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Abstract

The charcteristics of user behaviors of the time-sharing system implemented in Tohoku
University Computer Center are shown by analysing the log data obtained during a com-
puter operation. With careful consideration, the results may be applicable to other systems
in development and implementation.

Some considerations upon performance evaluation based on the log data are also given.
A response analysis is performed by defining a response ratio using command CPU and
elapsed time. A method to calculate CPU utilization using session time is proposed. These

techniques may be useful to estimate rough performance because of simplicity and feasi-
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bility of data acquisition.
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Fig. 1 System configuration of Tohoku
University TSS.
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Table 1 Elapsed time, number of references and reference interval of files.
o File Class
Source File | Data File | Relocatable | opject File | Total
Item '
. Mean 187.9 159.2 83.2 135.7 | 166.8
Elapsed 5™ | Standard deviation 217.9 1%0.6 152.8 12,0 208.3
Maximum 1074 996 969 1006 1074
! Mean J 6.1 7.6 | 10.4 13.7 7.7
Number of | Standard deviation l 4.9 148 | 18.5 30.1 14.5
Maximum 141 371 ' 148 388 388
Rt Mean | 29.8 4.4 12.8 14.0 25.3
eference I H
Interval (days) Standard deviation 33.7 33.6 | 3.9 21.6 32.9
Maximum 275 326 ' 363 214 363
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