2501.17414v1 [cs.DB] 29 Jan 2025

arxXiv

Reqo: A Robust and Explainable Query Optimization Cost Model

Baoming Chang
University of Ottawa
Ottawa, Canada
bchan081@uottawa.ca

ABSTRACT

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in using machine
learning (ML) in query optimization to select more efficient plans.
Existing learning-based query optimizers use certain model archi-
tectures to convert tree-structured query plans into representations
suitable for downstream ML tasks. As the design of these archi-
tectures significantly impacts cost estimation, we propose a tree
model architecture based on Bidirectional Graph Neural Networks
(Bi-GNN) aggregated by Gated Recurrent Units (GRUs) to achieve
more accurate cost estimates. The inherent uncertainty of data
and model parameters also leads to inaccurate cost estimates, re-
sulting in suboptimal plans and less robust query performance. To
address this, we implement a novel learning-to-rank cost model that
effectively quantifies the uncertainty in cost estimates using approx-
imate probabilistic ML. This model adaptively integrates quantified
uncertainty with estimated costs and learns from comparing pair-
wise plans, achieving more robust performance. In addition, we
propose the first explainability technique specifically designed for
learning-based cost models. This technique explains the contribu-
tion of any subgraphs in the query plan to the final predicted cost,
which can be integrated and trained with any learning-based cost
model to significantly boost the model’s explainability. By incorpo-
rating these innovations, we propose a cost model for a Robust and
Explainable Query Optimizer, Reqo, that improves the accuracy,
robustness, and explainability of cost estimation, outperforming
state-of-the-art approaches in all three dimensions.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Query optimization is crucial for database management systems
(DBMSs), directly impacting query execution performance. Accu-
rately and efficiently estimating the cost of candidate query exe-
cution plans and selecting the optimal one remains a significant
challenge. A query execution plan is typically represented as a tree,
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where nodes contain information about operators for accessing,
joining, or aggregating data, and edges represent dependencies
between parent and child nodes. An optimal plan allows the system
to handle data efficiently. Traditional query optimizers use cost
models based on statistical methods like histograms [10], which
often introduce errors due to their limitations in capturing complex
characteristics, such as join-crossing correlations. ML offers promis-
ing solutions for enhancing query optimization. Recent learning-
based optimizers follow a common architecture (Figure 1), encoding
node-level information into features that are then aggregated into a
graph-level representation for each candidate plan. A cost estimator
predicts execution costs based on these representations, enabling
the optimizer to select the most efficient plan. However, preserving
both node-level features and structural information between nodes
when transforming tree-structured plans into representations is
challenging, and any omission of key structural or operator details
can diminish the effectiveness of downstream optimization.
Furthermore, due to ML models’ "black box" nature [18], the
underlying rationale behind the predictions of learning-based cost
models remains difficult for humans to understand and trust. Cur-
rent approaches often overlook the explainability of these models,
meaning that while they theoretically aggregate plan node features
and structural information to generate representation and estimated
cost, it remains unclear how specific subgraphs or operations within
the query plan impact these predictions. Consequently, the lack of
transparency on how specific plan components influence outcomes
limits its effectiveness in trust-critical real-world applications.
Additionally, plan selection usually relies on the ranking of the
cost model’s estimated costs for all candidate query plans. Due
to inherent uncertainty, the plan selected by the query optimizer
may not have the shortest execution runtime. Query optimization
methods that are less sensitive to such estimation errors and do
not rely on simplifying assumptions are considered robust [12],
which is a critical avenue for improving the overall performance of
the optimizer. Recent learning-based cost models have increasingly
addressed robustness. Some approaches [3, 23, 24] implement it by
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Figure 1: Basic learning-based query optimizer framework
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mitigating misestimation of the input parameters or minimizing
the possibility of selecting a worse plan through specific mecha-
nisms. However, the state-of-the-art approaches [4, 5, 12, 19, 41]
change to quantify the uncertainty in data and model predictions,
applying such measures to improve the robustness of query op-
timization. These methods usually use approximate probabilistic
ML to quantify uncertainties and apply them for more robust plan
selection. Despite their superior performance, these models’ train-
ing (including cost and uncertainty estimation) remains decoupled
from its plan selection strategy, limiting uncertainty exploitation
and self-improvement through selection feedback.

In this paper, we focus on improving these challenges: query
plan representation, cost estimation explainability, and plan selec-
tion robustness. Comparative studies on tree models [2, 44] high-
light their critical role in query plan representation. Therefore, we
propose a novel tree model architecture BiGG [2] that leverages
Bi-GNNs [32] and a GRU-based aggregator [1]. This approach cap-
tures both node and structural information in query plan trees more
effectively, providing superior representation learning capabilities
compared to other advanced tree models [27, 36]. Additionally, we
propose the first explainability technique for learning-based cost
models that captures subtree-level contributions by quantifying sim-
ilarities in subtree—plan representations. This approach pinpoints
high-impact subgraphs that significantly influence execution cost,
thereby enhancing transparency and improving trust in cost-based
decisions. By identifying these critical subgraphs, developers can
focus manual optimization efforts and increase efficiency in the
query optimization process. To enhance robustness, we introduce a
learning-to-rank cost model with uncertainty quantification. This
approach adaptively integrates cost estimates and uncertainty for
plan selection, benefiting from pairwise plan comparisons during
training without requiring pairwise inputs at test time. As a result,
it achieves considerable improvements in plan selection robustness.

To summarize, our main contributions are:

e We propose a novel, more powerful query plan tree model
based on our previous work BiGG [2] with Bidirectional
GNNs and a GRU-based aggregator.

e We introduce explainability into learning-based cost models
for the first time by quantifying how query plan subgraphs
affect cost estimation. This approach fosters transparency,
provides a basis for targeted optimizations, and increases
trust in the learning-based cost model’s predictions.

o We design and implement an uncertainty-aware cost model
that employs a learning-to-rank mechanism capable of
adaptively integrating the qualified cost estimation and
uncertainty for query plan comparison while significantly
improving the robustness of the model.

e We develop Reqo, a comprehensive query optimization cost
model that integrates our three proposed techniques, and
experimentally show its significant improvements in cost
estimation accuracy, robustness, and explainability over
state-of-the-art cost models.

In the rest of the paper: Section 2 outlines the problem state-
ment, Section 3 details the three key techniques of Reqo, Section 4
presents Reqo’s architecture, Section 5 presents the experimental
study, Section 6 reviews related work, and Section 7 concludes.
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Figure 2: Comparison of different tree models (such as LSTM,
GRU, Tree-LSTM, TCNN) and their impact on cost estimation
performance under the same workload and configurations

2 PROBLEM STATEMENT

This section highlights three core challenges in learning-based
query optimization. First, we discuss query plan representation,
which demands accurately encoding tree-structured plans into vec-
tors while preserving node-level and structural information. Second,
we present the explainability gap arising from ML versus traditional
cost models. Finally, we highlight the need for robustness against
execution uncertainties and discuss the limitations of current un-
certainty quantification practices. In the following, we detail each
challenge and define the problems to be solved.

2.1 Query Plan Representation

Inlearning-based query optimizers, query plan representation learn-
ing begins with taking the physical query plan as input, using a
feature encoder and tree model to generate plan representations.
These representations encapsulate critical information, including
operators, parent-child relationships, and underlying data, serving
as essential inputs for downstream tasks. Consequently, their qual-
ity sets a performance ceiling for the entire cost model, making the
tree model’s output pivotal to the optimization process.
Example 2.1. Figure 2 shows a comparative study on tree mod-
els [2], showing that different tree models yields varying cost es-
timation performance under identical workloads and optimizer
configurations, which highlights the importance of tree models. O
Formally, a physical query plan is represented as a rooted tree
T = (V,E), where each node v € V represents an operator and
edges (v’,0) € E specify child-to-parent relationships, defining
execution dependencies from leaves to the root. Each node v has
a feature vector x, € RY, capturing node-level information such
as operators, relations, and predicates. The objective is to design
a tree model g4, parameterized by 6, that maps the tree T and the

node features {x;},cy to a fixed-size representation ht € Rk:

hr = g4(T, {x0}). 1)

A downstream model fp, parameterized by ¢, utilizes this repre-
sentation to predict the estimated execution cost § € R:

§ = fo(hr). (2

The optimal " and ¢* are obtained by minimizing the expected
cost estimation error over the distribution of query plans D:

0%, ¢" = arglggl E(T,(x,},y)~D [-C (fe (gqs(T, {XU}))’ y)] 3

where £ is a loss function and y is the actual execution cost.



The key challenge lies in devising a tree model g4 that accurately
captures both node-level features (e.g., operators, relations, and
predicates) and their structural dependencies. Effectively preserv-
ing these details minimizes information loss, allowing the down-
stream model fy to reliably assess the impact of each node and
its position in the hierarchy on the overall execution cost. As a
result, improving the tree model directly enhances the quality of
the query plan representation and drives more accurate cost esti-
mation. By bolstering g4’s ability to encode complex query plans,
learning-based query optimizers can achieve superior performance
in downstream tasks and more efficient database management.

2.2 Explainability of Learning-based Cost Model

In classical query optimizers, cost models typically rely on statistical
methods (e.g., histograms) and use a transparent, modular structure.
The total cost of a query plan is the sum of its constituent operators’
or subplans’ costs. In such models, for a query plan tree T, the cost
of a parent node v, derives from its children’s costs plus a local
cost capturing the operator’s own overhead:

Cclassical(“p) = C(Up) + Z

vcEchildren(vp)

Cllassical (Vc) 4

where c(vp) is an function that estimates the local cost of operator
vp. By recursively applying Eq.4 from the leaves to the root of the
query plan, the total estimated cost of T is obtained as:

Classical(T) = Cclassical(rOOt(T)) (5)

This bottom-up aggregation makes final estimates clearly trace-
able to each node, enabling developers to tune performance at the
operator or subplan level with clear insights into how local costs
flow into the final total cost. In contrast, learning-based cost models
predict the cost Clearned (T) using a parameterized (often black-box)
function fy trained on historical query data, which do not explic-
itly decompose the plan into subgraphs in an interpretable way.
Although these models often yield higher accuracy, they forgo the
built-in transparency of classical approaches and obscure how in-
dividual predicates or local substructures affect the total estimate.
This lack of transparency hinders the diagnosis of cost misesti-
mations, complicates fine-grained tuning, and erodes trust when
estimates deviate from observed execution times.

To restore the beneficial transparency of classical cost models, a
learned cost model should have the ability to quantify the contribu-
tion of each subgraph G5 C T to the total cost Clearneq(T)- These
subgraphs typically correspond to logical or physical subplans that
can be individually optimized (e.g., specific joins or indexes). Iden-
tifying their contributions helps developers locate bottlenecks or
highlight operators that may benefit from tuning or rewriting.

Definition 2.1 (Explainability of a Learning-based Cost Model).
Let Gs = (Vs, Es) be any subgraph of T = (V, E), with Vs € V and
Eg C E. A model is considered to have explainability with respect
to subgraph contributions if there exists a function:

F: {(Gs) | Gs €T} >R (6)

that quantifies how G; influences Ciearned (T). Since a black-box
model fy does not directly expose how individual subgraphs con-
tribute to the overall cost, F must be derived or learned to capture

the contribution at the subgraph level and maintain enough fidelity
for optimizing subplans and identifying bottlenecks.

The goal of explainability is to accurately quantify each sub-
graph’s actual contribution to the total cost in a learning-based
query optimizer. Formally, we seek the function F* that estimates
the contribution with minimal error:

F* =arg n}:in ExplanationLoss(F(Gs), F(Gs)),Y Gs €T (7)

where ExplanationLoss captures the difference between the sub-
graph’s actual contribution (approximated by F ) to the overall cost
and the contribution estimated by F. Reducing ExplanationLoss
ensures that each subgraph-level explanation is faithful to actual
query execution, thereby restoring the transparency of classical
models and providing a basis for fine-grained performance tuning.

2.3 Robust Learning-based Cost Estimation

Most cost models prioritize the accuracy of cost estimates in their de-
sign, often overlooking inherent uncertainties. In reality, uncertain-
ties in query plan execution are significantly influenced by factors
such as structural characteristics, specific operations or predicates,
and data properties. Moreover, estimation methods themselves may
introduce further limitations. In this context, robustness in cost
estimation refers to the ability of a cost model to maintain accurate
plan selection despite these inherent uncertainties.

The classical problem of optimal plan selection is defined as:
given a finite set of candidate execution plans P = {p1, p2,...,pn}
and a cost function f(p;) that estimates the cost of executing plan
pifori=1,...,n, the goal is to find the optimal plan p* such that:

p* = arg min f(p;) (8)
pieP

This formulation overlooks the inherent inaccuracies in esti-
mated costs, which may lead to selecting suboptimal plans at run-
time. Robust query optimization aims to minimize such risks by
incorporating uncertainties. Here, we introduce a function u(p;)
that quantifies the uncertainty in the cost estimate for plan p;. The
robust plan selection problem is then formulated as finding the plan
p* that considers both estimated cost and uncertainty:

p* = arg min h (f(p;), u(pi)) 9)
pieP

where h is a function representing the optimizer’s strategy in bal-
ancing cost and uncertainty.

A key challenge is quantifying these uncertainties and incor-
porating them into query optimization to achieve more robust
performance. Current state-of-the-art research quantifies model un-
certainty through methods such as Bayesian neural networks [34],
Monte Carlo Dropout [11]; Gaussian negative log-likelihood [28]
and spectral-normalized neural Gaussian processes [20] for query
plan data uncertainty. After computing u(p;), they use predefined
rules in plan selection to balance f(p;) and u(p;), thereby finding
more robust and efficient plans. However, a significant limitation is
that plan comparisons are excluded from the cost model’s training,
preventing adaptive refinement of its balancing strategies.

In summary, designing an adaptive balancer h that reconciles
f(pi) and u(p;) while incorporating plan comparison results into
the cost model’s training remains a critical challenge for enhancing
the robustness of learning-based query optimization.



3 MODEL OVERVIEW

Addressing the three main challenges from Section 2: limited query
plan representation expressiveness, lack of explainability in cost es-
timations, and the need for robust plan selection under uncertainty,
we propose an integrated solution consisting of three techniques.
First, we introduce BiGG (Section 3.1), a novel representation learn-
ing method based on bidirectional GNNs and GRU, which preserves
both node-level features and structural information, producing
higher-quality plan representations. Second, to tackle the black-
box nature of learned cost models, we develop a subtree-based
explainability technique (Section 3.2) that quantifies the contribu-
tion of query plan subgraphs to cost predictions, restoring trans-
parency comparable to classical methods while achieving higher
accuracy. Finally, we present a robust learning-to-rank cost model
(Section 3.3) that adaptively quantifies and integrates uncertainty
into the plan selection process via pairwise plan comparisons, miti-
gating suboptimal choices arising from estimation errors or volatile
execution environments. In the following, we detail each technique
and illustrate how it addresses its corresponding challenge.

3.1 BiGG: A Novel Technique for Query Plan
Representation Learning Based on Bi-GNNs

To improve query plan representation, we build on our previous
work [2] by introducing BiGG, a novel representation learning
method that leverages bidirectional GNNs and a GRU-based aggre-
gator. This design preserves more during transformation, produces
higher-quality plan embeddings, and yields more precise cost pre-
dictions, providing a robust foundation for downstream tasks.

3.1.1 Bidirectional GNNs. To improve the tree model’s ability to
represent query plans accurately, we employ GNNs due to their
proficiency in capturing graph topology [14]. We innovatively treat
the query plan trees as two single-directional graphs with opposite
edge directions (parent-to-child and child-to-parent). In each layer
(Figure 3), these two graphs are processed independently by Trans-
formerConv [33] layers. We then integrate the corresponding node
features from the two output learned graphs through a learnable
parameter, which makes it possible to transmit information in both
directions while still utilizing the direction information of the edges
and retaining relevant structural information. This bidirectional
GNN design facilitates information flow in both directions, enabling
nodes to learn from both sides, unlike using single-directional edges.
By treating the query plan tree as two graphs with opposite edge
directions, the model preserves dependencies between parent and
child nodes compared to using undirected edges. TransformerConv
layers with multi-head attention [37] allow each node to adaptively
aggregate neighbour information, enhancing the model’s ability to
capture the tree’s local graph topology and global dependencies.
This design benefits from GNNs but addresses the limitations of
single-directional and undirected GNNs in learning query plans,
markedly improving tree-structured plan representation learning.

3.1.2  Aggregation Operator based on GRUs. Conventional graph
aggregation methods often yield suboptimal results with query
plans because they typically use global pooling of node features,
ignoring the tree’s structural information. To address this, we apply

Bidirectional GNN Layer

ﬁ TransformerConv
Query Plan with
Weight w

Directed Edges

Query Plan with

Undirected Edges
(Output)

Directed

Query Plan with

Undirected Edges %
(Input)

Query Plan with
Directed Edges (Opposite)

Post-order Traversal

Query Plan

Aggregation
GRU Representation

Operator E——

Figure 3: The architecture of BiGG using bidirectional GNN
with a GRU-based aggregator

a GRU [1] to aggregate the GNN-derived node features after pos-
torder traversal of the tree. This ordering aligns with how DBMSs
execute plan nodes [21], allowing the model to selectively retain or
forget features and learn how the operation order affects the cost.
Consequently, we can capture node dependencies more accurately
and closely align with the actual execution sequence, enabling BiGG
to obtain the query plan’s graph-level embedding while retaining
essential node and structural information.

3.1.3  Stronger Basis for Downstream Techniques. By capturing both
node-level features and structural dependencies, BiGG serves as a
powerful instantiation of g4, effectively addressing the representa-
tion problem outlined in Section 2. The richer representation not
only enhances fp’s cost estimation accuracy but also provides a
stronger foundation for our subsequent techniques: Specifically,
our subtree-based explainer (See Section 3.2) can more precisely
assess each subplan’s contribution to overall cost based on their
embeddings, thus elucidating how particular subgraphs drive exe-
cution time; Additionally, our robust learning-to-rank cost model
(See Section 3.3) benefits from these enhanced embeddings to better
distinguish subtle plan differences under uncertainty, mitigating
misestimation risks and leading to more reliable plan selection.

3.2 An Explainability Technique for
Learning-based Cost Models

In Section 2.2, we discuss the lack of transparency in learning-based
cost estimators. To address it, we propose a novel subtree-based
explainability technique that extracts valid subtrees from a query
plan, ensuring each subplan remains executable and retaining all
essential operators and relations for accurate contribution estima-
tion. We then employ a learning-based method to quantify the
embedding similarity between each subtree and the full plan. This
similarity measure allows the model to automatically learn and in-
fer how each subgraph influences the final cost prediction, restoring
transparency similar to traditional cost models. Below, we explain
how to extract these subtrees, measure their embedding similar-
ity, and integrate these insights into a learning-based explanation
technique that trains simultaneously with the cost model.

3.2.1 Subgraph Extraction Based on Query Plan Subtrees. To ex-
plain the impact of subgraphs on the final cost prediction of query
plans, a straightforward approach is to feed each subgraph G di-
rectly into the cost model. However, query plan trees impose strict
parent-child dependencies, and omitting any child node creates
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Figure 4: Incomplete child nodes extraction in the query plan
results in unexecutable subplans

incomplete subplans that lack essential relational and operational
details, producing unexecutable plans and unreliable estimates.
Example 3.2. Subgraphs 2 and 3 in Figure 4 illustrate this issue.
Since the scan operations on tables T1 and T2 are omitted, the
cost model can not estimate the join operation properly, yielding
unexecutable subplans. O

To avoid losing key nodes during subgraph extraction, we intro-
duce a subtree-based approach. Specifically, we segment the query
plan into subtrees, each rooted at a chosen node and extending
down to all its leaf nodes. As depicted in the upper half of Figure 6,
the process begins with individual leaves and expands to larger
subtrees until the entire plan is covered. DBMSs such as PostgreSQL
record the cumulative execution time (i.e., Total actual time) of each
node along with all its child nodes. Consequently, for any complete
subtree, the execution time recorded at its root node directly reflects
the subtree’s actual runtime, serving as a training label that denotes
its contribution to the overall query plan cost.

3.2.2 Similarity Quantification Between Query Plan and Subtree
Embeddings. We propose an approach to estimate the impact of sub-
trees on cost predictions by quantifying the embedding similarity
between query plans and their subtrees. The literature [22] shows
that if a subgraph significantly impacts the final prediction, there
should be a notable similarity between the subgraph’s embedding
and the complete graph’s embedding, enabling the model to make
similar decisions. The similarity can be measured using functions
such as cosine similarity, mutual information (MI) [15] and learning-
based methods. By ranking these similarities, the subgraphs with
the greatest impact on predictions can be identified.
Example 3.3. Figure 5 shows a query plan tree where each node
displays the model’s estimated execution time for its subplan. We
extracted several subplans to explore the relationship between the
cosine similarity of subplan embeddings to the complete plan em-
bedding and their influence on the final prediction. The contribution
is defined as the ratio of the subplan’s execution time to that of the
complete plan. For example, subplan 1, although just a leaf, has the
highest cosine similarity (0.754) and the largest contribution (0.768).
In contrast, subplan 2 shows low similarity (0.120) and minimal
contribution (0.005). Subplans 3 and 4 exhibit moderate similarity
and contribution. These observations indicate a positive correlation
between embedding similarity and subplan contribution. O
Hence, measuring the similarity between a subtree and the en-
tire query plan can reflect that subtree’s contribution to the total
cost. By employing a learning-based model to adaptively quantify
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Figure 5: Example of the relationship between the cosine
similarity of the overall query plan and subplan embeddings,
and their influence on the cost prediction result

this similarity, we can instantiate F in Section 2.2. Aligning each
subgraph’s embedding with the overall plan embedding allows the
model to assess the subtree’s impact on the learned cost estimate
as shown in Figure 6, thus explaining the relations between black-
box predictions Clearmed (T) and local subgraphs Gg, providing the
explainability function to learning-based cost models.

3.2.3 Learning-based Explainability Technique. Building on subtree
extraction and subtree—plan embedding similarity, we propose an
explainability technique for learning-based cost models, as shown
in Figure 6. We first extract subtrees of various sizes from the
original query plan and encode them (along with the full plan)
using the same tree model g4. During training, a learning-based
explainer model ¥ automatically learns the contribution of each
subtree to the overall cost prediction. In particular, ¥ estimates the
contribution ECy, € [0, 1] of each subtree k by quantifying the
similarity between its embedding Embg;, and the embedding of the
complete query plan Emb,; as below:

ECst, = Y(CONCAT (Embgy, , Embot)), ECsy, € [0,1] (10)

The actual contribution ratio ACs;, is defined as the ratio of the
subtree’s actual execution time to entire plan’s total execution time:

ETg,
ACst. = ——, ACsy. € [0,1] (11)
ETyo:
where the actual contribution ratio of the original query plan tree is
always 1. An explanation loss function is designed to minimize the
discrepancy between the estimated and actual contribution ratios:
Given a query plan set P with N plans, a plan p; with K; subtrees
where p; € P, the explanation loss is shown as:

K;
N (il (ACsty = ECsty)?
K;

1
ExplanationLoss = N (12)
i=1
Thus, the explainer learns the relationship between subtree em-
beddings and the complete plan embedding, enabling it to estimate
contribution ratios and explain the cost model’s predictions. Af-
ter training, for cost estimations that do not require explanations,
Emb,; can directly represent the query plan without extracting
subtrees or activating the explainer, reducing inference time. When
explanations are required, the technique estimates each subtree’s
contribution, revealing how every subgraph or node operation
affects the final prediction, as outlined in Algorithm 1.
This explainability technique addresses the challenge in Sec-
tion 2.2. We employ the learning-based explainer as the function
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F to quantify subplan contributions, AC(-) as F and Eq. 12 as
ExplanationLoss to measure the discrepancy between each subtree’s
actual contribution ACss, and the model’s estimated contribution
ECgt, . Minimizing this loss ensures that the explanation accurately
reflects how each subgraph influences the final cost. As a result, this
technique helps the learning-based cost model maintain the trans-
parency characteristic of classical summation-based approaches,

Algorithm 1 Calculate contribution for each query plan node
operation based on subtrees

Input: Query plan tree T with root node r, estimated contribution
ratios ECs¢(n) of the subtree rooted at each node n
Output: Estimated contribution ratios ECop(n) for each node’s
operation
1: function CompuTEEC(n)
2 if n is a leaf node then
3 ECop(n) < ECst(n)
4 else
5 for each child c of n do
6 ComrUTEEC(c)
7 end for
8 ECop(n) « ECst(n) — Xcechildren(n) ECst(c)
9 end if
10: end function
: ComPUTEEC(r) //Start explanation from the root node

—
—

enabling users to understand its decisions and make precise, tar-
geted adjustments.

3.3 A Robust Learning-to-Rank Cost Model
Based on Uncertainty Quantification

In Section 2.3, we discussed the challenges of robust plan selection
under inherent uncertainties and limitations in existing uncertainty
quantification methods. To address these issues, we propose a ro-
bust learning-to-rank cost model that quantifies and integrates
uncertainty into cost estimation. Rather than relying on purely
numeric estimates or fixed strategies, our model employs a ranking
loss with pairwise plan comparisons to learn how to adaptively
combine cost and uncertainty into a single metric for plan selection.
Learning from these comparisons, it identifies cheaper plans more
reliably while factoring in uncertainty, thereby enhancing robust-
ness in plan selection. Below, we detail how the model quantifies
uncertainty and leverages pairwise comparisons during training.

3.3.1 Uncertainty Quantification. Real-world query plans often ex-
hibit variability due to data uncertainty [12], which in ML can stem
from noise in inputs or labels, or from low-dimensional features
that fail to adequately learn the sample. During cost estimation,
uncertainty can arise from various complex factors, including fluc-
tuations in execution time due to changes in the load or hardware
conditions of DBMSs when sample query plans are executing and
the variability in the plan representations. In this work, we focus
on this uncertainty and develop a method to quantify and utilize it.
A neural network can be designed to predict the parameters
of the normal distribution [7], allowing it to predict not only the
expected conditional value, but also the conditional variance of the
target based on training data and the input sample. This function-
ality is achieved by integrating a secondary output branch into the
original learning-based cost estimator that is tasked with variance
prediction as shown in Figure 7. The optimization of this model
involves maximizing the log-likelihood with a Gaussian prior [28],
as demonstrated in the following uncertainty loss function:
2
UncertaintyLoss = — Z log % L4 (. 2.“171-) (13)
171 %p;
where for the i-th plan embedding as input, yp, is predicted by the
first branch of the estimator and represents the expected value of
the estimated cost, O'p is from the second branch and reflects the
expected variance as the data uncertainty, and yp, stands for the
label (actual cost) of the input plan. Minimizing this loss function,
we can obtain both the estimated cost and the expected conditional
variance for a given plan embedding, enabling effective uncertainty
quantification for the subsequent plan selection phase.

3.3.2 Learning-to-Rank Pairwise Plan Comparison. As discussed in
Section 2, most existing uncertainty-aware cost estimation models
usually apply the obtained uncertainty and estimated costs to the
fixed plan selection strategy independently of the model training
phase, preventing self-improvement based on selection outcomes.
To address this, we propose a novel learning-based cost model
architecture as shown in Figure 7 that uses a ranking loss function
with plan pairs as inputs, allowing the model to adaptively integrate
uncertainty and cost estimates. This approach improves the ability
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Figure 7: The architecture of the learning-to-rank robust cost model

to distinguish the actual performance of different plans, thereby
providing more robust plan selection performance.
Learning-based Integration. We integrate the estimated mean
Hp and variance 012, from the estimator module to compute each
plan p’s integrated cost Cp. Specifically,
Cp=a (W [?2’
p
where W is weight matrices, b is bias vectors, and « is an activation
function (e.g., Sigmoid). This approach allows the model to adapt
the integration process to specific workload characteristics.
Pairwise Plan Comparison. In addition to learning based on
prediction cost accuracy, our cost estimator module also learns from
pairwise plan comparisons with binary labels indicating which one
is better for each pair. Given a query plan set P of size N, a pair of
plans (p;, pj) where {p;,p;} € P, with estimated integrated cost
(Cp;> Cp;) and actual execution cost (yp,. Yp; ), a specified designed
margin ranking loss function enables the model to learn from the
comparative results, as follows:

+ b) (14)

N N
RankingLoss = Z Z exp(max(0, —yp,; - (Cp, — Cp;) + margin))
im1 j=i+1
l’ ypi > ij
where yp,; =
-1, ypi < ij
(15)

Here, the "margin" is a hyperparameter that sets a threshold dis-
tance between plan costs to enhance differentiation and adjust
misclassification penalties during learning. Therefore, the complete
loss function of this cost model is defined as:

Loss = UncertaintyLoss(Eq. 13) + RankingLoss(Eq. 15)  (16)

Our learning-to-rank cost model addresses the robust plan selec-
tion problem in Section 2.3 by first providing two specialized output
branches: one branch served as f to estimate cost and another as
u to quantify uncertainty. We then introduce a learning-based in-
tegration function (Eq. 14) as h that adaptively balances these two
outputs. By incorporating pairwise plan comparisons into training,
for a plan p, the model automatically combines f(p) and u(p) into
a single value to rank candidate plans, precisely capturing the core
requirement of plan selection: comparing and choosing the most
robust plan under inherent uncertainty. Consequently, our cost
model not only strengthens overall robustness through uncertainty-
aware training but also supports flexible utilization of quantified

Figure 8: Query plan node feature encoder

uncertainty in plan selection, thereby offering a comprehensive
solution to the challenges outlined in the problem statement.

4 MODEL ARCHITECTURE

By integrating the three techniques in Section 3, we propose Reqo,
a learning-based cost model that improves cost estimation accuracy,
explainability, and plan selection robustness. Figure 9 shows its
architecture, consisting of a plan feature encoder and three modules
(representation learning, estimation, and explanation). Sections 4.1
to 4.5 detail each component and the training process.

4.1 Plan Feature Encoding

A query execution plan contains details about the operators used
to access and join data, their physical implementations, sequences,
and the tables and columns involved. To transform this complex
information into fixed-length node features for the tree model, we
propose a plan encoder inspired by RTOS [39]. As shown in Figure 8,
each node feature comprises three parts:

Node Type Embedding. We perform one-hot encoding of the
node types (e.g., Hash Join, Index Scan) and pass them through a
fully connected layer to obtain the node type embedding E(nodetype).

Table Embedding. One-hot encoding is applied to all tables
used in the node’s operation to obtain E(table), ensuring no loss of
information even if there are no related predicates.

Predicate Embedding. For numerical columns, predicate opera-
tions are classified into eight cases (e.g., >, =, >, <, in). Each column
c is represented by a feature vector F(c) of length eight, capturing
these cases. The predicate values are normalized based on the col-
umn’s value range in the database. For non-numerical columns like
strings, we use word2vec [25] to convert characters into numerical
values. Each column has a dedicated matrix M(c) to process F(c)
and generate the column embedding E(c) = F(c) X M(c).

Max pooling is performed on all column embeddings of the same
table to obtain the table embedding E(t). To avoid information
loss, we concatenate the embeddings of all tables to form the predi-
cate embedding E(predicate). Finally, we concatenate E(nodetype),
E(table), and E(predicate) to get the node feature.

4.2 Representation Learning Module

The representation learning module generates plan-level embed-
dings from the encoded query plan tree. We employ our proposed
tree model BiGG, which consists of four bidirectional GNN layers
and a GRU aggregation layer (detailed in Section 3.1). This module



takes a vectorized query plan tree as input. Each bidirectional GNN
layer transforms it into two single-directional tree graphs (with
opposite edge directions) that are processed by independent Trans-
formerConv [33] layers. Their node features are then weighted
recombined into a single output tree. After 4 such layers, the tree
is converted into a node sequence via post-order traversal and pro-
cessed by a GRU aggregation operator [1], which aggregates node
information into the final plan representation.

4.3 Estimation Module

The estimation module (detailed in Section 3.3) processes the embed-
ding from the representation learning module. This representation
is input into a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) with 3 FC layers. The
output then feeds into two separate branches, each consisting of
an MLP with 3 layers. The first branch uses a Sigmoid activation
function to produce a normalized expected execution time, while
the second employs a SoftPlus function to generate a non-negative
variance representing uncertainty. These outputs are integrated
by an MLP with 2 layers and a Sigmoid activation, yielding an
integrated value, which is used for plan comparison or selection.

4.4 Explanation Module

The explanation module extracts subtrees from the vectorized query
plan tree using the mechanism detailed in Section 3.2.1. These sub-
trees are processed by the representation module to obtain subplan-
level embeddings. Each subtree embedding is then concatenated
with the complete plan embedding and inputs into the explainer,
which consists of an MLP with 4 FC layers and a Sigmoid activation
function. The explainer predicts the contribution ratio (ranging
from 0 to 1) of each subtree toward the predicted execution time of
the entire plan. These contribution values are used to explain the
impact of specific subgraphs and nodes on the final prediction.

4.5 Model Training and Testing

The training of Reqo requires input in the form of query plan pairs,
using the actual execution times of these plans and their subplans as
labels. The model compares integrated values (execution time esti-
mates and uncertainty) between different plans, leveraging ranking
loss (Eq. 15) to learn from these comparison results. The estimation
module is trained with both uncertainty loss (Eq. 13) and ranking
loss, while the explanation module uses the explanation loss (Eq. 12).
The explanation module is optional: If the model does not require
explainability, training only uses the loss function (Eq. 16). When
the explainability module is required, the overall loss function be-

comes the sum of the three losses, as shown in Eq. 17.
Loss = UncertaintyLoss(Eq. 13) + RankingLoss(Eq. 15)
+ ExplanationLoss(Eq. 12)

17)

Reqo does not require inputs to be paired during the testing phase.
After training, plans can be directly ranked based on the integrated
value produced by the estimation module, thereby achieving the
prediction plan selection incorporating uncertainty.

5 EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

We experimentally evaluate and compare Reqo’s performance with
state-of-the-art cost models. The experimental setup is described
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Figure 9: The complete architecture of Reqo

in Section 5.1, followed by methodology and metrics in Section 5.2.
Section 5.3 analyzes the results on cost estimation, plan selection,
robustness, and explainability. Experimental findings show Reqo
consistently outperforms existing approaches, demonstrating its
effectiveness in real-world database environments.

5.1 Experimental Setup

All experiments were conducted on a Linux server (8-core Intel
Silver 4216 CPU @ 2.1GHz, 128GB RAM, 32GB NVIDIA V100 GPU).
PostgreSQL 15.1 was used to compile and execute queries for work-
load generation. The prototype was implemented in Python 3.10
using PyTorch [29], with hyperparameters tuned via Ray Tune [17].
ADAM [13] was used as the optimizer during training, with dropout
and early stopping applied to prevent overfitting. All experimental
results were averaged over 10-fold cross-validation.

Benchmarks. We evaluate all the query optimizer cost models
on four widely used benchmarks:

The STATS dataset and STATS-CEB workload [8] include 8
tables from the Stats Stack Exchange network with more complex
data distributions than IMDB. STATS-CEB provides 146 query tem-
plates with varying join sizes and types. We generate a workload
of 3,000 queries by adding random predicates to these templates.



The IMDB dataset and JOB-light workload [16] contains 21
tables and 70 real-world query templates ranging from 2 to 5 joins.
Using the same method described above, we generate 2,600 queries.

The TPC-H benchmark [30] is designed to test database per-
formance with complex business queries. We used TPC-H 3.0.1 to
generate a 10 GB database with 8 tables and 61 columns. From its 22
query templates, we produce 1,100 queries by varying predicates.

The TPC-DS benchmark [31] is an industrial-standard bench-
mark for evaluating database performance. We use TPC-DS 3.2 to
generate a 10 GB database with 25 tables and 429 columns, support-
ing more complex query patterns than the other benchmarks. Due
to the limited complexity of built-in templates, we use a random
query generator to produce 8,000 queries, The queries are generated
by parameters such as join number, join types (e.g., inner, outer,
anti-joins) and the number of predicates. Each query includes up to
10 joins, 3 join predicates per join, and 5 local predicates per table.

Dataset Generating and Preprocessing. We build our exper-
imental datasets from these workloads. Each query is compiled
in PostgreSQL using 13 different hints inspired by Bao [23] that
constrain join and access operators. Each sample in the dataset com-
prises candidate query plans generated for the same query using
these hints. We take PostgreSQL’s compiled query plans’ execution
times as labels for cost estimation and plan selection. We also collect
execution times of each plan’s extracted subtrees for explanation
labels (Section 3.2.1). To conserve resources and speed up training,
we exclude individual leaves as subtrees. To reduce skewness of
the execution time values and ensure alignment with the output of
model’s Sigmoid activation, we apply a natural log transformation
followed by min-max scaling, mapping each execution time y into
[0, 1] using the training data’s minimum and maximum.

5.2 Experimental Methodology

Comparison. We compare our proposed model, Reqo, against the
classical RDBMS optimizer PostgreSQL and three recent works:
Bao [23], Lero [45], and Roq [12]. Bao is selected for its advanced
performance, Lero for its learning-to-rank mechanism, and Roq
for its approach to quantifying uncertainty for robust plan selec-
tion. These comparisons allow us to evaluate improvements across
different aspects based on state-of-the-art mechanisms.

PostgreSQL serves as the baseline, representing the performance
of commercial query optimizers. We use the plans selected by Post-
greSQL’s estimated cost for plan selection and explainability.

Bao is a learned query optimizer that enhances traditional op-
timizers by applying hints and reinforcement learning. We focus
on its cost model, which predicts execution time by processing the
vectorized plan tree through TCNN and MLP.

Lero is a learning-to-rank query optimizer. Similar to Bao in
plan encoding, Lero trains its cost model to classify which of two
plans is better rather than predicting numerical values. Thus, it is
excluded from our cost estimation accuracy comparison.

Rogq is a robust risk-aware query optimization framework with
a GNN-based query-level encoder and a plan encoding similar to
Bao. Its cost model estimates execution time and uncertainty, and
applies them in fixed robust plan selection strategies.

Reqo is our proposed model and is divided into segments for an
ablation study. The base model (BiGG + single-branch MLP with

MSE loss, no explanation) serves as a benchmark. We then add un-
certainty quantification (base+unc.) to observe the impact of using
UncertaintyLoss and dual-branch MLP without applying it to plan
selection. Next, we integrate estimated execution time and uncer-
tainty using a fixed value (base+unc.+ff;yeq) for plan selection to
evaluate whether the ranking-based approach (base+unc.+fieqrned
or Reqo w/o expl.) enhances the robustness. We also introduce the
explanation module (Reqo w/ expl.) to assess its impact. Through-
out, "Reqo" refers to the model that contains all modules.

Evaluation Metrics. We employ six evaluation metrics:

1. Prediction Error: We evaluate cost estimation performance
using Q-Error [26], defined as Q-Error = max(Yet, Yat) /min(yet, Yat),
where yet and y,t are the estimated and actual execution times.

2. Correlation: We use Spearman’s rank correlation to measure
the relationship between estimated and actual execution time, with
values closer to 1 indicating a stronger correlation. Unlike Pear-
son’s coefficient, it is less sensitive to outliers and scale differences,
making it suitable for measurements that vary greatly in magnitude.

3. Total Runtime Ratio: This ratio is computed by dividing the
sum of actual execution times for optimizer-selected plans by the
sum of actual execution times for optimal plans across all queries,
offering an evaluation of overall plan selection performance.

4. Plan Suboptimality: For a set of candidate execution plans
p for the same query, we rank them by actual execution time ET(.)
and identify the optimal plan p, with the shortest execution time.
The suboptimality of a plan p; € p is defined as:

ET(pi)
ET(po)

This metric ranges from [1, o) and reflects the model’s ability to
select optimal plans. Analyzing the distribution, especially the worst
cases, helps assess the model’s robustness in plan selection [6].

5. Explanation Top-K Subgraph Accuracy: This metric as-
sesses the model’s accuracy in identifying the most influential
subgraphs contributing to the final prediction. Each query plan is
divided into minimal, non-overlapping subgraphs, each containing
at most one parent node and its children if they are leaf nodes. If a
parent has a non-leaf child, that child is excluded from the parent’s
subgraph and becomes the parent in a separate subgraph. Ranking
these subgraphs by their contribution, the metric checks whether
the top-K model selected most influential subgraphs S,eq x match
the actual top-K subgraphs S,.(;,] k- Let I be an indicator function
returning 1 if the subgraphs match and 0 otherwise. Specifically,

Plan Suboptimality = (18)

Expl. Top-K Subgraph Acc = I[({S;ined,k = S;ctual,k}le) (19)

6. Explanation Top-K Subgraph Influence Ratio: This met-
ric evaluates the model’s ability to identify most influential sub-
graphs by comparing the sum of actual contributions from the
top-K model-selected subgraphs Speqx against the top-K actual
subgraphs S, (a1 k- Formally,

Sy AC(Spred k)

ZIk(:l AC(Sactual,k)
Subgraphs are partitioned the same as above. Unlike binary accu-
racy, this ratio captures cases where the model’s chosen subgraphs

contribute significantly, even if they are not the top-K subgraphs,
providing a more comprehensive evaluation of explainability.

Expl. Top-K Subgraph Infl. Ratio = (20)
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5.3 Experimental Results

5.3.1 Comparison for Cost Estimation. Figure 10 demonstrate that
Reqo consistently outperforms Bao and Roq across all datasets in
terms of Q-error and Spearman’s correlation metrics. Reqo achieves
lower Q-Error values at various percentiles and higher Spearman’s
correlation coefficients, indicating superior cost estimation per-
formance. Notably, in complex workloads like TPC-DS, Reqo still
excels, showcasing its effectiveness in handling challenging sce-
narios with more complex and deeper query plans. These results
confirm Reqo’s advancement over existing models and its effective-
ness in both simple and complex query optimization tasks.

5.3.2 Comparison for Plan Selection. The runtime results (Fig-
ure 11) show the models’ plan selection performance across the
entire workload. Reqo consistently surpasses other models, demon-
strating substantial performance enhancements. Notably, in the
more complex TPC-DS workload, models like Bao, Lero, and Roq
do not perform as well as PostgreSQL in terms of total runtime,
despite exhibiting better performance in simpler workloads. In con-
trast, Reqo’s advanced feature encoder, the powerful representation
capabilities of BiGG, and the ranking-based uncertainty quantifica-
tion mechanism ensure superior performance even with complex
query plans. Specifically, in optimizing total runtime ratio, Reqo
achieves performance enhancements of 16.6% over PostgreSQL,
24.6% over Bao, 20.4% over Lero, and 18.6% over Roq. These results
underscore Reqo’s efficiency in handling complex query scenarios,
highlighting its superiority in runtime performance optimization.

5.3.3 Ablation Study. To analyze the impact of our proposed tech-
niques on cost estimation and plan selection, we conducted an
ablation study on the TPC-DS workload. Figure 12a shows varia-
tions in Spearman’s correlation for different Reqo configurations
versus other cost models. All learning-based models significantly
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outperform PostgreSQL’s traditional cost model. Our base model
(base), which leverages BiGG as tree model, surpasses both Bao and
Roq without additional mechanisms, showcasing BiGG’s powerful
representation learning and more accurate execution time estima-
tion capability. Adding uncertainty quantification (base+unc. and
base+unc.+ffixq) enhances plan selection robustness by quantify-
ing uncertainty during cost estimation, though it slightly reduces
estimation accuracy. Incorporating the learning-to-rank mechanism
(base+unc.+ fieqrneq) addresses this trade-off and further improves
cost estimation performance, ensuring that our robust cost model
maintains strong accuracy while enhancing robustness.

For plan selection performance, Figure 12b presents total run-
time ratio results under the same TPC-DS workload. Although the
base model already outperforms PostgreSQL and other learning-
based models, enabling uncertainty quantification without apply-
ing it to plan selection (base+unc.) leads to reduced performance,
also reflecting the trade-off between uncertainty and accuracy. In-
tegrating uncertainty with a fixed parameter (base+unc.+ffiyeq)
does improve performance, but still not to the level achieved by
the base model. However, our learning-to-rank uncertainty-aware
approach (base+unc.+ fiegrneq) further enhances runtime perfor-
mance, surpassing the base model and confirming its effectiveness
in improving plan selection performance.

5.3.4 Comparison for Robustness. We evaluate plan selection ro-
bustness via plan suboptimality, with results shown in Figure 13.



2.00 Median 140 2.00 Median 140
- EE 99th c EEm 99th
©
'61'80 120§%1.80 120
E 5%
1.60 100 1.60 100
1.40 80 1.40 80
Bao Roq Reqo Bao Roq Rego
(a) Q-error (1-5 Joins) (b) Q-error (6-10 Joins)
1.15 Bl Median 100 1.15 B Median 100
= 99th . 99th
c c
©1.10 £ ©1.10
° 80 & 80
o] o 9
=105 =105
60 60
1.00 1.00
Bao Lero Rog Reqo Bao Lero Rog Reqo

(e) Plan Suboptimality (1-5 Joins) (f) Plan Suboptimality (6-10 Joins)

99th
Spearman

99th

0.90 0.90
f=
©

0.80 Eos0
[
Q.
w

0.70 0.70

“Bao Roq Reqo “Bao Roq Reqo

(c) Spearman’s Corr. (1-5 Joins) (d) Spearman’s Corr. (6-10 Joins)

2.00 2.00
° 2
2 2
51.80 S1.80
() ()
£1.60 £1.60
€ €
Z1.40 21.40

Bao Lero Roq Reqo Bao Lero Roq Reqo

(g) Runtime Ratio (1-5 Joins) (h) Runtime Ratio (6-10 Joins)

Figure 14: Performance metrics across TPC-DS in a workload shift task. The models are trained on TPC-DS workloads containing
4,500 queries with 1-5 joins and tested on two workloads: 500 queries with 1-5 joins and 500 queries with 6-10 joins

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
0.9
0.8 0.8 0.8
2 2 208 2
© © © ©
2056 Topl Ace 0.6 Topl. Ace x0.7 Topl Acc 0.6 mm Ace
Topland2 Acc. Topland2 Acc. Topland2 Acc. Topland2 Acc.
- TDP]orZ Acc. W Toplor2 Acc. 0.6 N Toplor2 Acc. . Toplor2 Acc.
0.4 0.4 Topl Infl. . Top1 Infl 0.4 Topl Infl
- TDD]andZ Infl. W Topland2 Infl. W Topland2 Infl. N = Topland2 Infl.
© > D S O N S
& & & +Q & P ® RS & F O QR & & +Q Q&
5 o \ & K \& P Ko \& s o \&
¢ & &\$ ¢ & ¢ & ¢ o\“\ &
SN & X & S & X &
(2 R (2 < & <& < <
<€ <€ B <¢
(a) STATS (b) JOB-light (¢) TPC-H (d) TPC-DS

Figure 15: Comparing the explanation performance of models across different workloads. Top1 Acc, Topland2 Acc, and Toplor2
Acc measure accuracy in identifying the most influential subgraph(s): Top1 Acc focuses on the single most significant subgraph,
Topland2 Acc on the top two subgraphs together, and Toplor2 Acc on correctly identifying either of the top two. Top1 Infl. and
Topland2 Infl. assess the influence ratio of the selected subgraphs relative to the actual most influential subgraph(s)

In simpler workloads, the performance gap among models is small,
as baseline models generally make correct decisions. Nonetheless,
Reqpo still achieves the most accurate plan selection, particularly
excelling at the 99th percentile tail and thus demonstrating supe-
rior robustness under worst-case scenarios. In the more complex
TPC-DS workload, both Reqo and Roq leverage uncertainty quan-
tification to enhance robustness and outperform other models. Reqo
ultimately surpasses Roq through its ranking-based adaptive inte-
gration, confirming its stronger robustness in plan selection.

To further assess robustness, we conduct a workload shift ex-
periment. Models are trained on queries with 1-5 joins and then
separately tested on queries with 1-5 joins and 6-10 joins, thereby
examining their adaptability to more complex and previously un-
seen workloads. Figure 14 shows that Reqo achieves the best results
across all metrics in the simpler workload and, despite a perfor-
mance decline in the more complex scenario (as observed for all
models), Reqo experiences the smallest drop. Moreover, its rela-
tive advantage over Bao and Roq becomes more pronounced as
complexity increases. Combined with its superior tail-end perfor-
mance in Q-error and plan suboptimality, these findings confirm
that Reqo demonstrates exceptional robustness and outperforms
other state-of-the-art models under challenging conditions.

5.3.5 Comparison for Explainability. From Figure 15, we observe
that the traditional PostgreSQL optimizer, despite underperform-
ing in previous experiments compared to learning-based models,
demonstrates relatively good explainability. Learning-based cost
models, including our proposed Reqo (without the explainability
technique), excel in cost estimation accuracy and robustness but fall
short of PostgreSQL in explainability. The main reason is that these
models prioritize to predict cost estimates, rather than identifying
specific subgraphs that significantly influence the embedding and
drive the model’s predictions. This issue is a common limitation
across nearly all current learning-based cost models: they provide
accurate cost estimates but lack the ability to explain why certain
decisions are made, hindering targeted query optimization.

In contrast, the classical optimizer used by PostgreSQL bases its
cost predictions on detailed cost statistics for each node operation
in the plan, enabling it to clearly show its decision-making process
and therefore performs better in this experiment. The experimen-
tal results demonstrate that, without our proposed explainability
technique, the learning-based cost models perform worse than Post-
greSQL in almost all explanation evaluation metrics. In particular,
there is a clear gap in accuracy when the learning-based cost model
is required to simultaneously identify the two most influential sub-
graphs in order. This suggests that although these cost models can
provide vague explanations, they struggle to precisely pinpoint



the contributions of subgraphs. This lack of precise explanations
presents challenges for trusting the results of query optimization in
practice, highlighting the necessity of integrating an explainability
mechanism into the query plan cost prediction process.

However, due to limitations in the traditional optimizer, Post-
greSQL’s cost estimates for each node are not accurate, leading
to insufficient explanation performance. Integrating explainability
techniques enhances the transparency and accuracy of cost pre-
dictions made by learning-based cost models, aligning them more
closely with traditional models like PostgreSQL. Experimental find-
ings demonstrate that Reqo, when equipped with the explainability
technique, surpasses other models across all evaluative metrics.
Specifically, in simpler scenarios, it achieves perfect scores in the
Toplor2 accuracy ratio and nearly perfect scores in the Topland2
influence ratio, effectively identifying and quantifying the most
influential subgraphs. Even in the challenging TPC-DS workload,
Reqo shows substantial improvements, with explanation accuracy
metrics increasing by nearly 20% and explanation influence ratios
exceeding a 10% increase compared to PostgreSQL.

Therefore, our subtree-based explainability technique demon-
strably improves the cost model’s transparency. The cost model
integrated with our explainability technique can adaptively learn
the correlation between the embeddings of subgraphs and the com-
plete query plan during training. This enables more precise estima-
tion of the subgraphs’ contributions to execution time predictions,
providing a more accurate explanation of the results. Additionally,
the inclusion of explanation loss allows Reqo to focus more on
generating embeddings, meaning that the greater a subgraph’s con-
tribution, the stronger the similarity between its embedding and
the complete plan’s embedding. This mechanism not only improves
the explainability of the embeddings but also enhances the model’s
ability to effectively process query plans of varying sizes.

As shown in Figure 12, integrating explainability module does
not compromise Reqo’s cost estimation or robustness performance;
instead, it slightly enhances them. This effect arises partly from
the explainability technique’s ability to preserve the entire original
model architecture while enhancing the model’s understanding and
representation of query plans. Additionally, the subtree extraction
process for explainability optimizes the utilization of information
within the query plan, further contributing to this enhancement.

6 RELATED WORK

This study primarily involves three aspects of query optimization
cost models, focusing on learning-based technologies for tree mod-
els and robustness techniques for query optimizers.
Learning-based Tree Model. RNN-based models like LSTM [9]
are common in learning-based query optimization [35, 40] due to
their ability to capture long-term dependencies but require trans-
forming trees into sequences, resulting in loss of structural infor-
mation. Models such as Saturn [21] and QueryFormer [43] use
self-attention mechanisms to enhance plan representation but still
convert query plans into sequences. Tree-specific models like Tree-
LSTM [36] and Tree-CNN [27] process tree-structured data directly,
preserving structural relationships and improving feature aggrega-
tion. However, they still do not work well with deep query plans [2].
BiGG addresses these issues by combining bidirectional GNN with

GRU, demonstrating superior query plan representation and sig-
nificant performance improvements in cost estimation and plan
selection tasks compared to other tree models [2].

Learning-based Robustness Techniques. Most learning-based
query optimizer cost models focus on achieving accurate cost es-
timates using supervised or reinforcement learning with query
plan cardinality or execution time as labels. Although generally
effective, they do not explicitly target robustness or incorporate
mechanisms to quantify and leverage the inherent uncertainty.
Although some studies like [23, 24] indicate a degree of robust-
ness to estimation errors or limit the worst-case scenario, inherent
predictive uncertainties persist without systematic methods for
quantification. Recent research proposes solutions for quantifying
uncertainty. Studies such as [12, 19, 38, 41, 42] employ Gaussian
negative log-likelihood [28] and [5] introduce spectral normalized
neural Gaussian processes (SNGP) [20] in cost model training to
estimate data uncertainty by predicting variances along with cost
predictions. Others [4, 12, 19, 41] employ Bayesian Neural Networks
or approximate probabilistic neural networks such as Monte Carlo
Dropout to assess model uncertainty. However, these approaches
integrate learning-based cost models with traditional optimizers,
using uncertainty quantification to discard plans with high un-
certainty or determine if they fall back to conventional methods.
While these methods consider uncertainty when selecting optimal
plans to achieve more robust performance, plan selection remains
independent of the model’s training phase. Current strategies rely
on predefined rules, such as uncertainty thresholds, making the
models less adaptable and hindering their ability to learn from plan
selection results to improve the rules.

Our proposed model, Reqo, addresses these limitations by au-
tomatically learning to integrate cost estimates and uncertainty
without requiring human fine-tuning or preset rules. In addition,
Reqo offers an advantage over other learning-to-rank cost models,
such as Lero [45] or Leon [4], which do not support numerical cost
estimation and instead categorize paired query plans to determine
the better plan. Such models require pairing various candidate plans
and performing multiple comparison rounds to identify the optimal
plan during selection. In contrast, our method benefits from the
learning-to-rank mechanism during training with paired plans but
eliminates the need for multi-round pairwise comparisons during
testing and reduces inference overhead in complex situations.

7 CONCLUSION

We introduce Reqo, a novel cost model that integrates a BiGG tree
model (bidirectional GNN and GRU) for enhanced representation, a
learning-to-rank uncertainty-aware cost model for robust plan se-
lection, and a subtree-based explainability technique. While achiev-
ing top-tier cost estimation accuracy, Reqo adaptively integrates
cost estimates with uncertainties through pairwise plan compar-
isons, thereby improving robustness. Our explainability technique
enhances the transparency of learning-based cost models through
a tailored subgraph extraction method and a learning-based ex-
plainer, making Reqo the first learning-based cost model capable
of explaining its cost estimates. Through extensive experiments,
Reqo demonstrates superior accuracy, robustness, and explainabil-
ity, outperforming state-of-the-art cost models in all three aspects.
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