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Abstract

Robotic storage devices offer huge storage capacity at a
low cost per byte, but with large access times. Integrating
these devices into the storage hierarchy presents a chal-
lengeto file system designers. Log-structured file systems
(LFSs) were devel oped to reduce latenciesinvolved in ac-
cessing disk devices, but their sequential write patterns
match well with tertiary storage characteristics. Unfortu-
nately, existing versions only manage memory caches and
disks, and do not support a broader storage hierarchy.

HighLight extends4.4BSD L FSto incorporate both sec-
ondary storage devices (disks) and tertiary storage devices
(such as robotic tape jukeboxes), providing a hierarchy
withinthefile system that does not require any application
support. Thispaper presentsthe design of HighLight, pro-
poses various policiesfor automatic migration of file data
between thehierarchy levels, and presentsinitial migration
mechanism performance figures.
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1. Introduction

HighLight combines both conventiona disk secondary
storage and robotic tertiary storage into a single file sys-
tem. It builds upon the 4.4BSD LFS [10], which derives
directly from the Sprite Log-structured File System (LFS)
[9], developed at the University of California at Berke-
ley by Mendel Rosenblum and John Ousterhout as part of
the Sprite operating system. LFS is optimized for writ-
ing data, whereas mogt file systems (e.g. the BSD Fast
File System [4]) are optimized for reading data. LFS di-
vides the disk into 512KB or 1IMB segments, and writes
data sequentially within each segment. The segments are
threaded together to form alog, so recovery is quick; it
entails aroll-forward of the log from the last checkpoint.
Disk space is reclaimed by copying valid data from dirty
segments to the tail of the log and marking the emptied
segments as clean.

Since log-structured file systems are optimized for
write performance, they are a good match for the write-
dominated environment of archival storage. However, sys-
tem performance will depend on optimizing read perfor-
mance, since LFS aready optimizes write performance.
Therefore, migration policies and mechanisms should ar-
range the data on tertiary storage to improve read perfor-
mance.

HighLight was devel oped to provide a data storage file
system for use by Sequoia researchers. Project Sequoia
2000 [14] isacollaborative project between computer sci-
entists and earth science researchers to develop the nec-
essary support structure to enable global change research
on alarger scale than current systems can support. High-
Light is one of severa file management avenues under



exploration as a supporting technology for this research.
Other storage management efforts include the Inversion
support in the POSTGRES database system [7] and the
Jaguith manual archive system [6] (which was devel oped
for other uses, but is under consideration for Sequoia's
use).

The bulk of the on-line storage for Sequoia will be
provided by a 600-cartridge Metrum robotic tape unit;
each cartridge has a capacity of 14.5 gigabytesfor atotal
of nearly 9 terabytes. We a so expect to have a collection
of smaller robotic tertiary devices (such as the Hewlett-
Packard 6300 magneto-optic changer). HighLight will
have exclusiverightsto some portion of thetertiary storage
space.

HighLightiscurrently running in our laboratory, witha
simple automated file-oriented migration policy aswell as
a manua migration tool. HighLight can migrate files to
tertiary storage and automaticaly fetch them again from
tertiary storageintothe cache to enable application access.

Theremainder of thispaper presentsHighLight’smech-
anisms and some preliminary performance measurements,
and specul ates on some useful migration policies. We be-
gin with a thumb-nail sketch of the basic Log-structured
file system, followed by a discussion of our basic storage
and migration moded and a comparison with existing re-
lated work in policy and mechanism design. We continue
with abrief discussion of potential migration policiesand a
description of HighLight'sarchitecture. We present some
preliminary measurements of our system performance,
and conclude with a summary and directions for future
work.

2. LFSPrimer

Theprimary characteristic of LFSisthat al dataare stored
in asegmented log. The storage consists of large contigu-
ous spaces called segments which may be threaded to-
gether to form alinear log. New data are appended to the
log, and periodically the system checkpoints the state of
the system. During recovery the system will roll-forward
from the last checkpoint, using the informationin the log
to recover the state of thefile system at failure. Obvioudly,
as data are deleted or replaced, the log contains blocks of
invalid or obsolete data, and the system must coal esce this
wasted spaceto generate new, empty segmentsfor thelog.

4.4BSD L FSsharesmuch of itsimplementationwith the
Berkeley Fast File System (FFS) [4]. It hastwo auxiliary
data structures not found in FFS: the segment summary

table and the inode map. The segment summary table
contains information describing the state of each segment
in the file system. Some of thisinformation is necessary
for correct operation of the file system, such as whether
the segment is clean or dirty, while other information is
used to improve the performance of the cleaner, such as
the number of live data bytes in the segment. The inode
map contains the current disk address of each file sinode,
aswell as some auxiliary information used for file system
bookkeeping. In 4.4BSD LFS, both the inode map and
the segment summary table are contained in aregular file,
caled theifile

When reading files, the only difference between LFS
and FFS isthat theinode'slocation is variable. Once the
system has found the inode (by indexing the inode map),
LFS reads occur in the same fashion as FFS reads, by
following direct and indirect block pointers'.

Whenwriting, LFSand FFSdiffer substantialy. InFFS,
each logical block withinafileisassigned alocation upon
allocation, and each subsequent operation (read or write)
isdirected to that location. In LFS, data are written to the
tail of thelog each timethey are modified, sotheir location
changes. Thisrequiresthat their index structures (indirect
blocks, inodes, inode map entries, etc.) be updated to
reflect their new location, so these index structures are
also appended to thelog.

In order to provide the system with a ready supply of
empty segments for the log, a user-level process called
the cleaner garbage collects free space from dirty seg-
ments. The cleaner selects one or more dirty segments to
be cleaned, appends al valid data from those segments to
the tail of the log, and then marks those segments clean.
The cleaner communicates with the file system by read-
ing the ifile and calling a handful of LFS-specific system
cals. Making the cleaner a user-level process simplifies
the adjustment of cleaning policies.

For recovery purposes the file system takes periodic
checkpoints. During a checkpoint the address of the most
recent ifile inode is stored in the superblock so that the
recovery agent may find it. During recovery the threaded
logisused to roll forward from the last checkpoint. Each
segment of the log may contain several partial segments.
A partia segment is considered an atomic update to the
log, and is headed by a segment summary cataloging its
contents. The summary also includesachecksum toverify
that the entire partial segment isintact on disk and provide
an assurance of atomicity. During recovery, the system
scansthelog, examining each partial segment in sequence.

TInfact, LFS and FFS share this indirection codein 4.4BSD.
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Figurel: LFSdatalayout.

Figure 1 shows the on-disk data structures of 4.4BSD
LFS. The on-disk data space is divided into segments.
Each segment has a summary of its state (whether it is
clean, dirty, or active). Dirty segments contain live data
(datawhich are still accessibleto auser, i.e. not yet deleted
or replaced). At the start of each segment there isa sum-
mary block describing the data contained within the seg-
ment and pointing to the next segment in the threaded | og.
In Figure 1 we have shown three segments, numbered O,
1, and 2. Segment O contains the current tail of the log.
New data are being written to this segment, so it is both
active and dirty. Once Segment O fills up the system will
begin writing to Segment 1, which is currently clean and
empty. Segment 2 was written just before Segment 0; itis
dirty and contains live data

3. Storage and Migration model

HighLight hasa“disk farm” to providerapid access tofile
data, and one or more tertiary storage devices to provide

reads; initial auto
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m
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Figure 2: The storage hierarchy.

vast storage. It manages the storage and the migration
between the two levels. The basic storage and migration
model isillustrated in Figure 2.

HighLight has a great deal of flexibility, allowing arbi-
trary data blocks, directories, indirect blocks, and inodes
to migrate to tertiary storage at any time. It uses the basic
LFS layout to manage the on-disk storage and applying
a variant on the cleaning mechanism to provide the mi-
gration mechanism. A natura consequence of this layout
is the use of LFS segments for the tertiary-resident data
representation. By migrating segments, it is possible to
migrate some data blocks of a file while alowing others
to remain on disk if a file's blocks span more than one
segment.

Databeginlifeonthe“disk farm” whenthey are created.
A file(or part of it) may eventually migrateto tertiary stor-
age according to a migration policy. The to-be-migrated
data are moved to an LFS segment in a staging area, us-
ing a mechanism much likethe cleaner’s normal segment
reclamation. When astaging segment isfilled, itiswritten
to tertiary storage as a unit.

When tertiary-resident data are referenced, their con-
taining segment(s) are fetched into the disk cache. These
read-only cached segments share the disk with active
non-tertiary segments. Figure 3 shows a sample tertiary-
resident segment cached inadisk ssgment. Datain cached
tertiary-resident segments are not modified in place on
disk; rather, any changes are appended to the LFS log in
the norma fashion. Since cached segments never contain



the sole copy of a block, they may be flushed from the
cache at any time if the space is needed for other cache
segments or for new data.

3.1. Related work

secondary log contents (disk)
. . . . summary
Some previous studies hgv_e cons der_ed automatic migra- (state) tail of log
tion mechanisms and policiesfor tertiary storage manage- l(
mgnt. Strange [16] developsamigratior_w model base_d on 0 |da|=™]s i new gata
daily “clean up” computation which migrates candidate
filestotertiary storage once aday, basedonthenextday's 1 | ¢ | (empty segment)

projected need for consumable secondary storage space.

While Strange provides some insight on possible policies, 2 |d|™s i !

we prefer not to require alarge periodic migration run (our 3| ¢ (empty segment)
eventual user base will likely span many time zones, so
there may not be any good “dead time”’ during which to 41cC|™s [ i

process migration needs); instead we require the ability to
run in continuous operation.

Unlike whole-file migration schemes such as Strange's
or UniTree's[2], we want to allow migration of portions
of files rather than whole files. Our partial-file migration tertiary

mechanism can support whole file migration, if desired medium

for a particular policy. We also desire to alow file sys- (Ssutg“tg‘)ary log contents (tertiary)

tem metadata, such as directories, inode blocks or indirect —

pointer blocks, to migrate to tertiary storage.” d |™ s i [ I SRR
A fina reason why existing systems may not be appli- c =

cableto Sequoia' s needs lieswith the expected access pat- B

terns. Smith [11, 12] studied file references based mostly —
on editing tasks; Strange [16] studied a networked work-
station environment used for software development in a
university environment. Unfortunately, those results may
not be directly applicable for our environment, since we
expect Seguoia's file system references to be generated

by database, simulation, image processing, visualization, State Key State Key

and other 1/0 intensive-processes [14]. In particular, the d = dirty

database reference patterns will be query-dependent, and g; gg&”e = summary
will most likely be random accesses within a file rather C = cached )

than sequential access. |Z| =i-node

Our migration scheme is most similar to that described § = data
by Quinlan [8] for the Plan 9 file system. He provides a :
disk cache asafront for aWORM device which stores all
permanent data. When file data are created, their tertiary
addresses are assigned but the data are only written to Figure 3: HighLight datalayout.
the cache; a nightly conversion process copies that day’s

2 A back-of-the-envel ope cal cul ation suggested by Ethan Miller shows
why: Assuming 200MB filesanda4K block size, wehavean overhead of
about 0.1% (200K) for indirect pointer blocks using the FFS indirection
scheme. A 10TB storage area then requires 10GB of indirect block
storage. Why not use this 10GB for cache area instead of wasting it on
indirect blocks of filesthat lay fallow?



fresh blocks to the WORM device. A byproduct of this
operationistheability to“timetravel” to a snapshot of the
filesystem at the time of each nightly conversion. Unlike
that implementation, however, we do not wish to be tied
to asingle tertiary device and its characteristics (we may
wish to reclaim tertiary storage), nor do we provide time
travel. Instead we generdize the 4.4BSD LFS structure
to enable migration to and from any tertiary device with
sufficient capacity and features.

The key combination of features which we provide are:
the ability to migrate dl file system data (not just file
contents); tertiary placement decisions made at migration
time, not file creation time; data migration in units of LFS
segments; migration performed by user-level processes;
and migration policy implemented by a user-level process.

4. Migration Policies

Because HighLight includes a storage hierarchy, it must
move data up and down the hierarchy. Migration policies
may be considered intwo parts, writingto tertiary storage,
and caching from tertiary storage.

Before describing our migration policies, we must first
state our initial assumptionsregarding file access patterns,
which are based on previous analyses of systems [5, 16,
11]. Our basic assumptions are that file access patterns
are skewed, and that most archived data are never re-read.
However, some archived data will be accessed, and once
archived data became active again, they will be accessed
many times before becoming inactive again.

Since HighLight optimizes writes by virtue of its log-
ging mechanism, migration policies must be aimed at im-
proving read performance. When dataresident on tertiary
storage is cached on secondary storage and read, the mi-
gration policy should have optimized the layout so that
theseread operationsare asinexpensiveas possible. There
needs to be atight coupling between the cache fetch and
migration policies.

HighLight has one primary tool for optimizing tertiary
read performance: segment reads. When data are read
fromtertiary storage, awhole 1IMB segment (whichisthe
equivaent of a cache line in processor caches) is fetched
and placed in the segment cache, so that additiona ac-
cesses to data within the segment proceed at disk access
rates. Policies used with HighLight should endeavor to
cluster “related” datain a segment to improve read perfor-
mance. The determination of whether data are “related”
depends on the particular policy in use. If related data

will not fit in the one segment, then their layout on tertiary
storage should be arranged to admit a simple prefetch
mechanism to reduce further latencies.

Given perfect predictions, policies should migrate data
which provides the best benefit to performance (which
could mean something likemigrating fileswhich will never
again bereferenced, or referenced after al other filesinthe
cache). Without perfect knowledge, however, migration
policiesneed to estimate the benefits of migrating afile or
set of files. We speculate below on some policiesthat we
will evaluate with HighLight.

All the possible policy components discussed below
require some additional mechanism support beyond that
provided by thebasic 4.4BSD LFS. They require some ba-
sic migration bookkeeping and data transfer mechanisms,
which are described in the next section.

4.1. File Size-based rankings

Earlier studies [3, 12] conclude that file size aone does
not work well for selecting files as migration candidates;
they recommend using a space-time product (STP) rank-
ing metric (time since last access, raised to asmall power,
timesfilesize). Strange[16] evaluated different variations
on the STP scheme for a typical networked workstation
configuration. Those three evaluations considered differ-
ent environments, but generally agreed on the space-time
product as agood metric. Whether these results still work
well in the Sequoia environment is something we will
evaluate with HighLight.

The space-time product metric has only modest require-
ments on the mechanisms, needing only the file attributes
(available from the base LFS) and a whole-file migration
mechanism.

4.2. Choosing block ranges

In the simplest policies, HighLight could use whole-file
migration, with mechanism support based on file access
and modification times contained in the inode. However,
in some environments whol e file migration may beinade-
quate. In UNIX-likedistributed file system environments,
most files are accessed sequentialy and many of those
are read completely [1]. We expect scientific application
checkpoints to be read completely and sequentialy. In
these cases, whole file migration makes sense. However,
database files tend to be large, may be accessed randomly
and incompletely (depending on the application’ squeries),



and in some systems are never overwritten [13]. Con-
sequently, block-based information is useful, since old,
unreferenced data may migrate to tertiary storage while
active dataremain on secondary storage.

In order to provide migration on afiner grain thanwhole
files, HighLight must keep someinformation on each disk-
resident data block in order to assist the migration deci-
sions. Keeping information for each block on disk would
be exorbitantly expensive in terms of space, and often
unnecessary. It seems likely that tracking access at a
finer grain than whole files can yield a benefit in terms
of working set size. Such tracking requires afair amount
of support from the mechanism: access to the sequen-
tia block-range information, which implies mechanism-
supplied and updated records of file access sequentiality.
We do not yet have aclear implementation strategy for this

policy.

4.3. Namespace L ocality

When dealing with a collection of small files, it will be
more efficient to migrate severa related files at once. We
can use a file namespace to identify these collections of
“related” files, and migrate directory trees or sub-treesto
tertiary storagetogether. Thisisuseful primarily in an en-
vironment where whole subtrees are related and accessed
a nearly the same time, such as software devel opment
environments. Such a tree could be considered in the
aggregate as a file for purposes of applying a migration
metric (such as STP).

Assuming such atree istoo large for a single tertiary
segment, a natural prefetch policy on a cache missis to
| oad the missed segment and prefetch remaining segments
of thetree cluster.

The primary additional requirement of this policy isa
way to examinefile system treeswithout disturbingthe ac-
cesstimes; thisispossibleto do with auser program since
BSD filesystems do not update directory access times on
normal directory accesses, and file inodes may be exam-
ined without modification.

4.4. Rewriting Cached Segments

It may be the case that data access patterns to tertiary-
backed storage will change over time (for example, if sev-
eral satellite-collected data sets are |oaded independently,
and then those data sets are analyzed together). Perfor-
mance may be boosted in such cases by reorganizing the

datalayout on tertiary storageto reflect the most preval ent
access pattern(s) (perhaps to move segments to different
tertiary media with access characteristics more suited to
those segments). Thisreorgani zation can be accomplished
by writing cached segments to a new storage location on
the tertiary device whilethe segment isin the cache.

Implicit in this scheme is the need to choose which
cached segments should be rewritten to a new location
on tertiary storage. All of the questions appropriate to
migrating data in the first place are appropriate, so the
overhead involved here might be significant (and might be
an impediment if cache flushes need to be fast reclaims).

This policy will require additional identifyinginforma
tion on each cache segment to indicate an appropriate
locality of reference patterns between segments. Such
information could be a segment fetch timestamp or the
user-id or process-id responsible for a fetch. Such in-
formation could be maintained by the process servicing
demand fetch requests and shared with the migrator.

4.5. Supporting migration policies
To summarize, we can envision uses for (at least) the
following mechanism features in an implementation:

o Basic migration bookkeeping (cache lookup control,
data movement, etc.)

Whole-file migration

Directory and metadata migratable

Grouping of files by some criterion (namespace)

Cachefill timestamps/uid/pid

o Sequential block-range data (per-file)

The next section presents the design and implementation
of HighLight, which covers many (but not al) of these
desired features.

5. HighLight Design and I mplementation

In order to provide“on-ling” access to alarge data storage
capacity, HighLight manages secondary and tertiary stor-
age within theframework of aunified file system based on
the 4.4BSD LFS. Our discussion here covers HighLight's
basic components, block addressing scheme, secondary



and tertiary storage organizations, migration mechanism,
and implementation details.

5.1. Components

HighLight extends 4.4BSD LFS by adding several new
software components:

o A second cleaner, called the migrator, which collects
datafor migration from secondary to tertiary storage

o A disk-resident segment cache to hold read-only
copies of tertiary-resident segments and request 1/0
from the user-level processes, implemented as a
pseudo-disk driver

o A pseudo-disk driver which stripes multiple devices
into asinglelogical drive.

o A pair of user-level processes (the service processand
the 1/O process) to access the tertiary storage devices
on behalf of the kerndl.

Besides adding these new components, HighLight slightly
modifiesvarious portionsof theuser-level and kernel-level
4.4BSD LFS implementation (such as changing the mini-
mum alocatablebl ock size, adding conditional code based
on whether segments are secondary or tertiary storageres-
ident, etc.).

5.2. Basic operation

HighLight implements the normal filesystem operations
expected by the 4.4BSD file system switch. When afileis
accessed, HighLight fetches the necessary metadata and
file data based on the traditiona FFS inode's direct and
indirect 32-bit block pointers. The block address space
appears uniform, so that HighLight just passes the block
number to its I/O device driver. The device driver maps
the block number to whichever physical device stores the
block (adisk, an on-disk cached copy of the block, or a
tertiary medium).

The migrator process periodicaly examines the col-
lection of on-disk file blocks, and decides (based upon
somepolicy) which filedatabl ocks and/or metadatabl ocks
should be migrated to atertiary medium. Those blocksare
then assembled in a*“staging segment” addressed by new
block numbersassigned to atertiary medium. The staging
segment is assembled on-disk in a dirty cache line, us-
ing the same mechanism used by the cleaner to copy live

data from an old segment to the current active segment.
When the staging segment is filled, the kernel-resident
part of the file system requests the server process to copy
thedirty line (the entire LM B segment) to tertiary storage.
Therequest isserved asynchronously, so that themigration
control policies may choose to move multiple segmentsin
asinglelogica operation for transfer efficiency.

Disk segments can be used to cache tertiary segments.
Since the cached segments are read-only copies of the
tertiary-resident version, cache management is relatively
simple (involving no write-back issues). Asinthe normal
LFS, whenfiledataareupdated, anew copy of the changed
data are appended to the current on-disk log segment; the
old copy remains undisturbed until its segment is cleaned
or g ected fromthecache. Wedon't clean cached segments
on disk; any cleaning of tertiary-resident segments would
be done directly with the tertiary-resident copy.

If aprocess requests|/O on afile for which some neces-
sary metadata or file dataare not on secondary storage, the
cache may satisfy the request. If the segment containing
the required data is not in the cache, the kernel requests
a demand fetch from the service process and waits for a
reply. The service process finds a reusable segment on
disk and directsthel/O processto fetch the necessary seg-
ment into that segment. When that iscomplete, theservice
process registers the new cache linein the cache directory
and calls the kerndl to restart thefile /0.

The service or 1/O process may choose unilaterally to
gect or insert new segments into the cache. This a-
lows them to prefetch multiple segments, perhaps based
on some policy, hints, or historical access patterns.

5.3. Block addresses

HighLight uses a uniform block address space for al de-
vices in the filesystem. A single HighLight filesystem
may span multiple disk and tertiary storage devices. Fig-
ure 4 illustrates the mapping of block numbers onto disk
(secondary) and tertiary devices. Block addresses can be
considered as apair: (segment number, offset). The seg-
ment number determines both the medium (disk device,
tape cartridge, or jukebox platter) and the segment’s loca
tion within the medium. The offset identifies a particular
block in that segment.

HighLight allocates afixed number of segmentsto each
tertiary medium. Since some media may hold a variable
amount of data (e.g. due to device-level compression),
thisnumber is set to be the maximum number of segments
the medium is expected to hold. HighLight can tolerate
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Figure4: Allocation of block addressesto devicesin
HighLight.

device-based compression on tertiary storage since it can
keep writing segments to a medium until the drive returns
an “end-of-tape’” message, at which point the medium
is marked full and the last (partialy written) segment is
re-written onto the next tape. If the compression factor
exceeds the expectations, however, all the segments will
fit on the tape and some storage at its end may be wasted.

When HighLight's1/O driver receives a block address,
it simply compares the address with a table of component
sizes and dispatches to the underlying device holding the
desired block. Disks are assigned to the bottom of the
address space (starting at block number zero), while ter-
tiary storage is assigned to the top (starting at the largest
block number). Tertiary media are till addressed with
increasing block numbers, however, so that the end of the
first medium is at the largest block number, the end of
the second medium isjust below the beginning of the first
medium, etc.

The boundary between tertiary and secondary block ad-

dresses may be set at any segment multiple. There will
likely bea“dead zone” between valid disk and tertiary ad-
dresses; attemptsto access these blocksresultsin an error.
Inprinciple, theadditionof tertiary or secondary storageis
just amatter of claiming part of the dead zone by adjusting
the boundaries and expanding the file system’s summary
tables. However, we do not currently have atool to make
such adjustments after a file system has been created.

We use asingle block address space for ease of imple-
mentation. By usingthe same format block numbersasthe
origina LFS, we can use much of itscode asis. However,
with 32-bit block numbers and 4-kilobyte blocks, we are
restricted to less than 16 terabytes of total storage. One
segment’ s worth of address space is unusable for two rea
sons. (a) we need at least one out-of-band block number
(“—1") to indicate an unassigned block, and (b) the LFS
allocates space for boot blocks at the head of the disk.

We considered using a larger block address and seg-
menting it into components directly identifying the de-
vice, medium, and offset, and using the device field to
dispatch to the appropriate devicedriver. However, the de-
vice/medium identity can just aswell be extracted implic-
itly from the block number by an intelligent device driver
which isintegrated with the cache. The larger block ad-
dresses would a so have necessitated many more changes
to the base LFS, atask which we declined. We considered
having the block address include both a secondary and ter-
tiary address, but the difficulty of keeping disk addresses
current when blocks are cached (and updating those disk
addresses where used) seemed prohibitive. We instead
chose to locate the cached copy of a block by querying a
simple hash table indexed by segment number.

Using 4-kilobyte blocks necessitates an increased par-
tial segment summary block size (it is only 512 bytesin
4.4BSD LFS). Since the summaries include records de-
scribing the partial segment, the larger summary blocks
could either reduce or increase overall overhead, depend-
ing on whether the summaries are completely filled or not.
If the summaries in both the origina and new versions
are completely full, overhead is reduced with the larger
summary blocks. However, the larger summary blocks
are ailmost always too large to be filled in practice, since
doing so would require a segment summary to cover an
entire segment, and that segment would need to be filled
with one block from each of many files. Thisis possible
but not likely given the type of files we expect to find in
our environment.



5.4. Secondary Storage Organization

The disks are concatenated by a device driver and used as
asingle LFSfile system. Fresh data are written to the tail
of the currently-active log segment. The cleaner reclaims
dirty ssgments by forwarding any livedatatothetail of the
log. Both the segment sel ection a gorithm, which chooses
the next clean segment to be consumed by the log, and
the cleaner, which reclaims disk segments, are identical
to the 4.4BSD LFS implementations. Unlike the 4.4BSD
LFS, though, some of the log segments found on disk are
read-only cached segments from tertiary storage.

The ifile, which contains summaries of segments and
inodelocations, isasuperset of that fromthe4.4BSD LFS
ifile. 1t has additiona flags available for each segment’s
summary, such as a flag indicating that the segment is
being used to cache a tertiary segment and should not be
cleaned or overwritten. We also add an indication of how
many bytes of storage are available in the segment (which
isuseful for bookkeeping for a compressing tape or other
container with uncertain capacity).

To record summary information for each tertiary
medium, HighLight adds a companion file similar to the
ifile. It containstertiary segment summaries in the same
format as the secondary segment summaries found in the
ifile.

Other specia support which a migrator might need to
implement itspoliciescan be constructed in additional dis-
tinguished files. This might include sequentiality extent
data (describing which parts of afile are sequentially ac-
cessed) or file clustering data(such asarecording of which
files are to migrate together). For efficiency of operation,
al the special files used by the base LFS and HighLight
are known to the migrator and aways remain on disk.

The support necessary for the migration policies may
only require user-level support in the migrator, or may
involve additional kernel code to record access patterns.

If aneed arises for more disk storage, it is possible to
initialize a new disk with empty segments and adjust the
file system superblock parameters and ifile to incorporate
the added disk capacity. If itisnecessary to remove adisk
from service, its segments can al be cleaned (so that the
data are copied to another disk) and marked as having no
storage. Tertiary storage may theoretically be added or
removed in asimilar way.

5.5. Tertiary Storage Organization

Tertiary storage in HighLight isviewed as an array of de-
vices each holding an array of media volumes, each of
which containsan array of segments. Media are currently
consumed one at atime by the migration process. We ex-
pect that the migrator may wish to direct several migration
streams to different media, but do not support that in our
current implementation.

Weexpect theneed for tertiary mediacleaningto berare,
because we make effortsto migrate only stable data, and to
have available an appropriate spare capacity inour tertiary
storage devices. Indeed, the current implementation does
not clean tertiary media. Wewill eventually have acleaner
for tertiary storage, whichwill clean wholemediaat atime
to minimize the media swap and seek latencies.?

Sincetertiary storageisoften very slow (sometimeswith
access latencies for loading a medium and seeking to the
desired offset running over a minute), the relative penalty
of taking a bit more access time to the tertiary storage
in return for generality and ease of management of the
tertiary storage access path is an acceptable tradeoff. Our
tertiary storage is accessed via “Footprint”, a user-level
controller process which uses Sequoid's generic robotic
storage interface. It is currently alibrary linked into the
1/O server, but the interface could be implemented by an
RPC system to allow the jukebox to be physically located
on a machine separate from the file server. This will
be important for our environment due to hardware and
device driver constraints. Using Footprint also simplifies
our utilization of multiple types of tertiary devices, by
providing a uniform interface.

5.6. Pseudo Devices

HighLight relies heavily on pseudo device drivers, which
do not communicate directly with a device but instead
provideadevicedriver interface to extended functionality
built upon other device drivers and specialized code. For
example, a striped disk driver provides a single device
interface built on top of severa independent disks (by
mapping block addresses and calling the drivers for the
respective disks).

HighLight uses pseudo device driversfor:

e A dtriping driver to provide a single block address
space for dl the disks.

3Minimizing medium insertion and seek passesis also important, as
sometape mediabecomeincreasingly unreliable after too many readings
or too many insertionsin tape readers.



¢ A block cache driver which sends disk requestsdown
to the striping disk pseudo driver, and which sends
tertiary storage requests to either the cache (which
then uses the striping driver) or the tertiary storage
pseudo driver.

o A tertiary storage driver to pass requests up to the
user-level tertiary storage manager.

Figure 5 shows the organization of the layers. The block
map driver, segment cache and tertiary driver are fairly
tightly coupled for convenience. The block map pseudo-
device handlesi oct | () calsto manipulate the cache
and to service kernd 1/0 requests, and handlesr ead()

andwri te() calsto providethe /O server with access
to the disk device to copy segments on or off of the disk.

To handle a demand fetch request, the tertiary driver
simply enqueues it, wakes up a sleeping service process,
and then deeps as usua for any block 1/0. The service
process directs the I/O process to fetch the data to disk.
When it has been fetched, the service process completes
the block 1/0 by calling into the kernel and restarting the
I/0 throughthe cache. It completeslikeany normal block
I/0O and wakes up the original process.

5.7. User level processes

Therearethree user-level processes used in HighLight that
are not present in the regular 4.4BSD LFS: the kernel re-
guest service process, the 1/O process, and the migrator.
The service process waitsfor requests from either the ker-
nel or from the 1/O process. The 1/O process may send
a status message, while the kernel may request the fetch
of a non-resident tertiary segment, the gection of some
cached line (in order to reclaim its space), or the transfer
to tertiary storage of a freshly-written tertiary segment.

If the kernel requests a “push” to tertiary storage or a
demand fetch, the service process records the request and
forwards it to the I/O server. For a demand fetch of a
non-resident segment, the service process selects an on-
disk segment to act as the cache line. If there are no clean
segments available for that use, the service process selects
aresident cache line to be gected and replaced. When
the I/O server replies that afetch is complete, the service
process cdlls the kernel to complete the servicing of the
request. The service process interacts with the kernel via
ioctl () and sel ect () cals on a character special
device representing the unified block address space.

The /O server is spawned as a child of the service
process. It waits for a request from the service process,

executes the request, and replies with a status message.
It accesses the tertiary storage device(s) through the Foot-
printinterface, and the on-disk cache directly viathe cache
raw device. Direct access avoids memory-memory copies
and pollutionof theblock buffer cache with blocks g ected
to tertiary storage (of course, after a demand fetch, those
needed blocks will eventually end up in the buffer cache).
Any necessary raw disk addresses are passed to the I/O
server as part of the service process's request.

Thel/O server isaseparate process primarily to provide
for some overlap of 1/0 with other kernel request servic-
ing. If more overlap isrequired, the 1/0 server or service
process could be rewritten to farm out the work to several
processes or threads to perform overlapping |/0O.

The third HighLight-specific process, the migrator, em-
bodies the migration policy of the file system, directing
themigration of file blocksto tertiary storage segments. It
has direct access to theraw disk device, and may examine
disk blocks to inspect inodes, directories, or other struc-
tures needed for its policy decisions. It selects file blocks
by somecriteria, and usesasystemcal (I f s_bnapv())
to find their current location on disk. If they are indeed
on disk, it reads them into memory and directs the kernel
(viathel fs_mi grat ev() cal, avariant of thecal the
regular cleaner uses to move data out of old segments) to
gather and rewrite those blocks into the staging segment
on disk. Once the staging segment is filled, the kernel
posts arequest of the service processto copy the segment
to tertiary storage.

6. Perfor mance micro-benchmar ks

To understand and eval uate the performance of HighLight
and theimpact of our modificationstothebasic LFS mech-
anism, weran benchmarkswith three basic configurations:

1. Thebasic4.4BSD LFS.

2. TheHighLightversion of LFS, usingfileswhich have
not been migrated.

3. The HighLight version of LFS, using migrated files
which are al in the on-disk segment cache.

We ran the tests on an HP 9000/370 CPU with 32 MB
of main memory (with 3.2 MB of buffer cache) running
4.4BSD-Alpha. We used a DEC RZ57 SCSI disk drive
for our tests, with the on-disk filesystem occupying an
848MB partition. Our tertiary storage device was a SCSI-
attached HP 6300 magneto-optic (MO) changer with two
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Figure 5. The layered architecture of the HighLight implementation. Heavy lines indicate data or data/control paths;

thin lines are control paths only.

drives and 32 cartridges. One drive was allocated for the
currently-activewriting sesgment, and the other for reading
other platters (the writing drive also fulfilled any read
requests for its platter). When running tests with storage
To force more frequent medium changes, we constrained
HighLight'suse of each platter to 40MB (since we didn’t
have large amounts of data with which to fill the platters

to capacity).

Unfortunately, our autochanger device driver does not
disconnect from the SCSI bus, and any media swap trans-
actions “hog” the SCSI bus until the robot has finished
moving the cartridges. Such media swaps can take many
seconds to compl ete.

6.1. Large object performance

To test performance with large “objects’, we used the
benchmark of Stonebraker and Olson [15] to measure 1/0
performance on relatively large transfers. It starts with a
51.2MB file, considered a collection of 12,500 frames of
4096 bytes each (these coul d be database data pages, com-
pressed imagesin an animation, etc). The buffer cacheis
flushed before each phase of the benchmark. The follow-

11

ing operations comprise the benchmark:

Read 2500 frames sequentially (10MB total)

Replace 2500 frames sequentidly (logically over-
write the old ones)

Read 250 frames randomly (uniformly distributed
over the12500total frames, selected withthe4.4BSD
randon{() function with the time-of-day as the
seed)

Replace 250 frames randomly

Read 250 frames with 80/20 locality: 80% of reads
are to the sequentially next frame; 20% are to aran-
dom next frame.

Replace 250 frames with 80/20 locality.

Note that for the HighLight version with migrated files,
any modifications go to loca disk rather than to tertiary
storage, so that portions of the file live in cached tertiary
segments and other portionsin regular disk segments. In
practice, our migration policies attempt to avoid this situ-
ation by migrating only file blocks which are stable.



Phase FFS Base LFS HLFS HLFS
(on-disk) (in-cache)

time | throughput | time | throughput | time | throughput | time | throughput
10MB sequential read 10.46s | 1002KB/s | 12.8s 819KB/s | 129s 813KB/s | 129s 813KB/s
10MB sequentia write 100s | 1024KB/s | 164s 639KB/s | 17.0s 617KB/s | 17.6s 596K B/s
1MB random read 6.9s 152KB/s | 6.8s 154KB/s | 6.9s 152KB/s | 7.1s 148KB/s
1MB random write 33s 315KB/s | 1l4s 749KB/s | 14s 749KB/s | 13s 807KB/s
1MB read, 80/20 locality 69s 152KB/s | 6.8s 154KB/s | 69s 152KB/s | 7.1s 148KB/s
1MB write, 80/20 locdity | 1.48s 710KB/s | 1.2s 873KB/s | 1l4s 749KB/s | 14s 749K B/s

Table 1: Large Object performance tests. Time values are elapsed times; throughput is calculated from the elapsed
time and total data volume. The FFS measurements are from a version with read and write clustering. For the LFS
measurements, the disk had sufficient clean segments so that the cleaner did not run during the tests.

File FFS HLFS access times
size access times in-cache uncached

First byte Total | First byte Total | First byte Total
10KB 0.06s | 0.09s 011s| 0.12s 357s| 359s
100KB 006s| 027s 011s| 0.27s 359s | 3.73s
iMB 006s| 129s 0.10s| 155s 351ls| 822s
10MB 0.07s | 11.89s 0.09s | 13.68s 357s | 44.23s

Table2: Accessdelaysfor files, in seconds. Thetime to first byte includes any delaysfor fetching metadata (such asan
inode) from tertiary storage. The FFS measurements are from a version with read and write clustering.

Table 1 shows our measurements for the large object
test. We were able to test this benchmark on the plain
4.4BSD-Alpha Fast File System (FFS) as well; we used
4096-byte blocks for FFS (the same basic size as used by
LFS and HighLight) with the maximum contiguous block
count set to 16 (to result in 64-kilobyte transfers in the
best case). The base LFS compares unfavorably to the
plain FFS; this is most likely due to extra buffer copies
performed inside the LFS code. For HighLight, when
data have not been migrated to secondary storage, there
is a dight performance degradation versus the base LFS
(due to the dightly modified system structures). Even
when data have been “migrated” but remain cached on
disk, the degradation is small.

6.2. Access Delays

To measure the delays incurred by a process waiting for
file data to be fetched into the cache, we migrated some
files, gected them from the cache, and then read them
(so that they were fetched into the cache again). We
timed both the access time for the first byte to arrive in

user space, and the elapsed time. The files were read
from a newly-mounted filesystem (so that no blocks were
cached), using thestandard I/O library with an 8K B-buffer.
Thetertiary medium wasin thedrive when the testsbegan,
so time-to-first-bytedoesnot includethe mediaswap time.
Table 2 shows the first-byte and total elapsed times for
disk-resident (both HLFS and FFS) and uncached files.
FFS is faster to access the first byte, probably because it
fetches fewer metadata blocks (LFS needs to consult the
inode map to find thefile). The time-to-first-byteis fairly
even among filesizes, indicating that HighLight doesmake
file blocks available to user space as soon as they are on
disk. The total time for the uncached file read of 10MB
is somewhat more than the sum of the in-cache time and
the required transfer time (computable from the value in
Table5), indicating someinefficiency in the fetch process.
The inefficiency probably stems from the extra copies of
demand-fetched segments. they are copied from tertiary
storage to memory, thence to raw disk, and are finally
re-read through the file system and buffer cache. The
implementation of this scheme issimple, but performance
suffers. A mechanism to transfer blocks directly from
the I/O server memory to the buffer cache might provide
substantia improvements.
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Phase Percentage of

time consumed
Footprint write 62%
1/O server read 37%
Migrator queuing 1%

Table 3: A breakdown of the components of the
archiver/migrator elapsed run timeswhiletransferring
data from magnetic to magneto-optical (MO) disk.

1/O type Performance
Raw MO read 451K B/s
Raw MO write 204KB/s
Raw RZ57 read 1417KB/s
Raw RZ57 write 989K B/s
Media change 13.5s

Table4: Raw devicemeasurements. Raw throughput
wasmeasured with aset of sequential 1-MB transfers.
Media change measurestime from an eject command
to a completed read of one sector on the MO platter.

6.3. Migrator throughput

To measure the avail abl e bandwidth of the migration path,
we took the original 51.2MB file from the large object
benchmark and migrated it entirely to tertiary storage,
whiletiming thecomponents of the migration mechanism.
The migration path measurements are divided into time
spent in the Footprint library routines (which includesany
mediachange or seek aswell astransfer tothetertiary stor-
age), timespent in the /O server main code (copying from
the cache disk to memory), and queuing delays. Table 3
shows the measurements; the MO disk transfer rate isthe
main factor in the performance, resulting in the Footprint
library consuming the bulk of the running time.

To get a baseline for comparison with HighLight, we
measured the raw device bandwidth available by using
dd with the same 1/O sizes as HighLight uses (whole
segments). We also measured the average time from the
start of a medium swap to medium ready for reading.
Table 4 shows our raw device measurements.

Table 5 shows our measurements of two distinct phases
of migrator throughput when writing ssgmentsto MO disk.
The total throughput provided when the magnetic disk
isin use simultaneoudly by the migrator (reading blocks

Phase Throughput
Magnetic disk

arm contention 111KB/s
No arm contention 192KB/s
Overall 135KB/s

Table 5: Migrator throughput measurements for
phaseswith and without disk arm contention.

and creating new cached segments) and by the 1/0O server
(copying segments out to tape) is significantly less than
thetota throughput provided when the only access to the
magnetic disk isfromthel/O server. When thereisnodisk
arm contention, the I/O server can write at nearly the full
bandwidth of thetertiary medium. The magnetic disk and
the optical disk shared the same SCSI bus; both were in
use simultaneously for the entire migration process. Since
both disks were in use both the disk arm contention and
non-contention phases, thissuggeststhat SCSI bandwidth
was not the limiting factor and that performance might
improve by using a separate disk spindle for the staging
cache segments.

7. Conclusions

Sequoia 2000 needs support for easy access to large vol-
umes of data which won't economicaly fit on current
disks or file systems. We have constructed HighLight as
an extended 4.4BSD LFS. It manages tertiary storage and
integratesit into the filesystem, with adisk cache to speed
its operation. The mechanisms provided by HighLight
are sufficient to support a variety of potential migration
control policies, and provide a good testbed for evaluat-
ing these policies. The performance of HighLight'sbasic
mechanism when al blocks reside on disk is nearly as
good as the basic 4.4BSD LFS performance. Transfers
to magneto-optica tertiary storage can run at nearly the
tertiary device transfer speed.

We intend to evaluate our candidate policies to deter-
mine which one(s) seem to provide the best performance
in the Seguoia environment. However, it seems clear that
the file access characteristics of a site will be the prime
determinant of agood policy. Sequoia senvironment may
differ sufficiently from others’ environmentsthat direct ap-
plication of previous results may not be appropriate. Our
architectureisflexible enough to admit implementation of
agood policy for any particular site.
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8. Future Work

Toavoid eventua exhaustion of tertiary storage, HighLight
will need a tertiary cleaning mechanism that examines
tertiary volumes, a task which would best be done with at
least two access points to avoid having to swap between
the being-cleaned medium and the destination medium.

Someother tertiary storage systemsdo not cachetertiary
resident files on first reference, but bypass the cache and
return the file data directly. A second reference soon
thereafter results in the file being cached. While thisis
less feasible to implement directly in a segment-based
migration scheme, we could designate some subset of the
on-disk cache lines as “least-worthy” and gect them first
upon reading a new segment. Upon repeated access the
cache linewould be marked as part of the regular pool for
replacement policy (thisis essentialy a cross between a
nearly-MRU cache replacement policy and whatever other
policy isin use).

As mentioned above, the ability to add (and perhaps
remove) disks and tertiary media while on-line may be
quite useful to alow incrementa growth or resource re-
alocation. Constructing such a facility should be fairly
straightforward.

There are a couple of reliability issues worthy of study:
backup and media failure robustness. Backing up alarge
storage system such as HighLight would be a daunting
effort. Some variety of replication would likely be easier
(perhaps having the Footprint server keep two copies of
everything written to it). For reliability purposes in the
face of a medium failure, it may be wise to keep certain
metadata on disk and back them up regularly, rather than
migrate them to a potentially faulty tertiary medium. Do-
ing so might avoid the need to examine al the tertiary
mediain order to reconstruct the filesystem after atertiary
medium failure.

Code Availability

Source code for HighLight will be available via anony-
mous FTPfrompost gr es. ber kel ey. edu when the
system is robust enough for external distribution.
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