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ABSTRACT

Deep Learning has enabled many advances in machine learning applications in the last few years.
However, since current Deep Learning algorithms require much energy for computations, there are
growing concerns about the associated environmental costs. Energy-efficient Deep Learning has
received much attention from researchers and has already made much progress in the last couple of
years. This paper aims to gather information about these advances from the literature and show how and
at which points along the lifecycle of Deep Learning (IT-Infrastructure, Data, Modeling, Training,
Deployment, Evaluation) it is possible to reduce energy consumption.

1. Introduction

The last decade has seen tremendous developments in the fields of Artificial Intelligence (AI) and
Machine Learning (ML), mainly due to the availability of massive datasets and the advancement of
Deep Learning (DL). DL consists of neural networks with multiple hidden layers known as deep neural
networks (DNNs) [1]. DNNs are used in various products and services, such as speech assistance,
autonomous driving, or facial recognition. They provide superior performance in these tasks compared
to traditional models, and there is a trend for developing even larger and more powerful DNNs [2].
However, these models generally require large amounts of data and high computing power, which is
associated with high energy consumption incurring high financial and environmental costs [3].
Furthermore, for emerging applications such as autonomous driving and the Internet of Things, models
must be run on low-power devices [4]. Therefore, energy-efficient DL is crucial from an economic,
environmental, and application perspective.

The efficiency of DL can be divided into training efficiency and inference efficiency [5]. Model training
comes at a high environmental cost, as energy is required to run it on hardware for weeks or months at
a time [3]. However, training a DL model is only the beginning of the lifecycle. Once the model is
trained, it will be implemented and used. This process, called inference, also consumes enormous
energy. Inference does not last weeks or months, but unlike training, it is not a one-time event. It takes



place continuously and can therefore exceed the energy consumption of the training after a certain
number of inference events [6].

Various researchers have presented approaches, methods, and techniques such as mixed-precision
training, pruning or knowledge distillation that can accelerate training and inference time and reduce the
energy consumption of the models. This paper aims to provide an overview of these existing approaches
and categorize them into the phases of the DL lifecycle. The lifecycle considered in this paper
encompasses [ T-Infrastructure, Data, Modeling, Training, Deployment (Inference) and Evaluation. The
subdivision of the lifecycle is based on the Data Science Process Model (DASC-PM) [7] as well as on
the CRISP-DM [8], which is the Cross Industry Standard Data Mining Process Model. To the authors'
knowledge, there has been no previous work aimed at providing a global overview of existing energy-
reducing approaches along the lifecycle of DL. There have been overviews of energy-efficient DL ([5],
[9]-[12]); however, these overviews have neglected the evaluation part of the DL lifecycle. Thus, this
paper is intended not only as a holistic overview of energy-efficient approaches along the lifecycle of
DL, it also provides new insights beyond the information provided by these previous overviews.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II presents the overviews that served as the foundation for
the present work. This is followed by Section III, in which the methodology and research questions are
outlined. Section IV provides an overview of the various approaches to reducing energy consumption
in the different phases of the DL lifecycle. Finally, a conclusion and a discussion on future work are
given.

2. Related Work

A great deal about energy-efficient DL has been written, including approaches to reduce energy
consumption [13]-[19], studies about how much energy DL is consuming ([3], [20], [21]), publications
that point out the need for efficiency improvements due to carbon emissions or the use of edge devices
([22], [23]) as well as the following overviews of energy-efficient DL:

Menghani [5] gave an overview of efficient modeling techniques, infrastructure and hardware. A
collection of algorithms, techniques, and tools related to efficient DL in the five areas of (1) compression
techniques, (2) learning techniques, (3) automation, (4) efficient architectures, and (5) infrastructure are
presented. Furthermore, an experimental guide with code to show how these tools and techniques work
with each other is provided. This guide helps practitioners to optimize model training and deployment

Xu et al. [9] conducted a systematic review of energy-efficient DL technologies within the four
categories: (1) compact networks, (2) energy-efficient training strategies, (3) energy-efficient inference
approaches, and (4) efficient data usage. For each category, they provided a taxonomy. Furthermore,
they discussed the progress made and the unresolved challenges in each category.

Cai et al. [10] and Liu et al. [11] focused on memory and compute-limited devices (edge/mobile
devices). They surveyed DL approaches including lightweight network design, network compression,
hardware-aware neural architecture search, adaptive models, efficient on-device learning, and efficient
system design.

Lee et al. [12] provided an overview of resource-efficient DL techniques in terms of (1) modeling, (2)
arithmetic, and (3) implementation techniques. The focus of this overview is on resource-efficient
techniques for Convolutional Neural Network architectures, since it is one of the most commonly used
DL architectures.



3. Methodology

To provide a holistic overview of energy-efficient approaches along the lifecycle of DL an initial
literature review on existing overviews and literature reviews were conducted. As a result, four recent
overviews of energy-efficient DL ([5], [9]-[12]) were found (see Related Work). Two of those ([10],
[11]) focus on mobile/edge devices and one of those [12] focuses on resource efficiency. DL on edge
and mobile devices are closely related topics, since those devices have limited memory and compute
resources, depending on energy efficiency [10]. Resource-efficient DL is also strongly related, as some
resource-efficient techniques, such as mixed-precision training are associated with energy efficiency.
However, in the further course of this work, these edge/mobile- and resource-focused overviews are not
considered to the same extent as the other two surveys, due to (1) a focus on the energy efficiency of
DL in general and (2) due to the limited scope of the study. Since the remaining two overviews ([5], [9])
together already comprehensively cover the topic, it was decided to synthesize the collected information
from these two overviews as a basis rather than conduct another individual literature review on energy-
efficient DL.

The next step was to verify whether the techniques and approaches gathered in the overviews cover the
entire DL lifecycle (table 1). The key takeaway was that the reviewed overviews neglect the evaluation
part of the DL lifecycle. The topic is addressed, but no such overview is provided as in the other
categories. Since the evaluation part is not equally represented, it was decided to guide this paper with
the two research questions and methods presented in Table 2.

Tab. 1: Mapping of the content of the overviews along the DL lifecycle
* = it is addressed, but no such overview is provided as in the other categories

Overview IT-Infrastr. Data Modeling Training  Deployment Evaluation
Menghani [5] v v v v v *
Xu et al. [9] v v v v *
Tab. 2: Research questions and methods
No. | Research question Method

RQ1 | Which techniques and approaches can be applied in the | Synthesizing information from related
phases of the DL lifecycle to reduce the energy consumption | overviews and mapping them along the

of DL models? DL lifecycle.
RQ2 | How can models be evaluated in terms of their energy | (1) Synthesizing information from the
consumption and carbon emissions? related overviews

(2) Literature review

To answer RQ1 the techniques and approaches of the two reviewed overviews were analyzed and then
classified into a suitable phase of the DL lifecycle. As mentioned by Xu et al. [9] it can be challenging
to provide an overview of energy-efficient DL due to the lack of a unified standard measurement for
energy-efficient DL. Therefore, it is sometimes difficult to tell whether an approach is energy-efficient
or not. One controversial example is Neural Architecture Search Algorithms (explained in section 4).
Running such algorithms usually needs large computational resources [5]. But the resulting efficient
models can significantly reduce the computational burden in downstream research and production,
leading to reduced energy consumption [24]. Therefore, it is debatable whether a technology is defined
as energy-efficient or not. However, if an approach has the potential to reduce the energy costs of DL
models, it is included in the overview. Furthermore, a clear classification of some approaches in a certain
phase of the DL lifecycle is not given. In some cases, an approach could be assigned to two or three
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phases, depending on the interpretation. For example: Pre-trained models could be mapped in the
"Data", "Modeling" or "Training" phase. Thus, the classification of some approaches depends on the
author's interpretation, which is based on the categorization of the two studies reviewed. Not all of the
techniques listed in the overviews will be presented, because some of them are just mentioned within
the overview and not described as for example “K-Means Clustering” in Menghani [5]. Additionally,
some of them are not relevant in the same extent as the others, for example Hyper-Parameter
Optimization. It is mentioned in Menghani [5], but in the remainder of this paper, the focus is on Neural
Architecture Search, as this is the most recent advance in the field. To answer RQ2 a literature review
was conducted. The search was performed during May 2022 and the meta search engines Web of
Science, Scopus as well as Google Scholar, which cover all major publishers and journals such as
Springerlink, Elsevier, IEEE Xplore and Research Gate, were used. Searches utilizing the following
search terms were performed across all databases:

(“deep learning” OR “DNN” OR “deep neural network” OR “machine learning”) AND (“measure*”’
OR “metric” OR “evaluation” OR “report*”’) AND (“environment” OR “energy” OR “emission” OR
“footprint™)

These search strings were modified for the different databases, using specific search functions for each
database. Using this search strategy, 78 journal articles were identified for further analysis. After reading
abstract and full text 14 relevant articles remained to answer RQ?2.

4. Findings

RQ1: Which techniques and approaches can be applied in the phases of the DL lifecycle to reduce the
energy consumption of DL models?

Table 3 summarizes the different energy-efficient techniques and approaches, extracted from the
overviews, at each stage of the DL lifecycle. In the following, each phase will be presented in more
detail (tables 4 to 8). Since this paper aims to provide a holistic overview of which energy-efficient
methods exist and in which phase of the DL lifecycle they can be used for more energy efficiency, the
different approaches are not described in detail. A detailed description can be found in the additional
references (Add. Ref.). These references are either collected from the overviews or included by the
author.

Tab. 3: Energy-efficient techniques and approaches along the DL lifecycle

IT-Infrastr. Data Modeling Training Deployment
Software Active Learning Design: Initialization Pruning
*Tensorflow » Compact Convolution
* PyTorch » Efficient Attention
» Hardware- * Lightweight Softmax
optimized » Compact Embedding
libraries
Hardware Data Assembling: Normalization Low-Rank
* GPU Augmentation * Memory Sharing Factorization
* TPU * Static Weight Sharing —

« Dynamic Weight Quantization
Sharing
Neuromorphic Pre-trained Hyper-Parameter Progressive Knowledge
Computing models Optimization/Neural Training Distillation
Architecture Search Mixed-Precision Deployment
Training Sharing




4.1 IT-Infrastructure

The basis for running a DL model efficiently is a robust software and hardware infrastructure [5]. This
section provides an overview of software and hardware components that are critical to model efficiency.

Tab. 4: Efficient IT-Infrastructure

Technique/ Description Add.
Approach Ref.
Software o Tensorflow is a machine learning framework which has some of the most | [25]

extensive software support for model efficiency (e.g. TF Lite, TF Model
Optimization toolkit) [5].

e PyTorch is a machine learning framework, which includes for example PyTorch
Mobile (light-weight interpreter that enables running PyTorch models on | [26]
mobiles) and a model tuning guide that lists various options available to
practitioners such as mixed-precision training or enabling device-specific
optimizations [5].

e  Hardware-optimized libraries: Efficiency can be further increased by optimizing
for the hardware on which the neural networks run [5].

Hardware e GPU (Graphics Processing Units) were originally used for computer graphics,
until a study in 2009 [27] demonstrated that it can be used to accelerate DL models
[5].

e TPUs (Tensor Processing Units) are proprietary application-specific integrated
circuits (ASICs) that Google developed to accelerate DL applications using

Tensorflow [5]. [28]
Neuromorphic | Neuromorphic Computing refers to a variety of computers, devices, and models that | [29]
Computing are inspired by the brain and contrast the widespread von Neumann computer | [30]

architecture [29]. Schuman et al. 2017 [29] discovered that one of the main
motivations for neuromorphic computing is speed of computation and their potential
for extremely low power operation. Especially the developers of early systems
highlighted that it is possible to perform much faster neural network computations
with customized chips than with traditional von Neumann architectures, in part by
exploiting their natural parallelism, but also by building customized hardware for
neural computations. This early focus on speed was a forerunner of the future of using
neuromorphic systems as accelerators for machine learning or neural network style
tasks [29].

4.2 Data

It is common to increase training data to achieve better model performance. The downside of this
approach is the significant increase in training costs [9]. This is one of the reasons why data efficiency
has received significant attention over the years [22]. In this phase three techniques are presented that
can be used to gain data efficiency, accelerate training time, and achieve competitive results with fewer
data resources.

Tab. 5: Efficient Data Usage

Technique/ Description Add.
Approach Ref.
Data Data augmentation is a solution to address the scarcity of labeled data. The basic idea | [31]

Augmentation | is to synthetically inflate the existing dataset through augmentation methods, so that | [32]
the new label of the augmentation example does not change or can be derived in a cost-
effective way. An example of this is the classic dog or cat image classification task. If
the image of a dog is shifted horizontally/vertically by a small number of pixels or it
is rotated by a small angle, the image does not change significantly, so the transformed
image should still be classified as "dog". As a result, the classifier is forced to learn a




robust representation of the image that is more generalizable across these
transformations. [5]

Active
Learning

Active learning aims to achieve good results with as few samples as possible. It was
originally proposed to reduce annotation costs. Today, pool-based active learning is
widely used to reduce training costs by selecting the most useful samples for training
a network. The idea behind active learning is the following: Annotated training data
do not contribute equally to final performance. Thus, if only the most useful sample is
selected for training models, the waste of training on irrelevant samples can be largely
reduced. [9]

Pre-trained
models

Pre-trained models as initialization can be an effective approach to reduce data
requirements in downstream tasks [S]. This approach is further discussed in the
training phase.

[37]

4.3 Modeling

Continuous improvements in model architectures lead to significant reductions in computational effort
required to achieve a given level of accuracy. For example, the Transformer architecture developed in
2017 required 10 to 100 times less computational effort while achieving better results than the state-of-
the-art models at the time [13]. This chapter concentrates on such efficient neural networks.
Furthermore, assembling and automation as presented in Xu et al. [9] will be addressed.

Tab. 6: Efficient Modeling

Technique/ Description Add.
Approach Ref.
Efficient Architecture Design
Compact In the following compact convolution methods that improve resource-efficiency are
Convolution listed:
(Vision) e Depthwise separable convolution [38]
e Downsampling [39]
e Flattened convolution [40]
e Group convolution [41]
e Linear bottleneck layer [42]
e Octave convolution [43]
e  Shrinked convolution Eg}
e  Squeezing channel/fire convolution
Efficient The attention mechanism directly aligns all tokens from sequence-to-sequence models | [16]
Attention together, which can address long-distance dependencies to some extent. But due to the | [46]
fact that any two tokens have an attention score, the required computations grow | [47]
quadratically with the input length [9]. To address this problem, several studies | [48]
proposed efficient attention variants. Xu et al. [9] classified them into the following | [49]
categories:
e Sparse attention: Reduces the span of attention
e Attention approximation: Different attention estimation formats
Lightweight Softmax layer introduces embeddings for all tokens, which leads to many | [50]
Softmax computations for a large vocabulary [9]. Therefore, several efficient lightweight | [51]
(NLP) softmax variants have been proposed [9]. Xu et al. [9] distinguished these variants as | [52]
follows: [53]
e  Reduction of parameters: The proposal is to create a sequence at character | [54]
level instead of word level. The number of characters is much smaller than | [55]
that of words, which helps to reduce the computations for softmax | [56]
significantly.
e Reduction of computations: Xu et al. [9] classified softmax variants with
fewer computations into five categories:
o  Hierarchical softmax
o  Softmax with dynamic embeddings
o Sampling-based softmax




o  Hashing-based softmax
o  Normalization-based softmax

Compact The first step for NLP tasks is building token embeddings. Reducing the parameters | [57]
Embedding of these embeddings to make them compacter is an important topic. There are several | [58]
(NLP) approaches to compress neural networks such as pruning, knowledge distillation, low- | [59]
rank approximation, and quantization. Xu et al. [9] divided approaches for compact | [60]
embeddings into four categories: [61]
e Reuse-based approaches [62]
o  Knowledge-distillation-based approaches
e  Low-rank-based approaches
e Fine-grained vocabularies
Assembling Component assembling solutions aim for efficient architecture design. The key idea of
efficient component assembling lies in sharing [9].
Memory Memory sharing is a technique for storing large models on devices with limited | [65]
Sharing memories (IoT). The idea is to share the same storage among intermediate forward | [66]

vectors [63] or backward vectors [64] to reduce memory requirements [9].

Static Weight
Sharing

Static weight sharing aims to explore how weights can be reused for a neural network.
The weights are fixed during inference and shared among all samples. To save
memory, many models choose to reuse parameters across different layers or different
tasks (dealing with problems involving multiple tasks, multiple domains, or
multilingual problems) [9].

Dynamic
Weight
Sharing

Static parameter sharing usually fails when dealing with tasks that are not closely | [71]
related. To decide which layers/components should be shared by different input | [72]
samples dynamic solutions can be used. Dynamic networks are neural networks with | [73]
dynamic computational graphs in which the computational topology or parameters are | [74]
spontaneously determined to reduce computation costs and improve the adaptiveness | [75]
of networks [9]. Xu et al. [9] provided an overview of general dynamic architectures. | [76]
Within the cascading-style network architectures, for example, first smaller networks | [77]
and then larger ones are executed. If a smaller network can already process the input | [78]
sample, the model stops the execution process and does not execute any further
models. Skipping-style networks speed up inference by either skipping certain layers
or omitting unimportant input spans in the entire input sequence. Other general
dynamic architectures are early-exit-style networks and mixture-of-experts-style
networks [9].

Automation

Automated approaches can automatically search for ways to train more efficient models. The
downside is that these methods may require large computational resources [5]. However, while
the initial effort can be computationally intensive, the resulting efficient models can
significantly reduce the computational effort required in downstream production, resulting in
lower overall energy consumption [24].

Neural
Architecture
Search (NAS)

NAS is a technique to search automatically for a global optimal efficient DNN model.
But it is very time-consuming and computationally expensive [79]. To solve this
problem, some new NAS algorithms are proposed [5]:

e Evolution based search reduces the search costs. It is a two-stage search
approach, where several well-functioning parent architectures are selected in
the first stage. In the second stage mutations are applied on these architectures
to select the best one. For this stage pre-trained parent networks which does
not require too many computations to train child networks are used. This
method requires validation accuracy as search criterion, which still makes it
computationally expensive.

e Differentiable search: This method is proposed to completely eliminate the
dependency on validation accuracy with re-formulating the task in a
differentiable manner and allowing efficient search using gradient descent.

e Another research direction aims to represent a model in a continuous space
where there is a mapping between structures and outcomes. By doing so, the
model only learns how to predict the performance of architectures based on
their continuous representations where the downstream training is not
needed.

e Training-free NAS approaches: These approaches directly extract features
from randomly-initialized models and use these features as evaluation
criterion to select optimal networks.
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4.4 Training

In this section, the focus is on the energy efficiency of training DL models. Many approaches have been
proposed to reduce training costs, including initialization, normalization, progressive training, and
mixed-precision training.

Tab. 7: Efficient Training

Technique/ Description Add.
Approach Ref.
Initialization Pre-trained models from other domains (or other tasks) can be used for initialization. | [87]

It is generally assumed that initialization from existing models can improve the | [88]
generalization ability with fewer training iterations [9]. Xu et al. [9] categorize these
pre-training initialization approaches as follows:

e Feature-based initialization: The parameters (usually from the lower or
middle layers) are borrowed from other domains/tasks as initialization.

e Fine-tuning-based initialization: Here the target data is used to train all
parameters (including new parameters and borrowed parameters). It can
further optimize the target objectives by fine-tuning all parameters to better
fit the training data.

e Supervised initialization: This approach is popular in low-resource
environments and is extensively studied on domain adaptation/transfer
learning. As a common solution, the target model is pre-trained using similar
tasks/datasets and then the pre-trained parameters are used as initialization
for the target task.

e  Self-supervised initialization: To reduce the requirements of supervised
data, previous studies have dealt with self-supervised pre-training, which
uses unlabeled data to construct supervision signals to learn representations.
Since self-supervised pre-training does not require human annotated labels,
it is easy to obtain sufficient training data.

Normalization | Normalization is based on a special component which can accelerate convergence | [90]
and is used to normalize hidden outputs in deep neural networks. There are different | [91]
normalization variants that have almost the same calculation process but are applied
to different dimensions or objectives, such as batch normalization, layer
normalization, group normalization and weight normalization. loffe & Szegedy 2015
[89] were able to perform 14 times fewer training steps with the same accuracy on a
state-of-the-art image classification model when they used batch normalization. ([9],

[90])
Progressive The idea of progressive training is to add layers constructively. When compared to | [92]
Training full training, progressive training does not require full gradients to all parameters and | [93]

can therefore reduce the computations required for training. Furthermore, the well-
trained lower layers also accelerate the training of the higher layers [9].

Mixed- A distinction can be made between a simple precision format (FP32), which requires | [95]
Precision 32 bits of memory, and lower precision format (FP16), which requires 16 bits of
Training memory. The lower precision offers numerous advantages, such as the ability to train

and deploy larger neural networks, the reduced load on memory, which speeds up
data transfer operations, and finally, the acceleration of computations. However,
training with low precision also affects the accuracy of the model: The fewer bits
used, the lower the accuracy. Mixed precision training can be used as a solution. This
approach can reduce the memory requirements by almost half while maintaining the
model accuracy. This is achieved by identifying the steps that require full precision
to use FP32 for them, while using FP16 for all other steps. ([12], [94])

4.5 Deployment (Inference)

State-of-the-art neural network models have millions of parameters that increase the trained model's size
and thus increase inference costs [1]. Therefore, it is important to compress and accelerate these models
before deploying them without compromising model accuracy. This section describes common model



compression methods for reducing inference costs, including pruning, low-rank factorization,
quantization, and knowledge distillation. These techniques are commonly used to compress a model

after the training to accelerate inference [1]. Deployment sharing is also presented in this phase.

Tab. 8: Efficient Inference

Technique/
Approach

Description

Add.
Ref.

Pruning

Pruning can be used to remove redundant elements in neural networks to reduce the
size of the model and the computational cost. The main idea is to create a smaller
network by removing unimportant weights, filters, channels, or even layers from the
original DNN while keeping the accuracy ([9], [96]). Generally, network pruning can
be divided into (1) pruning of connections (weights) (unstructured pruning) and (2)
pruning of filters or channels (structural pruning) [96].
e Very effective for reducing the number of parameters in DNNSs [5]
e Requires iteratively scoring weights and re-training the network for many
iterations [5]
e Often leads to non-negligible performance drop when applied to powerful
DNNs [5]

[19]

Low-Rank
Factorization

This techniques uses tensor/matrix decomposition to reduce the complexity of
convolutional or fully connected layers in deep neural networks [10]. The aim of low
rank factorization is to factorize a weight matrix into two matrices with low dimensions
[1].
e Reduces memory storage and accelerates DNNs [1]
e In comparison to other common compression methods, it can effectively
reduce the size of models with a large compression ratio while maintaining
good performance [9]
o  Computationally complicated [9]
e Less effective in reducing computational cost and inference time than other
common compression methods [9]

Quantization

Quantization reduces computation by reducing the number of bits per weight. It
minimizes the bit-width of data storage and flow through the DNN. Computing and
storing data with a smaller bit-width enables fast inference with lower energy
consumption [96].
e  Can help significantly reduce model size and inference latency [5]
e FEasy to implement [9]
e  Post-training quantization often causes a non-negligible drop in performance,
whereas quantization-sensitive training can effectively reduce the
performance drop [9]

[97]

Knowledge
Distillation

The knowledge gained from a large-scale high performing model (teacher model),
which generalizes well on unseen data, is transferred to a smaller and lighter network
known as the student model [1].

e Improves resource efficiency [1]

e Same/comparable performance as the larger model [1]

Deployment
Sharing

The optimal neural network architecture varies significantly with different hardware
resources [14]. Therefore, developing elastic or dynamic models that meet different
constraints is crucial for practical applications. During inference, the appropriate
subnetwork is selected to satisfy the resource constraints from different devices. By
amortization of the one-time training cost, the total cost of the specialized design can
be reduced [9].

[99]
[100]

RQ2: How can models be evaluated in terms of their energy consumption and carbon emissions?

Even though more and more research is done in energy-efficient DL, standardized metrics of models'
energy efficiency and carbon emissions still do not exist till do not exist [9]. However, many studies
encourage researchers to consider these two values when evaluating models ([3], [22], [101], [102]).
This would help promote those models that achieve high accuracy with lower energy consumption. It



would also raise practitioners' awareness of their carbon emissions, which could encourage them to take
active steps to reduce them. To determine the evaluation possibilities of DL models in terms of their
energy consumption and carbon emissions, (1) information from the relevant overviews was collected
and (2) a literature review was conducted. The found insights and publications can be categorized into
“Metrics” and “Tools” as shown in table 9.

Tab. 9: Evaluation Metrics and Tools

Evaluation metrics Description

and tools

Metric

Carbon emission Taking carbon emissions as a metric would be the most logical, since this is what is

to be minimized. However, it is difficult to measure the exact amount of carbon
released by training or running a model, as this number is highly dependent on the
local power infrastructure. Therefore, this metric would not be comparable between
researchers at different locations or even at the same location at different times [22].
To measure the carbon emission various online tools (see section “tools”) can be
used.

Run Time Measuring the running time of training and inference could be a valuable metric if
all models had the same hardware and software settings. Since this is not the case
and running time is highly dependent on infrastructure settings, models running with
different settings are not comparable. Nevertheless, reporting the running time can
be important for a general understanding of the impact. ([9], [22])

Energy The energy consumption can be calculated by multiplying the maximum power
consumption of the individual hardware used according to their technical
specifications by the number of hardware used for training and then by the training
time in hours [20].

Accuracy per Joule This metric captures the accuracy, latency, and energy tradeoffs between models
[12]. Hanafy et al. [103] propose to compute it as follows:

Accuracy/Joule = ModelAccuracy/Energy per Request.

It indicates how much energy is required for one unit of accuracy and serves as a
normalized metric and a benchmark for comparison between two or more models.

Full-Cycle Energy This metric proposed from Li et al. [104] focuses on the energy consumption during
Consumption Metric the training and inference, the accuracy, as well as the model usage intensity. It is
“Greeness” calculated as follows:

GMUI) = Acct/(MUI +IEC + TEC)

e Train Energy Cost (TEC) calculates the total energy consumption of efficient
DL throughout the training phase, including base model training, model
compression, and retraining the model.

e Inference energy cost (IEC) refers to the energy consumed to perform inference
for one time.

e Model Usage Intensity (MUI) is defined as the average number of inferences in
each lifecycle. The importance of TEC and IEC varies depending on the MUL
If an Al system uses the model intensively and the number of inferences in a
lifecycle is large, then IEC accounts for a large portion of the energy
consumption and conversely.

e Accuracy (Acc) refers to the accuracy of the model on a given task. Efficient DL
models usually trade accuracy for efficiency and their accuracy degradation can
vary significantly. For this reason, the accuracy of the models should also be

considered.
Model Size/Number of | Model size/Number of parameters are also a crucial factor when it comes to training
parameters and inference costs [9]. It can be determined quite easily and it is usually directly

correlated with the complexity of the computations [20]. Unlike the previously
described measures, it is not dependent on the underlying hardware. Nevertheless,
different algorithms use its parameters differently, for example by making the model
deeper or wider. As a result, different models with a similar number of parameters
are often not comparable [22].

FLOPs Floating point operations (FLOPs) count the number of operations required to run a
model when executing a specific instance. The advantage of this metric is that it is
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nearly independent of hardware and software settings and can therefore be an easy
way to make a fair comparison between different models [9].

Tools

eco2Al

eco2AI[105] is an open-source Python library for carbon emission tracking. It allows
users to monitor energy consumption of CPU and GPU devices and estimate
equivalent carbon emissions taking into account the regional carbon emissions
accounting. The eco2Al library currently includes the largest and permanently
enriched and maintained database of regional carbon emissions accounting based on
the public available data in 209 countries.

Carbontracker

Carbontracker [106] is an open-source Python package for tracking and predicting
the energy consumption and carbon footprint of computational workloads. The
training of models can be cancelled as soon as the limit of environmental costs set by
the user has been exceeded.

CodeCarbon

CodeCarbon [107] is an open-source software package that can easily be integrated
in the Python codebase. It estimates the amount of CO2 generated by the cloud or
personal computing resources used to run the code. It further shows how the code
can be optimized to reduce emissions and provides suggestions for hosting a cloud
infrastructure in geographic regions that use renewable energy sources.

Energy Usage Reports

It is an open-source Python package [101] for calculating the energy and carbon
emissions of algorithms. It provides an energy usage report in which the results are
put into a context that is more understandable, such as car kilometers traveled. (This
package is no longer actively maintained since it has been integrated into the tool
CarbonCode).

EnergyVis

EnergyVis [108] is an interactive energy consumption tracker for ML models. It can
be used for tracking, visualizing, and comparing model energy consumption in terms
of energy consumption and CO: metrics. It further shows alternative deployment
locations and hardware that can reduce the carbon footprint.

Experiment-Impact-
Tracker

The experiment-impact-tracker [102] is an open-source drop-in method to track
energy usage, carbon emissions, and compute utilization of the system used. It also
generates carbon impact statements for enabling standardized reporting.

Green Algorithms

Green Algorithms [109] is a self-reporting free online tool that allows users to
estimate the carbon footprint of their computations. The tool requires minimal
information and considers a wide range of hardware configurations. After providing
all the required information, the tool visualizes and contextualizes the estimated
carbon footprint of the computations.

ML CO2 Impact

This free online tool relies on self-reporting [110]. The tool can estimate the carbon
footprint of GPU computation by specifying hardware type, hours used, cloud
provider, and region.

One important issue that needs to be kept in mind when evaluating energy-efficient models is accuracy.
If two models are compared and one is significantly more energy-efficient than the other, but at the same
time has significantly lower accuracy, the comparison is not fair. Therefore, for example, Lee et al. [12]

and Li et al. [104] include accuracy in their metrics. Furthermore, the optimal metric for energy
efficiency should allow a fair comparison between different models. Therefore, this metric should
ideally be stable under different influencing factors such as infrastructure. FLOPs could be an interesting
metric, since it is nearly independent of hardware and software settings. Xu et al. [6] and Douwes et al.
[20] suggest reporting the FLOPs during model training and inference. However, they would also
encourage researchers to specify the total FLOPs during all experiments, including but not limited to
parameter tuning and base implementation, to identify the wasted and redundant computations required
to develop a new model/algorithm.
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5. Discussion

This paper gives a holistic overview of techniques and approaches along the DL lifecycle to reduce the
energy consumption of DL. Since it is an overview, the approaches are not described in detail. However,
relevant references with more information are listed for each approach. It must be emphasized that the
analyzed overviews are comprehensive, but not exhaustive. Due to the fact that the overviews focusing
on resource-limited devices were not included, there are existing energy-efficient approaches (f. e.
federated learning) that are not listed in this overview. However, this overview will hopefully give
practitioners an idea at which point along the DL lifecycle and how the energy consumption of DL
models can be reduced.

6. Conclusion

There are various approaches to increase the energy efficiency of DL. Such approaches have been
extracted from recent overviews and classified within the six defined phases of the DL lifecycle. During
the classification process, it was noticeable that approaches for the evaluation phase were not listed to
the same extent in the overviews. This is because this phase is mainly about evaluating the energy
efficiency of DL, not improving it. However, evaluating the energy efficiency of DL can also lead to
improved energy efficiency, as practitioners' awareness about emitting CO2 increases and some
evaluation tools even provide recommendations on how to reduce energy consumption. The reporting
of the models' energy metrics can also help achieve more energy efficiency in further research, as
researchers can compare the models concerning their energy efficiency and thus, for example, use the
model with lower energy consumption as a base or pre-trained model.

7. Future Work

Looking to the future of energy-efficient DL, it would be important to continue research in this direction,
to develop more efficient hardware and software, more efficient architectures, and more or improved
approaches reducing energy consumption. In addition, a standardized metric for energy efficiency
should be introduced to enable the evaluation and comparison of DL models and to raise awareness
among researchers and practitioners. Moreover, a clear and transparent reporting of the measurements
is crucial. Here, not only the energy consumption of training but also that of the inference should be
considered. Further research could include defining guidelines, proposing a process model or a
framework that can serve as a step-by-step guide for practitioners to achieve energy improvements
throughout the DL lifecycle.
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