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The Acting Working Group Chair (DVJ) chaired the neeting.
Pre-meeting activities included an outside on-the-lawn BBQ | unch.
Fol | ow-on di scussions were help indoors, to withdraw fromthe heat.

No 30-day notice was provided, so all decisions are subject to
revi ew and change at the first official neeting.

*xx % Next n«eeting * Kk ok Kk

The target date for the next neeting is md to |ate Cctober.
That fits between the 802.3 interemneeting in Otawa and
the following Plenary in San Antonio.

As such, we can avoid conflicts with both neetings.

The Chair noted that coordination with Leonard Tsai has been
difficult. Although we appreciate his kind offer to host the
next neeting, we nay have to find a Sponsor that travels in
a nore predictable or less frequent fashion. Otherwise, its
very difficult to plan the neeting time with sufficient tine
for others to arrange travel.

**** Summary of 802.3 activities ****

Tom Mat hey provided an overview of 802.3 activities, with the
di sclaimer that he wasn't able to track all activities in detail.

Link security and frane extension activities were discussed,

but seened to have little effect on P1796. Tom noted that the
frame extensions might be difficult, and sone nenbers had noted
difficulties with various protocols as a result of frane-length
ext ensi ons.

10G Ethernet is progressing. One vendor had requested a conplete
sol uti on be proposed before details are voted, since individual
deci sions m ght not be consistent with a well-integrated whol e.

*xx* Prototypes discussion ****

Tom Mat hey noted that credibility would be inproved if the
P796 solution could fit into an ASIC, preferably an ASIC
si ze bel ow the knee of the curve (i.e. a cost effective size).

**** RBR properties ****

Tom Mat hey and Davi d Gustavson noted that RBR needs to have
wel | defined properties that distinguish it fromother efforts.
Slides should clearly illustrate the follow ng:
1) What was renpved from RPR, when creating RBR
* Sinplifications and option elimnation listing needed.
2) What has been added to RBR, based on experience with
| EEE 1394 and | EEE 15967
* Lossl ess transient congestion nmanagenent, in 1394 & 1596
* Efficient request/response transactions, "
* Real tine delivery, based on 1394 concepts.

**** | ossl ess congesti on management (LCM ****
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We di scussed | ossl ess congesti on nanagenent (LCM
is nore detail.

Obj ective: Do not |lose frames in transient congestion conditions,
such as mmny processors accessing one nenory semaphore.

Reason: The overhead of invoking end-to-end frame-|oss
recovery protocols (in ternms of extra transm ssion |atencies
and bandwi dth) is large, nore than offsetting nodest overheads
that mght be associated with LTCM

Strategy: Linmted busy-retry (LBR). The local source receives an ack,
which is either busy or done. If the local ack is busy, the

request is retried at the proper time and (in the absence

of transmission errors) will succeed.

Overhead: A bandwi dth |oss of 50% for LCM (during congestion)
is acceptable, since end-to-end retry overhead is nuch | arger.

Codi ng: This should probably be an option, with a distinct code.
No such code is needed for classA bandwi dth, since this capacity
is pre-reserved and such real-tinme traffic cannot afford an
additional retry |atency.

The rationale for LBRis the | ack of other viable alternatives.
Any sort of pre-reservation flow control is very hard to nanage,
when one | ocal destination nay be hit with franes sourced by
many (up to 254) stations.

We noted that LBRis likely to be nore effective on RBR, than
on standard Ethernet, due to two factors:

1) Each RBR "ring" can consist of nmultiple stations, while
Et hernet has only open two-station rings. As a result,
sone of the congestion managenent (resolving conflicts
with other ring-local sources) occurs naturally as part
of the baseline RBR ringlet bandw dth sharing protocols.

2) The LBR approach allows each "busy retry" decision to
be made in a franme-contents dependent fashion. For exanple,
the local destination could Iimt busy's to franes with
congest ed-port destinations or |ower-class markings.

*xxk G n-pl ici ty * Kk ok Kk

Tom Mat hey noted that _all_ frames should have the sane fornmat.
The desi gn of high-speed sequencers is greatly conplicated if
each franme type is processed differently. Don't put the CRC

in frame-type dependent places, for exanple.

Davi d Janmes noted that the RPR draft (from which large portions
of RBR have been formed) has some "interesting" frame-type
distinctions, including parity, partial coverage, and different
header |engths. There would be a small overhead if these

were to be elimnated (m ninumfranes would grow from 16 bytes
to 20 bytes in size).

Tom noted this nodest increase in size would be well worth
the associ ated hardware savings. The extra bandwi dth penalty
was conpared to al nronds and cashews eaten by rodents.

There was general concurrence on this observations, and David Janes
offered to update the current RBR draft accordingly.

**x* Draft status ****

The current RBR draft has progressed rapidly, based on extensive
sinplification editing and inputs fromthis neeting. HOAEVER,

this should NOT be consi dered as unchangeabl e or even vote-required
to change. Its sinply a working document useful for communicating
bet ween non-attendi ng menbers.

The Acting Chair (David Janmes) noted that nany MSC standards differ
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from 802 standards, with respect to working docunents. The presence
of a working draft (or several drafts, in the presence of conflicts)
in the MSC represents a useful communication tool, with nore detai
than can be provided in slides. Docunenting two options in one
draft is perfectly acceptable, since it allows both to be understood
in detail and in context, before binding votes are taken

This is different than 802, where slide presentations receive binding
votes and the text is then witten.

Ei t her technique works, but there is danger if the RBR working draft
is mss-interpreted as binding content. For now, the entire RBR draft
is truely SUBJECT TO CHANGE

The intent of the current draft is to help provide a commopn base of
under standi ng. Since many things are different from802.17 RPR (the
source of nuch naterial), it was deened unwi se (and possibly
copyright sensitive) to distribute unchanged 802.17 RPR drafts

as background nateri al

Secretary for the day,
DVJ
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