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Abstract. The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA), an ESA L-class mission,

is designed to detect gravitational waves in the millihertz frequency band, with

operations expected to begin in the next decade. LISA will enable groundbreaking

studies of astrophysical phenomena such as massive black hole mergers, extreme mass

ratio inspirals, and compact binary systems. A key challenge in analyzing LISA’s

data is the significant laser frequency noise, which must be suppressed using time-

delay interferometry (TDI) during on-ground processing. Classical TDI mitigates

this noise by algebraically combining phase measurements taken at different times

and spacecraft. However, data gaps caused by instrumental issues or operational

interruptions complicate the process. These gaps affect multiple TDI samples due

to the time delays inherent to the algorithm, rendering surrounding measurements

unusable for parameter inference and degrading overall data quality. In this paper,

we apply the recently proposed variant of TDI known as TDI-∞ to astrophysical

parameter inference, focusing on the challenge posed by data gaps. TDI-∞ frames the

LISA likelihood numerically in terms of raw measurements, marginalizing over laser

phase noises under the assumption of infinite noise variance. Additionally, TDI-∞
is set up to incorporate and cancel other noise sources beyond laser noise, including

optical bench motion, clock noise, and modulation noise, establishing it as an all-

in-one TDI solution. The method gracefully handles measurement interruptions,

removing the need to explicitly address discontinuities during gravitational-wave

template matching. We integrate TDI-∞ into a Bayesian framework, demonstrating

its superior performance in scenarios involving data gaps. Compared to classical TDI,

the method preserves signal integrity more effectively and is particularly interesting

for low-latency applications, where the limited amount of available data makes data

gaps particularly disruptive. The study’s results highlight the potential of TDI-∞ to

enhance LISA’s scientific capabilities, paving the way for more robust data analysis

pipelines.
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1. Introduction

The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) is a pioneering space mission recently

adopted by the European Space Agency (ESA) to detect gravitational waves, with its

launch planned for the mid-2030s [1]. Expected to be the first spaceborne gravitational-

wave observatory, the mission builds on the groundbreaking observations of ground-

based detectors like LIGO and Virgo, which recently opened a new gravitational-wave

window to the Universe [2–12]. Operating in a frequency range beyond the reach of

these observatories, LISA will offer an unparalleled view of the cosmos in the millihertz

band [13, 14] enabling the study of astrophysical phenomena such as the mergers of

massive black hole binaries (MBHBs), extreme mass ratio inspirals (EMRIs), and

compact binary systems in the Galaxy [15, 16]. Moreover, the mission will provide

valuable insights into the early Universe and test the limits of Einstein’s theory of

general relativity [17].

LISA will comprise a triangular constellation of three spacecraft, nominally

separated by 2.5 million kilometers, forming large-scale Michelson interferometers in a

heliocentric orbit [18]. The spacecraft will continuously exchange laser beams, measuring

the extremely small changes in distance caused by passing gravitational waves. These

distance variations are on the order of picometers, requiring precision measurement

techniques to observe them [19]. To achieve the sensitivity required for detecting LISA’s

astronomical targets, the mission employs a measurement principle based on the use of

drag-free controlled test masses [20]. These test masses are designed to be in free fall,

ideally isolated from all external forces except gravity by the surrounding spacecraft.

The test masses are cubes of a gold–platinum alloy, each measuring 46 millimeters on a

side and weighing approximately 2 kilograms [21]. These properties are carefully selected

to ensure minimal interaction with external forces. Each spacecraft maneuvers around

its test masses using an advanced drag-free control system, minimizing non-gravitational

forces like solar radiation pressure and interplanetary dust impacts [22]. Without drag-

free control, these non-gravitational forces would disrupt the test masses’ free fall along

the sensitive measurement axes. Although drag-free technology allows the test masses

to closely follow geodesic paths dictated by spacetime curvature, residual acceleration

noise still constrains LISA’s measurement precision. Test-mass acceleration noise cannot

be mitigated in post-processing. Therefore, stringent stability requirements are imposed

on the drag-free control system and on the test masses to achieve the necessary accuracy

for tracking their gravitational motion.

Another challenge LISA faces is due to the unequal lengths of its science

interferometer arms [23]. In equal-arm interferometers, the noise induced by the

intrinsic frequency instabilities of the laser sources cancels out automatically when

recombining the laser beams at the detector. In LISA, the arm-length imbalance causes

the intrinsic laser frequency instability to dominate the measurements, masking the

faint gravitational-wave signals by seven to eight orders of magnitude [24, 25]. As a

consequence, LISA needs to synthesize an equal-arm interferometer in post-processing,
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using time-delay interferometry (TDI) [26, 27]. TDI is a complex algorithm that

cancels out laser noise by combining phase measurements taken at different times

and spacecraft. When the time delays between these measurements are adjusted

carefully, TDI effectively suppresses the laser frequency noise, allowing the much weaker

gravitational-wave signals to be isolated and analyzed. The classical TDI approach relies

on constructing these time-delayed combinations algebraically based on the varying

relative distances between the spacecraft. The laser-canceling combinations are then

utilized for gravitational-wave data analysis [28].

One of the significant challenges in astrophysical data analysis is the presence

of data gaps [29–31]. These gaps can arise for various reasons, including unplanned

interruptions, such as instrument downtime or communication losses, as well as planned

operations, like antenna re-pointing, where gaps are expected and can be managed

accordingly. The impact of data gaps on TDI is profound: because TDI relies on

precise timing and on the use of delayed data points to cancel laser noise at each

observation, a gap in the data affects not only the immediate TDI sample but also

subsequent samples that are part of the same noise-cancellation sequence, thus rendering

surrounding measurements unusable for astrophysical analysis [32–34]. Furthermore,

TDI requires high-precision fractional delay filters with long interpolation kernels to

achieve the necessary timing accuracy, which amplifies the sensitivity of the TDI data

streams to interruptions. Consequently, even short gaps can disrupt the continuity of

the noise-cancellation process, compromising the integrity of the data and, thus, the

accuracy of gravitational-wave parameter estimation via classical template matching

Template matching, a standard technique in gravitational-wave data analysis, involves

comparing the observed data with precomputed waveforms or templates representing

different possible sources [35, 36]. The likelihood function, which quantifies how well

a given template matches the observed data, plays a central role in this process.

Incorporating data gaps into the likelihood calculation is not straightforward. The

missing data points disrupt the continuous signal model assumed by frequency-domain

template matching, making it challenging to correctly define a likelihood function. In

classical TDI, data gaps result in the loss of additional samples around each gap.

Because Bayesian inference with classical TDI is traditionally conducted in the frequency

domain, accurately accounting for the missing information and the discontinuities in the

frequency-based likelihood becomes non-trivial. Inaccuracies in the likelihood can lead

to biased or inaccurate parameter estimates, further complicating the interpretation of

detected gravitational-wave signals.

Given these challenges, there is a pressing need for more robust methods that

can handle data gaps without compromising the integrity of the data. This paper

introduces and explores TDI Infinity (TDI-∞) for LISA, an extension of classical TDI,

focusing on its ability to tackle challenges related to data gaps. TDI-∞ was proposed

for a toy model in [34] and reframes parameter inference by formulating the LISA

likelihood numerically in terms of the raw phase measurements rather than relying

on their algebraic combinations. The approach involves marginalizing over the laser
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phase noises under the assumption of infinite noise variance, which allows TDI-∞
to gracefully manage measurement dropouts and reduce their impact on parameter-

estimation accuracy.

The primary goal of this paper is to evaluate the application of TDI-∞ in the

context of LISA with a particular focus on its performance in scenarios involving

measurement interruptions and discontinuities. We aim to demonstrate how TDI-∞
can preserve signal integrity more effectively than classical TDI. This is particularly

important in scenarios where rapid alerts and updates to the astronomical community

are essential and rely on limited data, such as detecting impending transient events.

For example, in the case of merging MBHBs, the accumulation of signal-to-noise ratio

is often concentrated in short timespans that must be analyzed as soon as each data

package is received. In low-latency settings, where timely response is critical, there

is limited tolerance for data package loss – requesting retransmission of lost data

may take several hours, a delay we can’t afford in these scenarios. This sensitivity

to data gaps strongly motivates our study, as it underscores the need for robust

methods to manage incomplete data streams without compromising the reliability of

the analysis. By integrating TDI-∞ into a Bayesian framework, we seek to show its

superiority in handling incomplete data and its potential to enhance LISA’s scientific

robustness. Section 2 introduces the model of the telemetered beat-note signals recorded

by LISA, which is used in Section 3 to set up classical TDI and TDI-∞. Section 4

introduces Bayesian parameter inference and details how TDI-∞ is integrated into this

methodology with its specific likelihood function. Section 5 presents simulation results,

comparing the performance of TDI-∞ based parameter inference with classical TDI in

the presence of data gaps. Finally, Section 6 summarizes the results and discusses the

implications of the paper’s findings for future data-analysis pipelines.

2. Telemetered beat-note signals in LISA

LISA employs a measurement concept known as split interferometry [37, 38]. In the

split-interferometry setup, the distance between two test masses on distant spacecraft

is reconstructed from three individual beat-note measurements. The inter-spacecraft

interferometer measures the distance between the optical benches of the local and distant

spacecraft. The test-mass interferometers on each spacecraft then measure the distance

between the optical bench and the associated test mass on that spacecraft. These

measurements are combined to determine distance variations between the test masses

related to gravitational-wave events [39]. Each optical bench (there are six in total)

is equipped with a third interferometer, known as the reference interferometer. The

reference interferometer measures the relative phase noise of the laser sources between

adjacent optical benches. This information is essential for TDI on-ground processing.

Below we summarize the mathematical model for the telemetered beat-note signals

[40], considering LISA’s active transponder technology. In Section 3 we will use this

model to extend the simplified TDI-∞ framework of Ref. [34] and adapt it for realistic
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Figure 1: Configuration of the LISA constellation, including the index convention for

this paper, which follows Ref. [41]. The constellation consists of three spacecraft, each

connected by bi-directional near-infrared laser links covering a distance of 2.5× 106 km.

The acronym MOSA refers to the moving optical subassembly, consisting primarily of

an optical bench, a telescope, and a test mass. This illustration is highly simplified.

application. In our formalism, each measurement is decomposed into two parts: large

frequency offsets and drifts (superscript o) and smaller in-band fluctuations (superscript

ϵ). The index notation follows the convention illustrated in Fig. 1.

2.1. Inter-spacecraft interferometer

The inter-spacecraft interferometer (isi) measures the phase difference between a laser

beam received from a distant spacecraft and the local laser. Taking optical bench 12 of

spacecraft 1 as an example, the beat-note signal of the inter-spacecraft interferometer

at the carrier frequency (index c) can be expressed as

isio12,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12O21 − ν0d

o
12 −O12

}
, (1)
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isiϵ12,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12

(
ṗ21 − Ṅ∆

21

)
−
(
ν0 + Ḋ12O21

)
Ḣ12

+
ν0
c
Ṅob

isi12←21 −
(
ṗ12 − Ṅ∆

12 +
ν0
c
Ṅob

isi12←12

)
+ Ṅ ro

isi12,c − (Ḋ12O21 − ν0d
o
12 −O12)

qϵ1
1 + q̇o1

}
, (2)

isi12,c = isio12,c + isiϵ12,c. (3)

In equations (1) and (2), ν0 is the nominal laser frequency (around 281 THz [41]);

do12 represents the slowly varying proper pseudorange offsets, which include the light

time of flight and frame conversions between the proper times of spacecraft 1 and 2;

O12 and O21 represent frequency offsets related to the special-relativistic Doppler shift

between spacecraft; the Doppler-delay operator Ḋ12 represents the light travel time

from spacecraft 2 to spacecraft 1, as defined in [40]; the timestamping operator Ṫ1 in

equations (1) and (2) translates signals from (idealized) spacecraft proper time to the

actual clock-implemented on-board time of spacecraft 1; and the continuous linear filter

operator F represents the effects of the filtering and downsampling process (see more

below).

Equation (2) for in-band beat-note fluctuations includes the frequency variations

of the local laser and (delayed) distant laser, denoted by ṗ12 and ṗ21 respectively, along

with local and distant optical-bench path-length noise contributions, which manifest

as Doppler shifts Ṅob
isi12←12 and Ṅob

isi12←21. Longitudinal motion of the MOSA (see Fig.

1) along the line of sight associated with the local and delayed distant optical benches

introduce additional optical noises Ṅ∆
12 and Ṅ∆

21. The gravitational-wave signal Ḣ12 adds

further Doppler shifts. Finally, equation (2) includes the readout noise Ṅ ro
isi12,c and clock

noise, represented by the term q̇ϵ1/(1 + qo1). Here, qϵ1 and q̇o1 are noise sources related

to the timing deviations between the spacecraft’s measurement time scale and its true

relativistic proper time.

Spacecraft proper time is defined as the time shown by perfect clocks co-moving with

the spacecraft’s center of mass, and it is a theoretical construct unavailable in practice.

Instead, the recorded measurements rely on an imperfect onboard timer, referred to

as the onboard clock time frame. The timestamping operator Ṫ1 translates from the

former to the latter. The LISA mission design currently indicates that the raw 80

MHz phasemeter beat-note signals will be processed by filtering and downsampling to

progressively lower rates, ultimately reaching the final measurement rate of 4 Hz. The

filtering effect is represented by the filter operator F.

In addition to the carrier beat note, each inter-spacecraft interferometer records

a sideband measurement. While the sideband–sideband beat-note signal shares

similarities with the carrier measurement, it differs in two key aspects. Firstly, both

the distant and local laser frequency instabilities are influenced by the interaction
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between the modulation frequency, clock jitter, and modulation noise, represented by

νm
21(q̇

ϵ
2 + Ṁ21) and νm

12(q̇
ϵ
1 + Ṁ12). Secondly, the modulation frequency introduces shifts

in the distant-sideband beat-note frequency offsets, which are impacted by out-of-band

clock errors, described as νm
21(1 + q̇o2). The model for the sideband–sideband beat-note

frequency measurement (index sb) of the inter-spacecraft interferometer is

isio12,sb = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12O21 − ν0d

o
12 −O12 + Ḋ12 [ν

m
21 (1 + q̇o2)]− νm

12 (1 + q̇o1)
}
, (4)

isiϵ12,sb = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12

(
ṗ21 + νm

21

(
q̇ϵ2 + Ṁ21

)
− Ṅ∆

21

)
−

(
ν0 + Ḋ12 [O21 + νm

21 (1 + qo2)]
)
Ḣ12 +

ν0
c
Ṅob

isi12←21

−
(
ṗ12 − Ṅ∆

12 + νm
12

(
qϵ1 + Ṁ12

)
+

ν0
c
Ṅob

isi12←12

)
+ Ṅ ro

isi12,sb

− (Ḋ12O21 − ν0d
o
12 −O12 + Ḋ12 [ν

m
21 (1 + q̇o2)]− νm

12 (1 + q̇o1))
q̇ϵ1

1 + q̇o1

}
, (5)

isi12,sb = isio12,sb + isiϵ12,sb, (6)

where νm
12 and νm

21 are the modulation frequencies, Ṁ12 and Ṁ21 represent the modulation

noise, and Ṅ ro
isi12,sb is the readout noise in the sideband-sideband measurement.

2.2. Test-mass interferometer

The carrier–carrier beat-note frequency measurement in the test-mass interferometer

includes the frequency variations from the local and neighboring laser beams originating

from the adjacent optical bench on the same spacecraft. These variations are denoted

as ṗ12 and ṗ13. Additionally, it accounts for the related path length noises on the optical

bench, Ṅob
tmi12←12 and Ṅob

tmi12←13. As the adjacent beam passes through the optical fiber, it

is contaminated by backlink noise Ṅbl
12. The measurement incorporates also the readout

noise Ṅ ro
tmi12,c and the clock noise term q̇ϵ1/(1+q01). Overall, the measurement is modeled

as

tmio12,c = FṪ1 {O13 −O12} , (7)

tmiϵ12,c = FṪ1

{
ṗ13 +

ν0
c

(
Ṅob

tmi12←13 + Ṅbl
12

)
−

(
ṗ12 +

ν0
c

(
Ṅob

tmi12←12 + 2
(
Ṅ δ

12 − Ṅ∆
12

)))
+ Ṅ ro

tmi12,c − (O13 −O12)
q̇ϵ1

1 + q̇o1

}
, (8)

tmi12,c = tmio12,c + tmiϵ12,c, (9)

where Ṅ δ
12 is the additional local test-mass noise, and Ṅ∆

12 is the local optical-bench

noise as also measured in the inter-spacecraft interferometer.
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2.3. Reference interferometer

The carrier–carrier beat-note frequency measurement in the reference interferometer is

equal to the measurement of the test-mass interferometer, except that it does not include

additional optical-bench displacement noise and test-mass noise since the laser beam is

not reflected off the test mass in this case:

rfio
12,c = FṪ1 {O13 −O12} , (10)

rfiϵ
12,c = FṪ1

{
ṗ13 +

ν0
c

(
Ṅob

rfi12←13 + Ṅbl
12

)
−

(
ṗ12 +

ν0
c
Ṅob

rfi12←12

)
+ Ṅ ro

rfi12,c − (O13 −O12)
q̇ϵ1

1 + q̇o1

}
, (11)

rfi12,c = rfio
12,c + rfiϵ

12,c. (12)

The sideband–sideband beat-note frequency measurement follows a similar principle,

where the adjacent and local laser frequency variations are influenced by the in-band

clock and modulation noise, represented as νm
13(q̇1 + Ṁ13) and νm

12(q̇1 + Ṁ12):

rfio
12,sb = FṪ1 {O13 −O12 + (νm

13 − νm
12) (1 + q̇o1)} , (13)

rfiϵ
12,sb = FṪ1

{
ṗ13 + νm

13

(
q̇1 + Ṁ13

)
+

ν0
c

(
Ṅob

rfi12←13 + Ṅbl
12

)
−

(
ṗ12 + νm

12

(
q̇1 + Ṁ12

)
+

ν0
c
Ṅob

rfi12←12

)
+ Ṅ ro

rfi12,sb − (O13 −O12 + (νm
13 − νm

12) (1 + q̇o1))
q̇ϵ1

1 + q̇o1

}
, (14)

rfi12,sb = rfio
12,sb + rfiϵ

12,sb. (15)

Equations (1)–(15) serve as the foundation for developing the extended TDI-∞
framework in the following section. We will introduce two key extensions to the

model of Ref. [34]. The first extension, akin to classical TDI, eliminates laser noise

ṗij with i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3} and i ̸= j, see Ref. [42]. The second extension addresses all

suppressible noise sources, including optical-bench displacement noise Ṅ∆
ij , clock noise

q̇i, and modulation noise Ṁij, in addition to laser noise.

3. Time-delay interferometry

TDI is a fundamental component of the data-processing strategy for LISA, with origins

tracing back to the 1990s. The development of TDI has been the subject of extensive

research, contributing to its theoretical underpinnings and experimental demonstrations

[43–55]. The primary function of TDI is to account for the unequal and dynamically

changing arm lengths of the LISA constellation by constructing linear combinations of

time-shifted interferometric signals. Without TDI, laser frequency noise would dominate

the measurements, effectively obscuring the gravitational-wave signals that LISA aims to
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isi13,c

isi12,c Beam 
spliters

Mirror

Mirror
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← ·D13
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←
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12

· D
21

→

Figure 2: A simplified unequal-arm interferometer toy model used to illustrate the

concept behind classical TDI and later to introduce TDI-∞.

detect. TDI is essential for spaceborne gravitational-wave detectors like LISA because,

unlike terrestrial interferometers where arm lengths can be equalized, LISA’s arms span

millions of kilometers and vary due to the spacecraft’s orbital motion. Consequently,

laser noise does not cancel out automatically when the two interferometer arms are

recombined at the detector.

3.1. First- and second-generation TDI

Classical TDI addresses the challenge of laser noise by algebraically combining the

telemetered beat-note measurements from multiple spacecraft with appropriate time

delays, effectively creating a synthetic interferometer that suppresses laser noise. Since

its inception, TDI has evolved through two main generations, each improving upon

the previous approach to address challenges in the realistic LISA setting. The first

generation of TDI, TDI-1 in the following, is thoroughly described in [26] and is based

on the assumption that arm lengths are unequal but remain constant over time.

We will consider a simplified toy model to illustrate the concept of first-generation

TDI using basic equations. This toy model, shown in Fig. 2, involves a single laser

source with beams propagating into two arms before reflecting back to the origin,

experiencing round-trip delays denoted by Ḋ12Ḋ21 and Ḋ13Ḋ31, with Ḋ12Ḋ21 ̸= Ḋ13Ḋ31.

The phases of the two returning beams are measured as isi12,c and isi13,c, both influenced

by the common laser noise p1. In this example, for simplicity, we neglect measurement

noise, other noise sources, and gravitational-wave contributions. Assuming a static

configuration, the two measurements isi12,c and isi13,c can be described using equation

(3) as
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isi12,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12Ḋ21p1 − p1

}
, (16)

isi13,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ13Ḋ31p1 − p1

}
. (17)

By subtracting equation (17) from equation (16), it becomes evident that the laser noise

does not cancel automatically due to the mismatch in arm lengths. To achieve effective

noise cancellation, we need to time-shift isi12,c by Ḋ13Ḋ31 and isi13,c by Ḋ12Ḋ21:

Ḋ13Ḋ31isi12,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ13Ḋ31Ḋ12Ḋ21p1 − Ḋ13Ḋ31p1

}
, (18)

Ḋ12Ḋ21isi13,c = FṪ1

{
Ḋ12Ḋ21Ḋ13Ḋ31p1 − Ḋ12Ḋ21p1

}
, (19)

and build the TDI-1 Michelson channel X1 via

X1 = (isi12,c + Ḋ12Ḋ21isi13,c)− (isi13,c + Ḋ13Ḋ31isi12,c). (20)

In the static case, the concatenated delay operators commute, i.e., Ḋ12Ḋ21Ḋ13Ḋ31 =

Ḋ13Ḋ31Ḋ12Ḋ21, allowing the laser noise terms in equation (20) to cancel pairwise. This

results in the linear combination X1 that effectively eliminates laser noise. While TDI-

1 provides adequate noise reduction in static scenarios, it proved insufficient for the

realistic LISA case. LISA’s arm-length variability necessitated further refinement to

maintain effective noise suppression under realistic mission conditions, leading to second-

generation TDI ( TDI-2‡), as outlined in [56]. TDI-2 improves on TDI-1 by suppressing

laser frequency noise to the required level for LISA, making it the current standard

in LISA data analysis. The linear combinations of TDI-2 are more complex than the

one in equation (20), but they follow the same underlying principle of pairwise noise

cancellation. Interested readers are encouraged to consult the relevant literature for

further derivations.

While classical TDI effectively suppresses laser frequency noise by combining time-

delayed phase measurements, data gaps pose a major challenge for downstream data

analysis and parameter inference. In classical TDI, a single data gap impacts not only

the immediate TDI output but affects also future TDI samples, as evident from equation

(20) for TDI-1. In TDI-2, which relies on multiple nested delays for effective noise

suppression (of the order of 8 times the LISA light travel time, roughly 100 seconds) and

on high-precision fractional delay filters with long interpolation kernels (often of order

31 at a 4 Hz sampling rate, corresponding to about 10 seconds), this cascading effect

can render large portions of the data unusable depending on the pattern of the gaps,

significantly degrading the overall quality and sensitivity of LISA’s observations. In

the following, we introduce TDI-∞, adapt it to the realistic LISA mission scenario, and

demonstrate its advantages in handling data gaps compared to classical TDI throughout

the paper.

‡ Throughout this text, the terms TDI-2 and classical TDI are used interchangeably.
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3.2. TDI-∞ for the LISA toy model

In TDI-∞, the raw LISA measurements are analyzed directly for gravitational-wave

detection and parameter estimation without transforming them into TDI observables

using predefined analytical expressions, as in classical TDI. The TDI-∞ observables are

computed numerically from the LISA arm lengths and can be folded into the likelihood

calculation. In TDI-∞, as introduced in [34] for the toy model shown in Fig. 2, the

measurement time series isi12,c and isi13,c are represented in vector form as

y = [isi12,c(t0), isi13,c(t0), isi12,c(t1), . . . , isi13,c(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R2n×1, (21)

where n denotes the number of valid measurement samples. The relations described by

equations (16) and (17) can then be expressed in matrix-vector form as

y = Mp, (22)

where p ∈ Rn×1 represents the (unmeasured) discretized laser noise time series, and

M ∈ R2n×n is a design matrix modeling the delayed finite differences from equations

(16) and (17) using fractional-delay finite-impulse-response filters. When the delays

correspond to integer multiples of the sampling time, the design matrix contains only

+1, −1, and zeros, as no interpolation between noise samples is necessary. For fractional

delays, the +1s are broken across the appropriate filter masks. In this work, we employ

delay filters based on Lagrange interpolation, as described in [34]. Note that here we

are using fractional-delay filters to model a physical delay induced by light travel rather

than to delay time series in post-processing to build TDI combinations. The accuracy

requirements that must be posed on the filters are the same in both uses.

The TDI-∞ observable, which by construction suppresses laser noise fully, is defined

as

o = Ty, (23)

where T ∈ Rn×2n denotes the null space of M⊤ such that

TM = 0. (24)

Note that TDI-∞ generalizes to any time dependence of the arm lengths (not just

linear variations as in TDI-2, or quadratic variations in a hypothetical TDI-3) – hence

the name TDI-∞.

3.3. TDI-∞ for LISA

When adapting TDI-∞ to LISA, the core definition of the TDI-∞ observable of equation

(23) remains unchanged, along with the condition in equation (24) that determines the

null-space matrix T . However, what differs is the setup of the measurement vector y

in equation (21), as well as the noise vector p and the design matrix M . The specific
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Figure 3: Schematic illustration of three different possible architectures for LISA’s L0-L1

data-processing strategy. The first two pipelines illustrate data-processing approaches

that are well established in the literature, whereas the all-in-one TDI-∞ pipeline is

introduced in this paper.

formulation of these components depends on the objectives of the TDI-∞ approach. To

explore this further, we refer to Fig. 3, which illustrates three potential architectures

for LISA’s L0-L1 data-processing strategy. L0 data corresponds to the raw telemetered

beat-note signals, while L1 data represents the calibrated TDI channels prepared for

astrophysical analysis. Figure 3 shows that L0-L1 data processing extends beyond

laser-noise cancellation to encompass the suppression of optical-bench displacement

noise, clock noise, and modulation noise. These steps are part of constellation-wide

calibration (as opposed to local calibrations, such as converting differential wavefront

sensing voltages to angular measurements or calibrating the test-mass stiffness). The

noise sources addressed during constellation-wide calibration can be suppressed since

their effects are measured independently across different detectors at various times.

The pipeline at the top of Fig. 3 incorporates TDI-2 and represents the current

standard for LISA data processing [39,57,58]. The process begins by suppressing optical-

bench displacement noise through linear combinations of time-shifted interferometric

measurements. Next, the pipeline reduces the number of free-running lasers to three

by generating intermediate η-variables, derived from these time-shifted measurements

and the output of the previous step. Then, the η-variables are inputs to TDI-2, which

mitigates the remaining laser noise. In the final step, the impact of clock and modulation

noise from the right-hand side MOSAs on the TDI-2 combinations is subtracted. Details

on the algorithms can be found in [59].

One possible adaptation of TDI-∞ for LISA is to replace the TDI-2 block in Fig.

3 with the TDI-∞ framework while continuing to use the η-variables as inputs. This

pipeline was previously introduced in [42]. The advantage of this approach is that TDI-

∞ only needs to handle the remaining laser noise sources, thereby simplifying the null-

space computation. However, a notable drawback is that the input consists of linear

combinations rather than raw measurements, which reduces TDI-∞’s effectiveness in

dealing with data gaps. Since these linear combinations already incorporate time shifts,
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a gap in a raw measurement results in multiple invalid samples in the intermediate

variables. Due to this limitation, the focus of the paper is on the “all-in-one TDI-∞”

approach, as shown in the lower part of Fig. 3. In this case, TDI-∞ receives all the raw

interferometric measurements directly and is responsible for canceling all suppressible

noise sources simultaneously. For now, the all-in-one approach does not include post-

TDI calibration steps from the classical L0-L1 pipeline, such as tilt-to-length (TTL)

noise mitigation. Since TTL exhibits different coupling behaviors on each spacecraft,

they cannot be suppressed through simple linear combinations of detector measurements

and must instead be explicitly estimated [42,60]. The all-in-one framework is organized

as follows.

Measurement vector y ∈ R24n×1. The measurement vector y is constructed by

organizing the individual measurements from different interferometers into a single

vector. Specifically, y contains the following components:

- 6 inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements at the carrier frequency isiij,c,

- 6 inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements at the sideband frequency isiij,sb,

- 6 test-mass interferometer measurements tmiij,

- 3 reference interferometer measurements at the carrier frequency rfiij,c,

- 3 reference interferometer measurements at the sideband frequency rfiij,sb.

The inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements at the carrier frequency isiij,c are

derived from equation (3) and summarized as

yisi,c = [isi12,c(t0), . . . , isi12,c(tn−1), isi23,c(t0), . . . , isi23,c(tn−1),

isi31,c(t0), . . . , isi31,c(tn−1), isi13,c(t0), . . . , isi13,c(tn−1),

isi32,c(t0), . . . , isi32,c(tn−1), isi21,c(t0), . . . , isi21,c(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R6n×1.

(25)

Although clock noise and relativistic time-frame differences prevent the data from

different spacecraft from being synchronized to the same absolute time, this mismatch is

inherently accounted for by incorporating the measured pseudo-ranges as delays in the

design matrix, similar to the approach used for TDI-2 in [57]. Therefore, data-stream

synchronization is not required to construct y. The measurements here are expressed

in the onboard clock frames and are sampled within each clock frame on a regular time

grid t0, t1, . . . , tn−1.

Based on equation (6), we obtain yisi,sb, summarizing the inter-spacecraft

interferometer measurements at the sideband frequency isiij,sb:

yisi,sb = [isi12,sb(t0), . . . , isi12,sb(tn−1), isi23,sb(t0), . . . , isi23,sb(tn−1),

isi31,sb(t0), . . . , isi31,sb(tn−1), isi13,sb(t0), . . . , isi13,sb(tn−1),

isi32,sb(t0), . . . , isi32,sb(tn−1), isi21,sb(t0), . . . , isi21,sb(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R6n×1.

(26)
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The test-mass interferometer measurements tmiij with the model given in equation (9)

are written as

ytmi = [tmi12(t0), . . . , tmi12(tn−1), tmi23(t0), . . . , tmi23(tn−1),

tmi31(t0), . . . , tmi31(tn−1), tmi13(t0), . . . , tmi13(tn−1),

tmi32(t0), . . . , tmi32(tn−1), tmi21(t0), . . . , tmi21(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R6n×1.

(27)

For the reference interferometer measurements at the carrier and sideband frequencies

rfiij,c and rfiij,sb from equations (12) and (15), only three measurements provide

independent information. We select those corresponding to the left-sided MOSAs:

yrfi,c = [rfi12,c(t0), . . . , rfi12,c(tn−1),

rfi23,c(t0), . . . , rfi23,c(tn−1),

rfi31,c(t0), . . . , rfi31,c(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R3n×1,

(28)

and

yrfi,sb = [rfi12,sb(t0), . . . , rfi12,sb(tn−1),

rfi23,sb(t0), . . . , rfi23,sb(tn−1),

rfi31,sb(t0), . . . , rfi31,sb(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R3n×1.

(29)

The all-in-one measurement vector y is then constructed as:

y = [yisi,c, yisi,sb, ytmi, yrfi,c, yrfi,sb]
⊤ ∈ R24n×1. (30)

Noise vector p ∈ R18n×1. The noise vector p contains contributions from all noise

sources that can be suppressed during constellation-wide calibration, except for TTL

noise. The noise components include:

- 6 laser noise sources ṗij,

- 6 jitter noise terms from LISA’s optical benches Ṅ∆
ij ,

- 3 clock noise terms q̇ϵi ,

- 3 modulation noise terms Ṁij (as explained in [59], only three of the six modulation

noise sources can be eliminated. The remaining three contribute to unsuppressible

secondary noise in TDI. This happens regardless of the TDI generation that is

used).

For the laser noise ṗij, we write

plaser = [ṗ12(t0), . . . , ṗ12(tn−1), ṗ23(t0), . . . , ṗ23(tn−1),

ṗ31(t0), . . . , ṗ31(tn−1), ṗ13(t0), . . . , ṗ13(tn−1),

ṗ32(t0), . . . , ṗ32(tn−1), ṗ21(t0), . . . , ṗ21(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R6n×1.

(31)
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Similarly, we write the translational jitter noise from the optical benches Ṅ∆
ij :

pjitter = [Ṅ∆
12(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
12(tn−1), Ṅ

∆
23(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
23(tn−1),

Ṅ∆
31(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
31(tn−1), Ṅ

∆
13(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
13(tn−1),

Ṅ∆
32(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
32(tn−1), Ṅ

∆
21(t0), . . . , Ṅ

∆
21(tn−1)]

⊤ ∈ R6n×1.

(32)

For the clock noise, we set

pclock = [q̇ϵ1(t0), . . . , q̇
ϵ
1(tn−1),

q̇ϵ2(t0), . . . , q̇
ϵ
2(tn−1),

q̇ϵ3(t0), . . . , q̇
ϵ
3(tn−1)]

⊤ ∈ R3n×1.

(33)

The three modulation noises that are chosen to be suppressed are:

pmodulation = [Ṁ13(t0), . . . , Ṁ13(tn−1),

Ṁ32(t0), . . . , Ṁ32(tn−1),

Ṁ21(t0), . . . , Ṁ21(tn−1)]
⊤ ∈ R3n×1.

(34)

The all-in-one noise vector p then is:

p = [plaser, pjitter, pclock, pmodulation]
⊤ ∈ R18n×1. (35)

Design matrix M ∈ R24n×18n. The design matrix M defines the relationship between

the measurement vector y and the noise vector p. It is constructed by combining the

noise contributions for each measurement at each time step. The entries in M are

calculated using equations (1) to (15). The delayed terms are considered in M with the

appropriate Lagrange interpolation filter masks. The inter-spacecraft interferometer

carrier measurements are captured by the vector yisi,c. The measurement equation is

given by

yisi,c = Misi,cp, (36)

where Misi,c ∈ R6n×18n is the submatrix that maps the noise sources in p to the inter-

spacecraft interferometer carrier measurements following the measurement model of

equation (3). For the sideband measurements of the inter-spacecraft interferometer,

represented by yisi,sb, the measurement equation is

yisi,sb = Misi,sbp, (37)

where Misi,sb ∈ R6n×18n maps the noise sources in p to yisi,sb following equation (6). The

test-mass interferometer measurements ytmi can be stated in matrix-vector form as

ytmi = Mtmip, (38)

where Mtmi ∈ R6n×18n represents the mapping of noise sources to the test-mass

interferometer measurements following equation (9). The reference interferometer

carrier measurements yrfi,c are related to the all-in-one noise vector p by

yrfi,c = Mrfi,cp, (39)
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with Mrfi,c ∈ R3n×18n. Analogously, for the reference interferometer sideband measure-

ments yrfi,sb we set

yrfi,sb = Mrfi,sbp, (40)

with Mrfi,sb ∈ R3n×18n. By stacking the individual measurement equations for each type

of interferometer, the full measurement system can be expressed as

y =


yisi,c

yisi,sb

ytmi

yrfi,c

yrfi,sb

 =


Misi,c

Misi,sb

Mtmi

Mrfi,c

Mrfi,sb




plaser

pjitter

pclock

pmodulation

 = Mp. (41)

Null-space matrix T ∈ R6n×24n. To construct the TDI-∞ observable o, we need to find

the matrix T whose rows span the null space of the transposed design matrix, MT . The

matrix T then satisfies

TM = T


Misi,c

Misi,sb

Mtmi

Mrfi,c

Mrfi,sb

 = 0, (42)

so T defines the transformation needed to project the measurement vector y into the

null space of M⊤, canceling all noise sources contained in p, analogously to the toy

model. The TDI-∞ observable o is then constructed according to equation (23).

If M is full rank, then o ∈ R6n×1, and the space of TDI-∞ observables is spanned

by six independent TDI generators. Remember, however, that the generators were only

three for TDI-2 [61]. The reason for this difference becomes clear when we construct the

matrix T using algorithms that produce sparse banded matrices. One such algorithm is

the turnback algorithm, efficiently implemented and kindly provided to us by Kai Pfeiffer

[62]. Since the full design matrix M becomes sparse and banded when its rows and

columns are reordered to group together measurement and noise categories belonging

to the same time step, this algorithm can, under certain conditions, yield a sparse and

banded structure for T as well. Then T exhibits a repeating pattern of six elements, three

of which encode observables that are sensitive to gravitational-wave signals, while the

other three are also noise-suppressing but are insensitive to gravitational waves because

they consist of local differences of interferometric measurements (i.e., differences formed

from interferometric measurements on the same spacecraft). A more detailed analysis

of the composition of the TDI-∞ observable o is given by Fig. 15 in the Appendix.

3.4. Validation of noise suppression with all-in-one TDI-∞

We validate the all-in-one TDI-∞ framework by demonstrating its noise suppression

capabilities through numerical simulations. Figure 4 highlights the four primary noise
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Figure 4: Amplitude spectral density (ASD) of the four primary noise sources that

are suppressed by the all-in-one TDI-∞ pipeline: laser noise, optical-bench jitter noise,

clock noise, and modulation noise. The plot compares the analytical noise models with

the simulated noise time series used as input for the TDI-∞ framework.

sources considered within the framework (laser noise, optical-bench noise, clock noise,

and modulation noise): the effective suppression of these noises is crucial for the

mission’s performance and the accuracy of gravitational-wave detection. Figure 5

illustrates the impact of the different noise sources on the interferometric measurements

in the time domain and the effectiveness of the TDI-∞ pipeline in suppressing them.

The inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements displayed here represent a subset of

the data processed within the TDI-∞ framework.

Our validation covers five distinct noise scenarios: laser noise only, optical-bench

noise only, clock noise only, modulation noise only, and the combination of all noise

sources. The sampling rate for the raw interferometric measurements is set to 4 Hz,

matching LISA’s expected downlink rate. The arm lengths are unequal and static in

this first example. Realistic LISA orbits will be considered in Section 5. Note that

specific time steps cannot be directly assigned to the TDI-∞ observable. Consequently,

obtaining a Fourier domain spectrum becomes non-trivial and is omitted.

3.5. Computational complexity of all-in-one TDI-∞

The all-in-one TDI-∞ framework requires that we handle large matrix systems.

Specifically, we account for 18 different noise sources, including laser noise, optical-bench

jitter, clock noise, and modulation noise from all three LISA spacecraft, as well as 24

interferometric measurements. The full design matrix M ∈ R24n×18n grows significantly

with the number of time samples, making it computationally challenging to compute its

null space for a large number of samples n.
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Figure 5: Illustration of the noise-affected inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements

(left) and the corresponding TDI-∞ observable o (right). Five scenarios are presented:

(a) Laser noise only, (b) Optical-bench noise only, (c) Clock noise only, (d) Modulation

noise only, and (e) All noise sources combined.
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To address this, we divide the design matrix into smaller submatrices and compute T

locally for each submatrix. This chunking technique reduces the computational burden.

In chunking, the design matrix M is split into several submatrices M i
sub, each handling

a portion of the overall measurements and noise sources while ensuring that boundary

conditions are maintained. The i-th submatrix is

M i
sub = M [mli · (1− q) : ml · (i+1− qi), rli · (1− q) : rl · (i+1− qi)+ rḊmax/∆t], (43)

where m represents the number of measurements, which is 24 for the all-in-one TDI-∞
approach, and r represents the 18 noise sources to be suppressed. The parameter l is

a free variable that controls the size of each submatrix and can be adjusted based on

computational requirements. The matrix index i ranges from 0 to Nmax − 1, where

Nmax − 1 is the index of the last submatrix that fits within M , even if only partially.

The overlap between consecutive submatrices is governed by q, an adjustable factor that

impacts estimation accuracy during Bayesian inference by reducing boundary effects in

the associated chunked noise covariance matrices. Note that when q = 0, the assembled

set of submatrices already retains the full information from the global design matrix.

However, chunking the covariance matrix this way leads to a partial loss of cross-

correlation information and can be attenuated with q > 0. This topic is discussed

in greater detail in Section 4.4, which introduces the likelihood of the TDI-∞ concept.

Finally, Ḋmax represents the maximum inter-spacecraft delay in the system, including

the interpolation order in case of fractional delays, and ∆t is the sampling time. Figure 6

illustrates the chunking process, showing how the design matrix M is split into smaller

submatrices for the LISA toy model in Fig. 2 with m = 2, r = 1, and l = 40. The

same process is applied to the all-in-one framework, but due to its complexity, the

visualization is omitted. In practice, the full design matrix is not constructed first;

instead, the submatrices M i
sub are generated directly to reduce computational overhead.

Chunking, as defined by equation (43), ensures that the boundary conditions are

correctly handled in each submatrix. This process assumes that only valid measurement

data is used to construct y in equation (30). Specifically, “valid” refers to measurements

taken from t = Ḋmax/∆t to tn−1, where both remote and local noise contributions are

present for successful noise suppression. Excluding invalid samples prevents a situation

analogous to the initialization phase in TDI-2, where a waiting period is needed for light

to propagate across the constellation after activating the laser sources. By omitting

these initial invalid samples after switch-on, we avoid repeating initialization phases

when processing each new submatrix in TDI-∞. Consequently, only valid samples are

shown in Fig. 6.

Note that the rows of M must be arranged so that measurements from the same

time step are grouped together. If the rows were instead organized by measurement type,

for example, placing all inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements first, followed by

all test-mass interferometer measurements, the resulting submatrices would not contain

the required information to compute a valid null space. Therefore, reordering the rows

correctly is crucial for the noise suppression process to work while chunking.
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Figure 6: Illustration of the chunking process for the design matrix M in the LISA

toy model, considering the measurements isi12,c and isi13,c with a common laser noise

source p1. The round-trip delays are static, with Ḋ12Ḋ21 = 6∆t and Ḋ13Ḋ31 = 3∆t,

where ∆t is the sampling interval. The chunking is illustrated for different values of the

row overlap parameter 0 ≤ q < 1 and l = 40. When q = 0, the rows do not overlap,

meaning each measurement in y is used exactly once. In this example, we opted for

n = 100 − Ḋmax/∆t valid samples per measurement, where the maximum round-trip

delay is given by Ḋmax = max(Ḋ12Ḋ21, Ḋ13Ḋ31) = 6∆t.
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For each chunked submatrix M i
sub, we compute a corresponding null-space matrix T i.

Similarly, the measurement vector y is divided into sub-vectors yi
sub, allowing to compute

the TDI-∞ observable for the current submatrix:

oi = T iyi
sub. (44)

After calculating oi for each submatrix, we concatenate all contributions to obtain the

final TDI-∞ observable o:

o =
[
o0,o1, . . . ,oNmax−1

]
. (45)

The result obtained with chunking generally differs from that without chunking,

depending heavily on the characteristics of the null-space algorithm used. When the

algorithm produces sparse or banded null spaces, the null space of each chunk remains a

geometric invariant. In this case, increasing q leads to a repetition of TDI observables.

However, for algorithms that produce dense null spaces – which mix samples across a

wide range of time steps – the situation becomes more complex. The impact of this on

Bayesian inference will be studied in the future in more detail.

Since the TDI-∞ observable is not interpreted as a continuous time-series signal,

there are no concerns about discontinuities when concatenating the ois. However,

applying the same chunking method to the templates during parameter inference is

paramount to ensure consistency between the data and the model processing.

4. Bayesian parameter inference with TDI-∞

Bayesian inference is the standard approach to extract physical parameters from high-

dimensional, noisy data in gravitational-wave astronomy [63–66]. The goal is to

determine the posterior distribution of parameters that describe the signal of interest in

the recorded data. In this section, we introduce the theoretical foundations of Bayesian

inference and explain how it is applied to recover astrophysical information from LISA’s

measurements with the TDI-∞ framework.

4.1. Principles of Bayesian inference

In the context of gravitational-wave astronomy, the detection and characterization of

signals are framed as parameter-estimation problems. Given a set of noisy data, we want

to infer the most probable values of parameters that describe the physical processes that

generated the observed data. This process lends itself naturally to the framework of

Bayesian inference. At its heart is Bayes’ theorem [67]

p(θ | d) = p(d | θ)p(θ)
p(d)

, (46)

where p(θ | d) is the posterior distribution, representing the probability of the

parameters θ given the data d; p(d | θ) is the likelihood, the probability of observing
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the data d given the model parameters θ; p(θ) is the prior probability distribution,

representing our knowledge about the parameters before we consider the data; and p(d)

is the evidence, a normalizing constant that ensures the posterior is a valid probability

distribution. In parameter estimation, the goal is to compute the posterior distribution

p(θ | d) given the observed data and the prior distribution.

Likelihood. The likelihood p(d | θ) represents the probability of observing the data d

given a specific set of parameters θ. For most applications, the likelihood depends on

the noise properties of the measurement and on the model of the signal of interest. In

the case of Gaussian-distributed additive noise, the likelihood is typically expressed in

terms of a noise-weighted inner product:

log p(d | θ) ∝ −1

2
⟨d− h(θ), d− h(θ)⟩noise, (47)

where h(θ) is the predicted signal for a given parameter set θ, and ⟨·,·⟩noise is the noise-
weighted inner product defined as

⟨x, y⟩noise = 4ℜ
∫ ∞
0

x̃(f)ỹ∗(f)

Snoise(f)
df. (48)

Here, x̃(f) and ỹ(f) are the Fourier transforms of the signals x(t) and y(t), and Snoise(f)

is the noise power spectral density of the detector.

Priors. The prior p(θ) encapsulates our knowledge about the parameters before we

take the data into account. In some cases, a well-motivated prior based on theoretical

expectations may be available. In the absence of prior knowledge, uninformative or

flat priors can be used to allow the data to dominate the inference process. Priors can

also be more complex, incorporating constraints or physically motivated limits on the

parameters.

Evidence. The evidence p(d) is the normalization factor that ensures the posterior

integrates to 1:

p(d) =

∫
p(d | θ)p(θ)dθ. (49)

While the evidence plays a crucial role in model comparison, it cancels out when

comparing the relative probability of different parameter values within a single model.

The main goal of Bayesian inference is to compute the posterior distribution

p(θ | d), which contains all the information about the parameters to be estimated.

From the posterior, summary statistics such as the mean, median, or mode of the

distribution can be computed, along with credible intervals, which provide a range of

parameter values that contain a certain probability mass. Computing the posterior

distribution analytically is often infeasible, especially when the parameter space is high-

dimensional or when the likelihood function is complex. To address this, sampling

methods such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) are employed, which allow the

posterior distribution to be approximated through random sampling [68–72].
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4.2. Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling

MCMC methods are a family of algorithms used to sample from complex probability

distributions, especially when direct computation of the posterior is not possible.

MCMC generates a sequence of samples that approximate the target posterior

distribution after a sufficient number of iterations. One of the most commonly used

MCMC algorithms, and the one that is used in this paper, is the Metropolis–Hastings

algorithm [73–75]. At each iteration, the algorithm proposes a new set of parameters

θnew based on the current parameter values θold, and then decides whether to accept or

reject the new parameters based on a probabilistic criterion. The algorithm proceeds as

follows:

(i) Propose a new state: given the current state θold, propose a new state θnew using a

proposal distribution q(θnew | θold).
(ii) Calculate acceptance probability: compute the acceptance ratio α, which compares

the likelihood of the proposed state to the current state. This ratio helps

determine whether to accept the proposed move, ensuring the algorithm explores

the parameter space effectively. The ratio is defined as

α = min

(
1,

p(θnew | d)q(θold | θnew)
p(θold | d)q(θnew | θold)

)
. (50)

(iii) Accept or reject: Draw a random number u from a uniform distribution u ∼ U(0, 1).
If u < α, accept the new state θnew; otherwise, keep the old state θold.

(iv) Repeat: Iterate the process to build up a chain of samples.

In practice, the early part of the MCMC chain, the burn-in period, may not represent

the true posterior distribution, as the chain is still exploring the parameter space. This

initial set of samples is discarded to ensure that the remaining samples are drawn

from the equilibrium distribution. Convergence diagnostics, such as the Gelman-Rubin

statistic [76, 77], can be used to assess whether the MCMC chain has converged to the

target posterior distribution. Once convergence is achieved, the remaining samples are

considered representative of the posterior distribution.

4.3. Log-likelihood calculation with classic TDI combinations

The key objective of this study is to compare the posterior distributions for MBHB

parameters obtained via classical TDI and TDI-∞ in the presence of data gaps and

noise, so we need to set up the likelihood computation in both frameworks. For TDI-2,

the process is straightforward in the absence of data gaps and is well established in

the literature. Assuming the observed data d and the model prediction h(θ), the log-

likelihood follows the standard form of equation (47). The total log-likelihood for TDI-2

is modeled as the sum of the individual log-likelihoods for the three quasi-orthogonal

TDI channels A, E, and T , which are constructed as linear combinations of the TDI

Michelson channels X, Y , and Z as described in [61]. These channels are designed to
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yield a diagonal noise-correlation matrix under certain conditions§. The orthogonality

property enables us to compute the overall log-likelihood of TDI-2 as

log p(d | θ) = −1

2

∑
⟨di − hi(θ), di − hi(θ)⟩noise, (51)

where dA, dE, and dT represent the observed data, and hA(θ), hE(θ), and hT (θ) are

the corresponding templates for these channels based on the parameter set θ. Here

⟨·, ·⟩noise denotes the noise-weighted inner product, as defined in equation (48), using

power spectral densities specific to each channel. The formulation uses the power

spectral density Snoise(f) of the noise sources propagated through TDI, ensuring that the

frequency-dependent noise properties of the LISA detector are appropriately accounted

for in the likelihood.

In the presence of data gaps, computing the log-likelihood for classical TDI becomes

more complicated. Handling gaps might require specialized techniques, such as gap

filling or interpolation, to reconstruct the missing data in a way that preserves the

statistical properties of the noise and the signal. Comprehensive methods for addressing

data gaps in classical TDI are an ongoing area of research and are beyond the scope of

this paper. Instead, here we adopt a straightforward approach, primarily for comparison

with the data gap handling method in TDI-∞, which will be presented later: gaps

in the data naturally divide the continuous time series of each TDI channel into

distinct segments. The log-likelihood calculation for classical TDI is then performed

independently on each uninterrupted data segment. Specifically, for each gap-free

segment (s) of the time series d
(s)
i of TDI variables i = A, E, and T , the log-likelihood

is computed for that segment, and the results for all segments are summed together.

This segmented approach allows to avoid dealing with gap interpolation methods and

instead leverages the data points that are available without making assumptions about

the missing data – assumptions that TDI-∞ will avoid naturally. The total log-likelihood

can then be formulated as the sum of the log-likelihoods for each segment across all TDI

channels. This segment-wise summation approach represents the simplest method for

handling the likelihood calculation, although it introduces some loss of information: the

time series of noise across neighboring segments are not statistically independent. For

TDI-2 in the presence of data gaps, we express the log-likelihood as

log p(dgaps | θ) = −1

2

∑
i=A,E, T

Nseg,i−1∑
s=0

⟨d(s)i − h
(s)
i (θ), d

(s)
i − h

(s)
i (θ)⟩noise, (52)

where d
(s)
i represents the s-th gap-free segment of the data for TDI variable i, h

(s)
i (θ)

represents the model prediction for the corresponding segment, and Nseg,i is the number

of segments for the TDI variable i.

§ When considering unequal arm lengths or realistic orbits of the LISA spacecraft, the A, E, and T

channels are not strictly orthogonal, making the summation an approximation.
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4.4. Log-likelihood calculation with TDI-∞

TDI-∞ offers a natural solution to handle data gaps without requiring additional

gap-filling techniques. This is achieved by systematically removing the corresponding

invalid measurements from the measurement vector y, defined in equation (30), as

well as eliminating the corresponding rows in the design matrix M from equation (41).

Consequently, gaps are handled elegantly in the TDI-∞ framework, ensuring that no

special treatment is needed when constructing the likelihood function.

To derive the likelihood function for TDI-∞, it is assumed that the noise in the

measurements is Gaussian and characterized by a zero mean and covariance matrix N .

The log-likelihood in this case can be written as

log p(d | θ) = −1

2
∆o†

(
TNT †

)−1
∆o− 1

2
log

(
|2πTNT †|

)
, (53)

where ∆o = T (y − yGW(θ)) is the residual between the projected measurement vector

and the model, mapped to the TDI-∞ observable using the null-space matrix T [34].

The covariance matrix N ∈ R24n×24n describes the noise properties of the measurement

system, and TNT † is the effective noise covariance in the TDI-∞ space. Note that T

and TNT † do not depend on θ and only need to be computed once.

An important distinction between the likelihood calculation in TDI-2 and TDI-

∞ is the domain in which they operate. While the TDI-2 likelihood is computed in

the frequency domain, TDI-∞ works in the time domain. Consequently, the noise

covariance matrix N of equation (53) must also be expressed in the time domain. To

construct it we first define the noise covariance matrix Ñ in the frequency domain. The

diagonal elements of Ñ represent the power spectral density Snoise(f) of the secondary

noise sources, as observed in the various interferometer measurements, evaluated at each

frequency. We then define the discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrix F for the times

represented in a TDI-∞ chunk and for the appropriate set of frequencies, and transform

the covariance matrix into the time domain via

N = F †ÑF, (54)

where F † denotes the conjugate transpose of the DFT matrix.

When chunking is applied to handle long measurement time series, the total

likelihood is computed by summing the likelihood contributions from each individual

chunk:

log p(dchunked | θ) =
Nmax−1∑

i=0

(
−1

2
∆oi† (T iN i

subT
i†)−1∆oi − 1

2
log

(
|2πT iN i

subT
i†|
))

.

(55)

Chunking of N follows the approach similar to equation (43) and illustrated in Fig. 6

for the LISA toy model. The submatrices obtained from N are defined by

N i
sub = N [mli · (1− q) : ml · (i+ 1− qi),mli · (1− q) : ml · (i+ 1− qi)], (56)
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with the parameter definitions equal to equation (43). Unlike the design matrix

M , where entries outside the submatrices are zero, the noise covariance matrix N

inevitably contains cross-correlations between measurement samples that extend beyond

the submatrices obtained from equation (56). As a result, chunking N leads to a loss

of covariance information. To partially mitigate this issue, the row overlap factor q

can chosen to be greater than zero. This parameter allows for some overlap between

submatrices, helping to reduce the loss of information and retain cross-correlation

information between adjacent chunks. The selection of q and the chunk length l involves

a trade-off between computational complexity, signal-to-noise ratio loss, and the double-

counting of data in overlapping matrix regions.

Note that handling data gaps under chunking remains straightforward, with some

appropriate adjustments. The design matrix M needs to be first partitioned into

submatrices M i
sub according to equation (43). Once chunking has been applied, the gap

indices – originally defined with respect to the dimensions of M – must be translated

into the local submatrix frame, which is determined by the size of each submatrix and

its specific identifier. After this transformation, the relevant rows in both M i
sub and yi

sub

can be removed. The same applies to N i
sub. Performing chunking prior to gap removal

ensures that the matrix boundary conditions necessary for effective noise suppression

are preserved.

5. Simulation results

This section presents the simulation results of our study. To provide context, we briefly

introduce the two main data-processing pipelines that will be developed for LISA: the

global-fit and the low-latency pipelines.

(i) The global-fit pipeline is designed to analyze extensive LISA datasets, aiming to

identify and model multiple overlapping signals from a diverse range of astrophysical

sources. Its main challenge is disentangling these signals from a persistent global

background created by millions of individually unresolved sources. The global fit

typically requires months or years of data for thorough analysis. The global-fit

pipeline also needs to account for the instrumental noise (and potential stochastic

signals), which adds to its complexity.

(ii) In contrast, LISA’s low-latency pipeline focuses on the rapid detection and analysis

of transient gravitational-wave events such as the mergers of MBHBs. The primary

objective of this pipeline is to provide early warnings of such events, which is

particularly important when there could be electromagnetic counterparts: for

example, jets or accretion disks formed during the merger. Early alerts enable

ground- and space-based observatories to prepare for follow-up observations. Due

to the urgency of these detections, the low-latency pipeline prioritizes speed over

the comprehensive analysis performed by the global fit, working with limited data

to quickly extract key information, such as the time of coalescence of MBHBs. For
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the alert pipeline, we can assume the noise to be known, which renders TDI-∞
feasible.

Within this context, our simulation scenario focuses on parameter estimation for MBHBs

under the constraints of limited data, aligning with the objectives of a low-latency

pipeline. In such low-latency applications, data often arrive as a quasi-live stream

where some packets may be missing. When data are scarce, the impact of gaps becomes

especially significant. Requesting retransmission of lost data could introduce delays of

several hours, which is unfeasible for real-time or near-real-time analysis. The goal of

the simulations described here is to assess the performance of TDI-∞ and compare its

accuracy in parameter inference to classical TDI, particularly in the presence of data

gaps.

5.1. Astrophysical parameters of MBHBs

In the context of low-latency analysis for LISA, MBHBs are among the most important

sources of transient gravitational-wave signals. These systems, which consist of

two supermassive black holes orbiting each other, are expected to produce strong

gravitational-wave signals as they spiral inward and eventually merge in the LISA band.

The key astrophysical parameters of interest for MBHBs include the following:

• Coalescence time tc: the time until the two black holes merge.

• Sky localization (ecliptic latitude β and longitude λ): the position of the binary on

the sky.

• Masses m1 and m2: the masses of the individual black holes.

• Spins χ1 and χ2: the dimensionless spins of the black holes, affecting both the

waveform and the final spin of the remnant black hole after the merger.

• Redshift z: the redshift of the system, which indicates its distance and helps place

the merger in a cosmological context.

• Luminosity distance DL: the inferred distance to the binary system.

The ability to quickly extract these parameters from LISA data, even with limited

observational windows, underscores the importance of efficient algorithms such as

TDI-∞. The rapid and precise identification of MBHB mergers ensures that critical

opportunities for multi-messenger astronomy are not missed.

5.2. Simulation scenario

In this simulation, we analyze one hour of data sampled at 4 Hz, containing a single

MBHB injection, and compare the performance of TDI-2 and TDI-∞, both with and

without data gaps. In the scenario with gaps, six one-sample gaps are introduced at

intervals of 300 samples within the inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements from

optical benches 12, 23, and 31, located near the merger event. A second scenario,

discussed later, will explore the impact of the same gap pattern occurring during
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Table 1: Injected parameters for the MBHB system.

Parameter Value

Ecliptic latitude -0.1895

Ecliptic longitude 0.2230

Polar angle of spin 1 1.2075

Polar angle of spin 2 1.2279

Spin 1 0.8240

Spin 2 0.6162

Mass 1 100,565.05 M⊙
Mass 2 193,254.58 M⊙
Coalescence time 1 hour*

Phase at coalescence 2.0290

Initial polar angle 0.6304

Initial azimuthal angle 1.0909

Redshift 1.013

Luminosity distance 31,489.75 Mpc

Signal-to-noise ratio ca. 300

* The coalescence time is measured from the initial sample in the
data stream.

the inspiral phase. Gaps are represented by “NaN” values in the time series of raw

interferometer measurements, which are then propagated through the L0–L1 processing

pipelines of Fig. 3. The parameters for the injected MBHB system are summarized

in Table 1. Figures 7 and 8 demonstrate the impact of data gaps on both TDI-2

and TDI-∞ for the first simulation scenario. Figure 7 presents the TDI-2 Michelson

channels X, Y , and Z showing both the noisy dataset and the TDI-processed injection

alone (both centered around the gaps region for clarity). For TDI-∞, Fig. 8 shows

the full dataset considered in this study. In the presence of data gaps, TDI-2 is

significantly impacted, with approximately 400 seconds of data being corrupted. In TDI-

∞, the number of lost measurements corresponds roughly to the number of introduced

gaps. Differences between the gap-free and gap-included cases are observed mainly in

the chunks where gaps are present. The discrepancy in sample counts makes direct

comparison challenging, as aligning data points between the two cases is non-trivial in

regions affected by gaps.

5.3. Classical TDI framework

The analytical power spectral density models for secondary noise in the inter-spacecraft

and reference interferometers, collectively summarized as optical metrology system

(OMS) noise, are provided in equations (57) and (58) in units Hz2/Hz. These models

are applied in Figs. 7 and 8 and will also be used in the MCMC simulations of Section
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Figure 7: TDI-2 Michelson channels X, Y , and Z for the gap-free (top) and gap-

affected (bottom) cases considered in this study. For clarity, the time series are shown

only around the regions affected by gaps. The data gaps, injected near the merger event

as described in the main text, cause substantial data corruption in TDI-2, affecting

approximately 400 seconds of data. The left panels illustrate the scenario with secondary

noise from the optical metrology system, while the right panels show the noiseless case.
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Figure 8: TDI-∞ observable o in the gap-unaffected (top) and gap-affected (bottom)

cases. The left panels illustrate the scenario with secondary noise from the optical

metrology system, while the right panels show the noiseless case. Unlike classical TDI,

gaps do not appear in the TDI-∞ output because they are eliminated from the design

matrix prior to null-space computation, as explained in Section 4. Since the gap-free and

gap-included cases have different numbers of samples, plotting their absolute differences

to visualize discrepancies is not feasible and omitted here.
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5.5 to construct the TDI-∞ noise covariance matrix N , as defined in equation (54):

ĩsiOMS(f) =
(
2π · 6.35 pm√

Hz

)2

·
(
f 2 +

(2mHz)4

f 2

)
·
(
ν0
c

)2

(57)

r̃fiOMS(f) =
(
2π · 3.32 pm√

Hz

)2

·
(
f 2 +

(2mHz)4

f 2

)
·
(
ν0
c

)2

(58)

In the equations above, c denotes the speed of light. To construct Snoise(f) from equation

(48) and compute the log-likelihood for classical TDI of equation (51), the OMS noise

contributions must be propagated through the algebraic TDI algorithm. The power

spectral density model for the OMS noise in the TDI-2 Michelson variable X, based on

the nominal LISA arm length of L0 = 2.5 Gm, is given by

X̃OMS(f) = 4 ·
∣∣∣e 4πjfL0

c − 1
∣∣∣4 · ∣∣∣e 4πjfL0

c + 1
∣∣∣2 · (ĩsiOMS(f) + r̃fiOMS(f)

)
. (59)

The analytical models are depicted in Fig. 9 as amplitude spectral densities, alongside

numerical simulations generated using lisainstrument and pyTDI [78, 79].

The A, E, and T equivalents of equation (59) are used to derive Snoise(f), which

is required for the noise-weighted inner product in the classical TDI log-likelihood of

equation (52). The complete derivation is omitted here.

An important complication in classical TDI arises from the assumptions made when

modeling the contribution of OMS noise to Snoise(f). The modeling assumes a linear

time-invariant system, implying a stationary LISA configuration, often with equal arm

lengths as assumed in equation (59). However, in reality, the LISA arms are constantly

changing due to the orbital dynamics. While necessary to define the TDI propagation

behavior analytically, these assumptions do not fully reflect the non-stationary nature of

the actual data. The resulting mismatch is already apparent in Fig. 9, where the zeros

of the analytical model – positioned at multiples of c/4L0 – exhibit a slight deviation

when compared to the zeros of the numerical data generated with a dynamic orbit.

In contrast, TDI-∞ avoids this issue by constructing its noise covariance matrix N

from the noise model of the raw measurements; that is, operating locally rather than at

the constellation level.

5.4. Reduced TDI-∞ framework

The key distinction between the toy model for TDI-∞ and the all-in-one framework of

equations (41) and (42) lies in the structure of the design matrix. In the toy model, the

design matrix primarily contains entries of −1 and 0 as well as Lagrange-interpolation

weights to account for fractional delays of the delayed laser. In the all-in-one framework,

we now also incorporate optical-bench displacement noise, clock noise, and modulation

noise. These additional noise sources introduce a wider dynamic range in the M

matrix entries, as their contributions to the measurement model involve prefactors that

depend on parameters such as the speed of light, the nominal laser frequency, and offset
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Figure 9: Amplitude spectral density of the optical metrology system noise within

the inter-spacecraft interferometer and the reference interferometer, along with their

propagation into TDI-2 Michelson X. Unlike the noise sources shown in Fig. 4, OMS

noise cannot be suppressed and must be endured during the parameter inference process.

The plot shows a comparison between the analytical noise models and the simulated

noise time series. The analytical models for the raw noise components are used to

construct the TDI-∞ noise covariance matrix N in equation (54), while the analytical

model for classical TDI is used to define Snoise(f) in equation (48).

frequencies based on a predetermined frequency plan. This wider range of values makes

it numerically challenging to compute accurate null spaces for the design matrix∥.
Figure 10 illustrates a comparison of noise-suppression performance using the

turnback null-space algorithm from [62] versus SciPy’s null-space algorithm within the

all-in-one TDI-∞ framework. All suppressible noise sources are active. The subfigures

present results for (a) a static orbit and (b) a Keplerian LISA orbit. Significant

∥ The limitation is not fundamental to the all-in-one TDI-∞ approach but stems from the current

implementation of the design matrix M . In future work, we will apply a re-normalization process to

reduce the dynamic range in M , ensuring the null-space calculation remains robust and accurate. An

initial version of this has already proven successful.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the noise suppression performance using the turnback null-

space algorithm from [62] versus SciPy’s null-space algorithm within the all-in-one TDI-

∞ framework, with all suppressible noise sources active. The subfigures show results

for (a) the static orbit and (b) the Keplerian LISA orbit. Both algorithms are tested

with identical input data.

differences regarding the noise residual in o can be observed depending on the null-

space algorithm, even with identical input signals.

In this paper, we focus on applying the TDI-∞ approach for Bayesian parameter

inference, marking the first practical use of this method. While the impact of different

null-space algorithms on parameter recovery performance is an important topic, it falls

outside the scope of this initial study. Instead, our goal is to highlight the advantage of

the TDI-∞ methodology in performing accurate parameter inference in the presence of

data gaps, compared to TDI-2, without confounding effects from null-space algorithm

performance. For this reason, we consider only six laser noise sources for both TDI-2 and

TDI-∞, deactivating optical-bench, clock, and modulation noise to reduce the dynamic

range in M . The non-suppressible (secondary) noise sources are activated depending

on the simulation scenario. To achieve laser-noise suppression with TDI-∞, we use

a reduced version of the all-in-one framework that focuses on the six inter-spacecraft

interferometer measurements and the three reference interferometer measurements at

the carrier frequency, treating all other measurements in the setup as zero.

5.5. Comparison of posterior distributions for classical TDI and TDI-∞

Our Bayesian analysis employs uniform priors with limits of ±1% of the values listed in

Table 1. This study focuses on estimating three parameters: the coalescence time and
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the component masses. We leave the estimation of all the parameters of Table 1 to future

work, which will require more advanced MCMC samplers, such as eryn [80]. For the

current analysis, we use a basic implementation of the emcee sampler [81]. This affine-

invariant ensemble sampler explores parameter space with a cloud of “walkers,” which

provide a Dirac-delta representation of the target distribution. We do not apply special

techniques such as parallel tempering [82], simulated annealing [83], or heterodyning [84].

The MCMC is run with 60 walkers over 500 steps, with the first 100 steps discarded as a

burn-in phase. We obtain the final samples for parameter estimation after thinning the

chains by a factor of 15. Despite the limited number of iterations and walkers, the run

achieves sufficient convergence for estimating the three parameters considered in this

study. To assess convergence the criterion mentioned in the previous section is used.

We plot posterior distributions obtained using TDI-2 and TDI-∞ likelihoods for three

scenarios:

(i) without noise, without gaps (Fig. 11);

(ii) with noise, without gaps (Fig. 12);

(iii) with noise and gaps during merger (Fig. 13) or during inspiral (Fig. 14).

In the first scenario with no noise and no data gaps, shown in Fig. 11, both TDI-2 and

TDI-∞ recover the parameters of interest effectively. Note that axis limits are kept the

same across all figures in this section, and contours are shown for 68% and 95% iso-

posterior credible regions. In the absence of noise and gaps, the posterior distributions

for classical TDI and TDI-∞ are almost identical. Any discrepancies arise from factors

such as the inherent randomness of the MCMC algorithm, inaccuracies in the discrete

Fourier transform and the chunking process. The impact of chunking on the TDI-∞
posteriors will be investigated more extensively in future studies.

In the second scenario, shown in Fig. 12, noise is introduced while no data gaps are

present. Under these conditions, both classical TDI and TDI-∞ successfully recover the

source parameters. However, while the noise-free scenario (Fig. 11) shows comparable

posterior performance between classical TDI applied in the frequency domain and TDI-

∞, this equivalence breaks down when secondary noises are present. The posteriors

obtained with classical TDI applied in the frequency domain are more dispersed than

those from TDI-∞, see Fig. 12 (a) and (c), despite using identical noise realizations for

both methods to ensure a fair comparison. When the Fourier-transformed TDI-2 time

series, contaminated by secondary noise, is used for parameter estimation, the lowest

frequency bins are dominated by noise. In theory, incorporating a noise model with an

equally large power spectral density in the inner product computation should suppress

the influence of low-frequency secondary noise. However, in practice, spectral leakage

and bias in power spectral density estimation cause these low-frequency contributions to

persist, distorting the likelihood function. When the power spectral density is estimated

from finite-length data, the limited number of samples introduces bias, as the estimate

cannot perfectly capture the true noise characteristics. This bias is particularly severe at

low frequencies, where fewer cycles fit within the observation window, resulting in poor
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spectral resolution. Consequently, during MCMC analysis, the likelihood calculation can

become skewed as noise power at low frequencies overwhelms the signal power. This

leads to inaccurate parameter estimation and convergence issues. To mitigate these

problems, discarding the first few noise-dominated frequency bins becomes necessary¶.
While this approach supports chain convergence, it comes at the cost of losing some

low-frequency signal information, which degrades the posterior distribution obtained

using classical TDI in the frequency domain. The relationship between the increase

in posterior spread and the removal of low-frequency samples can be confirmed by

performing the same operation on the noise-free TDI-2 dataset shown in Fig. 11 (a).

When applying cuts analogous to those in Fig. 12 (a), an equivalent degradation in

performance is observed. This plot is not shown here.

The discrepancy in the frequency-domain analysis can be avoided if the time series

is sufficiently long to ensure that discarded bins lie outside the signal band. However,

this is not always possible when data gaps limit the measurement window, as in the

¶ Of the 7195 frequency bins in the 1-hour signal sampled at 4 Hz, we discard the first 20.
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Figure 11: Posterior distributions of the coalescence time and mass parameters for

classical TDI (left) and TDI-∞ (right; segment length l = 500 and row overlap factor

q = 0.1 applied for this and all subsequent cases), without secondary noises and gaps

(scenario i). This idealized scenario provides a baseline for evaluating parameter recovery

in the absence of disturbances. The numbers above each histogram show the mean value

and their uncertainties (upper row), and the deviation of the mean value from the true

parameter (lower row) in the respective units. The uncertainties shown are the 1-sigma

credible intervals derived from the 16th and 84th percentiles of the posterior distribution,

representing the range around the median that contains 68% of the probability mass.
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Figure 12: Posterior distributions with secondary noises and no gaps (scenario ii). The

same noise realization is applied to classical TDI and TDI-∞. While biases induced

by noise are present in both methods, the posterior distributions for classical TDI in

the frequency domain are more dispersed compared to TDI-∞. This discrepancy arises

because the first few frequency bins are dominated by noise, skewing the likelihood

calculation, and must be discarded, which results in the loss of low-frequency signal

content, particularly for the 1-hour time series considered here. In contrast, the time-

domain approach for TDI-2, shown in panel (b), avoids this issue and closely matches

the results from TDI-∞.
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scenario considered here. In such cases, time-domain MCMC approaches are preferable

since they do not require discarding samples, whether using TDI-∞ or TDI-2. The result

of the TDI-2-based MCMC analysis performed in the time domain is shown in Fig. 12

(b). It closely matches the one obtained with TDI-∞. In this time-domain analysis,

we use the same log-likelihood definition as for TDI-∞, see equation (53). Here, ∆o

is replaced with the time-domain TDI-2 samples of A, E, and T , and the null-space

matrix is replaced by the identity matrix since the suppressible noises have already been

removed in A, E, and T . The time-domain noise covariance matrix incorporates the

OMS noise contributions from the inter-spacecraft and reference interferometers. These

noise contributions are propagated to the power spectral densities for the A, E, and

T observables in analogy with equation (59). From this point onward, we will present

classical TDI results using both the frequency-domain and time-domain approaches.

Fig. 13 presents the third scenario, where both secondary noises and data gaps

are included. In this case, TDI-∞ demonstrates notable resilience to the presence

of gaps. The posterior distributions for TDI-∞ remain relatively stable, with only

a slight increase in estimation biases compared to the results from the gap-free scenario.

This suggests that TDI-∞ can effectively handle incomplete data without substantial

degradation in performance. In contrast, classical TDI shows a marked sensitivity

to data gaps. We present results for classical TDI using both the frequency-domain

approach, where initial frequency bins are discarded due to noise contamination, and the

time-domain approach, where no data is discarded. The posterior distributions obtained

from classical TDI exhibit considerable spreading and significant biases, particularly

when analyzed in the frequency domain. Even with the time-domain approach, classical

TDI struggles to maintain accuracy due to its vulnerability to gaps, as the algorithm’s

inherent delays invalidate multiple TDI-2 output samples, as discussed throughout the

article. These results highlight the advantage of TDI-∞ when dealing with incomplete

data compared to classical TDI, at least in the scenario considered here. The ability

of TDI-∞ to produce reliable parameter estimates despite data gaps underscores its

robustness in scenarios where continuous data acquisition cannot be guaranteed.

Results for the third scenario with data gaps during the inspiral phase are shown in

Fig. 14. Compared to Fig. 13, all posterior distributions show improvement because the

critical information from the merger phase remains unaffected. Since the merger signal

generally has the highest signal-to-noise ratio, gaps during the inspiral phase have a less

pronounced impact on the parameter recovery process than gaps occurring during the

merger and ringdown phases, as expected. While it will probably be feasible in the future

to achieve performances comparable to TDI-∞ using classical TDI in the time domain

combined with sophisticated gap-handling techniques, TDI-∞ inherently manages data

gaps without the need for such additional methods. This built-in capability simplifies

the data analysis process, offering a considerable benefit over classical TDI approaches

that require extra processing.
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Figure 13: Posterior distributions with secondary noise and gaps close to the merger,

as illustrated in Figs. 7 and 8 (scenario iii-a). The same noise realization is applied

as in Fig. 12. The posteriors obtained with TDI-∞ remain largely unaffected by the

gaps, showing only a slight increase in estimation biases. In contrast, classical TDI

exhibits significant deterioration in parameter recovery, with posterior distributions

showing substantial spreading and pronounced biases. This degradation is especially

pronounced in the frequency-domain approach. These results highlight the advantage

of TDI-∞ in handling incomplete data compared to classical TDI for the gap scenario

under consideration.
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Figure 14: Posterior distributions with secondary noise and gaps during the inspiral

phase (scenario iii-b). The same noise realization is applied as in Figs. 12 and 13. The

posterior distributions improve compared to Fig. 13 because the critical information

from the merger phase remains intact. Since the merger signal typically has the highest

signal-to-noise ratio, gaps during the inspiral phase have a less pronounced impact on

parameter recovery than those occurring during the merger and ringdown phases.
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6. Conclusion

LISA will open a new window into the millihertz frequency band of gravitational waves,

enabling observations of sources like MBHBs, EMRIs, and compact binaries. Two key

challenges for LISA data analysis are the cancellation of laser frequency noise and the

handling of data gaps due to instrument downtime or communication interruptions.

Classical TDI has been developed to address the first challenge, suppressing the

otherwise overwhelming laser noise. While classical TDI is very successful in this task,

its sensitivity to data gaps is problematic, especially in low-latency applications that

require near real-time responses with limited data.

This study extends the TDI-∞ framework, originally developed for a simplified toy

model, to the full LISA mission scenario. We explore the application of TDI-∞ to the

processing of L0-L1 LISA data, both for the reduction of laser noise and in an all-in-

one framework that targets all other suppressible noise sources (optical-bench noise,

clock noise, and modulation noise). The TDI-∞ framework operates by marginalizing

numerically over these noises, avoiding the need for explicit algebraic combinations

like those used in classical TDI. The formulation leads to significant improvements in

handling measurement gaps, as TDI-∞ accounts for them naturally by analyzing actual

data only; by contrast, TDI-2 requires additional gap-filling or interpolation techniques.

We demonstrate the integration of TDI-∞ into a Bayesian parameter-inference

pipeline, setting up the likelihood function in the time domain (rather than in the

frequency domain as typical for classical TDI). This shift in domain simplifies the

treatment of data gaps; invalid measurements are easily removed from the design matrix

before computing the null space, eliminating them from the likelihood calculation. We

performed a number of simulations to demonstrate that the accuracy of astrophysical

parameter recovery using TDI-2 degrades significantly in the presence of gaps, while

it remains robust with TDI-∞, providing accurate posterior distributions even with

incomplete data.

Our analysis indicates that the performance of classical TDI varies between

frequency-domain and time-domain implementations, especially in the presence of data

gaps and limited measurement data. In the frequency-domain approach, secondary

noise can dominate the first few frequency bins of the Fourier-transformed TDI-2 time

series, leading to skewed likelihoods. This dominance necessitates discarding these noise-

affected bins to achieve convergence in MCMC sampling, but doing so can result in

the loss of low-frequency signal information and degrades parameter estimation. This

issue occurs when data gaps limit the measurement window, preventing the discarded

bins from lying outside the signal band. In contrast, time-domain implementations of

classical TDI-based MCMC can handle data gaps more effectively, as no valid data needs

to be cut. However, due to the inherent delays in classical TDI algorithms, data gaps

result in a higher number of invalid samples, leading to degraded performance compared

to TDI-∞. Therefore, both time-domain and frequency-domain implementations of

classical TDI necessitate additional gap-handling techniques to achieve performance
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levels comparable to TDI-∞. TDI-∞ inherently manages data gaps without the need

for supplementary methods, streamlining the data analysis process and possibly reducing

computational complexity. This built-in capability emphasizes the potential of TDI-∞
as a compelling alternative to classical TDI, particularly for applications necessitating

low-latency analysis. The framework’s ability to handle measurement discontinuities

presents a major advantage.

This study serves as a foundation for future work to further refine TDI-∞. This

includes exploring optimal null-space algorithms for the all-in-one TDI-∞ approach,

enhancing its computational efficiency, and testing its performance with larger datasets

and complex astrophysical scenarios of overlapping sources. Additionally, we intend

to employ a more sophisticated MCMC sampler configuration and to utilize broader

priors to fully assess the capabilities of the extended TDI-∞ framework. The

insights gained from this work pave the way for more resilient data-analysis techniques

capable of extracting the most from LISA’s unprecedented access to the low-frequency

gravitational-wave universe.
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Appendix

Figure 15 illustrates the repeating patterns observed in the null-space matrix T , plotted

against the individual interferometer measurements (the components of y of equation
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Figure 15: Illustration of repeating patterns in the null-space matrix T of the all-in-

one TDI-∞ framework, constructed using the turnback algorithm for a simplified case

with laser noise only, static and equal arm lengths. Patterns repeat every 12 rows

in T , as highlighted by the cyan box (time step t − 1) and yellow box (time step

t). The cell entries indicate the time step(s) of the respective measurement used to

construct the corresponding output in the TDI-∞ observable o. Local contributions in

o (highlighted in transparent blue) cancel laser noise but also suppress the gravitational-

wave signal, making them unsuitable for astrophysical inference. Non-local contributions

(highlighted in transparent green) suppress laser noise while preserving the gravitational-

wave signal.

(41)). To construct this matrix, we employ the turnback algorithm [62], designed to

produce a banded sparse null-space matrix.

The null-space matrix exhibits a clear repeating pattern every 12 rows. This

repetition reflects the structure of the TDI-∞ observable o. The thin colored boxes in

Fig. 15 highlight specific elements of interest within the matrix: the cyan box encloses

the 12 elements associated with the time step t − 1, while the yellow box encloses the

12 elements corresponding to the current time step t. Within each box, the first six

columns represent local contributions to the TDI-∞ observable o. These contributions

are simple differences between the inter-spacecraft interferometer measurements at the
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carrier frequency and the sideband frequency for the same time step. When modulation

noise and clock noise are not present, these differences effectively cancel noise. However,

they also suppress the gravitational-wave signal. As such, these contributions in o are

not useful for astrophysical parameter inference. The columns labeled 7 to 12 (for

time step t − 1) and 19 to 24 (for time step t) reveal non-local contributions. These

combinations suppress laser noise while preserving the gravitational-wave signal. A

closer inspection reveals pairwise equivalences within these non-local combinations. For

example, column 7 is equivalent to column 10, column 8 to column 11, and so on.

The only distinction between these pairs is whether some measurements are taken at

the carrier or sideband frequency. The figure illustrates that there are three non-local

combinations effectively spanning the TDI-∞ space. This conceptually resembles the

three generators of classical TDI described in [27].

Finding a sparse banded null matrix is an NP-hard problem [85]: it becomes

computationally prohibitive for large or complex instances, as the resources required to

find an exact solution grow exponentially with the size of the problem. Consequently,

exact methods become impractical as the problem scale increases. This intractability

drives the need for heuristic approaches such as the turnback algorithm.

It is important to note that a banded sparse null space is not required for noise

suppression in the proposed all-in-one TDI-∞ setup. Any valid null-space matrix will

suffice for this purpose. The desire for sparsity and bandedness is primarily motivated

by the need for analytical clarity, because these structures facilitate the interpretation

of how the individual measurements contribute to the composition of the TDI-∞
output o of equation (45). Despite the utility of the turnback algorithm, its current

implementation faces challenges in producing a sparse null space when both modulation

and clock noise are active, likely due to the broken symmetry in the noise-suppression

framework introduced by these noise sources. For this reason, Fig. 15 presents a

simplified case where only laser noise is present and static and equal arm lengths are

assumed.
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