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We can consider various performance optimization policies in the system that can be mod-
eled as an open BCMP queueing network. One policy is to minimize the overall mean response
time, which we call overall optimal policy. Furthermore, we can consider an individually op-
timal policy and an intra-node optimal policy. In this paper, we propose mutually similar
indices that evaluate the degree of achievement of optimization for overall, individually and
intra-node optimal policies, and examine them by numerical experiments. As a result, it
appears that our proposed indices have equivalent performance to the gap function or the
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