Record Mapping Discussions
Date: 8-16-2007

Discussion Points from the last meeting

· Record mapping philosophy

· (15,X) v/s (~90,X)

· Ease of mapping to V5 – V5 structure not clear
· Impact on existing readers – 
· 3rd level sub-type with (15,X) if we decide to assign a record type to each data model category
· Add TestPatternMapIndex to TestPatternMap record. This record will be called Pattern Sequence Record (PSR) (1,90). (1,91 will be used by memory group)
· One record per test pattern map
· General rule to follow is to have the TestPatternMap records before their use….

· Pattern maps sometimes are generated on the fly

· Combine all the per test execution records into one single record with inheritance to avoid duplication of information
· Current take is to use 15, 30. 30 is the sub-code for STR (Scan Test Record) – [Subject to review]
· 40 will be used for MTR (Memory Test Record)
· Handling large number of fails 
· Use same type of records with inheritance to avoid data duplication

· Add a new/continuation/incomplete(last) of records flag indicator

· Two flags: One to indicate new/continuation and the other to indicate the last or not.
· Single vs Multiple record discussions

· Single record for all the data items that are written out per test execution 

· Header information will be part of standard STDF header records
· PSR will a new record for TestPatternMAP

· Inheritance from other records 

· Decision: Yes, we should support this model for the environment section   and other records as well. There will be flags to indicate whether the redefinition of the information is done in the current record

· Creating fake examples 

· Update from John: 
· Examples ready: permutations of 90,10 and 15-30 added in the examples.
· Reader crashing: 
· Debugging is ongoing
· Examples will be sent to other companies for validation once the internal reader is done.

· Proposal for adding flop information in the pattern based record 

· Phil to Update

· Mapping the header information 
· Pattern modification record – Phil to create a proposal

· Use the STR with Fail and Expect to be used as old and New – Size
· Write out change only…

· To be indicated in the log type enumeration 
· Written out every time there is change in the pattern. Or could be user triggered

· Use Model 1: pattern debugging

· Use Model 2:

· Will require ATE to keep log
· May require new capability in the EDA tools to digest the change

· Keep it in current proposal

· Validate with EDA partners and 

· Persistent nature of the change (discussions with other ATE companies)

· Brief the group about issue before the next general meeting via email and request them to reply to entire group.
· Create a new log type for expect only 

· To be written very infrequently
· To be indicated in the log type enumeration
· Useful in the validation scenario

· Will be coupled with the pattern map record
· NameMapping record…..

· Purpose: To provide mapping of the names in the ATE environment and source environment (e.g. STIL). The need for such a

· Teradyne: does not appear to use Physical name
· Verigy, Inovys need to check

· Check with Stacy, Mani(Advantest), Tigran(Credence), LTX, NexTest, Infineon, ST, Yokogawa(Phil to contact)

· Send an email to the group asking which fields in the PMR they use and don’t use for sure…

· Making the Test Conditions also a reference – Glen’s proposal…

· Replication won’t increase the volume significantly compared to scan fail data…

· Adding index support will complicate the coding
· Use model of doing searches will complicate the processing
· Proposal : see the new record type
· Wednesday we will meet again
· 11.00AM-12.00(Noon) 

· Ajay will send an invite..

· Check if All the EDA companies could join one of the calls.

