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Next-generation ground-based gravitational-wave (GW) detectors are expected to detect millions of binary
black hole mergers during their operation period. A small fraction (∼ 0.1 − 1%) of them will be strongly lensed
by intervening galaxies and clusters, producing multiple copies of the GW signals. The expected number of
lensed events and the distribution of the time delay between lensed images will depend on the mass distribution
of the lenses at different redshifts. Warm dark matter or fuzzy dark matter models predict lower abundances of
small mass dark matter halos as compared to the standard cold dark matter. This will result in a reduction in
the number of strongly lensed GW events, especially at small time delays. Using the number of lensed events
and the lensing time delay distribution, we can put a lower bound on the mass of the warm/fuzzy dark matter
particle from a catalog of lensed GW events. The expected bounds from GW strong lensing from next-generation
detectors are significantly better than the current constraints.

Introduction:— A variety of astronomical observations
have firmly established that ∼ 25% of the mass energy in
the universe is in the form of some non-baryonic dark matter
(DM) [3]. Particle physicists and cosmologists have come up
with several candidates for DM, spanning a very wide mass
range. The list of candidates ranges from extremely light
elementary particles [3, 4] to supermassive primordial black
holes [5].

DM candidates can be classified according to their velocity
dispersion, which defines a free streaming length scale. Below
this length scale all the cosmological density perturbations are
wiped out, so no structure can form in the universe below this
length scale. Cold DM (CDM), such as the weakly interacting
massive particles [6], axions [7] and primordial black holes [8],
has small free streaming length scales and does not affect the
cosmological structure formation. On the other hand, hot DM
such as neutrinos is highly relativistic. Free streaming of such
relativistic particles would erase perturbations in the matter
density even on the scale of galaxy clusters (∼ 1015M⊙). The
very existence of such large scale structures has ruled out hot
DM [9]. In between there exists another class, called warm DM
(WDM), such as gravitino [10] and sterile neutrino [11]. They
are non-relativistic but still have non-negligible velocity dis-
persion. They have shorter free streaming length than regular
neutrinos, and can erase structure on galaxy scales. Thus the
existence of galaxies can put some (rather weak) constraints
on the mass of the WDM particle.

In the past decades, the cosmological constant dominated
CDM model known as ΛCDM, has emerged as the standard
model of cosmology [12–14]. However, despite decades of
effort, neither direct laboratory experiments or indirect astro-
nomical observations have been able to detect any CDM can-
didates so far. In addition, though ΛCDM predictions match
with observed large scale structure, sub-galactic observations
might be in conflict with the predictions of this model. One is
the apparent under-abundance of satellites in the Milky Way,
as compared to the earlier CDM simulations, called the “miss-
ing satellite problem” [15–18] 1. The second, known as the

1 However, with better simulations and more careful characterisation of the
observational selection effects, this discrepancy might been already re-
solved [19].

“core-cusp problem,” is the observed discrepancy between the
inferred DM density profiles of low-mass galaxies and that
predicted by CDM simulations [20]. Simulations typically pre-
dict “cuspy” profiles (steep density profiles at the center) while
observations suggest the existence of “cores” (softer density
profiles at the center).

While some of these apparent discrepancies between CDM
models and observations could be attributed to astrophysical
reasons (such as the effect of baryons), several new DM can-
didates have also been proposed to address them. WDM is
the simplest departure from CDM, endowing the DM with a
small velocity dispersion. WDM particle with a mass in keV
range predicts the suppression of structures at small scales
(∼ 100 kpc) without affecting the large scales (∼ Mpc), thus
explaining the missing satellites. Another model, called ”self-
interacting DM” [21], adds a self-interaction cross-section to
the DM. The resulting elastic scattering between the DM parti-
cles in the inner galactic regions redistributes energy, producing
the effect of a core. Fuzzy DM (FDM) particles are ultralight
bosons (mass ∼ 10−22 eV), with de Broglie wavelength larger
than the inter-particle separation. The resulting wave-like be-
haviour leads to formation of solitonic cores at the center of
haloes and density granules on scales smaller than ∼ kpc are
erased, while large scale structure is indistinguishable from
CDM [22].

The observation of Lyman-α forest — absorption lines
in the distant quasar spectra induced by neutral hydrogen
along the line of sight — provides the strongest lower limit
(mwdm > 3 − 5 keV) on the WDM mass [23–26]. Combin-
ing this with strong gravitational lensing [27] and the abun-
dance of Milky Way satellites has resulted in a joint constraint
mwdm > 6.048 keV [28]. Different cosmological datasets puts
upper bound mψ ≥ 10−22 eV on the mass of FDM [29–32]. A
stronger constraint, mψ ≥ (0.6−1)×10−19 eV is obtained from
the survival of an old star cluster in an ultra faint dwarf galaxy
Eridaus II [33].

Gravitational-wave (GW) observations offer new probes
of DM (see, e.g., [34]). The presence of a DM overdensity
surrounding a black hole can have impact on the GWs emitted
during the inspiral and merger with another compact object.
The upcoming LISA observatory [35] will be able to detect the
effect of the DM on the GW signal, offering a powerful probe
of the nature of particle DM [34, 36, 37]. Ultralight bosons,
such as axions, can affect the mass and spin of black holes by
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FIG. 1. Left panel: The power spectrum of linear perturbations as predicted by the CDM model as well as the WDM model with different values
of mwdm (in keV). Half-mode scales for different mwdm are shown by the filled circles. Middle panel: HMF for CDM and WDM at redshift z = 0.
Solid and dashed lines represent the Behroozi [1] and Jenkins [2] HMF models, respectively. Note the suppression in the number density of
lower mass halos in the WDM model. Filled circles with different colours denote the half mode mass scale for different mwdm. Right panel: The
distribution of the velocity dispersion of lenses produced by the CDM and WDM halos. Here also the solid and dashed lines represents the
Behroozi and Jenkins HMF models. Reduction in number density is reflected as reduction of the low σ halos. Filled circles denote the velocity
dispersion of the corresponding half mode mass.

forming gravitationally bound states around them [38]. GW
emission from such objects could be detected by various GW
detectors [39–42]. FDM can also be indirectly detected using
pulsar timing arrays if the oscillation frequency falls within
their detection band [43].

Gravitational lensing of GWs offer yet another avenue to
probe the nature of DM (see, e.g. [44–51], for some recent
work). The next-generation (XG) ground-based GW detectors
will detect millions of binary black-hole mergers (BBH) out to
high redshifts (z ∼ 10−100) [52]. About 0.1−1% of them will
be strongly lensed by the galaxies and clusters hosted in these
DM halos, producing multiple copies of the GW signals. The
time delay between the lensed copies of these GW signals can
be accurately measured. The exact fraction of lensed mergers
and the distribution of lensing time delay will depend on the
mass distribution of lenses at various redshifts [53] as well
as cosmological parameters [54]. In this letter, we propose a
statistical probe to constrain the mass of the WDM particle
using a catalogue of strongly lensed GW detections. If the DM
is warm, this will hinder the formation of low-mass halos. This
suppression in the the abundance of low-mass halos will result
in a reduction in the number of lensed events with small time
delays, as small time delays are mostly produced by low mass
lenses.

Our proposal is to look for the imprints of WDM on the
number of lensed signals, as well as on the distribution of their
time delays. This approach is closely connected to our earlier
work [54] on constraining the cosmological parameters from
strongly lensed GW signals. Our method does not rely on the
accurate knowledge of the source location of the individual
signals or the properties of the corresponding lenses. Indeed,
the number of lensed events as well as the time delay distribu-
tion will also depend on the distribution of source properties
(e.g., mass and redshift distribution of BBHs [55–57]) as well
as the lens properties (e.g., the mass function of the DM halos
[58] and the lens model [59, 60]). If the distributions of the
source and lens properties are known from other observations
or theoretical models (e.g., from the observation of unlensed
GW signals and cosmological simulations), then the mass of
the WDM can be inferred from the observed number of lensed

events and their time delay distribution.
We forecast that BBH observations during 10 yrs of oper-

ation of XG detectors [61, 62] will be to provide constraints
(m−1
wdm < 0.035 − 0.056 keV−1) are significantly better than the

current constraints (mwdm > 3 − 5 keV). We simply translate
the constraints on mwdm to mass of FDM particle (mψ). An
optimistic assumption of merger rate will give us the constraint
mψ > 7.3 × 10−19eV, which is almost three order of magnitude
improvement over existing bounds.
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FIG. 2. Expected distributions of time delay between strongly lensed
GW signals, corresponding to different values of mwdm. Note the
suppression in number of lensed events compared to CDM, especially
for lower time delays, which is the reflection of absence of the lower
mass halos for smaller mwdm. The time delay distributions measurable
from an observation period of 10 yrs are shown by dashed lines. The
vertical line indicates the period of 10 yrs.

Warm dark matter:— Free streaming of WDM particles
suppress primordial perturbations at scales smaller than the
free streaming scale. Fitting functions for modelling the WDM
transfer function have been proposed in different studies [18,
63, 64]. They give us a prescription to convert the power
spectrum Pcdm(k) of linear perturbations in the CDM model to
the same in the WDM model [Pwdm(k)], through the transfer
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function. We use the transfer function given in [64],

T (k) =
[

Pcdm(k)
Pwdm(k)

]1/2

=
[
1 + (αk)2µ

]−5/µ
, (0.1)

where µ = 1.12 and

α = 0.049
(mwdm

keV

)−1.11
(
Ωwdm

0.25

)0.11 (
h

0.7

)1.22

h−1Mpc (0.2)

is called the effective free streaming scale. Above, Ωwdm is
the energy density in the form of WDM and h is the Hubble
constant in units of 100 km/s/Mpc. We can introduce another
length scale, called half mode length scale λhm, where the
WDM transfer function becomes half: λhm = 2πα (2µ/5 −
1)−1/2µ. This length scale introduces a half mode mass scale
Mhm =

4π
3 ρ̄ (λhm/2)3, where ρ̄ is the averaged density of the

halo. Abundances of DM haloes with mass below the Mhm
will be suppressed compared to CDM, while the masses above
Mhm are unaffected.

We use different halo mass functions (HMFs) that model the
comoving number density dncdm/dM of CDM halos in different
mass ranges. Given a HMF in CDM, the same in WDM model
for a particular mwdm is obtained using the fitting formula given
in [65]

dnwdm/dM
dncdm/dM

=

(
1 +

Mhm

M

)−β
, (0.3)

where β = 1.16. The dependence on mwdm comes through Mhm.
To obtain HMF in WDM model, we use HMFcalc package
[66]. For our main analysis we consider the Behroozi [1] model
of the CDM HMF. In order to estimate the effect of using an
incorrect CDM HMF model, we also consider the Jenkins [2]
model of the same implemented in the same package.

These DM halos acts as gravitational lenses that deflect light
as well as GWs. In this letter, we are concerned about the
strong lensing of GWs that produces multiple copies of the
GW signals. We approximate these halo lenses as singular
isothermal spheres (SISs) [67], parameterised by their disper-
sion velocity σ. We assume that the halos are spherically
symmetric and virialised, with average density ρ̄ and radius R.
This allows us to compute the dispersion velocity of the SIS
lens from the halo mass

σ ≃

√
GM

R
, M =

4
3
πR3ρ̄. (0.4)

Figure 1 shows the the power spectrum, the HMF and the σ
distribution of lenses derived from the HMF, as predicted by
the CDM model as well as the WDM model corresponding
to different WDM masses. These can be use to compute the
expected number of strongly lensed GW signals and the dis-
tribution of the time delay between the lensed copies of GW
signals.

Figure 2 shows the expected number of lensed events
Λ(mwdm) and the time delay distribution p(∆t|mwdm) as a func-
tion of mwdm. We can see that Λ decreases with decreasing
mwdm. This is due to the fact that there will be a smaller number
of low-mass halos for lower mwdm. The absence of lower mass
halos is reflected in the time delay distribution as the reduction
in the of lower time delays. Using these differences in the time
delay distribution and total number of lensed events, we will
be able to either measure the mass of the WDM particle, or put
a lower bound on mwdm. In practice, we put an upper bound on
m−1
wdm since it has a convenient lower bound of zero.

Expected constraints on warm DM:— We first ask the
question: if the DM is actually cold (i.e., m−1

wdm = 0), how well
can we constrain m−1

wdm using future obervations of lensed GWs.
In order to answer this, we simulate a population of BBH
mergers with redshift distribution given by [68]. We assume a
BBH detection rate R = 5×105 yr−1 and an observation period
Tobs = 10 yrs. We neglect the selection effects in detection,
as XG detectors are anticipated to detect all the BBH mergers
out to large red shifts (z ∼ 10 − 100). The mass distribution of
the lenses at various redshifts are described by the CDM HMF
model of [1]. Lenses as modelled using the SIS model, using
Eq. (0.4) for converting the halo mass to the velocity dispersion
of the lens. This allows us to compute the the strong lensing
optical depth for sources located at different redshifts, which
can be convolved with the redshift distribution of the BBH
mergers to to compute the expected number Λ of lensed events.
We assume the following values of cosmological parameters:
Ωm = 0.316,H0 = 67.3, σ8 = 0.816 [69].

To simulate one observing scenario with N detections of
lensed events, we draw one sample from a Poisson distribu-
tion with mean Λ. Further, we draw samples {∆ti}Ni=1 from
p(∆t | m−1

wdm ≃ 0,Tobs). Using N and {∆ti}Ni=1 we evaluate the
likelihoods p

(
N | m−1

wdm,Tobs

)
and p

(
{∆ti} | m−1

wdm,Tobs

)
. We as-

sume uniform priors on m−1
wdm, so final posterior is given by

the product of two likelihoods. Figure 3 (left panel) shows the
two likelihoods and the posteriror obtained from combining
these two likelihoods. The 90% quantile of combined pos-
terior is shown in the shaded region, yielding an upper limit
m−1
wdm < 0.035 keV−1.
The GW detection rate of XG detectors is uncertain as of

now. For more conservative forecasts, we repeated the analysis
with lower rates. Figure 3 (middle panel) shows the com-
bined posteriors for different detection rates. As expected, with
reduced rates the posteriors are broader. The 90% upper lim-
its on m−1

wdm in are 0.047, 0.055, 0.082 keV−1 for merger rates
105, 5 × 104, 104, respectively. Constraints corresponding to
different merger rates and observation periods are shown in
Table I. Since the upper limits depend on the realization of
mock samples that are subjected to Poisson fluctuations, we
repeat the observing scenario ∼ 1000 times and compute the
distribution of the 90% limit of m−1

wdm. Figure 3 (right panel)
shows the 38%, 50% and 68% quantiles of the distributions
of the 90% upper limit of m−1

wdm for different observation time
periods and merger rates.

R
Tobs 2 yrs 4 yrs 6 yrs 8 yrs 10 yrs

5 × 105 yr−1 0.047 0.041 0.038 0.036 0.035
1 × 105 yr−1 0.068 0.059 0.053 0.049 0.047
5 × 104 yr−1 0.081 0.069 0.062 0.058 0.055

TABLE I. Expected 90% credible upper limits on m−1
wdm in keV−1 for

different merger rates R and observation time periods Tobs.

The FDM also predicts a cut-off in the HMF at small scales,
through a mechanism that is dependent on the de Broglie wave-
length rather than a free-streaming length. We translate the
constraints on the mwdm to the mass of the FDM particle mψ

(Fig. 4). For this, we simply equate the half mode length scale
of both. We use the expression of half mode length scale of
FDM as given in [30] which considers a transfer function given
in [22]. We calculate half mode length scale for WDM using
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FIG. 3. Left panel: Posterior distribution of m−1
wdm computed from number of lensed events and time delay distribution separately, along with

the combined posterior, using simulated observations generated assumming ΛCDM universe. Here we assumed a BBH detection rate of
R = 5 × 105 yr−1 and Tobs = 10yrs. Gray shaded region represents the 90% quantile of the combined posterior, yielding an upper limit of
m−1
wdm ≤ 0.035. Middle panel: Combined constraints from GW lensing on m−1

wdm assuming different detection rates with observation time period
Tobs = 10 yrs. Right panel: 38%, 50% and 68% credible intervals (denoted by different shades) of the distributions of 90% upper limit of m−1

wdm

obtained from ∼ 1000 recovery tests for different values of R and Tobs.

the HMFcalc package [66] which uses the formula given in
[65] and a transfer function given in [64]. This is just a simple
translation, in order to be more rigorous, one needs to use
the HMF in FDM. Even though approximate, this gives us
an idea of the prospective constraints on FDM using future
observations of GW strong lensing.
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wdm obtained by equating the

half mode length scale of FDM and WDM. Dashed vertical line shows
the constraints on m−1

wdm and corresponding dashed horizontal lines
show the translated constraints on mψ. Different dashed lines are for
different detection rates R, assuming Tobs = 10 yrs.

We also check whether we will be able to measure the mass
of the DM particle when it is actually warm. To check this, we
simulate an observing scenario using the HMF of the WDM
model with mass mwdm = 9 keV. Other details of the analysis
are kept the same. We consider an optimistic (R = 5×105 yr−1)
and pessimistic (R = 5 × 104 yr−1) detection rates. As seen in
Fig. 5, the true value of mwdm is recovered within 68% credible
interval.

Systematic errors:— We have investigated various sources
of systematic errors in deriving constraints on the nature of
DM using future observations of strongly lensed GW signals.

One potential source of systematic error is the HMF that is
used to model the mass and redshift distribution of lenses. To
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FIG. 5. Posterior distribution of mwdm assuming that the true nature
of the DM is described by the WDM model with mwdm = 9 keV
(the yellow solid line in the middle). The plot shows the expected
posteriors for Tobs = 10yrs assuming optimistic (R = 5 × 105 yr−1)
and pessimistic (R = 5 × 104 yr−1) detection rates. Vertical dashed
lines represent the 90% credible region of the posteriors.

get a sense of the systematic errors, we simulate the population
of lenses using one HMF model (Behroozi [1]) and use another
model (Jenkins [2]) for our inference, both implemented in the
HMFcalc package [66]. As we see in left panel of Fig. 6, the
true value (m−1

wdm = 0) is not recovered if we use the wrong
HMF model in our inference. This underlines the need of
accurate models of the distribution of lens properties.

Though the true value of mwdm is not recovered in the param-
eter inference, we perform a Bayesian model selection study
using these two HMF models to calculate the Bayes factor
(ratio of Bayesian evidences) between them. We repeat this
exercise over a large number of random realisations of the
same observing scenario, and find that the Bayes factor over-
whelmingly prefers the true HMF model (right panel of Fig. 6).
Thus, if the correct HMF model is among the set of models
that we consider for the parameter inference, we expect it to
have the largest Bayesian evidence, thus will help us to evade
systematic errors to a good extent.
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that illustrate the correlation between these parameters. Each plot
shows a 2-dimensional slice of the likelihood while keeping all other
parameters to their true value. The colors represent the value of
likelihood and the contour lines shows 68% and 95% credible levels.
It can be seen that there is no correlation between m−1

wdm and the
cosmological parameters.

We also check whether the change in the expected num-
ber of strongly lensed events and their time delay distribution
due to differences in the DM models could be mimicked by
changes in cosmological parameters as studied in [54, 70]. If
such a degeneracy exists, the properties of the DM particle will
be indistinguishable from cosmological parameters. To study
this, we generate a sample of lensed BBH events assuming the
standard value of the cosmological parameters that we used
in the paper along with the CDM HMF. We then compute the
likelihood by simultaneously varying mwdm as well as the cos-
mological parameters H0,ΩM and σ8. Figure 7 shows various
2-dimensional slices of the likelihood that illustrate the lack of
correlation between mwdm and cosmological parameters. This
suggests that marginalising over the cosmological parameters
will not change the posterior of m−1

wdm significantly. We leave
a joint analysis including m−1

wdm and all other cosmological
parameters for future work.

The effect of WDM that we consider is the suppression in
the number density of low mass halos. Besides this effect,
WDM predicts the existence of finite central cores in DM halos

[18, 71], as opposed to the cuspy profile expected in CDM.
The presence of a central core reduces the Einstein angle of
the lens, resulting in smaller time delays as compared to halos
without core. This effect can be populate the low-time delay
part of the time-delay distribution, potentially mimicking CDM
halos. However, the presence of cores will also reduce the
lensing optical depth. Our preliminary investigations suggest
that the resulting reduction in the number of lensed events
should make them distinguishable from the CDM halos. This
is being investigated in a follow-up work.

Summary and Outlook:— The large number of strongly
lensed GW signals detectable by the XG detectors will en-
able new probes of cosmology. In this letter, we showed how
the expected number of strongly lensed BBH mergers and
the distribution of the time delay between lensed images can
be used to constrain the nature of particle DM. In particular,
the suppression of the low-mass DM halos predicted by the
WDM/FDM models will result in a reduction in the number
of strongly lensed GW signals with small lensing time delays.
This will allow us to constrain the mass of the WDM/FDM
particle. The expected constraints are significantly better than
the current bounds. In the time delay distribution, there is no
degeneracy between the nature of DM particle and the cos-
mological parameters. This should allow us to constrain both
the nature of DM and cosmological parameters simultaneously
from future observations.

Because of their inherent simplicity, GWs are unaffected
by extinction, and selection effects in GW searches are well
modelled. This makes GW strong lensing a cleaner probe than,
e.g., optical lensing. However, a number of obstacles need to
be addressed before this technique can be applied to constrain
the nature of DM. The properties of astrophysical sources and
lenses determine both the number of lensed events and the
distribution of their time delays. Some of the relevant parame-
ters, such as the redshift distribution of BBH mergers, can be
inferred from the large number of unlensed GW signals as well
as the stochastic GW background. For other parameters, such
as the distribution of the properties of the lens parameters, will
need to rely on models obtained from large-scale cosmological
simulations and galaxy surveys.

In this letter, we have assumed that the lenses are modelled
by simple SISs, whose parameters are obtained from the HMF
using a simple prescription. We also neglected the halo sub
structure and the effect of baryons. Future analysis needs to
model the lenses more accurately, which are working on im-
proving [72]. We neglected selection function of the detectors
assuming that XG detectors will observe all the BBHs out to
large redshifts. In order to forecast the expected constraints
from the upcoming upgrades of the current generation detec-
tors [73–75], we will need to take into account the selection ef-
fects also, which is being studied in another ongoing work [76].
There are other potential sources of systematics: The false pos-
itives produced by the methods used to identify strongly lensed
signals can contaminate our observational sample and can bias
the parameter inference. In [70] we demonstrated how we can
model the contamination thus evading systematic biases in the
estimation of cosmological parameters from strongly lensed
GW signals. A similar approach can be adopted here as well.

While we have focussed on BBH signals, strongly lensed
binary neutron star mergers, which are expected to be equally
abundant [77–79], could also be used to probe cosmological
parameters and the nature of DM. In contrast to BBH mergers
which can be observed out to very large redshifts (z ∼ 10),
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neutron star mergers can be observed out to smaller redshifts
(z ∼ 1) even using XG detectors. However, some of them
would have an electromagnetic counterpart which will also be
lensed. Such observations could allow us to probe the detailed
profile of the lensing galaxy, potentially enabling to put tighter
constraints on the nature of DM. This is being explored in an
ongoing work [80].
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Supplemental Material:
Probing the nature of dark matter using strongly lensed gravitational waves from binary black holes

I. BAYESIAN INFERENCE

We assume that we have confidently detected N strongly
lensed BBH events within an observation period of Tobs, each
producing two observable copies (lensed images). We aim
to compute the posterior distribution of the mass mwdm of the
WDM particle, using the time delays {∆ti}Ni=1 from the N de-
tected lensed events.

We can write the likelihood p
(
N, {∆ti}

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
as a

product of two likelihoods as N and {∆ti} are uncorrelated. The
likelihood of observing N events can be described as a Poisson
distribution

p
(
N

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
=
Λ

(
m−1
wdm

)N
e−Λ(m−1

wdm)

N!
, (1.1)

where Λ
(
m−1
wdm

)
is the expected number of lensed events for a

given value of m−1
wdm. The likelihood of observing a set of time

delays {∆ti} can be written as

p
(
{∆ti}

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
=

N∏
i=1

p
(
∆ti

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
. (1.2)

Here we assume each BBH merger to be an independent
event and that the time delays are measured accurately and
precisely. p

(
∆ti

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
is the “model” time delay dis-

tribution calculated at measured time delay ∆ti. The model
time delay distribution is calculated from the expected time
delay distribution p

(
{∆ti}

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm

)
, considering the fact that

time delays greater than the observation time period Tobs can-
not be observed, see [54, 70] for more details. Evaluation of
the likelihood, p

(
N, {∆ti}

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
requires the expected

number of lensed events, Λ and expected time delay distri-
bution, p

(
{∆ti}

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm

)
for different values of m−1

wdm. These

quantities depend on the values of cosmological parameters
and the distribution of the source and lens properties [54, 70].
Here we fix the cosmological parameters to the Planck values,
Ω⃗P = {Ωm = 0.316,H0 = 67.3, σ8 = 0.816}[69]. We also
consider the distribution of source and lens properties is ob-
tained by other observations, theoretical studies and large scale
cosmological simulations.

II. CALCULATION OF EXPECTED NUMBER OF LENSED
EVENTS AND TIME DELAY DISTRIBUTION

We calculate the expected number of lensed events
Λ

(
m−1
wdm,Tobs

)
and the expected time delay distribution

p
(
∆t

∣∣∣ m−1
wdm

)
using equations 7 and 17 of [70]. The expected

number of lensed events and their time delay distribution de-
pends on m−1

wdm through the halo mass function. All the as-
sumptions and inputs (source and lens distributions), used to
calculate the total number of lensed events and their time de-
lay distribution are same as outlined in [54]. We assume that
the source redshift distribution, pb(zs) will be known with ad-
equate precision from the observation form unlensed events
which will dominate the future dataset. For illustration, we
use the source redshift distribution provided by the source pop-
ulation model [68], assuming standard cosmology, Ω⃗p. We
model the distribution of lenses using the halo mass function,
which gives the distribution, p (σ, zℓ) of σ and zℓ. We consider
a mass range of 108 to 1015 M⊙ for the lenses. For further
details on the calculations, refer to [54, 70] and for insights
into how the time delay distributions and the total number of
lensed events are affected by changes in the assumptions about
source population and lens distributions, please refer to [70].
We consider halo mass function model described in [1]. To
check the bias incurred in the inference on the m−1

wdm by using
wrong model of halo mass function we also consider another
model of halo mass function described by [2].
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