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The anticipated observation of the gravitational microlensing of gravitational waves (GWs) promises to shed
light on a host of astrophysical and cosmological questions. However, extracting the parameters of the lens from
the modulated GWs requires accurate modeling of the lensing amplification factor, accounting for wave-optics
effects. Analytic solutions to the lens equation have not been found to date, except for a handful of simplistic lens
models. While numerical solutions to this equation have been developed, the time and computational resources
required to evaluate the amplification factor numerically make large-scale parameter estimation of the lens (and
source) parameters prohibitive. On the other hand, surrogate modeling of GWs has proven to be a powerful tool
to accurately, and rapidly, produce GW templates at arbitrary points in parameter space, interpolating from a finite
set of available waveforms at discrete parameter values. In this work, we demonstrate that surrogate modeling
can also effectively be applied to the evaluation of the time-domain microlensing amplification factor F̃(t), for
arbitrary lens configurations. We show this by constructing F̃(t) for two lens models, viz. point-mass lens, and
singular isothermal sphere. We benchmark the evaluation times, and accuracy, of the surrogate microlensed
templates, and show that indeed surrogate modeling is a powerful tool to make large-scale parameter estimation
in the context of microlensed GWs practicable.

I. INTRODUCTION

The LIGO-Virgo-Kagra (LVK) gravitational-wave (GW)
detector network [1–3] has detected ∼ 90 compact binary
coalescence (CBC) events across three observing runs (O1, O2,
O3) [4–7]. The overwhelming majority of these are stellar-
mass binary black holes (BBHs), although binary neutron star
(BNS) [8, 9] and neutron star black hole (NSBH) mergers
have also been observed [10].

These observations have enabled tests of general relativ-
ity (GR) in the strong-field regime [11], provided distance-
ladder independent measurements of the Hubble constant [12],
given hints of the population properties of BBHs [13], and
allowed probes of matter at densities not accessible in current
human-made laboratories via constraints on the NS equation
of state [14]. The ongoing1 observing run (O4) will likely
triple the number of observed events, thus further strengthen-
ing the astrophysical and cosmological inferences made from
O1-O3. Moreover, the increased detections will also improve
our chances of seeing a gravitationally lensed GW event, which,
to date, has not been detected [15].

Gravitational lensing of GWs, akin to that of light, occurs
when they encounter agglomerations of matter in their paths.
However, unlike the lensing of electromagnetic (EM) waves,
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that of GWs can be categorized into two regimes. If the wave-
length of the GWs (λGW) is significantly smaller than the grav-
itational radius of the lens (λGW ≪ GML/c2)2, then two or
more temporally resolved GW images will be formed, with
identical frequency evolution as the source, but differing am-
plitudes [16–18]. The time delay of the images could range
from minutes to months for galaxy-scale lenses [19–21], and
weeks to years for cluster-scale lenses [22–26]. Conversely,
if λGW ∼ GML/c2, a single modulated image with wave op-
tics effects (such as beating and diffraction patterns) will be
produced [27–34]. Lensing promises to significantly enhance
the science that can be done with GWs, such as enhanced GW
early-warning of electromagnetically bright CBCs [35], ad-
ditional unique tests of GR [36–40], precisely measuring the
expansion rate of the universe [41–46], enable constraints on
the structure of the lens (including probing properties such as
electric charge) [47], as well as on the fraction of dark matter
in the form of massive compact objects [48, 49].

Gravitational microlensing of the LVK’s GWs falls in the
wave-optics regime. Examples of corresponding microlenses
include isolated intermediate-mass black holes (IMBHs),
whose masses lie in the range M ∈∼ [102, 104]M⊙. Currently,
searches for microlensing/wave-optics patterns (see, e.g., [15])
in detected CBC events assume a point-mass lens. This as-
sumption is made for two reasons. The first is that an exact,
analytical form of the frequency domain microlensing amplifi-
cation factor, F( f ), is known (see, e.g, [29]). The evaluation
of this amplification factor, for arbitrary GW frequencies and

2 ML is the mass of the lens, G is the Newton’s gravitational constant and c is
the speed of light in vacuum.
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lens parameters (viz., lens mass and impact parameter), is suf-
ficiently rapid to attempt large scale parameter estimation runs
without prohibitively taxing computational resources [50]. The
second is that IMBHs as microlenses have been argued to be
well-modelled by the point-mass-lens [31].

However, other models of microlenses exist, many of which
do not currently have any known analytical form for F( f ). An
example of particular astrophysical relevance is microlens(es)
embedded in a macro potential. It has been argued that a mi-
crolens, such as a massive compact object, lying in the halo of
an intervening galaxy that provides the macro-potential, could
result in the production of resolvable images with wave-optics
effects imprinted on each of them [51]. Moreover, multiple
microlenses in the macropotential would additionally produce
interference patterns between the images [52–55]. The result-
ing amplification factor F( f ), containing beating, diffraction
and interference patterns, has no known analytical form to date.

Constructing such realistic F( f )’s requires solving the lens
equation, with the appropriate superposition of lensing poten-
tials, numerically. This has been achieved (see, e.g., [55])
using the method described in [56]. However, producing these
F( f )’s, for a single set of lens parameters, typically takes sev-
eral seconds or longer per waveform, making large-scale GW
parameter estimation (PE) of such lens configurations unfeasi-
ble.

In this work, we adopt a widely used interpolation tech-
nique, called “surrogate modeling”. This technique has found
its application in the field of GWs for modeling waveforms
in the context of CBCs [57–68]. In addition, a recent study
has demonstrated the application of surrogate modeling to de-
scribe waveforms for hyperbolic encounters between black
holes [69]. The main appeal of surrogate modeling lies in
the fact that one can obtain a fast and accurate prediction of a
high-dimensional, complicated function, at arbitrary points in
parameter space, interpolating from a finite (and usually small)
set of points in that space where the function is known. To
achieve this, surrogate models take advantage of the underlying
similarity among the numerical solutions across the parameter
space. Surrogate models thus provide a drastic increase in the
evaluation speed of the function, compared to slow numerical
solutions, while only negligibly deviating from them. We apply
surrogate modelling, for the first time, to the rapid and accu-
rate construction of time domain lensing amplification factors
F̃(t). We benchmark the accuracy and production speeds of
the surrogate microlensed GWs in the frequency domain.

As a proof of principle, we consider the following lens mod-
els: point-mass lens and singular isothermal sphere (SIS). We
numerically evaluate the time domain amplification factor F̃(t)
at a few discrete points in the lensing parameter space. From
these, we construct surrogate amplification factors F̃S (t) for
each of the lensing configurations. After Fourier transforming
and producing microlensed GW waveforms in the frequency
domain, we evaluate the production-time and accuracy of the
surrogate microlensed waveforms. We find that we’re able to
achieve mismatches of the order of O(10−7−10−3) with respect
to the waveforms evaluated numerically, with evaluation times
of O(10−1 − 10−2)s. These benchmarking tests showcase the
efficacy of surrogate modeling applied to microlensed GWs.

They also suggest that surrogate modeling can be feasibly used
for GW parameter estimation in the context of GW microlens-
ing.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section II
delineates the lensing wave-optics-driven amplification factor
for the three lensing configurations considered in this work. It
also introduces the basics of surrogate modelling and its appli-
cation to the construction of time-domain lensing amplification
factors. Section III presents the results which demonstrate the
accuracy and evaluation speed of the surrogate microlensed
waveforms. Section IV summarises the results and suggests
future work.

II. METHOD

A. Lensing Amplification Factor

In this section, we describe the formalism for computing the
lensing amplification factor F( f ), which is defined as the ratio
between the lensed and the unlensed GW waveform,

F( f ) ≡ hSL(f )/hUL(f ) . (1)

Under the thin lens approximation, the frequency-domain am-
plification factor is given by the Kirchhoff diffraction integral
[70]:

F( f ) =
DSξ

2
0(1 + zL)

cDLDLS

f
i

∫
d2 x⃗ exp

[
2πi f td(x⃗, y⃗)

]
, (2)

where ξ0 is a typical length scale in the lens plane, zL is the lens
redshift, DL is the angular diameter distance to the lens, DS
is the angular diameter distance to the source and DLS is the
angular diameter distance between the source and the lens (see
Fig. 1 for an illustration). The integral is over the dimensionless
length vector on the lens plane x⃗ ≡ ξ⃗/ξ0. Similarly, y⃗ ≡
(DL/ξ0DS)η⃗ is the dimensionless impact parameter vector on
the source plane indicating the position of the source. The time
delay function, td, as measured by an observer is a combination
of tgeom and tgrav, where the former is the time delay due to
the extra path length of the deflected GW signal relative to an
unperturbed null geodesic and the latter is the time delay due
to gravitational time dilation:

td(x⃗, y⃗) ≡ tgeom + tgrav =
DSξ

2
0 (1 + zL)

cDLDLS

[ |x⃗ − y⃗|2
2

− ψ(x⃗)
]
.

(3)

Here, the lensing potential ψ(x⃗) is the appropriately scaled,
projected Newtonian potential on the two-dimensional lens
plane that depends on the geometry of the lens. Further, it is
convenient to introduce the dimensionless angular frequency
w defined as:

w ≡ DS

cDLDLS
ξ2

0(1 + zL)2π f . (4)

The amplification factor in eq.(2) then becomes:

F(w) =
w

2πi

∫
d2 x⃗ exp

[
iwτd(x⃗, y⃗)

]
, (5)
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DLDLS

DS

⃗ξ⃗η

Source plane Lens plane Detector

Figure 1. Lensing geometry for the source (a compact binary merger)
at redshift zS, the lens (compact object within the thin lens approxi-
mation) at redshift zL, and the ground-based detector. ξ⃗ denotes the
lens plane coordinates. The source is located at η⃗ measured from the
optical axis (dotted line). DL,DS and DLS are the angular diameter
distances between the detector and the lens, between the detector and
the source, and between the lens and the source, respectively. The
dashed line denotes the deflected path of the incoming signal.

where τd is the dimensionless time delay, given by:

τd(x⃗, y⃗) =
|x⃗ − y⃗|2

2
− ψ(x⃗). (6)

The integrand in Eq. (5) is highly oscillatory for large values of
wτd. With the exception of the point mass lens (PML) model,
for which there exists a closed-form analytic F(w), it is com-
putationally expensive to solve the integral using conventional
numerical integration techniques for other astrophysically rel-
evant lens models. Therefore, we resort to computing the
amplification factor in time domain, similar to the idea pro-
posed in [56]. For this purpose we define F̃(t) as the inverse
Fourier transform of [2πiF(w)/w], which gives:

F̃(t) =
∫

d2 x⃗ δ
[
τd(x⃗, y⃗) − t

]
=

dS
dt
, (7)

where we identify that the contribution to F̃(t) comes from
the area dS on the lens plane, between the curves of constant
time delays t and t + dt. Therefore, the computation of F̃(t)
boils down to finding areas between nearby time delay curves,
which is done using the method described in [47].

We can then obtain F(w) by Fourier transforming F̃(t) as
shown below:

F(w) =
w

2πi
× FFT

[̃
F(t)

]
, (8)

where FFT[·] refers to the fast Fourier transform routine. Fi-
nally, we can go from the dimensionless angular frequency w
to the dimension-full frequency f by setting the length scale
ξ0 in Eq. (4) appropriately.

According to Fermat’s principle, in the geometric optics
limit (λGW ≪ GML/c2, or, w ≫ 1), the primary contribution
to Eq. (5) comes from the the stationary points of τd. These
stationary points are the location of images, and can be deter-
mined using:

∇⃗xτd(x⃗, y⃗) = 0. (9)

For axially symmetric lenses, that is, ψ(x⃗) = ψ(x), it can be
seen that the images are collinear with y⃗. Therefore, without
loss of generality, we choose y⃗ = (y, 0). Throughout this work,
we restrict ourselves to the lens parameter space which results
in two images.

Below, we describe the various lens models for which we
build the surrogate lensing waveforms.

1. Point Mass Lens

For a point mass lens (PML) with mass ML, the projected
surface mass density on the lens plane is given by [70]:

Σ(x⃗) =
ML

ξ2
0

δ2(x⃗) =
ML

ξ2
0

1
2πx

δ(x). (10)

To determine the lensing potential, we solve the Poisson equa-
tion in two-dimensions:

∇2
xψ(x⃗) =

2Σ(x⃗)
Σcr

, (11)

where:

Σcr ≡ c2

4πG
DS

DLDLS
. (12)

If we set ξ0 to be the Einstein radius of the lens,

ξ2
0 = 4

GML

c2

DLDLS

DS
, (13)

the lensing potential for PML is found to be:

ψPML(x) = ln (x) . (14)

As mentioned earlier, the amplification factor for the PML
can be analytically computed [71]:

F(w) = exp
[
πw

4
+

iw
2

(
ln

(
w

2

)
− 2ϕm(y)

)]

× Γ
(
1 − i

2
w
)

1F1

( i
2
w, 1;

i
2
wy2

)
, (15)

where:

ϕm(y) =
(xm − y)2

2
− ln xm,

xm =
y +

√
y2 + 4
2

,
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Figure 2. Top panel: Time-domain amplification factor, F̃(t), and its transformed version F̃(t) due to a point mass lens for various impact
parameters y. Bottom panel: Amplitude of the lensed waveforms (left) considering a GW150914-like source and the amplitude and phase of the
frequency-domain amplification factor F( f ) (right) for corresponding values of impact parameters computed numerically (solid lines) and with
the surrogate models (dashed lines).

Γ is the standard gamma function and 1F1 is the Kummer’s
confluent hypergeometric function of the first kind. In the
geometric optics limit, the images are formed at:

x± =
1
2

(
y ±

√
y2 + 4

)
, (16)

where x+ is the location of the minima image and x− is the
location of the saddle image. The magnifications of these
images with respect to the unlensed signal are,

µ± =
1
2
± y2 + 2

2y
√
y2 + 4

. (17)

The lensing time delay of the saddle image with respect to the
minima image can be found to be,

tpeak =
1
2
y

√
y2 + 4 + ln


√
y2 + 4 + y

√
y2 + 4 − y

 . (18)

Fig. 2 shows the amplification factor in time domain (top
right panel) and in frequency domain (bottom right panel) for
various impact parameters y, computed numerically and using
the surrogate model for PML (see section III for details). The
resulting lensed GW waveforms are shown in the bottom left
panel. The logarithmic peaks in F̃(t) on the left panel occur

at t = tpeak above. This feature is characteristic of the saddle
image.

2. Singular Isothermal Sphere

The singular isothermal sphere (SIS) models a spherically
symmetric mass agglomeration with its constituents behaving
like an ideal gas in hydrostatic equilibrium. The surface mass
density of the SIS is determined by its velocity dispersion σv
and is expressed as [70]:

Σ(x⃗) =
σ2
v

2Gξ0x
. (19)

By choosing:

ξ0 =
4πσ2

v

c2

DLDLS

DS
, (20)

and using equations (11), (12) and (19), the lensing potential
for SIS can be derived as:

ψSIS(x) = x (21)

Unlike the PML, SIS does not have a closed-form analytic
solution for F( f ). However, there exists a summation form for
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Figure 3. F̃(t) for various impact parameters y for the SIS lens model
computed using the numerical method (solid lines) and the surrogate
model (dashed lines).

the amplification factor for SIS [72],

F(w) = exp
( i
2
wy2

) ∞∑

n=0

Γ (1 + n/2)
n!

(2w)n/2

exp
(

i3πn
4

)
1F1

(
1 +

n
2
, 1;− i

2
wy2

)
. (22)

Fig. 3 illustrates the time-domain amplification factor, F̃(t),
computed for various impact parameters using both the numer-
ical method and the surrogate model for SIS. For y < 1, two
images form in the geometric optics limit at the locations:

x± = y ± 1. (23)

Similar to PML, one of the images (at x+) is a minima and
the other (at x−) is a saddle image. The magnifications of the
minima and the saddle images with respect to the unlensed
waveform are,

µ± = 1 ± 1
y

(24)

respectively, for y < 1. The lensing time delay between the
images is,

tpeak = 2y , (25)

which is where the logarithmic peak due to the saddle image
can be seen. However, for y > 1, only a single image is present,
which is the weak lensing regime. In this work, we restrict to
the two image parameter space for the SIS lens.

We define the characteristic mass scale of the SIS lens as the
mass contained within ξ0, and is given by:

ML =
4π2σ4

v

c2G
DLDLS

DS
. (26)

In the following sections, the lens mass of the SIS model will
refer to the mass defined in Eq. (26) above.

10−3 10−2 10−1 100 101 102
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3

4
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6

F̃
(t

)

reconstructed
numerical

200 400 600 800 1000
f [Hz]

1

2

3

4

|F
(f

)|

reconstructed
numerical
analytic

Figure 4. Illustration of improvement with peak reconstruction. Top:
Time domain amplification factor with and without peak reconstruc-
tion for PML lens. The dashed vertical lines denote the window in
which peak correction is applied. Bottom: Amplitude of the frequency
domain amplification factor with and without peak reconstruction.
Additionally, the analytically computed |F( f )| is shown for compari-
son.

B. Peak reconstruction

Accurate computation of the time-domain amplification fac-
tor via Eq. (7) demands sufficiently high resolution in the
numerical integration. Nonetheless, even at high resolution,
the numerical solution may struggle to capture the peak of F̃(t)
due to the logarithmic divergence at the peak. This limitation
can impact the accuracy of the amplitude of the frequency-
domain amplification factor F(w), as defined in Eq. (8) (see
Fig. 4 for an illustration).

To overcome the limitation of numerical methods in resolv-
ing the peak feature, we utilize the analytical expressions for
the peak location and the behavior of F̃(t) in the vicinity of the
peak given by [56],

Fapprox(t) =
√
µ+ − 1

π

√
|µ−| log

(
|t − tpeak|)

)
, (27)

where the values of µ+, µ− and tpeak are given by Eq. (17), (18)
for PML and (24), (25) for SIS lenses. We use the following
steps to reconstruct the peak features by smoothly hybridizing
the numerical and analytical approximation on either side of
the peak:
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(a) Identify the peak location, tpeak, using the analytical
expression given in Eq. (18) for PML and Eq. (25) for
SIS.

(b) Split the numerical F̃(t) at tpeak into a left segment,
F l

num(t), and a right segment, Fr
num(t).

(c) Using the analytical approximation of F̃(t) near the peak
(Eq. (27)) evaluate the left and right approximations,
F l

approx(t) for t < tpeak and Fr
approx(t) for t > tpeak.

(d) Define a reconstruction window, [tl
match, t

r
match], around

tpeak to match and reconstruct the peak. A window span-
ning a time interval equal to 5% on each side of tpeak is
found to be effective.

(e) Rescale the approximated segments F l
approx(t) and

Fr
approx(t) to match the numerical F̃(t) values at tl

match
and tr

match, respectively.

(f) Replace the portion of the numerical F̃(t) within the
reconstruction window with the rescaled approximated
segments. This results in the reconstructed F̃(t):

F̃(t) =



F l
num(t), t ≤ tl

match
F l

approx(t), tl
match < t < tpeak

Fr
approx(t), tpeak < t < tr

match
Fr

num(t), t ≥ tr
match

.

Fig. 4 shows that reconstructing the peak in the F̃(t) (top
panel) consistently provides a better match (bottom panel) with
the analytic expression (Eq. (15)) as compared to the vanilla
numerical F̃(t).

C. Time-domain amplitude transformation

The logarithmic singularity at tpeak presents a challenge for
accurately modeling the region near the peak of F̃(t) using
a surrogate. To address this, we apply a transformation to
the reconstructed F̃(t) (see Sec. II B for details on the re-
construction) and construct a surrogate model based on this
peak-reconstructed, transformed time-domain amplification
factor, F̃(t). The following transformation suppresses the peak
contribution:

F̃(t) = 1 − exp

−π
(
F̃(t) − 1

)

√
µ−

 , (28)

where µ− is the magnification due to the saddle image, given
by Eq. (17) for PML and (24) for SIS lens models. The
transformation effectively gets rid of the singularity, and makes
the derivative of the amplification factor continuous. The top
left panel in Fig. 2 compares the transformed F̃(t) for PML
computed for various impact parameters using the numerical
method and the surrogate model for PML. After evaluating the
surrogate, an inverse transformation is applied to obtain the
time domain amplification factor F̃(t) from F̃(t).

D. Surrogate Modeling

In this section, we introduce the basics of surrogate model-
ing, its application in computing the lensing amplification fac-
tor for lensed GW waveforms and the setup used in this work.
Surrogate modeling has been used extensively in building fast
and accurate GW waveforms, especially in building surrogate
models for Numerical Relativity (NR) waveforms [57, 73].
Surrogate modeling is most beneficial in cases where the num-
ber of waveforms are limited because of prohibitively large
computation time resulting in a small training data set.

In the following, we will briefly discuss how surrogate mod-
eling reduces the dimensionality of the problem by using re-
duced basis and empirical interpolation method. These two
methods ensure that with only a limited number of waveforms
(chosen appropriately), one can build an accurate model for
predicting solutions outside the training set of parameters. Be-
cause these two steps can be precomputed, it also ensures that
the model, evaluated at arbitrary points in parameter space, is
orders of magnitude faster than numerical solutions.

1. Surrogate modeling basics

We follow the methods described in Sec. II and III of
Ref. [57] and refer the reader to it for a detailed overview
of building a surrogate model. In the following, we briefly
outline building a surrogate model.

1. The first step is to find a minimal set of solutions called
the reduced basis (RB) [74] in terms of which solutions
at other parameters can be expressed. Given a known set
of solutions (also called the training set), the RB is found
using a greedy search algorithm. For example, with a
RB with m basis elements, {ei}mi=1, a solution F̃(t; λ) in
the training set at the lens parameter values λ can be well
approximated as:

F̃(t; λ) ≈
m∑

i=1

ci(λ) ei(t). (29)

This approximation is also good at other parameters
outside the training set as long as the training set is
dense enough. However, getting a dense training set can
itself be very expensive and sometimes prohibitive. In
such cases, one can build the training set using a greedy
search method which will provide an optimal training set
for a given desired accuracy of the surrogate prediction.
We come back to this in sec. II D 3 where we discuss the
surrogate modeling setup specific to our problem.

Since the number of RB, m, is usually very small com-
pared to the number of solutions in the training set, say
M, the dimensionality of the problem reduces by a factor
of m/M which is usually << 1.

2. The next step is to find the most representative times,
the empirical times or nodes {Ti}mi=1 to construct an in-
terpolant in time using empirical interpolant method
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(EIM) [57, 75–77] for a given parameter λ:

Im[F̃](t; λ) =
m∑

i=i

Ci(λ) ei(t). (30)

The coefficients Ci(λ) are defined by requiring that the
interpolant becomes equal to the value of the solutions
at the empirical nodes:

m∑

i=i

Ci(λ) ei(T j) = F̃(T j; λ), j = 1, ...,m (31)

or:
m∑

i=1

V ji Ci(λ) = F̃(T j; λ), j = 1, ...,m (32)

The coefficients Ci(λ) can be obtained by solving the
above m-by-m system with interpolation matrix:

V ≡



e1(T1) e2(T1) . . . em(T1)
e1(T2) e2(T2) . . . em(T2)
...

...
. . .

...
e1(Tm) e2(Tm) . . . em(Tm)


. (33)

Thus:

Ci =

m∑

j=1

(V−1)i j F̃(T j; λ). (34)

Substituting Eq. (34) in Eq. (30), the empirical inter-
polant can be rewritten as:

Im[F̃](t; λ) =
m∑

j=i

B j(t) F̃(T j; λ), (35)

with:

B j(t) ≡
m∑

i=1

ei(t) (V−1)i j. (36)

Note that B j(t) is independent of λ and can be con-
structed offline using only the information contained
in the RB. Similar to the RB, the empirical nodes are
also obtained using a greedy search algorithm. The num-
ber of empirical nodes is the same as the number of RB.
Since the number of RB is usually minimal, it ensures
that the EIM is using only a very small number of points
in time instead of using a uniform grid of points which
could significantly increase computational cost. Thus
the dimensionality of the problem scales down by a fac-
tor of m/L, where m is the number of RB (= number of
empirical nodes) and L is the number of points in the
case of an interpolant on a uniform grid.

The use of RB and EIM reduces the dimensionality of
the problem by a factor of (m × m)/(M × L) ≪ 1.

3. With the interpolant Im[F̃](t; λ) in Eq. (35) at hand, we
need to know the values of the solutions at the empirical
nodes {Ti}mi=1. Therefore, the third step is to construct
parametric fits at each empirical node across the param-
eter space.

4. Finally, the surrogate model prediction at a new parame-
ter λ∗ outside the training data set is computed by first
using the parametric fits (constructed in the third step)
to evaluate the values of F̃(t; λ∗) at the empirical nodes
{Ti}mi=1 and then building the interpolant Im[F̃](t; λ) us-
ing Eq. (35).

The first three steps are performed offline (i.e, precomputed),
which drastically expedites the evaluation of the surrogate
model at arbitrary points in parameter space.

2. Surrogate for microlensed waveforms

We apply the technique of surrogate modeling to obtain a
model of the GWs waveform undergoing microlensing. How-
ever, since the effect of microlensing is a frequency-dependent
modulation of the GW amplitude as explained in Sec. II A,
one needs only to model this amplification factor provided
a fast unlensed model exists already. Therefore, instead of
modeling the microlensed waveform directly, we build a surro-
gate model F̃S(t) for the transformed lens amplification factor
F̃(t) in time domain. We then obtain the frequency-dependent
amplification factor FS( f ) by taking a Fourier transform of
the back-transformed F̃S(t) (see Sec. II C). The surrogate mi-
crolensed waveform hSL(f ) is then obtained by multiplying
the unlensed waveform hUL(f ) by the frequency-dependent
amplification factor FS( f ):

hSL(f ) = FS( f ) × hUL(f ). (37)

3. Surrogate modeling setup

The RB is found by using a greedy algorithm that guarantees
that the error σm

σm ≡ max
λ

min
ci∈C

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
F̃(.; λ) −

m∑

i=1

ci(λ) ei(.)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(38)

with
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣F̃(.; λ)

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣ ≡

∫ tmax

tmin

∣∣∣∣F̃(t; λ)
∣∣∣∣
2

dt (39)

associated with the approximation in Eq. (29) (minimized over
the coefficients ci and maximized over the parameter λ) is less
than a desired value, usually called the basis tolerance. Using
an optimal basis tolerance when building the RB is crucial in
making a surrogate model as fast as possible. Using a very
small basis tolerance may result in a larger number of bases
which in turn results in a larger number of empirical time nodes.
While evaluating the surrogate model, a significant portion of
the computation time involves evaluating the fits at the empir-
ical nodes. Thus, a smaller basis tolerance is likely to make
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the surrogate model slower. Therefore, we use an optimal
basis tolerance of ∼ 5 × 10−4 for building the RB so that the
surrogate models achieve the required accuracy compared to
the microlensed waveform computed using the numerical so-
lutions without causing any overfitting. To obtain the training
data set, we employ a greedy search algorithm as described
in [58]. In the greedy search, we start with an initial training
set consisting of only the corner points of the parameter range
of interest. At each step, we build the surrogate model with
a specific basis tolerance (∼ 5 × 10−4 in our case) and then
validate it against a large number of numerical solutions gen-
erated randomly within the parameter range. This validation
set excludes the parameters already in the training set. The
validation involves measuring the normalised L2 error between
the surrogate prediction F̃S(t) and the numerical solution F̃(t)
defined as:

L2 =

√∫ t2
t1

∣∣∣∣F̃S(t) − F̃(t)
∣∣∣∣
2

dt
√∫ t2

t1

∣∣∣∣F̃(t)
∣∣∣∣
2

dt

, (40)

where t1 and t2 denote the range of the time segment within
which the error is computed.

We pick the parameter where the L2 error is the maximum
and add it to the training set to be used in the next step and
repeat the procedure until we achieve the maximum L2 error
to be smaller than a desired value which in our case is 10−2.
With such greedy search, we find our training data sets that
consist of ∼ 35 − 100 data points depending on the particular
microlens model.

For constructing the fits at the empirical nodes, we use the
Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) method as described in
the supplemental material of [65].

In a nutshell, the training data F̃(t) is obtained by applying
a peak reconstruction followed by a transformation operation
on F̃(t). This training data is used to build the surrogate F̃S(t).
Then an inverse transformation is applied followed by a peak
reconstruction to obtain F̃S(t).

III. RESULTS

In order to validate our model, we compute the matchM
between the surrogate microlensed waveform model and the
corresponding numerical model used for training. Match be-
tween two given waveforms h1 and h2 is defined as [78]:

M ≡ arg max
tc,ϕc

⟨h1, h2⟩√⟨h1, h1⟩⟨h2, h2⟩
, (41)

where tc and ϕc are the coalescence time and phase, respec-
tively, and the overlap ⟨h1, h2⟩ is:

⟨h1, h2⟩ = 4R
∫ fhigh

flow

h̃1
⋆

( f )h̃2( f )
S n( f )

d f . (42)

Here, f is the frequency, h̃1,2 are the Fourier transforms of the
corresponding time domain waveforms, ⋆ represents the com-

plex conjugate and R represents the real part. flow and fhigh de-
note the lower and higher frequency cutoff of the detector band
and S n( f ) denote the one-sided power spectral density (PSD) of
the detector noise. We use pycbc.filter.matchedfilter
module from the PyCBC package [79] to compute the match.
We make use of the next-generation ground-based detector
Einstein Telescope (ET) PSD, pertaining to the ET design sen-
sitivity [80]. The reason for choosing this particular PSD is
two fold: the frequency bin is larger than the current ground
based detectors, giving rise to conservative mismatches; and
statistically, we expect to see significant number of lensed GW
events during the observing runs of next-generation detectors
such as ET.

Note that, the numerical amplification factors used to train
the model for PML and SIS are calibrated to the analytic form
given in Eq. (15) for PML and the summation form given
in Eq. (22) for SIS, such that the maximum mismatch (1 −
M) between the numerically computed lensed waveform and
the analytically obtained lensed waveform is < 10−4 for all
possible points in the parameter space.

We present mismatches between the surrogate microlensed
GWs and the numerically evaluated microlensed GWs used
to construct the surrogate model. We ensure that the lensing
parameters used for training the model, and those used for test-
ing (i.e, evaluating the mismatches), are different. The lensing
parameters are chosen over a grid, and the mismatches evalu-
ated for each point on that grid, as well as different unlensed
CBC waveforms. Evaluation times per microlensed frequency-
domain waveform are also measured. These are then compared
with corresponding times pertaining to other methods, viz., a
frequency domain interpolation method employed by the LVK
collaboration to search for GWs microlensed by PMLs, as
well as numerical methods to acquire amplification factor for
the SIS lens. The waveforms are sampled at frequencies with
bin width, δ f = 1/32, resulting in the total number of wave-
form evaluation points in the frequency domain to range from
∼ 1.3×104 (for total binary mass Mtot = 100M⊙) to ∼ 6.5×104

(for total binary mass Mtot = 20M⊙).
The surrogate model for PML is created using 27 basis vec-

tors with basis tolerance of 5 × 10−4, while for SIS it is created
using 15 basis vectors with the same basis tolerance. We use
the numpy.fft module from NumPy [81] package to compute
FFT. All computations related to creating and evaluating the
surrogate model were performed on a 32-core workstation with
Intel Xeon E5-2650 v2 chip, OS: Linux. Note that no paral-
lelization was used during evaluation; thus, the computations
effectively used a single core.

a. Point Mass Lens (PML): We create a surrogate model
for the transformed time-domain amplification factor F̃(t). It
is a single parameter model parameterized by the impact pa-
rameter y. Note that the lens mass ML sets the time scale
while converting the dimensionless angular frequency w to the
dimension-full frequency f . Therefore, it can be factored out
while creating the model. We use the numerically computed
F̃(t) (as shown in Fig. 2) to train our model. Fig. 5 shows
the improvement in the maximum L2 between the numerically
obtained F̃(t) and the surrogate F̃S(t) with an increase in the
number of greedy parameters. The error versus greedy pa-
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Figure 5. Improvement in the L2 with increasing number of greedy
parameters for the PML model (top) and the SIS model (bottom). The
L2 is computed between the validation set and the surrogate model.

rameters curve plateaus for greedy parameter counts greater
than approximately 30 for PML. Therefore, we use the first
35 greedy parameters to construct the surrogate model. The
greedy parameter space of y spans from y = 0.1 to y = 2.

The current LVK microlensing analysis makes use of an
interpolation table (“lookup table”) in w − y plane to compute
F(w) given in Eq. (15) [15]. Fig. 6 shows the evaluation time
for the surrogate model compared to the lookup table for the
same number of evaluation points. We also indicate the time
taken to generate the numerically obtained F( f ). As seen from
the figure, the surrogate performs faster than the lookup table
throughout the parameter space. Note that a part of the lookup
table evaluation uses information from the geometric optics
approximation, whereas the numerical method and therefore,
the surrogate model is based completely on the wave optics
computation.

Fig. 7 shows the mismatch between the surrogate mi-
crolensed waveform and the microlensed waveform obtained
using the numerical method for a GW150914-like signal for
various values of ML and y. The unlensed waveform is gen-
erated using the IMRPhenomXP approximant [82]. As evident
from the figure, the mismatches are better than 0.03%.

Further, we show the dependence of the accuracy of our
model on the source mass of the binary by simulating equal
component mass, non-spinning, binary black hole (BBH) un-
lensed waveforms for different total binary masses (Mtot =

10−1 100

y

10−2

10−1

100

101

t e
va

l
[s

]

F( f )
lookup

FS ( f )

F̃S (t)

Figure 6. Evaluation time for waveforms lensed by point mass lens for
various impact parameters y for a CBC source with Mtot = 20M⊙. We
compare the evaluation times for the numerical amplification factor
(F( f )), surrogate model in the time domain

(
F̃S(t)

)
and after FFT(

FS( f )
)

with the time taken using the lookup table.
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Figure 7. Mismatch in the ML − y plane between the numerical
method and the surrogate model for a lensed GW150914-like signal.
We assume the lens to be a point mass lens.

{20, 40, 60, 80, 100}M⊙) by computing mismatch in the ML − y
grid spanning 100 ≤ ML/M⊙ ≤ 1000 and 0.1 ≤ y ≤ 2. We con-
sider equal mass binaries. The top left panel in Fig. 8 shows the
histogram of mismatch values for the different source masses
between the lensed waveforms generated using the numerical
method and the surrogate model. As can be seen, the mis-
matches are lower than 0.05%. Moreover, the top right panel
compares the evaluation times for the surrogate with the lookup
table for the same grid and source masses.

b. Singular Isothermal Sphere (SIS): Similar to the PML
model, this model is also a single-parameter model param-
eterized by y. As shown in Fig. 5, the error versus greedy
parameters curve plateaus for greedy parameter counts greater
than approximately 85 for SIS. Therefore, to construct the
surrogate model for SIS, we use the first 100 greedy parame-
ters. The greedy parameter space of y spans from y = 0.01 to
y = 0.95. We compute mismatch and compare evaluation times
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Figure 8. Top panel: (Left) Histograms of mismatch between the lensed waveforms due to PML computed using the surrogate model and the
numerical method. Each histogram corresponds to a different source with the total source mass, Mtot = {20, 40, 60, 80, 100}M⊙. The mismatches
are computed in a grid of ML − y, where 100 ≤ ML/M⊙ ≤ 1000 and 0.1 ≤ y ≤ 2. (Right) Histograms of the evaluation time for the surrogate
model (solid) and for the lookup table (dashed) in the same ML − y grid for PML. Bottom panel: (Left) Similar to the top left plot but for SIS
lens with the range of y being 0.01 ≤ y ≤ 0.95. (Right) Histograms of the evaluation time for the surrogate model (solid) and for the numerical
method (dashed) in the same ML − y grid for SIS.

between the numerically obtained microlensed waveforms and
the surrogate microlensed waveforms. The bottom left panel
in Fig. 8 shows the histogram of mismatch values for various
source masses, similar to the case for PML. Here, we restrict
the y values between 0.01 ≤ y ≤ 0.95 because for y > 1 we
are no longer in the two-image regime. Similar to PML, the
mismatch values are within 0.05%, showing very promising
results. The bottom right panel compares the evaluation times
for the surrogate with the numerically obtained microlensed
waveform. The surrogate model is evidently faster than the
numerically obtained microlensed waveforms by orders of
magnitude.

IV. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Gravitational microlensing of GWs is likely to be detected in
the near future, if not in O4, then in forthcoming observing runs
of the LVK detector network and the next generation of ground
based detectors. Such detections promise to shed light on a
host of questions pertaining to astrophysics, cosmology and
fundamental physics. Probing for signatures of microlensing-
related wave-optics effects in detected GW events requires

large scale Bayesian PE runs, whose feasibility crucially relies
on accurate and rapidly producible microlensed waveforms.
Apart from GWs microlensed by a PML and a few other sim-
plistic lensing models, no closed form analytical solutions to
the lensing equation exist. Numerical methods are therefore
the only recourse to generate microlensed waveforms for most
realistic lensing configurations.

Evaluating microlensed GWs numerically is time consum-
ing, with waveform generation taking up to several seconds
(per waveform). Indeed, even efficient numerical methods
(see, e.g: [83]) are likely to be too slow to enable large-scale
PE campaigns in a cost-effective manner. One way to miti-
gate this issue is to use interpolation, where the microlensing
amplification factor is evaluated at a few discrete points in
the parameter space of the lens, and then interpolated to any
arbitrary point. This has been attempted for the PML in the fre-
quency domain, and found to be faster than directly evaluating
the complicated amplification factor analytically [15]. It has
also been attempted for other spherically symmetric lensing
configurations in the time domain, where the amplification
factor is then Fourier transformed to the frequency domain
[84]. Both these methods require reading-off precomputed
interpolation data from a table, and are referred to in this work
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as the “lookup table” methods. For other efficient methods for
rapid evaluation of lensing amplification factors, we refer the
reader to [85].

Given the impressive success of surrogate modelling to accu-
rately and rapidly produce (unlensed) CBC templates [57, 59–
66], in this work, we assess its applicability in the context of
generating microlensed GWs. We construct surrogate models
of GWs microlensed by a PML and SIS lens. We consider
a range of realistic lens masses and impact parameters. We
achieve this by building time-domain surrogate amplification
factors, Fourier transforming them, and then multiplying them
with the unlensed frequency-domain GW waveform.

To assess the performance of the surrogate models, we com-
pute mismatches between the surrogate microlensed wave-
forms and the corresponding, numerically evaluated, wave-
forms that were used to build the surrogate models, ensuring
that the mismatches are not evaluated at lens parameter val-
ues used for surrogate construction. We do so over a grid of
lens parameter values, and find that we’re able to achieve mis-
matches in the range ∼ 10−8 − 10−4. Moreover, we measure
the evaluation times of the microlensed waveforms in the fre-
quency domain and find that they’re typically O(10−2 − 10−1)s
for number of sample points ranging from ∼ (1.3 − 6.5) × 104.
These benchmarking tests demonstrate the power of surro-
gate modelling applied to microlensed GWs, suggesting that
large-scale PE runs can be feasibly conducted using surrogate
amplification factors.

It is worth pointing out that the rate-determining step in the
computation of surrogate microlensed GWs in the frequency
domain is, in fact, the Fourier transform, for which we em-
ploy NumPy’s FFT package [81]. The evaluation times of the
time-domain surrogate waveforms are smaller than the FFT
compuation by a couple of orders of magnitude. More sophisti-
cated FFT algorithms may further reduce the evaluation times.
Nevertheless, we still find that, for the PML, the microlensed
waveforms computed using the lookup table method in the fre-
quency domain is still slower than the corresponding surrogate
waveforms by about an order of magnitude for large portions
of the lensing parameter space considered.

The main advantage of surrogate modelling of microlensed
GWs is that it does not intrinsically rely on any symmetries
of the lensing potential. Indeed, if numerical solutions are
able to provide time-domain amplification factors, it should be

possible to construct corresponding surrogate models. Thus,
in principle, our work should be readily extendable to asym-
metric lensing configurations that better model those found in
nature, such as a microlens embedded in a macropotential (e.g:
an intermediate mass black hole inside a galaxy-scale lens).
However, constructing surrogate models for realistic lenses
needs to mitigate an important problem.

Caustics – curves in the source plane where the image mag-
nification formally diverges – demarcate distinct regions in
that plane. These regions differ from each other in the number
of images3 that will be produced if the source is positioned in
those regions. Abrupt changes in the number of images when
crossing over caustics correspond to changes in the shape of
the time-domain amplification factor as a function of the im-
pact parameter that are not smooth. Indeed, even in the case of
SIS lens, we restricted ourselves to lens parameters that ensure
that exactly two images are produced. A possible workaround
is to build separate surrogate models for each region in the
lens plane containing a fixed number of images. However,
an additional challenge pertaining to this workaround is to
appropriately model the shape of the caustics. This should
be straightforward for lensing potentials with symmetries, but
might not be so for asymmetric lens systems, especially those
that are an aggregation of multiple microlensing potentials em-
bedded in a macropotential. We leave the surrogate modelling
of such lensing configurations for future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Tousif Islam for the careful review of
the manuscript and useful comments. We thank the mem-
bers of the astrophysical relativity group at ICTS for their
valuable input. We acknowledge the support of the Depart-
ment of Atomic Energy, Government of India, under project
no. RTI4001. M.A.S.’s research was supported by the Na-
tional Research Foundation of Korea under grant No. NRF-
2021M3F7A1082056. S.J.K gratefully acknowledges support
from SERB grant SRG/2023/000419. All computations were
performed using the computational facilities at the Interna-
tional Centre for Theoretical Sciences and the Inter-University
Centre for Astronomy and Astrophysics.

[1] J. Aasi et al. (LIGO Scientific), “Advanced LIGO,” Class. Quant.
Grav. 32, 074001 (2015), arXiv:1411.4547 [gr-qc].

[2] F. Acernese et al. (Virgo), “Advanced Virgo: a second-generation
interferometric gravitational wave detector,” Class. Quant. Grav.
32, 024001 (2015), arXiv:1408.3978 [gr-qc].

[3] T. Akutsu et al. (KAGRA), “Overview of KAGRA: Detector
design and construction history,” PTEP 2021, 05A101 (2021),
arXiv:2005.05574 [physics.ins-det].

3 in the geometric optics limit

[4] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), “GWTC-1:
A Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog of Compact Binary
Mergers Observed by LIGO and Virgo during the First and
Second Observing Runs,” Phys. Rev. X 9, 031040 (2019),
arXiv:1811.12907 [astro-ph.HE].

[5] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), “GWTC-2: Compact
Binary Coalescences Observed by LIGO and Virgo During the
First Half of the Third Observing Run,” Phys. Rev. X 11, 021053
(2021), arXiv:2010.14527 [gr-qc].

[6] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, VIRGO), “GWTC-2.1: Deep
extended catalog of compact binary coalescences observed by
LIGO and Virgo during the first half of the third observing run,”

http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.4547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/2/024001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.3978
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa125
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.05574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.031040
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.12907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021053
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.14527


12

Phys. Rev. D 109, 022001 (2024), arXiv:2108.01045 [gr-qc].
[7] R. Abbott et al. (KAGRA, VIRGO, LIGO Scientific), “GWTC-

3: Compact Binary Coalescences Observed by LIGO and Virgo
during the Second Part of the Third Observing Run,” Phys. Rev.
X 13, 041039 (2023), arXiv:2111.03606 [gr-qc].

[8] Benjamin P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), “GW170817:
Observation of Gravitational Waves from a Binary Neu-
tron Star Inspiral,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 161101 (2017),
arXiv:1710.05832 [gr-qc].

[9] B.P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), “GW190425: Ob-
servation of a Compact Binary Coalescence with Total Mass
∼ 3.4M⊙,” Astrophys. J. Lett. 892, L3 (2020), arXiv:2001.01761
[astro-ph.HE].

[10] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, KAGRA, VIRGO), “Obser-
vation of Gravitational Waves from Two Neutron Star–Black
Hole Coalescences,” Astrophys. J. Lett. 915, L5 (2021),
arXiv:2106.15163 [astro-ph.HE].

[11] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, VIRGO, KAGRA), “Tests of
General Relativity with GWTC-3,” (2021), arXiv:2112.06861
[gr-qc].

[12] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo, KAGRA), “Constraints
on the Cosmic Expansion History from GWTC–3,” Astrophys.
J. 949, 76 (2023), arXiv:2111.03604 [astro-ph.CO].

[13] R. Abbott et al. (KAGRA, VIRGO, LIGO Scientific), “Popula-
tion of Merging Compact Binaries Inferred Using Gravitational
Waves through GWTC-3,” Phys. Rev. X 13, 011048 (2023),
arXiv:2111.03634 [astro-ph.HE].

[14] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), “GW170817: Mea-
surements of neutron star radii and equation of state,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 121, 161101 (2018), arXiv:1805.11581 [gr-qc].

[15] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, VIRGO, KAGRA), “Search
for gravitational-lensing signatures in the full third observing
run of the LIGO-Virgo network,” (2023), arXiv:2304.08393
[gr-qc].

[16] Yun Wang, Albert Stebbins, and Edwin L. Turner, “Gravita-
tional lensing of gravitational waves from merging neutron star
binaries,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 2875–2878 (1996).

[17] Liang Dai and Tejaswi Venumadhav, “On the waveforms
of gravitationally lensed gravitational waves,” (2017),
arXiv:1702.04724 [gr-qc].

[18] Jose María Ezquiaga, Daniel E. Holz, Wayne Hu, Macarena
Lagos, and Robert M. Wald, “Phase effects from strong gravita-
tional lensing of gravitational waves,” Phys. Rev. D 103, 064047
(2021).

[19] Ken K. Y. Ng, Kaze W. K. Wong, Tom Broadhurst, and Tjonnie
G. F. Li, “Precise ligo lensing rate predictions for binary black
holes,” Phys. Rev. D 97, 023012 (2018).

[20] Shun-Sheng Li, Shude Mao, Yuetong Zhao, and Youjun Lu,
“Gravitational lensing of gravitational waves: A statistical per-
spective,” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society
476, 2220–2229 (2018).

[21] Masamune Oguri, “Effect of gravitational lensing on the dis-
tribution of gravitational waves from distant binary black hole
mergers,” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society
480, 3842–3855 (2018).

[22] Graham P Smith, Mathilde Jauzac, John Veitch, Will M Farr,
Richard Massey, and Johan Richard, “What if ligo’s gravita-
tional wave detections are strongly lensed by massive galaxy
clusters?” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society
475, 3823–3828 (2018).

[23] Rory JE Smith, Gregory Ashton, Avi Vajpeyi, and Colm Talbot,
“Massively parallel bayesian inference for transient gravitational-
wave astronomy,” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical
Society 498, 4492–4502 (2020).

[24] Graham P. Smith, Andrew Robertson, Matteo Bianconi, and
Mathilde Jauzac (LSST), “Discovery of Strongly-lensed Gravi-
tational Waves - Implications for the LSST Observing Strategy,”
(2019), arXiv:1902.05140 [astro-ph.HE].

[25] Andrew Robertson, Graham P Smith, Richard Massey, Vincent
Eke, Mathilde Jauzac, Matteo Bianconi, and Dan Ryczanowski,
“What does strong gravitational lensing? the mass and redshift
distribution of high-magnification lenses,” Monthly Notices of
the Royal Astronomical Society 495, 3727–3739 (2020).

[26] Dan Ryczanowski, Graham P Smith, Matteo Bianconi, Richard
Massey, Andrew Robertson, and Mathilde Jauzac, “On building
a cluster watchlist for identifying strongly lensed supernovae,
gravitational waves and kilonovae,” Monthly Notices of the
Royal Astronomical Society 495, 1666–1671 (2020).

[27] Shuji Deguchi and William D. Watson, “Wave effects in gravi-
tational lensing of electromagnetic radiation,” Phys. Rev. D 34,
1708–1718 (1986).

[28] Takahiro T. Nakamura, “Gravitational lensing of gravitational
waves from inspiraling binaries by a point mass lens,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 80, 1138–1141 (1998).

[29] Ryuichi Takahashi and Takashi Nakamura, “Wave effects in
the gravitational lensing of gravitational waves from chirping
binaries,” The Astrophysical Journal 595, 1039 (2003).

[30] Zhoujian Cao, Li-Fang Li, and Yan Wang, “Gravitational lens-
ing effects on parameter estimation in gravitational wave detec-
tion with advanced detectors,” Phys. Rev. D 90, 062003 (2014).

[31] Kwun-Hang Lai, Otto A. Hannuksela, Antonio Herrera-Martín,
Jose M. Diego, Tom Broadhurst, and Tjonnie G. F. Li, “Discov-
ering intermediate-mass black hole lenses through gravitational
wave lensing,” Phys. Rev. D 98, 083005 (2018).

[32] Pierre Christian, Salvatore Vitale, and Abraham Loeb, “De-
tecting stellar lensing of gravitational waves with ground-based
observatories,” Phys. Rev. D 98, 103022 (2018).

[33] Liang Dai, Shun-Sheng Li, Barak Zackay, Shude Mao, and You-
jun Lu, “Detecting lensing-induced diffraction in astrophysical
gravitational waves,” Phys. Rev. D 98, 104029 (2018).

[34] Jose M. Diego, “Constraining the abundance of primordial black
holes with gravitational lensing of gravitational waves at ligo
frequencies,” Phys. Rev. D 101, 123512 (2020).

[35] Sourabh Magare, Shasvath J Kapadia, Anupreeta More,
Mukesh Kumar Singh, Parameswaran Ajith, and AN Ram-
prakash, “Gear up for the action replay: Leveraging lensing for
enhanced gravitational-wave early warning,” The Astrophysical
Journal Letters 955, L31 (2023).

[36] Tessa Baker and Mark Trodden, “Multimessenger time delays
from lensed gravitational waves,” Phys. Rev. D 95, 063512
(2017).

[37] Thomas E. Collett and David Bacon, “Testing the speed of grav-
itational waves over cosmological distances with strong gravita-
tional lensing,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 091101 (2017).

[38] Xi-Long Fan, Kai Liao, Marek Biesiada, Aleksandra
Piórkowska-Kurpas, and Zong-Hong Zhu, “Speed of gravi-
tational waves from strongly lensed gravitational waves and
electromagnetic signals,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 091102 (2017).

[39] Srashti Goyal, K. Haris, Ajit Kumar Mehta, and Parameswaran
Ajith, “Testing the nature of gravitational-wave polarizations
using strongly lensed signals,” Phys. Rev. D 103, 024038 (2021).

[40] Jose María Ezquiaga and Miguel Zumalacárregui, “Gravitational
wave lensing beyond general relativity: Birefringence, echoes,
and shadows,” Phys. Rev. D 102, 124048 (2020).

[41] M Sereno, Ph Jetzer, Alberto Sesana, and Marta Volonteri,
“Cosmography with strong lensing of lisa gravitational wave
sources,” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society
415, 2773–2781 (2011).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.022001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.01045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.041039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.041039
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03606
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.05832
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ab75f5
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.01761
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.01761
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac082e
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.15163
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.06861
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.06861
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac74bb
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac74bb
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.13.011048
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03634
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.161101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.161101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.11581
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.08393
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.08393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.2875
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.04724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.064047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.064047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.023012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.05140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.34.1708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.34.1708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.1138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.1138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.062003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.083005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.103022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.104029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.123512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.063512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.063512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.091101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.091102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.124048


13

[42] Kai Liao, Xi-Long Fan, Xuheng Ding, Marek Biesiada, and
Zong-Hong Zhu, “Precision cosmology from future lensed grav-
itational wave and electromagnetic signals,” Nature Communi-
cations 8, 1148 (2017).

[43] Shuo Cao, Jingzhao Qi, Zhoujian Cao, Marek Biesiada, Jin Li,
Yu Pan, and Zong-Hong Zhu, “Direct test of the flrw metric
from strongly lensed gravitational wave observations,” Scientific
Reports 9, 11608 (2019).

[44] Yufeng Li, Xilong Fan, and Lijun Gou, “Constraining cosmolog-
ical parameters in the flrw metric with lensed gw+ em signals,”
The Astrophysical Journal 873, 37 (2019).

[45] Otto A Hannuksela, Thomas E Collett, Mesut Çalışkan, and
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