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Abstract: The high degree of miniaturization in the electronics industry has been, for several years, a
driver to push embedded systems to different fields and applications. One example is safety-critical
systems, where the compactness in the form factor helps to reduce the costs and allows for the
implementation of new techniques. The automotive industry is a great example of a safety-critical
area with a great rise in the adoption of microelectronics. With it came the creation of the ISO 26262
standard with the goal of guaranteeing a high level of dependability in the designs. Other areas
in the safety-critical applications domain have similar standards. However, these standards are
mostly guidelines to make sure that designs reach the desired dependability level without explicit
instructions. In the end, the success of the design to fulfill the standard is the result of a thorough
verification process. Naturally, the goal of any verification team dealing with such important designs
is complete coverage as well as standards conformity, but as these are complex hardware, complete
functional verification is a difficult task. From the several techniques that exist to verify hardware,
where each has its pros and cons, we studied six well-established in academia and in industry. We can
divide them into two categories: simulation, which needs extremely large amounts of time, and
formal verification, which needs unrealistic amounts of resources. Therefore, we conclude that a
hybrid approach offers the best balance between simulation (time) and formal verification (resources).

Keywords: safety-critical systems; formal verification; symbolic model checking; bounded
model checking; satisfiability-modulo theory; equivalence checking; automated theorem proving;
semiformal verification; standards compliance

1. Introduction

The high degree of miniaturization in the electronics industry has been for several years a driver
to push embedded systems to different fields and applications. Several application domains benefit
from this miniaturization process. Two very prominent areas are consumer electronics, where we have
the Internet-of-Things (IoT) [1] as the biggest player, and Industry 4.0, with the increase in automation
in industrial processes [2,3].

Other fields that saw an increase in the adoption of embedded systems are the many different
safety-critical applications that serve us daily either directly or indirectly. The most notable examples
are automotive, aerospace, and medical. As a side note, the automotive industry has seen a
great increase in the use of systems-on-chip in recent years. Today’s luxury cars may have up to
100 Electronic Control Units (ECUs) collecting sensor data and controlling many different functions [4].
The advantages of embedded systems for these areas include reduced form factor, lower costs, and
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specialized functionalities. Along with these advantages, functional safety standards are in use to help
guarantee a minimum level of dependability, since, in these fields, human lives are at stake.

Nevertheless, these standards, e.g., ISO 26262 for automotive applications and DO-254 for the
aerospace industry, are mostly like general guidelines, to steward the design process in order to achieve
the desired dependability level. The “real” procedures that will make sure that this result is achieved
usually takes shape in a thorough verification process [5].

During the design of hardware systems, verification teams use several techniques to verify the
functionality to assure that no errors exist when the product is ready. However, in the development
flow of critical systems, further measures must be taken into account, as these systems are constantly
dealing with human lives. Therefore, techniques that can somehow prove that a design conforms to its
specification or to a standard are great additions to the verification flow. Such tools employ formal
techniques based on mathematical methodologies, and with them, it is possible to guarantee that
portions of an architecture are correct.

Formal Verification (FV) provides methods and techniques to mathematically prove the
correctness of a system, such as Theorem Proving [6,7] and Model Checking [8,9] and can be adopted
early in the development process.

Theorem Proving relies heavily on high order logic and uses mathematical structures to build
formulas that correspond to the behavior of the system. The verification process, then, is the evaluation
of these formulas. Projects of any complexity can apply this method since it does not deal with states,
but with formulas. However, it demands a high degree of knowledge of the design under verification
(DUV) and of logic for the user to perform the verification. Moreover, since this process involves
complex formulas, it is difficult to automate. The user must perform the proving systematically,
creating the formulas, feeding them to the tool and analyzing the results [10,11].

Model checking verifies properties against a model to prove that the design conforms to the
specifications. The main advantage of this technique is that it reports illegal paths, known as
counterexamples, which supports the correction of bugs. One problem inherent to this technique,
however, is state space explosion, since the number of states used to model the system grows
exponentially with the number of variables [12,13]. To counter this problem, new techniques to
reduce the state space footprint exist, thus allowing verification of larger projects.

Other techniques used in the verification flow of hardware systems are Equivalence Checking,
Simulation, and Semiformal Verification. However, these techniques need a more mature version of
the architecture to begin the verification process.

Equivalence Checking compares different levels of the same implementation to guarantee that
they are functionally the same. This is a step commonly performed after the netlist is generated, where
the generated description is compared to the register transfer level (RTL) that describes it. Furthermore,
this technique checks the consistency of an optimization after its implementation or between different
abstraction levels. In such case, a tool compares a higher-level functional description of the system to
the generated or implemented low-level RTL code [14]. Some caution is necessary in this case, as the
correlation between these implementations is not direct.

Simulation is a method widely used in industry, due to its easy adoption and it gives a very good
idea of the system’s behavior. However, because it depends on input vectors to stimulate the circuit,
when the number of input signals increases, more test vectors are needed to ensure that the system is
completely correct and complying with the specifications. Thus, simulation cannot cover exhaustively
the state space of large systems.

In addition to formal verification techniques, which suffer from scalability problems, there
are also hybrid approaches that combine the superior coverage of formal verification and the
scalability of simulation.

This survey aims to provide a more detailed overview of the most widely used formal verification
techniques and discusses their value for critical SoCs’ verification.
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This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents a short overview of safety-critical systems
and standards. Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 present an overview of the researched techniques. Section 10
discusses each technique regarding critical systems verification and the outline of the next steps in the
research. Finally, Section 11 concludes this work.

2. Safety-critical Systems and Functional Safety Standards

According to [15], safety-critical systems deal with three risk events:

1. Loss of some kind is associated with it, e.g., human lives, environmental,
2. There is an element of chance or uncertainty,
3. There is a degree of choice involved.

In light of these points, to ensure safety is to lower the risk of injury or death and the uncertainty
to which the system is exposed to and remove as much as possible the choices available to the system.
However simplistic this may seem, safety must be built into the system. In other words, system
development must target safety. To this effect, a system has to be dependable, and dependability
means that the object can be relied on to deliver its service.

Building safety measures into a system happens only through careful planning and analysis,
using well-defined implementation methods and enforcing strict and thorough verification techniques.
In addition, to aid in all these phases, industrial players develop safety standards to ensure that
safety-critical embedded systems follow the correct steps and are adequate for their purposes.

The basic functional safety standard used in the industry is the IEC 61508 standard [16], which is
titled “Functional Safety of Electrical/Electronic/Programmable Electronic Safety-related Systems”,
but different industry segments have their own standards to work with, which best covers that
industry’s needs. For instance, the medical industry has the IEC 60601 standard [17] for electrical
equipment, which covers electromagnetic disturbances, radiation protection for X-ray equipment,
electrocardiographs, among many others. The avionics industry has the DO-254 and the DO-178 [18]
for hardware and software development. The automotive industry has the ISO 26262 standard [19] for
functional safety of electrical and/or electronic systems.

All these standards cover the complete lifetime of its subject, from specification to end-of-life
treatment, e.g., correct disposal. However, in this study, we focus on the design and verification phase,
which encompasses the implementation of the safety-critical system and its technical acceptance in
accordance with the standards.

3. Automated Theorem Proving

Automated Theorem Proving (ATP) is the process of determining if some statement (the theorem)
is valid or not regarding the axioms for a certain theory using tools to help speed up the proving
process [20]. The degree of automation can be greater or smaller, depending on the formalism used to
describe the theorems and to model the system.

There are different formalisms, or formal logics used to describe the theorems. Table 1 summarizes
the main characteristics of the most common ones.

Table 1. Characteristics from different formalisms for Automated Theorem Proving.

Formalism Automation degree Expressiveness Validity

Propositional logic High Low Decidable
Temporal logic High Low Decidable

First-order logic Partial Medium Semidecidable
Higher-order logic Low High Not even semidecidable
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In increasing order of expressiveness, some typical ones are propositional logic, temporal
logic, first-order logic, and higher-order logic [21]. The spectrum covered by these examples
of formalisms range from atomic propositions tied together using propositional connectives
(propositional logic) to quantification of predicates and functions with predicates and functions
for arguments (higher-order logic). However, this increase in expressiveness has the inverse effect on
automation. The more expressive a logic is, the less automated it can be. This means that tools for
higher-order logic usually work iteratively, where the user is responsible for providing simpler proofs
to help guide the verification process.

Another characteristic from these formalisms is the decidability, which is also connected to
the expressiveness degree. A theory is decidable if a procedure can determine if it is valid or not.
Furthermore, a theory is semidecidable if, when trying to determine its validity, a procedure never
returns an answer, although it can determine if a theory is valid.

3.1. Technique Outline

The basic functionality from ATP has two steps: the description of the system and the theorems
and the proof. Figure 1 illustrates the system structure for ATP tools.

ATP engine

System

Proof
Construction

Theorem

Theorem

Theorem

Figure 1. Automated Theorem Proving high-level concept.

The first step is accomplished using the adequate formalism, which is a formal language in itself.
Each formalism has its intrinsic axioms as the starting point for the prover. Nevertheless, custom
axioms can help the prover advance more rapidly with the resolution process in the next step.

The second step is performed either by the prover alone or iteratively with user guidance,
depending on the level of automation offered by the formalism. In either case, the prover has several
techniques at its disposal to process the theorems and the system description. Some examples, among
many others, are

• Rewriting—substitute terms to simplify computations
• Skolemization—elimination of existential quantifiers (∃), leaving only universal ones (∀)
• Tableaux—break down a theorem into its constituent parts and prove or refute them separately.

3.2. Examples of ATP-Based Tools

Three tools based on ATP are PVS, B Method, and Isabelle. Wiedijk [22] summarizes more
examples of ATP-based tools.

3.2.1. Prototype Verification System (PVS)

PVS is an interactive prover for higher-order logic and provides two languages to the user: one to
write the definitions and the theorems and one to prove the theorems [23].

For the description of the system and the theorems, according to [23], PVS offers base types such as
Booleans, integers, and reals as well as user uninterpreted types. Type constructors include functions,
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sets, tuples, records, enumerations, and inductively-defined abstract data types. The specifications
are organized in parameterized theories, which can include assumptions, definitions, axioms, and
theorems. The parameters can themselves include constants, types, and theory instances. Finally,
it provides the usual arithmetic and logical operators, function application, lambda abstraction, and
quantifiers for expressions.

At the theorem prover side, PVS provides primitive inference procedures that include
propositional and quantifier rules, induction, rewriting, simplification using decision procedures
for equality and linear arithmetic, data and predicate abstraction, and symbolic model checking. These
inference procedures are used iteratively under the guidance of the user.

3.2.2. B Method

According to the process implemented in [24], all proof obligations generated by the Atelier B
system are translated into the Why3’s (http://why3.lri.fr/) input language by the translation tool.
The Why3 toolchain acts as a front-end for SMT provers. The back-end provers used in [24] are
Alt-Ergo, CVC3, and Z3.

The proof obligations, then, are fed four-by-four in parallel to the three provers with a 2s time
limit. In the end, the unproven commands are fed again into the three provers with a 60s time limit.

The first efforts to try to fully automate the process for all proof obligations from B-theory were
presented in [25], where the provers Coq and PVS were used. However, B’s set theory is not formalized;
instead, Coq and PVS’ native logic are used.

The next step was presented in [26], which incorporates the proof obligations into Coq’s prover.
This way, the proofs are either manual or with Coq’s automatic algorithms.

Still using Coq, however not for proving directly the proof obligations, Jacquel [27] uses it to
prove the correctness of the B prover’s rewrite rules.

Mentre [24] and Deharbe [28] use SMT model checking tools to automate the proving process,
and follow, with small differences, the process described above. Deharbe’s approach connects SMT
solvers with an SMT-LIB interface to an Event-B development tool and uses only the SMT solver veriT.

3.2.3. Isabelle/HOL

Isabelle/HOL is a generic iterative proof assistant capable of dealing with higher-order logic [29].
According to [29], Isabelle/HOL offers specification tools for (co) datatypes, (co) inductive

definitions and recursive functions with complex pattern matching.
Isabelle/HOL conducts its proofs through the Isar language, which is capable of generating

human-readable output. It also has tools to speed up the proving process by, e.g., performing long
chains of reasoning steps to prove formulas, automatically proving linear arithmetic artifacts, and
invoking external first-order provers.

On the theory side, Isabelle/HOL comes pre-packaged with a large theory library of formally
verified mathematics, including elementary number theory, analysis, algebra, and set theory. It also has
many examples from research in formal verification, encompassing applications from both mathematics
and computer science.

4. Symbolic Model Checking

Model checking using state exploration is a powerful formal verification tool and widely used in
hardware verification. However, its method of explicit state enumeration is highly resource-consuming.
Therefore, for systems with thousands of states, it can either limit the number of possible states that the
model checker can work on or can prohibit its creation. The exponential growth in the state space has
a side effect known as the state space explosion, directly connected to the number of system variables
and inputs and output signals [30].

http://why3.lri.fr/
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Instead of explicitly enumerating all states, Symbolic Model Checking (SMC) works with sets of
symbols. It uses Boolean decision diagrams (BDDs) to represent sets of states and to work with them
in bulk operations. This way, it is possible to verify systems that are more complex.

BDDs represent Boolean functions in a canonical form, where a path can be traced from the root
node to any of the leaf nodes so that it can easily determine if a path satisfies the Boolean function or
not. However, BDDs are highly dependent on the variable ordering, which directly affects their size.
Therefore, it is necessary to apply good strategies and heuristics to optimize them correctly. Reduced
Ordered BDDs (ROBDDs) are a step further, with the removal of all redundant paths, sharing all
possible nodes, and using variable ordering heuristics so that it has a minimum size.

The result of a symbolic model checker when it fails to verify the input is a counterexample,
which traces a path from the initial state to the offender state, or the state that caused the proposition
to fail. With this trace, a developer can recreate the failure and find out what caused it. An important
characteristic of the counterexample is its minimal length, in contrast to simulation traces. While a
simulation run may need hundreds to thousands of cycles to reach a failing state, a formal engine may
reach this same state with only tens of cycles.

4.1. Technique Outline

SMC uses temporal logic to describe the propositions to verify the system’s behavior, together
with the model that describes the system itself. Temporal logic, like Linear Time Logic (LTL) and
Computer Tree Logic (CTL), provides the means to create propositions that unite temporal notions
with the properties for verification.

The model of a system M = (S, R, L) is composed of the set S of its states, the transition relation
R and the valuation L. To certify the correctness of this model, propositions using temporal logic
operators verify the paths composed of some or all of the system’s states. Appendix A describes briefly
the operators.

Once the formulas are built, the generated BDDs are traversed to reach one of the two possible
leaf nodes: “true”, meaning that the property holds, or “false”, meaning that the property does not
hold. When a property is false, a counterexample is generated, and the verification engineer can either
fix the system architecture or refine the propositions, in the case of a false positive result.

The propositions are fed into the tool, which means that the process is automated.

4.2. Examples of SMC-Based Tools

Three examples of tools based on Symbolic Model Checking are NuSMV2, nuXmv, and Uppaal.

4.2.1. NuSMV2

NuSMV2 targets finite state systems, which, according to [31], encompass hardware systems,
software systems, and communication protocols. The input descriptions are done in SMV’s language,
the tool that preceded and served as the base for NuSMV2. It is possible to use modules and processes
to describe finite state machines while incorporating requirements in LTL and CTL.

NuSMV2’s flow has several steps for transformations and optimizations. The first three steps,
flattening, Boolean encoding, and cone of influence, refine the model M and the properties P1, . . . , Pn

into modules and processes. The result is a synchronous flat model where only the areas inside the cone
of influence for each property is considered. This helps to reduce the system complexity and manage
the state space size. The resulting model is applied either to BDD- or to SAT-based model checking. For
BDD-based verification, the tool builds a BDD representation of the system (step BDD-based Model
Construction) and then verifies it (step BDD-based verification). For SAT-based verification, NuSMV2
builds a representation of the model to apply it to the model checker (step Bounded Model Checking).
If a counterexample is found, NuSMV2 transforms it to conjunctive normal form (CNF) and feeds it to
an SAT solver.
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NuSMV2 can be used from front-end to back-end to prove the input properties. It is also possible
to redirect the output from some blocks to work with external tools, e.g., Boolean encoding and
bounded model checking. NuSMV2 also provides the capability to exchange the provers. Figure 2
presents the steps performed by NuSMV2.

Flattening

Boolean
Encoding

Cone of
Influence

Simulation

BDD-based
Verification

BDD-based Model
Construction

BDD Package

Trace
Reconstruction

Bounded Model
Checking

RBC Engine

SAT Solver n

SAT Solver 2

SIM SAT solver

Trace
Manipulation

MP1 … Pn

Figure 2. Steps performed by NuSMV2 [31].

Its inputs are the description of the model under verification and the properties that will be
checked against this model. Through the SMC flow, various forms of verification can be used, such as
reachability analysis, fair CTL model checking, LTL model checking via reduction to CTL model
checking and computation of quantitative characteristics of the model.

NuSMV2 has also a Bounded Model Checking branch (see Section 5).

4.2.2. nuXmv

nuXmv is an evolution of NuSMV. According to [32], it is capable of dealing with finite- and
infinite-state systems (typical for software modules), due to its implemented techniques and has been
used as the back-end application for many different tools, both academic and industrial.

For finite-state systems, nuXmv extends the functionalities from NuSMV, e.g., complementing
the NuSMV language with the And-Inverter Graph (AIGER) format, which is a language used in the
AIGER hardware model checking competition.

There is also a vast selection of algorithms for invariant checking, with an improvement on
BDD-based invariant checking algorithms, where the user can specify hints for guided reachability.

As for infinite-state systems, nuXmv implements SMT-based algorithms. This aspect is discussed
in Section 6.

4.2.3. Uppaal

Uppaal aims at real-time systems, which can be expressed using the theory of timed automata.
Like NuSMV2, Uppaal has its own specification language. However, it uses a modeling language

for the specification of the models and a query language for the properties. The modeling language was
designed to facilitate the description of finite state machines, where states, clocks and the interactions
between them can be expressed. The query language uses a subset of CTL for the state and the path
formulas, where the state formulas are properties for individual states and path formulas are properties
for traces of the model.

As stated in [33], Uppaal consists of three parts: the editor, the simulator, and the verifier.
In the editor, as shown in Figure 3a, the user describes the model for the network of timed automata
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that characterizes the system with its relations of synchronization and update between the states.
The simulator, as shown in Figure 3b, can be used in three different modes: (a) run the system
manually and choose the path to follow, (b) let the system run at random or (c) use a saved or imported
trace to check the reachability of a given state. In the simulator view, it is possible to step through
and follow the execution of the models. The verifier, as shown in Figure 3c, lets the user add and edit
the properties, or “queries” in Uppaal’s interface, for verification and check them. Every property is
listed in the Overview frame and has an indicator to show its status (gray if not yet verified, green
is satisfied, and red if not satisfied). It is possible to add comments for each property and the Status
frame shows the results after the model checker is called on a property. From the verifier, it is also
possible to open a trace (or counterexample) in the simulator.

(a)

(b)

Figure 3. Cont.
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(c)

Figure 3. (a)View of Uppaal’s Editor screen. (b)View of Uppaal’s Simulator screen. (c)View of Uppaal’s
Verifier screen. Reproduced with permission from [33]. Copyright Springer Nature, 2004.

5. Bounded Model Checking

Another technique that tries to overcome the problem caused by the state space explosion of
SMC is Bounded Model Checking (BMC) [12]. BMC uses propositional decision procedures (SAT) to
model the system, which, as BDDs, are also based on Boolean expressions, but do not try to build a
canonical data structure. Because of this, SAT can handle propositional satisfiability procedures with
thousands of variables.

Using a depth-first approach, BMC tries to find counterexamples within a bounded length k,
which, in turn, generates minimal counterexamples. This way, when verifying a system, paths are
walked through up to a length k in order to check its correctness, instead of traversing all states up to
the same point. This prevents the state space explosion up to length k.

On the other hand, as BMC searches the states up to a given bound (k), bugs in deeper states tend
to remain hidden. For this reason, a proof using BMC can be incomplete.

5.1. Technique Outline

SAT procedures involve the construction of Boolean formulas and the process of finding one
possible combination of values that satisfy them, or stating that it is impossible to be satisfied.

In BMC, SAT and temporal properties are used to verify the correctness of the model. In this
way, propositional formulas are generated if and only if a counterexample exists. That is, if all the
to-be-verified properties hold, then a counterexample does not exist.

Through this methodology, the formula (C ∧ ¬P) is generated, where C is the states that the
model is made up from unrolled up to length k and P are the properties used to validate the state’s
behavior. Then, the next step in this process is to feed this formula into an SAT solver. If the formula is
satisfiable, then the implementation is not correct and a counterexample is generated. However, if the
formula is not satisfiable, then a counterexample does not exist, and thus the system is correct. In order
to keep the advantage of speed in the BMC approach, k tends to be small. It is possible to work with a
threshold value for it, where the code will be unrolled until k and, if no counterexample is returned,
k is incremented and the verification process continues.
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5.2. Examples of BMC-Based Tools

Three examples of tools based on BMC are CBMC, EBMC, and LLBMC.

5.2.1. CBMC

CBMC aims at model checking of ANSI-C programs. As specified in [34], the tool includes the
verification of pointer safety, array bounds, and user-provided assertions. One of this tool’s focus is
the verification of functional software prototypes of hardware architecture written in ANSI-C. As this
tool supports all ANSI-C features (e.g., basic data types, integer operators, type casts, function calls,
control flow statements, non-determinism, arrays, structures, named unions, pointers, and dynamic
memory), the developed software does not need to be rewritten to fit the tool. This way, this initial
software prototype serves also as a reference model for later comparisons.

CBMC provides a graphical interface to help in the visualization of its various aspects, e.g., stepping
through the trace of a counterexample, keep track of the value of variables with the use of Watches. CBMC
has also the capability of performing equivalence checking with Verilog implementations using watches
for signals’ values with waveforms.

In the latest versions, CBMC provides support for external SMT solvers.

5.2.2. EBMC

EBMC aims at the verification of hardware designs written in Verilog.
In accordance with [35], EBMC’s flow begins with the Verilog code plus optional C software,

e.g., firmware code or accessory IPs, as its inputs. The tool v2c translates the Verilog code to ANSI-C.
At this stage, an intermediate representation is generated and it is possible to apply different tools to
perform the verification process, either SAT or SMT solvers. This intermediate representation also
makes this flow compatible with established industrial tools. Figure 4 illustrates this flow.

Verilog

C
(auxiliary

software)

C
Common

Intermediate
Representation

BMC

Predicate
Abstraction

IMPACT

Abstract
Interpretation

Symbolic
Simulation

SMT

SAT

parse

parse

translate

Solvers

Verification
Algorithms

Figure 4. EBMC’s flow [35].

One of the authors’ claims is that software verification tools to verify hardware descriptions
dodge the state space explosion since the parallel nature of hardware is one of the great contributors to
increase its complexity and to make hardware formal verification prohibitive most times.
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5.2.3. LLBMC

LLBMC targets general C and C++ applications. Software formal verification is usually taken
as an almost impossible feat, due to the unbounded nature of software. LLBMC does not work at
the source code level but exploits LLVM’s Intermediate Representation (IR) to have a more tractable
software design with simpler syntax and semantics than C or C++. Another advantage of using the IR
description is the removal of ambiguities by the compiler. Figure 5 shows the high-level structure of
the tool.

C/C++ code

LLVM IR

ILR Formula

SMT-LIB Formula

LLVM IR
counter-example

ILR Model

SMT-LIB Model

Compile

Convert

Solve

code
logic

unroll

simplify

Encode & inline

Figure 5. LLBMC’s flow [36].

As most embedded systems use software written in C or C++, LLBMC is a great addition to the
verification flow of such applications.

According to [36], the main strengths of LLBMC are the checks for integer overflow and underflow,
division by zero, invalid bit shifts, illegal memory access, invalid free and user-provided assertions.
On the other hand, LLBMC provides an incomplete proof, as it is bounded, and it is program-dependent,
which reduces its scalability.

LLBMC has currently 4 steps: (1) compilation with loop-unrolling to generate the IR description,
(2) simplification using rewrite rules to discharge many simple rules, (3) generation of an SMT-LIB
formula, (4) solve the formula using an SMT-solver. If the formula is satisfiable then the design has a
bug and the counter-example is generated in the LLVM IR level.

6. Satisfiability Modulo Theory Model Checking

Theorem Proving is, as well as Model Checking, a very powerful technique. However, as stated
before, due to several drawbacks (e.g., a high degree of knowledge of the system, high specialization
in higher order logic, and low degree of automation due to complicated formulas) new approaches
were proposed.

One technique that has been rapidly evolving in the last years is Satisfiability Modulo Theories
(SMT), which, as stated in [37], is the problem of deciding the satisfiability of a first-order formula with
respect to some decidable first-order theory. First-order formulas are SAT procedures and deal very
well with the satisfiability part. First order theories, on the other hand, work with predicates and help
to create decidable logic that is more expressive. Some examples of theories are Linear Arithmetic,
Difference Logic, Unit-Two-Variable-Per-Inequality, Bit-Vectors, and Arrays.

As theory solvers are specialized at solving conjunctions of atomic constraints, SMT unites them
with SAT solvers, which are capable of handling the Boolean components. One important contribution
to this technique is the creation of a library to standardize SMT tools [38], which help to spread it
among different areas and apply the tools for different purposes.
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6.1. Technique Outline

SMT-based tools use an SAT solver and one or more theory solvers, depending on which theories
are considered.

The input to the tool is a theory-formula, which generates a Boolean abstraction. This Boolean
abstraction feeds the SAT solver, which enumerates clauses in a collection. Each clause is fed to
the theory solver. If a clause is theory-satisfiable, the solver returns a positive response; otherwise,
it updates the Boolean abstraction.

This process is repeated until a complete theory-satisfiable Boolean abstraction is found, meaning
it is satisfiable (“SAT”), or if no more updates can be made, meaning it is not satisfiable (“UNSAT”).

Based on this mode of operation, an SMT checker can be realized either offline or online. An offline
model checker feeds the Boolean abstraction to the SAT solver and afterward feeds each clause from the
SAT’s output into the theory solver. If a clause is not consistent, the Boolean abstraction is updated and
the process is reset. This is a simpler approach, but it is more time-consuming. For the online model,
the functions used for solving the clauses are tightly implemented with the SAT solver, to achieve
a higher efficiency. For this type of approach, the verification process is not reset if a clause is not
satisfiable; instead, the tool can recover from the point it reached before calling the theory solver
without having to repeat any work.

6.2. Examples of SMT-Based Tools

Four tools based on SMT are ESW-CBMC, MathSAT5, nuXmv, and STP.

6.2.1. ESW-CBMC

ESW-CBMC is an SMT-based formal verifier for embedded software written in ANSI-C. According
to [39], it uses CBMC as a front-end, but with additions and modifications to be possible to use SMT
solvers. The properties and constraints are generated using CBMC’s syntax, but instead of feeding them
to CBMC’s BMC solver, they are encoded into a global logical context following the supported SMT
solvers (CVC3, Boolector, and Z3) functions. The encoded formulas are then fed into the selected SMT
solver to perform the verification process. Figure 6 shows the internal steps performed by ESW-CBMC.

C/C++ source

Parse tree

Intermediate
Representation

GOTO 
program

GOTO symex

Select SMT 
solver

Convert constraints

Logical 
context

Convert properties

SMT solver

OK

Interpret
cex

Property 
holds up to k

Property 
violation

SSA form

Symbolic 
execution

Control flow 
graph

Type check

Scan

Figure 6. ESW-CBMC internal flow [39].

This tool also implements some code optimization techniques such as constant folding and
forward substitution. The first allows the substitution of arithmetic operations involving constants by
other constants representing the result of these operations. The latter creates a cache for expressions
that are repeated through an application’s code but do not change its value between them.
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Lastly, the encodings supported by ESW-CBMC are scalar data types, arithmetic over and
underflow, arrays, structures, unions, and pointers.

6.2.2. MathSAT5

MathSAT5 was applied to several industrial applications in both the hardware and the software
domains, which is a good indication of its applicability range. Figure 7 presents the internal architecture
of MathSAT5, showing the connection between its submodules.

Environment
Theory solvers

T-solver1 T-solvern

Model Calculator
Proof Generator

SAT Enumerator
Preprocessor

Encoder

Theory Manager

EUF-solver

Theory
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Predicate
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Assignments

Conflicts
Generated lemmas

Conflicts
Generated lemmas
Deductions

Predicate
Assignments

Model

Fpreprocessed Proofs/Model

SAT/UNSAT
UNSAT core
Interpolant 

Model

API

Finput

Figure 7. MathSAT5’s internal architecture [40].

As stated by [40], the first step in MathSAT5’s flow is preprocessing and encoding. In preprocessing,
formulas are rewritten as needed. For instance, smaller and simpler forms replace redundant formulas,
according to predefined rules. In addition, constants are inlined in the code. In encoding, the input
formulas are converted to CNF, and structures that do not conform to the core components are encoded
to be used correctly.

The SAT engine and the theory solvers compose the core of MathSAT5 and their interaction
follows the lazy approach through a Theory manager. The manager is responsible for interfacing the
various theory solvers with the SAT solver. Important to note is that all theory solvers are unaware of
each other and communicate only with the manager. Furthermore, the manager is modular to facilitate
the addition or removal of theory solvers. Both the SAT solver and the Theory manager communicate
with the Model Calculator and Proof Generator component to generate the models when a formula is
satisfiable or the proofs when it is unsatisfiable.

MathSAT5 supports most of the SMT-LIB theories [38], including equality and uninterpreted
functions, arrays, linear arithmetic on the rationals, the integers and the mixed rational-integer,
fixed-width bit-vectors and floating-point arithmetic. Furthermore, it extends several functionalities,
such as the production of models and proofs, extraction of unsatisfiable cores, interpolation, predicate
abstraction and enumeration of diverse models.

Finally, MathSAT5 provides an API to connect it as a back-end in other tools.
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6.2.3. nuXmv

nuXmv is an evolution of NuSMV. According to [32], it is capable of dealing with finite- and
infinite-state systems, due to its implemented techniques. It has been used as the back-end application
for many different tools, both academic and industrial.

For large-state systems, nuXmv adds support for reals and unbounded integers, enabling the
specification of infinite data types.

The integration of an SMT solver enabled nuXmv to apply it to the same encoding as that of
simple bounded model checking. This way, all the functionalities that nuXmv offers for finite-state
systems were upgraded to deal with large-state systems, including k-induction and interpolation.

As for finite-state systems, nuXmv extends the functionalities of NuSMV. Therefore, Section 4
covers this side.

6.2.4. Simple Theorem Prover (STP)

STP is used for software analysis and hardware verification and is aimed at solving constraints of
bit-vectors and arrays.

STP has its own input language, which resembles the syntax from both SMT-LIB and C. Based
on [41], STP converts a decision problem to propositional CNF and an SAT solver finally solves it.
Figure 8 shows the internal steps performed by STP.

Substitution

Simplifications

Linear Solving

Bit Blast

CNF Conversion

SAT Solver

Refinement
Array Axioms

SAT UNSAT

Input

Figure 8. Internal architecture from STP [41].

However, the main difference from STP to other tools lies in the translation to CNF process.
This process includes many word-level transformations and optimizations to lower the complexity of
the satisfiability problem. Optimizations are performed when they result in a more efficient version for
the theory solvers than the SAT solver or when they can reduce the problem’s complexity. This way,
STP does the theory processing before invoking the SAT solver, leaving a purely propositional
formula for it.

According to Figure 8, the first three phases of STP consist of word-level transformations, followed
by the translation from word-level to a Boolean formula (BitBlast). Finally, this formula is converted to
CNF to feed the SAT solver.

Expressions are internally represented as directed acyclic graphs (DAG) until its transformation
to CNF. In DAG representation, a single node, which can be pointed to by several parent nodes,
represents isomorphic subtrees, therefore, compactness is a great advantage. Moreover, during the
DAG generation, one principle employed is to delay when hard problems appear, postponing “risky”
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transformations that can increase the size of the DAG and hope there are less “risky” transformations
to be made first.

7. Equivalence Checking

Equivalence checking is widely used in the industry. It aims to prove if two implementations on
different abstraction levels are functionally equivalent [14].

Nowadays, implementation of prototypes on higher levels of abstraction, e.g., SystemC, is very
common as a starting point to begin the development and analysis of new architectures, as they are
easier to build and debug than register transfer level (RTL) implementations. In addition, as the
refinement of these prototypes gets closer to the lower levels, the degree of detail is almost as rich as an
RTL implementation, so that they become an important reference model to the silicon implementation.

After the RTL implementation is ready, simulation using test vectors can be used to functionally
verify it, in other words, input vectors are used to exercise the implementation in order to verify
that the functionality is right according to the specifications. But, also, Equivalence Checking can be
employed after the higher level abstraction is debugged and refined, so that it can be attested that both
implementations are functionally equivalent or not.

7.1. Technique Outline

Equivalence checking tools can be implemented using one or a combination of several techniques;
the most prominent are BDD-, SAT-, structural- and signature-based.

In BDD-based tools, each implementation generates a BDD and are then compared to each other.
As seen in Section 4, BDDs are a canonical form of representation of Boolean functions, and for the
same variable ordering, the reduced BDD is always the same. This way, two implementations on
different abstraction levels generate the same BDD if and only if they are the same.

For SAT-based tools, the propositional procedures are generated for each implementation and
are XORed in order to verify their satisfiability. If this clause is satisfiable, then the implementations
are not the same. In other words, the only way to output the value true in an XOR gate is when both
inputs are not equal and, thus, not equivalent; otherwise, when both inputs are either true or false, the
output is false.

As for structural-based techniques, both implementations are analyzed in order to identify
structures that are similar between them, so that complex Boolean data structures or Boolean equations
can be avoided [42]. For example, it is possible to check the equivalence between two sequential
circuits identifying the registers that are correspondent between each implementation.

Finally, signature-based techniques take into account logic simulation, which applies random
streams of bits to certain nodes inside the circuits, so that the output generated at each node is the
signature of that node, and similarities between implementations are used to testify their equivalence.
This approach can verify the equivalence of a design module, as well as the whole design.

7.2. Examples of Equivalence Checking Tools

Two examples of Equivalence Checking tools for hardware verification are EQUIPE and the
framework from [43].

7.2.1. EQUIPE

EQUIPE is an approach for Combinational Equivalence Checking using general purpose GPUs so
that it benefits from its parallel structure during the checking process. Based on [14], the focus of this
approach is to check the equivalence between two netlists, one of them being an optimized version of
the first. Figure 9 shows the steps that compose this tool.
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Figure 9. Internal architecture from EQUIPE [14].

EQUIPE’s first step generates a signature for each circuit node from each of the two input netlists
using simulation. Following this generation, the next step analyzes all the generated signatures to
identify functionally equivalent nodes between the netlists. Finally, in the last step, each potentially
equivalent pair is considered to make a full determination to establish whether they are truly equivalent
or not. At this stage, each node pair is assigned to a distinct thread in the GPU. The processing of
the node pairs consists of functionally matching the fan-in cone of both nodes up to two levels deep,
leveraging the information computed on the equivalence for this 2-level cone of logic. In addition,
when the 2-level matching is inconclusive, an SAT formula is generated and transferred to the host
CPU for solving. When a thread finishes its processing, a new node pair is assigned to it until all node
pairs from the current level are analyzed. This way, when the next level begins, all the information
from the previous level is ready.

7.2.2. Castro Marquez’s Framework

This framework focuses on the equivalence checking between the electronic system level (ESL)
and the RTL. To achieve this, according to [43], deep sequence comparison is performed, since there is
no direct correlation between the internal states and architectures described in the ESL and in the RTL.
This approach considers each input architecture as a finite state machine with data (FSMD).

The first step is the extraction of all the sequences of states for each FSMD to obtain all execution
traces. Next, the two sets of sequences are compared. Lastly, the tool checks if there are any sequences
from the high-level set that do not have a correspondence in the RTL set. In this case, two possible
outcomes exist, the tool either (a) outputs a sequence from the RTL set which has the same inputs as
the high-level sequence as the counter-example, or (b) outputs the high-level sequence itself if an RTL
sequence with the same inputs does not exist.

8. Static Analysis

Static Analysis was pioneered by Cousot [44] for abstract interpretation of software structures.
From that work, numerous tools emerged, the first of all being Lint for static analysis of C programs.
After the popularity of this tool, the term “linting” was coined. However, today this type of analysis
does not apply only to software, but to HDL as well.

RTL static analysis tools have three types of checks: syntax, style, and semantic [45]. Syntax checks
prevent invalid constructs regarding the language’s “grammar”. Style checks are used to enforce
a certain writing style according to existing coding guidelines. This is useful to keep the codebase
uniform and easier to maintain. Semantic checks analyze the code for invalid uses of the language.

Examples of checks provided by current RTL static analyzers include case statement style
issues, unused declarations, out-of-range indexing, incomplete assignments in subroutines, Finite
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State Machine state reachability and coding issues, incorrect usage of blocking and non-blocking
assignments, unsynthesizable constructs, unintentional latches, driven and undriven signals, race
conditions, set and reset conflicts, network and connectivity checks for clocks, resets, and tri-state
driven signals, module partitioning, and clock and reset definitions.

8.1. Technique Outline

Static analysis is an umbrella methodology that groups several techniques. For illustration, a very
common technique for code static code analysis is symbolic execution.

Unlike simulation, symbolic execution [46] exercises a program or an architecture using symbols
for the values of variables and memory elements instead of constant values, e.g., integers or strings.
This enables a variable to accept any value according to its type. Consequently, command statements
assume symbolic expressions as a result instead of an evaluated constant. Furthermore, it is possible
to have symbolic expressions for branching conditionals. From these expressions, it is possible to
determine if the “true” and the “false” branches are provably true or false. In the latter case, the branch
can never be taken and, therefore, an error is issued. During the analysis process, the tool is not
restricted to choose only one path but can explore both, generating constraints that guide the path
until the exit point.

Furthermore, some analysis points benefit from formal verification engines to automatically
generate assertions and verify them with a model checker. For instance, given that an FSM is
implemented following a structured approach, FSM state reachability uses modeling techniques
to ensure that all states are reachable in the FSM context.

8.2. Examples of Tools for Static Analysis

Industry vendors provided the most prominent tools for RTL static analysis. Some examples are
JasperGold Superlint [47], Mentor Questa AutoCheck [48], and Synopsys SpyGlass Lint [49]. Furthermore,
three examples of tools for software static analysis are Klee, Microsoft SAGE, and CompCert.

8.2.1. Klee

Klee is a static analyzer for C programs based on symbolic execution. According to [50], a C program
is modeled as a binary tree for the analysis. Klee traverses the tree from root to leaves, generating sets
of constraints at each decision state, e.g., conditionals and loops, until it finds an error or an exit state.
When either is detected, Klee solves the generated constraint to create a test case that will be applied to
the unmodified program.

Modeling the program as a tree has the benefit of improving the coverage on the executable lines.
As an example, Klee generates constraints for both the true and the false branches from a conditional
statement so that it is possible to follow both paths in the analysis.

Other examples of checks performed by Klee are divided by zero, memory bounds in load
and store instructions, and pointer dereference. Furthermore, Klee offers some key optimizations to
improve the analysis and runtime operations. Some examples of optimizations are expression rewriting
(simplification of statements), constraint set simplification (removal of superseded constraints), implied
value concretization (make constants explicit for the next instructions), constraint independence
(division of constraints into subsets to reduce constraint solving complexity), and counterexample
cache (caching of queries to eliminate redundant calls to the constraint solver).

Regarding Klee’s approach to walking the program code, it interleaves two heuristics to achieve
this task. First, Random Path Selection chooses randomly from the current leaf states the next state to
visit. Second, Coverage-optimized Search focuses on the states that are likely cover new code soon.
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8.2.2. Microsoft SAGE

SAGE is a whitebox fuzzer that generates tests for software programs using symbolic execution.
As described in [51], SAGE’s focus is to choose good candidates for the inputs of a program to optimize
the constraints generated during the analysis phases.

Differently than Klee, SAGE is a machine-code based approach. This allows the tool to generate
tests for programs regardless of their source language. It takes into consideration only the underlying
system architecture.

Due to the massive nature of the applications that SAGE targets, it features an algorithm that
partially but systematically explores the state space for programs with large inputs and very deep
paths, maximizes the number of generated tests while avoiding path redundancy, uses heuristics to
maximize code coverage and find bugs faster, and is resilient to divergences in the program.

SAGE’s architecture consists of four steps. First, the Tester runs the program under test with a test
input to search for unusual behavior. If nothing is found, SAGE executes the following steps; otherwise,
it saves the test case and triages the program. Second, the Tracer executes the program again to log the
execution trace for the next steps. Third, the CoverageCollector replays the logged execution offline to
determine which basic blocks were executed during the run. Fourth, the SymbolicExecutor replays the
logged execution once again to collect input-related constraints and to generate new test inputs.

8.2.3. CompCert

CompCert is a formally verified compiler for C programs, with special attention to safety-critical
systems. According to [52], CompCert has twenty passes in its flow, covering the transformation from
C source code to object code.

These twenty passes are grouped in four phases. First, Parsing preprocesses the source files to
generate an unambiguous abstract syntax tree (AST). The parser is automatically generated along with
a proof of its correctness. Second, C front-end compiler checks the types inferred for the expressions
and determines the order of execution. In this phase, expressions’ side effects are pulled out to
independent expressions, local variables whose addresses are never used are turned into temporary
variables while the other local variables are allocated in the stack, and all type-dependent behaviors
are made explicit. Third, Back-end compiler refines and optimizes the front-end’s output on the target
architecture. Some examples of the optimizations performed in this phase are register allocation,
function inlining, instruction selection, and common subexpression elimination. Fourth, Assembling
takes the AST produced by the third phase and produces the final object and executable files using
debugging information from the parser. The internal tool Valex helps to increase the confidence on the
result by checking the generated executable files.

CompCert’s goal is to generate optimized executable files that are free of miscompilation errors
while observing the semantic preservation. Miscompilation is erroneously generated code by the
compiler for correctly implemented source code. This concept applies to all passes performed by
CompCert during the compilation process and aims at removing undefined behavior from the code
while at the same time guaranteeing that the functionality is correct.

9. Semiformal Verification

Another methodology that is also widely employed by the industry is the combination of formal
methods with simulation approaches. This methodology unites advantages from either approach and
tries to minimize their disadvantages [53].

Simulation gives a good glimpse of the system functionality, as it needs input vectors to exercise the
architecture and produce outputs that can be verified against a golden model, to testify their functional
correctness. However, the bigger the system, e.g., many input and output pins, many IP blocks, long
combinational and sequential chains, the longer it takes to evaluate the system’s correctness. In addition,
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depending on the system size, checking all the possible input combinations and all the possible internal
values using simulation is practically impossible, so the coverage is not complete.

9.1. Technique Outline

As Semiformal Verification methodologies are hybrid approaches between simulation and formal
verification, tools that employ these techniques can mix them in various forms.

One variation of semiformal verification is (Deep) Dynamic Formal Verification [54], where
simulation is used to direct the architecture to a specific state, and from there, formal tools are applied
to try to completely verify a subset of the state space. This technique relies on the quality of the input
vectors to drive the system to the desired deep space or corner case, and this can be challenging and
time-consuming to perform iteratively, mostly due to the need to simulate millions of cycles to reach
the desired state.

9.2. Examples of Semiformal-Based Tools

SixthSense and Verifyr are some examples of tools based on Semiformal Methods of verification.

9.2.1. SixthSense Formal Verification

SixthSense targets the formal verification of hardware netlists. According to [55], SixthSense’s
approach is based on Transformation Verification, where a problem, the netlist, goes through a series
of algorithms for partitioning and simplification until the separate pieces are small enough to be
verified. When an engine is able to prove one of the many pieces of the netlist, it propagates back the
results so that the parent engines can “substitute” the problem with the result. As explained in [55],
Transformation-based Verification is a collection of algorithms for processing and simplifying problems
into smaller parts, which means that there is no best way to conduct a proof process neither is there a
single flow to tackle every problem. The best solution usually is unique to the problem to be solved.

Some examples of algorithms used by SixthSense are

• COM: redundancy removal engine, which tries to merge together functionally similar gates
• RET: retiming engine, which tries to reduce the overall number of registers in the netlist by

shifting them with combinational gates
• RCH: symbolic reachability engine, which is a general-purpose proof-capable engine
• SCH: semiformal search engine, which interleaves random simulation, symbolic simulation, and

induction to reach deep states and prove unreachability.

SixthSense’s verification process is a tree exploration, where the best candidate engine is applied
at each node to try to extract the best results with the lowest effort. When the results are promising,
engines that are more expensive are used to further improve the processing and simplifications until
the desired results are achieved.

9.2.2. Verifyr

Verifyr aims at the verification of embedded C code. As reported by [56], the approach taken by
this tool consists of three steps: preprocessing the code, a bottom-up exploration, and a top-down
verification. Furthermore, an orchestrator coordinates the flow of these phases. Figure 10 illustrates
the flow of this tool.
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Figure 10. Illustration of the flow executed by Verifyr [56].

In the first step, the C input code is converted to three-address code (3-AC) and merged with the
original code using CIL [57]. Compilers use 3-AC to better deal with code transformations. From the
merged codes, a SystemC model and a testbench are generated. Using this testbench, all input
variables are randomized with constraints. A function call graph (FCG) is also generated, which
will guide the bottom-up exploration. Finally, the user-defined properties are embedded into the
model as statements.

The second step is the bottom-up exploration, where all functions from the FCG are verified
starting in the leaves using both built-in and user provided properties. If there are functions that
cannot be verified in this step, the orchestrator switches to the top-down step.

Finally, in the third step, all the functions that were not verified are re-evaluated using the
top-down verification approach. These functions are marked as points of interest (POI). In this step,
the generated testbench simulates the SystemC model. When the simulation reaches one of the POIs,
it triggers a new formal verification process. If the triggered process generates a counterexample, it is
used to help guide the simulation.

10. Discussion

The development of safety-critical systems is ruled by functional safety standards since these
systems involve human lives directly or indirectly. From a verification point of view, these standards
enforce stricter closure metrics over the DUV. These closure metrics model the dependability
requirements for the system, which must be met to allow its commercialization. Therefore, regarding
the development phase of a safety-critical system, it is the verification flow that can guarantee that the
desired dependability level is achieved. Furthermore, although good development practices help to
better shape an implementation, due to the size and complexity of an architecture, it is only when all
the pieces (IPs and subsystems) are put together that it is possible to have an idea of how a complete
system behaves in reality.

However, as part of any standard’s compliance process, during the different stages of
development, the DUV must be thoroughly verified, be it a single IP or the entire architecture.

Nevertheless, there is no “silver bullet” verification technique and, thus, each stage benefit
from a different verification engine or combination of different engines. For the purposes of clarity,
we consider in this survey the stages of architectural exploration, IP development, subsystems
integration, system integration, and system validation. Architectural exploration uses higher-level
languages and used mostly for functional validation. System validation involves executing both the
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hardware and the software together for validation purposes. Therefore, these two stages are not within
the scope of this work.

Automated Theorem Proving is a very powerful technique for verification since it has the
advantage of not suffering from the state space explosion problem. However, due to the high
complexity to model a system and to describe the theorems to prove it, ATP is usually used for
specific verification tasks. For example, Intel R©(Santa Clara, CA, USA) uses ATP to verify the floating
point and division units [58,59] and AMD R©(Santa Clara, CA, USA) uses ATP for their floating point
unit [60].

The state space explosion is an inherent problem with model checking techniques. Therefore,
SMC, BMC, and SMT are good options only for the verification of parts of an architecture, and not for
the whole. Characteristics such as communication protocols, connectivity, and specific signaling are
good candidates for model checking verification.

Current commercial tools, e.g., Cadence JasperGold and Mentor Graphics Questa, work with
Model Checking together with Assertion-based Verification (ABV). In ABV, properties, or assertions,
are described with specification languages such as Property Specification Language (PSL) and
SystemVerilog Assertions (SVA). These languages use concepts from CTL and LTL and have operators
to specify sequences of events more easily.

As communication protocols have a standard and well-defined procedure to carry a transaction,
formally verifying their behavior using ABV makes this task easier. It is possible to break the assertions
into smaller sequences and use predefined sequences in different assertions, importing the concept
of reuse into this technique. In addition, once the proofs for a protocol are complete, the use of
testbenches specific to it becomes unnecessary. As a practical example, Navet [61] presents the
formalization necessary to perform the verification of the TTP/C communication protocol, where both
theorem proving and model checking were used.

It is also possible to use assertions to prove that the connectivity inside a SoC is correctly
implemented. As an example, Roy [62] presents a tool to automatically generate assertions from
a spreadsheet and formally verify the connectivity between the blocks of a SoC using ABV on Cadence
Incisive Formal Verifier, which is SMC-based. One great disadvantage of this tool, though, is the
necessity to create the input spreadsheet manually.

Another advantage of PSL and SVA assertions is their usage in simulation as well, to help
guarantee that whenever the described sequence happens, it must follow the assertion’s steps;
otherwise, it is marked as an error.

Equivalence Checking applies to different stages of the project. Most commonly, between the
RTL and an optimized version of it, or between the RTL and the netlist to ensure that automatic
transformations and optimizations done by a synthesis tool did not change the architecture’s behavior.
Although there are approaches to check the equivalence between a high-level model and the RTL,
they must be used carefully, as there can be significant differences between a functional model in
software and a detailed architecture in RTL. The most common approach for Equivalence Checking
between these levels is simulation-based, where the waveforms or the output signals from each design
are compared to establish the equivalence or not.

Static analysis, as with formal verification, can be used early in the development process. Since a
static analyzer tool analyzes the code without executing it, it is not necessary to develop testbenches
nor input vectors. Therefore, such tools are great additions to help find style or semantic errors before
they can become harder to find. It also helps to make the code base more uniform and easier for future
accesses to the source code.

An SoC design has two parts: data path and control path. As discussed until now, FV is mostly
employed to verify control structures that follow fixed standards [63] and is not well suited for data
path verification. In this case, simulation methodologies are better options, particularly the ones cited
in Section 9.
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Software-driven verification is a methodology that can exercise the whole architecture with tests
tailored to certain cases. Its purpose is to generate targeted tests for the functions that the architecture
has, or should have. Based on this, apart from corner cases, situations that are not part of its normal
function are not taken into account, which decreases the number of tests to run. Though intending
to exercise the entire design, this technique still cannot exhaustively verify it, due to its size and
complexity; therefore, it is limited only to the use-cases.

Based on the analysis of each technique, it is possible to compare the strengths and weaknesses
for each of them for several characteristics. Table 2 shows different aspects of the development flow
and how each technique suits them.

Table 2. Comparison of all techniques for different aspects of the development flow.

Techniques Applicability Target Coverage Exhaustive Testbench

Automated Theorem Proving Early Sub-block High Yes No
Symbolic Model Checking Early IP High Yes No
Bounded Model Checking Early IP High (bounded) Shallow No
SMT Model Checking Early IP High Shallow No
Equivalence Checking Late System —1 No No
Static Analysis Early IP/System —1 —1 No
Semiformal Verification Late System Partial No Yes

1 Not Applicable

From Table 2, it is clear that there is no single technique to completely verify an architecture.
Therefore, a verification team must create a symbiotic environment using different techniques and tools
to “attack” the verification problem from different perspectives, trying to achieve the best possible
coverage result.

As it is well known, the price of correcting a bug increases exponentially as the development
process moves forward. That is why it is important to begin the verification process as soon as possible.
Bearing this in mind, Model Checking techniques help to guarantee that the design under development
is correctly implemented earlier, without the need of testbenches.

As the design becomes more mature, techniques that are more complex cover broader parts of the
design. The creation of testbenches and the generation of input vectors help to visualize the operation
of the design. Such techniques help to find problems in the execution flow of the design, something
that Formal Verification tools cannot do.

11. Conclusions

Embedded systems are an integral part of our environment in many different domains. Consumer
electronics are cheaper and have many functionalities because of their flexibility and safety-critical
systems are becoming more reliable because of their versatility. Nevertheless, this reliability is only
achieved through a standard that guides the development and verification processes. More importantly,
the verification process is the final judge on the matter and it has its final say only if all the criteria are
met. For this reason, it has to be as thorough as possible.

The focus of this survey was formal-based verification techniques, which are able to give
full coverage for a piece of hardware. As each formal-based verification technique has its own
characteristics, this survey studied six of them, used in the industry and in academic research.
The objective was to identify their positive and negative points and to define where in the verification
flow it is better to apply each of them.

This study showed that, for the entire development process of a safety-critical system, there is
no formal technique able to verify it completely. On the contrary, a verification plan that uses several
techniques is more likely to obtain better results.
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Appendix A. Propositional Temporal Logics

While an architecture is modeled as finite state machines (FSMs), the time relationship between
each state from an FSM is described with propositional temporal logics. In general, the formalism
CTL* is able to describe any temporal relationship, however, it is impractical due to its expressiveness.
Therefore, two subsets from CTL* are usually used to express the desired temporal properties: Linear
Temporal Logic (LTL) and Computational Tree Logic (CTL).

LTL applies to single paths, or successions of states where each state has only one possible
successor, as opposed to CTL, which applies to branching systems where each state can have more than
one possible successor [64]. Figure A1 illustrates the temporal operators for LTL as well as illustrates
them regarding two properties p and s.

pFp

p p p ppGp

p p sppUs

pXp

Figure A1. Time operators in LTL.

In LTL, the propositions for the verification of the system’s correctness use one linear time operator
together with the property to be verified. The “meaning” of each example from Figure A1 is as follows.

• Xp—p is true in the neXt state.
• pUs—p is true Until s is true.
• Gp—p is true Globally.
• Fp—p is true in the Future.

Figure A2 illustrates the temporal operators for CTL as well as illustrates them regarding two
properties p and s.
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Figure A2. Time operators in CTL.

In CTL, the propositions for the verification of the system’s correctness use one branching time
operator and one linear time operator together with the property to be verified. The “meaning” of
each example from Figure A2 is as follows.

• AXp—p is Always true in the neXt state.
• A(pUs)—p is Always true Until s is true.
• AGp—p is Always true Globally.
• AFp—p is Always true in the Future.
• EXp—p is Eventually true in the neXt state.
• E(pUs)—there exists a path where p is true Until s is true.
• EGp—there exists a path where p is true Globally.
• EFp—p is Eventually true in the Future.
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