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Abstract—Performance prediction is essential for energy-
efficient computing in heterogeneous computing systems that
integrate CPUs and GPUs. However, traditional performance
modeling methods often rely on exhaustive offline profiling, which
becomes impractical due to the large setting space and the
high cost of profiling large-scale applications. In this paper, we
present OPEN, a framework consists of offline and online phases.
The offline phase involves building a performance predictor and
constructing an initial dense matrix. In the online phase, OPEN
performs lightweight online profiling, and leverages the perfor-
mance predictor with collaborative filtering to make performance
prediction. We evaluate OPEN on multiple heterogeneous sys-
tems, including those equipped with A100 and A30 GPUs. Results
show that OPEN achieves prediction accuracy up to 98.29%. This
demonstrates that OPEN effectively reduces profiling cost while
maintaining high accuracy, making it practical for power-aware
performance modeling in modern HPC environments. Overall,
OPEN provides a lightweight solution for performance prediction
under power constraints, enabling better runtime decisions in
power-aware computing environments.

Index Terms—igh-performance computing; CPU and
GPU power capping; Performance modeling; Collaborative
filteringigh-performance computing; CPU and GPU power
capping; Performance modeling; Collaborative filteringh

I. INTRODUCTION

As high-performance computing (HPC) systems continue to
grow in scale and complexity, energy efficiency has become
a critical design and operational concern [1l]. A significant
portion of total system power is consumed by processors and
accelerators, necessitating the need for effective power man-
agement strategies. Cantalupo et al. [2] propose PowerStack, a
hierarchical framework for power and energy management in
HPC systems. PowerStack defines multiple layers of manage-
ment from a system perspective, including cluster-wide power
budgeting and application-level power budgeting. Cluster-wide
power budgeting ensures that the total power consumption of
all running workloads does not exceed the system’s overall
power budget. Application-level power budgeting, on the other
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hand, focuses on selecting power settings for individual appli-
cations to maximize energy efficiency. The application-level of
control is essential for cluster-wide power management: for
instance, by reducing power consumption at the application
level, more applications can run concurrently within the same
fixed cluster-level power budget. Therefore, it is vital for
the system to quickly identify an application’s performance
characteristics under a wide range of power settings and select
the optimal energy-efficient setting when the applications is
submitted to system for execution. In this work, we focus
on the application-level energy-efficiency. We define energy
efficiency as minimizing the power consumption required to
complete a unit of work in this paper.

The evolution of HPC systems has witnessed a significant
shift toward heterogeneous CPU-GPU architectures (one or
more CPUs paired with one or more GPUs). This transforma-
tion has been accompanied by the emergence of diverse GPU
applications in HPC environments, ranging from traditional
scientific computing workloads utilizing CUDA, OpenCL,
and SYCL frameworks to modern neural network training
that leverage GPU parallelism [1]], [3]. However, these GPU
applications exhibit varying computational characteristics and
resource utilization patterns. While some applications are
predominantly GPU-bound due to their highly parallel nature
and intensive floating-point operations, others remain CPU-
bound owing to sequential processing requirements, complex
control flow, or frequent CPU-GPU data transfers [4]], [S].
Given this heterogeneity in application behavior and resource
sensitivity, effective power management strategies for modern
HPC systems must account for the diverse characteristics of
GPU applications by considering both CPU and GPU power
management.

Plenty of power management works have been done to
improve energy efficiency for GPU applications. For instance,
power capping and frequency scaling are widely adopted
techniques to improve energy efficiency [6l], [7], [8], [9], [LO],
(L1, [12], [13]. Existing works can be broadly classified into
three categories: offline-only [14], [15], [L6], [L7], [18], [19],
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(201, (211, 1220, [23], [24], hybrid [25], [26], [27], 128, [29l,
(301, (311, 1321, 1331, 1340, 1350, (361, 1371, 138], [39], and
online-only [40], [41] approaches. We identify two key limi-
tations in existing studies: (1) Most existing works focus on
improving energy efficiency through GPU power management
alone, neglecting coordinated CPU-GPU power management
for GPU applications. [42] considers coordinated CPU-GPU
power management, however it targets integrated CPU-GPU
chips. Existing works fail to address CPU power management
for GPU applications in CPU-GPU heterogeneous systems,
yet our work demonstrates that coordinated CPU-GPU power
management can achieve additional energy efficiency gains
for GPU applications (see . (2) It is impractical for a
system to conduct extensive offline profiling of every appli-
cation to characterize their performance—power relationships.
To support hierarchical power management, this limitation
necessitates online performance profiling and prediction. How-
ever, existing hybrid and online-only approaches are unsuitable
for several reasons. First, many hybrid approaches require
prior knowledge of workloads or extensive offline profiling.
Second, online-only approaches require lightweight models
to minimize overhead, such as the linear regression model
used in [41] for GPU workload performance prediction, our
experimental results demonstrate that linear regression models
perform poorly in predicting the complex interplay between
CPU-GPU power caps and workload performance (detailed
results in §?7).

To bridge these gaps, we present OPEN, a hybrid approach
which offers coordinated CPU-GPU power management with
online prediction for CPU-GPU heterogeneous systems. The
goal of OPEN is to maximize the energy efficiency while keep
the application performance loss within a threshold. Upon an
unseen application’s arrival to a HPC system for execution,
predicting application performance under wide range of CPU-
GPU power settings is challenging due to the complex in-
terplay between power caps and performance across diverse
settings, while adapting to applications that transition between
CPU-intensive and GPU-intensive execution phases. Hence,
OPEN incorporates three primary techniques to tackle these
challenges. First, OPEN build an offline performance predic-
tor which is able to predict application performance given
several hardware performance counters under various power
settings. Second, since profiling all possible power settings
for an unseen application online is infeasible, unlike previous
hybrid approaches, OPEN doesn’t require prior knowledge of
unseen applications; instead, OPEN leverages collaborative
filtering with the offline trained performance predictor to
estimate performance across a wide range of settings in an
online manner. Third, OPEN provides a lightweight method
for detecting phase transitions. Lastly, OPEN employs an
energy-efficient power setting selection policy that ensures
performance while maximizing energy efficiency, leveraging
the prediction results.

We evaluate OPEN using a suite of GPU benchmarks and
applications, including widely used GPU benchmarks from
Altis [43], [44], ECP proxy applications [45], three real-world

HPC applications (LAMMPS, NAMD, GROMACS), three ML
training workloads (UNet, ResNet50, and BERT) from the
MLPerf benchmark [46]], and HeCBench [47]]. OPEN is com-
pared against four power capping strategies: No-Power-Cap,
GPU-Cap-Only, CPU-Cap-Only, and Oracle. Experimental re-
sults show that OPEN can predicts application performance
under various CPU-GPU power cap settings, achieving up to
98% prediction accuracy and 95% on average. In terms of
energy efficiency, OPEN delivers a 9.4% improvement with
only a 2.3% performance loss. Furthermore, OPEN consis-
tently outperforms No-Power-Cap, GPU-Cap-Only, CPU-Cap-
Only, and achieves performance comparable to Oracle in many
cases. Overall, our work offers the following key contributions:

o We analyze the impact of both CPU and GPU power
capping on GPU applications running on heterogeneous
systems, examining their performance and power char-
acteristics to motivate the necessity and energy-saving
potential of our approach (§II).

o We design OPEN, a coordinated CPU-GPU power man-
agement framework that leverages collaborative filtering
to predict unseen application performance under various
power settings in an online manner (§III).

« We extensively evaluate OPEN on different heteroge-
neous systems across various HPC benchmarks/applica-
tion, and ML training workloads. (§®.

« OPEN will be released as open-source software on
GitHub [link] to foster community-driven enhancements.

II. MOTIVATION AND CHALLENGES

Most existing studies emphasize GPU-side power manage-
ment for GPU applications, often neglecting the critical role
of CPU-side power control. To investigate the potential benefit
from CPU power management for GPU applications, we per-
form extensive performance-power profiling across a diverse
set of GPU applications and benchmarks. Our experiments
reveal that applications can be broadly categorized into four
groups based on their sensitivity to power capping: GPU-
power-cap sensitive, CPU-power-cap sensitive, sensitive to
both, and insensitive to both. In Figure|l} we include results for
these four types of applications and benchmarks. The results
reveal that different applications exhibit distinct sensitivities to
CPU and GPU power limitations (the details of these app are
presented in Table @) For example, GROMACS demonstrates
high sensitivity to CPU power capping while remaining largely
unaffected by GPU power constraints. In contrast, BERT
training shows significant sensitivity to GPU power capping
but exhibits minimal response to CPU power variations. Addi-
tionally, UNet training and miniGAN demonstrate sensitivity
to both CPU and GPU power constraints. Furthermore, these
two applications exhibit similar power-performance patterns,
suggesting that extensive offline profiling of applications may
be unnecessary. Instead, during the online phase, one can
search for similar power-performance patterns to predict an
unseen application’s characteristics without extensive offline
profiling.
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Fig. 1: Normalized performance for BERT training, UNet training, miniGAN, GROMACS, and Resnet50 training on an Intel(R)
Xeon(R) Platinum 8380 system with an A100 GPU under various CPU and GPU power caps reveals differing sensitivity

patterns across applications.
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Fig. 2: Pareto frontiers of applications between normalized
performance and normalized energy consumption.

In addition, we evaluated miniGAN and UNet training
across a wide range of distinct CPU and GPU power cap
settings. Figure [2] illustrates the Pareto frontier between nor-
malized energy consumption and normalized performance.
Notably, several settings on the frontier (highlighted with
red circles) involve CPU power capping, indicating that CPU
power management can provide additional energy efficiency
opportunities. These observations demonstrate that applying
CPU power caps can unlock significant potential for energy
optimization—a gap that existing research has yet to address.
Additionally, the proposed approach must account for the wide
variety of diverse GPU applications, requiring the ability to
quickly identify an unseen application’s performance charac-
teristics upon its arrival to the system for execution.

While the results above underscore the importance of
coordinating CPU and GPU power capping across a wide
range of applications, determining the optimal power caps
for each component remains a significant challenge, especially
considering the large number of applications deployed in real-
world systems. In particular, we identify the following key
challenges:

1) Complex interplay between CPU-GPU power caps and
application performance. Coordinated CPU and GPU
power capping introduces complex interactions affecting
application performance, as shown in Fig [I] Thus, the

proposed approach must consider multiple performance
metrics on both CPU and GPU.

2) Wide variety of applications and settings. The number of
applications and power capping settings is vast, making
it impractical to test every combination for an unseen
application. The approach must instead leverage limited
online profiling to estimate performance under different
power settings.

3) Dynamic phase changing. GPU workloads can begin with
a long CPU-intensive phase for data preparation before
shifting to GPU computation (Figure [5). To manage
power effectively, the approach must detect phase tran-
sitions timely and apply lightweight profiling that adapts
to changing demands with minimal overhead.

ITII. OPEN DESIGN

Figure [3] presents the architecture of OPEN, which consists
of two main phases: offline profiling/modeling and online pro-
filing/prediction. The following sections discuss the detailed
design of OPEN.

A. Offline Profiling and Modeling

1) Feature Selection: Determining appropriate performance
metrics is critical to predict application performance under
different power settings. To identify the informative features,
we conduct a mutual information analysis on both CPU and
GPU performance counters, considering GPU applications
listed in Table [l Following the findings of Ali et al. [11]], we
include SM_Clock, FP_Active, and DRAM_Active to capture
key GPU behaviors under different GPU power cap settings.
On the CPU side, we incorporate Instructions Per Second (IPS)
and DRAM throughput, to represent compute and memory ac-
tivities, respectively. Figure [ presents the mutual information
scores between these features and application performance.
The left subplot shows CPU metrics, where memory through-
put is the most informative (MI = 0.88), followed by IPS (MI
= 0.55). The right subplot shows GPU metrics, with DRAM
Active yielding the highest score (MI = 0.96), followed by
FP Active (MI = 0.78) and SM Clock (MI = 0.77). These
results indicate that both CPU and GPU features contribute
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Fig. 3: The OPEN framework consists of offline and online
phases. The offline phase involves building a performance
predictor and constructing an initial dense matrix. In the
online phase, OPEN performs lightweight online profiling, and
leverages the performance predictor with collaborative filtering
to make performance prediction.
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Fig. 4: Mutual information scores between selected CPU and
GPU performance metrics and application performance.

significantly to performance prediction, with memory-related
counters on both sides demonstrating the strongest influence.
Table [l summarizes the selected performance counters used as
input features in our prediction models in

TABLE I: Performance Metrics Descriptions

Performance Event Description

The number of retired instructions
per second.

Read & Write Memory-Throughput
Percentage of active SM
Percentage of GPU’s FP execution
units are processing instructions
GPU’s DRAM is actively

servicing memory requests

Instruction Per Second (IPS)
DRAM Memory-Throughput
SM_Active
FP_Active

DRAM_Active

2) Performance Prediction Model: Some previous works
have utilized linear regression models [48] and traditional
non-linear analytical approaches [49], [S0], [S10, [S2], [S3l]
such as polynomial regression methods to predict application
performance in computing systems. However, the complexity
of predicting performance has increased dramatically when
involving the intricate interactions between CPU and GPU per-
formance counters under various power capping constraints,
where traditional analytical models struggle to capture the
non-linear dependencies and complex feature interactions in-
herent in modern heterogeneous computing environments, and
some works [54], [55] argues that neural network models
can effectively capture complicated non-liner relation. We
compare Multi-Layer Perceptron model, linear models (Linear
Regression, Ridge Regression) and non-linear analytical mod-
els (Random Forest, Gradient Boosting, K-Nearest Neighbors),
and the experiments result show that MLP model performs
better.

Our performance prediction model takes as input a vector
X € R? where d is the number of selected performance
features relevant to the application type. The input vector X
consists of seven features: CPU power cap, GPU power cap,
Memory Throughput, IPS, Streaming Multiprocessor (SM)
Clock Frequency, DRAM Active rate, and Floating Point (FP)
Active rate. These features collectively capture the compute
and memory behaviors of both CPU and GPU components
under power constraints. Eventually this model predicts the
normalized performance for an application running under a
power setting (CPU and GPU power caps).

3) Putting it all together: During the offline profiling
and modeling phase, a performance prediction model is
constructed to characterize application performance across
different CPU and GPU power settings, based on profiling
a limited number of representative GPU benchmarks (see
Table [M)). Specifically, we perform detailed offline profiling of
these benchmarks by collecting hardware counters and runtime
measurements under various power settings. The collected data
serves two purposes: (1) to build a performance prediction
model that estimates an application’s normalized performance
relative to the no-power-cap case based on hardware counter
readings, and (2) to construct an initial performance-power
matrix, P, .

OPEN construct an initial dense matrix, presented in Matrix
[T} where each row represents a power setting (e.g., 200W CPU
and 250W GPU power caps) and each column corresponds to
an application. For instance, Py, represents the performance
(normalized runtime) for application m under power setting
n. This matrix serves as the foundation for the collaborative
filtering [[II-BT] to learn from known data in the online phase.

Pii P Py,
Py1 P P,

Pon= | . W
Pm,l Pm,2 Pm n

)
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Fig. 5: Applications with long CPU phases.

B. Online Profiling and Prediction

1) Collaborative Filtering Model: Collaborative Filtering
(CF) is a foundational technique in recommender systems,
widely adopted following its popularization during the Netflix
Prize competition [56]]. The key idea is to predict missing
entries in a sparse user—item interaction matrix by leveraging
patterns learned from known data. Several CF models have
been developed to solve this prediction task, such as K-Nearest
Neighbors (KNN) [57], Singular Value Decomposition (SVD)
[S8], autoencoders [S9], and Neural Collaborative Filtering
(NCF) [60]. NCF replaces linear dot-product interactions with
neural networks that learn non-linear patterns. User and item
embeddings are passed through a multi-layer perceptron to
predict scores, enabling the model to capture complex inter-
action dynamics beyond linear correlations.

Therefore, to address the challenge (2) in we adopt
NCF to estimate the workload performance using a few
sampled data points. Specifically, We model the problem of
performance prediction under varying power capping settings
as a matrix completion task. The performance matrix is
presented in Equation 1, where each column corresponds to
an application and each row corresponds to a specific power
capping setting. The element P; ; € R represents the observed
or predicted performance of application ¢ under setting j.

The NCF model driven by this work [60]. The input to the
model consists of a Power Cap Pair Index j € {1,...,n}
and an Application Index ¢ € {1,...,m}. These indices are
mapped to dense latent vectors through embedding layers,
producing compact representations that capture the underlying
characteristics of each application and setting. The resulting
embeddings are then concatenated to form a joint feature
vector that represents the interaction between a specific ap-
plication and a given power cap setting. This joint vector is
passed through a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) with non-linear
activation functions, such as SELU, which enables the network
to model complex, high-order interactions. The final output
of the MLP is a scalar value that represents the predicted
performance of the application under the specified setting. By
learning to generalize from observed performance data, the
NCF model is capable of estimating unobserved entries in the
performance matrix, even for previously unseen combinations
of applications and power cap settings. This modeling ap-
proach allows for flexible and scalable performance prediction
across a wide range of CPU-GPU power settings.

2) Online Performance Prediction: The online phase con-
sists of two steps: online profiling and online prediction. First,
OPEN performs lightweight online profiling. For each unseen
application submitted to the system for execution, OPEN runs
it for a short interval under several power settings, collecting
performance counters during each run. These counters are then
fed into the offline performance predictor to predict normalized
performance values, which are used to expand the dense matrix
(Matrix [I) to a sparse matrix. To impute these missing values,
which are application performance under other power settings,
in the sparse matrix, we employ collaborative filtering. In this
work, we adopt a Neural Collaborative Filtering (NCF) model,
which leverages similarities in performance patterns between
previously profiled applications and the new application. The
details of collaborative filtering model selection is discussed
in Section

Algorithm 1 Phase Transition Detection

1: Input: Power sampling interval 6 = 0.2 seconds, window
size W = 5 seconds, threshold Py, = 60W

2: Initialize: Circular buffer () with capacity N = W/§ =
25

3: while application is running do

4 p < current GPU power reading

5: Append p to @ (remove oldest if full)

6: if length of @ = N then

7: Divide @ into 5 consecutive 1-second intervals

8 flag < true

9 for each 1-second interval I in @) do

10: if any power value in I is less than Py then
11: flag < false

12: break

13: end if

14: end for

15: if flag = true then

16: return Phase transition detected

17: end if

18: end if

19: end while

However, sometimes short-interval profiling is insufficient
for GPU applications that exhibit long CPU-side phases (e.g.,
data preparation) before launching GPU workloads. Examples
include GROMACS and BERT training, as illustrated in Fig.[5]
which shows their power consumption patterns. In such cases,
brief profiling fails to capture the performance and power be-
havior of the GPU-intensive phases. To address the challenge
(3) in §lIl we propose a multi-phase profiling solution. The
first step involves detecting the transition from CPU to GPU
activity. We monitor GPU power consumption periodically
and maintain a sliding window recording the recent history
power data. A phase transition is identified when the GPU
power exceeds a predefined threshold lasting for some time
detailed in Algorithm 1. Once a transition is detected, we
initiate a second round of online profiling, running a few
power settings with each for one seconds. This duration is



sufficient because GPU power patterns are highly repetitive in
representative HPC applications such as GROMACS and deep
learning workloads such as BERT.

Algorithm 2 Energy Efficient Power Cap Selection
Input: performance matrix M, CPU caps C, GPU caps G,
baseline CPU cap C}, baseline GPU cap G, performance loss
threshold
Output: selected power cap pair (c*, g*)

I: Dbase < M[(Cln Gb)]

2: Epase < (Cp + Gyp) - 1 > Normalized upper bound energy

consumption of baseline

3 P+ 0D > Valid power cap options
4: for each (¢,g) € C x G do

5 p < M](c,g)] v Predicted normalized performance
6: pred_loss < 1 — I

7 if pred_loss < v then

8 Epred<_(c+g)'%

9 pred_saving < E"E;f“d

10: Add (c, g, pred_saving) to P

11: end if

12: end for

13: Select (¢*, g*) € P with maximum pred_saving
14: return (c*, g*)

3) Optimal Power setting Selection: To translate OPEN’s
performance predictions into actionable power management
strategies, we define a power setting selection policy shown
in Algorithm 2 to identify the optimal CPU-GPU power cap
setting. When a user submits an application to the system,
they are encouraged to provide a performance loss threshold
to ensure performance degradation remains within predefined
limits (e.g., 5%) while maximizing energy savings. OPEN then
identifies the optimal CPU-GPU power cap setting within the
performance loss threshold.

In algorithm 2, we begin by defining the baseline power cap
pair as (Cy, Gyp): the CPU and GPU caps (e.g., 200W CPU,
250W GPU). This defines the normalized upper bound for en-
ergy consumption as Fh,e = (Cp+Gp) - 1. For each candidate
power cap pair (c,g), we retrieve the predicted normalized
performance p(. 4) from the performance matrix predicted by
the MLP and NCF models. We then compute the predicted
performance loss as pred_loss, , = 1 — De,g)/D(Cy.Go)-
Only settings where pred_loss. ,, < < are considered valid
(e.g., v = 0.05). For each valid setting, we calculate an
upper bound of the predicted energy consumption as E. gy =
(c+9)/P(c,q)- From this, the predicted percentage of energy
saving is estimated as Saving . = (Evase — E(c,g))/ Ebase-
The energy efficient setting (c*, g*) is selected as the pair that
yields the maximum predicted energy saving, i.e., (¢*,g*) =
arg max(c,q) Saving(qg).

This policy enables lightweight and effective decision-
making without requiring exhaustive runtime profiling. OPEN
thereby supports efficient power-aware scheduling across di-
verse GPU applications.

TABLE II: Applications Used for Training and Evaluation

Suite Application Size/Dataset/Input
Training App
Altis gemm -s 4
gups -s 4
maxflops /
bfs -s 4
particlefilter_float -s 4
cfd_double -s 4
particlefilter_naive -s 4
raytracing -s 4
fdtd2d -s 4
nw -s 4
Evaluation App
Altis cfd -s 4
lavamd -s 4
sort -s 3
MLPerf Training  UNet carvana-image
BERT Wiki
ResNet50 ImageNet
Real HPC App GROMACS Steepest descent,
emtol=1000, PBC=xyz
PME, rc=1.0 nm,
LAMMPS 3D LJ melt
6.25M atoms, 500 steps,
cutoff 2.5
NAMD stmv_nve_cuda.namd
miniGAN bird, 2048 images,
3 channels, 64x64,
dim-mode 3
ECP Proxy swdlite ps2.in
XSBench -s large
Laghos box01_hex.mesh
HeCBench kalman 10000 10000 10000
stencil3d 1100
extrema 5000
knn 2000
dropout 100000000
aobench 50000
zoom 64 32 512 512
convolution3D 32 64 128 56 56 3
softmax 10000 100000
chacha20 1000000
zmddft 10000

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETTING

We select representative heterogeneous applications and
benchmarks for performance modeling and evaluation in Table
respectively, and we present the details of training and
evaluation applications below.

Training Applications. We use the Altis GPU benchmark
suite [43], designed for evaluating heterogeneous computing
systems with GPU and accelerator workloads across multiple
parallel programming models such as CUDA and OpenCL.
From Altis, we select 10 applications from Levels 1 and 2,
which include fundamental parallel algorithms widely used
in high-performance computing and real-world workloads.
These applications exhibit diverse sensitivities to CPU and
GPU power capping, making them well suited for training
the performance prediction model.

Evaluation Applications. For evaluation, we select: four



HEm No Power Cap I GPU Cap Only

CPU Cap Only  m#m OPEN (y=5%) EEE Oracle

Energy Efficiency

oot

< TONIAY
o
® d\ﬁ“‘\ﬁ @

o0
@‘\c\\’b
B

«
16‘@

%
©

Fig. 6: Normalized application energy efficiency on A100 with different power capping strategies.

Z@m OPEN (y=5%) BN Oracle

Il No Power Cap W GPU Cap Only CPU Cap Only
$1.00
2% babdbub Bl balo D Babababababel
Eoool MALALATRIAIATATAIAIALALALALIALAL
£ FALAL AT AL AL AL AT AL AL AL AL AL AL Al &)

goel LALALALALALALALALARARALALARALALALARALALARALALALALE |
080' X X \\Y

Fig. 7: Normalized application performance on A100 with different power capping strategies.

applications from the ECP proxy app suite [43], which
represents the computational patterns of full-scale scientific
applications for exascale system testing; three neural net-
work training workloads from MLPerf benchmarks [46], an
industry-standard suite for measuring machine learning per-
formance across hardware platforms; three molecular simula-
tion applications [61]], [62], [63] representative of real GPU-
enabled HPC workloads; and 11 applications from HecBench
[47], a benchmark suite for evaluating HPC systems using
representative workloads from diverse scientific domains; and
3 apps from Altis. Based on their responses to power capping,
these benchmarks and applications fall into four categories:
GPU-power-cap sensitive, CPU-power-cap sensitive, sensitive
to both, and insensitive to both, making them robust for
evaluation.

Two distinct heterogeneous computing systems are used in
our experiments:

o Intel+A100: A Chameleon Cloud [64] system featuring
two Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8380 processors paired
with a single NVIDIA A100-40GB GPU.

o Intel+A30: A Chameleon Cloud [64] system featuring
two Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8380 processors paired
with a single NVIDIA A30-25GB GPU.

We compare OPEN against four power capping strategies:
No-Power-Cap, GPU-Cap-Only, CPU-Cap-Only, and Oracle.
We evaluate each method using two key metrics:

o Performance Loss. Defined as the percentage increase
in execution time compared to the baseline, capturing the
performance impact of power capping.

o Energy Efficiency [65]: Defined as the normalized per-

formance divided by normalized average power. Power
consumption includes CPU package, DRAM, and GPU
board power, compared to the baseline. GPU board
includes GPU cores, GPU memory, and GPU onboard
components (VRM, fans, PCle logic).

V. RESULTS

Our experimental results evaluate OPEN across GPU appli-
cations on multiple heterogeneous systems, including A100,
and A30 GPUs. Each experiment was repeated at least five
times to account for performance variability and system-level
noise. Outliers were removed, and the average of the remaining
results was used to ensure reliability and robustness.

A. End-to-End Performance

OPEN provides performance predictions across a wide
range of coordinated CPU-GPU power cap settings. Building
on this capability, our goal is to translate predictive accuracy
into tangible energy savings by selecting power cap settings
that optimize energy efficiency. In this section, we evaluate
the effectiveness of the Energy-Efficient Power Cap Selection
algorithm introduced in Section [[lI-B3] Specifically, we eval-
uate OPEN with other power capping policy using energy-
efficiency and performance loss defined in Section [[V] Figure
[l and Figure [7] shows the energy efficiency and performance
loss achieved under five power capping policies: No-Power-
Cap, GPU-Cap-Only, CPU-Cap-Only, Oracle, and OPEN. The
energy efficiency of the No-Power-Cap policy is used as the
baseline and is normalized to 1. To determine the optimal
power capping setting for Oracle, we fully execute each appli-
cation under tested power capping settings. In the presented



evaluation, we enforce a performance loss threshold of 5%
for the energy-efficiency power setting selection algorithm,
however, later in this section we will present the trade-offs
between performance loss threshold and energy-efficiency.

We highlight several observations from the results. First,
OPEN consistently outperforms No-Power-Cap, achieving an
average improvement of 9.4% in energy efficiency while
incurring only a 2.3% average performance loss, with the per-
formance loss threshold set to 5%. Specifically, for ResNet50
training, OPEN achieves up to a 17% improvement in energy
efficiency with only 3.5% performance loss compared to the
No-Power-Cap baseline. Second, while GPU-Cap-Only and
CPU-Cap-Only policies also improve energy efficiency for
most applications compared to the No-Power-Cap baseline,
OPEN is able to outperform or match their performance.
For example, in bert_large training, GPU-Cap-Only achieves
only a 2.5% improvement in energy efficiency because the
application is sensitive to GPU power capping, as shown in
Figure [T} However, the coordinated CPU-GPU power capping
introduced by OPEN surpasses this limit. Since bert_large is
not sensitive to CPU power capping, OPEN increases energy
efficiency to 12.5% (from 2.5%) while adding only 0.5% extra
performance loss compared to GPU-Cap-Only. Third, for some
applications, such as lavamd, cfd, and XSBench, OPEN deliv-
ers higher energy efficiency than GPU-Cap-Only, albeit with
slightly greater performance degradation. For instance, for
XSBench, OPEN achieves 13% higher energy efficiency than
GPU-Cap-Only at the cost of an additional 3% performance
loss. This trade-off is expected, as more aggressive power
capping through coordinated CPU-GPU power management
introduces a balance between energy savings and performance.
Fourth, OPEN achieves performance comparable to Oracle for
many applications, such as sw4lite, bert_large, and UNet.

Table [[TT] summarizes the energy efficiency gains and perfor-
mance losses for OPEN compared to No-Power-Cap on both
A100 and A30 systems. We make several observations. First,
for both systems, OPEN delivers noticeable improvements
in energy efficiency while incurring negligible performance
loss. For example, on the A100 system, OPEN improves
energy efficiency by an average of 9.4% with only a 2.3%
performance loss, given a performance loss threshold of 5%.
Second, for both systems, loosening the performance loss
threshold allows for further improvements in energy efficiency;
however, this comes at the cost of increased performance loss.
This trade-off provides valuable flexibility for cluster-level
decision-making, enabling administrators to balance energy
savings and performance according to operational priorities.
In summary, by coordinately managing both CPU and GPU
power settings, OPEN provides enhanced energy efficiency
while maintaining comparable performance to GPU-Cap-Only
and CPU-Cap-Only policies.

VI. RELATED WORK

As GPU workloads have become increasingly dominant
in HPC systems [66], power capping and frequency scaling
have emerged as widely adopted techniques to improve energy

TABLE III: Average Energy efficiency improvement and per-
formance loss under different performance loss thresholds by
OPEN.

Threshold A100 A30
EE Gain Perf. Loss | EE Gain Perf. Loss
v =5% 9.4% 2.3% 7.8% 1.2%
v =10% 10.5% 5.6% 8.9% 4.8%
v =15% 11.3% 6.8% 9.6% 6.1%

efficiency [6], [7], [8], [Ol, [LO], [11], [12], [13]. Since different
power caps and frequency settings can result in varying
levels of application performance degradation, understanding
and predicting application performance under diverse power
and frequency settings is crucial for selecting energy-efficient
settings.

Extensive research has focused on building offline models,
including statistical and neural network approaches, to predict
power consumption and performance [14], [L15], [L16], [L7],
(18I, [190, 1201, 1211, [22], 23], [24]. However, these ap-
proaches suffer from several limitations. Some require detailed
source code analysis and application modifications [17]], [20],
limiting their practical applicability. Moreover, these works
focus exclusively on offline modeling and prediction without
proposing online prediction mechanisms or adaptive frequency
scaling and power capping policies for real-time energy effi-
ciency improvements.

To address these limitations, several approaches have been
proposed that integrate offline workload profiling with online
power and performance prediction, combined with adaptive
frequency and power capping policies [25], [26], [27], [28],
(290, 300, (311, (321, (331, 1341, (351, 1360, 1371, (381, [39].
Some works [32], [29], [28] do not provide performance
guarantees when applying frequency scaling or power cap-
ping. Several approaches [27]], [33], [32], [34] assume prior
knowledge of newly arriving workloads, including specific
GPU kernels, and require extensive offline kernel profiling;
and, some works [37], [38]], [39] utilize online simulators for
prediction but necessitate a complete execution pass to collect
low-level hardware performance counters.

A few studies [40], [41] have proposed fully online fre-
quency scaling policies with performance assurance. However,
one approach [40] is limited to specific workloads, such as
iterative HPC applications, and fails to address phase-changing
workloads. Another work [41] addresses this limitation by
proposing a multi-probing mechanism that periodically mon-
itors and profiles workload performance to guide frequency
scaling decisions. Notably, none of the aforementioned works
consider coordinated CPU and GPU power capping for GPU
workloads. Our analysis demonstrates that CPU power capping
can improve energy efficiency for workloads that are insensi-
tive to CPU power constraints, as shown in Figure

Collaborative filtering techniques [67]], widely adopted in
recommendation systems to infer missing values based on
inter-item or inter-user correlations, have also found appli-
cations in HPC and cloud computing. For instance, Paragon



[68] employs collaborative filtering to predict workload per-
formance and interference during colocation under different
system settings. Similarly, Salaria et al. [69]] apply collabo-
rative filtering to forecast HPC workload performance across
various systems. These studies demonstrate the potential of
collaborative filtering for performance prediction in computing
systems. To address the limitations of prior work, we employ
collaborative filtering to enable online workload performance
prediction under diverse power cap settings without requiring
extensive and detailed offline profiling.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper presents OPEN, an online performance predic-
tion framework for heterogeneous systems operating under
CPU and GPU power caps. By leveraging collaborative fil-
tering for online performance prediction, OPEN significantly
reduces profiling overhead while maintaining high prediction
accuracy. Experimental results on diverse GPU platforms
demonstrate that OPEN achieves up to 98.29% prediction
accuracy. These results highlight the effectiveness of OPEN
in enabling scalable, low-overhead performance modeling and
its potential for guiding energy-efficient decision making in
real-world HPC environments.
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