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Managing the limited energy on mobile platforms executing long-running, resource intensive
streaming applications requires adapting an application’s operators in response to their power
consumption. For example, the frame refresh rate may be reduced if the rendering operation is
consuming too much power. Currently, predicting an application’s power consumption requires
(1) building a device-specific power model for each hardware component, and (2) analyzing the
application’s code. This approach can be complicated and error-prone given the complexity of an
application’s logic and the hardware platforms with heterogeneous components that it may execute
on. We propose eScope, an alternative method to directly estimate power consumption by each
operator in an application. Specifically, eScope correlates an application’s execution traces with its
device-level energy draw. We implement eScope as a tool for Android platforms and evaluate it
using workloads on several synthetic applications as well as two video stream analytics applications.
Our evaluation suggests that eScope predicts an application’s power use with 97% or better accuracy
while incurring a compute time overhead of less than 3%.

CCS Concepts: • Hardware → Power estimation and optimization; • Software and its engineering →
Runtime environments; • General and reference→ Performance; Estimation.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: power prediction, fine-grained energy management
1 INTRODUCTION
Mobile devices running on batteries have a restricted amount of energy. Long running, resource
intensive applications consume energy at a higher rate (i.e., have a larger power draw), draining
the battery faster. Short battery life is a significant source of dissatisfaction for users of mobile
devices [46, 51]. Since long running applications such as video conferencing and social media
apps (e.g., Snap) run for an indeterminate period of time, we do not know what their total energy
consumption will be. However, if we can reduce their power draw, we can extend battery life.
Applications can be thought of as composed of a group of operators which are called in some

sequence that depends on the input given to the application. Some of these operators draw large
amounts of power while others draw negligible power. For many operators, methods exist to
reduce the power draw of resource intense operators–thus extending the battery life. For example,
reducing bit rate for streaming applications [63], using a simpler and less accurate machine learning
model [50], controlling configuration parameters such as sampling rate or frame rate [34, 57], or
off-loading computation to remote servers [10, 22, 33, 65]. However, observe that these methods
result in a trade-off: reducing energy consumed also reduces the quality of the results. If we can
predict the power draw of long-running applications, we can decide how to manage the trade-off
involved.
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Our goal is to predict power at different stages of long running applications. Observe that the
power draw will depend on the input configuration and the characteristics of the platform on which
it is executed.
Current methods [17, 22, 24, 59] for predicting operator-level power consumption require pro-

filing the power consumption of each hardware component, instrumenting the operator source
code, and mapping the operator-level software parameters. Hardware-based power models are
generated by exercising the hardware components in different operating states, such as utilization
and frequency, and measuring the power using external power meters. Fine-grained power attribu-
tion requires instrumenting the operator-level source code to estimate each application operator’s
usage of each hardware component. The power draw is estimated by combining the power profile
of each hardware component and their usage by each application operator.

However, existing approaches face several challenges. Creating a hardware-based power model
requires manually identifying the parameters impacting the power draw of each component, which
becomes challenging with an increasingly diverse set of heterogeneous components (such as multi-
core CPU, GPU, NPU, etc.) in different hardware platforms [21, 24, 56, 69]. Fine-grained models
suffer from additional challenges associated with instrumenting the source code. Lack of source code
for proprietary applications can limit the scope of methods utilizing code instrumentation. Also,
code instrumentation increases the complexity of the models and creates a maintenance burden for
developers [9]. An operator’s power consumption depends on the software parameters as well as
the content within input video frames (e.g., whether the incoming frame to a face detector contains
a face or not); hence only code instrumentation would not provide sufficient information for power
estimation. Additionally, an operator’s power draw can have a complex and non-linear relationship
with the input features (see§ 3.1). Hence, identifying all the hardware and software parameters of
interest and their dependency across multiple operators required by current methods makes them
cumbersome and intractable with the increased diversity and complexity of applications and their
underlying hardware components.

We propose eScope, an adaptive, resourcemodel-agnostic power predictionmethod that addresses
the challenges of fine-grained power prediction. Our method does not require any manual work
for the application profiling or any profiling of the underlying hardware. eScope also accounts for
the impact of input data on each operator’s power draw. Achieving these objectives is challenging
because there are no tools to directly measure the power cost of each operator, and we do not
instrument an operator’s code or profile their hardware usage. Instead, we collect easily accessible
device-level power draw information on a mobile device (i.e, battery state-of-charge or SoC)
and concurrently monitor the changing composition of the executing operators from different
applications. We use this information to attribute the power drawn in an interval to the active
operators. A prediction model, directly mapping operators’ execution times to their corresponding
power draw, is trained using this data and deployed on the mobile device to provide run-time
predictions for power optimization decisions.

We implemented eScope as a tool for Android platforms in two different languages. We experi-
mentally evaluated eScope on several benchmarks and two video-streaming applications across
different hardware platforms. Since we cannot individually measure the power draw of each exe-
cuting operator, we use the battery drain interval, i.e., amount of time during which a fixed amount
of energy (e.g., 1% drop in battery SoC on a typical smartphone) is discharged, to measure the
accuracy of our model. Our evaluation shows that eScope can provide high-confidence predictions
with 97% accuracy of the battery drain interval with multiple executing operators, with a compute
overhead of less than 3% on the mobile device. It provides prediction accuracy gains of up to 40%
compared to previous approaches for complex operator execution profiles. This paper makes the
following contributions:



eScope

• A power prediction method for mobile video analytics applications which is transparent to the
application code, infers dynamic information (thus handling changing input streams) and is
device power-model agnostic.

• A quantitative analysis of several state-of-the-art machine learning models to identify the ones
that are best suited to make on-device power predictions for applications with complex power
characteristics such as operators executing in different power states depending on their input,
while incurring negligible overhead.

• A fully-functional tool called eScope supporting mobile applications across two different pro-
gramming languages: (1) SALSA [6] which supports actor-based programming and provides
native support for code migration (to be leveraged for future extensions of eScope), (2) Kotlin [5]
a language that is popular for building mobile code. We evaluate our tool using several bench-
marks to show that it accurately predicts operator power costs and incurs low overhead on the
mobile device.

2 RELATEDWORK
Given the importance of power management in mobile phones, there has been significant interest
in modeling the power consumption of various applications and predicting the phone’s battery life.
In this section, we categorize the related work in terms of techniques used for measuring, modeling,
and attributing the power consumption of the mobile phone.
Power measurement methods: Mobile device power can be easily measured using external
power meters [4, 60] as demonstrated in recent works [13, 17, 29, 47], or using specialized hardware
like OCV-based fuel gauge chips used in Sesame [25]. Using power meters or specialized hardware
for modeling applications’ power consumption is limited to laboratory settings and impractical for
broader adaptation.
Automated measurement solutions use the remaining battery capacity on the device SoC or

battery voltage readings (e.g., V-edge [62]) to measure power consumption. V-edge models power
consumption by mapping the instant battery dynamics with battery levels. This approach requires
frequent calibration based on the age and wear & tear of the battery. We use battery SoC to measure
the power consumption as used by previous approaches [56, 61], allowing us to model outside the
laboratory setting and avoid the limitations of other mentioned approaches.
Power Modeling: Resource-based power modeling involves leveraging the utilization of various
hardware components (e.g., CPU, network) to generate models which map them to power costs.
PowerTutor [68] models power by mapping different hardware power states to SoC, while De-
vScope [38], AppScope [66], and MARVEL [19] isolate shared hardware resource usage among
resources. These resource-based utilization models provide a coarse-grained model. However,
coarse-grained application-level models cannot capture the impact of software parameters(such as
frame rate and input resolution) and input content on the power draw.
A hybrid approach has been adopted by recent works [16, 17, 47] which use application-based

data in addition to the resource-based power model to address the limitations of resource-based
power models. RECON [17] uses application component data in addition to the resource utilization
model, while eProf [47] tracks system calls to model tail energy. Hybrid models provide fine-grained,
operator-level power consumption information. These models require hardware parameters in
addition to software parameters to capture the dynamic power state of an operator based on input
data. For example, the power draw of the facial recognition operator will increase depending on
the existence of a face in the input frame. However, with the availability of a variety of hardware
components (such as multi-core CPU, GPU, memory, network, NPU, etc.), finding the relevant
feature for each hardware takes time and effort. Instead, our proposed method eScope, utilizes
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alternative features such as operator execution time profiled with high accuracy, to distinguish
between multiple power states resulting from the operator processing different types of input data.
Application-level software parameters, such as frame rate, image resolution, and precision of

weights for a deep learning model within an operator, have been used to build operator-level power
models [16, 17]. These methods require developers to identify model parameters manually, which
makes exploring large and exponential parameter space of parameters in large video analytics
code-bases challenging [37, 54]. These models depend on software parameters such as frame rate,
resolution, etc. Our work addresses the impact of input video frame content on power consumption,
without relying on the large space of software parameters.
Power Attribution: Modern SDK tools (such as BatteryStats and BatteryHistorian [11] for Android
and, Instruments [12] for iOS ) use resource-based models for estimating energy consumption
during execution. These tools provide coarse-grained information unsuitable for fine-grained
operator-level power models. Recent works [16, 59] have proposed developing fine-grained power
models using resource-specific models for newer resources (such as GPU and TPU) for specific
workloads, such as CNN or neural networks. However, these methods require re-modeling for each
iteration of new hardware. Our approach overcomes the limitation of re-modeling by adopting a
resource-agnostic model.
Current fine-grained power prediction relies on building hardware resource models and pro-

gram instrumentation [22]. Instrumentation is challenging as increasing code complexity burdens
developers and increases maintenance costs. Static analysis allows for automated instrumentation
[27]. However, these methods still require dynamic analysis to quantify loop operations, which
relies on resource-specific models [23, 49]. We provide a detailed analysis of the limitations of
instrumentation and hardware models in § 4. eScope proposes an approach that does not suffer
from these limitations, as we do not use code annotation or any resource-specific modeling.

3 MOTIVATING SCENARIOS
Mobile video analytics applications, such as video conferencing apps, augmented reality games (e.g.,
Pokemon Go), and face filters on social media (e.g., Snap), are some of the widely used long running,
resource-intensive applications. These applications comprise compute-intensive operators such as
face detection, facial expression classifier, as shown in Fig 1. An operator’s power consumption
depends on various factors, such as the software parameters of the application (frame rate and
resolution of input), the content within input video frames (e.g., whether the incoming frame to a
face detector contains a face or not), the executing hardware platform, and the current state of the
battery.
To accurately predict the power consumption of these applications we need to understand the

fine-grained (operator-level) power consumption of the executing application accurately. Existing

Fig. 1. An application can be divided into operators that are called in some sequence depending on the input
configuration. Operators in a face recognition application.
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techniques for operator-level power predictions are challenging to use with the increased diversity
and complexity of applications and their underlying hardware components.

3.1 Challenges
Existing power prediction techniques rely on modeling operator-level power draw based on their
compute resource utilization. With hardware advancements, developing analytical power models
is becoming increasingly challenging. Simple utilization-based linear models do not apply various
resources, such as multi-core CPUs that do not capture the effect of CPU idle power [69], GPUwhere
power depends on additional factors like memory bandwidth, frequency of shader cores [15, 39].
Previous works have highlighted the challenges of building complex, analytical power models
for each new hardware component [16, 24, 52, 56, 69]. Moreover, the same application shows
high variation in its power costs when run on different mobile devices. To show this hardware
dependency, we run ML Kit [28] based face detector app on two different phones: Pixel5(Chip:
Snapdragon 765G) and MotoG5 (Chip: Snapdragon 430). Despite the same input, two phones
exhibit high variation in power draw and energy consumption of the application (4.1 W and 5.3W
respectively) as shown in Fig 2. Each operator’s power draw is sensitive to the hardware device on
which it runs and the nature of input video content it is processing.

Fig. 2. Variation in power consumption of a fixed workload on two different phones

Input-dependent power consumption. To quantify the dependency of power on input frame
content, we vary the input to the face-recognition application (Fig. 1) running on Pixel 5. The
application consists of two operators: face bounding box detector and facial expression classifier. If a
face is detected in the frame by first operator, it is sent to the classifier; otherwise discarded. The
power cost for the two input video streams, with and without faces, shows a significant variance
(13% to 92%) over different frame sampling rates (Fig 3). This variation can be attributed to the
conditional logic of the application, where frames with faces additionally run the resource-intensive
classifier. We also observe that increasing frame rate increases the power cost, indicating that it is
an essential factor impacting power.
Finer-grained operator definitions (i.e., different operators for the face detector and classifier)

could remove input dependency by mapping each operator to a single power cost. However, eScope
has no control over the granularity of operators. Coarse-grained operators result in sequential
operator execution per frame, while fine-grained operators can cause significant control/scheduling
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Fig. 3. Input sensitivity to the frame rate on the power draw of a video analytics application

overheads. Thus,operators are designed based on business logic and performance considerations.
Moreover, third-party library developers commonly define conditional logic within operators for
end-user applications (e.g., avatars for users in video chat). Our observations on input dependency
of operator power draw have been corroborated by recent works [54]. We need a power prediction
mechanism that considers the input dependency of operator costs.

4 SYSTEMMODEL & PROBLEM DEFINITION
This section describes our system models and assumptions and defines the power prediction
problem.
Application Model: Applications are represented as directed acyclic graphs (DAG). The DAG
vertices denote stream operations mapped to a specific application function (e.g., face detector), and
the edges denote data flow dependencies between operators. Scheduling is done at the operator-
level, enabling us to trace operator execution from the underlying scheduler, without code-level
changes.
Device Model:
We consider battery-driven mobile devices which typically expose a battery status API for

estimating the state-of-charge (SoC), which is a measure of the remaining battery charge as
a percentage of the total. SoC helps measure the device-level energy consumed by executing
applications. The device OS exposes an API for querying the SoC and uses a hardware component
called battery fuel gauge [35]. The fuel gauge has an estimation error within 2% [7].
A client can register with the battery status API, which notifies its listeners whenever there

is a change in the SoC estimate. The obtained estimate is converted to energy consumed by the
following equation [68]:

𝑃 ∗ (𝑡1 − 𝑡2) = 𝐸 ∗ (𝑆𝑜𝐶 (𝑉1) − 𝑆𝑜𝐶 (𝑉2)) (1)

where 𝑃 is the average power consumption in time interval [𝑡1, 𝑡2], 𝐸 is the rated battery
energy capacity, and 𝑆𝑜𝐶 (𝑉𝑖 ) is the battery state-of-charge at voltage 𝑉𝑖 (𝑖 is 1 or 2). The battery’s
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duration at an SoC level is inversely proportional to the average device power consumed. The
lowest granularity for SoC change is 1% for most mobile devices.
We use the SoC estimates as it provides an easily accessible (without a power meter), cross-

platform (uses the phone’s built-in battery sensor) solution for measuring power on the mobile
device [56]. However, these estimates can be extremely noisy, and battery characteristics change
due to temperature and age [41, 66, 68]. In § 5.3, we discuss pre-processing steps used to extract
the relative difference in operator power estimates for offloading purpose. In § 5.3, we discuss our
prediction models.
Power Consumption Model: . Operators may perform computation and/or communication tasks
depending on the programmed application logic. Such tasks contribute to the power drawn by
the scheduled operator which executes them. SoC measurements to estimate the power drawn
in a given battery drain interval, correlate with the scheduled operators within that interval. To
validate this, we ran an experiment with an operator uploading different sizes of video data to a
remote server over time, and recorded SoC changes during that time. Based on network interface
power models [22, 58, 68], we expect the power consumption to increase with uploaded data size.
An operator performing asynchronous send/receive operations causes energy drain which can be
measured by changes in SoC during that time interval. Power consumption models based on usage
of other resources such as CPU [22, 68], memory [35, 64] also indicate that the operator’s resource
usage corresponds to its execution power cost. Resource usage results in load which influences the
observed battery output voltage and is reflected in the SoC measurements.

Operators can also exhibit complex power usage characteristics, residing in multiple power states
depending on the video input. E.g., an operator in a face recognition application could pre-process
video frames (which incurs CPU/memory cost) and, based on pre-processing output, either upload
the frame for matching against a face database (incurs network cost on mobile device) or discard it
(no energy expended) [17, 58]. Figure 3 also shows that input parameters such as frame rate can
affect the operator power cost. Our power consumption model considers that same operator can
exist in different power states depending on the input data.
Problem Definition: Consider a set of one or more application operators scheduled on the mobile
device within a battery discharge interval (or battery drain interval), which is the amount of time
during which a fixed amount of energy (e.g., 1% drop in battery SoC on a typical smartphone) is
discharged due to executing applications on the mobile device. When an operator is scheduled to
run, it is considered to be active until it completes executing in the current scheduling interval. An
execution segment is a time duration during which the composition of active operators does not
change. Thus, execution segments are non-overlapping.
A sequence of segments is represented as 𝑆𝑆𝑖 = {𝑠𝑖𝑗 | 𝑗 ∈ {1, ...𝑁 𝑖

𝑆
}, 𝑠𝑖𝑗 ⊆ 𝑉𝑜 } where 𝑠𝑖𝑗 consists

of the set of active operators in the 𝑗𝑡ℎ segment of 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval, 𝑁 𝑖
𝑆
is the total number of

segments in the 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval and𝑉𝑜 is the set of application operators. E𝑖
𝑗 is the actual (i.e.,

ground-truth) energy consumed by segment 𝑠𝑖𝑗 during time 𝑡𝑖𝑗 that it was executing. We define an
energy map from segments to their energy costs as 𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 : 𝑆𝑆𝑖×R≥0 → R≥0, 𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖𝑗 ) = 𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑗 ,
where 𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑗 is the energy consumption of segment 𝑠𝑖𝑗 executing for duration 𝑡𝑖𝑗 . We assume each
discharge interval corresponds to 1% battery SoC drop, so 𝑖 ∈ [1, 100]. The energy prediction
problem is to find 𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 for which the mean-squared error of actual and estimated energy costs of
segments in each discharge interval 𝑖 is minimized:

Mean-squared error =
1
𝑁 𝑖
𝑆

𝑁 𝑖
𝑆∑︁

𝑗=1
(E𝑖

𝑗 − 𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖𝑗 ))2 (2)
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Our goal is to use coarse-grained device-level energy values and attribute them to fine-grained
application operators.
Challenges: Existing works [22, 58, 68] profile the hardware resources with an external power
meter [35] to build a resource utilization-based power model [68]. Operators are instrumented for
their resource use, and the power model is used to determine their energy costs. However, such
powermonitoring techniques have several disadvantages. They rely on external powermeters which
are not practical to carry with the mobile device. Source code instrumentation burdens application
developers, increases code complexity and maintenance costs [9]. Resource power models exhibit
high prediction error [45], and need to be rebuilt for new hardware components [39, 53, 69]. Power
costs of operators depend on input content and other software parameters such as frame rate and
resolution. Recent works [17, 59] have incorporated software parameters into their power models,
but they are generally simple linear models or tightly integrated to specific platforms (e.g., NVIDIA
GPU toolchain). These models cannot capture the effect of the same operator executing in multiple
power states depending on input frame content.
To overcome the above disadvantages, we propose the following goals for our solution: (i)

Empirical and resource model-agnostic solution which does not require manual work to build
analytical power models for each of the hardware or application components., (ii) Easy to adopt
/ Zero-effort, not requiring any changes to application code, (iii) Dynamic, to support complex
runtime resource usage behaviors depending on input frame content, (iv) Lightweight, so that
resource overhead on the mobile device is minimal.
A significant challenge for the power prediction problem is that mobile devices do not provide

a mechanism for direct power measurement of each operator. Battery SoC is easily accessible
for querying on the device but is extremely noisy and coarse-grained. Moreover, since we do not
have access to application code, behavior of each operator and its energy and power use is hidden,
making it challenging to attribute coarse-grained battery SoC to the executing operators.

5 PROPOSED APPROACH

Fig. 4. A snapshot of execution segments and discharge intervals for operators executing on the mobile device.

Our approach utilizes the battery status API exposed by the operating system to estimate the
remaining battery charge (SoC) as a percentage of the total. We instrument the system run-time
scheduler to monitor the time duration of active application operators on the device. We observe
that the composition of active operators varies with each battery SoC level, depending on the input
to the streaming application (e.g., downstream operators after a filter will not execute if the frame
is filtered out). Additionally, the time duration of operators executing in a discharge interval can
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change. We use these insights to train prediction models for the power cost of active operators in
each discharge interval.

5.1 Execution segment
Execution segments are obtained by tracking the scheduling and completion of the operators in
the application. We instrument the underlying runtime scheduler to store operator details such
as type(e.g., filter, feature extractor) and the number of instances of each type in a map, while
avoiding changes to the application. The runtime exposes an API to be polled for querying segment
information. The time interval between consecutive polls is configurable and is referred to as polling
interval. Too large an interval can increase the memory size of segment data stored by the runtime
while too small an interval increases the polling overhead. We find that a 1 second polling interval
works well in our experiments.

5.2 Power attribution
eScope power predictor maps operators directly to their power costs (no analytical model required).
In Eqn 2, we defined our minimization objective for estimating the power costs of operators within
each discharge interval. Each discharge interval is broken down into a sequence of execution
segments, thus providing one training data point. Fig 4 shows how the execution segments are
aligned with battery discharge intervals.
The sequence of execution segments in the 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval 𝑆𝑆𝑖 consists of either active

operators executing (referred to as active segments) or no active operators during which time the
device is idle (referred to as idle segments). The occurrence of active and idle segments depends on the
nature of the incoming video stream and scheduling behavior of the underlying runtime. As shown in
Figure 4, an active segment may consist of one or more active operators executing concurrently. We
represent the 𝑗𝑡ℎ segment 𝑠𝑖𝑗 ∈ 𝑆𝑆𝑖 as 𝑠𝑖𝑗 = {𝑜𝑘 | 𝑘 ∈ [1, 𝑀], 𝑜𝑘 is an active operator in segment 𝑠𝑖𝑗 }.
If 𝑠𝑖𝑗 = {} then it is an idle segment. Based on Equation 1, if we fix the SoC at 1%, then the length of
a discharge interval is inversely proportional to the expected power consumed during that time
interval. We use 𝐸1% to denote the fixed energy consumed in a discharge interval. The energy
consumption within the 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval is as follows:

𝐸1% =

𝑁 𝑖
𝑆∑︁

𝑗=1
𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖𝑗 )

=
∑︁

𝑗∈[1,𝑁 𝑖
𝑆
]:𝑠𝑖

𝑗
≠{}

𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖𝑗 )︸                           ︷︷                           ︸
Active Energy

+
∑︁

𝑗∈[1,𝑁 𝑖
𝑆
]:𝑠𝑖

𝑗
={}

𝐸𝑀𝑎𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖𝑗 )︸                           ︷︷                           ︸
Idle Energy

=
∑︁

𝑗∈[1,𝑁 𝑖
𝑆
]:𝑠𝑖

𝑗
≠{}

𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 ) · 𝑡𝑖𝑗 + 𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒 · (𝑇 𝑖
1% −

∑︁
𝑗∈[1,𝑁 𝑖

𝑆
]:𝑠𝑖

𝑗
≠{}

𝑡𝑖𝑗 ) (3)

where 𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 ) is the power consumption of executing the 𝑗𝑡ℎ segment of 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval,
𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒 is the constant idle power on the mobile device, 𝑇 𝑖

1% is the duration of 𝑖𝑡ℎ discharge interval.
Re-arranging terms in Equation 3, gives us the following equation:

𝑇 𝑖
1% =

𝐸1%

𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒
+
∑

𝑗∈[1,𝑁 𝑖
𝑆
]:𝑠𝑖

𝑗
≠{} (𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒 − 𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 )) · 𝑡𝑖𝑗

𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒
(4)
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Fig. 5. Sample training data for eScope from a video conferencing application, with the operator execution
time and battery discharge interval being the independent and dependent variables respectively, from Eq 4.

According to Eq 4, if 𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 )) > 𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒 and if more the segments in discharge interval that we
observe operators within segment 𝑠𝑖𝑗 , the smaller the total number of segments in that interval.
Given the traces for battery SoC and application traces, we can obtain the value of 𝑇 𝑖

1% for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ
discharge interval, active segments along with their durations in segment sequence 𝑆𝑆𝑖 and the
operators in each segment. This enables us to estimate parameters of Equation 4. Note that for
placement purposes, it suffices to estimate these parameters, which compute for a given segment
𝑠𝑖𝑗 , the coefficient

𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒−𝑝 (𝑠𝑖𝑗 )
𝑝𝑖𝑑𝑙𝑒

. We refer to the absolute value of this coefficient as the relative power
for the corresponding segment.

5.3 Power prediction model
In § 3.1, we observed that power cost is sensitive to the input stream content. An operator can
have multiple power states owing to input variability. We propose to use the execution time of
each operator within a discharge interval, as an input feature to our prediction model. Execution
time captures changes in processor utilization of compute-intensive operators due to changes in
incoming video content and the effect of software parameters such as frame rate, the use of a
high vs. low accuracy DNN model within a ML operator, frame resolution, etc. We rely on high
quality training datasets (i.e., data covering a wide range of execution conditions with varying input
content and parameters such as frame rate) to train our prediction models. To handle the variability
in operator power consumption across different target hardware, training is done separately for
each mobile device. In evaluation, we show that the custom, device-specific models provide high
accuracy power predictions for video analytics applications.
Linear models are popular for predicting operator power costs using hardware or software

parameters [17, 59, 68]. In § 5.2, we observed that linear power models work best for operators
processing a fixed input stream, thus running in a single power state. For changing input, we
need complex, non-linear functions for mapping operator power costs to their execution time. To
demonstrate this, we ran experiments using a mobile video conferencing application (see Figure 9)
that supports background subtraction and blurring operations during a video call. The input stream
is generated at different frame resolutions while changing its content with only some frames having
a face, thus triggering the execution of segmentation within the background subtraction operator
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only for those frames. We focus on the following target scenario for our application use: higher
sampling rate when battery SoC is high and lower sampling rate for lower battery SoC levels, such
that the user quality of experience is maximized, subject on energy constraints. Since the input
feature space can be large to cover all use cases, a developer can provide a representative set of
training inputs focused on this target scenario for the application. Fig 5 plots the training dataset
for our video conferencing application, based on the X and Y-variables in our power prediction
model described in Eq 4. The battery discharge interval varies widely (100-200 seconds) with a
correlation coefficient of -0.7 with the operator execution duration. In § 7, we will study complex
prediction models (e.g., support vector regressor [26]) that can perform significantly better than
linear regressors. The background subtraction operator can exist in multiple power states as it
executes the expensive segmentation step within background subtraction operator only if the input
frame contains a face. Thus, eScope needs to handle complex training data depending on target use
cases for the application.

Before looking into different prediction models considered by eScope, we discuss pre-processing
steps to clean up the training data and reduce noise/measurement errors.
Pre-processing: Power measurements collected from the mobile device are noisy and can affect
prediction model accuracy. There are multiple sources of noise: (1) For the same fixed compute
load, discharge interval lengths can have high variance across multiple samples. However, under
high load, we observe the variance to be lower, making it easier to isolate the more interesting,
compute-intensive operator costs, (2) Under high compute load, an operator gets scheduled in a
segment but gets CPU cycles only in the next segment or the thread polling the runtime API to
query the segments may not be scheduled, increasing the memory overhead for storing segment
data and potentially missing operator information.
We perform the following pre-processing steps to alleviate effects of measurement noise: (1)

We compute the expected number of polls in a discharge interval and discard intervals in which
the difference between actual and expected number of polls within the interval is greater than a
threshold (e.g., 10%), (2) To handle high variance discharge intervals, we bucketize segment durations
and map each discharge interval to the bucket duration to which it corresponds. Discharge intervals
which are outside two standard deviations for a bucket duration, are filtered out. Finally, before
reporting the accuracy of a trained model, we examine residual plots and Cook’s distance [42] to
discard outlier samples.
Training and Prediction: After pre-processing, we have segment-level active actor set data for
each discharge interval. This data is uploaded from the mobile device to the remote eScope server
for training a bag of prediction models. eScope continues to collect active actors and discharge
intervals in the background, improving the power model and redeploying it when model parameters
change due to dynamic resource conditions or application updates.
Eqn 4 suggests that a linear regressor is sufficient to model the power consumption of active

operators. Several real-world applications, including web browsers [17] and real-time face detectors
(§ 7) show more complex behaviors. The profiling results of a face detector based on ML Kit
library [28]) show that multiple power states depend on the duration for which the components
execute. Training models that capture non-linear dependencies between segment power costs and
their execution durations would provide better accuracy for such complex components exhibiting
multiple power states. We analyze a comprehensive set of ML models for their accuracy and
resource overhead for making power predictions on the mobile device:

• Linear regression: Based on Eq. (4), linear regressor can model energy behaviors of active actors
executing in fixed power states.
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• Generalized additive models (GAMs) [44] are more flexible than linear models, since they es-
timate functions of the predictor variables which are connected to the dependent variable via
a link function. But they require manually selecting features and choosing optimal smoothing
parameters for those features.

• Support Vector Regression (SVR) [26] is useful when the dimensionality of feature space represen-
tation is much larger than number of training observations. It is suited for handling limitations
of linear functions in high dimensional feature spaces.

• Tree-based regressors are considered black box techniques and hard to interpret. Random forest
(RFR) [14] and gradient boosting regressors (GBRs) [31] are ensemble learning methods which
are easy to train and capture complexities in the data very well. Unlike RFR, GBR is a boosting
technique which can outperform RFR if tuned well but has tendency to overfit if the data is noisy.

• Neural Network (NN) are extremely flexible and can learn important features from complex
input data. Even though they are difficult to train and require larger amounts of data, they can
be computationally less expensive than techniques such as RFR.
We use nested cross-validation (Nested CV) [18] to evaluate each of our prediction models. The

best prediction model after training is deployed back to the mobile device for making on-device
and runtime power predictions. So eScope identifies the best model in terms of prediction accuracy
which also minimizes overhead on the mobile device.

6 IMPLEMENTATION
eScope consists of two components (Fig. 6) : (1) a client which runs on a mobile device and (2) a
server on a remote machine. The client periodically queries GetActiveOperatorsAPI implemented
in the language runtime scheduler, which returns the active operators within the segment from the
last polling interval. Furthermore, the GetBatteryStatus API provides the battery SoC information.
Power prediction models are trained on the server using the logs collected at the device during
the training phase. The best-identified model on the client data is used application operator-level
prediction.

Fig. 6. System architecture

We implemented eScope in two different language runtimes: SALSA [6] and Kotlin [5]. We chose
those two languages as SALSA allows actor abstraction to implement operators, and Kotlin is a
popular and mainstream programming language with strong support for Android development.
We chose Android [2] platform for our mobile devices due to its easy programmability and support
for a wide variety of tools.
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(a) SALSA runtime for eScope. (b) Kotlin runtime for eScope.

Fig. 7. Changes in SALSA and Kotlin runtime to implement eScope.

SALSA is easily ported to Android as it compiles to Java byte code. We leveraged prior re-
search [36] to model the architecture (Fig 7a) for SALSA actor interaction on Android. The An-
droidTheaterService and AndroidProxy service enables the hosting, migration, and communication
of SALSA actors with Android drivers.
Kotlin coroutines are suspendable computations that allow code to run concurrently without

being tied to a thread, conceptually similar to a lightweight thread. Coroutines are used to imple-
ment the video analytics operators. We modify the underlying language runtime to implement
eScope, allowing us to extract information of coroutine and calling operator. We add the coroutine
information, such as runtime and active/inactive, to a dictionary keyed by its unique coroutineID
that allows disambiguating multiple calls from the same coroutine. eScope uses the exposed API to
query operator information for training and infering power cost.

The eScope Android app has multiple phases (Fig 8). It launches the language runtime scheduler
for operators to run and periodically polls segment and battery SoC [3]. The data is added to a log
file with a timestamp and uploaded to the server after the training phase. The app then downloads
the trained model from the server for on-device power prediction. Scikit-learn [48] python module
is used to implement the prediction model, and Keras [30] with Tensorflow [8] were used for neural
networks. Nested CV [18] using grid search [40] hyperparameter tuning was implemented for

Fig. 8. Phases of execution for eScope client,
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Fig. 9. Video conferencing app which detects faces in video frames, and conditionally executes segmentation
to identify background and overlay with a different image.

comparison. The best model is then exported to a PMML file on the training server for the client to
use.

7 EVALUATION
In this section, we evaluate eScope for its effectiveness in monitoring power consumption across a
wide range of application and execution profiles.

7.1 Experimental setup
We ran experiments on the following mobile devices: (1) Samsung Galaxy Nexus (GTI9250)- Android
4.1.2, 2 ARMv7 CPU, 710.8 MB RAM, Li-Ion battery capacity 1750mAh. Its removable battery helped
obtain ground truth for the power drawn by the workloads when directly connected to a power
supply, (2) Samsung Galaxy S6 (SM-G920T)- Android 7.0, Octa-core (Cortex-A57 & Cortex-A53)
CPU, 3 GB RAM, Li-Ion battery capacity 2550 mAh. (3) Google Pixel 5 - Andriod 12.0, Qualcomm
Snapdragon 765G, with Octa-core (1 × 2.4 GHz Kryo 475 Prime & 1 × 2.2 GHz Kryo 475 Gold & 6
× 1.8 GHz Kryo 475 Silver), 8 GB RAM, Li-Ion battery capacity 4080 mAh and, Adreno 620 GPU.
We used Pixel 5 for real-world applications. For the power supply, we use a Topward 6306D Dual
Tracking DC Power Supply [1]. eScope server is a 16-core machine with 2.7GHz Intel Xeon CPU
ES-2680 processors, 6 GB RAM, and running CentOS Linux 7.4.1708.
Workloads: We implemented several workloads in SALSA, based on benchmarks in [58], utilizing
different mobile devices: compute, network, memory, and I/O. We implemented various execution
profiles using these workloads, and a simulator to experiment with complex profiles for operators
different power states in various execution configurations.
For real-world applications, we evaluated two applications : (1) ML Kit-based face recognition

application[32], as shown in Fig 1 and, (2) video conferencing application shown in Fig 9. The face
recognizer identifies human faces and detects facial expressions (such as smiling or frowning).
ML Kit face detection application extracts the video frames from the camera API and configures
them to a resolution set within the application. Then the face detector (from the MLKit library)
identifies a bounding box around the face in the frame if a face exists and then sends it to the facial
expression classifier.
The video conferencing application detects a face, identifies the segmentation mask of the

background, and then removes the background. Such a feature has become widespread for video
conferencing applications, allowing users to remove/change the background. We leverage the face
detection library from the first application. After face detection, a segmentation module is executed
on the frame, which provides a mask for the background to be applied to selected frames, allowing
us to remove the background and overlay it with a different background image. We set the polling
interval at 1 second for all our execution segments.



eScope

7.2 Feasibility of eScope for mobile devices
In eScope, training and prediction happen alongside other workloads running on the mobile device.
Hence, a critical design goal is to minimize monitoring resource overhead. We study the feasibility
of deploying eScope on a mobile device by investigating its power and CPU utilization overhead.

eScope client has an overhead on the mobile device associated with each of the phases shown in
Figure 8. For Data collection phase, periodic sampling of training data incurs an additional average
power cost of 225mW, while the average idle power on the mobile device is 717mW. We could
reduce the collection cost by increasing the polling interval. In the Data Uploading phase, sending
a log file (average: 802.1KB) has a negligible impact on energy (~17.94J), which is about the cost
of a single load for certain Web pages [17]. Finally, in the prediction phase: After identifying and
training the best model, we deploy it on the mobile device and run it periodically on the sampled
execution profiles. Rest of this section describes the power and CPU utilization overhead associated
with these models.
CPU utilization overhead: We compare the CPU utilization overhead of different prediction
models because they are compute-intensive. We use a fixed NQueens workload to analyze each
prediction model’s overhead (Fig. 10). Linear models and GAMs are the least expensive owing to
the simple arithmetic operations after determining the model’s coefficients. Following them, SVR
and NN incur moderate overhead. Finally, RFRs and GBRs use regression trees as their base learners.
Though a larger number of trees make them more stable predictors, it comes at a significantly high
computation cost, as seen in Fig. 10.
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Fig. 10. CPU usage overhead of different models while training for a fixed workload

Power overhead: Linear models and GAMs incur negligible power overhead. While NNs are more
expensive than SVR. However, even NNs have an additional power cost of only 72.5 mW, which is
significantly cheaper (~30%) than the power overhead of data collection. Optimizations like caching
power predictions from a previously observed data sample can further reduce the overhead.

We observed that eScope presents low overhead compared to idle power on the mobile device. We
discard RFRs & GBRs models, due to their high overhead, making them unfeasible for deployment.

7.3 Accuracy of power measurements
We rely on battery SoC estimates for measuring power draw on the mobile device (Section 4), with
a measurement error of less than 1% [67], which directly affects our power predictions.

To verify the accuracy of battery SoC, we implemented an application to vary the screen bright-
ness (DispApp) providing a fixed workload. Comparing the measurement of battery SoC and ground
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Dominant
Resource

Load Description Linear
RMSE

SVR
RMSE

NN
RMSE

Predicted
power(Watt)†
(Accuracy‡ )

Compute
NQ Places N Queens on N*N

chess board
15.56 13.76 102.8 3.2W(97%)

Trap Area under the curve using
trapezoidal rule

14.85 16.82 55.56 1.4W(98.6%)

Nums Concurrent arithmetic opera-
tions

17.65 16.82 57.93 1.7W(98.1%)

Memory Fib Calculates Fibonacci series 11.9 11.63 88.52 1.8W(98.6%)

Compute
+I/O

Sort External sort of contents of a
file

4.32 5.63 71.99 4.4W(98.8%)

Image Read image and extract Haar-
like features [43]

9.92 9.94 70.03 0.9W(99.4%)

NQ+ Concurrently run NQ & Sort 12.35 9.5 50.69 NQ:2.7W
Sort Sort:4.0W(97.3%)

Net+ I/O Scp Copy file from mobile to
server

12.32 12.3 122.86 0.52W(99.5%)

Compute+ NQ+Fib Concurrently run NQ & Fib 13.87 16.58 90.38 NQ:3.5W
Memory Fib:2.5W (97.3%)
Compute+ NQ+ScpConcurrently run NQ & Scp 11.2 10.72 85.63 NQ:2.8W
Net+ I/O Scp:0.9W(98.6%)

Table 1. Results from fixed load benchmarks. † Using the linear model.‡ Accuracy of the battery drain interval
prediction.

truth using power monitor for DispApp, we observed a measurement error of 0.59%, corroborating
the observation of previous work [67].

7.4 Accuracy of eScope
We evaluated eScope across different execution profiles to show its high confidence of power
prediction.

7.4.1 Fixed workloads. : Periodic tasks are common in mobile applications, e.g., manual animation,
uploading data over a network, etc. To evaluate eScope for such tasks, we implemented fixed
workload profile with a fixed period and duration. Table 1 shows the relative power of operators
and the accuracy of various estimation models such as linear, SVR, and NN. For accuracy, we use
average RMSE using an 8-fold nested CV. Linear models and SVRs, are very good at estimating
drain interval lengths based on operator execution profiles. They have comparable accuracies,
with SVR being slightly better (~2.1%). Fig11 shows that linear models can accurately predict the
battery drop intervals while executing fixed workloads. Hence, linear models are preferred for fixed
workloads as operators execute in a fixed power state, given their low resource overhead and high
accuracy.

NNs perform poorly on our workloads. Training NNs is difficult due to the large hyperparameter
search space, and poor accuracy due to the lack of large training data. We validated the impact
of training data size by merging data from five runs of battery discharge, and observed improved
accuracy with increased data size. We exclude GAMs from our analysis, as they require manual
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parameter tuning from each application, significantly increasing variance in accuracy across
applications and reducing scalability.

Fig. 11. eScope predicts the battery drain interval for all synthetic fixed workload with very high accuracy ( >
95%) using the linear model. This figure shows the performance of eScope for a memory intensive (Fibonacci)
workload

7.4.2 Variable workloads. Mobile applications also contain tasks without a fixed duration/period,
such as interactive tasks whose run time depends on user input. To model such applications and
evaluate the impact of changes in workload on battery SoCmeasurements across discharge intervals,
we run variable compute and network intensive workloads for different durations across discharge
intervals.
Compute: We implemented a compute-intensive operator, which creates 6 operator instances
generating random numbers and performing arithmetic operations on them, scheduled to alternate
between 120 and 10 seconds across discharge intervals. eScope predicted the power of operator to
be 0.84W±0.05W at 95% confidence.
Network: We implemented network-intensive 𝑈𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑 operator, which uploads 11.29 MB of data
every second using WiFi with upload bandwidth of 115 Mbps. We maintain the data in memory,
which removes I/O cost, unlike 𝑠𝑐𝑝 . This application alternates between 120 and 10 seconds across
discharge intervals. eScope predicts the power of this operator to be 0.91W± 0.1W at 95% confidence.

7.4.3 Real-World Applications. We evaluated two real-world applications, face recognizer [32] and
video conference (Fig. 9), with a variety of inputs and configurations. We configured the resolution
and frame rate of the video frames by sweeping through resolution values between 144p to 1080p,
and sampling rate in application. This provides insight into how these factors impact power draw.
Previous works [37] have observed that frame rate and resolution significantly impact video
analytics applications’ energy. To study the input dependency of operator power consumption, we
varied the input frame content as follows. First, we input images without faces: by pointing the
camera toward an empty background (simulating the case of a human user away from the phone).
Then, we set the input with faces: by pointing the camera towards a screen containing a human
face covering 50% of the screen area. We observed that overlaying background image consumes
negligible power compared to other operators in the video conference application, hence did not
consider it to simplify our analysis.
Face recognizer: The linear regressor model of eScope predicted the workload’s battery discharge
interval duration with an RMSE of 17.6±11.24 seconds which corresponds to 0.24W (3%) error in
power prediction. The SVR model has an RMSE of 14.3±9 seconds (0.12W (1.5%) error in power
prediction). Despite the higher overhead, we deployed the SVR model for inference on the mobile
device due to higher accuracy than the linear model, as observed in Fig 12.
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Fig. 12. Predicting the battery drain interval while the face-recognizer application is executing over multiple
battery interval drops

Video conference application: We observe an RMSE of 26.37 ± 12.9 seconds (0.23W (3.4%) error in
power prediction) for the linear regressor model, while SVR gave an RMSE of 24.7±16.5 (0.25W
(3.6%) error in power prediction) in the battery discharge interval duration. The difference in
accuracy between the two models is not significant. Hence eScope chooses the linear model for
inference (Fig 13) for this application.

Fig. 13. Predicting the battery drain interval while the video-conference application is executing over multiple
battery interval drops

eScope uses a heuristic to choose a training model, where we choose SVR if it outperforms
the linear model by >15% in discharge interval prediction accuracy, despite the higher overhead.
We observed that accuracy could be improved by collecting more execution logs on the mobile
device during the training phase. Thus, more powerful models such as SVR can enhance the power
prediction accuracy for complex real-world applications.

Based on different models’ accuracy and overhead, we identify linear and SVR as ideal candidates
for training on eScope server. Linear models have minimal resource overhead, while SVR can better
handle complex execution profiles (details in § 7.6) with an acceptable increase in overhead.

7.4.4 Comparison with related work. We compare eScope with MAUI and RECON, based on our
discussion in §2. MAUI [22] is a code offloading framework that relies on profiling energy of each
resource and instrumenting source code to estimate resource usage of each application component.
While RECON [17] monitors both the resource usage and application components for a fine-grained
application power modeling.
We compared our performance against the prior works on the synthetic workloads utilizing

different resources ( compute, memory, and network). MAUI requires code annotations to measure
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Fig. 14. The prediction accuracy (coefficient of determination) of eScope is similar to that of MAUI and RECON

the fine grained operator-level power values, which is readily available for these synthetic workloads.
Additionally, since both MAUI and RECON requires hardware model, these synthetic benchmarks
have a diverse resource usage profile, allowing us to compare the accuracy of our model in different
scenario. We observed that eScope’s prediction accuracy is within 99% of MAUI and RECON (Fig. 14
). We used fine-grained operator execution traces which closely correspond to resource utilization
changes during execution that impacts power consumption. For complex workloads where the
operators may execute in significantly different power states when scheduled, eScope relies on
non-linear models such as SVR to accurately model the operators power behavior. We should note
that, RECON might perform better for bursty short living workload (for e.g., webpage loading), as
the short term behaviour might be better captured by the resource model.

7.5 Summary for Prediction Models
We summarize our analysis and insights based on the different prediction models that were studied
in our evaluation:

• Linear models have low overhead and high accuracy (<17.65 seconds error in estimating drain
interval) for all evaluated applications (benchmark and real-world). Linear models perform well
if the observation interval (execution segment) granularity is finer than the prediction interval
(drain interval). As long as the complexity in energy consumption behavior is contained within a
drain interval, they do not affect model accuracy.

• SVRs have acceptable overhead, while their accuracy is slightly better than linear models. It can
capture non-linearities and work incredibly well for complex datasets with a large number of
features and small training observations.

We considered other models, such as GAM, RFRs, GBRs, and NN, but they were unsuitable
due to high overhead (RFRs and GBRs) or low accuracy(GAMs, NNs). SVRs are accurate and have
acceptable overhead, though their CPU overhead is higher than linear models at ~10%, the higher
overhead of SVRs would be acceptable if they can better capture complex execution profiles. Lasso
regression has its limitations (see [70]), as it suffers if operators execute in multiple power states
or there are dependencies between features in training data. Each feature in the training data
corresponds to an operator type and its instance count.
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(a) Accuracy gain of SVR relative to linear model
with increasing training data size.
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Fig. 15. Comparing the accuracy of SVR and Linear models in eScope

7.6 Detailed Analysis of Operators in Multiple Power States
eScope benefits from complex prediction models, such as SVR, for real-world (§ 7.4.3) and other
mobile applications exhibiting complex resource usage characteristics. For e.g., loading web pages
containing components utilizing different resources, such as compute and then network in an
image/gif download component for fico.com [17]. We simulate complex execution profiles to
investigate non-linear power characteristics between segment power and execution duration and
benefits of using SVR.
The simulator generates different execution configurations, while using real world datasets

we had collected from mobile devices to model discharge intervals, active operators in execution
segments and noise characteristics. Figure 15b shows that SVR can perform significantly better
than linear models (up to 40%) for reasonably large ratios between operator power states. For a
fixed power state ratio of an operator, Figure 15a shows the trend of increasing accuracy gain of
SVR relative to linear, with increase in the training data size. We observed a similar trend for other
power ratios we evaluated as well. So we see that linear models have low resource overhead but
SVR can provide significant accuracy gains when monitoring non-linear workloads.

8 CONCLUSION & FUTUREWORK
This paper proposed and implemented eScope, a power prediction technique for estimating the
energy costs of video analytics applications on mobile devices. eScope predicts operator-level power
consumption using device-level energy draw information in conjunction with an application’s
execution traces. Additionally, it does not use any resource-usage-based power model. eScope is
highly scalable and portable, as the prediction models are trained on a server using device-specific
data independently. Thus modeling for new devices or retraining requires additional computing
on a server without any data from previous training, reducing data cost. Our approach meets the
stated design goal of being fine-grained, resource-agnostic, adaptable (does not require code-level
changes), dynamic (captures the impact of changing input), and easily portable to new hardware and
applications. Our evaluation showed that eScope could accurately model a diverse set of workloads
with minimal overhead. We also evaluated several ML models to analyze their feasibility for our
approach. eScope can be integrated with a mobile-cloud placement framework that optimizes mobile
energy consumption. We can facilitate such a placement framework by identifying energy-intensive
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operators, which enables the framework to place them on a remote server, reducing on-device
computational power costs. In the future, we plan to support a wider variety of languages, provide
support beyond mobile devices (e.g., drone controllers) and investigate performance and security
policies that affect power-optimization decisions.
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A DISCUSSION
A.1 Scaling to Large Number of Mobile Devices
The server can concurrently process logs from multiple mobile devices and eScope clients. It can
be easily scaled by provisioning more cloud servers to carry out the training jobs. This is because
each of the collected training logs is specific to a mobile device, and thus needs to be trained
independently of the other devices sending data to the server. There is no shared state or data
communication between training jobs across clients, so each job can be mapped to a server node.
The training jobs are not currently distributed as we execute each job entirely on a server node. In
the future, we can consider distributing the training jobs for faster training. In case of retraining
the prediction model for a client, we currently adopt a simple policy of considering each training
job to be stateless, i.e., it does not accumulate the training data from previous runs for the client.
This simplifies the need to train on the latest data which captures the hardware and application
conditions on the device. We can extend the policy to incorporate more sophisticated strategies in
the future.

A.2 Using eScope During Inference
eScope needs to provide operator-level power predictions to a placement framework, which enables
making energy-aware placement decisions. For this purpose, we leverage the notion of adaptation
epochs (time interval at which adaptation decisions are made). Once the trained eScope model is
deployed on the mobile device for inference, it is used to make operator-level power predictions for
the next adaptation epoch, based on the observed operator execution time in the previous epoch.
eScope is queried by a placement framework to make placement decision per-operator for the
upcoming epoch, to decide whether to execute each operator locally on the device or remote server.
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If the input stream content changes very quickly, then the adaptation epoch size may need to
be configured to a small enough duration so that the system can keep up with the input changes
and not be stuck in a sub-optimal placement plan. However, doing so requires frequently running
eScope inference on the device, thereby increasing inference overhead. Thus, the effectiveness
of eScope is maintained as long as the epoch duration is long enough to avoid making power
predictions and invoking placement decisions too frequently. We note that input changes occur
slowly in our target scenarios, in the order of 10s of seconds [20]. This allows our adaptation epoch
sizes to be long enough (our evaluation was done for 1 second epoch size in Section 7 to stress the
system but it can be configured for a longer period) so that the placement framework does not
query for the operator power costs too frequently, while still keeping up with the rate at which
input stream changes occur. E.g., for face recognition using within a social media application such
as Snapchat, we use a video stream where the mobile user is using the front camera to classify their
facial expressions and the stream is steady as long as the user is in front of the camera. Similarly
video conferencing applications where the background blurring occurs, has a steady input stream
for the duration of the call which can be in the order of several minutes.
There is a key challenge with using the trained eScope prediction model during inference. The

input features for the trained model are the operator active durations within a battery discharge
interval. However, this means during inference, we need to wait for a discharge interval to occur
(which can be ∼140 seconds for real-world applications we evaluated), so the predictions may not
keep up with the change in input data, which can be in the order of 10s of seconds. To resolve
this issue, we propose introducing an additional trained linear regressor which simply maps the
operator active duration within a 1 second segment, to the corresponding total operator active
duration within a battery discharge interval. E.g., if during training an operator is determined to
execute for 400 ms in each segment of 1 second duration, then the trained model outputs that the
operator was active for a total of 40% of the discharge interval duration, if there exists a linear
mapping from the operator active duration within a segment and the corresponding duration
within a discharge interval during training. In fact, analysis of our data collected for real-world
applications suggests the correlation coefficient between operator active duration within a segment
and total operator active duration within a discharge interval is between 0.82-0.93. Thus, as a first
step towards enabling eScope inference at fine-grained time scales, we propose using the simplified
linear regression model for resolving the mismatch in input features for training vs. inference.
For future work, we will analyze the data for more real-world applications and the use of more
powerful prediction models beyond the linear regressor, to find more accurate mappings between
segment-level and discharge interval-level operator active durations.

We can safely assume that input streams change slowly enough for our target scenarios, so that
power predictions and associated placement adaptation decisions can keep up with the input.

A.3 Integration with a placement framework.
eScope is focused on addressing challenges for fine-grained power prediction for mobile video
application operators. In our previous work Jarvis [55], we proposed a fine-grained operator-level
placement mechanism for streaming analytics queries in datacenter server monitoring pipelines.
This work can be applied to video analytics applications, since such applications can also be modeled
as directed acyclic graph (DAG) of operators (similar to server monitoring queries) with vertices
indicating the analytics operators and edges denoting dataflow dependencies between operators.
The placement mechanism in Jarvis used a compute budget constraint as input and partitioned the
application operators with the goal to minimize the cost of network data transfer from the servers
in monitoring pipelines, subject to the available compute budget on the server node. We can extend
such a framework to also incorporate an additional constraint in the optimization problem, which
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is the energy budget for mobile video analytics applications. Thus, the new placement solution
can adapt the placement policy of video analytics operators to maximize the reduction in network
transfer costs from mobile devices, without violating the compute and energy resource budget
constraints.
Note that we have so far focused on the power cost of using compute resources on the mobile

device. However, maximizing compute resource utilization on the mobile device can incur high
power costs, while minimizing compute resource use on the device can also incur high power costs
depending on network conditions on the mobile device. E.g., using cellular connection to transport
data to edge servers could be more energy-intensive compared to using WiFi connection [22]. To
address this issue, based on previous works which estimate energy costs based on the size of data
transferred over the network [68], we rely on a critical assumption that reducing the data size for
network transfer also reduces the network power costs. Combined with the property of analytics
operators which result in intermediate data size reduction as we process more operators in the
computational graph, we can leverage the placement algorithm in Jarvis, to identify a placement
configuration which meets the compute and energy budget constraints. Integrating the concepts
we discussed above, into a comprehensive, energy-aware placement solution for mobile devices, is
an interesting direction for future work.
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