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Background and Purpose

With advancements in supercomputing, power consumption has surged, making energy a bottleneck that slows performance improvements. This has
shifted research focus towards power-efficient hardware development and middleware optimizations, such as job scheduling. However, application-level
power efficiency remains largely unexplored. As power constraints tighten, optimizing at the application level within a limited energy budget becomes
crucial. Presently, analyses predominantly address performance metrics and projections, neglecting the impact of power limitations.

This study concentrates on enhancing power efficiency at the application level, evaluating supercomputer applications in the face of energy constraints.
We explore the interplay between application performance metrics and power profiles and conduct a performance analysis for individual application
segments.

Methodology
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Conclusion and Future Work
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