Subject: Re: [PATCH v3 04/13] kmem accounting basic infrastructure
Posted by Tejun Heo on Wed, 26 Sep 2012 19:56:48 GMT

View Forum Message <> Reply to Message

Hello,

On Wed, Sep 26, 2012 at 11:46:37PM +0400, Glauber Costa wrote:

> Besides not being part of cgroup core, and respecting very much both

> cgroups' and basic sanity properties, kmem is an actual feature that

> some people want, and some people don't. There is no reason to believe
> that applications that want will live in the same environment with ones

> that don't want.

| don't know. It definitely is less crazy than .use_hierarchy but |

wouldn't say it's an inherently different thing. | mean, what does it

even mean to have u+k limit on one subtree and not on another branch?
And we worry about things like what if parent doesn't enable it but

its chlidren do.

This is a feature which adds complexity. If the feature is necessary
and justified, sure. If not, let's please not and let's err on the

side of conservativeness. We can always add it later but the other
direction is much harder.

Thanks.

tejun
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