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23/25

	Consistency with higher level specifications
	· Given the semantics of the Assembly Language (AL) specification, the sample program can be implemented
· Every instruction allowed by the assembly language (AL) specification has a unique machine language (ML) representation

· Each instruction type includes enough fields to represent the information specified in the corresponding AL statements

· Each field is allocated enough bits to represent all values allowed by the AL specification

· For each instruction type, the total number of bits allocated to fields is not greater than the number of bits available

· Sample program is translated into binary as described in ML specification
	(+) Good choice to have 8 bits for your branching field; -128 to +127 relative memory locations is probably far enough to branch for your application
(-+) Just a thought; if you could whittle your instruction set down to only 8, you would be able to use an extra bit for fun (and added burnination) and thus have an extra-feature.  Not that you can do that easily, but just if you could, ya know?

(-) You might not be happy if you try to execute a second jal before the first one has returned.  You might consider saving the return address on the stack before overwriting the register, then restoring the return address after returning from a jal
	3/(3)

	Self-consistency
	· Sample program uses the syntax described in AL specification

· Sample program uses the registers described in AL specification (number and type) 

· Sample program uses the representation given in the ML specification, including correct values for fields specifying branch and jump targets
	(+) Your register naming convention is easy to understand (for you)
(-) Your register naming convention is difficult to understand (for fans of the Simpsons or TMNT over Family Guy)


	3/(3)

	Demonstration of design principles 

1. Simplicity favors regularity

2. Smaller is faster

3. Good design demands good compromises

4. Make the common case fast
	· AL instructions are easy to understand and are not overly specialized
· Number of instructions is  minimized
· Number of registers is minimized
· Where the above criteria conflict, good compromises are made (to make the common case fast)

· Number of instruction types is small

· Instruction types have regularity
	(-) I’m not familiar with the “stack counter” concept; you’ll need to explain that better.  The stack pointer matters, but the stack counter is something foreign to me.  Does it perhaps serve a similar purpose as a frame pointer?
(-) You don’t need a register to hold the next instruction while an interrupt occurs.  See, the interrupt is going to destroy your context anyways, but if you wanted to know what instruction was going on, store the PC, not the instruction, so you’ll not only know the instruction to execute, but you’ll know the next one after that too.

(+) Not a bad idea to have an equivalent to the $0 register and $at register in MIPS.  Those might end up making your life easier in the weeks to come.
	2/(3)
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	Documentation 

· Organization

· Completeness

· Conciseness

· Grammar and style 

· Memo

· Objective assessment of design and status

· Design Documentation

· Demonstration of conceptual understanding

· Highlights interesting features

· Design Process Journal

· Alternatives considered

· Tradeoffs

· Decisions

· Website
	· Clear English specifications

· Instruction set (incl. prototypical AL statements)

· Registers

· Number of general purpose registers

· Specification of special purpose registers (if applicable)

· Naming conventions

· Usage conventions
· Instruction types
· Representation of each instruction
	(-) Your memo, whilst entertaining and easily read, contains more than one page of text.  Memos reporting progress generally never exceed one page except when reporting reasons for failure to achieve progress.  This is not your case, but still, memos are generally extremely concise.  (i.e. pretend that I am an important executive and my ability to read in excess of one page is nonexistent).  Actually, I thought your memo was your journal when I read it.
(+) Grammar and readability is good enough.  Suggest for memo using word template for memos and keeping them concise.
(+) Looks like Trogdor is in good shape to move on; but there’s perhaps some extra baggage (more instructions/registers means more hardware, which means when Trogdor is manufactured, the die size will be bigger, and your defect rate will be higher, so fewer Trogdor chips per wafer, and higher cost of Trogdor).  In simpler terms, excess baggage can hurt Trogdor’s success.  If it doesn’t do you ANY good at all, you  probably don’t want it.
	15/(16)
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