ITC Meeting Minutes for June 2nd

Attendees

Duaine Pryor - Mentor

John Stickley - Mentor

Matt Kopser - Cadence

Shabtay Matalon - Cadence

Damian Deneault - Zaiq

Per Bojsen - Zaiq

Jason Rothfuss - Cadence

Russ Vreeland - Broadcom

Donald Cramb - Tharas

Bryan Sniderman - ATI

Activity

Matt K walked us through the Cadence explanation / rebuttal document which was emailed out. We discussed evolution vs revolution, enabling of small vendors to broaden adoption, and backward compatibility. 

We discussed the ST input, particularly around the need for computation by the BFM in zero-time. Cadence and Mentor both believe their proposals support them, although there was a lot of discussion around exactly how.

We had a lot of discussion around co-existence of SCE-MI 1.x and 2.x. 

There was general agreement that additional definition around co-existence will be required on top of whichever proposal is selected. There was unanimous agreement that the goal is to allow co-existence of SCE-MI 1.x and 2.x models, not co-existence of SCE-MI 1.x and 2.x constructs within a model.  

Damian D called for a list of additional topics that the committee felt it should discuss, and the following topics came out:

1. Small vendor support. What that means, and differences under the 2 proposals. (Cadence)

2. Modelling language. Exploring any requirements placed on Verilog and VHDL, any usage restrictions or burdens forced backward into simulation, acceptance issues with existing tools, whether the language committees should be consulted. (Cadence)

3. Variable length messages. Assess how each of the two proposals meet or don’t meet the variable length message requirements (Cadence)

4. Determinism. Discussing batching messages vs reactive mode for each proposal, relative to the “shared vision” of determinism we previously seem to have agreed on. (Cadence, Mentor)

5. Market Promotion. Explore how well each proposal encourages or discourages IP vendors from creating VIP shared between simulatio and emulation (Broadcom)

6. Assessment. Assess each proposal against the original goals. (Mentor)

Per B then remarked on the length of the list of topics and questioned whether it was necessary to go through all the topics. Per B asked for a vote, but we hit our 1-hour hard stop and broke up.

The next meeting is Thursday 6/9 at the usual 12pm/9am time.
