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Some related issues with C2C spec

400GAUI-8 C2C needs a channel RL spec to complement the
RL spec it has (Clause 137 has a channel RL spec already)

400GAUI-8 C2C test fixture RL is not compatible with
tightened RL spec

400GAUI-8 C2C RL is too tight at low frequencies



1. C2C needs a channel RL spec
3. C2CRLis too tight at low frequencies

* For much the same reason we have a Tx return loss spec — to
control echoes between e.g. Tx and channel that cause ISI that
COM does not know about

— See dawe_3bs 02 0517 for some initial calculations on this

— It turns out that the end-to-end reflections are insignificant in
comparison; except for channels with minimal loss, the channel
insertion loss, which appears twice in an echo path, makes them much
smaller than end-to-channel reflections.

At very low frequencies they could have equal spectral density, but
few hertz, and in practice at very low frequencies the channel RL is
much better than -12 dB

* For practical RL limits, it seems that the 5-15 GHz range is the
Important area



1. C2Cneeds a channel RL spec
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Channels have lower
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but that doesn't mean we
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there

Should any C2C channel
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- Return loss (dB)
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Channel return loss
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Channel return loss (at TPO or TP5) from 802.3cd Eq. 137-4 and OIF
CEI-56G-MR-PAM4 Eq 17-3 and LR-PAM4 Eq 21-3 (but not C2C)

C2C needs a channel RL spec, otherwise the Tx RL spec is not very
useful
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Return Loss wrl 100-0hms

Return Loss wrt 100-0hms
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Test points and test fixtures

e 802.3bs C2C, 802.3cd -KRn, and OIF CEI-56G-MR-
PAM4 and CEI-56G-LR-PAM4 define the channel
insertion loss from package ball to package ball (TPO
to TP5)

* Three of them have channel return loss limits, to
same test points

e 802.3bs C2C and 802.3cd -KRn specify return loss of
transmitter or receiver as observed through a test
fixture: at TPOa and Tp5a

— This test fixture has specified insertion and return loss
— It is not the same as a C2M compliance board
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