PIXEurope WP4 Bootcamp Program
April 27-28, 2026 — Amsterdam
Schedule
Day 1
	Session
	Timing
	Title / topic
	Format
	Details
	Moderators

	
	10:00
	30
	Coffee
	
	
	

	
	10:30
	60
	Welcome & introduction round
	No slides
	Context 
The goal is to get to know each other an find out which technical activities each of the participants performs, which tools are used, etc. 
Per person round 
· role in the work package
· smth technical info about person’s activities
· methods and tools used
	

	
	11:30
	30
	WP4 1Y goals + 5Y goals

Current state
	Public slide deck

Status report slides
	Goal is to have credible roadmaps for the review and ready to go public
Explain completeness / correctness

Overview of the submitted roadmaps
Introduce workshop topics
Explain the cross-sections and interconnects
-  Explain data schema construction
	Kevin

Dima

	
	12:00
	60
	Lunch
	
	
	

	Workshop 1
	13:00
	120

(105 + 15)

	Supplier view: data formats
	Workshop

Split groups
+ Plenary
	See description in the next section
	1. Martino Bernard (FBK) 
2. Boyang Mao (UCAM)
3. Stanislaw Stopinski (WUT)

	
	15:00
	30
	Break
	
	
	

	Workshop 2
	15:30
	120

(105 + 15)

	Designer view: design kit TRLs
	Workshop

Split groups
+ Plenary
	See description in the next section
	1. Antonio Dias Ponte (UPV)
2. Bjorn Jongebloed (UTWENTE)
3. Camilo Cano-Vásquez (UPV)


	
	17:30
	
	Closing
	
	
	

	
	19:30
	
	Dinner
	
	
	




Day 2
	Session
	Timing
	Title
	Format
	Details
	Moderators

	Day 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	9:00
	15 min
	DK automation
	Presentation
	Explain the tracking of the PDK using the PDK server
Automation of PDK status evaluation, which files should be present in the release?
Introduce the topics of day 2
Connect with Workshop 2 of day 1, roadmaps.
	
Dima Pustakhod

	Workshop 3
	9:15
	90 
(75 + 15 plenary)
	Digital platform: PDKs data and performance monitoring
	Workshop

Split groups
+ Plenary
	See description in the next section
	1. Emre Kaplan (USOTON)
2. Enderson
Gregorio Falcón Gómez (IMDEA)
3. Volunteer needed


	
	10:45
	30
	Break
	
	
	

	
	11:15
	45
	Test and assembly design kits
	Kick-off
	- TDK concept paper (10 min + 10 Q&A) (TU/e)
- ADK concept presentation (10 min + 10 Q&A) (TNI)

	Dima
Das Kumar (TNI)

	
	12:00
	60
	Lunch
	
	
	

	Workshop 4
	13:00
	90 
(75 + 15 plenary)
	System designer perspective: DK interoperability issues
.
	Workshop

Split groups
+ Plenary
	See description in the next section
	1. Armand Estévez García (ICFO)
2. Das Kumar (TNI)
3. Tommaso Cassese (SAL)

	
	14:30
	15
	Wrap-up
	
	
	Kevin Dial-in. 

	
	14:45
	
	Close
	
	
	




Participants
O – Organizer, P – Presenter, M – Workshop moderator, N – Workshop notes
	 
	Name
	Last
	Organisation
	Role

	1
	Dima
	Pustakhod
	TU Eindhoven
	O, P

	2
	Stanisław
	 Stopiński
	Warsaw University of Technology
	M 

	3
	Ryszard 
	Piramidowicz
	Warsaw University of Technology
	 

	4
	Bjorn 
	Jongebloed
	University of Twente
	M

	5
	Jacek 
	Olszewski
	Warsaw University of Technology
	 

	6
	Adrian 
	Ślipek
	Warsaw University of Technology
	 

	7
	Kevin 
	Williams
	TU Eindhoven
	O, P

	8
	Cristina 
	Arellano
	CSIC
	 

	9
	Martino 
	Bernard
	Fondazione Bruno Kessler
	M

	10
	Fabien 
	Gays
	CEA Leti
	 

	11
	Meïssa 
	FALL
	CEA Leti
	 

	12
	Jessica
	 César Cuello
	IMDEA Networks
	 

	13
	Miguel 
	Drummond
	IT
	 

	14
	Asif 
	Mirza
	Silicon Austria Labs
	 

	15
	Phuong 
	Phuong Tang
	Silicon Austria Labs
	 

	16
	Cristina 
	Catalá Lahoz
	University of Twente
	 

	17
	Enderson 
	Gregorio Falcón Gómez
	IMDEA NETWORKS
	M

	18
	Camilo 
	Cano-Vásquez
	Universitat Politècnica de València
	M

	19
	Armand 
	Estévez García
	ICFO
	M

	20
	ANTONIO 
	DIAS PONTE
	Universitat Politècnica de València
	M

	21
	Théo 
	Rouanet
	IMB - CNM CSIC
	 

	22
	Tommaso 
	Cassese
	Silicon Austria Labs
	M

	23
	Das 
	Kumar
	TNI
	M, P

	24
	Peter 
	van der Slot
	Univeristy of Twente
	 

	25
	Emre 
	Kaplan
	University of Southampton
	M

	26
	Andres 
	Martinez
	Politecnico di Milano
	 

	27
	Marco 
	Gagino
	TU Eindhoven
	M

	28
	Laura 
	Fitzgerald
	TU Eindhoven
	N

	29
	Ramsey 
	Selim
	CORNERSTONE
	 

	30
	Salim 
	Abdi
	TU Eindhoven
	N 

	31
	Fawad 
	Khan
	TU Eindhoven
	 

	32
	Paul 
	Schreiner
	University of Cambridge
	 

	33
	Chao 
	Wen
	University of Cambridge
	 

	34
	Petros 
	Symeon
	UCAM
	 

	35
	Jakub 
	Sadilek
	Univeristy of Twente
	 

	35
	Boyang
	Mao
	UCAM
	M

	36
	Robbert
	Schuttert
	TU Eindhoven
	N





Workshop sessions description
Workshop 1: Supplier view: data formats
Context
Discussion about the PDK data formats from the foundry perspective. Collect feedback on the existing data formats which we have covered in the two training sessions up to now: BB layout data, technology data, and the BB performance data. Any missing / unclear feature? Any suggestions for improvement?
Questions
1. What are the limitations of the BB layout data and technology info?
2. What are the limitation with proposed BB classification?
3. What is missing from the BB performance data types?
4. Where are the further standardization opportunities (colors, naming, etc)?
Materials
These materials will be printed for every participant. 
Example data files
These are data files which were covered in the online trainings: BB layout (https://openepda.org/updk/0.3/format_specification.html) and technology files (TBD). Not adding here to save space. Will be printed out for participants to comment.
BB classification
These are the BB types which were used in the roadmap definition.
	Act::Amplifier

	Act::Laser

	Act::Photodiode

	Cpl::Directional coupler

	Cpl::Multimode interference coupler

	Cpl::Multimode interference splitter

	Cpl::Y-junction

	IO::Edge coupler

	IO::Surface coupled grating

	IO::Thin-film coupler

	Mod::Electro-absorption modulator

	Mod::Mach-Zehnder modulator

	Mod::Stress-optic modulator

	Mod::Thermo-optic modulator

	Other::Microring

	Other::Multiplexer

	Pol::Polarization splitter

	PS::Electro-optic phase shifter

	PS::Stress-optic phase shifter

	PS::Thermooptic phase shifter

	Refl::Active grating (e.g. DFB)

	Refl::Multimode interference reflector

	Refl::Passive grating

	Wg::Transition

	Wg::Waveguide

	Wg::Waveguide bend

	Wg::Waveguide crossing

	Wg::Waveguide taper



BB data types
These are data types describing building block performance. A summary table based on all partner’s inputs. Not including here to save space. Will be sent out separately.


Workshop 2: Designer view: design kit TRLs
Context
In this workshop, we discuss design kit perception from the user (designer) perspective. What does each TRL mean and which capabilities shall PDK provide to the designers? We would like to understand what are the pros and cons of offering various TRLs – it’s not bad to have access to a low TRL platform – so how do we pitch it?
Questions
1. What is designer enabled to do at different TRLs? 
2. Which PDK capabilities we need to claim a TRL level?
Materials
These materials will be printed for every participant. 
TRL definitions
These are proposed descriptions of the TRLs for building blocks / IP blocks.
	TRL
	EU Definition
	Designer perspective

	
	
	These descriptions are suggested in EuroCDP project. Aligned with analog, RF, mixed-signal semicon design domains.

	1 – Basic principles observed

	Basic principles observed
	The intended functionality is clearly described


	2 – Concept formulation

	Technology concept formulated
	Test bench = PCM + specified test procedure + analysis, goes into TDK


	3 – Proof of concept at schematic level

	Experimental proof of concept
	Available in PDK


	4 – Full design at schematic level

	Technology validated in lab
	First indications of tolerances


	5 – Full design at layout level

	Technology validated in relevant environment (industrially relevant environment in the case of key enabling technologies)
	Layout is available


	6 – Full design for SoC integration

	Technology demonstrated in relevant environment (industrially relevant environment in the case of key enabling technologies)
	Interface / interoperability between the DKs


	7 – Lab demonstrator prototype

	System prototype demonstration in operational environment
	Incl understanding yield, CTQ parameters for manufacturability.
Known way to generate layout, parametric or not


	8 – In-field demonstrator prototype

	System complete and qualified
	Fabricated a part of PIC, statistics


	9 – Commercial application

	Actual system proven in operational environment (competitive manufacturing in the case of key enabling technologies; or in space)
	Commercial application




Workshop 3: Digital platform: PDKs data and performance monitoring
Context
In workshop 2, we have discussed the TRLs from the designer perspective. This workshop maps those TRLs onto the data available in the PDK. We look into what specifically foundries need to provide to achieve a specific TRL, how can we grade it automatically, and which work has to be executed to achieve higher TRLs.
Questions
1. How to grade PDK TRL based on the content?
    - Which information about BBs should be in the PDK? 
    - Which technology information should be in the PDK? 
    - Which detalisation of design rules should be in the PDK?
2. Whis actions are needed to go from 2 to 3, 3 to 4 and 4 to 5? – one TRL transition per group. 
    - Which process development work has to be done? 
    - Which test/measurement/simulation work has to be done?
    - Which collaborations with other WPs and external partners are needed?
Materials
These materials will be printed for every participant. 
List of BB assessment questions per TRL
	TRL
	Designer perspective
	Assessment questions

	
	These descriptions are suggested in EuroCDP project. Aligned with analog, RF, mixed-signal semicon design domains.
	

	1 – Basic principles observed

	The intended functionality is clearly described

	- Is the IP functionality clearly described?
- Is the IP principle of operation explained in detail?
- Are the IP architecture design equations fully listed?
- Do authors supply any functional model of the IP?
- Are functional simulation results of the IP reported for a typical case?

	2 – Concept formulation

	Test bench = PCM + specified test procedure + analysis, goes into TDK

	- Is the IP architecture described at block level?
- Is the IP targeting specific technology (InP, SiN, SOI, etc.)?
- Are the specifications of each individual block of the IP architecture clearly identified?
- Do authors supply a complete test bench to validate the IP block-level architecture?
- Is any verification procedure given to check the IP block-level performance figures?
- Are architectural simulation results of the IP reported for a typical case?

	3 – Proof of concept at schematic level

	Available in PDK

	- Is the specifications for the tools, PDK's and flows available? 
- Are all dependencies of the IP schematics on building block libraries declared?
- Are the electrical ports fully specified at physical level (impedance, amplitude levels)?
- Are the optical ports fully specified at physical level (mode specs)?
- Is the power budget clearly defined?
- Are simulation results of the IP schematics reported for a typical case?

	4 – Full design at schematic level

	First indications of tolerances

	- Are the simulation results of the IP extended to process, supply and temperature (PVT) corners?
- Are the simulation results of the IP schematics extended to technology mismatching?
Shall we include power requirements?
Shall we include power consumption model?

	5 – Full design at layout level

	Layout is available

	- Is the IP complete layout available?
- Are all dependencies of the IP layout on libraries declared?
- Do authors supply a clean DRC report?
- Are post-layout simulation results of the IP layout reported for PVT corners?

	6 – Full design for SoC integration

	Interface / interoperability between the DKs

	- Does the IP come with design files (schematic libraries, symbol, test benches, final GDS)?
- Does the IP comes with the documentation, which contains: simulation restuls, layout description, IO specifications)?

	7 – Lab demonstrator prototype

	Incl understanding yield, CTQ parameters for manufacturability.
Known way to generate layout, parametric or not

	- Has any dedicated test chip been designed for the hard IP?
- Is the hard IP test chip fully documented?
- Are experimental results available from the IP dedicated test chip?
- Do authors supply any comprehensive comparison between IP test chip and post-layout results?

	8 – In-field demonstrator prototype

	Fabricated a part of PIC, statistics

	- Has the hard IP been integrated in A PIC?
- Do the authors deliver measurement uncertainty and calibration procedures
- Are experimental IP results available from this PIC?
- Do authors supply any comprehensive comparison between IP SoC and test-chip results?

	9 – Commercial application

	Commercial application
	- Are the IP authors providing support for bug fixing or enhancement requests?
- Does the IP documentation include any training materials?
- Are the EDA tools and versions used for developing the IP documented?
- Is the hard IP integrated in any commercial IC?





Workshop 4: System designer perspective: DK interoperability issues
Context
For the complete product design, besides chip fabrication testing and packaging have to be taken into account. Product design is often described by a V-model design approach, in which design starts from system level down to chip design, and each design stage has a corresponding verification procedure. In this workshop, we are looking into design part of the V-model, which requires usage of various design kits, raising the question of interoperability and data exchange.
Questions
1. Which data shall be passing between different Design kits?
-	Hybrid and monolithic PDKs
-	Test DK and Process DK
-	Assembly DK and Process DK
2. Which methods are already available to exchange information between different DKs
  - Existing methodology for cross-DK data exchange
3. How to perform cross-DK data validation?
