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Modeling noise in gravitational-wave observatories is crucial for accurately inferring the properties
of gravitational-wave sources. We introduce a transdimensional Bayesian approach to characterise
the noise in ground-based gravitational-wave observatories using the Bayesian inference software
Bilby. The algorithm models broadband noise with a combination of power laws; narrowband
features with Lorentzians; and shapelets to capture any additional features in the data. We show
that our noise model provides a significantly improved fit of the LIGO and Virgo noise amplitude
spectral densities compared to currently available noise fits obtained with on-source data segments.
We perform astrophysical inference on well-known events in the third Gravitational-Wave Transient
Catalog using our noise model and observe shifts of up to 7% in the 90% boundaries of credi-
ble intervals for some parameters. We discuss plans to deploy this framework systematically for
gravitational-wave inference along with possible areas of improvement.

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to the complex nature of terrestrial gravitational-
wave interferometers, which consist of numerous sub-
systems, each with their own noise characteristics, it is
probably impossible to develop a comprehensive noise
model from first principles [1–3]. That said, a number of
noise sources can be modelled. Known noise sources in-
clude seismic noise at low frequencies (f ≲ 30 Hz), ther-
mal noise at mid-range frequencies (30 ≲ f ≲ 100 Hz),
and quantum noise at high frequencies (f ≳ 100 Hz).
These three noise sources are regarded as broadband
noise sources. In addition, there are known narrowband
noise features present resulting from several sources such
as power lines at 60Hz in the USA (50Hz in Europe)
and their harmonics, suspension wire resonance, and cal-
ibration lines that are intentionally added. Finally, there
are other features that do not resemble the slowly-varying
broadband noise sources or the narrowband lines. For ex-
ample, there are features in the noise curve around 30Hz
and another at 500Hz that are not shaped like narrow-
band lines, but which are not shaped like slowly varying
broadband noise either.

The distribution of strain noise in an interferometer
n(f) is characterised by the (single-sided) power spec-
tral density [PSD; P (f)], defined as the variance of the
frequency-domain strain noise:1

⟨n∗(f)n(f ′)⟩ = 1

2
δ(f − f ′)P (f). (1.1)

Figure 1 presents an example of a typical amplitude spec-
tral density,

σ(f) =
√

P (f), (1.2)

∗ nir.guttman@monash.edu
1 Our ability to describe the noise with a diagonal matrix in the
frequency domain arises from the assumption that the noise in
each frequency bin is uncorrelated. This is not exactly true in
practice, and the resulting error can produce systematic errors
comparable to the effects we study here [4].

100 1000
Freq. [Hz]

10 23

10 22

10 21

10 20

A
m

pl
it

ud
e 

sp
ec

tr
al

 d
en

si
ty

 [1
/

Hz
]

FIG. 1. A typical noise curve for the LIGO Livingston ob-
servatory, showing the strain amplitude spectral density, ob-
tained using Welch’s method.

curve using data adjacent to the first ever detected grav-
itational wave signal GW150914 [5]. In this plot, σ(f) is
calculated with Welch’s method [6], which we describe
below.
In order to infer the properties of gravitational-wave

signals from various sources such as binary black holes,
gravitational-wave astronomers employ Bayesian infer-
ence, which relies on an accurate description of the noise.
Consequently, accurate noise models are essential for
valid astrophysical conclusions.
In this study, we introduce an easy-to-use algorithm for

gravitational-wave interferometer noise estimation based
on Bayesian transdimensional sampling, leveraging the-
oretical considerations alongside data-driven methods.
Our method demonstrates improvements over other noise
estimation techniques in three illustrative examples. Ad-
ditionally, we evaluate the impact of uncertainties in the
noise model on astrophysical parameters for these three
examples.
As part of this work, we provide an open-source soft-

ware package tPowerBilby that allows users to estimate
the gravitational-wave detector noise using publicly-
available data from the Gravitational-Wave Open Sci-
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ence Centre [GWOSC; 7, 8]. The package is built around
the transdimensional extension [9] to the widely used
Bilby [10, 11] package. We describe software details in
Appendix A.

Various methods have been employed in order to es-
timate the amplitude spectral density σ(f). The most
common approach is to estimate it empirically using off-
source data with an estimator of the form:

σ̂(fk)
2 =

1

2
n(fk)2, (1.3)

where the overline denotes either a median (or average)
over N ≈ 32 “off-source” segments in the vicinity of a
gravitational-wave event.2 Here, n(fk) is the discrete
Fourier transform of n(t), the noise time series, at fre-
quency bin k. Practically, the Fourier transform is com-
puted from a finite time series of length T . This process
is repeated multiple times, and typically the average or
the median is taken using Welch’s method [6].

This empirical approach has the advantage that it
makes minimum assumptions—only that the off-source
data has similar noise properties to the “on-source” data
containing the gravitational-wave signal. The disadvan-
tage of the empirical approach is that there are rea-
sonable assumptions we can make that produce a more
accurate noise estimate; namely, that the noise varies
smoothly as a function of frequency except for occasional
narrowband features.

BayesLine [13, 14] is widely used software that esti-
mates the noise PSD of gravitational-wave interferome-
ters using transdimensional Bayesian inference. To over-
come the limitations of empirical models, BayesLine
models the smoothly varying features of the PSD with
spline curves. Our algorithm draws inspiration from
BayesLine. However, it is implemented as part of Bilby
in order to leverage Bilby’s extensive user base and flex-
ibility for future extensions. We discuss further details
regarding the differences between the methods in Sec-
tion IV.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we lay out the problem of noise estimation in
the context of Bayesian inference and describe the details
of our noise model. In Section III, we apply this model
to data from GWTC-3 in order to ascertain the good-
ness of fit. We show how measurements of astrophysical
parameters are affected by comparing posterior distribu-
tions of these parameters obtained using our noise model
and through other means. In Section IV we discuss the
implications of these results and discuss plans for future
work.

2 If one uses the median, one has to include an additional bias
correction factor [12].

II. NOISE MODEL

A. Overview

Assuming Gaussian, stationary noise, the strain data
are distributed according to the Whittle likelihood [15]:

L
(
d⃗|θ,Λ

)
=
∏
k

1

2πσ2
k (Λ)

exp

(
−2∆f

|dk − µk(θ)|2

σ2
k (Λ)

)
.

(2.1)
Here, dk represents the strain in frequency bin k. The
data consists of signal s and noise n so that

dk = sk + nk. (2.2)

The variable µk(θ) represents the predicted astrophysical
strain in a frequency bin k, which depends on parameters
θ, e.g., the masses of merging black holes. Meanwhile,
∆f is the width of the frequency bin and σk is the noise
amplitude spectral density. Since we are modelling the
noise, σk also depends on parameters Λ.
Our noise model consists of two parts: broadband noise

σBB(f) and narrowband noise σNB(f). Each part is a
superposition of two types of functions. The broadband
noise is described by (1) power laws σPL(f) as in [16],
and noise that is not well described by the power laws is
captured using (2) shapelet functions [17] σBBS(f). The
narrowband noise is modeled using (1) Lorentzian func-
tions, following Ref. [13], denoted σline(f). Similar to the
broadband part, additional narrowband features in the
data that are not well described by the Lorentzian func-
tions are modeled using (2) shapelet functions σNBS(f).

Each noise component described above can have mul-
tiple pieces so that, for example, the broadband noise
might include NPL = 3 power-law components and
NBBS = 2 broadband shapelets, while the narrowband
might include Nline = 10 and NNBS = 1 narrowband
features. Our model for the amplitude spectral density
is:

σ(f,Λ) =max

[
σBB(f,ΛBB), σNB(f,ΛNB)

]
, (2.3)

where

σBB(f,ΛBB) =

NPL∑
i

σi
PL(f,Λ

i
PL) +

NBBS∑
l

σl
BBS(f,Λ

l
BBS),

(2.4)

σNB(f,ΛNB) =

Nline∑
k

σk
line(f,Λ

k
line) +

NNBS∑
j

σj
NBS(f,Λ

j
NBS).

The terms (σPL, σBBS, σline, σNBS) are “component
functions” for each type of noise (defined below). They
are parameterised by dedicated sets of parameters
(ΛPL,ΛBBS,Λline,ΛNBS). For each frequency bin, σ(f) is
determined by either the broadband model σBB(f) or the
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Component Parameter Name Description

Broadband
σPL

NPL [-] Number of functions
α [-] Spectral index

APL [Hz−α−1/2] Amplitude

Narrowband
σline

Nline [-] Number of functions
Γ [Hz] Width
ζ [-] Damping start width

τ [Hz−1] Damping rate
fl [Hz] Peak frequency

Al [Hz−1/2] Amplitude

Shapelets

σBBS/NBS

NBBS/NBS [-] Number of functions
degBBS/NBS [-] Maximum shapelet degree
βBBS/NBS [Hz] Width

f
BBS/NBS
sh [Hz] Peak frequency

A
BBS/NBS
sh [-] Amplitude

TABLE I. Components of the model and their associated pa-
rameters. BBS and NBS refer to the broadband and nar-
rowband shapelets, respectively, and should be considered as
distinct sets of parameters.

narrowband model σNB(f)—whichever is larger. Taking
the maximum helps to decouple the broadband and nar-
rowband fits, which in turn reduces the complexity of
the problem; see Sec. II F. The maximum operation be-
comes relevant only in the frequency bins identified by
the algorithm described in Appendix B. In the following
subsections, we provide a detailed description of each of
the noise type and its parameters. Table I summarizes
the model parameters.

B. Broadband Power Law Function

For the broadband noise component, we employ a sum
of NPL power law functions, each function is described
by

σPL(f,APL, α) = APLf
α, (2.5)

where APL denotes the amplitude and α the spectral in-
dex.

C. Narrowband Lorentzian Function

The narrowband spectral lines are modeled with a
Lorentzian function (as expected for a damped driven
harmonic oscillator). To enhance flexibility and ensure
a realistic description, we incorporate an exponential de-
caying tail:

σline(f,Γ, fl, Al, ζ, τ) = e−γ(f)|f−fl| AlΓ
2

Γ2 + (f − fl)2
,

(2.6)
where fl is the central frequency, Al is the amplitude, and
Γ is the width. Meanwhile, γ(f) dictates the exponential

decay to prevent long tails unsupported by data:

γ(f) =

{
0 if |f − fl| < Γζ

τ if |f − fl| > Γζ
.

Here, τ is the characteristic decay scale, and ζ represents
the distance in units of the Lorentzian width from the
central frequency fl. Finally, the narrowband noise is
represented as a sum of Nline such lines.

D. Shapelet Functions

To accommodate noise components that exhibit ar-
bitrary shapes in the data, we introduce shapelets—
functions often used for their flexibility. Each shapelet
is defined as:

Sm(f, fsh, A
m
sh, β) = Am

sh · β− 1
2

(
2mπ

1
2m!

)− 1
2 ×

Hm

(
β−1 (f − fsh)

)
e−

1
2 (β

−1(f−fsh))
2

,

(2.7)

where m is the degree of the shapelet, Am
sh is its ampli-

tude of degree m, β represents its typical width, fsh is
its central frequency, and Hm denotes the Hermite poly-
nomial of order m. The noise component is defined as a
sum of shapelets up to a certain degree,

σBBS/NBS(f, fsh, Ash, β) =

deg∑
m

Sm(f, fsh, A
m
sh, β) (2.8)

These “other” broadband and narrowband noises are
modeled as a superposition of NBBS/NBS instances of
Eq. 2.8. For clarity, the superscripts of the parameters
BBS and NBS are omitted from Eq. 2.8 (due to the pres-
ence of the degree m superscript); however, the parame-
ters should be interpreted as detailed in Table I.

E. Priors

In the following subsections we provide a detailed de-
scription of each of the noise model parameters priors.
Table II summarizes the model parameter’s priors.

1. Broadband power law noise prior

For the broadband noise, we utilise NPL power law
functions, each consisting of two parameters: an ampli-
tude APL and a spectral index α. The prior on NPL

follows a discrete uniform distribution DU [0, 5]. The
prior on the amplitude follows a log-uniform distribution
logU [10−30,10−13],3 while the prior on the spectral in-
dex follows a conditional uniform distribution CU [−10, 2],

3 For succinctness we frequently do not state units, but throughout
units for each quantity are those presented in Table I.
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enforcing αi > αi−1. This means that as we add ad-
ditional power law functions to describe the broadband
noise, each new α must be greater than the previous
one, effectively ordering the power law functions by in-
creasing spectral indices. This ordering of spectral in-
dices aids in distinguishing different contributions and
ensures interpretability of this part of the model. Care-
ful consideration is necessary when implementing this or-
dering scheme, as it may overly constrain the sampler,
potentially limiting exploration of the entire prior space.
Therefore, we selectively apply this solely to spectral in-
dices, rather than to other model components.

2. Narrowband Lorentzian noise prior

The narrowband noise description consists of Nline

Lorentzian functions with damped tails, each consisting
of five parameters Γ, τ , ζ, fl, and Al. The prior on Nline

follows a discrete uniform distribution DU [0, 20]. The
prior on the width parameter Γ is a log-uniform distri-
bution logU [10−3, 1]. The priors on the tail damping
parameter ζ is a truncated Gaussian, ranging from 0.1 to
5, centered at 2.7 with width of 1.1,

Gt(µ = 2.7, σ = 1.1), (2.9)

while we keep τ fixed to 5.2. These values are deter-
mined by experimentation and found to be consistent
between different interferometers and different time seg-
ments. The prior distribution of line locations fl is
approximated by interpolation, covering the entire fre-
quency range: Interp[fmin, fmax], and is determined em-
pirically by a line-finding algorithm described in Ap-
pendix B 1, effectively setting a tight prior around the
lines found in adjacent data. Finally, for the prior of
the amplitude Al, we introduce a conditional log-uniform
distribution log CU [Amin

l (fl), A
max
l (fl)]. This is condi-

tional on the parameter fl in the sense that the maximal
and minimal value of the distribution are determined by
fl. We provide a detailed description of how the max-
imum and minimum values vary with frequency in Ap-
pendix B 1.

3. Shapelet noise prior

The “other” noise is a superposition of NBBS/NBS com-
ponents, where each component is a sum of shapelets.
Each shaplelet is characterized by three parameters: β,
fsh, and Ash. The prior on the degree of the shapelet,
deg, follows a discrete uniform distribution DU [0, 5]. For
the shapelet amplitudes, Ash, we employ a conditional
uniform prior CU [0, Amax

sh (fsh)], where the prior maxi-
mal value is determined as a function fsh; the descrip-
tion of this function is found in Appendix B 2. This ap-
proach is designed to prevent shapelets from fitting spec-
tral lines excessively, thereby restricting their amplitudes

Parameter Prior Type Range
NPL [-] DU [0,5]

APL [Hz−α−1/2] logU [10−30,10−13]
α [-] CU [-10,2]
Nline [-] DU [0,20]
Γ [Hz] logU [10−3, 1]
ζ [-] Gt [0.1,5]
τ [Hz−1] δ 5.2
fl [Hz] Interp [fmin, fmax]

Al [Hz−1/2] log CU [-,-]
NBBS/NBS [-] δ 4
degBBS/NBS [-] DU [0,5]

A
BBS/NBS
sh [-] CU [0,-]

βBBS [Hz] logU [1,500]
βNBS [Hz] logU [0.5,10]
fBBS
sh [Hz] U [fmin, fmax]
fNBS
sh [Hz] Interp [fmin, fmax]

TABLE II. Table of Priors. Here, DU indicates a discrete
uniform prior, CU signifies a conditional uniform prior, logU
represents a log uniform prior, Gt denotes a truncated Gaus-
sian prior, δ denotes the Dirac delta function, and Interp

stands for an interpolation prior (see Appendix B). Addition-
ally, log CU represents a conditional log uniform prior, and
U denotes a uniform prior. Here, BBS and NBS refer to
the broadband and narrowband shapelets, respectively, and
should be treated as distinct sets of parameters. Refer to the
text for additional details on the priors.

to a range suitable for capturing intermediate features in
the data.
The priors on β and fsh are different for the broad-

band (BBS) and the narrowband (NBS) noise compo-
nents introduced in Eq. 2.3. The parameter β follows
a log-uniform distribution with different boundaries for
each, βBBS ∼ logU [1, 500], and βNBS ∼ logU [0.5, 10].
The prior on fBBS

sh is a uniform distribution U [fmin, fmax]
between the minimum and maximum of the frequency
range, while the fNBS

sh prior follows the same distribu-
tion as fl; i.e., an interpolation prior Interp[fmin, fmax]
described in Appendix B 1.
Lastly, we set NBBS/NBS to a constant predetermined

number. This is because deg is a free parameter, and if
both NBBS/NBS and deg were free, it would require two
levels of transdimensional sampling, which is not cur-
rently supported by the transdimensional extension of
Bilby. However, when deg is set to zero, the entire sum
of shapelets is ignored, meaning that deg effectively de-
termines NBBS/NBS.

F. Sampling

To manage computational costs, we divide our proce-
dure into several steps:

1. We identify likely lines using the algorithm de-
scribed in Appendix B 1 to explore adjacent data.

2. We perform Bayesian inference only for the broad-
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band noise parameters (σPL and σBBS), where all
the estimated line frequency bins are notched out
based on the results of the previous step.

3. The observing band is dynamically divided into
typically six frequency sub-bands, following the al-
gorithm described in Appendix B 4.

4. For each sub-band, we perform Bayesian inference,
while fixing the broadband noise parameters to the
maximum-likelihood values of the preferred model
obtained in step 2. That is, we fit only the narrow-
band features (σline and σNBS) within the frequency
bins that were notched out in step 2.

5. We combine the posterior samples from all sub-
bands with the broadband posterior samples.

This process is possible because the frequency bins
notched out in step 2 and reintroduced in step 4 can be
treated as independent datasets. Additionally, the maxf
operation introduced in the model construction in Eq. 2.3
decouples the broadband and narrowband components,
making the model less sensitive to the broadband com-
ponent in regions dominated by the narrowband com-
ponent. This approach allows each sub-band to use a
relatively simple model with not-too-many parameters,
while the final output reflects a more complex and com-
prehensive model. Moreover, performing the sub-band
fitting in parallel significantly reduces the total sampling
time. The sampling procedure throughout these steps is
carried out using the Dynesty sampler [18].

The tPowerBilby software package offers flexibility by
allowing users to select different levels of inference, en-
abling rapid estimation of σ(f), producing a hybrid so-
lution that combines tPowerBilby and Welch’s method.
For additional details, see Appendix A.

G. High-quality data versus low-quality data

While the noise curve contains lines with very high
values of σ(f), the sensitivity to astrophysical sources is
primarily defined by the broadband component. These
order-of-magnitude differences create two distinct classes
of frequency bins. We consider frequency bins well de-
scribed by the broadband as ‘high-quality data’, while
those dominated by lines we classify as ‘low-quality data’.
Data is considered high-quality if it satisfies

|d(f)| < 5×
NPL∑
i

σPL(fl,Λ
PL
i ) +

NBBS∑
l

σBBS(f,Λ
BBS
l ).

(2.10)

We use this classification of frequency bin quality in later
parts of the analysis, where the discarded low-quality
data can be treated as notches. The factor of 5 is se-
lected to strike a balance between rejecting overly noisy

frequencies while retaining most of the signal. When low-
quality data is excluded, the resulting optimal SNR is
reduced by ≲ 0.1%.

III. APPLICATION TO LIGO–VIRGO DATA

In this section, we apply our method to three im-
portant gravitational-wave events: GW150914, the first
gravitational-wave signal ever detected [5]; GW190521, the
most massive black hole binary identified to date [19];
and GW190929 012149 (referred to here as GW190929),
which may contain traces of eccentricity [20, 21]. We
show how our method produces an improved description
of the noise compared to the commonly used empirical
techniques, specifically Welch’s method and BayesLine,
and we illustrate how changes to the noise model lead
to subtle but non-negligible differences in the posterior
estimates for astrophysical parameters.

A. Results

In Figs. 2 and 3, we present our σ(f) fit for the Liv-
ingston interferometer data at times immediately fol-
lowing GW150914 and GW190521, respectively. The data
|d(f)| is shown in black, the beige curve represents the
Welch method estimation σWelch, the cyan curve is the
noise estimate used in GWTC-3 [22], and the magenta
curve represents the maximum-likelihood noise estima-
tion of the preferred model using tPowerBilby. The
σGWTC fit was obtained using BayesLine with on-source
data and estimated from the median value for each fre-
quency bin’s inferred posterior distribution [20]. Qualita-
tively, all curves are broadly consistent with each other.
In Fig. 4, we show the marginalized posterior distri-

bution for the α parameters for the Livingston interfer-
ometer for GW190521, where the preferred model consists
of three power laws. We show the marginalized distri-
bution of the number of lines around GW190521 for the
Livingston interferometer in Fig. 5. Interestingly, the rel-
atively large width of the distribution suggests that no
single model is strongly preferred, highlighting transdi-
mensional sampling as the appropriate tool for this anal-
ysis.
Different observatories have different numbers of lines,

and one observatory can have different numbers of lines
at different times, typically between 16 and 83. As a
rule of thumb, Hanford and Livingston have fewer lines
(≈ 36), while Virgo tends to have more lines (≈ 74). The
typical number of shapelets, including both broadband
and narrowband shapelets for Hanford and Livingston
is Nsh ≈ 19, while for Virgo Nsh ≈ 25. The number
of power law functions strongly favours NPL = 2 and
NPL = 3 for all observatories, with a slight preference for
the latter.
In Fig. 6, we show the distribution of the whitened

data for Livingston interferometer adjacent to GW190521.
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The beige-shaded histogram represents the whitened
data using Welch’s method, while the magenta and
cyan histograms illustrate the results obtained using
tPowerBilby and the GWTC-3 noise estimate, respec-
tively. The black curve corresponds to a standard normal
distribution. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov p-values compar-
ing the distributions to the normalized Gaussian are 0.55
for tPowerBilby, 0.33 for Welch’s method, and 0.23 for
GWTC-3 noise estimate. All three p-values indicate con-
sistency with a normalized Gaussian distribution, as ex-
pected.

Next, we compare our fit to the fit provided in GWTC-
3. We measure the difference in natural log likelihood to
compare our preferred model maximum-likelihood fit to
the fit from GWTC-3:

∆ lnL = lnLtPowerBilby − lnLGWTC. (3.1)

In Fig. 7, we plot the cumulative ∆ lnL as a function
of frequency for GW190929, where ∆ lnL is reported on
the right-hand axis. In blue we show the results using
all data: both the high-quality and low-quality data dis-
cussed in IIG. In red we show the results obtained using
only the high-quality data. We find that ∆ lnL tends
to increase across the frequency spectrum, with notable
gains associated with spectral lines. In other words, our
maximum-likelihood fit is a quantitatively better descrip-
tion of the data than that provided in GWTC-3 and used
for astrophysical inferences of those catalog events. This
trend is repeated across different interferometers for the
events studied in this manuscript.

Lastly, we report the procedure’s wall time. The
broadband estimation (the second step in Sec. II F) typi-
cally takes around 15-30 minutes, whereas the entire sam-
pling procedure can take between 1 to 4 hours. These
times are measured using multiprocessing on a high-
performance computing cluster.

B. Marginalising Over Uncertainty in σ(f)

In this subsection, we discuss how to apply our esti-
mates of σ(f) to astrophysical inference. The first ques-
tion we confront is: how much data should we use use to
estimate σ(f)? In principle, our σ(f) fits can be carried
out with any length of data. However, there is a trade
off: using relatively short data segments may produce
less accurate estimates of σ(f) if the noise is stationary,
but fits with relatively longer data segments may be less
robust due to non-stationary noise.

Experimenting with different variations, we find a noise
model that is both robust to non-stationarity and ac-
curate. We produce two fits of σ(f)—one immediately
before the signal, and one immediately after. Then we
model the noise in the segment containing the signal as
a frequency-dependent mixture model of these two noise

estimates. The likelihood function is:

L(d|θ) =
∫

dΛpre

∫
dΛpost

∏
k

[
λL(dk|θ,Λpre)+

(1− λ)L(dk|θ,Λpost)
]
.

(3.2)

Here, d is the data and θ denotes the gravitational-wave
signal parameters. The variables Λpre and Λpost are the
tPowerBilby estimates for the noise parameters before
and after the gravitational wave event, respectively. The
product is over frequency bins k. The variable λ is a
mixing hyperparameter, which can be fit as a free pa-
rameter or which can be tuned as part of the model. In
this work, we adopt a fiducial value of λ = 0.5. The
variable µ, which appears explicitly in the likelihood def-
inition in Eq.2.1, is the gravitational waveform; we use
the IMRPhenomXPHM approximant [23].
The mixture model is designed to account for non-

stationary noise observed in the 4-second data segment.
Testing the robustness of the estimated noise curves on
adjacent time stretches reveals sharp drops in ∆ lnL rel-
ative to Welch’s method, which we source back to non-
stationary noise. By incorporating the mixture model,
we mitigate most of these drops (see Appendix C for an
example).
To highlight the usefulness of the mixture model, we

calculate

∆ lnL = lnLtPowerBilby − lnLWelch, (3.3)

comparing the maximum likelihood estimates from
tPowerBilby with Welch’s method over a 4 s time win-
dow following the gravitational wave event and us-
ing high-quality data. The results are summarized in
Tab. III. The mixture model yields ∆ lnL values ranging
from -21 to 49, consistently outperforming the pre- and
post-event estimates.

interferometer Livingston Hanford Virgo
Event Pre Post Mix Pre Post Mix Pre Post Mix
GW150914 8.9 34 37 -37 -67 -21 - - -
GW190521 8.3 15 32 17 12 44 -11 0.77 31
GW190929 40 37 49 -34 18 36 -51 -41 -7.5

TABLE III. ∆ lnL estimates comparing tPowerBilby and
Welch’s method on high-quality data following each gravi-
tational wave event. The estimation is conducted three times
using tPowerBilby: pre-event, post-event, and a mixture
model of the two. Data from the Virgo observatory are not
available for GW150914.

Having defined our noise model, we use importance
sampling to reweight posterior samples for the astrophys-
ical parameters θ obtained using a σGWTC(f) obtained
with BayesLine [24]. This allows us to separate the prob-
lem of noise estimation from the problem of astrophysical
parameter estimation, which helps reduce the computa-
tional cost. This approach works so long as the “proposal
distribution” calculated with BayesLine is sufficiently
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FIG. 2. Estimates for the noise for the Livingston interferometer in the vicinity of the gravitational-wave signal GW150914.
The horizontal axis is frequency while the vertical axis is amplitude spectral density, σ(f). In black we plot 4 s of data taken
immediately following the gravitational wave event. The beige curve represents Welch’s method estimation (σWelch) based on
32× 4 seconds of data. The cyan curve shows the noise estimate used in GWTC-3 (σGWTC). The magenta curve displays the
tPowerBilby noise estimate (σtPowerBilby) obtained from the maximum-likelihood posterior sample of the preferred model.

similar to the “target distribution” obtained with our
noise model [24]. We calculate weights for each posterior
sample θi by marginalising over the noise parameters Λ:

wi =
1

N

∑
k

L(d|θi,Λk)

L(d|θi, σGWTC)
, (3.4)

where k runs over the posterior samples for the noise
model.

In order to check if the proposal distribution is suffi-
ciently similar to the target distribution, we calculate the
re-weighting efficiency [24]:

ϵ =
1

n

(
∑n

i wi)
2∑n

i w
2
i

. (3.5)

An efficiency ≳ 2% is typically sufficient to produce well-
converged posteriors for the target distribution. The nat-
ural log Bayes factor is simply the average weight:

lnB = lnw = ln
ZΛ

ZGWTC
. (3.6)

We calculate lnB two ways: once using all of the
data and once using only the high-quality data described

in IIG. Since the low-quality data is associated with large
σ(f), it does not contribute significantly to the inference
of astrophysical parameters, though, it can affect the ev-
idence value. By calculating the lnB for high-quality
data, we can ascertain the quality of fit on the data most
relevant for astrophysics.

C. Astrophysical Inference Results

In Figs 8, 9, and 10, we show marginalized posterior
distributions for the astrophysical parameters of three
events: GW150914, GW190521, and GW190929. In each
case we use the approximant IMRPhenomXPHM. The re-
sults obtained from GWTC-3 are shown in purple while
the results obtained with our noise model are shown in
magenta. We carry out inference for all astrophysical
parameters, but we only show here marginalized distri-
butions for the masses, spins, inclination angles and lu-
minosity distances.

The most significant effect is observed for GW150914,
where the changes in the marginal distribution of the ef-
fective precession spin parameter χp are evident in the
corner plots. These include ≈ 7% change in the 90%
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FIG. 3. Estimates for the noise for the Livingston interferometer in the vicinity of the gravitational-wave signal GW190521.
All curves have the same description as Fig. 2. Note that the σGWTC curve is available only up to 225 Hz.

credible interval and ≈ 10% shift in the median value,
driven by lower values seen in both component spins χ1

and χ2. Minor changes, around 2%, are observed for
other parameters, with the effective inspiral spin param-
eter χeff being the most notable.

For GW190521, the changes in the distributions are rel-
atively smaller. The most significant impact is on the
luminosity distance dL, which shows ≈ 4% change in the
90% credible interval. In the case of GW190929, the most
significant changes are seen in the distance dL and the
secondary mass m2, both showing ≈ 6% change in the
90% credible interval and ≈ 3% shift in their median val-
ues. A smaller change, approximately 3%, is observed for
χp.

Table IV states the re-weighting efficiency and lnB
for each event using high-quality data. The reasonably
large efficiency values 39− 55% suggests that the target
distributions are well converged. The natural log Bayes
factor compares the median BayesLine fit, obtained us-
ing just the on-source data, to the tPowerBilby results
marginalised over noise uncertainty using off-source data
as a prior. The values range from lnB = 8.8 to 20, imply-
ing tPowerBilby provides a significantly better explana-
tion of the data than the GWTC-3 fits.

Comparing the credible intervals in Figs. 8-10, we ob-
serve small but non-negligible changes in the credible in-
tervals. The median values of some parameters change by

as much as 10% while the credible interval widths change
by as much as 7%. These shifts provide some estimate
for the magnitude of systematic error from misspecified
noise modelling. We highlight that they are on the same
scale as (or more important than) other major sources of
systematic error including: calibration uncertainty [25],
waveform systematics [26], finite-duration effects [4].

Event Weighting Efficiency (%) lnB
GW150914 39 20
GW190521 45 8.8
GW190929 55 20

TABLE IV. Summary of the gravitational wave event analy-
ses, presenting the weighting efficiency and lnB values com-
paring the σtPowerBilby and σGWTC models on high-quality
data.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we implement a transdimensional model
for noise estimation with Bilby. The code for our model
is available on git hub in the tPowerBilby repository. We
illustrate our framework using three events from GWTC-
3. We show that our noise model provides an improved fit
over the commonly used Welch’s method. Applying our
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i ) in Eq. 2.4.

noise model to gravitational-wave signals, we find non-
negligible shifts in the posterior distributions of astro-
physical posteriors suggesting that systematic error from
misspecified noise is arguably the largest source of sys-
tematic error in astrophysical inference for some events
and parameters. However, for the intrinsic parameters
of very high-mass events, waveform systematics can be
more significant [27]. Since our model only attempts to
account for stationary noise, we expect that the true sys-

tematic error from misspecified noise modelling is likely
much larger than our estimates.

These systematic errors could have significant impli-
cations for analyses that combine many events, such as
population studies where small systematic errors may
combine to produce errors large enough to yield faulty
astrophysical inferences; see, e.g., [28–30]. Achieving a
more accurate measurement of the Hubble constant [31]
is another example. Tests for general relativity are also
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the Livingston interferometer. The beige histogram repre-
sents whitened data obtained using Welch’s method. The
magenta and cyan curves represent the whitened data ob-
tained using tPowerBilby and the GWTC-3 noise estimate,
respectively. The black curve corresponds to the normalized
Gaussian distribution.

susceptible to various systematic effects; see [32].

Ref. [33] uses the noise estimation from BayesLine to
assess its impact on parameter estimation. The authors
draw σ(f) estimates from BayesLine’s posterior samples
and marginalize over uncertainty in the noise model, per-
forming a similar analysis to the one conducted in this pa-
per. Their study involved running approximately 200 pa-
rameter estimation samples and found an effect of around
5% in the credible interval width.

Ref. [34] studies the effect of marginalizing over
noise uncertainty, when σ(f) is estimated with Welch’s
method. The authors find a strong preference for the
marginalized model over the non-marginalized one, with

improvements of up to lnB ≈ 90. Our results are consis-
tent with both [34] and [33]. All three draw attention to
the fact that systematic error from misspecified noise can
be a dominant source of systematic error in astrophysical
inference.
Ref. [35] employs a different methodology for charac-

terizing the noise curve, using maximum entropy spectral
analysis on on-source data. This approach finds a consis-
tent estimated uncertainty on the order of ≈ 10% when
marginalising over the noise. In contrast, Ref.[36] and
Ref.[37] report much smaller values. Specifically, Ref. [37]
estimates an effect on the order of ≈ 2% and concludes
that uncertainty in noise estimates is a subdominant fac-
tor compared to other sources of uncertainty.
Our noise model, and the implementation in

tPowerBilby is heavily influenced by the BayesLine
algorithm [13]. The methods share several similari-
ties: both rely on transdimensional sampling, utilise es-
sentially the same Lorentzian line model, and employ
smooth functions to describe the broadband noise. Ad-
ditionally, both allow for marginalization over uncertain-
ties in the noise model. However, there are some of the
differences. First, BayesLine employs a customized re-
verse jump Markov Chain Monte Carlo whereas our al-
gorithm is designed to work with off-the-shelf samplers
available to Bilby (for this paper, we used Dynesty).
Second, BayesLine uses splines while our approach uses
power laws. Third, while BayesLine uses splines to
capture complicated spectral features, tPowerBilby uses
shapelets. Lastly, BayesLine, when combined with
BayesWave [38], allows for the estimation of noise from
on-source data and marginalization over noise uncertain-
ties whereas we emphasize the use of off-source data.
Ref. [39] compares BayesLine with Welch’s method and
finds that the data whitened using BayesLine is more
consistent with a normalized Gaussian distribution.
Our goals for future work include conducting a system-

atic extended study of all the events in GWTC-3, fol-
lowed by a population study to quantify the aggregated
effect of the tPowerBilby noise model. Additionally, we
aim to further develop the capabilities of tPowerBilby
to utilize on-source data and simultaneously sample both
the noise and the signal. This approach not only provides
a more accurate representation during the signal dura-
tion but also allows for explicit marginalization over the
noise uncertainties. Lastly, a long-term vision is to in-
troduce non-stationary noise handling capabilities to the
tPowerBilby framework. This could potentially include
glitch mitigation, similar to BayesWave [14, 36, 40, 41], or
addressing other typical non-Gaussian noise sources [42]
in order to provide a robust tool for gravitational-wave
science.
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Appendix A: tPowerBilby Package

The tPowerBilby package is a user-friendly tool de-
signed to estimate the amplitude spectral density σ(f)
of ground-based gravitational-wave observatories.
Based on the user input provided, which includes con-

figuration parameters such as the GPS trigger time and
the name of the interferometer, the software automati-
cally retrieves the required data and executes the proce-
dures outlined in this paper.
The software comprises three main components: a pre-

processing stage that constructs the priors for the sub-
sequent steps, a sampling stage, and a post-processing
stage that handles the results from the various stages
and merges them to produce the final estimation.
To maximize flexibility regarding computational costs,

the software outputs results after each sampling stage,
allowing users to access the sampling results as they be-
come available. In addition, users can choose to fit the
entire dataset, focus on broadband data, or analyze spe-
cific segments of high-quality data. When choosing not
to fit the entire dataset, the software employs the Welch
method to estimate missing values, effectively merging
tPowerBilby estimates with it to produce usable σ sam-
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angle, and the distance to the binary system. GWTC-3’s posterior samples are shown in purple, while tPowerBilby weighted
posterior samples are represented in magenta.

ples. A detailed explanation of the available configura-
tions, along with examples of how to use the software,
can be found at: tPowerBilby.

Appendix B: Preprocessing Algorithms

The preprocessing stage involves a data-driven con-
struction of the lines and shapelet priors, as well as the
division of the entire frequency band into smaller sub-

band regions and the identification of high-quality fre-
quency bins. The following subsection outlines the pre-
processing algorithms.

1. Line Priors Related Construction

We begin by estimating the noise using Welch’s
method, denoted as σWelch(f), for the data preceding the
analyzed segment. Next, we calculate a moving median

https://github.com/NirGutt/tPowerBilby
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FIG. 9. As with Fig. 8, but for the GW190521 event.

for σWelch(f) over a range of 100 frequency bins, which
serves as a rough estimation of the broadband component
of σ(f), labeled as σ(f)BB

med. However, the low-frequency
range can often be misleading due to edge effects. To
mitigate this issue, we employ a RANSAC algorithm [43]
to fit a single power law in the frequency range below 30
Hz, which provides an approximation of the broadband
component in that frequency range. Subsequently, we
construct the line locations prior by including every fre-
quency bin (and its two adjacent bins) with equal prob-
ability that satisfies the condition

σWelch(f) > 3.5× σ(f)BB
med.

Finally, we normalize the distribution to form a proper
probability distribution. We select 3.5 as it roughly cor-
responds to 3.5 standard deviations of a normal distribu-
tion, which is above the 99.9% threshold, indicating that
the observed values are unlikely to be random fluctua-
tions in the data.

Next, we reevaluate the broadband noise using 4 sec-
onds of data preceding the analysed segment. First, we
remove the frequency bins included in the line locations
prior. Then, we fit the remaining data using a sum of
power laws, as outlined in Eq. 2.5. The maximum like-
lihood obtained from this fit serves as our new estimate
of the broadband noise, denoted as σBB

Fit .
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FIG. 10. As with Fig. 8, but for the GW190929 event.

We proceed to construct the maximum and minimum
for the line amplitude prior, as mentioned in Sec. II E.
We collect 32 time segments of the same duration as the
analysed data, and preceding it, denoted as (datapre(f)).
We define the maximum amplitude as a function of fre-
quency by performing the maximum operation among
the 32 values

Amax
l (f) = max

f
(datapre(f)),

where maxf indicates the maximum operation per fre-
quency bin. For the minimum amplitude we take the
maximal value between σBB

Fit (f) and the minimum oper-

ations among the 32 values,

Amin
l (f) = max

f

(
σBB
Fit (f),min

f
(datapre(f))

)
,

where minf indicates the minimum operation per fre-
quency bin. This ensures that no line has an amplitude
smaller than the estimated broadband noise.

2. Shapelets Priors Related Construction

For the shapelets, we define the maximum ampli-
tude as a function of frequency using the same quantity
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σ(f)BB
med as defined in Appendix B 1. The maximum am-

plitude is given by

Amax
sh (f) = 3.85× σ(f)BB

med.

The value 3.85 results from 1.1× 3.5, which incorporates
a 10% safety margin on top of the 3.5 factor introduced
in Appendix B 1.

3. High-Quality Data in Pre-Processing

As mentioned in Appendix A, tPowerBilby allows for
the selection of three levels of data to fit. The second level
focuses exclusively on high-quality data, which reduces
computation time while retaining the most critical data
points. We define high-quality data as

dataHQ = data < 5× σBB
Fit (f),

while also keeping low-frequency data below 40Hz. Here,
σBB
Fit (f) is defined in Appendix B 1.

4. Segmentation Algorithm

The segmentation process aims to divide σ(f) fre-
quency range into multiple regions, each subject to fur-
ther analysis. It relies on the availability of the lines
location prior described in Appendix B 1. Typically, this
prior is sparse, and the analysis leverages this by calcu-
lating the difference between adjacent non-zero probabil-
ity values, effectively identifying empty sections between
lines. Differences deemed too small, determined by user
input (defaulting to 30 Hz), are discarded. The midpoint
of each empty section is considered a candidate for split-
ting the spectrum at its frequency value. If two values
are too close to each other, as specified by the user (de-
faulting to 100 Hz), the one within the smaller section
is discarded. Naturally, the boundaries of the spectrum
are fixed points that must be included in the final list of

splitting frequency values. Based on this list, σ(f) can
be divided into multiple regions for further analysis.

Appendix C: ∆logL Example

Here we provide an example demonstrating how non-
stationarity affects noise estimation and how the mixture
model defined in Eq. 3.2 mitigates this effect. For this ex-
ample, we use data surrounding the GW190929 event from
the Hanford observatory. In Fig. 11, we show an estima-
tion of the noise curve and the corresponding calculation
of

∆ lnL = lnLtPowerBilby − lnLWelch.

Specifically, the noise data preceding the GW190929 event
by 10 seconds is shown in black, while the cyan curve
represents the preferred model maximum-likelihood so-
lution from tPowerBilby using data following the event.
The blue curve represents the preferred model maximum-
likelihood solution from tPowerBilby using data preced-
ing the event. The beige curve indicates the noise curve
estimated using Welch’s method. Orange markers repre-
sent low-quality data (with large values of σ(f)), which
are not included in the ∆ lnL calculation. We present
three evaluations of ∆ lnL: the cyan curve is calculated
using data following the GW190929 event, the purple curve
is based on data preceding the GW190929 event, and the
magenta curve is obtained using the mixture model de-
fined in Eq.3.2.
Significant drop in ∆ lnL ≈ 50 is visible in the low-

frequency range, below 30 Hz for the σtPowerBilby noise
evaluation preceding the event. This drop indicates the
presence of non-stationary noise. However, the appli-
cation of the mixture model results in a significant im-
provement. Additional, smaller drops are observed across
the entire frequency range; many of these are mitigated,
leading to a higher lnL. The figure illustrates a typical
scenario where the performance of our model is compa-
rable to that of Welch’s method below 100 Hz. Most of
the improvement in ∆ lnL occurs at higher frequencies.
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