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Abstract. We describe the application of model checking using FormalCheck
to an industrial RTL design. It was used as a complement to classical simulation
on portions of the chip that involved complex interactions and were difficult to
verify by simulation. We also identify certain circuit structures that for a certain
type of queries lend themselves to manual model reductions which were not
detected by the automatic reduction algorithm. These reductions were
instrumental in allowing us to complete the formal verification of the design and
to detect two design errors that would have been hard to detect by simulation. We
also provide a technique to estimate the length of a random simulation needed to
detect a particular design error with a given probability; this length can be used
as a measure of its difficulty.

1

Introduction

The rapid increase in the complexity of microelectronics systems and the degree of
integration of subsystems and systems on one silicon chip make their design and
verification increasingly difficult. The amount of Verilog or VHDL RTL code written
to describe a system for the synthesis tools is large, but the simulation test bench code
written to verify that the chip satisfies its specification is much larger, and growing [1].
This is a direct consequence of the desire to achieve short time to market while
producing an error free design, and due to the growing size of the chips to be verified.
Many techniques and tools are being introduced on the market to improve the situation,
to cut down on the amount of code and/or to improve the verification coverage of the
design. The list includes:
Simulation oriented:
• Improved verification productivity through better test-bench construction
environments [8].
• Reduced number of testbench cases by using random input sequences [6, 15].
• Improved observability through automatically generated property checkers
[6].
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• Improved coverage evaluation through classical software code-coverage
techniques [e.g., 9] or based on state / transition information of the network of
finite-state machines underlying the design [6].
(Semi-)Formal methods:
• Symbolic model checking based on verifying a temporal logic specification
of properties [13, 5] or using language inclusion tests of ω-automata [4, 10].
• Partial state-space exploration (simulation and symbolic exploration
combined) [7].
• Theorem proving at higher levels of design abstraction [2, 14].
Although simulation remains the main verification workhorse, formal
verification (model checking in particular) using commercially available tools is
making slow inroads when verifying complex interactions between design modules.
In this paper, we describe our experience in formal verification using
FormalCheck [4, 10] (a model checker based on language inclusion test of ω-automata)
from Lucent Technologies as applied to a large ASIC design. We show that a judicious
deployment of FormalCheck on a small subset of modules was efficient and highly
beneficial to the improvement of the quality of a Frame Multiplexer/Demultiplexer chip
(called FMD in what follows).
The principal problem in the application of a model checker to a large design is
the so-called state explosion: the representation of the state space that has to be
maintained by the tool during verification growing beyond the available computer
memory. The result is that the verification cannot be completed. To counter this
problem, one should concentrate on smaller subsystems that are difficult to verify by
simulation. Usually these are complex control structures implemented using a number
of cooperating state machines. In addition, one should consider scaling down any
datapaths, register arrays, and / or constraining the input space. Both of these techniques
may change the behavior of the design or limit the state-space exploration, thus making
the verification result less useful or even invalid. A better solution is to apply model
reduction or abstraction techniques. These can simplify the model representation by
introducing complete nondeterminism on state variables in those parts of the design that
should not have influence on the properties to be verified. If the property holds even
after the reduction, then it is guaranteed to hold on the original design. If not, then either
a lesser reduction must be used or, there is a design error which then should be
confirmed by simulating the error trace (counter-example) produced by the model
checker. In our verification work, we applied model checking to Context Switch, which
is a critical subsystem of FMD. We scaled down the number of channels, and developed
a reduction technique that allowed us to successfully complete the verification when
combined with the automatic model reductions carried out by Formal Check. In the
process, two important design errors were discovered. The contributions of this paper
can thus be summarized as follows:
- A description of the verification approach: isolation of the modules, creation of
a model of the use environment, and formulation of properties.
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- Identification of model structures that can be considerably reduced by
converting the majority of state variables into primary inputs. This makes the next-state
transition function of these state variables completely non-deterministic. Yet, the
automatic reduction algorithm as implemented in FormalCheck (Cospan [4]) were not
able to detect this reduction possibility. By combining the power of our manual
reductions with the automatic ones, the Context Switch subsystem was efficiently
verified in 512Mb of memory.
We also describe a measure of “hardness” of a design error detected by a model
checker. It consists of computing an estimate on the length of a random input sequence
that would detect the particular error with a given probability (e.g., a measure of how
long it would take to detect the error by random simulation).
The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we briefly describe our design and
the verification environment. In Section 3 we introduce the FMD design and the overall
verification strategy. In Section 4 we concentrate on the Context Switching subsystem
that was deemed to require verification by model checking, the classes of properties
verified, and the design errors detected. Then, in Section 5, we discuss a model
reduction needed for the verification to complete. In Section 6 we conclude the paper.
The appendix contains a description of a method for computing the length of a random
simulation sequence to detect a design error previously identified by a model checker.

2

The design verification environment

The RTL design of a chip like the FMD is carried out by a team of designers according
to the specification of the product. The verification of its component blocks is done by
simulation by the respective designers before chip-level integration. The interaction of
the blocks and the conformance of the design to the specification is verified by
simulation of the whole chip once the RTL code is ready. This simulation follows a test
plan that identifies all the features whose functionality must conform to the
specification.
It is well known that features involving complex interactions between internal
design modules are hard to verify by simulation, and that model checking can be
effective in such cases. This was exactly the case of certain parts of the FMD design.
We therefore deployed FormalCheck to those portions of the design that would have
required long simulation sequences and yet with no guarantee on the completeness of
verification.
In the following section we describe briefly the FMD design and the portion
verified using FormalCheck.

3

The design of the Frame Multiplexer/Demultiplexer

The FMD chip is part of a system used in multiplexing/demultiplexing framed data
between various channels and a SONET line. It consists of some 250k gates. The
architecture contains a datapath over which the data frames travel and are processed,
under the control of cooperating state machines. Since the frame and mux/demux
parameters may depend on the specific connection and channel number (0 to 27), each
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time a piece of information is to be processed, its “context” information is retrieved
from a Context Memory, the data and the context are updated and then written back to
memory. The accesses to the memory are thus shared by the datapath and by the
controlling processor. The controlling processor sets up the initial context information
and retrieves status information from internal registers and the memory asynchronously
relative to the datapath operations. There are thus concurrent accesses to the Context
Memory by the Datapath and the Microprocessor.
The arbitration between the accesses and the retrieval / storing of the context
information is handled by a Context Switch subsystem. A Datapath access always takes
precedence, and thus a Microprocessor access is held off until a free cycle exists in
which the Datapath is not accessing the Context Memory. Furthermore, a
Microprocessor access can piggyback on a Datapath access. For power consumption
and efficiency concerns, the Context Memory is subdivided into 6 memory blocks
according to the type of information and frequency of access, hence, there are 6 Context
Memory controllers. There are also 28 Facility Data Link (FDL) FIFOs in the Context
Switch (one FIFO for each Datapath channel). The control structure in the Context
Switch (Figure 1) is complex, and it also contains queues for the requests and a 3-stage
pipeline for the Read-Modify-Write processing sequence on the data. To minimize
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Fig. 1. Bock diagram of the Context Switch subsystem of FMD
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power consumption, many of the pipeline registers are only virtual, i.e., they do not
physically appear in the design. This is possible, because the data flow pattern is such
that in some cases buffering over two cycles is sufficient. This overall complexity
makes the verification of the Context Switch quite difficult by simulation, because it is
hard to imagine all the input combinations that force different orders of events inside
the Context Switch.
It follows that the design blocks of the Context Switching Subsystem were
identified as the natural candidates for formal verification. We isolated them, defined
their operating environment (non-deterministic state machines and constraints on the
inputs) and then verified their operation using a set of properties derived from the global
test plan, from the intimate understanding of how the Context Switch should operate
based on the chip-level specification, and from RTL code reviews. In the following
sections we describe the typical structure of the properties that were verified and then
discuss the necessary model reductions for the verification to be completed on a Ultra
Sparc 10 workstation with 512Mb of memory. The Context Switching blocks represent
some 20k gates described in about 3500 lines of RTL Verilog code, not counting
comments. There are some 840 state variable bits. Depending on the property and the
reductions achieved, the reachable state space consists of 1012 to 1020 states (as
reported by FormalCheck).

4

The properties and the design errors detected

A total of 110 queries were verified using FormalCheck on the Context Switch, some
queries consisted of a number of properties. We primarily targeted the mutual exclusion
of accesses to the context memories by the Datapath and the Microprocessor, and the
proper emission of control signals to the memory. We did not verify the correctness of
the contents stored in the memory, since the memory is (logically) correct by
construction and the physical data connections to it were verified by traditional
simulation test benches. In addition, the various information fields in the memory were
also tested by simulation.
4.1

Properties

Due to the similarities among the memory controllers in the receive and transmit
context switching blocks, the 110 queries can be subdivided into 4 classes discussed
below. We also constructed (in Verilog) a non-deterministic model of the user that
mimics the normal operating environment in which the Context Switch is utilized. In
what follows, the underlined words are keywords of the FormalCheck Property
specification user interface.
1. Unicity of the Microprocessor accesses to the receive-side Context Memory. This
query consists of 9 properties which check that only one of the possible
Microprocessor accesses is valid in any clock cycle. These are all safety
properties of the form "never condition", where condition is a boolean formula
over the control signals involved in the accesses. It describes the possible
contention situations.
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2. A Datapath write to the Context Memory must be preceded by a read 2 clock
cycles earlier. The address value itself to the Context Memory is not verified.
Again, this safety property has the form "never condition", except that condition
now involves delayed control values. These delays were either already present in
the design or they were obtained using state machines built from within the user
interface of Formal Check using if-then-else constructs and state variables.
3. When the Microprocessor requests access to a data select register, then the 7th bit
in the address must be 1. This safety property has the form1 "always condition =>
conclusion", where condition characterizes the particular type of access and
conclusion verifies that the 7th bit is actually 1.
4. All Microprocessor read or write requests to the context memories are eventually
acknowledged. This is a liveness property verified under the fairness constraint
that there is no Datapath accessing the memory for 4 consecutive clock cycles. It
has the form "After condition Eventually conclusion", where condition describes
the signal values representing a request, and conclusion describes the
acknowledgment. The fairness constraint is constructed with the help of
additional state variables implemented from the user interface of FormalCheck.

In the following we mention two properties that have a structure similar to those
we have described, but which each had a major impact on the verification. Either
because it lead us to the identification of circuit structures amenable to manual
reductions (Property A), thus allowing us to complete the verification of many other
properties, or because it detected important and difficult design errors (Property B).
Property A: The Datapath FDL FIFO consumer (head) and producer (tail) indexes are
updated correctly on each such queue. The size of each FIFO is 128 1-byte
entries. For example, when the Microprocessor reads a byte from the FIFO of
channel 3, then the consumer index should be increased by one. The component
properties of this query have a similar structure as (4) above, however, it is
mentioned here because:
a) The original property definition had to be broken up into two parts, so as to
implement the verification over the modulo 128 incrementation of the indexes:
We first consider the case when the index is in the range of 0-126, and then the
case when the index is changing from 127 to 0.
b) As we mentioned earlier, there are 28 FIFOs accessed using a common path. The
selection of which FIFO is to be incremented is based on information contained
in the request. The verification could not complete because of the number and the
size of the FIFOs. In spite of the fact that the property would select a specific
queue, the automatic reductions could not identify a sufficiently large number of
state variables to reduce. Yet, as will be seen in the next section, the structure of
the model and the property allows more powerful reductions which, if carried out
manually, allow completing the verification of this kind of property on the design.

1. Implication “A => B” is replaced by “(not A) or B” to specify the proposition to
FormalCheck.
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Property B: When a valid Microprocessor read request to the Context Memory is
acknowledged, the read address (channel number) issued to the memory 2 cycles
earlier is the same as the channel number specified by the Microprocessor.
Table 1 shows the CPU time, the memory size, the total state space, and the
reachable states for the queries involving Properties A and B. Notice that Property A
was verified after the reduction in only some 30 minutes of CPU time, while without
the reductions it could not complete at all. The execution time of Property B is typical
of the longest verification times we encountered. Either it would complete within about
90 minutes, or it would run out of physical memory and start heavily paging (thrashing),
since model checking (like simulation) has relatively poor spacial locality in memory
accesses. We would thus periodically observe the status of the verification process
using the Unix ps command. Normally, on an unloaded workstation, the CPU
utilization would be above 80%. When it runs out of memory and starts thrashing, the
CPU utilization by the process drops below 5% and it is time to terminate the process
(unless one wishes to wait almost indefinitely or until the process runs out of the
allowed virtual address space).
Table 1. Verification Statistics

4.2

CPU time
(minutes)

Memory
(MB)

total states

reachable
states

Property A

34.4

27.40

8.44e14

1.95e12

Property B

85.7

167.72

1.77e21

8.70e19

Error detection

As mentioned earlier, due to the concurrent accesses to shared resources, the number of
possible behaviors that must be verified in the Context Switch is very large. It is thus
difficult to carry out the verification by simulation. FormalCheck implicitly enumerates
all the possibilities which allowed us to detect two difficult design errors using Property
B. These errors were found after all the planned simulations of the entire FMD RTL
design had been executed. The errors were related to different issues in the
implementation, but both exhibited the same behavior: when the Microprocessor reads
the Context Memory, it could receive data from a wrong address.
More specifically, the counter-example1 generated by Formal Check that leads to
the first design error confirmed that the particular input sequence would have been
difficult to foresee in a simulation scenario: When the Microprocessor requests to write
to a read-only address or to access an invalid address, it is acknowledged which allows
it to initiate a new request. At the same time, however, the Microprocessor-initiated

1. It is an input sequence computed by the model checker that shows what inputs
must be applied to reach a point where the property is violated, i.e., leading to
the design error.
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memory read signal may incorrectly be activated in this case. Therefore, if there is a
valid Microprocessor read to the Context Memory immediately following the first
access, it would receive the (default) data obtained as a result of the preceding incorrect
read.
The sequence leading to the second error was even more complex and difficult to
stimulate. It now involved an interaction between the Datapath and the Microprocessor
accesses to the Context Memory and the internal registers of the Context Switch. Again,
incorrect data was returned to the Microprocessor, but this time it was due to an error
in the complicated control circuitry that handles updating of the virtual pipeline
registers: The registers for addresses and data as related to the Datapath requests were
not updated in the same clock cycle. A Microprocessor access to these registers that
would occur between the two parts of the update could read an incoherent pair of
address-data values.
A question is often asked when a design error is detected using a new kind of a
verification tool. How hard would it be to detect this error using simulation? We could
measure the difficulty of detection by estimating the chance of hitting the “right”
sequence in a simulation testbench. This is impossible with directed testbenches that
depend on the ingenuity of the designers, but, as mentioned in Section 1, random
simulation may be used to verify designs without having to devise specific input
sequences. Therefore, we propose to measure the detection difficulty by estimating the
length of the input sequence needed to stimulate the design error with a given
probability. This is similar to the estimation of random test sequences for stuck-at-0/1
faults, except that we do not have a simple fault model here.
In the Appendix we outline a method that allows us to make such estimation in
some cases, based on the counter-example generated by the model checker. Using that
method, we have calculated that to detect the first error with the probability of 99.99%,
we would need some 24199 input patterns. This does not look like a formidable length
of a sequence to simulate, however, it requires setting up the random testbench and
formulating the property checkers in the form of finite-state machines implemented as
Verilog modules. Last and not least, the random simulation could only detect this error
with a certain probability, but not with absolute certainty, while the model checker
guarantees that the design does indeed satisfy the property, for any input sequence.
The second error is even more complex and harder to detect by simulation, as it
requires a particular coordination between the Datapath and the Microprocessor
accesses. Unfortunately, here the counter-example sequence is not unique and we could
not compute the estimation (we discuss possible ways around this problem in the
appendix). Still, due to the more complex coordination of the events that lead to the
error, it is likely that the length of a random input sequence would be much longer than
in the first case, and, in addition the test bench would have to reliably predict the correct
results at this level in the design environment. This would be difficult based on a more
abstract behavioral model of the whole chip as the reference for comparison. A model
checker reduces this investment in test-bench development at the block level.
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Model reductions

Due to the state explosion problem, FormalCheck could not complete the verification
of properties that refer to channel numbers and compare the resulting values (like
Property A) even when the blocks related to the Context Switch were isolated from the
chip design, the number of channels was scaled down from 28 to 8, and the automatic
iterated reduction algorithm was used. We found, however, that effective manual
reductions1 could be carried out on certain state variables, after which the verification
of the properties took only about 30 minutes. Naturally, in the case of a violation of a
stated property, like the one which identified the design errors mentioned above, we had
to make certain that it was not a false negative answer to the query. We achieved that
by examining the counter-example and the Verilog code, and then confirming the error
by a Verilog simulation of the counter-example sequence. In both cases where we
obtained a negative answer, the simulation confirmed the presence of a design error,
i.e., no false negative.
The type of reductions that were not detected by the automatic reduction
algorithm and which we manually applied were similar in many of the designs that we
verified. The structure of the designs is quite common in dataprocessing circuits, in
which the appropriate processing context (set of registers, memory data, etc.) of an
arriving datum is selected based on a data descriptor, processing is carried out, and the
datum is sent out, while possibly updating the context information.
The situation can be summarized by the structure shown in Figure 2 that
corresponds to the following Verilog code extracted from the Context Switch model:
module littleFifoDesign(fifo_num, fifo_rd, rst, clock, fifocsmr_old);
input fifo_num; // select context by FIFO number entered on this input; this is
the data descriptor (0 or 1)
input fifo_rd; // increment data if 1; represents the data processing operation
input rst; // reset
input clock;
output fifocsmr_old; // output FIFO index corresponding to the fifo number
reg [6:0] fifocsmr_R0; // 7-bit FIFO consumer index 0
reg [6:0] fifocsmr_R1; // 7-bit FIFO consumer index 1
wire [6:0] fifocsmr_new, fifocsmr_old; // interconnections
always @(posedge clock)
begin

1. The manual reduction consists of replacing the state variable by a free (unconstrained) primary input that in effect converts the next-state transition function
into a completely non-deterministic one, meaning that the next-state value can
be any. The reachable state-space remains the same or is even larger, however
its symbolic representation and those of the next-state functions become trivial,
thus reducing the amount of memory needed by the model checker.
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Fig. 2. Example of FIFO circuit structure for manual reduction

if (rst == 1'b0)
begin
{fifocsmr_R0, fifocsmr_R1} <= {2{7'b0000000}};
end
else
begin
case (fifo_num)
1'b0: fifocsmr_R0 <= fifocsmr_new;
1'b1: fifocsmr_R1 <= fifocsmr_new;
endcase
end
end
assign fifocsmr_old = fifo_num == 1'b0 ?
fifocsmr_R0 : fifocsmr_R1;
assign fifocsmr_new = fifocsmr_old + {6’b000000, fifo_rd};
endmodule
The property to be checked verifies that the FIFO consumer indexes are updated
correctly:
Property:fifo_index_Without_Rs
Always:(was_fifo_num == 1 && was_fifo_rd == 1 &&
was_fifocsmr_R1 <= 126) => (fifocsmr_R1 == was_fifocsmr_R1 + 1)
The signals was_fifo_num, was_fifo_rd and was_fifocsmr_R1 are the signals
fifo_num, fifo_rd and fifocsmr_R1 delayed by one clock cycle using environment state
machines defined either in the Verilog code or through the FormalCheck user interface
as follows:
if (clock == rising && rst != 0) was_fifo_num = fifo_num;
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if (clock == rising && rst != 0)
if (clock == rising && rst != 0)

was_fifo_rd = fifo_rd;
was_fifocsmr_R1 = fifocsmr_R1;

To update the fifocsmr_R1 correctly, the contents of the other FIFO consumer
index register (fifocsmr_R0) should not matter, that is, the state variable(s) related to
fifocsmr_R0 can be replaced by free primary inputs. Yet, because this reduction
depends on the way the property is formulated and on the circuit structure including the
additional state variables for remembering the past values, it appears that every register
value may depend on all the other ones and this possible model reduction does not seem
to be detected by the automatic reduction algorithm. A manual reduction was carried
out with the help of the FormalCheck reduction manager and user interface on 49 state
variable bits - the 7 channels FIFO indexes (of 7 bits each) not related to the selection
to be verified.
Note that to decrease the size of the model without the above reductions, we could
have constrained the primary inputs such that fifo_num = 1’b1. However, this would
have eliminated the presence of the other selection(s) from the input stream, thus
potentially hiding a design error that manifests itself only in the presence of different
consecutive operations. For example, consider the case where a register Rs (as shown
shaded in Figure 2) is added by mistake in the design. If we constrain fifo_num = 1’b1
and initialize Rs to 1 during reset, then the property would still pass without detecting
the error. However, it is detected under the manual reduction of R0.
Finally, the property stated above can also be reformulated without the use of the
explicit state variables was_fifo_num, was_fifo_rd and was_fifocsmr_R1 to memorize
the preceding values as follows:
After: ( fifo_num == 1 &&
fifo_rd == 1 &&
fifocsmr_R1 == 0 &&
rst == 1 &&
clock == rising )
Always: ( fifocsmr_R1 == 1 )
Unless after:( clock == rising)
and enumerated over all values (0 .. 127) of fifocsmr_R1.
Using this formulation which is much longer to manipulate due to the large
number of instances of the property (enumeration) the automatic reduction algorithm
finds the proper reductions automatically. This seems to indicate that the presence of
the additional state variables can introduce false dependencies between state variables
as far as the reduction algorithm is concerned, and thus disallows it from abstracting
fifocsmr_R0. Since the use of the state variables makes the formulation of properties
much easier in many cases, we are investigating how to improve reduction algorithms
to take situations like this into account. In the meantime we complement the automatic
reductions by manual ones, based on our knowledge of the design, as indicated earlier.

6

Conclusions

We described the verification of a critical portion of a large ASIC design using a
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commercial model checker. Model checking was applied to a subsystem that is difficult
to verify by simulation. It allowed us to detect two very hard design errors that were not
detected by the simulation suites. To complete the model checking in the available
workstation memory, we had to apply manual model reductions. In the process we
identified circuit structures that lend themselves to manual reductions for certain
specific properties. Once such reductions were carried out, all our queries were
efficiently verified in 512Mb of memory.
To illustrate how difficult the detected errors are, we computed estimates on the
length of a random input sequence needed to detect the error with a certain probability.
The computation requires constructing a recognizer of a detection sequence which can
be in some cases obtained from the counter-example generated by the model checker.
One of the difficult tasks of carrying out the formal verification was to isolate the
RTL code related to the subsystem of interest and to construct an appropriate model of
the environment, that is, to identify the minimal input constraints. With what we have
learned about model reductions, we hope that it might be actually possible, with some
improvements in the model-checking technology and the design/verification
methodology, to verify important queries on the entire chip model. This would lead to
higher verification quality and better understanding of the division of coverage of the
chip-level test plan features by simulation and by model checking.
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A. APPENDIX: Estimating the length of a random input sequence
We shall show how one can quantify the hardness of a design error by estimating the
length of a random input sequence that would detect the error. The problem could be
stated as follows:
Suppose that a synchronous RTL design has input ports on which one of n ≥ 1
symbols can occur in each clock cycle, independently of the choice made in the
preceding cycles. Assume also that the probability distribution function of the symbols
on the input in a clock cycle is uniform, i.e., a symbol is chosen with probability p = 1/
n. Let a design error E be detected by Formal Check such that the only input sequence
that detects it consists of m consecutive symbols on the inputs, regardless what preceded
this Detection Sequence (DS). The question is: given that the error is to be detected with
probability Pd, what is the minimal length L of a random simulation sequence
(independent choice at each clock cycles, uniform choice from n symbols) such that the
detection sequence appears on the input at least once, i.e, that the error is detected.
A.1 An analytical solution
The proposed method can actually be used in a more complex setting than the one stated
in the problem definition above, but we shall illustrate it on the simplified case.
Construct a finite state automaton that recognizes the first occurrence of the DS in a
sequence. For the problem above, such a recognizer is shown in Figure 3. The symbol
U represents the set of the n symbols |U| = n, and Ai is the subset of symbols that can
occur (one of them) in position i in the DS. Starting in state 0, the automaton will reach
state m if it detects DS. If now we replace the symbols labeling the transitions by the
probabilities of occurrence of these symbols, we shall obtain a discrete time Markov
chain, with initial state 0. We can then compute the probability of reaching state m in at
most L > n transitions. Let pi be the probability that one of the symbols from Ai occurs.
The Markov chain corresponding to the automaton in Figure 3 is shown in Figure 4.
The probability state transition matrix of this chain is T = [pij], where pij is the
probability of reaching state i from state j in one step (transition). For example, entry
(0,0) is p00 = 1-p1. The sum of the elements in any one column must be equal to one,
since there is a transition from any state for all the input symbols. Let S0 = [1, 0, ....,
0]T, |S0| = m+1, be the probability of being in one of the states at time 0, i.e., in this
case, we start from state 0, hence its entry in S0 is 1, and the other m entries are 0. The
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Fig. 3. A simple recognizer automaton, initial state is 0, state m is acceptin
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Fig. 4. Discrete time Markov chain for automaton in Figure 3

vector of probabilities of being in one of the m+1 states after L transitions is given by
PL = TLS0. However, the accepting state m (the one in which the detection sequence has
been observed somewhere in past) has a self-loop transition, i.e., once it is reached in k
< L transitions it will stay there; therefore, if we take the last element (m) of PL then
this element contains the probability of having reached state m in up to L transitions.
That is, the probability of detecting the error in a random sequence of length L is given
by

PL(m) = (TLS0)m .
For a regular structure (e.g., when pi = pj), there may be a closed form solution
for PL(m), but in general, given a Pd, we can compute TkS0 numerically until PL(m) ≥
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Pd. The number of iterations k then is the minimum length L of a sequence to produce
DS on the input of the design with probability Pd.
In the case of the first design error reported under Property B in Section 4.2, it
was determined that the 4-cycle sequence reported in the counter-example generated by
FormalCheck is the only DS that can provoke the error, and that it can be preceded by
any other input. It thus fitted the above simple form of a recognizer. The computed
lengths for two detection probabilities are as follows:
Detection Probability

Nb. of clock cycles

0.999

18492

0.9999

24199

This assumes that the vectors were applied at the inputs of the blocks; longer sequences
would be needed if applied from the primary inputs of the chip as discussed in Section
4.2.
In more complex situations where there are potentially many different detection
sequences, the construction of the appropriate Markov chain may be difficult, since
only one such sequence is reported in the counter-example. However, FormalCheck
being based on language inclusion test of ω-automata, computes implicitly the
complete DS recognizer, hence, at least in theory, one could compute the estimate on
the length of the sequence. Unfortunately, for most practical cases this may not be of
much use, because the size of the corresponding explicit Markov chain would be
overwhelming.
A.2 Estimation of L by random simulation
Another way of estimating L is to actually perform random simulation experiments with
different (uncorrelated) starting seeds for the random number generator used in
producing the inputs. There are two problems with this approach:
• We wanted to avoid random simulation runs in the first place.
• The simulation runs can be quite long.
These problems could potentially be alleviated by using special techniques to bias the
input sequences (knowing the error) to produce good estimators even with short random
simulation sequences [11, 12]. If, however, the sequence recognizer is complex (i.e.,
not just a single detection sequence) then determining the appropriate bias formula may
be difficult.
Fortunately, the need for such measures of error “hardness” may only be required
until formal methods find their firm place in the normal design flow. This will happen
when we can easily identify features in the test plan that can be verified most efficiently
using formal methods, and when designers become more aware of such novel
verification techniques.

