From: Daniel Fan [Daniel_Fan@credence.com]
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2007 8:46 PM
To: Khoche, Ajay
Cc: Daniel Fan
Subject: Review Feedback: STDF extension V4 - 2007 (Credence)

Ajay:

The following is the combination review inputs from Credence. Some of them are just clarification that you may help to resolve. If you have any question, please let me know.  Thanks to allow us to have chance to participate the effort. We may interpreter incorrectly for the current convention of STDF Version 4 – 1995 because you do have Teradyne in the working group.  Some of the suggestion maybe related to the existing fields… 

1. Our understanding of STDF Version 4 – 1995 that has the following rules for the standard – 
· Rule 1: The Field Names are maximum 8 characters length. (John is looking into it)
· Rule 2: The Field Names are using some convention as – 
· ‘_ID’ for identifiers

· ‘_INDX’ for  indexes (PMR indexes, …)

· ‘_NAM’ for names

· ‘_ICNT’ or ‘_CNT’ for counters

· ‘_FLG’ or ‘FLAG’ for flags

· ‘CYCL’ for cycle

· ‘OFF’ for offset

· ‘_SPEC’ for  specification  (Will check against the conventions)
· Rule 3: The ‘Field Description’ is consistent and identically formalized for identical or similar properties. When a ‘Field’ is used as dimension of another ‘Field’ data type, the formulation is like: ‘Count (k) of …’ and ‘Array of …’. 
· Rule 4: The flag fields are always defined as data type = B*1 
2. One recommendation in Table 6 (VUR)  (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· Table 6 (VUR): UPD_NAME (UPD_NAM) – Rule 2 
3. Several recommendations in Table 12 (PSR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· Table 12 (PSR): PSR_IDX (PSR_INDX) – Rule 2, 

· Table 12 (PSR): CONT_FLG should be B*1 (instead of U*1) – Rule 4 
· Table 12 (PSR): TOTAL_CNT (TOT_CNT), LOCAL_CNT (LOC_CNT) – Rule 1 
· Table 12 (PSR): The description of TOTAL_CNT is prefer to be – 
Total count of pattern information sets in this PSR plus all following PSR continuation records.
· Table 12 (PSR): The description of LOCAL_CNT is prefer to be – 
Count (k) of pattern information sets in the current PSR
· Table 12 (PSR): The description of PAT_BGN, PAT_END, PAT_FILE, FILE_ID, SRC_ID are prefer to be – 
Array of … (i.e. Array of cycle count pattern begins on …)

4. Several recommendations in Table 14 (STR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· Table 14 (STR): According to the Standard, optional fields may be omitted in order to save space on the storage medium. But for efficiency purpose, this is fundamental to place the optional fields at the end of the record. This is not the case in that STR record. 
Suggestion: Place fields from TEST_TXT to SPIN_MAP at the end of the record. Move OPT_FLAG after TEST_FLG (like a FTR record) and use bits of it to flag missing values for  TOT_FAILS, LOG_FAILS, …

· Table 14 (STR): TOT_FAILS (TOTF_CNT), LOG_FAILS (LOGF_CNT) – Rule 1 & 2 
· Table 14 (STR): FAL_MAP (FAIL_MAP) – more clear 
· Table 14 (STR): The description of LIM_CNT is prefer to be – 
Count (k) of fail datalog limit specification
· Table 14 (STR): LIM_PMRS (LIM_INDX) – Rule 2; The description is prefer to be – 
Array of fail datalogging limits PMR indexes

· Table 14 (STR): The description of COND_CNT is prefer to be – 
Count (j) of test conditions

The (j) index should be used for COND_NAM and COND_VAL

· Table 14 (STR): SSR_REF (SSR_INDX) – Rule 2 
· Table 14 (STR): PSR_REF (PSR_INDX) – Rule 2 
· Table 14 (STR): RCD_FAILS (RCDF_CNT) – Rule 2; The description is prefer to use (i) instead of (k) used in a previous counter definition 
· Table 14 (STR): CYC_OFST (CYC_OFF or CYCL_OFF) – Rule 2 
· Table 14 (STR): DATA_SIZE (DATA_SIZ) – Rule 2; Why do we only support (1,2,4,8) bits per cycle? Could we also extend to support (16,32, etc)? The computation of (m) is no clear enough. (No of Fields present) is not obvious. 
What’s the rationale behind (16 and 32)?
· Table 14 (STR): OPT_FLG and DATA_FLG should be B*1 instead of U*1– Rule 4 
· Table 14 (STR): PMR_IDX (PMR_INDX) – Rule 2 
· Table 14 (STR): Field CHAIN_NO is no detail description; also we have CHN_ in SCR (ScanChain Record). Which prefix should we use to refer to CHAIN? 
  Clarification Issue
· Table 14 (STR): Fields CYC_NUM, PMR_IDX and CHAIN_NO arrays should use the counter maker defined in the RCD_FAILS (i for example) 
Agreed
· Table 14 (STR): Fields CAP_DATA, PAT_DATA, NEW_DATA, PAT_NUM and BIT_POS descriptions are prefer to be – 
Array of …

                  Agreed
· Question: When the Bit 0 of the CONT_FLG is set (Indicates a continuation of the STR record), does all information from TEST_NUM to PSR_REF need to be repeated in the continued record? 
If YES, in order to save space, is it possible to define a reduced structure of a continuation record?

                   Check with SW people on options of

· no replication/finite replication
· Merging with Subtype the notion of continuation

· Concept of the done flag to be in the record flag and not in the type (i.e. merging only the first and continuation info with the sub-type, last or not last is in the record itself)

· Description of the OPT_FLG is not enough explicit (need to be clarified). The OPT_FLG is supposed to be used for field selection and not for field type selection. How is precisely use the Field Type selected by OPT_FLG ? 
Will be clarified by examples
5. Several recommendations in Table 22 (SNR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· Table 22 (SNR): Field NAME_CNT (maybe NAM_CNT?)– suggested description as – 
Count of mapping PMR to ATPG signal name pair

· Table 22 (SNR): PMR_IDX (PMR_INDX) – Rule 2 
· Table 22 (SNR): ATPG_NAME (ATPG_NAM) – Rule 1 & 2 
6. Several recommendations in Table 23 (CNR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· Table 23 (CNR): CNR_NAME (CNR_NAM) – Rule 2 
· Table 23 (CNR): CONT_FLGS (CONT_FLG) – Rule 1 & 2; it should be type B*1 – Rule 4 
· Table 23 (CNR): TOTAL_CNT (TOT_CNT) – Rule 1; The description is prefer to be – 
Total count of scan chain, bit position to flip/flop mapping entries
· Table 23 (CNR): LOCAL_CNT (LOC_CNT) – Rule 1; The description is prefer to be – 
Count (k) of scan chain, bit position to flip/flop mapping entries
· Table 23 (CNR): CHAIN_NO (CHN_ID) – Rule 2; The ‘CHN’ could be used instead of CHAIN (Note the CHAN is used to name the channel fields in a PMR). 
Question: Is this field an array of index to a SCR ? If YES, the name of the field could be SCR_INDX (for ScanChain Record index) or CHN_INDX.


      No, It is a user define chain no.
· Table 23 (CNR): FF_NAME (FF_NAM) – Rule 2 
· Table 23 (CNR): Fields CHAIN_NO, BIT_POS and FF_NAME descriptions are prefer to be – 
Array of …
7. Several recommendations in Table 23 (SSR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· This is the second of Table 23 
· Table 23 (SSR): SSR_NAME (SSR_NAM) – Rule 2 
· Table 23 (SSR): CONT_FLGS (CONT_FLG) – Rule 1 & 2; It should be type of B*1 – Rule 4 
· Table 23 (SSR): CHAIN_CNT (CHN_CNT) – Rule 1 & 2;  The description is prefer to be – 
Count (k) of chains
· Table 23 (SSR): CHAIN_LIST (CHN_INDX) – Rule 1 & 2 
8. Several recommendations in Table 23 (SCR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
· This is the third of Table 23 
· Table 23 (SCR): CHN_NAME (CHN_NAM) – Rule 2 
· Table 23 (SCR): SCAN_LEN (TOT_CNT) – Rule 2;  The description is prefer to be – 
Total count of scan cells in this chain
· Table 23 (SCR): SCAN_CNT (LOC_CNT);  The description is prefer to be – 
Count (k) of scan cells in this record
· Question: Does that record could be split if size > 64K in using the CONT_FLG mechanism? (It seems that the size could easily exceed the 64K size due to large number of cells contained in a scan chain). 
· Table 23 (SCR): SIN_PIN and SOUT_PIN; What does NMR stand for? We do not know the definition of this record. 
· Table 23 (SCR): MSTR_CNT, SLAV_CNT; The description is prefer to be – 
Count (m) of …
· Table 23 (SCR): MSTR_CLKS (MSTR_CLK), SLAV_CLK (SLAV_CLK) – Rule 1 
· Table 23 (SCR): INVRT_FLG (INV_FLG) – Rule 1; It should be type of B*1 – Rule 4 
· Table 23 (SCR): SCAN_CELLS (CELL_NAM) – Rule 1 
The type of field SCAN_CELLS (k x S*n) is not compatible with the CNR_NAM field (C*n) of the CNR record. Should be both S*n or C*n.

Best Regards.

Daniel



From: Khoche, Ajay [mailto:ajay.khoche@verigy.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2007 10:23 PM
To: Daniel Fan
Subject: RE: STDF extension 
Hi Daniel:
 

Thanks for driving the review inside Credence. Please find a word version attached to this email. However, Please send me the feedback w.r.t the PDF version which everyone else is reviewing. 
 

Meanwhile, I am asking to finish the review before the next meeting on 12th Dec. So It would be great if you could send me the feedback few days before that.
 

Best Regards,
 

Ajay Khoche
This transmission is intended for the sole use of the individual and entity to whom it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. You are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this transmission by someone other than the intended addressee or its designated agent is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please notify this company immediately by reply to this transmission and delete it from your computer. Thank You. Credence Systems Corporation.

have got two more additional inputs:

1. Two recommendations in Table 14 (STR) (the suggestion is in Italic) 
a. Table 14 (STR): OPT_FLG (OPT_FLAG) – consistency; 

Currently in the STDF V4 specification, the Optional data flag field in PTR, MPR and FTR is named OPT_FLAG. So it should be convenient and not troubling for user to have the same name field in the STR.

b. Table 14 (STR): CYC_CNT (CYCL_CNT) – consistency; 
Rule 2 specifies implicit naming conventions such as CYCL prefix for fields dealing with cycle informations. In the STDF V4 specification, FTR record already uses the CYCL_ prefix (for CYCL_CNT). For same reasons as the “OPT_FLAG” it should be interesting to observe same rules. 

2. There are more prefix CYC_ as prefix in the current proposal, so we may all change them to CYCL_. 
