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Abstract

We consider anew the false path problem in timing verifi-
cation. We demonstrate that any solution to the false path
problem inherently incorporates a delay model, and the an-
swer is given in the context of the delay model. We make
explicit the delay model underlying both the “floating” and
“transition” sensitization computations, and give the basic
assumption underlying gate sensitization. We extend sen-
sitization theory on the delay model underlying the “float-
ing mode” sensitization computation to general, asymmetric
gates, and give a new delay model for transition-mode com-
putations under bounded delay. We show that for every
bounded delay model there is a natural time quantum such
that every signal is a constant over every integer-multiple
bounded interval of the quantum.

1 Introduction

Sensitization theory has classically been bound up with
the combinational false path problem in timing verifica-
tion. Early attempts[2, 3] were path-based, and derived
to some extent from testing criteria. Broadly, such algo-
rithms assumed networks were composed of simple gates,
and asserted *‘non-controlling” (or identity) values on each
off-path, or “side” input to each gate on the path. This ap-
proach had the difficulty that it was easy to exhibit circuits on
which it reported true paths to be false. Brand and Iyengar[3]
recognized this, and showed that a blind approach of only
asserting identity values on some side inputs avoided this
difficulty; however, the approach remained an approxima-
tion.

1989 marked a shift in approaches to sensitization in com-
binational timing verification. Working independently, two
groups[12, 13, 8] demonstrated that the classic approaches
were incomplete descriptions of the problem, in that values
were asserted on circuit wires independent of time, and that
by including temporal information an algorithm could obtain
a tighter bound on the delay of a combinational logic circuit
without underestimating the delay of the circuit.

In [12, 13], it was observed that sensitization algorithms
asserted identity values on the off-path inputs in order to
propagate changes in value, or events, down paths in the
circuit. However, the identity values on the side inputs to a

*This research supported by Fujitsu Laboratories Lid.

gate only needed to be asserted at the instant at which the
event was to propagate through the gate. Merely asserting
values at the proper time, however, was not enough. It was
observed [12, 13, 10, 14], that each delay in a circuit was
merely the representative of a range of delays — in fact, the
maximum of the range — and the delay estimate returned
by an algorithm operating on a circuit had to be valid over
any selection of actual delays within the range. This prop-
erty, known as the monotone speedup or robustness property,
came to be regarded as an essential feature of any proposed
algorithm. The solution proposed in [12, 13, 10, 14] became
known as the viability theory. It was demonstrated that via-
bility was robust on networks composed of symmetric gates;
however, it was not demonstrated that viability was an exact
estimate of the delay. In fact, little attention was paid to the
semantics of the delay model underlying viability.

In [5], H-C Chen and D. H-C Du considered the false
path problem on networks of simple gates, and modified the
viability theory by incorporating the value of the on-path, as
well as the off-path signals, into the sensitization conditions.
This reduced the number of paths reported as true by their
algorithm as compared with viability; however, it could be
shown that it returned the same delay estimate as viability.
As a theory it was weakened somewhat by its reliance on a
simple gate structure.

An important idea in the Chen-Du paper was the intro-
duction of the concept of the stable time of a signal. Though
the Chen-Du paper (again) did not make explicit their de-
lay model, the concept of computing a signal’s stable time
explicitly marked a turn away from the path-based concepts
that dominated earlier research. In [6], this idea was taken a
step further: rather than computing the sensitization condi-
tions of a path at a time, these authors instead computed the
sensitization conditions of sets of paths, of length > some
delay of interest d. This key idea was rapidly adopted by
{11], in which the characteristic function of the stable time
of a signal was computed explicitly.

In all this research, however, the delay model used by
every author was the monotone speedup model defined in
[12, 13, 10, 14], and the premises underlying the model
were neither considered nor made explicit.

In the world of asynchronous circuits, race analysis is an
active topic of research. This problem has some similarities
to path sensitization; in particular, designers wish to know
whether an asynchronous circuit with delays and feedback,
in response to an excitation from the external environment,



settled in a stable or unstable condition. It is well known that
such analysis requires detailed and sophisticated knowledge
of internal circuit delays; hence these researchers paid great
attention to the delay models in their circuits, attempting to
ensure that the models were realistic and conservative. An
excellent compendium of such models is described by C-J.
Seger and J. Brzozowski [17].

Despite the sophisticated modeling analysis of Seger and
Brzozowski, little attention was paid to the problem of sensi-
tization analysis; rather, exhaustive simulation was the vehi-
cle of choice. Given the generally small circuits of concern
toasynchronous designers and theorists, this was not an issue
for these authors. However, timing verification of combi-
national circuits is typically run on very large circuits, and
sophisticated sensitization analysis is required.

It is the goal of this paper to unify these two research
approaches. Specifically, our goal is to develop a unified
theory, encompassing both delay and logical information in
a single mathematical framework, and use this information
to devise sensitization algorithms under a number of delay
models. The idea of incorporating delay and logical infor-
mation in the same framework is not new: in [9], delay
operators were added to the standard Boolean Algebra; their
effect was to shift logical signals forward in time. In [18],
a four-tuple (v, a, A, V); was stored at each node; a repre-
sented the minimum time that the node would switch, v the
value before that time, A the maximum time at which the
node would switch and V the value thereafter. However,
these attempts modeled only some aspect of timing behavior
or were delay-model specific. The model of [18], for exam-
ple, failed to capture islands of stability within the interval
(a, A). The model of [9] was valid only for a pure binary
delay model. A more suitable formalism is the waveform
algebra introduced by Augustin [1] to analyze timing models
in hardware description languages. Augustin’s model is a
mapping from the integers onto {0, 1}. We extend this to a
mapping from the real line to {0, 1, X }.

In this paper, we introduce an algebraic model of a signal
waveform and delay models, analogous in the static domain
to the switching algebra over Booleans and Boolean opera-
tors. In this framework, the primitive objects are waveforms,
which are total functions from the real line onto the terary
set {0, 1, X}. In this framework, a gate delay model and its
functional model combine as does a gate in a logic network:
it takes as input some input signal waveforms, and produces
an output signal waveform. Since the waveforms are static
(though infinite) objects, algebraic operations over wave-
forms are well-defined; since the gate delay model plays the
role in this algebra of an operator, it is an algebra effectively
parameterized by the delay model; hence it can be used with
a variety of delay models.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
section 2, we introduce the waveform calculus as an exten-
sion to ternary simulation, and discuss efficient methods of
representing input waveforms. In section 3 we give exam-
ples of four common delay models. In section 4 we give
exact sensitization algorithms over two of these models, us-

ing the waveform calculus.

2 Ternary Delay Simulation and the
Waveform Calculus

Ternary Boolean Algebras have been a feature of the analysis
and synthesis of asynchronous circuits for many years; they
have recently received increased attention due to Seger[16],
and the derivative review work of Seger and Brzozowski[17].
Informally, the ternary model can be stated as follows. A
third value, generally denoted X, is added to the Boolean
Algebra. X is regarded as representing an unstable value.

The X value is generally regarded as modeling two phe-
nomena:

1. Purely binary devices switch from the ‘0’ to the ‘1’ state
instantly; however, if we build devices out of physical
components there are intermediate values, and it takes
time for the physical device to transit those intermediate
values. For example, in most modern MOS processes,
a voltage level between 4 and 5 volts represents the
‘1’ value and a voltage level between O and 1 volt
represents the ‘0’ value; voltages between 1 and 4 volts
do not represent any logical values, and as a result are
modeled as an X.

2. The “delay” of a gate is not an independent variable;
rather, it is a measure of the amount of time required for
a switching event to occur. As a result, it is a complex
function of a variety of factors, some static (operat-
ing temperature, process variation), and some dynamic
(crosstalk, activity on neighboring transistors, slope of
the input waveform, etc). There is some uncertainty
in each of these variables, and as a result some uncer-
tainty in the delay of a gate. When the value of a gate
is unknown, it is modeled as an X.

X therefore represents every case where the value of a
gate cannot be precisely measured as a pure Boolean value.
1t is straightforward to extend the standard binary algebra to
ternary computation, and is given in the following table:

a|bJlaaNnDb ]| aorb | NOTa |

NN XX OOO
N ONMO NN
~NHON OO
e O
SO O NN N~~~

The algebra is easily extended to general gates by func-
tional composition. We adapt the terminology of Seger[15].
A Ternary Variable ranges over the set 7 = {0,1,X}; a
Ternary function g is a mapping:

g:T"—T



A containment relation C is defined over 7: t C ¢ for
eacht € 7, and, further, 0 C X, 1 € X. C extends
naturally to vectors. Let 21, ..., Tn, #1, ---, Yn bE vectors over
T™ 2y, .0y @n C Y1, .0, Yn iff 2; C y; for each i,

The ternary space 7™ is easily related to the underlying
binary space B™ through the following. A vector z1, ..., Zn
over 7™ is said to be a vertex if each z; € {0, 1}. It is easy
to see, through simptle functional composition, that if z is a
vertex then g(zy, ..., 2,) € {0, 1}. We define the following
evaluation rule for g over an arbitrary vector xy, ...,z, € 7:

1 g(ylv eey yn) =1 Vyl, <y Yn [; 1,
g(ml:---;xn)= 0 g(yl,---,yn)=0 Vyh"';yn;wla
X otherwise

The correspondence between vectors of the ternary space
and cubes of the binary space is evident. For this reason, if
g9(z1,...,25) = 1, 21, ..., T i8 said to be an implicant of g;
a maximal such implicant is said to be a prime of g.

In the sequel, one lemma will be of principal importance,
and we state it here.

Lemma 2.1 Let g be an arbitrary function of z,, ..., Zm,
where each =; ranges over the set {0,1,X}. Let py,...,pn
be the primes of ¢, q1,...,qr the primes of §. Then
g(zy,...,zm) = X if and only if there is no prime p;
such that pi(zy,...,2m) = 1 and no prime g; such that
gj(1,...,zm) = 1.

Proof: Immediate from the evaluation rule. ]

A delay model augments this algebra by associating a time
t with each value of a gate or wire; the value of a gate at
time £, g(t), becomes a (generally complex) function of the
values of the gate and its inputs at over some interval (o, 1, ),
where t; < t. Occasionally the interval is closed, and in this
caset; < L.

This discussion is necessarily somewhat vague, since we
are attempting to capture the semantics of a broad range of
models. However, it is fairly easy to formalize.

Definition 2.1 Given a gate g, an associated waveform for
g, 9, isamap:

2 :R—{0,1,X}

such that, for every t,every € > 0,if 29(t +¢) # £29(t) and
£29(t + €) and $29(t) both contained in {0, 1}, then there is
somel <ty <t+esuchthat $29(t,) = X.

By convention, each suchmap 24 istotal: foreacht € R,
£29(t) is defined.

The definition of a waveform is designed to model our
intuition of a logic signal varying over time; the restriction
that any change in signal force a transition through X cap-
tures our intuition that the modeled physical waveform is a
continuous map, and that the 0 and 1 values are physically
separated.

Given a waveform {2, and a real interval I, the partial
waveform §2; is the waveform £2 restricted to the domain
I. $2; is referred to as the partial waveform of interval I.
With this in hand, we can define a delay model formally:

Definition 2.2 A map M for a gate G, inputs fi, ..., fr:
. G G
M: 9[]0“,) X .Q[fo’,t) X eoo X .Qf:)’,) X 5.4y — £2°(1)

is a delay model if there is some subset S of the inputs of g
such that .Q[{;,) is a constant function for each s € S, and,
further, cisthe cube [],¢s fs = .Q[fo', 1y and Gcisaconstant,
then 2€(t) = G..

Broadly, the definition is designed to encapsulate our in-
tuition about the transitions on a gate. The output waveform

-+ Zn of a gate at ¢ is determined by the input waveforms, and
---» Zn the gate waveform, occurring between 0 and some time t'

preceding t. By convention, O is chosen as the base time;
choosing a fixed base time for all model mappings enforces
our intuitive notion that any delay model should be gauge
symmetric upon the time axis, i.e. the value of the mapping
specified by the delay model is independent of the base time.

The two conditions required for a mapping to be a delay
model deserve some attention. The first simply enforces our
common sense notion of causality; the output waveform of
a gate between times ¢; and £, cannot depend upon input pin
activity, or the state of the gate, after time t;. The second
condition is the basic assumption required for sensitization
theory to have any real meaning. It states that the gate will
not glitch or undergo any transient if the value of the gate is
statically determined by its stable inputs.

2.1 Characteristic Functions

Consider a Boolean Algebra; this consists of a set of vari-
ables, each of which can take on a value in {0, 1}; a combi-
national network, evaluated statically, is the realization of a
function over its input variables. A delay model, a network
of gates and wires, a set of input variables, and a set of pos-
sible waveforms for each input variable, yields a Waveform
Algebra. An assignment of one waveform to each input
gives a waveform vector. The set of all waveform vectors
forms a wave space, which (for n inputs) is denoted W".
A waveform vector is the analog, in wave space, to an input
vertex in Boolean space. The analog to the gate in Boolean
space is the pair (gate, delay model) in wave space; this
product takes an input wave and produces an output wave,

The analogy between values of variables (in a Boolean
Algebra) and waveforms of variables (in a waveform alge-
bra) can be exploited to incorporate the idea of characteristic
functions. In particular, we define:

Definition 2.3 A characteristic function over a waveform
space is a mapping of the form:

x:W"—{0,1}

Conventionally, x is associated with some set S C W".
x(w)=1iffweS.

Characteristic functions will be a feature of the timing ver-
ification algorithms to be developed in the sequel. In
particular, we will be calculating functions of the form:



n9 & . .
X" = {wlw is a waveform vector producing
2 as the waveform on signal g}

2.2 Representation of Characteristics

Characteristic functions represent waveform vectors. A
waveform, of course, is an infinite (in fact, uncountable)
sequence of symbols from the set {0, 1, X}, representing
the values of the wave at each (real) point in time, . How-
ever, we do not toggle inputs infinitely often, and as a result,
there are relatively few waveform vectors, and these are
easily encoded. For example, in the most common combi-
national timing verification problems, we toggle the inputs
once, at £ = 0. In this case, the waveform space on n vec-
tors W™ may be represented as the space B" x B", where
(v1, v2) represents the (constant) binary input vectors applied
att = —ooand t = 0, respectively. Under these circum-
stances, the wave characteristic function may be thought of
as a function:

x:B" x B" — {0,1}.

and is most conveniently represented as a standard Boolean
function over B" x B”

Delay models do not, of course, typically give an enumer-
ation of such waveform maps. Typically, the models give
rules for computing the output waveform, from which the
waveform map is deduced.

3 Delay Models

Here, we briefly review some common delay models, and
discuss them in the context of a timed ternary algebra. Most
of these are taken from [15].

¢ The Fixed Binary Pure Delay (FBPD) Model This
model is the most naive of the common delay models.
Under this model, there is a fixed delay d; from each
gate input f; to the gate output g; the instant value of
£29(t) is obtained by the static evaluation:

(1) = g(N (t—dy), 22 (t~dy), ..., ™ (t—dm)).
The difficulty with this model is twofold:

1. As mentioned above, delays are typically uncer-
tain; the pure delay model assumes delays are
fixed, constant, and known.

2. The model, as stated, does not explicitly introduce
an X state into the computation of 2¢; rather,
it relies upon the input waveforms to provide
the required transient state. As a result, the X
state in this model effectively reduces to mod-
eling the transition region, rather than modeling
both the transition region and uncertainty in the
actual value of a signal at a given time.

¢ The Fixed Binary Pure Delay With Static Variation
(FBPD-SV) Model This model is simply the FBPD
model, save that the constants d; are treated as inde-
pendent variables, whose actual values lie in the range
[drin, dP2X] with their actual values dependent upon
static factors [process variation, circuit age, operating
temperature (a static value on the time scales of inter-
est), and so forth]. This model underlies the *“‘transi-
tion delay” computation of [7]. The FBPD-SV model
neglects dynamic factors such as crosstalk, degraded
signals, slope factors and the like. This model is appro-
priate if such dynamic factors can be regarded as trivial,
and if all uncertainty in delay and waveform value can
be ascribed to static factors.

¢ The Extended Bounded Delay (XBD) Model Under
the XBD model, the ranges [d", d™*] represent un-
certainties due to dynamic as well as static factors, and
represent a transition region of uncertain width. As a
result, pure transport of the input waveform to the out-
put waveform at a specified time within the range is not
permitted by the model. The computation of £29(t) is
given as a two-Slep process:

S i ;
Fi(t) = 20— gom - oy §2(i— gows 1 _ gy IS @ CONSIAN!
X otherwise

The values F;(t) form the effective values of the in-
put waves, as presented to the output, at time ¢. If
.Q{;_ qom g guoy IS @ constant, then input f; has not
changed over the interval (t — dF™**,1 — dPi"); since
any change in state of f; can only propagate to the
output ¢ at ¢ if that change in state occurred be-
tween (t — dP* ¢t — dP"), it follows that the pre-
sented state of input f; is simply the constant state
(t — @™, ¢ — d7"), If, on the other hand, f; changed
state between (1 — dP™,1 — d7"), then the presented
value of the input might be any state of f; between the
intervals, or a transient; the only reasonable value to
choose in such circumstances is X . The value of 27(t)
is then easily found:

29(t) = g(Fi(t), ..., Fa(?))
i.e., as the static (ternary) evaluation of g on the Fi(t).

o The Extended Bounded Delay-0 (XBD0) Model This
is the XBD model, with dP = 0 for all pins f; of all
gates ¢ in the network. The XBDO model is of partic-
ular interest, since it is the model underlying viability,
and,in general, all the so-called “floating mode™ sen-
sitization calculations. Indeed, the monotone speedup
property introduced in [12, 13, 14] may be viewed as
an (incomplete) admission of the uncertainties in the
XBD0 model.

For the remainder of this paper, we discuss sensitization
in the context of the XBDO and XBD delay models. We



give a new sensitization procedure for these models, and
demonstrate that this procedure reports the exact minimum
delay in the XBDO0 and XBD models. We show that this
procedure gives the same delay estimate as the Chen-Du
procedure on networks of simple gates, and as the viability
procedure on networks of complex, symmetric gates; the
Chen-Du and viability procedures can thus be regarded as
exact algorithms for the XBD0 model on their respective
special-case networks.

Othger delay models are possible. In recent work, Burch
has introduced the binary chaos delay model [4]. This model
is not treated here, although it is presently under considera-
tion.

4 Sensitization and The Combinational
Timing Verification Problem

Given a delay model M, the combinational timing verifica-
tion problem for a circuit C under M is the following: given
a family of possible waveforms on the combinational inputs
of the circuit, such that each such waveform is a constant
binary value on the intervals (—oo, 0) and (%;, o) (i.e., each
input changes state only within a fixed interval of 0), find
the least positive ¢ such that, for any possible combination of
input waveforms, 2¢, ) is a binary constant for each circuit
output g.

We consider this problem under the XBDO and XBD cir-
cuit models. Inorder to do this, we introduce anew construct,
the characteristic function on an interval.

4.1 Combinational Timing Verification Under
the XBD0 Model

Under the XBDO model, an input wave for input a is one of
two forms:

0° ={ T(=00,00)

or
Z( o0 01X (02)E{te 00) for some z € {0,1}

where i, is a positive constant associated with the variable a
in the circuit. This permits us to derive an immediate result
concerning the properties of circuit waveforms.

Lemma 4.1 Let g be any gate in a logic circuit. Under the
XBDO model, under any waveform vector, we have 29 (t) €
{1,0} for any t > O implies £29(t;) = 29(t) for all t, > t.

Proof: The proof is by induction on the level of gate g. By
definition the result holds for the primary inputs. Suppose it
istrue forall gates of level < N. Considersome gatlevel N,
and some arbitrary input waveform w. Let £29 be induced
by w with £29(f) = 1. We have g(fi, ..., fx), and by the
XBDO evaluation model, 1 = 29(t) = g(F(t), ..., Fa(t)),
where

Ji Ji .
Fi(t) = 'Q(t-d‘l!’“,t) ‘Q(t-df“,t) is a constant
X otherwise

since g(F1(t), ..., Fa(t)) € {0,1}. By lemma 2.1 there is
some prime p of g, of g such that p(F(t), ..., Fu(t)) = 1.
Consider an arbitrary t; > t. Since each input to g is of
level < N, if £2/+() € {0, 1}, then by induction £2/:(¢,) €
{0,1}, and hence Fi(t) € {0,1} = Fi(t;) € {0,1}; hence
p(F1 (t]), veny Fn(t))) = 1, and by lemma 2.1, .Q-"(tl) =1
]

This lemma immediately permits a characterization of the
waves given by the XBDO model, as an immediate corollary.

Theorem 4.1 Let g be any gate in a logic circuit. Under the
XBDO0 model, under any waveform vector, we have:

Z(-00,00) or
Q9 = T(—00,01X(0,t,)T]t,,00) OF forsome z € {0,1}
(=00, 01X (0,t5)%t5,00)
()

Proof: Immediate consequence of the preceding lemma.
a

Since we have a characterization of the waveforms of any
gate g, we can immediately proceed to the timing analysis
problem. Recall:

X & {w|w induces 29 on gate g}

Now consider:
xﬂﬁ'“)E{O.l}

which is the set of all waveforms such that g is a binary
constant on the interval [t, o0). Under the XBDO0 model, the
delay of a circuit with primary outputs oy, ..., 0, under input
waveform vector w, is:

o
max mtin weE xnl"m)ao’l}
3

And hence the delay over all waveform vectors may be writ-
ten: )
max min A€o £ g
]

We are faced with the calculation of xnf‘i-m)em"}. Now, we
have:

Xn;’;.,,)e{o,n} = X.r)[“,"_m)=o + xn;"{m)=1

From lemma 4.1,
xnﬁ@,:o
Xﬂl"'m)=l = Xm(t)=1

Xﬂ’(l):O

We must calculate x?*(9=0 and x?°(1)=1,

Lemmad4.2 Let g be a gate with inputs fi,....fr. Let
D1, ---, Pn be all the primes of g, and qi, ..., qm be all the
primes of 9. Then:

n r
S @R, Fr) = 1) T xR
i=1 k=1

Xﬂ’(l):l

n r
XTI = 3 (g(Fy e, F) = 1) [ MO EOER
=1 k=1

@



Proof: w € x?°)=1_ Hence £29(1) = 1 when w is
applied as the input waveform vector. Hence there is
some prime p; such that p;(Fy,..., F;) = 1, and, further,
Fi 3 (1 — dP™), ie., w € x?*(-&"EFR Con-

versely, let w € x?™*(—&*)EFx for all &, and, further, let
pi(F1,..., Fy) = 1. Then £29(t) = 1 by the evaluation rule,
and hence w € x?°()=1, "

The equations (2) suggest a simple recursive scheme for
the computation of the exact true path delay under the Ex-
tended Bounded Delay-0 model.

4.2 The Chen-Du Model

Before leaving the XBDO model we prove the speculated
exactness of the Chen-Du and viability criteria for this model
on the subset of gates over which they were defined. The
Chen-Du criteria is defined over simple gates; viability, over
simple and complex symmetric gates. Here we prove only
exactness of Chen-Du over simple gates. This also serves
to prove exactness of viability over those gates. The Chen-
Du criterion is stated as: Given a network of simple gates
(arbitrary input AND and OR gates, and NOT gates), and vector
v, gate g:

1. If g(v) is equal to g’s controlled value, then the stable
time of ¢ under v, s(g, v) is defined as the minimum
t, over all inputs f such that f(v) is at a controlling
value for g, ¢ = s(f,v) + d3°}, where d7°f is the delay
model’s maximum delay between f and g.

2. If g(v) is equal to g’s non-controlled value, then s(g, v)
is equal to the maximum, over all inputs fof ¢, s(f, v)+
i
We analyze the Chen-Du method as follows. Consider the
function

w9t £ {v|t > stable time of g under v by Chen-Du model)

Lemma 4.3 If c(g) is the controlled value for g, nc(g) the
non-controlled value for g, we have:

W= e(g) Y ((f = clg)w! )

JEFI(g)
+ ne(g) H wlt =9
JEFI(g)

Proof: Immediate from the Chen-Du evaluation rules =

We can now prove equality of the Chen-Du criterion and
the exact analysis procedure on networks of simple gates.
We have:

Theorem 4.2 Let u € w9, Then (u*,u) € x?'(1E{01)
where u" denotes the binary vector opposite v on the
n—cube.

Proof: The proof is by induction on the level of g in the
network. Trivial for primary inputs, 0 suppose it is true for
the level of ¢ < N. If the level of ¢ is = N, then without
loss of generality suppose ¢ is an OR gate. We have two
cases to consider:

1. g(u) = 0. Then w9' = H]epl(g)wj't_ma and

X70=0 = Tjepiq x™ ("5, By induction

v € WG iff (u*, u) € x? - GD=O,

2. g(u) = 1. Then w¥' = T gy, (f = D= %T),
and xPW= o X' ¢=%7=1_ By induction,

u € WwhHHI(f = 1) if and only if (u*,u) €
Yﬂ’(t-a?ﬁ,):l.

n
This shows equality of the criteria on networks of simple
gates, and hence the exactness of the Chen-Du procedure on
such networks. Similar reasoning illustrates the exactness
of viability on complex, symmetric gates. However, it is
trivial to demonstrate that on networks of complex gates
(symmetric and asymmetric) the Chen-Du procedure can be
arbitrarily far from the minimum. In contrast, viability is
only inexact on complex asymmetric gates.

4.3 Delay Calculation under the Extended
Bounded Delay Model

Computation on the XBD0 model was greatly aided by the
fact that each waveform was either constant on the positive
half-plane or changed exactly once, from X toOor 1, on the
half-plane. Since that was the case, as mentioned earlier, we
could reduce our representation of the waveform vector to a
single Boolean vector, and trim our search space accordingly.
Under the XBD model, no such trimming is possible. Each
gate changes potentially many times, from 1 to X to 0 and
back again; further, such islands of stability are of great
interest in some applications. As aresult, we must track each
waveform over every time of interest on the positive half-
plane. Fortunately, bounded delay models have a property
which makes this computation far more tractable.

4.4 A Theory of Quantum Time

At first glance, the requirement of symbolic ternary simula-
tion at all time points can seem daunting. However, it may
be demonstrated that, associated with each bounded delay
model there is a fundamental time quantum, such that every
waveform is a constant on each open interval bounded by
integer multiples of the time quantum.

A bounded delay model M may be thought of as being
fully described by a collection of constants: (d?**, &™) for
each connection . (We model variations in the rise time of
inputs by such a pair of constants, as well). Since we can, and
do, write these constants as finite strings of digits, each such
constant is a rational number. Let fips denote the greatest
common divisor of the set of constants associated with a
bounded delay model M. We callfips the time quantum of
the model M. We have:

Theorem 4.3 Let g be any gate in a circuit, M an XBD
bounded delay model, hps the associated time quantum.

g + .
Then, SXop,, (n+1yin) IS @ COnStant for each integer n 2 0.



Proof: The proof is by induction on the level of gate g.
Each primary input changes state to X at d™" for some delay
constant d™*, and changes state away from X at d™*; by
definition, d“"“ and d* are both integer multiples ofh M,and
hence so is their difference, giving the result. Suppose true
for all gates of level < N. Consider some g at level N, and
some arbitrary input waveform w. g is a gate g(fi, .-, fr),
and each f; isof level < N. Choosefiyyn < tp < ) <
Bag(n + 1); the result holds iff £29(ty) = 29(y). £29(tp) =

9(Fi(to), - r(tO)) and £2°(ty) = g(Fi(th),..., Fr(t1)).
Now, Fy(to) = Oy gom gy T Doy gom 4y ooy 5 2
constant, X otherwise, ‘and sxmilarly for Fj(t,). By the
construction of fiy, d7** = mhip for some positive integer
m, and s0:

hyn<tg <ty <by(n+1)=

th_d;pax < to_d;pax <t1—d;-““ <ﬁM(n+l)—d?ax=>

th—(
Aipr(n—m) <to—df*™ <ty —dj™ <hy(n+1-m)
and hence {o — d7*™* and t; — dT** are contained on the
open interval (far(n — m),hip(n + 1 — m)), and by in-
duction £2/5 (1o — dP**) = 27i(t, — d™**). By exactly the
same reasoning, 2/3 (to — d7) = /3 (t; — d7™"). Hence if
'Q(!o—a‘“‘ to-d) is a constant, 3’2(’,’;_6,,, t-d) is the same

constant, and so Fj(to) = Fj(t)). If Q({o_ d.,., to-dzo) is not

a constant, then Fj({) = X. But then !2(,|_d?n’,‘_ gun)

is not a constant, and so Fj(t;) = X. In either case

Fj(ty) = Fj(t,), and, since j was chosen arbitrarily,
F i(to) = Fj (t,) forall 1 < j < r. Therefore, 29(tp) =
g(Fl(tO): Fe(t)) = g(Fi(t1), .., Fr(h)) = £29(),
giving the result. .

This theorem gives a simple algorithm to compute the
state of a network, its delay and hazard properties, given an
XBD Model. Once again we use a method of characteristics.
In particular, for each integer multiple of s, nfips, and for
each gate g we compute three functions from W* — {0,1}

x5° = {le{MMy(nH)M)(w) =0}
Xy o= {wl-QfMM,(nH)uM)(w) =1}
Xﬂ'x = {wlgfm,,,(n.;.]yw)(w) = X}

The equations for each of the characteristics are easily com-
puted, as in the case for the XBD0O model. We have imme-
diately:

yJfro Let
,Pn be the enumeration of the primes of g, and

Lemmad.4 Let g be a gate with inputs fi, ...
D1y .-

mhiar) < lo—dP™ < 1 —dP* < Bpg(nt1)—(mhip) =>

qQ1, .-, 9m be the primes of g. Then:
n r

X2 = Y P, F) = ) [ G, (F 2 G
i=1 k=1
‘n r

X8 = Y (@GR, F) = 1) [ xd G, (Fe 3 G)
i=1 k=1

X5 = &0+ ©)

Proof: w € x%!. Forallliyn <1 <hp(n+1), 29(t) = 1
when w is applied as the input waveform vector. Hence
there is some prime p; such that p;(Fy, ..., Fy) = 1, and,
further, Fi, 3 Q/x(t — d™*), iie., w € x]*°*(Gx C Fy)
forl <t—dp*™ <l+1;itiseasy toseel = n — dp** [hiy;.

Conversely, let w € lv{k'?m/nw and pi(Fy,..,. Fy) = 1;

thence Fr = /(1 - dpr) forall iy <t < (n+ 1)y
Then £29(t) = 1,for all nfiyy < t < (n + 1), and hence
w € x%!. The same proof holds for x4, and the expression
for x4X is a direct product of the observation that these three
functions must partition the waveform space. =

(3) yields an obvious algorithm for computing temporal
properties on a bounded delay model; we simply construct a
matrix, whose columns correspond to integer multiples of the
associated model quantum /i s, and whose rows correspond
to circuit gates. We call this matrix the Matrix of Time.
The matrix has D columns and |V | rows, where |V/| is the
number of gates in the logic circuit and D is the maximum
path length of the circuit in terms of the quantum/iss. Three
functions need be stored at each node, and it is easy to see
that each function is of size linear in the number of primes
of the gate function and its complement.

Direct computation of the critical delay is relatively
straightforward on the Matrix of Time. It is fairly easy

to see that:
D
,1
II x

i=|tMar)
and, similarly:
D
T x°
i= ll M MJ
As before,

xnf,eoe{ovl} - Xn?,co‘-'-o + Xntg.oo=]

Efficiency of computation on the Matrix of Time is clearly
dependent upon the number of columns of the matrix; which
is to say, in terms of the static depth (relative to the time
quantum) of the network. Recall that the constants of the
model form the boundaries of the uncertainties in delay;
arbitrary precision in these constants seems unlikely. Our
experience with current industriat delay models suggest that
these constants are on the rough order of a few percent of the
standard gate delay; in this case, a quantum size of roughly
five percent of a gate delay is probably a conservative esti-
mate. Network depths in our experience are rarely deeper
than 30-40 gates, and are often less than that; as a result, we
expect that the Matrix of Time will have at most a few hun-
dred columns; in this case, neither storage size nor current
constraint-satisfaction techniques will be unduly strained by
matrix computations. Still, this is very much a matter for
experimental observation.

As with the XBDO0 delay model, the waveform vectors can
be represented by a short sequence of input vectors; in this
case, the restriction to two vectors is unnecessary. In some



applications (verification of wave-pipelined circuits, inputs
which strobe at some multiple of the rate of other inputs, etc.),
it is desirable to compose an input waveform vector from a
sequence of Boolean input vectors; all that is required in this
case is that one specify a separate max/min arrival time for
each vector. Further, if some input is not changing between
vectors, one simply specifies that its value is unchanged.
However, asynchronous applications where an input can be
generated by an output will pose more difficulties.

5 Conclusions

We have presented a unified approach to solving the false
path problem under a variety of delay models. We have
presented an exact sensitization criterion for networks of
complex asymmetric gates under the XBDO delay model
(or “floating mode”), and XBD delay model. The practi-
cal efficiency of the technique remains to be determined,
although an implementation of delay estimation under the
XBDO0 model has yielded impressive results [11]. The re-
sults described apply to combinational logic circuits as well
as synchronous (edge-triggered) sequential circuits. The
application of this formulation of delay models and sensiti-
zation criteria to hazard analysis and asynchronous timing
verification is presently being explored.
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