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O HPC Challenge:jstar DGEMMJ star STREAM(Triad)

O NPB: BT, SP, EP
O Magneto Hydro-Dynamics(MHD) simulation

« Typical stencil app. to simulate space plasma
« Calculations and communications appear in turn

O Fiber benchmark suite: mVMC-mini (mVMC)

« Variational Monte-Carlo simulation for strongly correlated electron system
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Power variation
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* Power Capping (Pc) using RAPL
* Frequency Selection (Fs) using CPUFreqlibs

Power Capping (Pc) Frequency Selection (Fs)

Power Constraint © Guaranteed A Not guaranteed

Performance

Equivalence A Not guaranteed © Guaranteed
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Naive No No No Power Cap
Pc Yes No Yes Power Cap
VaPc Yes Yes Yes Power Cap
VaFs Yes Yes Yes Freq. Sel.
VaPcOr Yes Yes No Power Cap
VaFsOr Yes Yes No Freq. Sel.

Va=Variation-Aware, Pc=Power Capping, Fs=Frequency Selection
Or=0Observed power data are used
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