STDF Scan datalog meeting Notes

Date: 26 July 2007
Attendees:

Glenn Plowman      - Qualcomm

Ajay Khoche
      - Verigy

Phil Burlison
      - Inovys

John Rowe
      - Teradyne

Wu Yang
     - Mentor
Cy Hay

     - Synopsys

Gary Green
     - Synopsys

Ping Wen
    - Yield Dynamics

Agenda:

· Technical

· Check the size of data in the existing system for a wafer. (Owner: Stacy, Gary) 

· Review the STDF V4 document and let group know if a short tutorial is necessary (Owners: Cy, Tom) 

· Issue resolutions 

· STDF record mapping: Dedicated vs existing records

· Pattern vs cycle based support

· Support for Another log type to have FlipFlop info. ( LogicVision Request)

· Record Type conflicts – (John to update)

· Serial v/s parallel datalog writing in multi-site – Stacy to explain

· Planning

· Future PR activities

· MoU among member companies

· Beta site plans

· Qualification/validation tools
· Document format
Minutes:

1. Check the size of data in the existing system for a wafer. (Owner: Stacy, Gary) 
· Stacy and gary could not make it to the meeting. 

· Stacy has promised to provide data by the next meeting

· Glenn and Darrel also offered to get the data from their companies

· Ajay to contact Soto Tech to get more data

2. Future PR activities

· Ajay presented the need for future PR activities and requested feedback on the avenues to use

· Group input:

· Glenn: Contact Rossetta net

· Phil: Semicon Taiwan, FTR

· Darrel: Test Houses/ foundries to make it part of their reference flows

· A face-to-face meeting will be organized at ITC.

3. MoU among member companies
· The goal of creating MoU is to create a formal document among the member companies to state their support in development and in providing tools/flows to support the standard

· Ajay asked the members on call on whether it would be a good idea and would it be ok with them

· Most of the companies on call were ok with that. Others will be approached by Ajay to get their response.

4. Beta Site

· The objective is to create 3/4/5 way partnerships to validate the standards and to expose any gaps.
· The group is in general in agreement on the idea

· QC will be able to do the memory one first. Glen also mentioned that the Beta site can either done through the flow creation or using the validation tool set.

· Yield Dynamics can do both scan and memory

· Gary (Synopsys) can do it

· The group need to decide on the partners to work with.
5. Qualification/Validation suite
· The objective of the Qualification/Validation suite is to provide means for checking the compliance/conformance to the standard to enable interoperability.

· The question to the group was whether we should take that on. And the group agreed in principle to do that. The scope will be discussed later.

· In terms of who should do it, following proposal were made

· University (e.g. UC Berkeley – Wu to look into it)

· 3rd Party

· Teradyne (John to investigate)

· Opensource

· In terms of funding if needed, the decision was to wait until we get resolution on the path that we will pursue.

6. Document Format:

· A proposal was made to ask Teradyne to issue an addendum

· In general we need to create a spec document with version 1.0

7. STDF record mapping: Dedicated vs existing records
· The group decided to defer the decision on use of dedicated vs/ existing records to the next meeting when the data volume data would be available

· For the data model objects where there is no overlap with the existing record, the group decided that a smaller group consisting of (Phil, John, Ajay and Wu) will prepare a draft will meet outside the regular meeting and will present the proposal to the group.
8. Issue list
· The group reviewed the running issue list. There is an excel sheet on the group’s website that contains the issue list.

· Following issues were closed with following resolution. For the members who were not at the meeting today, please review the items and let the group know by the next meeting if they see any issue with it.

	Test Suite ID to be number or a string: The issue is currently most of the systems have number and the mapping from number to string is done in TSR record. However, there is no consistency in how the test suites are numberd across ATE environments
	closed
	Use the numbers

	Pin Name vs Pin number in the fail record: The issue is where we store pin name or pin number in the fail record. The pin names could be long and would add to the data volume. However, storing pin no. would need number to name translation. Which could be obtained from Pin Map Record (PMR) however, will create a dependency on other records
	closed
	Use the numbers

	Should FEH information be available for Vol. diag application?
	closed
	Make it optional; Use MIR/SDR if we end up using the exisiting records


Next Meeting:

· Next meeting on Aug 9th 2007.  8.00AM-10.00AM. 

New Action Items:

· Check the size of data in the existing system for a wafer. (Owner: Stacy, Gary, Glenn, Darrel, Ajay from Soto)
· Check on the Beta site possibility – Darrel

· Check on the University and Opensource possibility for the validation suite development (Wu)

· Check on possibility to support the validation tools from Teradyne (John)

· Send the acceptance for the MuU process - All

