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Abstract

Bayesian optimization is efficient even with a small amount of data and is used in engineering and in science,

including biology and chemistry. In Bayesian optimization, a parameterized model with an uncertainty is fitted

to explain the experimental data, and then the model suggests parameters that would most likely improve the

results. Batch Bayesian optimization reduces the processing time of optimization by parallelizing experiments.

However, batch Bayesian optimization cannot be applied if the number of parallelized experiments is limited by

the cost or scarcity of equipment; in such cases, sequential methods require an unrealistic amount of time. In

this study, we developed pipelining Bayesian optimization (PipeBO) to reduce the processing time of optimization

even with a limited number of parallel experiments. PipeBO was inspired by the pipelining of central processing

unit architecture, which divides computational tasks into multiple processes. PipeBO was designed to achieve

experiment parallelization by overlapping various processes of the experiments. PipeBO uses the results of

completed experiments to update the parameters of running parallelized experiments. Using the Black-Box

Optimization Benchmarking, which consists of 24 benchmark functions, we compared PipeBO with the sequential

Bayesian optimization methods. PipeBO reduced the average processing time of optimization to about 56% for

the experiments that consisted of two processes or even less for those with more processes for 20 out of the 24

functions. Overall, PipeBO parallelizes Bayesian optimization in the resource-constrained settings so that efficient

optimization can be achieved.
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1 Introduction

Parameter optimization methods search for parameters that yield results close to the objective by adjusting tunable

parameters in a target system. The criterion that indicates the objective is referred to as the objective function,

and different parameter optimization methods are suitable for different properties of this function [1, 2, 3]. When

the objective function is explicitly expressed as a mathematical formula and the gradient of the function can be

calculated, the steepest–descent (or ascent) method is widely used, and it updates the solution in the direction of the

gradient[1]. In engineering and science, including biology and chemistry, the exact mathematical formula is often

unknown, the gradient cannot be calculated, and obtaining experimental data can be costly [4]. Particle swarm

optimization [2] and genetic algorithms [3] are widely used optimization methods that do not use gradients. These

population–based methods update a population of solutions and improve these solutions with each generation;

however, they tend to require a large number of objective function evaluations, because a certain population size is

required to avoid falling into a local optimum. These methods are often used when the cost of obtaining the value

of objective function is low, as in parameter optimization in computational simulations [5, 6, 7].

If the cost of obtaining experimental results is high, the number of evaluations needs to be reduced. In such

cases, response surface methodology (RSM) [8] is used to model the objective function using polynomials to find

the optimal parameters [9, 10]. In RSM, experiments are carried out on the basis of experimental design such as

central composite design [11] or Box–Behnken design [12]. These experimental designs uniformly sample from the

parameter space, allowing for the creation of a model that can accurately predict the objective function across the

entire parameter space. However, RSM is time-consuming because experiments must be carried out even under

conditions where the expectation of good results is low.

The Bayesian optimization method was developed to solve this issue [13]. In Bayesian optimization, the prior

distribution of the objective function is combined with experimental results to calculate the posterior distribution

for unexplored parameters. Optimization is then performed by suggesting the next parameters by using an

acquisition function that balances exploration and exploitation on the basis of the obtained posterior distribution.

Since Bayesian optimization proposes parameters on the basis of experimental results, it can densely explore the

parameter space where there is a higher likelihood of achieving good results [14, 15]. Unlike RSM, which explores

the parameter space uniformly regardless of the results, Bayesian optimization can discover optimal parameters

with fewer experimental evaluations [16, 17].

Vanilla Bayesian optimization is able to suggest only one experimental parameter, and it is necessary to iterate

sequentially between obtaining a result and suggesting a parameter. Batch Bayesian optimization [18, 19, 20]

focuses on reducing processing time of optimization by running parallel experiments with multiple parameters,

but it is not efficient if the number of parallel experiments is limited due to resource constraints (Fig. 1a). For

example, there is a task to obtain a large quantity of useful enzymes, such as inulinase [21]. The number of

parallel experiments is limited by the number of flasks that fit into a rotary shaking incubator and by the number

of incubators, so it is not possible to reduce processing time of optimization through the parallelization used by
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batch Bayesian optimization.

Many experiments involve multiple processes, with each process requiring different equipment. We found

an analogy between this laboratory process and the pipelining used as a parallel processing method in central

processing unit architecture (reviewed in [22]). We hypothesized that introducing the concept of pipelining into

Bayesian optimization would reduce the processing time of optimization. Pipelining enables the parallelization of

experiments by starting processes while others are in progress (Fig. 1b) even when synchronous methods such as

batch Bayesian optimization cannot be applied.

In this study, we proposed a Bayesian optimization method that reduced the processing time of optimization

through parallelization via pipelining in settings with limited equipment. We developed Pipelining Bayesian

Optimization (PipeBO), that uses the results of other experiments that were obtained during a particular experiment

(Fig. 1b). To evaluate whether PipeBO can efficiently explore the parameter space, we used Black-Box Optimization

Benchmarking (BBOB) [23]. We compared the processing time of optimization taken by PipeBO to reach conditions

equivalent to those achieved by the vanilla methods. PipeBO reduced the processing time of optimization to an

average of ≤56% for 20 out of the 24 functions, thereby demonstrating its efficacy.

2 Methods

2.1 Problem setting for PipeBO

An optimization problem searches for the parameter x∗
, that maximizes the experimental outcome (objective

function) f by adjusting the experimental parameters x.

x∗ = argmax
x

f(x) (1)

Here, each experiment is divided intoK processes, with parameters that are set for each process (Supplementary

Fig. 1a). We denote si (1 ≤ i ≤ K) as a parameter set in the i-th process and we defined si as process parameters;

x are represented as x = (s1, . . . , sK). We denote the number of parameters for the i-th process as Ni = dim(si),

and we represent the sets of the numbers of process parameters for a single experiment as D = (N1, N2, . . . , NK).

The result f(x) can only be obtained upon completion of the K-th process.

The improvement of efficiency owing to pipelining depends on the longest process, and the efficiency is

maximized when each process takes the same time [22]; we assumed that this time was equal in this problem

setting. We defined the unit time required for each process as 1 step, and the total elapsed time as the number of

steps.

If equipment is limited and experiments cannot be parallelized, dividing experiments intoK processes allows for

pseudo parallelization as aK-stage pipelining. IfP experiments can be parallelized, pipelining can be incorporated,

allowing for the parallelization of P × K experiments (Supplementary Fig. 1b). Among the P × K parallel

experiments, we refer to the P parallel experiments that have been executing the same process simultaneously as
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an experimental set, and we denote the n-th experimental set as Bn. The latter consists of P parallel experimental

parameters, with the j-th experimental parameter among them denoted as xj,n (1 ≤ j ≤ P ). In other words, we

can express Bn as (x1,n, . . . ,xP,n). Then, if we denote the i-th process parameter that consists of xj,n as sij,n , we

can express Bn as

((
s11,n , . . . , sK1,n

)
, . . . ,

(
s1P,n

, . . . , sKP,n

))
.

2.2 PipeBO algorithm

PipeBO is aimed to accelerate Bayesian optimization by using pipelining for the parallelization of experiments

when equipment is insufficient and straightforward parallelization is not feasible. Pipelining gives us results from

an experiment while other experiments are in progress. This property inspired us to develop a new method for

updating parameters of an experiment in progress and to incorporate it into PipeBO.

Parallelization through pipelining is asynchronous: it allows the initiation of an experiment while another one

is in progress. In asynchronous experiments, it is necessary to propose the next experimental parameters when

the results of some experiments have not yet been obtained. Alvi et al. proposed asynchronous batch Bayesian

optimization, which can efficiently explore the parameter space [24]. This method uses a local penalizer [19] to

prevent the proposal of parameters similar to those in the experiment in progress. The local penalizer reduces the

value of the acquisition function locally near certain experimental parameters.

The method proposed by Alvi et al. focuses on the parallelization of experiments where the required time

depends considerably on the experimental parameters, but it does not divide a single experiment into multiple

processes. In contrast, in parallelization using PipeBO, the new results of asynchronously parallelized experiments

are obtained during an experiment when subsequent process parameters can be changed. To take advantage of

these results, we developed a method to update the process parameters during the experiment. Specifically, the

acquisition function is recalculated on the basis of the data that include new results, and the process parameters

are updated to give the best value of the new acquisition function.

As a simple problem setting, consider that the parallelization number isP = 1, the number of processes isK = 2,

and the process parameters s1 for the first process and s2 for the second can be adjusted. In the n-th experiment

(Fig. 2a), the first process parameter s11,n must be determined after the results of the (n − 2)-th experiment have

been obtained. Similar to vanilla Bayesian optimization, we determine s11,n by calculating the acquisition function

based on the results obtained from up to the (n − 2)-th experiment, and we propose the experimental parameter

x1,n (blue arrow in Fig. 2a, b). After this step, the first process of the n-th experiment is executed with x1,n.

Simultaneously, the result of the (n− 1)-th experiment is obtained, so a new acquisition function is derived on the

basis of the results obtained up to the (n − 1)-th experiment (Fig. 2c). In this recalculated acquisition function

with new results, there may be a value greater than the value of x1,n based on the acquisition function derived

from the results up to the (n− 2)-th experiment. Therefore, during the n-th experiment, while keeping the already

determined s11,n fixed, s12,n is adjusted to achieve a higher value of the acquisition function (yellow arrows in Fig.

2a, c). By updating the process parameters during experiments in this way, we have developed a method that
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optimizes an objective function while using the information obtained at each time point.

The pseudo code of PipeBO is shown in Algorithm 1. Let the set of experimental parameters in progress be

denoted as XLP, and let the function that locally decreases the value of the acquisition function at the experimental

parameter xLP ∈ XLP be represented as ϕ(x;xLP). , which is expressed as follows [19]:

ϕ(x;xLP) =
1

2
erfc

(
− 1

2σ2(xLP)

(
L̂∥xLP − x∥ − M̂ + µ(xLP)

))
(2)

Here, erfc(·) denotes the complementary error function, µ(x) represents the posterior mean of the Gaussian process

regression, σ2(x) indicates the posterior variance of this regression, L̂ denotes the maximum slope at µ(x), and M̂

represents the maximum value obtained from the previous experimental results.

Algorithm 1 Pipelining Bayesian Optimization (PipeBO)

1: Set initial conditions B1,B2, · · · ,BK

2: for t = K,K + 1, ..., do
3: Obtain experimental results for Bt−K+1,

4: Gaussian process regression with B1, · · · ,Bt−K+1 and Obtain acquisition function αt(x)

5: Initialization of parameter sets for local penalizer XLP = ∅
6: for i = 1, · · · ,K − 1 do
7: Update Bt−K+1+i while keeping (s1, . . . , sK−i) fixed in αt(x)

∏
xLP∈XLP

ϕ(x;xLP)

8: Add Bt−K+1+i to XLP

9: end for
10: Set Bt+1 by Batch BO using αt(x)

∏
xLP∈XLP

ϕ(x;xLP)

11: end for

After t steps, the results of the initial experiments are obtained, and the acquisition function αt(x) at the t step is

determined from these results. Then, for the experimental sets in progress Bt−K+1+i(i = 1, · · · ,K − 1), the previ-

ously determined process parameters (s1, . . . , sK−i) are fixed, and the undetermined parameters (sK−i+1, . . . , sK)

are adjusted to maximize the value of αt(x)
∏

xLP∈XLP

ϕ(x;xLP) using the newly updated acquisition function. The

state in whichXLP contains no experimental parameters is denoted as the empty setXLP = ∅, and

∏
xLP∈XLP

ϕ(x;xLP) =

1 when XLP = ∅. The updated experimental set Bt−K+1+i is added to XLP to avoid proposing experimental pa-

rameters close to those in progress. This operation is performed for all experimental parameters that were in

progress, and finally the experimental set Bt+1 to be used in the next experiment is proposed through batch

Bayesian optimization.
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2.3 Numerical experiments using benchmark functions

We evaluated the performance of PipeBO by optimizing 24 benchmark functions included in BBOB [23], and

compared the optimization processes. These continuous functions of various shapes are defined over the domain

[-5,5]
D

for any dimension D. The BBOB functions were implemented in COmparing Continuous Optimizers

(COCO) [25].

As the initial parameter values, P ×K parameters were set for the method parallelized through pipelining, and

P parameters for the method without pipelining parallelization, using random numbers generated by Mersenne

Twister [26]. For each benchmark function, the search for optimal experimental parameters was carried out 50 times

with different initial parameter values. Algorithms were compared using simple regret, which is the difference

between the optimal result f(x∗) in the benchmark function and the maximum value found in n searches:

simple regret = f(x∗)− max

i=1,··· ,n
f(xi) (3)

A small simple regret indicates proximity to the optimum. Therefore, the goal of optimization was to minimize

the simple regret.

The acquisition function used was GP-UCB [27], which is calculated by determining the upper confidence

bound on the basis of the posterior mean µ(x) and the standard deviation σ(x) from Gaussian process regression.

αGP-UCB = µ(x) + κσ(x) (4)

where κ is a parameter related to the optimization strategy; it was fixed at 2.

The 24 benchmark functions were optimized for the problem setup shown in Supplementary Table 1; the

maximum number of searches starting from the initial values was 200.

The performance of PipeBO was verified through the above procedure. Implementation of all methods was

based on GPyOpt [28], and the source code and data are available at https://github.com/funalab/PipeBO.

3 Results

3.1 Evaluating the effect of pipelining

To demonstrate the effectiveness of parallelization through pipelining in reducing the processing time of optimiza-

tion, we compared PipeBO with vanilla Bayesian optimization. For each method, we visualized the relationship

between the number of steps and the simple regret by performing 50 runs of optimization from different initial

values. PipeBO tended to achieve lower simple regret faster than vanilla Bayesian optimization did (Fig. 3). A

similar trend was observed for all 24 benchmark functions in Supplementary Figs 2–4.

In pipelining, the number of experiments carried out in parallel increases in proportion to the number of

processes, K. To evaluate whether the number of steps (i.e., elapsed time) required for optimization with PipeBO
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is reduced as K increases, we optimized benchmark functions by varying the K value. With an increase in K, the

number of steps required for optimization with PipeBO was considerably reduced compared to that with vanilla

Bayesian optimization (Fig. 3). This result may be explained by the fact that PipeBO runs P × K experiments

in parallel, so the larger K is, the more experiments can be parallelized. It was suggested that more parallelized

experiments with pipelining could reduce the processing time of optimization.

We evaluated the number of steps PipeBO required to reach the same simple regret as the vanilla Bayesian

optimization method reached after 100 steps. PipeBO required fewer steps in almost all benchmark functions

(Table 1). The median number of steps could be calculated for 23 benchmark functions and was reduced by PipeBO

to an average of about 56% for K = 2, about 50% for K = 3, and about 38% for K = 5 (Table 1).

3.2 Evaluating the effect of parameter update

To verify the effectiveness of updating parameters during the experiment in increasing the efficiency of optimization,

we compared PipeBO and its version without parameter updates. The parameter updates use the results from

a completed experiment to update the parameters in a running experiment, and their performance may depend

greatly on the sets of the numbers of process parameters. Therefore, we used problem settings with biased sets of

process parameters (Supplementary Table 1). PipeBO without parameter update is equivalent to the asynchronous

batch Bayesian optimization algorithm PLAyBOOK-L [24]. For PipeBO and PipeBO without parameter update,

we determined their superiority on the basis of the median of simple regret at each step and calculated the ratio of

superiority over 200 steps for each benchmark function (Fig. 4). When the optimization parameters were biased

toward the earlier processes, as in the case of D = (8, 1, 1), the median was around 50%, indicating little difference

in performance of PipeBO with or without parameter update. As the optimization parameters increasingly shifted

toward the later processes, PipeBO had a higher percentage of steps where the simple regret was smaller than that

of PipeBO without parameter update.

4 Discussion

Here we developed PipeBO, a Bayesian optimization method that incorporates pipelining to reduce the processing

time of optimization when sufficient parallelization of experiments is impossible because experimental resources

are limited. Even under such conditions, PipeBO allows for effective parallelization (Fig. 1b). To explore optimal

parameters, PipeBO required fewer steps than vanilla Bayesian optimization without pipelining (Fig. 3) and

required fewer steps to reach comparable simple regret (Table 1).

PipeBO reduced the number of optimization steps to about 56% at K = 2, about 50% at K = 3, and about 38%

at K = 5. In an ideal scenario where the optimization efficiency per experiment is equal between PipeBO and

vanilla Bayesian optimization, the number of optimization steps would be reduced to (100/K)% (50% at K = 2,

about 33% at K = 3, and 20% at K = 5) because PipeBO has K times more experiments to parallelize. However,
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to propose the n-th experimental set, vanilla Bayesian optimization uses the results of the n− 1 experimental sets,

whereas PipeBO uses only the results of up to the n − K experimental sets. This means that PipeBO has less

information available to propose the parameters, and the number of steps required for optimization is not expected

to be reduced to as much as (100/K)%. The results of numerical experiments also supported this conclusion.

In lengthy experiments, the benefits of reducing the number of optimization steps are great. For example, in

enzymes production, fungal sources are cultured on potato dextrose agar (1st process) for 5 days, and then in flasks

(2nd process) for 5 days [21]. This is a K = 2 pipeline process that can be parallelized. If sequential Bayesian

optimization takes 100 steps (500 days), PipeBO can reach same simple regret in 56 steps (280 days).

The pipelining process is similar to asynchronous batch Bayesian optimization [24, 29] in that another experi-

ment is started during a particular experiment, but this study is unique in that (1) experiments are parallelized by

pipelining and (2) the parameters are updated while an experiment is underway by using the results of other ex-

periments. Asynchronous batch Bayesian optimization was developed to avoid having equipment idle and reduce

processing time of optimization for experiments where the required time depends considerably on the experimental

parameters. PipeBO differs from asynchronous batch Bayesian optimization in that PipeBO enables parallelization

of experiments where experimental time is independent of parameters. Vanilla Bayesian optimization methods

and asynchronous batch Bayesian optimization typically assume that all parameters must be determined before

initiating an experiment. However, when an experiment can be divided into multiple processes, it is sufficient

to determine the parameters at the beginning of each process. During the execution of a particular process in

pipelining, results from experiments with different parameters can be obtained simultaneously. We focused on

this point and developed a method to update parameters during an experiment within the pipelining framework

(Fig. 2). In particular, when numerous parameters had to be optimized in later processes, the percentage of steps in

which PipeBO achieved smaller simple regret increased (Fig. 4). The reason might be that setting more parameters

in the later stages increases the likelihood of finding good results within a wider parameter space.

PipeBO may not be suitable in experiments where the time required for each process varies considerably,

because the benefits of parallelization through pipelining may be limited. In such experiments, scheduling

algorithms would be useful for reducing the processing time of optimization. A scheduling algorithm reduces the

time required to complete experimental procedures by optimizing the assignment of processes to the equipment

[30]. Bayesian optimization based on schedules formulated by these algorithms may reduce the time even in

problem settings where batch Bayesian optimization and PipeBO are not applicable. Scheduling algorithms often

parallelize experiments asynchronously so that the results of one experiment are often obtained during another

experiment [30, 31]. Therefore, the parameter updates proposed in this study can be used in such schedules and

can be applicable not only to pipelining but also to a broader range of methods.

This study will contribute to reducing the processing time of optimization in problem settings that reflect

limited experimental facilities. By helping to reduce the processing time of optimization, this study may play an

important role in the advancement of data-driven science in fields where optimization has not been attempted due

to the extensive time required for experiments.
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Asynchronous BO

Parameter Update

The time to retrieve the results

Fig. 1 Conceptual diagram of parallelization through pipelining

(a) Parameter optimization for an experiment with two sequential processes; a piece of equipment is required for

the first process, but only one such piece is available. The processing time of optimization cannot be reduced

using batch Bayesian optimization. (b) Pipelining to stagger the execution of processes allows experiments to be

parallelized even with limited equipment. PipeBO aims to reduce the processing time of optimization. In

applying Bayesian optimization, we focused on the ability to obtain a result from a completed experiment while

another experiment is in progress. This led us to develop a method for parameter updates that leverages this

ability. PipeBO combines the parameter updates with asynchronous Bayesian optimization
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Fig. 2 Updating parameters during the experiment

(a) Flow of Bayesian optimization incorporating pipelining and use of information at each step. At t− 1 step, the

experimental parameters are proposed using vanilla Bayesian optimization (blue arrow). In the t step, pipelining

allows for new experimental results to be obtained, which are then used to update the second process parameter

of the n-th experiment (yellow arrow). (b) The acquisition function based on the results of up to the (n− 2)-th

experiment, using the results from the t− 1 step (green space). Since the results from the (n− 1)-th experiment

are not yet available at the t− 1 step, the computation of the acquisition function is based on the results from the

(n− 2)-th experiment to propose the experimental parameters. (c) The acquisition function based on the results

of up to the (n− 1)-th experiment (green space). The blue frame is the plane that is s1 = s11,n , the blue curve is

the acquisition function cut by the plane. At the t step, new results from the (n− 1)-th experiment are obtained,

causing the acquisition function to change from that shown in (b). Since the n-th experiment is already underway

with the process parameter s11,n , s11,n is fixed to improve the acquisition function value, and s21,n is updated

(yellow arrow)
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Fig. 3 Comparison between Bayesian optimization (BO) without pipelining and PipeBO

The median (lines) and interquartile range (shading) of 50 runs of optimization from different initial values are

shown for each method. K, the number of processes; function IDs (F) are shown for the 4 functions selected from

the 24 BBOB functions. All results are for P = 1; D = (1, 1) at K = 2, D = (3, 4, 3) at K = 3, and D = (2, 2, 2, 2, 2)

at K = 5

15



Table 1 Quantitative evaluation of the number of steps by Bayesian optimization without pipelining and PipeBO

ID Benchmark function K = 2 K = 3 K = 5

F1 Sphere 126 (–) 40.0 (5) 39.0 (7)

F2 Separable Ellipsoidal 50.0 (35) 41.5 (55) 23.0 (64)

F3 Rastrigin, original 42.0 (59) 45.0 (26) 33.5 (23)

F4 Büche–Rastrigin 44.5 (45) 101 (116) 87.0 (139)

F5 Linear Slope – – –

F6 Attractive Sector 71.0 (–) 38.5 (24) 32.0 (13)

F7 Step Ellipsoidal 64.5 (86) 34.5 (23) 34.0 (35)

F8 Rosenbrock, original 51.5 (27) 45.5 (15) 44.0 (21)

F9 Rosenbrock, rotated 44.0 (31) 68.0 (50) 39.5 (36)

F10 Ellipsoidal 68.5 (52) 37.0 (38) 32.0 (32)

F11 Discus 56.0 (48) 50.5 (62) 30.0 (55)

F12 Bent Cigar 43.5 (51) 103 (–) 49.5 (159)

F13 Sharp Ridge 39.5 (28) 40.5 (10) 33.0 (9)

F14 Different Powers 44.5 (15) 39.5 (26) 36.0 (25)

F15 Rastrigin, rotated 40.5 (29) 47.5 (36) 38.5 (19)

F16 Weierstrass 67.0 (87) 42.0 (46) 26.0 (23)

F17 Schaffer’s F7 66.0 (74) 43.0 (35) 20.5 (17)

F18 Schaffer’s F7, moderately ill–conditioned 59.5 (41) 42.0 (48) 30.0 (27)

F19 Composite Griewank–Rosenbrock function F8F2 38.5 (30) 37.0 (50) 61.0 (53)

F20 Schwefel 45.5 (36) 48.0 (14) 45.0 (27)

F21 Gallagher’s Gaussian 101–me Peaks 50.0 (59) 37.0 (46) 38.0 (16)

F22 Gallagher’s Gaussian 21–hi Peaks 53.5 (49) 66.5 (104) 36.5 (21)

F23 Katsuura 56.0 (86) 49.0 (66) 19.5 (25)

F24 Lunacek bi–Rastrigin 70.5 (68) 41.0 (14) 38.0 (16)

Avarage 56.2 49.5 37.6

The number of steps PipeBO required to reach the same simple regret as Bayesian optimization without

pipelining achieved in 100 steps. The values are the median numbers of steps taken by PipeBO to reach the

reference simple regret; the interquartile ranges are shown in parentheses. Values less than 100 steps are

displayed in bold and values greater than 100 steps are displayed in plain text. The calculations were based on

data from 200 searches. Dashes (–) indicate that the reference simple regret could not be reached
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Fig. 4 Comparison between PipeBO and PipeBO without parameter update

To evaluate the effectiveness of parameter updates during an experiment, we determined PipeBO superiority on

the basis of the median simple regret at each step and calculated the proportion of superiority in 200 iterations for

each benchmark function. Each series indicates the number of parameters being optimized by each process. We

used D at K = 3 to compare cases where the optimized parameters were biased toward the earlier or later stages

of the process. Datapoints in each series correspond to 24 benchmark functions, and the box plots represent the

distribution of these data
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Supplementary Fig. 1 Problem sets tested in this study

(a) Parameter x of an experiment needs to be optimized. One experiment is divided into K processes, and x is

divided into si (1 ≤ i ≤ K) parameters for the i-th process. ,where x is an experimental parameter and si is a

process parameter. (b)Problem setting for experiments along the pipelining. The P experiments that can be

performed in parallel are called the experimental set B, and the n-th experimental set Bn is divided into P

experimental parameters xj,n (1 ≤ j ≤ P ). The i-th process parameter that makes up xj,n is denoted as sij,n .
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Supplementary Table 1 Problem sets to test the effectiveness of PipeBO

P K D

1 2 (1, 1)

1 3 (8, 1, 1)

1 3 (5, 3, 2)

1 3 (3, 4, 3)

1 3 (2, 3, 5)

1 3 (1, 1, 8)

1 5 (2, 2, 2, 2, 2)

Since the number of parallel experiments increases in proportion to the number of processes K in an experiment,

we varied the K value. We also varied D because the parameter update is greatly affected by the set of the

numbers of process parameters.
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Supplementary Fig. 2 Optimization process for 24 benchmark functions (K = 2)

The median (lines) and interquartile range (shading) of 50 runs of optimization from different initial values are

shown for each function. The problem setting here was P = 1, K = 2 and D = (1, 1). Function ID is shown in the

upper right corner of each panel.
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Supplementary Fig. 3 Optimization process for 24 benchmark functions (K = 3)

The median (lines) and interquartile range (shading) of 50 runs of optimization from different initial values are

shown for each function. The problem setting here was P = 1, K = 3 and D = (3, 4, 3). Function ID is shown in

the upper right corner of each panel.
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Supplementary Fig. 4 Optimization process for 24 benchmark functions (K = 5)

The median (lines) and interquartile range (shading) of 50 runs of optimization from different initial values are

shown for each function. The problem setting here was P = 1, K = 5 and D = (2, 2, 2, 2, 2). Function ID is shown

in the upper right corner of each panel.
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