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Abstract—In coherent optical communication systems the laser
phase noise is commonly modeled as a Wiener process. We
propose a sliding-window based linearization of the phase noise,
enabling a novel description. We show that, by stochastically
modeling the residual error introduced by this approximation,
equalization-enhanced phase noise (EEPN) can be described
and decomposed into four different components. Furthermore,
we analyze the four components separately and provide a
stochastical model for each of them. This novel model allows to
predict the impact of well-known algorithms in coherent digital
signal processing (DSP) pipelines such as timing recovery (TR)
and carrier phase recovery (CPR) on each of the terms. Thus,
it enables to approximate the resulting signal affected by EEPN
after each of these DSP steps and helps to derive appropriate
ways of mitigating such effects.

Index Terms—Coherent optical communication, equalization-
enhanced phase noise, phase noise, phase noise model

I. INTRODUCTION

W ITH increasing data rates, and therefore increas-
ing symbol rates, equalization-enhanced phase noise

(EEPN) becomes a non-negligible impairment for coherent
optical systems. EEPN stems from the nonlinear interaction
between the phase noise of local oscillators at the receiver
and transmitter and the electronic dispersion compensation
(EDC). For higher symbol rates, the accumulated dispersion
is larger and thus an EDC filter with more memory is required
which leads to a larger penalty induced by EEPN. The impact
of EEPN on the receiver’s signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is
noticeable for current pluggables and will be even larger for
the next generation pluggables with 800G and beyond [1],
[2]. Hence, a fundamental understanding of EEPN is crucial
to develop improved mitigation techniques which are required
for next generation optical communication systems.

The effect of EEPN has first been described in [3] where
it was found to create inter-symbol interference (ISI) and
induce a timing jitter [4]. In other words, amplitude noise is
induced by the the phase noise [5]. Further investigations in
[6]–[8] provided more detailed insights into the mathematical
description of the phenomenon. More recently, the focus has
shifted towards mitigation techniques [9]–[12] as well as
finding improved phase noise models to better reflect real
world lasers [1], [2], [13].

In this work, we present a phase noise model that enables
a novel description of EEPN impacted communication links.

The authors are with the Institute of Telecommunications, University
of Stuttgart (e-mail: {jung,janz,tenbrink}@inue.uni-stuttgart.de), and Nokia,
Stuttgart (e-mail: vahid.aref@nokia.com).

It is based on a linearization as a first step and an estimation
of the error as a second step. The result is a mathematical
description that allows to separate EEPN into four impairment
terms. A separation of EEPN in four different components
has already been shown in [7]. However, our model enables a
stochastical description of each of these terms by the use of
a few assumptions and simplifications. All of these required
steps are shown to be reasonable within this work and yield
a good approximation for EEPN impacted signals.

In Fig. 1, the different components of EEPN, as derived
by the proposed model, are shown. The impact per symbol
is color coded to visualize the dependency of the respective
terms. A noisy version of the original 16-QAM constellation
can be seen in the leftmost subplot, which we call the timing
error term. This can be interpreted as the most significant
effect of EEPN that has the largest impact on the induced
penalty. Moreover, it also contains the most information about
the sent signal. The second term, called the rotation term
further rotates the symbols along their phase shift orientation
and stems from the consideration of a transmit laser. This term
no longer allows to unambiguously infer the originally sent
symbol and the information is lost. The third and fourth term,
i.e., the pure noise terms, which will be referred to as receiver
residual noise term and cross residual noise term, induce a
Gaussian error cloud around each symbol. These terms can be,
according to [7], attributed to be mostly irretrievable as these
terms contain low information as they behave like a white
noise. From these plots it is apparent that the cross residual
term has much smaller power than the receiver residual term
and is, at the given linewidth, negligible. These terms will be
derived in detail in Section IV and V.

It is worth mentioning that the proposed model connects
the phase noise process directly to its impact on the signal
in terms of timing error and additional noise terms which
allows to better characterize the residual error induced by
EEPN after each step in a classical coherent digital signal
processing (DSP) pipeline. Moreover, the signal with residual
EEPN after timing recovery (TR) and carrier phase recovery
(CPR) can be described by our model. With this, the overall
system impact of phase noise can be better characterized
which helps developing novel mitigation techniques.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
some recent and relevant contributions about EEPN are briefly
reviewed- before the general system model is presented in
Section III. Our proposed modification of the phase noise
model is presented in Section IV. The model is refined in
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Fig. 1. Components of the proposed EEPN model for a 150 kHz linewidth laser. The constellation points of the 16-QAM are color-coded to indicate how
they are affected by the respective impairment term, as further detailed in Eq. (20).

Section V yielding a full description of the four terms. The
impact of different DSP algorithms on EEPN penalty with
respect to each term is evaluated in Section VI. A quick
summary and conclusions are provided in Section VII.

II. RELATED WORK

To the best of out knowledge. a first mathematical descrip-
tion of EEPN was given in [3] and numerical simulations
were performed to show that the EEPN penalty scales linearly
with accumulated chromatic dispersion, i.e., bandwidth and
transmission length, as well as the laser linewidth. Similar
simulations in [5] also showed this interaction between phase
noise and EDC, resulting in amplitude noise and significantly
degrading the performance in coherent optical communica-
tions.

The influence of the phase noise of transmitter and receiver
lasers was experimentally studied in [4]. It was shown that,
with out precompensation of chromatic dispersion, the transmit
laser has little impact for link distances over ∼ 100 km.
Additionally, the numerical results for the penalty of EEPN
were verified and EEPN was found to induce a timing jitter.

A thorough mathematical description of EEPN was given
in [6]. This descriptions indicate that EEPN is caused by the
interference of multiple demodulated and delayed versions of
the original signal. Furthermore, an equation for estimating the
SNR penalty induced by EEPN was given and a bandwidth
cutoff limit for the mitigation was derived.

In [7], EEPN was separated into different spectral com-
ponents. Each component was then analyzed in terms of
its impact on the signal and the possibility to mitigate it.
The components were mainly split into a slow varying mean
frequency and a fast and practically untrackable frequency
jitter.

Different phase recovery schemes were investigated in [8].
It was shown that even perfect knowledge of the phase noise
process does not allow to fully compensate the phase errors.
In addition, it was show that Ideal data remodulation (IDR)
with a carefully chosen averaging length can be used in
simulation to give a comparable performance to implementable
phase recovery algorithms such as blind phase search (BPS)
while being much easier to simulate. Different phase recovery
schemes have been investigated in terms of their ability to

correctly estimate the EEPN penalty and the memory of EEPN
was characterized by means of autocorrelation functions.

A stochastic analysis in [14] tries to describe the elliptical
scatter of received constellation points because of EEPN.s In
[1], the authors showed that the phase noise model and real
lasers differ in their induced penalty. Furthermore, a model
was presented that correlates the residual timing error caused
by EEPN and the SNR penalty.

The residual timing error was shown to be partially mitigat-
able by classical timing recovery algorithms such as Godard
[15] or Gardner [16] in [9]. A second-stage timing recovery
after a classical coherent DSP without a specifically tweaked
first stage timing error detector was proposed in [12] and
achieved moderate gains. We have shown in [17] how different
second-stage timing recovery schemes perform and proposed
an optimized version of Mueller-Muller [18] that improved the
findings in [12]. More general adaptive filters beyond timing
compensation were presented in [10] and [11]. The latter
modeled the phase noise in terms of its Fourier frequencies
and derived a filter structure to deal with EEPN for different
phase recovery schemes. Both [10] and [11] were able to
significantly reduce the EEPN penalty.

Modifying the phase noise model to better fit real world
lasers was proposed in [2] by means of applying filters
derived from the power spectral density (PSD) of laser phase
noise measurements. Another modified phase noise model was
proposed in [13] that allows to more accurately predict the
EEPN penalty.

From these references, a typical system model is established
that is used to investigate EEPN. The specifics will be pre-
sented in the following section.

III. SYSTEM MODEL

To model the effects of EEPN, we assume a simple optical
communication link. It considers a dispersive channel includ-
ing complex additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) as the
only impairments apart from the LO phase noise processes.
The block diagram of the communication link in baseband
representation is shown in Fig. 2. It is a simplified model
of an optical coherent transceiver with ideal optical front-
ends. We assume that the polarization effects can be perfectly
compensated and LO phase noise are independently impaired
on each polarization. This allows us to focus on a single
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Fig. 2. Block diagram of the communication link with both transmitter and receiver phase noise.

polarization to study the penalty caused by the LO phase
noise. The transmitter (TX) will output randomly selected
symbols from a 16-QAM constellation that are upsampled
to the simulation frequency fsim and pulse shaped using a
root-raised cosine (RRC) filter with a roll-off of 0.1. This
signal is then mixed with the phase noise of the transmit
laser exp {jϕTX (t)} before passing it through the dispersive
channel with transfer function HCD (f). The dispersed signal
is additionally impaired by additive white Gaussian noise
(AWGN), resulting in an SNR of 13.7dB. The motivation
for this specific SNR stems from the oFEC standard since
the target SNR is given as 12.7 dB. It gives 1 dB room
for additional impairments like EEPN. EEPN causes some
additional SNR penalty, which can be partially mitigated in
DSP. Afterwards, the signal is mixed with the phase noise of
the receiver laser exp {jϕRX (t)}. The receiver (RX) performs
matched filtering, i.e., compensating for chromatic dispersion
and low-pass filtering before the signal is downsampled to the
symbol rate RS. In this work, perfect chromatic dispersion
compensation in frequency domain is assumed to focus on
the impact of the phase noise.

To simplify the analytical derivation, we assume an ideal
Nyquist pulse shaping even though the simulation are done
using a practical RRC pulse-shaping. Assuming an ideal pulse
shaping, the channel model is similar to [6] given as

y (t) =F−1
{
F
{
F−1

{
F
{

x (t) e jϕTX(t)
}
HCD (f)

}
e jϕRX(t)

}
H−1

CD (f)
}
,

(1)

where F and F−1 denote the Fourier transform and its inverse,
respectively. In this, and all the following equations, we
slightly abuse the notation of Fourier transform for simplicity.
The Fourier transform is of course a discrete one (DFT)
as we are in discrete time. We denote the frequencies as
f ∈ (−∞,∞). However, this does not change the conclusions
and the results. The chromatic dispersion filter HCD (f) is
described by

HCD (f) = e−j
β2
2 (2π)2f2ℓ (2)

with the group velocity dispersion parameter β2 and the
transmission length ℓ.

A. Phase Noise Model

The phase noise of a laser is commonly modeled as a
Wiener process [19] given by

ϕk = ϕ0 +

k∑
n=1

∆ϕn, ∆ϕn ∼ N (0, 2π∆ν/fsim) (3)

in discrete time, where the initial random starting phase
of the laser is denoted by ϕ0 and ∆ν is the linewidth of
the laser. The samples ∆ϕn are zero-mean and independent
identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian random variables. We
choose the samples to be on simulation frequency fsim which
can be considered as the sampling rate of the analog-to-digital
converter (ADC).

A realization of such a stochastic process at any given point
k is zero-mean and the variance is given by

Var [ϕk] = 2πk∆ν/fsim.

Due to the cumulative nature of the process the variance
increases with k and there is a correlation between the phase
noise at different points in time. The autocorrelation function
of the phase noise is given by

Rϕϕ (k, l) = 2π∆ν/fsim min {k, l} .

This results in the power spectral density (PSD)

PSDΦ (f) =
1

π

∆ν/2

(∆ν/2)
2
+ f2

.

It is a Lorentzian spectrum of the phase noise, i.e., the PSD
of the phase noise drops with 1/f2. The full-width half-
maximum (FWHM) of the Lorentzian spectrum is defined as
the linewidth ∆ν of the laser. It is commonly used as an
indicator for the quality of the laser and its behavior as in
Eq. (3).

However, it is important to note that this model is only an
approximation of the true behavior of the phase noise. For
instance, a discrepancy between the predicted performance
from the simulated model and the actual performance in real-
world setup is reported in [1], [12]. Recently, it was proposed
to fit the PSD by applying filters to match specific lasers [2].

Nevertheless, the Wiener process is a good starting point
to understand the behavior of the phase noise. It gives a good
understanding of the predominant noise source in the laser and
can be adapted as in the aforementioned paper to better match
the real-world.
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IV. PROPOSED PHASE NOISE MODEL

The stochastic nature of the phase noise process as in
Eq. (3) makes it difficult to directly describe EEPN. Therefore,
the goal of the following section is to motivate and suggest
an approximated phase noise model that results in an easier
description of EEPN.

The fundamental assumption underlying our derivations is
that the LO phase noise process within a symmetric window
of 2N + 1 samples around any time k is well approximated
by a linear regression function. In other words, at time k, the
neighboring N samples on fsim to the left and right are used
for a linear regression. These N samples correspond to

NS = N · RS/fsim (4)

symbols. As the linewidths of the local oscillators are much
smaller than the bandwidth of the symbols, the approximation
is reasonable. In the context of chromatic dispersion, the
number of symbols over which the pulse is spread, for our
purposes referred to as 2NCD + 1, can be calculated from

2NCD + 1 =
(
2
⌊
−πβ2ℓR

2
S

⌋
+ 1
)
· fsim/RS (5)

The required condition is that NS ≥ NCD to capture the
full extend of EEPN. We verify this condition in the next
subsection.

For each symbol at time k, we have

ϑk (χ) = a1,kχ+ a0,k (6)

with χ ∈ [−N,N ], i.e., χ is the time variable of the linear
regression for the kth sample.

In this model, the subscript k denotes the time-dependent
nature of the affine function ϑ which has two parameters,
namely, the slope a1,k and the interception a0,k. They are
determined using a linear regression, i.e.,

a1,k =

N∑
i=−N

i(ϕk+i − 1
2N+1

N∑
l=−N

ϕk+l)

N∑
i=−N

i2
(7)

a0,k =
1

2N + 1

N∑
i=−N

ϕk+i. (8)

The slope a1,k can with regard to [7] and [11] be seen as the
mean frequency within this window and the main frequency
component of the Fourier series, respectively.

A visual representation of this idea is depicted in Fig. 3.
There, an exemplary Wiener process is linearized around two
different points in time. For the linearization, the windowed
regression as in Eq. (8) is applied for each time step. Due
to the windowed nature which takes neighboring samples into
account, the slopes at different points in time are correlated.

With the linearization, we can describe the phase noise
around time k as

e jϕk

∣∣∣
k∈[−N,N ]

≈ e jϑk(χ) = e j(a1,kχ+a0,k). (9)
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the sliding-window based linear regression for an
exemplary random walk. The regression window size is 5200 symbols. The
red shaded areas indicate the residual error of the approximation.

This function can be transformed into the frequency domain
with respect to χ using the shifting property of the Fourier
transform

Fχ

{
e jϑk(χ)

}
= δ (f − a1,k/2π) e ja0,k . (10)

Inserting this result into the system equation Eq. (1) for the
LO phase noise at TX and RX results in

ỹk (χ) = e j(a0,k+b0,k)F−1
χ

{
Xk (f − a1,k/2π − b1,k/2π)

HCD (f − b1,k/2π)H−1
CD (f)

}
,

(11)

where a1,k and a0,k and b1,k and b0,k refer to the regression
parameters of TX and RX phase noise, respectively. The
subscript k in Xk is used to indicate that the Fourier transform
is valid only within the window. For χ it holds that

ỹk (0) ≈ yk. (12)

With this formulation two aspects arising from the employed
model are noticeable.

Primarily, the discrepancy between the dispersion compen-
sation and the channel becomes evident. This discrepancy
stems from the frequency shift as modeled by the linearization,
causing the parabolic phase of the dispersive channel as in
Eq. (2) and its compensation filter to become misaligned.
Consequently, this misalignment leads to the presence of
artifacts in the received signal. This CDC discrepancy can be,
similar to [6], rewritten with Eq. (2) to the form

HCD(f − b1,k/2π)H−1
CD (f) = e−j

β2
2 b21,kℓe−jβ22πfb1,kℓ. (13)

Applying the inverse Fourier transform yields

F−1
{
HCD(f − b1,k/2π)H−1

CD (f)
}
= e−j

β2
2 b21,kℓδχ+β2b1,kℓ

(14)

The received signal with these assumptions is given by

yk (χ) =e j(a1,kχ+a0,k)e j(b1,k
χ+b0,k)

xk+β2b1,kℓe
jβ2b1,ka1,kℓe j

β2
2 b21,kℓ

(15)
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Evaluating only the values that are relevant for the current
time k, i.e., χ = 0 gives

yk = e j(a0,k+b0,k)xk+β2b1,kℓe
jβ2b1,ka1,kℓe j

β2
2 b21,kℓ (16)

which suggests that EEPN induces a timing error that is related
to the (long term) slope of the RX LO phase noise process.
We will use this observation to verify our assumptions in the
following subsection.

A. Verification of the assumptions

We performed simulations with the goal to obtain the
timing error and relate it to the slope of the RX LO phase
noise process. Due to the stochastic nature of phase noise
process, there is no deterministic way to estimate the timing
error. To avoid algorithmic effects and penalties, a genie-
aided timing recovery algorithm was used, giving us the
exact sampling position. For this the transmitted and received
symbols were upsampled by a factor of 200 and correlated in
a windowed manner. This correlation then allowed to detect
the shift that gives the maximum agreement between sent and
received symbols giving us the “ground-truth” timing error.
Simulations were performed for an AWGN-free channel. Since
the calculations of the timing error are performed genie-aided,
this does not change the applicability to noisy channels.

The “ground-truth” timing error estimated this way was
then, in turn, correlated with the slope of the receiver phase
noise process. The slope was estimated in a genie-aided
manner as well, i.e., the phase noise samples were known
and a windowed linear regression over different window
sizes N was performed. Both timing error estimations were
then correlated and the Pearson coefficient was calculated.
For each window size, 200 simulations with 25000 symbols
each were performed. The results can be seen in Fig. 4 for
three different linewidths - length combinations: 500 kHz and
2000 km, 300 kHz and 4000 km, and 150 kHz and 5000 km.
This selection ensures that we have different amounts of
accumulated dispersion while keeping the EEPN penalty to
some degree similar. Hence, the plots are comparable. On
the y-axis, the Pearson coefficient and on the x-axis the half
window size NS in symbols is shown. Here, fsim/RS (2NS + 1)
phase noise samples were used in the simulation. In the plots,
the relative density of the Pearson coefficients is depicted.

In Fig. 4, we can see that the timing error is very correlated
to the slope. The distribution of correlation values depends
on linewidth and NS. As NS approaches its optimal value,
the correlation concentrates and approaches 1. It means that
around optimal NS, the correlation is always very close to
1 and therefore, the timing error is mainly a function of
the slopes. However, there still seems to be dependence on
the linewidth in terms of the spread of the density before
the optimum value. With increasing linewidth, the range of
possible values increases.

Another interesting aspect is the asymmetry of the curve. It
rises steeply with increasing window size. After reaching the
optimum, however, the range of possible Pearson coefficients
spreads through the whole range of possible values ss samples
outside of the scope of the chromatic dispersion memory are
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Fig. 4. Pearson coefficient of genie-aided timing error estimate and slope
from linear regression over different window sizes NS in symbols at rate
RS = 100GBd showing very good agreement between the two. The CD
memory (in taps of duration 1/RS) is given as a reference to the respective
fiber length.

taken into account. However, these samples are irrelevant for
the effect of EEPN as it stems from the interaction of the LO
phase noise with EDC.

This gives a good intuition for selecting the linear regression
window and validating the assumption of the proposed model.
The results show that, if NS is selected carefully, the timing
error can be characterized mainly as a function of the “instan-
taneous” slope of the phase noise. The mean frequency of the
phase noise process is the most significant frequency compo-
nent for EEPN induced penalties before timing recovery. Of
course, the current model makes errors due to the linearization.
In the next section, this residual error will be evaluated and
described. It allows us to split EEPN into four separate terms,
which is advantageous for further analysis.

V. RESIDUAL ERROR

In Fig. 3, the error incurred by the linearization process as
proposed in Eq. (8) is visualized by the filled area between



6

the affine approximation and the exemplary random process. It
can be seen that - while the dominant effect is well captured -
it remains yet a non-negligible second-order error. Therefore,
we now want to include this residual error into our model and
find a (stochastic) description for it. In the most basic form,
we can write

e jϕk = e jϑk(χ)+jnk(χ),

where nk (χ) is the residual error given by

nk (χ) = ϕk+χ − a0,k − a1,kχ

with the regression time χ.
Assuming that nk (χ) is just a small perturbation, we

can approximate the actual ϕk using the first-order Taylor
expansion as follows

e jϕk(χ) ≈ e jϑk(χ) (1 + jnk (χ)) . (17)

With this simplified formulation we can again employ the
shifting properties of the Fourier transform as before. After
Fourier transform with respect to χ, this gives rise to

Fχ

{
e jϕk(χ)

}
≈ e ja0,k

(
δ
(
f − a1,k

2π

)
+ jNk

(
f − a1,k

2π

))
.

(18)

From this, we can see that the our previous derivation is
preserved by the first term and the respective result in Eq. (16)
still part of the more precise EEPN description. We now have a
new term Nk which is a frequency shifted noise in the current
window.

We will show a description of Nk later, but first, we want
to derive the formulation of the received signal with this new
approximation. The steps are similar to before and therefore
not presented in full detail here. In frequency domain, the
received signal ỹk for a given k within a window of N is
approximated by

Ỹk (f) = e j(a0,k+b0,k)
[

X
te
rr {

Xk

(
f − a1,k + b1,k

2π

)
HCD

(
f − b1,k

2π

)
H−1

CD (f)

N
ro

t

+j
[
X
(
f − b1,k

2π

)
∗NTX,k

(
f − a1,k

2π − b1,k
2π

)]
·HCD

(
f − b1,k

2π

)
H−1

CD (f)

N
rr
n

{
+j
([

X
(
f − a1,k

2π

)
HCD (f)

]
∗NRX,k

(
f − b1,k

2π

))
·H−1

CD (f)

N
x
rn

−
( [(

Xk (f) ∗NTX,k

(
f − a1,k

2π

))
HCD (f)

]
∗NRX,k

(
f − b1,k

2π

))
H−1

CD (f)]
,

(19)

where NTX,k and NRX,k refer to the Fourier transforms of
the residual timing errors of the transmit and receive laser as
in Eq. (18), respectively. As before, the Fourier transform is
calculated with respect to the regression time χ. Applying the

inverse Fourier transform and setting χ = 0 to arrive at the
result for time k we get

ỹk (0) = e j(a0,k+b0,k)

[

x
te
rr

{
xk+β2b1,kℓ · e jβ2a1,kb1,kℓe j

β2
2 b21,kℓ

n
ro

t

{
+jxk+β2b1,kℓ · nTX,k+β2b1,kℓ

·e jβ2a1,kb1,kℓe j
3β2
2 b21,kℓ

n
rr
n


+j

∞∑
f1=−∞

xk+β22πf1ℓ · e jβ2a1,k2πf1ℓ

·e j β2
2 (2π)2f2

1 ℓNRX

(
f1 − b1,k

2π

)

n
x
rn


−

∞∑
f1=−∞

xk+β22πf1ℓ · e j
3β2
2 (2π)2f2

1 ℓ

·nTX,k+β22πf1ℓ · e jβ2a1,k2πf1ℓ

·NRX

(
f1 − b1,k

2π

)
]
.

(20)

As indicated in Eq. (19) and (20) this enables to describe
EEPN by four separate terms, each with its own distinct
properties. We call them timing error term xterr

c sXterr,
rotation term nrot

c sNrot, receiver residual noise term
nrrn

c sNrrn, and cross residual noise term nxrn
c sNxrn

with the symbols in time and frequency domain separated by
the transformation symbols. Denoting the timing error term
with x instead of n for noise captures that most information
about the transmitted signal is contained within this whereas
the three other terms only contain little to no information.
With this, we can approximate the received signal with EEPN
penalty and write Eq. (19) and (20) as

Yk (f) = e jφ0,k

[
Xterr,k (f) +Nrot,k (f)

+Nrrn,k (f) +Nxrn,k (f)
]

and

yk = e jφ0,k
[
xterr,K + nrot,k + nrrn,k + nxrn,k

]
. (21)

Here, we combined the interceptions of TX and RX LO phase
noise process to φ0,k = a0,k + b0,k. The different terms in
time domain are visualized in Fig. 1, where the impact per
symbol index is color coded to visualize the dependency of
the respective terms.

With this, we are able to better understand EEPN and the
influence of different DSP algorithms on the mitigation of it
which will be discussed in Section VI

A. Verification of the model

In order to arrive at Eq. (20), we made some assumptions
that need to be verified. It was assumed that the LO phase
noise process can be approximated within a window of 2NS+1
symbols by an affine function. This was already shown to be
valid in Section IV-A where the “ground-truth” timing error
and the error as per the model shown perfect correlation for
NS = NCD.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the distribution of full system simulation and the proposed model for 300000 symbols at 150 kHz linewidth showing very good
agreement.

Next in the derivation, we performed a Taylor series ex-
pansion of exp {jnk (χ)} around zero. This was based on
the assumption that the residual error is zero-mean and small
(≪ 1). The first assumption is easily verifiable. The residual
error can be written as

E [nk] = E [ϕk]−
1

2N + 1

N∑
i=−N

E [ϕk+i] = 0.

As the underlying process is zero-mean, this also holds for the
derived process. For the second one, the variance or standard
deviation is needed. The variance is found to be

Var (nk) = E
[
n2
k

]
=

4π∆ν

fsim

2/3N3 +N2 + 1/3N

(2N + 1)
2

for the window of N . Exemplary values for the stan-
dard deviation for NCD for the accumulated dispersion
as in Fig. 4 are 0.119, 0.131, and 0.1034 for the
combinations 2000 km@500 kHz, 4000 km@300 kHz, and
5000 km@150 kHz. This small standard deviation indicates
that most samples of nk concentrate around zero resulting in a
small residual error by the first-order Taylor expansion. Hence,
all assumptions seem to be applicable.

As a last step, we want to show the difference in distribution
of the received symbols between a fully simulated communi-
cation link and our derived model with its assumptions and
approximations. This is shown in Fig. 5. The distribution of the
received symbols is depicted for the simulated system and our
proposed model in the two leftmost subfigures, respectively.
For the comparison, over 300 000 symbols were simulated
which gives roughly 20 000 symbols per constellation point.
At first sight it is hard to make a distinction between the
distribution of the simulation in the left-most plot and the
model-based one in the center. When looking more closely
very subtle differences can be seen. Most notably near the top
left symbol where in the simulation the points are scattered
further out and more sparse. But overall, the two plots look
very similar in terms of their distribution. This first impression
is supported by the difference between the distributions as
shown in the right-most plot. There, the rate of occurrence

of a difference between the two distributions is shown on a
logarithmic scale. Overall the rate is quite low meaning that
the two distributions are very similar.

In other words, the assumptions motivating the Taylor series
expansion seem to be well justified and the model can be
used to further investigate EEPN. Furthermore, it needs to
be stressed once again, that the Wiener process, which we
now are able to describe in a different way, is in itself also
only an approximation and does not necessarily reflect the
behavior of a real-world laser [1], [12]. But the model provides
us with valuable insights into EEPN and allows to understand
the impact of different DSP algorithms as we will show in
Sec. VI

B. Analysis of residual error

In this section, we want to briefly discuss the temporal
and spectral properties of the residual error. Autocorrelation
(ACF) and power spectral density (PSD) give insights into
those properties.

We derived the ACF for the residual error and give the result
in Eq. (22) on top of the next page. The full derivation can
be found in Appendix B.

An analytical solution for the PSD is very lengthy. There-
fore, we opted to transform the analytical solution of Eq. (22)
into Frequency domain and take the absolute value as per the
Wiener-Khintchine theorem to get the PSD. Both, ACF and
PSD, are shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7, respectively.

As expected from intuition, the ACF gets wider with
increasing N . The more symbols are used to estimate the
linear regression parameters, the more correlated the symbols
become. The linewidth has no influence apart from a scaling
factor on both plots. For the PSD plot in Fig. 7, we compared
the pseudo-analytical result based on the ACF to direct nu-
merical calculations as per our model. It can be seen that they
perfectly match. The plot also emphasizes that the residual
is zero-mean of the residual as it is zero at f = 0. With a
visualization of the spectral distribution of the residual error,
we can better interpret what the convolution of the signal with
the residual error in frequency domain means.
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Rnn (l) =2π∆ν/fsim max {0, N + 1− l}

+
2π∆ν/fsim

(2N + 1)
2


|l|3
6 + l2

(
N + 1

2

)
+ |l|

(
2N2 + 4N + 4

3

)
− 10

3 N3 − 7N2 − 14
3 N − 1, 0 ≤ |l| < N

|l|3
6 − l2

(
N + 1

2

)
+ |l|

(
2N2 + 2N + 2

3

)
− 4

3N
3 − 2N2 − 2

3N, N ≤ |l| ≤ 2N

0, |l| > 2N

(22)
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Fig. 6. Autocorrelation of residual error for different window sizes 2NS +1
over the time lag l, indicating that the residual error is correlated.
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TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF THE SIMULATED SYSTEM

Name Symbol Value

Symbol Rate RS 100GBd
Simulation frequency (CH, CDC, LO) fsim 1TS/s

RRC roll-off α 0.1

Dispersion coefficient β2 −21.67 ps2/km
Fiber length ℓ 4000 km

Baseline SNR SNR
∣∣
∆ν=0

13.7 dB

No. of taps in CPR NCPR 701

It leads to spectral broadening and shows a bandpass
behavior. As a result, the bandwidth expansion needs to be
considered when performing simulations of EEPN impacted
communication links. Note that, if the simulations are per-
formed on symbol frequency, the information loss due to the
bandwidth expansion of the signal is not considered. The out
of band noise will be remapped to the Nyquist bandwidth
(aliasing) due to the circular nature of digital signals, which
can lead to overestimated performance of the simulated links
if the employed mitigation makes use of this information.

Additionally we can see that the PSD gets narrower as
N increases due to the time-bandwidth properties. Thus, the
probabilities of certain frequency increases and the residual
error gets more “colored”.

VI. DSP-AWARE ANALYSIS

As a last step, the four different terms are analyzed to study
their respective impact on the receiver SNR. The simulation
parameters can be found in Tab. I. Channel simulations were
performed at a frequency of 1TS/s which corresponds to a
bandwidth that is large enough to capture all of the relevant
effects of EEPN at a maximal symbol rate RS of 100GBd.
The power of the complex AWGN noise from the channel was
chosen such that the baseline SNR for ∆ν = 0 is 13.7 dB.
For the stated assumption of an ideal chromatic dispersion
compensation (CDC), the compensation was also performed
on simulation frequency fsim. All the typical blocks in the DSP
chain were performed at the respective usual rate, i.e., timing
recovery using the Gardner algorithm at double the symbol
rate and CPR at the symbol rate. As a CPR scheme, IDR with
appropriately chosen memory length as in [8] was used. Due
to the introduction of a transmit laser, the memory length of
CPR was increased compared to [10]. The fiber was assumed
to be a standard single-mode fiber with β2 = −21.67 ps2/km at
varying lengths. For the simulations, a fiber length of 4000 km
was used, if not stated otherwise, to have a noticeable penalty
by EEPN.
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Fig. 8. Heatmaps of link budget penalty in dB contributed by each term
of the EEPN model for different averaging lengths in CPR and TR using a
dispersive channel with AWGN.

The impact of each term is then analyzed individually giving
the net penalty induced by the respective term. Due to the fact
that only the timing error term xterr contains unambiguous
information about the transmitted signal, the penalties of all
other terms were calculated in combination with this term.
By checking the different combinations and calculating the
impact of each term in every scenario, we can state the net
penalty by each term reliably. The penalty is also dependent on
Gardner TR and CPR. Hence, the impact has to be considered
for different averaging lengths of the two. The results are
presented in Fig. 8. The different averaging lengths are given
on the x-axis and the y-axis for CPR and TR, respectively. A
darker color indicates a higher penalty on average. However,
each plot uses a different scaling for the heatmap, and thus,
they cannot be compared directly.

Starting with the first term, the timing error term xterr, it
can be seen that the averaging length in TR has an impact on
the penalty which is to be expected. Additionally, the penalty
increases with longer averaging lengths in CPR as in [8]. In
terms of the quantitatively induced penalty, the timing error
term is the most dominant one.

For the rotation term, it can be seen that there is no
dependency on the timing recovery, but rather, only on the
CPR. This strong dependency on the CPR is in line with the
expectations resulting from Fig. 1 where it was shown that
this term induces further rotations stemming from the transmit
laser. The relative penalty is lower than for the first term – but
still significant.

The receiver residual term has no dependency on either CPR
or TR. The induced penalty stays pretty much constant for all
averaging lengths and DSP blocks Hence, this term stays fairly
unchanged after the classical DSP pipeline and gives a penalty
of roughly 0.2 dB at 150 kHz.

Lastly, the cross residual term is negligible in terms of its
impact compared to the others. It is, similar to the receiver
residual term, constant over all averaging lengths and therefore
is not influenced by the DSP blocks. Interestingly, this term
achieves values larger than zero indicating a performance gain
which can be explained by the small overall impact and change
to the symbols. Hence, the penalty is not directly comparable
to the other terms.
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Fig. 9. Link budget penalty in dB per impairment term of the proposed
model, versus linewidth.

Up to this point, the analysis was performed for a linewidth
of 150 kHz. Fig. 9 shows the behavior for different linewidths.
The penalty distribution for each term over different linewidths
is plotted. The averaging lengths of the CPR and TR were fixed
to 701 and 1501, respectively.

It can be seen that the average penalty for xterr, nrot, and
nrrn show similar behavior. The penalty does not increase
linearly with the linewidth but rather shows a more logarithmic
behavior.

It is important to note that this is the penalty after TR and
CPR. Otherwise the penalties would show a linear response.

The observed behavior of the penalty can also be found in
[10]. There, TR was able to reduce more penalty the stronger
EEPN got.

Only nxrn shows a different behavior and seems to expo-
nentially increase with the linewidth. However, the penalty is
still negligible compared to the other terms.

Wrapping up the results section, we conclude that by
formulating the phase noise in the proposed way, that lead
to constructive guidelines for RX DSP pipeline design. It also
enables a novel analysis of EEPN penalty with respect to the
influence of different DSP blocks. TR only influences one term
of EEPN significantly. This motivates the gained interest in TR
with respect to EEPN in research in the last years [9], [12].
Evidently, the receiver and cross residual terms remain largely
unaffected by the DSP blocks under consideration.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel model to describe phase
noise and consequently EEPN. The model enables to split the
received EEPN affected signal into four main contributors:
timing error xterr, rotation nrot, receiver residual nrrn, and
cross residual nxrn. For each term, a stochastic model allows to
understand its behavior and the impact on the original signal.

Furthermore, we can estimate the impact of classical coher-
ent DSP blocks on the signal with the model and describe the
resulting signal after applying them.

In future work, the proposed model can also be combined
with, e.g., the filters proposed in [2] to better match a real
world laser.
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APPENDIX

A. Variance of the residual noise

Var
[
n2
k

]
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[
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= E

(ϕk − 1
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ϕk+i
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B. Autocorrelation of the residual noise

Rϕϕ (l) = E [ϕkϕk−l] (B.1)
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Calculating the different terms for l ≥ 0 as Rϕϕ (l) = Rϕϕ (−l)
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First part:
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0, l > N

(B.12)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − 1

2N + 1

E

[(
l−N∑

i=l−2N

∆ϕk+i

)(
0∑

i=l−N

(N + 1 + l − i)∆ϕk+i

)]
, 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N

(B.13)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1


0∑

i=l−N

N + 1 + l − i, 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0 l > N

(B.14)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1

(N − l + 1)N +N − l + 1 + l (N − l + 1) +
N−l∑
i=0

i, 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N

(B.15)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1

{
N2 −Nl +N +N − l + 1 +Nl − l2 + l + (N−l)(N−l+1)

2 , 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N

(B.16)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1

{
N2 + 2N + 1− l2 + N2−Nl+N−Nl+l2−l

2 , 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N
(B.17)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1

{
N2 + 2N + 1− l2 + N2

2 −Nl + N
2 + l2

2 − l
2 , 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N
(B.18)

=− σ2 min {k, k + l −N − 1} − σ2

2N + 1

{
3N2

2 + 5N
2 + 1− l2

2 −Nl − l
2 , 0 ≤ l ≤ N

0, l > N
(B.19)
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Third part:

E

[
− 1

2N + 1

(
N∑

i=−N

ϕk + i

)(
k+l∑
i=1

∆ϕi

)]
(B.20)

=− 1

2N + 1
E

(2N + 1)

k−N−1∑
i=1

∆ϕi +

2N∑
i=0

i∑
j=0

∆ϕk−N+j

(k+l∑
i=1

∆ϕi

) (B.21)

=− E

[(
k−N−1∑

i=1

∆ϕi

)(
k+l∑
i=1

∆ϕi

)]
− 1

2N + 1
E

[(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
k+l∑
i=1

∆ϕi

)]
(B.22)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − 1

2N + 1


E

[(
N+l∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
k+l∑

i=k−N

∆ϕi

)]
, 0 ≤ l < N

E

[(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
k+N∑

i=k−N

∆ϕi

)]
, l ≥ N

(B.23)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − 1

2N + 1


E

[(
N+l∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
N+l∑
i=0

∆ϕk−N+i

)]
, 0 ≤ l < N

E

[(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
2N∑
i=0

∆ϕk−N+i

)]
, l ≥ N

(B.24)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − σ2

2N + 1


N+l∑
i=0

2N + 1− i, 0 ≤ l < N

2N∑
i=0

2N + 1− i, l ≥ N

(B.25)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − σ2

2N + 1


2N (N + l + 1) +N + l + 1−

N+l∑
i=0

i, 0 ≤ l < N

2N (2N + 1) + 2N + 1−
2N∑
i=0

i, l ≥ N

(B.26)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − σ2

2N + 1

{
2N2 +N + 2Nl + l + 2N + 1− (N+l)(N+l+1)

2 , 0 ≤ l < N

4N2 + 4N + 1− 2N(2N+1)
2 , l ≥ N

(B.27)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − σ2

2N + 1

{
2N2 + 3N + 2Nl + l + 1− N2+Nl+N+Nl+l2+l

2 , 0 ≤ l < N

4N2 + 4N + 1− 2N2 −N, l ≥ N
(B.28)

=− σ2 min {k −N − 1, k + l} − σ2

2N + 1

{
3N2

2 + 5N
2 +Nl + 1− l

2 − l2

2 , 0 ≤ l < N

2N2 + 3N + 1, l ≥ N
(B.29)
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Fourth part:

1

(2N + 1)
2E

[(
N∑

i=−N

ϕk+i

)(
N∑

i=−N

ϕk+l+i

)]
(B.30)

=
1

(2N + 1)
2E

(2N + 1)

k−N−1∑
i=1

∆ϕi +

2N∑
i=0

i∑
j=0

∆ϕk−N+j

(2N + 1)

k+l−N−1∑
i=1

∆ϕi +

2N∑
i=0

i∑
j=0

∆ϕk+l−N+j

 (B.31)

=
1

(2N + 1)
2

[
σ2 (2N + 1)

2
min {k −N − 1, k + l −N − 1}

+ (2N + 1)E

[(
k−N−1∑

i=1

∆ϕi

)(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk+l−N+i

)]

+ (2N + 1)E

[(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
k+l−N−1∑

i=1

∆ϕi

)]

+ E

[(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk−N+i

)(
2N∑
i=0

(2N + 1− i)∆ϕk+l−N+i

)]]
(B.32)

=
1

(2N + 1)
2

[
σ2 (2N + 1)

2
min {k −N − 1, k + l −N − 1}

+ 0

+ (2N + 1)σ2


0, l < 1

2Nl − l2

2 + 3l
2 , 1 ≤ l < 2N + 1

2N2 + 3N + 1, l ≥ 2N + 1

+ σ2

{
8
3N

3 − 2N2l + 6N2 − 3Nl + 13
3 N − 7

6 l + 1 + l3

6 , 0 ≤ l ≤ 2N

0, l > 2N

]
(B.33)

=
1

(2N + 1)
2

[
σ2 (2N + 1)

2
min {k −N − 1, k + l −N − 1}

+ σ2

{
8
3N

3 + 2N2l + 2Nl −Nl2 − l2

2 + 6N2 + 13
3 N + 1 + l3

6 + 1
3 l, 0 ≤ l ≤ 2N

4N3 + 8N2 + 5N + 1, l > 2N] (B.34)

Combining all:

Rϕϕ (l) =σ2 max {0, N + 1− l}

+
σ2

(2N + 1)
2


|l|3
6 + l2

(
N + 1

2

)
+ |l|

(
2N2 + 4N + 4

3

)
− 10

3 N3 − 7N2 − 14
3 N − 1, 0 ≤ |l| < N

|l|3
6 − l2

(
N + 1

2

)
+ |l|

(
2N2 + 2N + 2

3

)
− 4

3N
3 − 2N2 − 2

3N, N ≤ |l| ≤ 2N

0, |l| > 2N

(B.35)
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