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EvaluaNon	
  
•  HACFS	
  ImplementaNon	
  
–  Extension	
  to	
  Facebook’s	
  HDFS	
  
–  3k	
  LOC:	
  three	
  new	
  modules	
  

•  Methodology	
  
–  Five	
  workloads:	
  four	
  Cloudera	
  
customers,	
  one	
  Facebook	
  
[VLDB’2012]	
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–  Each	
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  cores,	
  6	
  disks,	
  	
    
1	
  Gbps	
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•  Degraded	
  read	
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