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arg./res. replicated without
(KB) read-write read-only | replication

0/0 3.35(309%) | 1.62 (98%) 0.82
4/0 14.19 (207%) | 6.98 (51%) 4.62
0/4 3.01 (72%) 5.94 (27%) 4.66

Table 1: Micro-benchmark results (1n milliseconds); the
percentage overhead 1s relative to the unreplicated case.



BFS
phase strict r/o lookup | BFS-nr
1 0.55 (57%) 0.47 (34%) 0.35
2 9.24 (82%) 7.91 (56%) 5.08
3 7.24 (18%) 6.45 (6%) 6.11
4 8.77 (18%) 7.87 (6%) 7.41
5 38.68 (20%) | 38.38 (19%) | 32.12
total | 64.48 (26%) | 61.07 (20%) | 51.07

Table 2: Andrew benchmark: BFS vs BFES-nr. The times

are 1n seconds.

BES
phase strict r/o lookup | NFS-std
1 0.55 (-69%) | 0.47 (-73%) 1.75
2 9.24 (-2%) | 7.91 (-16%) 9.46
3 7.24 35%) | 6.45 (20%) 5.36
4 8.77 32%) | 71.87 (19%) 6.60
K 38.68 (-2%) | 38.38 (-2%) 39.35
total | 64.48 3%) | 61.07 (-2%) 62.52

Table 3: Andrew benchmark: BFS vs NFS-std.

times are 1in se

conds.
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