Accellera ITC meeting

July 10th 2003

Attendees:

Brian Bailey - Mentor Graphics Chair

Andy Eliopoulos - Cadence

Matt Kopser- Cadence

Jason Andrews - Axis

Dennis Brophy - Mentor Graphics

Duaine Pryor - Mentor Graphics

Damian Deneault - Zaiq

Steve Wang - Axis

Andrea - ST

Apologies received from

Nish Parikh

Joe Daniels

Agenda:

Donation procedures and process - Dennis Brophy

Workshop planning

SCE-API and SystemVerilog

Any other business

Notes:

Dennis started by giving us a talk about the Accellera donation procedures and the possibilities that we could consider. The major points that he covered were:

Rules are covered in a set of guidelines authored by Vassilios and should be reviewed by the committee members. The chair of the group has some flexibility in deciding the process that will be used. Accellera will make no mention about donations although members are free to do so. 2 models used to date. Formal Verification accepted competing donations, created a requirements document and went through an elimination process. System Verilog did not accept competing donations and required that all of them were orthogonal. A date was set for donations and nothing after that considered. The second model is the one preferred by Vassilios. There is a desire to be upward compatible, but this is not mandatory.

Dennis was also asked about the new transaction group being proposed for System Verilog. He said that the primary focus of this group was to look at VCD extensions and olther extensions necessary to support the new data types. If interfaces are considered by the SV group they would have to ensure consistency with the work of the ITC group.

We then had a general discussion about the approach that the committee should take. Steve Wang proposed that we should set a donation deadline and then review all donations. The result should be a merge of all, but based on one as a foundation.

Andy Eliopoulos pointed out that it was not yet known if the proposed donations would be competing or complementary and that we should adopt a 2 phase approach. In the first phase, abstract descriptions should be distributed amongst the group. Then we could decide what we should do for the second phase.

It was also proposed that the donation assignment should be complete at this stage, but this was thought to be too problematic to some companies because of the need to involve legal departments.

There was a general consensus that we should attempt to complete the first phase as quickly as possible. Due to vacations, the earliest timeframe that could be agreed upon was that abstracts should be sent in by August 14th and then the next meeting on the 21st. While some members thoughts this was too slow, Duaine outlined the problems that he may face getting agreement within the company because of French vacations. There was no support for pushing the date back further, although members agreed that late abstracts could be sent in. The cut of date would not be set until the phase 2 process had been decided.

The abstract should be only a few paragraphs that describes if the intended donation is an extensions of the existing SCE-MI standard, complementary to it, affecting certain portions of it, new applications etc. It does not need to describe any of the technology. It should contains a summary paragraph of what the final product would be.

The meeting was terminated at 10:01

