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A B S T R A C T

Rapid business expansion of various companies has placed growing demand on office desktops recent decades.
However, improper evaluation of system performance and inexplicit awareness of practical use conditions
often hamper the efforts to make a consummate selection among multiple alternatives. From the perspective
of end users, to optimize the evaluation process of desktop performance in centralized procurement, we
present CpsMark+, a coherent benchmark system that evaluates office desktop performance based on simulated
user experience. Specifically, CpsMark+ includes scenario-oriented workloads portraying representative user
behaviors modeled from the cooperative workflow in modern office routines, and flexibly adapted metrics
properly reflecting end-user experience according to different task types. The contrast experiment between
state-of-the-art benchmarks demonstrates high sensitivity of CpsMark+ to various hardware components, e.g.,
CPU, and high repeatability with a Coefficient of Variation less than 3%. In a practical case study, we
also demonstrate the effectiveness of CpsMark+ in simulating user experience of tested computer systems
under modern office-oriented scenarios for improving the quality of office desktop performance evaluation in
centralized procurement.
1. Introduction

Computer performance used to be easily indicated by their hard-
ware configurations. As computer architecture grows more sophis-
ticated, nevertheless, using specifications as a metric will give an
incomplete picture of overall computer performance in many practical
scenarios [1]. Such an evaluation method is biased and thus cannot
catch up with the rapid improvement of computer performance brought
by thriving design philosophy. In addition, rapid expansion of computer
markets makes it more difficult to identify the system performance.

The above obstacle gives rise to the use of various computer bench-
marks. However, most existing benchmarks are unable to meet the
performance evaluation requirements in centralized procurement of
office computers. Micro and kernel benchmarks are constructed by
repeating monotonous operations or running pivotal algorithms from
synthetic workloads. These benchmarks merely reflect partial perfor-
mance of a certain component in a specific system and are primarily
utilized by researchers or manufacturers to pursue innovative computer
design. While some newer benchmarks, e.g., Business Applications
Performance Corporation’s SYSmark and Futuremark’s PCMark, mainly
consist of common business application workloads and are more rep-
resentative of commercial use, while they fail to offer an overall and
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scenario-oriented evaluation for general end-user experience [2]. Fur-
thermore, they are not open-source benchmarks, thus the opacity of
scoring methodology and workload operations impairs their fairness
and transparency, which are essential for centralized procurement.

To address the limitations of SYSmark and PCMark, CpsMark 1.0
[3], an open-source benchmark for microcomputers was developed.
However, the design philosophy of CpsMark 1.0 is not user-oriented but
emphasizes workload capacity. As a result of such design philosophy,
in practice, users complain that workload characterization is biased,
and metric measurements are inflexible. In addition, its benchmark
methodology is not designed with adequate consideration for office
scenarios.

Moreover, it is difficult to precisely grasp the specific needs of
end users, let alone individual preferences, especially in centralized
procurement. Such inaccessibility makes it unwarranted to formulate
the performance evaluation process and limits rational utilization of
existing computer benchmarks.

This paper aims to solve the above problems, as well as system-
atically optimize the process of utilizing benchmarks to evaluate the
office desktop performance in centralized procurement. Specifically,
we have redeveloped CpsMark+, a novel and coherent benchmark
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system that builds a bridge between system performance and simu-
lated user experience in intended usage scenarios, i.e., daily working
scenario in modern office. Extensive experiments on multiple real-
world tested systems demonstrate high sensitivity and repeatability of
CpsMark+ results. Then we used CpsMark+ as a substitute for hardware
specifications in quantitatively evaluating the overall computer perfor-
mance of responsive bids in a real case of centralized procurement.
Experimental results show that user experience ratings of the desktops
selected by better benchmark score are significantly higher than those
selected by the original bid evaluation method, which indicates the
effectiveness of CpsMark+ in simulating user experience under modern
office-oriented scenario for office desktop performance evaluation in
centralized procurement.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews re-
lated work and provides our motivation for developing CpsMark+. Sec-
tion 3 summarizes the challenges in evaluating office computer perfor-
mance in modern office scenario for centralized procurement. Section 4
describes our methodology and process in developing CpsMark+, as
well as extensive experiments for evaluating and comparing CpsMark+
with other related works. Section 5 presents a case study of central-
ized procurement where we demonstrate the effectiveness of using
CpsMark+ as a computer benchmark to simulate user experience in
daily office scenario for desktop performance evaluation. Section 6
concludes our work and elicits possible research directions in the
future.

2. Background

2.1. Existing benchmarks and metrics

We have reviewed some related works proposed for computer per-
formance evaluation, while most of them have limitations in bench-
marking office desktops under modern office scenario for centralized
procurement or have not even been designed for commercial use.

SYSmark 2018 [4] adopts real-world third-party software as work-
loads to evaluate overall computer performance and is widely applied
in commercial markets. Usage scenarios are modeled in the form of
subjectively grouped job nature like productivity and creativity, which
cannot describe cooperation across tasks in a common workflow. In
terms of the workloads, most of them are designed to be CPU-intensive
and place little pressure on GPU and storage system, making the
evaluation insensitive to graphics and I/O performance that might be
cared by end users in daily use. Further, system responsiveness and
program start-up are isolated and measured by specific applications,
thus weakening the realistic reference value of benchmarking results.

PCMark 10 [5] reports an overall score calculated by the geometric
mean of tested metrics for the inclusive workloads within each test
group. The geometric mean returns a normalized score that treats
the performance of each workload equally. This scoring methodology
outputs a balanced result of performance evaluation, which neglects the
diversity of importance of different workloads and is unable to describe
real user experience in a specific scenario.

Phoronix Test System [6] is an open-source and extensible bench-
mark system that evaluates comprehensive performance of multiple
platforms. It includes hundreds of test programs covering a wide range
of applications to evaluate various metrics. Nevertheless, the contribu-
tors provide little information about benchmarks’ logic and internals,
especially on how each system is tagged and applied for specific compo-
nents [7]. Moreover, the benchmark system has numerous functionally
overlapping programs for identical system parts and requires compli-
cated dependencies, which makes them too generic and inefficient to
be used in centralized procurement.

There are other benchmarks targeting specific application domains.
3DMark [8] mainly describes real-time gaming performance of graphic
cards, its dependence of frame rate as the only metric limits fur-
ther uses in other fields [2]. SPEC CPU 2017 [9] contains a series
2

of floating-point and integer algorithms extracted from the kernel
of compute-intensive applications to evaluate the computing perfor-
mance of CPUs. The workloads are synthetic and biased, making them
more suitable for simulative experiments in academic research and
industrial development of processors. The Stanford SPLASH benchmark
system [10] evaluates parallel algorithms for shared-memory multipro-
cessors with real scientific workloads, which is of little use for office
routines. Micro benchmarks such as STREAM [11] and Imbench [12]
solely test single metric like memory bandwidth or latency of individual
hardware component through monotonous program operations, which
makes them disregard resource allocation and coordination of mixed
workload manipulations within the entire computer system [13].

2.2. Our motivation for upgrading CpsMark+

To address the mentioned limitations of SYSmark and PCMark, we
released the microcomputer benchmark CpsMark 1.0 in 2014, which
evaluates processor performance based on a series of CPU-intensive
workloads abstracted from typical computing scenarios [3].

However, the design of CpsMark 1.0 mainly focuses on workload
capacity, instead of reflecting end-user experience. The workload oper-
ations are designed to be CPU-intensive and isolated from each other,
thus it cannot reflect overall performance and user experience in real
scenarios, which by contrast, requires workloads to be coherent and
interactive. The scoring methodology treats each workload equally and
neglects diverse importance of them in practical tasks. In addition,
the third-party software used as workloads and the operating system
(Windows 7) supported by the benchmark is obsoleted in burgeoning
computer-related markets. Generally, these drawbacks merely make
CpsMark 1.0 a simple technical reference for an individual customer,
while it is powerless to help make purchase decisions according to
actual requirements in centralized procurement of office computers.

Over the last few years, the role of benchmarks has been in the
spotlight in purchasing computers. Some organization like Bitkom, a
Germany’s digital association, has proposed the use of benchmarks in
tendering of computers [14]. Intel has also recommended some existing
benchmarks as the criteria for screening the shortlist from bidders [1].
Inspired by such evolving roles of benchmarks, we redesigned CpsMark
1.0 to a coherent benchmark system by utilizing simulated end-user ex-
perience under office-oriented working scenario for better performance
evaluation in centralized procurement and finally developed CpsMark+
in 2019.

3. Challengs in evaluating the system performance of office desk-
tops

3.1. Evolution of computer architecture and usage

Researchers and consumers used to compare the performance of
diverse computer systems by merely inspecting their hardware spec-
ifications. Latency and throughput used to be typical metrics that
served us well in computer performance evaluation, since only the
size and the content of input data could affect the processing speed of
applications at that time [2]. For the sake of performance evaluation,
better hardware always led to higher throughput and lower latency
so that computer architecture was merely an inorganic combination of
individual components.

As computer architecture and usage grow more sophisticated, sim-
ple information of computer configurations hardly predicts the program
performance in disparate scenarios explicitly [15]. Such transform
gradually gives rise to the thriving of numerous benchmarks, which
are a system of objective test programs that return the normalized
test score compared with the baseline platform by running a series of
identical applications or other computer operations. These benchmarks
are generally designed to mimic a particular type of workloads on a
constant computer system, by which people can be able to compare
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the performance of alternative computers under the specific working
circumstance.

Nevertheless, modern computer applications increasingly interact
with humans, the physical world, and each other—often simultane-
ously. Some new types of computing tasks like heterogeneous com-
puting [16], for example, can classify different subtasks based on the
embedded code segments and automatically assign them to the most
suitable computing resources for efficient execution so that the total
time consumption of the entire task is minimized. Many tasks operate
in parallel and compete for resources internally, which might be a
stochastic process and lead to dynamic results. Complicated interac-
tions among tasks, hardware, and humans make it difficult to describe
the entire performance of a given system according to a single task or
even multiple tasks executed in isolation [2]. Generally, the overall
performance of modern computer systems is not solely a function
of individual hardware and executed applications, but an intricate
integration of hardware architecture, the pattern of software execu-
tion and resource allocation, and how humans interact with computer
systems [17].

3.2. Obstacles to capturing usage requirements in centralized procurement

Effective evaluation process of computer performance must be built
upon an explicit awareness of the intended usage scenario of tested
systems, nevertheless, which is especially difficult to obtain for office
desktops.

Evaluation of office desktop performance is often massively required
in centralized procurement, which is a long and strenuous process
where only the opinion of authorities dominates the purchase decision-
making. Hence, the decision-making process is usually distant from
real stakeholders [18], e.g., the internal customers or the external
clients in the case of outsourcing work. The principal of procurement
and bidding documents are intensively formulated by management
and hardly reflect how procurement items are intended to be used in
practice.

Even in the case of individual purchase, compared to traditional
electronic products, information of potential usage for modern desktops
is still not easy to be directly referenced in the process of perfor-
mance evaluation, due to the all-round functions and flexible use of
modern computers. A game enthusiast who is keen on 3D games,
for instance, might also pay attention to computational performance
required by a software engineer. Hence, it is hard to capture explicit
usage requirements of modern office desktops, which impedes the ef-
fective evaluation of system performance, highlighting the importance
of how computer benchmarks can precisely reflect end-user experience
in specific scenarios.

3.3. Difficulties in reflecting real user experience

In various business domains, a questionnaire is one of the most
direct ways to obtain user experience and satisfaction, while like many
other similar surveys, it can merely be conducted after the durable
use of real end users in practice, which makes it less time-efficient in
helping vendors improve their products before releasement or serving
as reference when customers are selecting new products. In the field
of computers, the rise of various benchmarks solves part of the above
problems, however, huge challenges lie in how to precisely reflect user
experience without manual intervention.

For a specific computer product, the usage of different potential
customer groups could be divergent, which requires an accurate match
between benchmark workloads and actual user behaviors. Also, each
user may have a different standard in evaluating computer perfor-
mance, depending on the using habit or product dependency. This
phenomenon will influence the perceived user experience without any
doubt, and thus requires more considerate design of metrics and scoring
3

methodology. Finally, it is not possible to consummately reflect user ex-
perience of computer products with any individual benchmark, because
the possible over-specific design will cause the benchmark over-fitting
and makes it less applicable for wider use. Therefore, the trade-off
between pertinence and universality of benchmarks is also pivotal.

4. The CpsMark+ benchmark tool

In this section, we describe relevant criteria, methodology, and
process for developing CpsMark+ in detail. We also carry out analytical
nd comparative experiments with respect to typical characteristics of
omputer benchmarks.

.1. Criteria and design features

Researchers have been theoretically exploring the art of building
consummate benchmark [19,20]. Kistowski et al. [20] assert that

ll standardized benchmarks are subject to a group of universal crite-
ia, e.g., relevance, repeatability, fairness, and verifiability, which are
roved to be necessary. However, in each domain, the criteria are ex-
ected to include additional features specific to individual benchmark,
epending on its goal, intended usage scenario or other considerations.

The essence of benchmarking office computer performance under
aily working scenarios for centralized procurement is to properly
valuate computer systems from a perspective of user experience and
escribe system performance according to specific purchase demand.
n this paper, we propose following benchmark criteria that guide the
esign of CpsMark+’s features:

• Applications and software manipulations should be scenario-
oriented to reflect real user behaviors. Particularly, in centralized
procurement, end users can hardly have significant influence on
the purchase decision made by authorities, hence the workloads
should be closely correlated to behaviors or intended usage
that are of interest to end customers in many aspects, e.g., the
workload characterization and the input data set.

• Cooperation and diverse importance across tasks should be de-
scribed. End users usually do not have equal performance require-
ments for all tasks or even applications involved in an individual
task. In practice, if several applications operate towards a com-
mon task or purpose, sequence and coherence of them will impact
the general working efficiency, since the acceleration of some
applications might be more beneficial than that of others.

• Design of metrics should be flexible and account for nonlinearity,
which means that composite metrics should not weigh all applica-
tions equally. Considering complicated usage of modern desktops,
desired metrics of different workloads may vary. In terms of
human interaction, for example, a human cannot perceive faster
response time beneath some threshold. While for some other
tasks, the diversity of execution time on various systems can be
ignored.

• The benchmark should be open-source and vendor-neutral. Devel-
opment of closed-source benchmarks is likely to be manipulated
by certain vendors through biased workload design, leading to
suspicion [21] and loss of credibility. An open-source bench-
mark enables public supervision and guarantees the fairness of
benchmark results, which is significantly crucial in centralized
procurement.

.2. Entire development process and benchmark framework

Unlike most computer benchmarks, CpsMark+ is designed to be
sed in centralized procurement, where one single benchmarking result
ould affect the purchase and use of a specific product for crowds of
mployees. Hence, during the development process, it is more bene-
icial to follow an iterative and incremental strategy, instead of top-
own principles that formulate schemes at an early stage to make
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Fig. 1. The main software components and the overall benchmark framework of CpsMark+.
subsequent design right on track. We divide the entire development
process into phases, which are associated with relevant checkpoints to
guarantee the accomplishment. Within each phase, requirements are
elicited from various end users through market research or consulta-
tion, then representatives are selected to give feedback on the outcomes
of decision-making and implementation. We improve our work based
on the feedback and repeat such procedures for each phase. Based on
the criteria proposed in Section 4.1, the main software components of
CpsMark+ and its overall benchmark framework are depicted in Fig. 1.

CpsMark+ benchmark tool contains three components:

• The automatic setup program, which installs third-party appli-
cations and the Master Control Program (MCP) in batches. MCP
is responsible for benchmark execution, including test initializa-
tion, resource extraction, data integrity check, workload execu-
tion, log recording, metric measuring and calculation, and report
generation.

• The resource package, including the input files of workload oper-
ations.

• The third-party application package, which contains the setups of
all third-party applications.

The source code of MCP is maintained online at https://github.com/
anghong3116/CpsMarkPLUS, which is still under further improve-
ent and subject to change. The resource and third-party application
ackages have been uploaded on the website of National Metrology
ata Center of China, which can be accessed online through https://jc.
mdc.ac.cn/view-40-609748.html. Note that CpsMark+ only supports

Microsoft Windows 10.
We have not integrated input files, workload applications and the

MCP into a unitary package as most commercial benchmarks, which
makes our work transparent and easy to be maintained. For the first
use of CpsMark+, the trial version of each third-party application is au-
tomatically installed on the tested computer system and configured by
the execution of an automatic setup program. Likewise, each workload
runs independently in the form of complete software, the corresponding
application is not merged into the MCP and only receives instructions
synchronously from the background of tested computer systems. Such
design reduces the influence of the MCP on system performance and
enables a clear view of workload conditions provided by logs.

The MCP is devised as a serial layout and contains two separate

test modules. Users can initialize the number of iterations to run for

4

eliminating fluctuation of benchmark results. Composed of a sequence
of orderly executed workloads, each module independently generates
a synthetic score that reflects the performance of inclusive workloads.
There is an automatic reboot of the tested computer system between
the two modules for eliminating the impacts of varying system status
(e.g., cache) on module independence.

4.3. Workloads

CpsMark+ has two independent modules for simulating user ex-
perience perceived in modern office scenarios, i.e., Comprehensive
Application (CA) and Comprehensive Calculation (CC), which can be
optionally selected and run independently during the test. Each of them
has a series of workloads executed in a specific order. In this section,
we will introduce design and characterization of the workloads within
each module in detail.

4.3.1. User profile abstraction of office computers
Chen et al. [22] point out that benchmarks are expected to be

associated with real application domains and mirror practical demands
in subsistence. Although a large employer may have numerous user seg-
ments, appropriate classification could minimize complexity and throw
more light on exploring the performance requirement of specific user
segment. For the daily usage of desktop computers in modern office
scenarios, we abstract the profiles of end users from the perspective of
occupation and profession described in Table 1.

Since CpsMark+ has been designed for commercial evaluation of
desktop computers used in modern office scenarios, the user profiles
summarized in Table 1 exclude those working in laboratories, R&D
centers, factories, or telecommuting. In this paper, we mainly focus on
most knowledge workers and some part of power users.

4.3.2. Usage scenario modeling and application selection
Employers in a specific department of a company are likely to

engage in fixed routine work, thus the performance requirement of
a specific task in a homogeneous work section should be more em-
phasized in centralized procurement of office computers. To highly
correlate the design of workloads with the oriented usage scenario of
tested computers, we focus on exploring the usage models of intended
end users working in daily office scenarios.

According to the abstracted user profiles of office computers, we

cluster the usage models into four groups of common office scenarios

https://github.com/wanghong3116/CpsMarkPLUS
https://github.com/wanghong3116/CpsMarkPLUS
https://github.com/wanghong3116/CpsMarkPLUS
https://jc.nmdc.ac.cn/view-40-609748.html
https://jc.nmdc.ac.cn/view-40-609748.html
https://jc.nmdc.ac.cn/view-40-609748.html
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Table 1
The profiles of computer end users.

User category Representative occupations Performance requirement

Task workers • Customer service
• Front desk consultation
• Bank clerks
• Data entry specialist
• Human resource

• Basic document operations
• A single OS-level application
• Simple connectivity needs
• Static 2D graphics
• Few computing occasions

Knowledge workers • Most students
• Teachers and professors
• Company administrators
• Financial advisors providing multiple advice
• Product managers presenting prototypes from multi-angle

• Content creation
• Frequent web browsing
• Moderately complex application
• Moderate scientific computing
• Variable multimedia processing like graphics and video
• Adequate memory

Power users • Multimedia designers making high-definition video
• Professional architects engaged in complex modeling
• Physicians examining delicate 3D medical images

• Complex content creation
• Intensive video and 3D graphics processing
• Heavy CPU computing
• Fast system response
• Smooth running of applications
Table 2
The application selection of workloads.

Module Usage scenario Application Version

Comprehensive application
Document manipulation

Microsoft® PowerPoint 2016 (16.0.4266.1003)
Microsoft® Word 2016 (16.0.4266.1003)
Microsoft® Excel 2016 (16.0.4266.1003)
Adobe® Acrobat DC (19.010.20091)
WinRAR 5.91 (64-bit)

Internet service Google® Chrome 73.0.3683.75
Microsoft® Outlook 2016 (16.0.4266.1003)

Comprehensive calculation

Graphic design Autodesk® AutoCAD 2018 (22.0.49.0)
Adobe® Photoshop CC 2019 (20.0.1)

Multimedia processing

Autodesk® 3ds Max 2018 (20.0.0.966)
Adobe® Premiere Pro CC 2019 (13.0)
Adobe® After Effects CC 2019 (16.0)
HandBrake CLI 1.3.0
based on their overall functions within a specific workflow, i.e., doc-
ument manipulation, Internet service, graphic design, and multimedia
processing, which are described as follows:

• The document manipulation scenario contains multiple manip-
ulations towards the documents in common formats, which are
involved in most cases of modern business.

• The Internet service scenario mainly includes web browsing and
email creation, which are usually auxiliary means in resource
acquisition and information communication.

• The graphic design scenario refers to visual expression of ideas
and information through the combination of symbols, pictures,
and text, which is crucial for product presentation tasks like
poster production.

• The multimedia processing scenario relates to utilizing computers
for digitizing and integrating graphics, sound, video and other
media information in a specific interactive interface, which is
widely applied in consulting, marketing and management.

As for workload applications, we select desktop-level office applica-
ions based on the metric of popularity. According to the investigation
eport of office software markets in China by Chinaiern [23], our
oftware market experts select popular and typical applications for each
sage scenario in modern office, which are summarized in Table 2.

Since sufficient time is required for workloads to be developed
nd validated, versions of some applications are not the latest when
psMark+ was released. In addition, the intended applications of
psMark+ are the most widely used version instead of the latest one.
hile some application like WinRAR is up to date because it is feasible
o be instantly updated by end users.

5

4.3.3. Test module construction
While specific selection of usage scenarios ensures high representa-

tiveness of the benchmark, grouping applications with similar perfor-
mance dependencies from various usage scenarios can easily provide
an all-sided picture portraying integral performance required by end
customers and enhance the usability of the benchmark. Hence, we
merge the usage scenarios into two separately running and scored
modules as follows:

• Comprehensive Application (CA) module includes the scenarios of
document manipulation and Internet service, which reflect light
and middleweight use by task or knowledge workers in most
business workplaces, where end users might pay more attention
to overall performance, response, and smoothness throughout
regular use.

• Comprehensive Calculation (CC) module includes the scenarios of
graphic design and multimedia processing, which reflect heavy-
weight use by power users skilled in professional fields, where end
users possibly focus on the execution efficiency of CPU-intensive
or GPU-intensive computing tasks.

Within each module, in addition to similar performance depen-
dencies, the usage scenarios are highly correlated and tend to appear
in a common workflow under daily office scenarios. Further, each
usage scenario is given a different weight based on the sum of met-
rics measured from inclusive workloads. Such approach can ensure a
direct and close connection between benchmark results and computer
performance required by end users.

4.3.4. Workload components and design details
To reflect the user experience of office computers in modern office,

workloads should be not only scenario-oriented but also capable of sim-

ulating user behaviors. Therefore, the workload of CpsMark+ is more
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than a concept of application automation, but a logical integration of
three elements: the input data set extracted from the resource package,
the workload operations performed on the input data set through the
applications executed by the MCP, and the generated output.

For each workload, the input data set is chosen to functionally
reproduce the resources or materials that might be used by end users
in modern office scenarios. Specifically, we select raw digital contents
or semi-finished project files that are mainly non-structured data such
as texts, images, videos, webpages, and other application-specific files,
e.g., 3dsMax scene files.

Then we explore basic operating units that frequently appear in
the routine use of applications and integrate them into a series of
workload operations that can accomplish a common task. We guarantee
the completeness of workloads via designing diversified operations that
independently generate finished files as output for each application.
Moreover, there is no random process in the MCP so that the generated
output is uniquely determined by the input data set and the workload
operations.

The workload operations of the CA module are briefly described in
execution order as follows:

• Google Chrome. Simulate users to browse webpages and switch
between tabs. Webpages are accessed through locally config-
ured network services. The webpages contain text, pictures, JS
(JavaScript) scripts, and flash.

• Microsoft PowerPoint. Set the new template style and create
slides. Input texts and adjust character formats, alignment, and
font size. Add pictures, captions, and typeset. Insert tables and
charts with filled data. Browse slides.

• Microsoft Word. Input characters, modify titles and character
formats, split paragraphs, set the directory, insert pictures, create
tables and charts, input data.

• Microsoft Excel. Generate and organize data with fixed formula.
Classify and enter data under a specific rule. Calculate and sort
common statistics. Draw line charts by categories, set titles and
styles, adjust size and position. Macro definition and execution.

• Adobe Acrobat. Convert PowerPoint, Word, and Excel docu-
ments made in previous workloads to PDF files, browse these PDF
files page by page.

• WinRAR. Compress and decompress mixed files in multiple for-
mats, including images, videos, documents, databases, and log
files.

• Microsoft Outlook. Simulate users to receive, browse email con-
tents and attachments offline, including Word, Excel, and Power-
Point files. Upload new attachments, edit the body of the email,
and reply.
The workload operations of the CC module are briefly described
in execution order as follows:

• Adobe Photoshop. Use the PSD (Photoshop Document) file to
make a vertical poster. Separate target area from the source
material and design the layout of layers. In new layers, set titles
and captions, add a logo, and adjust its size, coordinates, and
transparency. Combine all layers, virtualize the background and
merge them into a large picture.

• Autodesk AutoCAD. Use the DWG file to draw distributed struc-
ture diagrams of buildings. In the main framework, draw structure
and vector identification of each area, add coordinates, and mark
the size. Change colors of layers and use different line styles.
Design wiring, draw pipeline distribution, and flow direction.

• Autodesk 3ds Max. Design a 3D model of a whale. Develop
the 3D framework, color the texture, add lighting effects, make
reflections and shadow effects by calculating light source position,
incidence angle, and reflection angle. Produce motion trajectories
and movements of the whale model, render segmental frames of

action sequences. t

6

• Adobe Premiere. Clip and splice source video materials, add
lens transition and subtitles, synthesize sound effects, render, and
preview the output video.

• Adobe After Effects. Add particle explosion effects, render the
firework explosion animation sequence of 1800 frames and 30
FPS.

• HandBrake. Convert the H.264 encoded source video with 4K
resolution to the H.256 encoded target video with 2K resolu-
tion, the container format is MP4. Hardware acceleration will be
leveraged if enabled.

Within each module, the workloads are executed in the order spec-
fied above. The format or even the content of the generated output
or some specific applications is identical to that of the input data
et for subsequent applications. Such design enables test modules to
escribe cooperation across tasks throughout a common workflow.
or example, the workloads of the CA module simulate the following
oherent user behaviors: resource preparation via the Internet, content
reation, document processing, and email delivery.

.4. Metric design and test implementation

Although work efficiency is a pervasive metric in most benchmarks
hat evaluate computer performance [24] and is widely referenced in
elping customers making decisions, unitary metric design may not tell
he true story of user experience for the following reasons.

First, people do not have equal performance requirements for all
asks or even for the same portion of an individual task, so that user
xperience is usually diversified and varying. For instance, professional
esigners in an advertising agency might pay more attention to the time
onsumption of multimedia processing, while the user experience of
ffice secretaries is closely related to the response speed and the fluency
f frequent document operations.

Second, the perception of user experience is nonlinear and difficult
o quantify. In terms of human interaction, humans cannot perceive
aster response time beneath a certain threshold, hence further acceler-
tion of the task will not bring better user experience. For example, a
rame rate that exceeds the support of a monitor will no longer improve
he user experience of a graphics task, while in this case the program
xecution could be accelerated by a better GPU.

As a result, in the context of CpsMark+, we define work efficiency as
he time consumption for systems under test to complete all operations
elated to user experience within a specific workload, i.e., application
aunching, input files loading, and basic operating units, which are
utlined in Section 4.3.4. Then we take the defined work efficiency
s the metric of CpsMark+ and focus on how it can be measured to
roperly describe the user experience of tested desktops in modern
ffice scenarios.

.4.1. Method of sampling
To guarantee the pertinence of the metric, CpsMark+ adopts multi-

le methods to sample the work efficiency of tested computer systems,
epending on various workloads. Such a flexible approach can dif-
erentiate the user experience by matching the usages of applications
ith their performance requirements. To be more specific, we predefine

untime as the time spent by each basic operating unit that actively uses
ystem resources, while response time is the time interval between task
ctivation and task completion. The sampling methods are illustrated
n Fig. 2.

In terms of the workloads in the usage scenarios of document
anipulation (WinRAR excluded) and Internet service, basic operating
nits are numerous and densely distributed with lightweight resource
onsumption. Some intervals of them consist of events irrelevant to
he evaluation of user experience e.g., temporary retention of screen
isplay, timer interference, which will have an adverse influence on

he effectiveness of workloads if they are included in the metric.



Y. Zhang and T. Wu BenchCouncil Transactions on Benchmarks, Standards and Evaluations 2 (2022) 100084

r
o

4

o
t
b
g
d
i
p
t
A
s
e
d
a

m
c
a
m
i
t
t

Fig. 2. The two methods of sampling the designed metrics.
However, too many samplings of basic operating units will accumulate
the sampling error and cause frequent switches between transient-state
and steady-state of program process, which might interfere with the
system performance. Hence, we sample the start timestamps and the
end timestamps of the entire task and calculate its response time,
i.e., t7− t0 in Method 1, then we sample the time intervals of irrelevant
events and subtract them from the response time as the metric of these
workloads.

For the other workloads of CpsMark+, their basic operating units are
relatively sparse and have a high concentration of resource consump-
tion. These basic operating units are time-consuming and contribute
most of the entire task. In this case, the user experience of end users
is more susceptible to the execution speed of a single operation. To
accurately measure the runtime, we artificially add extra short waits,
e.g., t2 − t1 in Method 2, between the heavyweight operating units to
eset the resource consumption. Finally, we sum the sampled runtime
f each basic operating unit as the metric of these workloads.

.4.2. UI-level vs. API-level automation
Benchmark implementation has a great impact on the test results

f the designed metric. There are two primary approaches to automate
he execution of workloads, i.e., UI-level and API-level [25,26]. Some
enchmarks leverage automated scripts like AutoIt to initiate and navi-
ate applications by simulating mouse clicks or keystrokes [25]. The
uration of each task is measured when the completion of the task
s detected by application-specific methods. Such an approach mimics
ractical human interaction at UI level, nevertheless, it instead impedes
he accurate reflection of user experience for performance evaluation.
lthough the estimation of user experience is somewhat subjective, it
hould be highly relevant to how well computer systems react to or
xecute the instructions of real end users, however, which might be
istorted by a contradictory combination of simulated user behaviors
nd computer-based metrics.

We choose independent APIs or invoke them from application com-
unication standards, e.g., Component Object Model, to automatically

ontrol the execution of each workload. In this case, launching of
pplications, loading of input files, and basic operating units are imple-
ented through a set of functions, methods, and procedures contained

n selected APIs or standards. Compared to the UI-level implementa-
ion, our decision to choose API-level implementation provides some
angible benefits as follows:

• Reduction of irrelevant time measured as metrics. On the one
hand, it takes UI-level implementation a large amount of time to
detect the completion of tasks according to the returned signals.
For instance, automated scripts may wait for the application
to show a pop-up window or may wait for a dialog box to
disappear, which requires accurate technical identification. Such
a judgment process based on automated scripts is quite time-
consuming and significantly falls behind the completion of tasks
as perceived by end users. On the other hand, some workload
operations themselves take much time for automated scripts to
perform. For example, text input might be simulated by con-
tinuous keystrokes at a fixed speed, which has identical time
consumption on all tested computers. This prolonged simulation
accounts for a large proportion of the designed metric and makes
the results of measurement diluted by what end users do not

value.
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• Less resource consumption and higher test efficiency. Al-
though some UI-level automated frameworks of benchmarks claim
to be lightweight and have little influence on performance, they
still consume more computing and memory resources than API-
level automation [27]. In addition, API-level automation requires
fewer codes to perform and does not need to deal with interface
elements. This attribute makes performance evaluation a faster
and compact test process and further reduces the overall resource
consumption.

• Greater stability in testing and maintenance. UI-level automa-
tion sometimes gets stuck or goes into endless loops due to
UI complexities. For instance, a mouse cursor might miss cer-
tain buttons due to the change of resolution, or an unexpected
window display may lead to wrong recognition. Some applica-
tions are event-driven and can easily enter idle states if there
are no users interacting with them [2]. By contrast, API-level
automation can guarantee the exact execution of each work-
load operation and help ease maintenance difficulties brought
by external factors [28], e.g., frequent updates of application
versions.

4.4.3. Pipeline of metric testing
In CpsMark+, test of the designed metric for a specific workload is

performed through the MCP and follows a similar pipeline across all
workloads as shown in Fig. 3.

More concretely, for the 𝑁th workload, the MCP first decompresses
the resource package and extracts the exclusive input files to a specified
location, then an MD5 [29] check is performed towards them to ensure
the data integrity. If the MD5 check fails, the test will abort and return
to the initialization phase, otherwise, the MCP will move forward to the
application execution phase depicted as the dashed rectangle in Fig. 3,
where the designed metric 𝑇𝑁 is tested. When all the workload oper-
ations are finished, an MD5 check is performed towards the generated
output. Finally, after a five-second countdown, if there is no user input
to interrupt the test, i.e., mouse clicks on the pause button, the MCP will
proceed for the next workload until the entire benchmark is completed.

It is worth noting that for the workloads in the usage scenario
of document manipulation and Google Chrome, the applications are
launched through direct open of the input files, while for the workloads
in the usage scenarios of graphic design, multimedia processing, and
Microsoft Outlook, the input files are loaded after separate launch of
the applications. As a crucial factor affecting the user experience, the
speed of application launching is a good indicator of memory and
storage performance.

4.5. Scoring methodology

The scoring methodology of benchmarks integrates test results of
the designed metric and generates quantified scores that evaluate the
overall performance of computer systems. For a commercial bench-
mark used in centralized procurement, the scoring methodology should
provide accurate estimation of the user experience for tested comput-
ers to help authorities choose better products from alternatives. For
CpsMark+, the design of its scoring methodology meets the following
criteria:

• The resulting score does not have significant fluctuation and can
remain steady given a constant computer system.
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Fig. 3. Intra-workload and inter-workload pipelines of metric testing in CpsMark+.
• The resulting score can sufficiently differentiate the user experi-
ence of tested computers with diverse performance.

• The pair-wise relationship between the resulting scores from dif-
ferent computer systems is neutral to the calibration method and
the specification of the baseline platform.

Concretely, for each module, we sum the tested metric of each in-
cluded workload executed on the tested computer system and compare
it with the sum of workload metrics tested on the baseline platform. We
calculate the ratio value of these two sums and round it to the nearest
integer. In this case, a higher score indicates better performance. To
be more specific, given the 𝑖th module and the number of included
workloads 𝑁𝑖, 𝑇𝑗 and t𝑗 are the tested metric of the 𝑗th workload
executed on the tested computer system and the baseline platform,
respectively. The resulting score for module 𝑖 is calculated as follows:

𝑆𝑖 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1000 ⋅

∑𝑁𝑖
𝑗=1 𝑡𝑗

∑𝑁𝑖
𝑗=1 𝑇𝑗

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

Note that we do not take the geometric mean of each score as
he overall rating, which places equal weight for each module [30].
nstead, we reserve and separate the score so that end users can flexibly
ustomize the weight of each module when they refer to the benchmark
esults according to diversified requirements. Within each module, the
um of each tested metric reflects cooperation across workloads and
ifferent performance dependencies of them.

.6. Baseline platform and calibration

As the datum point of the evaluation framework, baseline platforms
re prerequisite for most benchmarks. Judicious choice of the baseline
latform is of great significance for the resulting score. For instance,
n exorbitant configuration of the baseline platform will lead to low
ensitivity and weak differentiation of benchmarks, while an inferior
ne may cause poor repeatability. Hence, at the time of development of
psMark+, we study the mainstream configurations of office computers

purchased in centralized procurement and determine the following con-
figuration for the baseline platform based on performance requirements
of the workloads in CpsMark+:

• CPU Model: Intel® Core™ i3-9100 (4 cores, 3.60 GHz, 6 MB L3
cache)

• Graphics: Intel® UHD Graphics 630
• RAM: Kingston® ValueRAM™ 8 GB DDR4 2400 MHz
• Storage: Western Digital® WD Blue™ 1 TB SATA III HDD (6 GB/s,

7200 RPM)
• Chipset: Intel® Z390
• Display Resolution: 1920 × 1080
• OS: Microsoft® Windows® 10

Specifically, to calibrate 𝑡𝑗 , we build the baseline platform with
brand new parts according to the above hardware configurations and
perform a clean installation of the selected operating system. Then
we run both modules of CpsMark+ on the baseline platform for 5

independent iterations, the workload-wise calibration 𝑡𝑗 is calculated as

8

the median value over the tested metrics of the 𝑗th workload from the
five runs. Note that since the baseline platform is not a finished product
of a computer manufacturer, it is illogical to integrate the tested metrics
of all workloads within each module as the module-wise calibration of
the baseline platform.

4.7. Benchmark characterization

In this section, we analyze some basic characteristics of CpsMark+
from the perspectives of sensitivity and repeatability, which are two
widely used criteria of typical computer benchmarks. Specifically, we
have performed extensive test experiments with CpsMark+ on mul-
tiple assembled computer systems. Then we analyze the sensitivity
of tested module performance to varying hardware characteristics.
We also explore the repeatability of workload performance under a
constant computer system and stable test environment.

4.7.1. Experimental setup
We alter five different hardware characteristics of a predefined da-

tum point to build the tested computer systems, including the number
of CPU cores, CPU frequency, graphics card, storage device, and system
memory, which are crucial factors in determining user experience. For
each hardware characteristic, we select four configurations with signifi-
cant pairwise performance differences. They are denoted as Config 1 to
Config 4 in ascending order of performance. The detailed configurations
of each hardware characteristic are listed in Table 3.

For the configurations of the CPU characteristic, instead of using
different processor models, we stick to the CPU model of the datum
point and enable different CPU frequencies or numbers of CPU cores by
changing BIOS settings. For the configurations of the graphics card, we
use the same brand of discrete graphics cards to ensure consistency of
graphics drivers and available physical memory. For the configurations
of system memory, we all adopt the single-channel mode and only
change the memory size of the datum point. The configuration of the
datum point is listed as follows:

• CPU Model: Intel® Core™ i7-9700K (8 cores, 3.60 GHz, 12 MB L3
cache)

• Graphics: Nvidia® GeForce® GTX 750
• RAM: Kingston® ValueRAM™ 4 GB DDR4 2666 MHz
• Storage: Seagate® Barracuda® 1TB SATA III HDD (6 GB/s, 5400

RPM)
• Chipset: Intel® Z390
• Display Resolution: 1920 × 1080
• OS: Microsoft® Windows® 10

Notably, for all the experiments in this section, we disable com-
mon auxiliary optimization technologies, e.g., Turbo Boost, Hyper-
Threading, and Hardware Acceleration, to better highlight the influ-
ence of different configurations under various hardware characteristics
on benchmark performance from a static perspective. These auxil-
iary optimization technologies can be enabled in the practical use of

CpsMark+.
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Table 3
The hardware characteristics and related configurations.

Hardware characteristic Configuration 1 Configuration 2 Configuration 3 Configuration 4

CPU cores 2-Core 4-Core 6-Core 8-Core
CPU frequency 2.0 GHz 2.5 GHz 3.0 GHz 3.5 GHz

Graphics card Nvidia GeForce
GTX 750

Nvidia GeForce
GTX 980

Nvidia GeForce
GTX 1080

Nvidia GeForce
RTX 2080Ti

Storage device Seagate Barracuda 1TB SATA
III 5400RPM HDD

Western Digital Blue 1TB
SATA III 7200 RPM HDD

Samsung 860 EVO 250GB
SATA III SSD

Samsung 970 PRO 512GB
NVMe M.2 SSD

System memory 4 GB 8 GB 16 GB 32 GB
Fig. 4. The sensitivity of the module performance to various hardware characteristics.
4.7.2. Sensitivity analysis
Through evaluating the module performance and the workload

performance on tested systems with different levels of configurations,
we can explore the sensitivity of CpsMark+ scores to various hardware
haracteristics. To get strict test results, except for the hardware char-
cteristic under test, the other components of a certain configuration
emain identical to the components of the datum point. Specifically,
e run CpsMark+ on each configuration for 20 independent iterations
ith a system reboot and a 15-min interval between each run. In each

teration, we sum the tested metrics of the included workloads for
ach module, then the average of the sums is adopted as the module
erformance on a certain configuration. Finally, for each hardware
haracteristic, we calculate the inverse ratio of the module performance
ested on the other three configurations to the module performance
ested on the first configuration, i.e., base configuration, respectively.
he sensitivity of the module performance and the workload perfor-
ance of CpsMark+ to various hardware characteristics are shown in

Fig. 4 and Table 4, respectively.
Based on the module performance evaluation depicted in Fig. 4,

we notice that both modules have a high sensitivity to CPU cores
and CPU frequency, the module performance steadily increases as the

configurations improve, indicating that both modules can make full

9

use of CPU resources and be significantly affected by more CPU cores
and higher CPU frequency. The CC module has a significantly higher
sensitivity to the graphics card, the best configuration performs 1.77
times better than the base configuration, while there is no significant
difference in the performance of the CA module, which indicates that
better graphic cards cannot lead to significant performance improve-
ment of the CA module. Rotation speed and storage media of hard disks
also have a great influence on the performance of both modules, since
the workloads involve application launching and many I/O operations,
while drive interface and protocol contribute less to the module per-
formance. Both modules are relatively less sensitive to system memory
than the other hardware characteristics, which indicates that larger
size of system memory will bring least significant improvement of both
module performance compared to better configurations under other
hardware characteristics.

We also notice that the sensitivity of the CC module to most hard-
ware characteristics is higher than the sensitivity of the CA module,
since the workloads in the CC module are heavier and have more
resource consumption. In addition, as the configurations improve, the
growth rate of the module performance slows down, especially for the
best configurations, because when configurations exceed some require-
ment bottleneck of the entire workloads, extra improvement of a single
hardware characteristic cannot yield much performance growth.
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Table 4
The sensitivity of the workload performance to various hardware characteristics.

CPU cores Chrome PowerPoint Word Excel Acrobat WinRAR Outlook Photoshop AutoCAD 3ds Max Premiere After effects HandBrake

Config 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Config 2 1.18 1.21 1.19 1.27 1.23 1.25 1.19 1.48 1.51 1.55 1.49 1.52 1.56
Config 3 1.35 1.37 1.35 1.41 1.36 1.39 1.34 1.73 1.72 1.74 1.69 1.75 1.71
Config 4 1.41 1.43 1.42 1.47 1.44 1.45 1.42 1.89 1.87 1.92 1.91 1.93 1.93

CPU frequency Chrome PowerPoint Word Excel Acrobat WinRAR Outlook Photoshop AutoCAD 3ds Max Premiere After effects HandBrake

Config 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Config 2 1.20 1.22 1.21 1.25 1.23 1.26 1.19 1.18 1.19 1.22 1.24 1.23 1.22
Config 3 1.37 1.38 1.39 1.44 1.40 1.43 1.38 1.33 1.35 1.37 1.36 1.34 1.34
Config 4 1.63 1.65 1.64 1.68 1.64 1.67 1.62 1.59 1.57 1.63 1.61 1.58 1.61

Graphics card Chrome PowerPoint Word Excel Acrobat WinRAR Outlook Photoshop AutoCAD 3ds Max Premiere After effects HandBrake

Config 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Config 2 1.01 0.99 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.01 0.98 1.36 1.34 1.37 1.35 1.34 1.36
Config 3 1.03 1.00 1.01 1.01 0.99 1.02 1.02 1.66 1.65 1.68 1.66 1.63 1.65
Config 4 1.05 1.04 1.04 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.01 1.77 1.79 1.77 1.75 1.78 1.76

Storage device Chrome PowerPoint Word Excel Acrobat WinRAR Outlook Photoshop AutoCAD 3ds Max Premiere After effects HandBrake

Config 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Config 2 1.26 1.25 1.27 1.23 1.24 1.27 1.25 1.25 1.22 1.24 1.25 1.23 1.21
Config 3 1.48 1.47 1.49 1.51 1.50 1.51 1.47 1.46 1.45 1.48 1.49 1.47 1.48
Config 4 1.54 1.55 1.53 1.53 1.55 1.54 1.56 1.51 1.52 1.49 1.50 1.48 1.47

System memory Chrome PowerPoint Word Excel Acrobat WinRAR Outlook Photoshop AutoCAD 3ds Max Premiere After effects HandBrake

Config 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Config 2 1.17 1.16 1.17 1.15 1.18 1.14 1.15 1.22 1.19 1.21 1.18 1.22 1.20
Config 3 1.23 1.22 1.25 1.24 1.23 1.22 1.22 1.28 1.27 1.29 1.26 1.25 1.30
Config 4 1.24 1.21 1.26 1.23 1.26 1.23 1.24 1.31 1.29 1.33 1.32 1.28 1.33
r
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As for the sensitivity of the workload performance of CpsMark+
to each hardware characteristic, based on the workload performance
evaluation depicted in Table 4, we have observed the same trend as
the sensitivity of the module performance. Generally, the performance
of all the workloads is highly sensitive to the number of CPU cores,
CPU frequency, and the storage devices. The performance of the work-
loads that require massive GPU-intensive computing, e.g., AutoCAD
and Premiere, is more sensitive to graphics cards, compared to the
relatively lightweight workloads, e.g., Microsoft Office. However, the
performance of some workloads in the CA module, e.g., Excel and
WinRAR, is more sensitive to CPU frequency and storage devices, which
might be resulted from frequent float point calculations in the RAM and
massive document I/O operations in disks triggered by these workloads.
We also find out that the performance improvement of most workloads
is not significant once the size of system memory reaches 8 GB, which
is likely to be the requirement threshold for the workload software to
run smoothly.

4.7.3. Repeatability analysis
The repeatability of CpsMark+ is evaluated according to the fluctu-

ation of the module performance and the workload performance tested
on the identical computer systems. We leverage Coefficient of Variation
(CV), the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean, to indicate the
degree of performance fluctuation [31]. To be more specific, for all the
experiments under each hardware characteristic, we calculate the CV
of the module performance and the workload performance evaluated
on the same configuration over 20 independent iterations, respectively.
Finally, we aggregate the CV of the module performance under each
hardware characteristic and calculate the average CV of the workload
performance evaluated on each level of configurations. The results are
shown in Fig. 5.

As we can see from the results depicted in Fig. 5, the CV of the
module performance under all the hardware characteristics is less than
3%, while the CV of the workload performance under each level of the
four configurations is less than 2.5%, which indicates that the overall
benchmark results of CpsMark+ are stable and have high consistency
under the identical tested computer systems and environment.

Furthermore, for each hardware characteristic, we mark the CV of
the module performance under Config 1 and Config 4, respectively.
10
It turns out that except for the results of the CC module under the
hardware characteristic of CPU frequency, the best configuration will
cause the highest CV of the module performance, while the worst
configuration will lead to the lowest CV. Combining the CV of the work-
load performance with each other, we can conclude that the stability
of benchmark results will be improved if the performance of tested
configurations exceeds the performance requirements of workloads.
As a result, the CV of the module performance under the hardware
characteristics of the CPU cores and CPU frequency is relatively high,
since CPU frequency of only 2.0 GHz or 2 CPU cores might significantly
encumber the performance of tested computer systems.

We also notice that the CV of the heavyweight workload perfor-
mance is generally higher than the CV of the lightweight workload
performance, which is consistent with the previous conclusion, the pos-
sible reason is that heavyweight workloads will greatly occupy system
resources and lead to unexpected disturbance caused by resource com-
petition between complex program instructions. While Google Chrome
is an exception, since the value of its tested metric is relatively small
so that it is susceptible to the fluctuation of repetitive experiments.
Another finding is that the module performance and the workload per-
formance tested on better configurations will become less volatile, as
the performance of high-level configurations might greatly exceed the
requirements of workload software. Overall, our benchmark methodol-
ogy ensures that CpsMark+ is of high sensitivity to provide stable and
eliable evaluation results.

.8. Comparative evaluation against competing benchmarks

In this section, we mainly focus on quantitative and qualitative
omparison between CpsMark+ and two commonly used computer

benchmarks in commercial field, i.e., SYSmark 2018 and PCMark 10.
We explain the experimental and the analytical results in detail, which
further highlight the strength and the design philosophy of CpsMark+.

4.8.1. Quantitative comparison
For quantitative comparison, we compare CpsMark+ with SYSmark

2018 and PCMark 10 with respect to the sensitivity and the repeatabil-
ity of the module performance under various hardware characteristics.
We do not select other metrics, e.g., test duration and power con-
sumption, since SYSmark 2018 and PCMark 10 are not open-source
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Fig. 5. The repeatability of the module/workload performance under various hardware characteristics.
benchmarks and do not have built-in functions to precisely measure
these metrics, which as well makes it impossible to compare the sensi-
tivity and the repeatability of them at a finer granularity, e.g., the level
of workload performance. In addition, sensitivity and repeatability are
the universal metrics for comparing different benchmarks, even if they
possess diverse construction methodologies and usages.

Specifically, we follow the same experimental setup as described
in Section 4.7. The modules of SYSmark 2018 include Productivity,
Creativity, and Responsiveness, while the modules of PCMark 10 in-
clude Essentials, Creativity, and Digital Content Creation. The detailed
information about SYSmark 2018 and PCMark 10 is available on their
official websites, respectively. Note that in this section, among the three
benchmarks, we only compare the sensitivity and the repeatability
of the modules that evaluate system performance in similar usage
scenarios. Average sensitivity and repeatability (CV in percentage)
of the module performance for the three compared benchmarks are
summarized in Table 5.

In terms of the sensitivity results depicted in Table 5, among the
three modules that evaluate system performance related to document
editing and Internet surfing, i.e., the CA module of CpsMark+, the
Productivity module of SYSmark 2018, and the Productivity module of
PCMark 10, the Productivity module of SYSmark 2018 has the highest
sensitivity to all the configurations under each hardware characteristic,
since it includes some workloads that have relatively high consumption
of system resources, e.g., AutoIT and Shotcut, while the CA module
of CpsMark+ has the second highest sensitivity, which is close to the
sensitivity of the Productivity module of SYSmark 2018. Among the
three modules that evaluate system performance related to multimedia
processing and graphics design, i.e., the CC module of CpsMark+, the
Creativity module of SYSmark 2018, and the Digital Content Creation
module of PCMark 10, the CC module of CpsMark+ is most sensitive
to all the hardware characteristics, especially graphics cards, which
indicates CpsMark+ can sensitively reflect performance improvement
of better GPUs in digital and multimedia processing tasks.

In terms of the repeatability results depicted in Table 5, among the
three modules that evaluate system performance related to document
editing and Internet surfing, i.e., the CA module of CpsMark+, the
Productivity module of SYSmark 2018, and the Productivity module of
PCMark 10, the CA module has the highest repeatability, i.e., the lowest
CV, across all configurations under each hardware characteristic, while
11
the Productivity module of SYSmark 2018 has the lowest repeatability,
i.e., the highest CV. This result is attributed to the UI-level automation
of SYSmark 2018, which introduces massive unstable and delayed
interactions, e.g., clicking dialog windows. Among the three modules
that evaluate system performance related to multimedia processing
and graphics design, i.e., the CC module of CpsMark+, the Creativity
module of SYSmark 2018, and the Digital Content Creation module
of PCMark 10, likewise, the CC module has the highest repeatability,
i.e., the lowest CV, across all configurations under each hardware char-
acteristic, which is attributed to the relatively lightweight workloads
and the smooth API-level automation of CpsMark+.

Generally, in terms of the modules that evaluate system perfor-
mance in similar usage scenarios, CpsMark+ exhibits the highest re-
peatability against state-of-the-art commercial benchmarks, i.e., SYS-
mark 2018 and PCMark 10, while it also possesses the second highest
sensitivity to the hardware characteristics tested in this experiment,
which is close to the sensitivity of SYSmark 2018.

4.8.2. Qualitative comparison
In this section, we empirically conduct some qualitative comparison

of the three benchmarks from the perspectives of workload characteri-
zation and scoring methodology.

Firstly, the Responsiveness module of SYSmark 2018 and the Es-
sentials module of PCMark 10 contain a large amount of irrelevant
workload operations that cannot precisely simulate user experience per-
ceived in practical usage scenarios of tested computer systems, which
is not consistent with the primary attribute of CpsMark+ and accounts
for the reason why we exclude them from the above quantitative
comparison.

To be more specific, the Responsiveness module of SYSmark 2018
solely measures the response time of program initialization, its work-
loads consist of a series of sequential application starts and shutdowns,
which however, cannot reflect the practical use case in daily office
routines and will over amplify the influence of storage devices on
the overall performance evaluation based on user experience. On the
contrary, each workload of CpsMark+ reflects a common workflow
frequently adopted in modern office scenarios and collectively forms
typical tasks that are fluent in nature, which exactly justifies our bench-
mark principal of simulating user experience. Moreover, the Essentials
module of PCMark 10 contains the playback of a video with fixed
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Table 5
Average sensitivity and repeatability of the module performance for the compared benchmarks.

CpsMark+ (sensitivity/repeatability) SYSmark 2018 (sensitivity/repeatability) PCMark 10 (sensitivity/repeatability)

CPU cores CA CC Productivity Creativity Responsiveness Essentials Productivity Digital content creation

Config 1 1.00/2.43 1.00/2.81 1.00/3.76 1.00/4.97 1.00/4.28 1.00/3.15 1.00/2.78 1.00/4.15
Config 2 1.24/2.15 1.51/2.66 1.28/3.52 1.43/4.35 1.35/3.83 1.19/2.86 1.20/2.62 1.44/3.72
Config 3 1.35/1.46 1.72/1.72 1.41/3.04 1.68/4.06 1.38/3.51 1.30/2.34 1.34/2.17 1.68/3.08
Config 4 1.41/0.84 1.89/1.35 1.47/2.17 1.81/3.87 1.40/3.04 1.33/1.77 1.37/1.56 1.81/2.54

CPU frequency CA CC Productivity Creativity Responsiveness Essentials Productivity Digital content creation

Config 1 1.00/2.54 1.00/2.87 1.00/3.88 1.00/5.12 1.00/4.35 1.00/3.25 1.00/2.91 1.00/3.97
Config 2 1.23/2.76 1.21/2.95 1.26/4.02 1.16/5.11 1.13/4.21 1.15/3.11 1.15/2.63 1.13/4.16
Config 3 1.41/1.95 1.38/2.38 1.48/3.34 1.32/4.53 1.19/3.96 1.32/2.48 1.33/2.24 1.32/3.52
Config 4 1.63/1.12 1.59/1.74 1.71/2.73 1.57/4.17 1.22/3.48 1.47/1.93 1.49/1.75 1.49/3.23

Graphics card CA CC Productivity Creativity Responsiveness Essentials Productivity Digital content creation

Config 1 1.00/0.96 1.00/1.62 1.00/2.35 1.00/4.16 1.00/3.26 1.00/1.79 1.00/1.48 1.00/3.35
Config 2 1.01/0.64 1.35/1.07 1.04/2.14 1.35/3.25 1.12/2.74 1.02/1.28 1.01/0.81 1.32/2.41
Config 3 1.03/0.43 1.64/0.45 1.05/1.85 1.60/2.64 1.14/2.21 1.03/0.82 1.02/0.59 1.58/1.77
Config 4 1.04/0.14 1.77/0.29 1.05/1.56 1.75/1.83 1.15/1.77 1.03/0.56 1.04/0.37 1.71/1.46

Storage device CA CC Productivity Creativity Responsiveness Essentials Productivity Digital content creation

Config 1 1.00/1.05 1.00/1.27 1.00/2.47 1.00/3.47 1.00/2.95 1.00/1.87 1.00/1.52 1.00/2.58
Config 2 1.24/0.88 1.23/0.84 1.29/2.15 1.18/3.12 1.47/2.72 1.24/1.39 1.21/1.07 1.18/2.21
Config 3 1.50/0.84 1.48/1.06 1.53/2.02 1.39/2.85 1.83/2.49 1.39/1.28 1.36/0.89 1.37/1.84
Config 4 1.55/0.71 1.51/0.53 1.65/1.97 1.47/2.34 2.25/2.11 1.47/1.35 1.42/0.81 1.43/1.57

System memory CA CC Productivity Creativity Responsiveness Essentials Productivity Digital content creation

Config 1 1.00/0.84 1.00/1.37 1.00/2.20 1.00/3.84 1.00/3.09 1.00/1.85 1.00/1.67 1.00/2.94
Config 2 1.12/0.51 1.19/0.65 1.17/1.75 1.19/2.98 1.23/2.45 1.08/1.26 1.11/1.25 1.14/2.06
Config 3 1.20/0.44 1.28/0.76 1.26/1.58 1.29/3.25 1.25/2.06 1.15/0.99 1.17/0.95 1.25/1.71
Config 4 1.23/0.25 1.32/0.42 1.33/1.33 1.34/2.77 1.26/2.23 1.19/0.63 1.22/0.71 1.30/1.45
duration, thus massive time consumption is included in the calculation
of test metrics, which nevertheless, will dilute the contribution of
better hardware characteristics to the performance improvement of this
module and further reduce the benchmark sensitivity.

Secondly, for each module of PCMark 10, the scoring methodology
takes the geometric mean over the test metrics of inclusive workloads,
which returns a normalized score that treats the performance of each
workload equally and neglects different importance of various work-
load operations in daily office scenarios. By contrast, as described in
Section 4.5, for each module of CpsMark+, the scoring methodology
takes the weighted sum over the test metrics of inclusive workloads,
which emphasizes the influence of heavy or durable workload perfor-
mance on simulated user experience and ignores the importance of
trivial workload operations that are less involved in the routines of end
users.

5. Case study performance evaluation of office desktops using
CpsMark+ in a vendor-neutral tendering

In this section, we aim to demonstrate the effectiveness of CpsMark+
in simulating user experience under office-oriented working scenarios
for better office desktop performance evaluation in practical centralized
procurement. Specifically, in a vendor-neutral tendering of desktop
computers for a Chinese company, the tendering was divided into two
separate batches with different bid evaluation methods. For the second
batch, we combined the original bid evaluation method prepared for
the first batch with benchmark scores from CpsMark+ to formulate a
new bid evaluation method. The original and the new bid evaluation
methods were then independently adopted in the above two tendering
batches, respectively. After one-year use of the wining desktops selected
by the two bid evaluation methods, we independently investigated the
user experience of end users from each tendering batch and collected
their ratings. The results show that the desktops purchased in the
second batch have significantly higher ratings for user experience,
which indicate that the workloads of CpsMark+ can precisely simulate
user experience perceived by end users working in modern office-
oriented scenarios and enable more targeted performance evaluation
for desktops with the above usages.
12
5.1. Brief introduction of tendering

At the beginning of 2020, a large digital marketing agency in China
initialized a centralized procurement to purchase desktop computers
for the employees from a functional department and a business de-
partment, which are denoted as A and B, respectively. For innovating
the traditional tendering policy and validating the effectiveness of
CpsMark+, within each department, the procurement was arranged
as two separate batches of vendor-neutral tendering with different
bid evaluation methods, which are denoted as 1 and 2. The basic
information of the four tendering batches are listed in Table 6. Then
during the next year, the employees of each department were divided
into two groups to use the desktop computers purchased in the two
tendering batches, respectively.

Note that in addition to the bid evaluation methods for final
decision-making among shortlisted alternatives, we also clarified the
minimum technical requirements to preliminarily screen candidates
from all bidders, which were based on the standard and high-
performance configurations in Bitkom’s guideline for IT procurement
[14], i.e., Vendor-neutral Tendering of Desktop Computers.

5.2. Improvement of bid evaluation methods

Main difference between the two tendering batches lay in the bid
evaluation methods, which were adopted by bid evaluation committee
to determine the best bidding product. In this case study, to help au-
thorities purchase desktop computers with better end-user experience
at a certain cost and further validate the effectiveness of CpsMark+, we
decided to partly replace the straightforward hardware-based scoring
rules in the original bid evaluation method with benchmark scores from
CpsMark+ to develop the new bid evaluation method.

5.2.1. The original bid evaluation method
The old bid evaluation method consists of 3 sections with a total of

100 points, i.e., the commercial section, the technical section, and the
price section. The final score for a certain bid is the sum over the score
for each section. Specifically, the score for the commercial section is

the direct sum over the score for each included item (0–1 point per
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Basic information of the four tendering batches.

Tendering batches Purchase quantity End users Primary responsibilities

1A 39 Department A (Functional) Supportive market research & analysis2A 39

1B 46 Department B (Business) Marketing related service of FMCG2B 46
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Table 7
The weight of each item within the technical section.

CPU Motherboard Monitor Memory Storage Graphics

1A 15 9 4 11 15 13
1B 20 8 7 11 13 18

item). The score for the technical section is the weighted sum over
the score for each included item, which is the weighted average over
ratings for various metrics ranked by the importance (0–1 point per
metric). Detailed information of the items within each section are listed
as follows:

1. Commercial section (3/3 points for 1A/1B)

• Quality of bid response documents.
• Efficiency of logistics and query systems.
• Quality of after-sales service.

2. Technical section (67/77 points for 1A/1B)

• CPU. Metrics: craftsmanship, number of cores, base fre-
quency, size of L3 cache, Thermal Design Power.

• Motherboard. Metrics: chipset, expansion slots, structure,
BIOS, power supply.

• Monitor. Metrics: screen size, resolution, brightness, panel
type, ports.

• Memory. Metrics: DDR generations, capacity, operating
frequency, CAS latency.

• Storage. Metrics: HDD/SSD, capacity, rotation speed (for
HDD), interface, disk buffer.

• Graphics. Metrics: integrated/discrete, craftsmanship, ar-
chitecture, GPU frequency (for discrete graphics).

The score for the 𝑗th item is calculated as follows:

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑗 = 𝑤𝑗 ⋅

∑𝑛𝑗
𝑖=1[𝑟𝑗 (𝑖) ⋅

(

1 − 𝑖−1
𝑛𝑗

)

]

∑𝑛𝑗
𝑖=1(1 −

𝑖−1
𝑛𝑗

)

where 𝑛𝑗 is the number of metrics for the 𝑗th item, 𝑟𝑗 (𝑖) is the
rating (0–1 point) for the 𝑖th metric of the 𝑗th item, 𝑤𝑗 is the
weight of the 𝑗th item predefined by domain experts, which is
listed in Table 7.

3. Price section (30/20 points for 1A/1B)
The lowest quotation among all the bids that meet the minimum
technical requirements is defined as the Negotiated Base Price
(NBP), then the price section score for a certain bid is the
product of the price coefficient and the ratio of the NBP to its
quotation. The price coefficients for the tendering batches of 1A
and 1B are 30 and 20, respectively.

.2.2. The new bid evaluation method
In terms of the new bid evaluation method for the tendering batches

f 2A and 2B, we introduce benchmark scores from CpsMark+ to re-
lace any items related to system performance in the original technical
ection, i.e., all the items except for the Monitor item. The weight of the
onitor item and the weights of the commercial and the price sections

emain constant. To maintain a total score of 100 points, the benchmark
13
score weights for the tendering batches of 2A and 2B are 63 and 70,
respectively.

To calculate the absolute benchmark score from CpsMark+, unlike
he item weights within each section in the original bid evaluation
ethod, the weight of the CA/CC module is not predefined by domain

xperts from the bid evaluation committee, instead it is assigned as the
verage value of the survey results from the real end users of both de-
artments. The weights of the CA/CC module for the tendering batches
f 2A and 2B turn out to be 0.71/0.29 and 0.12/0.88, respectively.
hen the absolute benchmark score from CpsMark+ for each tendering
atch is defined as follows:

𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑝𝑠 =
∑2
𝑖=1 𝑤𝑖

√

√

√

√

2
∏

𝑖=1
𝑠𝑖𝑤𝑖

where 𝑤𝑖 is the weight of the 𝑖th module, 𝑠𝑖 is the median score of the
th module over 5 independent tests on a certain bidding product.

To scale the absolute benchmark score from CpsMark+ for better
eflection of relative performance among various bidding products, we
dopted a similar strategy as in the price section. Specifically, the best
bsolute benchmark score among all the bids that meet the minimum
echnical requirements is defined as the Negotiated Maximum Perfor-
ance (NMP), then the final benchmark score for a certain bid is the
roduct of the benchmark score weight and the ratio of its absolute
enchmark score to the NMP. Finally, the score for the new technical
ection is the direct sum over the final benchmark score and the score
or the Monitor item.

.3. Effects of introducing benchmark scores from CpsMark+

To evaluate the effects of introducing benchmark scores from
psMark+ as part of the new bid evaluation method, for the winning

bids purchased in the tendering batches of 1A/1B and 2A/2B, we
performed a comparative analysis towards the one-year user experience
rated by the respective end users.

5.3.1. Evaluation protocols of user experience
We first formulated the explicit evaluation protocols for rating

user experience of office desktops in modern office scenarios. The ISO
9241 standard [32] of human–computer interaction defines usability
as ‘‘the extent to which a product can be used by specific users to
achieve specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction in
a specified context of use’’. We defined user experience of the winning
bids in a similar way as the usability defined in the ISO 9241 standard.
Since for all the bids that meet the minimum technical requirements,
the effectiveness of the products in fulfilling the tasks specified by the
tenders is guaranteed, we mainly focused on the following two metrics:

(1) Efficiency, i.e., the user-perceived time consumption for soft-
ware and applications to achieve specified goals. The rating is scaled as
‘‘very efficient’’ (5 points), ‘‘somewhat efficient’’ (4 points), ‘‘neutral’’
(3 points), ‘‘somewhat inefficient’’ (2 points), or ‘‘very inefficient’’ (1
point).

(2) Smoothness, i.e., the user-perceived overall smoothness in daily
use of software or applications, including jank, launching speed, delay,
and response to instructions. The rating is scaled as ‘‘very smooth’’ (5
points), ‘‘somewhat smooth’’ (4 points), ‘‘neutral’’ (3 points), ‘‘some-
what unsmooth’’ (2 points), or ‘‘very unsmooth’’ (1 point).

In terms of the rating items, we surveyed each department to find
out the software or applications frequently used by most end users
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Table 8
The rating items and corresponding weights.

MySQL Excel Power BI Photoshop Premiere After effects Internet explorer Word PowerPoint Lark [33]

1A/2A 0.18 0.19 0.13 0 0 0 0.09 0.16 0.12 0.13
1B/2B 0 0 0 0.22 0.18 0.25 0.14 0.10 0.05 0.06
Fig. 6. The distributions of user experience ratings for the winning bids.
within one year after the procurement. Then we gave them differ-
ent weights according to the average hours of use over the entire
department, which are listed in Table 8.

For each tendering batch, i.e., 1A, 2A, 1B, and 2B, we randomly
invited 20 end users from the corresponding group of their department
to independently rate the user experience of the desktop computers
purchased in this tendering batch. The questionnaires adopted for
rating the user experience are similar as CSAT [34]. For each desktop
computer, the total score for each metric of the user experience is the
weighted sum over the metric ratings for all the items.

5.3.2. Evaluation results
The distributions of user experience ratings for the winning bids

from the four tendering batches are shown in Fig. 6. As we can see from
the results, for both metrics of the user experience, the ratings from
all surveyed end users are between 2.5 and 5 points. Specifically, the
ratings for both user experience metrics of the winning bids from the
tendering batches of 1A/1B are mostly between 2.5 and 4 points, while
the ratings from the tendering batches of 2A/2B are mostly between 3
and 4.5 points, which indicates that the user experience of the desktop
computers selected by the new bid evaluation method is improved to
some extent.

Table 9 shows some descriptive statistics of the above user experi-
ence ratings and the average quotation for the desktops purchased from
each tendering batches. For the tendering batches of 1A/2A, the effi-

ciency and the smoothness ratings for the winning bids are 3.51/3.90
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points and 3.23/3.69 points, with an increase of 11.11% and 14.24%,
respectively. For the tendering batches of 1B/2B, the efficiency and
the smoothness ratings for the winning bids are 3.40/3.93 points and
3.53/3.96 points, with an increase of 15.59% and 12.18%, respectively.

Although the rating results of user experience demonstrate the
effectiveness of CpsMark+ in identifying office desktops with better
user experience under modern office-oriented scenarios, the analy-
sis so far has only told part of the story for evaluating the effects
of introducing benchmark scores from CpsMark+ in centralized pro-
curement, since pricier bids generally tend to deliver better system
performance, which will cause a much higher budget. To this end, we
also consider the average quotation for the winning bids from each
tendering batch, which is 5316/5562 CNY and 6465/6948 CNY for
the tendering batches of 1A/2A and 1B/2B, with an increase of 4.63%
and 7.47%, respectively. Note that in this paper, charges for other
services, e.g., logistics and insurance, are excluded from the average
quotation. Apparently, the higher average quotation of the winning
bids leads to more significant increase of user experience ratings.
This result demonstrates that the new bid evaluation method based
on benchmark scores from CpsMark+ can help authorities select the
bid with better user experience and higher cost-effectiveness in the
centralized procurement of office desktops.

5.3.3. Statistical analysis
In this case study, we randomly selected 20 end users from each
tendering batch for higher survey efficiency and minimizing the rating
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Table 9
Descriptive statistics of the user experience ratings and the average quotation for the winning bids.

1A 2A 1B 2B

Efficiency Mean (%) 3.51 (70%) 3.90 (78%) 3.40 (68%) 3.93 (79%)
95% confidence interval [3.32–3.71] [3.69–4.10] [3.18–3.61] [3.70–4.15]

Smoothness Mean (%) 3.23 (65%) 3.69 (74%) 3.53 (71%) 3.96 (79%)
95% confidence interval [3.02–3.45] [3.47–3.91] [3.28–3.78] [3.71–4.22]

Average quotation per computer, CNY 5316 5562 6465 6948
Table 10
Results of the 𝑝-value in significance tests (at a 5% significance level).

1A 2A 1B 2B

Efficiency
Normality 0.8978 0.5410 0.1805 0.5569
Homogeneity of variance 0.8486 0.8741
Student’s t-test 0.0070 0.0001

Smoothness
Normality 0.1643 0.8280 0.6373 0.0643
Homogeneity of variance 0.9769 0.8455
Student’s t-test 0.0035 0.0165

deviation due to the subjective evaluation of user experience. Hence,
we perform further statistical analysis to explore potential significant
changes of user experience ratings within the whole populations from
the tendering batches of 2A/2B. The results of significance tests are
shown in Table 10.

According to the Shapiro–Wilk test, the normality for all the dis-
tributions of user experience ratings is accepted, which indicates that
user experience of the winning bids from each tendering batch is
concentrated within a certain range. Then we conduct a two-tailed
F test to infer the homogeneity of variance between user experience
ratings from 1A and 2A, as well as 1B and 2B. Specifically, all the results
accept the null hypothesis, which is possibly attributed to the similar
responsibilities of employees from the same department.

The results of the student’s t-test also infer a significant change
of user experience ratings within the whole populations from the
tendering batch of 2B. Specifically, the p-value of the student’s t-
test for efficiency ratings from the tendering batches of 1B/2B is just
0.0001, which suggests that a significant change of user experience
perceived by all the employees from the tendering batch of 2B exists
with a large probability. The possible reason is that system performance
of the winning bids from the tendering batch of 2B breaks through
requirement bottleneck of the routine tasks in department B.

5.3.4. User experience of items excluded from CpsMark+
Although we have seen significant improvements in user experience
f the winning bids selected by the new bid evaluation method, the
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rating items for user experience evaluation partly overlap with the
workloads of CpsMark+. Without loss of generality, we conduct a
comparative analysis to further validate the effectiveness of CpsMark+
in simulating user experience of tested computer systems with respect
to software or applications that are not included in its workloads.

Specifically, for each rating item that is not adopted as the workload
application of CpsMark+, we collect and average its user experience
metrics over the winning bids selected by the original and the new bid
evaluation methods, respectively. The results are shown in Fig. 7 and
Table 11.

According to the above results, under the workloads that are not
included in CpsMark+, user experience of the office desktops selected
by the new bid evaluation method also improves by varying degrees.
For example, in terms of heavy workloads, the average ratings for
efficiency and smoothness of MySQL increase by 22.95% and 26.56%,
respectively. The similar trend of user experience improvement is also
observed with respect to more lightweight workloads, e.g., Power BI,
Internet Explorer, and Lark. These results suggest that the workloads of
CpsMark+ are sufficiently representative for simulating user experience
of tested computer systems perceived under a wide range of workloads.

6. Conclusions

This paper presents CpsMark+, a scenario-oriented benchmark sys-
tem that quantitively evaluates the overall performance of office desk-
tops in centralized procurement. Considering the proposed challenges
in benchmarking desktops under practical usage scenarios for cen-
tralized procurement, the workloads of CpsMark+ are designed to be
scenario-oriented and can simulate user experience of tested computer
systems perceived by end users working in modern-office scenarios.
The metrics testing and the scoring methodology are flexibly adjusted
based on each individual workload. Extensive experiments on multi-
ple real-world tested computer systems demonstrate high sensitivity
and repeatability of benchmark scores from CpsMark+, compared to

SYSmark 2018 and PCMark 10. From the perspective of end users,
Fig. 7. User experience ratings for software or applications absent in CpsMark+.
Table 11
Average user experience ratings for software or applications absent in CpsMark+.

MySQL Power BI Internet Explorer Lark

Efficiency Old bid evaluation method 3.05 3.50 3.43 4.20
New bid evaluation method 3.75 3.80 3.60 4.28

Smoothness Old bid evaluation method 3.20 3.55 3.20 3.98
New bid evaluation method 4.05 3.95 3.55 4.30
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in a practical centralized procurement of office desktops, by replac-
ing the original bid evaluation method with benchmark scores from
CpsMark+ and comparing user experience ratings for the winning bids
selected by the two bid evaluation methods, we also demonstrate
the effectiveness of using CpsMark+ to simulate user experience of
ested systems in modern-office scenarios for better evaluation of office
esktop performance in centralized procurement.

Our work provides a general idea to design computer benchmarks
sed in other usage scenarios and helps further explore the benefits of
ntroducing benchmark scores in traditional bid evaluation methods for
entralized procurement of office desktops. In the future, we will focus
n designing parallel workloads that contain more complex interactions
nd involving other metrics, e.g., battery life or energy efficiency.
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