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EVALUATION

Table 1: Summary of workloads in our experiments

Workload | Strict/Soft/BE (%) | Trace | Cluster | # of jobs
Short 0/0/100 Helios - 5,735
H SLO 100/0/0 Helios C96 6,599
H MIX1 70/ 0/ 30 Helios C96 6,099
H MIX2 30/60/ 10 Helios C96 6,599
P _SLO 100/0/0 Philly C120 30,940
P MIX1 70/ 0/ 30 Philly C120 30,940
P MIX2 30/60/ 10 Philly C120 30,940
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EVALUATION

Job Load

T[360]

T[720]

Metric R (%)  Avg JCT (min) | R (%) Avg JCT (min)
Simulator 4.97 266.39 13.52 253.98
Kubernetes 3.92 274.42 16.11 267.40
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EVALUATION Performance analysis of the
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