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(100 vs 200

® Four mcmL;'c’r srers responded, herein referred to as Mfg A, B, C, and D

® This contribution summarizes their responses, and identifies possible paths

¢ forward based on that information
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), what is the
20 channel device?
\annels within the Cablelabs
2 For example,is 191.3 or 191.4

‘—\g r

range that migh CAUSE
THz a problem2 How about 196.2 THz2
Are there any other factors (particularly cost factors) related to channel ranges that we

should be taking into account?
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3. Any d"r" Fi

® None
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* “We an upport the CablelLabs
frequency range ) with no cost impact. However,
another vendor cqnnd'p" t this range and ’rold us that their supported range is
191.3 to 196.1 THz, because their laser chip doesn’t cover the range at this moment.

® This vendor told us that a chip modification would be needed to support it.”
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perator

® Since we'\ ge and not a mandatory
range, first preferer s OU ct annel range

®* However, if the preferencemis for lowest common denominator — in case of customers
requiring full 802.3ct defined range — then this suggests we should adopt OIF range
of 191.4 10 196.1 THz
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