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Attendees
Brian Bailey
Duaine Pryor - Mentor
Matt Kopser – Cadence
Shabtay Matalon - Cadence

Jason Rothfus - Cadence
John Stickley - Mentor

Per Bojsen – Zaiq
Damian Denneault – Zaiq

Russ Vreeland - Broadcom

Minutes
Meeting has been recorded and will appear on the web site shortly
Brian started with a discussion regarding scheduling. We need to discuss three things: 1) Format of the standard for 2.0, deciding on if 2.0 should be in same document, if different user groups should have separate chapters. 2) General priorities for outstanding issues and then back to the discussion regarding the datatypes.
On 1), the group asked for an update on the Accellera copyright issues. This is till ongoing and so far no action or intention has been received from the Accellera board. Brian to keep asking about this and should also involve Victor to ensure that it does get discussed.  The group needs to know the options it has to play with before deciding on this issue.

2) Priorities. The group agreed that the datatypes should continue to discussed as the highest priority, and also thought that the concurrency/streaming should also be done fairly soon. Other fundamental issues are the recursion (IM202).

3) John started to discuss the datatype conversions for the different languages. He pointed out some difficulties with Verilog, as the datatype support there is very limited. As an example, the LongInt is not supported but could be dealt with by making it a 64bit bit type and the handling controlled by an attribute that would inform the infrastructure linker on the action to take. The turned into a discussion about if this should be done for all Verilog types, except the Int inself.

John then pointed out a potential problem with Integers in Verilog being interpreted as 4 value types, whereas in SystemVerilog they are 2-bit. This resulted in a lengthy discussion that was not converging. The issue is whether Verilog should be treated as a separate language or if it should be considered as a language that is a subset of SystemVerilog. In addition, if there was a reasonable user scenario in which a transactor would be written assuming Verilog syntax/semantic with an SCE API 2.0 interface, that would be used within both a Verilog simulator and/or a SystermVerilog simulator.

** Action for group. Try and think off-line if this is a real issue and if so provide concrete examples of where it would be a problem

** Action for group. Read through Johns proposal for the datatype and identify any other issues in this area so that we can come to closure on this issue quickly.

