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Aging influence on query optimizer

@ Two major access methods @ Aging affects access cost
- Full table scan: Scan entire table - And, sometimes even change optimal plan
- Index scan: Access Pd rtial table via index Cost Index scan (initial state) Cost 1l table scan Index scan (after update)
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Experiment on aging influence
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@ Investigate aging influence using two access methods -
. . Conclusion
- Compare actual execution cost and estimated cost

- There were non-negligible errors observed @ Examine aging influence
- up to 66.3% (Query(A)) and up to 50.5% (Query(B)) on query cost estimation
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non-optimal query plan

Figurel: actual and estimated cost in Query (A)  Figure2: actual and estimated cost in Query (B)




