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1. Slide 8: Added missing information for Plan F 

2. Slides 8, 11, 14: corrected error: Plans D-3 and D: upstream 25G laser is in O-band 

3. Slides 8, 11, 14: Added columns: upstream throughput degradation of one 25G channel if TDM coexistence.  Also 
added (because this is the trade-off) column to track the extra 10G optical receiver in the100G OLT if WDM 
coexistence and 1+3.  Note that since Plan C could accommodate either WDM or TDM coexistence, it has two entries 
now. 

4. Removed column “WBF (DS0/DS1 gap)”: decided to make the assumption in favor of Plans A and D that they will be 
adjusted to meet ≥10 nm if that is the requirement for lowest cost ONU WBF. 

5. Then, rescored all the plans.   

• Showing new detailed scoring for all plans, separately for 1+3 and 1+4 scenarios  

• Then further evaluation only for the options selected in Fort Worth: Plans A, B, C, D.  For both 10 km and 20 km. 

• New slides: 

 

 

 

 

6. New conclusions (slide 17) based on the new results. 

 

Updates per discussion in Fort Worth 

Scenario All plans 
Plans selected in Ft. 

Worth 
Plans selected in Ft. 

Worth, 10 km 

1+3 Slide 9 Slide 12 Slide 15 

1+4 Slide 10 Slide 13 Slide 16 
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kramer_3ca_5_0716.pdf 

Note: of the 6 plan options in contribution liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf ,only plans recommended in its Summary slide are considered 

http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/07/kramer_3ca_5_0716.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf
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Plans A/B: All O-band 

Plan A, Option 1 
liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf 

Plan A 
johnson_3ca_1_0916.pdf 

Plan B 
harstead_3ca_2_0916.pdf 

http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/johnson_3ca_1_0916.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/harstead_3ca_2_0916.pdf
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Plan C: 25G in O-band, 100G in S/C-band 

Plan C 
harstead_3ca_3_0916.pdf 

http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/harstead_3ca_3_0916.pdf
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Plan D: US in O-band, DS in S/C-band 
 

Plan D, option 3 
liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf 

 Plan D 
johnson_3ca_2_0916.pdf 

http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/liu_3ca_1_0916.pdf
http://www.ieee802.org/3/ca/public/meeting_archive/2016/09/johnson_3ca_2_0916.pdf
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Simple comparison: all proposed plans 

Option Bands 

Co-
existenc
e w/10G 

EPON 

One 25G 
through

put 
shared 
w/10G 

Impacts on 25G EPON Impacts on 100G EPON 

Leverage 
DC O-band 
laser tech. 

Low cost 
ONU laser 

Dispersion 
compensa

tion? 

Leverages 
DC O-band 
laser tech 

Filters: 
uniform CS 
and width 

SOA: 
narrow 

passband, 
spectrum 

EDFA 
option 

OLT 
includes 
10G Rx 

Dispersion 
compensation

? 

Plan A,  
option 1 

All O-band WDM no DS&US 
yes, 
uncooled DML 

no  DS&US no no no 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Plan A All O-band WDM no DS&US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

no  DS&US yes yes no 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Plan B All O-band TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  DS&US 
1+3: no 

1+4: yes 

1+3: no 

1+4: yes 
no no  no  

Plan C, 
TDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US no  for >10 km 

Plan C, 
WDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

WDM  no DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
for >10 km 

Plan D,  
option 3 

US in O, DS 
in S 

WDMT
DM 

yes US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

for >13 
km 

US yes no no no  
for >10 km 

? duplex TRx 

Plan D 
US in O, DS 
in C 

WDM no US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

for >10 
km 

US yes yes DS 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 

for >10 km 

? duplex TRx 

Plan F 
25G in O, 
100G in C/L 

WDM no DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes 
US 
and DS 

1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
? for >8 km 

Simple scoring: = 1; = -1  
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Scoring, all proposed plans: 1+3 
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Scoring, all proposed plans: 1+4 
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Simple comparison: Plans chosen in Fort Worth 

Option Bands 

Co-
existenc
e w/10G 

EPON 

One 25G 
through

put 
shared 
w/10G 

Impacts on 25G EPON Impacts on 100G EPON 

Leverage 
DC O-band 
laser tech. 

Low cost 
ONU laser 

Dispersion 
compensa

tion? 

Leverages 
DC O-band 
laser tech 

Filters: 
uniform CS 
and width 

SOA: 
narrow 

passband, 
spectrum 

EDFA 
option 

OLT 
includes 
10G Rx 

Dispersion 
compensation

? 

Plan A All O-band WDM no DS&US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

no  DS&US yes yes no 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Plan B All O-band TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  DS&US 
1+3: no 

1+4: yes 

1+3: no 

1+4: yes 
no no  no  

Plan C, 
TDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US no  for >10 km 

Plan C, 
WDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

WDM  no DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
for >10 km 

Plan D 
US in O, DS 
in C 

WDM no US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

for >10 
km 

US yes yes DS 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 

for >10 km 

? duplex TRx 

Simple scoring: = 1; = -1  
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Scoring, Plans chosen in Fort Worth: 1+3 
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Scoring, Plans chosen in Fort Worth: 1+4 
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Simple comparison: Plans chosen in Fort Worth, 10 km reach 

Option Bands 

Co-
existenc
e w/10G 

EPON 

One 25G 
through

put 
shared 
w/10G 

Impacts on 25G EPON Impacts on 100G EPON 

Leverage 
DC O-band 
laser tech. 

Low cost 
ONU laser 

Dispersion 
compensa

tion? 

Leverages 
DC O-band 
laser tech 

Filters: 
uniform CS 
and width 

SOA: 
narrow 

passband, 
spectrum 

EDFA 
option 

OLT 
includes 
10G Rx 

Dispersion 
compensation

? 

Plan A All O-band WDM no DS&US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

no  DS&US yes yes no 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Plan B All O-band TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  DS&US 
1+3: no 

1+4: yes 

1+3: no 

1+4: yes 
no no  no  

Plan C, 
TDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

TDM yes DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US no  no  

Plan C, 
WDM 

25G in O, 
100G in S/C 

WDM  no DS&US 
yes , 
uncooled DML 

no  no yes yes US 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Plan D 
US in O, DS 
in C 

WDM no US 
no, cooled , 2 
nm width 

no  US yes yes DS 
1+3: yes 

1+4: no 
no  

Simple scoring: = 1; = -1  
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Scoring, Plans chosen in Fort Worth: 1+3, 10 km 
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Scoring, Plans chosen in Fort Worth: 1+4, 10 km 
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Taking in account margin of error (due to the crudeness of the scoring in this simple 
comparison), these are the plans that appear to be optimize costs across both 25G 
and 100G EPON: 

 

Conclusions: Simple comparison of plans selected in Fort Worth 

20 km 10 km 

A, B, C A, B, C, D 

Next steps: 

1. Inputs identified in harstead_3ca_5_0916 will enable refinement of this comparison 

2. Weighting the criteria should also improve the accuracy of the comparison. 

3. This document will be iterated accordingly 
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backup 
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Plan based exclusively on 800 GHz CS 

λ0 

up down 

wavelength 
tolerance = 2 nm 

channel spacing = 800 GHz (4.67 nm) 

However, optical vendor input indicates potential cost impacts  

FWM: avoid ZDW 
1300-1324 nm 

≥35 nm 

1310 1320 1330 1340 1350 1360 nm 1260 1270 1280 1290 1300 

λ0 
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Cost view on channel spacing and wavelength tolerance 

From harstead_3ca_1_0716: 
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DS/US guard band to avoid collimation cost 

funada_3ca_1_0316 

liu_3ca_2_0516 


