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Online learning is the cornerstone of applications like recommendation and advertising systems, where
models continuously adapt to shifting data distributions. Model training for such systems is remarkably
expensive, a cost that multiplies during hyperparameter search. We introduce a two-stage paradigm to
reduce this cost: (1) efficiently identifying the most promising configurations, and then (2) training
only these selected candidates to their full potential. Our core insight is that focusing on accurate
identification in the first stage, rather than achieving peak performance, allows for aggressive cost-saving
measures. We develop novel data reduction and prediction strategies that specifically overcome the
challenges of sequential, non-stationary data not addressed by conventional hyperparameter optimization.
We validate our framework’s effectiveness through a dual evaluation: first on the Criteo 1TB dataset, the
largest suitable public benchmark, and second on an industrial advertising system operating at a scale
two orders of magnitude larger. Our methods reduce the total hyperparameter search cost by up to 10×
on the public benchmark and deliver significant, validated efficiency gains in the industrial setting.

1. Introduction

Online learning (Hoi et al., 2021) is a common
training strategy, crucial for applications like rec-
ommendation (Naumov et al., 2019) and adver-
tising (McMahan et al., 2013; Richardson et al.,
2007) systems, where models continuously train
on new, sequentially available data to adapt to
distribution shifts over time, e.g., time-series logs
of user interaction with new items, new ads, or
new feedback. These systems, which form the
backbone of platforms like YouTube, Facebook,
and Google Ads, must adapt to evolving user pref-
erences and item popularities. While models are
continuously updated during deployment, they
must periodically be replaced by stronger versions
with architectural changes or improved hyperpa-
rameters. This replacement process is guided
by an extensive search over candidate configu-
rations, trained on fixed historical data that pre-
serves the sequential ordering of live traffic—a
process known as backtesting.

The hyperparameter search process is pro-
hibitively costly, as numerous candidate config-
urations must be trained on massive datasets.
For recommendation and ads models, the cost
is particularly high due to large volume of data

needed where training datasets can reach hun-
dreds of billions of examples (Anil et al., 2022;
Jain et al., 2024; Kurian et al., 2025). The core
scientific challenge compounding this cost is the
non-stationary nature of the data. Unlike tradi-
tional offline learning, which often assumes in-
dependently and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
data, online learning systems contend with con-
stant distribution shift, where the underlying
data-generating process changes over time. This
temporal shift renders many conventional hyper-
parameter optimization (HPO) techniques, such
as those relying on smooth, monotonic learning
curves, fundamentally unsuitable. This elevates
the problem from a practical engineering chal-
lenge to a fundamental research question in ma-
chine learning under distribution shift.

This work introduces a two-stage paradigm to
reduce the cost of hyperparameter search in non-
stationary online learning environments. The first
stage efficiently identifies the most promising con-
figurations, while the second stage trains only
these selected candidates to their full potential.
The key insight is that the first stage does not
require candidates to achieve their best possible
performance; its sole objective is to accurately
identify the top configurations. This allows for
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aggressive cost-saving strategies.

A suitable benchmark for this study must sat-
isfy two stringent criteria: (1) massive scale,
with billions of examples, to accurately reflect
the computational costs and data complexities of
industrial systems, (2) fine-grained, sequential,
time-ordered data spanning a significant dura-
tion to capture the non-stationary dynamics and
temporal distribution shifts inherent to produc-
tion environments. As will be detailed in Section
4.1.1, the Criteo 1TB dataset Criteo (2023) is, to
the best of our knowledge, the only publicly avail-
able resource that satisfies both of these critical
requirements.

The contributions of this work are as follows:

• Novel data reduction and prediction strate-
gies are developed for efficient hyperparam-
eter search. These include a performance-
based stopping mechanism that dynami-
cally terminates unpromising training runs
and advanced prediction techniques (trajec-
tory prediction and stratified prediction) de-
signed to forecast final performance from
partial training data under distribution shift.

• A comprehensive evaluation of these meth-
ods is conducted on the Criteo 1TB bench-
mark, demonstrating up to a 10x reduction
in the computational cost required to iden-
tify top-performing configurations.

• The practical impact and scalability of the
proposed framework are validated on a real-
world, industrial advertising system oper-
ating at a scale two orders of magnitude
larger than the Criteo benchmark, where
it achieves significant efficiency gains. This
dual validation underscores both the scien-
tific novelty and the industrial relevance of
the contributions.

2. Related Work

Recommendation and Advertising Systems.
Recommendation and advertising systems form
the backbone of many online platforms, such
as YouTube (Covington et al., 2016), Facebook
ads (He et al., 2014), Bing search (Ling et al.,
2017), Google ads (Anil et al., 2022; Coleman

et al., 2024; Kurian et al., 2025; McMahan et al.,
2013), TikTok (Liu et al., 2022), and Amazon
recommendations (Linden et al., 2003). Online
learning is particularly relevant in these applica-
tions due to the constant influx of new data and
the need to adapt to evolving user preferences and
item popularity Anil et al. (2022); McMahan et al.
(2013). This inherent distribution shift in online
data introduces unique challenges, necessitating
distinct solutions compared to standard “offline”
learning approaches that assume distributionally
stationary data (Bedi et al., 2018; Fahrbach et al.,
2023; Hazan et al., 2007; Yang et al., 2016; Zinke-
vich, 2003). Our work addresses one such chal-
lenge: efficient hyperparameter search. While
this problem has been extensively studied for of-
fline learning, the complexities introduced by the
distribution shift demand new analyses and tools.

Data-Efficient Training. The increasing scale
of modern datasets has driven significant interest
in data-efficient learning techniques. These meth-
ods aim to achieve high performance with limited,
selectively chosen subset of the full training data.
One line of work focuses on selecting weighted
subsets of data that best approximate the full gra-
dient (Killamsetty et al., 2021a,b; Mirzasoleiman
et al., 2020; Pooladzandi et al., 2022; Yang et al.,
2023). Another approach leverages “importance
signals”, such as (expected) gradient norm (Alain
et al., 2015; Katharopoulos and Fleuret, 2018;
Paul et al., 2021), per-example loss (Jiang et al.,
2019; Loshchilov and Hutter, 2015), and for-
gettability (Toneva et al., 2019), to guide data
reduction by retaining the most informative ex-
amples. This selection process can occur after
some steps of training or after a full training run
on some cheaper proxy model (Coleman et al.,
2019). While data-efficient training is a crucial
component of our proposal, existing methods do
not address the distribution shift inherent in on-
line learning. Consequently, data-efficient online
learning has relied on simpler strategies like uni-
form or label-dependent sub-sampling of exam-
ples at more conservative rates (Jain et al., 2024).
Our work overcomes this limitation by enabling a
successful hyperparameter search even if the can-
didate configurations do not maintain their best
performance on aggressively reduced data. This
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allows for the exploration of more aggressive data
reduction strategies, which, when supported by
our prediction strategies, facilitates significantly
more efficient hyperparameter search.

Hyperparameter and Architecture Search.
Hyperparameter and neural architecture search
are critical but computationally expensive com-
ponents of the machine learning lifecycle. Tradi-
tional hyperparameter search methods include
grid search, random search (Bergstra and Bengio,
2012), and Bayesian optimization (Snoek et al.,
2012). More recent approaches leverage tech-
niques like evolutionary algorithms (Real et al.,
2017) and gradient-based optimization Liu et al.
(2019). Neural architecture search aims to au-
tomate the design of neural network architec-
tures, often employing search strategies similar
to those used in hyperparameter search (Elsken
et al., 2019; Zoph and Le, 2017). While these
methods have shown considerable success, they
often require substantial computational resources.
This has motivated research in efficient hyperpa-
rameter search, aiming to identify the top con-
figurations with reduced cost (Feurer and Hutter,
2019; Gao et al., 2022; Shen et al., 2022). A
common technique adopted by practitioners is
to stop the training runs of non-promising con-
figurations early (aka early-stopping) based on
their performance during the initial stages. This
strategy can also rely on predicting the config-
urations’ full learning trajectory using Bayesian
optimization (Chandrashekaran and Lane, 2017;
Klein et al., 2017; Lin et al., 2025), autoregressive
models (Wistuba and Pedapati, 2020), or scaling
laws (Domhan et al., 2015; Kadra et al., 2023).
However, these prediction techniques are most
effective when loss curves are smooth and mono-
tonic. In online learning, distribution shifts in the
data cause performance to fluctuate, making such
predictions highly challenging. Our work directly
addresses this challenge by mitigating the effect
of distribution shift with a reference model and
by aggregating “sliced” performance predictions
over more stable data clusters.

Early Stopping and Successive Halving. A
critical component of efficient hyperparameter

search is the early termination of unpromising
configurations. A dominant paradigm in this area
is bandit-based adaptive resource allocation, with
Successive Halving (SHA) serving as a founda-
tional algorithm (Jamieson and Talwalkar, 2016;
Kumar et al., 2018; Li et al., 2020; Salinas et al.,
2021; Schmucker et al., 2021; Soper, 2022; Trie-
pels, 2023). SHA operates by allocating an ini-
tial budget to a large set of randomly sampled
configurations. After this initial evaluation, it
discards half of the worst-performing configura-
tions and reallocates the budget to the survivors
for further training. This process of evaluation,
promotion, and pruning is repeated in successive
“rungs” until only one configuration remains. SHA
is a theoretically principled method that effec-
tively allocates more resources to more promising
configurations. However, SHA’s performance is
sensitive to the trade-off between the number
of configurations evaluated and the minimum
budget allocated to each (Egele et al., 2024).
This is known as the “n vs. r” trade-off: allo-
cating a small initial budget allows for explor-
ing many configurations but risks prematurely
eliminating “late bloomers”, while a large ini-
tial budget is more robust but limits the number
of configurations that can be explored. Hyper-
band (Li et al., 2018) was introduced as a meta-
algorithm to address this dilemma. It executes
multiple brackets of SHA, each with a different
initial resource allocation. By hedging across var-
ious exploration-exploitation trade-offs, Hyper-
band robustly and automatically adapts to the
problem at hand without requiring prior knowl-
edge of convergence rates, often achieving signif-
icant speedups over other hyperparameter search
methods like Bayesian optimization.

Positioning Our Work. Some of our strategies
build upon and generalize this established line of
work on SHA. The proposed performance-based
stopping mechanism (Algorithm 1 in Section 4)
is a generalized SHA framework. Specifically, the
variant of this framework that uses “constant pre-
diction” (see Section 4 for details), where the
performance at an early step is used as a proxy
for final performance, is a direct generalization
of the SHA algorithm. Whereas SHA typically
employs a fixed reduction factor of 𝜂 = 2, our
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framework allows for a flexible stopping ratio 𝜌,
where 𝜌 = 1 − 1/𝜂, making it more adaptable
to different search problems and resource con-
straints.

While this generalized SHA serves as a strong
baseline, the core novelty of our work lies in
moving beyond simple performance extrapola-
tion to address the unique challenges of non-
stationary data. Standard SHA and Hyperband
are most effective when learning curves are rel-
atively well-behaved. However, in online learn-
ing, distribution shifts cause performance metrics
to fluctuate, producing non-monotonic trajecto-
ries that violate the underlying assumptions of
many early-stopping and SHA methods. The pro-
posed trajectory prediction and stratified predic-
tion strategies are designed specifically to handle
these complex learning dynamics, a challenge
not explicitly addressed by standard SHA or Hy-
perband. These advanced methods mitigate the
effects of distribution shift by modeling perfor-
mance trajectories and disaggregating predictions
across more stable data slices, thereby enabling
more accurate and robust early-stopping deci-
sions in non-stationary environments.

3. Problem Setup and Preliminaries

3.1. Problem Setup

Let X be the space of input features and Y the
space of labels. A tuple (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ X × Y is a train-
ing example consisting of input features 𝑥 and
the associated label 𝑦. For example, 𝑥 could con-
tain information about a query and a product,
and the label 𝑦 could indicate whether or not the
product was clicked for the query. Let 𝑓 (𝑥, 𝜃, 𝜔)
be a machine learning model that predicts the
label (or a statistic of the label, e.g., its proba-
bility) for a given example 𝑥. Here 𝜃 ∈ Θ are
the parameters of the model that are trained and
𝜔 ∈ Ω is a configuration. We use a very broad
notion of configuration, which can include model
structure such as Cross Networks (Wang et al.,
2017, 2021) and Factorization Machines (Rendle,
2010), architectural parameters such as embed-
ding dimension, optimization parameters such as
learning rate schedule and batch size, and data
processing parameters, such as the vocabulary

size.

Performance Metrics. We use the term perfor-
mance metric to refer to metrics that measure the
performance of a single model configuration for
predicting labels Y, such as log loss. Later, we
will define ranking metrics that measure how well
a set of model configurations is ordered based on
the configurations’ performance metrics. Let 𝑚 be
a performance metric that compares one or sev-
eral predictions of a model with the labels, such
as log loss or area under the curve (AUC). Without
loss of generality we assume all performance met-
rics are loss metrics, i.e., smaller the better. We
can translate any quality metric to a loss metric
by taking the negative value of the quality.

Online Training and Evaluation. Let
(𝑥1, 𝑦1), (𝑥2, 𝑦2), . . . , (𝑥𝑇 , 𝑦𝑇 ) be a sequence of
training examples. Online training is an iterative
training process where at any time step 𝑡, the
model parameters 𝜃𝑡 of a configuration are
only influenced by data (𝑥1, 𝑦1), . . . , (𝑥𝑡, 𝑦𝑡).
Likewise in online evaluation, we obtain a series
of metrics 𝑚1, 𝑚2, . . ., where 𝑚𝑡 is computed
based on the model parameters 𝜃𝑡−1 from a time
before 𝑡. We define the average metric over
a set W of points in time of a configuration
𝜔 as 𝑚W := 1

|W|
∑

𝑡∈W 𝑚𝑡. Ultimately, we
are interested in the average metric over an
evaluation time window over the most recent
Δ + 1 time steps: Weval = [𝑇 − Δ, 𝑇]. (We use
[𝑎, 𝑏] := {𝑖 ∈ ℕ : 𝑎 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑏} for closed intervals
over natural numbers.) For convenience, we
define 𝑚 := 𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] .

Our Goal: Ranking Configurations. Our goal
is to rank configurations. Let 𝑟 : [|Ω|] → Ω be an
ordering ofΩ. Let the ranking with respect to met-
ric 𝑚 be 𝑟 such that 𝑚(𝑟(𝑖)) < 𝑚(𝑟( 𝑗)) =⇒ 𝑖 < 𝑗.
We denote by 𝑟∗ the ground truth ranking associ-
ated with 𝑚 that are computed on configurations
trained on the full data. We aim to efficiently com-
pute a “good” ranking 𝑟 that is close to 𝑟∗. Specif-
ically, we want to avoid expensive training of all
candidate configurations on the full data for com-
puting the metrics 𝑚. We let 𝐶 denote the ratio of
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the computational cost needed to obtain a rank-
ing 𝑟 to the cost of obtaining 𝑟∗ by training all con-
figurations on the full data (𝐶 =

cost of obtaining 𝑟
cost of obtaining 𝑟∗ ).

Next, we discuss how to measure the “goodness”
of a ranking 𝑟 with respect to the ground truth
ranking 𝑟∗.

3.2. Ranking Metrics: Comparing the Pre-
dicted Ranking 𝑟 and Ground Truth Rank-
ing 𝑟∗

Pairwise Error Rate (PER). 1 Given a rank-
ing 𝑟, we can find the percentage of incor-
rectly ranked configuration pairs among all
possible pairwise configuration comparisons
based on their ground truth comparisons in
𝑟∗, using the following formula: PER(𝑟) =

1
1
2 |Ω | ( |Ω |−1)

∑ |Ω |
𝑖=1

∑ |Ω |
𝑗=𝑖+1 1{𝑚(𝑟(𝑖)) > 𝑚(𝑟( 𝑗))},

where 1{𝑃} = 1 when 𝑃 is true and 0 otherwise.

Regret. PER measures how accurately we rank
the configurations and penalize misrankings in
a discrete sense. For instance, PER penalizes
a configuration pair where one is only slightly
better than the other the exact same way as a
pair where one is much better than other, when
ranked inaccurately. However, in reality, mis-
ranking is a bigger problem when there is a sig-
nificant difference between the configurations’
performance. To capture this, we use another
ranking metric, regret, defined as: regret(𝑟) =
1
|Ω |

∑ |Ω |
𝑖=1max (0, 𝑚(𝑟(𝑖)) − 𝑚(𝑟∗(𝑖))) . regretmea-

sures how much of a difference misrankings in
𝑟 make in terms of performance metrics. This
also allows us to set an “acceptable” regret level
at the variance of 𝑚 due to randomness in the
training (more details in Section 5).

Both PER and regret reflect what fraction
of pairs among all pairs of configurations
in a given pool are misranked. However, in
practice, hyperparameter search only cares about
identifying and ranking the top configurations.
For this purpose, PER and regret are not the
most indicative ranking metrics. For instance,
one method can be worse than another in PER
or regret but be much better in ranking the
1This is also the negative of ROC AUC – used for evaluat-

ing binary classification models.

top-𝑘 configurations, which is what matters for
a successful hyperparameter search. We now
introduce our main metric, regret@𝑘, that
specifically measure how well we predict the rank-
ing of top-𝑘 configurations, allowing for mistakes
in the remaining configurations: regret@𝑘(𝑟) =
1
𝑘

∑𝑘
𝑖=1max (0, 𝑚(𝑟(𝑖)) − 𝑚(𝑟∗(𝑖))) . regret@𝑘

measures how much additional performance
metric loss we would obtain if we used the
top-𝑘 configurations in 𝑟 instead of the top-𝑘
configurations in the ground truth ranking 𝑟∗.

Figure 1 | Cluster sizes show high variation over
the 24 days of training window.

3.3. Time Variation in Online Training Data

Feature distribution changes over time. The
time variation in feature distribution is one of
the unique challenges we face in hyperparameter
search for online learning (Fahrbach et al., 2023).
To better understand this variation, we group
the Criteo dataset into 15, 000 clusters with a
𝑘-means clustering on the embeddings of each
example. These embedding are obtained from a
Variational Autoencoder (VAE) model we design
and train to cluster the Criteo data. In addition to
demonstrating the distribution shift in the data,
these clusters also play an important role in some
of our data reduction strategies that we introduce
in Section 4.2.3. As training progresses over the
24-day Criteo data, we track how the cluster dis-
tribution (fraction of data in each cluster) changes
over time. Figure 1 visualizes this change for a
selected set of clusters. It is seen that some clus-
ters do not have much data until the last few days
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Figure 2 | (left) The effect of time variation in sequential non-stationary data on the loss during
training. Different configurations (architecture, model size, and other hyperparameters are varied)
are all trained on the same 24-day Criteo data and they follow the same time variation pattern. The
time variation (e.g. blue line) is significantly higher than the difference between configurations (e.g.
green line). (right) Relative loss with respect to a reference configuration. We choose Configuration
5 from (left) as a reference run and plot the other configurations’ loss with respect to that.

of training but there is a significant increase in
their size in the late stages of training. For some
other clusters, we see the opposite trend. This
demonstrates the high variation in the feature
distribution, which makes predictions for later
days, e.g., the evaluation window, hard.

Time variation in loss is more dominant than
the difference between two candidate models.
Figure 2(left) shows how the loss progresses over
the course of online training on 24-day Criteo
data. The distribution shift in training data intro-
duces a time variation in the loss trajectory. For
Figure 2-(left), the five configurations include
two Factorization Machine (FM) models, two
Cross Network (CN) models, and one Mixture
of Experts (MoE) model, with different model
size and optimization hyperparameters. Notice
the significantly larger time variation in the loss of
an individual configuration, shown in blue, com-
pared to the difference between different config-
urations, shown in green. Such small difference
between configurations compared to the variation
of an individual configuration makes the ranking
task challenging.

Time variation in loss is consistent across can-
didate models. Figure 2(left) also shows that
time variation in the loss follows a similar pattern

across all the configurations even though these
configurations have different architectures and
hyperparameters – suggesting that the time varia-
tion pattern is attributed to a "problem hardness"
aspect inherent in the data and shared across all
configurations.

Dealing with time variation in ranking candi-
date models. While high time variance in se-
quential non-stationary data makes ranking con-
figurations challenging, the consistent pattern
across different architectures provides an oppor-
tunity to mitigate the effect of time variation: We
take the difference between the configurations’
performances, rather than using absolute met-
rics directly. As demonstrated in Figure 2(right),
this approach significantly reduces the overall
variance and mitigates the impact of distribution
shift. Therefore, in next sections, we primarily
rely on this relative performance.

4. Method

In this section, we introduce our data reduction
and prediction strategies.
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4.1. Data Reduction Strategies

4.1.1. Stopping Training Runs of Candidate
Configurations

One-Shot Early Stopping. Instead of training
the candidate configurations on the whole se-
quence (𝑥1, 𝑦1), . . . , (𝑥𝑇 , 𝑦𝑇 ) and measuring the
quality 𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] on the evaluation period, we stop
training at time 𝑡stop < 𝑇 and use the metrics ob-
tained up to 𝑡stop to produce a ranking. In the
simplest case, we build the ranking 𝑟 based on
𝑚[𝑡stop−Δ,𝑡stop ] . We term this “constant prediction”
and provide more details in Section 4.2 – together
with more advanced prediction methods. The rel-
ative cost of ranking configurations with one-shot
early stopping is 𝐶(𝑡stop) =

𝑡stop
𝑇
. This relative loss

decreases further when it is combined with other
data reduction strategies.

Performance-Based Stopping. Usually, we are
not interested in the exact ranking of configura-
tions that perform poorly. Instead, we want to
identify and rank the top configurations. Thus,
instead of early stopping all configurations after
the same number of steps, it is beneficial to ob-
serve the trajectory of the metrics𝑚1, 𝑚2, . . ., stop
some non-promising training runs earlier based
on their (predicted) performance, and let promis-
ing runs continue longer. This resource allocation
across candidate configurations saves costs on
poor configurations that we can invest in more
accurate rankings of more promising candidates.
Algorithm 1 sketches this idea.

Given a set of stopping steps Tstop ⊆ {1, . . . , 𝑇}
and a stopping ratio 𝜌, performance-based stop-
ping (1) pauses training at each stopping time
𝑡stop ∈ Tstop, (2) predicts the performance of
each configuration that is not already stopped
at an earlier stopping time 𝑡′stop < 𝑡stop, (3) ranks
these 𝑛remaining configurations based on the pre-
dicted performances, (4) stops training of the
𝜌 · 𝑛remaining least promising configurations, and
(5) continues training the remaining (1 − 𝜌) ·
𝑛remaining configurations. It can utilize any of the
prediction strategies described in Section 4.2. We
note that, successive halving, developed for sim-
ilar optimization problems (Kumar et al., 2018;
Soper, 2022), is a special case of this strategy

when the prediction strategy is “constant predic-
tion” and 𝜌 = 12 . The relative cost of performance-
based stopping, as a function of Tstop and 𝜌, is
𝐶(Tstop, 𝜌) = 1𝑇

∑
𝑡𝑖∈ (Tstop∪{𝑇 }) (1 − 𝜌) 𝑖−1(𝑡𝑖 − 𝑡𝑖−1).

4.1.2. Data Sub-Sampling

So far, we have covered methods that train
on all data up to a certain time step. A fur-
ther technique to reduce training time, that is
orthogonal to the other data reduction strate-
gies, is to skip some training examples. We
use uniform sampling and label-dependent sam-
pling (where the majority class, e.g., negative
labels, are sub-sampled) of training examples
as a source of additional data reduction. Let 𝜆 𝑦

be the fraction of sub-sampled examples from
class 𝑦. Then, the relative cost as a function
of 𝜆 = {𝜆 𝑦}𝑦∈Y would be 𝐶(𝜆) = 1

𝑇

∑𝑇
𝑡=1 𝜆 𝑦𝑡 =

1
𝑇

∑
𝑦∈Y (# of examples from class 𝑦) · 𝜆 𝑦, where

Y is the set of all classes.

4.2. Prediction Strategies

In the previous section, we have introduced data-
reduction strategies that produce only parts of
the metrics, e.g., by stopping training early. This
means they do not allow precisely computing
𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] and ranking the configurations based
on that. We now describe prediction strategies
to estimate 𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] from metrics that have been
measured up to 𝑡stop. We denote these estimators
𝑚̂𝑡stop .

4.2.1. Constant Prediction

Constant prediction assumes that the perfor-
mance seen at some point 𝑡stop early in training
is a good indicator of the final performance of a
candidate on the evaluation data, i.e., 𝑚̂constant𝑡stop =

𝑚[𝑡stop−Δ,𝑡stop ] .

4.2.2. Trajectory Prediction

To predict a configuration’s trajectory, we fit
a parameterized law 𝑓 to its observed perfor-
mance up to some training point 𝑡stop, using
the data fraction 𝐷 =

𝑡stop
𝑇
as a parameter. We

then use the optimized parameters to extrapo-
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Algorithm 1 Performance-Based Stopping
Input: configurations Ω, stopping steps Tstop ⊆ {1, . . . , 𝑇}, ratio 𝜌 of stopped configurations at any
stopping step

Output: ranking 𝑟
1: Ωremaining ← Ω
2: Initialize ranking sequence 𝑟 ← [].
3: while Ωremaining ≠ ∅ and 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇 do
4: Incremental training with (𝑥𝑡, 𝑦𝑡).
5: if 𝑡 ∈ Tstop then
6: 𝑚̂remaining ← PredictPerformance(Ωremaining, 𝑡, 𝑇)
7: 𝑟remaining ← RankConfigurations(Ωremaining, 𝑚̂remaining)
8: Ωpruned, 𝑟pruned ← last 𝜌 · |Ωremaining | configurations in 𝑟 and their rankings
9: 𝑟 ← concatenate(𝑟pruned, 𝑟)
10: Ωremaining ← Ωremaining \ Ωpruned
11: 𝑚remaining ← ComputePerformance(Ωremaining)
12: return concatenate(RankConfigurations(Ωremaining, 𝑚remaining), 𝑟)

late the configuration’s full-training performance,
i.e., 𝑚̂trajectory𝑡stop = 𝑓 (1). A typical example for 𝑓 is
the inverse power law, 𝑓 (𝐷) := 𝐸 + 𝐴

𝐷𝛼 , where 𝐸,
𝐴, and 𝛼 are scalars. To reduce prediction vari-
ance, as noted in Section 3.3, we jointly optimize
these laws across all configurations by minimiz-
ing the fit error on their pairwise performance
differences, instead of their absolute metrics. This
optimization minimizes an objective function of
the form:

∑
𝜔,𝜔′∈Ω

∑
a few 𝑡∈Tstop

(
( 𝑓𝜔 ( 𝑡𝑇 ) − 𝑓𝜔′ ( 𝑡𝑇 )) −

𝑚𝜔−𝜔′,[𝑡−Δ,𝑡]
)2, where𝑚𝜔−𝜔′,[𝑡−Δ,𝑡] denotes the av-

erage performance difference between configu-
ration 𝑤 and 𝑤′ in time window [𝑡 − Δ, 𝑡], and
𝑓𝜔 is the law for 𝜔, dependent on its parameters
𝐸𝜔, 𝐴𝜔, and 𝛼𝜔. When fitting 𝑓 ’s, an aggregation
window smaller than the full evaluation window
size Δ can also be used.

4.2.3. Stratified Prediction

Recall from Section 3.3 that different clusters
within the training data follow a different distri-
bution shift. While constant and trajectory predic-
tion make a single aggregate prediction and thus
overlook this varying distribution shift across clus-
ters, our stratified prediction strategy accounts for
it through “sliced predictions” followed by aggre-
gation. Let S = {𝑆 (𝑙) }𝐿

𝑙=1 be a partitioning of the
training examples from the interval [1, 𝑇] into 𝐿

slices and 𝑚̂
(𝑙)
𝑡stop be the predicted performance on

data from slice 𝑆 (𝑙) . We assume that the model’s

performance on a slice is roughly independent of
other slices. To make a prediction for a candidate
configuration’s performance 𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] on the eval-
uation period, we break the sum over examples
into sub-sums corresponding to each slice:

𝑚[𝑇−Δ,𝑇 ] =
1

Δ + 1

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=𝑇−Δ

𝑚𝑡 =

1
Δ + 1

∑︁
𝑆 (𝑙) ∈S

[
𝑇∑︁

𝑡=𝑇−Δ
1{𝑥𝑡 ∈ 𝑆 (𝑙) } · 𝑚𝑡

]
.

(1)

We then predict the performance on each slice as
𝑚̂
(𝑙)
𝑡stop and reweigh them by the number of evalu-
ation examples (from the interval [𝑇 − Δ, 𝑇]) in
the slice to obtain the final prediction 𝑚̂stratified𝑡stop :

𝑚̂stratified𝑡stop =
1

Δ + 1
∑︁

𝑆 (𝑙) ∈S

[
𝑚̂
(𝑙)
𝑡stop ·

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=𝑇−Δ

1{𝑥𝑡 ∈ 𝑆 (𝑙) }
]
,

(2)

where 𝑚̂
(𝑙)
𝑡stop is either the constant or trajectory

prediction for slice 𝑆 (𝑙) , with the data available
for the slice at time 𝑡stop. In our experiments, we
partition the training data into slices based on
the examples’ cluster assignments. We provide
more details on clustering in Section 5.
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5. Experimental Results

This section presents a rigorous evaluation of the
proposed methods, first through a comprehensive
study on a large-scale public benchmark and sec-
ond through validation on a web-scale industrial
system.

5.1. Experiments with a Public Benchmark
Dataset

5.1.1. Setup

Dataset. For a valid and realistic evaluation
of our work on hyperpatameter search for non-
stationary online learning, we need a dataset
that exhibits both massive scale, to reflect in-
dustrial computational challenges, and a con-
tinuous, time-ordered data stream, to enable
the study of temporal distribution shift. A sys-
tematic review of available datasets reveals that
the Criteo 1TB predicting the click-through rate
(pCTR) dataset (Criteo, 2023) is uniquely suited
for this task. Classic recommender datasets like
MovieLens (Harper and Konstan, 2015) and Net-
flix (Bennett and Lanning, 2007), while his-
torically significant, are orders of magnitude
too small for web-scale research. More impor-
tantly, their coarse temporal granularity (often
daily timestamps) is insufficient to model the
fine-grained sequential dynamics of online learn-
ing systems where distribution shifts can oc-
cur on much shorter time scales. Other large-
scale datasets, such as Amazon Reviews (He and
McAuley, 2016; Hou et al., 2024; McAuley et al.,
2015; Ni et al., 2019), focus on explicit feedback
(reviews) rather than the implicit clickstream
data common in advertising. While other adver-
tising datasets like Avazu (Wang and Cukierski,
2014) exist, they are substantially smaller or do
not provide a continuous, multi-week data stream
necessary for studying long-term non-stationarity.

We note that we use the Criteo 1TB
dataset (Criteo, 2023) that is 100 times
larger than the commonly used Criteo pCTR
dataset Tien et al. (2014). This dataset has a
sub-sampled portion of Criteo’s traffic over 24
days. Each data point corresponds to a display
ad served by Criteo, where the clicked ads are

associated with the positive label and the others
are associated with the negative label. The ads in
the Criteo dataset are chronologically ordered –
suitable for the continuously evolving data setup
used for recommendation and ads models. The
same dataset serves as a test set as well: during
the single pass over the data, the performance
metric computed at iteration 𝑡 is recorded as the
test metric and then used to update the model
parameters. Our target evaluation period is the
last 3 days of the Criteo dataset, i.e., Δ = 3 days.
We choose this evaluation window as it captures
the time variation across multiple days during
evaluation but also allows the model to learn the
time variation across 3 weeks in the first 21 days
of the training data.

Candidate Configurations. As the model
architecture, we use Factorization Ma-
chines (FMs) Rendle (2010), Cross Networks
(CNs) (Wang et al., 2017, 2021), MLP, and
Mixture of Experts (MoEs) (Shazeer et al., 2017).
For each architecture, we explore a variety of
configurations by sweeping the optimization
parameters such as learning rate, weight decay,
and final learning rate. We also vary some archi-
tectural parameters, such as feature embedding
dimensions and number of layers.

Baselines. While there is no prior work on pre-
dicting ranking of models in an online learning
setting, we choose uniform sub-sampling and one-
shot early stopping with constant prediction as
baselines since these are rather straightforward
approaches that could be used by practitioners,
and refer to them as basic sub-sampling and
basic early stopping.

Clustering. For stratified prediction, we group
the Criteo training examples into 15, 000 clusters
with a 𝑘-means clustering on examples’ embed-
dings extracted from a proxy model. The proxy
model is a combination of a VAE with a pCTR
predictor based on High Order Factorization Ma-
chines (HOFM). We insert a bottleneck layer of
dimension 32 before the last layer of the HOFM
predictor, and use the embeddings from this layer
for clustering. We then group the clusters with

9
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Figure 3 | Our proposal (performance-based stopping with stratified prediction on sub-sampled data)
in comparison with baselines, (1) basic early stopping and (2) basic sub-sampling. For our proposal,
the sub-sampling is for negative-labeled examples only at a fixed rate of 0.5. For each curve, we vary
certain parameters to obtain regret@3 at different 𝐶, e.g. Tstop for performance-based stopping
(blue), 𝑡stop for basic early stopping (green), and 𝜆uniform for basic sub-sampling (orange).

similar distribution shift together and create the
slices used in stratified prediction. This can be
done in different ways – we do this grouping at
each stopping time 𝑡stop, based on cluster sizes.

We only present regret@3 results here due
to page limit; other metrics are provided in Ap-
pendix B.

5.1.2. Results

Inherent model variance guides the acceptable
regret@𝑘 level. Our main metric, regret@𝑘,
quantifies the “performance loss” incurred by mis-
rankings among the top-𝑘 confgurations. To es-
tablish an acceptable level for this performance
loss, we conduct a sensitivity analysis. First, for
interpretability, we normalize regret@𝑘 by a
reference model’s average performance metric
over the evaluation window. The reference model
is trained on full data and, in practice, can be
chosen as the previously deployed model. Sec-
ond, we measure the sensitivity of the perfor-
mance metrics to model initialization random-
ness across 8 seeds. Our analysis reveals that dif-
ferent random seeds typically cause the average
performance metrics in the evaluation window to
move about 0.1% relative to the reference model’s
performance metrics. We therefore set our tar-
get for normalized regret@𝑘 at 0.1%, since this
level of performance loss corresponds to the in-
herent variance introduced by the random seed
choice. This target is marked by black dashed
lines in the figures that follow. From now on, un-
less otherwise specified, regret@𝑘 refers to the

normalized regret@𝑘.

Ourmost advancedmethod reaches regret@3
lower than our target level with up to 10 times
data reduction, and outperforms both base-
lines. Figure 3 shows the comparison between
the combination of our most advanced strategies,
which is performance-based stopping with strat-
ified prediction on negative sub-sampled data,
and two selected baselines, (1) basic early stop-
ping and (2) basic sub-sampling, across five ex-
perimental setups. Each plot corresponds to a
particular architecture, e.g., FM, CN, MLP, and
MoE, with various hyperparameter configurations
detailed in Appendix A. The difference between
“FM” and “FM v2” plots is the type of hyperpa-
rameters we vary. As part of the stratified pre-
diction, we use trajectory prediction with inverse
power laws, here and in the rest of the paper.
Our advanced method reduces the data usage by
up to 10 times (𝐶 = 0.1) with regret@3 lower
than both the target level 0.1 and the baselines’
lowest regret@3. The negative sub-sampling
sub-samples the examples with negative labels
while keeping all examples with positive labels.
The data reduction amount (𝐶) is a function of
both the performance-based stopping hyperpa-
rameters and the sub-sampling ratio. We specify
these details in Appendix A.

Performance-based stopping consistently out-
performs one-shot early stopping for any pre-
diction strategy. Figure 4 illustrates that our
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Figure 4 | Comparison of one-shot early stopping and performance-based stopping, when used with
(left) constant, (center) trajectory, and (right) stratified prediction.

performance-based stopping needs significantly
less data than one-shot early stopping, regard-
less of the prediction strategy, while still reaching
regret@3 ≤ 0.1. Here, we show this compar-
ison on MoE experiments with a negative sub-
sampling ratio of 0.5, and provide correspond-
ing results for FM, FM v2, CN, and MLP in Ap-
pendix B.

Figure 5 | Comparison of prediction strategies.

Both trajectory and stratified predictions out-
perform constant prediction, with stratified
prediction providing an additional 10% data
reduction over trajectory prediction. Figure 5
shows that both trajectory and stratified predic-
tions reach regret@3 ≤ 0.1 level with less than
16% of the training data used, while constant
prediction performing significantly worse. We
also see that stratified prediction provides 10%
additional data reduction gain over trajectory pre-
diction. We show the comparison on MoE here
and share similar results for FM, FM v2, CN, and
MLP in Appendix B.

Additional Results. We have also explored
other choices of laws for trajectory prediction
but not observed an improvement over the in-
verse power law. Moreover, we have tried a “late
starting” strategy as an alternative to early stop-
ping but have observed similar data reduction
vs regret@3 tradeoffs. We present and discuss
these additional findings in Appendix B.

5.2. Experiments with an Industrial Web-Scale
Advertising System

To complement the findings on the public bench-
mark, the core principles of the framework were
validated on a real-world, industrial web-scale
advertising system. This production system oper-
ates on datasets with approximately two orders
of magnitude more training data than the Criteo
1TB benchmark, making the cost of a complete
methodological ablation study prohibitive.

Given these constraints, our objective is to val-
idate the applicability and impact of the data
reduction framework in this production environ-
ment. Therefore, we deploy our performance-
based stopping with constant prediction strategy,
which the Criteo experiments established as a
strong and robust baseline, across several real-
world hyperparameter search tasks.

Figure 6 shows the average cost-regret trade-
off curve from these industrial experiments. The
results demonstrate that the strategy can reduce
computational costs by up to 2× with very negli-
gible regret@3. A 2× cost saving is highly signif-
icant in practice, as the training cost for a single
configuration in such a web-scale system is al-
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ready substantial. The small standard deviation
across multiple search tasks indicates that these
efficiency gains are consistent and reliable.

Figure 6 | Efficacy of our strategy on industrial
web-scale advertising systems.

This result provides powerful, real-world vali-
dation that the performance-based stopping with
constant prediction method is effective and deliv-
ers substantial cost savings at an industrial scale.
It confirms that the principles tested on the pub-
lic Criteo benchmark translate directly to a much
larger and more complex production setting.

Furthermore, the comprehensive results on
Criteo suggest that even greater gains are achiev-
able. The additional 5× improvement offered by
our more advanced strategies, such as trajectory
and stratified prediction, on Criteo points to a
significant opportunity for future work. Deploy-
ing these more sophisticated strategies within the
industrial system could potentially amplify the ob-
served 2× savings toward the 10× efficiency gains
seen on the public benchmark, creating a com-
pelling case for their integration into production
workflows. This narrative connects the scientific
depth of the Criteo study with the practical im-
pact demonstrated at industrial scale, using the
former to illuminate a path toward even greater
efficiencies in the latter.

6. Discussion & Conclusion

This work introduces a suite of data reduction and
prediction strategies to address the prohibitive
cost of hyperparameter search for online learning
models in non-stationary environments. The pro-
posed approach is built on a two-stage paradigm

that separates the task of identifying promising
configurations from the task of training them to
their full potential, enabling aggressive and novel
cost-saving measures.

The findings are supported by a dual-validation
methodology. First, a comprehensive study on
the Criteo 1TB dataset (the only suitable public
benchmark for this problem) demonstrates the
scientific novelty and hierarchical performance of
the proposed methods. The performance-based
stopping strategy, a generalization of the state-of-
the-art SHA algorithm, serves as a strong base-
line. Our novel trajectory and stratified predic-
tion strategies, designed explicitly to handle the
challenges of distribution shift, are shown to sig-
nificantly outperform this baseline, achieving up
to a 10× reduction in data requirements. Second,
the framework’s core principles are validated on
a web-scale industrial advertising system, where
the generalized baseline alone delivers a 2× reduc-
tion in computational cost – a result of significant
economic value.

While this work achieves significant gains, it
also opens avenues for future research. A com-
pelling future direction involves optimizing hy-
perparameter search directly for live data, which
would fundamentally transform how these sys-
tems are developed. Furthermore, the successful
validation of the baseline method in the indus-
trial system creates a strong motivation for the fu-
ture deployment of the more advanced trajectory
and stratified prediction strategies. The results
from the public benchmark suggest that this step
could unlock even greater efficiency gains, fur-
ther bridging the gap between academic research
and industrial practice.
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A. Additional Experimental Details

A.1. Candidate Configurations

In the “FM” and “MoE” experiments, we vary
optimization parameters: learning rate, weight
decay, and final learning rate. We sweep through
three values for each of these hyperparameters:

• learning rate: [10−4, 10−3, 10−2]
• weight decay: [10−6, 2 · 10−6, 10−5]
• final learning rate: [10−3, 10−2, 10−1]

In the “FM v2” experiment, in addition to the
optimization parameters above, we vary the mem-
ory structure of the embeddings. We divide the
features into two groups: “high” and “low” cardi-
nality features and share the embedding tables
among them (using hashing). Then, we vary the
embedding dimensions as well as the hash buck-
ets for the high and low cardinality features while
maintaining a constant training speed and mem-
ory footprint. To ensure that all embeddings have
the same dimensions in the FM computation, we
project them to the same embedding size.

In the “CN” and “MLP” experiments, in addi-
tion to the optimization parameters above, we
vary the number of layers and hidden dimensions,
respectively:

• number of layers in CN: [2, 3, 5]
• hidden dimensions in MLP:
[(598, 598, 598, 598), (1196, 1196, 1196, 1196)]

A.2. Compute Resources

Without applying our data reduction and predic-
tion strategies, running one configuration over
the 24-day Criteo data on 4 TPUv3s takes less
than an hour for the architectures and hyperpa-
rameters we tried. We manage to reduce this cost
up to 10 times with our strategies. Trajectory
prediction requires learning the parameters of a
predictive law. We did this using CPUs, with less
than an hour for learning the trajectory predic-
tions for each configuration in an experiment of
about 100 configurations in total.

A.3. Details on Trajectory Prediction

Trajectory prediction fits a law to the recently
observed data and makes predictions for the tra-
jectory. In our experiments, we use the last 3
“visited” days in the training data for fitting, by
averaging the loss over all the time steps in a day.
Then, we use the fitted parameters to predict the
loss in the last 3 days, i.e., the evaluation window.
In the main body, we use inverse power laws (or
InversePowerLaw in Table 1). In Section B.3,
we explore other choices of laws, listed in Table 1,
and their combinations.

Table 1 | Other choices of fitting laws for trajectory
prediction.

Law Formulation (function of 𝐷)

InversePowerLaw 𝐸 + 𝐴
𝐷𝛼

VaporPressure exp (𝐴 + 𝐵
𝐷
+ 𝐶 · log 𝐷)

LogPower 𝐴

1+( 𝐷
exp 𝐵 )𝛼

ExponentialLaw 𝐸 − exp (−𝐴 · 𝐷𝛼 + 𝐵)

A.4. Details on Stratified Prediction

Stratified prediction can be used with both con-
stant or trajectory prediction. In the main body,
we exclusively used it with trajectory prediction
as we observe better ranking accuracy. Figure 7
shows that stratified trajectory prediction is con-
sistently better than stratified constant prediction
across all experiments we consider. Note that in
all other plots in the paper, “stratified prediction”
refers to stratified trajectory prediction.

A.5. Details on Performance-Based Stopping

We provide an outline of our performance-based
stopping strategy in Algorithm 1, with two hy-
perpameters: stopping steps Tstop and ratio of
stopped configurations at any stopping step 𝜌.
For all the experiments, we choose 𝜌 = 0.5. We
choose this value since it is a reasonable start-
ing point but it is possible to improve our results
with a carefully tuned 𝜌. For Tstop, we fix the
number of steps between consecutive stopping
times in Tstop – i.e., we stop fraction 𝜌 of remain-
ing configurations at equally spaced time steps.
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Figure 7 | Comparison between stratified constant prediction and stratified trajectory prediction. In
all other plots in the paper, “stratified prediction” refers to stratified trajectory prediction.

By varying the frequency at which we stop the
configurations, we obtain different points in the
performance-based stopping curves in our plots.

B. Additional Experimental Results

B.1. One-Shot Early Stopping vs Performance-
Based Stopping

In Figure 4, we demonstrated that performance-
based stopping reaches lower regret@3 with
significantly smaller amount of data used, com-
pared to one-shot early stopping, and presented
results on MoE. We now extend these results to
other experiments in Figure 8.

Even though performance-based stopping
should not be evaluated with ranking metrics
that consider all the configurations, like PER, as
the core idea behind performance-based stopping
is to not worry about poor configurations, we
still provide a comparison between one-shot early
stopping and performance-based stopping based
on PER in Figure ??. We note that this is not a fair
comparison since performance-based stopping is
actually not expected to rank the poor configura-
tions that stop early on rank accurately. However,
Figure ?? shows that the gap between one-shot
early stopping and performance-based stopping
is so large that the latter reaches much lower PER.
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Figure 8 | regret@3 comparison of one-shot early stopping and performance-based stopping, when
used with (left) constant, (center) trajectory, and (right) stratified prediction. Rows represent, top to
bottom: FM, FM v2, CN, MLP, MoE.
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B.2. Comparison between Prediction Strate-
gies

We provided a comparison between our predic-
tion strategies on the MoE candidate models in
Figure 5. We extend the same comparison to the
other experiments and architectures in Figure 9.

B.3. Other Choices of Scaling Laws

Figure 10 compares different choices of
laws, InversePowerLaw, VaporPressure,
LogPower, ExponentialLaw defined in Ta-
ble 1, and their weighted combination, for
trajectory prediction. It is seen that they all
behave similarly and reach the target regret@3
level around the same data use fraction. In the
combined law, we learn both the weights and the
parameters of each law jointly.

B.4. Late Starting vs Early Stopping

Lastly, we explore whether starting come config-
uration runs later in training data would provide
an improvement in the ranking accuracy vs data
reduction tradeoff. Figure 11 shows how one-shot
early stopping behaves when the configurations
start training at different days. Start at day= 0
(purple) corresponds to the standard one-shot
early stopping that we have been analyzing. The
other curves apply the same algorithm but on
the runs that start training after some number of
days in training data passes. We see no significant
difference among different start days.
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Figure 9 | Comparison between our prediction strategies, when used with performance-based stopping.

Figure 10 | Comparison between different choices of laws for trajectory prediction, with respect to
(left) regret@3 and (right) PER .

Figure 11 | PER comparison between different starting times, when used with one-shot early stopping.
This comparison checks whether we could get additional data reduction gain by late starting the
configuration runs. However, our ranking predictions with late-started runs provide about the same
data reduction vs PER tradeoff.
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