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® Where ue was added to the Strawman

® Where G.6 8.2 has a vec is silent, ha’r value was added to the Strawman

® Where G.698.2 and the Cqblel;ébs speé disagree, a “TBD” was added to the Strawman
&
/O 5/20/19



http://www.ieee802.org/3/cn/public/adhoc/19_0425/schmitt_3ct_01_190425.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ct/public/19_03/stassar_3ct_01_0319.pdf

® This con’rrlbunon orovides ) of these areas in an attempt to develop

a Strawman that is comple’re enough to adop'r as a baseline for the 100G obijective
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at higher

. »- of the 1 ed power and OSNR
levels has done so re ati g a pre-F C BER of < 4.5X1 03, as this is

easier to test for post-FEC BER
® ® Suggests that there is some additional margin relative to the numbers used here
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-Ifd]” as linked

® For example, dey ied ca e when input signal meets both power
and OSNR requirement -

® If so, “unamplified” is equivalent to CableLabs “power-limited baseline”, and “amplified” is
O equivalent to CableLabs “OSNR-limited baseline”
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-onsensus from

* Cablelabs h IS sit ‘modules for received

power U ——
~ ® All modules achieved a pre-FEC BER of < 4.5X10°3 at -31 dBm or lower




-onsensus from

* CableLabs has si iver modules for received OSNR

o All modUles Genie NI IO e 14.5 dB OSNR and input power of
-10 dBm
&
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O

® CableLabs also tested a transceiver
module for impacts to received OSNR
performance at different received power

levels
¢ .5,-10,and -15 dBm

® Results showed virtually no differences
between them

® Suggests some flexibility in choosing value

®* Manufacturer feedback suggests optimal

sensitivity ~-10 dBm is common

I\KC; CONSIDERATIONS FOR [AMPLIFIED] INPUT POWER

—&— RoP=-5dBm

~|—*—RoP=-10dBm
—|—4— RoP=-15dBm

—w— Threshold 4.5E-3
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- Ampllfle (OSNR

o Minimum OSNR(193.6) [amplified]: 15.5 dB
® Minimum mean input power [amplified]: -10 dBm
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. Slnce G 698.2 ¢ alent, propose adopting value of

35 dB OSNR for “Mlnlmum Transmitter OSNR” parameter
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he reach /link budget in

a po er |

® Following slide shows |mpac’r in an example power limited” case
® Assumes adoption of proposed receiver power and OSNR values from previous slides
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' HE/Hub : ; Agg. Node | Minimum Tx Output Power

(dBm)

B Coherent Coherent . .
l Transcetver Transcover [§ Link Impairments (dB)

- Optical Equipment Loss (dB) 11 11
B Rx Power w/Loss (dBm) -20.7 219.2

Minimum Rx Input Power (dBm)

| Min Link Budget (dB)
Reach (km) (0.25 dB /km)
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plications

g éd them

® Therefore, propose ador Bm (EOL) for Minimum mean channel output

power
O
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Transmitter Receiver
connector connecior

Crx

® This defines th _
cireumt ciremt

reflectance between points package et

Ge5T-F1

order to minimize the effects of .--millti'l':e

Figure 1/G.957 — Representation of optical line system interface

reflections
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or SS’rems without

B = C

ke

* “Digital coherent systems and relaxing reflectance is possible for

[CableLabs] Specifications;;’ A
O
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Optical fiber

achieve c
performances of «
devices.” -

Waveguide width, pum

“Use of different materials including
silicon photonics will reduce the cost of

transceivers and benefit the industry.”

/O 5/20/19



5/20/19




LASER LINEWIDTH

® During CablelLabs spec development, Acacia
provided the following input (shared here with
permission from Acacia):

® Penalty is relatively small well above 1 MHz

® Some trade-off between sensitivity and
linewidth
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® Simulation Assumptions

®* 100G QPSK

® Staircase FEC : . .

® .28 dBm input power | Linewidth{MH;)

® 1600 ps/nm dispersion 5/20/19 .

* Nyquist Shaping SC FEC Threshold ~8.4 dBQ
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> support?

| to support? Or just

C

® The answer to tho: 1 tic ir \pact on the implications of

different choices

® |f we cannot agree on these points, we will never be able to reach an agreement on the

parameter values
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bset

of the equipment that

compr oe as narrow as possible to keep
costs down i

® |f the range of central 1 requencies is establishing émbermissible range for links (and the equipment in

them) to support, and any subset is also compliant, then a wide range should be favored as there is no
® cost implication
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___-Ubse’r

rs to align costs

and capc

® If we agree on that definition, propose @ p’rlg the widest range option
® Minimum Central Frequency of 191.3 THz
® Maximum Central Frequency of 196.2 THz
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nan proposal

olarization skew

®* |f we can agre s using this data, we should

(hopefully) have eliminated enough TBDs to be able to agree on a baseline
proposal to keep us on schedule so that we can meet market needs

® This presentation is intended to spark the discussions needed to enable that
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