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Abstract—A test solution for a complex system requires the design of a test access mechanism (TAM), which is used for the test
data transportation, and a test schedule of the test data transportation on the designed TAM. An extensive TAM will lead to lower
test-application time at the expense of higher routing costs, compared to a simple TAM with low routing cost but long testing time.
It is also possible to reduce the testing time of a testable unit by
loading the test vectors in parallel, thus increasing the parallelization of a test. However, such a test-time reduction often leads to
higher power consumption, which must be kept under control since
exceeding the power budget could damage the system under test.
Furthermore, the execution of a test requires resources and concurrent execution of tests may not be possible due to resource or other
conflicts. In this paper, we propose an integrated technique for test
scheduling, test parallelization, and TAM design, where the test application time and the TAM routing are minimized, while considering test conflicts and power constraints. The main features of our
technique are the efficiency in terms of computation time and the
flexibility to model the system’s test behavior, as well as the support
for the testing of interconnections, unwrapped cores and user-defined logic. We have implemented our approach and made several
experiments on benchmarks as well as industrial designs in order
to demonstrate that our approach produces high-quality solution
at low computational cost.
Index Terms—Scan-chain partitioning, system-on-chip (SOC)
testing, test access mechanism design, test data transportation,
test scheduling, test solutions.

I. INTRODUCTION

T

HE ADVANCE in design methodologies and semiconductor process technologies has led to the development of
systems with excessive functionality implemented on a single
die, called system-on-chip (SOC). In a core-based design approach, a set of cores, i.e., predefined and preverified design
modules, is integrated into a system using user-defined logic
(UDL) and interconnections. In this way, complex systems can
be efficiently developed. However, the complexity in the systems leads to high test data volumes and the development of a
test solution must therefore consider the following interdependent problems:
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• how to design an infrastructure for the transportation of
test data in the system, a test access mechanism (TAM);
• how to design a test schedule to minimize test time, considering test conflicts and power constraints.
The testable units in an SOC design are the cores, the UDL,
and the interconnections. The cores are usually delivered with
predefined test methods and test sets, while the test sets for UDL
and interconnections are to be generated prior to test scheduling
and TAM design. The test vectors, forming the test sets for each
testable unit, are stored or created in some test source, and their
test responses are stored or analyzed in some test sink. The TAM
is the connection between the test sources, the testable units and
the test sinks. The test-application time can be minimized by
applying several test sets concurrently; however, test conflicts,
limitations, and test-power consumption must be considered.
The workflow when developing an SOC test solution can
mainly be divided into two consecutive parts: an early design
space exploration followed by an extensive optimization for the
final solution. For the former, we have proposed a technique for
integrated test scheduling and TAM design to minimize test time
and TAM cost [29], [32]. The advantage of the technique is its
low computational cost making it useful for iteratively use in the
early design space exploration phase. For extensive optimization of the final solution, we have proposed a technique based on
simulated annealing, which is used only a few times, justifying
its high computational cost [30], [32]. We have also proposed an
integrated test scheduling and scan-chain-partitioning (test parallelization) technique under power constraints [31]. The testparallelization problem is, for a testable unit with variable test
time such as scan-tested cores, to determine the number of scan
chains to be loaded concurrently, i.e., to determine the test time
for each testable unit in such a way that the system’s total test
time is minimized while considering test-power limitations.
In this paper, we propose a technique to integrate test scheduling, test parallelization (scan-chain partitioning) and TAM design with the objective to minimize the test application time and
the TAM routing cost while considering test conflicts and power
constraints. The aim with our approach is to reduce the gap between the design space exploration and the extensive optimization, i.e., to produce a high quality solution in respect to test
time and TAM cost at a relatively low computational cost.
The features of our proposed approach are that we support:
•
•
•
•
•

the testing of interconnections;
the testing of UDL;
the testing of unwrapped cores;
the consideration of memory limitations at test sources;
the consideration of bandwidth limitations on test sources
and test sinks;
• embedding cores in core.
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Fig. 1. Scheduling approaches.

We have implemented our technique and performed experiments on several benchmarks including a large industrial
design called Ericsson, which is tested by 170 test sets. The
experimental results demonstrate that we can deal with systems
tested with different test methods; our approach is not limited
to scan-based systems.
The organization of the paper is as follows. An introduction
to the background and an overview of related work are given in
Section II. The considered test problems are discussed and described in Section III. The system model is defined in Section IV,
and our integrated test scheduling, test parallelization and TAM
design technique is presented in Section V. The paper is concluded with experimental results in Section VI and conclusions
in Section VII.
II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK
The test-application time when testing a system can be
minimized by scheduling the execution of the test sets as
concurrently as possible. The basic idea in test scheduling
is to determine when each test set should be executed, and
the main objective is to minimize the test application time.
However, various conflicts and limitations must be considered.
For instance, only one test set can be applied at any time to
each testable unit. Power constraints must also be carefully
considered otherwise the system under test can be damaged.
The scheduling techniques can be classified using a scheme by
Craig et al. [7] into:
• nonpartitioned testing,
• partitioned testing with run to completion, and
• partitioned testing.
The differences among the techniques are illustrated with five
in Fig. 1, where the length of the rectantest sets
gles corresponds to the test time of respective test sets. In nonpartitioned testing, Fig. 1(a), test sets are grouped into sessions
and new tests are allowed to start only when all test sets in the
preceding session are completely executed. A test-scheduling
approach based on partitioned testing with run to completion
does not group tests into sessions, and new tests are therefore
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allowed to start at any time [Fig. 1(b)]. And, finally, in partitioned testing or preemptive testing, a test can be interrupted
and resumed at a later point, as test in Fig. 1(c), which is split
into two partitions.
A set of test vectors is called a test set, and a system is usually tested by applying a number of test sets. For every test set,
one test source and one test sink are required. The test source
is where the test sets are stored or produced. A test source can
be placed either on- or off-chip. The test sink is where the test
response, produced by the testable unit when a test vector is applied, is stored or analyzed. Test sinks can, as test sources, be
placed either on-chip or off-chip. If both the test source and the
test sink for a particular testable unit are placed on-chip, it is
common to refer to it as built-in self-test (BIST). An example of
an on-chip test source is a linear-feedback shift-register (LFSR)
or a memory. An example of an off-chip test source is an automatic test equipment (ATE). The main advantage of using an
ATE as a test source and test sink is that a relatively small test
set can be used for each testable unit. However, among the disadvantages are the slow speed of an ATE and its limited memory
capacity [10]. An on-chip test source such as an LFSR, on the
other hand, does not require an extensive global test infrastructure, which is especially true if each testable unit has its dedicated LFSR. The disadvantage with an LFSR is that usually a
relatively large test set is required, which leads to long testing
times and also more activity (power consumption) in the system.
The test sources and the sinks can be shared among several
testable units. And every testable unit is tested by one or more
test sets. A system may contain several test sources and test
sinks. A test infrastructure (TAM) is used to connect the test
sources, the testable units and the test sinks. The TAM is used for
the transportation of test vectors from a test source to a testable
unit and test responses from a testable unit to a test sink.
Zorian has proposed a test scheduling technique based on
nonpartition testing [see Fig. 1(a)], for systems where each
testable unit has its dedicated on-chip test source and on-chip
test sink [44]. In the approach, a test set is assigned a fixed test
time and a fixed test-power consumption value. The objective
is to minimize the total test application time and the routing
of control lines while making sure that the total test-power
consumption at any time is below a given limit. The minimization of control lines is achieved by grouping tests based on
the floor-plan in such a way that testing of neighboring cores
are scheduled in the same test session. The advantage with
the grouping is that the control lines can be shared among all
test sets executed in the same session. Recently, Wang et al.
proposed a test scheduling technique based on partitioned
testing with run to completion for memories with dedicated
BIST [43].
An analytic test-scheduling approach, also for nonpartitioned
testing, was proposed by Chou et al. [5], where, as in Zorian’s
approach, each test set is assigned a fixed test-time and a fixed
test-power value. Test conflicts are modeled in a general way
using a resource graph. Based on the resource graph, a test compatibility graph is generated and a covering table is used to determine the tests scheduled in the same test session. Muresan
et al. [39] have proposed a test scheduling technique with the
same assumptions as Chou et al. and to allow a higher degree of
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flexibility in the scheduling process partitioned testing with run
to completion is used.
In all the above approaches, each testable unit has one dedicated test set with a fixed test time. Sugihara et al. proposed
a technique for the selection of test sets for each testable unit
where each testable unit can be tested by one test set using an
off-chip test source and an off-chip test sink as well as one test
set using a dedicated on-chip test source and a dedicated on-chip
test sink [41]. The objective is to find a tradeoff between the
number of test vectors in on-chip resources (test source and
test sink) and off-chip resources (test source and test sink). The
sharing of test resources may introduce conflicts if a test resource can only generate test patterns for a testable unit at a
time. Chakrabarty also proposed a test scheduling technique for
systems tested by two test sets, one BIST test set and one stored
at the ATE [2], [3]. Chakrabarty also considered the conflicts
that appears when sharing the test bus for test data transportation. Furthermore, the sharing of BIST resources among testable
units is considered.
A test infrastructure is used for the transportation of test data,
that is test vectors and test responses. The advanced microcontroller bus architecture (AMBA) is an approach where all test
sets are scheduled in a sequence on a single bus [9]. Another
bus approach is proposed by Varma and Bhatia [42]. Instead of
having all TAM wires in a single bus, Varma and Bhatia propose a technique where several set of wires form several test
buses. The tests on each test bus are, as in the case with AMBA,
scheduled in a sequence. However, tests on different buses are
executed concurrently. Aerts and Marinissen have also proposed
three architectures, multiplexing where all tests are scheduled
in a sequence, distributed where all tests are scheduled concurrently on their dedicated TAM wires, and daisy-chain where all
tests are scheduled concurrently and as soon as a core is finished
with its testing, the core is by-passed using a clocked buffer [1].
A common drawback with scheduling tests in a sequence is that
the testing of interconnection is a bit cumbersome.
The advantage with scheduling the tests in a sequence is that
only one test set is active at a time and there is only switching
in one testable unit at a time, which reduces the test-power consumption. In an concurrent approach, the testing of several cores
can be performed at the same time. In the distributed architecture, the testing of all cores are started at the same time, which
means that all cores are activated simultaneously, resulting in
a high test-power consumption. In the daisy-chain approach,
all cores are also scheduled to start at the same time and the
test vectors are pipelined through the cores. The idea of daisychain tests is efficient from a test-time perspective, however,
from a test-power consumption perspective it results in a high
switching activity. Saxena et al. have proposed a technique to reduce the test-power consumption in scan-based designs by using
a gated subchain scheme [40]. Experimental results indicate that
comparing an original design and a design with gated subchains,
the test time remains the same but the test-power consumption
is reduced by the number of gated sub chains.
A core test wrapper is the interface between a core and the
TAM. A standard core wrapper such as the proposed P1500 or
the TestShell can be in four modes, normal operation, internal
core test, external test, and bypass [14], [36]. The tests in a

system can be grouped into wrapped core tests and unwrapped
core tests. A wrapped core test is a test at a core equipped with
a dedicated interface (a wrapper) to the TAM and an unwrapped
core test is a test at a core that does not have a dedicated wrapper.
A new conflict appears, namely test wrapper conflict. Several
approaches have been proposed for wrapped core tests. Iyengar
et al. proposed a technique for core tests where a fixed TAM
bandwidth is assumed to have been partitioned into a set of fixed
TAMs and the problem is to assign cores to the TAMs in such
a way that the total test-application time is minimized [15]. The
tests on each TAM are scheduled in a sequence and the tests can
be assigned to any of the TAM’s in the system. In order to make
the approach applicable to large industrial designs, Iyengar et al.
have proposed the use of an heuristic instead of integer linear
programming (ILP) [16].
Several approaches by Iyengar et al. [17], Goel and
Marinissen [20], Goel and Marinissen [21], Goel and
Marinissen [22], Huang et al. [12], Koranne [25], and Koranne
and Iyengar [26] have been proposed for the assignment of
TAM wires to each core test. Hsu et al. [11] and Huang et al.
[13] also proposed techniques for TAM wire assignment under
power constraints for tests with fixed power consumption and
variable test times. Iyengar et al. proposed a technique where
hierarchical conflicts are considered [19]. An approach for
TAM design and test scheduling is proposed by Cota et al. [6].
The test data can be transported on dedicated TAM as well as
on the functional bus. To further explore the design space, the
approach allows redesign and extensions of the functional bus.
III. TEST PROBLEMS
In this section, we describe the test problems we are considering and their modeling.
A. Test Time
In this paper, we use a test-time model that assumes within a
given range a linear dependency between the test time and the
number of TAM wires assigned to a testable unit. In our model,
we assume that the designer specifies a bandwidth range for
each core. It means that for each testable unit a bandwidth is
to be selected, which is within the minimal bandwidth and the
maximal bandwidth range and the test time contra TAM bandwidth within the given range is linear.
The test time for executing a test at a testable unit is defined
by the time required for applying the test vectors. For some test
methods, the test time is fixed, while for other test methods, such
as scan-based testing, the testing time can be modified. A modification is achieved by test parallelization. For instance assume
a core with a number of scan chains which form a single chain
connected to a single TAM wire. The testing of the core is performed by shifting in a test vector and when the scan chains are
filled, a capture cycle is applied, and then the test response is
shifted out. A major part of the testing time is therefore consumed by the shift process. In order to reduce the shifting time,
a new test vector can be shifted in at the same time as the test
response from the previous test vector is shifted out. To further
reduce the time consumed due to shifting, the scan chains can
be connected into several wrapper chains where each wrapper
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TABLE I
CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE SCAN-BASED CORES IN DESIGN P93791

Fig. 2.

Scan chains design at a core.

chain is connected to a TAM wire. For instance, if the scan
, the
chains in Fig. 2 are connected to wrapper chains
loading of a new test vector can be performed in the wrapper
chains concurrently.
The problem of forming wrapper chains has been addressed
by Iyengar et al. [15] and the test application time for a core is
given by:

where
is the longest wrapper chain for scan in,
is the
longest wrapper chain for scan out, and is the number of test
vectors.
The computation of an exact test time requires an algorithm
such as the one proposed by Iyengar et al. to determine the
number of wrapper chains at a core. It is important to note that
even if the test time is computed exactly for each testable unit,
the above formula does not consider the effect at the system level
introduced by the clocked bypass structures, which is used in the
TestShell when the TAM wires are becoming longer. Since the
application of the formula at the system level does not lead to
exact testing time and in order to reduce the computational cost,
we suggest an approximation of the test time

where
is the test time when a single wrapper chain is assumed and is the number of TAM wires assigned to the core,
and is in the designer specified range.

We have analyzed the correlation between the exact test-time
computation and the approximated test time
. We have
used one of the largest industrial designs, the P93791, in the
ITC’02 benchmarks [35] to illustrate our analysis. We have extracted the twelve scan-based cores in the P93791. Key data for
the design is in Table I. The aim of the analysis is to check the
correlation between the exact computation of the test time and
our proposed approximation of the test time, and also to identify
possible reasons for a nonlinear dependency between test time
and the number of wrapper chains.
The analysis results for cores 1, 6 and 11 are collected in
Table II, the results for cores 12–14 in Table III, the results for
cores 17, 19 and 20 in Table IV, and the results for cores 20,
23, and 27 in Table V. For each core, we have computed the
exact test time using the wrapper chain partitioning algorithm
presented by Iyengar et al. [15] for different cases of wrapper
chains (TAM width) 1 to 16. For each width, we have also comand the difference between
puted the approximate test time
the exact test time and the approximated test time. From the results in Tables II–V, we observe that the difference between
and
is extremely low for low TAM width. However, as the
TAM width increases, the difference between and also increases. Among the cores, the case is worst for core 11. We have,
therefore, made an investigation of core 11, and we made two
observations. The number of scan chains is 11 while the TAM
bandwidth has been in the range from 1 to 16, and the length
of the scan chains is rather unbalanced. The shortest scan chain
is 17 flip-flops long while the longest scan chain consists of 82
flip-flops. We have made three new scan chain partitions of core
11 (Table VI), namely:
• balanced.11—where the 11 scan chains are redesigned to
be as balanced as possible;
• balanced.22—where the number of scan chains is increased to 22 and the partitions are made as balanced as
possible;
• balanced.44—where the number of scan chains is increased to 44 and the partitions are made as balanced as
possible;
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TABLE II
TEST-TIME COMPARISON BETWEEN AN EXACT METHOD AND AN APPROXIMATION FOR CORES 1, 6, AND 11 IN P93791

TABLE III
TEST-TIME COMPARISON BETWEEN AN EXACT METHOD AND AN APPROXIMATION FOR CORES 12–14 IN P93791

• balanced.88—where the number of scan chains is increased to 88 and the partitions are made as balanced as
possible.
The results from the experiments on the original core 11 and the
four versions of the balanced design are collected in Table VII.
We made experiments with the TAM width in the range from
1 to 16, and for each of the versions of core 11, at each TAM
width, we computed the exact test time, the approximated test

time and the difference between the exact time and the approximated time. On average, the approximated test time is 12.1%
from the exact test time on the original design. For the balanced.11, which is the balanced version of the original one, the
average is down to 5.7%. If the number of scan chains are increased to 22 as in balanced.22 the average difference is only
2.7% and if the number of scan chains are increased to 44 the
average difference is down to 1.5%. A further increase of the
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TABLE IV
TEST-TIME COMPARISON BETWEEN AN EXACT METHOD AND AN APPROXIMATION FOR CORES 17, 19, AND 20 IN P93791

TABLE V
TEST-TIME COMPARISON BETWEEN AN EXACT METHOD AND AN APPROXIMATION FOR CORES 23, 27, AND 29 IN P93791

number of scan chains to 88, balanced.88, will not give a lower
difference at the TAM bandwidth we did experiments with. The
analysis indicates that designing the scan chains at a core in a
balanced way with a relatively high number of scan chains will
result in a near linear dependency between test time and TAM
width. It should be noted that we used TAM bandwidth in the
range from 1 to 16. Obviously, the linear dependency does not
hold for small cores with a few scanned element. However, our

modeling assumes a linear dependency within a range specified
by the designer.
B. Test-Power Consumption
The power consumption is usually higher during testing
compared to that during normal operation. The reason is that a
high switching activity is desired in order to detect as many faults
as possible for each test vector. Detecting a high number of faults
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TABLE VI
MODIFIED SCAN-CHAIN PARTITIONING ON CORE 11

TABLE VII
TEST-TIME COMPARISON BETWEEN AN EXACT MODEL ( ) AND OUR APPROXIMATION ( ) FOR VARIATIONS OF CORE 11 (SEE TABLE VI)

Fig. 3. Power dissipation as a function of time [5].

per vector minimizes the number of test vectors and therefore
also the test time. The problem is that a high power consumption
might damage the system. It is therefore needed to schedule the
tests in such a way that the total test-power consumption is kept
under control. To be able to analyze the test-power consumption,
a model of the power consumption is needed. Chou et al. [5] have
introduced a test-power model by denoting a fixed test-power
value to each test set. The motivation for the model is as follows.
Fig. 3 shows an example of the test-power dissipation variation
over time when the two tests and are executed. If

and
are the instantaneous power dissipation of the two
and
are
compatible tests and , respectively, and
the corresponding maximal power dissipation. In the case where
, the two tests can be scheduled at the
same time. However, instantaneous power of each test vector is
hard to obtain. To simplify the analysis, a fixed value
is assigned for all test vectors in a test such that when the test
is performed the power dissipation is no more than
at
can be assigned as the average power
any moment. The
dissipation over all test vectors in or as the maximum power
dissipation over all test vectors in . The former approach could
be too optimistic, leading to an undesirable test schedule, which
exceeds the test-power constraints. The latter could be too pessimistic; however, it guarantees that the power dissipation will
always satisfy the constraints. Usually, in a test environment the
difference between the average and the maximal power dissipation for each test is often small since the objective is to maximize
the circuit activity so that it can be tested in the shortest possible
time [5]. Therefore, the definition of power dissipation
for a test is usually assigned to the maximal test-power dissiwhen test alone is applied to the device. This
pation
simplification was introduced by Chou et al. [5] and has been
used by Zorian [44] and by Muresan et al. [39]. We will also use
this assumption in our approach.
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Fig. 4. Original scan chain [40].

Fig. 6. Illustration of unwrapped core testing and test interference.

D. Test-Resource Limitations

Fig. 5.

Scan chain with gated subchains [40].

A test source usually has a limited bandwidth. For instance,
an external tester only supports a limited number of scan chains
at a time [10]. The memory limitation at a test source may also
put a limitation on the testing [10] and there could also be a
limitation in the number of available pins. In our model, we use
a fixed value for the maximal bandwidth at a test source and a
test sink. We also use a fixed value to indicate the memory size
used for test-vector storage at a test source.

C. Test-Power Consumption at Test Parallelization

E. Test Conflicts

The test-power consumption depends on the switching activity. During testing in scan-based systems, switches appear not
only during the application of test vectors, at the capture cycles,
but also in the shift process when a new test vector is shifted in
while the test response from the previous test vector is shifted
out. Saxena et al. [40] proposed a gating scheme to reduce the
test-power dissipation during the shift process. Given a set of
scan chains as in Fig. 4 where the three scan chains are forming
a single chain. During the shift process, all scan flip-flops are
active and it leads to high switch activity in the system and high
power consumption. However, if a gated subchain scheme as
proposed by Saxena et al. is introduced (Fig. 5), only one of the
three chains is active at a time during the shift process, while the
others are switched off and as a result no switching activity is
taking place in them. The test time in the examples (Figs. 4 and
5) are the same while the switch activity is reduced in the gated
example and also the activity in the clock tree distribution is reduced [40]. The experimental results presented by Saxena et al.
[40] indicate that the test-power consumption can be reduced to
a third using a gated scheme with three sub chains as in Fig. 5
compared to the original scheme in Fig. 4. We use a generalized
model based on the experimental results presented by Saxena et
al., which shows that there is a linear dependency between the
test time and the test-power consumption. If scan chains exist
at a core, it is possible to form number of wrapper chains. In
such a case, the test time will be reduced since the shift process is
minimized, however, the test-power consumption will be maximized since all of the scan chains are active at the same time.
On the other hand, if a single wrapper chain is assumed where
all scan chains are connected into a single wrapper chain, the
test time will increase but the test-power consumption can be
reduced by gating the scan chains. For the power modeling,
we do as with the test time. We assign one test time value and
one test-power consumption value at a single wrapper chain. As
the number of assigned TAM wires changes, we assume that
there is a linear change in test time and the test power within the
specified range.

We have discussed conflicts due to test-power consumption,
bandwidth limitations, memory limitations, and sharing of
TAM wires. These are conflicts that are to be considered during
the test scheduling. There are also conflicts that are known in
advance. In this section, we will discuss such test conflicts.
These conflicts are due to interference during testing and also
the testing of interconnections and UDL. It is also possible
that conflicts appear when the system contains cores that are
embedded in cores [19].
In general, in order to execute a test, a set of testable units
might be required. This set can often be specified in advance.
The advantage of specifying the test conflicts explicitly is that it
gives the designer the flexibility to explore different design possibilities. It also makes our technique more flexible compared to
an approach where test conflicts are built in to the tool.
We will use the example in Fig. 6 to illustrate unwrapped core
testing and test interference. The example consists of only one
test source and one test sink and three cores ( – ), where core
consists of two testable units,
and
, core
consists
and
, and core
consists of two
of two testable units,
and
. Cores
and
have interfaces to
testable units,
the TAM, i.e., they are placed in wrappers. As discussed above,
we call such cores wrapped cores while cores such as core ,
which do not have a dedicated interface to the TAM, are called
unwrapped cores. Tests performed at wrapped cores are called
wrapped core tests, and tests at unwrapped cores are called unwrapped core test. The testing of the UDL at the testable unit
is an unwrapped core test. In order to perform testing of ,
the test vectors are transported from the test source using the
TAM to the wrapped core . The wrapper at is placed in the
external test mode, which means that no core tests can be applied at as long as the wrapper is in external test mode. The
test vectors are transported from the wrapper at to the testable
unit
. The test responses are captured at the wrapper at core
, which, as core , is placed in the external test mode. From
the wrapper at core , the test response is transported via the
and
TAM to the test sink . The testing of the testable units
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Fig. 7. Conceptual view of a P1500 compliant core [33].

at core
and
and
core
cannot be performed at
. In our model we specify this
the same time as the testing of
.
as a conflict list:
The testing of
could, but does not have to, have an impact
. In our
on the testing of some other testable units such as
approach, we list all testable units that are required in order to
is interfered during the testing of
execute a test explicitly. If
,
is also included in the conflict list.
An advantage of listing all the test conflicts explicitly is that
it makes it possible to model hierarchy where for instance cores
are embedded in cores. A hierarchical modeling technique usually has an implicit way to model conflicts. In our approach,
such implicit modeling does not exist and, hence, longer conflict lists are required.
F. TAM Design
In our design flow, we assume that there are initially no TAM
wires in the system. TAM wires are added when the transportation of test data in the system requests them. In general, all test
sources are to be connected with wrapped cores and the wrapped
cores have to be connected with the test sinks.
In our modeling of the TAM wires, we assume that each TAM
wire is independent of other TAM wires. It means we are not
partitioning the TAM wires into subsets. We also assume that
the delay of data transportation on the TAM wires is negligible.
Further, we assume, as discussed above, that the time impact
from eventual bypass structures introduced on long time wires
is not considered.
For the placement modeling of cores and test resources, we
assume a single point assignment given by - and -coordinates
for each. The placement model could be more elaborate than
a single point assignment, however, a more advanced model
would lead to higher computational complexity. To illustrate
that further, consider a conceptional view of a P1500 compliant
core given in Fig. 7. It is important to note that it is only a conceptional view. For instance, the inputs do not always have to
be placed on the left hand side and the outputs on the right hand
side. A more elaborate placement model than a single point
model would need a way to determine where to connect the

Fig. 8.

Modeling the example system.

wires. A more elaborate wiring model would also have to consider the size of the core, since the wiring inside the wrapper has
a cost.
Furthermore, a more elaborate model should handle the
wiring due to connecting the scan chains into a set of wrapper
chains. It means that the model should consider exactly where
on the core each of the scan inputs and each of the scan outputs
are placed. On top of this, it is also needed to have a model
for different types of cores. A core can be equipped with a
built-in bypass structure or a special transparency mode, which
can reduce the required wiring but will require consideration
during the test time modeling since the transparency mode can
require several clock cycles in order to transport test data from
the core input to its outputs. There might also exist several
possibilities for transparency where each such mode requires
a certain number of clock cycles and each mode consumes a
certain amount of power. We have, therefore, decided to use a
single point model for the placement.

IV. SYSTEM MODELLING
In Section III, we discussed SOC test problems and their modeling. In this section, we describe our system model and the
input specification to our test design tool. We illustrate the modeling and the input specification using an example.
We have developed a model, which is based on our previous
system model [29], [30], [32], to model a SOC system with
given test methods and added test resources, as illustrated in
Fig. 8, a design with test (DT) is represented as follows.
, where:
is a finite set of cores; each core,
,
is characterized by:
: placement denoted by
and
coordinates and each core consists of a finite
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where
. Each block,
, is characterized by:
: minimal bandwidth,
: maximal bandwidth, which are the minimal
possible bandwidth and maximal possible bandwidth at
a block, respectively.
Each block, , is attached with a finite set of tests,
, where
and each test,
, is characterized by
: test time (at TAM bandwidth 1),
: test power [at TAM bandwidth 1 using a gated subchain scheme (discussed above)],
: required memory for test pattern storage.
: constraint list with blocks required for the test.
is a finite set of test sources
, is characterized by:
where each test source,
: placement denoted by and coordinates,
: vector bandwidth,
: vector memory size.
is a finite set of test sinks; where
, is characterized by:
each test sink,
: placement denoted by and coordinates,
: response bandwidth,
:
defines the test sources for the
tests;
:
defines the test sinks for the tests;
: maximal allowed power at any time.
The input specification for the example system (Fig. 8) to our
test design tool is outlined in Fig. 9. The power limit for the
system is given under [Global Constraints], and at [Cores], the
for each core is given and all blocks within
placement
for each test source,
each core are listed. The placement
its possible bandwidth, and its test vector memory are given at
and the max[Generators]. At [Evaluators], the placement
imal allowed bandwidth for each test sink is given. For each test
the following is specified under [Tests], the test identifier, test
, test time
, test source
, test sink
,
power
minimal
, and maximal bandwidth
, memory
and, optional, if the test is for testing of inrequirement
. For
terconnections or UDL placed between another core
instance, test is an unwrapped core test of UDL logic or interconnections between cores and (Fig. 9). Test requires
at least two TAM wires but not more than four. The test source
for test is and the test sink is . The test vectors for test
requires 5 units for storage at . The tests for each block are
specified at [Blocks] and at [Constraints] the blocks required in
order to apply a test are listed. Note that the possibility to specify
idle power for each block is implemented in our algorithm but,
to simplify the discussion, it is excluded from the system model
above.
The advantage with this model is that we can model a system
with a wide range of tests (scan tests as well as nonscan tests
such as delay, timing, and cross-talk tests) and constraints. For
instance we can model:
• unwrapped core test, which is for the testing of interconnections and UDL;
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set of blocks

Fig. 9.

Test specification of the system in Fig. 8.

• any combination of test resources, for instance a test
source can be on-chip while the test sink is off-chip, and
vice versa;
• any number of tests per block (testable unit);
• memory requirements at test sources;
• bandwidth limitations at test resources;
• constraints among blocks, which allows the modeling of
constraints such as cores embedded in cores.
Initially, it is assumed that no TAM exists in the system. Our
, where
technique adds a set of TAMs,
is a set of wires with a certain bandwidth. We assume that
we can partition the TAM connected to a set of wrapped cores
freely, which means we are not limited to assigning all wires in
a TAM to one core at a time or dedicate TAM wires to a single
core. We also assume that we can extend a subset of the TAM
wires if required.
, where
The TAM is modeled as a directed graph,
, corresponds to a member of ,
or
a node,
. An arc,
, between two nodes and
indicates
the existence of a wire and a wire
consists of a set of arcs.
from to passing is given by the
For instance, a wire
.
two arcs:
The assignment of cores to TAM wires means connecting a
test source
a set of cores
and a test sink
and it is denoted as
(1)
where indicates that these nodes (wrapped cores) are included
(assigned) to this TAM but not ordered.
is given by
The length of a test wire
(2)
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where
and
and the function
the Manhattan distance between two nodes, i.e.:

gives
(3)

A set of wires form a
tamlength

and the routing cost is given by
bandwidth

(4)

is the width of the TAM.
where is the length and
The total TAM routing cost in the system is given by
tamlength

(5)

The total cost for a test solution is given by:
test time
, where test time is the total test application time,
(defined above) is the total wiring cost, and and are two designer-specified constants determining the relative importance
of the test time and the TAM cost.
V. OUR APPROACH
In this section, we describe our approach to integrate test
scheduling, test parallelization, and TAM design. For a given
floor-planned system with tests, modeled as in Section IV, we
have to:
• determine the start time for all tests,
• determine the bandwidth for each test,
• assign each test to TAM wires,
• determine the number of TAMs,
• determine the bandwidth of each TAM, and
• route each TAM
while minimizing the test time and the TAM cost, and considering constraints and power limitations. Note that when the start
time and the bandwidth for a test are determined, the end time
is implicitly given. Compared to previous approaches [29]–[32],
we have the following improvements:
• Test scheduling. In [29] and [32], when a test was selected
and all constraints were fulfilled, a TAM was designed.
The technique there always minimized test time at the expense of the TAM cost. In the proposed approach, a cost
function including both test time and TAM cost guides the
test scheduling process.
• Test parallelization. The technique described in [31] maximized the bandwidth for each test, which resulted in low
test time. However, its draw-back is a higher TAM cost. In
our proposed approach, an elaborate cost function guides
the algorithm.
• TAM design. In [29] and [32], when a test was considered
and a free TAM existed, the TAM was selected. If an extension was required, an extension was made to minimize
the additional TAM. A disadvantage of the approach is illustrated in Fig. 10, where D is to be connected using the
dashed line [Fig. 10(a)]. A rerouting as A, C, D, B would
include D at no additional cost [Fig. 10(b)].
The cost function for a test solution was defined above as:
test time
, where test time is the total test time,
is the cost of the TAM and, and are user-defined constants
used to determine the relative importance between the test time
and the TAM cost. We also use the cost function for the guidance
at each step in our algorithm based on each test and the TAM

Fig. 10. Illustration of (a) a published and (b) our improved TAM design
approach.

design. The cost function guiding our algorithm is for a test
using
:
tamlength

(6)

where:
: is the time when
can start, tamlength : is the
cost of the tam wiring (4), and the designer specified factors
and are used to set the relative importance between test
time and TAM cost. Equation (6) is used in the test scheduling
algorithm for the selection of start time and TAM for each test.
A. Bandwidth Assignment
Test parallelization allows a flexible bandwidth assignment
for each test depending on the bandwidth limitations at the block
under test and the bandwidth limitations at the test resources.
The test time (see Section III-A) for a test
at block
at
core is given by
(7)
and the test power (see Section III-B)
(8)
where
is the bandwidth at block
at core [31].
Combining the TAM cost and the test time (7), we get for
and its tests
each block
(9)
where:
and is the
index of all tests at the block. To find the minimum cost of (9),
gives the bandwidth
at a
the derivative in respect to
block

(10)
Naturally, when selecting
, we also consider the bandwidth limitations at each block.
B. Test Scheduling
Our test-scheduling algorithm is outlined in Fig. 11. First,
the bandwidth is determined for all blocks (Section V-A)
and the tests are sorted based on a key (time, power or time
power). The outermost loop terminates when all tests are
scheduled. In the inner loop, the first test is picked and after
calling create_tamplan (Section V-C), the required number
of TAM wires are selected or designed for the test based on
the cost function. If the TAM factor is important, a test can be
delayed in order to use an existing TAM. This is determined
by the cost function. If all constraints are fulfilled, the test is
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Fig. 13. TAM modifications based on create amplan (Fig. 12), i.e., execute
(tamplan).
Fig. 11.

Test-scheduling algorithm.

Fig. 12.

TAM estimation, i.e., create tamplan(; test).

scheduled and the TAM assignment is performed using the
technique in Section V-C. Finally, all TAMs are optimized
according to the technique discussed in Section V-E.
C. TAM Planning
In the TAM planning phase, our algorithm:
• creates the TAMs;
• determines the bandwidth of each TAM;
• assigns tests to the TAMs;
• determines the start time and the end time for each test.
The difference compared to the published approaches is that in
the planning phase we only determine the existence of the TAMs
but not their routing.
For a selected test, the cost function is used to evaluate all op(Fig. 12). The time
when
tions
the test can be scheduled to start and its TAM is determined
using the cost function and if all constraints are fulfilled, the
)] (Fig. 13).
TAM floor plan is determined [execute (
To compute the cost of extending a TAM wire with a node,
the length of the required additional wires is computed. Since
the order of the cores on a TAM is not decided, we need an

estimation technique for the wire length. For most TAMs, the
largest wiring contribution comes from connecting the nodes
with the largest distance from each other. The rest of the nodes
can be added on the TAM at a limited additional cost (extra
routing). However, for TAM’s with a high number of nodes, the
number of nodes becomes important.
Our estimation of the wire length considers both of these
cases. We assume that the nodes (test sources, test sinks and
the wrapped cores) in the system are evenly distributed over the
width height
area, i.e.,
, where
and
are the number of cores on
the and axis, respectively. Therefore, , the average distance between two nodes, is computed as:
(11)
The estimated length

of a wire

with

nodes is
(12)

It means that we compute the maximum between the length
of the longest created wire and the sum of the average distances
be the
for all needed arcs (wire parts). For example, let
the node to be added,
node creating the longest wire, and
the estimated wiring length after inserting
is given by (12).
(See equation at the bottom of the page.)
For a TAM, the extension is given as the summation of all
extensions of the wires included in the TAM that are needed in
order to achieve the required bandwidth. The TAM selection for
is based on the TAM with the lowest cost according to
a test
(13)
Using this cost function, we get a tradeoff between adding
a new TAM and delaying a test on an existing TAM. For a
newly created TAM, the delay for a test is 0 (since no other
test is scheduled on the TAM and the test can start at time 0):
.
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Fig. 14. Example to illustrate TAM assignment.

ILLUSTRATION
AND

TABLE VIII
TAM ASSIGNMENT. ON TOP WITH A COST FUNCTION WHERE
= 1
= 3 AND BELOW WITH A COST FUNCTION, WHERE = 2 AND = 3
OF

D. Example
We illustrate the TAM assignment by using an example with
four cores each with one block (testable units). The four cores
are placed as in Fig. 14(a). We assume that there is one test per
block and that the test time is attached to each block. In the
example, all tests are making use of the same test resources (test
source and test sink) and there are no bandwidth limitations.
Assuming an initial sorting of the tests based on test time, i.e.,
A, D, B, C, and success for the schedule at first attempt for each

Fig. 15.

Routing optimization of all TAMs.

test (there are no limiting constraints which means that when a
test is selected it can be scheduled) and the cost function

LARSSON et al.: EFFICIENT TEST SOLUTIONS FOR CORE-BASED DESIGNS

771

TABLE IX
ILLUSTRATION OF TAM ROUTING

is in Fig. 14(b) set to 1:3 and in Fig. 14(c) to 2:3. The TAM
design algorithm is illustrated for the two cases in Table VIII
and the results are in Fig. 14(b) and (c). In the case when
and
(top Table VIII), at step 1, A is selected (first in the
list). No TAM exists in the design and the cost for a new TAM to
be created is 90, which comes from the distance connecting TG
,
,
with A and A with SA
, which is 3. It is a new TAM, which
times the tam factor
means that there is no delay for the test; test A is scheduled
at time 0 to 50. In the second step D is considered. The TAM
created in step 1 can be extended or alternatively a new TAM can
be created. Both options are estimated. The cost of a new TAM,
, is 150 while the cost of an extension of
T1,
, is 110, computed as TAM extension
20 3 and delay on TAM 50 1. The delay on the TAM is due
to that A occupies the TAM during 0 to 50. The algorithm selects
to make use of the existing TAM. When all tests are assigned to
TAMs the resulting TAM and test schedule are as in Fig. 14(b).
For Fig. 14(c), a different solution is created due to a different
and
) (see algorithm flow, bottom
cost function (
Table VIII). The example illustrates the importance of considering the test time and the TAM design in an integrated way.
In Fig. 14(b), the result is a single TAM, which implies higher
testing time while in Fig. 14(c) two TAMs are created, which
makes it possible to reduce the testing time.
In the example, only a single TAM wire is assumed. In complex systems a higher number of TAM wires exists. In our approach, we handle that and we treat each wire independently,
and when the question comes to select TAM wires for a test we
explore all possibilities.
E. TAM Optimization

TABLE X
TEST SCHEDULING RESULTS

The TAM routing algorithm is outlined in Fig. 15. The algorithm is applied for each of the TAMs and, initially, in each case,
the nodes (test sources, wrapped cores, and test sinks) of a TAM
are sorted in descending order according to
(15)

Above, we created the TAMs for the system, assigned each
test to a TAM, determined the bandwidth of the TAMs and every
test was given a start time and an end time in such a way that
no conflicts and no limitations were violated. In this section, we
) in Fig. 11. Our
discuss the routing of the TAMs, order (
approach is based on a simplification of an algorithm presented
by Caseau and Laburthe [4]. The notation
was above used to indicate that core A and D were assigned to
was not determined
the same TAM, however, the order of
(1), which is the objective in this section. We use
(14)
to denote that a TAM from
(the test source)
(the test sink) connects the cores in the order
to
.

where the function
gives the distance between two cores,
or between a test source and a core, or between a core and a test
sink, i.e.
(16)
First, the test source and the test sink are connected (Fig. 15).
In the loop over the list of nodes to be connected, each node is
removed and added to the final list in such a way that the wiring
distance is minimized according to
(17)
(all nodes on the TAM).
where
, from the
We use the TAM,
example in Fig. 14(a) to illustrate the algorithm, see Table IX.
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TABLE XI
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS ON INTEGRATED TEST SCHEDULING AND TAM DESIGN

At step 0, the nodes are ordered, C, D, A, B, and a connection
is added between TG and SA. At step 1, in the loop over the
sorted list, C is picked and inserted between TG and SA and the
. Node C can
TAM is modified accordingly,
obviously only be inserted in one way, that is between the test
source and the test sink. At step 2, node D is to be inserted. D
or as
can be inserted as
. Equation (17) determines which of the alternatives
is selected.
to select and in this example
The algorithm continues until all nodes are inserted, resulting in
.
a TAM:

TABLE XII
DESIGN ALTERNATIVES FOR THE ERICSSON DESIGN

F. Complexity
The worst case complexity for the test scheduling when the
TAM design is excluded is of
where is the set of
tests. In the TAM design there are two sequential steps; assignment and ordering (optimization). The assignment can be
and the optimization in
for
done in
a TAM with cores. If we assume that each core consists of
one block (testable unit) tested by one test set, the optimization
. The test scheduling and the TAM assignment are
is of
integrated while the TAM optimization is performed as a final
.
step. The total complexity is therefore
VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
We have implemented our technique and compared it with
previously proposed approaches using the following designs:

Ericsson [30], System L [29], System S [3], ASIC Z [44], an
extended version of ASIC Z, a design called Kime [23] and
one design named Muresan [39]. Detailed information about all
benchmarks can be found at our web site [28].
When referring to our technique, unless stated, the reported
results are produced based on an initial sorting of the test based
(test time test power), and our previous techon the key
niques are referred to as simulated annealing (SA) [30], [32] and
DATE [29], [32]. The final cost and our algorithm are guided by
test time
TAM cost, where and
the cost function:
are designer specified constants determining the relative im-
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Fig. 16. Variation of test time and TAM cost for the design alternatives in Table XII of the Ericsson design.
TABLE XIII
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS ON SYSTEM L ON COMBINED-TEST SCHEDULING, TAM DESIGN, AND TEST PARALLELIZATION

portance of the test time and the TAM cost (we use
and
unless stated), see Section V.
For the experiments, we have used a Pentium II 350-MHz
processor with 128-MB of RAM. Our previous results, referred
to as DATE and SA, were performed on a Sun Ultra Sparc 10
with a 450-MHz processor and 256-MB of RAM [29], [30],
[32].

finds the optimal solution at a low computational cost. For the
larger Ericsson design, our approach finds the optimal solution
after 5 s. The SA approach also finds the optimal solution, however, the computational cost is high. The DATE solution computes the solution after 3 s, but the solution is 12.5% from the
optimal solution.
B. Integrated Test Scheduling and TAM Design

A. Test Scheduling
We have performed experiments comparing our test scheduling technique with previously proposed techniques. The results are given in Table X. For design Muresan, the optimal test
time can be computed to 25 time units. The approach proposed
by Muresan et al. produces a solution with a test time of 29 time
units. The DATE approach finds a solution using 26 time units
at a computational cost of only 1 s. The SA optimization finds
after 90 s the optimal solution while our technique finds it within
1 s. For the designs Kime, System S, and System L our approach

We have made experiments where we integrate the TAM and
the test scheduling. For each of the benchmarks (ASIC Z, Extended ASIC Z, System S, and Ericsson), we applied our algorithm using the initial sorting of the tests based on the key,
(time power), (time), and (power). The results from the
experiments are collected in Table XI. On ASIC Z when not
considering idle power, the SA produces a solution with a test
time of 326 time units and 180 as the TAM cost. The total cost
of the solution is 506. The DATE approach produces a solution
with a better test time than the SA approach, however, the TAM
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cost is higher, leading to a higher total cost. Our approach produces solutions with a test time in the same range as the DATE
approach. The TAM cost using our approach is better than the
DATE approach leading to better total cost. The computational
cost of our approach is in the same range as the DATE approach.
For the extended ASIC Z example, our approach produces
test solutions with a lower test time in all cases compared to
SA and the DATE approach. Furthermore, the TAM cost using
our approach is lower than compared to the SA and the DATE
approach, which leads to a lower total cost.
In the experiments on System S, the efficiency of our TAM
design algorithm is shown. In the SA and DATE approaches
the external tester supported several tests at the same time [30].
For our approach, we now assume that the external tester can
support 2 tests concurrently, i.e., we have more limitation. The
SA approach produced a solution with a TAM cost of 160 and
the DATE produced a solution at a TAM cost of 320. Our approach results in a TAM cost of 100. The total cost is evaluated to 1 462 180 for our approach, which is to be compared to
and
).
1 492 194 using SA (
For the experiments on the Ericsson design, we have used
and
in the cost function. In the previous approaches, no bandwidth limitations were given on the external
tester [29], [30], [32]. However, here we assume a bandwidth
limitation of 12 (there are 12 wires or lines to distribute).
The experiments indicate that our approach produces test solutions at a low computational cost. The test time for the test
solutions are in the range of the DATE solutions, however, the
TAM costs are reduced leading to lower total costs. In many
cases, our approach produces solutions near the SA solution at
a low computational cost.
The advantage of a low computational cost is that it gives the
designer a possibility to explore the design space since each iteration consumes only a low computational cost. We have computed the cost for a set of design alternatives for the Ericsson design (Table XII), which are plotted in Fig. 16. The results show
that when test time decreases the TAM cost increases. Typically,
the designer starts with the extreme points
,
(only
TAM design is important) and
,
(only test time is
important). And then creating new solutions at different values
of and . The designer tries to find an appropriate balance of
and based on the previous runs and inspection of the computed testing times and the TAM costs.
C. Test Scheduling, Test Parallelization, and TAM Design
In the experiments above, we assumed a fixed test time for
each test set. In this experiment, we allow modifications of the
test time at each test set. It means we have performed experiments combining test scheduling, TAM design, and test parallelization using the System L design. The results are collected
in Table XIII. The results using SA and DATE approaches do
not support TAM of higher bandwidth than 1 and therefore only
test time is reported (the experiments were performed ignoring
, we have forced the bandwidth to 1.
TAM design). In
VII. CONCLUSION
Test-time minimization and efficient TAM design are becoming increasingly important due to the high amount of test

data to be transported in an SOC design. In the process of
developing an efficient test solution, both test time and TAM
design must be considered simultaneously. A simple TAM
leads to long test application time while a more extensive TAM
would reduce the test time at the cost of more wiring. However,
an extensive TAM might not automatically lead to lower testing
times since test resource conflicts and power limitations might
limit the solution. We have proposed an integrated technique
for test scheduling, test parallelization (scan chain partitioning)
and TAM design that minimizes test time and TAM cost while
considering test conflicts and power limitations. With our
approach it is possible to model a variety of tests as well as
tests of wrapped cores, unwrapped cores and UDL. We have
implemented the technique and performed several experiments
to demonstrate the efficiency of our approach.
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