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LISA (Laser Interferometer Space Antenna) is a space mission that has recently entered the
implementation phase. The main goal of LISA is to survey, for the first time, the observable universe
by detecting low-frequency gravitational waves (GWs). One of the main GW sources that LISA will
detect is the coalescence and merger of Massive Black Hole Binaries (MBHBs). In this work, we
explore the application of Sequential Neural Likelihood, a simulation-based inference algorithm, to
the detection and parameter estimation of MBHBs signals in the LISA data. Instead of sampling
from the conventional likelihood function, which typically relies on the assumptions of Gaussianity
and stationarity of the noise and requires a forward simulation for each evaluation, this method
constructs a surrogate likelihood that is ultimately described by a neural network trained from a
dataset of simulations (noise + MBHB). Since the likelihood is independent of the priors, we can
iteratively train models that target specific observations in a fraction of the time and computational
cost that other traditional and machine learning-based strategies would require. One key aspect of
the method is the compression of the data. Because of the iterative nature of the method, we are
able to train models to obtain qualitatively similar posteriors with less than 2% of the simulator
calls that Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods would require. We compare these posteriors with
those obtained from standard techniques and discuss the differences that appear, some of which can
be identified as caused by the loss of information from the data compression we use. We also discuss
future improvements to this method.

I. INTRODUCTION

The first direct detection of gravitational waves (GWs)
from a binary black hole (BBH) merger by the Laser In-
terferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO) in
2015 [1] has kick-started a new era in astronomy, where
gravitational waves constitute a new cosmic messenger
that is providing unvaluable information for astrophysics,
cosmology, and even fundamental physics. Gravitational-
wave astronomy is advancing fast, as shown by the num-
ber of detections (more than 90 so far) that have been
presented and studied by the LIGO-Virgo collabora-
tion first [1–3] and, more recently, by the LIGO-Virgo-
KAGRA collaboration [4], including the first multi-
messenger observation involving gravitational waves [5,
6]. All these observations, in the gravitational-wave high-
frequency band, have already provided revolutionary dis-
coveries in astrophysics, cosmology and even fundamen-
tal physics. In parallel, in the very-low frequency band
(around the nanohertz), pulsar timing array collabora-
tions have recently reported evidence for a gravitational-
wave background [7–10]. There are also developments in
the measurement of the cosmic microwave background
polarization to put constraints on primordial gravita-
tional waves (see, e.g. [11]). All these efforts are ad-
vancing towards covering the different parts of the grav-
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itational wave spectrum, but there are still important
holes. Due to the presence of various sources of noise,
mainly seismic and (Newtonian) gravity gradient noises,
the frequency range to which current ground-based de-
tectors are sensitive is limited to 10Hz to 10 kHz [12].
Third generation ground-based detectors like Einstein
Telescope [13] and Cosmic Explorer [14] can push the
low limit further up to 1Hz, while atom-interferometric
detectors [15, 16] have been proposed to push it up to
the decihertz. Below this, the best option we currently
have is to go to space.

The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [17]
is a space mission led by the European Space Agency
(ESA), in collaboration with the US National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration (NASA), that will sur-
vey the observable universe using low-frequency GWs.
LISA has recently achieved a milestone after entering
the implementation phase [18], with a launch expected
around 2035. Before that, ESA approved the science
theme for a GW space observatory, The Gravitational
Universe [19], and commissioned a demonstration mis-
sion, LISA Pathfinder, which exceeded expectations by
showing a noise differential acceleration performance at
the level required for LISA [20, 21] (see [22] for a detailed
analysis of the LISA Pathfinder data and results). The
LISA mission consists of a constellation of 3 spacecraft in
heliocentric orbit, forming an almost equilateral triangu-
lar array with an arm length of 2.5×106 km. Each space-
craft hosts two free-falling test masses and the relative
distance between different spacecraft test masses is mon-
itored using (time-delay) laser interferometry [23, 24].
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In this way, LISA will be sensitive to GW sources in the
mHz band, where we expect to detect signals from: (i)
The coalescence of massive black hole (MBH) binaries
(MBHBs), with total mass in the range 105 − 108M⊙;
(ii) the capture and inspiral of a stellar-mass com-
pact object into a MBH, known as an Extreme-Mass-
Ratio Inspirals (EMRIs), and similar systems known
as Intermediate-Mass-Ratio Inspirals (IMRIs) involving
intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs)1; (iii) millions of
ultra-compact galactic binaries (GBs), mostly consisting
of white dwarfs; (iv) Stellar-origin black hole (SOBH)
binaries (like GW150914 [1]) in the stage when their pe-
riods are in the 1 hour range; (v) stochastic gravitational
wave backgrounds of cosmological origin, associated to
processes at the TeV energy scale, and; (vi) given that
LISA is expected to open the low-frequency band, we
may find unforeseen GW sources for which we should be
prepared.

By the detecting these GW sources, LISA will be able
to carry out a wide science program [17–19] with revolu-
tionary implications for astrophysics [25], cosmology [26]
and fundamental physics [27, 28]. The realization of the
science program requires the development, prior to the
beginning of the science operations, of the necessary com-
putational infrastructure and methodology for the pro-
cessing and scientific analysis of the LISA data. In this
sense, it is important to mention that LISA will be a
signal-dominated detector in the sense that all times we
will find overlapping GW signals in the LISA data. This
requires the development of data analysis algorithms to-
wards an eventual global fit pipeline that can simultane-
ously find and extract the parameters of all the sources
(see [29–31] for recent proposals towards the LISA Global
Fit).

Many of the developments in the design of algorithms
for LISA data analysis took place around a series of ex-
ercises with synthetic data, first under the name of Mock
LISA Data Challenges [32–36] and more recently, under
the organization of the the LISA Data Challenge (LDC)
working group of the LISA Consortium, established in
2018 [37] (see also [38]). In this way, the LDCs serve
as a common benchmark to develop, test and compare
different data analysis algorithms.

The current state of the art in LISA data analysis con-
sists of using Bayesian sampling methods to draw samples
from the posterior distribution p(θ | x), which is in turn
proportional to a likelihood function p(x | θ) (here θ de-
notes the model parameters and x the data). Among the
most popular ones we have Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) methods [39–41] (see [29, 42–45] for recent ap-
plications to LISA) and nested sampling methods [46, 47]
(for recent applications to LISA, see [48–50]). These

1 By definition, IMBHs have masses in the range 102 − 105 M⊙.
Then, we can distinguish between light IMRIs, consisting in the
inspiral of an stellar-origin black hole (SOBH) into an IMBH, and
heavy IMRIs, consisting of an IMBH inspiralling into a MBH.

methods, while generally reliable, require the repeated
evaluation of the likelihood, which in turn demands wave-
form simulations during the inference process. Despite
being finely tuned and optimized for the problem in ques-
tion, this ultimately results in high computational costs.
Moreover, the likelihood function typically used in GW
data analysis comes from the assumption that the noise
is stationary and Gaussian, so that it is completely de-
scribed by the power spectral density (PSD), for which it
is also assumed that we have an accurate model. But this
is not the case in reality, so in the future, likelihood-based
methods will need to either acknowledge the systematic
errors introduced, or to try to take them into account by
adding corrections to the likelihood – further driving up
the computational cost.

The main goal of this work is to propose, as an al-
ternative approach to likelihood-based methods, the use
of simulation-based inference (SBI) techniques [51]. SBI
leverages the recent developments in Machine Learning
to obtain the posterior distribution using only the infor-
mation contained within simulated data. All assump-
tions about the data – aside from the prior – are thus
built into the simulator itself. As such, there is no need
to define a likelihood function, making SBI applicable
to problems where it is not possible to define a likeli-
hood function or where it is numerically expensive to
compute. Moreover, SBI techniques have already seen
remarkable success when applied to GW source param-
eter estimation in the date of ground-based detectors.
Most notably, DINGO [52–54] is able to do amortized
inference: after an initial training, a full inference run
on previously unseen data with state-of-the-art accuracy
can be performed in seconds to minutes, instead of hours
to months.

In this paper, we explore the application of Sequential
Neural Likelihood (SNL) estimation [55] to LISA data
analysis. In brief, SNL replaces the manually-defined
likelihood function, p(x | θ), with an approximate one,
pφ(x | θ). Here, the parameters φ describe the form
of this likelihood, and are found by iteratively fitting
to simulations. After fitting, the approximate likelihood
pφ(x | θ) can be used, in conjunction with MCMC meth-
ods, to obtain samples from the posterior without the
need for additional simulations. SNL is particularly well-
suited for targeted inference, where a model is trained to
fit a specific observation xo with fewer simulations and
a shorter training time. This is because, after each iter-
ation, the method requests additional simulations in the
regions of parameter space where the value of p(θ | xo)
is high and more accuracy is needed.

Since this work is a proof of concept, our experiments
involve using SNL on some simulated LISA data con-
taining a single MBHB signal. The waveform model that
we use for MBHBs is one of the families of compact bi-
nary coalescences developed in the context of data analy-
sis of ground-based detectors, namely the IMRPhenomD
model [56]. Due to the large masses involved, MBHBs
are very loud, with SNRs that can surpass 1000. A com-
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prehensive review of the astrophysics of MBHBs can be
found in Sec. 2 of [25]. The MBHB targeted has the
same parameters as the first one injected in LDC2-b
(codenamed Spritz ), the currently-running iteration of
the LDCs. Spritz focuses on the detection of isolated
sources in the presence of glitches, gaps, and other non-
stationarities in the data, but we leave those for future
work and focus on the viability of the method in the
presence of stationary Gaussian noise. Then, the inves-
tigations presented here are closer in nature to the first
LDC (codenamed Radler), but with the Keplerian orbits
and second-generation Time-Delay Interferometry (TDI)
of Spritz included in our simulations. Once the method
is proven to work reliably with these conditions, we ex-
pect to be able to easily scale it to solve Spritz in future
work.

SNL has not yet been applied to gravitational wave pa-
rameter estimation, likely because its viability is highly
dependent on the dimensionality of x. Here, we note
that SNL gives us the freedom to do any transformation
to x – including the application of dimensionality reduc-
tion algorithms – as long as it is done in an independent
step to the inference itself. This work proposes two ap-
proaches: linear compression using Principal Component
Analysis (PCA), and nonlinear, neural network-powered
dimensionality reduction using autoencoders.

The structure of this article is as follows: Sec. II briefly
reviews some basic concepts of gravitational wave data
analysis. Sec. III begins with a broad overview of SBI
before giving a focused explanation of SNL, the main
data analysis algorithm used in this article. Before be-
ing able to apply it, a simulator that produces data in a
form appropriate for SNL is required, so Sec. IV details
the basic simulation pipeline that we have developed. In
anticipation to the analysis of sources with glitches and
gaps in the future, Sec. V describes some modifications
to this pipeline which were also tested here. In Sec. VI,
we present the experiments we performed and the results
obtained from them. Finally, Sec. VII summarizes our
findings and the conclusions drawn from them, and out-
lines the next steps in this line of research. As for the ap-
pendices, Appendix A details how the time interval and
the sampling cadence for the simulations of Sec. IVB are
chosen. Appendix B contains the equations for the LISA
noise PSD model that is used in this work. Appendix C
gives the hyperparameters for the autoencoder architec-
ture used in Sec. VB and throughout our experiments in
Sec. VI.

II. LIKELIHOOD-BASED INFERENCE BASICS

In this section we briefly review the essentials of GW
data analysis with particular focus in the case of LISA.
The current standard way of analysing GW data relies on
Bayesian sampling methods. Given some data x, we are
ultimately interested in finding the posterior distribution
p(θ | x) over the GW signal parameters θ. The posterior

can be obtained using Bayes’ theorem:

p(θ | x) = p(x | θ) p(θ)
p(x)

, (1)

where p(x | θ) is the likelihood of obtaining the specific
data realization x from a GW signal with parameters θ;
p(θ) is the prior distribution, describing our knowledge of
the signal parameters before observing the data; finally,
p(x) is the evidence of the data.
In GW data analysis, it is assumed that the data has

the additive functional form:

x(t) = hθ(t) + n(t) , (2)

where hθ(t) is the part of the data corresponding to a
GW that can be characterized in terms of a set of param-
eters θ and can be deterministically modelled2. On the
other hand, n(t) denotes the noise, usually coming from
instrumental and environmental effects. If one assumes
that the noise is stationary and Gaussian, the likelihood
function can be defined [57, 58] as

p(x | θ) ∝ exp

{
− (x− hθ | x− hθ)

2

}
, (3)

where (a | b) is the noise-weighted inner product, given
by

(a | b) = 4ℜ
∑
i,j

∫ ∞

0

ã∗i (f)[Sn(f)
−1]ij b̃j(f) df . (4)

The sum in this inner product is over all existing detec-
tor channels, and [Sn(f)]

ij denotes the noise power spec-
tral density matrix correlated between detector channels
i and j.
In the case of ground-based detectors, it is common

to assume that the noises at each detector are uncorre-
lated, and therefore [Sn(f)]

ij = 0 for i ̸= j. In LISA,
however, the noises at each spacecraft are correlated,
which translates into correlations between TDI observ-
ablesX, Y , and Z. Instead, we can construct TDI combi-
nations (A,E, T ) that are uncorrelated, which simplifies
the likelihood computation. Furthermore, the sensitivity
to GWs of TDI channel T is heavily suppressed at low
frequencies [23, 59].
The inner product in Eq. (4) is also used to define

quantities useful for GW data analysis, such as the signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR)

SNR[hθ] = (hθ | hθ)1/2 , (5)

and the overlap between a waveform hθ and a measured
signal s,

O[hθ | s] = (hθ | s)√
(hθ | hθ)

. (6)

2 This is not the case when we consider the presence of stochastic
GW backgrounds, but we ignore them in this work.
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With the likelihood function, as defined in Eq. (3),
one can then sample from the posterior distribution as in
Eq. (1). The evidence is usually numerically intractable,
so the p(x) in the denominator is usually ignored and
normalization is performed after sampling. The evidence
becomes relevant when the number of sources present in
the data is unknown, or when comparing between differ-
ent waveform models, but those scenarios lie outside of
the scope of this work.

As for the sampling algorithm itself, it is necessary
that it is robust to the appearance of degeneracies and
multimodalities in the posterior. As mentioned before,
successful submissions in past iterations of the LISA
Data Challenges have included methods based on nested
sampling and parallel-tempered MCMC. This work will
make use of the Eryn sampler [60, 61], an ensemble-based
MCMC sampler with capabilities for both parallel tem-
pering and Reversible Jump MCMC, developed to fulfill
the requirements for LISA data analysis.

Parallel tempering, also known as replica exchange
MCMC, consists of running multiple MCMC chains in
parallel, each sampling the posterior weighted by an as-
signed inverse temperature β:

p(θ | x;β) ∝ p(x | θ)β p(θ) . (7)

The chains with higher temperatures (lower β) thus give
higher priority to the prior, sampling a more spread out
posterior. There is a mechanism by which chains with
different temperatures can exchange their state. There-
fore, if a high-temperature chain finds a region of high
posterior density, it will exchange its state with a lower-
temperature chain, which is able to explore it more thor-
oughly.

III. NEURAL LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION

In this section we present an overview of the concepts
of Neural Likelihood Estimation that can be found in the
literature of Machine Learning methods. We introduce
these concepts in a generic way, mostly independent of
any physical problem, and we proceed from a broad dis-
cussion to specific details.

A. Simulation-based inference

Given a forward simulator x = x(θ), SBI aims at ob-
taining the posterior distribution p(θ | x) of the param-
eters θ for observed data xo. The way this is achieved
is by replacing some part of the posterior (see below), as
given by Bayes’ theorem in Eq. (1), by a flexible estimate.
This estimate can be quickly evaluated and/or sampled
from. The set of parameters φ can be tuned from a set
of simulations and the set of parameters used to gener-
ate them, {x(θ),θ}. There are three main approaches to
SBI:

Neural Posterior Estimation (NPE): This is the
most straightforward method (see [62–64]). The poste-
rior p(θ | x) is replaced by an estimate pφ(θ | x). Infer-
ence for some observed data xo then simply consists of
drawing samples from pφ(θ | xo), which should be fast
by construction. This is the optimal approach if we want
to perform amortized inference – if we have multiple sep-
arate observations, we can substitute each of them in our
already-trained estimate and quickly obtain their respec-
tive posteriors without any need to further retrain our
model. NPE has been applied to ground-based gravita-
tional wave data analysis by the DINGO program [52–
54], with resounding success. Ref. [65] also applies NPE
techniques to LISA data containing signals from galac-
tic binaries. However, the posterior estimate is trained
on simulations drawn from a certain p(θ), and changing
this – i.e., adapting to new priors – requires either the im-
plementation of one of a few possible workarounds (see,
e.g. [62–64]), which may in turn impose some restrictions
on the form of the estimate or priors, or the retraining of
the model from scratch.

Neural Likelihood Estimation (NLE): Modelling
the likelihood as pφ(x | θ) (see [55, 66, 67]) avoids the
dependence on the prior present in NPE. Given our xo

and some prior p(θ), we can then quickly evaluate the
unnormalized posterior as p(θ | xo) ∝ p(xo | θ) p(θ).
However, drawing samples from the posterior has to
be done via e.g. MCMC, making amortized inference
less efficient than in NPE, but still much faster than
likelihood-based methods. Conversely, since pφ(x | θ)
is prior-independent3, NLE allows for active learning
for a particular xo by actively selecting the values of
θ that are simulated while the model is being trained.
This should make it viable to perform shorter, targeted
training runs. The main drawback of this method is
that the likelihood function has the same dimensionality
as our data – in other words, the larger the size of x, the
more complex and computationally expensive our model
will need to be to achieve the similar performance, mak-
ing dimensionality reduction of x a critically important
task. To the best of our knowledge, NLE has yet to be
explored in gravitational wave data analysis for this very
reason, and is thus the main subject this work explores.

Neural Ratio Estimation (NRE): The aim is to es-
timate the likelihood-to-evidence ratio r(x,θ) ≡ p(x |
θ)/p(x) = p(x,θ)/p(x)p(θ) (see [68–71]). This approach
effectively converts the density estimation problem into
a much simpler classification one. Although sampling is
still needed to obtain the posterior, NRE allows for easy
marginalization over nuisance parameters. NRE has been
applied to gravitational wave data analysis [72].

3 But pφ(x | θ) is only well-defined within the region of parameter
space used in training the model.
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B. Normalizing flows

NPE and NLE both rely on having a probability den-
sity function estimator – that is, a function family pφ(x)
that can flexibly take the form of probability distribu-
tions on x depending on the values of the parameters
φ to approximate a target distribution p(x). Neural net-
works are, by construction, parametric families of nonlin-
ear functions, which can be arbitrarily complex depend-
ing on their architecture. This makes the weights and
biases that describe them a natural choice for φ, the val-
ues of which can be fit using standard gradient descent
techniques. The problem thus becomes constructing an
arbitrary pφ(x) from the outputs y = gφ(x) of a neural
network gφ which we are free to design – a neural density
estimator (NDE).
The first NDE model proposed are Mixture Density

Networks (MDNs) [73]. These simply map the outputs
of a neural network to the parameters that describe a
mixture of simpler probability distributions – usually, the
weights, means and covariance matrix components of a
mixture of Gaussians. MDNs are easy to implement, but
their flexibility is limited by the number of components
in the mixture – which, in turn, dictates the number of
outputs the neural network must have. If the distribu-
tion we are targetting resembles the components (i.e. if
it is close to a Gaussian), a few components will give
satisfactory results. Otherwise, the number of required
components for a faithful estimate of the target distribu-
tion can quickly increase.

Normalizing flows [74, 75] reframe the problem of find-
ing pφ(x) into one of converting it to a distribution q(z)
which is easy to evaluate and sample – typically, a normal
distribution with zero mean and unit variance. This is
done by finding a bijective transformation x = f(z) be-
tween the respective distributions’ sample spaces4. Sam-
pling can then be directly performed on q(z), then fed
through f(z) to obtain samples of pφ(x). To evaluate
p(x) for a specific value of x, the inverse transformation
z = f−1(x) is done first, then q(z) is evaluated.
For a single-variable q(z) and pφ(x), the relationship

between both distributions is given by the change-of-
variable formula:

pφ(x) = q(z)

∣∣∣∣dzdx
∣∣∣∣ = q(f−1(x))

∣∣∣∣df−1(x)

dx

∣∣∣∣ , (8)

while for multivariate p(z) and q(x), the derivative be-
comes a Jacobian determinant:

pφ(x) = q(z)
∣∣det J [f−1(x)]

∣∣ = q(z)

|det J [f(z)]| . (9)

For a generic f(x) that is both differentiable and invert-
ible, computing the Jacobian determinant can be reduced

4 f(z) will be described by the network parameters φ, but we drop
them from our notation so as not to overly clutter it.

to a numerical computation that scales like O(D3) with
the dimensionality D of x. This makes it computation-
ally unfeasible in practice. However, if f(x) is restricted
to the subset of transformations that have a triangular
Jacobian, the determinant becomes the product of its di-
agonal elements, which scales like O(D). This greatly
reduces the complexity of the transformations consid-
ered. But, since the composition of two bijective dif-
ferentiable functions is itself bijective and differentiable,
complex transformations can be recovered by composing
k simple ones into a flow

f(z) =
[
fk ◦ fk−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f2 ◦ f1

]
(z) . (10)

Then, the change of variable formula becomes:

pφ(x) = q(z)

k∏
i=1

∣∣det J [fi(zi−1)]
∣∣−1

, (11)

with z0 ≡ z.

C. Masked Autoregressive Flows

The problem has now been reduced to finding a family
of bijective transformations fi(z) with a triangular Jaco-
bian matrix. The parameters that describe this family
should be expressible as the output of a neural network.
There are several options in the literature [75], but in
this work, we chose to implement Masked Autoregressive
Flows (MAF) [76]. These are described as an element-
wise set of affine transformations:

xj(z) = µj + σjzj , (12)

with µj = µj(x1, . . . , xj−1), σj = σj(x1, . . . , xj−1). The
value of xj thus depends only on the previous values of
x – this is the so-called autoregressive property. It is
straightforward to prove that the Jacobian of this trans-
formation is by construction triangular, and its determi-
nant is:

|det J [f(z)]| =
∏
i

σi . (13)

If q(z) is chosen to be the standard normal distribution,
then zj ∼ N (0,1). Scaling this by σj and shifting by µj

makes it so that xj ∼ N (µj , σj). Then, a single trans-
formation is equivalent to modelling pφ(x) as

pφ(x) =

D∏
j=1

pφ(xj | x1, . . . , xj−1)

= pφ(x1)pφ(x2 | x1)pφ(x3 | x2, x1) · · · , (14)

pφ(xj | x1, . . . , xj−1) = N (xj | µj , σj) . (15)

More complex distributions can then be recovered by
chaining several transformations, with the ordering of xi
randomly permuted between them.
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The functions µj(x1, . . . , xj−1) and σj(x1, . . . , xj−1)
for each transform can finally be parameterized by the
outputs of a neural network that takes x as input and
gives the values of µj and αj = log σj in a single for-
ward evaluation5. The network architecture must be
constrained so that the autoregressive property of the
outputs is satisfied – the output neurons corresponding
to µj and αj must not be connected to any of the in-
puts xj , xj+1, . . . , xD. In Ref. [77], these restrictions are
enforced on fully-connected neural network architectures
by cleverly constructing binary masks for each layer. The
resulting network architecture is called a Masked Au-
toencoder for Distribution Estimation (MADE). Several
MADEs can then be chained one after the other in order
to form a MAF. Between each MADE, the ordering of
the data vector can be randomly permuted so that the
dependency on the sequential order of the data is nulli-
fied.

In SBI, we are interested in estimating the likelihood
conditioned on the parameters θ. Conditioning can be
added to MADEs by appending θ to the network input
without any masking. Training a conditional MAF, then,
consists of feeding it a set of {xi,θi} pairs to obtain the
µj , αj from each MADE, from which the log-likelihood
log pφ(xi | θi) can be computed by repeated application
of Eqs. (14)-(15). Then, an optimization algorithm can
be used to tweak the values of the weights φ in order to
minimize the loss function

L = − log pφ(x | θ) . (16)

In other words, the aim is to find the set of weights
that maximize the estimated log-likelihood throughout
the dataset. This ensures that the likelihood estimate
pφ(x | θ) obtained after training closely mimics the real
underlying likelihood p(x | θ) without ever having to ex-
plicitly evaluate it.

D. Sequential Neural Likelihood (SNL)

Out of the three SBI paradigms described in Sec. IIIA,
this work focuses on likelihood estimation. In particular,
we use Sequential Neural Likelihood (SNL) [55] to per-
form inference targeted to a specific data set xo. In brief,
a dataset {xi, θi | i = 1, . . . , Nsim} is generated from the
joint distribution p(θ,x) = p(x | θ) p(θ) by first draw-
ing θ from the prior and obtaining the corresponding x
through the simulator x = x(θ). This dataset is used to
train our MAF and obtain a set of weights and biases φ1

and their corresponding likelihood function pφ1
(x | θ).

This would conclude single-round NLE. SNL adds to this
by iterating this analysis over multiple rounds. We can

5 αj is used in place of σj to automatically enforce the positivity of
σj without having to place additional restrictions on the network
architecture.

draw Nsim new samples of θ from the (approximate)
target posterior pφ1

(θ | xo) ∝ pφ1
(xo | θ) p(θ) using

MCMC. Those samples, and their corresponding simu-
lated x, are then appended to the {xi, θi} dataset, and
training is resumed to update φ1 into φ2 and obtain
pφ2(x | θ). This process of sampling, simulation, and
retraining is repeated until convergence is reached, or a
budget (e.g. number of simulations, training time) is
met.
In this way, SNL quickly finds the regions of parameter

space with high posterior density, where more accuracy is
desired, and obtains more training data there. Because
the training data from earlier rounds is not discarded,
the simulations proposed in later rounds do not bias the
likelihood estimate. However, a model trained to target
a specific realization of xo is not expected to perform
as well on a different xo, and it will perform badly if
its underlying parameters are outside the support of the
initial prior p(θ). This drawback is partially offset by
having much faster training with fewer overall simula-
tions. Targeted inference might be a better option when
high-accuracy simulations become expensive to run and
few distinct observations are made.
Once a full round of training is done, we have a like-

lihood estimate pφ(x | θ) that can be quickly evaluated
without performing any additional simulations. We are
ultimately interested in obtaining samples of the poste-
rior given some observed data xo. To obtain those, it is
necessary to sample the posterior p(θ | xo) ∝ pφ(xo |
θ) p(θ).

IV. SIMULATION PIPELINE

In order to train our model, large amounts of simu-
lated MBHB coalescence data are needed. We created a
data generation pipeline that can rapidly ‘mass-produce’
LDC-like datasets with arbitrary parameters. Speed of
simulation was prioritized over data fidelity and realism,
in order to be able to rapidly develop, prototype and
test our algorithms. Because of this, we do not antici-
pate that our inference will give satisfactory results when
shown real data. However, in future work it will be sim-
ple to replace this pipeline with a more realistic one, and
train using data generated from it to obtain more robust
results. A summary of the procedure is given in Algo-
rithm 1, with more details in the following subsections.

A. Choice of initial priors

First, values for the MBHB parameters θ need to be
selected. This is done by sampling from a prior p(θ). In
the first round of SNL, the prior can be configured de-
pending on our initial assumptions. The settings used are
shown in Table I. In later rounds, this prior is also used
in the MCMC posterior sampling step. Generally, p(θ)
denotes the broadest region of support for our algorithm.
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TABLE I: Definition, true values and initial priors used for the parameters θ describing the MBHB system being
analyzed. U(θ; a, b) denotes a prior uniform in θ ranging from a to b.

Notation Parameter description True value Prior
λL Longitude (LISA frame) (rad) 0.7222569995679988 U(λL; 0, 2π)
βL Latitude (LISA frame) (rad) -0.6361052210272687 U(sinβL;−1, 1)
χ1 Projected spina of BH 1 0.26863190922667673 U(χ1;−1, 1)
χ2 Projected spin of BH 2 -0.4215109787709388 U(χ2;−1, 1)

∆tc Coalescence time deviation (s) 0.0b U(∆tc;−103, 103)
ϕc Phase at coalescence (rad) 1.2201968860015653 U(ϕc; 0, 2π)
ι Inclination angle (rad) 2.2517895222056112 U(cos ι;−1, 1)

ψL Polarization angle (LISA frame) (rad) 2.4281809899277578 U(ψL; 0, 2π)
DL Luminosity distance (Mpc) 13470.983558972537 U(DL; 3000, 10

5)
Mc Chirp mass (M⊙) 772462.857152831 U(Mc; 10

5, 107)
q Mass ratioc m2/m1 0.46285493073209505 U(q; 0.125, 1)

a IMRPhenomD only supports BH spins perpendicular to the orbital plane. The projected spin χi is the component of the spin
projected on that axis. If the dimensionless spin ranges from 0 to 1, χi can range from -1 to 1.

b The absolute coalescence time tc in the LISA frame has value 11526688.585926516.
c We use the convention of m2 ≤ m1, so q ≤ 1.

Algorithm 1 Fast data generation pipeline

Require: θ ∼ p(θ) (or p(θ | xo))

(Ã(f), Ẽ(f), T̃ (f))← lisabeta(θ)

discard T̃ (f)
for H ← {A,E} do in parallel

H̃(f)← H̃(f)
√
∆t/

√
SH(f) ▷ whitening

H(t)← IFFT(H̃(f))/∆t
if noisy then

sample n(t) ∼ N (0,1)
H(t)← H(t) + n(t)

d← (A(t), E(t)) ▷ concatenate channels
if PCA then ▷ section IVC

x← PCA(d) ▷ already pre-fit PCA
else if autoencoder then ▷ section V

d← (d− µs)/σs ▷ scaling
x← Eψ(d) ▷ from pre-trained autoencoder

else x← d ▷ no dimensionality reduction
return x

The only major assumption made by our prior choice
is that an initial estimate of the time of coalescence, t̄c,
has been found through an initial search algorithm. This
lets us define the error in this estimate ∆tc = tc − t̄c as
the parameter that our algorithm is attempting to find.
The true value of tc in seconds may be large, but the
posteriors are expected to be extremely narrow in com-
parison, which may give rise to floating point precision
errors. This parameter redefinition circumvents those er-
rors. As long as the error is within the prior for ∆tc, the
estimate t̄c need not be very accurate – for our purposes,
it could be found by eye. However, we will not concern
ourselves with the search, and set an ideal t̄c = tc.

B. Waveform generation and noise

For every θ, a MBHB simulation is then run using the
lisabeta code (see [44, 78]). The waveform model sup-
plied by this code is an accelerated version of IMRPhenomD
[56], using the formalism described in Ref. [78] to ap-
ply the LISA instrumental response in the frequency do-
main and directly output TDI observables. The com-
paratively slow time-domain calculation is thus avoided.
The outputs of the code are the second-generation TDI
(A,E, T ) channels [23, 24] in frequency domain – though
the T channel was promptly discarded, as the amount of
GW information it carries is suppressed at low frequen-
cies [23, 59]. Finally, Keplerian LISA orbits were used in
the computation of the waveform response.
In order to reduce simulation time and data dimen-

sionality, the simulations were run in a restricted time
range and at a lower sample rate than the LDCs. The
start and end-times of the simulation6 were fixed to a
restricted range around the true coalescence time of the
target – from tb = 24h before, to ta = 6h after. The
sampling cadence was set to ∆t = 15 s. The reasoning
behind these choices can be found in Appendix A.
Afterwards, instrumental noise may need to be added.

In order to speed up the simulation, this work assumes
that this noise is stationary and Gaussian, and that it fol-
lows a priori known PSDs SA,E

n (f), which are introduced
and described in Appendix B. We ‘whiten’ our frequency-
domain noise-free TDI waveforms to have them in a form
such that, if there were noise, it would be white and of

6 At this stage of the pipeline, the TDI data is in the frequency
domain. The start and end times determine two things: the
time shift of the start of the waveform introduces a global phase
factor of e−i2πf(t̄c−tb), and the frequency resolution depends on
the total observation duration by ∆f = (ta + tb)

−1.
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unit amplitude. After careful consideration of the nor-
malization factors involved, the re-scaling needed to per-
form this whitening is

Ã(f) →
√

∆t

SA
n (f)

Ã(f) , (17)

and the equivalent for Ẽ(f). After this rescaling, one can
then obtain a noisy time series under our assumptions
by simply performing an Inverse Fast Fourier Transform
(IFFT) and adding the noise as sampled from a standard
normal distribution. This completely bypasses the need
to simulate the LISA instrument, greatly accelerating the
production of large datasets. Removing the assumptions
on the noise is not expected to require significant changes
to the inference algorithm, but realistic noise would slow
down simulations, so it is left to future work.

C. Dimensionality reduction: Principal Component
Analysis

At this stage, our data consists of 2 time-series chan-
nels, with 7200 data points each, which we can concate-
nate into a 14400-dimensional vector d = (A(t), E(t)).
Our chosen inference algorithm constrains our MADEs
so that the number of inputs equals the dimensional-
ity of the input x plus the number of parameters (11
in our case), and the number of MADE outputs will be
twice the dimensionality of x. Using the original 14400-
dimensional data set, x = d, would require large neural
networks that are computationally expensive to train and
prone to overfitting. The large number of inputs dedi-
cated to x compared to θ may decrease the effect of θ
during training, further slowing it down. Therefore, an
additional dimensionality reduction step is required to go
from d into some compressed summaries x.
NPE-based approaches such as DINGO [52] do not

have as many problems with the dimensionality of x,
because they are estimating the probability of θ condi-
tioned on x. This allows them to simultaneously train
an embedding network that finds the optimal compres-
sion (down to a more manageable 128 dimensions) at the
same time as they train their normalizing flows. How-
ever, in the case of NLE, an embedding neural network
on x cannot be trained at the same time as the inference
networks. Attempting to find a lower-dimensional form
of x at the same time as one is training pφ(x | θ), which
is the probability to obtain the data, will quickly result
in a compressed x such that the corresponding normal-
izing flow need only be the identity mapping, completely
disregarding any dependence on θ. Even so, it is possible
to use dimensionality reduction algorithms to produce a
compressed x, as long as any required training is per-
formed in a separate step.

The most basic strategy to compress the data used in
this work is Principal Component Analysis (PCA) (see,
e.g., [79]). The procedure is as follows: first, a dataset of
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FIG. 1: Top: Explained variance of each principal
component when performing PCA on noise-free (solid)

and noisy (dashed) data. Bottom: Cumulative
explained variance ratio when truncating PCA to the

number of components denoted in the x axis.

50000 waveforms, with parameters drawn from the prior
(see Table I), is produced. The elements of this dataset
are stacked into a 50000×14400 matrix onto which PCA
is performed. From this, we obtain a representation of
this dataset in terms of the 14400 principal components
derived from it.

Next, we need to evaluate how many of these princi-
pal components are needed. The standard way of doing
so is to look at the explained variance ratio, which is a
proxy of the fraction of the total information each prin-
cipal component holds. Thus, by looking at the cumula-
tive explained variance ratio, we have a measure of the
amount of information we preserve if we represent our
data as a smaller number of these components.

The top panel of Fig. 1 shows the explained variance of
each principal component when performing PCA on both
noise-free and noisy data. In the noise-free case, the ex-
plained variance begins to decrease notably after a few
hundred components, falling off drastically after the first
1000. The noisy data has a more gradual decrease of the
component values, since the higher components are ded-
icated to describing the noise itself. The bottom panel
of Fig. 1 shows the cumulative ratio. In both, noisy and
noise-free data, this ratio increases rapidly until it con-
verges near 1 – a perfect reconstruction – after only a few
hundred components. To preserve 99% of the informa-
tion, we found that we needed at least 132 components
for the clean waveforms, or 147 for noisy data. These
correspond to compression ratios of 109.09 and 97.96,
respectively. This is a significant improvement, and it
already makes our method computationally feasible.

To have a consistent data size throughout our experi-
ments, we choose to keep to 128 components throughout
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this work. This preserves 98.93% of information in the
noise-free case, and 98.70% when data contains noise.
With the expectation that 50000 simulations are a repre-
sentative enough sample of our data, we store the appro-
priately truncated matrices obtained by the PCA proce-
dure so that they can be reused on new simulations to
quickly transform a 14400-dimensional data d to a 128-
dimensional compressed data x.

V. MODIFICATIONS TO THE SIMULATION
PIPELINE

The code implementation of the basic simulation
pipeline of Sec. IV was done with speed of prototyping
and iteration as the first priority. Each transformation
done to the data after the waveform simulation – whiten-
ing, inverse FFT, addition of noise, and PCA – was im-
plemented in the form of a modular block. In this way,
it is easy to implement new reusable data transforma-
tion blocks, which can then be chained in any order to
change the form of the data x being given to the param-
eter estimation algorithm. We have performed various
experiments, and in this section we describe the most
noteworthy ones.

A. Waveform scaling

An incidental advantage of whitening the signal is that
it is also rescaled so that the noise in the time series has
amplitudes of O(1), which ML models have less numer-
ical difficulty with than the usual values of O(10−20).
If our signals were expected to have lower or compara-
ble amplitude to the noise – as is the case with stellar-
mass compact binary coalescences in ground-based data
– this rescaling would be optimal. However, for MB-
HBs, this is not the case: for loud sources, although the
signal and noise have comparable amplitudes during the
inspiral and ringdown, the signal at the merger can have
amplitudes over two orders of magnitude higher. Addi-
tionally, MBHB signals with higher SNR tend to have
shorter, louder mergers, making this disparity even more
pronounced. If one proceeds with the data as is, the
dimensionality reduction algorithms that follow in the
pipeline will focus on the merger – meaning that most
of the information loss will come from the inspiral and
ringdown. Forcing the merger to have a comparable am-
plitude to the inspiral and ringdown would, in principle,
give each phase of the waveform equal footing. For this
reason, we have attempted to rescale the data to achieve
this effect.

The scaling procedure used is simple. First, in a man-
ner similar to Sec. IVC, a dataset of 250000 whitened
time-domain simulations is produced by drawing sam-
ples from the prior. From these, the mean µs and stan-
dard deviation σs are computed at each time (across the
250000 realizations). Then, scaling simply consists of the
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FIG. 2: Effect of reducing the number of components of
PCA to the explained variance on data scaled with the
procedure of Sec. VA. Top: Explained variance of each

principal component when performing PCA on
noise-free (solid) and noisy (dashed) data. Bottom:
Cumulative explained variance ratio when truncating
PCA to the number of components denoted in the x

axis.

transformation

d → d− µs

σs
. (18)

The values of µs and σs are then stored so this rescaling
can be performed on new data. We have found that scal-
ing noise-free data independently would give too much
importance to the inspiral and ringdown parts of the
waveforms due to the small variances there. Therefore,
the same µs and σs that were computed on noisy data
have been used to scale noise-free data. An illustrative
example of the waveforms after scaling is shown in blue in
Fig. 3: the left subfigures have a scaled noise-free wave-
form, while the ones on the right contain noise, and have
the same noise-free scaled waveform overplotted in red.

B. Autoencoders

After scaling the data, the next step in the pipeline
would be the dimensionality reduction. The simplest way
forward would be to use PCA on scaled data, but we
will now show that this would result in severe loss of
information.
The same procedure done to produce Fig. 1 in

Sec. IVC was done on scaled waveform data. The ex-
plained variance of the resulting PCA is computed and
shown on the top panel of Fig. 2. In the noise-free case,
the explained variance only begins to decrease after 1000
components. Adding noise, all components become al-
most equally important.
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The cumulative ratio, shown in the bottom panel, gives
clear indication that at least several hundred components
would be needed to preserve most of the information in
the noise-free case, or almost all of them when adding
noise. Indeed, in order to preserve 99% of the informa-
tion, we found that at least 584 components are needed
for clean waveforms, while for noisy data a much larger
figure of 10947 components is required. These are com-
pression ratios of 24.66 and 1.32, respectively. If we were
to keep only the first 128 components, we see that we
would preserve less than 67% of the information in the
noise-free case, and less than 38% in the presence of
noise. The scaled waveforms before and after the 128-
component PCA are shown in Figs. 3a and 3b for the
noise-free and noisy cases, respectively. It should be re-
marked that, while still not good enough, the PCA fit on
noisy data results in a reconstruction that looks visually
closer to the noise-free data than the PCA fit on noise-
free data itself. Still, the quality of the reconstruction is
quite low, and it is for this reason that we conclude that
linear dimensionality reduction via PCA is not powerful
enough in the case of scaled data.

The next logical step is to use nonlinear dimensional-
ity reduction algorithms. Here, we choose to test autoen-
coders [80, 81], since they are a conceptually simple but
flexible technique.

An autoencoder consists of two function families with
tunable parameters: an encoder Eψ that projects the
input7 x to a lower-dimensional latent space z = Eψ(x),
and a decoder Dξ that takes a latent vector and produces
a vector y = Dξ(z) in the same vector space as x. If the
parameters (ψ, ξ) are trained with the goal of making
Dξ(Eψ(x)) ≃ x, the latent vector z = Eψ(x) can be
thought of as a lower-dimensional representation of x.
Then, for a lower-dimensional z, y = Dξ(z) allows us
to reconstruct something close to the original x. The
reconstruction error between Dξ(Eψ(x)) and x – in the
form of a loss function – becomes a proxy metric of how
much information is lost in the compression from x to z.
The typical loss function used is the mean-squared error
(MSE) for a batch of nb examples:

MSE(y,x) =
1

nb

N∑
i=1

∥yi − xi∥22 , (19)

with ∥x∥2 ≡ √
x · x denoting the L2 norm (i.e. the Eu-

clidean length).
In this work, the function families Eψ and Dξ are de-

scribed by a convolutional neural network. The autoen-
coder was designed to compress the 2-channel, 30 hour
long time series waveforms down to a vector of length 128.
Details of the architecture can be found in Appendix C.

7 While describing autoencoders, we will temporarily change the
notation: d becomes the high-dimensional vector x, while x be-
comes the low-dimensional embedding z.

Training is performed on a dataset of 200000 noise-free,
whitened and scaled waveforms drawn on the prior, until
an early stopping criterion is met. Performing a second,
fine-tuning run on 200000 additional simulations slightly
improves the loss metric, but the improvement brought
by further fine-tuning rounds is comparatively negligible.

As a visual test of the autoencoder’s reconstruction ca-
pability, our target waveform xo was passed through the
trained autoencoder. Fig. 3c shows the reconstructed
TDI A channel superimposed with the original. While
not a perfect recovery, the order of magnitude and qual-
itative behaviour of the inspiral and ringdown parts of
the waveform are fairly similar. The merger, however,
is completely missing from the reconstructed waveform.
This can be explained by the fact that, due to the high
variance in frequencies near the merger, there are not
enough convolutional filters to capture all of it. Then,
the network prioritizes learning the filters for the lower-
frequency inspiral and ringdown, which explains a larger
section of the time series. Increasing the number of con-
volutional filters, especially in the first and last layers,
seems to somewhat improve merger reconstruction, but
also greatly increases the computational cost of training
the autoencoder. Considering that a compression factor
of 112.5 is being forced, and that the specific choice of ar-
chitecture is highly unoptimized (as no hyperparameter
tuning was performed over the number and configuration
of layers), these are still promising results.

In principle, noisy data could be problematic for data
compression, but the flexibility of autoencoders gives us
an additional way to combat the noise. Instead of train-
ing to reconstruct the (noisy) input, the training is per-
formed to minimize the MSE between the autoencoder
output and the waveform without the noise. In this sense,
this denoising autoencoder also learns to remove the noise
from the data. To ensure the network does not simply
memorize the specific noise realizations in the examples,
the noise can be quickly generated and added to the train-
ing waveforms before being fed to the autoencoder, ef-
fectively acting as a form of data augmentation. Our
experiments suggested that denoising autoencoders per-
formed significantly better in noisy data than attempting
to reconstruct the noisy signal.

The result of applying the denoising autoencoder to
noisy data xo is shown in Fig. 3d. Both the noisy and
noise-free waveforms are also shown. Outside of the
merger, the denoising autoencoder was able to recon-
struct the noise-free waveform slightly better than the
standard autoencoder. At first, it may seem counterin-
tuitive that performance on noisy data is better than on
noise-free data. But this could be explained by the fact
that we are explicitly guiding the autoencoder to learn
to ignore the noise, which may help the autoencoder to
more easily reconstruct the noise-free signal.

For another comparison between PCA and autoen-
coders, Table II shows the MSE resulting of applying
each compression technique and its inverse on xo, in the
three cases where xo is noise-free, noisy and pure noise.
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(a) 128-component PCA, noise-free
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(b) 128-component PCA, noisy
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(c) Standard autoencoder, noise-free
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(d) Denoising autoencoder, noisy

FIG. 3: Reconstruction of the TDI A channel for PCA (above) and autoencoders (below). The left figures show
performance on noise-free data: the original data is shown in blue, and the reconstruction after compression in

orange. The right figures show noisy data: the colours are the same, but blue is now noisy data, with the added red
showing the noise-free realization for reference.

As a worst-case scenario to beat, they are compared with
the MSE resulting from sampling a reconstructed xo from
a standard normal distribution – which could be thought
of as a completely lossy reconstruction process. Unsur-
prisingly, for a specified compression factor, autoencoders
outperform PCA in almost every scenario. What is re-
markable is that the denoising autoencoder seems to have
performed slightly better than the standard one, even in
the case where xo did not have any noise – despite the
denoising autoencoder having never been shown purely
noise-free data. Indeed, the denoising autoencoder per-
forms even slightly better than that when adding noise to
the waveform. This, along with the extremely low MSE
when shown full noise, shows that the denoising autoen-
coder learned how to effectively ignore the noise it was
trained on.

In addition to the pipeline described in Sec. IV, we
attempt to use scaled waveforms and autoencoders in

the pipeline to test the performance of the data analysis
algorithm described in Sec. III. We emphasize that we
do not expect the results to be particularly good – after
all, the autoencoder is failing to reconstruct the merger,
where almost all of the SNR of the signal is concentrated.
In any case, it will serve as a proof of concept and a test
of the robustness of our data analysis algorithm.

VI. APPLICATIONS TO SYNTHETIC DATA

In order to test the feasibility of this algorithm, a
mock observation xo was generated using the simulation
pipeline summarized in Algorithm 1, and described in de-
tail in Sections IV and V. The parameters of the source
considered are the same ones as the first MBHB source
in the Spritz round of the LDCs, and are listed in the
third column of Table I. The system under consideration
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TABLE II: Reconstruction of the MSE on scaled data
for the dimensionality reduction techniques discussed in

this work – lower is better. The three scenarios
considered are: noise-free data, noisy data, and data
consisting purely of noise. Each technique was applied

on the scaled true xo, followed by its inverse
reconstruction. ‘Random’ refers to sampling from a
standard normal distribution. Since the denoising
autoencoder always attempts to reconstruct the

noise-free signal, that is what is given to its MSE – in
the case of pure noise, a zero signal is expected.

noise-free noisy noise
Random 3.0266 3.5556 2.0007
PCA-128 1.7647 2.2897 1.0143

Noisy PCA-128 1.2801 1.8087 0.9785
Autoencoder 0.1794 0.7867 0.9919

Denoising autoencoder 0.1458 0.1398 0.0005

is also one of the 15 MBHB systems present in the pre-
vious Sangria round. This is a very loud but short-lived
MBHB, with an ideal SNR (as computed via Eq. (5), us-
ing the PSD defined in Appendix B) of over 4000, mostly
accumulated around the merger.

Our algorithms have been tested with both noise-free
and noisy data xo. Because it was generated with our
simulation pipeline, we know that the test data will be
generated using the same LISA orbits, TDI version and
parameter conventions as the data that is used to train
our models. In order to apply this method to the LDCs,
every part of the pipeline needs to be carefully consoli-
dated – the test data needs to be transformed to comply
with our data format (i.e. cropping, downsampling and
whitening it; performing dimensionality reduction, etc.)
and our simulation pipeline needs to be reconfigured to
better suit the data, including being able to generate
non-stationary noise.

For each scenario, three analyses were performed:

Eryn: This first run serves as a control mechanism to
ensure the posteriors obtained are reasonable, using the
likelihood-based methods described in Sec. II. It consists
of a simple parallel-tempered MCMC search using the
Eryn sampler on the likelihood function in Eq. (3). No
dimensionality reduction is performed as part of the data
pipeline8.

We sample from 10 temperatures: the lowest one corre-
sponds to β = 1, the target posterior, and the highest one
to β = 0, the prior. The 8 remaining temperatures are
initialized with a geometric spacing and are allowed to
evolve during the sampling to ensure a 25% swap proba-

8 Actually, the signal was whitened with the transformation of
Eq. (17), but then Eq. (3) has been modified to take this into
account.

bility between adjacent temperatures [82]. Each temper-
ature contains an ensemble of 64 MCMC chains being
sampled in parallel. Eryn supports a variety of proposals
for an MCMC jump, allowing for fine-tuning to the prob-
lem in question, but here we only use the affine-invariant
stretch proposal [83, 84].

SNL-PCA: The main method this work proposes makes
use of the simulation pipeline described in Sec. IV to
provide training data to the SNL algorithm presented in
Sec. IIID. The code implementation of the algorithm re-
lies on the sbi package [85, 86], which provides the back-
end and the building blocks required for the inference al-
gorithm. In our experiments, we use a MAF consisting of
15 MADE transforms. Each MADE is a neural network
containing 2 hidden layers with 128 neurons each. The
algorithm was left to train for 100 rounds, with 10000
new simulations appended to the training dataset after
each round.

In order to make the inference more reliable regardless
of the specific choice of parameters θ, an embedding net-
work was used to transform θ before feeding it to the
MAF. This consists of a shallow network, with 128 neu-
rons in its hidden layer, that takes the parameter vector
θ as input and outputs a transformed vector θ of the
same length. The weights and biases of this hidden layer
are trained at the same time as our MAF.

Between SNL training rounds, new training data needs to
be generated. For this, we use Eryn again to sample the
posterior derived from the estimated likelihood obtained
at the end of each round. We then run the simulator for
the parameters θ obtained from this sampling procedure.
We use the same 10-temperature scheme mentioned in
the description of the Eryn analysis just above, but now
each temperature runs 100 chains in parallel. The first
round of SNL initializes these chains from the prior, but
the state of the chains is stored so the chains in the next
round can be initialized at the last position of each round.
This should, in theory, minimize the need of burn-in be-
yond the first round, but at the start of each round 1000
steps of burn-in are performed anyway so that the chains
and temperatures can adapt to the new likelihood func-
tion. To ensure the samples are thoroughly uncorrelated,
the posterior is sampled for 10 times the required number
of steps, and the chains are thinned accordingly – so that
one in every 10 samples are used as training data for the
next round.

SNL-AE: Finally, we show results that use the modifica-
tions to the data generation pipeline suggested in Sec. V.
The configuration of the SNL algorithm is the same as
in the SNL-PCA above, but the pipeline will scale the
data and feed it through an autoencoder instead of using
PCA. The autoencoders used have been pre-trained in-
dependently before doing any inference, as described in
Sec. VB. For the noise-free scenario, we use a standard
autoencoder, while for the noisy case we use a denoising
autoencoder.
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FIG. 4: Eryn run, noise-free: intrinsic parameters.
The diagonal subplots represent the 1D marginalized
posterior distributions obtained for each parameter.
The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95%

confidence intervals in the 2D marginalized posteriors
for each combination of parameters. The dashed black
lines are the true parameter values of the injected signal.

We reiterate that, because the autoencoder architectures
we have trained fail to reconstruct the merger, where
most of the SNR is located, we do not expect the result-
ing posteriors to be as good as the other two methods.
Nevertheless, we find the results are interesting enough
that they deserve commentary.

The results for each of the two scenarios, noise-free and
noisy, are discussed in the following subsections.

A. Noise-free case

We begin by showing the results in the absence of noise.
Fig. 4 shows the intrinsic parameters recovered by Eryn.
In turn, Fig. 5 shows the results obtained with SNL-PCA.
In both cases, the recovered posteriors do have a maxi-
mum around the true parameter values, so they are cor-
rectly recovered by both algorithms. The most notable
difference between both posteriors is in the m1–m2 2D
posteriors, which have different shapes. This is because
SNL-PCA was unable to recover the chirp mass Mc with
the same accuracy as Eryn, but in turn, it constrained
the mass ratio q remarkably better. Thus, the elongated
shape of the m1-m2 posterior in Fig. 4 follows a line of
constant Mc, while the corresponding panel in Fig. 5 is
more distributed along the direction of constant q. The
1D projections for each intrinsic parameter are ultimately
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FIG. 5: SNL-PCA, noise-free: intrinsic parameters.
The diagonal subplots represent the 1D marginalized
posterior distributions obtained for each parameter.
The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95%

confidence intervals in the 2D marginalized posteriors
for each combination of parameters. The dashed black
lines are the true parameter values of the injected signal.

of similar width, with SNL-PCA being only slightly nar-
rower than Eryn.
Qualitatively similar results are also obtained for the

extrinsic parameters, as shown in Figs. 6 (Eryn) and 7
(SNL-PCA). There are some differences between them:
while SNL-PCA does not recover the inclination or lu-
minosity distance as well as Eryn, SNL-PCA is able to
place a much tighter constraint on the longitude angle.
It should be noted that, during training, SNL-PCA

was unable to resolve the longitude λL well at all for
several rounds, with the 1D posteriors looking similar to
the priors. This situation continued until, after having
narrowed down most of the other parameters, the neural
network training hit a sudden ‘breakthrough’. In the
particular run displayed in Fig. 7, this did not happen
until training round 33 – until then, SNL-PCA seemed
unable to learn about the longitude parameter. From
then on, the λL marginal posterior estimation rapidly
improved until converging to the one shown in Fig. 7,
which is narrower than the one recovered by Eryn.
The most obvious difference between the two posteri-

ors is that SNL-PCA was unable to determine the polar-
ization angle and the phase at coalescence. Meanwhile,
Eryn finds a bimodal structure in these two quantities. It
is currently unclear to us whether the small loss of infor-
mation caused by the dimensionality reduction employed
in SNL could play a role in this discrepancy, or if sim-
ply letting the algorithm train for more than 100 rounds
would resolve the issue, in a similar manner as with the
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FIG. 6: Eryn, noise-free: extrinsic parameters. The diagonal subplots represent the 1D marginalized posterior
distributions obtained for each parameter. The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95% confidence intervals in
the 2D marginalized posteriors for each combination of parameters. The dashed black lines are the true parameter

values of the injected signal.

longitude.

As for SNL-AE, Fig. 8 shows the resulting posterior for
the intrinsic parameters, while Fig. 9 contains the extrin-
sic ones. From Fig. 8, we can see that our algorithm is
able to successfully extract the intrinsic parameters of the
injected MBHB source. The results in these parameters
show posteriors noticeably broader than Eryn (Fig. 6),
but otherwise they are qualitatively identical.

As for the extrinsic parameters, Fig. 9 shows that SNL-
AE was also mostly able to recover them correctly, with
a similar qualitative look to SNL-PCA (Fig. 7) but with

much broader posteriors. There seems to be a bias in
the sky location parameters (λL, βL) and the inclination
ι with respect to their true values. Ref. [44] shows that,
for short-lived low-frequency signals, the LISA response
will show an apparent bias in these parameters. This
bias, in turn, induces biases in the other extrinsic pa-
rameters, caused by the correlations between parame-
ters9. The GW signal we are analyzing should not be

9 For example, the luminosity distance DL is correlated with ι,
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distributions obtained for each parameter. The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95% confidence intervals in
the 2D marginalized posteriors for each combination of parameters. The dashed black lines are the true parameter

values of the injected signal.

in the regime where these biases appear. However, as
discussed in Sec. VB and illustrated in Figs. 3c and 3d,
the autoencoders we train are zero-ing out the merger,
unintentionally putting the signal in the low-frequency
(f ≪ fL = 1/L = 0.12Hz) regime. The dashed red
lines in Fig. 9 show the position of the biased true val-
ues as predicted by Ref. [44] for the sky location and ι.

and a bias in the latter introduces a bias in the former.

For all three parameters, the maximum in the marginal-
ized posteriors lies somewhere in between the true value
and the predicted bias. While the parameters obtained
are biased, the predicted bias was somewhat suppressed,
presumably because the signal is still not quite in the
short-lived low-frequency regime.
It should be noted that, during the training process

of SNL-AE, a secondary mode in the sky location and
inclination appeared in the posteriors. This secondary
mode is compatible with the transformation

λL → λL − π , βL → −βL , ι→ π − ι , (20)
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which is the antipodal mode described in Ref. [44]. There,
it is shown that this particular mode appears in the form
of a degeneracy when the LISA response function is ap-
proximated in the low-frequency regime we just have de-
scribed. The simulator in our algorithm uses the full
LISA response, so the presence of this mode may seem
surprising. But it can also be explained by the autoen-
coder’s failure to reconstruct the merger. That is, the
low-dimensional summaries used in the inference algo-
rithm do not carry the high-frequency information nec-
essary to reconstruct the merger. This effectively puts
our data near the regime of the low-frequency approxi-
mation. When using the leading-order low-frequency re-
sponse, the two modes should have the same amplitude,
but higher-order corrections decrease the amplitude of
the secondary mode. This secondary mode is not visible
in Fig. 9. This is because, by the end of the training,
only 13 of the 10000 posterior samples used in the elab-
oration of the figures could be considered to belong to
it. The secondary mode is still being explored in the
higher-temperature posterior chains, however.

SNL-AE managed to recover the merger time within
10 seconds. This is not as good as the Eryn or SNL-
PCA, but considering that the dimensionality reduction
is effectively inserting a data gap during the merger it-
self, the fact that our algorithm was still able to recover
∆tc with an accuracy within a time-domain bin could
be considered a remarkable success and an indicator of

the robustness of SNL to artifacts, as long as the train-
ing data also contains them. Indeed, we also find signifi-
cant that SNL-PCA was able to obtain a precision in ∆tc
comparable to Eryn, considering that the data being fed
to the algorithm is essentially heavily compressed time-
domain data with a low sample rate. On the other hand,
SNL-AE, like SNL-PCA, is also unable to satisfactorily
determine ψ and ϕc.
Our experiments empirically determine that the num-

ber of simulations that are run between each round of
inference can play an important role in the speed of train-
ing. This hyperparameter effectively dictates the relative
amount of time that should be spent on sampling from
the posterior and running simulations compared to neu-
ral network training. For a fixed amount of simulations,
spreading them into several smaller rounds seems to lead
to higher quality posteriors than doing fewer rounds with
more simulations. This also seems to net decent poste-
riors in a relatively short time, but the rate of improve-
ment stagnates earlier. Conversely, if the main goal is
to obtain high quality posteriors at the end of training,
performing fewer training rounds with more simulations
between each seems to yield better results. This can be
explained by the fact that, with smaller rounds, fewer
simulations are ‘spent’ in the non-informative prior early
on. However, once the likelihood estimate has started
to converge, adding fewer simulations to the training
data in each round means a slower rate of progress per
round. In later stages of the training, when the train-
ing dataset is already large and each round of training
becomes computationally expensive, improvements be-
come very marginal and many rounds are needed. With
larger rounds, more resources are spent early on simulat-
ing waveforms in parts of parameter space that are not
as relevant, but the likelihood estimate will be able to
be trained further before the rate of progress begins to
stagnate.

B. Noisy case

The presentation of the results with noise follows the
same line as in the noise-free case. Fig. 10 shows the in-
trinsic parameters recovered by Eryn, while Fig. 11 shows
the SNL-PCA equivalent. Comparing them, we can see
qualitatively similar results, where the posteriors have
similar shapes and are centered around the true values,
but the SNL-PCA posteriors are slightly broader due to
lower fidelity in recovering the chirp mass.
For the extrinsic parameters, Figs. 12 and 13 show the

posteriors recovered from Eryn and SNL-PCA, respec-
tively. For the parameters where the behavior is qual-
itatively similar in both, the SNL-PCA posteriors are
still slightly broader than the Eryn ones. However, there
are a few notable differences, both between each other
and with the noise-free case. First, Eryn seems to not
have caught the secondary modes in ψ and ϕc, focus-
ing only on the incorrect one, although the algorithm is
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FIG. 9: SNL-AE, noise-free: extrinsic parameters. The diagonal subplots represent the 1D marginalized posterior
distributions obtained for each parameter. The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95% confidence intervals in
the 2D marginalized posteriors for each combination of parameters. The dashed black lines are the true parameter
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Ref. [44].

able to correctly determine the remaining 9 parameters.
On the other hand, as it happens in the noise-free case,
SNL-PCA is unable to determine these two parameters.
More interestingly, the SNL-PCA posteriors feature two
modes in the extrinsic parameters. They are related to
each other by the transformation

λL → λL , βL → −βL , ι→ π − ι . (21)

This secondary mode is what Ref. [44] refers to as the
reflected sky position mode. This mode arises from a

degeneracy in the LISA response function under the ap-
proximation of a static configuration of the spacecrafts.
Of course, this work is using Keplerian orbits, but for
a signal that is short-lived enough, LISA does not have
time to move much and this regime applies. The obser-
vation durations we are considering are long enough that
LISA can move a few degrees and break this degeneracy,
but the SNR of this particular MBHB source is so focused
on the merger that it is effectively in this low-duration
regime. This mode only seems to appear when the data is
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noisy because the noise effectively masks the inspiral part
of the waveform, shortening the effective duration of the
signal. In early rounds of SNL training, the two modes
first appear with similar, but as rounds pass the sec-
ondary mode begins getting suppressed. There is the pos-
sibility that with more rounds of training, the reflected
mode may disappear altogether. While this secondary
mode does not appear in Eryn (Fig. 12), we should note
that it is sampled from briefly during the burn-in MCMC
iterations, and the higher-temperature chains do explore
this mode.

Finally, for SNL-AE, Fig. 14 shows the posterior ob-
tained from the intrinsic parameters, and Fig. 15 has the
extrinsic parameters. As seen in Fig. 14, extraction of
the intrinsic parameters from the posteriors becomes a
lot more difficult for SNL-AE. For the masses, while the
1D marginalized posteriors may be off from their true
value, in the m1-m2 projection we can see that the esti-
mated masses are very well localized on a curve of con-
stant chirp mass: the chirp mass is well recovered, but the
mass ratio is not. A similar behaviour is present in the
spins, where the mode of χ1 is only somewhat near the
true value, but the projection in the χ1-χ2 pane shows
that the spins are rather well-determined in some combi-
nation of χ1 and χ2 – likely related to the leading-order
Post-Newtonian spin parameterization χPN that play a
role in the PhenomD waveform model [56]. It should be
noted that Fig. 14 looks qualitatively similar to Fig. 8 of
Ref. [42]. That figure showed the posterior for the intrin-
sic parameters for a pre-merger MBHB signal – that is,
including only the inspiral part of the waveform. The fact
that our results look similar to that scenario reinforces
the idea that the degradation in our SNL-AE posteriors
can be explained by the fact that our autoencoder is fail-
ing to reconstruct the merger, as explained in Sec. VB
(and shown explicitly in Figs. 3c and 3d).

As for the extrinsic parameters, Fig. 15 shows that, for
most parameters, the qualitative behaviour is the same
as in the noise-free case (Fig. 9), albeit with broader
posteriors. For the sky location, instead of one or two
modes, we see a more complex structure with at least
6 distinguishable modes. These are all compatible with
the 8 modes that [44] predict for coalescing binaries in
the limit of short-lived low-frequency signals. Indeed, the
modes are located precisely where Ref. [44] predicts. The
two dominant modes are the true and antipodal modes
mentioned in Sec. VIA, with the remaining four being
suppressed. We hypothesize that the modes coming from
reflections βL → −βL of the two dominant ones are even
more suppressed, to the point that the MCMC run used
in elaborating Fig. 15 captured just a few samples near
the reflection of the true mode, and none in the reflection
of the antipodal one.
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FIG. 12: Eryn, noisy: extrinsic parameters. The diagonal subplots represent the 1D marginalized posterior
distributions obtained for each parameter. The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95% confidence intervals in
the 2D marginalized posteriors for each combination of parameters. The dashed black lines are the true parameter

values of the injected signal.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we have investigated how to use NLE
methods for LISA data analysis, in particular for the
problem of parameter estimation of individual MBHB
sources. Despite the complex structure of the poste-
rior distributions, with multi-modalities and degeneracies
in various parameters, we have shown that MAF-based
methods are able to successfully recover them.

A key consideration for these methods to be feasible is
dimensionality reduction of the data. Special care is re-

quired to minimize the loss of information in this process.
For the particular scenario we deal with in this paper,
PCA to 128 components (using the procedure described
in Sec. IV) yields good results – though they are not fully
identical to the likelihood-based results. In anticipation
for the complications that appear in more realistic situ-
ations, including glitches, gaps and non-stationarities in
the data, in Sec. V we have proposed some modifications
and introduced autoencoders as an alternative dimen-
sionality reduction procedure. Autoencoders are a type
of neural network that is very flexible. In this paper we
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distributions obtained for each parameter. The off-diagonal contours show the 68% and 95% confidence intervals in
the 2D marginalized posteriors for each combination of parameters. The dashed black lines are the true parameter

values of the injected signal.

have only investigated simple configurations, so that the
associated architectures that we have trained on scaled
time-series data have not been able to resolve the merger
part of the signal. Nevertheless, the results we have ob-
tained look quite promising.

Simulation-based inference methods give us freedom
in terms of the representation of the signal before data
compression. In this work, we have only used signals in
the time domain – unscaled for the SNL-PCA method,

and scaled for autoencoders10. There is still room for
more experimentation, in particular with other represen-
tations of the data. For instance, it may be more con-
venient to use frequency-domain data, or a combination

10 We have also trained autoencoders with unscaled data, but in
that case our architectures are only able to reconstruct the
merger itself. The resulting posteriors are better than with scaled
data, but not as good as SNL-PCA, so we do not consider them
interesting enough.
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of both, or two-dimensional representations such as the
ones provided by wavelet methods. These alternative
representations may appear as more suitable for differ-
ent dimensionality reduction algorithms. In this sense,
the modular character of the simulation pipeline we have
developed in this work can serve as a basis to experiment
with these different representations.

It is important to remark that the particular arqui-
tecture for the autoencoder used in the SNL-AE method
(shown in Appendix C) has been obtained by a process
of trial and error. In principle, we have complete free-
dom in the definition of the autoencoder, beyond the
one-dimensional convolutional neural network for which
we have shown results in this work. Indeed, we have also
experimented with fully-connected autoencoders, but the
large number of network parameters they involve have
caused overfitting to the training data. Nevertheless, it
seems very likely that, with more experimentation and
the help of automated hyperparameter searches, we can
find configurations that yield better results and in a more
efficient way. On the other hand, there is room to ex-
periment with other dimensionality reduction algorithms
beyond PCA and autoencoders.

Regarding the choice of sampler, just as in the case
of likelihood-based methods, SNL requires an algorithm
that is resilient when multimodalities appear. The orig-
inal implementation of SNL [55] recommends using slice
sampling [87], as it fits the criteria and little tuning is

necessary. However, multidimensional slice sampling is
Gibbs-like in the sense that, at each iteration, a new
value for each individual parameter is proposed condi-
tioned on the current state of all the others. In our
problem, some of the parameters are correlated or even
degenerate, which restricts significantly the size of the
jumps that can be made and impedes the efficient navi-
gation of the parameter space. This could, in principle,
be mitigated by redefining the parameters to be sampled
in order to circumvent the correlations, but this lies out-
side of the scope of this article. Instead, we found that
reusing Eryn’s parallel-tempered MCMC to sample the
posterior between rounds is sufficient.
In terms of computational performance11, with our

choice of hyperparameters, our synthetic likelihood is
evaluated in 3ms. This time saving is not much as com-
pared to the 4ms that it takes to evaluate the full like-
lihood. However, since our trained likelihood estimate
does not require any simulations, it can be vectorized
to a higher degree so that more evaluations can be per-
formed in parallel: the MCMC runs done between SNL
rounds took approximately 100 seconds to produce 10000
effective samples – with 2 million total likelihood calls,
accounting for the burn-in and thinning. Each of our
SNL runs have been restricted to a total of 106 waveform
calls across all rounds, while the likelihood-based runs
we compared against did 6.4× 107. Thus, we are able to
achieve qualitatively comparable results with fewer than
2% of the simulations. In the future, as the realism –
and cost – of our simulations increases, by introducing
higher-order waveform corrections, glitches and gaps, we
expect the difference in efficiency to widen in our favor.
It must also be noted that the evaluation time of our

synthetic likelihood depends heavily on the complexity of
the underlying MAF. We have some control over it, in the
form of the number of MADEs that form it and the size
and number of hidden layers within each MADE. Indeed,
experiments have shown us that reducing the number of
MADEs from 15 to 5 improves the computational perfor-
mance by a factor of 3 with no noticeable loss of posterior
quality, showing that there is room for optimization.
The other way to modify the complexity of a MAF is

by varying the number of inputs and outputs, which is
tied to the dimensionality of the compressed data. In
this work, we settled for 128 dimensions, but further im-
provements to dimensionality reduction would dramati-
cally drive the cost down. After all, there exists a repre-
sentation of the full TDI data in as few as 11 numbers –
the parameters θ themselves.
SNL trains very quickly at first but slows down as

rounds pass and the size of the training dataset grows.
Training a likelihood estimate for 100 rounds of 10000
simulations took approximately 80 hours. This is rather
slow – much more so than the 6 hours it took to run

11 The wall times reported here were measured with a 12-core AMD
Ryzen 5900X CPU.
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Ref. [44].

Eryn – but all the potential performance improvements
we have just suggested would compound into lowering
this cost. Depending on the scenario, the improvement
over the posteriors is not necessarily gradual – it may
seem like training has converged for a few rounds, only
for the training to hit a breakthrough and suddenly im-
prove drastically. It is unclear whether the parameters
that SNL was unable to determine are going to be found
with more SNL rounds.

The number of simulations appended to the training

dataset in each round also plays an important role in the
performance of the algorithm. We have seen that training
for many small rounds will result in slower training, but
with fewer overall simulations needed. Conversely, using
only a few large rounds achieves equivalent results in a
shorter time, but using a larger number of simulations.
Something that remains to be explored is the usage of a
variable number of simulations per round – for example,
adding more simulations in later rounds, so the likelihood
estimates can keep improving for more rounds.
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Compared to other GW parameter estimation algo-
rithms, both likelihood-based and simulation-based, the
computational resources we have required are modest.
The dimensionality reduction step allows for the neural
networks involved in the data analysis algorithm to be
small and shallow enough that, for our relatively small-
scale experiments, there are no significant performance
gains in using GPUs. Nevertheless, using GPUs for the
training may improve performance by allowing us to in-
crease the throughput of simulations shown to the in-
ference networks with a corresponding increase in the
training batch size – with CPUs, the performance ben-
efit of higher batch sizes is limited up to the number
of available CPU cores. GPUs are more directly bene-
ficial in the training of the autoencoders, because they
are much larger networks with more trainable parame-
ters. We have used a consumer-grade NVIDIA RTX 3080
GPU to train them. The main limiting factor there has
been the amount of GPU memory, which restricted the
size of the model and the training dataset.

Although SNL does not have the capability to per-
form amortized inference, unlike NPE, the underlying
neural networks for inference are much smaller and sim-
pler. Therefore, our computational requirements are sig-
nificantly smaller – in the required number of simula-
tions, training time, and hardware – than in methods
like DINGO. The downside is that we need to retrain
our model for every new source. Then, the scenario for
which SNL is best suited is for systems where simula-
tions have a high cost, and likelihoods and posteriors
can be complicated, but we expect there to be relatively
few independent sources. In the case of LISA, the prime
candidate sources are MBHBs: in the presence of higher
modes, glitches, data gaps and non-stationary noise, the
simulation cost is expected to be significantly higher. The
higher modes – when resolvable – eliminate many of the
degeneracies in the posterior [44] and simplify its overall
structure, but the noise and data artifacts may reverse
that effect to some degree [88]. Given that we expect of
the order of 10 detections per year, performing SNL for
each of them as they arrive is feasible. In an scenario
where the rate of EMRI detections is comparable, this
may also be a good method. There is a lot of room for en-
hancements in the method presented in this work. These
improvements are necessary in order for this method to
be at the same lavel as MCMC or NPE-based methods.
In future work, we intend to continue exploring all of the
ways forward we have just outlined here.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank the members of LDC work-
ing group of the LISA Consortium for fruitful discus-
sions. We also thank Sascha Husa for feedback in the
later stages of the elaboration of this article.

IMV and CFS are supported by contracts PID2019-
106515GB-I00 and PID2022-137674NB-I00 from

MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 (Spanish Ministry
of Science and Innovation) and 2017-SGR-1469 and 2021-
SGR-01529 (AGAUR, Generalitat de Catalunya). IMV
has been supported by FPI contract PRE2018-083616
funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 (Spanish
Ministry of Science and Innovation) and “ESF Investing
in your future”, and by NextGenerationEU/PRTR
(European Union). This work has also been partially
supported by the program Unidad de Excelencia Maŕıa
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Our code has made use of sbi [85, 86] and Eryn [60, 61]
for the SNL building blocks and MCMC implementa-
tions; scikit-learn [89] for its implementation of PCA;
lisabeta (see [44, 78]) for the fast waveform implemen-
tation used in the simulation pipeline; LDC tools [90]
for the implementation of the noise PSD described in
Appendix B; Matplotlib [91, 92] and ChainConsumer
[93] for the elaboration of figures and visualizations; and
PyTorch [94] and NumPy [95] for the autoencoders and the
numerical back-end. LISANode [96] was used to generate
realistic LISA noise in Appendix A.

Appendix A: Time intervals and sample rate

Full simulations at the nominal LISA mission duration
and sample rate are viable, but this means to have large
amounts of the data – especially far away from the merger
– that do not carry much information about the under-
lying GWs. Since many simulations need to be done,
and their output needs to be compressed for NLE to be
computationally feasible – the simulations were run at a
lower sample rate 1/∆t on a restricted time range around
the true time of coalescence t̄c of our target source. This
appendix describes and justifies our choice of values for
∆t, as well as the times before (tb) and after (ta) the
merger that will be simulated.

The main effect of increasing the value of ∆t is to lower
the Nyquist frequency fN = 1/2∆t. Obviously, if our
data contains GWs with frequencies higher than fN , we
would not be sensitive to them. Conversely, if we knew
the maximum frequency fmax in any GW data we expect
to simulate, we know that the GW signal in the range
fmax < f < fN will be zero. If we are only interested in
the GW signal, we can save some computational time by
setting ∆t so that fN will be only slightly higher than
fmax. Decreasing fN in this way also has the convenient
side-effect of decreasing the amplitude of the noise in the
final time-domain signal – we are effectively applying a
low-pass filter on the data, discarding all the noise with
frequency f > fN .

In the case of binary coalescence events, their merger
frequency is inversely proportional to the total mass M
in the system. Indeed, one can perform some back-of-
the-envelope estimations using the frequency of the In-
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nermost Stable Circular Orbit (ISCO) of a system [97],

fISCO ≃ 2.2mHz

(
106 M⊙

M

)
. (A1)

At the bottom end of our priors (Mc = 105 M⊙, q = 1),
this results in fISCO ≃ 9.58mHz; rounding up to 10mHz,
the corresponding ∆t would be 50 s.

Of course, the ISCO is the frequency where the inspi-
ral regime ends, but the true merger frequency is higher,
and so the required ∆t will have to be lower. We there-
fore determined the merger frequency empirically, by run-
ning a frequency-domain simulation of the MBHB sys-
tem with the lowest M we could reasonably expect to
find. Our value of ∆t can then be set so that most of
the GW signal lies below its Nyquist frequency. The
result can be seen in Fig. 16, where it is superimposed
with Spritz -like non-stationary LISA noise generated us-
ing the LISANode instrument simulator [96]. From this,
we concluded that ∆t = 15 s is adequate: we can see that
frequencies higher than 1/30 Hz are mostly dominated
by instrumental noise, while a lower Nyquist frequency
would be dangerously close to the peak frequency of the
signal.

For tb and ta, the inspiral phase will be accumulat-
ing information over a much longer timescale than the
ringdown. We therefore make ta = kttb, with kt < 1
a hyperparameter denoting the importance of the post-
merger timescale compared to the inspiral. In this work,
we arbitrarily fixed kt = 0.25, meaning that 75% of the
signal will be pre-merger, and 25% will be post-merger.

The only remaining data generation hyperparameter to
set is tb. To determine it, the SNR (as defined in Eq. (5))
is used as a proxy for the amount of GW information. A
set of 20000 simulations that ran for a month is generated
over broad priors for all parameters. For each simulation,
the total SNR of the waveform is computed. Then, the
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FIG. 17: Effect of decreasing observation time on the
SNR. The vertical axis denotes the SNR (relative to a
month-long observation) as the signal is cut to only the

last tb hours (horizontal axis, from right to left).
The shaded region denotes the minimum and maximum
obtained from a dataset of 20000, with the colored lines
serving as illustrative examples from that dataset. The
dashed vertical lines mark some candidate cutoff times.

start of the time series is gradually cut to emulate a de-
crease of tb, and the SNR for all waveforms is recomputed
at each cut, which is shown in Fig. 17. As the waveform
is cut (reading the figure from right to left), the SNR
may begin to decrease, implying a potential loss of in-
formation. From this, we conclude that setting tb = 1d
(therefore, Tobs = 30h) seems reasonable: Even in the
worst case scenario from our dataset, we find that less
than 1% of the SNR is lost.

Appendix B: LISA noise model

For the noise PSDs, SA,E
n (f), we use the model that

was originally used in the generation of LDC2-b [98].
Here we provide the equations for the model using
second-generation TDI and the A,E TDI channels. The
PSD is defined as

SA,E
n (f) = 32 sin2 x sin2 2x [(2 + cosx)SI(f)

+ 2 (3 + 2 cosx+ cos 2x)SII(f)] , (B1)

where x = 2πfL/c, and L = 2.5× 106 km is the nominal
LISA arm length. The remaining two pieces, SI(f) and
SII(f) are given by the following expressions:

SI(f) = Soms

(
2πf

c

)2
[
1 +

(
2mHz

f

)4
]
, (B2)

SII(f) =
Sacc

(2πcf)2

[
1 +

(
0.4mHz

f

)2
][

1 +

(
f

8mHz

)4
]
,

(B3)
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TABLE III: Architecture of the encoder Eψ half of the
autoencoders trained in this work (see Sec. VB). The
dimensionality of the data after each layer is also
shown. The architecture for the decoder part is

symmetric. See the text of Appendix C for details.

Eψ(x) Dimensions
Input — [2, 7200]

Layer 1
BatchNorm

[128, 3599]conv(128, 9, 2)
ReLU

Layer 2

BatchNorm

[128, 449]
conv(128, 9, 2)

ReLU
MaxPool(4)

Layer 3

BatchNorm

[128, 111]
conv(128, 5, 2)

ReLU
MaxPool(2)

Layer 4
BatchNorm

[32, 111]
conv(32, 1, 1)

Layer 5 Flatten [3552]

Layer 6
FC(512)

[512]
ReLU

Layer 7 FC(128) [128]

where the quantities Soms and Sacc, correspond to the
amplitude of the noise from the Optical Metrology Sys-
tem and from differential acceleration noise respectively.
A complete analysis of LISA data would treat these as un-
known parameters and fit these parameters to the resid-
ual noise, but for the scope of this work we simply take
the values that were used in the production of LDC2-b:√
Soms = 7.9 pm/

√
Hz and

√
Sacc = 2.4 fm/s2/

√
Hz. In

practice, we use the implementations of these functions
that are already present in the LDC software [90].

Appendix C: Autoencoder architectures

Table III shows the architecture used in the autoen-
coders trained in Sec. VB and the SNL-AE analyses

of Sec. VI. The dimensions in the third column of Ta-
ble III follow the notation [number of channels, size of
each channel]. Layer 5 reshapes all the channels into a
single one, so only one dimension is needed. The 1D con-
volutional layers are denoted as conv(number of output
channels, kernel size, stride). The max pooling layers are
parametrized only by a single number, which is both the
kernel size and the stride: a MaxPool(2) layer will thus
halve the length of each channel. In the last two layers,
FC stands for fully-connected layers, and the parameter
there is the number of neurons in each layer.

The decoder half Dξ of the autoencoder follows a sym-
metric architecture to the encoder, so the hyperparame-
ters can be read off Table III starting from Layer 6 and
going backwards. The flattening of Layer 5 becomes an
unflattening, stacking the flat data into 32 channels. The
convolutional layers become transpose 1D convolutional
layers, which functionally serve as the inverse of convolu-
tional layers. The number of output channels that needs
to be used is the number of channels read from the third
column of the previous layer. The max pooling oper-
ations become nearest-neighbor upsampling operations:
the inverse of a MaxPool(2) will essentially return each
data point repeated twice.

It should be noted that convolutions with stride greater
than 1 may map different input dimensions to the same
output dimension. In turn, the transposed convolu-
tion operations have some ambiguity in the output di-
mensionality, which can be changed by artificially zero-
padding the input on one side. We have chosen not to do
this, which results in decoder outputs of shape [2, 7257],
slightly longer than the input. To make the decoder out-
put dimension match the encoder input, we symmetri-
cally crop the extra data.
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