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Time delay interferometry (TDI) is essential for suppressing laser frequency noise and achieving
the targeted sensitivity for space-borne gravitational wave (GW) missions. In Paper I, we examined
the performance of the fiducial second-generation TDI Michelson configuration versus an alternative,
the hybrid Relay, in noise suppression and data analysis. The results showed that both TDI schemes
have comparable performances in mitigating laser and clock noises. However, when analyzing chirp
signal from the coalescence of massive binary black holes, the Michelson configuration becomes
inferior due to its vulnerable T channel and numerous null frequencies. In contrast, the hybrid
Relay is more robust in dynamic unequal-arm scenarios. In this work, we further investigate the
noise characterization capabilities of these two TDI configurations. Our investigations demonstrate
that hybrid Relay achieves more robust noise parameter inference than the Michelson configuration.
Moreover, the performance could be enhanced by replacing the T channel of hybrid Relay with
the null stream from Sagnac configuration. The combined data streams, two science observables
from the hybrid Relay and a null observable from the Sagnac, could form an optimal dataset for
characterizing noises.

I. INTRODUCTION

LISA is scheduled to be launched in the 2030s and
is designed to observe gravitational waves (GWs) in the
mHz frequency band [1, 2]. Three spacecraft (S/C) will
form a 2.5 × 106 km triangular constellation with six
interferometric links. Time delay interferometry (TDI)
was developed to suppress the dominant laser frequency
noise and achieve the targeted sensitivity for space-borne
interferometers [3–5]. The principle of TDI is to com-
bine the interferometric laser links with proper delays
to form equivalent equal-arm interferometry. The first-
generation TDI was proposed to cancel the laser noise in
a static unequal-arm interferometer [4]. Due to orbital
dynamics, second-generation TDI is required to mitigate
the effects caused by relative motions between spacecraft
(S/C) [6, 7].

For each TDI configuration, three observables can be
obtained by choosing an initial S/C and reordering path
sequences based on the same geometry. Three optimal
TDI observables, (A, E, T), could be derived by apply-
ing an orthogonal transformation [8, 9]. Since each TDI
observable utilizes different interferometric arms with dif-
ferent time delays, they will yield varying capacities for
laser noise suppression and sensitivities [10]. The second-
generation Michelson configuration, as a fiducial TDI
scheme, is widely used to perform data analysis assum-
ing an equilateral triangular constellation. However, the
performance of Michelson can diverge from the equal-
arm case under a realistic unequal-arm scenarios. Laser
noise cancellations and sensitivities in the unequal-arm
case were investigated for the first-generation TDI ordi-
nary channels [11, 12]. As for the optimal TDI observ-
ables, Adams and Cornish [13] found sensitivity diver-
gence of Michelson-T between equal and unequal arm

∗ Gang Wang: gwang@shao.ac.cn, gwanggw@gmail.com

cases in the low frequency band. Hartwig et al. [14] in-
vestigated this improvement of T channel, which is fully
correlated with E channel. Furthermore, Wang et al.
[15, 16] evaluated the sensitivities of the first-generation
TDI in dynamic scenarios and found that both noise spec-
trum and response function of Michelson-T channel are
sensitive to the variations in unequal-arm lengths. Katz
et al. [17] assessed the bias in inferring parameters of
semi-monochromatic sources introduced by treating the
unequal arms as equal.

In recent works, we employed the second-generation
TDI Michelson configuration to analyze the chirp signals
from massive black holes coalescences and found the in-
stability of T channel undermines the analysis [18]. Ad-
ditionally, the symmetry of the geometry introduces nu-
merous null frequencies in the Michelson observables. To
mitigate these two disadvantages of Michelson configura-
tion, we proposed the hybrid Relay TDI scheme to per-
form data analysis in Paper I [19]. The alternative TDI
observables are less sensitive to changes in arm lengths,
and their science channels have only one quarter of the
null frequencies compared to Michelson, which reduce the
suppression of the GW signal.

In this work, we further investigate the capability of
hybrid Relay in noise characterization and compare it
with the fiducial Michelson. The results show that the
T channel is crucial for breaking the degeneracy between
optical metrology system (OMS) noises in the science
channels and for precisely determining noise parameters.
The performance of Michelson configuration is still lim-
ited by its unstable T channel and numerous null fre-
quencies, whereas the hybrid Relay shows potential for
superior capability. However, the performance of hybrid
Relay is also affected by its T observable, which is subject
to increased null frequencies. To enhance its capability,
the T from the Sagnac configuration is selected to replace
the hybrid Relay-T, enabling noise characterization with
hybrid Relay-A and E channels. This combination of
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data streams could enhance characterization efficiency.
This paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we

introduce the second-generation TDI configurations used
in this investigation. Section III evaluates the cross-
correlations between the TDI observables for both noise
spectra and GW responses, and compares the stabilities
of TDI spectra in a dynamic orbit. The noise character-
izations are performed using simulated data in Section
IV. The different capabilities in inferring noise parame-
ters reveal the disadvantages of the Michelson configu-
ration and the advantages of the hybrid Relay. A brief
conclusion and discussion are given in Section V. (We set
G = c = 1 in this work except where specified otherwise
in the equations.)

II. TIME DELAY INTERFEROMETRY

Most classical second-generation TDI can be con-
structed by synthesizing the first-generation TDI or em-
ploying other methods [10, 20–22]. In the case of the fidu-
cial second-generation Michelson TDI, each observable
utilizes four laser interferometric links from two arms.
By selecting different initial S/C and sequence, three ob-
servables (X1, Y1, Z1) can be defined,

X1 = B121313121 − B131212131, (1)

Y1 = B232121232 − B212323212, (2)

Z1 = B313232313 − B323131323, (3)

where B is a beam expression along a path, and its sub-
scripts from right to left indicate the S/C indexes in
temporal sequence. For instance, the first beam of X1,
B121313121, indicates the blue solid beam in the left ge-
ometry diagram of Fig. 1. A measurements along the
beams S/C1→2→1→3→1 will be expressed as

B13121 = η13+D13η31+D13D31η12+D13D31D12η21, (4)

where Dij is a delay operator defined as Dijy = y(t−Lij),
Lij is the ranging from S/Cj to S/Ci, and ηij represents
the measurement combination in a laser interferometric
link from S/Cj to S/Ci as specified in [18, 23, 24].

Three observables of hybrid Relay, (UU, VV, WW),
can be formulated as

UU = B3123232132 − B323121321, (5)

VV = B1231313213 − B131232132, (6)

WW = B2312121321 − B212313213. (7)

The geometry of UU is illustrated in the right diagram
of Fig. 1 [10, 25]. Three channels of second-generation
TDI Sagnac, (α1, β1, γ1), could be represented as

α1 = B1231321 − B1321231, (8)

β1 = B2312132 − B2132312, (9)

γ1 = B3123213 − B3213123. (10)

These three TDI configurations – Michelson, hybrid Re-
lay, and Sagnac – should all meet the requirements for
suppressing laser noise and be eligible to perform the GW
analysis [10, 25]. For brevity, we refer to TDI observables
as second-generation in this study and without explicitly
emphasizing the second-generation.
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FIG. 1. The geometric diagrams for X1 and UU [10, 25]
(diagrams reused from [19]).

The covariance matrix of noises from three ordinary
channels (a, b, c) of a TDI configuration can be expressed
as  Sa Sab Sac

Sba Sb Sbc

Sca Scb Sc

 ≃

 Sa Sab Sab

Sab Sa Sab

Sab Sab Sa

 , (11)

where Sa represents the power spectral density (PSD)
of data stream a, and Sab denotes cross spectral density
(CSD) of data stream a and b. The (quasi-)orthogonal or
optimal observables (A, E, T) can then be derived from
the eigenvectors of the covariance matrix under the con-
dition that all CSDs of data streams are equal in principle
[8, 9], AE

T
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1√
3

1√
3


ab
c

 . (12)

In realistic scenario, the CSDs of Sab and Sba are con-
jugate. However, the orthogonal transform still holds
(closely) when the real part of CSD dominates over the
imaginary part. The CSDs across the hybrid Relay ob-
servables are shown in Fig. 2, where the plot demon-
strates that the real components are orders of magnitude
higher than their imaginary components. Therefore, the
transform from ordinary observables (UU, VV, WW) to
the optimal observables (AUU, EUU, TUU) is applicable.
To distinguish the optimal observables from different TDI
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configurations, a subscript of the first ordinary observable
is added to A/E/T. For example, (AX1, EX1, TX1) are
orthogonal observables from Michelson (X1, Y1, Z1). A
checklist for TDI observables is provided in Table I.

TABLE I. Checklist of observables for second-generation TDI
configurations: Michelson, hybrid Relay, and Sagnac.

TDI configuration ordinary optimal
Michelson (X1, Y1, Z1) (AX1, EX1, TX1)

hybrid Relay (UU, VV, WW) (AUU, EUU, TUU)
Sagnac (α1, β1, γ1) (Aα1, Eα1, Tα1)

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1

Frequency (Hz)

10 50

10 48

10 46

10 44

10 42

10 40

10 38

CS
D 

(1
/H

z)

Re[CSD(UU-VV)]
Im[CSD(UU-VV)]
Re[CSD(UU-WW)]

Im[CSD(UU-WW)]
Re[CSD(VV-WW)]
Im[CSD(VV-WW)]

FIG. 2. The real and imaginary components of CSDs for
hybrid Relay observables. The real parts of CSDs dominate
over imaginary components, enabling orthogonal transform
from (UŪ, VV, WW) to (AUU, EUU, TUU). (The real com-
ponents from three pairs are overlapped.)

For the optimal data streams, A and E can effec-
tively respond to GW signals, with their antenna pat-
terns equivalent to two orthogonal interferometer rotated
by π/4 [15]. The T channel will be a noise-dominated
data stream, especially at frequencies lower than 50 mHz.
As detailed in the following section, the T channel plays
a crucial role in noise characterization.

III. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TDI AND
SPECTRA STABILITY

Triple optimal observables from a TDI configuration
are orthogonal in a static and equal-arm triangular con-
stellation. However, in reality, the arm lengths between
the three S/C will be dynamically unequal during the
detector motion. In this section, we examine cross-
correlation between the TDI observables and the stabil-
ities of spectra for Michelson, hybrid Relay and Sagnac
configurations.

The second-generation TDI observables can effectively
suppress laser frequency noises [10, 24, 26–29, and ref-

erences therein] and mitigate clock noise [30]. Accelera-
tion noise and OMS noise are expected to be dominat-
ing noises in the data streams, and their respective noise
spectra could be [1],

√
Sacc = Aacc

fm/s2√
Hz

√
1 +

(
0.4mHz

f

)2
√

1 +

(
f

8mHz

)4

,

√
Soms = Aoms

pm√
Hz

√
1 +

(
2mHz

f

)4

,

(13)
where Aacc represents the amplitude of acceleration
noise, and Aoms represents the amplitude of OMS noise.
Assuming identical noise characteristics, the amplitudes
are set to be Aacc = 3 and Aoms = 10 for all measurement
system on each S/C.
The correlations between TDI observables from

Michelson and hybrid Relay configurations are depicted
in Fig. 3 under a static unequal arm constellation. The
upper two plots show that both the noise and GW re-
sponse of TX1 are fully correlated with EX1 for frequen-
cies lower than ∼1 mHz. The correlation between AX1

and TX1 is relative lower, while AX1 and EX1 exhibit
much less correlation. In the case of Michelson, corre-
lations between the data streams increase around null
frequencies i/(4L) Hz (i = 1, 2, 3...), which also include
the numerical errors due to small values of noise spectra
or GW response.
Conversely, for hybrid Relay, three data streams

demonstrate greater independence from each other, as
indicated by the dashed lines in lower plots. The highest
correlation between EUU and TUU is less than 0.03 in the
frequency band below 10 mHz. TUU exhibits high cor-
relation with AUU/EUU at its characteristic frequencies,
which can be as low as 15 mHz. The correlations between
Tα1 and hybrid Relay observables are depicted by solid
lines in the lower two plots. As shown by the green lines,
these two T data steams are highly correlated except at
few particular frequencies. Tα1 has low relevance with
AUU/EUU until 40 mHz, with correlation only increasing
at its null frequencies i/(3L) Hz. The correlations could
vary if the noises are non-identical, we evaluated such a
case in Appendix A.
The stability of noise spectrum for a TDI channel is

more crucial for data analysis. Due to orbital motion, the
arm lengths will change dynamically, causing the PSD of
a TDI to vary even when assuming stationary instrumen-
tal noises. To evaluate spectral variations in dynamic sce-
nario, we utilize a set of numerical orbit from [31], which
meet the LISA’s requirements with arm length differences
less than 1% and Doppler velocities under 6 m/s [32].
We randomly selected one month to evaluate the PSDs

of (A, E, T) channels at different time points for Michel-
son, Sagnac, and hybrid Relay. The ratios between the
spectra and the averaged spectra are calculated, and the
results are shown in Fig. 4. The upper two plots depict
the deviations of two science channels for three TDI con-
figurations, with their PSDs deviating from the average
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FIG. 3. The cross-correlations between noises and GW responses among optimal TDI channels for Michelson and hybrid Relay.
The upper panel depicts correlations for Michelson, while the lower panel shows those for hybrid Relay with the additional T
channel of Sagnac, Tα1. The left and right columns display noise and GW response correlations, respectively. In the upper
panel, TX1 is fully correlated with EX1 at frequencies lower than 1 mHz. The correlations across three optimal channels of
hybrid Relay are lower than those of Michelson. TUU shows relative independence from AUU/EUU at frequencies lower than
15 mHz. While TUU and Tα1 are highly correlated except at few particular null frequencies, Tα1 remains independent from
AUU/EUU until 40 mHz.

spectra around their respective null frequencies. Com-
pared to Michelson observables, which are subject to the
null frequencies at i/(4L) Hz, the hybrid Relay only have
null frequencies at 1/L Hz, and Sagnac observables have
null frequencies at i/(3L) Hz. Therefore, two science
channels of hybrid Relay are the most robust. The ratios
for three T channels are shown in the lower panel of Fig.
4. For the TX1 observable from Michelson, besides its
PSD being unstable around its characteristic frequencies,
its spectrum also exhibits large deviation at frequencies
lower than ∼2 mHz. The T channel of hybrid Relay has
more null frequencies than its A/E channel with the low-
est being 1/(8L) Hz. And the Tα1 has the fewest null
frequencies among three null data streams.

An optimal data stream combination would maximize
the frequency band with robust spectra. Additionally,
the levels of correlation between optimal channels will
not affect the analysis result if a covariance matrix is

employed to calculate the likelihood, as shown in Eqs.
(14)-(15). Lower correlations between observables would
reduce the error of signal-to-noise ratio calculation when
the off-diagonal terms are ignored. Based on evaluations
of spectral robustness and channel correlation, the data
streams, (AUU, EUU, Tα1) could be an optimal combi-
nation for the data analysis. In the next section, noise
characterization comparisons will be performed for dif-
ferent data combinations.

IV. NOISE CHARACTERIZATIONS

The capabilities for noise characterization are assessed
by using mock data. Acceleration noises and OMS noises
are generated under assumption of being Gaussian and
stationary. Data streams of TDI observables are sim-
ulated in the time-domain by using SATDI [18]. The
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FIG. 4. Ratios between time-varying PSDs and their averages for optimal TDI channels of Michelson, Sagnac, and hybrid
Relay over 30 days. The spectra vary significantly around their null/characteristic frequencies. The characteristic frequencies of
Michelson and Sagnac are i

4L
≃ 0.03i Hz (i = 1, 2, 3...) and i

3L
≃ 0.04i Hz for LISA mission, respectively. The null frequencies

of A/E from hybrid Relay are i
L
≃ 0.12i Hz, with additional characteristic frequencies appearing in the TUU which the lowest

is 0.015 Hz as shown in lower panel. For the TX1, besides its spectrum is unstable at null frequencies, it also exhibits large
variance at frequencies lower than ∼2 mHz.

sampling rate is set to be 4 Hz, with interpolation imple-
mented during the TDI process [33, 34]. The data dura-
tion ranges from 30 to 180 days in a numerical mission
orbit without considering data gap. After obtaining three
ordinary TDI data streams, their (quasi-)orthogonal data
streams are generated by applying transformation of Eq.
(12).

Using the simulated time-domain data, the amplitudes
of acceleration noises and OMS noises are inferred using
Bayesian algorithm. The likelihood function is formu-
lated as [35]

lnL(d|θ⃗) =
∑
fi

[
−1

2
d̃TC−1d̃∗ − ln (det 2πC)

]
, (14)

where d̃ is frequency-domain TDI data vector obtained
via Fourier transform. The matrix C is the correlation

matrix of noises from three optimal channels,

C =
Tobs

4

SAA SAE SAT

SEA SEE SET

STA STE STT

 , (15)

where Tobs is the duration of data used for parameter
inference. The priors are set to be unformed within the
range [0, 40] for the square of acceleration noise ampli-
tude A2

acc, and [50, 200] for square of OMS noises am-
plitude A2

oms. The estimations are performed using the
nested sampler MultiNest [36, 37].
Two scenarios are implemented for noise characteriza-

tions: 1) simulating data and inferring parameter assum-
ing a static unequal-arm constellation (where arm lengths
remain constant over time), and 2) generating data and
estimating parameters for a dynamic constellation (where
arm lengths vary with detector’s orbit). The first case
aims to calibrate noise characterization algorithm and
verify the capabilities of different TDI configurations un-
der conditions where arm length do not change. The
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TABLE II. Checklist for parameter inference for various data configurations. All noise characterizations set a low-frequency
cutoff of 3×10−5 Hz. The checkmarks (✓) indicate that injected values fall within inferred 3σ credible regions, and crossmarks
(✗) indicate that true value(s) lie outside of the inferred 3σ credible regions. The inferred values of A2

acc,12+A2
acc,21 and A2

oms,12

are selected to represent uncertainties of the parameters.

TDI data streams orbit fmax (Hz) duration (day) A2
acc,12 +A2

acc,21 A2
oms,12 status plot

(AUU, EUU, TUU) static 0.01 30 17.581.06−1.00 107.649.55−10.30 ✓ Fig. 5

(AUU, EUU, TUU) static 0.1 30 17.701.01−0.99 100.191.37−1.33 ✓ Fig. 5

(AX1, EX1, TX1) static 0.01 30 17.571.02−0.98 107.4910.31−10.37 ✓ Fig. 5

(AX1, EX1, TX1) static 0.1 30 17.691.02−0.97 100.211.50−1.40 ✓ Fig. 5

(AUU, EUU, TUU) dynamic 0.01 30 17.561.04−1.00 107.5410.84−10.77 ✓ Fig. 6

(AUU, EUU, TUU) dynamic 0.01 90 17.870.60−0.59 103.555.73−6.26 ✓ Fig. 6

(AUU, EUU, TUU) dynamic 0.01 180 18.120.42−0.42 96.764.10−4.30 ✓

(AUU, EUU, TUU) dynamic 0.03 120 17.180.47−0.47 107.281.70−1.67 ✗ Fig. 10

(UU, VV, WW) dynamic 0.03 120 17.170.49−0.48 107.291.68−1.65 ✗ Fig. 10

(AUU, EUU, TUU) dynamic 0.1 30 17.831.01−0.98 105.241.52−1.53 ✗

(AX1, EX1, TX1) dynamic 0.01 30 15.200.96−0.94 161.6221.48−22.42 ✗ Fig. 6

(AX1, EX1, TX1) dynamic 0.01 90 28.830.16−0.08 194.780.05−0.04 ✗ Fig. 6

(AX1, EX1, TX1) dynamic 0.1 30 17.240.92−0.92 102.261.54−1.57 ✗

(AUU, EUU) static 0.1 90 18.250.60−0.57 108.1433.11−35.49 ✓ Fig. 7

(AX1, EX1) static 0.1 90 18.250.57−0.56 96.5615.17−13.54 ✓ Fig. 7

(AUU, EUU) dynamic 0.1 90 17.980.59−0.58 94.4643.90−44.10 ✓ Fig. 7

(AX1, EX1) dynamic 0.1 90 17.970.57−0.56 106.7218.58−19.62 ✓ Fig. 7

(AUU, EUU, Tα1) dynamic 0.03 120 17.980.49−0.49 99.511.44−1.48 ✓ Fig. 8

(AUU, EUU, Tα1) dynamic 0.03 180 18.120.41−0.41 99.171.23−1.17 ✗ Fig. 8

second scenario evaluates the impact of dynamic arm
lengths on the noise characterization compared to the
static case, revealing varying capabilities across different
TDI configurations.

During the characterization, two adjustable factors are
considered: the effective frequency band and the dura-
tion of the noise data. Regarding the frequency band,
the low-frequency cutoff is set to be 0.03 mHz, and the
high frequency cutoff varies depending on the specific
evaluations. The frequency range of [0.03, 10] mHz is
considered a ’clean’ band, where the correlation between
three optimal channels are steady and the spectra remain
stable over a month’s duration (except the Michelson-T
channel), as shown in Figs. 3 and 4. The duration of the
data is also plays a crucial role in determining the amount
of data and the frequency resolution. Opting for a long
duration increases spectral resolution but may introduce
more fluctuations. Therefore, a trade-off is necessary
when selecting the data duration and frequency range.
Table II provides a checklist for parameter inference with
various data setups and the feasibility. The inferred val-
ues of A2

acc,12 + A2
acc,21 and A2

oms,12 (Aij represents the
noise component on S/Ci facing S/Cj) are selected to
represent uncertainties of the parameters. Checkmarks
and crossmarks indicate whether the inference correctly
or incorrectly encompass the input true values.

The inferred noise parameters for a static unequal-arm
constellation with different data setups are depicted in
Fig. 5. This figure illustrates the inferred distributions

of noise parameters from 30-day data streams (A, E, T)
with a high frequency cutoff of 0.01 Hz or 0.1 Hz. Due to
the degeneracy of two acceleration noises in an interfero-
metric link, the sums of amplitude squares are shown in
the left plot. The right panel displays the resolved indi-
vidual six amplitudes of OMS noises. In the current sce-
nario, Michelson and hybrid Relay exhibit identical per-
formances under same setup, verifying that the different
levels of correlation between the optimal data streams do
not (significantly) affect the inference results. Increasing
the high frequency cutoff from 0.01 Hz to 0.1 Hz does not
improve the characterization of acceleration noise, as this
noise dominates the spectra at frequencies lower than ∼4
mHz. Widening the higher frequency band contributes
additional data related to OMS noise rather than accel-
eration noise. Therefore, uncertainties for OMS noises
would be significantly reduced with more high-frequency
data. It is noted that the null frequencies are excluded
to reduce numerical error if them fall within employed
frequency band.

The inferred parameter distributions using three opti-
mal data from the dynamic case are shown in Figs. 6.
Comparisons between the Michelson and hybrid Relay
use data durations of 30 days and 90 days with a high
frequency cutoff of 0.01 Hz. Because the noise spectra
with TX1 are unstable and sensitive to the changes in
arm lengths, as analyzed in Fig. 4, the inferred distribu-
tions from Michelson fail to encompass the true values for
either acceleration noise or OMS noise. In contrast, the
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FIG. 5. The inferred parameter distributions from 30-day data (A, E, T) for a static unequal-arm constellation with high
frequency cutoffs of 0.01 Hz and 0.1 Hz. Acceleration noises dominates the spectra at frequencies lower than ∼4 mHz, and
increasing high frequency cutoff from 0.01 Hz to 0.1 Hz introduces more OMS noise data rather than acceleration noise.
Therefore, the amplitudes of acceleration noise are estimated with same constraint in the left plot, and the constraints on
OMS noise are improved with a higher high frequency cutoff in the right plot. Results from Michelson and hybrid Relay are
overlapped for the same setup. (Aij represents the noise component on S/Ci facing S/Cj; the three color gradients show the
1σ to 3σ credible regions).

hybrid Relay effectively constrains the parameters within
reasonable regions for both types of noises. Extending
the data duration from 30 days to 90 days enhances the
precision of result from hybrid Relay but worsens the in-
ference from Michelson.

If the T channel is excluded, two science data stream
can characterize the noise parameters within appropriate
ranges, as shown in Fig. 7. Comparisons are make by us-
ing 90 days of (A, E) data with a 0.1 Hz high frequency
cutoff for both static and dynamic case. As depicted
in the left plot, the determinations for acceleration noise
are identical for both scenarios. However, Michelson out-
performs hybrid Relay in resolving OMS noise parame-
ters, likely due to its relatively better ability to break the
degeneracies between the parameters. When comparing
the distributions from two orbital scenarios, the dynamic
case yields larger uncertainties than the static case, which
should be caused by fluctuations of spectra around the
null frequencies after gating. Compared to the static re-
sults that including T channel, using only the A and E
channels results in much looser constraints on the values
of OMS parameters. This also demonstrates the effec-
tiveness of null observable in charactering noises.

Based on these analysis, the T channel proves to be the
’shortest plank in the barrel’ in both Michelson and hy-
brid Relay. In Michelson configuration, the PSD/CSD in-
volving TX1 channel fluctuates significantly with mission
time in the lower frequency band, undermining Michel-
son’s capability for noise characterizing. On the other

hand, in the hybrid Relay configuration, TUU exhibits
more unstable null frequencies than its science channels
as illustrated in Fig. 4, and its correlations with AUU
and EUU soar around these null frequencies. Tα1 from
Sagnac exhibits more robust noise spectra compared to
the TUU, making it a better substitute for TUU given
their high correlation. In this case, extending the high
frequency cutoff to 30 mHz avoids unstable null frequency
for three optimal observables (AUU,EUU,Tα1). The in-
ference results from this combination using 120 days and
180 days data with a 0.03 Hz high frequency cutoff are
shown in Fig. 8. The inferred distributions from 120
days accurately and precisely encompass the true values
compared to previous data setups, with uncertainties of
the parameters and the corresponding spectra less than
a few percents of the true values. The inference preci-
sions from 180 days data further increase, but with a few
parameters outside the 3σ credible regions.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we compare the noise characterizations by
varying frequency bands and data duration with different
data combinations for Michelson and hybrid Relay TDI
configurations. Our findings highlight that the hybrid
Relay is more effective in determining noise parameters
compared to the Michelson configuration. The perfor-
mance of Michelson is constrained by the unstable spec-
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FIG. 6. The inferred parameter distributions from 30-day and 90-day dataset (A, E, T) based on dynamic constellation motion
with a high frequency cutoff of 0.01 Hz. Michelson’s results diverge from the true values due to its time-varying PSD/CSD
with T channel. In contrast, the inference results from hybrid Relay are more sensible and robust. A longer data duration
improves data constraints on both types of noise parameters.
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FIG. 7. The inferred parameter distributions from 90-day data streams (A, E) based on static and dynamic unequal-arm
constellation with a high frequency cutoff 0.1 Hz. The determinations on acceleration noises are identical for Michelson and
hybrid Relay with same data setups. In the right plot, Michelson achieves more precise distributions for OMS noise compared
to hybrid Relay. The degeneracy between different OMS noise components could not be effective broken using (A, E) compared
to results from (A, E, T). Compared to the static case, results from dynamic case exhibit larger uncertainties because the
unstable spectra around null frequencies are not fully gated.

tra with T channel and fluctuations around numerous
null frequencies during the orbital evolution of detector.
In contrast, the noise spectra of science observables from
hybrid Relay are more robust across a wider frequency
range due to the reduced occurrence of null frequencies.

The efficiency of hybrid Relay can be further enhanced
by replacing its T observable with the null channel from
Sagnac configuration, where two observables are highly
correlated and the latter has fewer null frequencies than
the former.
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FIG. 8. The inference results from 120-day and 180-day datasets using (AUU,EUU,Tα1) in dynamic case with a high
frequency cutoff of 0.03 Hz. After substituting TUU with Tα1, the new data combination can determine the noise parameters
more accurately and precisely compared to the results from other case. However, a duration of 180 days would be too long to
maintain sufficiently stable spectra, leading to some parameters of OMS noises falling outside the 3σ credible regions.

In paper I, we evaluated the performance of two TDI
configurations in analyzing chirp signals from massive
black hole binary coalescences, revealing deficiencies in
the Michelson TDI observables. In that context, the T
channel plays a negligible role as the analysis was pri-
marily influenced by the two science channel, A and E.
Our current investigation underscores the critical impor-
tance of a reliable null channel in breaking degeneracies
between noises and accurately determining noise param-
eters. To enhance this, we have opted to integrate the T
channel from Sagnac with the A and E from hybrid Re-
lay, forming an optimal dataset, (AUU,EUU,Tα1). This
selection is made conservatively in the second-generation
TDI observables, considering the sufficient suppression of
laser noise and clock noise in TDI channels. Given the
diversity and abundance of TDI observables, there may
exist even more robust null observable suitable for noise
characterization with (AUU,EUU).

Our current investigations estimate the amplitudes of
noise spectra, which are sufficient to demonstrate the ro-
bustness of TDI observables for noise characterization.
However, the shape of noise spectra may not be well pre-
dicted in real observations, and inferring only the param-
eters of amplitudes may not suffice in practical scenarios.
A more generalized formulation of spectra should be em-
ployed to characterize the noise. On the other hand, it is
essential for data analysis to employ a set of data streams
with robust spectra. The Michelson TDI configuration is
not suitable for this purpose in dynamic orbit scenario.
The hybrid Relay proves to be a better choice for the
scientific data analysis. We are committed to further ex-
amining its performances with different GW sources in

future studies.
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Appendix A: Correlations between TDI with
non-identical noise setup

In current investigation, the amplitudes for accel-
eration/OMS noises are initially assumed to be iden-
tical across different MOSA (Moving Optical Sub-
Assemblies). However, these amplitudes could be non-
identical and lead to different noise correlations between
TDI channels. Assuming a 10% standard deviation
around the fiducial values, the amplitude are randomly
sampled and reassigned to the noise budgets: [Aoms12,
Aoms13, Aoms21, Aoms23, Aoms31, Aoms32]=[8.90, 10.14,
11.12, 9.56, 8.74, 10.39], [Aacc12, Aacc13, Aacc21, Aacc23,
Aacc31, Aacc32]=[3.20, 3.03, 2.84, 3.06, 2.75, 3.04]. The
correlations between the noise spectra are depicted in
Fig. 9. Compared to the result in Fig. 3, the TX1 and



10

EX1 remain correlated in low frequencies, and Tα1 re-
mains highly correlated with TUU. The correlations be-
tween other channels increase, especially for the A and
E observables. As a caveat, to accurately analyze the
data, the analysis using covariance matrix Eqs. (14)-
(15) formulas should to be employed to account for their
cross-correlations.

Appendix B: noise characterization with optimal
and ordinary observables

In Section IV, parameter inferences are performed us-
ing optimal observables. As verified in Fig. 10, the op-

timal and ordinary datasets have the identical perfor-
mances on the noise characterization.
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