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25	
  Gb/s	
  Ethernet	
  
Within	
  the	
  802.3by	
  draG	
  specifica*on	
  we	
  know	
  there	
  are	
  
2	
  areas	
  of	
  interest	
  for	
  poten*al	
  change	
  or	
  simplifica*on.	
  
	
  
Purpose	
  of	
  this	
  presenta*on	
  is	
  to	
  highlight	
  them	
  and	
  
propose	
  jus*fica*on	
  for	
  addressing	
  them.	
  
	
  
•  Twinax	
  Cable:	
  802.3by	
  currently	
  adver*ses	
  two	
  cable	
  
type	
  with	
  a	
  3m	
  reach	
  

•  PHY	
  designa*on:	
  There	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  proposal	
  to	
  change	
  
from	
  the	
  current	
  25GBASE-­‐CR-­‐S	
  and	
  25GBASE-­‐CR	
  PHY	
  
designa*ons	
  to	
  a	
  single	
  hybrid	
  25GBASE-­‐CR	
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3m	
  cables	
  
We	
  have	
  two	
  cables	
  defined	
  for	
  802.3by	
  both	
  with	
  
an	
  adver*sed	
  reach	
  of	
  3m.	
  	
  	
  There	
  are	
  3	
  poten*al	
  
op*ons	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  discussed.	
  
1.  Do	
  nothing,	
  keep	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  and	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  @	
  3m	
  	
  
2.  Use	
  the	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  methodology	
  to	
  increase	
  

loss/reach	
  of	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  to	
  ~4m/~19dB.	
  	
  	
  
3.  Remove	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  cable	
  type	
  and	
  revert	
  to	
  only	
  

just	
  the	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  for	
  3m	
  cables.	
  
3b)	
  Perhaps	
  make	
  it	
  an	
  informa*ve	
  annex…	
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Twin-­‐ax	
  cables	
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Twin-­‐ax	
  cables	
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3m	
  cable	
  considera*ons	
  

Op*on	
  1)	
  	
  “Keep	
  as-­‐is”	
  
•  Two	
  cables	
  with	
  same	
  adver*sed	
  reach	
  can	
  be	
  
jus*fied	
  if	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  tangible	
  cost	
  difference	
  
between	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  and	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  
–  low	
  latency	
  (higher	
  cost)	
  cable	
  
– Higher	
  loss	
  (lower	
  cost)	
  cable	
  

•  Preliminary	
  ques*ons	
  indica*ng	
  that	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  
could	
  be	
  20-­‐35%	
  higher	
  cost	
  vs.	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
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3m	
  cable	
  considera*ons	
  

Op*on	
  2)	
  	
  “Increase	
  reach/loss	
  of	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S”	
  
	
  
•  Not	
  addressing	
  any	
  802.3by	
  objec*ve	
  
•  Lowest	
  level	
  of	
  support	
  in	
  Oct	
  mee*ng	
  straw	
  poll	
  

Straw	
  Poll	
  #1.	
  
Choose	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  to	
  implement	
  in	
  D2.2:	
  
A.	
  Leave	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  specificaBon	
  as	
  is.	
  
B.	
  "Increase"	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  specificaBons	
  (e.g.,	
  
dudek_100715_25ge_adhoc)	
  
C.	
  Eliminate	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  cable	
  type.	
  
Pick	
  one.	
  	
  A:	
  10	
  B:	
  6	
  C:	
  14	
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3m	
  cable	
  considera*ons	
  

Op*on	
  3)	
  	
  “Remove	
  (or	
  become	
  informa*ve)	
  
CA-­‐25G-­‐S”	
  
•  Cost	
  difference	
  of	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  and	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  
means	
  removal	
  of	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S	
  would	
  burden	
  all	
  
users	
  with	
  higher	
  cost	
  solu*ons	
  

•  Without	
  CA-­‐25G-­‐S,	
  opens	
  ques*ons	
  on	
  need	
  
for	
  BASE-­‐R	
  FEC	
  

•  Unclear	
  how	
  an	
  informa*ve	
  annex	
  would	
  
really	
  be	
  handled	
  by	
  industry	
  users	
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3m	
  cable	
  recommenda*ons	
  

•  CA-­‐25G-­‐N	
  cables	
  addresses	
  a	
  specific	
  latency	
  
sensi*ve	
  applica*on	
  consistent	
  with	
  early	
  
adopters	
  

•  As	
  25GE	
  adop*on	
  broadens,	
  latency	
  sensi*ve	
  
applica*ons	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  the	
  dominant	
  market	
  
need,	
  and	
  industry	
  may	
  regret	
  being	
  limited	
  to	
  
only	
  a	
  higher	
  cost	
  cable	
  

Recommend	
  keeping	
  802.3by	
  D3.0	
  cable	
  
defini*on	
  as-­‐is	
  going	
  forward.	
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PHY	
  designa*on	
  
There	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  interest	
  in	
  changing	
  the	
  PHY	
  designa*on	
  
defini*ons.	
  	
  Two	
  op*ons:	
  
	
  
1.  Leave	
  everything	
  as-­‐is	
  with	
  both	
  25GBASE-­‐CR-­‐S	
  	
  PHY	
  (defining	
  No-­‐

FEC	
  and	
  BASE-­‐R	
  FEC	
  operaBon	
  for	
  operaBon	
  over	
  3m)	
  and	
  
25GBASE-­‐CR	
  PHY	
  (defining	
  No-­‐FEC	
  and	
  BASE_R	
  FEC	
  operaBon	
  for	
  
operaBon	
  over	
  3m	
  and	
  RS-­‐FEC	
  operaBon	
  for	
  operaBon	
  over	
  5m)	
  

	
  
2.  Converge	
  into	
  one	
  PHY	
  (to	
  be	
  named	
  25GBASE-­‐CR)	
  which	
  includes	
  

defini*on	
  of	
  all	
  the	
  FEC	
  modes	
  but	
  makes	
  the	
  No-­‐FEC	
  and	
  RS-­‐FEC	
  
op*onal.	
  	
  This	
  was	
  Y.	
  Hidaka’s	
  proposal	
  (detailed	
  here:	
  
hmp://www.ieee802.org/3/by/public/adhoc/architecture/
hidaka_100715_25GE_adhoc.pdf)	
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Background	
  
Current	
  PHY	
  designa*on	
  approach	
  was	
  thoroughly	
  
debated	
  leading	
  up	
  to	
  March	
  2015	
  mee*ng.	
  
Concluding	
  mo*on	
  was:	
  	
  

MoBon	
  #5:	
  2	
  PHY	
  types	
  
Move	
  to:	
  
–	
  adopt	
  the	
  PHY	
  type	
  approach	
  outlined	
  on	
  page	
  5	
  of	
  
dudek_3by_01b_0315.pdf.	
  This	
  defines	
  both	
  25GBASE-­‐
CR	
  and	
  25GBASE-­‐CR-­‐S	
  PHY	
  types.	
  
–	
  create	
  an	
  informal	
  communicaBon	
  to	
  the	
  SFF	
  
commi]ee	
  to	
  inform	
  them	
  of	
  our	
  decision	
  
•	
  Y/N/A:	
  35/2/7	
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Discussion	
  

•  A	
  single	
  25GBASE-­‐CR	
  PHY	
  designa*on	
  has	
  
some	
  simplicity	
  to	
  it	
  

•  Key	
  concern	
  for	
  this	
  approach	
  is	
  the	
  
requirement	
  for	
  the	
  user	
  to	
  understand	
  what	
  
is	
  implemented	
  within	
  the	
  silicon	
  to	
  ensure	
  
interoperability	
  
– E.g.	
  5m	
  cable	
  opera*on,	
  both	
  ends	
  designated	
  
25GBASE-­‐CR	
  but	
  only	
  one	
  end	
  has	
  implemented	
  
RS-­‐FEC.	
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PHY	
  designa*ons	
  recommenda*ons	
  

Recommend	
  keeping	
  802.3by	
  D3.0	
  PHY	
  
designa*ons	
  as-­‐is	
  going	
  forward.	
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