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We use lightweight I/O profiler to collect
applications’ |/O characteristics.
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These platforms have similarly distributed
/O workload.
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Choices of I/O interface
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Open Questions

1. What would you most like to see in these graphs that we
don’t currently show?
- Additional analysis

« Collecting additional data to improve the interpretation of the data

2. lIs there a difference in I/0O performance between Lustre and
GPFS based systems?

* Does this reflect the performance capabilities and differences of
Lustre and GPFS, the I/O approach of the applications workload, or
is just a co-incidence?




Thank you very much
for your attention!




