Accellera ITC Minutes
03/23/2006
Attendees
Brian Bailey - chair

Duaine Pryor – Mentor
Per Bojsen – Zaiq

Shabtay Matalon - Cadence

Damian Deneault – co-chair

Jason Rothfus – Cadence

Bryan Sniderman – ATI

Edmond Fong - ATI
Apologies from:

John Stickley - Mentor

Minutes
Thanks to Damian for leading the discussion last week and publishing the minutes
The meeting today is not being recorded.
Discussed Topics for today’s call:

· Per’s new issue on service loop
· Raise an IM for this and discuss more next week (100 series)
· Extensions to the reference code

· Unlimited length messages

· Shabtay’s new IMs

· Creating a Pipe object instead of using Pipe ID as an argument to a function (Jason’s proposal)

· Removing any calls to SV DPI utility functions and DPI exported functions outside an imported context function

· Implementing implicit synchronization on EOM and the default during bring-up mode.

· Defining clearly buffer length (HW only or HW SW)
· Clarification of this is below
· HW/SW side synchronization when buffer is smaller than a transaction.
· This is where Per’s proposal should go.

· Different in blocking and non-blocking interface

· Software side only or both sides
· Defining SCE-MI 2.0 terminology (transaction/message and element including EOM/EOT).

· Synchronization semantics of FLUSH for non-blocking. 

· Rename pipes function calls with sceme as opposed to dpi prefix.

· What happens if the consumer doesn't listen when the producer issues a FLUSH or when its being blocked. For example what if monitor is not listened to at the decision of the test. Will this scenario create a deadlock?

· The scope of using pipes in their current form from Verilog 2001 and VHDL. Can pipes be called from Verilog 2001 and VHDL? 
· Different thinking about DPI in general and with pipes

· Data types – attach this to the existing

· Language Binding

· Can I call from Verilog and VHDL semantically? Does it cause any problems such as different functions, or should they be for SV only

· Currently rely on some SV utility functions (for these languages, these functions would have to provided by the SCE-MI vendor.

How much pre-processing are we willing to accept? 

Should not aim to allow the HDL side to be changed without recompiling. But should try and keep source compatibility. Should still be able to do this.

Friday messages from Per about some other IMs and the discussion from last week of if support for messages longer than buffer length. 
Perhaps need to go back and revisit the existing IMs. May need to close some of the high level ones and replace with some more specific issues.

Ask John to update the spec based on the pipes work. Specification about what the API should do semantically.

Need to add the FIFO’s to the implementation. Includes the non-blocking interface. Shabtay thought hat FIFO’s were dead. May need clarify with John. Then decide on the need for an IM. Anyone interested in it? Would appear to be no.

It is always possible to determines the maximum length of a message at compile time. This is static. But the issue is where should the buffer be placed – on the HW or SW side. We should be careful to talk about how this is partitioned. This is an implementation issue which may provide a knob to allow the user to influence this.
