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Abstract

In recent years, large-scale auto-regressive models have made significant progress
in various tasks, such as text or video generation. However, the environmental
impact of these models has been largely overlooked, with a lack of assessment
and analysis of their carbon footprint. To address this gap, we introduce Open-
CarbonEval, a unified framework for integrating large-scale models across diverse
modalities to predict carbon emissions, which could provide AI service providers
and users with a means to estimate emissions beforehand and help mitigate the
environmental pressure associated with these models. In OpenCarbonEval, we
propose a dynamic throughput modeling approach that could capture workload and
hardware fluctuations in the training process for more precise emissions estimates.
Our evaluation results demonstrate that OpenCarbonEval can more accurately
predict training emissions than previous methods, and can be seamlessly applied
to different modal tasks. Specifically, we show that OpenCarbonEval achieves
superior performance in predicting carbon emissions for both visual models and
language models. By promoting sustainable AI development and deployment,
OpenCarbonEval can help reduce the environmental impact of large-scale models
and contribute to a more environmentally responsible future for the AI community.
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OpenCarbonEval’s Carbon Footprint Timeline: AI Models' Environmental Impact

Figure 1: Large-scale models’ environmental impact covering 42 large-scale AI models across 15
tasks. OpenCarbonEval enables the estimation of carbon emissions for various models, facilitating a
more sustainable AI development process.
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1 Introduction

Recently, transformer-based Large Language Models (LLMs) and Large Multimodal Models (LMMs)
have exhibited remarkable intelligence across a wide range of tasks, largely attributed to the ad-
vancement of their scaling laws [1–3]. However, as the scale of model parameters and training
sets increases, the computational overhead of training and maintaining large-scale models becomes
substantial, resulting in significant environmental impacts. For instance, the creation of GPT-3 [4]
with 175 billion parameters emitted approximately 552 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2eq),
which is three times the CO2eq emissions of jet plane round trip between San Francisco and New
York [5]. Consequently, the serious ecological implications of large-scale models necessitate that
AI service providers and users are cognizant of the carbon footprint of various emerging large-scale
models.

Although various large-scale models have made significant progress [6, 7], researches about their
environmental impacts has lagged far behind. Previous work, such as MLCO2 [8] and GreenAlgo-
rithm [9], have proposed to calculated the carbon emission of Machine Learning (ML) tasks based on
some key parameters like GPU usage, training duration, and data center efficiency. However, these
methods are limited to small-scale models and have failed to keep pace with the rapid scaling of
large-scale models. In response to the rapid scaling of large-scale models, a growing body of research
has shifted its focus to their carbon footprint, driven by the significant increase in energy consumption.
For example, BLOOM’s carbon footprint report [10] proposes a Life Cycle Assessment (LCA)
estimation approach, tracing the operational carbon and embodied carbon generated by BLOOM [11]
throughout its entire life cycle. However, a key limitation of LCA lies in its retrospective nature, only
allowing for the estimation of emissions after model training, rather than providing foresight into
potential emissions before training begins. To break away from this limitation, LLMCarbon [12]
presents an end-to-end approach for carbon emission predicting, leveraging training configuration
information from preceding models as features in a polynomial regression analysis to derive average
hardware efficiency across diverse hardware setups, and subsequently estimates potential emissions
based on the regression-derived efficiency. However, the regression-based carbon emission prediction
method is limited to considering only static features in model training, which can lead to biased
predictions that are heavily influenced by the training data and methods. Moreover, the modality-
specific design of current estimation methods hinders the development of a unified framework that
can seamlessly accommodate diverse modalities.

In this paper, we propose OpenCarbonEval, a unified framework integrating large-scale models
across diverse modalities, which could accurately predict the potential carbon emission before
model training. OpenCarbonEval integrates Little’s Law [13] with a novel Dynamic Throughput
Modeling method to adapt to changing computational workloads and hardware configurations, which
enables a more comprehensive and reliable carbon emission prediction process by moving beyond
simplistic polynomial regression tasks. To validate our approach, we evaluate 7 various large-scale
models covering vision and language task and compare the predicted emissions with their published
carbon footprint. Experimental results demonstrate that OpenCarbonEval successfully alleviates
the uncertainty of carbon emission predictions, yielding a substantial reduction in prediction errors.
By leveraging OpenCarbonEval, we conduct an in-depth analysis of large-scale carbon emissions,
thereby providing valuable insights into mitigating the environmental footprint of large-scale models.

2 OpenCarbonEval

Our investigation begins with a critical recap on how large-scale model produces carbon emission
during its lifelong cycle. As shown in Figure 2, the carbon emission of large-scale models mainly
includes two types: Operational Carbon and Embodied Carbon. In this section, we delineate
the estimation methodologies for both types of carbon emissions, which subsequently inform the
development of our Dynamic Throughput Modeling framework.

2.1 Operational Carbon

Operational carbon, produced by generating the electricity necessary for powering model training, is
often calculated by multiplying the number of GPU hours used by the thermal design power (TDP)
of those GPUs and the carbon intensity (I) of the energy grid used to power the hardware, which can
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Figure 2: The overall pipeline of OpenCarbonEval. OpenCarbonEval leverages Little’s Law to
establish a rigorous framework for modeling computation, throughput, and time, thereby enabling the
precise estimation of carbon emissions associated with the model.

be written as follows:
C = E · I = P · T · I (1)

where C indicates the amount of emitted carbon dioxide (kgCO2eq), I(kgCO2eq/KWh) indicates
the emitted CO2 per KWh energy consumed, E indicates the energy consumed for model training
(KWh), and P is often set by Thermal Design Power (TDP) due to the unavailability of real-time
power consumption and T (GPUh) represents the GPU-time product.

2.2 Embodied Carbon

Embodied carbon, representing the emission associated with hardware manufacturing and the pro-
cesses involved in producing a given product, is calculated as follows:

C ′ =

n∑
r=0

T

T ′
r

· Cr (2)

where C ′ and T indicate the embodied carbon and training time of the model to be estimated
respectively, Cr and T ′

r represent the product carbon and life time of the r-th GPU respectively, n is
the number of all hardware involved in training process.

2.3 Little’s Law

In Equation 1, the grid’s carbon intensity I is a coefficient (kgCO2eq/kWh) depends on the
electricity source that powers training process which is often related to the region where the data
center is located and P is often a certain value given the GPU type. Therefore, the accuracy of
operational carbon emission estimating prior to model training hinges decisively on obtaining an
extremely precise measurement of GPU-time product. However, to this day, the precise measurement
of GPU-time product still suffers from the misalignment of different model architecture, different
accelerating methods and different hardware efficiency. To solve this problem, we draw inspiration
from queuing theory and use Little’s Law [13] to model the relationship between total computation,
training speed and GPU time during the model training process.

Concurrency = Latency × Throughput (3)

Little’s Law, which can be written as the above formula, points at that the number of processed item
in a system (Concurrency) is equal to the multiplication of processing speed (Throughput) and the
average processing time (Latency). In our approach, we let T indicates the total training time and
divide T into the same n parts. Given a time t ∈ [0, T ], the training speed at time t can be considered
as f(t). When n is very large, we can get the following results by applying Little’s law in a short
period of time:
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Figure 3: The two-stage modeling about hardware performance. The cold starting phase is character-
ized by a brief duration of t1, after which the actual training commences. Subsequently, the entire
training process is completed within a total time span of t2.

C(P,D) = lim
n→∞

T

n

n∑
k=0

f

(
k · T
n

)
=

∫ T

0

f(t)dt (4)

where C indicates the Computation (Concurrency) in the training process, which is a certain value that
can be accurately calculated by the model parameter (P ) and training data size (D). From Equation
4, we can solve for the training time T and bring it into Equation 1 to obtain operational carbon.

2.4 Dynamic Throughput Modeling

As illustrated in Equation 4, the training time T could be calculated given the total computation and
throughput f(t). However, the throughput T is often difficult to reach due to different hardware
configurations and training setup. To this end, different from the previous work [12] who use a
polynomial regression model to predict the hardware performance directly, we hope OpenCarbonEval
can obtain the hardware performance as accurately as possible. Therefore, we conduct a two-stage
dynamic modeling of hardware performance and obtain more accurate throughput results.

As illustrated in Figure 3, we divide the entire training process into two stages: the cold start stage
and the main computing stage. The cold start stage includes the loading process of the model and
data and some preliminary computation, which often only accounts for a small part of the entire
training process [14]. Therefore, we can get that the cold start time t1 is much smaller than the main
computing time t2. In addition, during the main computing phase after a cold start, the computing
performance of the GPU tends to stabilize. Therefore, the Throughput-GPUTime curve f(t) often
needs to satisfy that limt→∞ f ′(t) = 0. To meet the above two requirements, in our experiments,
we use the logarithmic function f(t) = ln(1 + αt) to model the hardware throughput where f(t)
indicates the training speed (the throughput in Equation 3). Unless otherwise specified, we use
throughput-α to refer to α in f(t) in this paper.

By leveraging dynamic throughput modeling, OpenCarbonEval predicts carbon emissions through
a three-stage process: 1) computing required Computation (FLOPs) based on model architecture,
parameters, and training data scale, 2) modeling Throughput-α specific to the device type, 3)
calculating precise emissions using Equation 1 and 2.

3 Experiments

3.1 Setup

Baselines In this section, we present an empirical evaluation that demonstrates the superiority of
OpenCarbonEval and Dynamic Throughput Modeling (DTM) in carbon emission prediction, show-
casing its performance advantages over the following regression-based static throughput modeling
approaches: polynomial regression, the method used by LLMcarbon, support vector regression (SVR)
and decision tree regression (DTR).

Dataset In our experimental setup, we leverage real-world data points sourced from EpochAI [15],
which provide a rich repository of model training details, including computation requirements and
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Table 1: Throughput-α of different devices.

Device Thermal Design Power (W) Peak TFLOPs/s Throughput-α

Google TPUv2 280 46 10−1 ∼ 10−0.5

Google TPUv3 450 123 103 ∼ 1013

Google TPUv4 300 275 1015 ∼ 1040

Nvidia Tesla K80 300 8.73 10−6.7 ∼ 10−6.6

Nvidia Tesla P100 300 21.2 10−4.5 ∼ 10−3.8

Nvidia Tesla V100 300 125 10−2 ∼ 1010

Nvidia Tesla A100 400 312 1020 ∼ 1050

Nvidia Tesla H100 700 989 10100 ∼ 10110

Throughput-𝛼 of real-world data points

Th
ro

ug
hp

ut
-𝛼

Release Time

Figure 4: The data points indicate the model under different hardware. In our experimental setup, we
aggregated hardware devices sharing a common prefix, such as Nvidia A100, into a single category
to facilitate analysis and comparison.

hardware specifications, thereby enabling a more realistic and informed evaluation of our approach.
Moreover, to ensure a fair comparison, we curated a diverse set of open-source large-scale models,
varying in functionality, input data, geographical region, and computing equipment used for training
to serve as test data points. We present results from an array of open-sourced LLMs, such as
ChatGLM [16], a bilingual (English and Chinese) pre-trained language model with 130 billion
parameters, StarCoder [17], a generative model for code synthesis and LLaMa-3-70B [6], a model
trained on Meta’s large-scale AI clusters which takes data and scale to new heights. While the
scaling laws of language models have been well-established, those of visual models remain an
active area of exploration, with a notable absence of carbon emission predictions for this type of
model. Consequently, we selected two iconic models, Vision Transformer (ViT) [18] and Swin
Transformer [19], to incorporate into our experiments.

3.2 The Equipment Era Effect Law

Figure 4, 5 present the throughput-α values we obtained for different models and different devices,
highlighting the following salient observations:

The range of throughput-α is predominantly determined by the generation of training equip-
ment used. It is important to acknowledge that while throughput-α values for the same device may
vary, these variations are typically not orders of magnitude apart. This is because the underlying
hardware architecture and computational capabilities of the device remain consistent. However,
when comparing different devices, such as GPUs from different generations or manufacturers, the
throughput-α values can exhibit more significant discrepancies due to differences in their design,
performance, and optimization techniques.

Within the same device pool, the choice of model architecture and hyperparameters can lead
to throughput-α gaps. This is because different models have varying computational requirements,
memory access patterns, and levels of parallelism. For instance, a complex model with a large number
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Table 2: Operational carbon of various LLMs on different GPU. The result of the best method is
bolded. ∆ represents the relative error between the predicted value and the actual value.

Method GLM BLOOM StarCoder LLaMa-3 ViT-L/16 Swin-L
Params 130B 176B 15B 70B 307M 197M
ZettaFLOPs 312 387 93 6300 0.53 0.40
Device A100 A100 A100 H100 TPUv3 V100
I (gCO2eq/kWh) 581 57 155 424 369 369

Actual CO2eq (t) 257 24.7 17.26 1900 2.71 0.80

Static Modeling

LLMCarbon 153.11 19.89 14.14 4074.63 0.20 0.10
∆ -40.4% -19.4% -18.1% +114.5% -92.6% -87.5%

SVR 160.21 21.49 14.01 811.20 0.45 0.25
∆ -37.7% -13.0% -18.8% -57.31% -83.3% -68.8%

DTR 161.39 21.42 14.32 803.64 1.03 0.51
∆ -37.2% -13.2% -16.7% -57.70% -62.0% -36.3%

Dynamic Modeling

OpenCarbonEval 276.92 21.96 18.07 1966.17 2.29 0.68
∆ +7.8% -11.1% +4.7% +3.5% +15.4% -14.5%

Distribution (lg 𝛼) of different GPUs

Figure 5: Distribution about different hardware. The throughput-α distribution is centered around
the mean, exhibiting a pronounced clustering of values in close proximity to the average, thereby
underscoring the stability of our model’s performance.

of parameters and intricate computations may exhibit lower throughput-α compared to a simpler
model that is more efficient in utilizing the device’s resources. Additionally, the choice of optimization
algorithms, batch size, and other training configurations can also impact the throughput-α of a model.

As illustrated in Figure 5, despite efforts to normalize the data, some variance remains in the
distribution of data points. To mitigate the impact of this variance on our predictions, we adopt
a conservative approach by reporting the interval (µ − 0.6σ, µ + 0.6σ) as our predicted range of
potential carbon emissions, which is shown in Table 1. For the purpose of benchmarking against
other methods in OpenCarbonEval, we utilize the midpoint of this interval as a representative value.

3.3 Operational Carbon

Table 2 presents the result of OpenCarbonEval on various large-scale models. We have compiled
a comprehensive table that outlines all the parameters necessary for predicting carbon emissions.
Within this table, ZettaFLOPs represent the total computation amount required for effective model
training. For the actual CO2eq values, we rely on self-reported data where available. Otherwise, we
employ other relevant real data provided and obtain it according to Equation 1.

Compared with static modeling, OpenCarbonEval exhibits a significantly lower relative error
in predicting carbon emissions. In contrast to the actual CO2eq emissions, the static modeling
methods and LLMCarbon exhibited significant errors, with a notable discrepancy of up to 114.5%
in predicting the training carbon footprint. This is attributed to the inability of static modeling to
capture the dynamic law of throughput. In stark contrast, our proposed method, opencarboneval,
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Table 3: Different embodied carbon prediction results on various models by OpenCarbonEval.

GLM BLOOM StarCoder LLaMa-3 ViT-L/16 Swin-L
Device A100 A100 A100 H100 TPUv3 V100
TSMC process 7 nm 7 nm 7 nm 4 nm 16 nm 12 nm
Die size 826 mm2 826 mm2 826 mm2 814 mm2 700 mm2 815 mm2

gCO2eq/GPUh 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.7 0.8 1.1

Actual embodied 1634.50 1631.23 480.38 10880.0 13.06 7.92
CO2eq (kg)

LLMCarbon 898.37 1090.65 285.23 21211.80 0.88 0.91
∆ -45.0% -33.1% -40.6% +95.0% -93.3% -88.5%

OpenCarbonEval 1787.35 1444.75 437.11 11261.75 11.05 6.77
∆ +9.4% -11.4% -9.0% +3.5% -15.4% -14.5%

demonstrated remarkable accuracy, with small relative errors at all test data points, thereby validating
its effectiveness.

OpenCarbonEval consistently achieves low relative errors in its predictions for both visual
and language models, demonstrating its versatility and robustness across different modalities.
Notably, when predicting the carbon footprint of visual models such as ViT/16-L and Swin-L,
OpenCarbonEval still outperforms LLMCarbon, achieving relatively accurate predictions. This
superiority can be attributed to OpenCarbonEval’s unique strength in establishing a unified task set
that can accommodate all modalities, which is facilitated by its computation-throughput-latency
ternary architecture that incorporates dynamic modeling for throughput.

3.4 Embodied Carbon

For embodied carbon estimation, we reformulated Equation 2 as follows:

C ′ = T · β (5)

where β indicates the CO2 emitted per GPUh in the life time of given GPU, T represents the GPU-
time product. By reviewing LLMCarbon and obtaining specifications for different types of hardware
materials, we calculated the carbon emissions per gpuh, assuming a 1-year effective lifespan for each
hardware component. This approach allows us to account for the embodied carbon emissions resulting
from the manufacturing process, which is an essential aspect of comprehensive carbon evaluation. As
shown in Table 3, although embedded carbon constitutes a relatively small proportion of the total
carbon evaluation, OpenCarbonEval can still maintain high prediction accuracy, demonstrating the
effectiveness of our approach in capturing the nuances of carbon emissions in AI model training.

4 Analysis

4.1 Throughput Modeling

Figure 6 presents a comparative analysis of OpenCarbonEval and LLMCarbon in predicting through-
put, a critical factor in estimating carbon emissions. Specifically, we employ throughput-α as a proxy
to quantify the computing processing speed of OpenCarbonEval, whereas LLMCarbon’s predicted
actual FLOPs per second are used as a metric to evaluate its performance. The trend revealed in
Figure 6 demonstrates that OpenCarbonEval adheres to the The Equipment Era Effect Law, which
suggests that the throughput-α values for the same device remain relatively consistent across dif-
ferent workloads. In contrast, LLMCarbon struggles to accurately reflect the underlying hardware
architecture, leading to discrepancies in its throughput predictions. Therefore, the intergenerational
gap in hardware capabilities, which arises from differences in design, performance, and optimization
techniques across various generations of devices, leads to erroneous throughput predictions. This, in
turn, constitutes the primary source of error in forecasting carbon emissions, highlighting the need
for more accurate and hardware-aware models.
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Figure 7: The trade-off between training carbon footprint and performance about different models

4.2 Carbon Footprint Scaling

We employ OpenCarbonEval to investigate the carbon footprint scaling of various visual and language
models, with MMLU [20] and ImageNet-1k Accuracy [21] serving as performance indicators for
language and vision models, respectively. As shown in Figure 7, our analysis reveals a notable
trend: while language models exhibit a direct correlation between performance improvement and
increased carbon emissions, likely due to the added computational costs associated with scaling up
their intelligence, vision models do not always follow this pattern. In fact, certain models, such
as the Swin Transformer, demonstrate improved computing efficiency by effectively harnessing
the flexibility of deep networks. This discrepancy highlights the importance of considering the
environmental impact of AI models and underscores the need for developers to strike a balance
between performance improvement and efficiency optimization to minimize their carbon footprint.

5 Related Work

By analyzing the whole life cycle of a machine learning system, SustainableAI [22] divides the
industry-scale training and deployment carbon footprint of AI models into two parts: operational
carbon and embodied carbon. Operational carbon includes the carbon emissions generated by
producing the electricity required for training an AI model and using the model for inference in
the location of the server. And embodied carbon means the equivalent carbon emissions from
manufacturing the computing devices of the server.

To the best of our knowledge, the existing carbon emission estimation tools mainly focus on the
evaluation of operational carbon footprint, which can be calculated by multiplying the energy
required for AI computing by the regional carbon intensity I (kgCO2/kWh). To estimate the energy
consumption of computing devices, MLCO2 [8] only calculates the GPU energy consumption by just
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simply multiplying the empirical average power corresponding to the given device type by the given
computing time. Cumulator [23] estimates the consumption of both CPU and GPU in a way similar
to MLCO2 [8], but it also lack of accuracy because it uses thermal design power (TDP) to replace the
actual power during calculation, resulting in overestimation. Green-Algorithms[9], CodeCarbon [24],
Eco2AI [25], CarbonTracker [26], and EIT [27] have taken the energy consumption of both CPU, GPU
and memory into consideration. Among them, CodeCarbon [24], Eco2AI [25], CarbonTracker [26],
and EIT [27] uses software integrated tools (psutil and RAPL files) and internal tools (pynvml
and nvidia-smi, only available for Nvidia GPUs) to respectively acquire the real-time CPU and
GPU power, while Green-Algorithms uses fixed CPU and GPU power instead after considering the
hardware TDP and utilization. LLMCarbon elaborates a predictive estimation framework for both
dense and mixture-of-experts (MoE) LLMs, which contains a hardware efficiency model that allows
us to predict the training time and then the operational carbon with arbitrary TPU/GPU numbers.
Since we typically deploy AI models in data centers, most of these tools (apart from MLCO2 [8]
and Cumulator [23]) also consider additional overhead for cooling and infrastructure in the data
center when computing energy consumption, The ratio of the total energy consumption to the energy
consumption of computing devices is regarded as a fixed value related to the selected data center and
defined as power usage effectiveness (PUE).

As for the embodied carbon, SustainableAI [22] and LLMCarbon [12] have shown us how to calculate
it. We can first obtain the energy consumption data of manufacturing each computing device from
the manufacturer. Then the proportion of embodied carbon in manufacturing energy consumption
is the same as the proportion of time required for AI tasks (training and/or inference) in the entire
device lifetime.

6 Discussion and Limitations

Lifecycle Emissions While OpenCarbonEval provides a unified framework for estimating carbon
emissions, it is not without its limitations. Notably, the current implementation does not account
for the environmental impact of model deployment and inference, including data center operations,
network transmission, and device usage. Future research directions could focus on expanding
the framework to address these gaps and provide a more comprehensive understanding of AI’s
environmental footprint.

Efficient Design Another promising research direction is exploring carbon-efficient AI model
design and optimization techniques, such as model pruning, knowledge distillation, and efficient
neural network architectures, to reduce the carbon footprint of AI models without compromising
performance.

Broder Impact on Environmental Sustainability The increasing carbon footprint of large-scale
AI models has significant implications for the environment and sustainability. Our analysis using
OpenCarbonEval reveals a concerning trend of growing carbon emissions associated with the devel-
opment and deployment of these models. This highlights the need for the AI community to prioritize
environmental sustainability alongside performance and efficiency. Furthermore, the environmental
impact of AI models can have far-reaching consequences, including contributing to climate change,
air pollution, and e-waste generation. By providing a unified framework for predicting carbon emis-
sions, OpenCarbonEval can facilitate the development of more environmentally friendly AI models
and encourage responsible AI practices. This includes promoting transparency and accountability
in AI development, encouraging sustainable AI design and deployment, and fostering a culture of
environmental responsibility within the AI community.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce OpenCarbonEval, a unified framework for integrating large-scale models
across diverse modalities to predict carbon emissions. OpenCarbonEval is able to predict the training
carbon emission of various large-scale AI models, resulting in a more carbon-transparent training
process. Leveraging OpenCarbonEval, we conducted an analysis of the alarming growth of carbon
emissions attributed to large models in recent years. Therefore, we call for every AI provider and
user to pay more attention to the environment impact of large models and adopt more sustainable
practices in their development and deployment.
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Appendix

A Additional information of the evaluated model

The information of evaluated models Figs. 1 and 7 are mostly from EpochAI [15] and the carbon inten-
sity of different regions is from Electricity Maps 3. The MMLU [20] and ImageNet-1k Accuracy [21]
performances are collected from their published results and PapersWithCode 4.

Figure 1 provides a comprehensive overview of the carbon footprint of large-scale AI models,
spanning 42 models across 15 tasks, as systematically classified by EpochAI [15].

Chat LLaMa-3-70B [6], Inflection 2.5 5.

Language model Gemini Ultra [28], MegaScale (Prduction) [29], Inflection 2 , GPT-4 [30], PaLM-
2 [31], GPT-3.5, Flan-PaLM 540B, Flan-T5-11B, Flan-137B [32], Megatron-Turing NLG 530B [14],
LaMDA [33], LLaMa [34],LLaMa-2 [34], BLOOM [11], Skywork-13B [35], BloombergGPT [36].

Proteins ProT5-XXL [37], ESM2-15B [38], xTrimoPGLM -100B [39].

Weather prediction Pangu Weather [40].

Code generation Pangu-Σ [41], StarCoder [17].

Object detection ViT-22B [42]

Image generation Stable Diffusion (LDM-KL-8-G) [43], Taiyi-Stable Diffusion [44]

Translation Gshard (dense) [45], NLLB [46]

Text-to-image Imagen [47], Parti [48].

Visual question answering Flamingo [49].

Image classification Meta Pseudo Label [50], CoAtNet [51], CoCa [52], BASIC-L [53].

Text autocompletion GPT-3-175B [4], Turing-NLG [54], Meena [55], Switch [56].

Zero-shot image classification CLIP (ViT L/14@336px) [57].

Image completion iGPT-XL [58].

StarCraft AlphaStar [59].

The language models featured in Fig. 7, includes BLOOM [11], StarCoder [17], GLM [16], GPT-3 [4],
DeepseekLLM-67B [60], Yi-34B [61], and LLaMa-3-70B [6].

In addition, the vision models showcased in Fig. 7, include CoCa [52], BASIC-L [53], CoAtNet [51],
Swin Transformer V2 [62], ViT-G/14 [63], Meta Pseudo Label [50], EVA-01 [64], Noisy Student
(L2) [65], ALIGN [66], SEER [67], ResNet-RS [68], were utilized to assess their carbon footprint in
relation to the Top-1 Accuracy of image classification on the ImageNet-1K [21] benchmark.

3https://app.electricitymaps.com/map
4https://paperswithcode.com/sota/image-classification-on-imagenet
5https://inflection.ai/

14


	Introduction
	OpenCarbonEval
	Operational Carbon
	Embodied Carbon
	Little's Law
	Dynamic Throughput Modeling

	Experiments
	Setup
	The Equipment Era Effect Law
	Operational Carbon
	Embodied Carbon

	Analysis
	Throughput Modeling
	Carbon Footprint Scaling

	Related Work
	Discussion and Limitations
	Conclusion
	Additional information of the evaluated model

