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Abstract

Computers have become an essential part of modern life. They are used in a wide range of applica-
tions, from smartphones and laptops to data centers and supercomputers. However, the increasing
usage of computers has led to a rise in energy consumption, which has significant environmental
and economic consequences.

The hardware of computing systems has becomemore energy-efficient over the years. However,
software remains a largely untapped area for energy optimization. The key to reducing energy
consumption in computing systems lies in understanding the impact of software on the overall energy
usage of the system. So, the need for tools and methods to measure software energy consumption
is crucial. Those tools and methods should be flexible enough to be used in different computing
environments.

This thesis reviews the current state-of-the-art tools for monitoring software energy consumption.
After a list of their capacities, we identify the more promising tools and methods and compare their
performance during experiments using different types of workloads. The thesis also presents a new
tool called Geryon, which brings together the best techniques found in the tools reviewed. Geryon
is a flexible and easy-to-use tool that provides multiple estimations at once. Those estimations are
computed via simple power models and regression models trained on-the-fly. It also provides a way
to plug in an external power model, allowing for more complex power models to be used. The tool
is evaluated on the same workloads as the other tools to provide a fair comparison.
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1
Introduction

1.1. Motivation
The year 1945 marked the start of a new era. It was the creation of the Electronic Numerical In-
tegrator and Computer (ENIAC), the first general-purpose computer. This computer, built by John
Presper Eckert and John Mauchly, could perform various complex calculations. Since then, comput-
ers have evolved significantly. Their evolution could be described into different key characteristics.
Computers have become smaller and more portable. They have gone from room-sized machines to
pocket-sized devices. Their speed and processing power have also increased exponentially. Com-
pared to the ENIAC, simple smartphones today are much faster and more powerful. They have
also become more flexible and have found applications in various fields, from simple calculators to
complex simulations. Computers are no longer just for science and engineering. They are used in
industries such as finance, healthcare, and entertainment, as well as in research, education, and
many other fields. They have become an essential tool in our daily lives and for the development of
our society.

To consider the scale of our dependence on computers, we can look at the number of users and
devices connected to the internet. In 2023, the number of internet users worldwide reached 5.35
billion [10], which is around two-thirds of the global population and is still growing. For the number of
devices connected to the internet, Cisco released a report in 2020 [7] that estimates that the number
of devices connected to the internet will reach 29.3 billion by 2023, compared to 18.4 billion in 2018.
The evolution to a world where everything and everyone is connected, together with the shift in data
storage and processing to cloud data centers housing thousands of servers, further increases those
trends.

However, this proliferation comes with a cost. The energy consumption of computers has also
increased significantly. For data centers, which have become the beating heart of our digital world,
the estimated global electricity consumption in 2022 ranged from 240 to 340 TWh, accounting for
approximately 1-1.3% of the global electricity demand [38]. This does not even take into account
the energy used for cryptocurrency mining, which was estimated to be around 110 TWh in 2022,
accounting for 0.4% of the global electricity demand. In terms of greenhouse gas emissions, data
centers and data transmission networks were responsible for around 330Mt CO2-equivalent in 2020,
accounting for 0.9% of energy-related GHG emissions. If we take the IT industry as a whole, it was
estimated by a post note from the UK Parliament that its energy consumption was between 4% and
6% of the global electricity demand in 2020 [1].

As all those numbers show, this growing use of computers and its need for energy has a sig-
nificant impact on the environment. All those devices and data centers have become important

1



1.1. Motivation 2

contributors. And as our society becomes increasingly digital, this impact will only increase. How-
ever, it is not only about the effects on the environment. The energy consumption of computers also
has economic repercussions. The expense due to power consumption represents a significant part
of the total cost of operating a data center. Finding ways to reduce this impact and make our digital
world more sustainable and energy-efficient has become a critical challenge.

On the road to a more sustainable future, the IT industry has started taking action to make en-
ergy efficiency their main concern. They have aligned their goals with the Net Zero Emissions by
2050 (NZE) Scenario, which aims to limit global warming to 1.5°C. In this scenario, data center
emissions must halve by 2030 [38]. Companies have begun to invest in renewable energy sources
to power their data centers. Hardware manufacturers have started designing more energy-efficient
components using smaller transistors, improving their architecture and optimizing their power con-
sumption. All the modern processors are now designed with energy efficiency in mind. Alongside
the processors, even the other components that are not directly part of the computing capabilities
but help the computers to work better, such as cooling systems, are also becoming more efficient.
All those efforts have led to a significant reduction in the energy consumption growth rate in data
centers during the last decade [24].

However, focusing on the hardware is only one part of the solution. The software running on
those devices also plays a significant role in their energy consumption. With the emergence of more
complex and energy-hungry applications like artificial intelligence and machine learning, the soft-
ware’s impact on energy consumption has become even more critical. But, most of the software
developers are focusing their efforts on improving the performance and functionality of their appli-
cations, with little consideration for energy efficiency. Applications are sometimes designed to use
more resources to improve performance, which can lead to higher energy consumption.

One of the reasons for this lack of focus is the lack of tools for measuring the energy used
by software. Unlike hardware, where energy consumption can be measured directly using tools
like power meters, measuring the energy consumption of a single software process is much more
complex as those power meters are not able to profile the energy at such a fine granularity. With a
per-process energymeasurement tool, developers would be able to easily identify the energy-hungry
parts of their software and could try to optimize them.

Being able to monitor the consumption of software in real-time and develop more energy-efficient
software would be beneficial in many ways. In the context of data centers, the ability to monitor the
energy consumption of each application running on the servers would allow data center operators
to optimize their energy usage. They could allocate resources more efficiently, schedule energy-
intensive tasks during off-peak hours, or even move them to servers powered by renewable energy
sources, regroup applications with low energy consumption on the same server and thus reduce the
number of servers running, and many other strategies. This ability would not only reduce the energy
consumption of data centers but also reduce their operating costs. For end-users, having more
energy-efficient software would also be beneficial as it would allow them to use their mobile devices
for extended periods without recharging. It could also help them to simply be aware of the impact of
their daily usage and their environmental footprint. Even in the world of the Internet of Things (IoT),
where devices have limited energy resources, being able to develop more energy-efficient software
could help developers bring more interesting functionalities to their devices.

Such software tools would also have a lot of benefits compared to hardware solutions. They
would not require any additional hardware, which would make them more accessible and easier to
deploy without any need for investment. They would also be more flexible and could be used in a
wide range of scenarios, monitoring not only at a system level but also at various levels of granularity,
down to the process level. This flexibility would also make it easier to monitor applications that are
distributed across multiple devices.

In recent years, more and more of those software-based power meters have been developed.
They are based on different techniques and use various metrics to estimate. Some will base their es-
timation on the thermal design power (TDP). In contrast, others will try to estimate more accurately
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by retrieving the power consumption of different components directly from the hardware through
some internal interfaces. The way they compute their estimations can also vary, with some of them
using machine learning models, like regression algorithms, to predict the power consumption of
the software based on some features and metrics retrieved from the system. The others will use
more traditional computations by implementing some power formulas based on the hardware spec-
ifications. Those tools also show differences in terms of their features and capabilities. Some are
restricted to a specific operating system or hardware, while others support a wide range of systems.
Some will only focus on the CPU metrics, while others will include other essential components like
the GPU or the memory. Some can monitor the energy consumption of a single process inside a
container or a virtual machine. Some allow users to change the sampling rate or the granularity by
regrouping the process of a single application. Even how they present the data can vary, with some
just outputting on the command line interface while others offer a way to export the data to a wide
range of formats. All those tools have their strengths and weaknesses, and it can be challenging to
choose the right one for a specific use case.

1.2. Problem Statement
The main problem is that even if there are many software-based power meters available, none of
them seems to be generic enough to be used on a wide range of systems with different hardware
configurations. They are often limited to specific hardware or operating systems, or they require a
lot of configurations to work correctly. This lack of a generic tool creates a barrier for developers who
want to monitor the energy consumption of their software. They will need to spend time searching
for the right tool, installing it, configuring it to match their system, and then analyzing the results.

The primary focus of this thesis is the implementation of the most generic software-based power
meter that can estimate with the best accuracy the energy consumption of an application running on
a computer. It should be generic in a way that it can be used on a wide range of hardware without
requiring too many configurations or modifications from the user to be able to work.

In order to reach our goal, we will first need to review and compare the existing software-based
power meters. We will need to understand how they work, what are their strengths and weaknesses,
including what are their requirement to run, and their limitations in terms of hardware. We will also
need to compare their accuracy and their performance regarding the overhead they introduce. This
comparison will help us to identify the best techniques and metrics to use to estimate the energy
consumption of an application.

Once we have identified the best techniques and metrics, we will be able to design, implement,
and evaluate our software-based power meter using the other tools as a base. The thesis will thus
focus on the following principal research question:

RQ How to design and implement a generic software-based power meter that can accurately esti-
mate the energy consumption of an application running on a computer?

The research question will be divided into three sub-questions:

RQ1 What are the existing software-based power meters, and how do they work and compare in
terms of accuracy, performance, and features?

RQ2 What are the best techniques and metrics to use to estimate the energy consumption of an
application?

RQ3 Can we design and implement a software-based power meter that would enhance the existing
tools and overcome their limitations?
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1.3. Scope and Approach
As the scope of those research questions can be pretty broad, we will need to focus on some aspects
and discard others to try and limit our scope. Those aspects include the hardware and the operating
systems on which the software-based power meters can run. Regarding hardware, we will restrict
ourselves to specific CPUs from Intel and AMD, as they are the most widely used in the market.
For the operating systems, we will focus on Linux, as it is the most used in the server market and
commonly used in the desktop market by developers. We will also limit ourselves to the software-
based power meters that are open-source and freely available, as they are the most accessible and
can be easily modified and extended.

In order to answer the research questions, we have structured the thesis into several chapters. In
Chapter 2, we will provide the necessary background information about the energy consumption of
computers, the power formulas that can be used to estimate the consumption, and the existing power
meters, including hardware-based and software-based. This chapter will help us to understand the
context of our research and the state of the art.

The following chapters will try to answer the two first sub-questions by conducting experiments
and evaluations. In Chapter 3, we will present the methods and configurations used to evaluate
the existing software-based power meters. In Chapter 4, we will show the evaluation results and
compare the existing tools regarding accuracy and performance. We will also identify the best
techniques and metrics to estimate the energy consumption of an application.

Finally, in Chapter 5, we will present the design and implementation of our software-based power
meter and how it should enhance the existing tools. It will be followed by Chapter 6, where we will
evaluate our tool and compare it with the existing ones. We will also discuss the limitations of our
tool and how it could be improved. Finally, in Chapter 7, we will conclude the thesis by summarizing
the main findings and contributions and discussing future work.



2
State of the Art

This section presents some background information about the energy consumption of computers
and the state of the art of power monitoring tools and techniques.

2.1. Background
To measure the power consumption of a system, we first need to understand what power is and
which components consume it. Let’s start by defining power and energy. Power is the rate at which
work is transferred or converted and is measured in watts (W). In the context of a computer system, it
is the rate at which electrical energy is consumed. On the other hand, the energy is the total amount
of work done for a given time and is measured in watt-hours (Wh) or joules (J), which equals one
watt for one second. So, to calculate the energy consumed by a system, we need to multiply the
power consumed by the time it has been consumed. For example, if a system consumes 100 watts
for 1 minute, it will have consumed 6000 joules or 1.67 watts-hours.

In a modern computer system, the power is consumed by several components. The first and
main power-consuming component is the central processing unit (CPU), also known as the proces-
sor. The CPU is the brain of the computer: it executes the instructions, performs calculations, and
manages the data. It is the one that processes the code from running software and performs the
necessary operations to execute them. The CPU is housed on a motherboard, which is the main
circuit board of the computer. The motherboard connects the CPU to the memory, the storage, and
the peripherals devices and allows them to communicate with each other. It is also the one that
receives the power from the power supply unit (PSU) and distributes it to the different components
of the system. Another power-hungry component is the graphics processing unit (GPU), which, as
its name suggests, is responsible for processing the graphics of the system. It is used to handle the
rendering of images, videos, and animations and is able to do complex calculations. The GPU is
usually used in video games, video editing, and machine learning. Besides those components that
consume the most power, there is also the memory (RAM) used to store the data that is currently
being processed, the storage (hard drive, HDD, or solid-state drive, SSD) used to store the data
permanently, and the peripherals devices (input and output devices, network cards, etc.) that are
used to interact with the system. Even components that are not directly involved in the computation,
like the cooling system (fans, water cooling, etc.), consume power. Moreover, when a system uses
more resources, more power will be needed to cool it down.

5



2.2. Measuring Power Consumption 6

2.2. Measuring Power Consumption
In a computer system, the power consumption can be measured at different levels, as shown in
Figure 2.1. At the highest level, the power consumption can bemeasured at the system level. This is
the total power consumption of the system, including all the components. At a lower level, the power
consumption can be measured at the component level. This means that the power consumption of
each component can bemeasured separately. The lowest level is the process level, where the power
consumption of each process running on the system can be measured. The processes from the
same program can be grouped tomeasure at the application level. Of course, a process is composed
of multiple components, and one component can be used by multiple processes. Measuring power
consumption at a higher level is usually easier but does not provide as much information and visibility
as measuring it at a lower level. For example, when wemeasure the power consumption at a system
level, we have no information about which component or process is consuming the most power.

Figure 2.1: The different levels of a computer system where the power consumption can be measured

Nowadays, there are many ways to measure the power consumption of a computer system. All
those methods could be classified into three categories: external devices, embedded sensors, and
power models.

External devices are devices that are not part of the targeted system and are used to measure
the power consumption of the system. The most common external device is the power meter. A
power meter is a device plugged between the power outlet and the system to measure the power
consumption of the system. It is usually used to measure the power consumption of a single device.
Still, some power meters can also be used to measure the power consumption of a group of devices
by plugging them into a power strip. Another external device is the power distribution unit (PDU). A
PDU is a device that distributes power to multiple devices. It is usually used in data centers to power
servers. While its primary purpose is to distribute power, some PDUs provide remote access that
we can use to monitor the power consumption of the devices that are connected to them. There are
a large number of power meters and PDUs available on the market, each with varying performance
and features. One advantage of external devices is that they are usually more accurate than the
other methods and have a lower performance overhead. However, they require physical access
to the system, and this additional hardware requires an extra cost. Moreover, those devices can
only measure the power consumption at a system level and cannot measure the consumption of
individual components or processes.

To be able to go one step further andmeasure the power consumption at a component level, there
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exist some other external devices that can be used, like PowerInsight [22]. PowerInsight is a device
that can be plugged into the power connector of a component to measure its power consumption.
It is usually used to measure the power consumption of a single component, like a CPU or a GPU.
However, even if they give better granularity than basic power meters, they require more work and
knowledge to be installed and used.

This brings us to the second category of power measurement methods: embedded sensors.
Instead of adding some additional devices, component manufacturers have embedded sensors di-
rectly in their components to measure their power consumption. Those sensors are usually used
to monitor but can also be used to control consumption in some cases. The vendors sometimes
provide interfaces to access those sensors and retrieve the data.

For example, in 2011, Intel introduced a new hardware feature called the Running Average Power
Limit (RAPL). It was created to allow the processor to monitor its power consumption and control
it if needed. Those power consumption values are reported as special hardware registers named
Hardware Performance Counters (HwPC). They are small registers that count hardware events such
as instructions executed, cache misses, etc. They are included in almost all modern processors and
are usually used to monitor different aspects of the performance of a program and tune it to be more
efficient. [25] With the RAPL, the system is divided into different domains:

• The Core (PP0) domain reports the energy consumption of the CPU cores.
• The Uncore (PP1) domain reports the energy consumption by the uncore components that are
close to the CPU (most of the time, the energy consumption of the integrated GPU).

• The DRAM domain reports the energy consumption from the RAM modules.
• The Package (PKG) domain is the sum of the first domains (PP0 and PP1).
• The PSys domain, which is relatively newer (since the Skylake micro-architecture), represents
the entire System on Chip (SoC).

Figure 2.2: The different RAPL domains of a CPU

It seems that there is not that much detailed documentation about how its calculations are done.
Also, its implementation has evolved. The first implementation used a model to estimate energy
usage based on a set of events. The following implementation, since the Haswell architecture,
makes actual power measurement as it is based on fully integrated voltage regulators [13]. A paper
has shown that RAPL registers have a high update frequency, approximately every 1 ms, and a
low-performance overhead [18]. Another slight advantage of RAPL is that it always runs as soon
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as the processor is powered on, so there is no need for complex configuration to enable it. In 2017,
AMD introduced a version of RAPL with its Zen architecture (17h family) [2]. The implementation is
similar to the first model-based version of RAPL.

In the same way, Nvidia has introduced a similar feature for their GPUs. It is an application
programming interface called Nvidia Management Library (NVML) that allows users to access GPU
device metrics [28]. Those metrics include the current usage, temperature, and power consumption.
It also provides data from connected devices, like memory or fans. The power consumption data
is available on devices since the Fermi family (2010). Like RAPL, there is not much information
on how the power consumption is retrieved or calculated, but there are some papers that show the
existence of a power sensor on the GPU. [4, 32]

In case the components do not have embedded sensors and the use of external devices is not
possible because of the cost or the physical access, there is a third category of power measurement
methods that can be used: power models. Power models are mathematical models that estimate
the power consumption of a system based on some metrics. Those metrics are generally the usage
of the components (CPU, GPU, etc.), but they can also be the temperature, the frequency, etc.
Some of those models are just simple linear models that assume that the power consumption is
proportional to the usage of the components. Others are more complex and may even use machine
learning algorithms to estimate power consumption. Compared to the other methods, power models
are usually less accurate, but they are easier to use. However, they are not always generic and may
require calibration to be accurate on a specific system.

Power models sometimes rely on information provided by the component manufacturers to make
their approximations. For example, vendors can provide a power consumption value for a specific
component under a constant workload. This value is called the Thermal Design Power (TDP) and
is the maximum amount of heat the component can dissipate. Even if it is not a direct power con-
sumption value and can sometimes be exceeded, it still helps to get a good estimation when the
component is at full load. For example, the power usage of a CPU can be estimated by the TDP
value multiplied by the CPU usage. By adding the execution time of the program to the calculation,
we can get the total energy consumption.

Even if the three categories of power measurement methods are usually used to measure the
power consumption at a system level or a component level, it is also possible to go one step further
in terms of granularity and even measure the power consumption of a specific process. This could
be done in two ways: usage-based or event-based. The usage-based method is the simplest one.
It consists of measuring the overall power consumption of the system and the CPU usage of the
processes running on the system. By multiplying the power consumption by the CPU usage, we
can estimate what part of the power consumption is due to a specific process. The accuracy of this
method depends on the accuracy of the power consumption measurement, but also on the way the
CPU usage is calculated by the system. The event-based method is more complex. It consists of
monitoring the power consumption of the system and the hardware events of the processes running
on the system. By correlating the power consumption with the hardware events, we can create a
regression model that estimates the power consumption of a process based on its hardware events.

All those methods have their advantages and disadvantages. The external devices are more
accurate but require physical access to the system and add cost. The embedded sensors are easier
to use but may not be available on all components. The power models are easy to use but are less
accurate and may require calibration to work on a specific system.

2.3. Software Tools
After understanding what power is and the different ways to measure the power consumption of a
system, we can now present some software tools that can be used tomonitor the power consumption
of a system. All of those tools rely on the methods presented in the previous section. This list is not
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exhaustive, but it contains some of the most popular tools we have come across that are, for most
of them at least, still maintained, well-documented, and open-sourced.

Before presenting the tools, it is essential to note that some tools require special permissions to
access the power consumption data. This requirement is because the power consumption data is
considered sensitive information and is usually only accessible by the system administrator. For ex-
ample, on Linux, access to performance and observability operations is limited to users with specific
capabilities (CAP_SYS_ADMIN). This limitation can be changed to allow users without the capability
by modifying the system settings named perf_event_paranoid. Another way to access the power
consumption data is to use the powercap interface from the Linux kernel. This interface is a set of
files in the /sys/class/powercap where the power consumption data can be read. To access those
files, the user needs to have the correct permissions. Since version 5.4.0 of the Linux kernel, the
powercap attributes have been made readable only by the root user. Thus, programs that rely on
the powercap interface must be run as root.

2.3.1. perf
The Linux perf tool [15] is a performance analyzing tool capable of lightweight monitoring and profiling
the performance of the system or a program. It was introduced in the Linux kernel version 2.6.31,
released in 2009, and is part of the kernel, which makes it available on all Linux systems. It can
handle most HwPC registers available on the system, as well as tracepoints and dynamic probes.
Tracepoints are markers that are placed at specific points in the code to trace the execution of the
program. The command will then collect the data from the tracepoints, including helpful information
like the timestamp or the slack traces. Dynamic probes allow users to create tracepoints on a running
programwithout modifying the source code for the kernel (kprobes) or user-space (uprobes) dynamic
tracing. Five years after its introduction, in 2014, the perf tool was extended to support the RAPL
registers with version 3.14 of the Linux kernel. With this new support, the perf tool is able to monitor
the power consumption of the system or a program. It is composed of multiple subcommands, each
one having its purpose.

The most valuable subcommands for power monitoring are stat, which retrieves and directly
shows a summary of the performance counter statistics, and record, which records the performance
counter statistics for later analysis. The output of the stat subcommand for the RAPL registers will
return the energy consumption in joules. The subcommands allow users to specify a lot of options,
like the period of the measurement, the interval between each sample (otherwise, it will only print
the summary at the end of the execution), or the events and processes to monitor. However, even if
the perf tool has the option to specify a process to monitor, as the RAPL registers values are energy
consumed for each of its domains, it will only return the power consumption at a domain level during
the execution of the process. If it is mixed with other hardware events that can be monitored at a
process level, like instructions executed, the power consumption will be blank in the output.

2.3.2. PAPI
Performance Application Programming Interface (PAPI) [39] is not a tool like the others presented in
this section. It is a toolkit that allows access to hardware performance counter information through
a consistent interface and methodology. It was introduced in a paper released in 2001 by the Inno-
vative Computing Laboratory at the University of Tennessee.

Compared to the other tools, its goal is not to estimate the power consumption or monitor the
performance of the system but to provide an easy and high-level way to access the hardware per-
formance counters for other applications. Each modern processor has a set of various hardware
performance counters that can be different from one processor to another, even from the same
manufacturer. PAPI will summarize the common counters into a set of standard events so that the
developer does not need to know the specific counters of each processor. It also takes care of
possible counter overflow and multiplexing.
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Thanks to the liaison with industry companies, it can support new architecture near their release.

2.3.3. LIKWID
The LIKWID Performance Tools [36] is a set of command line tools designed for Linux systems that
can analyze and optimize the performance of the system across various aspects. The paper on this
toolset was published in 2010, and it has been maintained since then.

Among these tools is one called likwid-powermeter, which accesses the RAPL registers and
can deliver the energy consumption of all the RAPL domains for a certain period. Similar to perf, if
an application is specified, the output would be the energy consumption of all domains for the time
of execution of the application. The output of the tool contains the energy consumed in joules and
the power consumed in watts. The tools also provide options to output the temperatures of all the
processor cores.

Another tool from the LIKWID set called likwid-perfctr can measure any HwPC events avail-
able on the system, including the RAPL registers, for a given process. This last tool can work
in different modes: it can measure the events from an application without any code modification
needed, measure the events from a specific function or part of the code using a marker API, mea-
sure the events for a specific duration independently of any application, or measure the events with
a particular frequency.

2.3.4. PowerTOP
PowerTOP [37] is a Linux tool that measures and analyses the power consumption andmanagement
of a system. It was released by Intel in 2007. At the time of writing this report, the last release was
in 2022, but there is still some activity on the GitHub repository. In addition to monitoring the power
consumption, it also looks at the drivers and the kernel options. It helps to find the programs or the
settings that are responsible for excessive power consumption and provides recommendations to
reduce it.

The tool has an interactive mode that shows various statistics about the processes, the cores,
and the devices of the system. This mode also provides easy access to power management settings.
Otherwise, it can be used to generate a report in HTML or CSV format. Both modes will display an
estimation of the power consumption of the process in watts.

2.3.5. Powerstat
Powerstat [20] is another command line tool for Linux based on RAPL registers or battery statistics.
The first version was released in 2011, and it is still maintained. Compared to the other tools, it is
simpler, focuses on the power consumption of the whole system, and does not care about the other
HwPCs. Given several samples and a sampling interval, it will report several statistics for each
sample, including the average power consumption (in watts). Finally, the tool also reports statistics
like the average and the standard deviation of the power consumption for the whole run.

2.3.6. Intel Applications
The Intel Power Gadget [35] program is a graphical application for Windows and macOS that can
be used to monitor the power consumption of an Intel system. When it is open, it shows a simple
vertical interface made of different plots: the power consumption of the different RAPL domains in
watts, the frequency of the CPU, the temperature, and the utilization of the CPU. The application
provides a way to log a measurement to a CSV file. It also comes with a command line tool, Intel
PowerLog, that can also generate a similar CSV file and can be used in other scripts.

At the end of 2023, the Intel Power Gadget application was discontinued in favor of the Intel Per-
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formance Counter Monitor (Intel PCM) [16], which was first released in 2017. Intel PCM is composed
of two parts: an application programming interface and a set of tools that uses this API to monitor the
performance and energy consumption of Intel processors. Among those tools, there is a command
line tool called pcm-power that can monitor various energy-related metrics of the processor, like the
energy states of the processor and the memory or their energy consumption. There is also the
central tool called pcm that monitors various metrics of the processor, including the energy-related
ones.

One advantage of this new tool compared to the old application is that it is available on all the
major operating systems (Windows, Linux, and MacOS). While this new tool does not have a built-
in graphical interface, it provides ways to be connected to third-party frond-ends like Grafana to
visualize the data.

2.3.7. Powermetrics
The powermetrics tool [3] is a command line tool bundled with MacOS, the same way perf is with
Linux. It is used to retrieve metrics related to the CPU, like temperature, utilization, or power con-
sumption of the CPU and other connected components, including integrated GPU and memory.
There is not much information about the tool from Apple, as they only direct users to the Manual
page of the command available on the operating system. The only information we found was from
other tools that use the powermetrics tool to retrieve the power consumption on Apple devices.

For the devices that are still using Intel processors, the tool will return the power consumption
values of the RAPL domains available. For the devices that are using the new Apple Silicon chips,
the tools will return a set of values organized in a similar way to the RAPL domains. First, there is
a power value for each of the CPU clusters, one for the efficient cores and one for the performance
cores. Then, there are the values for the integrated devices, such as the GPU and the memory
(DRAM). The last value returned, called the package power, is the total power consumption of the
system, which includes the previous values and the power consumption of other components.

2.3.8. GPU SMI
The Nvidia System Management Interface (nvidia-smi) [29] is a command line tool used to monitor
and manage GPU devices manufactured by NVIDIA. It is based on the Nvidia Management Library.
It provides basic information about the GPU, like the temperature, the memory usage, and the uti-
lization of the GPU. It can also retrieve the metrics about the power consumption of the GPU. It has
some options to specify a frequency for the output, to change the output format, or to select which
properties it needs to retrieve. The best use of this tool is to monitor the usage of processes that
have extensive uses of GPU. Those processes come from various types of applications like video
games, video editors, or scripts to train deep learning models. As it only focuses on the GPU, it can
work well in conjunction with other tools that monitor the CPU or other components.

Of course, this tool is only available on systems with an Nvidia GPU. However, other manufac-
turers have similar tools, like AMD with the ROCm suite. Inside this suite, there is a tool called
amd-smi that has the same purpose as the Nvidia tool but for AMD GPUs. It can also retrieve the
power consumption of the GPU and other metrics like the temperature or the utilization.

2.3.9. CodeCarbon
CodeCarbon [9] is a Python library released in 2020 by volunteers from MILA, the Montreal Institute
for Learning Algorithms. It is a tool that estimates the amount of CO2 that is emitted during the
execution of the code. The motivation behind this tool is to raise awareness about the environmental
impact of the code, mainly for Machine Learning models, which are being used more and more in
various domains. The tracker can be used in two ways: either through the command line interface
to keep the code unchanged or by using any of the provided Python integrations, such as the tracker
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object, the decorator, or the context manager.

Its calculation can be divided into two parts. First, it will estimate the power consumption. For the
estimation, CodeCarbon uses multiple sources. It retrieves the power consumption of Intel CPUs
from the RAPL registers via the Intel Power Gadget (on Windows and MacOS) or the powercap
interface (on Linux). For Apple Silicon Chips, the tool will use the powermetrics tools. It also uses
an NVML Python library to retrieve the metrics of the Nvidia GPUs. For the rest, or when the tools
are not available, it will fall back to a simple calculation based on the TDP or simply use a default
value like the ratio of 3 Watts for 8 GB it uses to estimate the power consumption of the RAM.

Then, when the power consumption is estimated, it will look at the energy mix of the country
where the code is executed. Using this data and the carbon intensity for each energy source, it
will find the amount of CO2 that is emitted for a kilowatt-hour. By multiplying the result with the
power consumption it has estimated earlier, it will get the amount of CO2 that is emitted during the
execution of the code.

2.3.10. PowerJoular
PowerJoular [27] is a simple Linux software, written in Ada, that allows monitoring the power con-
sumption of different processes. It was presented in a paper in 2022. On top of processors that
support RAPL, it also supports Raspberry Pi devices and Asus Tinker Board through pre-trained
regression models to estimate the power consumption of these devices. To estimate RAPL-based
devices, it will do something similar to Scaphandre by using the CPU time of each process with the
overall CPU time and computing the ratio for each process.

There is also another program called JoularJX, which is written by the same author. This Java-
based agent monitors the power consumption at the source code level. It does something quite
similar to the CodeCarbon library to estimate the power consumption: in addition to Linux, this
software can be used onWindows software, where it collects the metrics with the Intel Power Gadget
tool, or on MacOS, using the bundled powermetrics tool.

2.3.11. Kepler
The Kubernetes-Based Efficient Power level Exporter (Kepler) [8] is a tool released in 2022 that
monitors various statistics from an application running on a Kubernetes cluster. One interesting
feature of Kepler is that it can estimate the power consumption of a process that is running inside
a container where containers are sharing the same resources. To make its estimation, it first uses
eBPF to probe hardware performance counters and other process statistics. It will also extract the
power-relatedmetrics for the host components. It can also useMachine Learningmodels to estimate
energy consumption based on the system metrics when no counters are available. When it has all
the data it needs about the resource utilization and the power consumption, it will calculate the power
consumption of the process using the utilization ratio of the process and the power consumption of
the system. Its last step is to aggregate the power consumption of all the processes running in the
same container to get the total power consumption for each container.

2.3.12. PowerAPI
PowerAPI [33] is a Python toolkit to help create power meter programs to estimate software con-
sumption. It was presented in a paper in 2013. It supports a wide range of sensors to retrieve data
and export power consumption in many ways. For PowerAPI, a power meter comprises two parts:
a sensor and a formula. Both parts can be executed on different machines. There are various ways
to export the data from the sensor to the formula and then to the user.

The sensor is responsible for collecting the metrics that are correlated to the power consumption.
The provided sensor is the HWPC Sensor, written in C, which accesses the HwPC registers through
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the perf API to collect data on CPU events for the monitored software and the RAPL metrics. To
monitor a specific software, the sensor relies on Control Groups (CGroup), a Linux kernel feature
allowing users to group processes and manage their resources.

The formula is responsible for computing an estimation of the power consumption from the raw
data collected by the sensor. The formula can be executed on a machine different from the sensor. It
can process data in real-time or after the sensor has been executed. The current formula, presented
in a paper in 2020 and called SmartWatts [12], will use multiple regression models, selected based
on the CPU usage, to estimate the power consumption of the monitored software using several
metrics collected by the sensor as input. At each time interval, the sum of the counters is collected
together with the power consumption of the system. Those values are used as the input and the
target of the models. Of course, as there are multiple models based on CPU usage, the data are
also split in the same way. When a model is trained, it is used on the individual counters of each
monitored CGroup to estimate their power consumption. If the estimation becomes too inaccurate,
the model will be retrained on the latest data.

2.3.13. Scaphandre
Scaphandre [31] is a Rust software release in 2020 that monitors performance, including power
consumption, at different levels. It contains two different sensors to retrieve the RAPL metrics: one
that works on Linux via the powercap interface and one that works on Windows via an RAPL MSR-
based driver. It also provides different ways to export power consumption data in different formats,
like Prometheus, JSON files, or just printed in the terminal.

When the tool is started, it will create the required exporter and sensor. It is the exporter that
will ask the sensor to retrieve the data with a specific frequency. The sensor will read the various
metrics it needs to compute the power consumption of a process. First, it will use the powercap
interface to retrieve the power consumption of the system from the RAPL registers. Then, it will
retrieve the usage statistics of the CPU and of all the processes that are running on the system. It
will then compute the power consumption of each process by using the RAPL metrics and the CPU
usage ratio of each process. Some options are available to the user to specify the frequency of the
measurements or to filter the processes that need to be monitored. If the user asks for a specific
application, it will find all the processes that are related to the application and aggregate their power
consumption. When exporting the estimations, the tool will also provide the power consumption it
retrieved for the system per domain and, for some exporters, other metrics from different levels.

2.4. Discussions
The power consumption of a computer system is an essential metric to monitor and is caused by the
different components of the system. As we have seen, there are many ways to measure the power
consumption of a system with different levels of granularity. All those methods and tools have their
advantages and disadvantages.

External devices are the most accurate way to measure the power consumption of a system,
but they require additional hardware and physical access. So, embedded sensors, when they are
available, combined with power models, are the easiest way to measure the power consumption of
a system, even if they can be less accurate. They also do not require physical access to the system,
which allows them to be used on remote systems.

While this list gives us a good overview of the existing software-based power meters, to fully
answer our first research question (RQ1), we need to compare them and test their accuracy and
performance. However, we still need to keep in mind that part of our main research question is the
capacity to monitor the power consumption of a specific software.

Tools like perf, PAPI, LIKWID, Powerstat, and Powermetrics are helpful to get access to the RAPL



2.4. Discussions 14

values and other HwPCs in an easy and consistent way. Their main goal is to help developers, or
even users, gain access to those values without knowing the specific identifiers or methods that can
differ from one processor to another and from one operating system to another. This is why some of
them, like perf, are used by the other tools in the list that need to access the RAPL registers to make
their estimations. If we refer to the different levels of power consumption monitoring, shown in Figure
2.1, those tools are at the component level. They can provide the power consumption of the CPU,
the GPU, the memory, etc., but they can not estimate the power consumption of a specific process.
Moreover, they have limited support for operating systems, with the first three tools only available
on Linux and the last one on MacOS. Similar things can also be said about Intel Applications and
the GPU SMI tools. While they are available on multiple operating systems, they still only provide
component-level metrics, with also the limitation that they are focusing on hardware from a specific
manufacturer, as they were created by them.

CodeCarbon and JoularJX are libraries for different programming languages that can estimate
the consumption of a part of the code. This means they can measure the power consumption
at a lower level than the process level. However, they are not generic; they only work for their
specific language. PowerTOP and Kepler focus on particular features: the first is more about power
management and finding issues that lead to excessive power consumption of the system, and the
second is more about monitoring the power consumption of a containerized application.

This leaves us with three tools we will focus on during our comparison: PowerAPI and its Smart-
Watts formula, Scaphandre, and PowerJoular. All three tools are open-sourced and still maintained.
They are limited in their operating system support, as two of them are available on Linux only, and
Scaphandre is the only one that can work on both Linux and Windows. However, All three of them
can estimate the power consumption of a specific process or an application, which is what we are
looking for. As we said in the introduction, we will only focus on Linux, so their operating system
limitation is not an issue for us, but it is still something to be aware of.

We still need a precise baseline to compare them and test their accuracy. For that requirement,
we will use a PDU to measure the power consumption of the system and compare it with the esti-
mations of the tools.



3
Methodologies

In the previous chapter, we reviewed the different methods and tools that can be used to monitor the
power consumption at various levels of granularity on amachine. We ended the chapter by choosing
three tools in line with our main research question, as they can monitor power consumption at the
process level. In this chapter, we will present an in-depth explanation of how we set up the tools
and the experiments we ran to compare them in order to answer our first two research questions.

3.1. Machines
Before going into the details of the tools and the experiments, it is essential to present the hardware
configuration of the machines we used. For the experiments, we used three different machines: one
with a single Intel processor, one with a single AMD processor, and one with two AMD processors.
All those machines run in the same cluster and are connected to the same PDU. To distinct them,
we will refer to them by their hostname in the cluster: Headnode, Asus, and Node03. The Headnode
machine uses an entry-level Intel Xeon Bronze 3204 with a low TDP and a low number of cores,
making it an excellent candidate to get some interesting insight. The Asus machine is the most
powerful of the three, with two AMD EPYC 9354 processors, each with 64 logical cores. Finally, the
Node03 machine is in the middle, with its AMD EPYC 7313P processor.

A list of the machines with their specifications is available in the table 3.1.

Name Headnode Asus Node03
CPU Intel Xeon Bronze 3204 AMD EPYC 9354 AMD EPYC 7313P
Serie Cascade Lake Fam 19h (Zen 4) Fam 19h (Zen 3)
# cores (logical) 6 (6) 32 (128) 16 (32)
Clock (min / base / max) 800 / 1900 / 1900 MHz 0 / 3250 / 3800 MHz 0 / 3000 / 3700
TDP 85 W 280 W 155W
Release year 2019 2022 2021
OS Ubuntu 22.04
Kernel Linux 5.15.0
RAPL PKG[DRAM] PKG[Core] PKG[Core]

Table 3.1: Machines used for the experiments

15
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3.2. Tools
Now that we have presented the machines, we can go into the details of the tools we used and
how we set them up. Some shared manipulations are needed for all these tools. First, the RAPL
and MSR kernel modules must be loaded, which can be done using the modprobe command. Then,
as we explained in the previous chapter, to access the power consumption and other information,
the tools need to read some files in sysfs and procfs. Some of those files are restricted, so the
user launching the programs must have the correct permissions to access them. To make our tests
easier, we directly ran the programs as root.

3.2.1. PDU
As we needed a reference to compare the tools, we used a Power Distribution Unit (PDU) to measure
the power consumption of the machines. In our case, as all the machines are from the same cluster,
they are all connected to the same PDU. To retrieve the metrics from the PDU, we need to use the
Simple Network Management Protocol (SNMP) [14]. The snmpget [23] command is the easiest way
to obtain such information. We only need to specify the object identifier (OID) of the metric we want
to retrieve.

Of course, for our experiment, the values needed to be collected at a specific interval. So, we
created a small shell script that will run the snmpget command in order to retrieve the power con-
sumption of the machines every second with a variable time limit to end the script. The obtained
value is then stored in a text file with the timestamp.

As we also needed the power consumption of the monitored application running on the machines
tomake the comparison and evaluation, we had tomake some assumptions. We assumed that when
an experiment was running, the monitored application was the only software that would run on the
machine. This assumption is not entirely true, as some background processes are still running.
Still, we considered that the power consumption of those processes was negligible compared to the
power consumption of the monitored application. With this assumption, we were able to compute
the power consumption of the software by taking the difference between the value and the minimum
value from the run, as we assume that the minimum value is the idle power consumption of the
machine when the software is not running.

3.2.2. PowerAPI / SmartWatts
The first of the three tools we compared was PowerAPI. The PowerAPI framework is composed
of two processes: a sensor and a formula. The sensor relies on Control Groups (CGroup) to get
the counters for one specific application. It is a Linux kernel feature that allows one to organize the
processes into groups and be able tomonitor or limit the resource usage of the group. So, to start, the
program uses its sensor to retrieve HwPC counters that are correlated with the power consumption
for the monitored CGroup, together with the RAPL values of each socket. Then, at each time step,
the formula will compute the sum of the HwPC counters for all the CGroup and store the sum with
the RAPL value in a history buffer. For each socket, if there is enough data in the history buffer, it
uses them as input to train an Elastic Net regression model [40] from the Scikit-learn library [30] with
the RAPL value as the target. The Elastic Net is a regression model that combines the L1 and L2
regularization of the Lasso and Ridge regression. For better performance, instead of just training
and using only one model, the program creates one hundred models, each one with its history buffer,
and at each step, it will choose the correct model and buffer based on the current CPU frequencies.
If a trained model is available during a step, it will be used to predict the power consumption of each
monitored CGroup using their HwPC counters. The intercept share of the process is then computed
and added to the prediction. Finally, at the end of each timestep, the model is used to calculate a
prediction for the complete socket using the aggregated sum of the values. Then, the prediction is
compared with the current RAPL value to determine whether the model is accurate enough. If the
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error is above a threshold, the model is retrained on the current history buffer, which only includes
the most recent data. An overview of the structure of the PowerAPI program is available in the figure
3.1.

Figure 3.1: Structure of the PowerAPI program

The two processes can be separated, and usually, only the sensor process is put on the ma-
chine to reduce the overhead caused by all the programs running together. To transfer the data
from the sensor to the formula, we first used SSH port forwarding to connect the sensor to a Mon-
goDB database running on a local machine, with the formula running in streaming mode as the
data from the sensor was coming. However, as the connection is not always stable, we decided to
completely separate the two programs by setting the output for the sensor to a CSV file. When the
experiment is finished, we transfer the CSV file to the local machine to run the formula in deferred
mode. Only during the experiments on the overhead of the tools did we run the formula on the same
machine as the sensor, as we needed to compute the overhead of the complete power consumption
computation.

Nowadays, Linux uses CGroup v2, but the current version of PowerAPI only supports CGroup
v1. Fortunately, Linux provides a simple way to enable CGroup v1 while also keeping CGroup v2
by adding kernel parameters to the boot configuration. This manipulation has been done on all the
machines we use. Then, we created an arbitrary CGroup, and when we started the application, we
used the cgexec command, which will run the provided command and have its process to the CGroup
together with any child processes it creates. The sensor will then be able to get the counters for
the application. As the sensor is monitoring the CGroup as a whole, if multiple applications running
simultaneously need to be monitored separately, we need to create a CGroup for each software.

Regarding which event we want the sensor to retrieve, we used the default configuration provided
on the PowerAPI website. The only option we changed was the interval of the measure, which we
set at 2 seconds unless specified otherwise. So following the default configuration, for the system
events, there are two groups: one for the RAPL, which looks at the RAPL_ENERGY_PKG event on
only one core per socket (as the value is the same for any core), and one for the Model-Specific Reg-
ister (MSR) events (TSC, APERF, and MPERF). For the monitored groups, it depends on whether
the processor was an Intel or an AMD. For the Intel, the events were:
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• CPU_CLK_UNHALTED:REF_P
• CPU_CLK_UNHALTED:THREAD_P
• LLC_MISSES
• INSTRUCTIONS_RETIRED

And for the AMD, the events were:

• CYCLES_NOT_IN_HALT
• RETIRED_INSTRUCTIONS
• RETIRED_UOPS

To find the events encoding from the events name, the sensor uses the ‘lifpfm4’ library internally.
Inside the library, each family of processors has a file containing the events encoding. The issue
with that way is that even the latest version of the library does not include the complete encoding
for all recent processors. For example, the library does not recognize the AMD Family 19h (Zen 4)
processor like the one used on the Asus machine for the RAPL event encodings. To fix this, we used
a modified version of the library where we added the case of the missing family. We then rebuild the
sensor using the modified library.

For the formula, some configurations were needed to calibrate the software to the machine.
Those configurations are the basic information of the CPU: the base clock, the base frequency,
and the Thermal Design Power (TDP). The other configurations are the minimum number of sam-
ples before a regression model is trained and the maximum number of samples to keep in memory
if a model needs to be retrained. For both configurations, we used the default values of 10 and 60,
respectively. This means that the formula will start to train a model after 10 samples and keep the
last 60 samples in memory. The last configuration is the error threshold, the maximum error allowed
before the model is retrained. We set this value to 5 watts, a reasonable value for our experiments.

3.2.3. Scaphandre
The second tool, Scaphandre, is a much simpler program to set up as it requires less configuration.
The program is divided into two parts: the sensors and the exporters. Each part has different imple-
mentations, and the user can choose which one to use. The program has a mod.rs file for each part
containing the common logic that any sensor or exporter needs to implement so that communication
between the two parts works correctly.

The sensors are the part of the program that retrieves the metrics and information of the systems.
When it is initiated, the sensor will generate a topology of the system, including the CPU sockets
and cores. It will also initiate a ProcessTracker instance that is used to keep track of the processes
running on the system and their information. The difference between the sensors is the way to find
and retrieve the RAPL counters, which can vary depending on the operating system. We will only
focus on one, the powercap_rapl sensor, which retrieves the RAPL counters on a Linux system by
reading them from the sysfs file system. The structure of the Scaphandre program is available in
the figure 5.1.

The exporters use the information retrieved by the sensors and write them to the respective
output. When we start the program, we must specify which exporter we want to use. The exporter
will then initiate a sensor based on the operating system, and then it will loop. During the loop, it
will ask the sensor to refresh the metrics and then read them. The data that is written to the output
depends on the exporter. We will focus on two of them, the stdout and the JSON exporter. The
stdout exporter writes a summary of the metrics of the top consumers of the system to the standard
output. In contrast, the JSON exporter will write the metrics of all the processes together with metrics
from the host and the CPU sockets to a JSON file. The reason we will focus on those two exporters
is that the stdout exporter will provide us with a quick way to see the metrics of the system, while
the JSON exporter will be used to save the metrics during our experiments.
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Figure 3.2: Structure of the Scaphandre program

To monitor a specific application, both exporters allow the user to provide a regex to match the
name or the execution path of the application and filter the processes shown in the output instead of
using the top consumers or all the processes. We can provide a regex. With that regex, it will filter
the processes on the system to keep only the ones related to our software. The only configuration
we need is to choose which exporter to use to output the data. There are several exporters available,
like Prometheus or Riemann, but we used the JSON exporter as it was the most straightforward to
use. The program computes and stores a lot of data we do not need, like the power consumption of
the whole system or each socket, the resource usage of each process, etc. As we only needed the
power consumption of the software we were monitoring, we modified the code to remove the data
we did not need so that the file would be smaller and easier to read for small experiments. When
saving the data, the program writes JSON dictionaries for each step without any separator, so we
made a small script to add those separators to make the JSON file a valid file that our scripts can
parse. Like PowerAPI, we also set the measure interval to 2 seconds unless specified otherwise.

3.2.4. PowerJoular
The last tool, PowerJoular, is the simplest program to use compared to the others as it does not have
any special configuration to set up. To make its estimation, it will simply compute the ratio between
the time the software is running and the time the CPU is busy. To do so, it uses the following
equations:

process_timei = (utimei + stimei)− (utimei−1 + stimei−1) (3.1)

cpu_utilizationi =
cbusyi − cbusyi−1

ctotali − ctotali−1
(3.2)

process_utilizationi =
process_timei

ctotali − ctotali−1
(3.3)

process_poweri =
process_utilizationi × total_poweri

cpu_utilizationi
(3.4)

Where i is the current time step. First, we need to calculate the time of a process using the
utime and stime values of the process, which are the time spent by the process in user mode and
kernel mode, respectively (Equation 3.1). Then, we will retrieve the total time the CPU was running
(ctotal) and the time the CPU was busy (cbusy). With all those values, we first compute the total
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CPU utilization (Equation 3.2) and the utilization of the process (Equation 3.3). Then, we use the
ratio of the two results to multiply with the total power, computed using the RAPL values, to calculate
the power consumption of the process (Equation 3.4). The program will do this calculation at each
time step and output the result.

The only configuration it needs is the name of the software to monitor and the output file, which
has to be a CSV file as it is the only format it supports. Based on the filename provided, it will create
multiple files: one for the overall power consumption and one with a modified name for the power
consumption of the program. To collect the PID of the software and monitor them, the program relies
on the pidof command internally and stops when the software is not running anymore. As some of
our experiments would start and stop various processes, we modified the code to continue to look
for the PID of the software even if it is not running. We also changed the internal command to pgrep
to use a regex to match each possible name of the software we want to monitor. However, as there
is no way to change the measuring interval, we let the default value be 1 second.

3.3. Experiments
Now that we have explained the configurations and modifications we made to the tools, we can
present the various experiments we ran to compare the tools and evaluate their performances. The
experiments were designed to help us answer our first two research questions. We have four differ-
ent experiments: the SpecPower test, the NAS Parallel Benchmarks test, the stress test, and the
overhead test. The results of the experiments will be presented in the next chapter.

3.3.1. SPECPower test
The first thing we wanted to do was to compare the accuracy of the tools. To do so, we de-
cided to use a benchmark known for the evaluation of the power consumption of a machine: the
SPECpower_ssj2008 benchmark [21]. This is described as the first industry-standard benchmarks
that measure and evaluate the power consumption and performance of server-class computers. The
benchmark consists of five different Java programs that need to run simultaneously.

Figure 3.3: Structure of the SPECpower_ssj2008 benchmark

The first two programs are generally used to connect to the power and temperature sensors. As
we only care about the workload of the benchmark, but those two programs are needed to run the
benchmark, we configured those programs to use dummy sensors.

The third program is the workload simulator. This program simulates many operations at different
intensities, starting from 100% of the workload and decreasing to 0% by steps of 10%. The program
runs 14 workloads in total, including three warm-up workloads at 100%. Each phase lasts about 5
minutes, which leads to a total duration for the complete run of around 1 hour and 15 minutes. This
third program is controlled by the fourth program, the director, who starts the workload program and
controls the different phases.
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The last program is the control and collect program. As the name suggests, the program connects
and retrieves the data from the two sensors and communicates with the director to start the workload
programwhen everything is correctly set up. In a typical setup with actual sensors, only the workload
program is run on themonitored server, and the other programs are on a different machine. However,
as we used dummy sensors and our goal was mainly to have the workload running, we ran all the
programs on the same machine.

We created a small shell script to start all the programs together. We first launched the power
monitoring tools we wanted to compare with the correct configuration to point them to the workload
process. Then, we started the different parts of the benchmark and ensured the workload program
was correctly put in the CGroup. The script will kill all the tools after a slight delay when the bench-
mark is finished.

3.3.2. NAS Parallel Benchmarks test
Another experiment we wanted to run was the NAS Parallel Benchmarks (NPB) [5]. Besides being
a well-known benchmark suite, it is already used in several energy-related experimental studies
[17, 12]. The first study was a comparison of different software-based power meters with a focus
on CPU and GPU, and the second study was the one presenting SmartWatts. Thus, including this
benchmark to compare our results with those papers seems logical.

This suite of benchmarks is a small set of programs that were designed to help evaluate the
performance of parallel supercomputers. Each of the benchmarks is divided into multiple classes,
representing the complexity of the problem. For example, in some benchmarks, the size of the input
given to the program is increased based on the chosen class. The classes generally range from A
to F, with A being the smallest or least complex and F being the largest or most complex. The gap
of complexity between each class is approximately 4x the previous from A to C, and 16x from D to
F. (Two other classes also exist: one that is quick, small, and recommended for test purposes only
and one that was used for old workstations and is now considered too small).

To choose which benchmarks we wanted to run, we took the ones that were used the most in
the two papers. This results in the following set:

• EP: Embarrassingly Parallel,
• MG: Multi-Grid,
• LU: Lower-Upper Symmetric Gauss-Seidel,
• IS: Integer Sort,
• FT: Fast Fourier Transform,
• CG: Conjugate Gradient,

In terms of classes, we chose specific classes based on the machines. As the Headnode is the
less powerful machine, we used the C class for all the benchmarks. We tried to use the D class,
but because the complexity gap was too high, the benchmarks took too long to run. For the Asus
and Node03 machines, we used the D class for all the benchmarks except for the IS benchmark,
where we used the C class. This exception is because the IS benchmark could not compile with the
D class. As the time varies for each benchmark and class, we cannot give a precise time for the
experiment. In our different tests, the total time of the test ranged from 15 minutes to 30 minutes,
depending on the machine used.

3.3.3. Stress test
The two previous experiments are well-known and often used in the literature, but we also wanted
to have a more controlled and customizable workload to test the tools. So, we decided to create our
stress script based on two different commands: iperf3 and stress-ng.
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The first command, iperf3 [11], is a tool to measure the maximum bandwidth on a network with
various available parameters to be set, like the number of parallel streams, the size of the buffer, the
time to run, and the protocol to use. To be able to make it run, two machines are needed: one as the
server and one as the client. The client is the machine we are monitoring, and the server is just the
machine where the data is sent. In our case, the server was always the Headnode, except when it
was the machine we were monitoring. As all the servers are connected to a 10Gbps network and
a 100Gbps network, we did two tests during each experiment. Before creating the script, we did
a small test to see the best number of parallel streams to use, and we found that it was 6 for both
tests.

The second command, stress-ng [19], is a useful tool that can generate a lot of different types of
stress on a machine with many different parameters. It contains a wide range of programs, and each
of them can generate stress on a specific part, or multiple parts, of the system. It is even possible
to combine multiple programs, either in parallel or in sequence. Those programs can be used to
generate stress on the CPU, memory, network, disk I/O, etc. In our test, we used the following
configuration:

• A quick CPU stress with a load of 100% and using as many workers as there are cores on the
machine.

• Three CPU stress but with a load of 90%, 75%, and 50%, still using as many workers as there
are cores on the machine.

• Two CPU stress with a load of 100%: the number of workers was, respectively, half or a sixth
of the number of cores on the machine.

• One AIOL stress, which creates multiple asynchronous I/O writes.
• One HDD stress, which continually writes, reads, and removes temporary files, with a size set
to 10GB.

• One MEMRATE stress, which exercises the memory with various rates of read and write, using
a memory buffer size of 10GB.

• One UDP stress, which transmits a lot of UDP packets.

To accommodate some of our needs, we created two versions of the script: an extended version
and a quick version. The extended version runs each stress-ng test for almost 1 hour 50 minutes,
except the two first CPU stress that uses a load of 100% and 90% that runs for 10 minutes and 1
hour 20 minutes respectively, and the iperf3 tests for 1 hour. For the quick version, all the tests
are run for 10 minutes. Both versions have a sleep of 2 minutes between each test. As they are 12
tests, the extended version is around 20 hours long, and the quick version is 2 hours long.

3.3.4. Overhead test
One of the main concerns when using those types of tools is the overhead they can generate. How-
ever, the previous experiments only gave us a comparison of the accuracy of the tools compared
to the PDU and each other. To gain insight into their overhead, we created another script that ran a
particular workload multiple times: once with any of the tools and once without any tool. We used
the workload from the command in the stress test, stress-ng. We estimated that setting the load
on all cores to 100% would generate too much power consumption, and we may not be able to see
the overhead of the tools. So, instead, we set the load to 50% on all cores. Each run of the workload
was 10 minutes long, with some time to start and kill the power monitoring tool before and after their
respective run. We also added a sleep of 2 minutes between each run. As the frequency of data
collection for some of the compared tools can be modified, we run two tests for each of these tools,
one with a quick interval of 1 second and one with a longer interval of 5 seconds.
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3.3.5. Metrics and graphs
To evaluate the tools, we used different metrics that are commonly used with regression problems.
In our case, the predicted values (ŷ) are the estimated power consumption provided by the tools,
and the actual values (y) are the power consumption measured by the PDU. In the formulas, n is
the number of samples and ȳ is the mean of the actual values.

The first metric we used is the Mean Absolute Error (MAE). As the name suggests, this metric is
the average of the absolute differences between the predicted values and the true values. It is one
of the most straightforward metrics to use and understand and gives a good idea of the error of the
model. Of course, the lower the value, the better the prediction.

MAE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|yi − ŷi|

The second metric is the Rooted Mean Squared Error (RMSE). This metric is the square root of
the average of the squared differences between the predicted values and the true values. Compared
to the MAE, the RMSE penalizes large errors more because of the square operation. So, this metric
will give us an idea of the outliers in the prediction.

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2

The third metric is the R-squared score (R2). This metric is a statistical measure that represents
the proportion of the variance for a dependent variable that is explained by an independent variable.
So, it is a measure of how well the predicted values fit the actual values. It is a value between 0 and
1, where 1 means that the predicted values perfectly fit the actual values. It will also give us an idea
of how well the tools are performing on the different machines as the power consumption from one
machine to another is different, and thus, the other metrics will, of course, vary as well and will not
be directly comparable.

R2 = 1−
∑n

i=1(yi − ŷi)
2∑n

i=1(yi − ȳ)2

For each test, we will present the results similarly. We will first show, for each machine, a graph
of the estimations from the three tools on top of the PDU measurements. Those plots allow us to
visually compare the estimations of the tools to the actual power consumption. It will be followed by
a box graph showing the error of each tool compared to the PDU measurements and a table with
a summary of the above metrics to give a more detailed view of the results. As our goal is to see
the accuracy of the estimation for a running application and that some of our tests had sleep time
between each test, we removed these parts before generating the box graph and computing the
metrics. This way, we only keep the data when the application is running.

3.3.6. Data processing
When the experiments are finished and the files are collected, some processing is needed to com-
pare the tools. First, we created a new column with the time in seconds since the beginning of the
experiment. This makes it easier to plot the data. Then, because of the behavior of some of the
tools, the estimations sometimes get way too high just for some steps. This makes some of our
metrics irrelevant, such as the R2 value, which went far below 0. We estimated that those values
could be easily discovered at runtime, so we decided to remove those values before computing the
metrics. We still kept the values in the graphs to see those behaviors, but we did not always include
them in the range of the y-axis as they could make the graph unreadable. For PowerJoular, some
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of the data we got was ”NaN” or ”Infinity”. Those values were set to 0 as they only happened when
none of the processes were running.

3.4. Summary
In this chapter, we presented the different machines we used for the experiments, the configurations
for the tools we chose to compare, and the experiments we ran to evaluate the tools. We also
presented the metrics we used to evaluate the tools. In the next chapter, we will show the results of
the experiments, discuss them, and try to answer our first two research questions.



4
Experiments

Now that we have described our setup, we can present the results of our experiments. Each ex-
periment was run at least three times on each machine and with the three chosen tools together.
To make the visualizations clearer, only one run is shown for each experiment. As stated in the
previous chapter, the time of each run can vary from 15 minutes up to 20 hours, depending on the
test running. In addition, more experiments were run to check the correct behavior of the tools and
the workloads, verify the parameters used, and fix some issues that were primarily due to wrong
configurations of the tools or the machines. So, the different experiments were run over several
weeks. It is also worth noting that for the SPECPower test, we only ran the test on the Headnode
and the Asus machines since the benchmark was not installed on the Node03 machine. Each of
the following sections will present the results of one of the tests. We ordered the sections in the
same order we presented the tests in the previous chapter: the SPECPower test, the NAS Parallel
Benchmarks, the Stress test, and finally, the Overhead test.

At the end of this chapter, we will have the answers for our first two research questions: What are
the existing software-based power meters, and how do they work and compare in terms of accuracy,
performance, and features? and What are the best techniques and metrics to use to estimate the
energy consumption of an application?.

4.1. SPECPower test
Let us start with the SPECPower test. As explained in the previous chapter, the SPECPower is
composed of different workload phases, going from full load to idle. The idea of this test is to see
how the tools react to varying levels of CPU usage.

The results of the SPECPower test are shown in Figure 4.1. Looking at both graphs, we can
already make some interesting observations. The first thing we can easily see is that, even if their
estimations are not perfect, all three tools can follow the general trend of workload changes. We can
easily see when the phases of the workload change and the decrease between each phase. This
is already a good sign as it shows that the tools are correctly measuring the power consumption of
the application. But before looking in more detail at their trends, we can spot some behaviors worth
noting.

The first behavior we saw was the measurements from the PDU. When none of the tools are
running, the PDU measurements are not at a constant zero but have minor variations. The reason
is simple: in the previous chapter, we assumed that only the experiments were running on the
machines, but of course, other essential services were running, which caused those variations. It is
also important to remember that as the raw measurement is about the whole system, we substrated
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PDU SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular

Figure 4.1: Estimations for the SPECPower test.

Figure 4.2: Error rate of the estimations on the SPECPower test.
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the lowest value from the rest of the measurements to get the power consumption of the running
application.

Another noticeable behavior is seen in the SmartWatts tool. We can see that at the beginning of
some workloads, it seems that the first estimations are missing or not correct before it stabilizes. We
can also see some major spikes at some points, like the start of the first phase on the Asus machine.
The reason for this behavior is because of how the tool works internally to make its estimations.
As explained in the previous chapters, SmartWatts trains different regression models on different
data buffers based on the CPU frequencies. So when the CPU frequency changes enough to make
the tool switch to another model, if the model is not already trained, the tool will have to wait for the
minimum number of samples, as defined in the configuration, to train it. This idea explains why there
are some missing estimations at the beginning of some phases, but for the spikes, we need to go
deeper. Even if the tool has the required number of samples, the model might not have enough data
to be accurate, or the counters might not be stable enough for some CPU frequencies. However, the
tool has a mechanism to retrain the model when he found that the estimation was not good enough.
So spikes are undoubtedly due to the model not being accurate enough, but the tool corrected it for
the successive estimations.

In a similar way, we can see that the estimations of PowerJoular drop to zero at some points on
the Asus machine. While we do not have a clear explanation for this behavior, one possible cause
would be that the overhead of all the tools running together with the low interval of 1 second for the
tool makes it miss some estimation.

Now let us look at the estimations of the tools. On both machines, we can see that, even if
SmartWatts has spikes and missing values at some times, it generally follows the same trend as
PowerJoular, compared to Scaphandre, which has a different trend. On the Headnode, both estima-
tions are almost always above. Their estimations also begin to vary more and more as the intensity
decreases. On the Asus machine, their estimations for the first workloads are quite low compared
to the PDU. It is only around phase 9 that their estimations and the PDU measurements are close
before the estimations go above the measurements until the second last phase. The estimations are
below the measurements for the last phase. For Scaphandre, the estimations have a similar trend
on both machines. The estimations are consistently above the measurements for the first phases,
and then around phase 5, the estimations go below the measurements.

Figure 4.2 gives us a good view of the performances of the tools during the test. For the
Headnode, all three tools have their interquartile range (IQR) across the 0W line. However, Smart-
Watts has the biggest part of its IQR and its median above the line, while Scaphandre has them
below it. PowerJoular is the only one with its range almost centered around the 0W line. On the
Asus machine, all three tools have a similar plot, with their IQR just below the 0W line. We can
see that the IQR and range of Scaphandre are much smaller than the two other tools. Both graphs,
we can see that SmartWatts has the most outliers, which is consistent with the spikes and missing
values we talked about earlier.

Finally, looking at the metrics in Table 4.1, we can see that the estimations of PowerJoular are the
most accurate on the Headnode while Scaphandre is by far the most accurate on the Asus machine.
Those results are consistent with what we saw in the previous paragraphs.

SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular
Machine MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2

Headnode 3.991 5.209 0.906 4.288 5.070681 0.911 3.602 4.149 0.940
Asus 60.615 80.733 0.857 44.228 54.475 0.935 57.868 74.970 0.876

Table 4.1: Metrics of the estimations on the SPECPower test.
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PDU SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular

Figure 4.3: Estimations on the NAS Parallel Benchmarks.
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PDU SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular

Figure 4.4: Error rate of the estimations on the NAS Parallel Benchmarks.
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4.2. NAS Parallel Benchmarks test
The first thing we can see in Figure 4.3 is the time it took to run the different benchmarks on each
machine. This is mostly interesting for the Asus and the Node03 machines as they were using the
same classes for the benchmarks, and we can see that on the Node03, it took around 10 minutes
more than the Asus. Another thing is that the IS benchmark was too short to get any meaningful
data from it. So, while we kept it in the power consumption graphs, we did not include it in the box
plots and the metrics.

Still looking at the graphs, we can see that the estimations of the tools are close to each other
and to the measurements on the Headnode and the Node03 machines. However, on the Asus
machine, the estimations of Scaphandre are again different from the other tools. It is always above
the measurements, while the other tools are below. For the EP benchmark, the estimations of
Scaphandre are less accurate as the gap between the estimations and the measurements is more
than 100 Watts. Those observations are consistent with what we can see in the box plots of the
error rate in Figure 4.4. On the Headnode and the Node03 machines, the error rates of the three
tools are similar, while on the Asus machine, the error rate of Scaphandre has its IQR way above
the 0W line, while the two other tools have their IQR below it.

In terms of metrics, we can see in Table 4.3 that the estimations of powerJoular are the most
accurate on the Headnode and the Node03 machines, closely followed by Scaphandre and then
SmartWatts. However, on the Asus machine, the estimations of SmartWatts are the most accurate.
Another interesting thing to note is that the metrics of the three tools are close on the Headnode and
the Node03 machines.

SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular
Machine MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2

Headnode 3.748 4.174 0.978 3.604 4.078 0.979 3.122 3.641 0.983
Asus 73.273 85.934 0.891 107.968 121.458 0.781 79.353 91.506 0.876

Node03 16.848 21.361 0.979 16.150 20.808 0.980 15.829 20.490 0.981

Table 4.2: Metrics of the estimations on the NAS Parallel Benchmarks.

The main goal of this test was to be able to compare our results with the two papers that were
using the same benchmarks. But when we went back to the papers, we could not find any metrics
to compare to. The only thing we could compare was the result of the SmartWatts paper [12]. In
this paper, the authors show a box plot of the absolute error rate of the model compared to the
reference. The estimations of the model were for the overall power consumption of the machine
from the aggregated counters, while the reference was the RAPL value. From the box plot, we can
see that the IQR stayed between 0 and 3 watts for all frequencies, with the maximum value being a
bit more than 6 watts. This can be compared to our error rate on the Headnode, as it is the machine
with the most similar configuration to the one used in the paper. Even if the two experiments are not
directly comparable, we can still see that our error rate is close to the one in the paper.

4.3. Stress test
The stress test gives us interesting results. The first thing we can see in Figure 4.5 is the difference
between the estimation of the tools on each machine. On the three machines, even with its spikes,
SmartWatts seems to be the one that is always close to the measurement. The only exception is
during the workload of 100% on the Node03 machine, where its estimations dropped to zero after
a third of the workload. This could be due to the overhead of all the tools running together with the
workload that made the reading of counters by the tool unstable. To check this hypothesis, we did
another run with only SmartWatts and the workload. This test resulted in the same behavior. So this
means that the drop is not due to the overhead of the tools but to the workload itself taking too much
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PDU SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular

Figure 4.5: Estimations for the Stress test.
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PDU SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular

Figure 4.6: Error rate of the estimations on the Stress test.
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of the resources of the machine. For the load workloads, the three tools seem to have a similar
trend to the SPECPower test for the Headnode and the Asus machine, as the Node03 machine
was not part of the SPECPower test. For that machine, while the estimations of SmartWatts and
PowerJoular are always above and close to the measurements, the estimations of Scaphandre are
most of the time below the measurements. The gap between the estimations and the measurements
is more significant as the workload decreases. For the network workloads, using the iperf tool, we
can see that SmartWatts has a good estimation. The estimations of Scaphandre and PowerJoular,
on the other hand, are low compared to the measurements. This is significant on the Headnode
machine, where PowerJoular is almost always at zero, and Scaphandre is only slightly above during
the second workload. The results vary a lot between the machines for the last four workloads. For
example, for the AIOL and HDD stresses, PowerJoular seems to have difficulties estimating the
power consumption of the programs. On the Asus, its estimations would even go up to 1600 Watts,
which is too high when we see that the PDU measurements are around 100 Watts.

If we now look at the error rate in Figure 4.6, we can see that SmartWatts always has the smallest
IQR and range on the three machines, but it still has many outliers on the Headnode and the Asus
machines. For PowerJoular, most of its outliers are due to its wrong estimations during the network
workloads on the Headnode, as well as the AIOL and HDD workloads on the Asus machine. But, it
is the only tool with its IQR around the 0W line on each machine, with even its median close to zero
on the Node03 machines.

The metrics in Table 4.3 show that the estimations of SmartWatts are the most accurate on the
Headnode and the Asus machine. However, the estimations of PowerJoular are the most accurate
on the Node03machine. We can also see the low performance of PowerJoular on the Asusmachine,
with an R2 of 0.362, caused by the wrong estimations during the AIOL and HDD stresses.

SmartWatts Scaphandre PowerJoular
Machine MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2

Headnode 3.766 4.676 0.930 6.631 7.942 0.798 5.887 7.407 0.825
Asus 43.604 48.650 0.931 63.448 76.846 0.827 99.503 147.550 0.362

Node03 31.208 42.733 0.746 32.446 37.104 0.809 21.294 26.462 0.903

Table 4.3: Metrics of the estimations on the Stress test.

4.4. Overhead test
In terms of power, the overhead from the tools is negligible. To compute the overhead, we took the
average power consumption of the machine with the workload running but without the tools as the
reference. Then, we did the same for each run and calculated the percentage of the difference with
the reference. The results are shown in Table 4.4. Themost significant overhead is fromScaphandre
(1s), with 0.961% more than the reference. The one with the least overhead is SmartWatts (5s),
with only 0.707% more than the reference. SmartWatts (1s) also has a low overhead, which makes
SmartWatts the tool with the least overhead. There is also an increase when using 1s intervals
compared to 5s intervals, which is logical as the tools need to do their estimations more often. The
overhead of PowerJoular is also high, close to the one of Scaphandre using the same interval of 1s.
Overall, the overhead of the tools is still below 1%, so there is no significant impact on the power
consumption of the machine.

To confirm the results, we used the metrics arguments available with stress-ng to get the statis-
tics of the workload running with and without the tools. The interesting part of those statistics can
be seen in Table 4.5. In terms of real-time, we can see that the values only vary by 0.01 millisec-
onds between the runs with and without the tools. The combined user and system time also does
not differ much between the runs. However, we can see that the user time tends to decrease, and
the system time tends to increase when the tools are running. The most insightful metric is the
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No tools 0
SmartWatts (5s) +0.707 %
SmartWatts (1s) +0.839 %
Scaphandre (5s) +0.861 %
Scaphandre (1s) +0.961 %
PowerJoular +0.927 %

Table 4.4: Percentage difference of the average power consumption

bogus operations per second. As explained in the documentation, this metric is not intended to be
a scientifically accurate benchmarking metric, but it can give a rough idea of the throughput of the
workload. In our case, we can see some differences between the runs. The run without the tools
has the highest throughput, averaging 856.41 bogus ops per second. The run with Smartwatts (5s)
has the lowest throughput, with an average of 853.60 bogus ops per second. The other runs have
an average throughput of around 855 bogus ops per second. Surprisingly, the SmartWatts (1s) has
a throughput of 855.53 bogus ops per second, which is the closest to the reference.

Real-time User time System time User + System Time Bogus ops / s
No tools 600.01 1800.40 0.80 1801.20 856.41

SmartWatts (5s) 600.02 1800.08 0.74 1800.82 853.60
SmartWatts (1s) 600.01 1799.94 0.96 1800.90 855.53
Scaphandre (5s) 600.01 1799.75 1.07 1800.82 854.99
Scaphandre (1s) 600.00 1799.79 1.06 1800.85 855.14
PowerJoular 600.02 1799.91 0.92 1800.83 855.26

Table 4.5: Metrics from the stress-ng tool for the overhead test.

4.5. Discussion
Now that we have presented the results of our experiments, we can answer our first two research
questions.

What are the existing software-based power meters, and how do they work and compare in
terms of accuracy, performance, and features? In the second chapter, we have presented different
software-based power meters or tools that can be used to build one. We also explained how they
work and what their main features are. At the end of the chapter, we have chosen three tools to
compare their performance during our experiments: SmartWatts, Scaphandre, and PowerJoular.
They were chosen on top of the others because they were the most in line with our main objective
since they enable us to estimate energy consumption at a process level.

All three tools gave quite good estimations of the power consumption of the applications during
our experiments and have a relatively low overhead. However, we have seen that the estimations
of the tools can vary a lot depending on the machine and the workload. For the SPECPower test,
the estimations of PowerJoular were the most accurate on the Headnode, while Scaphandre was
the most accurate on the Asus machine. For the NAS Parallel Benchmarks, the estimations of
PowerJoular were the most accurate on the Headnode and the Node03machines, while SmartWatts
was the most accurate on the Asus machine. For the Stress test, the estimations of SmartWatts
were the most accurate on the Headnode and the Asus machine, while PowerJoular was the most
accurate on the Node03 machine. Overall, the estimations of PowerJoular were the most accurate
on the Headnode and the Node03 machines, while SmartWatts was the most accurate on the Asus
machine.

What are the best techniques and metrics to use to estimate the energy consumption of an appli-
cation? Looking at the results of our experiments, there is no unique winner to this question. Overall,
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both SmartWatts and PowerJoular are the most accurate tools, but if we look at each workload indi-
vidually, the previous statement cannot be generalized, as both of them are sometimes outperformed
by Scaphandre. If we take aside the accuracy of the tools, then Scaphandre is the most consistent,
with the least spikes or missing values, and thus the least outliers. Another detail shows that there is
no clear answer to this question. While the technique used by PowerJoular is quite similar to the one
used by Scaphandre, they both use a simple power formula based on the process CPU usage, the
technique used by SmartWatts is completely different, with its regression models. This detail goes
against the observations from our experiments, as most of the time SmartWatts and PowerJoular
were following a similar trend that was different from Scaphandre. As there is no best technique
among the three tools, with each of them having their strengths where the others have weaknesses,
the best technique would be to combine them and bring the best of each tool. This would improve
the estimations and help to make them more stable, as it would be possible to detect when one of
the tools is going wrong.

In terms of metrics, as there is no best tool, all the metrics used by those tools are useful to
make the best estimations. They all have one metric in common: they all use the available RAPL
values to make their estimations. In addition, Scaphandre and PowerJoular use the CPU usage of
the processes in their computation. For SmartWatts, it retrieves some of the HwPC counters for
each of the processes.

In the next chapter, we will try to mix the three tools to see if we can make a more accurate
software-based power meter and answer our last research question.





5
The Geryon program

In the previous chapter, we compared the performance of three different programs and answered
the first two research questions. We found out that there was not a clear winner between the three
programs in terms of accuracy and performance. We then proposed that mixing the three tools
would be an excellent solution to improve the power consumption estimation. In this chapter, we
will present the design of the hybrid program we implemented to test this idea. We name this new
programGeryon1, drawing inspiration from the three-bodied giant from Greek mythology. In the next
chapter, we will present the results of this new program and answer the last research question.

As all the programs we used are open-source, we were able to look at the code and understand
how they work internally. We then used this knowledge to implement the new program. The idea
was to select one of the programs as the base and add the features of the other two programs.

5.1. The base program
Wedo not want to recreate a new program from scratch, as it would take time and resources. Instead,
we will use one of the programs as the base and add the features of the other two programs. Many
variables have influenced the choice of the base program, like the language it is written in, the ease
of use, the performance, and the features it already has.

After considering this, we chose the Scaphandre program as the base of our Geryon program.
There are a few reasons for this choice. The best way to explain why we decided to use Scaphandre
is to explain why we did not choose the other programs. SmartWatts is a good program, but it needs
two binaries to work: the sensor (hwpc-sensor) and the formula (SmartWatts). While the formula
is written in Python, the sensor is written in C, and there is a third code, the PowerAPI, written in
Python that is used as a library by the formula to be able to read the output of the sensor. This division
makes the program more complicated to use and understand. On the other hand, PowerJoular is a
single binary, but it does not have that many features, as we cannot even change the interval of the
estimations. Moreover, it is written in Ada, which is not a widely used language. Compared to those
two programs, Scaphandre is a single binary that can be run on most machines. It retrieves the
metrics per process instead of using the CGroup, so it does not require any particular manipulation
of the system. It already retrieves many other metrics on the CPU and the host system and has a
solid codebase. Finally, it is written in Rust, which comes with a good repository of valuable libraries,
like some for machine learning, which will be needed to implement the regression feature.

1The source code of the Geryon program is available at https://github.com/WhyW0rry/Geryon
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5.2. The time ratio
Now that we have chosen a base program, we can add the features of the other two programs.
The first feature we will add is the time ratio calculation from PowerJoular, which is the simplest
one to implement as most information is already available in Scaphandre. While the idea used
by Scaphandre in its estimation is similar, the difference is that Scaphandre directly retrieves the
CPU utilization of the process from the system by using the sysinfo crate. On the other hand,
PowerJoular calculates the time ratio, which is the ratio between the time a process has been running
and the time the CPU has been busy.

To implement the feature, we first needed to modify the mod.rs for the sensors to include all the
metrics we needed. In the initial version of Scaphandre, a stat_buffer is used to store the CPU
statistics for each socket. Those statistics are the different times from the CPU that are retrieved
from the /proc/ file system. They are stored in a CPUStat struct that already implements a method
to calculate the total time jiffies, which correspond to the total time the CPU has been busy. We
added a new method to calculate the total time the CPU has been running by including the idle
time. Then, we added a method on the socket structure to calculate the time difference between
the two last statistics stored in the stat_buffer. This gives us the ctotal and cbusy we need for
our calculation. The last addition to the file is a new refresh method, used alongside the others, that
uses the new methods to retrieve the CPU times for each socket and compute their sum. It also
retrieves the power consumption before giving all this to the ProcessTracker.

In the ProcessTracker, we added a newmethod that iterates through all the processes. For each
process, it will retrieve the stime and utime from the two last records of the process, stored at each
timestep, and calculate their difference. At this point, we have all the information we need to do the
calculation used in PowerJoular. We used the formulas stated and explained in Section 3.2.4. The
result is stored on the last record of the process. Some minor changes were made to the exporters
to include the new metrics in the output.

5.3. The regression
With the time ratio implemented, we can now add the regression feature from SmartWatts. There
will be a difference with the original SmartWatts program, as we will not use CGroup to group the
processes. We will compute the estimations for each process individually to stay consistent with
how the Scaphandre program works.

The first step in implementing the idea of regression was to find a way to initiate and read the
HwPC counters. We used the perf-event2 crate, which provides a wrapper around the Linux
perf_event_open API. The chosen counters were similar to the ones used by SmartWatts. The first
two counters are generalized events, so we used the available PERF_COUNT_HW_CACHE_MISSES and
the PERF_COUNT_HW_INSTRUCTIONS configurations from perf_event_open to access them. For the
rest of the counters, we had to find their specific event number based on the CPUmodel. For the Intel
CPUs, we added the CPU_CLK_UNHALTED:REF_P (code 0x3c) and the CPU_CLK_UNHALTED:THREAD_P
(code 0x3e) counters. For the AMD CPUs, we added the CYCLES_NOT_IN_HALT (code 0x76) and the
RETIRED_OPS (code 0xc1) counters. All those counters were hardcoded to the source code, as we
did not need to change them during the execution of the program. We used the vendor ID of the
CPU to determine which counters to use. When looking at the crate documentation for the counters,
we found out that it was possible to directly retrieve the sum of the counters per CPU core for all
PIDs instead of doing it for each PID and then summing them.

Like with the time ratio feature, the first file that needed to be modified was the mod.rs for the
sensors. First, we added some code to the CPUCore structure to create and store the counters when
a new core is added to the topology during the initialization of the sensor. We also modified the
CPUSocket structure to retrieve and sum the counters of their cores at each time step and store
them in a buffer list with the RAPL value. Then, similarly to SmartWatts, when there are enough
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metrics in the history buffer, an Elastic Net regression model is trained, and a prediction for the
socket is computed. As SmartWatts was written in Python, it used the scikit-learn library to
train the model. This library is not available in Rust, so we had to find an alternative. We chose
to use the linfa library, a machine learning library for Rust with a similar spirit as scikit-learn
and focus on common preprocessing tasks and classical algorithms. This library is not as complete
as scikit-learn, but it has an implementation of the Elastic Net regression model through the
subpackage linfa-elasticnet, which is what we need. The model and the socket prediction are
then passed to the ProcessTracker to compute the prediction for each process.

Then, the socket prediction is compared with the RAPL value, and the model is retrained if
needed. For its side, the ProcessTracker was modified to create and read the HwPC counters of
each process PID at each refresh. To limit the number of counters, we only retrieve the counters of
the process that match the given regex. If a model is available, the ProcessTracker will use it to
predict the power consumption of the process. If the model is not yet trained, the ProcessTracker
is still used to create the HwPC counters and set the prediction value at 0. We also added some
arguments to the exporter to allow the user to specify the TDP of the CPU, together with theminimum
number of samples needed to train the model and the maximum number of samples to keep in the
history buffers.

After the first experiments with this implementation, we stepped into an issue with the counters of
the CPU cores. While everything was working correctly on the Headnode machine, some counters
were missing when running the program on the Asus one. This issue was caused by the fact that
each CPU has a limit to the number of counters that can be created, and as the Asus machine has
a lot more cores, the limit was quickly reached. To fix this, we added an alternative way to recover
the counters for the socket, which will sum the counters of each process instead of the cores as the
SmartWatts program does. This new way is activated by a boolean variable in the sensor that the
user can change. By using this feature, the number of counters created is reduced. However, it also
means that all running processes need to be monitored; otherwise, the sum of the counters will not
accurately represent the socket usage.

5.4. The external model
One way to make the model more accurate would be to train the model on more data instead of just
the last data. Another way to improve the accuracy would be to have a way to train and test different
types of models, and then just plug the best one into the program. To allow those two features, we
modified the code so that anyone could train and use an external model. Having an external model
would also allow us to use the PDU values as the target, as this would include all the power usage,
even those not taken into account by the RAPL value. To do so, we had to add two things in our
code: a way to export the metrics such that they could be easily read by another program while not
taking too much space and a way to import a model and use it in the program.

For the metrics, we decided that the best way to export them would be to use CSV files for each
level of metrics: the host, the sockets, and the processes. So, we created a new exporter that would
be used to write all the metrics in the three CSV files. For the host, we write the RAPL values and
the CPU frequency. For the sockets, we write the RAPL values and the sum of the HwPC counters
from each core. For the processes, we write the HwPC counters, the process CPU utilization, and
some other metrics that we thought could be useful, like the estimation from Scaphandre and the
estimation from the newly implemented time ratio.

For the import of the model, we decided to use Tensorflow [26] to load a trained model into the
program. The reason we chose Tensorflow is that it is widely used in the machine learning domain
and that it comes with a rust-binding package that allows us to easily load the trained model and
use it to make a prediction. Adding the model loading in the code was relatively straightforward.
We added a new argument to the program to specify the path to the model. Then, we used the
Tensorflow crate to load the model, create the input tensors from the required metrics, and finally
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make a prediction in the ProcessTracker, as we did with the previously implemented internal model.
To make it easier and avoid any issues, when an external model is used, the program will not train
any internal model, and the regression prediction will be made only with the external model.

Now that we have a way to retrieve the metrics and import an external model, we need to create
and train a model. To do so, we created a new script written in Python, as we need to use the
Tensorflow library.

First, the pandas library [34] is used to read the CSV files and the text file containing the values
from the PDU and make a table for each file. In each table, rows that have missing values or do
not have a valid timestamp are dropped. For the processes table, a new table is created containing
the aggregated version of the data: for each distinct time step in the original table, we group the
row and sum the values. The next step was to create a unique table containing all the information
of the other tables. To do so, the tables were merged based on the timestamps. To ensure that
any dropped row of one table would not impact the rest, we used an inner join: if there is a missing
timestamp in one of the tables, that timestamp is also discarded in the resulting table.

When the merged table is created, an analysis is done on it. A correlation matrix is computed to
see which information correlates to the values from the PDU and the RAPL values. We saw that 5
of the six HwPC metrics we retrieved were strongly correlated with the PDU values and even more
with the RAPL values. This is logical as the PDU values represent the consumption of the complete
system, including parts that are not taken into account by the RAPL values or the HwPC counters. In
the other metrics, we can see that the CPU usage of the processes is also correlated with the PDU
values and the RAPL values, but less than the HwPC counters. Without surprise, the estimation
from Scaphandre and the estimations from the time ratio are also correlated with the PDU values
and the RAPL values.

The last step was to create and train the model. To do so, we used the Tensorflow library and its
Keras [6] API to build the model. We created a simple model with two hidden layers of 64 neurons
each and a ReLU activation function. We then trained the model on 80% of the data and tested it on
the remaining 20%. We used the mean squared error as the loss function and the SGD optimizer
with a learning rate of 0.0001. The same metrics we used during our experiments were used to
evaluate the model. We used a large number of epochs to ensure that the model was well-trained,
using 10% of the training data as a validation set and an early stopping to stop the training if the
loss on the validation set did not improve for 10 epochs. After the training, we saved the model to a
format that could be loaded by the modified Scaphandre program.

5.5. The complete program
Now that we have implemented all the features we wanted to add to the program, we can present
the complete program as it is now. With Scaphandre as its base, the program is written in Rust and
is composed of two parts: the sensors and the exporters. When the user starts the program, it must
choose which exporter to use. If he chooses the collect exporter, the program will start the sensors,
collect the metrics, and store them in a CSV file. If he chooses the JSON or the stdout exporters,
then the three estimations will be computed: the estimation from Scaphandre, the estimation using
the time ratio, and the estimation from the regression model. If the user wants to use an external
model, he can specify the path to the model, and the program will use it instead of training an internal
model. When the exporter is chosen and started, the exporter will initiate the correct sensor based
on the platform.

During the initialization, the sensor will retrieve the topology of the system and initiate the HwPC
counters for the CPU. Then, at each time step, it will first compute the estimation from Scaphandre.
To do this, it retrieves the CPU utilization of the process from the system and multiplies it by the
RAPL value. Then, it will retrieve the busy time and total time of the CPU. For each process, those
values will be used to compute the time ratio, which will be multiplied by the RAPL value to get the
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estimation. Then, still at each step, the sensor will retrieve the counters and the RAPL values and
store them in a buffer. At the same time, it tracks which processes are running and their resource
utilization. If a new process matches the given regex, the sensor will create the HwPC counters for
this process. For the ones with already created counters, the sensor will sum them to have the total
counters for the socket. Those summed counters can replace the counters of the cores in the buffer
if the user chooses not to activate them due to the limited number of counters. If enough samples
are in the buffer, the sensor will train a model if none is already trained or given. It will then use the
model, either the trained one or the external one, to predict the power consumption of each process
that matches the given regex. The last step, if the internal model is used, is to predict the power
consumption of the socket using the summed counters and compare it with the RAPL value. If the
difference is too high, the model is retrained. All those estimations are given to the exporter, which
will write them in the output file or print them on the standard output.

Figure 5.1: Structure of the Scaphandre program

5.6. Summary
In the previous chapter, it was clear that none of the three programswe tested was a clear winner. We
proposed that the best technique is to combine the three programs to create a new hybrid program
that would take the best of each program.

In this chapter, we presented our new hybrid program named Geryon. As the base program,
we chose Scaphandre, as it was the most versatile and easy to change. We then added the time
ratio calculation from PowerJoular and the regression idea from SmartWatts. As the model used
in the regression was missing some features that would help to make it more accurate, like using
more data during training or using a more complex architecture, we added a way to train and use
an external model.

In the next chapter, we will experiment with this new Geryon program and answer the last re-
search question.





6
Analysis

Now that we have mixed the ideas from the three programs into a new hybrid program, we can start
experimenting with it and analyze the results. We have separated the added functionalities into two
experiments: the first one for the ideas we retrieved from the other programs, the time ratio and the
regression, and the second one for the external model we added. For those experiments, we use
one test and one machine: the Stress test on the Asus machine. This test was one of the most
interesting tests we did in the experiment chapter, mainly because the Stress test includes many
different workloads, and the Asus machine, with its high performance and consumption, allows us
to easily see the difference between the estimations we made and the values we measured with the
PDU.

6.1. Time ratio and regression
The first experiment we did was on the new time ratio and regression estimations we added to the
hybrid program. Looking at the graphs in Figure 6.1, there are already some observations we can
make. First, compared with the results in Figure 4.5, we still have spikes andmissing values from the
regression. This is, of course, logical due to how it works. However, the first interesting thing is that
the time ratio is much more stable during the AIOL and the HDD workloads than PowerJoular was.
This could be caused by the fact that we used a larger interval than the fixed one of PowerJoular of
1 second. Another interesting thing is that while the estimation of our time ratio and our regression
follow a similar trend in the same way SmartWatts and PowerJoular did, our estimations are always
higher than the measured values. The only exception is during the network workloads for the time
ratio, where its estimations are accurate and close to the measured values. This observation can
also be seen in Figure 6.2, where we have the two boxes completely above the 0W line, with both
their IQR and median being higher than 100 watts. The only values that are below the 0W lines
are the outliers. So even if we have a smaller variation than SmartWatts and PowerJoular, and thus
smaller boxes than they have in Figure 4.5, we are entirely off with our estimations compared to
their boxes centered around the 0W line. And this results in poor metrics, as shown in Table 6.1.
For the regression, MAE and RMSE are more than three times higher than the ones we had with
SmartWatts, with an R2 that is three times lower. The comparison with the results between time
ratio and PowerJoular is not as bad, but that is because PowerJoular poorly estimated the power
consumption during that experiment.

After more analysis of the graphs, we found that the difference between the estimations and
the reference value was constant over the complete run. So, we decided to compute a shifted
version, where we subtracted the median from the values to bring it closer to the 0W line and see
if it would improve the results. The results are promising, as all the estimations are closer to the
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PDU Regression Time ratio

Figure 6.1: Estimations for the Stress test (without or with shift).

Figure 6.2: Error rate of the estimations on the Stress test (without or with shift).
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Regression Time ratio
Machine MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2

Asus 144.450 154.895 0.290 127.467 139.990 0.420
Asus (with shift) 34.553 63.100 0.882 19.063 27.987 0.977

Table 6.1: Metrics of the estimations on the Stresstest test.

measured values. The box plots of both estimations are now centered and are even smaller than
they were. They also are much smaller than the ones we had with SmartWatts and PowerJoular.
The IQR of the regression is equal to 38.23, while the IQR of the time ratio is equal to 24.90. So,
their estimations are more stable than the ones we had with SmartWatts and PowerJoular, where
the IQR was equal to 85.23 and 131.75, respectively. In terms of metrics, the results are also much
better. While the RMSE and the R2 for the regression are still worse than the ones we had with
SmartWatts, they are much closer to them than without the shift. The MAE is even better than the
one we had with SmartWatts. For the time ratio, the results are much better than the ones we had
with PowerJoular, which is logical as they were bad, but they are also even better than the ones we
had with SmartWatts.

6.2. External model
Our second experiment was on the external model we added to the Geryon program. Before training
the model, we had to collect the data. To do this, we did a first run of the experiment on the Asus
machine, where we used our newly added collect exporter to write all the metrics into the CSV files.
Then, we could train the model on the data we collected. To be able to show its performance in the
most standalone way, we decided to train the model only on the HwPC counters, processes CPU
usages, and system CPU frequencies, putting aside the default Scaphandre estimations and the
time ratio estimations, even if they were strongly correlated with the power consumption.

When the model was trained, we computed some metrics to evaluate its performance before
plugging it into the hybrid program. We did two different evaluations, and the metrics are reported
in Table 6.2. The first evaluation used the test set we made during the data split just before training
the model. This evaluation resulted in a mean absolute error of 5.5 watts, and the R2 is close to
1. So, our model can predict the power consumption of the machine with a very high accuracy.
However, it is important to remember that the data used for the training set and the test set are the
aggregated values of the metrics we collected for each process at each timestep. Thus, with this
set, the model predicts the power consumption of the whole system. But the final goal of the model
is not to predict the power consumption of the machine, but to predict it for each process individually.
So, we did a second evaluation where we used the original data from the processes to predict their
power consumption. Then, we summed the estimations at each step to compare the result with the
PDU values. The results are better than what we had with the regression and are even closer to
the ones we had with SmartWatts, with a difference of less than 1 between their RMSE and 0.006
between their R2. Like the regression, its MAE is also lower than the one we had with SmartWatts.

Test set Original data
Machine MAE RMSE R2 MAE RMSE R2

Headnode 5.500 7.451 0.9943 34.212 49.565 0.924

Table 6.2: Metrics during the training of the external model.

While those results are good, they are still only from the data we retrieved. To evaluate the
external model more realistically, we need to plug it into Scaphandre and run a new Stress test.
This is what we did for the last experiment. The estimations of the plugged model can be seen
in Figure 6.3. Most of the time, the estimations are very close to the measured values, and most
importantly, they are more stable than the ones we had with SmartWatts. Of course, we do not have
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PDU External model

Figure 6.3: Estimations for the Stress test.

Figure 6.4: Error rate of the estimations on the Stress test.



6.3. Discussion 45

missing values anymore, as we do not need to wait for the model to train. However, we still have
some spikes. One of the possible reasons is that it could be caused by some unstable read of the
HwPC counters. Looking at the box plot in Figure 6.4, we can see that the box is small. Its IQR and
range are smaller than the one we had with SmartWatts. The IQR of the external model is equal to
68.22, while the one of SmartWatts is equal to 85.23. This observation shows that the estimations
from the external model are more stable. But, while the box of SmartWatts was centered around
the 0W line, the one of the external model is a bit lower but still keeps the line in its IQR, and its
median of -4.441 is closer to the line than the one of SmartWatts with its -23. The metrics are good,
but we can see that the MAE and RMSE are higher than those we had with the evaluation using the
original data during training, although the increase is not that big, and the R2 has improved a little.

SmartWatts
Machine MAE RMSE R2

Headnode 38.399 51.956 0.925

Table 6.3: Metrics of the estimations on the Stresstest test.

6.3. Discussion
The results of both experiments are interesting. For the first one, we can see that the time ratio and
regression we added to the Geryon program are accurate. Both estimations are always higher than
the measured values by a constant gap, but a simple shift using the median of the values can solve
this problem. With this shift, the time ratio gives us much more stable estimations than PowerJoular,
and the regression, while still having some spikes and missing values, is close to the measured
values. The shift was surprising: our implementation follows the implementation of the SmartWatts
and PowerJoular codes, but we did not need to do a shift when we ran experiments with those
programs. Something that makes it even more intriguing is that the same gap is present in both
implementations, meaning that it is not caused by a mistake in one of the codes. The only thing that
they have in common is the RAPL value. So that could be the source of the gap. However, this shift
is not an issue; It could be part of a calibration step that should be done once for each machine.

For the second experiment, the external model we added to the Geryon program also performed
well, as, even with some spikes, it was more stable than SmartWatts. With those results, we can try
to answer our last research question.

Can we design and implement a software-based power meter that would enhance the existing
tools and overcome their limitations?

The answer is yes. First, we combined all three ideas from the programs into a single hybrid
program, Geryon, without losing too much performance and accuracy. As we used the Scaphandre
program as a base, we even improved the usage of the idea from both SmartWatts and PowerJoular.
Now, the in-fly regression idea from SmartWatts is much easier to use as we no longer require two
different binaries to run, and we do not require putting the monitored program in a CGroup. This also
means no changes are needed to the system to activate the old CGroup version 1. For the time ratio
idea from PowerJoular, implementing it into the Scaphandre programs allows it to take advantage of
the other functionalities of the program, like choosing the interval of the measurements or exporting
it in different ways. Having all three ideas together allows us to have a better understanding of
the power consumption of the machine. While the regression is waiting for samples to be able to
predict the power consumption, the time ratio and the Scaphandre computation already give us an
estimation of the power consumption. And if one of the three is not working correctly, we still have
the two others to rely on.

The external model we added to the Geryon program helped us to go even one step further.
While our simple model is not as accurate as the estimations from SmartWatts, we are still close
enough and more stable, with its IQR of 68.22 being lower than the IQR of SmartWatts of 85.23.
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The models also allowed us to directly use the PDU values to train the model, which is a significant
advantage as it has a more global view of the power consumption of the machine and not only the
power consumption of the CPU and its embedded devices. Having an external model also has many
advantages. First, we are not limited to the amount of data we want to use for the training. We could
easily use the collect exporter on different workloads for a longer time to get a more global model.
Secondly, we can easily change the architecture of the model. We could use a more complex model,
like a neural network, to try and get better results, as we no longer have a limited amount of data
and time to train the model. Finally, we can easily change the metrics we want in our training data.
We could even add new measurements that are not directly correlated with the RAPL values but
are correlated with the overall power consumption of the machine we get from the PDU. This could
allow us to have a more accurate model, considering the power used by devices that are not directly
linked to the CPU. The simple fact that we do not need the RAPL values allows us to use this external
model idea on any machine, even if it does not have an Intel or an AMD CPU with the RAPL sensor.
It only needs to have a PDU to measure the power consumption of the machine during the training
of the model and a small script to train the model on the data we collected.



7
Conclusion

Since the creation of the ENIAC, the computers have evolved significantly. Their usage has also
changed from being a tool for scientists and engineers to a device used by everyone and every-
where. They have become an essential part of our daily lives, but they have also become one
of the most significant sources of energy consumption. The massive increase in their usage has
made their energy consumption a significant concern both for the environment and the economy.
However, while hardware manufacturers have made considerable progress in reducing the energy
consumption of the different components of the computer, making them more energy-efficient, the
same effort should be made at the software level. Software developers should be aware of the en-
ergy consumption of their applications and take it into account when designing and developing their
softwares. However, there are not many tools available to help them with this task, and most of the
existing tools are not generic. They are also limited to specific platforms or programming languages.

The primary goal of this thesis was to answer themain research question we stated in Section 1.2:
how to design and implement a generic software-based power meter that can accurately estimate
the energy consumption of an application running on a computer?. The generic term in the question
means that the tool should be able to compute the power consumption on any machine, regardless
of the hardware used. As the scope of the question was broad, we decided in Section 1.3 to focus
only on the Linux operating system, as it is one of the most used on servers, workstations, and
embedded systems. To achieve the goal, we divided it into three research questions.

RQ1 What are the existing software-based power meters, and how do they work and compare in
terms of accuracy, performance, and features?

In Chapter 2, we started by presenting the three categories of methods to measure the power
consumption of a system: using an external power meter, which has the highest accuracy but re-
quires additional hardware and physical access to the system; using the embedded sensors that are
available on some components like the CPU with the RAPL interface, but they are not available on
all components; or using power models, which are the least accurate and relies on information pro-
vided with the components to make an estimation. All those methods can only estimate the power
consumption at a system or component level. Still, they can also be used to compute the power
consumption at a process level, using the resource usage of the process or its hardware events.

Then, we reviewed a list of the most popular tools and methods for estimating the power con-
sumption of software applications, and we listed their features and limitations. Among all the tools
we have listed, some were only interfaces to access the metrics from the embedded sensors easily,
and only three of them were able to estimate the power consumption at an application or process
level. We evaluate those three tools during various experiments on different machines to compare
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each tool’s accuracy and performance using a PDU as the reference. We found that the tools were
accurate, but their performance performance could vary a lot depending on the workload and the
machine used. None of the three tools was a clear winner and was the best in all situations.

RQ2 What are the best techniques and metrics to use to estimate the energy consumption of an
application?

After evaluating the three existing tools in our experiments, we could not find a clear winner, and
we found that each tool had its strengths and weaknesses. All three tools use different techniques
and metrics to estimate the power consumption of a process. One metric used by all three tools is
the RAPL values provided by the CPU. This dependence means the tools can only run on machines
that have a CPU with the RAPL interface, which is not the case for all machines.

PowerJoular and Scaphandre have a similar approach. They both use the CPU usage from the
process to calculate the ratio from the total power consumption of the system that is due to the
process. They then multiply this ratio by the RAPL values to estimate the power consumption of
the process. They only differ in the way they calculate CPU usage. PowerJoular will compute the
CPU usage on its own by using the total time of the process and the times the CPU was running
or busy. Scaphandre, on the other hand, will directly use the CPU usage provided by the system.
SmartWatts, which comes with PowerAPI, uses a different approach. It uses the hardware events
provided by the CPU (HwPC) and trains a regression model on the fly that will estimate the power
consumption of the process.

RQ3 Can we design and implement a software-based power meter that would enhance the existing
tools and overcome their limitations?

As they were all good in their estimations, but we could not find a clear winner among the three
tools, we decided to merge all of their techniques into one hybrid tool, Geryon. In Chapter 5, we
presented the design of our tool. We used the Scaphandre program as the base of our tool as it is
the easiest to use with only one binary to run. It is written in a well-structured code using Rust, and
it already includes valuable features that allow us to change the interval of the measurements or the
output format. The tests of those implementations showed us that while the regression was close
to the accuracy of the original SmartWatts tool, it was a bit less accurate. However, the time ratio
idea from PowerJoular was more precise and much more stable than its original implementation.

We also wanted to make it easier to train a new model on more data or to use more complex
architecture. So, we implemented a new feature that allows us to easily store all the needed metrics
from the processes and the system into CSV files and to plug an external model into the program
quickly. We then trained a simple linear regression model on our collected data, using the PDU
values as the target. The results were good as the metrics were close to those from the regression,
with a better R2 score but a slightly higher RMSE and MAE. It was also more stable than the regres-
sion, as it did need to wait for more data to make its predictions. Even if the results were not directly
the best, we think that this new feature could be easily improved by using more complex models
or by using more diverse data, like hardware counters that would not be directly correlated with the
RAPL values, as they only report the consumption of the CPU and its embedded devices, but could
still be used to estimate of the overall power consumption. As we also show, it no longer requires
RAPL values to work, as it can be used with any external devices or tools that can provide the power
consumption of the system.

So, to answer the main research question, with the design and implementation of the Geryon
tool, we have shown that it is possible to design and implement a generic software-based power
meter that can accurately estimate the energy consumption of an application running on a computer.
Our tool is generic as it can be used on any machine, regardless of the hardware used, through the
external model feature. It is also accurate and more stable, as it combines the best techniques from
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the existing tools. If one of the techniques is not correct or stable enough at a given time, the others
can still provide a good estimation. As it removes the limits of time and data, the external model
feature also allows us to use more complex architecture for the model and train it on a more diverse
set of data, which would improve the accuracy of the tool. All of this makes our tool a good candidate
for a good software-based power meter that can be used by software developers to estimate the
energy consumption of their applications.

7.1. Future Work
While we have shown that our tool is a good candidate for a generic software-based power meter,
some improvements could still be made to make its estimations even more accurate. One of the first
improvements that could be made is to create and train more complex models. We have only trained
a simple linear regressionmodel, but more complex architecture, like neural networks, could be used
to make more accurate predictions. The model could also be trained on a more extensive dataset
generated by running more diverse workloads on the machine during a more extended period. This
training would allow the model to be more robust and to make better predictions in a broader range
of workloads. The model could also be trained on other metrics related to the process and the power
consumption of the system, like hardware counters from other system devices that were not taken
into account before. Those new metrics could also be about the overall state of the system, like
the temperature of the CPU or the current fan speed, as they could also have an impact on the
power consumption of the system. Other than improving the external model, we could also search
for a better way to combine the estimations from the different techniques. Looking at the results, a
simple average would not be the best way to combine them, but investigating deeper into the results
could help to find the different cases where one technique is better than the others and find a way
to determine when to put more weight on one method. Or perhaps the best way to combine the
Scaphandre estimations with the time ratio and the regression would be to use them as features for
the external model, combine them with other metrics, and let the model decide which one to use.
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