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Background
During the May 5th 802.3cu ad-hoc conference call, several PMD spec changes were proposed in 
cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4

A number of straw polls were taken and provided a consensus direction on the proposed changes 
(minutes_3cu_adhoc_050520)

The results of the straw polls can be summarized as follows.

Technical changes:
1. Change TDECQ(max), TECQ(max) and SECQ(max) for 400GBASE-LR4-6 from 3.5dB to 3.4dB
2. Change  to a single extinction ratio range for the specification of TxOMA and Power Budget (at max 

TDECQ) for all PMDS,  with values consistent with those defined for ER<4.5.
3. Use TECQ rather than SECQ when representing RS requirements.

Editorial changes:
4. Change how TxOMA requirements are represented in the “transmit characteristics” tables.
5. Change how RS requirements are represented  in the “receive characteristics” tables.
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http://www.ieee802.org/3/cu/public/cu_adhoc/cu_archive/cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/cu/public/cu_adhoc/cu_archive/minutes_3cu_adhoc_050520.pdf


Straw Poll Results (5th May Ad Hoc)
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Straw Poll #1:
I would support changing the TDECQ(max), TECQ(max) and SECQ(max) values for 400GBASE-LR4-6 from 3.5dB 
to 3.4dB as proposed in slide 3 of cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4.
Yes: 19
No: 4

Straw Poll #2:
I would support changing to a single extinction ratio range for the specification of TxOMA for 400GBASE-FR4 
and 400GBASE-LR4-6, with values consistent with those defined for ER<4.5 in the D2.1 draft.
Yes: 17
No: 5

Straw Poll #3:
I would support changing to a single extinction ratio range for the specification of TxOMA for 100GBASE-FR1 
and 100GBASE-LR1, with values consistent with those defined for ER<4.5 in the D2.1 draft.
Yes: 16
No: 5



Straw Poll Results (5th May Ad Hoc)
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Straw Poll #4:
For representing TxOMA requirements in the “transmit characteristics” tables, I would prefer:
A. Editorial Alternative 1 in slide 4 of cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4
B. Editorial Alternative 2 in slide 4 of cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4
C. No strong opinion
A: 6 B: 14 C: 8

Straw Poll #5:
For representing RS requirements in the “receive characteristics” tables, I would prefer:
A. Editorial Alternative 1 in slide 5 of cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4
B. Editorial Alternative 2 in slide 5 of cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4
C. No strong opinion
A: 5 B: 16 C: 7

Straw Poll #6:
For representing RS requirements in the “receive characteristics tables, I would prefer to use
TECQ or SECQ in the tables:
A. TECQ
B. SECQ
A: 18 B: 8



Overview
During  offline consensus discussions following the May 5th ad-hoc call, a few minor 
issues were identified with some of the values in cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4 ( that 
don’t change the intent or direction of the straw poll results).

This presentation captures a consolidated view of all the changes required to the 
P802.3cu D2.1 draft and is in support of comment #8 (changes from D2.1 are 
highlighted in blue text).
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http://www.ieee802.org/3/cu/public/cu_adhoc/cu_archive/cole_3cu_adhoc_050520_v4.pdf
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Clause 140



Changes to Table 140-6
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Changes to Table 140-6 (cntd)
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Changes to Table 140-7
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Changes to Table 140-8
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Changes to 140.7.9
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Clause 151



Changes to Table 151-7
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Changes to Table 151-8
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Changes to Table 151-9
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Changes to 151.8.12
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Changes to Table 151-16
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Backup
(clean version of changes)
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Clause 140



Changes to Table 140-6 (clean)
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Changes to Table 140-7 (clean)
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Changes to Table 140-8 (clean)

23



Changes to 140.7.9 (clean)
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Clause 151



Changes to Table 151-7 (clean)
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Changes to Table 151-8 (clean)
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Changes to Table 151-9 (clean)
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Changes to 151.8.12 (clean) 
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Changes to Table 151-16 (clean)
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Thanks ! 


