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ABSTRACT

Developing energy-aware applications is an important approach to
promoting sustainable computing. This paper addresses a funda-
mental and challenging problem faced by developers and deployers:
how to port a power model built for one machine to another? We
present LucRETius, a novel approach toward portable powermodel-
ing through transfer learning, where a pre-trained power model on
onemachine can serve as a teacher to help construct a student model
on another machine rapidly. The key insight that enables transfer
learning is that the layer of application runtimes can abstract away
themachine-specific details, so that twomachines—despite different
hardware and software system configurations—are unified with a
common set of runtime events that can serve as features for transfer
learning. We evaluate LucRETius through bi-directional transfers
across 4 machines, and we show the power models built by Lu-
cRETius have a median percentage error of 1.01%-1.75% when used
for predicting the energy consumption of 36 real-world JVM-based
applications. Compared with training from scratch, LucRETius can
lead to a speed up of 8.07×.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Software and its engineering → Runtime environments;
Virtual machines; • Hardware→ Power estimation and opti-

mization; • Computing methodologies→ Transfer learning.
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power modeling, language runtimes, Java virtual machines

1 INTRODUCTION

An important approach in green software engineering is to de-
velop energy-aware applications, i.e., applications whose behav-
ior may adapt to the energy consumption of their host machine.
Complementing systems-level solutions, energy-aware applications
fundamentally expand the optimization space of energy efficiency
through enabling application-specific optimization. Developing
energy-aware applications has received significant attention for
mobile systems [5, 13, 16, 20, 21, 23, 40, 57], and in recent years,
there is an urgency and a growing interest in building energy-aware
applications on server-class systems to address the grand challenge
of sustainability [22, 27, 31, 46, 49].

To enable energy awareness, a basic requirement is that the ap-
plication must be able to obtain the energy consumption of its host
machine. Two dominant approaches exist: measuring or modeling.
A simple measurement approach is to attach physical meters to
the machine, but it is unfriendly to scalable deployment: to deploy
energy-aware applications on 100 machines, one must install 100
meters. Another popular measurement-based approach is to obtain

energy consumption information through architecture interfaces
such as RAPL [17, 44]. While easy to use, RAPL-based approaches
are subject to severe security concerns. First, they require privi-
leged access (root access in Linux). Second, recent studies show
exposing RAPL to applications may be vulnerable to side channels
attacks [28, 34]. As a result, today’s cloud providers, from Google
Cloud to AWS [18], have disabled RAPL to their users.

Power modeling [7, 8, 10, 30, 38, 39, 42, 47, 60, 62] is an attractive
alternative to support energy-aware applications. Its premise is that
the events happening in the computing stack have a strong correla-
tion with the power consumption of the machine, so strong that
the former can predict the latter. Relative to measurement-based
approaches, a power model, once built, neither requires physical
meter deployment nor exposes security risks. Indeed, there is a
long history behind research in power modeling, well known for
its applications in power simulator design [7, 38] and energy-aware
scheduler design [2, 48].

1.1 Portable Power Modeling

While attractive, power modeling — in the use scenario of devel-
oping and deploying energy-aware applications — faces a funda-
mental challenge: portability. Existing efforts universally consider
power modeling as machine-dependent: a power model constructed
through the data collected from a machine 𝜇 can only be used to
model the power consumption of applications running on 𝜇. To
model the power consumption on a different machine 𝜇′, the power
model must be rebuilt from scratch, i.e., re-collecting all data on
𝜇′ and constructing a brand-new model. Can we port the power
model built for 𝜇 by retrofitting it to the extent possible to enable
the power prediction on 𝜇′?

Why Does Portable Power Modeling Matter for Green Software En-

gineering? Building portable power models are critical for at least
four reasons. (1) Building power models from scratch for each and
every machine is a time-consuming task. The one-machine-one-
model practice does not scale for the reality of software deployment,
hindering the portability of energy-aware software. (2) Given the
astronomical number of computing devices available today, there
is a large positive impact on cost and sustainability [22, 24, 27] if
one can avoid building each power model from scratch. (3) The rise
of cloud computing widens the well-known DevOps divide [37].
On one end, the developer is increasingly conscious about energy
efficiency, treating it as an important non-functional property in
software development. On the other end, the cloud provider is in-
creasingly conservative in exposing RAPL-like interfaces. Porting
power models from the developer side to the operator side may po-
tentially narrow the DevOps divide, so that energy-aware software
can continue to be supported in the cloud. (4) When the system
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configuration of a machine evolves—i.e., new hardware compo-
nents are installed, the OS is upgraded, or runtime settings are
reconfigured—a new machine is created from the standpoint of
power modeling: a new power model needs to be reconstructed.
It would be a laborious task in software maintenance if each and
every change in the computing stack requires complete retraining
of the power model.

Why is Portable Power Modeling Hard? Despite decades of re-
search in power modeling, portability support in power modeling
remains a long-standing open problem. Ultimately, this boils down
to a number of fundamental challenges.

Challenge I: Complex Whole-Stack Power Impact Blindly
copying the power model built from one machine to predict the
power of another does not work, nor does it work if one naively
scales the power from one computer to another by a constant factor
(see § 2). Indeed, it is well known that [32, 53] there is a complex
relationship between applications and their power consumption. It
depends on numerous factors from the architecture, the scheduler,
the threading model, and the runtime. Given two machines 𝜇 to
𝜇′, many of these contributing factors may lead to the deviation of
power consumption.

Challenge II: System-Dependent Events To port a power
model from 𝜇 to 𝜇′, a basic premise is that the events on 𝜇 and
those on 𝜇′ must “match,” i.e., they are either similar if not iden-
tical, or there is a correspondence between them. This however
is not true for the most widely known approach for power mod-
eling, where a power model is built upon hardware-level events
known as hardware performance counters (HPCs) [6, 8, 30, 47, 62].
To gain intuition, a simple HPC-based power model may be a
function 𝑓 defined as 𝑓 (𝑒L1-dcache-stores, 𝑒L1-dcache-loads, . . . ) =
3 × 𝑒L1-dcache-stores + 4 × 𝑒L1-dcache-loads + . . . where the first
two arguments indicate the occurrences of the L1-dcache-stores
and L1-dcache-loads events in the system for a given time in-
terval. The problem is that such an approach is fundamentally
hardware-dependent: different machines may have drastically dif-
ferent hardware details (see § 2).

1.2 This Paper: LucRETius

We introduce LucRETius 1, a novel approach to porting power
models built for one machine to another. The key idea is trans-
fer learning: a (power) model pre-trained for applications running
on computer 𝜇 can be fine-tuned to a model for 𝜇′. The resulting
model has comparable precision as one built from scratch on 𝜇′,
but transfer learning can be accomplished at a fraction of the time
required by the latter. In essence, the step of fine-tuning learns the
complex difference in power characteristics between two machines,
a solution to Challenge I.

To address Challenge II, LucRETius relies on runtime events

to build power models. Relative to lower layers of the computing
stack, runtime events are much more stable from one machine to
another: machines 𝜇 and 𝜇′ may have drastically different sets of
HPCs, but two JVMs installed on 𝜇 and 𝜇′ respectively are likely

1LucRETius was a Roman poet and philosopher. He is most known for “transferring”
the teachings of Epicurus from ancient Greek to Latin. In our context, LucRETius
stands for Learning Runtime Energy Transfer.

Name CPU Cores Sockets Memory OS
𝜇𝐴 Intel Xeon Silver 4316 v3 2.30 GHz 40 1 65.4 GB Debian 6.1.0-0
𝜇𝐵 Intel Xeon E5-2630 v4 2.20 GHz 40 2 65.8 GB Debian 5.17.0-3
𝜇𝐶 Intel Xeon Gold 6548Y+ 2.50 GHz 64 2 380.4 GB Rockey Linux 9.4
𝜇𝐷 AMD Ryzen 5 1600 3.6 GHz 12 1 32.8 GB Linux Mint 22.1

Table 1: Example Machines. We provide links to each ma-

chine’s CPU specs: 𝜇𝐴, 𝜇𝐵 , 𝜇𝐶 , 𝜇𝐷 .

to have similar sets of Java Virtual Machine (JVM) events — from
memory access to just-in-time compilation to garbage collection. In
other words, it is the abstraction at the layer of runtimes that pro-
vides a common set of features, critical for transfer learning. Prior
work [56] showed that precise and low-overhead power models can
be built from runtime events. Building on top of it, LucRETius fur-
ther justifies why runtime-level power modeling matters through a
new perspective: portability.

While the main goal of LucRETius is to port power models
from one machine to another, we further extend our idea to port
power models from one configuration of a machine to another of
the same machine, useful in the use scenario of power modeling in
the presence of system updates. As an example of this idea, we show
that LucRETius can be used to predict the variation in power con-
sumption under different garbage collection (GC) settings: a power
model pre-trained for workloads running with one GC setting can
be fine-tuned to a model for predicting the power consumption
with another GC setting.

To the best of our knowledge, LucRETius is the first system
to enable portable power modeling across machines and across
configuration settings, a long-standing open problem in energy-
efficient computing. This paper makes the following contributions:
• an investigation of an overlooked problem in energy-efficient
computing and software engineering: the portability of power
models across platforms
• a novel approach that relies on transfer learning of language
runtime events, with rigorous specification
• a comprehensive evaluation over 36 state-of-the-art Java
benchmarks and bi-directional transfers across 4 machines,
4 GC settings, and 2 JDK versions, demonstrating that Lu-
cRETius can achieve high precision and low training time

LucRETius is an open-source project. Its code as well as all
data is available at the anonymous site https://github.com/lucretius-
paper/lucretius.

2 MOTIVATIONS AND USE SCENARIOS

Power Modeling Preliminaries. A power model for a computing
environment is a function 𝜋 : P(EVENTCOUNT) → POWER
where the EVENTCOUNT ⊆ INT is a set that represents the num-
ber of occurrences of an event in the computer system during a
time interval, and POWER ⊆ REAL represents the set of power
consumption.

In physics, power 𝑃 ∈ POWER is the rate of energy consumption
𝐸, following the formula 𝐸 = 𝑃 × 𝑡 where 𝑡 is the time. Spanning
over a long period of time, the power of a computing system may
change. As a result, the formula variant widely used in computer
systems takes a sampling approach, in the form of 𝐸 =

∑︁
𝑖=1..𝑛

𝑃𝑖 × 𝑡𝑖

https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/products/sku/215270/intel-xeon-silver-4316-processor-30m-cache-2-30-ghz/specifications.html
https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/products/sku/92981/intel-xeon-processor-e52630-v4-25m-cache-2-20-ghz/specifications.html
https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/products/sku/237564/intel-xeon-gold-6548y-processor-60m-cache-2-50-ghz/specifications.html
https://www.cpu-monkey.com/en/cpu-amd_ryzen_5_1600
https://github.com/lucretius-paper/lucretius
https://github.com/lucretius-paper/lucretius


Portable Power Modeling with Transfer Learning on JVM-Based Applications ICSE ’26, April 12–18, 2026, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
ak

ka
-uc

t als
av

ror
a

ba
tik

bio
jav

a
ch

i-s
qu

are
de

c-t
reedo
tty

fin
ag

le-
ch

irp
er

fin
ag

le-
htt

p
fj-k

mea
ns fop

fut
ure

-ge
ne

tic
ga

us
s-m

ix
gr

ap
hc

hi h2jm
e

jyt
ho

n

log
-re

gre
ss

ion
lui

nd
ex

lus
ea

rch
mne

mon
ics

na
ive

-ba
ye

s
pa

ge
-ra

nk

pa
r-m

ne
mon

ics

ph
ilo

so
ph

erspm
d

rea
cto

rs
rx-

sc
rab

ble
sc

ala
-do

ku

sc
ala

-km
ea

ns

sc
ala

-st
m-be

nc
h7

sc
rab

ble
su

nfl
ow

xa
lan

zx
ing

Benchmark

0%

20%

40%

60%

Pe
rc

en
t E

rro
r

Figure 1: Naively Reusing a Power Model across Machines

(The Y-axis shows the percentage error of energy prediction

when naively using a power model trained on 𝜇A to infer the

power on 𝜇C. The X-axis shows the benchmarkswhose energy

consumption is predicted, with details in § 4. The average

error is 54.20%.)
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Figure 2: The Workload-Dependent Nature of Power Con-

sumption in the Presence of Machine Change (The Y-axis

shows the ratio between the average power consumption of a

benchmark on 𝜇C over that of the same benchmark on 𝜇A. If

the power of the two machines were up to a constant scaling

factor, all bars would be of the same height.)

where 𝑡1, . . . , 𝑡𝑛 are the “small enough” time intervals constituting
the duration of interest, and 𝑃1, . . . , 𝑃𝑛 are the corresponding power
consumption values at each time interval. If 𝑡1 = · · · = 𝑡𝑛 = Δ𝑡 ,
we can further simplify it as 𝐸 =

( ∑︁
𝑖=1..𝑛

𝑃𝑖
)
× Δ𝑡 . This formula

perhaps explains why power modeling is essential for energy-aware
applications: if one may predict the power at each time interval,
the energy consumption of an application for some duration can
be derived.

From now on, we call the machine where the pre-trained power
model has previously been built as the source machine, and the
machine where the power model is to be built as the destination
machine. The fourmachineswe use for the evaluation of LucRETius
are listed in Table 1.

Naively Reusing a Power Model. Naively reusing the power model
from one machine to another does not work. Fig. 1 illustrates how
poor the results are by this naive approach. Here, we train a power

A B

C

1992

D

2268 1434

3666 16491372

1567 422
1440

Figure 3: The Machine-Specific Nature of HPCs (The sum of

four numbers within a circle labeled 𝑥 is the total number

of available HPCs for machine 𝜇𝑥 , as reported through the

perf tool. The number of overlapping HPCs is shown at the

intersection of circles, as represented as a Venn diagram.)

model on a 20-core machine using trace data collected over 36
applications. We then copy that model to predict the energy con-
sumption of the same applications running on a 64-core machine.
It can be seen that some predictions are off by over 60%. By physics,
it is common sense that the 64-core machine has a much larger
power footprint than the 20-core machine, let alone other machine
setting differences.

Naively Scaling a Power Model. Another naive approach is to
scale the power model by a constant factor. For example, one might
argue that the power consumption of the 64-core machine might
be 64

20× that of the 20-core machine. Another may argue that the
factor may not be exactly 64

20 , but will still resolve to some constant
factor. Fig. 2 illustrates why constant scaling does not work. The
reality is that the power consumption of a machine significantly
fluctuates from one workload (application) to another. Even for the
same application, power consumption may fluctuate significantly
over time [3, 4, 29]. In other words, the power consumption of a
given machine is not a constant, which renders constant scaling
across machines moot. The underlying cause is Dynamic Voltage
and Frequency Scaling (DVFS) [11, 26], a standard feature available
in nearly all commodity machines we use today.

Machine Dependence of HPCs. In Fig. 3, we show how varied the
available HPCs are for three different machines. The root cause
of this discrepancy is that HPCs are, by definition, specific to ar-
chitectures. As a result, if a power model is built on one machine
relying on the HPCs available at that machine, it is unclear how
to “transfer” such a model to another machine where the available
HPCs are radically different.

Use Scenarios. We envision LucRETius is useful in at least three
use scenarios. First, LucRETius may speed up power model con-
struction time for clusters. It is common for organizations to main-
tain a cluster of machines, often in groups of tens or hundreds, for
research, development, and education purposes. With LucRETius,
only one machine needs to have its power model trained from
scratch; all others can be trained through LucRETius. As the clus-
ter scales up, it becomes advantageous to cut down on the amount
of time spent on training power models. Taking all machines in the
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Teacher
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(a) Fine-Tuning

Teacher

Student

(b) Prediction

Figure 4: LucRETius Overview. (In a, the student is trained

on the difference between the teacher prediction and the

observed power. In b, the predicted power is the sum of the

teacher prediction and the student prediction.)

cluster as a whole, our approach may significantly reduce the ag-
gregated training time and the systems/energy resources required
for it.

Second, as cloud computing systems increasingly restrict the use
of RAPL-like hardware features to query energy consumption, Lu-
cRETius offers an attractive alternative for developers to continue
running their energy-aware applications in the cloud. Here, an end
user can pre-train a power model on her own machine (source
machine), and the cloud provider can apply LucRETius to build a
transfer learning model on behalf of the user where RAPL can be
accessed by the cloud provider. Once the model is built, the end
user can deploy her applications in the cloud and run them as long
as she wishes without the need to access RAPL.

Third, LucRETius offers an economic option for power model
training during system updates. Such updates can appear anywhere
in the computing stack: CPUs may be upgraded, a new OS version
may be installed, a GC setting of the JVM may be reconfigured.
As expected, the power model may change accordingly. With Lu-
cRETius, the power model does not need to be trained from scratch
for each update.

3 DESIGN

In this section, we overview the LucRETius design, followed by a
detailed specification of our core algorithm.

3.1 Problem Statement and LucRETius

Overview

Given a power model 𝜋 already built for machine 𝜇, the goal of
LucRETius is to derive a power model 𝜋 ′ for machine 𝜇′.

Recall in § 2, naively reusing 𝜋 on 𝜇′ or naively scaling 𝜋 to 𝜇′

does not work. Indeed, one may resort to from-scratch training, i.e.,
building a power model for 𝜇′ solely based on the data collected on
𝜇′ without any consultation or derivation from 𝜋 , but as we shall
see (§ 5), it is costly in terms of training time. Instead, LucRETius
chooses to build a student model 𝜋0 for 𝜇′ that leverages the pre-
existing model 𝜋 for 𝜇. In transfer learning terms, the student2
model uses the previously learned knowledge of the teacher 𝜋 to
solve a “similar” problem. Consider a collection of events (in the
form of their counts) ®𝑒 where 𝑒 ∈ EVENTCOUNT that occur on 𝜇′.
Recall in § 2, we mentioned that there is likely a significant “gap”
between 𝜋 (®𝑒) and the actual power consumption on 𝜇′ due to the
fundamental difference between 𝜇 and 𝜇′. LucRETius is trained
2For a review of the teacher-student terminology, see § 6.

to learn this “gap”, i.e., the difference between 𝜋 (®𝑒) and the actual
power consumption on 𝜇′ where

𝜋0 (®𝑒) = 𝑃actual − 𝜋 (®𝑒) (1)

Algorithm 1 Key Structures and Routines
1: typedef Event : int
2: typedef Power : real
3: typedef Benchmark : string
4: typedef Model : List<Event>→ Power
5: typedef DataItem : ⟨Benchmark; List<Event>; Power⟩
6: typedef Data : List<DataItem>
7: typedef Error : Map<Benchmark, Real>
8: function Train(d : Data) : Model
9: glob benchmarks : List<Benchmark>
10: function Run_Iteration(to_run : List<Benchmark>) : Data
11: function Cross_Validation(teacher: Model, d: Data) :

(Model, Error)
12: d_train, d_test← Split(d)
13: trainf ← map 𝜆⟨𝑏; 𝑒; 𝑝⟩.⟨𝑒; 𝑝 − 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟 (𝑒)⟩
14: student← Train(trainf (d_train))
15: inferf ← map 𝜆⟨𝑏; 𝑒;𝑝⟩.⟨𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟 (𝑒) + 𝑠𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 (𝑒);𝑝⟩
16: for all 𝑏 ∈ 𝑏𝑒𝑛𝑐ℎ𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑘𝑠 do

17: fil← filter 𝜆⟨𝑏′; 𝑒;𝑝⟩.𝑏′ == 𝑏

18: ⟨predE; realE⟩ ← fold (+) inferf(fil(d_test))
19: r[b]← |𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝐸−𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝐸 |

𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝐸
20: return ⟨student; r⟩

Algorithm 2 Targeted Training with Initial Models
1: procedure Targeted_Training(t_m : Model, target : Er-

ror) : (Model, Error)
2: d

+← Run_Iteration(benchmarks)
3: i←Map<Benchmark, int>
4: while true do

5: s_m, r ← Cross_Validation(t_m, d)
6: to_run← filter (𝜆𝑏.𝑟 [𝑏] > 𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡 [𝑏] + 𝛽 and
7: 𝑖 [𝑏] < MAX_ITER) benchmarks

8: if to_run ≠ [] then
9: d

+← Run_Iteration(to_run)
10: i[b]← i[b] + 1
11: else

12: return ⟨s_m; r⟩

where 𝑃actual is the ground-truth power consumption measured
from the system. This process is illustrated in Fig. 4a, indeed fine-
tuning in transfer learning.

After training, the student model can be composed with the
teacher model for prediction in the student’s system, as shown in
Fig. 4b where

𝜋 ′ (®𝑒) = 𝜋 (®𝑒) + 𝜋0 (®𝑒) (2)
More concretely, this form of model construction is usually called

transductive learning [50, 51, 59, 63], where the semantics of the
data are identical between the teacher model and student model
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Algorithm 3 Source-Platform Teacher Training Over Abundant
Data
1: function Teacher_Overtraining() : (Model, Error)
2: for 𝑖 = 0, . . . , MAX_ITER do
3: d

+← Run_Iteration(benchmarks)
4: return Cross_Validation(𝜆𝑥.0, d)

Algorithm 4 Teacher Training with Minimal Iterations
1: function Teacher_Minimal_Training() : (Model, Error)
2: _, target← Teacher_Overtraining()
3: return Targeted_Training(𝜆𝑥 .0, target)

Algorithm 5 Student Training
1: function Student_Training() : (Model, Error)
2: returnTargeted_Training(Teacher_Minimal_Training())

but the source of data is not. The key question that remains is
how much data is needed for training the student to “correct” or
“fine-tune” the teacher model.

How the teacher model is trained is orthogonal to our interest. In
the current implementation of LucRETius, it relies on Vesta [56].

3.2 Algorithm Specification

The key structures of our algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1.
The rest of the Algorithm’s define the behavior of LucRETius,
spanning the teacher and the student.

As explained in § 1, the power Model is a function from a List
of Events to Power. We treat the Data collected from the Bench-
marks as a list of tuples. Each tuple can be viewed as a piece of
DataItem produced at a given time interval, with 3 components:
(1) the Benchmark that produces the data; (2) the List<Event>
produced at the time interval; (3) the measured Power at the time
interval. Furthermore, we place all prediction Errors in a Map
from Benchmarks to Reals.

𝑘 × 2 Cross-Validation in Transfer Learning. The key routine in
Algorithm 1 is Cross_Validation. The core logic here, known as𝑘×
2 validation, is widely used inmachine learning for constructing and
validating models. In power modeling, it has also been previously
adopted by McCollough et al. [47] in their effort for constructing
HPC-based power models. In this approach, we Split our Data
into two halves: a training half (d_train) and a testing half (d_test).
Our implementation of Cross_Validation comes with the feature
of transfer learning baked into it. This is achieved by two core
mapping functions—trainf and inferf—which correspond to our
discussion in Equations 1 and 2, respectively. Cross_Validation
returns a Model alongside the prediction Errors.

Target-Based Training. Routine Targeted_Training defines an
iterative process for training based on a target of Error. If the pre-
cision target is met through Cross_Validation for a given bench-
mark, no further iterations will be run for that benchmark. As seen
here, this iterative routine continually calls Cross_Validation un-
til all Benchmarks are predicted within an acceptable range of

Error. Note that a band 𝛽 is added to define whether a cross valida-
tion has met the target. In other words, we allow the prediction for
a given benchmark to miss the target by 𝛽 percent. The rationale of
the band is to ensure some benchmark is not “trying too hard” in
meeting the target. The role of this parameter will be fully revealed
in § 5.5 when experimental results are shown.

From-Scratch Trainingwith MAX_ITER Iterations. When no knowl-
edge of the system is present (i.e., no prior power models exist),
Algorithm 3 is used to provide a baseline where an overly abun-
dant amount of data is collected. Here, Teacher_Overtraining
runs all the benchmarks MAX_ITER number of times. Once all of the
Data has been collected, Cross_Validation will be invoked with a
“placeholder” Model to ensure the Model returned will be trained
without any de facto teacher. Recall that our Cross_Validation
routine has already considered transfer learning.

From-Scratch Training with Minimal Iterations (Teacher Model).

The premise of LucRETius is that transfer learning can significantly
speed up the time needed for constructing a power model on the
destination machine (𝑡transfer), relative to “from scratch” training
on that machine (𝑡scratch), i.e.:

speedup =
𝑡transfer
𝑡scratch

What constitutes 𝑡scratch requires careful consideration. One candi-
date would be the time needed to run Algorithm 3 on the destination
machine. However, with that algorithm including an intentionally
excessive data collection, the execution can be arbitrarily long. For
example, parameter MAX_ITER may be either set to 256 or 2560, as
long as it is sufficiently large. In other words, if the execution time
for Algorithm 3 were used for 𝑡scratch, the resulting speedupwould
be arbitrary.

To compute this metric fairly, we introduce minimal-iteration

“from scratch” training, as defined in Algorithm 4. The intuition is
that, given we know the precision that Algorithm 3 can achieve
on the destination machine, we can now adaptively determine the
number of minimal iterations needed to meet the same precision
target. 𝑡scratch is defined as the execution time for Algorithm 4.

The speed-up metric we defined above is indeed a lower bound
of speedup, because in practice, a user who conducts “from scratch”
training does not know the minimal number of iterations a priori:
observe that Algorithm 4 is defined based on the assumption that
Algorithm 3 has already computed the expected precision when the
collected data is sufficiently large. From an end-user perspective,
the (conservative) user is more likely to runmore iterations than the
minimal ones computed by Algorithm 4 just to make sure precision
does not further improve. As a result, when we say LucRETius can
lead to, say 5× speedup, it is likely to be more than 5 times faster
than “from scratch” training by the conservative user.

Student Model. Algorithm 5 creates a student Model by applying
the minimal Model (the teacher) alongside its Error into Tar-
geted_Training. In other words, now that we know the teacher
model, we can then construct a student model that attempts to meet
the Error target of the teacher.
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4 IMPLEMENTATION

RAPL at Training Phase. It should be noted that for any training-
based approach, including LucRETius, one must obtain the ground
truth, which has to come from some form of measurement. In
our implementation, such ground truth does come from RAPL.
Note however, only training requires privileged access. Once a
power model is built, inferring power consumption does not require
RAPL access. This works well with the intended use scenarios of
LucRETius. For Intel machines (𝜇𝐴 , 𝜇𝐵 , 𝜇𝐶 ), we resort to jRAPL [44]
to obtain raw RAPL-reported energy samples. AMD has recently
provided the interface to its RAPL support, and we use Powercap
[1] to obtain energy samples for 𝜇𝐷 .

Runtime Event Trace. During training and inference, LucRETius
obtains runtime events as USDT probes, using the BPF Compiler
Collection (BCC) [12]. The concrete list of events can be found in
§ 5, such as the X-axis of Fig. 8 where we use standard USDT probe
names for cross-referencing. For an event named EVENT in our
paper, there is often a pair of USDT probes named EVENT_begin
and EVENT_end. LucRETius borrows the idea from Vesta in treat-
ing such paired events. Intuitively, EVENT happens in every time
interval between EVENT_begin and EVENT_end. Vesta also has a
more in-depth design on how to account for concurrency, which
LucRETius also shares.

The power trace and event trace are collected at a uniform time
interval of 1 second, i.e., Δ𝑡 = 1𝑠 in § 2.

Benchmarks for Data Collection. The data used for training Lu-
cRETius was collected from the traces of 36 real-world Java/Scala
applications from two benchmark suites: DaCapo [9] and Renais-
sance [54]. The versions we use are evaluation-git+309e1fa and
0.14.1, respectively. All benchmarks from the two suites are in-
cluded, except movie-lens from Renaissance that deterministically
crashes on 𝜇A. All benchmarks are multi-threaded. Both benchmark
suites automatically scale to the number of cores. As a result, when
a benchmark runs on system 𝜇A with 20 cores, or system 𝜇C with
64 cores, the two executions do not have an identical number of
threads as the benchmark suites may adjust them by introspecting
the system configurations.

Algorithm Settings. Recall that we first run benchmarks for an
overly conservative number of iterations (Algorithm 3). For our
experiments, MAX_ITER = 256. Further recall that the transfer learn-
ing sets a band 𝛽 (Algorithm 2). Unless explicitly specified, the
default band for our experiments is 2%. In our run of determining
the minimal iterations of from-scratch training, 𝛽 = 0.

For each benchmark, iterations are executed in one hot JVM run.
We always discard the first 5 iterations.

JVM settings. Unless otherwise specified, all three systems use
OpenJDK 19. G1GC is the default garbage collector. Method inlin-
ing is enabled, with maximum inline size being 35 bytes. Tiered
compilation is disabled. The code cache size is set to 240 MB.

Model Construction. By default, we use XGBoost [14] to train
the decision tree-based student model. In § 5.5, we also report our
experiences while attempting alternative machine learning models
(linear regression and neural networks) as ablation studies. Our
teacher model of choice is Vesta [56].
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Figure 5: Baselines: From-Scratch TrainingwithMinimal Iter-

ations (In a, the percentage error is represented as a box plot,

where the dashed red line indicates themean average percent

error of the total power prediction across all benchmarks. In

b, the average difference between the power prediction per

interval is represented as a box plot, where the dashed red

line is the average difference in watts. In c, the stacked bar

represents the overall training time, with the blue/orange

bars for data collection and model construction respectively.

Labels A, B, C refer to four machines 𝜇A, 𝜇B, 𝜇C, 𝜇D in Fig. 1.)

5 EVALUATION

Our evaluation aims at answering the following questions: (RQ1)
how precise is the power model built by LucRETius for a student
machine?(§ 5.2) (RQ2) What is the speedup time of LucRETius
compared to from-scratch training? (§ 5.2) (RQ3) Which language
events are most sensitive to the change of machines in terms of
power consumption? How important is each event in the model’s
creation? (§ 5.3) (RQ4) How does LucRETius handle changes in
system configurations on the same machine, such as the garbage
collector and JVM versions? (§ 5.4) (RQ5) How do the efficiency
and accuracy change under different internal configurations of
LucRETius? (§ 5.5). Before we start answering these questions, we
first describe the characteristics of our baselines in § 5.1.

5.1 Baseline Characteristics

Fig. 5 shows the characteristics of from-scratch training on the four
machines we experimented on. As we discussed in § 3, they are de
facto Vesta runs, except that they are run with a minimal number
of iterations that meet the same precision according to Algorithm
4. These results serve two purposes: (a) the model built using from-
scratch training serves as the teacher model in our transfer learning.
For example, when LucRETius builds a (student) power model for
system 𝜇B, transfer learning from 𝜇A to 𝜇B will require a teacher
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Figure 6: LucRETius forMachine-to-Machine Transfer Learn-

ing. (Subfigure c is derived from a and b, together with sub-

figures a and c of Fig. 5. For a dot labeled with “𝑖 to 𝑗” in

this subfigure, the X-axis 𝑝% means that if the median per-

centage error of from-scratch training on machine 𝜇 𝑗 is 𝑞%,
the median percentage error of LucRETius transfer learning

from machine 𝜇𝑖 to 𝜇 𝑗 is 𝑝 + 𝑞%; the Y-axis 𝑟 means that if

the training time of from-scratch training on machine 𝜇 𝑗 is

𝑡 , the training time for LucRETius transfer learning from

machine 𝜇𝑖 to 𝜇 𝑗 takes
𝑡
𝑟 time. )

model for 𝜇A. (b) the result of from-scratch learning serves as a
comparative baseline for understanding the effectiveness of Lu-
cRETius. For the same example above, we compare the (transfer)
power model built for 𝜇B by LucRETius against the from-scratch
training for 𝜇B.

Two observations can be made. First, from-scratching training
can lead to high precision. Across four systems, the mean absolute
percentage error (MAPE) is 0.93%-3.18% and the median absolute
percentage error of 0.36%-0.62%. Second, from-scratch training can
be time consuming: the training time ranges from 8.25 hours to
12.95 hours 3.
3This ratio of time between data collection and model construction is consistent with
existing machine learning research, including Large Language Models (LLMs). In the
latter setting, it is often publicized that model construction takes significant time. In
reality, that portion of time is still dwarfed in magnitudes by the amount of time used
to generate and collect data for training.
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Figure 7: A Detailed Per-Benchmark View on LucRETius

Effectiveness (The transfer scenario is from 𝜇B to 𝜇C. In a, the

mean and the standard deviation for the energy prediction

of each benchmark is shown, against the ground truth actual

measured energy consumption. The per-benchmark speedup

is computed as the data collection time needed for from-

scratch training with minimal iterations for this benchmark,

divided by data collection time used by LucRETius training

for the same benchmark.)

5.2 RQ1, RQ2: Cross-Machine Transfer Learning

The characteristics of LucRETius are shown in Fig. 6. The first
three subfigures show the relative error (in MAPE), the absolute
error (in watts), and training time (in seconds). Fig. 6(d) shows the
effectiveness of the LucRETius power model for transfer learning
from machine 𝜇 to 𝜇′, relative to from-scratch training on 𝜇′.

LucRETius can lead to competitive power prediction with only
a fraction of the training time of from-scratch training. Across all
12 transfer studies, the median percentage errors range from 1.01%
to 1.75%, and the mean percentage errors range from 1.69% to 3.84%.
Standing alone, this is a competitive result in power modeling,
where existing literature generally reports 1 − 10% [6, 8, 30, 47, 62].
Relative to from-scratch training, Fig. 6(d) shows LucRETius is only
slightly less precise, by 0.44% − 1.13%, while the speedups in the
training are significant. For example, in the case of transfer learning
from 𝜇B to 𝜇C, the training time speeds up by 8.07×, while there is
a 0.65% precision loss relative to from-scratch training on 𝜇C.



ICSE ’26, April 12–18, 2026, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil Raskind, et al.

Comparing Intel and AMD machines, we observe that the AMD
machine (𝜇D) appears to have a larger standard deviation in the
relative prediction error (see Fig. 6a). As it turns out, this does not
result from the architectural differences between Intel and AMD,
but more from the significant difference in the design power of
different CPUs: the AMD CPU in 𝜇D operates at 20W-35W for most
workloads, significantly lower than the three Intel machines. To
understand why this matters, observe that 𝜇D neither has a larger
absolute error nor a larger standard deviation for absolute error
in power prediction (see Fig. 6b). In other words, what the results
show is that a misprediction in the same amount of wattage may
have an amplified relative error in a lower-power machine than a
higher-power one.

Another observation that can be traced to the same cause is that
a transfer-to-𝜇D training in general takes more time than its coun-
terpart transfer-from-𝜇D training. The reason is that our band 𝛽 (see
§ 3.2) is set as a relative value, which implies a smaller wattage range
for a lower-power machine. As a result, any transfer learning to 𝜇D
has a smaller margin to meet the target during validation, leading to
extended training time. In the most extreme case, 𝜇C-to-𝜇D training,
the transfer learning time can exceed the from-scratch training
(with minimal iterations). The good news is that such results only
happen when a transfer happens from a higher-power machine to
a lower-power machine. For most interesting use scenarios, it is
more likely a lower-power machine (such as 𝜇D) — a “test machine”
— is used for building the teacher model, subsequently transferred
to a higher-power machine (such as 𝜇C), in which LucRETius is
significantly more effective than from-scratch training.

Finally, observe that transfer learning is slightly more prone to
outliers. As a symptom, note that our mean percentage errors are
generally higher than median percentage errors. To understand this
better, we delve into the details in one instance of transfer learning,
from 𝜇B to 𝜇C, in Fig. 7. Here, note that while LucRETius yields
high precision for the vast majority of benchmarks, one benchmark,
scala-doku has an error of over 20%. As it turned out, scala-doku
was also among the worst performers in the teacher model itself,
with an 8% error. In our context, this means that a poor prediction
in the teacher model is likely to be amplified in transfer learning as
well.

5.3 RQ3: Cross-Machine Event Sensitivity

Let us now delve deeper in the language runtime events and their
roles in power modeling. Fig. 8 shows the per-event importance in
the student model, and Fig. 9 shows the importance in the teacher
model. The metric we use for determining event importance is
SHAP [58], a popular game-theoretic indicator. Intuitively, a higher
absolute SHAP value implies that the associated feature is more
influential in the decision making process described in the decision
tree.

Before we interpret the graphs further, let us make clear that a
higher absolute SHAP value in the student model and that in the
teacher model have different implications for power modeling. The
latter is perhaps easier to understand: the more important a feature
is in the teacher model, the more impactful it is in influencing the
level of power consumption. The former, however, is more subtle.
Recall that the student model captures the difference between the
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Figure 8: Feature Importance in the Student Model (The X-

axis indicates the language events used for model construc-

tion. The value in each cell indicates the absolute SHAP value

of the event on the X-axis in the Student decision tree built

for the transfer indicated on the Y-axis. A higher absolute

SHAP value is rendered with more color. Events are sorted

on the X-axis based on average SHAP values across all trans-

fers.)
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actual power consumption on the destination machine and the
power prediction of the destination machine by naively reusing the
teacher model (§ 3). In other words, a more important feature for
this model shows it is more likely to influence power change from
one machine to another, i.e., how sensitive an event in influencing
power when machine changes.

First, many events are influential in both determining power
consumption and the change in power consumption: thread_park,
thread_sleep, and SetByteArrayRegion have appeared both in
the top-5 of Fig. 8 and the top-5 of Fig. 9. The more interesting
question here is why they also contribute significantly to power
change. When systems scale from a 20-core to a 64-core, thread
behavior (thread_park and thread_sleep) is likely to change rad-
ically. This is particularly true that both benchmark suites (§ 4) are
designed to scale the number of threads when the underlying sys-
tems scale. The scaling impact of SetByteArrayRegion is also not
difficult to understand. When the number of cores increase, the data
path between the CPUs and the memory system becomes more of
a bottleneck: the underlying system — from caches to interconnect
— may go through significant behavior change, and hence power
change.
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1 JNI_ENTRY_NO_PRESERVE(jsize , jni_GetStringLength(JNIEnv *
env , jstring string))

2 HOTSPOT_JNI_GETSTRINGLENGTH_ENTRY(env , string);
3 jsize ret = 0;
4 oop s = JNIHandles :: resolve_non_null(string);
5 ret = java_lang_String :: length(s);
6 HOTSPOT_JNI_GETSTRINGLENGTH_RETURN(ret);
7 return ret;
8 JNI_END

Figure 10: The Implementation for a JNI-based Method

(GetStringLength)

Some events are more influential in power change in the pres-
ence of platform change than in power consumption itself. For
example, gc is a mildly important feature in Fig. 9 but it is consis-
tently more important in all transfers in Fig. 8. This implies that
the (power) behavior of GC may change significantly when the
underlying system scales. The complexity of GC is well-known.
From a power perspective, GC in the presence of machine change
may be particularly complex, because both the CPU system (how
workloads are distributed in the presence of concurrent GC) and
the CPU-memory interaction (how heap is managed) are faced with
scalability concerns, and both of them have non-trivial impact on
power change.

Finally, these results call into question the power efficiency of the
Java Native Interface (JNI) in the presence of machine scalability.
We were initially surprised that three events, GetStringLength,
GetObjectClass and GetMethodID, appear to go through signif-
icant power behavior change in the presence of machine change
according to Fig. 8. We inspected the source code where these
events are generated, one of them shown in Fig. 10. Here, for
GetStringLength, the internal representation of Java’s Unicode-
based strings are maintained in the C runtime, and the call for
retrieving the string length must cross the JNI boundary. The two
other events are produced in the same program pattern4.

5.4 RQ4: Configuration-Update Transfer

Learning

An important use scenario of LucRETius is to fine-tune power
models when the configurations of the same machine evolve. In
this section, we use GC as an example to show how LucRETius
can help build power models.

Fig. 11 shows the precision and training time of transfer training
for different GC configurations and JDK versions. Here, we consider
4 common GC configurations: G1 (G1GC), parallel GC (PGC), serial
GC (SGC) and ZGC. Across 12 transfer scenarios, the percentage
error of energy prediction ranges from 1.41% to 2.36%. In the mean-
time, the training time ranges from 1.23 hours to 4.61 hours. To set
things in perspective, recall that the training time for from-scratch
training for system 𝜇B under the default G1GC is around 13 hours
(Fig. 5b). All other settings have a similar time for from-scratch
training. Additionally, we find that changing the version of the
JDK yields similar results: a percentage error of energy predictions
4Implementations for the mentioned JNI calls can be found in https://github.
com/openjdk/jdk/blob/master/src/hotspot/share/prims/jni.cpp, at lines 2153-2160
for GetStringLength, lines 1119-1125 for GetMethodID, and lines 1036-1045 for
GetObjectClass.
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Figure 11: LucRETius for Power Modeling with GC Setting

and JDK Change (Each plot shows the mean and the standard

deviation of predicting the energy consumption of 36 bench-

marks against the ground truth of actual measured energy

consumption, where the power model is constructed with

LucRETius under the transfer scenario specified under each

box. All experiments are performed on machine 𝜇B.)
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Figure 12: The Impact of Band Size on Training (X: mean

percentage error over 6 transfers; Y: mean training time.)

between 1.86% and 2.04%, and a training time range from 1.87 hours
to 6.06 hours.

5.5 RQ5: Ablation Studies

Band Size The algorithm of LucRETius has few parameters to
customize. The most notable one is the band size (𝛽 in Algorithm 2).
Intuitively, it means how strictly a model has to meet the precision
target in the teacher model. The impact of this parameter setting
can be found in Fig. 12, with our default choice as 2% (§ 4).

https://github.com/openjdk/jdk/blob/master/src/hotspot/share/prims/jni.cpp
https://github.com/openjdk/jdk/blob/master/src/hotspot/share/prims/jni.cpp
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First, note that the choice of band size has relatively small im-
pact on precision, but it has a significant impact on training time.
For the former, the 5 band choices only have a difference of 1%
percentage error, but the training time can vary from 1.19 hours
to 5.29 hours. Our default choice of 2% represents a good trade-off
between precision and training time: it has the smallest error while
also having a moderate training time. Depending on the end-user
need, it should be noted that other band choices may be equally
useful. For example, LucRETius with the 5% band can complete
training in 1.19 hours on average with a 2.8% error. For use scenar-
ios where this error rate is acceptable, the rapid training rate may
be preferable.

Second, the band setting of 𝑋% does not mean the final preci-
sion under that setting will be at least 𝑋% worse than the teacher
model. For example, the 5% band only leads to an average of 2.8%
error at the end, evidently less than 5% worse than the teacher
model, regardless of what the error of the teacher model is. There
are two reasons. First, the band only sets an upper bound for the
termination of running a benchmark. For many benchmarks, by
the time the condition is met, the error is less than the error of the
teacher model plus 5%. Second, the data collection of a particular
benchmark 𝑏 may discontinue because the target plus the band is
met, but the data for other benchmarks, say 𝑏′, may continue to be
collected. It is common that 𝑏′ shares some commonality with 𝑏 in
terms of workload characteristics, so the newly collected data 𝑏′
may continue strengthening the precision for predicting the power
consumption for 𝑏.
Linear Modeling The power model constructed by LucRETius is
precise, but by Occam’s Razor, could a simpler model be built with
comparable precision? We conducted an ablation study on building
the student model with linear regression.

As shown in Fig. 13, the mean percentage error for 6 transfer
scenarios range from 9.64% to 32.16%. This is a significant drop
in precision from LucRETius (1.69% to 2.44% as shown in Fig. 6).
As model construction takes a very small portion of training time
(§ 5.1), linear modeling, even if faster than decision tree modeling,
entails negligible reduction in overall training time.
Modeling with Neural Networks We alternatively explored the
use of neural networks (NN) as our student model, but ultimately
found the approach undesirable for our dataset. We attempted to
construct deep neural networks of 3, 5, 10, 15, 25, 50, 75, and 100
layers. For each layer size, we varied topologies of each layer in line
with typical heuristic training patterns such as doubling and halving
node counts between layers. We also tuned hyperparameters such
as learning time, activation functions, and optimizers. Together, we

attempted 40 different topology and hyperparameter configurations.
In all configurations, the error rates are multiple magnitudes larger
than those of LucRETius. Due to the large errors, an additional
undesirable consequence is that the data collection for the student
model always requires the same number of iterations as the teacher
model (see § 3.2): there is no benefit of transfer learning in training
time, and one might as well perform from-scratch training on the
destination machine. We believe an NN-based transfer learning
model does not perform well is a combination of two factors:

• (N1) it requires a large amount of data to reach accuracy;
• (N2) it requires significant model tuning to reach accuracy.

(N1) requires more data collection time. While we think (N2) can be
further improved if we adopted a more systematic search, it would
imply longer model construction time. Given that a primary benefit
of a transfer learning approach is that it is more rapid than from-
scratch learning, training time (data collection +model construction
time) is of primary importance. In other words, while we cannot
rule out the fact that an NN-based model could be more accurate
when further improvements are made via (N1) or (N2), its training
time is likely to be (significantly) longer than LucRETius. Given
the relatively low error rate, LucRETius may represent a sweet
spot with competitive accuracy and attractive training time.

6 RELATEDWORK

Portability in power modeling is an underexplored problem with
little prior work. In this section, we summarize related work on
transfer learning, as well as understanding and optimizing the
energy consumption of application runtimes.

Transfer learning [51] is a classic but rapidly developing tech-
nique in machine learning. Thanks to its success in addressing
large-scale language modeling problems [50, 59, 63], this approach
has received significant attention and rapid adoption. Themethodol-
ogy that composes pre-training (teacher) and fine-tuning (student)
used by LucRETius is well known in deep learning. In recent years,
transfer learning is successful in model adaptation — the task of
molding a model to fit a new domain or range [33, 35, 41, 45, 61]
— so much so that the nomenclature of transfer learning becomes
more intertwined with the latter. The terminology used in this pa-
per is closer to the original definition of transfer learning. In this
sense, LucRETius’s construction is based on transductive learning
where the data is structurally identical but did not come from the
same source. This is in contrast to inductive learning where the data
comes from the same source but the target task changes. Trans-
duction is common for language recognition [19, 55] and model
compression techniques such as knowledge distillation [25].

GreenScaler [15] predicts the energy consumption of an appli-
cation through a testing-centric approach: the prediction model
is built on the energy behavior of test runs driven by automated
random test generation where test selection is guided by a heuristic
on CPU utilization. While GreenScaler does not share our design
goal (portability), our prediction goal (per-interval power), or our
technique (transfer learning), it is an interesting instance at the
intersection of green software engineering and machine learning,
which LucRETius also belongs to.
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LucRETius has a complementary relationship with empirical
studies on the energy efficiency of application runtimes in soft-
ware engineering. The impact of thread management on energy
consumption has been studied by Pinto et al. [53], and a more de-
tailed study [52] on the ForkJoin framework [36]. Vincent [43] is
an energy-efficient JVM that builds DVFS into just-in-time compila-
tion. While existing work focuses on quantifying the energy impact
of specific runtime features, LucRETius takes a feature-neutral
approach, aiming to build a power model across diverse runtime
events (in the challenging setting of porting power models).

7 THREATS TO VALIDITY

Our results are faced with several threats of external validity. First,
our findings are only evidenced on Intel and AMD machines. The
main constraint is that we need RAPL-supporting architectures to
collect energy data (to establish the ground truth during the train-
ing phase). This should not be a fundamental challenge if physical
meters are used. Additionally, our model was trained on data from
36 benchmarks. These benchmarks do not encompass the entirety
of JVM-based application behaviors, and thus may result in mis-
prediction for unknown workloads. Indeed, LucRETius follows a
long line of power modeling research [8, 30, 39, 47, 60, 62] with
a focus on establishing predictability (i.e., cross-machine power
consumption can be predicted) for unknown traces from known
workloads (i.e., new runs from known applications). Improving cov-
erage (i.e., ensuring the power predictability of arbitrary unknown
workloads) is an orthogonal issue largely hinging on data collection
and curation. Furthermore, while we attempted linear regression
and neural networks as well as decision trees (our model of choice),
it is conceivable that better results could be found with a different
model, or different model configurations. Finally, our experiments
are all conducted over Java and Scala applications, and we have no
experimental evidence on non-JVM languages. In principle how-
ever, our approach is not tied up to JVM-based languages: the only
requirement is that the language runtime provides the ability to
track its events.

8 CONCLUSION

LucRETius is a novel approach to precise and rapid power mod-
eling by porting a power model pre-constructed for one machine
to another. At its essence, LucRETius is a transfer learning model
at the layer of language runtimes, whose events unify the features
for model construction despite the diversity of machines. Our ex-
periments show LucRETius can build precise power models while
only taking a fraction of the training time required by model con-
struction from scratch. Portable power modeling can significantly
reduce the cost of today’s practice of training each computer from
scratch, provide scalable deployment to energy-aware application
developers, and facilitate power modeling updates in the presence
of software/hardware updates.
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