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Maximum Capacities in Submarine Cables With
Fixed Power Constraints for C-Band, C+L-Band, and

Multicore Fiber Systems
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Abstract—Achieving greater transmission capacity in subma-
rine optical cables is of great interest as data traffic demands
continue to increase worldwide. A significant constraint unique
to submarine cable systems is that of electrical power that must
be delivered to the entire cable from the terminals at the landing
points. Recently, much focus has been on how to maximize the
overall cable transmission capacity within fixed electrical power
feed constraints. Until recently, all repeatered submarine cable
systems were built using the erbium-doped fiber amplifier C-band,
but C+L-band systems are now being considered and deployed.
In parallel, there has been intense interest in spatial division mul-
tiplexing technologies, such as multicore fibers, as potential means
to enabling greater transmission capacity in terrestrial and subma-
rine systems. In this work, we examine maximum submarine cable
capacities for three types of systems based on single-core fibers
with C-band only or C+L-band transmission, and general mul-
ticore fiber systems with C-band-only transmission. The analysis
is performed on the basis of common fixed power constraints and
received signal-to-noise requirements, and comparable fiber-core
characteristics. Additional losses for devices, such as C/L-band
splitters and fan-in/fan-out modules, are accounted, and their im-
pact on maximum cable capacity is estimated. For multicore fiber
systems, other potential effects, such as higher fiber attenuation
and crosstalk between cores, are also analyzed and evaluated with
respect to capacity impacts. We find that single-core C-band sys-
tems offer the highest cable capacity, provided cable designs can
accommodate the number of fiber pairs suggested.

Index Terms—Capacity, fiber optics communications, multicore
fiber, submarine cable.

I. INTRODUCTION

G LOBAL traffic demands continue to grow at high rates, fu-
eling significant research in recent years to develop tech-

nological approaches to enable greater capacity in transmission
systems [1]. In particular, spatial division multiplexing (SDM)
technologies such as mode division multiplexing (MDM) and
multicore fibers (MCFs) have attracted a great deal of atten-
tion as potential paths to greater capacity [2]–[5]. This focus on
spatial parallelism to create higher capacity comes after higher
level and advanced modulation formats bring spectral efficiency
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gains that move systems closer to the Shannon limit [6]–[8] and
coherent systems already use two orthogonal polarizations. In
terms of the spectral dimension, dense wavelength division mul-
tiplexing (DWDM)) systems commonly use the full C-band, and
C+L systems are beginning to attract attention to provide an-
other means to boost capacity in a single fiber [9]. Lately, other
amplification approaches have also been studied as a way to in-
crease the spectral bandwidth of transmission systems beyond
C+L [10], [11], although such technologies are not as mature
and not used commercially yet.

While both terrestrial and submarine systems are experienc-
ing traffic growth and need ways to increase capacity, there
are significant differences between the two system types. In
particular, submarine transmission systems must operate under
electrical power constraints in which all power to the in-line
optical amplifiers is generated from the terminals and delivered
in the cable in a conductor along with the optical signals prop-
agating in the optical fibers. Given fundamental physics, there
are limits to the DC voltage drop that can be created and thus
power limits to the amplifiers in the cable depending on cable
length, resistance, and number of repeaters. There have been
multiple studies in recent years that have addressed the ques-
tion of submarine cable capacity maximization in the context
of a fixed power supply constraint [12]–[16]. In general, these
studies have demonstrated that higher cable capacities can be
achieved through system and cable designs that spread the fixed
electrical power over more spatial dimensions (fiber pairs or
cores or modes) while channels are operated at lower optical
powers and lower signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) [17], [18]. In
[19], Sinkin et al. showed that there is an optimum SNR that
maximizes the power efficiency and that this optimum is in the
linear transmission region where optical nonlinear effects have
little effect. Dar et al. took a different approach in which they
determined cable designs based on minimizing a cost/bit met-
ric [20]. In previous studies, we investigated the numbers of
fiber pairs predicted to maximize cable capacity for target SNR
values [21], [22].

In [22], we estimated maximum submarine cable capacities
for equal SNR targets for three system types: single-core (SC)
fibers with C-band only transmission, single-core fibers with
C+L transmission, and multicore fibers with C-band only trans-
mission. We extend that work here with a more accurate analyt-
ical SNR calculation including the “signal droop” effect [19],
consideration of a wide range of SNR values, two different link
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Fig. 1. Schematic illustration of submarine repeater.

lengths, preliminary evaluation on the basis of a cost/bit metric,
and inclusion of potential crosstalk impairment effects in the
multicore fiber analysis. Differences in cable capacity between
the system types account for extra losses such as C/L bandsplit-
ters, fan-in/fan-out (FI/FO) devices used with multicore fibers,
and splice losses. Multicore fibers are treated in a general way
that does not depend on specific fiber characteristics such as
number of cores, spacing, geometry, etc.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
Section II describes the general system model and approach to
calculating the maximum cable capacity. Section III presents
the fiber and system characteristics assumed for the analysis,
Section IV presents the results, and Section V offers a summary
and conclusions.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND CABLE CAPACITY CALCULATIONS

A general representation of a submarine repeater is shown in
Fig. 1, illustrating an individual erbium doped fiber amplifier
(EDFA) for each transmission fiber, for a total number of 2Nf p

EDFAs in each repeater for a cable with Nf p fiber pairs. The
total optical output power of each EDFA is given by

P̃optical = NchP̃ch (1)

where the system has Nch optical channels, each with P̃ch

launch power. Each EDFA consumes PEDF A units of electri-
cal power. The relationship between the EDFA electrical power
consumption and the optical power output is given by

PEDF A =
P̃optical

η
(2)

where η is the electrical-to-optical conversion efficiency which
takes into account all factors such as driver efficiency, current
for pump ageing, gain flattening filter loss, pump conversion
efficiency, etc. [23]. The total repeater power consumption can
be expressed as

Prep =
2Nf pPEDF A

(1 − ε)
(3)

and ε represents a fraction of the total repeater power for control
circuitry not related to optical power conversion.

With the assumption of a fixed cable voltage VP F E from
power feed equipment (PFE) and optimum current such that the
total voltage drop is divided equally between the repeaters and
the cable, we can write the optimum repeater electrical power

consumption as

Prep,opt =
(VP F E )2

4NspLR0Nrep
(4)

where Nsp is the number of spans, L is the span length, R0 is
the cable resistance, and Nrep is the number of repeaters [12].
The relation in Eq. 4 represents the maximum power transfer
condition for a fixed cable voltage. Combining (1) through (4),
we obtain the following for the maximum number of fiber pairs
supported as

Nf p = floor

[
(1 − ε) ηV 2

P F E

8NchP̃chNspLR0Nrep

]
. (5)

The total maximum theoretical cable capacity is expressed as

Ccable = 2Nf pNchBsym log2

[
1 + SNR

(
P̃ch , L

)]
(6)

where Nch is the number of channels, Bsym is the symbol rate,
and received signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is dependent on the
optical channel power and span length, among other factors. In
this work, we assume that the channel spacing is the same as
the symbol rate for Nyquist WDM transmission. We calculate
the channel SNR by using the Gaussian noise model for nonlin-
ear transmission [24] with the signal droop effect in the linear
regime [19] to accurately model SNR at both ends of the channel
power range. Thus channel SNR can be expressed as

SNR =
P̃ch − P̃ASE

P̃ASE + βP̃ 3
ch

(7)

where P̃ch is the nominal channel power at launch and P̃ASE is
the ASE noise power in the channel bandwidth given by

P̃ASE = hνBsym Nrep (FG − 1) (8)

G is amplifier gain equal to the span loss in linear units, F
is amplifier noise figure, and β is calculated from fiber and
link parameters according to (36) and (40) in [24]. In principle,
the nonlinear interference noise power βP̃ 3

ch should also be
subtracted in the numerator of (7), but this is neglected because
the effect is negligible for all channel power levels at or below
the optimal nonlinear channel power for practical link distances
considered here.

The general approach used in this analysis compares total
cable capacity between the three considered system types on
the basis of equal SNR values for each system. For a given
SNR value and span length, the channel launch power is de-
termined that produces the target SNR, and then the number
of fiber pairs (or fiber core pairs) that can be supported for a
fixed cable voltage is calculated according to (5). The relative
cable capacities as obtained from (6) are then determined by
the relative number of fiber pairs since the channel SNR values
are equal between system types. The maximum cable capacity
in each case is determined by searching over a range of span
lengths from 40 km to 100 km. The relationship between SNR
and channel launch power includes fiber parameters and extra
losses from other devices in each system. For a system using un-
coupled core MCFs, we will also address the effect of crosstalk
level on total capacity.
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Fig. 2. Schematic diagrams of repeater optical paths in three system types.

TABLE I
FIBER PARAMETERS

III. REPEATER CONFIGURATIONS AND FIBER

AND SYSTEM PARAMETERS

Simplified schematic diagrams of the repeater optical paths
for the three system types are shown in Fig. 2. Single-core C-
band only systems have the simplest configuration with each
transmission fiber connected directly to a C-band EDFA. For
single-core C+L systems, the C and L transmission bands are
split with a C/L bandsplitter, amplified separately with C- and
L-band EDFAs, and then re-combined with another C/L band-
splitter at the exit. For MCF systems, we assume that the in-
dividual cores will be amplified with separate C-band EDFAs
with the aid of fan-out devices and fan-in devices on the in-
put and output sides of the repeater, respectively. This MCF
repeater configuration is the most straightforward, and perhaps
most likely, approach in the near term although significant re-
search has gone into other MCF amplification approaches such
as cladding pumping which would not require fan-it and fan-out
devices [25]. We will briefly address the topic of other MCF
amplification approaches later with regard to pump efficiency
and cable capacity.

The general fiber and system parameters considered for the
analysis are given in Tables I and II, respectively. The fiber
core parameters are generally representative of optical fibers
currently deployed in submarine systems.

For the purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that the
electrical-to-optical conversion efficiency is the same for C- and
L-band EDFAs, although there might be differences in practice.

TABLE II
SYSTEM PARAMETERS

Fig. 3. SNR vs EDFA output power for three system types, with example
target SNR indication. Solid blue line is C-band in C+L system, dashed blue
line is L-band in C+L system. Link length = 6,600 km, and span length =
60 km.

We have also assumed a nominally slightly higher attenuation
for MCFs compared to single-core fibers, given more complex
manufacturing processes. No differences were assumed for bend
losses incurred in repeater sites.

IV. MODELING RESULTS

Figure 3 illustrates the effects of extra losses from higher
fiber attenuation, splice losses, and other optical elements in
terms of the received SNR of a signal as a function of the EDFA
output power for a 130 channel DWDM system. The results
are for a system with 60 km spans and a total link length of
6,600 km, for the three system configurations considered here.
On the basis of achieving equal SNR values for all channels,
one can observe the differences in EDFA output powers for the
different systems. The SC C-band only system clearly requires
the lowest EDFA output power, while the C+L EDFAs require
higher output power mainly due to the C/L bandsplitter losses,
and the MCF system requires the most output power due to
the assumed 1 dB FI/FO losses and higher splice losses within
the spans. In our modeling approach, the C/L bandsplitter and
FI/FO losses are included as lumped losses at beginning and
end of the span, while the intra-span splice losses are treated as
increasing the average fiber attenuation.
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Fig. 4. (a) Maximum cable capacity for 6,600 km link vs. span length for
three system types. (b) Number of fiber core pairs supported. Solid red line:
MCF with nominal fiber attenuation. Dashed red line: MCF with same fiber
attenuation as single-core fiber. Target SNR = 8.5 dB.

An example of cable capacity results according to (6) obtained
for 6,600 km systems with a target SNR value of 8.5 dB are given
in Fig. 4a as a function of span length. The target SNR value of
8.5 dB chosen here for illustration might represent 3 dB margin
over a soft-decision forward error correction (FEC) threshold
of 5.5 dB for polarization-multiplexed quadrature phase shift
keying (PM-QPSK) signals, for example. To assess the relative
role of the assumed nominal increase in fiber attenuation for
the MCF, we have included results when the attenuation is the
same as for the single-core fiber (red dashed line). For this SNR
target, the extra optical losses incurred with the C+L and MCF
systems reduce the maximum cable capacity as compared to
the single-core C-band only system by about 29% and 45%,
respectively. The number of fiber core pairs supported by the
fixed voltage of 15 kV is given in Fig. 4b. It is worth noting
that while the MCF system provides the smallest capacity of
the three system types, the number of fiber core pairs needed is
greater than that of the single-core C+L system since each C+L
fiber carries twice the total capacity of a MCF core according
to our model.

We can assess the relative behavior of the different systems
over the whole range of SNR values available by examining a
specific span length. This data is given in Fig. 5a, with the cor-
responding number of fiber core pairs in Fig. 5b for a 6,600 km
system built with 60 km spans. The maximum number of fiber
pairs indicated at the theoretically optimal SNR value for a
single-core C-band system is about 120 for this link length,

Fig. 5. (a) Maximum cable capacity vs. target SNR for 6,600 km link with
60 km spans. (b) Number of fiber core pairs supported.

although considerations such as FEC threshold may suggest
minimally practical SNR targets of at least 5 dB, which would
lower the number of fiber pairs required significantly.

The relative capacity levels between the three system con-
figurations remains essentially constant for all target SNR lev-
els, with the SC C+L and MCF systems having approximately
∼73% and 53% of the SC C-band maximum capacity, respec-
tively. We note that the behavior of cable capacity agrees well
with the theoretical prediction in [19] in that a maximum exists
for SNR ∼2.4 dB. For comparison, similar cable capacity vs.
SNR data is given in Fig. 6 for a longer 10,020 km link. The
granularity induced by the requirement for an integer number
of fiber core pairs is more pronounced for the longer system
because fewer core pairs can be supported with the same fixed
voltage limitation. The maximum number of fiber core pairs
corresponding to the maximum cable capacity at 2.4 dB SNR
for the SC C-band only, SC C+L, and MCF systems is about 35,
12, and 18, respectively. Those numbers are smaller for higher
target SNR values, reducing to about 22, 8, and 12, respectively,
for a target SNR = 5 dB.

A. Dependence of MCF Capacity on Losses and Pump
Power Inefficiency

The results in Figs. 4–6 show that the MCF system has
the smallest cable capacity for any target SNR because of the
larger optical losses. As Fig. 4 shows, the slightly higher fiber



DOWNIE: MAXIMUM CAPACITIES IN SUBMARINE CABLES WITH FIXED POWER CONSTRAINTS FOR C-BAND, C+L-BAND 4029

Fig. 6. Maximum cable capacity vs. target SNR for 10,020 km link with 60 km
spans.

Fig. 7. Maximum cable capacity of MCF system as a function of FI/FO loss
for target SNR of 8.5 dB. Link length = 6,600 km.

attenuation makes little difference, making the assumed 1 dB
loss for the FI/FO devices the primary contributor to the reduced
cable capacity. Fig. 7 presents data illustrating the cable capaci-
ties for the three systems at a given SNR of 8.5 dB as a function
of the MCF FI/FO loss. The results show that the FI/FO device
losses need to be about 0.4 dB to promote equal cable capacity
to the SC C+L system. This makes sense given the C/L band-
splitter loss of 0.5 dB, and while the MCF has higher intra-span
splice losses, the L-band EDFA has a higher noise figure.

While we have nominally assumed the configuration of the
MCF repeater as shown in Fig. 2 in which FI/FO devices are em-
ployed and each core is amplified separately, it is worth briefly
considering an alternative architecture without such devices and
their associated losses. Cladding pumping and individual core
pumping schemes have been investigated for MCF amplifiers
and these would not involve FI/FO devices [25], [26]. Here,
we do not need to stipulate a specific amplifier design but we
can examine the relative pump power conversion efficiency by
varying the electrical-to-optical conversion efficiency parame-
ter in our modeling. This serves to represent the higher pump
powers that may be required by cladding pumping or perhaps in-
dividual core pumping if MCF-EDFA components have higher
losses than those used with single-core fibers. The results in
Fig. 8 suggest that extra pump powers needed for MCF EDFAs

Fig. 8. Maximum cable capacity of MCF system as a function of extra pump
power factor for EDFAs without FI/FOs for target SNR of 8.5 dB. Link length
= 6,600 km.

Fig. 9. Voltage requirements for the three system types with equal cable
capacities as a function of target SNR. The system is a 6,600 km link with
60 km spans. The capacity at each SNR equals that of the MCF system in
Fig. 5a.

without FI/FO devices should be no more than 20% larger than
conventional single-core EDFA pumps to produce the same op-
tical signal power levels in order to meet the total capacity of
a C+L system. Even if no extra power is required (extra pump
power factor = 1.0), the MCF system will still provide some-
what smaller maximum cable capacity than single-core C-band
systems because of higher splice losses and potentially higher
fiber attenuation.

B. Voltage Requirements for Equal Capacity

Returning to the original configurations and parameters as
given in Fig. 2 and Tables I and II, we next assess the rela-
tive cable voltage levels required with equal cable capacities
for the three system types. For the SC C-band system, this is
done by setting the number of fiber pairs equal to the smaller
number of fiber core pairs Nf p,M C F supported by the MCF sys-
tem. For the SC C+L system, we set the number of fiber pairs
equal to Nf p,M C F /2 if Nf p,M C F is even, or Nf p,M C F /2 + 1
if Nf p,M C F is odd. For the same target SNR values, this pro-
duces equal capacities for the SC C-band and MCF systems, and
either equal or slightly larger capacity for the SC C+L system.
Results from the modeling are given in Fig. 9 for the 6,600 km
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Fig. 10. SNR vs. EDFA output power with MCF distributed crosstalk. FI/FO
crosstalk is -50 dB. System is a 10,020 km link with 60 km spans.

system with 60 km spans and show that for equal cable capaci-
ties, while the MCF system generally requires close to the 15 kV
limit, the SC C+L system and SC C-band systems have voltage
requirements <13 and <11 kV, respectively.

C. Effects of Crosstalk in MCFs on Cable Capacity

Up until this point, we have not made any assumptions about
the hypothetical MCFs modeled in terms of geometry, number
of cores, etc. The cable capacity calculations were dependent
primarily on fiber core characteristics and loss elements as de-
scribed in Table I. In this section, we consider the additional
effect of crosstalk between cores in a MCF system on cable
capacity, assuming nominally uncoupled cores. Crosstalk be-
tween cores has been a subject of much research recently as this
is recognized as an impairment unique to uncoupled MCFs that
must be addressed and minimized [27], [28].

As the repeater configuration is shown in Fig. 2, there are two
potential sources of crosstalk in the MCF system. One source
is the multicore fiber itself, with distributed crosstalk occurring
during propagation in the fiber spans. The other source is discrete
crosstalk in the FI/FO devices located in the repeaters. The total
crosstalk power generated over an entire link can be written as

P̃X T ,tot = XTtot · P̃ch (9)

where

XTtot = NspL · 10X TM C F (dB/km )/10

+ 2Nrep · 10X TF I / F O (dB )/10 (10)

and XTM C F (dB/km) represents the distributed crosstalk in
the MCF, and XTF I/F O (dB) is the discrete crosstalk contribu-
tion from a FI or FO device. With this definition of the crosstalk
power, the signal SNR at the receiver can be modified from that
given in Eq. 7 to include the effect of MCF crosstalk as

SNR =
P̃ch − P̃ASE − P̃X T ,tot

P̃ASE + P̃X T ,tot + βP̃ 3
ch

. (11)

An example of how SNR changes for different levels of
XTM C F (dB/km) is given in Fig. 10 for a 10,020 km link
with 60 km spans. The discrete crosstalk XTF I/F O (dB) aris-
ing from the FI/FO devices was set to be−50 dB in these results.

Fig. 11. Cable capacity vs. MCF crosstalk level for 10,000 km and 6,600 km
links and different target SNR values. Discrete crosstalk level from FI/FO de-
vices is set at −50 dB. Span length = 60 km.

TABLE III
SYSTEM COST PARAMETERS NORMALIZED TO TRANSPONDER

COST PER 100 GB/S

In Fig. 11, cable capacity data for MCF systems of length
10,000 km and 6,600 km are shown as a function of the fiber
distributed crosstalk level. We again assume −50 dB discrete
FI/FO crosstalk. The maximum fiber crosstalk level is shown for
each system case, beyond which the target SNR can no longer be
achieved. The results indicate that for the range of SNR values
considered from 8.5–10.5 dB, maximum tolerable fiber crosstalk
values are −53 dB/km to −62 dB/km for a 10,000 km link,
and −49 dB/km to −53 dB/km for a 6,600 km link. However,
fiber crosstalk should be less than about −62 dB/km to incur
negligible capacity loss for either link length.

D. Evaluation on the Basis of a Cost/Capacity Metric

As mentioned in the introduction, another approach to design-
ing a submarine cable and choosing the number of fiber pairs,
span length, and operating SNR is by optimizing a cost/capacity
metric [20]. In this section we adopt the cost model suggested
in [20] as another means to compare the three system types
considered. The cost model assigns relative costs to different
components of a submarine cable build, as given in Table III.
The total system build cost is calculated as

Ctotal = (cD + cC ) NspL + 2Nf p (cF NspL + cOANrep)

+ 2cT C/100 (12)

where C is the capacity in one direction as previously defined
here. The relative costs in Table III are taken from [20].

For the purposes of this exercise, we assumed that the cost
per km of one core in a MCF is the same as the cost per km
of a single-core fiber. In practice, differences in fiber core cost
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Fig. 12. Cost/capacity metric as a function of span length for three system
types. (a) 6,600 km links. (b) 10,000 km links.

are possible due to more complicated MCF manufacturing pro-
cesses relative to single-core fibers. We also assumed the same
cost for C-band EDFAs and L-band EDFAs. We first calculated
the maximum cable capacity in the manner described here for
span lengths 40–100 km and over a full range of target SNR val-
ues for each system type such as shown in Figs. 5 and 6. We then
calculated the cost/capacity metric based on the cost model, and
chose the optimal target SNR and corresponding number of fiber
core pairs for each system type that minimized the cost/capacity
metric for each system type at each span length. The results
for 6,600 km and 10,000 km links are presented in Fig. 12.
For a 6,600 km link, the MCF and SC C+L system minimum
cost/capacity values are about 20% and 5% higher than for the
SC C-band only system, respectively. For a 10,000 km link, the
MCF and SC C+L system minimum cost/capacity values are
about 37% and 12% higher than for the SC C-band only system,
respectively.

Evaluated at the minimum cost/capacity span lengths, the
relative cable capacities are shown in Fig. 13 for the 6,600 km
and 10,000 km links. For 6,600 km, the relative capacities of
SC C+L and MCF C-band systems are reduced by about 6%
and 32% compared to a SC C-band system. The same relative
capacity reductions are 23% and 41% for a 10,000 km system.
The numbers of fiber core pairs indicated by the analysis in the
minimum cost/capacity condition for each link length are given

Fig. 13. Relative cable capacity for two link lengths and three system types
when calculated in the minimum cost/capacity condition. The data is normalized
for each link length to that of the SC C-band system.

TABLE IV
NUMBER OF FIBER CORE PAIRS AT THE MINIMUM COST/CAPACITY

OPERATING CONDITION

in Table IV. At the minimum cost/capacity solutions, the SNR
values were in the range of about 8–9.5 dB for the 6,600 km
link, and 6–7 dB for the 10,000 km link, with the SC C-band
system at the upper end of the SNR range and the MCF system
at the lower end.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have compared the maximum cable capacities of sub-
marine transmission systems for fixed power feed equipment
voltage with three system configurations: single-core fiber C-
band, single-core fiber C+L, and MCF C-band. We find that the
extra losses introduced by C+L and MCF systems limit the total
cable capacity compared to SC fiber C-band systems. For MCFs,
dependence on FI/FO loss, extra pump power for multicore ED-
FAs, and crosstalk were explored to determine ranges that may
be necessary to approach capacities enabled with single-core
fiber solutions. The results in general suggest that cable designs
that can accommodate larger numbers of single-core fiber pairs
offer the greatest capacity and lowest overall cost/capacity for
constant voltage supply.

REFERENCES

[1] P. Winzer and D. Neilson, “From scaling disparities to integrated paral-
lelism,” J. Lightw. Technol., vol. 35, no. 5, pp. 1099–1115, Mar. 2017.

[2] T. Hayashi, Y. Tamura, T. Hasegawa, and T. Taru, “Record-low spatial
mode dispersion and ultra-low loss coupled multi-core fiber for ultra-
long-haul transmission,” J. Lightw. Technol., vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 450–457,
Feb. 2017.

[3] T. Gonda et al., “Recent progress and outlook on multicore fiber for
practical use,” in Proc. Opt. Fiber Commun., 2018, Paper Tu3B.1.



4032 JOURNAL OF LIGHTWAVE TECHNOLOGY, VOL. 36, NO. 18, SEPTEMBER 15, 2018

[4] D. Richardson, J. M. Fini, and L. E. Nelson, “Space-division multiplexing
in optical fibres,” Nat. Photon., vol. 7, pp. 354–362, 2013.

[5] R. Ryf et al., “Long-distance transmission over coupled-core multicore
fiber,” in Proc. 42nd Eur. Conf. Opt. Commun. Post Deadline Paper, 2016,
Paper Th.3.C.3.

[6] F. Buchali, F. Steiner, G. Bocherer, L. Schmalen, P. Schulte, and
W. Idler, “Rate adaptation and reach increase by probabilistically shaped
64-QAM: An experimental demonstration,” J. Lightw. Technol., vol. 34,
no. 7, pp. 1599–1609, Apr. 2016.

[7] A. Ghazisaeidi et al., “Advanced C+L-band transoceanic transmission
systems based on probabilistically shaped PDM-64QAM,” J. Lightw. Tech-
nol., vol. 35, no. 7, pp. 1291–1299, Apr. 2017.

[8] S. Zhang et al., “Capacity-approaching transmission over 6375 km using
hybrid quasi-single-mode fiber spans,” J. Lightw. Technol., vol. 35, no. 3,
pp. 481–487, Feb. 2017.

[9] J.-X. Cai et al., “51.5 Tb/s capacity over 17,107 km in C+L bandwidth
using single mode fibers and nonlinearity compensation,” in Proc. Eur.
Conf. Opt. Commun., 2017, Paper Th.PDP.A.2.

[10] J. Renaudier et al., “First 100-nm continuous-band WDM transmission
system with 115 Tb/s transport over 100 km using novel ultra-wideband
semiconductor optical amplifiers,” in Proc. Eur. Conf. Opt. Commun. Post
Deadline Paper, 2017, Paper Th.PDP.A.3.

[11] S. V. Firstov et al., “Bi/Er co-doped fibers as an active medium for optical
amplifiers for the C-, L- and U- telecommunication bands,” in Proc. 42nd
Eur. Con. Opt. Commun., 2016, pp. 722–724.

[12] S. Desbruslais, “Maximizing the capacity of ultra-long haul submarine
systems,” in Proc. 20th Eur. Conf. Netw. Opt. Commun., 2015, pp. 1–6.

[13] E. Mateo, Y. Inada, T. Ogata, S. Mikami, V. Kamalov, and V. Vusirikala,
“Capacity limits of submarine cables,” in Proc. SubOptic, Dubai, 2016,
Paper TH1A.1.

[14] O. D. Domingues, D. A. A. Mello, R. Silva, S. Ö. Arik, and J. M Kahn,
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