| CSC | TWG Meeting Mnutes, Dec. 14, 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 dec 14 + + - -

Present:

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

M nutes to approve: Email from Jay Rosser, subject "Re: ICSC | TWG draft
m nutes for 11/30/04 (second draft)", sent 12/6/04 9:40PM PT -

Appr oved.

Action itemrevi ew

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

O FN - Mdified pages

d Jdosed

Al (FN): Add a sentence per RDMA DTO man page describi ng access
privileges for sinks and sources.
O FN - Mdified all the man pages
O JR - Merge still needed for sonme pages (editorial issue)
d Jdosed

Al (FN): Add advice to Consuners that creating wite-only | ocal
access is a transport-dependent progranm ng practice; providing
for both local read and local wite is transport-independent.
Make sure | T_PRIV_DEFAULT is the portable val ue.

Od FN - Wuldn't I T PRIV _LOCAL _DEFAULT be a better nane?

8§ JH - inclined to keep IT_PRIV_DEFAULT since it does
not require the application witer to think about
access privileges and they still get useful LMRs for
sends/recei ves w t hout exposing thenselves to risk

8§ FN - okay, we will keep IT_PRIV_DEFAULT as is.

O FN - Information added to access privileges to represent
this init_|Inr_create man page



d d osed

Al (FN): Publish updated MM man pages by 12/10/04.

O FN — rel eased pages yesterday addressing all calls except
for it_post_rdnma_read_to rnr() (cannot rel ease this page
since it depends on a vote that is still pending).

d Jdosed

Al (FN): Point out cases where nmarker control for |IT-APlI Consuner
still has value even if the I ETF proposal for RNIC conpatibility
i s adopt ed.

d Pending

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.

& Pending

Al (JR): Determine if there are any renote operations in i WARP
(such as renote invalidation of an MR or MN that can be
performed on things that only have | ocal access perm ssion.

O FN - the answer for iWARP is NO - in section 7.8 of RDVAC
i WARP verbs (pg 115 lines 1-4).

8§ FN - rempte access rights nust be enabled to allow an
i ncom ng renote operation.

8§ FN - MV21.2 and MM 21.3 always set the renote access
rights.

8§ FN - second condition is Stag nust have renote
read/ wite privil eges.

O JH - notivation behind Al was to deternmine if there is a
scenari o where a Consuner would end up confused about the
context of an “RVR context” (i.e. is it a local or renote
entity and can the Consumer be m staken about use of it).

8§ FN - States that for an RVR context based on an LMR
cannot have no renote access.

8§ JH - Thinks that the “RWVMR context” is reasonable
gi ven the above.

8 FN — Agrees with the | egacy APl, but notes that
renote invalidation can fail for one class of “RWR
context” (where based on an LMR) vs the other class
of “RMR context” (w ndow, fast registered, etc).

FN — thinks the i WARP consuner will be confused
by this

FN — thinks that expressing error senmantics is
very difficult with existing term nol ogy

d Jdosed

Al (JR): Cenerate a proposal for a mapping service to generate a
PBL (wi th bus addresses) given a virtual address range and a
virtual address space |ID(virtual addresses)

® My discuss under "If tine permts" bel ow

d Pending



Al (JR): Produce requirenents for RDDP W5 i nformational draft to
support I OH functionality.
d Pending

Bitwi se vs | ogical OR
FN — did a search on “logical” in IT APl 1.0 and found the bit
sets shown in the pages really were intended to be bitw se used
rather than | ogically.
o JR - then action is sinply to change “logical” to “bitw se”
where it occurs.

0 FN - yes
JR — notes that FN had sent private email listing the other pages
where this shows up.

o Al — JR - revise the man pages FN suggests.

MM i ssues (<= 40 min)
Vote on emmil proposal sent out by FN on Dec. 7 with subject "Al
- Revi sed proposal for cleaning up access privilege bits"
o JH - we were going to break source code conpatibility for
Consumners where they were using “0” as a privilege
8 FN - besides this, all other constants are kept and
shoul d have conpatibility.
8§ JH - since we are breaking conpatibility in other
areas, this is acceptable.
o0 FN - notes that this proposal fixes a nunber of errata.
8§ JH - agrees
o FN - for it_Inr_link, nust do i medi ate checking on the
fast path since for InfiniBand, nust return an inmedi ate
error when someone tries to create a “wite-only” region
8§ This requires that it_Inr_link() have a check for
this in the fast path
8§ FN - JH was okay with this since it is a trivia
check.

8 FN - no check is needed for iWARP
o0 FN - calls a formal vote on this proposa

§ HP votes yes, IBMvotes yes.

§ Approved.

Conti nue di scussi on based on MM Detail ed Requirenents vO0. 98
o0 FN - MM Detail ed Requirenents: Renote invalidation (M
15.0)

8§ FN- M\ 15.0.D2 - had wondered whether we coul d reuse
the it_post_send() call to acconplish renote
invalidation and felt could not since an additiona
paranmeter is needed (the RVR context).

8§ FN - MM15.1.D1 — notes that unlinking of both an RVR
and LMR supported since “RVMR context” can represent
ei t her.

FN — notes his dismay with “RVMR context”
t er m nol ogy

§ FN - MW15.1.D1.2.2 — text in square brackets

followi ng requirement justifies use of conpletion



FN
FN
JH

event indicating to renote consuner that unlink has
occurred.
MW 15.1.D1.2.2.1.1 - JH — wonders why you need to
d|St|ﬂgU|sh bet ween LMR and RMR bei ng unli nked?
JH — Coul d just indicate that an RVR cont ext
has been unli nked

FN — if no distinction, then it is a burden on
Consuner to track what the RVR context refers
to.

o FN - not sure if it is easier for
| mpl enent ati on or Consumer to figure out
t he correspondence.

8§ JH - thinks Inplenentation can do
this slightly nore easily since RWR
context is opaque to Consuner

MW 15.1.D1.2.2.1.2 — JH — recomends repl aci ng
“I'T_NO ADDR’ with “IT_NULL_HANDLE" since it already
appears in APl and neans the same thing.
FN — what is difference between | T_NULL HANDLE
and NULL?
JH — probably no difference for nost
i npl enentations but it is intended to be used
for handl es
continues with MM 16. X
MM L. X noved into MV 16. 2
back to MM 15.1
JH — recommends DTO conpl eti on event just supplying
the it_handle_t corresponding to the RVR or LMR or
| T_NULL_HANDLE
FN — how woul d consuner know what kind of handle this
is?
JH — could just call it_get_handl e_type() on
t he handl e.
FN — is it always that case that casting a
handle to it_handle_t and then passing it into
it_get_handle_type() will retrieve the correct
underlying type?
o0 JH - thinks this is possible.
o FN - if this is the case, then likes JH s
pr oposal

8§ JH - consults "it_get_handl e_type”
man page and thinks that it does
support the required behavi or

8 FN - thinks that the handle is
inplied to be a pointer in al
cases because of the inplications

o FN - agrees and accepts JH s
recommendation to get rid of Mv
15.1.D1.2.2.1.1 and only keep Mw
15.1.D1.2.2.1.2 with the | T_NULL_HANDLE
change above

8§ A - FN - make the above change to
t he requirenents.



0o FN - continues with MM 16.2
8 FN - has collected all remptely detected error
conditions and how they manifest is described in MM
16.4
8§ FN- MVM16.2.3
I nfini Band does not allow renote invalidation
of Wde RVRs — however, rationale is unclear as
to why. Not a security issue, may just be a
backwards conpatibility issue.
§ JH-is M16.2.5 different from M\ 16. 2. 27
FN — RVR context in 16.2.2 could be an
underlying LMR
JH — are we going to distinguish these two
errors to the Consuner of the IT-API?

o FN - intent of requirenents is a
conprehensive list of all the possible
errors in the requirenments and not sure
if every one of these errors should
mani fest to the Consuner separately.

8 FN — asks for opinions on whether the semantics
shoul d be exposed to Consuners?
JH — asks if for InfiniBand, do these errors
get mani fested synchronously or asynchronously?
FN — says he needs to cover 16.3 to help
explain this.

0o (FN — 16.3 describes how the errors
mani fest renotely and 16.4 descri bes how
the errors manifest |ocally)

o FN - continues with MM 16.3
8§ FN - buffer contents of the send may or nmay not be
pl aced (dependi ng on transport)

8§ JR — however, you still get a conpletion error, so
t he Consuner cannot assune anything about the buffer
contents.
o FN - continues with M#16.4
8§ JH — least common denonminator is the connection
br eaks

JH — some transports may give a little extra
reporting, but that is transport-dependent.
JH — should we attenpt anything beyond | east
common denoni nat or ?

8 FN - notes that for IB, if the send with unlink fails
renotely, you will get a successful conpletion for
this operation, but the QP will then transition to
the error state. Thus the next operation will fail.

8§ FN - notes that for i WARP, you will likely get an
affiliated async error in this case

8§ JH — summarizes: At renote, recv VR will conplete
with an error. The QP will be torn down. At sender
on i WARP, get Aff Async Error, on |IB, get successfu
conpletion (on both IB and i WARP, next send wil|
then fail).



JH — proposes only exposing receive failing on
the renote side.

JH — proposes NOT mani festing the Async Aff
error on sender for i WARP

o This way, IT APl will be consistent for
both transports — sender can only find
out via the next operation

o FN - wonders if this buys us much? W are
just tossing sone additional debugging
i nformation.

o0 FN - thinks maybe we could just define
the Aff Async error and could use it for
debuggi ng on sone transport.

JR — recommends we not define the
transport - dependent programi ng
practice of observing this error on
i WARP (i.e. do not docunent it for
Consurner)

o JH - thinks the Consumer will find Async
Event is not particularly useful and
thinks it should be dropped.

o JR—- it could still be manifested in an
CS- dependent manner for debuggi ng
pur poses, so okay w th dropping the
support for the Async Event.

o FN - okay.

o0 Al — FN - get rid of MM16.4.D2.1 and M
16.4.D2. 2

8§ Al - FN — docunent that a unlink operation that fails
renotely will not nanifest any behavior locally. Al so
add text to Inplenentor’s guide that they need to
absorb the Async Error and not manifest it via the IT
API .

CMissues (<= 40 m n)
Di scussion of third draft of CM man pages
FN — had generic question on page called “Connecti on Managemnent
for i WARP”. This page contains text on the TIl and FN felt it not
cl ear whether the TIl should be described here. Recommends t hat
this text should be noved to a chapter that applies to both IB

and i WARP.
O JR — agrees with the sentinment — wonders where to put it.
Concer ned about putting too nmuch detail into overview
secti ons.

® JR - how about a new chapter, “Connection Managenent”.
8§ FN - yes and it could have a section dealing with TII
for all transports and a subsection specifically on
i WARP (containing TDI).
§ JH FN — okay.
FN — suggests postponing the discussion to next tinme.

If tine permts:



From physi cal addresses to bus addresses
See first discussion in Mnutes for 23. Nov. 2004
8§ FN — discusses the address space issue.
8§ A - JR - look nore at 11/23/04 m nutes to derive
guesti ons needi ng answering i n mappi ng proposal
VWhy a mappi ng/ unmappi ng servi ce?
§8 FN-in RNIGPI, they have a map call that is used in
connection with the STag of zero.
FN — wonders what the benefit of STag of zero
is if you have to map stuff?
JH — some of the additional things required to
use STag of zero are asking the O S to pin
menory. However, do not have to register on
card.
<m nute-taker - mssed the discussion here>

Endi ng di scussi on
FN — thinks we are closing inon IT APl 2.0 — will send a few
nmore CM comments to JR

Meeting adjourns at 7-mnutes over.



