| CSC | TWG Meeting Mnutes, 30. Nov. 2004
Taking m nutes: HP (jr)

Meeting attendance diagram (if you have nore than 1 minus within
the last four | TW5 neetings, you are not eligible to vote):

ntg dat e hp i bm net app sun
m 3 + + - -
m 2 + + - -
m1l + + - -
m 0 nov 30 + + - -

Present:

jimhanrick (jh) [HP]
fredy neeser (fn) [IBM
jay rosser (jr) [HP]

M nutes to approve: Email from Jay Rosser, subject "ICSC | TW5 draft
m nutes for 11/16/04", sent 11/16/04 4:59PM PT - Approved.

Action itemrevi ew

Al (jr): Add text to diagramto say that TCP ACK coul d be pi ggybacked
on the first FPDU

jr: Sent out iWARP Inplementer’s guide with a footnote on every ACK

i ndi cati ng pi ggypack possi bly on next transaction.

fn: Agree that seens okay.

jr: d osed.

Al (jr): Add discussion of how | Ry ORD negotiation is done into app
usage section of it_ep_connect man page, and reference to it from app
usage section of it_ep_accept man page.

jr: Pending.

Al (fn): Adjust current text describing how to unbind a narrow RVR
after QP di sconnect ed.

Deal | ocat e bound MV

Del | ocat e bound MR
fn: Pendi ng.

CM i ssues:
Ermail| from Jay Rosser, subject "Third draft of CM man pages”, sent
11/ 29/ 04 2:19PM PT

jr: Mentions new draft of pages.
all: Have not had chance to | ook them



Errat a:
Ermai | from Fredy Neeser, subject "Erratum - Logical OR', sent 11/29/04
8: 56AM PT

fn: Logical ORin *C language is specifically for TRUE/ FALSE. Intent
of the fields in the text were flags and nake nore sense to be treated
as bitwi se OR

jr: Agree.

fn: Difficulty is a text change all over the place. It should be in all
cases “bitwi se OR'.

fn: However, it_rnr_bind() page allows a few options but the
definitions of the bits have a few inconsi stencies. For instance,

| T_PRIV_REMOTE (0x0010)(found on it_Inr_create page) really is

“I T_PRIV_REMOTE_READ | |IT_PRIV_REMOTE_WRI TE” in neaning. This could be
represented as 0x000c (i.e. “0x0008 | 0x0004").

jh: Notes that this case has no source code issues since this is a new
val ue.

fn: Has nore of a problemwith IT_PRIV_READ ONLY since it is nutually
exclusive with the remai nder of the bits.

jh: Notes that IT PRIV _READ ONLY prevents renote wite (for LMRs —

bi ndi ng wi ndows still possible, however)

fn: Thinks it would be preferable to have an explicit WRI TE fl ag.

jh: Recalls (vaguely) that there may have been an issue that Steve

Si stare had exposed with this.

fn: To enable | ocal access only, what needs be set?

jr: Use | T_PRI V_DEFAULT.

fn: Notes that the text on line 3671 is anbiguous (and is errata GN\3).
jh: The errata GN\3 resolution renoves the anbiguity (elimnates notion
of ‘0" and specifies local read/wite).

fn: Still concerned about I T PRIV _READ ONLY since it excludes other
settings.

jr: Notes that IT_PRIV_NONE al so nutual |y excludes the other settings.
jh: Actually I'T_PRIV_NONE is used for it_rnr_bind().

fn: Text of it_Inr_create() indicates that IT_PRIV_NONE is not neant to
be used for this call.

jr: Text is slightly anmbi guous when read out of context (what does
“here” refer to?).

fn: Looking at it_rnr_bind errata GN19, suggestion was to encourage use
of it _rnr_unbind instead of it_rnr_bind with I T_PRI V_NONE.

jr: Doesn’t the IT_PRIV_NONE all ow you to keep the R key valid but
prevent access — isn’t this a valid programm ng nodel ?

fn: Yes.

jh: GN19 still allows use of I T_PRIV_NONE

fn: Options for M — disable renote access privilege, rebind MVwith
length O (only for Wde RVRs),

jh: States that IT_PRIV_NONE requires it_rnr_bind and thus will
generate a new R key — there is no valid programm ng nodel and the G\19
errata is accurate.

fn: Suggests renmoving I T_PRIV_NONE fromthe enumand defining it as
zero, suggests renoving | T_PRIV_READ ONLY fromthe enum and defining it
as a separate val ue. Suggests remaining bits be defined as |ocal _read,
local wite, renpte read, renote wite. And new defines of “local” =

L RtL Wand “renpte” = R R+tR W



fn: Wonders why you would define a read-only LMR?

jh: Protect you fromyourself?

fn: Thinks then that wite-only LMRis also valid since RNIC can then
wite region but |ocal Consumer has conplete liberty to exam ne region
fn: Sunmarizes he would like to clean up definitions of bits and wants
a reason why not.

jh: Notes that IB specification mandates | ocal read access on nenory
regions (1B1l.2 page 595 line 1). Cannot create wite-only regions in
IB. This is why Steve defined the |IT_PRIV_READ ONLY privil ege

fn: Can do so in i WARP

jh: Is it worth the effort to support i WARP wite-only regions as a
Transport - dependent programi ng nodel ?

fn: Thinks, nonetheless, that clearing up confusion with the bits would
be an aid to the Consuner.

j h: Concerned about source-code conpatibility with IT APl 1.0 - should
try to avoid busting this.

Al - fn: Generate a proposal for cleaning up access bits. Sonething

i ke propose a set of bitwise ORable privilege flags that are source
code conpatible with current IT APl and identify invalid conbinations.

MM i ssues:

Emai| thread started by Fredy Neeser, subject "Menory managenent:
Requi renents v0.98 / Voting of updated Narrow RVR bi ndi ng

requi renents”, sent 11/24/04 10: 03AM PT

fn: MM9.0.D5.[1]2].3 —intent was to give Consuners indication of what
can be done with an RVR For instance, can a peer renotely invalidate
it? Simlarly, there is a flag for LMRs — local vs renote invalidation
fn: jr had responded that this seened like an I A attribute

fn: Notes that IB has a notion of LMRs sone of which can be unlinked
and others that can be. Thus the LMR attribute.

fn: Instead of LMR attribute, proposes to expose the nature of the

i nvalidation capability via an I A attribute per MNtype (i.e. narrow vs
wi de). However, fn notes that these are constants and thus could sinply
be specified in text. On the other hand, fn also thinks it may be the
case that i WARP nmay add wi de wi ndows, so the I A attibute is future

pr oof i ng.

fn: Describes how using A attributes will reduce state maintai ned by
Consumer and i npl ementation. Consunmers w shing to use unlink should

al ways create Inr via it_Inr_create_unlinked().

<sone di scussion not captured in m nutes>

fn: MW10.4.D3.8 and MM 17.1

fn: Proposes an alternative approach here where Rl checks the access
privileges on posting request.

jr: Concerned that inplenmentations already adhere to the verbs here.

Al — fn: Carify error handling on locally detected errors on RDVA read
requests (say sink buffer access privileges wong — handl e as per verbs
or detect locally first?).

fn: MMH12.0.1. D2 cannot use wide RVR as a sink for an RDVA read thus
don’t need to check for invalidate.



fn: Has sent out a new docunent summari zing the consensus, subject
“Updat ed Narrow RWMR bi nding requirenents for vote”, sent 11/30/04

9: 43AM PT.

jr: W will call an email vote for 12/3/04 to approve this docunent.

Al — fn: To generate a ballot based on the above email with the date of
vote set to 12/3/04.

Meeti ngs during Xmas:
jr: No neetings the week of the 12/27/04 and 1/4/04.
Renanme RMR context to something nore meani ngf ul

fn: Notes that “RMR context” can refer to renote LMR and renote RVR
Suggests that renaming this will reduce the confusion in the

speci fication.

jr: Asks to table this to think about it.

Al — all: Think about the consequences of renam ng and suggest

t er m nol ogy.

Question on docunenting the required access privileges for data
sour ces/ si nks:

fn: Current I T APl pages do not specify the privileges required for an
RDVA operation. It is particularly a problemfor sinks for RDVA reads —
for IBlocal wite privilege is required, for i WARP, renote wite
privilege is required.

jr: Agrees such text is desirable.

Al - fn: Add a sentence per RDMA DTO man page describi ng access
privileges for sinks and sources is sufficient.

Advertising for nenbers w thin CpenRDVA:
fn: Thinks it mght be useful to advertise for new nenbers there.

jr: Suggests tabling for next meeting pending internal discussion on
t opi c.

Meeti ng adj ourned about 15 minutes |ate.



