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Attendees
Shabtay Matalon - Cadence
Damian Deneault - Zaiq - co chair 

Per Bojsen – Zaiq

Russ Vreeland – Broadcom 
Jason Rothfuss – Cadence

Apologies from
Brian Bailey – chair 
John Stickley – Mentor

Duaine Pryor – Mentor (but thanks for initiating the call)

Minutes
The group decided we had enough people present to go ahead with the meeting.
After reviewing Mentor’s response to his previous emails, Shabtay further questions about pipe usage. The first question had to do with the semantics and defined behavior of the flush. Shabtay described two cases, both an unthreaded application, and a multi-threaded application, each case using multiple pipes in the “input” direction.  Shabtay asked whether the flush was supposed to cause the sw to yield to the hw, or just the flush thread to yield to the other thread, and if so exactly when and how.  Per speculated that maybe the flush let the consumer know that the contents of the pipe were available and un-blocked the consumer side, but didn’t force specific yield behavior, that would be determined by the software.  Per thought it shouldn’t matter whether the software was threaded or not.

Shabtay also asked if multiple hw/sw pairs could communicate during a synchronization cycle, and didn’t see that it was defined in the proposal. 

Jason believes that either send or flush has to block. Jason questioned whether a solution to the pipe questions had to presume a particular thread package? Jason asked what happened on an HDL receive call if no producer had registered with the pipe. Nominally the hw consumer of an empty input pipe yields to the sw producer, but what context and how to avoid deadlock?
Shabtay generalized that case to any type of starvation, would it produce deadlock? Or would we need to revisit an implicit Noop (not part of the current proposal)?

Shabtay and Jason agreed to write down their questions for John and Duaine.
The second question Shabtay posed was to Zaiq and Mentor, exploring the expected usage of pipes vs simulator-subset DPI calls. Shabtay was asking whether we would continue to use the simulator-subset DPI calls, or whether we use the higher performing pipes for all transactors. Per described the main factors for Zaiq being the type of transaction or data movement, with many transactions fitting the simulator-subset DPI calls well, and some variable length transactions fitting well to pipes. We would likely not convert all transactors to pipes. Russ summarized his main concern as performance, but that he’s seen only 10% to 20% of the transactors in a system have enough traffic that they would see a performance benefit from pipes. Russ thought the simulator-subset DPI calls would be used in more cases than pipes, but that when there was a performance sensitive transactor (like streaming audio or video) he would need them. Russ would like access to a simulation-only implementation of DPI with pipes, to play with it and get a better feel for a good usage model. Shabtay echoed the desire.
