪ {f(X ′)})−HV (r,Y)]

=

∫ ∞

−∞
(HV (r,Y ∪ {f(X ′)})−HV (r,Y)) df , (4)

where r is a two-dimensional (of search speed and recall rate)
reference point; the HV () function measures the hypervol-
ume of the observed data; and f(X ′) denotes the predicted
performance values by the surrogate model. Thus, αEHV I

quantifies the expected hypervolume improvement of adding
each candidate configuration within X ′.

We estimate Equation 4 using Monte Carlo Integration as
the same of [24]. We set r = 0.5 · (yspdt , yrect ) for each index
type t, which implies that the objective value of an interested
configuration should not be lower than the half value achieved
by the most balanced configuration. This indicates to VDTuner
that achieving a extremely high objective by sacrificing another
one is not favoured.

D. Budget Allocation Among Index Types

As discussed earlier, carefully allocating the tuning budgets
to different index type is critical for VDTuner’s efficiency.
An easy yet effective way is to follow the round-robin rule:
index types are assigned cyclically, ensuring each one takes



turns in a sequential order, without favoring any one over the
others. While round-robin is very suitable for situations where
no prior information of index types are provided, it still lacks
efficiency due to the inability to recognize a good index type.

VDTuner performs a successive abandon strategy to im-
prove round-robin, where the index types are dynamically
scored through a designed function and the worst one is suc-
cessively abandoned during the tuning process. As VDTuner
learns more about the configuration space, it gradually focuses
its exploration on those promising index types. To achieve that
effectively, the score function should fairly evaluate each index
type’s contribution to high performance sampling with careful
tradeoff between two objectives.

We construct a score function according to each index type’s
influence on HV of past observed performance. Specifically, if
the calculated HV value is significantly reduced after exclud-
ing the data of a certain index type, it means that this index
type contributes greatly to finding good configurations. For
each index type t = {1, .., T}, with its observed performance
Yt of the non-dominated configurations, the HV influence of
t is calculated as the following subtracting form:

∆HV = HV (r,Y)−HV (r,Y/Yt), (5)

where r = 0.5 · y, and y is calculated same as Equation
3, except that Yt is replaced by the whole non-dominated
configuration set Y . Obviously, a higher ∆HV indicates a
bigger contribution of index type t.In the implementation,
since HV (r,Y) in Equation 5 is the same for all index types
t ∈ {1, .., T}, we only need to calculate the scores as follows:

Score(t) = max
t′∈{1,.,T}

(HV (r,Y/Yt′))−HV (r,Y/Yt). (6)

Deciding when to execute abandonment during the tuning
process is also important to the performance. Giving up the
index types too early may cause excellent index types to be
discarded before they are well adjusted; while giving up too
late may decrease the effect of budget allocation. VDTuner
adopts a windowed variance metric as the trigger condition
of abandonment. Specifically, if the rank of an index type is
consistently the worst (according to Equation 6) lasting for a
fixed-length window of iterations, it will be abandoned.

E. Putting Them Together

Overall, we report in Algorithm 1 the pseudo-code of VD-
Tuner’s polling Bayesian optimization. For a given workload
(e.g., a batch of similarity search requests), VDTuner first
performs an initial sampling for all index types (line 1-5), and
the sampled configurations serve as the preliminary training
data for VDTuner. In each tuning iteration (line 6-23), if
there is more than one remaining index type, VDTuner first
scores the index types and accordingly decides whether to
abandon the worst index type (line 7-14); then, VDTuner
builds a specialized GP surrogate model (line 15-18) using
data from all index types; after that, for current polling
index type, VDTuner recommends a promising configuration
(line 19-21) that maximizes the acquisition function; finally,

the recommended configuration is evaluated and VDTuner
updates its knowledge base with the feedback (line 22). The
termination condition of VDTuner is not fixed and can be
flexibly specified, such as the maximum number of samples.

Algorithm 1 VDTuner’s polling Bayesian optimization.
Input Index type set {1, .., T}, index and system configura-

tion space X ∈ Rd, and workload for optimization.
Initialize Observed data Dt = ∅ for each index type t and

remaining index type set Tremain = {1, .., T}.
1: for t ∈ {1, .., T} do
2: Initialize sampling for t with its default configuration

x0.
3: Replay the workload under x0.
4: Update Dt with x0 and observed performance

(yspd0 , yrec0 ).
5: end for
6: while True do
7: if len(Tremain) > 1 then
8: for t ∈ Tremain do
9: Calculate Score(t) according to Equation 6.

10: end for
11: if Satisfy the windowed variance metric then
12: Remove argmint∈Tremain

Score(t) from Tremain

13: end if
14: end if
15: for t ∈ {1, .., T} do
16: Normalize Dt by Equation 2.
17: end for
18: Build MOBO’s surrogate with standardized data.
19: t poll ⇐ next polling index type within Tremain

20: Set search region X ′ for tunable parameters under
t poll.

21: Generate next configuration xnew ∈ X ′ by Equation 4.

22: Reply the workload and update Dt poll with feedback.
23: end while
Output Best found index type and configurations.

F. Handling User Preference

Constraint Model. So far, we have assumed that user has
no preference on either objective of VDMS tuning. However,
in some scenarios, users are likely to ask for optimizing search
speed while keeping recall rate higher than a defined threshold,
which can not be captured by EHVI acquisition function. Con-
sequently, VDTuner incorporates a constraint model to guide
the search within the recall rate constraint area. The constraint
model quantifies the probability of candidate configurations
satisfying the constraint. Specifically, when presented with
a user-defined recall rate constraint (e.g., rlim > 0.85), we
replace Equation 4 with a constraint EI acquisition function:

αCEI(Xcand, rlim) = αEI(Xcand) · Pr(frec(Xcand) > rlim)

= E(max(fspd(Xcand)− best f, 0)) · Pr(frec(Xcand) > rlim).
(7)



TABLE II
EXPERIMENTAL TESTBED.

Component Specification
Processor Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 5220 CPU

Processor Speed 2.10GHz
Logical Processor Cores 72 Cores (36 physical cores)

Private L1 & L2 Cache Size 32 KB and 1024 KB per core
Shared L3 Cache Size 24.75 MB

Memory Capacity 125 GB
Operating System CentOS 7.9.2009 with Linux 5.5.0

TABLE III
EVALUATED DATASETS.

Dataset Num. of Vectors Dimension Distance
GloVe 1,183,514 100 Angular

Keyword-match 1,000,000 100 Angular
Geo-radius 100,000 2048 Angular

The constraint acquisition function αCEI is the product of
an EI function, which measures the expected search speed
improvement, and a probability function, which gauges the
likelihood of achieving a recall rate higher than rlim. In
addition, the base value y in Equation 2 is modified as
the maximum function value achieved by index type t. This
indicates VDTuner to relax the goal of achieving high search
speed and recall rate simultaneously, instead focusing on
maximizing search speed within constraint area.

Bootstrapping with Previous Data. For more general
cases, users may have fluctuating recall rate preferences.
Intuitively, learning from scratch for each new recall rate
constraint is not efficient, since the previous sampled data may
contain useful information that can be shared. In particular,
the incipient samplings of the old recall rate constraint may
reflect a rough performance distribution of the configuration
space, even VDTuner gradually focuses on optimizing within
constraint area afterwards. Hence, VDTuner bootstraps auto-
tuning by warming up the surrogate model with previously
sampled data (if available) of different recall rate constraints.

V. EVALUATION

A. Experiment Setting

Platform. We evaluate VDTuner on a popular VDMS,
Milvus (version 2.3.1) [7], running on the platform shown in
Table II. Evaluated parameters for performance tuning are 16-
dimensional in total, including index type, 8 index parameters
(shown in Table I) and 7 system parameters (as recommended
in Milvus documentation 1).

Workloads. We generate workloads using vector-db-
benchmark [32] and test three representative datasets shown in
Table III. The concurrent number of searching requests is set to
10 by default. For each dataset, we send searching requests of
top 100 similar vectors and calculate recall rate by comparing
the result with correct results. The search speed is measured
with throughput (i.e., request per second).

Baselines. VDTuner is compared with a set of state-of-the-
art auto-configuring methods.

1https://milvus.io/docs/configure-docker.md#purpose

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT BY AUTO-CONFIGURATION.

Datasets
Metric GloVe Keyword-match Geo-radius

Speed Improvement 10.46% 11.17% 14.12%
Recall Improvement 17.16% 62.61% 186.38%

• Default refers to make no effort on auto-configuring
VDMS, instead applying default configuration in VDMS.

• Random [33] sampling methods can be strong baselines
for evaluating tuning algorithms due to their simplicity
and effectiveness. Specifically, we adopt Latin hypercube
sampling (LHS) [34] as a baseline approach, which is
a space-filling method designed to uniformly distribute
sample points throughout the value space.

• OpenTuner [20] is a popular auto-configuring tool,
which explores the configuration space using a pool of
numerical approaches, collaborated by an AUC Bandit
meta technique. To extend OpenTuner to tune VDMS
scenario, we set the model’s reward to the weighted sum
performance of normalized search speed and recall rate.

• OtterTune [11] adopts Gaussian Process Regression
based optimization to auto-configure DBMS. Similarly,
we use the weighted sum approach to optimize search
speed and recall rate.

• qEHVI [24] trades off between multiple objectives by
measuring the expected hypervolume improvement of
candidate configurations. The reference point of qEHVI
is set to zero for each objective by default.

Since no prior works are dedicated to tuning unfixed param-
eters under different index types, we hypothetically assume
the index type as a searching dimension to make the baselines
suitable for optimizing multiple indexes simultaneously. The
trigger condition of VDTuner’s successive abandon is set as
the occurrence of the worst-performing index type lasting for
ten iterations. For OtterTune and qEHVI, we initialize the un-
derlying BO models with 10 uniformly sampled configurations
by LHS. The maximum time limit for workload replay is set to
15 minutes. For a failed configuration (that exceeds this time
limit or causes VDMS to crash), we set the feedback values to
the worst values in history to avoid the scaling problem [35],
[36]. By default, we run 200 iterations for each method.

B. Benefit of Auto-Configuration

We first show the benefit of auto-configuring VDMS by VD-
Tuner. We report the performance improvement of VDTuner
compared with Default, which is defined as the maximum
enhancement in search speed (or recall rate) without sacrificing
recall rate (or search speed) relative to default performance.
The results are presented in Table IV. We have several
observations.

First, the default VDMS configuration has a considerable
room for improvement, while VDTuner can significantly im-
prove the performance, up to 14.12% in search speed and
186.38% in recall rate. Second, different datasets presents
different improvement degrees (Geo-radius > Keyword-match
> GloVe in our case). This is because the difficulty of
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Fig. 6. VDTuner outperforms all competing baselines in terms of search
speed and recall rate (on three datasets).

similarity search depends on many factors such as data dis-
tribution and vector dimension. Geo-radius has an especially
large vector dimension, where a good configuration (rather
than the ”commonly used” default setting) is very critical,
hence, the auto-configuration shows the highest performance
improvement. The results reconfirm the necessity of auto-
configuring VDMS.

C. Tuning Efficiency

In this experiment, we compare the tuning efficiency of
VDTuner and other competing baselines. Figure 6 reports
the best search speed achieved by different methods under
different sacrifices in recall rate (from 0.85 to 0.99, with a
step of 0.025). Note that we do not present the configurations
of which recall rate is lower than 0.85, since a recall rate
that is too low is often unacceptable in practical application
scenarios. We have several observations.

VDTuner strikes a balance between search speed and
recall rates, surpassing the baselines in terms of both
objectives. We first note that VDTuner consistently achieves
the best search speed under different levels of sacrificing recall
rate. For instance, with recall rate sacrifice from 0.15 to 0.01 in
Keyword-match, compared with the most competitive baseline,
VDTuner achieves search speed improvement of 11.15%,
10.35%, 4.53%, 12.19%, 18.84%, 33.32% and 59.54%, re-
spectively. Overall, Random fails to find sufficiently good
configurations since it can not utilize historical information.
OpenTuner employs many numerical optimization techniques
by assuming tuning parameters to be independent of each
other, while the interdependency among VDMS parameters

can result in a very uneven configuration space, where Open-
Tuner easily gets stuck into local optima. OtterTune employs
a single-objective BO model to auto-tune the VDMS config-
urations, which can not provide reasonable tradeoff between
conflicting search speed and recall rate. Despite qEHVI can
strike the balance between objectives, it still lacks efficiency
owing to the unawareness of the unstructured index configu-
rations of VDMS.

Moreover, we find that VDTuner generally performs better
within extremely difficult regions where recall rate is tightly
limited. For all three datasets, with recall rate sacrifice tight-
ening from 0.15 to 0.01, VDTuner’s relative advantage against
the most competitive baseline shows an upward trend, which
is 1.03% to 56.95%, 11.15% to 59.54% and 2.64% to 3.82%,
respectively. This indicates that VDTuner has superior ability
to strike a balance between search speed and recall rate. For
more quantitative analysis, we measure the tradeoff ability of
all methods, which is defined as the standard deviation of
search speed under different recall rate sacrifices. A lower
deviation implies a better tradeoff between objectives. The
order of tradeoff ability (best to worst) is VDTuner, qEHVI,
OtterTune, OpenTuner and Random. This verifies that EHVI
(used by VDTuner and qEHVI) plays an important role in
trading off between search speed and recall rate.

VDTuner identifies better configurations markedly
faster compared with competing baselines. Figure 7 dis-
plays the optimization curves of search speed by different
methods with dataset GloVe. We observe that VDTuner finds
sufficiently good configurations (i.e., configurations with per-
formance better than the most competitive baseline) with the
lowest number of samples and tuning time. Specifically, for re-
call rate sacrifice of 0.1, 0.075, 0.05, 0.025 and 0.01, VDTuner
requires only 92%, 64%, 50%, 69%, 32% of sampling number
compared with baselines; while the advantage of tuning time is
even bigger: 67%, 47%, 38%, 49%, 28% (that is, up to 3.57×
faster). The results proves that VDTuner not only presents
the highest tuning efficiency, but also performs higher-quality
sampling, where the configurations do no cause VDMS crashes
or unreasonable index building time.

D. Why VDTuner Works Effectively

In this section, we deep dive to analyze why VDTuner
works so effectively. We first examine the main components
in VDTuner, i.e., budget allocation and surrogate model, and
then verify the effectiveness of VDTuner’s holistic BO model.

Effectiveness of Budget Allocation. Figure 8 (a) reports
the performance achieved by VDTuner’s successive abandon
strategy and its simplified version, round robin (in dataset
GloVe). It can be seen that the successive abandon strategy
brings search speed improvement under different recall rate
sacrifices, which is up to 34%. This can be attributed to
VDTuner’s ability of identifying the most suitable index type,
which is measured by the dynamic score function. For a
more detailed observation, Figure 9 visualizes the dynamic
scoring process, which depicts the weight of each index type
as the number of samples increases. It can be observed that
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Fig. 8. Effectiveness of VDTuner’s successive abandon and polling surrogate.
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though HNSW has the highest score after the initial sampling,
VDTuner gradually identifies the real best index type SCANN
after learning more VDMS configuration information.

Effectiveness of Surrogate Model. We next study the
effectiveness of VDTuner’s polling surrogate model. Figure 8
(b) shows the performance improvement of polling surrogate
over a native Gaussian process surrogate. We observe that
the polling surrogate brings obviously better search speed (up
to 26% improvement) under different recall rate sacrifices.
For a more detailed observation, we depict in Figure 10
all of the configurations sampled by two methods. We have
several observations. First, the two surrogates both choose
more SCANN, AUTOINDEX and HNSW as their index types.
Second, the polling surrogate explores wider space of different
recall rate values, while the native surrogate presents more
similar performance sampling (showing a cluster shape for
each index type). Third, as a result, the polling surrogate
guides a higher-quality search where both search speed and
recall rate are high (marked by red rectangles). The results
imply that VDTuner effectively learns multiple index types
jointly, thus achieving better performance.

Holistic BO Model VS. Optimizing Each Index Type
Individually. We then compare VDTuner with the approach
which tunes the parameters for each index type individually.
The results show that in our selected experimental scenario,

(a) Native Surrogate (b) Polling Surrogate

Fig. 10. VDTuner’s polling surrogate results in wider exploration and higher
quality sampling. The color and size of the configurations identify the index
type and Pareto rank (the higher the rank, the larger the size), respectively.
Red rectangles indicate both high search speed and recall rate.

the index type selected by VDTuner is the same with that
selected by the approach tuning the parameters for each index
type individually, and the parameters generated by these two
approaches are very close. For example, they both select
SCANN as the best index type, and for over 80% of the
parameters, the difference between the parameters generated
by the two approaches is less than 5% (the difference is
defined as the absolute difference divided by the scale of that
parameter). Note that the parameters generated by the two
approaches don’t necessarily have to be identical, as there isn’t
just one optimal parameter configuration.

In order to understand the changes of index selection and
parameters in different datasets, we summarize in Table V
the index type and representative parameters recommended by
VDTuner for different datasets. We observe that the selected
index type varies for different datasets (SCANN is selected
for GloVe and Keyword-match, HNSW is selected for ArXiv-
titles). This is because the data characteristics (such as di-
mensionality, distribution, and density) would influence the
efficiency and effectiveness of different index types, making
certain index types more suitable for specific datasets than
others. We also observe that the parameters generated by
VDTuner vary greatly across different datasets, even for the
datasets with the same index type (e.g., GloVe and Keyword-
match). The reason is that different data characteristics require
different parameter settings to achieve the optimal perfor-
mance. For example, vector search is more challenging for
the datasets with lower correlation between dimensions (e.g.,
Keyword-match), requiring a higher nprobe (the parameter
controlling the number of candidate cluster centers used in
each query for searching) to enlarge the search scope in order



to achieve a high recall rate. The results confirm the necessity
of VDMS performance tuning for different workloads.

TABLE V
CHANGES OF INDEX AND PARAMETERS ACROSS DIFFERENT DATASETS.

Datasets
GloVe ArXiv-titles Keyword-match

Index Type Index: SCANN Index: HNSW Index: SCANN
and Parameters nlist: 301 M: 64 nlist: 680

of the Best nprobe: 36 efConstruction: 194 nprobe: 238
Configuration reorder k: 283 ef: 100 reorder k: 465

We have also recorded the changes of parameters generated
by VDTuner with the number of iterations (for dataset Geo-
radius). Figure 11 shows the results. As can be seen, in
the early stage of the tuning process, the fluctuations of all
parameters are relatively large. As the number of iterations
increases, all parameters basically converge to fluctuate within
a small range. This aligns with the characteristics of Bayesian
Optimization, where early stages tend to favor exploration
while later stages lean towards exploitation. Note that there
is also large fluctuations occasionally in the late stage, which
is reasonable because Bayesian Optimization will continue
to explore persistently, despite the probability of exploration
becomes increasingly smaller.
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Fig. 11. Changes of parameters with the number of iterations.

E. Scalability

Larger Datasets. We next validate the effectiveness of
VDTuner on a much larger dataset (deep-image, 10x bigger
than GloVe). We compare the performance of VDTuner with
the top-performing baseline (i.e., qEHVI) in our selected
scenario. The results indicate that VDTuner still maintains
significant advantages in performance. Specifically, when the
sacrifice in recall rate is 0.99, VDTuner achieves a perfor-
mance improvement of 159% in search speed, resulting in an
8.1× faster tuning speed when reaching the same level of
performance.

Handling User Preference. We next verify the effectiveness
of VDTuner when users have specific preference on recall rate.
Three versions are considered: (1) VDTuner without constraint
model and bootstrapping, which means the user preference
of recall rate is not modeled (instead directly optimizing
both objectives) and historical data (i.e., data of optimizing
previously appeared recall rate) is not used; (2) VDTuner
without bootstrapping, which means historical data is not used;
(3) VDTuner, which is the complete version. We consider
optimizing scenarios with preference recall rates > 0.85 and
> 0.9 in sequence, with each for 200 iterations. The results
are shown in Figure 12.
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Fig. 12. VDTuner flexibly handles user preference on different recall rates.

First, we observe that the constraint model brings signifi-
cantly better tuning efficiency. For recall rate > 0.85 and >
0.9, VDTuner with constraint model requires only 49% and
75% of the samples (1.87× and 1.30× faster in terms of
tuning time), respectively, to achieve the same performance as
VDTuner without constraint model. This is because VDTuner
with constraint model can focus more on optimizing search
speed as long as it finds recall rate higher than the threshold,
while ignoring this pre-defined threshold may lead to broader
exploration for different recall rate levels and is therefore
slower. We also note that the advantage of constraint model is
relatively greater for a looser recall rate constraint (recall rate
> 0.85). This is because a tighter constraint leads to reduced
feasible region and increased search difficulty, thus requiring
more tuning efforts even if VDTuner models the constraint.

Moreover, it can be seen that the bootstrapping technique
further improves the auto-configuration efficiency on the basis
of VDTuner with constraint model. The complete version of
VDTuner requires only 66% of the samples (while the value is
75% if not using bootstrapping) compared with VDTuner with-
out constraint model and bootstrapping for recall rate > 0.9.
This is because VDTuner bootstraps the auto-configuration by
warming up the surrogate model using the historical data of
optimizing recall rate > 0.85, which provides high-quality
initial configurations and an approximate exploration space
distribution.

Cost-Effectiveness Optimization. In some practical sce-
narios, users may be less in need of extremely optimized
search speed. Instead, they are more concerned with cost-
effectiveness, which requires extra consideration of the mem-
ory usage in VDMS. To this end, we study a cost-effectiveness
optimization case, where the objective of search speed (QPS)
is replaced by cost-effectiveness (QP$). We simply assume a
linear charges in memory usage with $η per second·GiB, then
QP$ is defined as:

Cost-Eff. =
Search Speed (query/sec)

Price ($/sec)
=

Search Speed
η · Memory Usage

.

(8)

Since VDTuner trains the model with normalized function
values, the value of η will not affect the results. In the
implementation, we set η = 1. Note that optimizing other
resources and price functions is trivial by modifying the
definition of Cost-Eff. Our work is not limited by any specific
resource or price function.

To compare the two optimization objectives, we record the
performance and memory usage of optimizing QP$ and QPS,
respectively (for dataset Geo-radius). As shown in Figure 13
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(a), we observe that optimizing QP$ results in obviously higher
QP$ (up to 13%) and and lower QPS (up to 5%), proving
that QP$ is perceptible to memory usage. We further compare
the memory usage of all configurations sampled by optimizing
QP$ and QPS, respectively. As expected, optimizing QP$ leads
to markedly lower memory usage than optimizing QPS (3.89
GiB ± 1.75 VS. 5.19 GiB ± 2.44).

To deep dive, we use a game theory method, SHAP path
[37], to evaluate each parameter’s influence on performance
and memory usage, respectively. As shown in Figure 13 (b),
the most important parameters for memory usage and search
speed are segment maxSize (+3.09 GiB) and index type (+119
QPS), respectively. The search-speed-optimization version rec-
ommends a large segment maxSize for higher search speed no
matter how high the memory usage it will cause. In contrast,
the cost-effectiveness-optimization version makes a tradeoff
between search speed and memory usage, and recommends a
relatively small segment maxSize, which significantly reduces
memory usage while sacrificing a little opportunity to explore
high QPS. The results demonstrate that VDTuner is scalable
to cost-aware optimization objectives.

F. Overhead

We next evaluate the overhead of VDTuner’s multi-objective
Bayesian optimization engine. We record the breakdown of
tuning time (including target workload replay and configura-
tion recommendation) of each method for 200 iterations in
dataset GloVe. Results are reported in Table VI. We have
several observations.

First, Random has the longest total tuning time, implying
that it lacks the ability to find high-quality configurations
(usually with reasonable data loading/index building time).
OpenTuner takes slightly shorter total tuning time than VD-
Tuner because it samples more sub-optimal index types that
have poor performance despite of slightly shorter index build-
ing time. Second, the configuration recommendation time of
VDTuner is similar to qEHVI and mildly more than Otter-
Tune, attributing to VDTuner’s components: budget allocation
and multi-objective acquisition function, respectively. Third,

TABLE VI
TIME BREAKDOWN FOR 200 ITERATIONS OF EACH METHOD.

Configuration Workload
Method Recommendation Replay Total

VDTuner 438s (1.44%) 30,034s 30,472s
Random 2s (0.00%) 42,860s 42,862s

OtterTune 173s (0.41%) 42,045s 42,218s
qEHVI 406s (1.02%) 39,381s 39,787s

OpenTuner 7s (0.03%) 27,632s 27,639s

the configuration recommendation time of all methods only
accounts for a small fraction of the total tuning time (e.g.,
1.44% for VDTuner), which is acceptable given the superior
performance of VDTuner.

VI. RELATED WORK

Vector Data Management System. Many libraries [38]–
[40] and vector data management systems [7]–[10] have
been developed for similarity search. Milvus [7] is a widely
used, purpose-built VDMS which supports billion-scale data,
dynamic update and heterogeneous computing platform. Later,
Manu [8] provides a cloud native VDMS solution to achieve
elasticity. While most of the VDMS rely on the users to
specify the index and system configurations, Manu provides an
auto-tuning component of index parameters. However, it only
supports the auto-configuration under a specific index type
and requires a user-defined utility function over objectives. In
contrast, VDTuner simultaneously optimizes many index types
together as well as system configurations, and automatically
strikes the balance between search speed and recall rate.

Auto-Configuration of Database. Automated configuration
of traditional databases [11]–[17] or big data analytical sys-
tems [18], [41]–[43] has proven to have great potential in
improving database performance. The common tuning meth-
ods include heuristics [15], [20], [21], Bayesian optimization
[11], [17], [22], [27], and reinforcement learning [12], [16],
[28], [29]. Unfortunately, these methods can not be directly
used by VDTuner since VDMS tuning requires extra efforts in
trading off between search speed and recall rate and optimizing
different index types together.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose VDTuner, a learning-based per-
formance tuning framework that optimizes VDMS index and
system configurations. VDTuner actively strikes the balance
between search speed and recall rate, and delivers better
performance via a polling structure, a specialized surrogate
model and an automatic budget allocation strategy. Extensive
evaluations prove that VDTuner is effective, beating the base-
lines by a significant margin in terms of tuning efficiency,
as well as scalable for fluctuating user preferences and cost-
aware objectives. In the future, we would like to extend
VDTuner to an online version to actively capture different
workloads. Moreover, we also want to extend it to optimize
more levels (e.g., data partition) of VDMS to further improve
the performance and resource utilization.



ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This work was supported in part by the National
Science Foundation (NSF) of China (grant numbers
62293510/62293513, 62272252, 62272253, 62141412); in part
by the NSF of Tianjin 21JCYBJC00070; and in part by Ant
Group through CCF-Ant Research Fund.

REFERENCES

[1] OpenAI, “Gpt-4 technical report,” 2023.
[2] W. X. Zhao, K. Zhou, J. Li, T. Tang, X. Wang, Y. Hou, Y. Min, B. Zhang,

J. Zhang, Z. Dong et al., “A survey of large language models,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2303.18223, 2023.

[3] L. Huang, W. Yu, W. Ma, W. Zhong, Z. Feng, H. Wang, Q. Chen,
W. Peng, X. Feng, B. Qin et al., “A survey on hallucination in large
language models: Principles, taxonomy, challenges, and open questions,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.05232, 2023.

[4] J. Cui, Z. Li, Y. Yan, B. Chen, and L. Yuan, “Chatlaw: Open-source
legal large language model with integrated external knowledge bases,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.16092, 2023.

[5] Y. Han, C. Liu, and P. Wang, “A comprehensive survey on vector
database: Storage and retrieval technique, challenge,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2310.11703, 2023.

[6] Y. Bang, S. Cahyawijaya, N. Lee, W. Dai, D. Su, B. Wilie, H. Lovenia,
Z. Ji, T. Yu, W. Chung et al., “A multitask, multilingual, multimodal
evaluation of chatgpt on reasoning, hallucination, and interactivity,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.04023, 2023.

[7] J. Wang, X. Yi, R. Guo, H. Jin, P. Xu, S. Li, X. Wang, X. Guo, C. Li,
X. Xu et al., “Milvus: A purpose-built vector data management system,”
in Proceedings of the 2021 International Conference on Management of
Data, 2021, pp. 2614–2627.

[8] R. Guo, X. Luan, L. Xiang, X. Yan, X. Yi, J. Luo, Q. Cheng, W. Xu,
J. Luo, F. Liu et al., “Manu: a cloud native vector database management
system,” Proceedings of the VLDB Endowment, vol. 15, no. 12, pp.
3548–3561, 2022.

[9] “Qdrant: Powering the next generation of ai applications with
advanced and high-performant vector similarity search technology,”
2023. [Online]. Available: https://qdrant.tech/

[10] “Chroma: the ai-native open-source embedding database,” 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://www.trychroma.com/

[11] D. Van Aken, A. Pavlo, G. J. Gordon, and B. Zhang, “Automatic
database management system tuning through large-scale machine learn-
ing,” in Proceedings of the 2017 ACM International Conference on
Management of Data, 2017, pp. 1009–1024.

[12] J. Zhang, Y. Liu, K. Zhou, G. Li, Z. Xiao, B. Cheng, J. Xing, Y. Wang,
T. Cheng, L. Liu et al., “An end-to-end automatic cloud database tuning
system using deep reinforcement learning,” in Proceedings of the 2019
International Conference on Management of Data, 2019, pp. 415–432.

[13] I. Trummer, “Db-bert: a database tuning tool that” reads the manual”,”
in Proceedings of the 2022 International Conference on Management of
Data, 2022, pp. 190–203.

[14] X. Zhang, Z. Chang, H. Wu, Y. Li, J. Chen, J. Tan, F. Li, and B. Cui,
“A unified and efficient coordinating framework for autonomous dbms
tuning,” Proceedings of the ACM on Management of Data, vol. 1, no. 2,
pp. 1–26, 2023.

[15] “Pgtune,” 2023. [Online]. Available: https://pgtune.leopard.in.ua/
[16] G. Li, X. Zhou, S. Li, and B. Gao, “Qtune: A query-aware database

tuning system with deep reinforcement learning,” Proceedings of the
VLDB Endowment, vol. 12, no. 12, pp. 2118–2130, 2019.

[17] S. Cereda, S. Valladares, P. Cremonesi, and S. Doni, “Cgptuner: a
contextual gaussian process bandit approach for the automatic tuning
of it configurations under varying workload conditions,” Proceedings of
the VLDB Endowment, vol. 14, no. 8, pp. 1401–1413, 2021.

[18] C. Zhao, T. Chugh, J. Min, M. Liu, and A. Krishnamurthy, “Dremel:
Adaptive configuration tuning of rocksdb kv-store,” Proceedings of the
ACM on Measurement and Analysis of Computing Systems, vol. 6, no. 2,
pp. 1–30, 2022.

[19] X. Zhao, X. Zhou, and G. Li, “Automatic database knob tuning: A
survey,” IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, 2023.

[20] J. Ansel, S. Kamil, K. Veeramachaneni, J. Ragan-Kelley, J. Bosboom,
U.-M. O’Reilly, and S. Amarasinghe, “Opentuner: An extensible frame-
work for program autotuning,” in Proceedings of the 23rd International
Conference on Parallel Architectures and Compilation, 2014, pp. 303–
316.

[21] Y. Zhu, J. Liu, M. Guo, Y. Bao, W. Ma, Z. Liu, K. Song, and Y. Yang,
“Bestconfig: tapping the performance potential of systems via automatic
configuration tuning,” in Proceedings of the 2017 Symposium on Cloud
Computing, 2017, pp. 338–350.

[22] X. Zhang, H. Wu, Z. Chang, S. Jin, J. Tan, F. Li, T. Zhang, and B. Cui,
“Restune: Resource oriented tuning boosted by meta-learning for cloud
databases,” in Proceedings of the 2021 International Conference on
Management of Data, 2021, pp. 2102–2114.

[23] K. Yang, M. Emmerich, A. Deutz, and T. Bäck, “Multi-objective
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