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ABSTRACT
Serverless query processing has become increasingly popular due
to its auto-scaling, high elasticity, and pay-as-you-go pricing. It
allows cloud data warehouse (or lakehouse) users to focus on data
analysis without the burden of managing systems and resources.
Accordingly, in serverless query services, users become more con-
cerned about cost-efficiency under acceptable performance than
performance under fixed resources. This poses new challenges for
serverless query engine design in providing flexible performance
service-level agreements (SLAs) and cost-efficiency (i.e., prices).

In this paper, we first define the problem of flexible performance
SLAs and prices in serverless query processing and discuss its signif-
icance. Then, we envision the challenges and solutions for solving
this problem and the opportunities it raises for other database re-
search. Finally, we present PixelsDB, an open-source prototype
with three service levels supported by dedicated architectural de-
signs. Evaluations show that PixelsDB reduces resource costs by
65.5% for near-real-world workloads generated by Cloud Analytics
Benchmark (CAB) while not violating the pending time guarantees.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Serverless query processing, also known as Query-as-a-Service
(QaaS), has become the new paradigm of analytical query process-
ing in the cloud. In contrast to traditional cloud data warehouses,
serverless query services such as Athena [1] and BigQuery [17]
allow users to run queries without considering the system setup
and resource quota. They can quickly allocate computing units for
queries and scale to zero when idle. Meanwhile, users are billed on
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a per-query basis according to the consumed computing units [16]
or scanned data size [5, 17]. These benefits significantly improve
the usability of the data warehouses, freeing users from the bur-
den of system operations and resource management. Accordingly,
unlike in traditional cloud data warehouses where users focus on
query performance under fixed resources, users of serverless query
services become more concerned about cost-efficiency under ac-
ceptable performance [32, 33]. Improving such user-observable
cost-efficiency is orthogonal to reducing the overall costs of multi-
tenancy in a cloud data warehouse [32].

An ideal solution for this problem is to design a query engine
that provides Pareto-optimal cost-efficiency and performance for
each query. However, this is very challenging as it requires the
query engine to calculate and apply the optimal settings adaptively
for any query under any execution time and budget constraint [32].
Fortunately, in real-world applications, queries are often naturally
classified according to scenarios [26, 40]. For example, we may
have frequent repeating queries from busy dashboards, interac-
tive queries for ad-hoc analytics, and daily queries for reports in
the same organization. Users typically have different preferences
between performance and price for different types of queries. For ex-
ample, users may prefer higher performance for interactive queries
but lower costs for daily report queries.

With this observation, we can simplify the problem to providing
enumerable levels of performance and prices for users to flexibly
choose from for each query type (flexible SLA problem, for short). To
verify that flexible SLA really addresses users’ concerns about cost-
efficiency, we conducted a user study among database practitioners
on the pricing preferences of cloud data warehouses. In the 109
valid questionnaires collected, 72.5% of users prefer having flexible
SLA in cloud data warehouses. This ratio is especially high among
database researchers/developers and experienced database users,
reaching 88.2% and 81.3%, respectively. Note that flexible SLA is
not simply a pricing problem. The key point is to ensure lower
resource consumption for a query under more relaxed performance
guarantees. This is beneficial to both users and cloud vendors.

In this paper, we begin by summarizing the architectures of exist-
ing serverless query services. Then, after defining the flexible SLA
problem and verifying its significance through the user study, we
envision the architectural designs to implement flexible SLA and
the opportunities it brings to database research. We propose that
a stage-oriented scaling (SOS) architecture can efficiently support
flexible SLAs. In this architecture, each stage in the query plan DAG



runs independently in a serverless computing environment opti-
mized for SOS, and each computing unit has isolated resources to
run a simple task on a data split. This makes query execution more
deterministic and controllable. The main challenge is to reduce the
performance and resource overhead caused by the isolated comput-
ing units. Following this architectural design, we present PixelsDB,
an open-source (https://github.com/pixelsdb/pixels) query and stor-
age engine for serverless data analytics. PixelsDB currently supports
three service levels regarding query pending time: (1) Immediate
that starts executing users’ queries immediately; (2) Relaxed that
guarantees users’ queries start executing within a certain time (e.g.,
5 mins); and (3) Best-of-effort (BoE) that executes queries at best
effort without clear guarantees. Evaluations on near-real-world
workloads generated by Cloud Analytics Benchmark (CAB) [26]
show that while guaranteeing the query pending time, the costs of
relaxed and BoE queries can be reduced by up to 64.5% and 95%,
respectively, without significantly affecting query execution time.

2 SERVERLESS QUERY PROCESSING
In this section, we discuss the architectural design of state-of-the-
art serverless query services, which provides the preliminaries for
the discussions and system design in Sections 3 and 4.

2.1 Micro-servers
Serverless indicates that the servers are invisible to users. However,
servers still exist under the hood. Existing serverless query services
are generally backed by virtual micro-servers, which are enabled
by lightweight virtualization technologies such as containerization
and micro-virtual-machine (micro-VM). For example, Athena for
Spark uses Firecracker micro-VMs [4, 25], whereas BigQuery uses
the fine-grained containerized units provided by Borg [34, 41].

Whymicro-servers? Serverless query services have two funda-
mental requirements that differ from traditional query engines: (1)
fine-grained resource allocation and billing on a per-query basis;
and (2) automatic and elastic resource scaling for workload changes.
Virtual micro-servers provide the resource management flexibility
to meet these requirements: (1) Micro-servers can be efficiently cre-
ated and released according to load changes [15]; (2) Micro-servers
well-suit the heterogeneous physical servers that are common in
large cloud computing platforms [41]; (3) Allocating micro-servers
for each query simplifies per-query price calculation [5, 16, 18].

Commercial serverless query services may expose abstract re-
source units other than micro-servers to describe the concepts in re-
sourcemanagement for customers. For example, Redshift-serverless
uses Redshift Processing Unit (RPU) to describe the resource capac-
ity [16]. Each RPU provides 16 GB memory [21]. Athena has a
similar concept called Data Processing Unit (DPU), which provides
4 vCPUs and 16 GB memory [5].

2.2 Architectural Principles
Despite micro-servers, serverless query processing applies the fol-
lowing two common design principles.

Disaggregated compute and storage. Similar to other cloud
databases, serverless query services generally decouple compute
and storage into two layers [15, 27, 30]. The storage layer of server-
less query services is composed of cloud object storage (e.g., S3 [9]),

the open file formats (e.g., Parquet [11] and ORC [10]), and the
catalog manager (e.g., Glue [13]). Whereas the compute layer is
mainly composed of the query engine, the scaling manager, and the
micro-server computing environment. Such disaggregated architec-
ture allows computing and storage resources to scale independently,
improving the elasticity and utilization of resources.

In-situ data analytics. With disaggregated compute and stor-
age, the compute nodes no longer manage user data. Serverless
query services allow analytical applications to easily register the
open-format files as tables and perform in-situ data analysis without
expensive ETL. This improves the timeliness of data analytics.

2.3 Scaling Paradigms
Based on the above principles, we further discuss how serverless
query services scale computing resources to process queries.

Plan-oriented Scaling (POS). In some serverless query services,
the query engine in micro-servers inherits the implementation of
existing MPP systems. For example, the query engine in Amazon
Athenawas forked fromPresto [37] (a lightweightMPP system), and
it periodically merges updates from the main branches of Presto and
Trino [24] [2, 3]. Redshift-serverless reuses the MPP query engine
of Redshift and enhances its auto-tuning capabilities [27]. Although
we can hardly study the detailed design of these query engines, they
should have inherited the MPP-style scaling paradigm: horizontally
divide the query plan into parallel tasks and execute these tasks in
a horizontally scalable compute cluster. Each compute node in the
cluster is fully functional for executing the query plan on a data
split. We call this scaling paradigm plan-oriented scaling (POS), as
the query plan is the object on which scaling acts.

Stage-oriented Scaling (SOS). A query plan is a DAG of physi-
cal stages. Stage-oriented scaling (SOS) differs from POS as: each
stage in the query plan is executed in a set of parallel compute in-
stances (namely workers). Each worker is responsible for executing
a single stage on a data split. For example, a hash-partition worker
may read a data split from upstream and do hash partitioning. SOS
is used in commercial systems such as BigQuery (Dremel) [15, 34]
and academic systems such as Starling [36] and Pixels-Turbo [31].

SOS requires the computing environment to provide a simple
and reliable interface for developing, deploying, and running the
query stage tasks. For example, BigQuery (Dremel) implements SOS
on Google’s containerized job computing environment Borg [41].
Whereas Starling, Lambada, and Pixels-Turbo implement SOS on
cloud function (CF) services such as AWS Lambda [14].

3 FLEXIBLE SLA
In this section, we first define the flexible SLA problem and verify
its significance through a user study among database practitioners.
Then, we envision the architectural design to address this problem
and the opportunities it brings to database research.

3.1 Problem Definition
As discussed in Section 2, existing serverless query services have
reduced the burden of resource and system management for users.
They allow users to submit queries to a service endpoint and pay
on-demand. On this basis, users are paying more attention to cost-
efficiency under acceptable performance [32, 33]. This is in line with
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human nature. When people can buy something on-demand, they
would prefer to make a choice based on the quality (or performance)
and price, just like how people buy apples from a fruit shop.

However, users’ preferences for performance and price are dy-
namic. Therefore in [32], the problem is defined as providing Pareto-
optimal cost-efficiency and performance for queries; thus, given
any performance SLA and/or monetary budget of a query, the
query engine can calculate and apply the optimal settings. This
problem is very challenging for system design and implementation,
although [32] proposes reasonable sketches to address it.

In this paper, we find this problem can be simplified in real sce-
narios. We observe that in real-world applications, queries are often
naturally classified [26, 40], and every query type may have differ-
ent preferences for performance and price. For example, we may
have repeating dashboard queries, interactive ad-hoc queries, and
daily or weekly report queries in the same organization. Among
these query types, users may prefer higher performance for inter-
active and dashboard queries but lower costs for report queries.
Intuitively, we can meet users’ preferences by providing individual
performance-price trade-offs for each query type.

The flexible SLA problem.With this observation, this paper
defines a simplified form for the problem: Providing enumerable
levels of performance and price guarantees for users to choose from
for each query type flexibly. The performance and price guarantees
can be either absolute (e.g., the query latency is ≤ 10 seconds, and
the query cost is ≤ 50 cents) or relative (e.g., compared to another
service level, the performance and cost of each query is 30% and 50%
lower, respectively). We call this problem the flexible SLA problem.

We believe relative guarantees (i.e., SLA) are good enough for
users in most conditions. With relative service levels, the query
engine does not need to control the latency and costs of each query
accurately. It only needs to ensure that a query generally consumes
fewer (or cheaper) resources at a lower performance SLA.

3.2 A User Study
To verify that flexible SLA can indeed address users’ growing de-
mands for controllable cost and performance, we conducted a user
study among database users, developers, and researchers. This user
study uses a questionnaire with eight questions.

Q1 and Q2 are to determine the profile of the participants.
We ask if they best fit (1) database researchers and developers, (2)
database users, (3) students who learned databases, or (4) others. We
also ask them how familiar they are with cloud data warehouses.

Q3 is to filter out invalid questionnaires. We ask the partici-
pants to select cloud data warehouses from well-known database
products (MySQL, Redis, Snowflake, MongoDB, and Redshift).

Q4 and Q5 are to see users’ preferences for pricing models.
We ask the participants to give their preferences among provi-
sioned pricing 1, on-demand pricing, and flexible SLA with relative
performance and price guarantees.

Q6 is to see users’ demand for absolute performance-price.
We ask the participants if the cloud data warehouse can estimate
the absolute price of each query under different performance guar-
antees, whether they rate this feature as (1) useless, (2) somewhat
useful (might try it), or (3) very useful (will definitely use it).

1Provisioned pricing is still available in today’s serverless query services [5, 16, 18].

(a) Q4, Q5. (b) Q6. (c) Q7.

Figure 1: Participants’ preferences on pricing models (Q4,
Q5), absolute performance-price (Q6), and cost visibility (Q7).

Figure 2: Pricing-model preferences per participant category.

Q7 is to see users’ demand for cost visibility. We ask the
participants if the cloud data warehouse allows users to view and
analyze the monetary costs of historical queries, how they rate this
feature given the same options as Q6.

Q8 is to see users’ demand for text-to-SQL. This is an addi-
tional question beyond the scope of this paper.

We sent the questionnaire to database practitioners through
Tencent Survey [23]. It was viewed by 887 people and answered
by 416, out of which 109 submissions are valid. The questionnaire,
validation rules, and valid and invalid submissions are available at
https://github.com/pixelsdb/cdw-user-study.

In the valid submissions, there are 34 database researchers and
developers (db-r&d), 59 database users, 11 students who learned
databases (db-stu), and 5 other participants. Of the 59 database users,
16 are familiar with cloud data warehouses. We call these users
experienced database users (db-u-exp) and the others inexperienced
database users (db-u-inexp). Two main statistical patterns, SP1 and
SP2, are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2, respectively.

SP1: Participants are comparably interested in relative
flexible SLAs, absolute performance-price, and cost visibility.
As shown in Figure 1, 72.5%, 67.9%, and 69.7% of participants clearly
chose to use relative flexible SLAs, absolute performance-price, and
cost visibility, respectively. This indicates that users are highly con-
cerned about cost-efficiency, and flexible SLA can better address this
concern than existing provisioned or on-demand pricing models.

SP2: Senior practitioners prefer flexible SLAs more than
junior ones. There are 50 senior practitioners (db-r&d and db-u-
exp) and 54 junior practitioners (db-u-inexp and db-stu). As shown
in Figure 2, there are more senior practitioners who prefer flexible
SLA than junior ones. This further emphasizes the significance of
flexible SLA in real-world analytical applications.

3.3 Vision
In fact, serverless query processing and flexible SLA can comple-
ment each other. While flexible SLA improves the usability and
competitiveness of serverless query services, the serverless para-
digm transfers the control of resource quotas and system settings
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from users to vendors, giving vendors the opportunity to implement
flexible SLA. For flexible SLA, we propose three key visions.

1. SOS is more promising for Flexible SLA. POS inherits the
design and implementation of existing MPP systems, which are
considered more performant and reliable [31, 42]. However, MPP
(POS) is like a chaotic system. Its implementation is very complex,
and different query tasks running in the same cluster may interfere
with each other. Adjusting the resources and settings of the sys-
tem may cause non-deterministic effects on performance and cost.
Hence, it is difficult to accurately control a query’s performance and
cost in POS. Even reproducing an evaluation result would require
running queries back-by-back in a fixed hardware environment.

On the contrary, SOS runs simple stage tasks in isolated micro-
servers, reducing interference and system complexity. As discussed
in Section 2.3, each stage task only contains a few basic operations.
In SOS query engines, such stage tasks can be implemented as
functions that are invoked by the query coordinator [31, 35, 36].
It is easier to profile and control the performance and cost of the
functions. This makes SOS promising for flexible SLA.

2. SOS-optimized serverless computing will be the main-
stream. The main problem of SOS is the (possibly) poor computing
efficiency. Most academic SOS query engines are based on cloud
function (CF) services, which were not designed for data-intensive
applications like query processing [14, 31, 42]. Whereas commer-
cial systems such as Dremel [34] and Borg [41] are not open for
research. CF has some limitations for query processing, such as:
(1) It does not ensure balanced network bandwidth among parallel
compute instances [31]; (2) It cannot establish a dynamic query
pipeline among compute instances [31, 35]; (3) Its CPU/memory
ratio is fixed, which may cause internal resource fragmentation; and
(4) It does not have disaggregated memory like Dremel [34], making
it inefficient to exchange intermediate results between stages.

However, given the unique advantages of SOS, we believe there
will be serverless computing services optimized and become the
mainstream for SOS query processing. Just like how cloud object
storage like S3 [9] was designed for web apps but is now the de-
facto standard for analytical storage. For SOS-optimized serverless
computing, it is vital to build a white-box computing framework
for SOS based on existing cloud infrastructures (e.g., AWS EKS [8]
and Fargate [12]). Thus, we can easily profile and evaluate the com-
puting framework, as well as the SOS query engine on top of it.
Compared to on-premises systems, such a framework based on
public IaaS reduces the complexity of implementation and opera-
tion, and it solves the problems of resource pricing and elasticity.
Research on this framework may inspire cloud vendors and feed-
back to public clouds. We are implementing such a framework as
discussed in Section 4.1.

3. Flexible SLA opens opportunities for database research.
With SOS-based flexible SLA, the query engine will be more ex-
tendable due to the deep decoupling and isolation. Such a query
engine can become a platform for inspiring and integrating innova-
tive ideas that trade performance for cost or vice versa. Database
technologies can be applied to implement service levels without
significantly increasing system complexity. Thus, the technologies
are easier to be applied and find the target users. For example, multi-
query execution [38] can be applied to reduce query costs in the
relaxed and BoE service levels discussed in Section 4.2.

4 PIXELSDB
The design of PixelsDB shows how flexible SLA can be implemented
through architectural design.

4.1 Overview
As shown in Figure 3, PixelsDB is composed of four layers colored in
grey. Web UI is open-sourced at https://github.com/pixelsdb/pixels-
rover. Other layers are open-sourced in PixelsDB main repository.

Web UI provides a web user interface for data analytics. It is
demonstrated in [29]. Despite basic functions such as schema brows-
ing and query editing and execution, it also supports text-to-SQL,
flexible SLA, and cost visibility. Users can select a preferred service
level when submitting queries. They can also analyze the costs and
performance of historical queries using brushing-and-linking.

Service layer provides the REST and gRPC APIs for clients (e.g.,
Web UI) to access the functionalities provided in PixelsDB.

SOSquery processing layer is responsible for executing queries.
It coordinates the query tasks in the SOS computing environment.
PixelsDB currently supports hybrid query processing on computing
resources with different cost-efficiency and elasticity (Figure 4).

Columnar format and SOS computing provide the funda-
mental storage and computing environment. The columnar format
for cloud object storage is proposed in [28]. For SOS computing,
we are inspired by vHive [39], which is an open-source framework
for serverless experimentation. vHive is primarily composed of
Kubernetes (K8s) [20], Knative [19], and Firecracker [25]. We have
integrated vHive into PixelsDB and performed some evaluations.

Lessons learned:We find that Knative+K8s is not suitable for
SOS computing due to their limitations in cold-start-latency stabil-
ity, scaling mechanisms, and instance status management. Hence,
we are in the process of implementing SOS computing on public
container services such as AWS EKS [8], ECS [7], and Fargate [12].

4.2 Flexible Service Levels
As shown in the left half of Figure 4, PixelsDB currently supports
three service levels regarding query pending time. We plan to im-
plement SLAs regarding query execution time in the next step.

(1) Immediate. At this service level, the service layer immedi-
ately submits the received query to the query coordinator (step 1○),
which decides whether to execute the query in the cost-efficient
cluster or the high-elastic cluster.

(2) Relaxed. At this service level, the service layer enters the
query into the relaxed pending queue (step 2○). The query may be
pending for at most 5 minutes (configurable). The relaxed scheduler
keeps polling the queue. If any query in the queue (1) can be exe-
cuted in the cost-efficient cluster or (2) is approaching the pending
time limit, the scheduler will dequeue and submit it to the query
coordinator for execution (step 3○).

(3) Best-of-effort (BoE). At this service level, the service layer
enters the query into the BoE pending queue (step 4○). The BoE
scheduler keeps polling the queue. Whenever the cost-efficient
cluster is idle, the scheduler will dequeue a query and submit it
to the query coordinator for execution (step 5○). There is no clear
guarantee on the pending time.

The query coordinator decides whether to execute a query using
the cost-efficient cluster or the high-elastic cluster. This is discussed
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Figure 3: Components overview. Figure 4: Query processing solution to implement flexible SLA in PixelsDB.

in Section 4.3. Note that each service level only defines the upper
bound of pending time. Even a relaxed or BoE query may be exe-
cuted immediately if the query coordinator permits.

4.3 Query Processing
The query processing layer in PixelsDB is based on Pixels-Turbo [31].
It can execute queries using either cost-efficient resources (e.g.,
spot virtual machine like EC2 spot [6]) or high-elastic resources
(e.g., cloud function like AWS Lambda [14]). The purpose of hy-
brid query execution is to improve the overall cost-efficiency of a
workload [31]. Cost-efficient resources like spot VM are generally
less elastic and require several minutes to scale in/out. Whereas
high-elastic resources like CF are more elastic (e.g., launching hun-
dreds of instances in 1-2 seconds) but require 9-24x higher unit
prices [31]. Therefore, PixelsDB dynamically creates CF workers
to process the workload spikes when the VMs are overloaded and
can not scale out in time. VM and CF are just two examples of
heterogeneous cloud resources, and they are used in the current
version of PixelsDB. In fact, there are more types of resources with
varying cost-efficiency and elasticity in public clouds [7, 8, 12].

To support the service levels in Section 4.2, as shown in the right
half (after step 5○) of Figure 4, the query coordinator monitors the
length of the VM running queue 2 (i.e., query concurrency in the VM
cluster). Whenever a query arrives, the query coordinator decides
whether to execute it in the VM (cost-efficient cluster) or the CF
(high-elastic) cluster using one of the following policies.

(1) Force. In this policy, the query coordinator forces the relaxed
or BoE query to execute in the VM cluster (steps 6○ and 7○), and
it executes the immediate query in the CF cluster when the VM
cluster is overloaded (steps 8○ and 9○). In this way, service level
may directly decide the type of resource being used for a query.

(2) Auto. In this policy, the query coordinator automatically
decides to execute the query in the CF cluster when the VM clus-
ter is overloaded, regardless of the query’s service level. In this
way, the relaxed and BoE service levels indirectly affect resource
consumption by mitigating workload spikes.

Lessons learned:Currently, POS (based on Trino [24]) is applied
in the VM cluster. We find (see Section 5.3) that POS shares the
cluster among many concurrent query tasks. Thus, it increases
task interference and resource competition, making it difficult to
guarantee query performance and costs. This is in line with the
vision in Section 3.3. Hence, we are developing a cost-efficient
2The VM and CF running queues are for the queries running in the VM cluster and CF
cluster, respectively. Queries enqueue when start running and dequeue when finished.

serverless computing framework for SOS based on resources such
as Fargate [12] and EKS [8] to replace the POS VM cluster.

5 EVALUATIONS
In this section, we evaluate PixelsDB on near-real-world workloads
generated by Cloud Analytics Benchmark (CAB) [26]. Besides con-
firming the SLAs are guaranteed, we analyze the effects of SLAs on
performance and cost.

5.1 Experimental Setup
All the experiments are performed on AWS Lambda (CF) and an
EC2 m5.8xlarge instance (VM) with 32 vCPUs and 128 GB memory.
The data is stored in Pixels columnar format [28] in AWS S3.

Query stream. We use CAB [26] to generate the workloads
for evaluations. CAB simulates the typical warehouse capacities
and workload patterns in real-world cloud analytic workloads in
Snowset [22]. While CAB reuses the TPC-H data generator, it gen-
erates its own query workloads with five patterns regarding the
query complexity and the timing of query arrivals. As shown in
Table 1, we generate five datasets (databases) for the five work-
loads (one workload per pattern) using CAB. In Table 1, the fourth
column is the number of queries in each workload, and the last
column is the service level we assign to each workload. The ratios
in the last column represent the proportions of queries of different
SLAs. For the dashboard workload, we use the relaxed SLA for 3/4
queries because we observe that most dashboards in real applica-
tions may be updated every few minutes, while the rest may be
updated more frequently and should use the immediate SLA. As
shown in Figure 5, we merge the five workloads into the timeline
to create a unified query stream, thus simulating a real-world cloud
data warehouse serving a variety of applications in an organization.
We submit the query stream to PixelsDB using concurrent clients.
For simplicity of discussion, in the rest of this section, we name
the queries submitted with different SLAs (shown in Table 1) as
immediate, relaxed, and BoE queries.

Evaluations. The design in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 guarantees the
maximum query pending under each service level. In the evalua-
tions, we further verify the effects of flexible SLA on query costs
and query execution time. For that, we execute the query stream
using the auto or force execution strategy with or without flexible
SLA enabled (auto w/ SLA, auto w/o SLA, force w/ SLA, and force
w/o SLA, respectively). Then, we compare the cumulative query
execution time and cost of the queries in each condition. To disable
flexible SLA, we force the service layer in PixelsDB to rewrite the
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DB Size (GB) Workload Pattern # SLAs

𝑑𝑏1 10 dashboard 720 Rel/Imm=3/1
𝑑𝑏2 30 manual ad-hoc 34 Imm
𝑑𝑏3 30 manual daily 87 Imm/Rel=2/1
𝑑𝑏4 100 off-peak 22 BoE
𝑑𝑏5 100 regular report 48 Rel

Table 1: Datasets (databases) and workloads.

Figure 5: Query stream of the workloads.

Figure 6: Cumulative execution time of the queries submitted
with different SLAs.

Figure 7: Cumulative cost of the queries submitted with dif-
ferent SLAs.

SLA to immediate (the default behavior of traditional query service
without flexible SLA) for all received queries.

The evaluation results are shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7. As
auto w/o SLA is actually equivalent to force w/o SLA (i.e., all queries
are immediately executed in VMs or CFs according to the load in
VMs), we ignore force w/o SLA in the evaluation results.

5.2 Effects of SLAs on Execution Time
As shown in Figure 6, auto w/ SLA and auto w/o SLA have compara-
ble cumulative query execution times for all categories of queries.
The BoE query execution time of auto w/ SLA is slightly higher than
that of auto w/o SLA. This is because, with auto w/ SLA, more BoE
queries are executed in the VM (POS). BoE queries are big queries
(on 𝑑𝑏4). SOS (CF) can dynamically allocate more resources to pro-
cess these big queries. Hence, BoE queries are faster in CFs. For
force w/ SLA, the relaxed and BoE queries have higher cumulative
execution times because these queries are forced to squeeze into
the VM. The immediate query execution time of force w/ SLA is
slightly higher because more immediate queries are executed in CFs.
Immediate queries are small queries (on 𝑑𝑏1), and CF dynamically
allocates fewer resources for these queries, making them slower.

5.3 Effects of SLAs on Cost
As shown in Figure 7, auto w/ SLA and force w/ SLA have 22.2% and
65.5% lower total cumulative cost than auto w/o SLA, respectively.

The cost reduction is contributed by the BoE and relaxed queries.
With auto w/ SLA (or force w/ SLA), these queries are more likely
(or forced) to execute in the VM, which is more cost-efficient. For
immediate queries, the cost increases by 45.5% and 99.9% with auto
w/ SLA and force w/ SLA, respectively. This is because when flexible
SLA is enabled, the VM is dominated by the relaxed and BoE queries;
hence, the immediate queries are more likely to be executed in CF,
which is more expensive. However, compared with pure-CF query
processing (the case in normal serverless query engines such as
Starling [36] and Lambada [35]), this cost is still 2x-3x lower.

Takeaway: Using the auto execution policy, flexible SLA can re-
duce query costs without significantly affecting query performance.
Allowing SLA to directly determine the resources for query execu-
tion (i.e., force w/ SLA) can further reduce query costs. However, the
current implementation of PixelsDB uses POS in the cost-efficient
cluster, leading to the difficulty of controlling performance and cost.
In real applications, customers may also need SLAs regarding query
execution time. This requires improving the isolation and elasticity
of resource management by applying SOS and other technologies,
as discussed in Section 3.3.

6 RELATEDWORK
Cost-intelligence. Zhang et al. propose the blueprint for a cost-
intelligent cloud data warehouse in [32]. This work inspires our
idea of performance SLAs. However, [32] targets a more general
bi-optimization problem of performance and cost. It mainly consid-
ers how to estimate query cost-efficiency and calculate the optimal
resource deployment and settings from the perspective of query op-
timization. Whereas this paper proposes a more concrete problem
(flexible SLA) for serverless query processing based on application
insights and discusses how to solve it from the perspectives of query
execution and computing framework. This would be complemen-
tary to the query optimization solution in [32].

SOS query processing. As discussed in Section 2.3, Google
has applied SOS query processing in BigQuery (Dremel [34] and
Borg [41]). It confirms that SOS is suitable for efficient query pro-
cessing. We believe the inefficiency of CF-based SOS is caused
by the limitations of CF (cloud function), but not SOS. The main
contribution of this paper is not to propose SOS query processing
but to highlight its significance for solving flexible SLA and envi-
sion its popularity in serverless query processing. As discussed in
Sections 4.1 and 4.3, we are developing the while-box serverless
computing framework for SOS based on containerized computing
services such as Fargate and EKS.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we first propose the flexible SLA problem for serverless
processing based on the insights from real applications and the
user study among database practitioners. Then, we summarize the
serverless query processing architectures into two categories: plan-
oriented scaling (POS) and stage-oriented scaling (SOS). Based on
that, we envision the challenges and opportunities for flexible SLA
and other innovative database research. Finally, we present the
design of PixelsDB. In this system, we confirm the feasibility of
implementing flexible SLA through dedicated architectural design
and the significance of SOS for flexible SLA.

6



REFERENCES
[1] 2024. Amazon Athena. https://aws.amazon.com/athena/
[2] 2024. Amazon Athena 2.0 (Presto 0.217) - What’s New. https://www.firebolt.io/

blog/amazon-athena-version-2-whats-new
[3] 2024. Amazon Athena Engine Version 3. https://docs.aws.amazon.com/athena/

latest/ug/engine-versions-reference-0003.html
[4] 2024. Amazon Athena for Apache Spark. https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/aws/new-

amazon-athena-for-apache-spark/
[5] 2024. Amazon Athena Pricing. https://aws.amazon.com/athena/pricing/
[6] 2024. Amazon EC2 Spot Instances. https://aws.amazon.com/ec2/pricing/on-

demand/
[7] 2024. Amazon Elastic Container Service. https://aws.amazon.com/ecs/
[8] 2024. Amazon Elastic Kubernetes Service. https://aws.amazon.com/eks/
[9] 2024. Amazon S3. https://aws.amazon.com/s3/
[10] 2024. Apache ORC. https://orc.apache.org/
[11] 2024. Apache Parquet. http://parquet.apache.org/
[12] 2024. AWS Fargate. https://aws.amazon.com/fargate/
[13] 2024. AWS Glue. https://aws.amazon.com/glue/
[14] 2024. AWS Lambda. https://aws.amazon.com/lambda/
[15] 2024. BigQuery explained: An overview of BigQuery’s architecture.

https://cloud.google.com/blog/products/data-analytics/new-blog-series-
bigquery-explained-overview

[16] 2024. Billing for Amazon Redshift Serverless. https://docs.aws.amazon.com/
redshift/latest/mgmt/serverless-billing.html

[17] 2024. Google BigQuery. https://cloud.google.com/bigquery
[18] 2024. Google BigQuery Pricing. https://cloud.google.com/bigquery?hl=en#pricing
[19] 2024. Knative. https://knative.dev/docs/
[20] 2024. Kubernetes. https://kubernetes.io/
[21] 2024. Redshift Serverless Considerations. https://docs.aws.amazon.com/redshift/

latest/mgmt/serverless-considerations.html
[22] 2024. Snowflake Dataset. https://github.com/resource-disaggregation/snowset
[23] 2024. Tencent Survey. https://cloud.tencent.com/product/survey
[24] 2024. Trino. https://trino.io/
[25] Alexandru Agache, Marc Brooker, Alexandra Iordache, Anthony Liguori, Rolf

Neugebauer, Phil Piwonka, andDiana-Maria Popa. 2020. Firecracker: Lightweight
Virtualization for Serverless Applications. In NSDI.

[26] Renen Alexander, van and Leis Viktor. 2023. Cloud Analytics Benchmark. PVLDB
16, 6 (2023).

[27] Nikos Armenatzoglou, Sanuj Basu, Naga Bhanoori, Mengchu Cai, Naresh
Chainani, Kiran Chinta, Venkatraman Govindaraju, Todd J. Green, Monish Gupta,
Sebastian Hillig, Eric Hotinger, Yan Leshinksy, Jintian Liang, Michael McCreedy,
Fabian Nagel, Ippokratis Pandis, Panos Parchas, Rahul Pathak, Orestis Polychro-
niou, Foyzur Rahman, Gaurav Saxena, Gokul Soundararajan, Sriram Subrama-
nian, and Doug Terry. 2022. Amazon Redshift Re-Invented. In SIGMOD.

[28] Haoqiong Bian and Anastasia Ailamaki. 2022. Pixels: An Efficient Column Store
for Cloud Data Lakes. In ICDE.

[29] Haoqiong Bian, Dongyang Geng, Haoyang Li, and Anastasia Ailamaki. 2024.
PixelsDB: Serverless and Natural-Language-Aided Data Analytics with Flexible
Service Levels and Prices. arXiv:2405.19784

[30] Nicolas Bruno, Johnny Debrodt, Chujun Song, and Wei Zheng. 2022. Computa-
tion Reuse via Fusion in Amazon Athena. In ICDE.

[31] Bian Haoqiong, Sha Tiannan, and Anastasia Ailamaki. 2023. Using Cloud Func-
tions as Accelerator for Elastic Data Analytics. In SIGMOD.

[32] Zhang Huanchen, Liu Yihao, and Jiaqi Yan. 2024. Cost-Intelligent Data Analytics
in the Cloud. In CIDR.

[33] Rui Liu, Jun Hyuk Chang, Riki Otaki, Zhe Heng Eng, Aaron J. Elmore, Michael J.
Franklin, and Sanjay Krishnan. 2024. Towards Resource-adaptive Query Execu-
tion in Cloud Native Databases. In CIDR.

[34] Sergey Melnik, Andrey Gubarev, Jing Jing Long, Geoffrey Romer, Shiva Shiv-
akumar, Matt Tolton, Theo Vassilakis, Hossein Ahmadi, Dan Delorey, Slava Min,
Mosha Pasumansky, and Jeff Shute. 2020. Dremel: a decade of interactive SQL
analysis at web scale. PVLDB 13, 12 (2020).

[35] Ingo Müller, Renato Marroquín, and Gustavo Alonso. 2020. Lambada: Interactive
Data Analytics on Cold Data Using Serverless Cloud Infrastructure. In SIGMOD.

[36] Matthew Perron, Raul Castro Fernandez, David DeWitt, and Samuel Madden.
2020. Starling: A Scalable Query Engine on Cloud Functions. In SIGMOD.

[37] Raghav Sethi, Martin Traverso, Dain Sundstrom, David Phillips, Wenlei Xie,
Yutian Sun, Nezih Yegitbasi, Haozhun Jin, Eric Hwang, Nileema Shingte, and
Christopher Berner. 2019. Presto: SQL on Everything. In ICDE.

[38] Panagiotis Sioulas and Anastasia Ailamaki. 2021. Scalable Multi-Query Execution
using Reinforcement Learning. In SIGMOD.

[39] Dmitrii Ustiugov, Plamen Petrov, Marios Kogias, Edouard Bugnion, and Boris
Grot. 2021. Benchmarking, Analysis, and Optimization of Serverless Function
Snapshots. In ASPLOS.

[40] Alexander van Renen, Dominik Horn, Pascal Pfeil, Kapil Vaidya, Wenjian Dong,
Murali Narayanaswamy, Zhengchun Liu, Gaurav Saxena, Andreas Kipf, and Tim
Kraska. 2024. Why TPC Is Not Enough: An Analysis of the Amazon Redshift

Fleet. PVLDB 17, 11 (2024).
[41] Abhishek Verma, Luis Pedrosa, Madhukar Korupolu, David Oppenheimer, Eric

Tune, and John Wilkes. 2015. Large-scale cluster management at Google with
Borg. In EuroSys.

[42] Michal Wawrzoniak, Gianluca Moro, Rodrigo Bruno, Ana Klimovic, and Gustavo
Alonso. 2024. Off-the-shelf Data Analytics on Serverless. In CIDR.

7


