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clarifty @  1WDP code comparison

Communications,”Inc.

e CDF comparison of code to John

vs. PIE-D

Ewen PIE-D data

e Comparison based on

47.1 psec 20-80% Gaussian prbs9
simulated waveform

7.5 GHz BT4 filter on capture
Cambridge r2.1 (108 comparisons)
20 micron fixed offset launch

No connectors
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Comparison results
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CDFs x108@20
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Penalty differences vs PIE-D

Within 0.02 dB; negative differences probably explained by round-off errors in

PIE-D, simulated waveform, or elsewhere.




ClariPhy @ Filter configurations
108 fibers x 3 offsets

CDFs x324
« Configurations 12
— “Filter” (current code) 1 SR
» Signal 2 BT-4 @ capture +Butterworth; 038 - / |
— Noise 2 Butterworth 0.6 Y :E;Fe'r'ter
— “No filter” (no additional filter for signal) | o4 o/
 Signal 2 BT-4 @ capture; 02 | /
— noise 2> BT-4 0 ‘ ‘
« “No filter” improves penalty ~0.17 dB 0 : 4 6 i
— Systematically better than PIE-D Difierence - Filier penalty
— BT-4 filter redqces integr.ated poise Vs. °1 7 7 . 3
PIE-D assumption of white noise 0.05 |
 Recommend staying with original option o
to match history of PIE-D e : .°
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