| CSC | TWG Meeting Mnutes, Dec. 21, 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):
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Present:

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

M nutes to approve: Mnutes for 7. Dec. 2004, email "First draft of
m nutes from 12/07/04 |1 TWG neeting” sent on 8. Dec. by JimHanrick.
Approved with no objections.

0o Action itemreview
o Al (FN): Does |IT-API Consumer have a need to control MPA markers,
given the RNIC Interop Draft ?
See emnil by FN, sent on 12/16/2004, subject
"Al: Does IT-API Consuner have a need to control MPA narkers,
given the RNIC Interop Draft ?"

JR — agrees with analysis and only concern is industry support for the
interop draft.

FN — optimstic that draft will be supported.

FN — al so goes through the 4 possible notivations for exposing marker
control .

FN — first reason — interop (covered by draft)

FN — second reason — suppressing MPA startup (however inplies enabling
markers since it is inplicit that you are talking to an RDVMAC devi ce)
FN — third reason — unusual ULP problem FN not convinced of this and
t hi nks at worst we coul d defer supporting this beyond version 2.0

FN — fourth i ssue — performance due to RNIC preference that needs be
over-ridden by an application. FN — not convinced by this.

JR — remarks that closing on Marker control needed before proceedi ng
wi th man pages.

FN — summary — okay to live wi thout markers.

JR — okay as wel |

JH — okay with it.

FN — okay — explicit marker support to be dropped from API.

New Al — JR — drop marker support from CM nman pages.

Exi sting Al d osed.



o Al (FN): Change MM requirenents MB15.1.D1.2.2.1 for
it_post_send_and unlink to sinmplify renmote indication of unlink
by adding only an it_handle_t to it_dto_cnpl _event t.

FN — cl osed. WII appear in 0.99 version of MMreq'ts.
o Al (FN): Get rid of MM16.4.D2.1 and MW 16. 4. D2. 2
FN — pendi ng.

o Al (FN): Docunent that an unlink operation that fails renmotely wll
not directly manifest as an error locally. Also add text to

| mpl enentor’s guide that they need to absorb the Async Error and not
mani fest it via the IT API.

FN — pendi ng.

o Al (JR: Add discussion of how I RDY 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.

FN — Stresses that the IT APl 1.0 specification is insufficiently clear
on this issue and really does need the text nodified.

FN — notes that his email on the subject includes a description of the
typical algorithmthat a Consunmer should use to achi eve conpatible

| ROy ORD. There may be other ways and this al gorithmcan just appear as
an exanpl e.

FN — an additional issue with IR ORD handling: For 2-way connection
establ i shnent, the active side does not find out the passive side

| RDY ORD val ues.

JH — correct.

FN — concerned that active side needs to know what the passive side has
chosen

JH — not clear that the active side needs to know the passive side’'s
choi ce

FN — what if active side wishes to be able to reduce ORD where it has
offered a very large ORD that the passive cannot support?

JH — notes that this is legitimte reason but concerned about
supporting it.

JR — we support changing ORD at any tinme in IT APl 2.0 (for i WARP i SER
support) and thus, if we expose IRDYORD in the connection event on the
active side, there is a nmechanismfor the Consuner to nake use of ORD.
FN — do we want I RDORD to appear in the connection event on the
passi ve side as well? They appeared originally in the connection
request event on the passive. What do they nmean if they show up in the
connection established event? Should they be the sane or zero or what?
JH — points out that the 3-way nodel is nore conpatible with the
conveying of this information

JH — wonders whet her we shoul d consider supporting the 3-way nodel over
i WARP?

JR — (points out that without the “RTR" state, the requirenent for a
first Send is actually a 3-way nodel anyhow).

JR — anot her consideration is tossing support for IRDJORD entirely
(admts this may be yet another pandora’s box).



FN — thinks we could fix the asymmetry by sinply returning the sanme

I RDYORD to the passive side in their connection event as in the
connection request event.

JH - i.e. the events always contain the renote’s | RDY ORD request.

JR — summari zes that we have a scenario where active side sends

| ROy ORD, passive sees a connection request event containing the active
side IR ORD, passive replies with an adjusted | R ORD whi ch nmanifests
in a connection established event on active side. Now passive side sees
a connection established event with the active side original |RY ORD
even though the passive’s response may have changed the active side
setting.

JR — thinks that this can be docunmented in the man page that the active
side connection event IRDYORD is valid but the passive side connection
event IRDFORD is invalid

FN — wi shes also to include an rationale in the man page as foll ows:
the 1 RD)ORD seen in the passive side connection event is described as
invalid due to the fact that the active side may have changed | R ORD
in response to the I RDYORD sent by the passive side accept call.

New Al — JR — change cm nsg page to reflect the I RD ORD usage nodel as
descri bed above.

Exi sting Al d osed.

o0 Al (JR): Cenerate a proposal for a mapping service to generate a PBL
(with bus addresses) given a virtual address range and a virtual
address space ID(virtual addresses)

o Wy a mappi ng/ unmappi ng servi ce?

0 See first discussion in Mnutes for 23. Nov. 2004

FN — notes that a discussion was started in the RNIG Pl work group on
this subject. Recommends fol ks | ook at the docunment upl oaded by Bernard
Met zl er on the subject.

JR — Pendi ng.

o Al (JR: Produce requirements for RDDP W5 i nformational draft to
support I OH functionality.

JR — Pendi ng.

o Al (JR: Revise remaining man pages that erroneously state "Il ogi cal
OR' instead of "bitw se OR'
JR — Closed. Text will appear in next CMdraft.

o CMissues
0 Proposal to add support for disabling IOHto IT API

FN — There is still a problemfor passive side to support connection
requests with and without |CH

JH — Mentions the problens with trying to use a field that “should” be
present to identify whether IOHis valid or not.

JH — The inplenentation could ms-interpret Consumer’s private data.
FN — okay with | eaving the proposal as is and forcing the control of
the use or not of IOH entirely into the Consuner’s hands.



JH — Thinks there may be a middle ground — a passive side could disable
| OH and the Consumer could make use of know edge of a identifying field
in OHto determine it exists and toss it.

FN — Describes the need for an IOHusing active side to receive a valid
| OH sonmehow generated by the | T- APl passive side (i.e. the Consumer
woul d need to construct the 10OH).

<nore to and fro on this>

JH FN — concl ude draft on disabling 1OH as it stands is fine (no point
in adding special identifier).

0 Gaceful closes during MPA Startup (RDMAC vs. Non-Permi ssive | ETF
RNIC). See email thread starting on 12/15/2004, subject "G aceful
cl oses during MPA Startup (RDVAC vs. Non-Perm ssive |ETF RNIO) "

FN — recalls JR in agreenment on the thread.

Al — JR — inplement the non-peer rejects as described in the emai

t hread.

FN — one nore commrent — this can happen both with TDI and TIl and needs
to be represented in both places.

o Discussion of third draft of CM man pages
JR — some questions on FN s comments <not captured here>
Al - JR — follow up on further responses to FN via enail

0 S-RQ issues

FN — in creating a SSRQ you cannot specify the low water mark for S-
RQ Can only be specified later on by specifying nodify S-RQ What is
the notivation?

FN — notes that the verbs allow you to specify the | ow water mark on
creation in i WARP.

JH-is it also the case for IB? (May be the rationale).

FN — On pg 563 of IB 1.2 — finds that |ow water mark not in creation
verb so that explains rationale.

0 MM i ssues
o Continue discussion based on MM Detail ed Requi renments v0. 98

FN — proposes deferring the di scussion on MM

JH — asks about issue of inproving readability of spec vs reducing
nunber of change bars of the specification. Also the applicability
section. There is a fundanmental conflict between an existing consuner
seei ng a massively changed spec and a new consumer seeing a revised
spec.

FN — thinks that a specification that is nore clear is highly

desi reabl e.

JH — that inplies we provide two specifications — one with change bars
and anot her wi t hout.

FN - yes.

FN — describes notivation for an “applicablity section” in each man
page. Some man pages do not apply to a consuner’s transport — for

i nstance UD transport pages, and the new i WARP-onl y pages.



JH — Shoul d the applicability section appear on every man page or just
on those where there is a restriction? Thinks that the majority of man
pages have no restrictions.

FN — thinks at |east 20 man pages currently have restrictions. The new
ones will apply to i WARP onl y.

JR — Don’t the i WARP ones also apply to IB1.2?

FN — gives exanple of it_post_rdma_read_to_rnr — only applies to i WARP
JH — such a call depends on an | A attribute.

FN — yes

JH — Thus applicability section would need to refer to such attributes
to constrain them

FN — Service type will al so be another constraint.
JH — agreed.
FN — Transport is anot her

JH — Concerned about constraining to transport since that may inpede
creative inplenentors.

FN — what about the it_socket _convert man page? Isn’t it specific to

i WVARP onl y?

FN — sunmmari zes constraints are attributes, service types (e.g. UD),
transports.

JH — thinking about it_socket_convert — today it is i WARP only but
could forsee it being applicable to another transport in the future.

JH — thus thinks that it_socket convert should be tied to an I A
attribute

FN — okay — this may sinplify the specification. Then we would strictly
use A attribute or service type to sinplify the man pages with the
applicability section.

JH — adding an applicability section to every man page needs to be

di vi ded up anongst group

JH — summari zes — applicability section is added to every nan page
identifying the service type where applicable and if an I A attribute is
applicable, it will identify that as well.

JR — we need to nmake sure we have no conflict with QpenGoup style

Al — JR — research in QpenG oup style guide.

o Continue discussion on handling of renotely detected errors

FN — asks why the Error section is enpty typically.

JH — thinks this was due to QpenG oup style — Error section was
supposed to contain Errno val ues.

Al — JR — to send OpenG oup style guide to FN

FN — has been addi ng conpletion errors into the Error section so that
the errors associated with a particular call are easily identified.
<rmuch di scussion of this with no outcone defined>

0 Any ot her busi ness
o DAT Col | aborative request for assignnent of 256 IB Service IDs to DAT
0 Basis and inplications of this request?

JR — agrees with Fujitsu proposal to preserve the contiguity of the

| CSC Service I D space

FN — al so agrees.

<sone di scussion of the construction of Service IDs and history of this
i ssue>



0 Next | TW5 Meeting

JR — next meeting was schedul ed for Jan 11'" 2004

JH FN — bot h have conflicts.

FN — proposes we neet next on the 18'" and use the intervening tine to
cl ean up the man pages.

Meeting adjourns at the 2hr 25m n mark.



