Evaluation of GIGA+ Scalable Directories
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Two aspects of evaluation
e Scalability of indexing (by storing data in Linux tmpfs)
* Directory performance (by storing data on ext3 and Reiser)

GIGA+ logical hash partitions are file system directories on
the backend local file system (ext3, ReiserFS and tmpfs).
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Load-balancing Effectiveness

Multiple partitions per server improves GIGA+ load balancing (for Two design choices affect the performance of GIGA+ directories
non power-of-two servers)  On-disk directory representation
 Requires 10-100X less re-partitioning than consistent hashing  Metadata handling techniques such as journaling
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